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. Bus Subsidy Program

TRENTON January 10 -= Transportation Comm1331oner Louis J. Gambacc1ni

today called the State's lO—year—old bus sub51dy prooram "a dlsaster that

jdoes not-and‘cannotvdeliver quality bus service,.despite requiring ever-
1increasing State funding. - The taxpayers'are picking up' the tab;'the
- State owns most of the buses, but we are virtually powerless, under the

'vexisting,law; to ensure an'effieient product.”

The Commissioner made his comments as he released a 50-page report ,

critical of the overall SSO million a year sub31dy prooram which SUpPpOTrts

_ 80% of all bus service in New Jersey

’"This.report details the conflicts, obstaeles,.fiscal tangle and

the 1nherently weak: p051tion of the State 1n demanding a rational

"effic1ent bus tran51t network . for New Jersey from the private carrierst

" said-the Comm1551oner.

2}

;"The 1aw authorizing the sub51dy program in 1969 was an emergency

' measure in response to a CrlSlS, and was 1ntenaed to be temporary.'
: It‘Was a_stop—gapvmeasure, and it shows!' 1f we don't make a dramatic
. change in the ‘way publicly-financed bus service is provided in New

'Jersey,_the future will,hold little'hope for»cbntrolling costs,

(

"improving service»and increasing ridership."

The Comm1551oner also released a comparison of the performance of

‘ iransport of New Jersey (TLJ), the larcest and most heav1ly subSidized

New Jsz'ssy ‘“‘?ﬂ”m

- more - -
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“carrier 1n the program, Wlth the large publicly-owned bus systems around

- the country.« The comparison shows that TNJ s overall operations are
- comparable to that of large public bus systems, although it 1ags far

l‘behind ~some.in growth or maintenance of ridership.. Cost escalation of

bus operations does not>seem to be related.to‘the type'of oWnership,%—’

-public or private.

The Comm1351oner noted: that w1th1n the next few weeks the Department

will make spec1f1c recommendations for creation of a public corporation
' to provide public transportation. ‘Ihe recommendation will offer a mechanism
for the State to acquire bus companies, when it is deemed to be in the.

public interest. It is not intended that all bus carriers be acquired.

In fact, every effort would be made to continue in private operation
those carriers who have excellent records of service to the public and
whose service is compatible with State goals.

In his State of the State message earlier this week, the Governor

‘said:

"We must begin to bring the subsidy program under control by
replacing it with one in which the State, acting directly or
indirectly through an independent corporation, controls not
only the assets it already owns, but the management of those
assets as well. I intend to submit legislation for your
consideration." = R

_ "If the State is to bear the respons:.bility for bus service
quality, it must have the power to control service quality'"

h Therfollowing are some highlights of information in the subsidyv
report: - | |
A* In theA1§70is, mass;transit,-the;most-energy and cost‘efficient
'neans of travel, hasieVOlved into.an'essential'public'service

because of ‘the need to meet‘publiehgoaLS'of energy conservation,

- 'mojire -
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»environmental protection, urban ‘redevelopment and sound land use
planﬁing. The temporéry 1969 "bail out" approach to maintaining

bus service no longer has any merit.

- Bus ridé:éhip in New Jersey has fallen 41% since 1970, Whiie bus
: ridersﬁip‘aCross the countty has:increaSed. Loss of passengers
has put an estimated 300,000 more cars on New Jersey highways

and local roads and has,increased'gasoline consumption.

* The subsidy has grown from a $500,000 program for 8 carriers in

1969 to a $50 million program for 22 carriers in 1978.

The State owns 1,637 of the approximately 3,300 buses opérating{
and will own ; larger percentage after the planned purchase of at
least l,OOQ buses under thebfranspac program, funded by the

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the fedéral Urban

Mass Transportation Administration.

There are over 200 private bus companies operating in New Jersey =--
22 carriers receive State operating assistance, 129 carriers use
State-owned buses, and the State must regulate and coordinate

the fares, routes and schedules of all 200.

The costs of operating New Jersey's subsidized private system has
always been at least as high and have beeﬁ increasing as fast

or faster than the costs of publicly owned systems.

The interests of the State and public in keeping fares low and

coordinating and ratiomalizing service conflicts at almost all

times with the private economic interests of carriers.

.= more =
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’ * Bus companies usually enter the subsidy program in poor financial
fshape, with prev1ous debts and With poorly maintained equipment._

ﬁ’jvThis results in State expenditures for special maintenance and

'fo put equipment in reasonable shape, and in interminable

‘~fdisputes between carriers and the State over what expenses can be
'Vfipaid through the subSidy._ When an audit determines that a carrier-'
,has expended funds on items not allowable under the aSSistance:-

.'contract, repayments are deducted from future subSidy contracts.

‘TCarriers usually respond by;deferringrmaintenance of equipment

.andhreducing theequality of servicerproyided.

The State pays subsidized carriers the difference between revenues
and allowable costs, and controls the rates and schedules, but in

reality'has yery little'control-overvoperational poliCies of

'carriers. The program prOVides the State With no effective sanctions.

Disputes between the State and carriers, frequently result in
threats by carriers,'some of which have been carried out; to'leave3'

the program,vcut service, and raise faresjto'support»their operation.

This»createS-a coustant crisis atmosphere in the program and an

'instability in service which tends to discourage increased ridership.v

iThe State does not have suffic1ent control to insure the proper

use and maintenance of State—owned buses leased to the 129 carriers.T

There have been many instances, for example, of non—subsidized

carriers turning off air-conditioning in State—owned buses in
summer months to reduce their oWn_costs. 'Many carriers vary

greatly in the quality of maintenance’provided to State—owned,buses;'

- more -
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"‘v#,The current system provides no opportunlty for economles ‘in

n'overhead expenses because each subs1dlzed carrier separately

'performs management, accounting, purcha31ng, payroll and otherf':'u'

Hg.general admlnistrative functlons, with varylng degrees of f

'deffectiveness and efficiency. It also hampers efflciencies
which would be poss1b1e with centralized bus malntenance
facilitles and revenue collectlon; The State pays for these

duplicative functions.

b.fCopies of the subsidy reportdand the TNJ comparisons are attached.

prry
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. ’;the ‘New Jersey State: Department of Transportation presently contracts
-~ for motor bus service. Under the direction of the Commissioner, ag.»~“' L T T
" Task Force of the DOT: has exam1ned the ex1st1ng program and has concluded = -
o Q*Jthat the existing contract assistance program fails to-meet the ‘goals _,f"“ﬁ"'“*"
~+ " which the Governor," Leg1s1ature and the public can reasonably insist .= .
.. should be met, particularly in light of the substantial investment of - e
“public funds in bus transportation and society's. chang1ng goals for -

- jf1nd1ngs

Th1s report descr'bes the def1c1en es of 1he program under wh1ch

public transportat1on The fo110w1ng:1' a summary of the Task Force s'{ﬁs145:1?>5*~*

o 1 Emergency Bas1s of 0r1g1na1 Program

In 1969, “in response to the 1mm1nent cessat1on of certa1n-ser-;f_""“”"

'*‘fv1ces, the Legislature passed P.L. 1969, c.134, The State authorized ~ ~ * =
~the Commuter Operating Agency (Agency) of the Department of Transporta-“_< '

tion to contract with any motor bus carrier for service which was in

“imminent. danger of termination and to insure the continuation of essen-‘f

tial service. The: Agency was also empowered to contract for- commuter

Ubaor 1nterc1ty bus serv1ce whlch wou1d not otherw1se be Prov1ded

the changlng role played by pub11c transportat1on in the 1970"s and its -
~prospective role in the 1980's and beyond. While at one time public

- transportation was both 1nexpens1ve and prof1tab1e, today 1t 1s costly

- and. 1ncreas1ng]y unprof1tab1e : , CE -

xtransportat1on has been:a chang1ng view of its societal role. It is no
“longer -merely viewed as a means of moving: 1arge numbers of people b Ea
- Public transportation is now recognized as a vital public. service t‘,l.:*n*
essential to the achievement of several 1mportant goals:  energy -
‘“conservation, env1ronmenta1 protection, ‘urban: redeve]opment and sound
- land use planning. -These goals have become intricately and 1nexorab1y e LR
~linked to the traditional goals associated with the provision of pub11c B P P
*transportat1on services. The 1969 "bail-out™ approach no Tonger -has any

ThlS emergency 1eg1slat1on was not de51gned to be a permanent

- vsolut1on but rather to be'a one-year tempor ry measure-serving: unt11 such e

"~ time as a more permanent master plan for bus transportation was deve]oped; ‘
~No 'such p]an has -ever been deve]oped and the Agency has faced success1ve .
";cr1ses 1n recent years . : S : L

‘t 2. Fa11ure to Respond to Chang1ng Goa1s

" The current contract ass1stance program fa11s to take account ofg SR

Concurrent w1th the vast a1terat1ons 1n”lhe:econom1cs of pub11c

~merit in 1979 as. the permanent bas1s for support1ng 80 percent of the : :;dn5

- State S bus serv1ce

'*x“g; Effects on R1dershTP, H1ghway Congest1on, Energy Usage and COStS"‘

The negat1ve 1mpact on the publfc ofithe current system 1s most

'Tapparent in terms of r1dersh1p, h1ghway congest1on, energy usage and costs






.~.ﬁThe loss of. bus passenger has p]aced 1ncreas1ng numbers of z
. ~cars on New. Jersey s highways and local streets, wh1chvare a]neady
©. . the nation's most crowded‘ whas a]so resu]ted 1 »?ncreased

' 1;;gasol1ne consumpt1on : DS SRR L T

"'51:f§2QCosts

In 1969, the Agency contracted w1th e1ght carr1ers for a. tota1

:Inafw*.ﬂ, o

~ of $531,383. In FY 1978, the program included 24 carriers which .f._’ e

contracted for: approx1mate1y $49 mil1ion in assistance. These
increasing subsidies have been: accompan1ed by a- decreas1ng per-.
ftcentage of tota1 operating costs ing pa1d out of the farebox

'f fAn Unreso1ved F1nanc1a1‘Morass

- A comb1nat1on of dec11n1ng r1dersh1p,‘1ncreased costs and dec11n-”55d e

,‘,1ng proflt levels have led carriers: to the brink of bankruptcy. Many
‘carriers are reluctant to apply for assistance until they have no other:
~choice. Those that do, enter the program in debt and in’ poor: f1nanc1a1

~condition. Carriers are free to leave the program when they perce1ve

~such action to be in their best 1nterests Such dec1s1ons result in

~increased fares and decreased services to the pub11c Severa1 of the '
.>components of the f1nanc1a1 morass are as fo]]ows Y .

"3'_fj— Pre-ex1st1ng,Debts

VGCerta1n carr1ers have 1ncurred many debts pr1or to enter1ng the
- financial assistance program. Upon
 that carriers have 1mproper1y used subsidy funds to pay these
debts and the carrier is ordered to repay the amount from its =
- current subsidy. Attempts to ‘obtain: repayment often Jeopard1ze :
- the cont1nu1ty or qua11ty of serv1ce ‘ , - : :

'f';f}Unauthor1zed Expend1tures Tj_offﬁjffV-'i'

- 0n: numerous occasions aud1ts have determ1ned that the carr1er
- has expended state funds. for an item not authorized by the con-
~ tract. These unauthorized costs are deducted from future -
;f1nanc1a] assistance payments However, ‘the repayment. of" money
-~ owed to the Agency may result:1n cash flow prob]ems to the
jcarr1er w1th a consequent deter1orat1ng effect on serv1ce

“f’7f;No Payment for Deprec1at1on and Return on Investment

'1d;that_such act1ons d1scourage new
1e“‘for rece1v1ng federa1 cap1ta1

;,gfvahe carriers: have ma1nta‘
(AR cap1ta1 1nvestment. Unde

dit, it has been d1scoveredt;§ﬁ;;';ov,liw
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*funds, 1t 1s far preferab]e to. the State to purchase pub11c1y owned
. assets with 80 percent federal assistance than to pay carriers
1000 percent toward investments which would be owned by the carrier. .
“New: Jersey's-taxpayers and transit users thus pay only 20 percent
.~ of the costs for publicly owned fac111t1es rather than 100 percent
ﬂ,‘ffof the costs for prlvately owned assets coo R

*TQQVSQSTUncerta1nty over Serv1ce Leve]s to be Supported

7U7There is. year-by-year uncerta1nty on: the part of the Department

- the public, and the carriers as . to the amount of service to be /:‘;;j;77,f**

:7';5;supported and the Tevel of fares

- 5 Prob]ems Ar1s1ng from the Ex1stence of a Mu1t1p11c1ty of Carr1ers

The ex1stence of a myr1ad of pr1vate carr1ers has resuTted 1n the

’ f0110w1ng s1gn1f1cant prob]ems

”ht4.%Inab111ty to Effect1ve1y Mon1tor 0perat1ons and Ma1ntenance ;f“l B

’ ~The State does not have the staff and resources to mon1tor the
: H»;serv1ce quality of the 22 subsidized carriers and. 100 compan1es S
~ which Tease buses from the State ' S o :

'QheévNegat1ve Impact on Federal Fund1ng f,r.‘
'j.The ex1stence of. Targe numbers of carr1ers resuTts in. numerous
- problems for the Agency in- deve]opxng qu1ck1y acceptable appT1ca-
;ﬂt1ons for federal fund1ng : R S

. hAccount1ng and Revenue CoTTect1on Problems ali L

Twenty-two carr1ers must. ma1nta1n, and the State must fund, N
individual revenue collection and account1ng systems. Consequent]y, RN

~ economies of scale and 1mproved revenue coT]ect1on methods - ‘
-hacannot be 1mp1emented " ‘ o :

| --'Inab111ty to ImpTement Innovat1ve Pract1ces

, ,Advanced techn1ques for schedu11ng have 1ncreased service.
- and cut costs for many operators across the country. Few S
- -operators in the State, by themse]ves, coqu support or ut1T1ze
‘.'jsuch advanced techn1ques L Lk S

o 6} Inab111ty to Enforce Qperat1ona1 P011c1es

The Agency is currently investing Targe amounts of money to o

, "prov1de bus service, and has insufficient. control over how that service
- is prov1ded However, where the quality of such service is. poor, the
- Agency is held accountab]e by the riding pub11c : .

Agency-carr1er conf11cts over operat1ona1 and/or f1nanc1a1 problems. |

~often result in threats of discontinuance. Such threats not only create
- short-term "crises" with which the Agency must deal, but also create an g
- aura of instability which has de]eter1ous,effects on ridership. The fact that

it
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the service w111 cease w1thout vo1untary comp11ance by the. carr1er w1th _,i:"'

any State policy gives the carrier significant leverage over the pub11c,
and therefore over the State and loca1 governments : ,

,The Agency is unable to enﬂncethe f0110w1ng po11c1es w1th carr1ers

Improvement of Management Capab111ty

Implementat1on of 0perat1ng Standards

Assurance of Operator Tra1n1ng and Safety

Deve1opment of a’ Systemat1c Response to Comp]alnts

7 Inherent Conf11ct1ng Interests

The ex1st1ng program 1s burdened by the 1nherent conf11ct1ng
interests between: public and private goals,. between the subsidized and
‘unsubsidized carriers, and between the individual pr1vate carriers
whether subsidized or unsubsidized. The major problem is that the
interests of the Agency and the pub11c in keeping fares Tow and in
coordinating and rationalizing service:conflict at almost all times with

~ the private economic-interests of -the carriers. While other public

transportation agencies gain popularity by hold1ng down fares, New Jersey
- faces potent1a1 Taw su1ts when ~such dec1s1om are made 1n the public
1nterest ' : o
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'The Department made the f0110w1ng f1nd1ngs 1n th1s report

. “Statistics a1one do not indicate the fu]] extent of pub11c ‘“jft o
. transportation problems within the State. How does one - =~
. quantify ancient and dirty equ1pment, 1ong wa1t1ng t1mes, the

lack of new.service to rapidly expanding areas within the: State ffjﬁ}

}'53and the lack of service coordination which inhibits the ability Ll

g0 from one -area of the State to another?" o

7"Because of the 1mmed1ate prob]em confront1ng a number of

to transfer easily from one system to another or even to

private bus companies, a short-range subsidy program shou]d be

- considered to ensure the- preservat1on of" essent1a1 serv1ce on
these 11nes for ‘the next year " 'qfv' ; . ,

"Exper1ence in the rail program - where we have dea]t w1th on1y ,:>f7}f7*f‘f“f'“

~three rail companies - have proven ‘that'a 1ong term subs1dy

arrangement which leaves managerial- contro1 in the hands of

h'b‘pr1vate companies could be h1gh1y expens1ve and 1neff1c1ent

‘“Subs1dy arrangements w1th 1nd1v1dua1 compan1es, operat1ng in

."Beyond the 1mmed1ate subs1dy program, cons1derat1on shou1d a]soff'::k'

»'1f app11ed to the bus area 2

“Many of the pr1vate bus compan1es operat1ng in New Jersey v S
could, within the foreseeable future, be . seek1ng pub11c ass1st-"yﬁ“*f, e

-ance to preserve essent1a1 bus serv1ce no

most instances with deteriorated ‘equipment -and cap1ta1 plant,. _:'
would be a very expensive method of prov1d1ng serv1ce for any

. extended per1od of t1me "

be given to public acquisition of the Public Service (now TNJ) .

. and Inter-C1ty (now Map]ewood Equ1pment) bus compan1es "'x ’

Based on these and other f1nd1ngs the Department recommended two

act1ons

A short- term emergency subs1dy program shou]d be created to o

L'preserve essent1a1 bus serv1ces wh1ch were 1n 1mm1nent danger

of abandonment

A def1n1t1ve study shou1d be made of the feas1b111ty of pub11c ;3

acqu1s1t1on, through a negot1ated purchase, of the Pub11c Serv1ce

- and Inter C1ty bus compan1es and of the var1ous a1ternat1ve pro- - ifl;'h

' posa]s to meet the bus cr1s1s in New Jersey
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‘-?_Hwas author1zed t contract w1th any motor busf

:"~-,gfra11 trans1t serv1ces whtch were 1n 1mm1nent

‘ ”:7"_;wh1ch were deemed essent1a1 by the Agency

B New Jersey 5 bus prob]ems, but as a temporary
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IMPACTS OF THE "INTERIM" PROGRAM - 1969 to 1979

The so-calied "1nter1m" program deve1oped in 1969 has now been 1n T

f;effect for ten years.; The effects of the emergency program to prov1de
'laoperat1ng ass1stance are read11y apparent when we exam1ne 1ts 1mpact uponNi
'.1{r1dersh1p, h1ghway congest1on, energy usage and costs Th1s program gf,'

ﬁhas had negative 1mpacts on the pub11c 1n each of these areas

For the users of pub]1c transportat1on, New Jersey s program has et 7 o

’1preserved some serv1ces but has not 1ed to a sat1sfactory qua]ity of

;serv1ce Wh11e most other urban areas took effect1ve act1on dur1ng ‘the -

'1970 s to preserve serv1ces and to 1ncrease pub11c transportat1on usage,’f"7'

- New Jersey bus r1dersh1p has dec11ned dramatica]]y Th15 has a]so-had

adverse 1mpacts on New Jersey s res1dents due to. the resu1tant 1ncreases

in h1ghway congest1on and energy consumpt1on o - ‘“ ;_H‘_

R1dersh1p '“/_j ﬂs t ‘?jr'f-_ 'n - :;j:\ ;7:‘v,fif’a.;;v;:r7f~{i
F1gure I shows that r1dersh1p on buses 1n New Jersey has fa11en by :

' N‘*an 1ncred1b1e 41 percent s1nce 1970, wh11e bus r1dersh1p across the 1‘f7

: 5country was grow1ng by 11 percent New Jersey buses now carry about ‘
-v‘400 000 fewer passengers each day than they d1d in 1970 wh1ch adds up to ;}d’
-a loss. of over 127 000 OOO passenger tr1ps on buses each year A1most :
all of these 1osses occurred pr1or to 1974 when the carr1ers cut back ,
ffon serv1ces and raxsed fares before they app11ed for the vo]untary sub- :»
vh»*s1dy program. State assistance has s1nce stab111zed the r1dersh1p of
‘tthe subs1d1zed carr1ers, but 11tt1e has been done to recapture 1ost r1der-'
3 Shlp' . S | ‘ : | v o 'v' : | |
A great dea1 of th1s r1dersh1p 1oss occurred in. New Jersey s inner it o
c1ty areas, where peop]e cou1d not afford h1gher fares, and where serv1ce
cutbacks have cont1nued to be the most severe The 1969 report had |

warned that such cutbacks 1n urban serv1ces wou]d harm New Jersey s c1t1es
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2w H1ghway Congest1on o

New Jersey s h1ghways and local roads are’ the nat1on s most crowded

"xPart of the reason for th1s relates to the tremendous Toss of passengers "
”,y5s1nce the 1nter1m program went 1nto effect A reasonabTe est1mate woqu *lt”";T‘J
'Tghbe that 300 000 more cars per day are now on New Jersey s roads due to e
’_ the 41 percent Toss of. bus passengers.ﬂ New Jersey s h1ghway capac1ty is ]wv7
"‘stretched to the T1m1t, and can t absorb further Tosses of trans1t passen- |
:gers. In add1t1on, there is ‘not enough money ava11ab1e to prov1de for '

‘-Nadequate h1ghway ma1ntenance, even at ex1st1ng traff1c TeveTs. i\hf_->"

Energy Conservat1on |

Bus transportat1on 1s three to four t1mes as energy eff1C1ent as auto

transportat1on. The Toss of: bus passengers has meant much more petro]eum |
“energy consumed 1n New Jersey, aTT of 1t 1mported to New Jersey from e1ther u;1'
h‘fore1gn countr1es or from other states By contrast funds spent on bus .

' _transportat1on woqu have rema1ned in New Jersey S economy.‘

Costs to’ the State 3

YearTy 1ncreases 1n the costs to the State of the bus ass1stance

:program‘are shown in F1gure 2 The bus contract a551stance program began
. in the 1970 F1sca1 Year (JuTy 1 1969 to June 30 1970) and cons1sted of
'Ne1ght (8) motor bus carr1ers wh1ch contracted for a totaT of $53T 383 The"

program has grown to 1ncTude 24 carr1ers wh1ch contracted for approx1mate1y

$49 192 234 in the 1978 F1sca1 Year.‘ The 1ncreased oub11c f1nanc1a1 ass1s--

3tance has her down fare 1ncreases and her back d1sastrous cuts 1n serV1ce.

The 1ncreas1ng subs1dy program has been accompan1ed by a decreas1nq

/percentage of totaT operat1ng costs be1ng pa1d out of the fare box. However,V
New Jersey 1ncreased bus fares by modest amounts 1n 1975 and aga1n in. 1978

“in order to assure -a reasonabTe baTance between fares and subs1d1es.
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New Jersey s program of subs1d1z1ng pr1vate carr1ers has not resuTted ;]f

1n low subs1dy costs when measured on a: per passenger bas1s. In 1978 New

"';Jersey S f1nanc1a11y ass1sted carr1ers w111 ‘be' subs1d1zed an average of
lh34¢ per passenger, wh11e the nat1ona1 average for'trans1t passengers is 28¢,4

as shown 1n F1gure 3.

The costs of operat1ng New Jersey s subs1d1zed pr1vate system have

'faTways been at Teast as h1gh and have been 1ncreas1ng as fast or faster
uthan the 1ncreases in the costs of pub11c1y owned systems._ Th1s 15 because i
“ho form of ownersh1p and operat1on can- contr01 the bas1c econom1c factors
1nfTuenc1ng the cost of serv1ng a bus passenger FueT veh1cTes, and
fwages for transit emp]oyees have a11 1ncreased tran31t operat1ng costs.,, -
~Such cost 1ncreases can be expected to cont1nue to keep pace w1th the |

-general rate of 1nf1at1on

F1gure 3 shows the totaT costs, fares, and subs1d1es per passenger for',h

‘*"a11 passengers board1ng subs1d1zed buses 1n New Jersey, and for aTT
;passengers us1ng pub11c transportat1on 1n the Un1ted States. The totaT
‘;costs are not str1ct1y comparabTe, and reflect the fact that New Jersey
acarr1ers cut out 1ntra state serv1ces before app1y1ng for State ass1st- s
| ance. New Jersey s fare;and subs1d1es tend to be- h1gher because th1s
'huge TOSs of passengers trave11ng short d1stances on 1ntra state serv1ces :""':'
’“has resu]ted in- New Jersey S bus system be1ng or1ented towards 10ng o

’d1stance tr1ps wh1ch cost more to serve The Tack of transfers a]so

tends to d1scourage use of buses 1n New Jersey Therefore, New Jersey S

, operat1ng costs are spread among fewer passengers than 1s the case for

the nat1on -as a who]e
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..:h;;fportat1on 1s now recogn1zed as a VTtaI p

- _re11ance on the auto for the enV1ronme

F1gure 4 111ustrates the proport1on of passengers carr1ed by assisted {7j}jﬁj;

~»fand non-ass1sted buses today. More than t‘\ee quarters of the rema1n1ng
. ffpassengers r1de subs1d1zed bUses today., Less than 25 percent of New Jersey s

Vngus passengersst111 r1de buses wh1ch do not rece1ve operat1ng ass1stance. ﬁ, L

"Th1s rema1n1ng non-ass1sted vest1ge of what the bus 1ndustry was 11ke pr1or
"tothe “1nter1m" program carr1es one-e1ghth as many bus passengers as were‘j";iff;”*5”
'fcarr1ed w1thout operat1ng aSSIStance 1n 1970 Of course, some of these

'-compan1es that do not rece1ve operat1ng ass1stance do rece1ve cap1ta1

1 ;;ass1stance. State-owned buses are proffded for free to many of these carr1ers.ff?}f]?f

: TRANS’P@RTATION» EW OPPORTUNITIES?'-AND NEW CHALLENGES T

Concurrent w1th the vast a]terat1on*f‘

vsportat1on has been a chang1ng V1ew'o;;the soc1eta1 ro1e 1t fu1f11ls. It 1s

:ﬁno 1onger mere]y a means of mov1ng T ‘ot peop]e.; Pub11c,trans-,.7'

°*fach1evement of severa1 cr1t1ca11y re1ated:soc1a1 goa]s.:;;:fxa

Sure1y the ma1n purpose of pub11citransportat1on rema1ns the movement .71”
Vg;of commuters, shoppers and others to the1r dest1nat1ons. However, dur1ng

,the past decade, 1ncreas1ng conce"n W1ththe consequences of complete

for energy consumpt1on, and for

‘ft{1and use p1ann1ng has added a new d1mens1on to the "pub11c“ e1ement of

hpub11c transportat1on.'
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g The New Jersey Department of Energy, for example, 1s very concerned
"’A{about the 1arge share of. energy consumed by transportat1on (30 percent)

J{Eand about the even Targer share of petroleum usage attr1butab1e to trans-:v'

?“”3, jportat1on (40 percent) G1ven th1s dependence on petro]eum, the Department )’ c

ti};?of Energy supports a strategy based upon the d1vers1on of automob11e

7f{ftr1ps to mass trans1t It has therefore urged that "a bas1c‘pub11c

f’:ma1nta1ned “3 . ‘ B ,
Further, the Clean A1r Act Amendments of ]977 and subsequent federa] o

,’})gu1de11nes vast]y strengthen the requ1rements for 1ntegrat1on of transpor-,’

*j*tat1on and air qua11ty p]ann1ng.. Jur1sd1ct1ons wh1ch are unab]e to atta1n fiﬂyh_ e

' lhfspec1f1c carbon monox1de and ox1dant standards by 1982 must, by January
"?’1979 ev1dence a comm1tment to "estab11sh expand or 1mprove pub11c

"transportat1on measures to meet bas1c transportat1on needs as exped1t1ous]y

-t pract1cab1e, and.f..,.use (1nsofar as necessary) ava11ab1e grants and };._’~;‘.:,

"}funds" for such’ purposes.4id -

F1na11y, the Tmportant re]at1onsh1ps between transportat1on, Tand use :?n,"

‘plann1ng and urban deve]opment ra1se new 1ssues wh1ch pub11c pol1cy makerse).i:~‘

‘cannot respons1b1y avo1d The s1gn1f1cant 1nterp1ay between those factors‘i

A-has only recent1y rece1ved ser1ous attent1on 1n New Jersey and nat1onW1de.vf

‘ VNew Jersey s centra] cities are 1n d1re need of rev1ta11zat1on and redeve]opg‘,..

,fment An 1ncreased emphas1s on pub11c transportat1on can he]p create ”

| 4U S. Env1ronmenta1 Protect1on Agency and U S Department of- Transportat1on,
‘ "Transportat1on-- A1r Qua11ty P1ann1ng Gu1de11nes,“ June 1978, p. 11.
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T N.J.S.AL 27:1A-28.7 et seq.

v:fD A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE CURRENT MOTOR BUS CONTRACT

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

qu_’Ts Lega] Context fiA”J'V”HI

H1stor1ca11y, 1n'order for a motor bus carr1er to prov1de

'yserv1ces to the pub11c, 1t must have had a "cert1f1cate of pub11c |

7.lyconven1ence and necess1ty";t These cert1f1cates are common1y caT]ed
-l"operat1ng r1ghts" or "operat1ng author1ty" and are now 1ssued by the
- Interstate Commerce Comm1ss1on (ICC) for 1nterstate serv1ces and by the T
}New Jersey Board of Pub]1c Ut111t1es (BPU) for 1ntrastate serv1ces :Ini
Va regu]ated 1ndustry, ‘the . cert1f1cates are used by the regu]atory B

| agencies to contr01 compet1t1on and to safeguard the 1nterest of the .

' ,_pub]1c and the‘carr1ers In New Jersey, th1s regu]atory scheme has - -
| resu]ted 1n a very comp11cated system w1th hundreds of carr1ers ho]d1ng'p‘

. a]] d1fferent types of operat1ng author1ty

In 1969 the Leg1s]ature passed P L 1969 c. 134] 1n response tof‘fT'

f:the 1mm1nent cessat1on of subway serv1ce on the Newark C1ty Subway and -

of feeder bus serv1ces to the L1ndenwo]d H1gh Speed L1ne : Pursuant to f -

vth1s statute, the Commuter 0perat1ng Agency of the New - Jersey Department;ly;vE{:I.ﬁ }
'"of Transportat1on (Agency) is author1zed to contract w1th any motor bus |
‘-Icarr1er operat1ng bus or ra11 trans1t serv1ces wh1ch are 1n 1mm1nent danger |
of term1nat1ng such serv1ces and to 1nsure the cont1nuat1on of that

' port1on of such serv1ces wh1ch are deemed essent1a1 by the Agency v

: Y'Payment by the Agency under a’ contract cannot exceed the actuaT cost to |

’the carr1er'forvprov1d1ng suchrserv1oes'andrdoes not‘1nc1ude1any returnv

' ‘}fITS Ti-



“':‘on 1nvestment

In add1t1on to N. J S A 27 1A- 28 7 etyiil . the Agency 1s

i

’fjh_author1zed pursuont to N J S A 27 TA-TQ to cpwtract w1th motor bus
. ’ .

”Ifocarr1ePS for pascenger serv1ces wh1ch the‘Ageh.y determ1nes are necessary
vat,:to prov1de or encourage adequate|commuter or hqterc1ty bUS serv1ce .

i”*-f-jp which. wou]d not otherw1se be prOV1ded or made;ava11ab1e w1thout State

“:ffass1stance'v Thu<, the Agency 1s|empowered to author1ze certa1n |

.f._add1t1ona1 1ntra<tate bus serv1ces pursuant to contract, even 1f a

’}'carr1er does not hold a cert1f1cate 1ssued by the BPU Payment by the .

' Agency pursuant 10 th1s sect1on as based on th actuaT cost of such

!

g fserv1ce pTus a six percent return on 1nvestmen The Agency generaTTy

‘v‘contracts pursuant to this sect1on onTy wherefother pub11c agenc1es such

,as _the Port Auth r1ty of New Yor< and New Jersey and the New Jersey ,.~

‘v.Department of En+1ronmenta1 Protect1on have agreed to- fuTTy fund certa1n
R _ | : ‘ N
o spec1a1 purpose Tus services. :

’ |

2. Adm1n1st at1ve Context

BRI : ~ The Agenty s contract ass1stanceiprogram fs”administeredfby the‘jh

s charged with thefduty of ass1sting the’Ass1 tant Comm1ss1oner for

| ]PubTic Transportat1on 1n the conduttvdf’the WQrk of the Agency The

' D1v1s1on currently has a staff of 150 persons' 42 of whom perform cTer1caTs ;

2
} . |
S ‘dut1es The D1v1s1on is: ass1sted 1n 1ts dutﬂ

' |
“Director of PTann1ng and Research D1rector o
'Jahd‘DireCtor of Admmnlstratlon,Jnuaccordance‘w1¢h'thejDepartmentfs;

s by the 0ff1ces of the oo

e
J Eng1neer1ng'and-Operat1onssq‘;'

. funct1ona1 organ1zation"'

H1stor1ca1]y, the D1v1s1on handTed thegAgency'contracts for‘raili“i

:.,jh’_“ ”'-passenger serv1ce and cap1ta1 1mprovements w1th the various. rail carr1ers ;

“zl-in'theJStateL‘ It‘was not unt11 the_Agency.contracted w1th Transport of
|

6=

- _D1v1s1on of Commuter Serv1ces The DiVisioniis headed by a D1rector who ._.rc



"eNew;Jersey'for'itsfentireioperation‘in'February T974 that the;vaTsion!s

| '*1nvo1vement in bus operat1ons took on a s1gn1f1cant roTe The focus”of”'r

o the DIV1S10n 3 contact w1th the bus carr1ers is the. Bureau of Bus 0perat1onsh“"'f*ﬁ

‘5:7 wh1ch 1s organ1zed and manned 1n accordance w1th Exh1b1t B. The 18 staff

‘”*members of the bureau are respons1b1e for mon1tor1ng the routes, jt 9'”f

: u;serv1ces, fac111t1es and equ1pment of the 22 subs1d1zed carr1ers‘through-*
B out the State . e i

| t_v The Department a1$o owns 1637 buses purchased w1th federa1
funds, wh1ch 1t 1eases rent free to 129 carr1ers throughout the State.

'iThe buses acqu1red w1th federal grants were d1str1buted among carr1ers |

B»;’ Tnvorder to reduce the average age of-the bus f1eet~1n the State ;Thej[“

~:{1eases requ1re the carr1er to use the buses in regu1ar route passengert'

fserv1ce and to ma1nta1n them 1n accordance w1th prescr1bed ma1ntenance'5.

'f9schedu1es and procedures The Bureau of Bus Operat1ons a1so has the

f'perespons1b111ty for adm1n1ster1ng the 129 ‘bus- 1eases wh11e s1x (6)

'-,1nspectors in the Department S Bureau of Equ1pment mon1tor the ma1nten- ,f

'ance of such buses

=1



I11. IMPACTS OF THE CURRENT SYSTEM
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The emergencv statute enacted “in 1969 was: not des1gned as a permanent;; o

'_ff'solut1on to- New Jersey s bus prob]ems, but as a temoorary measure serv1ng

”‘?l{onTy unt11 a master p]an for bus transportat1on was deve]oped the fo11ow-- =

'vgﬁ1ng year. No such n]an was ever deve1oped and the Agency has cont1nued to .

"f}féoperate oursuant to year]y extens1ons of the statute and w1thout any c1ear; =

o Va1ong term m1ss1on or goa]s concern1ng the prOV1s1on of motor bus reguTar !

%ffroute serv1ce.v Because of th1s, the Agency has faced one bus cr1s1s afterv

R j,}another 1n recent years so that the h1ghest pr1or1ty has been o]aced on

,:t»mere1y preserV1ng ex1st1ng trans1t serv1ce and trans1t compan1es, rather
2Vnthan 1mprov1ng trans1t serv1ce in accordance w1th specif1c 1ong term goa]s
’:fiand obJect1ves.-: . d _‘ ’ |

ﬁifiiLThe fo]1ow1ng bas1c quest1ons have thus rema1ned unanswered

| 'd7:f5;y7How much pub11c transportat1on shou]d be prov1ded?
_ 'fg;;--iywho shou1d own’ and operate the trans1t serv1ces7

j'siietVWho shou]d pay for 1t7 B |

fﬁteeerow shou1d the money be ra1sed?

i The‘effects of - the current arrangement are read11y aoparent

"-J.és cA 4yc1e of dec11n1ng r1dersh1p and 1ncreased costs,

*'resu1t1ng in an’ unreso1ved f1nanc1a1 morass in which

J:ffcarr1ers rema1n on the br1nk of bankruptcy.,,- :

—?,;Severe adm1n1strat1ve problems resu1t1nq from the compTex1ty

"'Jof contract1ng w1th more than 20 pr1vate carr1ers.; 5

'f,_v%ed‘Inab111ty to enforce State or 1oca1 government p011cv dec1s1ons

ff_aee"Inherent conf11ct1ng 1nterests between pUb11C and pr1vate goals

'“;and between the goa]s of sub51d1zed and unsubs1d1zed carr1ers. e

.u;_jg,;‘
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. fthe State to accept f1nanc1a1 ass1stance.v Because a carr1er s routes,f
f ‘fares, and scheduies w111 be subJect to Agency superv1s1on, and the

hvcarr1er s books w111 be aud1ted and 11m1tat1ons p]aced on such cruc1a1lln S,

1tems as off1cer sa1ar1es, pens1on p]ans and expense accounts many of'

| ",the carr1ers have been re]uctant to app1y for f1nanc1a1 ass1stance unt11
o they have no other ch01ce., Th1s, coup1ed w1th the statutory requ1rement '

'that a carr1er be 1n 1mm1nent danger of tenn1nat1ng serv1ce before 1t may'

qua11fy for f1nanc1a1 ass1stance, has resu]ted 1n a1most a11 of the

’ ,carr1ers enter1ng the program 1n debt and 1n poor f1nanc1a1 cond1t1on. '

Carr1ers are free to perm1t the1r contracts to exp1re and leave the |

_ 'program when they perce1ve ‘such- act1on to be 1n the1r best 1nterests.,ﬁ-1_:' e
“Such dec1s1ons general]y resu]t 1n 1ncreased fares, decreased serv1ces to
;;the pub11c and overa]] uncerta1nty as to the scone and cost of serv1ces

to - be supported by the Agency.“;-_'

3.’ Pre-ex1st1nq Debts

‘ Certa1n carr1ers, 1n an attempt to- 1mprove the1r operat1ons or-

tma1nta1n them w1thout Agency ass1stance, have 1ncurred many debts pr1or toah
: enter1ng the f1nanc1a1 ass1stance program Of course, the State does not F
- re1mburse carr1ers for costs wh1ch are not re]ated to the1r service | '
r‘contracts. Thus, the carr1er, when faced w1th the necess1tv of pay1ng

such ob11gat1ons for wh1ch 1t 1s not be1ng re1mbursed -has: three cho1ces

(1) fa11 to make payments on the debt pr1nc1pa1 and r1sk a
» 1awsu1t forec]osure, or bankruptcy, »
(2) use the owner s own persona] funds to. pay such pr1nc1pa1, or ik

(3) use subs1dy funds to make such payments. ‘

' "Faced w1th the above cho1ces, the carr1er w111 genera11y use subs1dy funds_j'_h |

“to make such payments. Upon aud1t, such unauthor1zed payments are
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”cyand attempt to become prof1tab1e 1n order to pay off 1ts debts, 1nc1ud1ng
J fthe amount 1t owes to the agency.: Th1s course of act1on w111 result 1n

‘reduced serv1ce and h1gher fares.,,v-,_3

ef_f b Company B

Company B has’a>10ng h1story of re11ab1e serv1ce to the pub11c. ==5f7f"”"‘

“viIt has an outstand1ng 1oan of approx1mate1y $1 m1111on the proceeds of
' wh1ch were used to purchase a number of new buses dur1ng a preV1ous per1od
when 1t was prof1tab1e. The ass1stance program proh1b1ts the use of funds
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program, the carr1er used funds rece1ved from the Commuter 0perat1ng Agency
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- these pr1or 1osses. After appropr1ate deduct1ons from current payments, Jﬁ.“‘

j Company C was left w1th 1nsuff1c1ent funds for proper operat1on
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'ffThese carr1ers have 1n the past pa1d unauthor1zed execut1ve sa]ar1es. SRR

‘j5COmfan;fH[&7>lgﬂtiﬁtf«fﬂaﬂ'

"’:iTh1s carr1er has 1n the past attempted to c1a1m many expenses as part",f{ly yhégtf

‘»,’kjof 1ts expense account w1thout any documentat1on..f_;;fgf';fﬁ e

As noted ear11er, 1n most cases any nr1or unauthor1zed expend1ture
s deducted from future f1nanc1a1 ass1stance payments 1n accordance w1th a
;hreasonab1e repayment schedu1e However, there are a few cases wh1ch nresent ‘:».-
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Under the current program, the Agency contracts w1th each carr1er
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“ return on investment will provide a sufficient incentive in most cases to
motivate a carrier to provide essential bus services.

7. Treatment of Affiliates

SeveraT‘bf fheicarriers receiVingsfinanéial assistance have
separate.cdrporatiohs through-which they-engageuin peritab1é regular
tbute,mchartéf, aﬁd7q§»SCHoq1 buévdperations,lsomé of which operate out of
the same facilities'as‘those Subsidized. This HaS'Ied 1hvthe past to
carrier expenses being improperly ¢hafged to the ffnancia11y assisted
carriers. While the Agenty has taken acfion tofprevént such abuses in the
future, it is difficult to prevent a carrier>from benefitihg, at least
iﬁdirectly, frqm_fts affiliate carrier receiving financial assistance.

In addition, jf an assisted carrier»opérates,its regular routes,
charter,'speciél and school bus services out‘of.oneicorporatevenfity, the
profits from its prqfitab]e charter, speéia]vand school bus services are
used to reduce the amountzoflfinahcia1‘assisténceift receives. However, if
by chance an assisted cafrier'opgrates its charter, special and 3choo1.bqs
servicgs.out:of a’separate corporate entity, such profits'are not used to
reduce the amount paid to that cafrier for its reéuﬁar ﬁqute’ope?atipns;
Thus, these carriers ére treated differently bése& solely on the existence
of separate corporations. |

~ Recently, Company K, formerly a subsidized carrier, attempted to
separate'ité profitab1e‘four>0perations frém'ithunprofitaBTe‘regu1ar route
operations by transferring its charter operatihg rights to Company L, an
affiliate corporation; After the Agency intervened in oppoéition to the
transfer, Companva’s-petitionfto éeparate its operations was denied by

the ICC on the grounds that:
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teams: of aud1tors trave11ng to carr1ers Tocated throughout the State.
 Each case is a totally new aud1t1ng exper1ence, burdened w1th the redun-
dancies and delay Tnherent 1n such a system

2 Inab111ty to Insure Rat1ona]1zed Serv1ce

Because of the numerous carr1ers operat1ng in the State, the
route system 1s very comp11cated and has never been thorough1y overhauled
Because each carrier controls 1ts-own operat1ons and wishes to protect its
v"operating riohts“, the carriers have generally posed;obstacles to rationa-
Tizing the present system to make it more efficient andvtovmeet‘the.demandv
for new and. different services. |

» 3.' Dup11cat1ve Adm1n1strat1ve Funct1ons

Under the current program, all the carriers in the State must
pertorm dup]icative overhead functions of management and support, including.
executive management accounts, purchases, payrolls and other general
administration‘ These functions are currently performed at vary1ng degrees
of effect1veness. Clearly, there would not be a need to pay as many peop]e
'executive officer Tevel sa]aries if there were_a-more integrated and
rational system, Also, there.are'significant Opportunities; under a better
arrangement, for more‘productivity in Utiiizing the middle 1eve1'support

Imp]ementat1on of more product1ve support funct1ons is 1mposs1b1e under |
a system which 1nc1udes SO many operators.

4, Inabi11ty tO‘Monitor'Operat1ons and Ma1ntenance

Proper service supervision is unachievable because‘the following
conditions and/or programs do not exist in the context of the current

~ system:
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- eff1c1ent centra11zed ma1ntenance funct1on capab]e of meet1ng necessary T

fstandards of ma1ntenance may prove extreme]y d1ff1cu1t 1n th1s mu1t1-carr1erff”;fj¢ffr

"p:sett1ng. -

5 Imp11cat1ons for Federa] Fund1ng v7ﬂ:f”

The ex1stence of 1arge numbers of carr1ers resu1ts 1n numerous 33p,;=f'“’aj‘:ﬁ

orob]ems for the Agency 1n deve1op1ng anp11cat1ons for federa1 fund1ng
’;Lwh1ch are read11y acceptab]e to UMTA for grant approva1 Part of the

2 d1ff1cu]t1es arise in the deve1opment of carr1er f1nanc1a1 1nformat1on for}
V;the year 1n wh1ch federa] f1nanc1a1 ass1stance is. sought and for two pr1or
3'f1sca1 years. Because the Agency must dea] w1th a var1ety of carr1ers, Qf
»there is: no guarantee of cons1stency, conform1ty, or comnTeteness 1n the
1‘f1nanC1a1 records each 1nd1v1dua1 company keeps. LI | A

In add1t1on to f1nanc1a1 report1ng d1ff1cu1t1es, there are ser1ous

-*prob]ems in deve10p1ng operat1ona1 and civil rights 1nformat1on for app11-;!ﬂfiaﬂ L

catjonsbf1]ed for=federa]foperat1ng assastance under Sect1on:5 ofgtheﬂUMT‘,gfo

_;ACt;’fWhiie not'entireTy attribUtab1e to’thev1arge nUmber‘Of entitiés'wifﬁf;_7““

thchvthe State‘must“deal there is no. quest1on that the process is made e

"f more d1ff1cu1t by not haV1ng the 1nformat1on ava11ab1e from a s1ng]e source.‘ -
":The development of equ1pment rosters, veh1c1e ass1gnment records 1oad 1»',f:f;* '
‘1factor ana]yses, etc., must a11 be done in close coooerat1on w1th the fd

‘var1ous carr1ers, and 1s heav11y dependent on the1r accurate and. t1me1y

'1nput Add1t1ona11y, the 1mp1ementat1on of changes 1n UMTA procedures is S
| made more cumbersome by the 1arge number of carr1ers in the operat1na ﬂitn
efass1stance program : ' |

6. Account1ng and Revenue'Co11ect1on Problems

Current]y, fare col]ect1on for carr1ers rece1v1ng operat1ng ass1s-,g,g5}t =

»;tance 1s accomo11shed on an 1nd1v1dua1 bas1s by the 22 carr1ers rece1v1ng EEAIEE

_'ass1stance 1n 1978 Each carr1er must ma1nta1n, and the State must fund
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'i]:frevenue than wou1d be the case 1f 1t d1rectly accounted for and managed

- ';ﬁf1ts co]lect1on. If an 1mproved and 1ntegrated system were ava11ab1e,

"ifmany do11ars cou]d be saved through the centra11zat1on of fare co]]ect1on
‘ffsupport serv1ces°‘; foi«"‘ i | | S

B 5eﬁ}' 7. Insurancebrta L S e R

£ The Amer1can Pub11c Trans1t Assoc1at1on (APTA) wh1ch 1s the

,,_trans1t 1ndustry s nat1ona1 spokesman, has 1ssued a pre11m1nary report e

e ;_1nstruct1nq trans1t carr1ers on how ‘to- reduce the1r cost of 1nsurance.; R -

“The pr1me recommendat1on s that the 1ndustry un1ts standard1ze the1r

""c1a1ms pract1ces and r1sk management procedures._ Th1s w111 requ1re a

'number of separate tasks 1nc1ud1ng reforms 1n aCC1dent 1nvest1gat1on,.

'“‘*“personne] select1on, dr1ver tra1n1ng and account1ng procedures wh1ch must"

{_be presented to 1nsurers to. persuade them that ‘the: r1sks of 1oss are under

"ff'contro1 Many of the sma11er trans1t compan1es in New Jersey will not

‘_have the adm1n1strat1ve capac1ty to meet these standards Consequent]y,
"1nsurance costs w111 cont1nue to escaTate 1n New Jersey un?ess th1s aspect
5*of pub11c trans1t operat1ons and management 1s centra11zed -

»78 Inab111ty to Imp1ement Innovat1ve Pract1ces

- Advanced techn1ques are now ava11ab1e for bus serV1ce schedu11ng B

7:ﬁhwh1ch can 1mprove product1v1ty by cutt1ng costs through rev1ew of bus route

,runn1ng t1mes, passenger demand and reduct1on of deadhead and 1ayover t1me;ffwﬁfd'!‘

'W1th the except1on of TNJ no operator in the State cou]d support or ut111ze L

advanced techn1ques due to 1nsuff1c1ent s1ze.

. . ENFORCEABILITY

The th1rd maJor weakness of the current contract ass1stance program 1s o

r},the Agency s 1nab111ty to enforce 1ts operat1ona1 po11c1es., Under»the '

- ,"ikcurrent program, the Agency agrees to pay the carr1er the d1fferences |

‘{between revenues and a11owab1e costs wh11e the fares, routes and schedu]es

=33
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'T'budget, 1t 1s not 1n the taxpayer S: 1nterest for the State to exerc1se ‘

'vh_so 11ttTe controT over the company s management

Instead of address1ng 1ssues of 1mmed1ate 1mportance, TNJ s un11atera1

uefforts have so far produced a se]ect1ve document for puthc consumpt1on,, f]'”‘v

vstress1ng pos1t1ve

: t1st1cs but deferr1ng ana]ys1s oF the Factors wh1ch
'ff~affect TNJ 's. ab111ty to serve the pubTic. ?ff_‘r " | |
- The Bureau of Bus 0perat1ons has approached var1ous managers at TNJ
:on severaT occas1ons to e11c1t proposa]s for 1mprovements Examp]esgv7f
ﬁ1nc1ude ; " . | ; ol | e | "7 | |
) To 1mprove the contract negot1at1ons process through the h1r1ng
Eof a number of analysts who could prov1de the State w1th 1nformat1on N
'e;necessary to make more cost effect1ve dec1s1ons the Agency offered to ‘
v:hbunderwr1te the costs. TNJ obJected on the grounds that th1s offer R
‘?Vi1nfr1nged on the1r management prerogat1ves, - » _’ | ‘
b) The DOT has asked TNJ to prov1de an ana1ys1s of shortcom1ngs 1n _; N
1. the1r management compensat1on system, 1n order to determ1ne means of |
) enhanc1ng the system 1n a cost-effect1ve manner. TNJ has not prov1ded

such anaTys1s but has cont1nued to make unsupported across the board

o hdemands for 1ncreased compensat1on,

c) The carr1er has been requested to make a proposa] to enhance 1ts ‘

rb.operator tra1n1ng program 1n a';;stveffect1ve manner. The carr1er has not |
t‘fprov1ded such anaTys1s._. _'”: ‘: | H, ! " ,‘ ﬂh
d) The baT asked for a proposa] to 1ncrease the s1ze of the scheduTes ‘
Tdepartment to prov1de for 1ncreased serv1ce schedu11ng product1v1ty and |
‘"f serv1ce mod1f1cat1on f]ex1b111ty.‘ The carr1er has requested more personne]

_' 'but has not- subm1tted the ana]ys1s necessary to support the request

2. Effect of PerpetuaT Threats of D1scont1nuance :;f:ffj;

Because of the absenCeof effect1ve Agency sanct1ons Agency-carr1er
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'”':serv1ce level became, in- fact, 1nadequate. .;h’f

The State attempted to reso]ve th1s prob]em by conduct1ng a survey for

'1f;the purpose of determ1n1n9 the appropr1ate 1eve1 of serv1ce., Unfortunate1ys 17‘;:3‘ :

) v;1mprovements were 1mposs1b1e at that t1me s1nce Company R d1d not ma1nta1n

”1ts buses adequate]y, render1ng one-th1rd of 1ts f]eet 1noperab1e. .he
: Bureau of Bus 0perat1ons had prom1sed to fund the additional costs assoc1ated
’Hw1th proper ma1ntenance of the f1eet and had repeated]y p]eaded w1th the

‘carrier to hire add1t1ona1 ma1ntenance personne] The carrier refused to

. cooperate.v

b Sma11 Operators Refusa1 to Use A1r-Cond1t1on1ng :

Durlngicalendar~years 1976 and 1977, the State‘purchased1866'buses
‘which were'distribUted to over 100 priuate bus carriers, only’22;of\WhiCh‘A
~are now under the ass1stance program, Since the time of the delivery of

these buses, the Bureau of Bus 0perat1ons has rece1ved a large. number of

| comp1a1nts‘regard1ng 1ack of a1rcond1t1on1ng on buses 1eased t0~somevof the

o sma11er’operators. These part1cu1ar carr1ers -ee] that it is a waste of

their money to operate a1r-cond1t1oners dur1ng the summer, either on their v
:own buses or on State-owned buses. Although the State exerts constant |
’ pressure upon these carr1ers to operate their a1r-cond1t1oners, they have
refused to do s0. | | |

4, Inab111ty to Insure Proper Ma1ntenance

The Agency is constant]y thwarted 1n its efforts to ensure proper

v maintenance of both State- owned and non State-owned equipment. Even if

f suff1c1ent manpower were ava11ab1e to mon1tor the ma1ntenance of the State's
~ buses, the D1v1s1on has no rea1 enforcement powers to 1nsure compliance
‘w1th-the leases short of busvrepossess1on.’ Th1s course of act1on wou1d
'w-result in a reduct1on 1n both the quant1ty and qua11ty of serV1ce to the

_ pub11c and thus the D1V1S10n 1s reluctant to repossess unless it has no

: other cho1ce. L
‘_h‘; 37 -
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to follow safety ru1es. This results in complaints and accidents. Any
attempt to jmp1ement such a program has met with the following obstacles:
-- Each carrier would require its own safety and training director
and appropriate staff; The larger carriers would require,
 corkespond1ng1y, larger staffs. The costs to imp1ement such
duplicative pfograms, under the current assistance program;
“are not justifiable on a cost-effective basis. |
-- Many carrier managements are not interested in this program and
have actively resisted the implementation of any training aﬁd
safety program. Unless the individual managements cooperate,
any program would be a failure since the éarrier, under the
current program, must manage its own activities, with the State
having Tittle effective policy control over operations.

6. Unsystematic Response to'Commuter,Comp1aint§

The fragmented nature of the New Jersey bus industry results in
various standards of bperation and qualities of ménagement. Some operators
wax the floors of their buses and conduct immaculate housecleaning on an
extremely frequent basis, whereas other carriers dd not properly maintain
their buses and exhibit very little ability or knowledge concerning bus
operations. As noted earlier, certain independent bus owner associations,
in their desire to cut costs, refuse to 6perate air-conditioners or to
' c1ean windows and floors. The riding public does not understand why:
standards vary so greatly, and 1e§itimate complaints result. Another problem
contributing to unsatisfactory handling of complaints relates to the compli-
cated framework in which the State's transit bus industry operates.
Passenger complaints are directed to manyAdifferent agencies and parties,
including the carrier, its regulatory agencies (COA, BPU, or ICC), the

State, the Governor, members of the Legislature, the counties, or the
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2..

In certa1n areas of the State, 1im1ted compet1t1on current1y

4fex1sts between subsxd1zed and non-subs1d1zed carr1ers._ The magor conf11ct S

'i;is that the 1nterests of the Agency and the pub11c 1n keep1ng fares Tow and o jfz*lh7'°

-\ff1n rat1ona11zxng serv1ce are at odds w1th the pr1vate econom1c 1nterests
of the carrjers‘ 1 S ; . ' '
The Agency endeavors to prOV1de the maximum amount of bus service at '_]

3 the Iowest o0531b1e fare, wh11e the pr1vate, non—subs1d1zed bus carrier

;“ymust 1ncrease fares and/or reduce serv1ce to meet 1ncreased costs and to

' Smax1mize prof1ts.v These confl1cts are 1nherent in the present systemeﬁ_',iﬂ |
‘;tThe stud1ed avo1dance of any potent1a1 conf11cts wou1d be to the detr1ment |
r-i of the r1d1ng pub11c._ Such a stance woqu p1ace the 1nterests of - these o
“'carr1ers, who prov1de‘a very smal] proport1on of services, ahead of the
pub11c s obJect1ves 1n support of mass transportat1on ‘ N |
'v Severa] examp1es of the conf11cts between pub11c goa1s and the f1nanc1a1
: 1nterests of the prxvate unsubsxd1zed carr1ers 1nc1ude these |

Reduced Subway Fare -

v When the Agency reduced the fare on TNJ s Newark C1ty Subway to
}_encourage add1t1ona1 r1dersh1p, the South Orange Independent Bus Owners
gobaected that the Agency was improper?y u51ng taxpayer dol]ars to d1vert
‘"r1ders from their buses to the subway.’,“ = T

b Conra11 Fares :i :

Short L1nes, Inc., Suburban Tran51t Lake]and Bus L1nes, and

Asbury Park-New York Trans1t, all nonsubs1d1zed interstate carr1ers, como1a1n- R

that the Agency a]lows Conra11 to unfa1r1y compete w1th ‘them through 1ts A
"Agency contract wh1ch subs1d1zes commuter rai] passengers by h01d1ng fares

}'lower than the fares charged by the comoet1ng bus carriers,

R
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transportat1on system.
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In order to 1morove bL

d add1t1ona] park
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v-»award of tempor

tne pub11c cont

s services in East Brunswick and to orOV1de

ing: for r1ders, the Township|=stab11shed a Transportat1on i

181.

W1th substant1a1 pub11c support “the Townsh1p contracted :

an Trans1t Bus: Company to run the Center and to. prov1de av‘

f express bus serv1ce to New York C1ty or1g1nat1ng from that

1on, TNJ and L1nc01n Trans1t were proh1b1ted from prov1d1ng

e Center notwithstand1ng that the1r ex1st1ng serv1ces, though
IR
TNJ and L1nc01n protested the

ewhere, do pass by the s1te.
ary operat1ng author1ty to Suburban by the ICC and also f11ed 5
ourt alleg1ng, among other th1ngs, that the Townsh1p v1olated

racts law when }t bid and awarded the contract
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b Sk1mm1ng by IBOA s 1{ o

S Certa1n of the non- subs1d1zed 1ndependent bus operators whose
routes overlap w1th those of TNJ engage in "sk1mm1ng“ whereby they on1y
"prov1de servwce 1n the peakfhours.‘ Such pract1ce is notﬂ1n accordance
f'w1th the1r pub11shed t1metab1es and thereby d1verts r1dersh1p from Nd,
wh1ch prov1des serv1ce in both peak and off-oeak per1ods. The effect of.
th1s “sk1mm1ng“ resu1ts in 1ncreased pub11c 1osses and 1neff1c1ent dup11ca-
t1on of-serv1ces. TNJ and the State end ‘up w1th reduced revenues from

: Deak'hour service. ~Such revenues are ord1nar11y re11ed upon to offset

the losses attr1buted to off-peak hour serv1ce.

4 ‘Conflicts Between Subsidized: Carr1ers Because They. W1sh to
Preserve‘The1rAQperat1ng R1ghts '

"Comget1t1on ' |
The pr1vate econom1c 1nterests of d1fferent subs1d1zed carr1ers

also. somet1mes conf11ct 1n these 11m1ted cases where there is some overlap
in routes,between two sub51d1zed carr1ens.: A]though serv1ces»are coordina-
ted to a certa1n extent conf11cts st111 develop between the carr1ers.

”Such conf11cts wou]d\not ex1st 1f on]y one carr1er were on the 11ne |
However, each de51res to preserve 1ts operat1ng r1ghts as do1ng o) may

contr1bute to the value of the company.

Cob Refusa1 to Coord1nate Serv1ces - |
| Passa1c, 11ke many other count1es, has an act1ve 1nterest in pub11c N
transportat1on serv1ce 1mprovements and a competent staff wh1ch has deve]oped
many suggest1ons for serv1ce coord1nat1on 1n the pub11c 1nterest However,
even the most stra1ghtforward 1mprovements in coord1nat1on will have
' ‘d1fferent1a] 1mpacts on the‘eleven pr1vate_compan1es in the area. It_is

‘anticipated'that neither'the Codnty norbthe_Agency_w111'have enough 1everage,

- 43 -
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1 drop further. . v'
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“1compet1ng carr1ers operat1ng at 1ower fares, 1s 1n some way condemn1ng
. ithe1r property. Wh11e the Agency be11eves th1s compTaint 1s w1thout _
-1»mer1t, 1t 1nd1cates the inherent conf11ct between prwvate unsubs1d1zed

i""",:.:calr‘me\r's and the Agency s policy to ho1d down fares. ko

Thus, wh11e other pub11c agenc1es wh1ch ho]d down fares have ga1ned,i“:.

:(1the support of the pub11c and UMTA for these efforts, New Jersey has to ﬂ»:-
‘“ff1ght a rear guard act1on to overcome obJect1ons whenever it makes such o

g dec1s1ons 1n the pub11c 'S 1nterest

) _45"



IV. CONCLUSION g
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The ex1st1ng program is adm1n1strat1ve1y cumbersome 1acksbincentTVes
"for 1mproved eff1c1ency and product1v1ty, is res1stant to any efforts to
: 1nst1tute 1nnovat1ve management and serv1ce 1mprovements and cont1nues to

”grow more cost]y at an aTarm1ng rate w1thout any assurance that the pub11c ‘

‘jf 1s rece1v1ng a reasonab]e benef1t for each doTTar expended Further, it is

: marked by seem1ngTy endTess f1nanc1a1 and adm1n1strat1ve crises which
}create an aura of 1nstab111ty.» Th1s 1tse1f,further exacerbates commuter
d1ssat1sfact1on and lack of conf1dence. s T

The Department of Transportat1on concTudes that the ex1st1ng program of
: contract ass1stance to motor bus carr1ers 1n New Jersey is woefully v»
. 1nadequate. The f1nd1ngs cTearTy 1nd1cate that the program has failed to |
 meet the needs wh1ch pub11c transportat1on must serve today, in the 1980 s

and beyond. Wh11e the emergency program enacted in 1969 may have suff1ced

o as a short'term "ba11-out" approach, 1t is cTearTy~1nappropr1ate as-the

bas1s for a sens1b1e, forward 100k1ng pub11c transoortat1on p011cy of the

future.»7
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 EXmIBITB

FY '78 FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO BUS CARRIERS

o FY 78
. NEGOTIATED

.,Assoclated Bus Co. R $ 361 688 :vtf‘,v‘S'g 330,984 . -
“Atlantic City. Transp. B l 282,913 . .. 1, 241,502 o

Bay View Bus- Lines ”uwp, 4 R v .305 300
'Boro Busses Co. . - " 523,414
492,396
COmmunlty Bus’ L;nes o - 339,315
DeCamp Bus Lines . =~ = < ,052 0 288,088;,’;
Delaware River Tramsp. - 99,095 .~ . 79,254

- Drogin Bus Companies .~ 634,695 . - 486,313
Fairlawn Transp. Inc. . 80,068 - - 25,770 (&)
‘Garfield~-Passaic Translt -, 304,258 - . . 160,529 . ..
Hudson Bus Transp. B . 475,388 S, . 386,315
Lincoln Tramsit . 982,351 = - 943,725 = .
‘Maplewood Equzpment Co...‘f}l,887,900f'-~_9 -~ 1,635,721 (B) -
Mercer Metro Division BRSE 2,305,675 . . 2,171,168 (E)
‘Middlesex Bus Co. oo+ 175,824 0 o 176,496 -
N.Y.-Keansburg-Long Branch ~~ 600,489 522,207
Passaic-Athenia Bus Co. ~ = 245,042 o 244,127 (C)
Plainfield Transit . . -.140,612 -~ = 150,462
Salem County Transit ' 106,204 R ©106,816
Somerset ‘Bus Co.h'».,,f ..%1,681,157 . -~ l 619,648 =
‘Trackless Transit .~ - =~ 918,418 S ‘,941 220 (D)
‘Transport of New Jersey 37,878,400 v7-735 498,499
.Watchung Mountain S 842, 516 522 965

zomn L s 53 440,568 5 49,192, 234;f~7f,"_fv{;

- Source: Bureau of Analys;s and Statlstlcs, Commuter SerVLces DLVLSlonjﬂf_v

Notes: (A)_,Partlal year contract. January 1 to June 30, 1978
‘ B -(B) Includes insurance escrow of $325, 000.

- (C) - Includes one-time payment of $2, 071

(D)  Includes one-time payment of 549 328
»(E)‘gRepresents the State share only :

.- 49 ;-



k% ,Unaudtted

EXHIBIT C B i _ s s . "u
{ S ‘ T S R ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS TO BUS OPERATORS = ) , S :
UL | FY 1974 . FY.1975 FY 1976% ~  FY 1977%*
3 Asbury Park-NY Trans. Corp, . 150,000 $ 485,723 $ 439,928 s -
% ' Assoclated Bus Co. - , : 129,355 . 212 220 262,015 . 285,098
% - Atlantic City Trans. Co. 570;000 - 720,437 898,862 1,038,664
Baram/Rex - (3) - ‘~B4,926(a)‘._ 132,150 e
Blue & White Bus Co. o - . 44,544 (a) 83,028 . e
Boro Busses Co. : . 266,640 - 318,648 500,818 ‘510,389
Coast Cities Coaches, Inc, . 224,078 247,376 315,775 ‘349,659
Community Bus Lines 190,000 443,397 435,076 368,532
~ DeCamp Bus Lines — = '242,460 122~561' 2144131 (a,-
DProgin Bus Co. - :93,920(a) 426,704 - . 409,290 Ca T
" Garden State Coachways ' _ 85,885 - 14,567 - 44,255 33,393 (b)
Garfield & Passaic Trans., Co. 135,100 182, 507 213,060»j»'.*"239 198 .
‘Garfield-Passaic Bus €6, - 50,000 : B T RN A NI S
Hudson Bus Trans, Co. (3) 78,620 . 323 631 - 553,523 471,459 (a)
Jersey Bus, Inc. (1) = =180,000 300,205 - 361,200 345,627
Linc¢oln Transit _ . V- 76,436(a) 807,820 - 564,481 o
1+ Manhattan Transit Co,. — R e 14,037, Ozksfam@ 972,180
f’vMaplewood Equipment Co. R : 67,163(&)" 665,000 . 1 423,033
Marathon/Bayv1ew/Amboy Coach 182,000 . 325,750 334,039 326,104
“Mercer Metro _ 150 000 1,452,712 1,743,254 ¢ ';'1,793,598‘35 "
-~ Middlesex Bus Co. 14,504(a) = 70,663 ©151,800
NY/Keansburg/Long Branch Bus Co. : 99 364 325,030 - 540,272 654'563J. ‘ ‘
' _North Boulevard Trans. Co, (3) - 68,496(a) 110,615 - : o ,
- _passaic-Athenia Bus Co, - ,.":"1103,_345 ____1_43 279 236,886 _.___.;_?___._247 038"1"__?:, ___;:f':_;;;'___:___;:'it__.;
“Plainfield Transit TTTTTTTTTTTUS8,891 T T 00,696 111,068 108,526
" Rockland Coaches, Incg"" ‘40,000 ST - ' L .
Somerset Bus Co. - - 300,000 ’909,530< 1,129,891 1 330 928 :
Trackless Transit & Mountain 221 718 542,952 644 917 ‘ 825 420
Coaches & Graope Trans. R R ~p‘"' i
Transport of New Jersey 8, 225 521 18,899,212 26 200,000 - 30 230 000 s
‘Watchung Mt. Transit (2) - 68,021 ‘ 80,337 97, 386.,¢ ‘121 403
Albert F, Bauer 321354 L - ' IR
TOTAL $11,545, 893 $26 770 659 $38 517 737 - $43,015,314
Source: Bureau of Aualy31s and Statistics, Commuter Services Division ' o
Notes: (1) - Formerly known as Dovert-Mt, Hope-Picatinny Bus Lines
' (2) - Successor to Summit-New Providence Bus Lines _ o ' ' : ' _
(3) Baram/Rex and No. Boulevard Trans. Co. merged into Hudson Bus Trans CO. as of FY 1977..‘
- (a) Partial year contract : ,
(b) Contract under lltigation g fﬁj
" % . Under appeal : T |
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e

'e_Introductlon v

Transport of Vew Jersey (TNJ) 15 the most important T

'supplrer of publlc transportatron Ln the State of New Jersey.ﬂ

-»TNJ carrles almost three trmes as many passengers as the

' State s commuter rallroads, and more reqular route :;g[jj

passengers than all the rest of the State s bus carrlers

comblned TNJ performs many functlons to a much hlgher o

.standard than other New Jersey bus operators.,*p

Ia the analysrs presented here, factual comparrsons

are shown between TNJ and other large bus carrzers. These

.comparrsons were prepared in order to help judge where

'New Jersey s operatrons compare favorably wrth other carrrers, e

and where there may be opportunltles for rmprovements.s No

' attempt was made here to be selectrve about the measures

';used, or to hrghlrght either the positive or the negatrve

Vaspects of any carrier s operatrons., Data was not manrpulated

vizn a manner'whach would hrde how any two svstems actually

compare. The actual data for each carrler lS shown, so nohody

is compared to “averages whlch are werghted heavzly by the :

',very largest opertors (e g., Chroago, New York and Los Angeles) i

TNJ's data dis from public reports and rs fully comparable with o vf

. data’ from the other oarriers' '

'TNJ performs, on averaqe, samalarly to the other large oarrr s,,‘j

mhe only poss;ble conclusrons from all th;s data rs that

' based upon the kinds of servace lt provades. No cla;ms for any c

Vgreat superzor tv or Lnferlorlty of TVJ can be supportec on

the hasis.offallufh;s<13formatron.




This Ls not

*-ffessentlally the
1‘Jor prlvate ownershlp matters much for the

'“j’costs, eff;czenczes, or produc
v ‘by type of owner h;p.;wﬁv- [ﬁr ,.s»;v_ 'y; o
. .summarized'in te

prefer to see fo

.:these terms, the

" szdles per passenger

surprzs;ng,,

same klnds of market fore

|

|
e

fer.:ef“ Q5y'a

osts: per passen@er
es per’ passenger N
venues as proportion of costs
passengers-.served Ao
growing service levels |
sts per mile of operation
eeds ! Ens
ts per hour of operatlon

* TNJ Ln comparxson to ot%e: operators.:

State s preferences. are»tfese.j;‘

\
"
v
1
|
|
|
i
g St B N R T
ane all the e systems face jf‘jjfT,_lJ“
e
1
i term;natlon of
I

7.
%‘ Nezther publlc
[
i

thltY. Labor costs, fuel f;" :
ngi;costs, and passerger response to servlce aTd fares are the most]ff;: 

a”.ants of transxt performance, and don . vary

i ons of varlous ‘bus_ systems can only be B

rms of what k;nds of flgures the State would

In‘A

Higher passenger loads “

Fewer loyees. per peak bus - ]

Fewer operators per peak bus - A

More miles per galloen: of diesel fqelu

Lower maintenance costs per mile

Lower maintenance costs per hour

More operators compare@ to support\staf‘ o

Morzﬁl r expense in serv:ce delﬂvery than
. St .

‘fibetter“or'prefer
' many show worse
“the dlrect compa

'_~ﬂor preferable to

support functzons C e ‘ .
r miles pe: gallon of lubricetinQ‘Oil o

rlsons, TﬁJ's terformance
™~

]
the perrormence»or,the oth

r carriers.

jfﬁ how many of the other Bus systems show B
:ed performance-xn oomparzscn te TNJ, and how
or sim;lar perﬁormance. .dn:two-thlrds of

‘not. better than



" Table 2 shows how TNJ's experience in controlling

costs éompares with'the experience of the other
systems. The cost increaéeS’exPerienced by TNJ
interim assisténce program began are camparable
of other‘large bus‘systems, whether measured in

terms or in terms of percentage cost increases.

large bus
since the
to those

absolute
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IV, ANALYTICAL DATA



'QJSubSLdnyer Passenger

Tssenger for larqefi‘;;_r’TC\V

"frfbus systems forfwhlch data is avallable.

4
1
|
i
|
{
I
(
!
|
l

Table 35h, s the subsldy per totalAp
}TNJ was average in _:_ffi_ije‘g_yﬁ.,
% o

'”f subsldy per pas:enger for 1976, at abcut 0¢. Slx areas hadseauaisu

 ?ﬁfh1gher SubSidie vand seven had lower subs‘ 1es.2 These

_',):;flgures illustrjte the basic vael of suypprt being PrGVldedft7“'«‘

'}vby_geve:nments‘ko publlc transportat;on.~

e e ; i 3




TABLE 3

St. Louis

Washington 

Los Apgeles
Atlanta»
Cincinnati
Minne;pd;ié
NS

Chicago
Montreal
Dallas

New York
Baltimc:é

Buffalo

New Orleans -

364

184

8172

L6¢

| 13¢

i 112
S¢ 10¢ 154 202 25¢ 30¢ 35¢ 40¢ 45¢ S0¢

Subsi§y<pe: Tota; Passengé:'

National Average 25¢



';p,Operatlng Expense per Passengef*:

1

S Table p4;pshows total 1976 operatlnwrexpenses per bus\f“”'“x

‘sff passenger for 1

::ge bus systens." Only‘one other system,_’":

"fWashington, D Cz, has hlgher costs per bus passenger than

e fg;;N All the o,fer systems héve much lowe

Tficosts than thes' two.y‘washlngton, D c.

.‘substantlal lon dlstamce comnuter serv;c

o f
-vfer the;r highl

i

osts om a per passenger b

other systems_h'
. A o

1 éiStanceitripsn wz;nﬂloyer costs per passenger. Thus, ten

e per passenger 1]2

k
T , wh;ch‘account;
L
}
B

=
%is. Many of ‘the

ve mncn lcwe: fa:es, and at:ractvmoreishertﬂ

1 I

|
} B n - of the.systemsfarelbeio% TNJ in cost per passenger.

1
1

r B
and TNJ each have -



TABLE 4 | R
DR - OPERATING COSTS

PER PASSENGER 1976 - -

" Washington,
D.C.

TNJ

St. Louis

New York  fREccuEs

Cincinnati [N
‘Minheapqlis
| Dallas
Atlanta
Montreal
Bufﬁalo'

Baltimore

New Orleans #£5

104 20¢ 30¢ 404 S0¢ 60# 70# 80¢ 90¢ $1.00




L Average Fare Per Passenger

- --_passenger.-_ S:.n e scme passengers rz.de fo

iziftransfers, the verage fare paylng passeng

v dlstance commnr

f hzgher.tarlffbl_

' less than 30¢ p

[1]
]
—
n
]

Table 5rishows the average fare pal Vpef:t5£Ai_?"‘

freebor'use free-

F w111 generally .

|
'Uii-pay slightly mnre cn each system than is 5??wh here'_efﬂif.fi'h
» Once again, TNJ and Washlngtcn, D C.;nge the two
~_hrghest flgures: and are tne cnly bus sys%%%s wzth average
:'fares of over 50¢ per passenger', Both thes% systems have lcng

T servzces for which pessengers pay a much

) 1 ‘
an forwthe oni—zone base f !e.

”’Mosﬁ bus’s stems pursue : publzc pollbg of keeprng

I’ o
fares laow, as b<f flected in the fact that thL majorlty collect
I

I

i
r: passenqer, Jnd only three - TNJ,-
] R

b'vWashlngton, D C., and New Yorj - ccllected'more than 40¢>per

1.

'bpassenger. Pares and subsidres can, of cn rse, be varzed ln

f’deferzng eercemtagesrq; make up each system's total cost per ‘

{
passenger. i
Thirteen %Ystemsjmae lewer_fares»then'ENJm and:noneiwere
' higher. i'
|
S
-
o
i
|
il
o
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TABLE 5

TNJ

Washington

Néw Yd;ﬁ‘;,?

bailas,1

éhicaéé |
',Bufﬁalﬁl
Mor;tré%l
Ba;timc£§ gv
ciacianati B
se. zouts
.Minneaéoiis'
New Ofigaﬁénf

Los Aﬁqeles':

- Atlanta

| s# 10¢ 15¢ 206 25¢ 304 35¢ 40¢ 45¢ S0¢ S5¢ 60

| EER PASSENGER-1976




‘ ~;-0perat1ng Ratlo

Table 6 hows the rat1<
';;eoperating expensz

fif;public pollcy deq
ve iexpenses should:
| f‘;nq.ess;stance.‘

”'which‘gefs 3/4 o

|
I

,tc A:lanta, wh;cl

- expenses from fa

’,jpassenger durzng

'”arlsen since cale:

_f”»‘s:.milar, and eleven were lower. =

»68 percen

;sﬁbsidyilevels.J

TNJ picked e a relatively highbporfibn

[

|

nercentage of expenses out of the.farebox. f

Two systems

|

i

|

|

-
. ‘ .

|

i

i

1

I

I

1

Th;s stat:

~Lszon *how <
L'z:une' frdm’the 1

The varzatlon

- of cperatlng
Lstlc reflects
;reat a propqr

'arebox and

revenues to .

Aow much from operat-be =

is qulte wige

|

:es. Fares in

, of lLS eperatlng erpenses frcm\t

"refleetedaNew 3ersey s: baszc pellcy deczs;on
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 pe:centage of TﬁJ expenses pald out of publ

E Lts bus operatlng expens%s

1 chooses to ralse only one

th;s perzod.bsi* 
Wlth the recent fare lncr

Ldar year 1976.e

had h;gher operatzng ratL:s

o

I\a

' from New York,

from the fare box,

,quarter of Lts

Atlanta averaged only l3¢ per

Cef‘ﬁoﬁel cests,“
He ferebex.‘ This

s on. fares vs.;;”v
ases,
vely~h;gher

Nevertheless, the

e

‘-assistanCerhas

than.QNJkiene was

each jurzsdlctlcn s

tlon of translt'f*;

New Jersey ;“H'



TABLE 6 LI T
- ' OPERATING RATIO 1976

 FARE REVENUE/EXPENSE

New fork
»sﬁ£f§1§; '
HDalias.:""
. TﬁJv
‘Mo#t:egi.
Y
) New-Orleans
Baltimore
 Wa$hihgton, D?C.
Detroit
‘Clgvela#ﬁ
Cin;inné;i“

,Minneapclisv

st. Louis |

Los 2ngeles

Atlanta

1.0

.68

.68

q417 i

T.a1

]-38

.32

.26

.65

1 .64

fo7a

.

[\

o <
Qv:



“f>Passencers Served“ ‘

‘,_ Oon measures related to P
” :any other large
~full entry Lntd
other bus systems lS absolutel

By the mid 1970
had droppedvto»
3around the count
by the mid 1970's. :

o ,Further‘peereotive on thi
can be gained b&
_ridership t:ends
system was even
the worst other‘
 better than‘TNJ?
Table7

Ploa e 1
were superior to

The magnltpde of TNJ's pa

Jvtransportatlon.rldershlp, TNJ

bus system.

o of rldershlp relatlve to other

. carry 5.3 perceft oﬁ the natio

»ridership e

the:State s as
's, TNI's propo
ry, TNJ carrie
comparzng NS

xperience in

.Aiijaf;qui

he nation

s
between 1960 and the mid}l97d!s.

e

§

|

A

xperience.

TNJ ;n rzde:ship:trends

H-l =

eserving'an

has'performe

systems_occ
szstance pro
ssenger losse

Y staggerlna:

d 2-1/2 time

enﬁaaoiag pﬁblic"
|

far worse than

lsastrous loss Q-”'~

ﬁi;

-
—H—H——

rred prlor to Lts

amvln 1974,

compared to
|
|

: TNJvused'tov
|

n's bus passengers in 1960. -

rtion of buS\passengers carried

2 peroent. Thus) relatlve‘to the average
s

fewer passengers

1
|
1
is lncredlble decline in passengers

|

to other sy tems lhlterms of

_ No other

close{to ?Nu.1n71051ng pas engers;_ In'fact,‘:‘

l

Q s still 37 pezcent
/ : .
g

hows the percentage by which the other carriers

m 1960 to thelpresent."




Buffalo
Cincinnati-
New Orleansrf

Philadelphia

_ Washington;ggc.jut

Mineeape;igJ_f
Vation
.'NeW ?orgﬂ'.
Beltim¢;§ 
Aﬁléﬁta - 1f

Chic39a‘7‘

7;VPASSENéﬁRSJngVg§:>;Jc,r=

AMOUVT BY WHICH

EACH OTHER SYSTEM’S

GROWTH WAS BETTER THAN TNJ s _”55

66% better than TVJ

_ 81% better than T i
— 1054 better than TN

bv;‘125% better than mNJ

\-qf149%eb2ttet’than NS

'161% better7ﬁheé ngy

”fZOO _

‘e _5Q e {Iﬁui}*li  150e.e

PERCENTAGE BY: WHICH RIDERSHIP GROWTE SINCE
WAS BETTER THAN TNJ'S RIDEQSHIP RESULTS

3'2d7§i5ette:“then TNJf

‘253%'bet£eé»5"
-han TNJ

better than TNJ"

._250;

1960

256%f.?u

300_"”



Service :
Table 8 st
. during the 1970

percentage than

1OWS service_cﬁanges by major bus systems
's. TNJ decreised serﬁice‘By a larger

any of the other systems VLr tually all

of the service decrease occurred prior to 1974 when all

of TNJ's routes

Since 1974, the

service levels.

went on the State s ass;shance program.

infusion ofAs;ate support.has stabilized
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TABLE 8

+80%
+70%
+60%
- +50%
+40%

+30%

+20% °

+10%

410%"

-20% *§

-30%

- ~40%

=508

1Los Angeles

 Minneapolis-St.Paul |

- +40%

SERVICE GROWTH (+)
OR DECLINE (-)
. SINCE 1970

+24%
| +17%
+13%
+8%"

4wvliNéw York
| o | -_ Chicago

— petsoit

1
oF
I
!
5} |} ballas 8
e ot

Cincinnati
Baltimore
Philadelphia

Atlanta

{ PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN BUS VEHICLE MILES OF SERVICL

DENVER NOT SHOWN (+185%)

o -228 -22%

: —36%’




vavéjf};ff_wh;ch has by fif

‘.. Operatlnq Exnense per Mlle

e Table 9
'3';1n 1976

E :fiolder cltles w1

‘*‘f'fflother older cit;
'in cost per mll
>vdlstance commnéi

Ten 33!5”3"|

',»were.lower.

vgfoperatlng sgeejw

r service in N

ows operatlng

l have hlgher

are very low.

TNJ is sl

‘had higher co:

f h1ch operate

the lawest operat;ng spe

S

y

=

|

8

,':efleptlng the substan:#
' I
|

i

b

i

|

expenses pe:

‘..
Thls Ls true

d,

ightly bett F
' |
al

ew Jersey.

sts per mil

*téﬁalebus milé:i"” L
:in more c°3995ted.l.]

expenses-pervmlle because

for New York
2 end for most

than the med;an

L h;gh speed long fe“

‘than TNJ, and five




TABLE9 -

 New York

cnteage T

- Montreal

WaShington & »

Detroit

New Orleans

Baltimoref .‘

suffalo
‘Les BnéeLeg
) | TﬁJ
Cincinnati
_Clévelaﬁd '
| Einneéégu;
:.A:ianta

Dallas

' OPERATING EXPENSE

] s2as

71{“‘$2.09. »

[s2.03

| si.es

| sto7a

| st.7a

] $1.69

| s1.69

$1.60

T ] $1.57

$1.41

$1.38

- 31!23 v.

~ ]s23a

e ——
$1.00 - $2.00 : 33.00

—
$4.00



& }f;BusiSEeeds TR T EA T T
U ‘gﬁTab1e TO shows bus miles per bus hc

"'_nzNew}York_City.

';;have lower speedbL

'rand low speed bus systems

%rfsystems analyzed The range is significan
S |
:fwhich operates at an average of 14. 77 mile

”':“la relatively uncongested street and freew

TNJ has relatively high soeed servxc

"».large proportion of miles operated by exp

¥ Other systems in northeas

’Two systems have higher average speeds tnan

' Because ofnhigh speeds,rmoSt ™S stat‘

‘,a per-mile basis should compare favorably

filittle can be concluded f£rom comparisons b

1
S E T T
1 Lo

o)

L
t
L
s
|

|
.
\ ‘\
zs
|

. } |

1r for the large

'per hour over

network to New

A'lr¥{Y°rkr where the1mew York City rransit Authority buses operate'ﬂi}ﬁ“f““

't@ti°nly wzthin the|congested area of the city :tself.

:reflecting the
ss servrces to-

rn areas tend to -"

r
e
whaveilowereaverage speeds reflective of éhe proportion of

- , I
;'their'services ?lthln congested inner-city neighborhoods.
|

stics compiled on

to tbose;or'otheriVF
-_systems.’ Without data on a per-bour oz perfpassenger-basiS}i

? ‘ » :
etween high speed

between Atlanta,“.*W

TNJ, while eleven-rv‘



: TABLEF'IO ‘ .
AVERAGE BUS SPEEDS
| MILES PER HOUR
AA}gZQ —

Aﬁl&nta 14,77
Los Angelés‘ » ': 14.32
™ Jus.31
Dallas J1e.01
Minneapolis 13.60
Detroit 13,1?
Cincinnati 12.88
St. Louis 12.77
Baltimore. 11.62
Cleveland 11.1°
Buffalo 11.00
Montreal -": 10.49
New Orleans ) 10.33
New York 5 8.08

J»‘l: L S B E R A E R A R

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15



. _hours.'

servzces.1 Oqu

Speeds than TNJ

‘ eleven had lowe

11

‘ Qperatlng Exgenses Per Hour

23 ==

Operatlng

3:follow1ng chart

TNJ s c

f,<wh1ch anlude e

than TNJ, while
|
|

ar
e systems have h;gher eosts per hodr'
\

x CQS‘CS .

on depend uponvl

are relatlvely

xpenses per b?s hour are!snown in the ,
|
o Most costs of bus operetz
f ] |
osts on a per-hour bas;s l*
I

|

large amount of long dzsten
Atlanta and Los Angeles hav

I
o Los.Angeles‘has hlgher‘co

< | ?
Atlanta's costs per‘hour

o hlgh, reflectzve of the hlgh average speeds of TNJ operatlons,r“'f“

ce commuter
e hlghe: everage

sts per bus hour

re below the median.

than TNJ, while
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i'fg:Passengers per‘vehlcle Mlle

"‘fiﬁbot wh;oh is: aL

”1f;7£aistanoe;: thl‘ TNJ'_ ms the

TfNew York,'Wher4 theﬂbﬁs;ser#ic

.t,czties themselv

VfQTNJ, Wh;le none are below.i"

o

Table 12

1*?statlst1c which reflects the LntenSLty of

o very strongl

1

Is'and does not

\
I
|
4
l
shows passengers per vehicl 'mile; aﬁ'f:;]‘

%
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B

by average trlp f

g
P
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y lnfluenceof
Ll
il
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L

’f}_poor r;dershlp 'esults but the fact that muoh of TNJ'
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for long dlstanoe commntlng.v, 
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I |

E hese;zncludevNew O:leans.and |
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B I 1 . -
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l
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JABLE 12+

. New Orleans
-2Mpntreal
. New York

‘]Baltimoieﬁ

* DASSENGERS PER VERICLE MILE

S e

'Los'Angeies. S v'“}3;01'

| Cincinnati o esa

‘atlanta | . |2.85

Minneapolis | | 2.69

- §t. Louis o |aws2

- ﬁ,allas' R sas

. Washiﬁgﬁﬁn':. - '2.18

l4.42

Buffale | . {391

| 6,42

5.36
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".'Emplovees per Peak Bus;.j;

Table 13 snows each system s total empLoyees‘per'peaklff'ff!e;

hour bus. A [ npany whlch_requlres an average of fewer  ,'”

ieiemployees to put a»bus‘oa the street Ls geherally cons;dered

‘”._:to be usxng labcr resources erfectzvely.r

L
'H?wever,Alabor

‘wcrk rules have a strong meact on- thls stat;stlc, partlcularly~,

'__whether or not[shlfts can be s

Pllt. CQmpanles whlch provzde

I\
a high level of all-day servzce wzll a150|‘end to have hlgher
. raties. i u | _ ii, : -
' As can be jn TNU is s%;ghtly above;the median on this
ﬁeasure, requ;r g somewhat‘more employees‘:er peak hour bus
S S
’than most other systems.' Onlj'two systems;requlte more
employees, per;jeak nour bus than TNJ, onefrs s;mllar, and
' nine require fewer employees per bus. :!
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- TABLE 13

EMPLOYEES PER

PEAR HOUR BUS

Minneapolis

2.20

Buffalo

2.43

Cincinnati

2.43

Dallas

2.47

St. Louis

2.61

Baltimore

2.62

2.76

Washington

New Orleans »

3.00

Atlantza

- 3.05

Detroit

3.22

™S

3.22

Montreal

3.32

New York

4.04

L) [

1.00 2,00 3.00 4.00

EMPLOYEES PER PEAK HQUR BUS
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Operators per Peak BuS"
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‘Table 14 shows each systém's operatdfé (drivers) per

peak vehicle. TNJ is at the median on this statistic. Six

carriers require

have more.

fewer operatois per péak;v%hicle, while five

i
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B v T
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- TABLE 14

' QPERATORS PER PEAX \

. Buffalo

Dallas

| -Minnéapolisffl;ﬂq"

atlenta
Baltimore = -
‘St. Louis

o

. _Detfgitf f

‘Los Angeles

| MNew York

Chicago

‘:£  1q5l

"FLQSZ o

* l°6l '

‘ “  iI;67

PRI

1208

12,44
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Miles Per Gallon

Table: 15 shows the averaée number of bus miles per

gallon of diesel

figqures for the:r

systems use mor

fuel. TNJ ha? by far théjﬁest mileage
‘large bus»sy%tems. Thiiﬁéen of the other
fuel'per‘milegthan TNJ.\{ié
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 Minneapolis ‘3;95 -

Cpaltes [ Jaaer

Atlanea [T J e

' c:l-nC:umati e

| Baltmre L 343 o

chicage | 315 |




'thMalntenance Cost

“}b[ sl1ghtly above &

:',f7three-hmghestzcc

v"‘Anaeles and M;nn

f'systems

'TTNJ, while four
,cma;ntgnence.cost

perhour. o

The charts

'fmalntenance pract;ces are gene

7f'as are Baltlmore's the:e may b

13of.the practzcei oﬁ c;t;es;w;t

s;‘

on malntenance

he med;an on e

St systems on

leapolis, which

costs per mlle and per hour

5;1nd1cate that TNJ's mezntenance expendlture levels are

per mzle besls and among the

a per hour baszs.s Whlle TNJ' ;1‘

e some benefzt from further studyo@j’

S -
H lower costs - partlcularly Los’

each have h%gh quallty bus .

e

i
I
. ’ !

Eight systems had lower me;ntenance expense per mlle than

had hlgher cost

s per hour_tha

e
One sysfem had hzgher : \
.ten‘had‘lowervcoSts

IR I B

n TNJ,vwhzle

rally considered of hlgh quality,fsfs'*»oeif -
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TABLE 16

7 DallaSji“:f' s,

: Minngapdlis:':f

- Detroit

Cineinnati

. Baltimore

™NT
- St. Louis
' Bufféle"

~ Chicago

| MAINTENANCE

' BER MILE

_EXPENSE
1976 o

Cleveland - s

.21

$. 24

Los Aﬁgeles.

_:::5.27 e

, $;ZST

1530

] s.32

Ts.a0

'}_ 11$35

New York

S R R B

: $.66 v

T

=1

"$.10 .20 .30 .40 .50 .60 .70 .80 .90 $1.00
-~ .Cost Per_Bué-Mile_Pcr“Maintenance
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": ﬁQallas>"

f'»Detroitv

 Baltimore

~ Los Angeles ||

New York =
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| MAINTENANCE EXPENSE P

| HOUR OF OPERATION 1976 | =

.$2v.r0.0-‘ : o




= gt o o o e ST, S g e - et g —— am—

1

»

dperatoré as‘Percentage»of all Emplczges
| Tables 17 and 18 show the proportion of operators to
total employees and the ratio of bus operator payroll to
total payroll. These statistics illustrate how much of a
company's,direct labor and labor budget is spent in actually
providing service ﬁs, administrafion, maintenance, and other
nécessary tasks. The ratio for TNJ is very close to that of
almost éll other sysﬁeﬁs,‘which cluster near the 60 percent
mark. While TNJ is not out of liﬁe with other operators in
a negative sense, the fact that TNJ's statiétics>are low
refutes the idea that a private operator tends td be'more
service oriented in the allocaﬁion of personnel.

Twelve systems have a higher ratio of operators to
total employees than TNJ,_whilg.cne is lower. Eight systems
pay a higher proportion of payroll tq.oper;tors thén TNJ,

three are similar, and cne is lower.
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1ffﬁ$s£i;§t§éi;1f
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Butfalo
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Cincinnati
. New York  '[f773
oTNT

- 'At._].antia :

| 'PROPORTION

b e

N e T
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. Montreal } o

| .69

| .67

‘i" -65 .

1.64
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|.64
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.61
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TABLE 18 - :

 New York -

 Minneapolis»:’>

‘St. Louis

m
TR

e A
‘1 RIS
"

~ OPERATOR'S PAYROLL / TOTAL PAYROLL

Atiaﬁta'_

5

‘;69;'

Baltimore

‘Washington, D.C.|

Los Angeles

Detroit

.68 -

.68

| .64

g '64

.63

Montreal

.63

Buﬁfalcv

Chiééqo

|61

NS

.61

Cincinnati

.61

.49

: 0.1 0.2 0‘3 004 005 0-6 0.7 0

.
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Miles per Gallom of Lubricating Oil | 1
, Tab1e .19 illusttates.the?miles per géllon of lubricating

oil for systems reporting their use of oil. Most are around
: . ! -

300 ﬁiles‘per gallon of oil, ahd TNJ'svuséiof oil is averagé.
sevéh systems operated more miles perigallon of oil thaﬁ

TNJ, while two operated fewer hiles pervgal;cn.

|
: i
; !
i H
i :
i i
H {
i 4
| ;
i
|
|
i
|
| !
[
: |
; i
i i
I |
; |
i
' |
| .
| |
i |
I
| |
! i
|
1
|
|
|
|
i |
| |
! i
i |
. |
|
i
i |
i |
| :
i i
! .
i i
|
; |
! |
: i
| !
; i
! i
. i
1 1
; i
|
|
|



TABLE 19

VEHICLE MILES PER GALLON

T"—_—_—"——— .

Cleveland

Minneapolis

Buffalo

Baltimore

Cincinnati -

‘Washington, D.C.

New York

TNT

Los Angeles

St. Louis

. QF LUBRICATING OIL

479
a8
368
| 346
326
“,312'
| 298
J289
287
251
100 200 100 400 500



Table 20

The average

Conszderzng

'ﬁffof Labor Statzst
';rfffrates of local &

"7f}c1t1es of the U.§

'»»}employees Ln Newark was . $7 59,
'uthe adjacent cthes of Philade
'acatres had hlgheL average wage

'laof~the 60 thLes

from the U S -

"iygAverage Wage Rates‘f{xf“, g ’f73

‘Department

ranszt operatlng employees

i

T
of Labor;’Bureau7°’“l"
e

Lcs, shows thelaverage 1977‘ah1on hourly wage T AL

) v
iln the prznczpal
1

ghourly wage rate for local transzt operating ;‘v

whlch was somewhat hlgher than

Lphla or NewlYork.

B
Only flve

rates than\Newark, wh;le 54

listed had lower average wage rates.

these facts, it ls somewhat dlfflcult to arguevf

that New Jersey s prlvate carrzers have had positlve experzenceb'f

'foareas.k:w

,Ln holdlng down

B
|
|
{
W
.
[v
|
J
l
|

transzt labor costs in cou@arlson to other

1
o
\




TABLE 20

(]
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Table 8. .Ave“rége wage "rat'as by population group:

' Selected cities, July 1, 1977‘

(Average union hourly wage rates of local-transit operating er‘nplave_"‘l

Change from July 1,
' 1976

: Averaqe |
City.and population group houcly
ratel/
. Cents pec
hour Peccent
All citieS.cescentosascccacocrcancccsnnce $7.12 a9 Tk
Population group I (1,000,000 and over). 1.37 S50 7.3
Chicago, Illecess 8426 72 9.6
Deteoit, %ich. 7.17 26 3.8
Houston, TeXeeee 5.48 2 5.0
-Los Angeles, Cali 7.597 m 17.2
New York, N.T T.24 29 4.2
Philadelphia, 6.40 42 6.6
Population graup II (500,000 to 1,000,000).. 7.36 50 7.3
Baltimore, Md. 7,48 b1 ‘7.8
Boston, Mass. 8,23 47 6.1
Cleveland, Ohioe 7.05 67 10.5
Columbus, Ohio 6.10 60 10.9
‘Denvar, Colao. 6.85 50 7.9
Indianapolis, g 6430 S6 9.8
Jacksonville, IFla . 6420 kL] 645
Xansas City, o. . 7.22 81 12.6
®emphis, Tenn, . 6.65 36 5.7
Silvaikee, Uis - 6.8% 42 6.5
New Orleans, lLa. . S.70 130 29.4
Phoenix, ACiZ... - 5.86 50 ‘9.3
Pittsbucgh, Pa . 7.33 32 L
St.. Louis, Ho. . 7.16 Je 5.0
San Antonio, T 5.38 28 5.6
San Diego,’ Lull.t. . 8.23 32 4.0
San Prancisco,. Calif . 7.64 43 6.0
Seattle, WasSheeeses evess 7.36 61 9.0
vasbington, DeCecieece csasene 7.78 51 7.0
Population group IIX (250,000 to 500,000) ... 6.73 46 T.4
ARLON, OhiQeecscocosne 5.58 27 Sed
Atlanta, Ga 6.82 58 9.3
Buffalo, M. 6.37 4S5 7.6
Cincinnatd, . 6,49 49 8.2
Port vorth, . 4.80 40 9.1
Honoluld, Hieeeeo . 6478 - -

Long Beach, Calif. - 7.28 109 17.6
Louisville, Ky.. - 641 46 7.7
#iami, Flacecees . 6,46 S0 8.4
#inneapolis=st. Paul, Rian . 7.30 56 8.3
Nashville=Oavidson, Tenn.. . 6.38 St 8.7
Nevack, Y.J 7.59 63 9.1
Sorfolk, va 6.38 [ 7.5
Omaha, Nebr. 5.56 25 4.7
Portland, Oreg.. 7.51 Sa 7.6
Rochester, 6.72 22 3.4
Sacradento, Calif 7.18 36 5.3
Toledo, Ohidee.. 6438 49 8.3
9ichita, fans..eeeo 3.95 36 10,0
Population group .IV (100,000 to 250,000) S5.70 46 8.7
Albany, ¥eYeeoaso 5.87 u8 8.8
Chattanooga, Tenn 6.09 45 8.0
Plint, Mich... e 5#06 5 6.6
. Presno, Califeeesss 6.67 26 41
Grand Rapids, fich. Se 40 ' 40 8.0
Nev Badford, Mass Se41 28 5.5
New Haven, Conn. 5.98 68 12.8
Providence, R.I. 6,10 62 11.3
Riverside, Calif 1.57 m 1742
Rock ford, Ill... 7.01 47 7.2
Se. Peutsburg. .27 21 5.2

Sale l.uu City, Uta S.10 52

santa Ana, Calif. §.7% .S

Scraneton, PRa.es 5. 40 [

Spokane, Washs . 643 u3

Stamford, Conn... 5.98 68

! Wage rates _used.to calculala these
those ilable and  of i

Bacause of rounding, sums
L items- may not equal 100.

payable on Julyl 1977, and da not melude - Variations in the size of annual increases
increases made later that are retroactive from surveyto survey may reflect, in pare,
to. July 1. or before. Averages were de- ‘timingofnegotiations. Data do not include
veloped by weighting the’ top rate of thie incréases made later than July 1, 1977,
length-of-service progression for each .that . are retroactive to July-lor Sefore.
accupation in each-contract by the number Suchretroactive increases are inciuded in
of union members at that rate on the sur- the wige rites réported in the f{ollowing
vay date. vear's survey.
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. TNJ's cost anreases durlng the 1970 s have been as
- large as the cost anreases of large bus systems wh;ch
transatloned from przvate to. publlc ownershlp.v““ables
-show the anreases 1n costs per mlle and per ‘houxr from
TVJ and for systems whlch changed 1=rom prlvate to publlc .
cwnershlp from 1970 through the present time. o

_ This. Lnformatlen glves ‘a good zndlcatlon of whether a
tran51tion from przvate to publ;c cwnershlp causes costs |
vto anrease more rapidly. While TNJ's cost zncreases are
‘very slmllar to- those of the publlcly owned systems, TNT
was’ not better than average. Any statement to the effect
that TWJ's prlvate form of ownershlp has held down costs of

'publlc transportatlon is not accurate.
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‘rhows”TNJ's”increase rn coo?s per bus m;le s
,from 1970 to 1976, compared wzth the systems whlch transrtronedfaf :
;Four systems had lower cost rncreases o

”ffto publrc ownersh;p.;

: l I .
“';than TNJ, one was the same, and one had hlgher oosts. TabTe'ZZ

l

 §sHows tne percentage anrease Ln costs per:mile. Three svstems:]}f?"
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TABLE 21

D P S T T T T DU SR

| mcsmss mcost

Atlanta

 Minneapolis |

Buffalo

Cincinnati

 Baltimore |
™I

. Washinétcn |

. EER BUSTMILE

1970 o 1976

5.63

1s.68

$.69

~] s.85

$.10 .20 .30 .40 .30 .60 .70 .80 .90

| NET INCREASE IN COST PER BUS MILE
| 1370 to 1976 |



_TycREass
PER MIL:. -

] 74

| 10v 208 30% 408 SO% 50% 70% 808 908 1008

e
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I

vb -
4o

’

-  NOTE: ' AI.T. t:hese sys tems t*an;p.uoned frcm nrivatn .
R S - publ;c t:wne:sh-p bei-xeen 1970 and 1975 R
except T\IJ,; RO -




‘ Table'23 gshows the increases in costs per bus hour.
The five systems for which data was azailable all had lower

increases in costs per hou:‘than‘TNJ.}Table:24r shows the

percentage increases in costs per hour, ' Three syétems had

lower:percentage cost increases than TNJ, one was the same,

and one was higher..




o aelapga f |7 lss.es

| $1.00 $2-$3 s4 $5.$6 ($7 $8 §9 $10 $11 s12

|
1

{

|

! B

i

|

|

| INCREASEZ IN COST PER 3US EOUR




TABLE 24

| _PERCENTAGE'INCREASE' “

m COSTS PER EOUR _
1970-1876 '

 Buffalo  Jes

c;ngianati“a i‘” — AWH“ v._ — 'f‘bb '94%‘

paits :éA *:}x - ”f}i . - ;v }1fv“‘ 7 ‘.: lasgvt

Atlanta e _w_ y”i‘i ,i»;x,? e 1 s0s

| QNJi; | ». — | i e   “f i ,   . 508

 Minneapolis T

10% 20% 30% 40% S0% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 110%

‘ﬁcﬁ!. All these systems t:ans;t.ened from przvate
' o public cwnership between 19/0 and 1976£
.except TNJ. v . o

SR



‘Tables 25 g 25,'show the increase infq osts per passenger

‘ whlch occurred f'om 1970 to 1976, and the‘percentage anrease

in costs. wh;ch ovcurred over thls per;od wAs is apparent,

1the two bus systems thh the largest cost anreases (Wash;ngtcn‘

and TNJlawerefalLo the ones wzth the hlghest costs in 1970. It

should be noted that Washington, D.c. was thus the hlghest cost'
'system under prlvate ownershlp and under publlc cwnership.
'BaLtimpre started out sllghtly lower in cost, and gained
further on the other systems. % 5
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TABLE 25

Baltimore
Buffalo
Atlapta
Cincinnati
Minneapolis
New York
™S

Washington

]
n
(8]
Y
]
]

INCREASED OQPERATING COSTS

PER PASSENGER

1970 to 1976

‘18¢.

21¢

24¢

26¢

30¢

35¢

45¢

53¢

- T T T T T
Sg& 104 15¢ 20¢ 254 30¢ 35¢ 404 45¢ S50¢ 55¢
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The percentage anreases in costs peripaSSenger'aref

all near 100 pe*cent. TNJ stln the mlddle of the range, h

'--w1thrBalt1more shcw1ng 20 percent better results and

Mlnneepclls 30 percent wcrse.-‘Flve systems had lcwer

_increases in costs per passenger than TNJ, wh;le one hadv

i lt
higher percentage ccst lncreases. L R
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TABLE 26

. PERCENTAGE INCREASE

pe COSTS PER PASSENGER -
1970-1976

Baltimore : - 7 e ] 86%

Cincinnati | | | | oos

Buffalo | . ]oss

Atlanta S - |oes

NS

washington, D.C.

New York -

' Minneapolis

20 40 60 80 @ 1lo0
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‘TABLE 27 R
i o

' e

 Year of Takeover !

|
‘Baltimore ! lSng
i Do
Twin Cities 1970

Atlanta 19jj§
Cincinnatig lsf% é
Washington; D.C. 191#1
Buffalo 2,. - 19%41
e S R Pri#%%é

i
|
P
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i
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! S
| o
1 i
| S
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TABLE 28

COST INCREASES IN EXPENSE PER MILE SINCE 1970
 Bus System Increase/Mile
:i‘New York TA $1.41
: Chicago $ .96

- Washington, CC $ .85
Detroit $ .85
Cleveland - $ .83
Los Angeles $ .73
© St. Louis $ .70
™ $ .69
Baltimore $ .69
Cincinnati $ ,68
 Buffalo $ .64
' Minneépolis; $ .63

Atlanta $ .60
Dallas $ .44
" Totals 7 worse o
1 same -
5 better




7»  TABLE 29

~ Minneapolis

©Atlanta |

1' New York A
o)
etroit|

'f-Chicagow :
| ‘Washingt

'1 céncfnﬁa -

on, DC

fufSt. Loui' o
| jsa1t1mo |
:fBuffany_ff&;

' ‘vi]°fna11as

\

{
*°v2-.1y-»,f~*

o

\

6 better" o
v |2 same.
o 5 worse g’:,

PEchNTAGE CGST INCREASES PER MILE SINCE.iQ?O} h;?ff;i'i R
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e

e

ez
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TABLE 30

58

 INCREASES IN BUS EXPENSES PER HOUR SINCE 1970

‘Bus_System
Detroit

Los Angeles
TNJ

St. Louis ‘
Minneapolis-‘.
Cincinnéti
Baltimore
Atlanta

New York TA

Dallas

Total 2 worse

8 better

,Amount’of'lﬁcrease'Per Hour
| sz
$1.92
$11.29
$10.37
$9.70
$9.37
$9.27
$ 9.09
$1.28
$ 6.69
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TABLE 32

 INCREASE IN EXPENSES PER PASSENGER SINCE 1970

i §2§;§152§1  ‘f7"

) washington '
'TNJ '

' Los Angeles

New York:‘

 Minneapolis

Cincinnatj_  ‘

 Atlanta
 Buffale

Baitimore"

Total ~ 1worse
' 7 bettar

' Increased Expense Per Passenger

$.53
: ;.45>3
$.36
5.35
$.30
$.26
$.2¢
s.21
58
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