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INTRODUCTION:;

A number of factors threaten urban mobility in the 1980's. Fuel prices
and availability, while relatively stable at the moment, might at any
time become unstable and restrict our national automoblle oriented culture.

Traffic congestion and air pollut;on can also be expected to have a negative
effect upon mobility.

Already the transportation routines of many citizens have changed in
response to these factors.. Public transii ridership and ridesharing have
shovm gains over the last seven years,

As we face the mcbility problem of the 1980's, public financing has beccme
eéven more constrained, necessitating a strategy which seeks to maximize
urban mebility with diminished resources. Our success in <his task will
largely determine the future of our urban areas, and will have a significansg
effect upcn our society as a2 whole.

It has beccme popular, over the past few years, to state the solution

to the urban mobility problem in terms such as this: "As gasoline beccmes
more expensive and scarce, people must abzndon their auwtomobiles ard begin
to ride buses and trains instead." While this characterization of the

sclution is not without some justification, it is not a comprehensive
solution to the problem, because much of the wrban transportaticn demand
cannot be served by public transit. There is also an assumption thas

Public itransit is available as an alternative in the event of a serious
energy shortage. What is not understood, however, is that many transit
services are already severly overcrowded. It is also impertant to reccgnize
that some transportationelly handicapped pecple Find fixed route transit
gervices impossi blﬂ to use because of an inability to get to and from

bus stops.

What follows is a description of the urban mobility situation; and
strategies for growth which are zvailable to loczl officiszls.

URBAY MOBITITY - PROBILEM OF PERSPECTIVE:

A major impediment to solving the urbdan mobility problem is that the
soluticns are often stated in terms which are at odds with the realities

or today. There are two major problems with the present aprroach. The
first is that public transii no lecmger is abls to serve 2 large percentage
of work trip destinations. This is because of.ihe great dispersicn of
ropulaticn and employment which has occurred cover the past 30 years., The
second prcblem is that the transit market in 1981 is significantly &ifferenmt
Trom that which.existed when transit cerriers became public swthorities.
These two preblems will be described in grestsr detail.
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It is suggested that meeting the urban mobility problem of the 1980's
requires approaches which are based upon valid current assumptions, and
whicH recognize the reality of the constrained financilal resources
available, Furthermore, we must always remember that in a2 free society,
incertive, and never coercion, 1s appropriate as a means to reduce
uwtilization of private automebiles.

It will be propcsed that the esnswer to the urban mobllity problem involves
a halanced cemplement of approaches, not zll of whieh require intense
govermment involvement. The rescurces are available, but in order %o
utilize them, we must begin to think in terms which permit their
identification. The result will be an improvement in the mebility as
government moves from being merely the provider to being a facilitator

of mobility.

URBAN AREAS OF THE 1980'S:

A number of reasons have been given for the decline of the private transit
industry. Most of the cause is the increased ussge of the aultomobile,
combined with very inexpensive energy.

One ¢of the results of the increased automobils usage was the grest
dispersion of both residential zreazs and employment locations.

American urban areas of the 1980's scarcely resemble those of +the 1940's,
Just vefore the great decline in-transit ridership. Population densities
have plummeted, while urban areas have spread over large areas. The
attached chart illustrates this trend. Earliy 1980 census reports sugzest
that this population dispersion has continued. In Los Angeles, where

the trend has been opposite the other cities, the divergence is partizlly
sxplained by the fact that the 1950 data included the entire city of Ios
Angeles which had major non-urbanized portions in 1550.

In terms of employment densities, ail major urban areas have experienced
a dispersion of employment locations.  Areas such as Northern New Jersey,
Route 128 in Boston and Orange Coumty in Southern California exemplify
this $rend. '

This automobile oriemted urban area of 1981 cannot be served by approaches

which presume that the structure of the 1940's remain.

THE PUBLIC TRANSIT. MARKET:

As the uwban arssas were changing, the impact of transit was lessened and
ridership was largely limited to the transit dependent. Transit was saved
by the public sector because its demise would have left portions of the
urban community without transportation, by reascn of income level and
disability. Thus the first purposa of public involvement in transit was
to preserve mopiliity for-the ftransit dependexnt.
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The transit dependent are characterized by their dependence on transit

for nearly all of their trips (not just for the work trip). As subsidies
grew in the early 1970's, new areas were served in the hope that the
benefits of public transit could be obtained for more disversed areas.

In the early 1970's, there was sufficient transit system capacity to carry
all those who chose to ride,

There were significant changes scon to come, however. The gasoline
availability crisis of 19T73~4 grestly increased transit demand, and the
crisis of 1979 added even more., These new riders had previously utilized
their automobiles, and new were switching to transit largely because of
the cost of gasoline. These new riders were not in need of subsidies
tecause the full cost of their transit ride was well below the cost of
their gasoline and parking. Yet these riders were typically subsidized
at a bhigher rate than the transit dependent. These new transit riders
tended o use service only for fthe work trip, and continue to make other
trips by automobile. It is important to keep in mind the economic
distinction between the transit dependent, and this pnew group of fransit
riders. ‘

THEE PUBLIC TRANSIT SITUATION TODAY:

The changes af the 1970's have very seriously changed the transii situation.
No lcpnger is there capacity for all who wish to ride. Cenitral city services
have been overcrowded now for 2 number of years. These services, on which
transit dependent primarily rely, are offten so crowded that patroans must
often wait for several full buses to pass before they are able to find

even standirg room on a bus. Ccmmuitter express services are alsc overcrowded.
These services Yecazme full during the 1979 gasoline allocation crisis,

and have remained full.

On the other hand, many of the services egstablished during the growing

days of subsidies in the eaxrly 1970"s continue to have large surpluses

of space available. This is not to suggest that these services have not
seen patronage incresses, it is, however, to illustrate the contrast

between the shortage of service which exists in some parts of ¢ur transit
systems at the same time that surpluses exist on others. In short, the
demznd for services exrceeds the supply in the cemtral zreas ard on commuter
services, while some other services are characterized by supply much greater
than demand. In z time of serious financial constraints, this represents

a particular resource allocstion problem.

But there is arn even more difficult problem than this situation illustrates.
The central services which are overcrowded are those mest wtilized by
the transit dependent, those to whom transit subsidies were to have been
originally directed. At the same time, the underutilized services tend
to be in areas of very limited {transit dependemey. Thus the transit
dependent are often subsidized at far lower rates than are the ocon-
transit dependent. This is so because averzge subsidies per passengesr
tend to be many times higher in suburban areas than they are in central
aress, on the average more than four times, and in scme cases, the
difference in lLos Angeles County exceeds 50 times. Subsidies on the
overcrowded express services are alsc meny times those of the centrzl
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city transit dependent, because of the,provisions in labor contracts which
make such services s¢ expensive to provide.

And so, public transit peolicymakers are faced with serious problaus of
equity at a time when there are no resources with which to address the
overcrowding which exists in perts of the system.

There are cther serious problems which require at least passing attention.
First operating costs comtimue to rise more quickly than inflation, with
the effect that serviece reductions are often required. At the same time,
operating subsidies are growing slower than inflation, and there may be
decreases in subsidies in the future.

Summarized, the public transit market has greetly improved, largely because
it has been able to attract riders who are not transit deperdent as gasoline
Drices have risen.

Tet transift service is-provided in a way which presumes that all riders
must be subsidized, transit dependent or not. This was an appropriate
assumpticn for 1970, but it is a doubtful validity todzy. The result

of having a transit system which responds to the needs of 1970 when i%

is 1981 is that there is no capacity for growth. Demard goes umsatisfied,
and mobility is restricted by cur present approach.

And so, how shall we provide for the necessary growth without the public’
resources avallable to finance growth?

THE MOBILITY RESOURCES:

Besides publie transit and diazl-a-ride resources, there are at least two
additional resources available:

The first, private bus operators, have made significant comtributicn +o
mobllity in the Los Angeles area. The private sector is currently providing
almost as many daily express trips as are provided by the public sector

in peak-only services. There are more than 100 private buses in daily
operation, charging fares only marginally above public sector fares. And
these services provide witheut either publie capital or operating subsidy.

The second resource, ridesharing has the advantage of providing ipdividually
tailored services to areas of limited employment density. Again, there

is no subsidy reguired, exceot for matching services, where govermment

has 2 significant rcle to play as facilitator. T

lIn analyzing public transit services it is important to alloczte costs

in a2 manner which reflects The true cost of providing the variocus types

of service. In Los Angeles Couwnty, we use a three variable model {vehicle
miles, vehicle hours 2nd peak vehieles) devaloped by Simpson & Curtin.

This model renders costs which result in a fare box recovery of less than
50% on express services {despite the fact that these typically have premium
fares of three times the base fare). Same traditicnal cost allccation
methods are nct sensitive to the high labor cecsts of such service.
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URBAN MOBILITY: A STRATEGY FOR GROWIE

Improving urban mobility requires an approack which maximizes the available
resources, by taking advantage of their respective strengths.

Dial-A-Ride services are very expensive, yet are very necessary to many
transportationally handicapped citizens. Therefore, public resources
should be committed to such services only to the extent that they serve
this special group. We should not be carrying patrons on dial-a-ride
who are able to ride available fixed route services; we cannot afford
it.

Public transit best serves areas of high employment density and high
traznsit dependency. Patronage in such areas is significant enough to
keep subsidies per passanger low, and to thus maximize the use of public
subsidies. .

The impact of service could be increased by twe further changes:

First, reallocation of services from areas of underutilization to overcrowded
arees would incresse public transit patronage.

Second, publiic transit services could be increased by converting the
present cperating subsidy programs into user-subsidy programs for low
income c¢itizens. ©Such an approach would necessitate a minor fare incresase
on well patronized lines, and would eliminate the inefficient practice

of subsidizing all publie patrons, regardless of need. Services could

be Incrsased as a resuli of recovering full costs from patrons not in
need of subsidies.

Private overators have been shown to be eoffective in providing sffective
express services, Publice transit is tmable to incresse express services
because of the high subsidy levels per passenger. However, express
services may be increased by the private sector, ocub of profits earned.
For express services to be provided By the private sector frees the public
transit operztors from providing a service which grestly drains thers
resources, in exchange for the opportunity to provide mobility for five
or more-timeslas many new passengers in more productive services,

Ridesharing is most effective in providing moobility from aress of low
population density to low denisty employment areas. For such work trips.
ne other mode can compete. However, ridesharing has an important part
te play in 2ll categories of work trips. . )

CONCLUSIONS:

We are faced with having to improve mobility, and there is no simple
sclution. Our cities can no longer be served by transit as they used
tc be. Yet public transit has a significant »ole to play, with its
important task being the movement of transit derendent citizens. The
present unidversal approach to public transit subsidies makes expansicn
of service impossible, but more effective uwtilization of subsidies, and
increased services cowld be cbtained v wutilizing "user" subsidies for
the transit dependent, while collecting a2 fare which covers the full cest
of the ride from those who do not need subsidies,

: /
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Commuter bus services can now be provided by the private sector, and
expansion of such servieces will be made possible by profits. Ridesharing-
sha121d continue to serve an important function, and can be expected to
grow significantly, especially in arsas of dispersed employment densities.
Besides the actual mobility provided, the great advantage of these ron-
public sector approaches is that they will reduce pressures to incresse
taxes for transit. To encourage growth in these aress is for govermment
to improve its effectiveness in faeilitiating mobility.

But in crder to take advantage of these opportunities to improve urban
mobility, we must begin to think in terms of the 1980's, and not in terms
of the 1940's or even the 1970's. If we comtinue to think of subsidies
as a prerequisite to the improvement of urbsn mobility, then we shall
fail %o improve mobility. If we continue to conceive of our wban areas
as they were in the 1950's then we shall fail to improve mobility.

If however, we begin to think in terms of utilizing available rescurcss
%o provide mobility, then urban mebility will be improved. This will
require marshalling all of the available resources, public and private.
And if we are succesgful, our urban areas will be the invigoerating and
ecommically healthy places which they were meant to be.



