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was a regular route service, specifically "community-
type regular route service under contract." WMATA 
claimed that the only difference between this regular 
route service and other regular route service was the 
method of payment to WMATA. WMATA also claimed 
that it, and therefore the taxpayers, would lose approx-
imately $250000/year if it lost Reston Commuter Bus. 

WMATC in its decision held that the Reston Commuter 
Bus system is inherently different from WMATA's reg-
ular route service and that WMATC had jurisdiction to 
grant a certificate. The Reston system was found to not 
be regular route service for several reasons: 

The financial risk of each run is borne by Reston 
Commuter Bus; 

Reston Commuter Bus is charged the full cost 
of service, while regular route service of WMATA is 
heavily subsidized; 

Reston Commuter Bus determines the level of 
service, routes, and schedules; and 

Reston Commuter Bus is managed by community 
volunteers. 

The certificate of public convenience and necessity 
was issued in September 1975. The staff of WMATA 
wanted to appeal the decision to WMATC and then to the 
federal court. WMATA's board refused to allow an ap-
peal, possibly because the entire matter had become 
embarrassing. 

REFLECTIONS 

In reflecting on the Reston Commuter Bus experience, 
several inferences can be drawn: 

Regulatory procedures can serve to promote in-
novative public transportation. 

Regulatory procedures can serve as a check and 
balance on transit authorities. 

Since the justification for WMATA's opposition to 
Colonial Transit was based on the concept of a regional 
approach to public transit, this concept (at least in the 
Washington area) needs to be reexamined. 

Case Studies of Taxicab Regulation 
in the United States 
Sandra Rosenbloom, Community and Regional Planning, University of Texas 

Municipalities have routinely regulated the operation of 
taxicabs for decades; the major part of existing regula-
tion evolved prior to and just after World War II (!). 
Generally only incremental changes in these older regu-
lations have taken place since that time. Traditionally 
local involvement with the taxi industry involved four key 
aspects of regulation: - control of entry into the market, 
control of management and ownership, standards for 
service and vehicles, and fares and charges (2, p. 64). 

Many cities are currently taking a hard look at both 
their existing taxicab regulations and the rationale be-
hind those regulations. The impetus for this recent 
scrutiny has come from a number of sources. Some 
cities are involved in comprehensive code revision ef-
forts and are considering revision of the taxi ordinances 
contained in their codes. Others are reconsidering their 
regulations because of the accelerated frequency of in-
dustry requests for fare increases and demands by the 
industry to consider regulatory changes in mandated 
operational characteristics. There is heightened con-
cern about discrepancies in alrport service and the in-
creasing activity of social service agencies in the pro-
vision of contract transportation. There is also growing 
recognition that taxis can and do play a significant role 
in the urban transportation system, a recognition height-
ened by increasing attention to all paratransit modes on 
the part of the Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion (UMTA) and state departments of transportation. 

This paper will generally be concerned with the first  

three traditional aspects of municipal taxi regulation 
(entry control, ownership, and service standards) and 
will review the empirical evidence available on the actual 
relationships among these three variables in operation 
at the local level. 

Control on entry into the local taxi market can involve 
restrictions on the number of licensed vehicles, restric-
tions on the number of licensed companies, restrictions 
on the geographic area of service, or a combination of 
these three. The overwhelming majority of all American 
cities practice one or more of these forms of entry con-
trol. Early research found that those few cities that did 
not restrict entry into the local taxi market had signifi-
cantly more taxis per capita than those that did restrict 
entry and that the only significant explanatory variable 
was the lack of entry restriction (3). Later research (4) 
found that, in the 5-year period from 1963 to 1968, the 
number of taxis in cities without restrictions rose in di-
rect proportion to the rise in a number of indicators of 
increased economic activity (retail sales in the central 
business district, retail sales in the city as a whole, 
service industry receipts) while the number of taxis in 
cities that have restrictions was constrained from re-
sponding to increases in consumer demand. It was clear 
from the data that the deciding variable was the prohibi-
tion against individual owner-operators. 

Atlanta; Washington, D.C.; and Honululu are con-
sidered to have no control on entry. Honululu does reg-
ulate the number of taxis indirectly by restricting the 
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number of taxi stands and limiting taxis to two to a stand. 
Historically the number of stands has been allowed to in-
crease significantly from year to year in direct propor-
tion to economic growth. However, the Honululu police 
department reports that the number of new taxi stands 
and, consequently, the number of taxis have been re-
stricted more stringently in the past few years. Given 
the findings presented in later parts of this paper, it may 
be more accurate in the future to consider Honululu to 
be a city with restrictions on entry. Atlanta passed an 
ordinance in mid-1975 that restricted the future number 
of taxis to the current number licensed. The city of 
Atlanta does not know the current number of licensed 
taxis, and it is an accepted fact that the control ordi-
nance has not yet been enforced. 

Table 1 presents a comparison of the number of taxis 
per 1000 people for 11 American cities-8 that have and 
3 that do not have entry restrictions—for the years 1960, 
1970, and 1976. The pattern established in the differ-
ence between 1960 and 1970 holds true for the difference 
between 1970 and 1976; cities that have no restrictions 
have significantly more taxis per capita than cities that 
do have restrictions. Moreover, cities that set numer-
ical restrictions on entry tend to have more taxis per 
capita than those cities that control entry through fran-
chising arrangements or findings of public convenience; 
this is consistent with the results of earlier studies (5, 
p. 19). However, Table 1 makes some other trends 
more obvious than previous work did. Central cities are 
generally decreasing in population; two of the four cities 
in Table 1 that have numerical restrictions experienced 
population decreases from 1960 to 1970. Obviously, 
those cities that have held the number of taxis constant 
through numerical restriction show an increase in taxis 
per capita if the population of the central city decreases; 
this does not necessarily indicate an increase in the 
level of service. Metropolitan regions with strong cen-
tral cities generate greater demand for taxi service 
than that indicated by central city population figures 
alone. Conversely most metropolitan areas have signif-
icantly more licensed taxis available in the entire metro-
politan area than is indicated by central city licensing 
figures alone. However, because service and jurisdic-
tional restrictions on all licensed taxis vary widely with-
in most metropolitan regions, comparable indices of 
service have never been developed. 

Table 1 also indicates that the rate of increase in the 
number of taxis in cities that have no restrictions has 
declined. The period from 1960 to 1970 was a growth 
period, but the years from 1970 to 1976 show a halt in 
absolute and relative growth in Atlanta, a slowing of 
relative growth in Honululu, and both an absolute and 
relative decrease in levels of taxi service in Washington. 
This might indicate that the markets in those cities had 
an excess of supply and that market forces are coming 
slowly into equilibrium. Another interesting finding is 
the lack of growth in taxis per capita in cities that have 
franchising or company restrictions. Although all four 
cities in the second group in Table 1 could have shown 
a numerical increase in taxis, only Dallas showed an 
increase—of only four taxis in 6 years. 

The empirical analyses cited earlier prompted many 
transportation planners to argue for deregulation of entry 
into the taxi industry at the local level. It was argued 
that such deregulation would provide transportation ser-
vices at the increasing level demanded by the public, 
reduce the need for private cars, and address other key 
societal concerns (2, pp.  76-79; 69  p. 86; 7). The orga-
nized taxi industry was against deregulation and responded 
in three ways. First, they argued that indices of taxis 
per capita or per square kilometer were highly mis-
leading, since evidence exists that many taxis are not  

on duty most of the day. Taxi drivers in cities that do not 
have restrictions are more likely to be part-time opera-
tors who are often off duty; studies have found that no 
more than 24 percent of Washington's taxi fleet is on duty 
at any given time (8). However, the taxi industry admits 
that cities with restrictions keep significant numbers of 
taxis off the road daily because of the lack of drivers; in 
1967 a representative of the trade association of New 
York's fleet operators claimed that restriction kept more 
than 1000 (of approximately 7214) fleet cabs (which hold 
about 62 percent of the taxi medallions) idle daily for 
lack of drivers (5, p.  28). Existing data are insufficient 
for clear-cut conclusions, but it appears that, while cities 
without restrictions may have a smaller percentage of 
their taxis on duty at any time, the differences are not 
as significant as charged by the industry. 

Second, the taxi industry has argued that two of the 
three cities without restrictions—Honululu and Washing-
ton—are atypical because they have large volumes of 
tourist and convention business. This argument has been 
refuted by previous work (4, p. 12), but those earlier 
analyses have been updated for the purpose of this paper 
(Table 2). By using retail sales in the central business 
district and in the city as a whole as indices of economic 
growth and hotel and motel receipts and service industry 
receipts as reasonable proxies for tourist -related activi-
ties, Table 2 shows that the three cities without restric-
tions generally have higher taxi ratios than those with 
restrictions. If the taxis were responsive only to ex-
traordinary levels of tourist activity as charged, we 
would expect the taxi ratios to be more comparable. 

Table 2 is not consistent, however, with previous 
findings on the growth in the number of taxis in cities 
without restrictions in response to increases in economic 
activity; although Atlanta and Washington maintained their 
relative positions on most indices, Honululu's relative 
and absOlute standings fell. It may be that the 1960s was 
a period of rapid growth in the taxi industry in the cities 
without restrictions and that too many drivers entered 
the market for it to be profitable for all entrants. This 
may simply reflect the efficient workings of the market-
place as it brings the excess supply in line with demand. 
It appears, however, that the supply of taxis is more 
responsive to changing economic conditions in cities 
without restrictions. 

The third and most significant industry argument is 
that lifting the restrictions on local taxi operations will 
bring a drastic reduction in the quality of taxi service 
provided; they argue that the care and maintenance of 
vehicles would be neglected and that there would be a 
significant increase in the number of meter violations, 
fare discrepancies, and crimes against passengers (9). 

In theory there is no need to assume that these prob-
lems must accompany relaxing entry controls on taxi 
service in local areas (2, pp. 93-97). In fact, some of 
these variables are clearly problems of enforcement and 
occur in cities with as well as those without restrictions; 
it is not a coincidence that taxi regulation is the respon-
sibility of the police department in most cities. Empir-
ical evidence does suggest, however, that a laissez-faire 
attitude toward entry control, particularly in Atlanta and 
Washington, is often accompanied by a lax attitude toward 
enforcement of the vehicle standards and insurance re-
quirements that do exist. Recently conditions at National 
Airport in Washington became so chaotic that the need 
for enforcement of existing vehicle standards and insur-
ance ordinances became overwhelmingly clear; the police 
have taken action against improper or unsafe vehicles in 
line at taxi stands and are requiring proof of insurance. 
Offenders are ticketed and prohibited from picking up 
passengers when their turn in line comes—surely the 
worse sanction. 



Table 1. Number of taxis according to degree of entry restriction. 

Category 

1960 

Number 
of Taxis 

Taxis/1000 
People 

1970 

Number 
of Taxis 

Taxis/1000 
People 

1976 

Number 
of Taxis 

Taxis/1000 
People' 

No restriction 
Atlanta' 1 300 2.7 1 900 3.9 1 900 3.8 

Washington 10 180 13.3 9 144 10.2 8 079 10.7 

Honolulu 947 3.2 1 400 4.3 1 600 4.6 

Company franchise or 
public convenience 
restriction 

Los Angeles 885 0.4 855 0.3 696 0.2 

Kansas City, Mo. 542 1.1 542 1.1 542 1.0 

Dallas - - 435 0.5 439 0.5 

Ft. Worth - - 197 0.5 197 0.5 

Numerical restriction 
Miami 431 1.5 431 1.0 431 1.2 

Boston 1 525 2.0 1 525 2.3 1 525 2.5 

Chicago 4600 1.3 4600 1.3 4600 1.4 

New York 11 722 1.5 11 722 15 11 722 1.5 

Estimated population. 	Estimates furnished by Atlanta Police Department 

Table 2. Number of taxis as a function of economic activity according to degree of entry restriction. 

Category 

Number of Taxis/$1 Million of Sales or Receipts 

Retail Sales 	Hotel and Motel 
Retail Sales in City 	in CBD 	 Receipts 

1963 	1968 	1972 	1963 	1972 	1963 	1968 1972 

Service Industry 
Receipts 

1963 	1968 1972 

No restriction 
Atlanta 1.3 1.3 1.0 4.3 5.9 6.2 3.8 2.0 4.7 4.1 2.2 

Washington 7.4 5.8 5.1 25.0 19.4 11.8 8.7 7.4 23.5 16.4 7.5 

Honolulu 1.9 1.8 1.2 17.1 21.4 2.8 1.8 1.0 7.4 5.6 2.9 

Company franchise or 
public convenience 
restriction 

Los Angeles 0.2 0.2 0.1 2.8 2.3 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.2 

Kansas City, Mo. 0.7 0.5 0.4 3.9 4.6 2.3 1.9 1.3 2.5 1.8 0.9 
Numerical restriction 

Miami 0.7 0.5 0.4 4.0 3.1 2.5 1.7 1.2 21 1.7 0.8 

Boston 1.3 1.0 0.9 3.8 3.5 3.5 2.7 - 3.6 2.7 1.4 

Chicago 1.0 0.7 0.6 6.8 5.4 2.7 2.2 2.2 2.1 .1.7 1.1 
New York 1.2 1.0 0.8 5.0 3.8 2.7 2.5 2.5 1.7 1.3 0.9 

99 

Similar chaotic conditions and demands by existing 
taxi drivers in free-market Atlanta have prompted the 
mayor to appoint a Taxicab Study Commission to consider 
implementing entry control. The 13-person commis-
sion, appointed in June 1976, consists of representatives 
of individual drivers, company owners, the hotel and 
motel association, the police, and the public; the com-
mission will consider regulations to deal with the prob-
lems of poor vehicle condition, lack of adequate insur-
ance and licensing, overcharging, and too many taxis. 
The city currently cannot accurately calculate the number 
of taxis in operation and doesn't have the personnel to 
enforce the vehicle and insurance requirements that do 
exist. In addition, the mayor's office has become very 
sensitive to allegations that tourists are overcharged in 
traveling to or from the airport; the city would like to 
consider a zone-rate structure for airport pickups. The 
commission will present its report to the mayor and city 
council in July 1977; because almost all drivers in At-
lanta are semiskilled blacks who have very limited job 
options, any recommendations for enforcement of entry 
controls will become a hot political issue. 

Police departments and regulatory agencies are gen-
erally in agreement with the industry position against 
deregulation. Most regulators are against any regula-
tory changes that increase the number of units to be 
regulated or the permissible activities of those units 
(1, pp. 96-99). It is not surprising that the police are 
against allowing taxis to cruise in Honululu, where the  

taxi operators are agitating for this privilege; the police 
in Seattle are against lifting entry control, as is being 
contemplated; the police in Kansas City are against the 
leasing arrangement being contemplated; and the police 
in Atlanta are actively supporting the enforcement of 
entry controls under consideration in that city. 

The city and county of Seattle have a different perspec-
tive-they dislike the dysfunctional consequences of a 
regulated market and are actively considering relaxing 
not only entry restrictions but fare regulation as well. 
The city is in the midst of a massive code revision effort 
and there is strong support on the City Council for ac-
tively reworking taxi ordinances; three of the nine City 
Council members are on record as supporting deregula-
tion, pending the results of a city study that is currently 
under way. Another problem is the desire to consolidate 
the different ordinances in jurisdictions throughout the 
county and to provide for countywide licensing and en-
forcement of taxicab standards. The city and county are 
actively considering a metropolitan ordinance in con-
junction with the Port of Seattle. Because of the active 
consideration being given to deregulation of the rate 
structure, the U.S. Federal Trade Commission is pro-
viding the city with technical assistance in its feasibility 
study. 

Some cities are considering permitting leasing ar-
rangements as a way to (a) find a middle position between 
free entry with many individual owner-drivers on the one 
hand and tight entry control and restriction on the other 
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hand and (b) meet the demands of the organized taxi in-
dustry for such arrangements in certain cities. Such 
cities as Houston, Dallas, and Fort Worth currently 
have variations of this system; 40 percent of all drivers 
in Houston are estimated to also be owners. Kansas 
City, which has had a numerical restriction of 542 taxis 
since 1957 (1.03 taxis/1000 people in 1976) currently 
prohibits such arrangements but is considering institut-
ing them, despite the active opposition of the police de-
partment. 

The organized taxi industry in large cities is very 
interested in the leasing concept. The company would 
lease vehicles to individual drivers, who would operate 
under the owner's license but retain all of the fares col-
lected. The owners would be responsible for maintain-
ing vehicle standards and would ensure that only prop-
erly licensed drivers leased vehicles. However, the 
limits of the owner's responsibilities toward the driver's 
behavior have not been determined. In some cities, 
drivers actually do own their vehicles and simply lease 
the organized operator's franchise to provide service; 
variants of this arrangement are also being sought by 
the industry, which sees such arrangements as a way to 
get around severe shortages of drivers, the consequent 
underuse of vehicles, and the recent coverage of taxi 
drivers under the minimum wage and other labor protec-
tion laws, as well as a way to defuse growing union 
activity. A taxi operator in a large American city re-
cently found that his leasing drivers made two to three 
times as much a day as his employee drivers (who op-
erate at a percentage of the meter). The industry push 
for leasing and contract arrangements has been slowed 
by adjudication of a number of labor issues raised by 
these arrangements, but recent court decisions have 
been favorable. 

The foregoing discussions raise new, important issues 
about the significance of vehicle-leasing restrictions in 
cities with other types of entry control. There are a 
number of important differences in the leasing restric-
tions that accompany each major type of entry control. 
Cities that limit the number of companies may still allow 
forms of private entrepreneurial activity through vehicle 
contract or leasing arrangement; Dallas and Fort Worth 
permit individual owner-driver operations, but Kansas 
City and Los Angeles prohibit leasing or contract ar-
rangements. Cities that limit the number of cabs may 
still permit leasing, as New York and Boston do. Earlier 
research has postulated that, if such entrepreneurial 
activity is allowed, more drivers will enter the market 
and that individual drivers who are allowed to act as 
private entrepreneurs will work longer hours (5). Future 
research on the impact of entry restrictions on the pro-
vision of taxi service must carefully delineate the extent 
to which leasing operations affect the supply of drivers 
and, consequently, service. 

Many cities are facing a different but complementary 
set of institutional issues because of a growing concern 
for the transportation disadvantaged. Recently there has 
been a movement to directly subsidize deserving travel-
ers rather than subsidizing transportation providers; 
such systems are seen as allowing free-market mech-
anisms to provide cues to private providers that will 
generate better and more efficient service at lower 
costs. UMTA is currently funding several demonstra-
tion projects of subsidies to users that directly involve 
taxi companies as providers. Cities interested in such 
programs are concerned about the stability of service 
under different systems of entry control, including full 
leasing arrangements. Social service agencies in Hous-
ton, for example, have had difficulty with service re-
fusal or no-shows by independent drivers. 

Some cities currently forbid both group riding by  

strangers and fares based on considerations other than 
meter rates. Many social service agencies wish to con-
tract with taxi operators for subscription or demand-
actuated services for groups of their clients but find that 
either or both of these restrictions make such arrange-
ments impractical or impossible. Although such restric-
tions can be changed, they face the opposition of the local 
transit system. 

Many cities are seeking to maximize the provision of 
taxi service, minimize the risk to the public created by 
taxi providers, enhance the mobility of the transportation 
disadvantaged, meet the growing demands of private and 
public transportation providers, accommodate social ser-
vice agencies, and keep the public happy. An increasing 
number of cities see their regulatory powers as an ef-
fective way to accomplish these not always complemen-
tary goals. Cities that are currently analyzing their 
existing taxi regulations are faced with less than com-
plete data, conflicting opinions, pressing needs, and 
some strong political realities. Cities that seek to de-
regulate entry controls in order to enjoy the benefits of 
the free market find that such schemes raise serious 
equity issues as well as serious operational questions. 
Cities that seek to implement tighter control in order to 
better regulate the safety of the public and the quality of 
service provided find that such schemes also raise sig-
nificant equity and operational issues but often very dif-
ferent ones. 

In a sense, the best way to ensure a higher level of 
taxi service is to deregulate entry into the taxi market. 
However, this approach is fraught with problems; al-
though many of the operational problems can be dealt 
with, the political problems created by the opposition of 
the taxi industry may be insurmountable. In addition, 
free-market taxi systems may not be very responsive to 
the needs of social service agencies, which are continuing 
to spend a great deal of money on client transportation. 
My recent work with social service agencies convinces 
me that the best compromise in some cities that have 
restrictions may be an expansion of leasing arrange-
ments. Leasing generally has industry backing, it seems 
to guarantee at least more taxi service, and there seem 
to be reasonable ways to regulate the quality of that ser-
vice if we are sincere in our efforts to do so. Such ar-
rangements are not generally politically controversial and 
often appear to the public to represent only minor changes 
in existing practice. Care must be taken, however, to 
ensure that the needs of the disadvantaged as individuals, 
as well as the needs of the agencies that serve them, are 
protected and enhanced by such changes. 
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Institutional, Issues in Commuter 
Ride Sharing 

Lew W. Pratsch, Federal Energy Administration 

The Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Depart - 
ment of Transportation, and the Federal Energy Adminis - 
tration place commuter pooling among the most potentially 
powerful tools available to achieve their respective goals 
of pollution abatement, traffic reduction, and energy 
conservation. Commuter pooling, which consists largely 
of car and van pools combined with elimination of zoning, 
insurance, and regulatory barriers, not only offers a 
potential for rapid and inexpensive reductions in traffic 
congestion, air pollution, and energy consumption but is 
also the measure most likely to be adopted in the next 10 
years that is capable of substantially reducing the num-
ber of vehicle-kilometers traveled (VKT) by commuters. 

The vast majority of car- and van-pooling potential 
is derived from markets that have little or no conven-
tional bus or fixed-rail service. This potential exists 
in essentially two major markets: (a) the urban areas 
that have fewer than 500000 people, which constitute 
half of the nation's population, and (b) the urban areas 
that have more than 500 000 people and fast-growing 
suburb -to -suburb markets, which now constitute nearly 
half of the typical urban-area employment and one-fourth 
of the nation's population. Thus, about three-fourths of 
the nation's population is without effective transit alter-
natives. 

Serving at least 10 percent of this market would be 
extremely difficult for any mode except cars and vans 
because of the low residential densities and wide-ranging 
travel patterns. Obviously, there are plenty of auto-
mobile seats available, since only about one-fourth are 
in use (Table 1). Since about 600 000 vans are produced 
each year, availability of vans is hardly questionable. 
This differs considerably from the case of buses and 
fixed rail, which are not only virtually saturated at rush 
hour but are also produced in numbers (5000 buses and. 
150 rail vehicles) that cover little more than replace-
ment vehicles (1). 

The most significant market for the potential reduc-
tion of VKT is found among the 27 percent of automobile 
commuters who travel more than 16 km (10 miles) to 
work (Table 2). This group accounts for 68 percent of 
the VKT (2). Only about 20 percent of this group would 
have to start van pooling to reduce VKT by 10 percent. 
This group is also the most likely to accept car and van 
pools due to the cost, boredom, and time involved in 
these longer trips and the inability of buses to serve this 
widely dispersed market. The average van pool travels  

40 km (25 miles) one way and serves this long-distance 
market with ease. This is a clear-cut distinction between 
the van-pool market and the typical transit market. The 
vast majority of transit users travel fewer than 16 km 
(10 miles) one way. 

Thus, commuter pooling offers substantial potential 
in reducing commuter VKT. How can this potential be 
realized to increase the market penetration of highway 
ride-sharing modes, i.e., car pools, van pools and 
buses? The institutional issues revolve around how best 
to permit full testing of innovative concepts and to pro-
vide economic incentives to bring out the best in each 
mode. 

SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS 

Claims that voluntary car pooling is not working simply 
reflect the fact that there has been no comprehensive, 
coordinated national program to make them work. Per-
haps a national program is not the answer, since the 
successful plans that have evolved have been diverse and 
locally conceived. Citizens' groups, employers, govern - 
ment agencies, and private operators have all been in-
strumental in the successful approaches developed to 
date. The programs implemented by Hallmark Cards; 
3M Company; Reston Commuter Bus, Inc.; Colonial 
Transit; Continental Oil Company; GEICO; Southern New 
England Telephone; the Pentagon; Specialty Transit, 
Inc.; Cenex; and Polisar are not stereotyped programs 
but unique programs that serve unique situations. 

One of the nation's best pooling efforts is the Tennes-
see Valley Anthority (TVA) program in downtown Knox-
ville, Tennessee (3). Although this is a medium-sized 
city with little traffic congestion and shorter commuter 
distances than those in a major city, the TVA (which 
employs about 3000 people) has reduced commuter VKT 
by 50 percent in less than 3 years (Table 3). Program 
development started before the oil embargo and was 
launched in December 1973 with the first bus carrying a 
full seated load and four standees. To cover the costs 
associated with the express bus, the fares were nearly 
double their former rate. In January 1975, after the 
number of buses grew to 15, TVA offered an incentive 
plan with a one-third discount on commuter tickets. By 
January 1976, ridership on buses had increased 800 per-
cent, and all extra public and private buses available 
(22 in all) were in service. 


