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Many of the factors that affect the planning of smaller transit systems 
also affect the successful operation of those systems. For example, the 
availability of qualified personnel in the area will affect both planning 
and management—there is often very little real expertise readily accessi-
ble to smaller cities. In terms of funding, operating aid to cities has only 
recently been appropriated, and smaller local governments are usually 
quite ignorant as to what funds are actually available. Tradition plays an 
important part in that transit historically has been considered a private 
enterprise operated for profit. It is difficult for the public, and public 
officials, to consider transit as a service in the sense that libraries, police, 
and fire protection are services. Vet unlike most other municipal services, 
mass transportation has a direct competitor, the private automobile. Also 
unlike libraries or fire protection, public transit requires levying a charge 
each time it is used. Skillful management and marketing is particularly 
necessary in smaller urban areas to overcome public misgivings. Although 
the planning and provision of highways in these areas are apt to be han. 
died quite effectively, transit is in many instances still handled badly. 
And this will continue until local planning and management can be up-
graded and stronger local support can be developed. 

When issues in transportation and transit planning for 
small and medium-sized urban areas are being con-
sidered, it should be noted that the factors that affect 
planning also have an effect on performance. Whether 
the matter at issue is planning or operation, the same 
environment is at hand, and it affects the substance of 
both the thinking and preparation behind the act of trans-
portation as well as the act itself. It is, quite obviously, 
important that this environment be understood. 

This paper is intended to express the viewpoint of one 
familiar with transit and transit management in small 
and medium-sized cities. There will be little in it about 
planning, as such, or about highways. What it does re-
flect is a considerable exposure to the problems of tran-
sit agencies of modest size. 

The focus here is mainly on small cities (defined as 
those that have populations of 50 000 persons or fewer), 
although much of the discussion is also applicable to 
somewhat larger places (particularly those in the range 
of 50 000 to 200 000 persons). Experience shows that 
there are marked similarities among these places and 
that they have ingrained factors that are difficult to 
change and make planning and operation of mass trans-
portation very difficult. These factors include the 
following: 

The level of locally available skills, 
Funds available, 
Tradition, 
That transit is unlike other government services, 
Interest groups, and 
Appropriate planning techniques. 

LEVEL OF LOCALLY AVAILABLE 
SKILLS 

In small cities, the level of technical and managerial 
skill available for the planning and delivery of mass 
transit services is often low. Most small cities have 
no planning department or, at best, a badly understaffed 
one. Rarely is the planner able to exert the influence 
and impact noticeable in larger metropolitan areas. His 
or her work is more likely to be suspect and there may 

be suspicion that the whole planning area is something 
socialistic or senselessly forced on the community by 
the federal bureaucracy. In such a setting, the benefits 
of planning are barely recognized and rarely taken full 
advantage of. 

The planner in a small city is usually young and in-
experienced, and the same is often true of transit man-
agement. Many of these people, however, will make up 
in vigor for what they lack in experience or relevant 
training. The vigor is needed because staff will be 
lacking and the planner or small city transit manager 
will be virtually alone and badly overworked. 

If the situation is a bleak one in terms of skill for 
mass transit, it is quite different for highways. State 
highway departments supply technical expertise to help 
plan and develop parts of the state highway system, and 
much help is available for local parts of the system. 
This is a traditional role for state government and one 
that is well understood and much appreciated. Our high-
way systems tend to be good because skill is available 
for highway transportation purposes. Moreover, high-
ways are a relatively easy case; they need only be 
planned, built, and maintained. Transit must also be 
operated. 

If the states have a long tradition of help for high-
ways, however, most of them provide little or no tech-
nical assistance for transit. Therefore, the local tran-
sit operator in most states must stand alone. The small 
transit operator is the one least likely to have much ex-
pertise to begin with and, because of limited budgets or 
lack of knowledge, typically does not belong to the state-
wide or national transit associations that could provide 
help and guidance. The quality of skills available in 
transportation is probably nowhere more clearly, shown 
than in the difference between highways and transit in 
the small city setting. 

FUNDS AVAILABLE 

Highway construction and planning monies have been 
available for many years, with federal, state, and local 
participation the norm. Although it is far from perfect, 
the standard of highway planning and development is quite 
high in the United States and even quite small localities 
have benefited from federal and state programs as well 
as those funded locally. The availability of highway 
funds from a varity of sources is well known to local 
public officials. 

On the other hand, the availability of public funds for 
transit is a relatively recent circumstance that has not 
been heavily used by small areas. Operating aid has 
been available to larger cities (those having populations 
of more than 50 000) since 1974, but it only became 
available to smaller cities in 1978. Indeed, in many 
small cities—and the smaller, the more extreme the 
situation—local officials do not even know what federal 
monies are available to them for mass transportation 
planning, capital improvements, and operating purposes. 
Moreover, the small-town official often does not know 
how to obtain those funds even if he or she knows that 
the money is available. 

As will be seen below, support for transit is often 
inversely related to the size of the community. Small 
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cities are apt to support transit proportionately less than 
large cities do. Often the imperative is only to do the 
job cheaply. Even given skillful management, the local 
resources are not sufficient and so the job of transit is 
not well done. 

TRADiTION 

Tradition plays an important role in the mental set of 
state and local officials toward mass transportation. 
Highways are a public matter receiving public support; 
this has been the situation for many years and is readily 
accepted. There is nothing un-American or subversive 
about building highways with public money. Few people 
are concerned about highway cost and, although highways 
are expensive to plan, build, and maintain, the road is 
never held to be a deficit operation. 

Until recently, however, transit was generally a 
private business for profit. Unfortunately, the private 
enterprise test is still applied, although transit is now 
a public enterprise attempting to offer a service to the 
public rather than a private one attempting to generate 
a profit. In the minds of many persons on the local and 
state level, there is something somehow wrong with 
transit because now it is a public enterprise rather than 
a private one. In some limited instances, those at the 
local level may even think that their problem of having 
to subsidize transit if they wish to have it at all is only 
a local issue and that their management is at fault. In 
many smaller cities, it is considered to be an out-of-
place activity to support transit with public money; as a 
result, budgets for transit are niggardly. 

Institutionalization is another factor. An organization 
or activity becomes an institution when it takes on values 
over and above the technical function it performs. High-
ways have been institutionalized for a long time; they are 
almost always considered to be a public good. (It is only 
in relatively recent times that highways have been con-
sidered a mixed blessing and then usually only in those 
situations where major highways were to be built through 
residential areas in large cities.) Transit generally does 
not hold such a position in smaller communities; its 
worth may be constantly questioned and its values are 
rarely recognized by the community as a whole. There 
are exceptions; these are usually cases where substan-
tial effort on the part of management has indeed institu-
tionalized transit. Eugene, Oregon; Madison, Wisconsin; 
and Champaign-Urbana, fllinois, are examples of 
smaller cities where institutionalization has taken place 
by virtue of good service and the development of public 
recognition and understanding of transit's role. Skillful 
management is the reason behind the success. 

TRANSiT IS UNLIKE OTHER 
GOVERNMENT SERVICES 

Governments provide many services to the public. In 
almost all cases, these services are unique in that they 
are a monopoly; no one else provides park service, 
sewers and water, libraries, education, and police and 
fire protection. Transit is not like the other services 
of government, mainly in that it is competitive. Far 
from enjoying a monopoly position, mass transportation 
is in competition with the most popular of all forms of 
transportation, the private automobile. 

Not being a monopoly, transit service must be 
marketed. There is little need to market sewer, police, 
or fire-protection services, but transit.must stand in 
the market and therefore it needs to be sold. 

Transit is also unique in that a price or charge is 
levied each time it is used. We all know that we pay for 
our libraries, police, and fire protection, but we do not  

do it each time we borrow a book, need the services of 
the police, or have a fire. Levying a charge for each 
transit ride creates a barrier toward its use. One 
pleasant feature in the use of highways is that the user 
need not overtly part with cash each time the road is 
used; otherwise, the use of the family automobile might 
be much less popular. Paying for gasoline with a credit 
card even mitigates the sting of the sporadic purchase 
of fuel. 

Needless to say, most local government people are 
simply not used to the nonmonopolistic nature of transit 
service, the need for marketing, and the charge im-
posed each time a service is used that accompanies the 
operation of a transit property. And even more upset-
ting for local public officials (and probably the smaller 
the community, the more upsetting) are the words used 
to describe the situation in mass transit. These terms 
are related to the private-enterprise era, not to the 
present situation of public ownership. Such words as 
deficit and subsidy are never used in reference to police 
and fire protection or other public services, which are 
taken for granted as part of the normal package of ser-
vices offered by any community. Deficit and subsidy 
have to do with private enterprise, not with public enter-
prise. The cost of operation of a police department is 
not thought of as a deficit; it is simply the cost of op-
eration. This is not true with mass transportation. 
Local public officials seeking to put a significant amount 
of money into the transit service may be regarded as 
subsidizers of another kind of welfare. At the same 
time, in the conventional wisdom, money spent for high-
ways is an investment. 

Problems can also arise from the governmental or 
institutional form used in supplying transit service. In 
the best instances, the policymaking body for public 
transit service is a transit board or an independent pub-
lic transit authority. Such a board will be involved only 
in the delivery of public transit service; it has no other 
responsibilities. A transit board has time to study and 
understand the subject of mass transportation. The 
chances are that its decisions will be wiser and its role 
as an advocate of public transportation will be carried 
out more effectively than would those of other sorts of 
boards. 

Where transit is under a board of works, or a utility 
commission, or perhaps under the direct control of the 
city council, it is only one of many activities overseen by 
those bodies. Under such conditions, it is not surpris-
ing that their ignorance of the special differences of 
transit are substantial. These groups have little ex-
pertise on transit and less time to spend on it. The op-
portunity to understand transit is even more limited be-
cause few small-city officials are more than parttime on 
that job. 

The ignorance of the special needs of transit often 
leads to placing it under the control and responsibility 
of an already overworked street or utilities superin-
tendent who does not know what to do with his newfound 
charge. It is a no-win situation, unfair to the public 
that has a right to expect effective service for their 
taxes and fares and unfair to the hapless public official 
burdened with more than one job. 

INTEREST GROUPS 

Strong interest groups can do a great deal to help what-
ever it is they are interested in. Sad to say, experience 
shows that interest groups favoring transit are not par-
ticularly well organized or coordinated in smaller cities. 
This may be because the need for public transportation 
is less obvious, or it may simply be that the number of 
potential users is not large enough to form a conspicuous 
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group of voters. In most larger cities, the elderly, the 
poor, and even the young and the handicapped are suf-
ficiently numerous to gain notice and support. 

As is true in almost any undertaking involving govern-
ment, the support of the middle class is essential. For 
example, the United States enjoys unparalleled airline 
services and a fine highway system, primarily because 
the middle class wants these things. The fact that both 
of these services have been subsidized for many years 
is beside the point. The middle class is willing to sub-
sidize itself by levying taxes to help make up the differ-
ence between user charges and costs in the supply of 
highway and air transportation services. 

Middle-class need for public transit is often a func-
tion of the size of the community. In small cities, the 
need of the middle class for mass transit service may 
be essentially nil. It takes an intensive, long-term edu-
cation program to help the middle class understand the 
value of this service, which they themselves might use 
only infrequently, if ever. Unfortunately, the local in-
dividuals charged with the operation of mass transit 
service in small communities are generally not particu-
larly well informed themselves; to expect them to do the 
job of educating the middle class and the majority of tax-
payers on the virtues of transit is probably an exercise 
in futility. 

APPROPRIATE PLANNING 
TECHNIQUES 

Planning techniques that are appropriate in a large city 
may not work well in a smaller one. Over the years, 
many sophisticated planning techniques have been de-
vised for situations calling for handling masses of peo-
ple, whether these masses are traveling in their own 
private automobiles or in some form of mass transit. 
Computers churn, tapes whirl, and theories merge with 
the facts that the planner needs to decide what kind of 
service should be delivered. But in small cities, the 
available data are poor and the funds for data collection, 
analysis, interpretation, and planning are likely to be 
inadequate. 

Probably the best techniques for the planning of mass 
transit service in small communities are those in the 
form of product planning and product-improvement plan-
ning. In other words, small-city transit planning may 
best be handled as a marketing exercise rather than as 
an exercise in pure planning. 

SUMMARY 

The planning and operating of transit may not be handled 
very well in smaller urban places. One need only look 
about in smaller cities to see that this is true. Where, 
on the one hand, the planning and provision of highways 
are apt to be handled effectively, with the quality and 
professionalism of the planning work and the construc-
tion very high, the transit system, on the other hand, 
usually offers the opposite picture. 

Small-city transit systems often operate poor equip-
ment or good equipment that has been poorly maintained, 
because of lack of knowledge of proper preventive-
maintenance procedures. The facilities used for the 
operation of mass transit services are often decrepit—
or, at least, very poorly designed—and certainly not in-
tended for the operation of mass transportation. The 
service provided is often skeletal and not particularly 
well geared to serving any but captive riders. The im-
age of the service is poor. Scheduled service is infre- 

quent and usually offered only for 12-14 h/day, 6 days/ 
week. Fares are low and worth every penny. 

The personnel on all levels in smaller-city mass 
transit are likely to be poor in the sense of being poorly 
trained, poorly paid, and most unprofessional. The 
poor pay results in high turnover in most transit jobs, 
which simply makes the situation worse. Transit, like 
most other things, should have good professional help. 
Unless a city is both farsighted and fortunate, it will not 
have a professionally run transit service. 

Overall, then, mass transit on the small-city level 
has many problems—problems that are very difficult to 
come to grips with and to try to solve. Any improve-
ments in the planning and operating of public transporta-
tion in our small urban areas will require much thought 
and some careful action on the part of both the federal 
and state governments. The aim of this effort should be 
to foster better transit service by upgrading local man-
agement and providing the resources to do the job. The 
starting point should be the formulation of workable goals 
and objectives. The situation is not hopeless, but it is 
not one that will be made right merely by the expenditure 
of large amounts of money. The whole process must be 
carefully thought out and carefully implemented. 

As Smerk has indicated, the planning and operation of transit is not al-
ways well handled in smaller communities. The discussion that followed 
his presentation tended to bear this out by consideration of specific ex-
periences and problems. 

Transit planners are typically weak in the areas of management assis-
tance and accountability. The expectations of transit management can-
not be answered currently. Transit systems in large cities have auditing 
procedures that compare efficiency of operation and are well suited to 
the needs of a large system. Currently, the use of such procedures by 
small-city systems is limited. 

Another area in which there is concern about the ability of planners 
to address the existing need is that of goals and objectives. Often there 
appears to be poor public and local perception as to what the goals and 
objectives stand for. There is a need to inform the decision maker as an 
interested party. The development of goals and objectives should be a 
dynamic process. There should bea review mechanism by which these 
goals and objectives are periodically evaluated so that they are kept flexi-
ble and sensitive to local needs. 

There is a need for a fuller understanding of the function of the plan-
ner. Must the planner know consumer behavior as though selling a prod-
uct in a competitive market? If so, the planner must know the strategies 
available and be able to determine what strategies to use to reach certain 
goals. 

Marketing is another major issue. Often planners assume that transit 
captives must be enticed Onto the system. An effort should be made to 
target those clientele that are marginal or are not captive riders and to 
tailor the program toward them. Some informational effort must be 
made to tell the transit captive how to use the system. Decision riders, 
on the other hand, must be approached with a marketing program that 
will entice them onto the system. 

A concern arose regarding system image. In some cases, system image 
may have more influence than any other factor on market share. Some-
times planners can be more successful by tinkering with the system 
quietly than by studying the market. It is important to understand how 
people behave, and planners should be sensitive to the attitudes of public 
officials appreciative of the needs of the general public. 

How, then, can information regarding marketing and system image be 
put into the hands of the local elected officials for use? It must be given 
in simple and understandable terms such as dollars, people, and vehicles. 
Local elected officials must be convinced of the permanence of the staff 
and of the transit planning program. It is important to assure them that, 
when problems begin to surface, the staff will not disappear. This will 
also allow the local elected officials and the staff to establish a line of 
Communication. 

In marketing, it is also important to determine what people expect. 
Then one can compare the service that is expected with that which will 
be received and attempt to eliminate any misconceptions. 
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The workshop participants concluded that there is a need 
to improve the productivity of the planning process. 
Three keys to this are 

Providing quick responses to decision makers, 
Providing technical assistance to implementors, and 
Identifying the most effective solutions. 

These three areas are closely identified with establish-
ing better credibility for planners. 

The image of local planners is considered to be poor. 
Often, the local planner does not understand the decision-
making process. Effective communication between local 
elected officials and planners is essential and, in general, 
is lacking in most areas. The workshop participants felt 
that planners should help the elected officials to identify 
the difficult issues and also the solutions (or at least the 
alternatives) in order to facilitate the decision-making 
process. 

The mix of long-range versus short-range planning 
in a small urban area is quite often defined by federal 
and state regulations. Most of this, however, deals with 
administrative requirements. The comprehensive plan-
ning process provides an opportunity to develop a per-
spective of the future in order to facilitate the short-
range planning decisions being made in the present. 
There is inherent flexibility and.creativity available 
within the current planning process because the regu-
latory requirements deal primarily with administrative 
matters. 

Long-range planning in many small urban areas has 
traditionally been highway oriented, but a significant 
change could be fostered by the effects of economic and 
energy-related issues, which could cause a major shift 
toward transit. Obviously, short-range planning is the 
major thrust in smaller areas; therefore, smaller com-
munities may be more responsive to changes brought 
about by economic, environmental, and energy issues. 

Techniques 
George E. Gray. Mass Transportation Division, California Department of Transportation. Sacramento, Chairman 
David M. Levinsohn, Office of Transportation and Land-Use Policy, Environmental Protection Agency, Recorder 

The scope of this session workshop included an emina-
tion of all aspects of public transportation planning, im-
plementation, and operation in small urban areas. Spe-
cifically, three issues were addressed: 

1. Identification of the categories of techniques that 
are useful in the planning, implementation, and opera- 

tion of public transit in small urban areas; 
Assessment of the available techniques in the 

three areas and of the availability of these techniques; 
and 

Assessment of the marginal improvements that 
may be needed to improve these existing techniques. 

Transit Service Standards, Routing, 
and Scheduling 
David Rynerson, Lane Transit District, Eugene, Oregon 

The governments of Eugene. Springfield, and Lane County. Oregon, re-
cently adopted a multimodal transportation plan that has forecasts to 
the year 2000. Serving this area is the Lane Transit District. The board 
of this district recently developed short-range objectives for fixed-route 
service designed to interface with the year 2000 plan. These objectives 
include a goal of a ratio of fare-box revenue to operating cost of 25 per-
cent by 1982. Lane Transit District offers three types of service: urban 
fixed route, nonurban fixed route, and urban dial-a-bus. The service 
standards considered most important to the development program in-
clude coverage, travel time, availability, and accessibility. Route and 
schedule adjustments originate from public and employee suggestions, 
which are considered as part of a periodic route-and-schedule review. Sur-
veys and passenger-opinion data are collected regarding any proposed 

changes. Schedule changes are made three times a year, route changes 
are made annually. Routes and schedules are adjusted as necessary to 
achieve long- and short-range goals. The transportation plan for the 
Eugene-Springfield area calls for implementation of a bus rapid transit 
system supported by local buses. A key element of the plan is the con-
struction of 10 major and 10 minor transit stations throughout the 
metropolitan area. 

The Lane Transit District in Oregon operates a fleet of 
61 transit coaches and six dial-a-bus vehicles in a ser- 


