
Past Accomplishments and 
Future Directions of 
Paratransit: A Discussion 

The Sixth International Conference on Demand-Responsive 
Transportation Systems and Other Paratransit Services 
concludedwitha panel discussion. This is an edited tran
script of that discussion. The moderator and panel mem
bers were as follows: 

Moderator 
Daniel Roos, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Members 
Robert Aex, Rochester-Genessee Regional Transpor

tation Authority 
Douglas Birnie, Urban Mass Transportation Adminis

tration 
Richard V. Gallagher, International Taxicab Associa

tion 
Robert F. Hemphill, Federal Energy Administration 
John R. Jamieson, Twin Cities Metro Transit Com

mission, representing the American Public Tran
sit Association 

ROOS: The first question the panelists will address is: 
What are the three most significant accomplishments to 
date regarding paratransit? 

JAMIESON: Inthepastdecadewe've seen quite a transi
tion in the transit industry. It has been difficult to serve 
the diverse needs for mobility in this country, especially 
as land development has moved outward from our central 
cities. It has become costly for the transit industry to 
try to perform the many needed services, particularly in 
low-density areas. I think the primary accomplishment 
of paratransit is that it has identified to the public the 
wide range of available services that fall between the 
driver in his private automobile and buses filled with 
transit patrons. A second major accomplishment is the 
ability to demonstrate effective paratransit services not 
only in this country but also in Canada, where they moved 
early in such fields as dial-a-rideprograms. This coun
try took hold of the issue of gasoline shortage and mount
ed major programs such as car pooling in a way that cut 
short the standard lengthy process of planning. A third 
point is that paratransit has appeared just when the fed
eral government has been concerned about the scarcity 
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of capital for the development of major facilities. Various 
people in the paratransit field have been able to step in 
and offer their services to fill a gap at a time when a new 
product was needed. 

GALLAGHER: One basic area that I think has been greatly 
overlooked is that paratransit has been in existence for 50 
to 60 years, but we simply didn't have a name for it. I 
would like to make an observation concerning some hap
penings that I believe made us more aware of paratransit 
operations. In 1969 the Massachusetts Institue of Tech
nology (MIT) did a study on computerized dispatching. 
For the first time the industry became aware of the gov
ernment's, academics', and consultants' interest in taxi
cabs. From then on the International Taxicab Association 
(ITA) became more active in determining its role as far 
as the government was concerned. Many people forget 
that the taxicab industry was essentially local until 1966. 
The services rendered were local in nature and were 
controlled by local ordinances. Gradually, the state or
g::i.ni7,ationR and public utilities commissions are assum
ing some of the power of regulation. The industry has 
probably been overregulated and overcontrolled on cost 
and other items. 

The second happening that made a very significant im
pact nationwide was the energy crisis, which began about 
6 months before the embargo, when we saw the changes 
in gasoline price and method of distribution occurring. But 
this created federal agencies that became involved in de
veloping concepts that would improve transportation and 
would conserve fuel. This is still a very vital area to us 
and we are deeply concerned with improving our produc
tivity and our cost-effectiveness, but I think it has changed 
all the economics of operations in paratransit modes. 

Then there was the establishment of the name ''para
transit" with the publication of Paratransit: Neglected 
Options for Urban Mobility (1) in J une 1974. This brought 
into focus exactly what we were talking about in the area 
of paratransit. This was followed by the TRB Conference 
on Paratransit in November 1975, which I think estab
lished paratransit as an integral part of urban passenger 
transportation. I think from this point on we are involved 
in the roles the various sectors are going to play- the 
roles of taxis, transit, and government. 



BIRNIE: Certainly awareness ofparatransit services is 
now widespread and there is a great deal of support for 
these kinds of services. One can point to the successful 
demand-responsive systems in Ann Arbor and the activ
ities in California as well as support on the federal level 
for car pooling and van pooling. In addition, of course, 
the federal government, through the Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration (UMTA), has made both capital 
and operating assistance available and the various sys
tems are well known now. Kirby has said that in every 
small town he has gone to he has been able to find a copy 
of the paratransit book (1). Communities are aware of 
and receptive to paratransit services and they are now 
beginning to be implem~nted. That tells us one thing
that we know there is a market for these kinds of ser
vices. 

With the growing support for paratransit, we no longer 
have to write off many parts of the urban area that we 
previously felt we could not serve- low-density areas, 
periods of low demand, and late evening hours and week
ends. There is now an opportunity to improve the quality 
of transportation service and having that opportunity in 
itself is an accomplishment. 

I think the most important accomplishment to date is 
something Roos (2) touched on at the Williamsburg con
ference- that paratransit is causing us to rethink our 
transportation systems. I think in the past we thought of 
transportation in basically two dimensions: the line-haul 
fixed-route system and taxi operators. But now we are 
beginning to think of our transportation services in terms 
of a multidimensional system in which services are go
ing to be better tailored to the needs of the individual 
traveler. The systems will now become a mix of modes, 
not only in terms of new services but also in terms of 
the ways we look at these services. We are in a dynamic 
period right now, and paratransit has helped to foster 
this dynamism. 

AEX: I will try to touch on a point or two that haven't 
been brought up by others on the panel. It may not seem 
an important accomplishment, but it is very significant 
that a considerable number of private manufacturers are 
demonstrating the research and development that have 
been going on in the private sector, not only with regard 
to vehicles but also in other areas, principally communi
cations. This seems a little trite· perhaps, but I think it 
is an accomplishment that at last the transit industry 
recognizes that paratransit exists, even though sonie 
paratransit operations have been going on for many 
years, 50 years or more. I think another accomplishment 
is the evolution of paratransit from a somewhat indepen
dent mode to that of an element in a comprehensive 
transportation plan. As has been pointed out, one of the 
most visible accomplishments is the extent to which para
transit has enabled the transit industry to step in quite vig
orously and provide service for the elderly and handicapped 
in a way it could not do if paratransit weren't available. 

HEMPHILL: I wouldliketoreinforceBirnie'spoint that a 
market now exists for paratransit. The idea that Amer
icans are wedded to their automobiles and always drive 
them individually everywhere is being increasingly dis
proved. You only have to look at the success of the Res
ton (Virginia) Commuter Bus, the 3M van-pooling pro
gram, or the Knoxville efforts for proof of that statement. 
The second interesting accomplishment is that people 
other than transit operators are proving that they can run 
successful ride-sharing paratransit programs. Programs 
run by Hallmark Cards in Kansas City, the Aerospace 
Corporation in Los Angeles, ·and Government Employees 
Insurance Company in Chevy Chase, Maryland, have 
proved to be fairly successful once they got over the 
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corporate stumbling block of getting involved in such op
erations. Finally, perhaps one of the most heartening 
things, from the viewpoint of public officials who have to 
deal with the whole task of getting public resources com
mitted to these programs, is that at least commuter para· 
transit services are proving to be self-sufficient and in 
need of virtually no subsidy in terms of either capital or 
operating expenses. 

ROOS: We now go into the second area with a number of 
brief reports. The first is by John Jamieson on the 
American Public Transit Association (APTA) view ofpara
transit and the potential for public and private coopera
tion. 

JAMIESON: You may recall Stokes' speech (3) at the 
Williamsburg conference, in which he stated- forcefully 
that he was going to stir the transit industry up and get it 
quite active in the field of paratransit. He immediately 
followed that up with the establishment of a task force on 
paratransit that was asked by APTA's board to prepare a 
report. This report was recently circulated both within 
APTA and to Roos's committee, as well as to others who 
have shown interest in reviewing it. Our board has re
cently taken favorable action on this report. Although 
the position taken in this report is not a definitive one, 
at least it gives us a starting point, both within the tran
sit industry and in working with the many other facets of 
paratransit. 

Our basic feeling is that there isn't any single solution; 
we need rail transit in certain areas, bus transportation 
in others, and certainly paratransit in many areas. This 
should not turn into a competition, but into a family of 
services that includes the many forms of paratransit. 
Why do we need this combination? We need it because 
wearefacedwithincreasing concerns over urban sprawl. 
You cannot chase urban sprawl with a bus or rail system 
as it moves outward. It is too costly. Additional services 
are needed, the services that can be provided by para
transit. An interesting long-range concern we have is the 
matter of petroleum consumption. Given the urban form 
we have today, a household in the center of a city con
sumes one-half to one-third as much petroleum as a 
household in the outlying suburbs. A significant amount 
of mobility hinges on the consumption of petroleum in the 
outlying areas. Our objective is to be supportive of the 
public's needs for improved transportation by sharing the 
concern that more people use each vehicle. 

We believe paratransit can be incorporated into a 
family of transit services in a way that will encourage 
cluster development in outlying areas. Paratransit ser
vices designed to focus on major centers of activity will 
cover many nonwork trips as well as promote further 
clustering of development by providing a variety of ser
vices. Paratransit can fulfill transportation needs that 
larger vehicles normally cannot handle efficiently in low
density areas. Such a system would also extend the reach 
ofline-haul services ( either bus or rail) in a cost-effective 
way. The effectiveness of the total transportation system 
may be increased by integrating various paratransit 
service concepts both within paratransit and with conven
tional transit. - 'Paratransit services such as dial-a-ride 
or subscription bus serv.ice can support conventional 
transit by feeding line-haul operations. Different forms 
of paratransit can also be coordinated by using the same 
fleet to provide various services to meet changing travel 
demands throughout the day. This coordination will pro
vide a broader range of transit and paratransit service 
and offers a more attractive alternative to automobile 
use. For example, if paratransit can serv_e. part of the 
traveler's needs, that person may use transit rather than 
his car for the balance of those needs; patronage of 
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transit and paratransit can therefore be mutually rein
forcing. This capability for providing flexible service 
that enhances the existing transportation system is an 
appropriate component of an area's transportation sys
tems management plan. This is something you '11 hear 
more about in the next few months. 

However, the responsibilities for coordination of 
transit and paratransit must be carefully defined to en
sure equitable treatment for all organizations with an 
interest in the provision of transportation services. The 
basic purpose must always be to ensure that appropriate 
services are designed and implemented to meet demand, 
that those services are operated by the service provider 
who can do so in the most effective and efficient manner, 
and that direct conflicts among service types be mini
mized. We think the transit agency can be of consider
able assistance in a number of fields- planning, the co
ordination of services, and assisting in securing finances, 
particularly in dealing with the federal government. The 
operation of paratransit services should be shared 
among the appropriate providers of transportation ser
vices. Paratransit includes many different types of ser
vices, each of which has its own characteristics that, 
along with local conditions, must dictate who will have the 
operating responsibility for each service to be provided. 
The diversity of operating agencies that can exist high
lights the need for a single agency to act as coordinator. 
We believe the transit agency should be assigned this 
role. The coordinating agency must impartially deter
mine who should have operating responsibility, using the 
strengths of each potential service provider to its best 
advantage. If some other agency is to provide service, 
it may be engaged to do so on a contract basis. In other 
cases, service might best be provided by the local taxi
cab company. Definite benefits may be realized by using 
the inherent advantage of taxis in certain service aspects, 
e.g., dispatching capability and type of equipment. 

There are six points that sum up APTA's position at 
this time. 

1. Paratransit is an important part of the family of 
transportation services; its various forms, if properly 
designed and implemented, can assist in meeting our 
total mobility needs. Paratransit services must be 
planned in the context of the total transportation system, not 
be mistakenly identified as substitutes for other estab
lished and developing transit modes but rather consid
PrPrl a~ r.nmnlPmPntarv and suoolementarv services -- - -- -- - - - ... -- - . ., ... ... .. . 

2. Planning for paratransit, like all transportation 
planning, must conscientiously strive for efficiency and 
effectiveness and make the implementation of paratran
sit services an appropriate response to special mobility 
requirements caused by urban sprawl. 

3. Paratransit must also help to promote efficient 
land use, clustering of activities, and reduced depen
dence on the automobile. Various forms of paratransit 
appear appropriate for group transportation in contigu
ous portions of urbanized areas and free-standing com
mwiities at the urban fringe and in certain rural areas. 

4. In more densely populated areas, paratransit 
should be implemented only in ways that would comple
ment the existing transportation system, such as feeders 
to line-haul corridors, specialized services for the hand
icapped, and line-haul supplements. 

5. Since the integration of all transit services is 
absolutely essential, a single agency should be respon
sible for planning, coordinating, and establishing market 
strategy. In urban areas the logical choice is the tran
sit agency. Depending on local conditions and the type of 
paratransit being implemented, the operation of the 
service may be performed by either the transit agency or 
other providers in a contractual or franchise relation-

ship with the agency. 
6. Paratransit performance to date provides no clear 

picture of the extent to which these concepts will serve 
various mobility needs or of their impact on urban devel
opment. Additional research and further demonstrations 
are needed to provide more sophisticated data bases, 
marketing strategies must be developed, and the relaxa
tion of regulatory constraints must be carefully consid
ered. UMTA, together with APTA and its operator mem
bers, should share in a definitive program of such activ
ities. 

ROOS: Richard Gallagher will speak on the role of the 
ITA in paratransit. 

GALLAGHER: IT Ahas established a firm position onpara
transit, which we stated at the Williamsburg TRB con
ference (4). I attended a conference sponsored by North
western University on planning for 2000 for the Chicago 
area. I fowid the academics were quite conservative in 
their approach to the question of nationalization of trans
portation services; they decided the railroads were going 
to be nationalized by 2000. If I were to follow the kind of 
thinking advocated by some of the speakers here, I would 
assume the taxicabs are going to be nationalized by 1977. 
This disturbs us. We have remained in the private sec
tor many years; the association and its parent organiza
tion have been around for 56 years. We have publications 
in our office that show we had shared riding in 1922. We 
have an ongoing system that generates 3.4 billion passen
gers a year and revenues of $3.9 billion. We operate in 
3631 communities, some of which are supposed to be 
transportation disadvantaged. We have 262 000 vehicles 
and we pay our way-this year we will pay $25 milli011 in 
federal gasoline taxes. When the Highway Trust Fund was 
originally authorized we pointed out that 85 percent of our 
travel was over local streets. Now we will not only be 
in competition with various modes of transportation that 
are taking important segments of our ridership away, but 
we will also be subsidizing those modes through our taxes. 

We have worked with UMTA on a number of projects, 
including an analysis of taxicab operating statistics pub
lished in 1975, an instruction manual for uniform report
ing of taxicab statistics, a program for processing and 
analyzing taxicab statistics, and a compendium of provi
sions for model ordinances for regulating public para
transit. We feel that this has been part of our contribu
tion to the base of knowledge that is necessary to develop 
paratransit to its fullest potential. 

I also would like to address the issue of local partici
pation in transit and paratransit operations. A super
agency is not the answer to this problem; it would create 
an overhead burden that would become intolerable. A 
number of years ago we saw a tremendous move for the 
consolidation of a great number of private companies in 
the p1·ivate sector, The result was an overhead burden 
that destroyed a lot of small successful companies. 

One of the other areas that concerns me is all the 
rhetoric about section 13c. At times I get the feeling 
that a number of people in transit think we're out to de
stroy wiions. Section 13c does not worsen the conditi_on 
of labor with respect to their employment. In fact I do 
not see this as a bargaining instrument; it is simply a 
device to protect the employees, whether they are wiion 
or nonunion, whether they drive taxicabs or are in tran
sit. I believe it gives adequate protection and should not 
be misinterpreted or extended into other areas or used 
as a device to solicit different forms of transportation or 
create a supe1·agency to perform all the functions. 
We've heard criticism that the metropolitan planning 
organizations and the state transportation agencies are 
inadequate to do the job. But somewhere there must be 



an existing organization that can adequately administer a 
program of transportation for the various municipalities. 
If we wanted to create a superagency to coordinate all ac
tivities- including planning, financing, and marketing for 
both line-haul transit services (circulation, feeder, and 
charter service) and paratransit services (dial-a-ride, 
shared-ride taxi, car pool, van pool, and subscription 
bus)- it would be faced with a tremendous task, not only 
in regard to the state legislature but also in regard tothe 
transit authorities of the cities, counties, and municipal
ities. 

I think we in the taxi industry have the know-how and 
the opportunity to generate additional traffic for both par
atransit and transit service. We're in the private sector 
and we are still paying our way. The major cities in the 
United States that have large taxicab operations can sur
vive. We are looking to the federal government for the 
development of a paratransit vehicle. We have been un
able in 20 years to persuade a manufacturer to design a 
vehicle especially to meet these needs. I think there are 
tremendous opportunities for cooperation between transit 
and paratransit operations, but I don't believe that one 
group should dominate the other; I don't believe there is 
sufficient funding in any federal or state program to ad
minister such an operation. It is well known that transit 
has very serious financial difficulties. I cannot see how 
this additional burden would assist them in providing bet
ter service to the public, which is what the whole_question 
is really about. I think it is simply time for the taxicab 
industry to sit down and analyze where it goes from here. 

QUESTION: Is the approval of the transit agency necessary 
for starting a car-pool or van-pool program? 

JAMIESON: Each urban area in the United States has an 
entirely different situation. What I was suggesting was 
that a transit agency can focus the advocacy of transit in 
each area. Exactly how it is done will differ according 
to what mandate is received from the state legislature, 
the council of governments, or the municipalities. Wheth
er it is a contractual mattei· or the transit agency simply 
receives federal funds (either planning or demonstration 
funds) and assists the operator or interested party, it 
serves to help out those who want to implement a form of 
paratransit. For example, if a Red Cross agency wishes 
to coordinate volunteer services, they may need some 
federal funding. If the transit agency is making funding 
applications day after day, it could be the agency the Red 
Cross would go to for help. We are suggesting that the 
transit agency, because it is in day-to-day contact with 
other governmental services, could be the focal point for 
anybody in the paratransit area to go to for assistance. 

QUESTION: Whathastobedonetoderegulate the taxi in
dustry so that they can provide a jitney service? 

GALLAGHER: You have to get the support of public transit, 
which initially backed the establishment of antijitney 
laws. I think the decision is mainly theirs and not ours. 

JAMIESON: Sine e there are many municipalities in an ur
ban area doing the regulating, it is necessary first to 
standardize the type of regulation. In that process you 
can work out where it is appropriate for the shared-ride 
concept to complement larger vehicle transit. It is as 
simple as that; I think it can be done. The first step 
would be to try to bring together in one urban area a 
standard or model form of regulation. 

QUESTION: I am not sure whether your position paper 
states that all paratransit services must be coordinated 
or funneled through a transit agency. 
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JAMIE SON: There are varied opinions within the industry. 
We're going to have considerable difficulty encouraging 
certain bus operations to be cooperative with different 
forms of paratransit. We hope to persuade them that the 
transit agency can serve as a model, an advocate, and 
that whatever they can do to assist paratransit they 
should do. 

ROOS: One of the issues that came up at the TRB confer
ence in Williamsburg and again here is whether any advo
cate should be the one to decide in what direction we 
should be going or whether we should be setting up some 
neutral organization. 

JAMIESON: When you start to look for a neutral organiza
tion that is not a superagency, you go through the cate
gories of a state department of transportation and metro
politan planning organization (MPO) and work your way 
down. If you want to minimize government you make the 
most effective use of what you have and combine it so 
that a single agency can represent an efficient organiza
tional concept. 

QUESTION: Are you saying that paratransit should be 
provided through APTA and the transit industry rather 
than a governmental organization? 

JAMIESON: I don'tthink APTAneedstoget into all facets 
of this. I think there is a very effective taxi industry and 
we have often seen that taxis and public transportation can 
complement one another and go after the 90 percent mar
ket that both of us are interested in. We want to promote 
public transportation in place of the individual automobile. 

QUESTION: But are you saying that you donotwanttohave 
your transit members compete with the taxicab compa
nies for a given sector of paratransit services? 

JAMIESON: No, I don't think we want to say that. You 
have to look at the type of work that has to be done and, 
if it can more appropriately be done by the taxi industry, 
so be it. 

QUESTION: Will the ITA take a position opposing jitney 
services? 

GALLAGHER: I would say that we would take a position not 
opposing it. Several of our operators have already pro
posed jitney services; there is one jitney service that has 
been operating since 1930 in Jacksonville, Florida. A 
broad look is being taken at it throughout the country, but 
it won't be easy because of the existing ordinances in so 
many communities. 

QUESTION: What is the role of the MPO, particularly with 
respect to the dissemination of information about the type 
of transit that is available in metropolitan areas? 

JAMIESON: The MPO consists primarily of local elected 
officials making decisions for their metropolitan area. 
If we can get the information to the MPOs, whether it is 
from the private or the public sector, that could be an 
excellent way to make the information available because 
it goes right back through municipal and county struc
tures. It would be very helpful to use the MPO in this 
way. 

GALLAGHER: Weare becoming involved with and we have 
some representation on MPOs at the present time. The 
question is what role UMTA will play in determining 
which agency is going to handle this funding. I think it is 
a decision that has to be made, and made firmly, by 
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UMTA. UMTA has more control of this situation, 
through the allocation of dollars, than we have. We be
lieve that there should be an organization that is respon
sive to the public and to the communities they represent 
and that it should be a planning organization. Our major 
objection is only that the organization that is going to do 
the planning and funding should not also be the operating 
agency and the one to determine who is going to supply 
services at the lower levels and what kind of competition 
in bidding there will be. I strongly believe that UMTA 
has to clarify its regulations and take a firm position; 
the idea of simply passing out dollars as soon as a local 
area says we can do this or that with them, without giv
ing them a clear-cut opportunity to decide exactly how 
they can be best invested, is a tremendous mistake. 

ROOS: This seems to be an appropriate point to shift into 
the next set of presentations, which concern the role of 
the federal government. 

BIRNIE: I would like to speakabouttheroleofUMTAand 
how we think we might effect the delivery of paratransit 
services. We don't dictate how services are to be pro
vided, nor do we provide services. So basically our role 
has to be catalytic or assisted. UMTA's interest in par
atransit stems from an interest in the opportunity for 
urban areas to decide how they can best formulate their 
transit and paratransit systems, with paratransit provid
ing an opportunity to improve mass transportation in that 
area. We can support paratransit services when they are 
selected by a community with both capital and operating 
assistance. 

I'd like to touch on some of the other roles we play 
both for paratransit and for all transportation services, 
although they have some special significance for para
transit services. I think I should also emphasize at this 
point that UMTA is not the agency for any one mode. We 
favor neither coordinated line-haul nor paratransit serv
ices; we believe these services should be available as 
options for communities in producing their own transpor
tation systems. UMTA plays the role of facilitator of 
innovation at both the local and state levels of govern
ment, which don't always have the ability or the re
sources to examine and implement innovative services. 
Through the UMTA researchanddemonstrationprograms 
we can examine and explore various aspects of para
transit services, including some of the difficult institu-
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technology, vehicles, computers, and dispatching equip
ment; we are also examining the delivery of services, 
especially the integration of these services. While the 
technology for paratransit is not particularly new, the 
integration of these services has given a new dimension 
to mass transit systems. We help to implement the sys
tems by providing information for the research programs. 
When we become convinced that there are opportunities 
to implement services ai:ound thecountrywecan, th1·ough 
our demonsb:ation programs, provide 80 / 20 matching 
funds to help implement these services in communities. 

There is another, quite different way that we can help 
innovate in paratransit. Since paratransit is not all that 
new technologically, there is a great opportunity to innovate 
on the local level. The federal government doesn't have 
the corner on innovation. The presence of section 5 
funds, which are allocated to urban areas, gives them 
an opportunity to innovate with paratransit services. 
These services are very flexible and people at the local 
level are probably in the best position to tailor these 
services to the individual market, devise new ways to 
apply these services, and put them together productively. 
They are also in a good position to deal with the idiosyn
crasies of local institutional arrangements. If urban 

areas can overcome some of these barriers and innovate, 
the UMTA funds are there to support them. UMTA will 
continue to provide a center for the exchange of informa
tion, especially among the academic community and var
ious providers of transit service. We hope to continue to 
fund conferences like the one at Williamsburg and to co
operatewith TRB on the exchange of information, which is 
especially vital in the case of paratransit services. 

There are smaller roles in which UMTA has a bearing 
on paratransit services. We are concerned that there 
be equity in the distribution of services within the urban 
area. We have always reviewed applications for federal 
funding to make sure that services are available to the 
elderly and handicapped and to minority people; para
transit certainly offers an opportunity to serve both of 
these groups better than we have in the past. UMTA has 
recently begun to focus on the distribution of services in 
the urban area. Our new proposed policy on major urban 
mass transportation investments specifically mentions 
that in developing their plans urban areas should give 
explicit attention to community development and local 
circulation systems; this will be an inducement to the 
implementation of paratransit services, as will the new 
transpo1·tation system management (TSM) requirement, 
which specifies that all communities give serious consid
eration to the delivery of paratransit services. Commu
nities that have regulations that may be an obstacle to the 
delivery of these services will surely be asked by UMTA 
to reexamine those regulations. Since the new TSM re
quirement asks communities to examine their entire 
transportation systems to see how they can make more 
effective use of these systems, paratransit must be con
sidered in this reexamination. 

Another important aspect of the federal posture is 
the 1·equlrement to develop coordinated systems, which 
is especially important in terms of paratrausit. If 
we're seeking a multidimensional system that is in
novative and reacts sucessfully, the way we develop 
paratransit services is very important to the success of 
these services. We must provide a forum where the 
various providers and the special interests in the com
munities can come together for a more comprehensive 
look at the delivery of these services. I believe there 
could be adverse impacts from merely deregulating the 
taxi industry and opening up the service completely, with
out any thought for coordination. On the other hand, I 
think UMTA' s posture toward private operators is another 
pe!.rti?.1 ind.l!Cement to providing service. UMTA has 
said that private operators must be given an opportunity 
to compete for the delivery of all paratransit s_ervices, 
whether they are managed or coordinated by the transit 
operator or by the MPO. 

HEMPHILL: To discuss the role of the federal govern
ment you have to figure out what the federal government 
has as its objective for the whole metropolitan transpor
tation issue. Secretary of Transportation Coleman 
summed it up reasonably well in his national policy state
ment: "An efficient metropolitan transportation system 
requires a mix of modes- public and p1·ivate, properly 
coordinated and utilizing the relative advantages of 
each." He went on to say that one of the most important 
ways to do this is to promote equal competitive opportu
nity for all forms of transportation. With that as the 
objective, you have to look at the tools available to the 
federal government. First, there is funding; second, 
there is regulation or deregulation using a law or other 
requirement; and third, there is the development and 
dissemination of information, which may be less power
ful than the other two tools. 

In terms of funding, it is clearly recognized that the 
federal government has a substantial influence on the 



development of urban transportation systems, not only 
through those agencies represented here but also through 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). I think it 
is also reasonably clear that there has been an increase 
in the amount of public funds granted to mass or public 
transit opportunities in the last 5 to 6 years. I expect 
this to continue, correcting what many people see as an 
imbalance between the resources that went to building 
highways and those that went directly for public transpor
tation systems. It is hoped that these funding patterns 
will promote something approaching equal competitive 
opportunity for all modes. 

On the question of regulation and deregulation the fed
eral government, at least the Ford administration, is 
strongly interested in removing economic regulatory bar
riers. The question is how to do this, because most 
regulatory barriers to equal competitive opportunity for 
metropolitan systems tend to be either state or local 
regulatory barriers. The third tool, the use of informa
tion, can help overcome some of these barriers, and 
others can be overcome with another regulation. I think 
that, to some extent, is what may be intended by the TSM 
requirements. A TSM design whose objective is efficient 
transportation at the local level may make it increasingly 
clear that changes are needed in some of the local reg
ulatory barriers. The regulations can also be influenced 
through the federal funding . One part of the guidelines 
for state energy conservation plans that will be published 
soon includes a provision for mandatory right turn on red 
that we think will permit substantial saving of energy. 

Finally, in terms of providing information, it is still 
appropriate for the federal government to educate private 
providers about the potential of various paratransit alter
natives. The Federal Energy Administration is concen
trating a large portion of its resources both on the pro
viders and on the state and local decision makers so that 
they can incorporate some paratransit alternatives in 
their state energy conservation plans and in their TSM 
plans. The competitive marketplace works to the ad
vantage of the providers and the users of a metropolitan 
transit system, perhaps not as well as a thoroughly co
ordinated system but certainly better than one vast over
all agency coordinating everything. 

ROOS: Let me give one who represents a metropolitan 
area a chance to respond. 

AEX: It seems to me that we've overlooked the fact that 
the federal regulations say that each metropolitan area 
must develop a comprehensive transportation system plan 
and that the plan must use all of the existing public and 
private opportunities. I don't think there is any question 
that sooner or later, just as there was an absolute prohi
bition against competition with private bus operators, 
there will be a requirement that those who receive feder
al money must not and cannot compete with existing pri
vate operators; it is inevitable. I am not privy to the in
side meetings of such organizations as the International 
Taxicab Association, but I am sure they are aware of 
what the National Association of Motor Bus owners ac
complished when they backed legislation that prohibits the 
receiver of federal money from competing with the bus 
operator. Most of us don't object to that particularly, 
especially now that we have had the benefit of some ex
perience. 

I hope Jamieson' s observation- that one of the defi
ciencies in the MPO at the present time is that the pri
vate operators aren't participating- will be acted on by 
such private providers as the taxicab people. At a meet
ing of an MPO there will be the representatives of the 
federal government, the state, and all of the local elected 
agencies, but as for the providers, there are only 
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public transit operators, not the private taxicab operator 
or any of the other private operators of paratransit. I 
believe they must be brought into the MPO. Then I think 
we'll get some results. 

One of the most important roles for paratransit in 
metropolitan areas is to assist traditional transit with 
the problem of balancing the peak and off-peak service to 
improve the use of resources- manpower and equipment. 
This imbalance between peak and off-peak periods is the 
thing that has almost wrecked the transit industry, and 
will eventually wreck it if we don't find some solution. I 
think transit will therefore look more favorably on para
transit as time goes by, because paratransit can alleviate 
some of the problems of the traditional transit industry. 
Paratransit can also enable traditional transit to go into 
low-density areas and make transportation available 
where it is needed. In this country 50 percent of the 
people live outside of the central city, with little or no 
public transportation provided, even by the private sec
tor. People often ask me why the taxicabs in Rochester 
don't object to what we're doing; it's becausethere aren't 
any taxis in Rochester doing what we're doing. One of 
the principal roles of paratransit is to get public trans
portation out whexe people need it in the low-density 
rural and suburban areas. 

Feeder service is very important, whether it is a taxi
cab feeding a line-haul bus or a demand-responsive bus 
feeding a line-haul bus. The only way people can use a 
line-haul bus going down a main highway is to have some
body feeding it and this is an important role for para
transit, as is its role in serving the handicapped and el
derly, in particular the handicapped. If every fixed-route 
bus in this country were retrofitted, we still wouldn't be 
able to serve the handicapped unless the bus could go to 
the handicapped person. Paratransit can also increase 
the geographical limits of the labor market, either in the 
central city or outside, for both the employer and em
ployee. 

I think paratransit will be the avenue through which a 
lot of automation is brought into transit. Transit hasn't 
had the opportunity to use automation the way most other 
businesses have. I think the opportunity will present it
self more and more through paratransit. I was surprised 
to learn that taxicabs had been using computers for 
years- many years before we started thinking of using 
that tool in the transit industry. To sum it all up, I think 
the role of paratransit is to aid in the development of an 
effective alternative to the automobile, particularly on the 
home-to-work trips. 

QUESTION: What are the options or alternatives that are 
available to private operators right now to enable them to 
get into paratransit? 

BIRNIE: Although we don't protect exclusive-ride taxi 
service, we have taken a stance to allow providers to 
come in to new services; if a new service is being devel
oped and it is a paratransit service, you would have an 
opportunity to show your resources and compete for that 
service. 

QUESTION: Is the transportation authority the final judge 
on paratransit services? 

BIRNIE: UMTA has to determine whether private opera
tors have been included in the program to the maximum 
extent feasible, so we're the final judge on that. 

QUESTION: I am from Arkansas and have been in the 
shared-ride business for about 30 years; we transport 
more than 3000 people a day and could transport 6000 a 
day. We are waiting patiently for the federal government 



128 

to make up its mind, but soon we will be incapable of 
providing paratransit service because we will be broke. 
Any social organization in town can get funds under sec
tion 16b2 and we have no say. Are we going to survive 
or do we have to sue our own government to protect our
selves? 

BIRNIE: I can assure you that we don't want you to sue. 
That section has been amended so that, before any grant 
can be made under section 16b2, private operators have 
to have an opportunity to state that they are willing to 
provide that service. 

QUESTION: What do you do in low-density areas where 
mass transportation cannot do the job? 

BIRNIE: Of course UMTA cannot tell a community what 
kinds of services to provide. However, we have asked, 
in the development of plans for low-density areas, that 
adequate consideration be given to paratransit and we are 
going to review plans for that. We can't mandate para
transit services but, once paratransit services are se
lected in urban areas, we say that any existing private 
operators must have the opportunity to compete for those 
services. I don't think we can be stronger than that. 

QUESTION: I am from Jackson, Mississippi, where the 
city fathers run the transportation system. They went 
into the minibus business in 1974. They did not give me 
the opportunity to do the work although I have adequate 
vehicles and equipment- everything to do the job without 
putting additional money into it. I have made proposals 
to run it for less than half of what they are running it for 
but they turn a deaf ear. How do you resolve that prob
lem? 

BIRNIE: I am aware of your case. I know that our Capi
tal Assistance Office, which will be making that grant, is 
taking your protest very seriously; in fact I think some
one was down there about a week ago. 

QUESTION: How can you reconcile the fact that UMTA 
says that a transit authority should use existing opera
tors to the fullest extent possible before going into busi
ness itself, but the Department of Labor won't approve 
a section 13c agreement unless it includes protection 
procedures for labor unions, requiring in effect the op
eration of a closed shop? I see a conflict in policy here. 

BIRNIE: I can't speak for the Department of Labor, but 
I think that whether there will be a demand for a closed 
shop remains to be tested. We have some cases in which 
section 13c agreements have been negotiated where that 
isn't the case. We ought not to be too apprehensive about 
that. I think we will have to go forward in good faith and 
see what the products of these negotiations are. 

QUESTION: If I am seeking a grant, should I go to the 
regional office or directly to Washington? 

BIRNIE: I think it depends on the matteryouarediscuss
ing. We handle a number of requests on policy issues, 
but if you are talking about getting a grant, you should go 
to the regional office; they know the particulars of your 
case and can work with you all the way. 

QUESTION: What office in UMTA should we communicate 
with if we do not receive responses to our needs in the 
region? 

BIRNIE: The Office of Policy and Program Development. 

COMMENT: I would like to criticize the fact that, in all 
these meetings, we never bring in the people who have 
been in the paratransit business- the social service agen
cies. There are probably more transportation programs 
and operating assistance funded by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare than by UMTA. The 
point I am trying to make is that people keep talking about 
"urban" and "metropolitan," but 48 percent of the people 
live in rural areas and have more critical transportation 
problems than those in urban areas. For them, it is not 
a matter of making transportation more convenient; itis 
a matter of providing basic transportation to receive 
health services and so on. In a lot of areas, where there 
wasn't even a cab service, these people had to be taken 
care of by the agency providing the social services. It is 
only in the last 12 months that UMTA finally woke up to 
the fact that half the people live in rural areas; I am very 
critical because I don't think rural needs are being ad
dressed. 

ROOS: The next question we pose to the panelists is: What 
are the three most important short-term objectives with 
respect to paratransit and how do we achieve them? 

JAMIESON: First, in each urban area we should establish 
effective coordination in the family of transit services, 
including the many facets of paratransit. There isn't any 
standard way to do this- each is unique- but in APTA we 
are ready to cooperate and to do what we can to bring 
about a total transportation system tailored to the partic
ular area. 

Second, we must demonstrate the mutually supportive 
roles that paratransit and transit can play. I think we've 
seen Karl Guenther and Bob Aex do these things very ef
fectively in Ann Arbor and in Rochester. But there is 
much more that can be added to the work they have al
ready started. In areas where there is a high potential 
for paratransit, if transit is cooperative and plays a 
supportive role, it can build up the paratransit opportu
nities. 

Third, we must resolve the remaining critical issues 
we have- insurance issues, clarifying the role of the fed
eral government in the funding of transit and paratransit, 
and improving the flow of funding to the service providers. 

GALLAGHER: I'm not an advocate of administrative law, 
but I think that the Department of Transportation, and 
UMTA in particular, must come out with some very sound 
laws to protect existing institutions that are providing 
transportation. I feel that one of the greatest needs is 
coordination of transit services, whether they are in the 
private or public sector. The taxicab industry believes 
that car pooling can be a very important operation during 
peak hours. It can transport people to downtown areas in 
the central business district and allow them the opportu
nity to use taxicab or transit in off-peak hours, which is 
when we want to gain ridership. We have tremendous 
diversity within the taxicab industry. There is no reason 
we can't provide feeder service to transit and other ser
vices, particularly in the area of package delivery. We 
have been operating services for the elderly and handi
capped for a number of years, mostly with local funding. 
We often forget that all the California dial-a-ride pro
grams are either state or locally funded. I see no fed
eral money coming into this. If this process continues, it 
will again be the responsibility of the local government to 
determine what type of paratransit operations they are 
going to install in the local area. I see no substantial 
movement by UMTA to institute these programs except 
on a demonstration basis. 

I agree that the rural programs are very important. 
West Virginia has a demonstration grant and program 
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that is going to spend approximately $21 million in try
ing to establish services for the rural areas. UMTA is 
sponsoring a number of seminars throughout the country 
on rural transportation. I think taxicabs are going to 
play an important part in developing services in these 
areas because they can provide it at low cost. They can 
maintain and service the equipment. I believe this is one 
of the important markets that is opening up for the taxi
cab industry; it offers new ridership that does not exist 
at this time. 

There is no simple answer to the problem of regula
tions. I think we have to have a clearer concept of what 
the regulations should be. There has to be a philosophy 
developed about the purpose of transportation in the urban 
and the rural areas. I thought it was very simple- that 
we're trying to serve the riding public out there. But it 
gets so complicated with the existing regulations that it 
becomes almost impossible to continue a high level of 
service without conflicts. 

I also believe strongly that there should be more basic 
research, especially on ridership characteristics. 
Gilbert did a study in North Carolina that impressed us 
because we found that in the lower income brackets we 
had approximately twice the ridership we had originally 
estimated. Some time ago Chicago spent more than $1 
million on a ridership study by Carroll that was the 
basis of all planning for the city of Chicago for about 20 
years. It seems to me this is one of the areas in which 
UMTA can provide a very vital service, particularly to 
the private sector. Perhaps the transit people know the 
market better than we do; maybe they have conducted 
more intensive efforts in that area. But this is not a 
small project. I think it's one that should be developed 
on the basis of university participation, probably a con
sortium of universities. 

HEMPHILL: I can set out what I see as the next three 
objectives for paratransit very briefly. First, I think 
we have to spread the word that it works; more people 
need to get that message. Second, we have to identify 
and examine those regulations at both the state and local 
levels that prohibit or inhibit active car-pooling and van
pooling programs; than we have to eliminate them. Fi
nally, we have to establish reasonable insurance rates 
for car-pooling and van-pooling situations. 

AEX: One of the most important short-term objectives 
is the recognition of existing privately owned paratransit 
services. A second objective is the removal of regula
tions that prevent those privately owned paratransit ser
vices from functioning on a shared-ride basis. Third, 
we must examine the role of labor. Sooner or later 
someone has got to present a test case for section 13c. 
Does it in fact prevent an agency that is receiving UMTA 
money from contracting with a union or nonunion para
transit provider if the paratransit service does not elim
inate any union jobs? 

BIRNIE: I think the most important short-term objective 
is to develop an atmosphere in which the providers of 
paratransit service, public transportation, and even 
commuter services can come together and cooperate. 
UMTA has hoped that the MPO will serve as a forum for 
all these service providers. I think a transit operator 
should think of his company not just as a provider of 
service but as an agency that can coordinate services 
and ensure that people know the services are available. 
Ta.xi operators need to broaden their thinking. There is 
a great opportunity in shared-ride service, and the ta.xi 
industry appears to be moving in that direction. At pres
ent ta.xi operators are worried about competition, espe
cially to their exclusive-ride service, which is the heart 
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of their business, but they should also look forward to 
other opportunities. Transit labor ought to see that it is 
in its long-term interest that a number of these services 
be provided on a volunteer basis or by private operators; 
with the financial pressures on the transit industry today, 
many of these services must be provided at lower costs 
if they are to be significant for mass transportation. I 
think we need to test the interaction among these services 
in an integrated system and study how things affect one 
another so that we can put them together successfully to 
mutually benefit one another. 

QUESTION: I think the exclusive-ride providers are not 
fearful of competition in any sense when it comes from 
shared-ride modes. I think what we are most concerned 
about are the inhibitory local regulations. UMTA should 
be interested in exerting its influence, but in local com
munities that have such regulations, I think you are going 
to have to do more than use some kind words. 

BIRNIE: TSM element is the key here. We're not telling 
communities at this point that they have to do anything to 
change their local regulations. If we are considering 
paratransit services and local regulations are inhibiting 
the efficient provision of the services, we'll certainly be 
asking a lot of questions. 

QUESTION: What is being done about the rising cost of 
insurance, particularly for car-pooling and van-pooling 
programs, and what is the role of the federal govern
ment in regard to insurance? 

HEMPHILL: In terms of local regulations, our first 
problem is that we don't know exactly which states have 
regulations that will turn out to inhibit various forms of 
ride sharing. UMTA is funding a study by MIT, but that 
will only cover a few states. We will evaluate the state 
regulations that would inhibit ride-sharing activities, but 
that doesn't cover the metropolitan areas. We don't have 
the funds or resources to do a survey of every regulatory 
constraint in the country. In terms of insurance, the 
problem seems to be that the insurance companies are 
conservative organizations. They don't feel they have 
enough data or experience with ride-sharing arrange
ments, particularly van pooling, to do much about the 
rates; therefore they have set them high so that all their 
risks are covered. I think we'll probably have to end up 
sponsoring a couple of serious meetings with top insur
ance executives and ask them to give us a fair break. It 
is difficult at this point because there really isn't much 
operating experience yet. 

QUESTION: Why are you creating, in the MPOs, another 
obstacle that we have to go through before providing ser
vices? 

BIRNIE: We think the MPOs are serving a valuable func
tion. They are there to coordinate all the services of the 
area and to develop those services. They should be im
partial organizations and we think that is to your advan
tage. 

QUESTION: How about the use of paratransit for supple
menting peak-hour operations? Tp.ese can be the most 
expensive operations because of the peak/off-peak im
balance. 

JAMIESON: We need to shave the peak or fill in the base; 
our problem is that we have too many vehicles operating 
in the peak and sitting idle in the base period. We think 
paratransit can aid in both areas. Filling in the base is 
perhaps more difficult, but a shared-ride ta.xi can help 
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by working in lower density areas and bringing people 
in to fill up that base period. This will take a lot 
of cooperation and more demonstration of techniques, 
but I think we can work something out between transit and 
paratransit. 

AEX: The way paratransit can assist traditional transit 
during peak hours is not by taking people out of the buses 
but by taking them out of the automobile. The way para
transit can assist traditional transit during the off-peak 
hours is by feeding people to buses that have low rider
ship, especially in the low-density suburban areas. 

ROOS: The final segment of the program will permit each 
participant to make a closing statement. 

AEX: Improved mobility must be the primary goal of 
transit, and this can only be accomplished if every form 
of transit is used in a comprehensive way to get people 
from where they are to where they want to go. The sys
tem must use traditional transit and paratransit, which 
must include the automobile on a shared-ride basis, the 
taxi on a shared-ride basis, the van with 10 to 12 pas
sengers per vehicle, the jitney, the dial-a-ride vehicle, 
and all the other forms of transit that provide an alter
native to the vehicle occupied only by the driver. The 
diversity of needs demands a mix of transit modes to 
effectively meet these needs. Paratransit has already 
demonstrated that it can enable a transit system to better 
meet those user needs. Improved mobility at the same 
time reduces pollution, reduces congestion, and reduces 
energy consumption. Improved mobility must be our 
primary goal for all those reasons. 

BIRNIE: We in UMTA think that paratransit is more than 
a promise; it is an emerging reality and we know there is 
a demand for these services now. Future systems will 
be multimodal and will be more market oriented. We 
believe that paratransit services should be carefully and 
perhaps incrementally implemented; we believe that all 
parties, providers, decision makers, and the general 
public have a stake in ensuring that these systems are 
successfully implemented. If mass transportation is to 
be successful, we are going to need a full spectrum of 
public services the public can rely on, both so that those 
who are transit dependent have full service and so that 
we can attract more people away from the automobile. 
We should think in terms oi going after the larger share 
rather than talking about a small piece of the pie and how 
we are going to serve that. 

GALLAGHER: I am in agreement with the statements that 
have been made in summary here. There cannot be two 
sets of rules, one for government-owned operations and 
another for private-enterprise companies. It is hard to 
imagine putting publicly owned transit systems back in 
the private sector; neither do the taxicab companies care 
to become government owned and operated. It seems 
reasonable that the government agencies involved should 
seek the most cost-effective method of providing urban 
public passenger transportation. The taxicab industry 
believes that, in certain modes of operation, its produc
tivity and cost performance are superior. Therefore, in 
order to seek an equitable arrangement in public passen
ger transportation, the industry has advocated that (a) 
the rider be subsidized, (b) contractual arrangements be 
entered into for public passenger transportation with the 
private companies that are the most cost-efficient, and 
(c) direct subsidies be provided for capital improvements 
and operating expenses to private companies that are 
currently providing services at costs below the replace
ment and operating costs of the new system. The ITA 

strongly favors the first recommendation and hopes that 
the additional recommendations will not need to be imple
mented. 

JAMIESON: I think APTA has taken a first step to build a 
bridge between the transit industry and the paratransit 
industry. It has encouraged its members to cooperate in 
this subject and to get the various operators in urban 
areas to become more involved in paratransit services. 
I think the transit industry is in a position to provide 
cooperation in building up the market and serving the pub
lic in the spreading urban areas. 

ROOS: I must say I'm very encouraged by the closing 
statements. Although there were tremendous differences 
in the opinions expressed here on a variety of subjects, the 
participants seem to be very close together in terms of 
some general objectives that we are aiming for. It's 
important that we try to achieve those objectives in a co
operative fashion rather than look for areas of conflict 
and that we take whatever opportunities there are in areas 
where little or no conflict occurs. 
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