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PREFACE

This report describes the implementation process and
the early impacts of the Rochester Community Transit Service
Demonstration in Greece, Irondequoit, Brighton and Henriet-
ta-four suburbs of Rochester, Hew York. The features of
the Rochester demonstration described in this report are the
culmination of a five-year evolutionary search for the most
effective way to supply demand-responsive transit services.
PERT Cfor PERsonal Transit) services were initiated in
August 1973, and later became the focus of the first Feder-
ally-sponsored demonstration in Rochester; this demonstra-
tion ended in October 1977. In an effort to preserve and
increase transit service coverage at a cost that could be
borne in the long run, the Roches t er-Genes ee Regional Trans-
portation Authority (RGRTA) prepared a request for addi-
tional demonstration funds. The new demonstration began on
November 7, 1977, and will continue through July 1979.
Following the conclusion of the project, SYSTAN will prepare
a complete evaluation report of the Rochester Community
Transit Demonstration.

Demonstration funding was provided by the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration CUMTA) under its Service and
Methods Demonstration ( SMD ) Program (Grant No.
NY-06-0048-01). The SMD Program evaluations are conducted
for UMTA by the Transportation Systems Center (TSC) of the
U.S. Department of Transportation. This implementation
report was prepared by SYSTAN, Inc. for TSC under Contract
No. DOT-TSC- 1 4 1 6 . Debra A. Newman, Michael Holoszyc, Paul
Jones, and Roy E. Lave all contributed to this report;
Carole Parker was responsible for its preparation. Mark
Abkowitz of TSC and Paul Fish of UMTA were responsible tor
the evaluation and review of SYSTAN's work. Finally, Dave
Sharfarz -- the RGRTA demonstration manager -- also provided
useful input into this report.

The events leading up to the current Rochester Commu-
nity Transit Demonstration have been carefully documented in
this implementation report. This background information on
the experiences in Rochester may be valuable to other commu-
nities interested in (1) participating in Federally-spon-
sored transit projects, (2) imp 1 emen t a t i ng similar paratran-
sit services, or (3) initiating their own innovative transit
financing strategies. (Although some of the data may
reflect site-specific conditions, many of the Rochester



experiences are sufficiently general to be of interest to
those cities facing similar implementation situations.)

It is likely that some implementation issues will
suggest hypotheses about certain transit operating results.
For example, during the first Rochester demonstration, the
fragmented management system was believed to be one of the
underlying causes of the poor service reliability. For
these reasons, information contained in this report will be
included in the final evaluation of the Rochester Community
Transit Service Demonstration, and will serve as a framework

I

for subsequent Rochester transit data analysis.

Experience gained from the first demonstration also
indicates that perceptions of project events differed among
the individuals involved in the project, and that the demon-
stration history was influenced by the strengths and weak-
nesses of their personalities. By examining these percep-
tions and personalities and the relationships that developed
among Rochester's demonstration participants, the motiva-
tions behind the decisions made in Rochester become clearer.
This report therefore documents the project's history as
recorded in correspondence, media, schedules, and reports,
and also discusses the demonstration participants' roles in
the current project, and the differing interpretations of
demonstration events. To document the implementation
process, Debra Neuman and Michael Holoszyc of SYSTAN inter-
viewed the following individuals on September 20-22, 1978:

Joseph Silien, RGRTA Executive Director;
William Evans, RGRTA Director of Planning and Research;
David Sharfarz, RGRTA Demonstration Manager;
Thomas Toole, RGRTA Commissioner, DAR Committee Chairman;
James White, RGRTA Commissioner;
Thomas McGrath, RGRTA Commissioner;
Ellen Bass, RGRTA Director of Special Markets;
Brent Morse, PERT Manager;
John Hall, Paratransit Enterprises President;
Michael Binlein, Paratransit Enterprises Resident Manager
Bert Weinbach, ATU Division 282 President;
Paul Marshall, ATU Division 282 Secretary-Treasurer;
John Kelley, Henrietta Supervisor;
Michael Murphy, Henrietta Councilman;
Henry Cornelius, Henrietta Director of Planning;
Richard Wiles, Brighton Supervisor;
Marian Brown, Brighton Counc i 1 woman

;

Don Reily, Greece Supervisor; and
Don Oeming, Irondequoit Supervisor.

Jack Garrity, RTS General Manager, had been interviewed
on a previous visit. Gorman Gilbert, Paratransit Enter-
prises President, was interviewed by telephone and through
correspondence. In addition, officials from the six conti-

iv



guous Rochester suburbs initially solicited by the RGRTA
were interviewed by telephone. SYSTAN also sent question-
naires to all of the paratransit firms that received a

Request for Proposal from the RGRTA but did not bid for
service; the low response rate (25%) necessitated a

follow-up telephone survey to solicit additional informa-
tion. Several telephone conversations were also held with
officials of the U.S. Department of Labor, the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, the International and Local
Amalgamated Transit Union and RTS management in order to
document the complex set of labor negotiations that preceded
the demonstration.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Rochester Community Transit Demonstration is an
outgrowth of an earlier demonstration, which ended in Octo-
ber 1977. The new demonstration will continue until July
1979. In the first demonstration, a variety of demand-re-
sponsive services were operated in two Rochester suburbs
(Greece and Irondequoit) . These services included door-to-
door dial-a-ride, route and point deviation, doorstop- and
checkpoint subscription services, shuttle services, special
group trip services for the elderly and handicapped, and an
advance reservation service for the handicapped. In the new
demonstration, the door-to-door dial-a-ride service was
expanded in July 1978 to two additional suburbs (Brighton
and Henrietta), and the handicapped service became a region-
wide operation over a four-month period starting in July
1978. In addition, all four dial-a-ride service areas will
eventually have computerized scheduling and dispatching
using a dedicated minicomputer.

The first demand-responsive transit service began in
August 1973 in Greece, when a many-to-many dial-a-ride serv-
ice and a many-to-one work subscription service were imple-
mented. These new services were called PERT (for PERsonal
Transit), and were operated by the Regional Transit Service,
Inc. (RTS), the major operating subsidiary of the Rochester-
Genesee Regional Transportation Authority (RGRTA). PERT
operations grew steadily for three years; the service area
and operating hours were expanded in Greece, new services
began in Irondequoit, 21 new vehicles were acquired, fixed-
route bus lines in the service areas were eliminated, compu-
terized dispatching was implemented in Greece, and PERT
ridership rose substantially.

By early 1976, however, several serious problems with
the PERT system had developed. First, operating costs were
much higher and demand was lower than had been anticipated.
Second, users had reacted adversely to the replacement of
fixed-route services. Third, the vehicle fleet -- which
consisted of several types of small buses and vans -- was
very unreliable. Fourth, the implementation of computerized
dispatching caused frequent service disruptions for several
months. Finally, there were management disputes between
RGRTA (who conceived the PERT system) and RTS (who operated
the services). These disputes resulted in a questionable
RTS commitment to the PERT operation.

As these problems were developing, causing PERT's repu-
tation to deteriorate, RGRTA was confronted with a transit
funding crisis which not only threatened the PERT expansion
plans, but even placed the future of the local fixed-route

x



system in jeopardy. RGRTA responded by substantially
reducing PERT operations in early 1977 and investigating
alternative strategies for reducing the financial burden of
the dial-a-ride program.

RGRTA developed two key institutional innovations, and
applied for additional demonstration funding to implement
these strategies. The first innovation was that the local
suburban towns in which dial-a-ride services were provided
would be required to fund the local share of the services'
operating deficits. Dial-a-ride service would be expanded
to two new towns during the demonstration, but these towns
had to recognize that they would be responsible for funding
the services following the demonstration. Prior to service
initiation, RGRTA and the participating towns would develop
criteria for evaluating the success of the new services, to
be used as a basis for deciding whether to fund the program
after the demonstration.

The towns of Brighton and Henrietta agreed to these
terms and developed, with RGRTA, the following evaluation
criteria: Cl) Each town's dial-a-ride service would carry
120 to 160 daily passengers at vehicle productivity levels
of between four and five passengers per vehicle-hour, and
(2) revenues would comprise 25% to 29% of operating costs,
resulting in an annual net deficit of $39,500 to $41,500 to
be funded locally. In Greece and Irondequoit, where no
prior funding commitments have been made, RGRTA is negotiat-
ing with local officials over terms by which these two towns
would be willing to fund dial-a-ride and therefore continue
operations after the demonstration.

The local funding strategy makes the selection of
dial-a-ride service areas contingent upon the ability and
willingness of local towns to financially support the serv-
ices. This has resulted in a different site selection than
if more traditional selection criteria had been applied,
such as the levels of transit dependence and latent demand,
the potential for expanding transit coverage, and the degree
to which various towns financially support the Regional
Transportation Authority.

The second major demonstration innovation is that the
new services in Brighton and Henrietta (and the expanded
handicapped service) are being provided under contract to
RGRTA by Paratransit Enterprises, Inc., a private operator
selected through a competitive bidding process. RGRTA pays
Paratransit Enterprises between $11.52 and $14.20 per vehi-
cle-hour operated, depending upon the type of service
provided (dial-a-ride versus handicapped), the number of
vehicles operated, driver safety records (which determine
whether a 50-cent/hour safety incentive is paid), and vehi-
cle productivity levels achieved (which determine whether a

XI



productivity incentive of between 15 cents and 50 cents per
passenger is paid). RGRTA also provides vehicles (although
Paratransit Enterprises maintains them), handles advertising
and promotional activities, and receives all fare revenues
collected.

Paratransit Enterprises' operating costs are about 40%
less than RTS' costs in Greece and I rondequoit , and it was
this difference that primarily prompted the decision to
invite competitive bidding for dial-a-ride service.
However, labor issues almost prevented the plan from being
realized. Under the first demonstration contract, all oper-
ating and mechanical work was restricted to members of the
local Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU). When the new demon-
stration plan was disclosed, the local Union opposed the
plan, fearing an erosion of Union jobs. The Union recom-
mended against giving a 13(c) certification for the new
project, and the Department of Labor concurred. The new
demonstration appeared to be doomed, and notices of PERT's
termination were placed on buses. However, an eleventh-hour
agreement guaranteeing that the new demonstration could
proceed was reached on the last day of scheduled service.

RTS was later encouraged by RGRTA to bid for the new
services, and RTS management proposed to the Union a sepa-
rate wage scale for dial-a-ride drivers. The Union rejected
this proposal, and RTS consequently did not submit a bid,
well aware that they could not be competitive under the
existing labor contract.

As the demonstration proceeds, RGRTA and Paratransit
Enterprises are attempting to bridge the differences in
perspective that public and private organizations have.
RGRTA, in trying to insure that a quality service is offered
in Brighton and Henrietta, insists that details of the
contract be adhered to regarding recordkeeping, vehicle
maintenance, etc. Paratransit Enterprises, on the other
hand, would prefer a more independent relationship in which
they would provide a specific level of service and receive a

flat fee. There is thus continual negotiation between these
two organizations, while the PERT system in Greece and Iron-
dequoit operates much more independently of RGRTA supervi-
sion. PERT’s operating policies and procedures have devel-
oped over several years, and are also somewhat constrained
by the existing RTS/ ATU labor contract.

The new Rochester demonstration has several implica-
tions for other cities considering demand-responsive transit
services. Several of these implications relate to the prob-
lem of financing. Even though demand-responsive transit may
be more efficient than fixed-route services in areas with
low population density and diffuse travel patterns, demand-
responsive services will probably have much lower vehicle

xn



I

productivity levels than those of a overall fixed-route
system in any major urban area. Consequently, they aie
likely to lose in a local political battle for scarce
transit resources, because it is easier and more dramatic to
eliminate a costly demand-responsive transit program than to
isolate the least-efficient components of a fixed-route
operation.

Because of their lou productivity, d emand- r es pons i v

e

services may only be viable in a large urban area if their
hourly operating costs are lower than those of the fixed-
route service. There are two ways of lowering hourly oper-
ating costs: (1) the demand-responsive operator can be
selected through a competitive bidding process; or (2)
demand-responsive employees can be paid at lower wage rates
compared to fixed-route employees within the same transit
operation. Both these alternatives will undoubtedly be
opposed by the local transit workers' union, if one exists.
In Rochester, the local union refused to agree to a lower
wage rate for dial-a-ride employees, and unsuccessfully
tried to stop competitive bidding for new services. Several
other transit providers, however, have successfully estab-
lished lower wage classifications for their demand-respon-
sive service employees.

If competitive bidding is implemented, local participa-
tion should be actively encouraged. In Rochester, no local
operator submitted a competitively-priced bid, despite the
obvious advantages that a local operator would have over
out-of-town competitors. The fragmentation of the Rochester
taxi industry made it difficult for local operators to bid,
and un f ami 1 i a r i t y with working for government agencies also
discouraged participation. Some potential bidders from
outside Rochester were also discouraged by the short dura-
tion of the project.

Although a private operator is likely to have lower
operating costs than a public transit operator, a contract-
ing regional agency will probably have to supervise a

private operation more closely than one operated by a

transit organization. To keep its costs low, a private
operator may appear to the contracting agency to be neglect-
ing essential tasks, such as data collection, vehicle clean-
ing, and driver training. The sponsoring agency should not
expect a private contractor to adhere to the same standards
as a public transit operator, and considerable negotiation
and compromise may be necessary.

The second key Rochester innovation, the strategy of

local suburban town governments paying for their own
dial-a-ride service, caused two major problems. First, the
Rochester suburban towns -- long oriented toward automobile
travel -- seemed to be only marginally interested in

xiii



dial-a-ride. Public transportation was not a top priority
for these towns, even those with very little regular transit
service; most towns were unwilling to raise taxes to support
a dial-a-ride service. Many suburban communities around the
United States may respond in a similar way. Second, those
communities that do decide to fund a local transit service
are not likely to have the greatest need for that service
but, rather, are likely to have the strongest tax base.
These towns may in fact have the least need for new transit
service when judged by such criteria as level of transit
dependence and potential demand.
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1. DEMONSTRATION BACKGROUND

1 . 1 OVERVIEW

Since August 1973, the Roches t er-Genes ee Regional
Transportation Authority (RGRTA) has experimented with
demand-responsive transit operating strategies in order to
develop an attractive and affordable transit system in
suburban areas of Rochester, New York. As in other cities,
the population of metropolitan Rochester has become increas-
ingly suburban over the past three decades and, because of

the low population density and diffuse trip patterns charac-
terizing these suburban areas, conventional fixed-route bus
services could not be efficiently provided. In the early
1970's, RGRTA viewed dial-a-ride (DAR) as a more effective
means of providing transit service in low-density areas, and
subsequently developed plans to implement dial-a-ride serv-
ices in several suburban areas of Rochester where fixed-
route transit was costly or non-existent. The Rochester
experience is one example of the role dial-a-ride can play
in conjunction with fixed-route transit in a metropolitan
area. Haddonfield, New Jersey, Ann Arbor, Michigan and
Santa Clara County, California are the other major American
examples to date.

The first dial-a-ride services in Rochester began in
August 1973 in the suburban town of Greece (see Exhibit
1.1). A many-to-many dial-a-ride service and a many-to-one
work subscription service were implemented at that time;
these new services were called PERT, for PERsonal Transit.
During the next five years, the PERT system underwent a

rapid succession of service changes as RGRTA continually
reassessed the operation in the light of changing local
transit financing conditions and shifting expectations.
Between 1973 and 1976, PERT services were expanded within
Greece and into the adjacent suburban town of Irondequoit.
In 1975, UMT A provided a $3.6 million, two and one-half year
demonstration grant to assist the expansion program, and to
install a computer system to automatically schedule and
dispatch dial-a-ride vehicles. 1

’Lave, Roy E. and Michael Holoszyc, The Rochester, New York
Integrated Transit Demonstration, Volume II; Evaluation
Report , U.S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass
Transportation Administration, Washington, D.C., March
1979, UMTA-NY-06-0048-78-2

.
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By 1976, several major problems were recognized and a

local transit financial crisis threatened RGRTA's ability to
assume the cost of PERT after Federal demonstration funds
expired. To reduce PERT costs, service cutbacks were made
in late 1976. In early 1977, RGRTA adopted a plan which
included competitive bidding for the operation of dial-a-
ride services. RGRTA also developed a funding strategy in
which the suburban towns, rather than RGRTA, would eventu-
ally be required to cover the local share of dial-a-ride
operating deficits. In December 1977, UMTA provided a new
$1.7 million demonstration grant to continue PERT services
in Greece and I rondequoit and to demonstrate the new operat-
ing and financing strategy in two new service areas: Brigh-
ton and Henrietta. dial-a-ride services in Brighton and
Henrietta began in July 1978. A new basis for service oper-
ations in Greece and Irondequoit should be established by
July 1979, when the demonstration grant is scheduled to end.

1 . 2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE PERT SYSTEM

Rochester’s interest in dial-a-ride began in 1969, when
a research team from the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy (MIT) began investigating possible sites for a Federal
dial-a-ride demonstration. The PERT idea was conceived when
this team visited Rochester in October 1969 and met with
several local transportation officials, including James
Reading, Resident Manager of the National City Lines Manage-
ment Company, which was operating the City-owned transit
system at the time. Mr. Reading was particularly enthusias-
tic about implementing dial-a-ride in Rochester, and
suggested that it might be used to replace unprofitable
fixed-route bus lines, in addition to serving suburban areas
not then covered by transit.

In the summer of 1970, UMTA selected Haddonfield, New
Jersey rather than Rochester as the location for the initial
UMTA-s pons o red dial-a-ride demonstration project. (The
Haddonfield demonstration began in February 1973 and ended
in March 1975; the system ceased operations at that time.)
Although Rochester was not chosen as the location of the
initial UMTA demonstration project, interest in a dial-a-
ride service remained high. In July 1970, Robert Aex, Exec-
utive Director of the recently-formed Roches t er-Genes ee
Regional Transportation Authority, attended a one-day semi-
nar at MIT devoted to dial-a-ride. Mr. Aex was intrigued by
what he learned, and subsequently expressed a willingness to
implement an experimental dial-a-ride and subscription serv-
ice program in Rochester; MIT staff members assisted in

1-3



planning the system. MIT was also separately developing a

computerized dispatching system, and Mr. Aex wished to even-
tually install this system in Rochester.

In October 1971, RGRTA implemented a small dial-a-ride
and subscription service in the town of Batavia, a small,
self-contained community whose private fixed-route bus
system had just been acquired by RGRTA. The reception of
this service was favorable, and MIT was asked to investigate
several suburban areas of Rochester and to select the most
appropriate site for a suburban test project. The suburban
area comprised of Greece and northwestern Rochester was
chosen because it had a relatively high population density,
was poorly served by conventional transit, and contained a

number of large employers within a concentrated area. The
Kodak Park complex, with an employment of 25,000 persons,
was a particularly attractive site for implementing work
trip subscription services.

On August 6, 1973, dial-a-ride and work trip subscrip-
tion bus services were initiated in a 9.6 square mile area
in which 51,000 people lived. dial-a-ride was offered
throughout the area, and work trip subscription service was
offered to employees of Kodak Park (located in the southeast
corner of the service area). One month later, a school
subscription service serving four schools began. These
services were provided by the Regional Transit Service
(RTS), the major operating subsidiary of RGRTA, using seven
small Twin Coach buses.

The Greece PERT service expanded rapidly. Between
August 1973 and January 1975, the vehicle fleet nearly
doubled and three major service area expansions occurred,
dial-a-ride operating hours were extended to include
evenings and Saturdays in conjunction with eliminating off-
peak service on two of the three local fixed-route lines.
Special services were established for the elderly and handi-
capped, and the work subscription service was expanded
modestly. Daily dial-a-ride ridership grew to almost 500
passengers by early 1975.

RGRTA and MIT also developed plans to expand PERT serv-
ices into other suburban areas. In January 1974, only five
months after PERT service began in Greece, MIT prepared a

plan to implement dial-a-ride service in five other suburban
areas: Irondequoit, Henrietta, Gates-North Chili, Brighton,
and Pi tts f ord-Penf ield-Per inton . The plan envisioned compu-
terized dispatching starting in early 1975, and a fleet of

70 vehicles operating by February 1977.

This PERT system expansion plan was included in the
Comprehensive Development Program for Public Transportation
prepared for the RGRTA in October 1974 by ECI Systems, Inc.
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(now Mu 1 t i s ys t ems , Inc.). However, the new plan called for
a system of seven rather than six PERT services, and
included a proposal to substitute dial-a-bus for inner-city,
fixed-route service during evening hours and on Sunday.

The PERT expansion plans culminated in October 1974
with an application to UMT A to establish a two and one-half
year demonstration project in which demand-responsive serv-
ices would be expanded and integrated with the established
fixed-route system. The application called for the imple-
mentation of computerized dispatching in Greece in early
1975, the expansion of the Greece system and the initiation
of the Irondequoit system in September 1975, and the estab-
lishment of a PERT system in Henrietta in July 1976. A

total of 20 small buses would be acquired to implement these
expansions, which would result in an operating fleet of 32
vehicles. The demonstration officially began on April 1,

1975.

1 . 3 THE FOUR PHASES OF ROCHESTER DIAL-A-RIDE SERVICE

The history of Rochester’s dial-a-ride system can be
conveniently divided into four phases. The period from
service initiation in August 1973 until late 1975 was a

growth period during which the Greece service area expanded
several times and dial-a-ride ridership grew steadily. The
year 1976 was a transitional period during which growth
ceased and retrenchment began. PERT was expanded into Iron-
dequoit, but severe vehicle breakdown problems caused PERT
service levels to deteriorate; Greece dial-a-ride ridership
dropped by about 20%, and plans to expand PERT into
Henrietta were abandoned.

The year 1977 marks the third period, a time when PERT
services were cut back drastically to reduce their total
cost and to maximize residual effectiveness. Hovel operat-
ing and financing strategies were developed as a means of
maintaining existing PERT services and of continuing RGRTA’s
dial-a-ride expansion plans. A new UMT A demonstration grant
was awarded to implement these new strategies.

The new demonstration, which began in November 1977, is

the fourth period. In July 1978, new dial-a-ride services
were launched in the suburban towns of Brighton and
Henrietta by Paratransit Enterprises, Inc., a private organ-
ization under contract to RGRTA. Greece and Irondequoit
dial-a-ride services continue to be operated by RTS.
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EARLY PROBLEMS1 .

4

Although PERT was perceived favorably during its first
two growth years, several serious problems emerged during
this time which prompted a redirection of PERT in 1976.
Some of these problems were related to service levels, but
the foremost problem was financial. PERT costs were very
high and fares were covering a much smaller portion of oper-
ating costs than had been expected. This problem was
attributed to erroneous estimates of demand, vehicle operat-
ing speeds and hourly operating costs. HIT estimated that
dial-a-ride demand density would be between 8 and 12 demands
per square mile per hour, and that average vehicle operating
speed would be around 15 miles per hour. Based on these
assumptions, dial-a-ride vehicle productivity was expected
to be 10 passengers per vehicle-hour or more. 2 In the
1972-73 fiscal year, preceding dial-a-ride implementation,
RTS operating costs were $13.00 per vehicle-hour. Based on
the estimated productivity and historical costs, the cost
per passenger was expected to fall between $1.00 and $1.25;
this cost could have been covered largely by passenger
fares

.

In practice, dial-a-ride demand density was only two
demands per square mile per hour; average vehicle operating
speed was about 11 miles per hour. Vehicle productivity was
consequently around five passengers per vehicle-hour. In
addition, RTS operating costs escalated rapidly, increasing
about 50% between 1972 and 1975. As a result of these two
adverse experiences, the average cost per dial-a-ride
passenger was between $3.00 and $3.50, rather than the $1.00
to $1.25 that had been expected in 1972. The cost of carry-
ing dial-a-ride passengers slightly exceeded regular taxi
fares for comparable trips. Although the typical exclusive-
ride taxi had a lower vehicle productivity than dial-a-ride,
hourly taxi operating costs were about half of PERT’s,
resulting in slightly lower costs per passenger.

Likewise, the work subscription service attracted a

smaller demand than anticipated, and experienced higher
costs per passenger than expected. Subscription service
carried about 1% of Kodak Park's workers who lived in the
PERT service area, while RTS fixed-route buses continued to
carry about 6%. The low subscription service demand density
caused each PERT subscription bus to pick up passengers in a

large area, thereby decreasing vehicle productivity and
increasing passenger travel time.

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, "Development of the
First Personal Transit System for the Rochester Metropoli-
tan Area," November 1973, page 21.
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LATER PROBLEMS1 . 5

In April 1976, Irondequoit PERT services were estab-
lished; they were designed to avoid some of the problems
encountered in Greece. The role of dial-a-ride was deempha-
sized, and fixed-route and route deviation services were
relied upon instead. In addition, modifications were made
to the Greece PERT services to improve their operating effi-
ciency and service levels. Unfortunately, these efforts
were thwarted by several problems; the most significant were
the high incidence of vehicle breakdowns and management
difficulties.

1.5.1 Vehicle Breakdowns

PERT vehicle reliability declined dramatically during
the 1975-76 winter, and vehicle performance has remained
poor since then. Each vehicle had to be taken out of serv-
ice for repairs every three days; between November 1975 and
February 1977, the average PERT vehicle was out of service
35X of the time. During severe winter weather, the situa-
tion was considerably worse. Since the PERT spare factor
(total veh i c 1 es/peak vehicle requirement) was between 1.23
and 1.29 during most of that period, there was a continual
shortage of vehicles.

There were apparently several reasons for the dismal
vehicle performance. First, seven different vehicle types
were used, and none had proven quality records. Except for
one converted van, all vehicles were new models developed in
response to the anticipated growth in small transit bus
demand during the 1970’s. Several models used in Rochester
are no longer even manufactured.

The diversity of vehicle types added to the problem.
RTS, responsible for PERT maintenance, found it prohibi-
tively expensive to stock a complete spare parts inventory
for each vehicle type. RTS mechanics also had the added
burden of having to become familiar with a variety of new
buses. Furthermore, the RTS maintenance staff was accus-
tomed to maintaining only large diesel buses, and only one
of the seven PERT vehicle types was d i es el -powered . These
seven Twin Coach diesel buses performed well during their
first two years. All the other buses had serious mainte-
nance problems from the beginning. Yet RTS never instituted
any special procedures or preparations for handling the new
small bus fleet.

There is also reason to believe that the entire RTS
maintenance operation was somewhat deficient during this
period. A new RTS bus garage and maintenance facility was
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under construction, and the RTS/Transit Union contract
restricted RTS from hiring experienced mechanics when bus
washers or lower-level mechanics could be trained.

1.5.2 Computerization Implementation Problems

The operational problems caused by vehicle breakdowns
were compounded by problems associated with the implementa-
tion of computerized dispatching, which began in September
1975. During the eight-month transition period from manual
to computer operation, dial-a-ride service was often
disrupted by computer-related problems, including hardware
and telephone line failures, excessive computer system
response times, street network and software coding errors,
and deficiencies in the scheduling algorithm. A major fire
at the time-shared computer facilities in April 1976 further
set back computerization implementation.

1.5.3 Management Disputes

The effectiveness of PERT during 1975 and 1976 was also
hindered by deficiencies in the PERT organizational struc-
ture. These management problems began when RGRTA conceived
the PERT system, but were greatly magnified during the first
demonstration.

When the PERT system was planned in 1972 and 1973,
RGRTA perceived dial-a-ride as a means of expanding transit
into an untapped suburban market and boost transit rider-
ship. In addition, dial-a-ride would substitute for unpro-
fitable off-peak fixed-route services, thereby improving the
operating efficiency of RTS. RTS upper management disputed
these claims, seeing dial-a-ride as an unaffordable expan-
sion technique that would deprive the existing fixed-route
system of necessary capital improvement funds. Thus,
although RTS officially operated the PERT system, its upper
management did not actively support it. RTS viewed PERT as
an autonomous organization under RGRTA, to which RTS
provided drivers and vehicles and billed accordingly. This
lack of integration between RTS and PERT undoubtedly
contributed to some of PERT’s operational problems in such
areas as vehicle maintenance and service integration.

With RTS shying away from any major involvement, RGRTA
and MIT had to both plan and manage PERT. Lacking suffi-
cient manpower on its own staff, RGRTA assigned most demon-
stration planning and management functions to MIT. 3 In addi-
tion to MIT staff members having knowledge of the new
paratransit field, MIT was seen as uniquely qualified to
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implement the computerized dispatching system planned for
the demonstration. However, MIT's managerial effectiveness
was hindered by the physical distance between Rochester and
Cambridge, Massachusetts. As a result, supervisory and
communications problems developed.

The organization problems were compounded by the divi-
sion of authority between the RGRTA commissioners, the RGRTA
staff and RTS management. The designated chain of command
is from the RGRTA commissioners to RTS management, with
RGRTA staff serving in a staff role to the commissioners.
In actuality, the RGRTA commissioners did not assert them-
selves as the primary policymakers until about the middle of
the demonstration. Until that time, RGRTA commissioners and
other staff members could not recall an occasion in which
the commissioners did not follow RGRTA staff recommenda-
tions. In fact, Robert Aex abruptly resigned as executive
director of RGRTA in January 1976, after receiving a major-
ity vote of confidence that was not unanimous:

Aex's resignation came as a shock. Authority commis-
sioners said later. Moments before he resigned, Aex
was given a 5 to 1 vote of confidence by the commis-
sioners. Two commissioners abstained from voting.
Another commissioner was absent. Aex, 63, gave no
reason for his resignation then and has remained silent
on the question. While the vote for Aex appeared
favorable, the tally could have been construed as
insufficient support by a man who demanded almost total
backing by commissioners, sources said. 1*

The resignation of Robert Aex, long the most ardent
local supporter of dial-a-ride service, created a leadership
void at a critical time in PERT’s history. Serious opera-
tional problems caused by vehicle breakdowns and computer
mishaps were occurring, and Irondequoit PERT services were
scheduled to start shortly. For several months, the PERT

3 The first demonstration application states, "The
[ Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation] Authority will
contract with a consultant IMIT] who will have responsibil-
ity for overall demonstration project administration, oper-
ations administration (including a resident operations
manager), administrative overhead (including travel
expense, secretarial support staff, materials and supplies,
etc.), and liaison with project participants (UMTA, RTS,
NYSDOT, and any independent contractor selected by UMTA)."

''Pritchard, Keith, "Frustration Takes its Toll at RTS,"
Rochester Democrat and Chronicle , February 1, 1976, page
1 B .
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operation functioned with’ little direct supervision from
RGRTA or MIT. Then, in the summer of 1976, Tom Brigham --

an MIT staff member -- began to play a full-time in-resi-
dence management role. This not only reestablished the link
between policy objectives and operations, but helped to make
PERT a cohesive organization for the first time. A few
months later, in October 1976, the RGRTA commissioners
appointed Joseph Silien as executive director; he reestabl-
ished RGRTA ’ s authority over PERT and also began a thorough
assessment of the program in order to identify the most
desirable future direction for the system.

1 . 6 IMPACT ON OPERATIONS

The problems cited had a detrimental effect on PERT
operations during 1976. dial-a-ride service levels in
Greece were substantially lower than in 1975, and a 20% drop
in ridership occurred. In Irondequoit, PERT attracted few
new transit riders, partly because of the service disrup-
tions which occurred, but also in large part because an
extensive network of RTS fixed-route services already
existed in Irondequoit prior to the implementation of PERT.

Because of the low patronage of the Irondequoit PERT
service innovations and RGRTA’s desire to lower the cost of
PERT operations, several Irondequoit PERT services were
terminated in January 1977. dial-a-ride operations in both
Greece and Irondequoit were also reduced to weekdays between
8:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. Additional service cutbacks were
made in June 1977, so that only the two dial-a-ride serv-
ices, the "Dew-Ridge” point deviation service, and several
special services for the elderly and handicapped were
continued after that time. Because these changes lowered
total PERT operating costs, the remaining PERT services were
able to operate under demonstration funding through October
1977. This allowed RGRTA an additional four months to
develop a policy regarding PERT’s future and to secure a

source of funding after demonstration funds expired.
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2 . THE RGRTA FINANCIAL SITUATION

2. 1 LOCAL TRANSIT FINANCING HISTORY

As the first demonstration drew to a close in 1977, the
uncertainty about future funding posed the greatest threat
to PERT's future. The problem was part of the larger issue
of transit financing in the Rochester metropolitan area.

The historical trend of RTS operating deficits and the
contribution of different government entities toward cover-
ing these deficits is shown in Exhibit 2.1. RTS encountered
its first major operating deficit during the 1973-74 fiscal
year (ending in March). An $836,000 deficit was incurred,
which was financed by equal appropriations from Monroe
County and the State of New York. The State of New York had
just passed a transit assistance program which allocated
specified amounts to transit systems in the state, but which
had to be matched 50-50 by local subsidies. Up to $931,950
was allocated to RTS, and this had to be matched by $912,000
from Monroe County, $10,450 from Wayne County, and $9,500
from Livingston County. Only about half of the total allo-
cation was needed in the 1973-74 fiscal year.

The combined state and local formula grants covered
most of the $2.2 million operating deficit during the
following year (1974-75), and a supplemental $300,000 allo-
cation from Monroe County virtually closed the deficit.
During this time. Congress initiated the UMT A Section 5

operating assistance program, which allocated $1.5 million
to the Rochester metropolitan area during the 1975 fiscal
year, growing to $4.5 million in 1980. These funds had to
be matched by a combination of state and local funds. A

steady source of transit funding seemed assured, and it was
in this optimistic setting that the first demonstration
began in April 1975. This optimism was also reflected in
June 1975, when RTS decreased off-peak fares from 40 cents
to 25 cents, established a downtown free-fare zone, and
eliminated zone fares.

During the first few months of the demonstration, this
situation changed drastically. Both Monroe County and New
York State were severely affected by the economic recession
in 1974-75. New York State transit assistance was frozen at
the 1 97 4-mand a t ed level, and Monroe County reduced its



EXHIBIT 2.1

RTS OPERATING DEFICIT AND SOURCES OF FUNDING



subsidy to that mandated by the State. At the same time,
the 1976 fiscal year operating deficit nearly doubled to
$4.2 million; some $2.4 million in Federal funds had to be
used to close the budget gap. In addition to the State and
County funds, approximately $600,000 in school supplement
funds paid by local school districts and $65,000 in adver-
tising revenue were used to match these Federal Section 5

funds .

With the state and local contributions frozen at
$931,950 each and little change in school supplements or
advertising revenues expected, RGRTA was unable to secure
the higher levels of Federal funding that were made availa-
ble in following years. As the 1976-77 fiscal year got
underway, a serious financial crisis seemed unavoidable.
Fares were consequently increased in May 1976 (to 50 cents
during the peak period and on weekends, and to 30 cents
during the weekday off-peak period), and some service
cutbacks were made. The deficit increase was held to 6%,
with this amount covered by an RGRTA loan to RTS.

The budget deficit increased again in 1977-78, rising
26% to about $5.9 million. Local and State contributions
did not change, and RGRTA was forced to use its reserve
funds to cover the RTS deficit. RGRTA is supported by a

1/4% tax on all mortgage transactions in its four member
counties, excluding the first $10,000 on residential mort-
gages. This tax generates approximately $900,000 annually
to pay for RGRTA administrative expenses, the local shares
of capital projects and planning studies, and the local
share of special projects such as the dial-a-ride demonstra-
tions and rural bus services. In 1977-78, some of these
expenses had to be deferred so that funds could be used to
cover the RTS operating deficit. The RGRTA appropriation
also secured additional matching Federal funds.

In the current 1978-79 fiscal year, the City of Roches-
ter and Monroe County have allocated an additional $459,000
for transit operating support. The State allocated funds to
match this local appropriation, which resulted in over
$900,000 in additional funds that will be matched by addi-
tional Section 5 funds. These funds appear likely to cover
the projected operating deficit this year. Nonetheless, the
financial problem has not been solved, since future deficits
are sure to increase and a permanent funding mechanism has
not yet been found (Section 2.3).
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2 . 2 inPACT ON D I AL-A-RI DE

The struggle to secure funding for RTS transit opera-
tions had an adverse effect on the first dial-a-ride demon-
stration and jeopardized not only the proposed expansion
program, but even the continuation of Greece and Irondequoit
services after the demonstration. Because of its high oper-
ating costs and low patronage compared with fixed-route
services, dial-a-ride was an easy target for critics looking
for areas in which to trim costs. By September 1976, media
coverage of the dial-a-ride demonstration focused on the
financial aspects of PERT services, predicting their sacri-
fice after Federal demonstration funds were exhausted.
Thomas Frey, the chairman of the State Assembly Transporta-
tion Committee, was quoted as calling the demonstration an
"absolute disaster" and a "pie in the sky. nl The local
press also published pessimistic statements made by acting
RGRTA executive director Howard Gates:

Unless additional funding can be obtained, "it is going
to be extremely difficult to continue dial-a-ride serv-
ice as it is now" after June 1977. .."I have to say that
the outlook for Dial-A-Ride is a little bleak. I hope
something can be worked out," Gates states, "even if we
have to pare down the service."^

Despite the sharp cutback in PERT services in early
1977, RGRTA could not afford to assume the cost of dial-a-
ride operations after the demonstration ended. At this
time, RGRTA contracted with a consultant to assess PERT
operations and services in Greece and Irondequoit, to inves-
tigate promising transit services to follow the demonstra-
tion, and to outline implementation programs for the recom-
mended courses of action. After thoroughly evaluating the
demonstration projects' results and comparing them with the
objectives cited in Rochester's Comprehensive Development
Program, the consultants recommended four immediate account-
ing changes and service modifications to reduce operating
costs. After acceptance by the RGRTA commissioners and
staff, these short-range strategies were implemented. The
following policy and long-range recommendations were also
made to RGRTA:

1. If a service contract can be obtained that will
reduce the cost of existing service, expand the

1 "Gloom Grows Over Bus System Future," The Irondequoit
Press , October 14, 1976.

z "Drastic Cuts Coming for Bus Service? Decision is Hear,"
The Irondequoit Press , September 19, 1976.
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many-to-few, s em i -sch ed u 1 ed elderly and
handicapped service to an areawide system.

2. Expand dial-a-ride service to an off-peak, area-
wide, 25-vehicle fleet, coordinating operations
with the expanded elderly and handicapped serv-
ices.

3. Initiate talks with contract paratransit manage-
ment firms, taxi operators and union representa-
tives to determine the possible terms under which
they would offer paratransit services.

4. Based on information gathered through these
discussions, reestimate costs and establish terms
for bidding or negotiating for the service.

5. Discuss the possibilities of obtaining financial
assistance from the communities receiving dial-a-
ride service.

6. Initiate talks with UMTA to extend the demonstra-
tion in order to provide areawide dial-a-ride
service and allow a smooth transition to
contracted services.

RGRTA agreed that dial-a-ride services would be much
less expensive if they were operated on a contractural basis
by a private organization, such as a taxi company. With
these lower costs, the regionwide dial-a-ride system was
seen as an attractive transit option, but sufficient funding
was still not available. RGRTA therefore developed a fund-
ing strategy in which the local suburban towns, rather than
RGRTA, would be responsible for the 50% local share of the
operating deficit for new services.

To ease the transition in operating and funding mecha-
nisms, a new demonstration was conceived in which two new
dial-a-ride service areas would be established, using an
operator selected by competitive bidding. The two new areas
would be located in towns which are willing to assume the
local cost share after demonstration funds are exhausted, if

the service achieves predefined objectives. On April 26,
1977, the RGRTA Commissioners approved a resolution direct-
ing RGRTA staff to proceed with efforts to implement the new
demonstration, and appropriated $300,000 over two years as
the maximum RGRTA cost share for the demonstration. This
$300,000 was the funding which had previously been allocated
for the expansion of the PERT handicapped service. The
handicapped service expansion, however, would also be
included as part of the new demonstration.
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2.3 FUTURE TRANSIT FUNDING OUTLOOK

The strategy of using local town funds to support
dial-a-ride services is a key element of the current demon-
stration. The outcome of this plan, however, depends on how
the general transit funding problem is resolved. A major
step toward establishing a permanent transit funding mecha-
nism was taken in February 1978, when RGRTA, Monroe County,
and the City of Rochester established the 15-member Metro-
politan Rochester Transit Study Committee. This committee
was charged with "developing a funding mechanism that would
permit Metropolitan Rochester to be served in the best
possible manner, free from the recurring annual crises that
threaten service reductions and unrealistically high fares."
The committee consisted of local leaders in business and
government (see Exhibit 2.2).

The Transit Study Committee submitted its final report
on May 4, 1978. The committee concluded that a high-level
transit system is essential to the welfare of metropolitan
Rochester and recommended that a major expansion program be
carried out over the next three years. This expansion
should include eight suburban dial-a-ride service areas
operating for 12 hours a day and six days a week. Other
recommendations included reducing fixed-route fares to 30
cents (peak) and 25 cents (off-peak), increasing service
frequency to achieve average headways of ten minutes in the
peak period and 20 minutes in the off-peak period, expanding
pa rk-and- r i d e service, adding two cross-County routes, and
expanding the regionwide handicapped service. To finance
these changes, the committee estimated that the local fund-
ing requirement would rise to $7.1 million in fiscal year
1981-82, assuming State funding support is fixed at $1.4
million and that sufficient Federal matching funds are
available. Without any changes in the existing transit
operation, a local funding requirement of $4.7 million was
estimated for 1981-82.

To raise the required local funds, a motor vehicle fuel
tax of 6% in Monroe County was recommended (approximately 3

cents per gallon). Eighty percent of the tax proceeds would
be used for transit (lesser proportions during the first two
years), and 20% would be used for highway maintenance. In

the 1981-82 fiscal year, the tax was estimated to generate
the required $7.1 million for transit, as well as $1.8
million for highway maintenance.

After the committee recommendations appeared in May,
the Monroe County Legislature Transportation Committee
quickly killed the gasoline tax proposal. However, a

transit subcommittee was established which began to investi-
gate alternative funding approaches. A public hearing in
June generated strong citizen support for the expanded
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EXHIBIT 2.2

METROPOLITAN ROCHESTER TRANSIT STUDY COMMITTEE

Dr. Robert D. Frisina, Chairman
Senior Vice President
Rochester Institute of Technology

Ms. Roberta Barnes
Supervisor, Town of Mendon
Association of Town Supervisors

The Honorable John J. Coffey
County Legislator

Mr. Vincent M. Coughlin
Executive Director
Downtown Development Corporation

Franklin Ernisse
President
Senior Citizens Action Council

Mr. Frank M. Hutchins
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
Hutchins/Young and Rubicam, Inc.

President, Rochester Area Chamber of

Commerce

C. Bruce Lawrence, Esq.

Burns, Suter & Doyle
President, Southeast Area Coalition

Mr. James Lloyd
President, Lloyd Insurance Agency
Commissioner, Roches ter-Genesee Regional
Transportation Authority

Committee Staff

—
Mr. Frederick Ray
President, Rochester Savings Bank
President, Downtown Development
Corporation

The Honorable Roger J. Robach
State Assemblyman
Member, New York State Assembly
Transportation Committee

Mr. Nomenee Robinson
Owne r/Manager , McDonalds
Urban League

Mr. Robert E. Schellberg
Vice President, Distribution
Eastman Kodak Company

The Honorable Ruth Scott
Councilwoman, City of Rochester

The Honorable Frosti Talley
County Legislator

Mr. Thomas F. Toole
Head, Middle and Upper Schools
The Harley School
Commissioner, Rochester-Genesee
Regional Transportation Authority

Mr. Joseph Silien, RGRTA Executive Director

Mr. William D. Evans, RGRTA Director of Planning 6

Research

Mr. John A. Garrity, RTS General Manager

Mr. Nathan L. Jaschik

Mr. Chris Mulholland
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transit system and, in late September, the subcommittee
recommended that the Monroe County transit appropriation be
increased to $5 million over a five-year period, using
general revenue and sales tax funds. The subcommittee
recommendations were recently adopted by the full Transpor-
tation Committee. However, the Transportation Committee
attached a rider to the proposal, requiring RGRTA to fund a

new Elmwood Avenue crosstown bus service in Brighton tor a

one-year demonstration period. If adopted, the need for
dial-a-ride service in Brighton will be affected. It is
still possible, though unlikely, that the Monroe County
legislature will appropriate sufficient funds to enable
RGRTA to support the local dial-a-ride services, as recom-
mended in the Transit Study Committee's report. Many County
legislators assign dial-a-ride low priority among the recom-
mended transit options; thus, it is likely to be eliminated
from the expansion program.

For fiscal year 1979-80, the Monroe County Legislature
has approved a $2.1 million transit appropriation which,
with the $1.4 million State appropriation, will cover
RGRTA’s rising fixed-route service operating costs. Then,
in January 1979, the County Legislature passed a $7.2
million, three-year transit aid package, beginning in the
1980 calendar year. However, the legislation specified that
the State would have to match the local appropriation dollar
for dollar. RGRTA, along with other Hew York State Trans-
portation Authorities, is lobbying the State Legislature to
establish such a matching program.
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3. TOWN SELECTION PROCESS

3 . 1 DEMONSTRATION DESCRIPTION AND TOWN SOLICITATION
PROCESS

Rochester's suburban towns are each governed by an
elected supervisor and four elected council members who
together form the Town Board. The Supervisor is also
employed as the local chief administrator, and is responsi-
ble for providing technical support and recommendations to
the Town Board. Thus, this individual is the most powerful
local official, providing both advice and consent on local
matters

.

On June 6, 1977, following the decision to apply for a

new dial-a-ride demonstration grant, RGRTA invited Town
Supervisors, Counc i lmembers , and County legislators from the
contiguous Rochester suburban communities of Greece, Ironde-
quoit, Webster, Penfield, Perinton, Pittsford, Brighton,
Henrietta, Chili and Gates (see Exhibit 3.1) to attend a

joint information session concerning the possible expansion
of the dial-a-ride system. At this meeting, the RGRTA
distributed copies of the Demonstration Grant Application,
which stated that the primary objective was to "develop and
provide ( d emand- res pons i ve ) service in areas of low popula-
tion density at costs that can be afforded by the communi-
ties involved." In addition to outlining the increased
community participation and local transit funding objec-
tives, the Authority described the services to be included
under the new demonstration.

3.1.1 PERT Services

During the new demonstration, PERT operations in Greece
and Irondequoit would continue effectively unchanged. In

Greece, PERT would provide dial-a-ride service on weekdays
throughout a 10.7 square mile service area from 7:30 A.M. to
4:00 P.M. In Irondequoit, PERT would serve an 8.6 square
mile service area, with dial-a-ride from 8:00 A.M. to 4:00
P.M. An average of four vehicles are used in Greece and
three in Irondequoit. PERT would continue to operate three
buses between 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. on the Dew-Ridge Shut-
tle, a combination fixed-route/point deviation service. The
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Dew-Ridge Shuttle has a 5-1/2 mile fixed-route 'segment
within the Greece dial-a-ride service area, and deviates
upon request within an adjacent 3.1 square mile area.

Scheduling and dispatching of dial-a-ride is currently
computerized, using the time-shared facilities of ADP
Network Services, Inc. in Waltham, Massachusetts. Under the
new demonstration, RGRTA would acquire an on-site minicompu-
ter, which is believed to be a more cost-effective approach
to dial-a-ride computerization.

PERT would also continue using two vehicles to provide
a 24-hour advance reservation handicapped service in a large
area that includes Greece and I rondequoit and extends south
to the Rochester CBD. These vehicles leave the
Greece/Irondequoit area at around 9:00 A.M., 11:00 A.M.,
2:00 P.M., and 4:00 P.M., and return from downtown locations
at 10:00 A.M., 12:00 noon, 3:00 P.M., and 5:00 P.M. The
service operates in a door-to-door mode, but the scheduling
pattern helps to aggregate demand and increase vehicle
productivity above what would normally be possible in such a

large area with only two vehicles.

3.1.2 Additional Services

The Authority proposed a pilot dial-a-ride program to
operate four vehicles in two new towns five days a week for
eight hours a day. The services would initially be manually
scheduled and dispatched, but would become computerized
before the demonstration concluded. The specific service
area size, boundaries, service configurations, days, and
hours of service as well as fares would be decided at a

later time by the participating towns, in conjunction with
RGRTA. In addition, criteria and methods for evaluating the
success of the project would be jointly developed by the
local and Authority officials. These criteria, comprised of
indices of ridership, cost and social worth, would provide
the justification for continuing dial-a-ride services after
the demonstration.

The dial-a-ride operator in the two new towns would
also operate the new handicapped service, which would cover
most of Monroe County, excluding the area in which PERT
provides service and some rural areas in the western and
southern portions of the county. The service area includes
southern and western Rochester, and the suburban towns of
Webster, Penfield, Perinton, Pittsford, Brighton, Henrietta,
Chili and Gates. The new handicapped service would resemble
the RTS service, in that vehicles would travel to and from
the CBD at scheduled times, a 24-hour advance reservation
would be required, and a 50-cent fare would be charged. The
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new EEH service was divided into three basic service areas,
and a timetable was developed for phasing in the three new
areas at three-month intervals beginning in April 1978.
Eight lift-equipped vans would be available for the three
new service areas, but only six vehicles would normally be
in use at one time.

The new demonstration was scheduled to begin about
November 1, 1977 and continue through March 31, 1979. The
proposed dial-a-ride services would only be operated for one
year between April 1, 1978 and March 31, 1979. Between
November 1977 and April 1978, the selected towns would work
with the Authority to design specific service options and to
select the criteria to be used for evaluating the project's
success. This would also allow time to negotiate contracts
for operators, vehicles, facilities and equipment. The new
services actually began on July 24, 1978, and the demonstra-
tion period was consequently extended until July 1979.

The proposed Federal grant would cover 100% of the
operating deficit during the demonstration period. After
the demonstration is over, dial-a-ride services could only
be continued or expanded by using local town funds. UMTA
Section 5 funds would be available to pay for 50% of the
operating deficit, but each participating town would be
required to finance the remaining 50 percent of the deficit.
If New York State increases its assistance program, funds
might be available to lower the local fiscal burden.

When RGRTA presented the proposed demonstration program
to the towns in June 1977, the local share was estimated to
be between $20,000 and $75,000 per year. Therefore, a deci-
sion by a town to participate in the demonstration meant
that if the new dial-a-ride services met the selected serv-
ice criteria, the town was prepared to share in the post-
demonstration subsidization. Likewise, Greece, Irondequoit,
and any other towns wishing to have dial-a-ride service
would be expected to financially support the service after
the demonstration is over. RGRTA, however, would pay for
continuation of the expanded handicapped transit services.

Officials were asked to return to their communities to
examine and evaluate the dial-a-ride option as a way of

meeting their local transportation needs. RGRTA staff was
available to meet with any representatives, or communities,
to answer additional questions and discuss the program in
greater detail. Any town wishing to participate in the
Federal Demonstration Program was asked to respond in the
form of a resolution by the town's governing body as soon as
possible, so that participating towns could be identified
before submitting the final grant application to UMTA.
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3.2 SUBURBAN COMMUNITIES RESPOND

The towns of Greece and Irondequoit were not asked to
evaluate their transit services, nor were they required to
take any action, state any interest, or make any pledge in
order to be included in the extended demonstration program.
The other eight contiguous c ommun i t i es --B r i g h t on , Chili,
Gates, Henrietta, Penfield, Perinton, Pittsfield, and
Webster-examined their local needs for dial-a-ride services
with respect to their future transit funding capabilities.

On June 23, 1977, the Brighton Town Board was the first
to go on record in favor of participating in the dial-a-ride
Demonstration Project. Brighton's Supervisor, Richard
Wiles, stated in his June 24, 1977 confirmation letter to
RGRTA's Executive Director, Joseph Silien, that at the
conclusion of the demonstration, the town would hold a

public hearing and review the operating and economic situa-
tion of Brighton’s dial-a-ride service before determining
whether the program would be subsidized locally.

On July 25, 1977, the Town of Henrietta, Brighton's
southern neighbor, also officially decided to participate in
the dial-a-ride demonstration (Resolution #17-220/77).
Henrietta's Town Board unanimously agreed to fund dial-a-
ride services after the demonstration subject to the follow-
ing conditions:

a) That funds to continue the program on a local (Town)
level will be justified by proof of ridership levels,
public acceptance, and total cost effectiveness;

b) That the Town Board deems that such funds may be
authorized upon consideration of other priorities of
expenditures at such time;

c) That other State and/or Federal funds are not availa-
ble to support such a program. 1

The Town of Gates held a large public hearing and
invited senior citizen groups, the Chamber of Commerce, and
homeowner and religious organizations. Surprisingly, little
interest and demand for local dial-a-ride services was
expressed. 2 Penfield's Town Board also rejected the

’Resolution #17-220/77, approved by the Henrietta Town Board
and signed by Keith C. Murphy, Town Clerk, on July 25,
1977 .

z Based on a telephone conversation with Jack Hart, Gates
Supervisor, on September 26, 1978.
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proposal, because the projected dial-a-ride transit service
costs would require either a disproportionate share of the
town's current $800,000 annual budget or else force the town
to raise local taxes. Although it was not part of RGRTA's
demonstration package Penfield felt they had a greater need
for an inter-municipal transit service which could transport
residents to and from the neighboring suburban communities
of East Rochester, Pittsford, and Perinton .

3 Perintcm offi-
cials were particularly sensitive to any additional services
which would increase local taxes. Although no public hear-
ing was held, the Perinton Town Board unanimously voted
against participating in the demonstration because of the
necessary local financial c omm i tmen t s .

11

The Pittsford Town Board felt that the town's scattered
population would not generate enough dial-a-ride riders per
square mile to justify committing a substantial portion of
future tax revenues. 5 The Town of Chili rejected the
dial-a-ride transit demonstration proposal for similar
reasons. Finally, when Webster did not receive much commu-
nity support for the proposed local demand-responsive serv-
ices at its public hearing, town officials concluded that
the existing RTS park-and-ride and fixed-route services were
sufficient and that the future dial-a-ride costs would be
excessive in relation to the number of projected riders. 6

In general, these six Rochester towns were reluctant to
join the demonstration because dial-a-ride ridership esti-
mates were low and post-demonstration local funding require-
ments would be a burden. To local officials, this inevi-
tably meant that at the end of the demonstration, they would
have to eliminate dial-a-ride services, cut back other
community services or raise locai taxes— none of which were
viewed as politically viable alternatives.

3 Based on a telephone conversation with Irene Gossin,
Penfield Supervisor, on September 26, 1978.

'Based on a telephone conversation with Lake Edwards, Perin-
ton Supervisor, on September 26, 1978.

s Based on a telephone conversation with Tim Downing, Pitts-
ford Assistant Director of Public Works, September 26,
1978.

®Based on a September 26, 1978 telephone conversation with
Edward Sutz, former Webster Town Supervisor, who held
office when this decision was made.
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3.3 ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR SELECTING SERVICE AREAS

Since local community involvement is one of the primary
objectives of the new demonstration, an expressed community
interest in implementing and financially supporting dial-a-
ride services was the major criterion for selecting the two
future dial-a-ride sites. Had more than two communities
been interested in participating other criteria would have
been applied, including each interested town's need for
demand-responsive transit services based on the accessibil-
ity, quality, and efficiency of existing RTS transit serv-
ices, the amount of coverage additional dial-a-ride transit
services could provide based on the size of each of the
proposed dial-a-ride service areas, the size of the popula-
tion that would be served, and the latent demand for transit
or degree of transit dependence.

Since only Henrietta and Brighton were interested in
participating in the dial-a-ride service demonstration, the
RGRTA did not have to competitively select two towns to join
the demonstration. Nevertheless, SYSTAN, Inc. undertook an
analysis (described in Appendix A) to assess each of the ten
suburban communities' need for dial-a-ride services.
(Greece and I rondequoit are included in this evaluation
although PERT dial-a-ride services already exist and are to
be continued under the new demonstration.) The criteria
cited in the previous paragraph were used, as well as addi-
tional criteria pertaining to regional transit funding. The
results of this analysis show the implications of using
local willingness to fund service as the major criterion for
service implementation. The analysis is intended to deter-
mine whether the four towns participating in the demonstra-
tion, and especially Brighton and Henrietta, are the most
appropriate sites for dial-a-ride service. The equity and
efficiency impacts of RGRTA ' s site selection policy are also
considered. The conclusions drawn are necessarily subjec-
tive, since the results will vary depending upon the selec-
tion standards used.

Each of the suburban towns in the Rochester area could
make a fairly strong case for extending dial-a-ride services
into its area based on at least one of the criteria
analyzed. Thus, an overall or average assessment, weighting
each criterion equally, masks these different bases for
determining additional local transit needs and results in

similar total averages in most of the towns. However, a few
exceptions should be noted: The Town of Pittsford, with the
largest proportion of transit-dependents (including East
Rochester), achieves the highest RTS productivities, and
contributes a relatively larger proportion of property taxes
than any of the other nine Rochester suburbs analyzed.
Thus, Pittsford seems to be the most appropriate site for
extending dial-a-ride services. Brighton, Irondequoit,
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Greece, and Webster also generally ranked higher than the
remaining Rochester suburbs in terms of additional transit
needs. Aside from Webster, the other three are receiving
dial-a-ride service under the new demonstration; Henrietta,
the fourth town, did not rank quite as well. One explana-
tion for Henrietta's ranking is that the evaluation showed
that Henrietta has the smallest proportion of autoless
households and residents over 65 years of age; however, the
analysis was based on 1970 Census Bureau data and, in the
past eight years, a significant number of elderly persons
have moved into newly constructed apartment complexes in
Henrietta

.
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4. THE LABOR ISSUES

4 . 1 PREVIOUS MANAGEMENT/LABOR AGREEMENTS

Under the terms of the first demonstration project,
PERT's dial-a-ride service was operated in Greece and Iron-
dequoit by the Regional Transit Service (RTS). PERT drivers
and maintenance staff were thus covered under the existing
general labor agreement between RTS and the local Amalga-
mated Transit Union (ATU), Division 282. In November 1974,
a section pertaining to the dial-a-ride Demonstration
Project was incorporated into the agreement. That section
specified that drivers would choose PERT runs for an entire
year rather than for four months, that a separate vacation
schedule would be established, and that drivers would choose
PERT work on the basis of seniority in preference to the
hiring of new employees for PERT. It also indicated that
labor and management would work together to make the PERT
project a success so that, if any additional special agree-
ments were necessary, all parties would make "good faith
effort(s)" to resolve their differences. No substantive
changes to any other work rules were called for.

In addition to the new section which was incorporated
into the labor agreement, the Union requested and obtained
the following clause in the demonstration project contract
as a condition of the Department of Labor's certification of
the project to UMTA under the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964, Section 13(c):

All special transportation services and any other oper-
ational services to the Project shall be provided by
employees of RTS under the agreement between the RTS
and the employees and the Union then in effect. 1

PERT employees, as members of the Amalgamated Transit Union
were paid at the same rates as RTS fixed-route employees.

’Letter to the Honorable Paul J. Frasser, Jr
Secretary of Labor, from Don V. Maroney, Jr
President, Amalgamated Transit Union, dated
1974 .

, Assistant
, International
October 9,
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As a result, dial-a-ride and fixed-route services produced
nearly identical operating costs (i.e., about $22.00 per
vehicle per hour in 1977). While about half of this cost is
covered by fares on fixed routes, dial-a-ride productivities
and recovery rates were too low for RGRTA to sustain exist-
ing levels of d emand- res pons i ve services in Greece and Iron-
dequoit after the demonstration, much less expand into
neighboring suburbs.

On October 15, 1976, UMTA addressed this publicly-oper-
ated high paratransit cost issue in its proposed paratransit
policy statement, by encouraging local communities to
involve lower-cost private transit operators. UMTA stated
that the:

Provision of paratransit service will often be carried
out most efficiently and effectively by private trans-
portation companies. It is in the public interest not
to foreclose private operators from engaging in the
provision of paratransit services where such private
operators are willing and able to provide this serv-
ice. ..(Thus a) local transportation program will be
found to provide for maximum feasible participation of
private transportation companies if it offers local
taxi operators and other private transportation provi-
ders full opportunity to bid for the provision of any
new paratransit services that might be proposed by
public bodies for the implementation with the assist-
ance of UMTA funds; and if it provides for the selec-
tion of the service provider competitively, on the
basis of the highest efficiency and effectiveness and
labor cost. 2

RGRTA thus saw the competitive operator selection process as
a means to reduce the cost of dial-a-ride services.
However, the Authority had an existing Section 13(c) agree-
ment in place, which was clearly at odds with UMTA’s
proposed policy of competitive selection of operators. This
resulted in a variety of labor complications which almost
caused RGRTA to lose the new demonstration project and thus
scrap all existing and proposed expanded dial-a-ride serv-
ices.

2 U.S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Administration, "Paratransit Services," proposed
policy. Federal Register, Part II, Volume 41, No. 204,
October 20, 1976, page 46413.
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4. 2 OBSTACLES DEVELOP

4.2.1 Local Union Position

The local 282 chapter of the ATU quickly realized that
the new demonstration services would likely be provided by
non-union labor working for lower wages if competitive
bidding were permitted. Consequently, it vigorously opposed
the plan. RTS employees had seen how PERT services had
replaced several low-demand RTS routes in Greece and Ironde-
quoit as a result of "route rationalization”; they thus
considered dial-a-ride to be a direct competitor of fixed-
route services rather than a supplement to fixed-route serv-
ices. Now RGRTA was proposing to expand dial-a-ride serv-
ices to other communities that had existing fixed-route
services, and probably employ private contractors to operate
the new services. RTS drivers and union officials were
afraid additional dial-a-ride services would draw more
riders away from fixed-route buses, forcing RTS to cut back
hours, routes and services and hence place their jobs in
jeopardy. The new demonstration plan was in direct viola-
tion of their existing collective bargaining agreement and
13(c) certification, and since union officials viewed the
new demonstration as merely an extension of the first demon-
stration project, they felt the existing agreements should
continue to apply.

Local 282 representatives justified their higher wage
scales by pointing to their excellent record and extensive
experience in supplying "safe", "responsible" and "profes-
sional" drivers in Rochester. Although another operator
might be able to provide less expensive services, the union
argued that the public would ultimately suffer in terms of
service safety and quality. Thus, it would be unwise to
select a transit operator based solely on a competitive cost
criterion. 3

4.2.2 The RGRTA Position

RGRTA (the demonstration sponsor) saw this situation
from a different perspective. It could not afford to
continue or expand dial-a-ride service at existing Union
wage scales, nor could it expect the local communities to
pay for such high-cost services, a major objective of the
new demonstration project. Also, UMTA was not interested in

3 Based on an interview with Bert Weinbach, Division 282
President, and Paul Marshall, Division 282 Business Agent,
in September 1978.
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simply expanding existing dial-a-ride services with Federal
demonstration funds. If the objectives were unachievable*
RGRTA would have to abandon any hope of obtaining the grant,
and terminate all existing dial-a-ride services. RGRTA
hence felt the Union should renegotiate a new 13(c) agree-
ment, so that services could continue and because this was
essentially a new and quite different demonstration.

4.2.3 13(c) Negotiations

A brief explanation of the institutional relationships
among the various labor negotiating parties should help in
understanding what subsequently happened during the Roches-
ter negotiations. In essence, the Secretary of the Federal
Department of Labor (DOL) is responsible for issuing a final
13(c) provision, certifying that "fair and equitable
arrangements" have been made to protect the interests of
employees affected by Federal transportation assistance.
This certification is sent to the Federal Department of
Transportation (DOT) before the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration ( UMT A ) can approve demonstration or operating
funds

.

To start the procedures, UMT A forwards the proposed
grant application to DOL, which in turn refers the copies of
the application to the affected labor parties. Since ulti-
mate responsibility for ensuring that the required protec-
tive terms, conditions, and liabilities engendered by 13(c)
protection rests with the grant applicant, DOL places
initial "emphasis on negotiations between grant applicants
and representatives of affected parties as the most appro-
priate method for developing the required protections. 1* " In
the legislative history of 13(c), Congress has stated that
it expected the specific conditions for the protection of

employees to be the product of local bargaining and negotia-
tion. However, if an impasse is reached, DOL will try to
assist in mediating an agreement.

DOL will also look to the national union organization
for guidance, dealing primarily with the International ATU
General Counsel. Local chapters have designated the
national ATU as the authority to negotiate with DOL on their
behalf, according to the ATU constitution. Throughout this
process, the individual local chapters have traditionally

l*Yud, Larry F., Chief, Division of Employee Protection, DOL,
"Evolution of Labor Protection Agreements," paper presented
at APTA Conference in Toronto on September 27, 1978.
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provided their input for making the final determination. If

all else fails, DOL can issue a finding as to what it deter-
mines to be "fair and equitable protection."

During the summer and early fall of 1977, negotiations
were going on among the International ATU (Buddy Cohn and
Earle Putram, General Counsel), Local 282 leaders (Bert
Weinbach and Paul Marshall), RTS management (Jack Garrity)
and the RGRTA (Joe Silien, Executive Director) in an attempt
to resolve their differences. Until this time, there had
been open communications and a good relationship between the
local union and RTS. The local union had even been accommo-
dating in interpreting the agreements regarding PERT serv-
ices under the original demonstration. The union had
objected verbally, but took no formal action concerning the
contracted maintenance of the PERT vans.

Despite their previous good relations, RTS officials
and ATU representatives failed to agree on the labor provi-
sions necessary for the new Rochester demonstration, and
negotiations broke off in early October 1977. Therefore,
DOL, acting as mediator, scheduled a meeting on October 14,
1977 in Washington, D.C. for Weinbach, Garrity, Silien,
International ATU representatives, DOT officials, and DOL
officials. Although different options were discussed at
this meeting, none of the parties were willing to compromise
their positions and negotiations remained deadlocked.

4 . 3 THE DEMONSTRATION LOOKS DOOMED

Following the meeting, RTS announced that PERT services
in Greece and Irondequoit would be terminated on Friday,
October 28 unless an agreement was reached before then.
Off-peak fixed-route bus services would be reinstated on
Dewey Avenue and Ridge Road to replace the eliminated PERT
service. The Authority received a number of letters and
calls from local residents supporting and requesting contin-
ued DAR service

.

An expeditious decision had to be made in order to
avert project and service discontinuation. On October 27,
1977, Francis X. Burkhardt, Assistant Secretary of Labor,
issued a letter of determination fully supporting and
upholding the ATU position. DOL did not feel the new demon-
stration application was significantly different from the
initial demonstration, and thus felt an expressed commitment
to apply the same language from the first demonstration

4-5



application. Although the RGRTA management proposals may
have been reasonable, DOL stated that the local union had
the right to do the work under the existing 13(c) certifica-
tion and collective bargaining agreements. This left an
impossible situation: DOL was giving the local union the
authority to do the work, but there would not be any work
for them to do because UMTA would not fund the project under
these conditions.

On the following day, Friday, October 28, 1977, the
local Rochester newspapers reported the end of dial-a-ride
service (see Exhibit 4.1). While Rochester residents were
reading epitaphs and eulogies blaming breakdowns, late
arrivals, high fares, and massive deficits as well as union
squabbles for dial-a-ride's demise, another meeting was
going on between Garrity, Silien, International Union repre-
sentatives, and Federal officials in Washington, D.C.

4 . 4 A NEW AGREEMENT IS SIGNED

Since no previous 13(c) agreement had ever directly
caused public transit services to be terminated, the Inter-
national ATU and DOL sensed that the Rochester case might
hurt union interests in the long run; 13(c) opponents would
be able to point to Rochester, New York as an example of how
a transit union could paralyze local community transit serv-
ices. Although the IATU had held out and supported local
282 in winning Rochester's labor battle, the victory could
conceivably result in a major setback for transit labor
nationally.

Rochester Division 282 representatives were not invited
to the October 28, 1977 meeting in Washington, D.C., nor
were they forewarned the IATU had begun to question and
reexamine the Union's position. Historically, Local 282 had
been fairly autonomous. In recent years, they had reas-
serted their right to strike and, at the time of these nego-
tiations, they owed the national ATU organization approxi-
mately $6,000 in union dues.

On October 28, 1977, the IATU revised its earlier
stance, and allowed the demonstration project to proceed.
DOL reissued a 13(c) certification to UMTA containing the
additional clauses presented in Exhibit 4.2. In general,
these provisions would allow RTS to continue to provide PERT
services in Greece and Irondequoit under its existing wage
and benefit scale and in accordance with its existing
collective bargaining agreements. However, the RGRTA could
solicit competitive bids for additional dial-a-ride services
in Brighton and Henrietta and for special elderly and handi-
capped services in areas outside of the existing Greece-Ir-
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EXHIBIT 4.2

ADDITIONAL 13(c) CERTIFICATION CLAUSES

I. Employees of RTS will continue to provide dial-a-bus services in Greece
and Irondequoit under and in accordance with their collective bargaining
agreement between RTS and Local Union 282, Amalgamated Transit Union, AFL-CIO.

II. RTS will Tmake a good-faith effort to bid on new dial-a-bus service to be

instituted by the project amendment. In the event RTS gets the work by bid,
employees of RTS will provide said service under and in accordance with their
collective bargaining agreement between RTS and Local Union 282, Amalgamated
Transit Union, AFL-CIO.

III. (a) It shall be an obligation of the Public Body, for the duration of
the Project, to assure that any and all such dial-a-bus services are contracted
for and operated under sucn restrictions and limitations as may be necessary
or desirable to prevent these services from ccmDeting with, becoming a substi-
tute for, or displacing conventional transit rouses and services now or hereafter
provided by employees of RTS reoresented by the Union, including, but not limited
to, suburban service and "owl" (late) runs.

(b) All maintenance work on the mini buses and vans used in the Project
(except warranty services, emergency repairs, and first echelon maintenance
service, such as fueling, inflating tires, etc.) shall be performed at RTS's
maintenance facilities by employees represented by the Union.

(c) The Public Sody will orovide to the Union on a regular and continuing
basis for the duration of the Project, copies of the reports, if any, submitted
to UMTA concerning Project activities and results, together with any other Project
documentation relative to the administration , application, or enforcement of

this employee protection arrangement.

(d) In implementing the Project, the Public Body has the ODligation to

insure that Project services are strictly limited to those persons described in

the Project application whose daily work trips are not served oy transit routes

and services presently being rendered by the Public Body.

(e) Upon allegation by the Union that any dial-a-bus services by the

Public Body, or any third-party private operator, are being operated or main-
tained in violation of these arrangements

,
the Public Body shall promptly

investigate the claim and take any steps necessary or appropriate to remedy
any violation found.

IV. In the event of a dispute over the i nterpretation
,
application or enforce-

ment of these Section 13(c) employee protection arrangements ; such dispute may

be submitted by either the Public Body or Local Union 282, Amalgamated Transit
Union, AFL-CIO, to arbitration in accordance with the procedures contained in

the May 3, 1974 Section 13(c) agreement negotiated by and between RTS and Local

Union 232, incorporated herein by y'eference.

V. At the conclusion of the Project amendment's demonstration period, the Public

Body will take all steps possible to insure chat, if dial-a-bus service in the

original communities and/or t.ne new communities are continued or additional areas

are added, RTS employees represented by Local Union 232 shall oerform all

continued or additional dial-a-bus services whether or not federal funding

to continue or add services is used.";
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ond eq u o i t-N o r t h Rochester service area. The amended
contract encouraged RTS to bid on the new dial-a-ride serv-
ices; but if an outside contractor was selected, its serv-
ices could not "compete with, become a substitute for, or
displace conventional transit routes" provided by unionized
RTS employees and, in the future, RGRTA must try to use ATU
union employees for all dial-a-ride transit services.

The eleventh-hour decision saved the demonstration.
PERT resumed operations with funding from the new demonstra
tion on November 7, 1977. A one-week cessation of service
was unavoidable, because PERT drivers had already been reas
signed to regular RTS runs. On December 7, 1977, UMTA
formally approved a $1.7 million grant to implement the new
demonstration, covering the period beginning on November 7.
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OPERATOR SELECTION PROCESS5 .

5 . 1 OPERATOR SOLICITATION

Following the approval of the demonstration grant in
December 1977, the RGRTA staff prepared a request for quali-
fications (RFQ), to operate general demand-responsive trans-
portation services and special services for the mobility-im-
paired in portions of Monroe County; the RFQ was sent to all
potentially qualified bidders. William Evans, RGRTA Direc-
tor of Planning and Research, followed up all letters and
requests for additional information, and meetings were held
in January, 1978 with two of the potential bidders. On
February 2, 1978, a request for proposal CRFP) to provide
"flexible, affordable Community Transit Services" was mailed
to the 17 potential bidders listed in Exhibit 5.1.

The RFP stated that the demonstration contractor would
be selected on a competitive cost basis, and the contractor
would be responsible for operational management and
dispatching functions, driver and mechanic hiring and train-
ing, a driver compensation package that included productiv-
ity and safety incentives, maintenance, servicing and stor-
age of vehicles and equipment, data collection and
accounting procedures, fare collection, and insurance cover-
age.

Initially, the RFQ -- in accordance with the new 13(c)
agreement -- stated that all major repairs on the handicap-
ped service vehicles would be handled by the RTS unionized
maintenance division and billed to the contractor; all main-
tenance on the dial-a-ride sedans would be the contractor's
responsibility. However, the RTS maintenance department
already had problems maintaining the existing fleet, and
they were not interested in repairing vehicles they did not
own. The RFQ was thus changed on February 3, 1978 to assign
maintenance responsibilities for all dial-a-ride and handi-
capped transit service vehicles used by the contractor to
the cont ractor

.

The Authority initially required $200,000 insurance per
claimant including bodily injury and property damage, with
an excess limit of $1,000,000 per claim; this was later
increased to $1,000,000 per claimant and $3,000,000 per
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EXHIBIT 5.1

FLEXIBLE, AFFORDABLE COMMUNITY TRANSIT SERVICES

INVITATION TO BID MAILING LIST

International Taxicab Association, Rockville, MD

Regional Transit Service, Inc., Rochester, NY

Black & White Cab Company, Little Rock, AR

Golden Arrow Lines, Inc., Rochester, NY

Medical Motors Service of Rochester and Monroe County,
Rochester, NY

National Ambulance & Oxygen Service, Rochester, NY

DAVE Systems, Anaheim, CA

Greater Omaha Transportation Company, Omaha, NE

Brighton - Fairport/Henrietta Radio Cab, Rochester, NY

Checker/Green Cab Company, Rochester, NY

Town Taxi/Monroe Taxi, Rochester, NY

Genesee Bus Company, Batavia, NY

Transportation, Inc 0 , Arlington, VA

Tri-Town Taxi, Rochester, NY

Modern Transit Concepts, Hudson, OH

United Transportation, Inc., Columbus, OH
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occurrence, insurance policy coverage that would be
comparable to that of PERT.

The Authority requested that service be provided for
eight hours per day, five days per week for both general and
the handicapped and elderly services. Four to five vehicles
would be operated in each of the two general public service
areas and six vehicles would eventually operate in the hand-
icapped and elderly service. Therefore, from 320 to 400
service hours per week were anticipated for Brighton and
Henrietta general public services, and eventually 240 serv-
ice hours per week for the handicapped and elderly service.

RGRTA would keep all fares collected, but the contrac-
tor would be reimbursed a fixed amount per service-hour
(called the "service rate") to cover all costs incurred in

connection with the operations. In addition, a system
productivity incentive might also be paid for the general
public dial-a-ride service, as well as a driver safety
incentive for all drivers. Productivity, defined as passen-
gers per vehicle service-hour, would be calculated by divid-
ing the number of daily passengers carried by the number of

service-hours billed in each service area. The proposed
productivity incentive payment schedule, outlined in Exhibit
5.2, was designed to encourage the contractor to wisely
manage his resources and assure that an adequate number of
vehicles were in service with high passenger loadings. For
example, if in the Brighton service area on a given day, 175
passengers were carried and 32 vehicle service-hours were
billed by the contractor to the Authority, the average
productivity for that day would be 5.47, and the contrac-
tor's incentive would be $52.50 (175 X $0.30) for the Brigh-
ton area. However, if the contractor could carry the same
demand using only 28 vehicle service-hours, an average vehi-
cle productivity of 6.25 would result, and the productivity
incentive would be $87.50 (175 X $0.50). The additional
$35.00 in incentive payment would probably exceed the profit
lost by billing for four fewer vehicle-hours, and management
would presumably be encouraged to reduce vehicle-hours in

order to raise productivity. With this incentive, the over-
all financial position of the contractor would thus improve
as productivities rose.

A safety incentive was also added to the base wage
rates to encourage drivers to provide safe, quality transit
services; the Authority did not want drivers to be paid on a

commission basis, nor did it want to allow tipping. Each
driver would thus receive a base hourly wage as well as an
additional 50 cents per hour for every four-week period in

which the driver was not involved in an accident.

A formal bidder's conference was held one week after
the RFP was issued to respond to any further questions.
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EXHIBIT 5.2

PROPOSED PRODUCTIVITY INCENTIVE PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Average (for each day)

Passengers Per Vehicle
Per Service Hour

Incentive
Payment Per
Passenger

0 - 3.99 0

4. 00 - 4.99 15*

5. 00 -5.99 CO o

6. 00 - and up 50<t

Maximum total incentive paid per day per service
area is $100.00.
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Four of the solicited vendors attended this session, and
RGRTA responded to two subsequent calls and a letter
requesting additional information and RFP clarification.
The proposal due date was also extended ten days to accommo-
date one of the local bidders. According to RGRTA offi-
cials, "concerted effort(s)" were made to encourage prospec-
tive paratransit operators to bid on this proposal.
Nevertheless, only three responses were received, and only
two of these had competitive cost estimates.

5 . 2 OPERATOR RESPONSE

5.2.1 RTS

RTS did not submit a bid because it felt that, because
of its high driver wage rate, it could not be compete
economically with private operators. During the 13(c) nego-
tiations and again after the decision was made to solicit
competitive bids. Jack Garrity (RTS General Manager), Bert
Weinbach ( ATU Division 282 President) and Paul Marshall ( ATU
Division 282 Business Agent) discussed the feasibility of
offering a different paratransit driver wage and benefit
package to their employees to make them more competitive
with private dial-a-ride operators. Although no specific
wage rates were agreed upon, this alternative paratransit
driver status option was presented to the local Union Board.
The Board agreed to allow the rank-and-file members to vote
on the issue, although they did not endorse it. The Board
felt that they had nothing to gain by accepting a lower
status and pay scale for paratransit work, and may also have
felt that it would be a dangerous precedent for more general
wage-cutting tactics. RTS employees agreed with the Board
and rejected the alternative paratransit status initiative,
for they too realized that regardless of whether PERT serv-
ices were terminated or continued, their contract protected
and guaranteed their positions with RTS at the current union
wage scale.

RGRTA officials believe that RTS, as the existing
public transit operator, had other operating cost advantages
that could have enabled RTS to submit a competitive bid for
new services if union members had been willing to reduce
their base hourly wage to approximately $5.00 per hour (an
approximate 30% wage cut). Although the selected operator,
Paratransit Enterprises, pay their drivers a base wage of

$3.50 per hour, RTS had economic advantages over outside
transit providers because they would not have had to face
the same relocation or start-up problems and costs, they
qualified for tax exemptions, and they did not have to allo-
cate the full cost of operating the two additional services
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in Brighton and Henrietta to the new project. RGRTA was
also prepared to evaluate the RTS bid by comparing the total
cost of having RTS operate dial-a-ride services in four
areas under some new driver wage scale with the total cost
of having a private contractor operate Brighton and
Henrietta dial-a-ride services, while supporting continued
PERT services at current costs in Greece and I rondequoit

.

5.2.2 Other Responses

The following responses and opinions are based on a

mail and follow-up telephone survey of the 12 operators that
were solicited by the RGRTA but did not submit bids.

One of the local operators solicited was a non-profit
agency, not interested in providing private general market
services. Most of the other locally solicited operators
were taxicab companies, owned and operated by small private
entrepreneurs. They felt the bid specifications were
unclear, they were inexperienced in dealing with government
agencies and public funding procedures, and they lacked the
expertise needed to prepare a formal bid.

One local transportation operator was initially inter-
ested in bidding on the elderly and handicapped advance-res-
ervation service; however, the RGRTA staff explained that
they were primarily interested in contracting with one oper-
ator to provide both general market and target market dial-
a-ride services. The operator eventually did not submit a

bid because they found the bid specifications too vague to
calculate their probable risk, and hence, their operating
cost. Instead, they requested a temporary restraining order
on Paratransit Enterprises' services, which the presiding
judge subsequently rejected, and they are now charging the
RGRTA and DOT with providing unfairly competitive transit
services

.

Local taxi operators should have had a competitive
advantage over out-of-town providers, because they are
already locally-established and are more familiar with
prevailing wage rates, supporting services such as insurance
agencies, vehicle maintenance services, etc. They are also
more familiar with the local physical environment and the
potential users of the service, and thus, would be the
preferred operators, particularly for local community
transit services. In the Westport, Connecticut 1 Integrated

’Westport, Connecticut Integrated Transit Service Demonstra-
tion, Transportation Systems Center, SMD Evaluation.
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Transit Service Demonstration project# preference for a

local operator was a major factor in selecting ithe
taxi/school bus operator to run the service. Unfortunately,
Rochester's fragmented private taxi operations prevented any
cost economies from occurring, and the only bid received
from a locally based operator was the exceptionally high
cost bid.

Most of the out-of-town solicited operators did not
submit bids because they felt Rochester, New York was not
within practical geographical distance from their existing
management operations, and it would not be profitable to
develop, hire and establish on-site management and services
for only a one-year contract. Consequently, there was not
as wide a range of potential operators to choose from as
initially anticipated. The cost of the winning bid submit-
ted by Paratransit Enterprises was slightly higher than
expected

.

Other communities wishing to enter into contracts with
private operators for paratransit services may face a simi-
lar limited choice of operators. Obviously, this will
depend on the amount and quality of local talent that is
available in or near the particular service area, with
larger cities typically having a wider variety. Small and
medium-sized cities may simply not have any providers, or
only marginal providers that are not well respected by
potential users. As the Rochester experience has shown,
there are currently only a couple of paratransit firms that
are capable of competing on a national scale. However, an
increased number of qualified private operators will likely
be interested in providing paratransit services outside of
their immediate locale, if it can be made economically
feasible and eventually profitable for them to do so. While
it is still too early to predict Paratransit Enterprises'
total operating costs, it appears likely that Rochester will
be a profitable experience for them, and thus encourage
future competition in the paratransit operations field.

5 . 3 OPERATOR SELECTION

Paratransit Enterprises, Inc., was selected as the low
bidder, proposing to provide service at a rate between
$11.78 and $13.98 per vehicle-hour, depending on the number
of vehicle-hours provided, whether productivity and safety
incentives were implemented, and the type of service to be
provided. (The handicapped service is less costly to oper-
ate because the 24-hour advance request requirements reduces
the control room costs compared to d i a 1 -a- r i d e . ) Paratran-
sit Enterprises was basically created in response to the
Rochester solicitation by John Hall, a private shared-ride
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taxi operator from Little Rock, Arkansas, in conjunction
with three other taxicab operators (Bill Williams from
Raleigh, North Carolina; George Kapp from High Point, North
Carolina; and Bill Knaus from Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania), and
Gorman Gilbert, a University of North Carolina Professor of
Transportation Planning, with a professional interest in
paratransit innovations.

Although these men had considerable experience in oper-
ating and studying paratransit services, they were rela-
tively inexperienced in estimating and preparing a paratran-
sit operating cost proposal; as a result, some parts of the
RFQ were misinterpreted, which caused some minor contract
negotiation problems. For example, Paratransit Enterprises
thought the contractor and employee incentive program was an
essential part of the operation in place from the beginning
of the project, instead of being at the Authority's option.
The RGRTA resolved this misunderstanding by agreeing to
implement the incentives at the project's start, but placed
a limit on the average compensation per service-hour for
each four-week period. In addition, the contractor's billa-
ble start-up costs were increased from $3,500 to $14,000.

5 . 4 RGRTA/PARATRANSIT ENTERPRISES CONTRACT

The RGRTA/Parat rans i t Enterprises contract (Appendix B)

stated that Paratransit Enterprises was responsible for
hiring dispatchers and control room staff, installing tele-
phones, hiring, training and supervising all drivers and
mechanics, providing uniforms, and making sure all drivers
underwent physical examinations, and defensive driving,
first aid, cardiac pulmonary resuscitation and sensitivity
courses. In addition, vehicle storage, maintenance, fuel-
ing, repair, servicing and cleaning was required, and all
mandated insurance coverage was the responsibility of the
contractor. All data, fares, accounts and reports were to
be collected and reported in the prescribed manner, with all
farebox revenues belonging to RGRTA and applied to project
expenses .

Paratransit Enterprises compensation would be deter-
mined from monthly invoices and based on the hourly service
rates and schedule of driver and contractor incentive
payments shown in Exhibit 5.3. Initially, dial-a-ride serv-
ice in Brighton and Henrietta would each be operated with
four vehicles for 40 hours per week for a total of 160 vehi-
cle-hours each week in each town. Handicapped and elderly
services would consist of two vehicles operating a total of
80 hours per week, increasing over a four-month period to
240 vehicle-hours each week. If additional vehicles were
authorized by RGRTA to be placed in service, the lower rates
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for general dial-a-ride and handicapped and elderly services
would take effect.

During final contract negotiations, both parties had
agreed that services would be initiated as soon as possible,
and July 5, 1978 was set as the target date. However, no
specified start-up date or penalties for delays in service
were mentioned; the RGRTA/Pa rat rans i t Enterprises contract,
signed on June 7, 1978, simply stated that $497,000 would be
the maximum amount paid to the demonstration contractor and
12 months of operation beginning no later than September 1,

1978 was required. Unfortunately, Paratransit Enterprises
encountered problems in obtaining operating facilities. New
York State refused to grant the contractor a certificate to
conduct business because their original name ("Paratransit
Associates”) conflicted with a corporate name previously
assigned, the installation of radio and telephone equipment
was delayed, and RGRTA did not receive Paratransit Enter-
prises $30,000 performance bond until July 19. As a result,
the start of the new transit services was delayed until July
24, 1978.
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EXHIBIT 5.3

PARATRANSIT ENTERPRISES COMPENSATION PER VEHICLE-HOUR

Maximum With

General Public Dial-A-Ride

4 Vehicles/Service Area

5 Vehicles/Service Area

Elderly & Handicapped Service

Up to a 6-Vehicle System $12.70 $13.20

8-Vehicle System $11.52 $12.02

With 50 <k Driver
Base Safety Incentive

Productivity
Incentive

$13.08

$11.84

$13.58

$12.34

$14.20

$14.20
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT6 .

6 . 1 DESIGN AND STRUCTURE OF SERVICES

On December 13, 1977, one week after UMT A approved the
new Rochester demonstration, RGRTA contacted the Town Super-
visors in Brighton and Henrietta to begin setting up meet-
ings to plan their new dial-a-ride services. In early Janu-
ary 1978, Community Transit Committees were established in
Brighton and Henrietta to work with the RGRTA staff to
develop a dial-a-ride service and fare plan and to determine
the basis for evaluating the project’s success or failure.
Henrietta's five-member Transit Committee included the Town
Supervisor (Jack Kelly), a Councilman (Michael Murphy), a

local citizen (Ronald Fenby), Henrietta's Director of Engi-
neering and Planning (Henry Cornelis), and the Commissioner
of Public Works (John Burchell). Brighton’s three-male and
two-female member Town Board designated themselves as the
official Community Transit Committee.

During the planning phase, there was no direct communi-
cation between Brighton and Henrietta officials. Instead,
the RGRTA staff acted as a liaison to coordinate each town’s
needs with existing requirements and dial-a-ride experience.
For example, Mr. Silien explained to the Town Committees
that the 13(c) agreement prevented the new services from
being in the form of a fixed route which operated over the
same streets as current RTS services, since this would be
considered as direct competition or replacement of existing
fixed-route services.

RGRTA staff also presented information about the char-
acteristics of d emand - r es pons i ve transportation to the
newly-formed Community Transit Committees of Brighton and
Henrietta. This information included the fare structure,
days, hours and ridership levels of existing Greece and
Irondequoit dial-a-ride services for comparative purposes.

In April 1978, the Brighton Town Board decided to
provide townwide, many-to-many , dial-a-ride service, and to
include service to Pittsford Plaza and Panorama Plaza, two
shopping malls east of Brighton (Exhibit 6.1). Shortly
thereafter, Henrietta decided to provide a similar dial-a-
ride transit service to the northeast section of the Town of
Henrietta, the town’s most populated area. The Brighton
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EXHIBIT 6.1

PANORAMA
PLAZA

BRIGHTON

PITTSFORD PLAZA

SOUTHTOWN PLAZA

HENRIETTA

V ,
.

yrrx

BRIGHTON AND HENRIETTA DAR SERVICE AREAS



service area would be linked with the Henrietta service area
at South Town Plaza in Henrietta. (However, Monroe Commu-
nity College in West Brighton eventually became the major
transfer point.) Requests for community transit services
from residents living in the unserved portions of Henrietta
caused Henrietta officials to expand the dial-a-ride service
area in September 1978.

The Brighton and Henrietta service area configurations
were largely determined by political rather than operating
efficiency considerations. For example, because of the
large, thinly populated area separating West Brighton from
Brighton's major population concentration in the northeast,
it would have been more efficient to have West Brighton as
part of the Henrietta service area. Including the most
remote sections of West Brighton near the Genesee River in
the dial-a-ride service area is also only justifiable from
an equity viewpoint. The additional population served is
small, but the extra bus travel time needed to reach the
area is significant.

Henrietta and Brighton established the same fare struc-
ture used in Greece and Irondequoit dial-a-ride systems,
charging a basic fare of $1.25 for the first rider and 50
cents for each additional rider on the same trip. Senior
citizens and handicapped persons would also ride for 50
cents, children under the age of six would ride free, and
transfers to RTS buses would be available for 5 cents. Both
advance and immediate requests for service would be
accepted, as in Greece and Irondequoit.

Henrietta and Brighton initially decided to offer
dial-a-ride service from 10:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday
through Friday, hoping to attract local workers traveling
home and to serve students after school. However, demand
for dial-a-ride services was highest from 10 to 11 A.M., the
first hour of service, with requests for service declining
sharply the following hour and then again from 5:00 to 6:00
P.M., the last hour of service each day. Consequently, on
October 16, 1978, Brighton and Henrietta dial-a-ride
switched to a 9:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. operation, taking one
vehicle out of service in each service area during the 11 to
12 A.M. and 5 to 6 P.M. hours and running two buses between
9 and 10 A.M.

6 . 2 DEVELOPING EVALUATION CRITERIA IN BRIGHTON AND
HENRIETTA

The Brighton Community Transit Committee asked RGRTA to
initially propose criteria for evaluating the success of the
dial-a-ride service on March 20, 1978. In response, RGRTA
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developed a Memorandum of Understanding, defining the
purpose and goals of the Community Transit demonstration,
the roles each town and the Authority would play in the
project, including methods for deciding whether and how to
finance the local share of deficits for dial-a-ride services
after the demonstration project.

The Authority estimated that each town’s dial-a-ride
service would carry between 600 and 800 passengers each
week, achieving a productivity goal of 4. 0-5.0 passengers
per vehicle per hour. Assuming the $1.25/. 50 fare structure
proposed for Brighton and Henrietta’s dial-a-ride services,
RGRTA projected a recovery rate of 25% to 29%. The recovery
rate is defined as the percentage of operating cost
recovered through fares. This agreement also estimated
that :

The attainment of these ridership, productivity and
recovery rate goals, when projected over a 12-month
period, at a contractor's hourly reimbursement rate of
$13.58 would result in a total system deficit of
approximately $79,000 to $83,000. Based upon the
Federal Government making available funds to cover up
to 50% of transit operating deficits, the annual local
share of the deficit should amount to 50% or approxi-
mately $39 , 5 0 0-$4 1 , 5 0 0 for a four vehicle system. 1

At about the same time, Brighton Counciluomen Jeanne Hutch-
ins and Marian Brown, undertook a study of the outlined
Community Transit Service program because they were
"concerned about public reaction to starting a service that
may have to be discontinued later due to inefficiency or
ineffectiveness. 2 These two Brighton politicians wanted to
evaluate Brighton's future financial responsibility to
dial-a-ride based on the impacts that would result if dial-
a-ride were continued following the demonstration, versus
the consequences and citizen reactions that would result if
dial-a-ride were discontinued. They also felt a recovery
rate of at least 30%, based on the same $1.25 fare struc-
ture, should result; thus, their report stated that any
annual local deficit beyond $40,500 should be considered
excessive. As an alternative means of increasing the
recovery ratio and decreasing local government subsidies.

1 Roc h es t e r-G en es ee Regional Transit Authority, ’’Memorandum
of Understanding," July 1978, page 2.

z Hutchins, Jeanne B. and Brown, Marion, Report on Initiating
a One Year Demonstration Project for Public Transportation
- Dial-A-Ride , submitted to the Brighton Town Board in
April 1978.
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they suggested increasing fares to $2.00 per ride; however,
this recommendation was not based on any ridership estimates
or fare elasticity analysis.

Finally, although Brighton officials were aware of the
local town transit needs and funding objectives when they
voted to participate in the dial-a-ride project, this report
stated that Brighton's transportation needs should be met
primarily by fixed-route services through the RGRTA and
"subsidized by county, state and Federal, not town, reve-
nues." Instead of using town funds to cover dial-a-ride
deficits after the demonstration, Brighton officials should
"use the data compiled during the test period to encourage
the RGRTA to establish a comprehensive fixed-route network
that will answer residents' transportaton needs in the broad
metropolitan area. 3 "

Henrietta's Community Transit Committee did not initi-
ate an independent study of the dial-a-ride program, and
promptly signed the Memorandum of Understanding. However,
the Brighton Transit Committee asked RGRTA to change the
implied responsibility of the town in its final Memorandum
of Understanding. The Authority had proposed a maximum town
commitment (i.e., if dial-a-ride achieved the outlined
success criteria, each town would be responsible for funding
continued services), but Brighton officials only wanted to
commit each town's Transit Committee to using the estab-
lished criteria, along with citizen input, to evaluate
dial-a-ride services; based on these findings, a separate
town funding decision would then be made. During the summer
of 1978, RGRTA reworded the Understanding, and the Brighton
Town Supervisor signed the revised agreement (a copy of
Brighton's approved Agreement is included in Appendix C).

It is still too early to tell whether dial-a-ride serv-
ices will meet the agreed criteria, and whether the local
communities can afford their continued operation. Henrietta
has been described by RGRTA officials as being the town most
likely to continue funding dial-a-ride services, because it
is a growing community and has a large industrial tax base.
However, Jack Kelly, Henrietta's supervisor, feels that
dial-a-ride is in a politically disadvantaged position; a

Council decision to use town funds to support dial-a-ride
services will have to be made by July 1979, just four months
before the November elections, when three of Henrietta's
Counc i lmembers will be seeking reelection. Henrietta and
Brighton have already developed their annual operating budg-
ets for 1979. Neither of the towns' budgets included a line
item to cover projected dial-a-ride transit deficits.

3 I b i d .
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although each of the town supervisors claim they would have
enough discretionary funds to support dial-a-ride services
from August through December 1979.

6 . 3 GREECE AND I RONDEQUO I T INVOLVEMENT

Unlike in Brighton and Henrietta, RGRTA proposed to
continue operating PERT services in Greece and Irondequoit
under the new demonstration. They did not ask either town
to make any type of local commitments to support PERT serv-
ices after the demonstration was over. Nonetheless, local
support will still be required after the demonstration. In
the first demonstration, RGRTA, MIT, and RTS were responsi-
ble for planning and operating PERT's demand-responsive
transit services in Greece, introduced in 1975. Initially,
this project did not focus on local town participation and
support because RGRTA, RTS and UMTA were concentrating on
testing the effectiveness of various dial-a-ride operating
strategies, marketing promotions, and a computerized sched-
uling and dispatching system. As a result, the Town of
Greece was neither directly involved in the planning and
designing of their services nor did they have much contact
with the Regional Transit Authority or PERT management once
dial-a-ride services were implemented.

In Irondequoit, an ad hoc Citizens' Committee on Trans-
portation, composed of the Town Supervisor, a Counc i Imember

,

the Planning Board Chairman, and four citizens, including
one elderly citizen, was established in July 1975, nine
months before PERT services were initiated. This group was
intended to identify local needs and provide input in plan-
ning PERT services in Irondequoit, and to supply residents'
feedback and reactions following implementation. However,
I rondequoi t

' s Supervisor, Donald Deming, has questioned
whether the committee had any meaningful impact on develop-
ing Irondequoit services. Deming recalled that the Citizens
Committee had suggested that PERT provide townwide dial-a-
ride service, so that all Irondequoit residents could
directly access the new service. At that time, based on
projected demands for areawide service and the limited
number of vehicles that were available, MIT felt that dial-
a-ride could not achieve adequate service levels if provided
throughout Irondequoit. Therefore, dial-a-ride was
initially designed to serve a 6.9 square mile area which
included part of northern Rochester; in September 1976, the
dial-a-ride service area was expanded to 8.6 square miles.
This area includes 7.7 square miles of Irondequoit's approx-
imately 16 square mile area and 60% of the total town's
population.
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Although Irondequoit 's ad hoc Citizens' Committee was
disbanded soon after PERT services were initiated, the new
Irondequoit Transportation Committee will probably include
some of the same members. According to Deming, Irondequoit
would be unlikely to approve funding for a service that did
not serve the entire Town of Irondequoit, and he would not
even bring the issue before the Town Board for a vote. The
RGRTA therefore leased additional vehicles (see Section
7.1.1), and began to provide townwide dial-a-ride service in
Irondequoit on January 29, 1979. Unlike Irondequoit, much
of Greece is undeveloped, and almost all of Greece's devel-
oped areas are served by PERT. There should thus be less
pressure to extend dial-a-ride service to Greece's town
boundaries

.

Another implementation difference between
Greece/Irondequoit and H en r i et t a/ B r i g h t on that may affect
the continuation of dial-a-ride services centers around the
existing operators and cost factors. RTS is currently oper-
ating dial-a-ride services in Greece and Irondequoit at
approximately $24.00 per vehicle-hour, while in Brighton and
Henrietta, Paratransit Enterprises operates a similar dial-
a-ride service at about $13.50 per vehicle-hour.

It is reasonable to assume that the less the individual
towns must bear financially, the more likely they will be to
fund the continuation of services. Greece and Irondequoit
officials will thus probably be looking carefully at Brigh-
ton and Henrietta's projected operating costs as related to
the level and quality of their dial-a-ride services.
Whether Greece and Irondequoit will be able to solicit
competitive bids in order to obtain lower-cost dial-a-ride
service, and what the actual operating costs would be after
the demonstration are not known at this time. Union offi-
cials, PERT employees, Paratransit Enterprises, local opera-
tors, as well as inflation, economic and political factors
will determine the future of dial-a-ride service in Greece
and I rondequoit

.
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ORGANIZATIONAL MANAGEMENT7 .

7 . 1 NEI4 RGRTA COORDINATION ROLE

In an effort to increase RGRTA's responsibility for
vendor and service area coordination, the new demonstration
project proposed several changes in the organizational
management structure, from the first demonstration (see
Sections 1.5.3 and 7.1.4). Exhibit 7.1 displays the rela-
tionships among the various participants under the original
and the new demonstrations. To coordinate both public and
private service providers, RGRTA rather than RTS was desig-
nated as the project sponsor. In addition to sponsoring the
Federal grant application, RGRTA assumed a critical role for
itself in setting up the project by resolving labor and
13(c) problems, preparing and soliciting responses to the
RFP, creating and negotiating maintenance and insurance
policies, acquiring vehicle and communications equipment,
and by negotiating and designing the RGRTA/Pa rat rans i

t

Enterprises, Inc. service operation contract. RGRTA will
also play a central management role in the new demonstration
by overseeing daily operations of the two operators, RTS and
Paratransit Enterprises. RGRTA is also conducting advertis-
ing and public relations activities, and serves as the liai-
son between the operators and the communities being served.

7.1.1 Vehicles

During the first demonstration, RGRTA purchased and
leased seven different types of vehicles, ranging from vans
to converted motor homes, for PERT operations in Greece and
Irondequoit. Unfortunately, each of these vehicles proved
to have its own problems (see Section 1.5.1). To operate
PERT services under the new demonstration, RGRTA retained 12
GMC buses, four Twin Coaches, and one Dodge van, and renewed
the leasing contract for six Dodge vans from a local Dodge
dealer.

Since one GM vehicle had a major fire on September 19,
1978 and will probably remain inoperable, 22 vehicles were
available for service. (PERT’s peak vehicle requirement is

14.) Based on PERT's previous vehicle breakdown and mainte-
nance records, the increasing age of the vehicles, and Roch-
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ester's extremely harsh winters, RGRTA feared that the fleet
would be inadequate and therefore planned to lease three
additional vehicles for the 1978-79 winter. RTS also
installed an alcohol drip system in the four Twin Coach
vehicles to help prevent the brake lines from freezing
during the winter, as they have always done in the past.
Unfortunately, RGRTA could not obtain the three additional
vehicles as early as hoped, and vehicle shortages arose
occasionally (more frequently in February 1979). The three
new Dodge Maxivan vehicles were placed in service shortly
thereafter, alleviating the problem.

For the Paratransit Enterprises operation, RGRTA
purchased eleven seven-passenger Checker sedans on March 2,

1978 from Taylor Chevrolet at $6,400 per vehicle to provide
dial-a-ride service in Henrietta and Brighton. Eight ten-
passenger vans equipped with lifts and wheelchair tiedowns
were also purchased from Coach and Equipment Sales Company
in PenYam, New York at an average cost of $21,500 per vehi-
cle. These vehicles are being used to provide the expanded
handicapped and elderly transit services in Monroe County.
Drifting and falling lift problems on the vans have been
detected, and are being repaired under warranty agreements.

7.1.2 Computer Implementation

The implementation of computerized dispatching in 1975
and 1976 resulted in numerous hardware failures and software
deficiencies which decreased PERT's overall service quality.
The PERT control room staff switched from manual dispatching
to the newly-implemented computerized system, and attempted
to continue operating existing services while many of the
"kinks in the system" were being resolved. Under the
current demonstration, the newly-acquired minicomputer was
implemented while the existing PERT time-share computer is

still in operation, to make sure that the minicomputer prod-
uces the same result. This was done by simulating the day's
operation at night, using the minicomputer. The minicompu-
ter became fully operational on January 10, 1979, after it
appeared to be performing satisfactorily; this strategy was
not possible in the first demonstration. Brighton and
Henrietta dial-a-ride services are scheduled to become
computerized in April or May 1979.
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7.1.3 Advertising

A dial-a-ride promotional household mailing was
conducted in Brighton and Henrietta during the middle of
August 1978. A second household mailing was made during the
first week of December, and included a free Community
Transit ride coupon, valid until January 31 , 1979 . RGRTA
had also been placing weekly advertisements in the local
Brighton, Henrietta, Greece and Irondequoit newspapers
during the fall of 1978. To notify Monroe County listeners
of the Authority’s activities, and to advertise RTS fixed-
route services, PERT, and Community Transit services, the
RGRTA also sponsors two morning radio shows.

7.1.4 Upper-Level Management Responsibilities

Overall project supervision, administration and manage-
ment, which were performed by MIT in the first demonstra-
tion, are now the responsibility of RGRTA through its Execu-
tive Director, Joseph Silien, Director of Planning and
Research, William Evans, and Demonstration Project Manager,
David Sharfarz. MIT has been retained on a consulting basis
to acquire, install, and debug the new minicomputer
dispatching system, to administer surveys, to collect data,
and to conduct any service planning or operational supervi-
sion that RGRTA requires. Tom Brigham, MIT's project
manager since 1975, left the project in October 1978, and
his departure tended to reduce MIT's role in the new demon-
stration since there was no one else at MIT with equivalent
experience and knowledge of Rochester's dial-a-ride project.
As Project Manager, David Sharfarz now oversees the project
most closely and is also responsible for coordinating the
project's marketing and promotional activities. These
include working with the community advisory groups in Brigh-
ton, Henrietta, Greece and Irondequoit and with the RGRTA
Director of Community Relations. Sharfarz's other responsi-
bilities include assisting in the development of handicapped
and elderly services, coordinating dial-a-ride services and
control room operations, and monitoring the contracted func-
tions to ensure that they are carried out according to the
signed agreements and to RGRTA’s and the community’s satis-
faction.

According to Thomas F. Toole, Dial-A-Ride Committee
Chairman, Sharfarz has already helped to improve communica-
tions between the RGRTA staff and Commissioners through
frequent committee meetings and informal discussions with
the Dial-A-Ride and Elderly and Handicapped Committee
members. In the previous demonstration, with MIT in charge
of management, the RGRTA Commissioners had less direct
contact with management. Sharfarz has also helped to
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improve the link between RGRTA and RTS management concerning
PERT operations. He generally discusses PERT management
issues with Jack Garrity, the RTS manager, who in turn
relays the messages to Brent Morse, the PERT Operations
Manager. Although this arrangement is more awkward than if

Sharfarz worked directly with PERT control room staff,
frequent and informal encounters between PERT, RTS and RGRTA
personnel have helped to improve overall management rela-
tions, which had been a problem during the first demonstra-
tion.

One example of the improved coordination between RTS
and RGRTA was the negotiation of a transfer agreement
between RTS and dial-a-ride. When a passenger transfers
from dial-a-ride to RTS, he pays $1.30 to dial-a-ride and
nothing to RTS. On the return trip, he pays $.35 to RTS
($.55 during the peak period) and $.95 to dial-a-ride ($.75
during the peak). Thus, for the round-trip, dial-a-ride
collects $2.05 to $2.25 while RTS collects only $.35 to
$.55. To offset this imbalance, RGRTA agreed in June 1978
to pay RTS $.15 for every dial-a-ride (all four service
areas) or Dew-Ridge line transfer collected by RTS fixed-
route drivers

.

7 . 2 PERT MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL ROOM OPERATIONS

7.2.1 Control Room Operations

During the first demonstration, the size and structure
of the PERT control room staff fluctuated significantly,
increasing as dial-a-ride services were expanded in Greece
in 1975 and services were introduced in Irondequoit in early
1976, and decreasing when PERT services were cut back in
January and again in June 1977. A computer program-
mer/operator was also hired in the control room when compu-
terized operations began. Nonetheless, turnover during the
nearly four years of the PERT project was extremely low.

One common problem which surfaced in interviews with
control room staff in March 1977 was that workers did not
perceive a clearly-defined line of authority. At the time,
there were five managerial workers at PERT plus the MIT
management staff and only seven dispatchers, order
processors or clerical workers. Consequently, work orders
and requests would come from different managers, and some-
times problems arose from conflicting interpretations.

This situation has now been resolved. Jay Clark,
former MIT Resident Manager, is only involved on an on-call
basis, and the rest of the MIT technical support staff was
most involved with the phasing-in of the computer in Novem-

7-5



ber and December 1978. The Director of Special Markets
position was transferred in July 1978 from the PERT control
room in Rochester to the Paratransit Enterprises administra-
tive and control center in Henrietta, before being elimi-
nated entirely in November 1978. The regular staffs of each
control room are now fully responsible for the elderly and
handicapped services which they operate.

PERT management was further streamlined as a result of
a major personnel reshuffling on September 18, 1978. Chuck
McGarry, the driver supervisor and co-administrator, was
promoted to RTS Maintenance Supervisor and left PERT. Brent
Morse, the other co-administrator, consequently assumed full
management responsibilities for PERT. The full-time
dispatcher began to assume some of Brent's control room
management duties and the order processor became a part-time
dispatcher. A new position was consequently created and
filled by a part-time clerk and part-time order processor.
The result of ail these changes is that there is now a

well-defined division of authority within the PERT organiza-
tion.

7.2.2 Drivers and Maintenance Staff

PERT drivers are full-time employees of RTS working
under the same union agreement as the other RTS drivers. As
of November 1, 1978, RTS driver hourly wages ranged from
$6.38 for new drivers to $7.66 for drivers with two years of
experience. Almost all PERT drivers qualify for the highest
wage rate, since the service mostly attracts senior drivers.

PERT drivers are a unique group within the RTS union
because of the different nature of their work and their
physical separation from the other drivers. All PERT driv-
ers report to the PERT garage in the Greece service area,
several miles from the RTS garage and headquarters. PERT
also maintains its own extra board of substitute drivers.

Except for one mechanic and one bus washer assigned to
the PERT garage, the RTS mechanics who service PERT vehicles
work at the RTS garage, where major repairs are conducted on
most of the PERT vehicles. Six PERT vehicles are leased and
maintained at a local automobile dealer. RTS mechanics,
after November 1, 1978, earned from $7.75 to $8.28 per hour.
Bus washers earned between $6.38 to $7.59 per hour, the
higher rate being paid after two years of experience.

Although the PERT garage is located in the PERT service
area, the PERT control room is located at RTS headquarters.
Locating the garage in the service area greatly reduces
deadheading, but the physical separation from the control
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room has made it difficult for PERT management to properly
supervise drivers and the lone mechanic at the garage. In
view of the time PERT managers have spent traveling between
the garage and the control room, it may be better to locate
both the control room and the garage in the service area and
pay additional rent for control room space. Interaction
between the PERT control room and the PERT garage has been
more extensive than that between the PERT control room and
the rest of RTS; locational decisions should reflect this
fact.

7 . 3 PARATRAHSIT ENTERPRISES MANAGEMENT

7.3.1 Organizational Issues

Paratransit Enterprises was initially plagued with
on-site management problems that compounded the usual prob-
lems Paratransit Enterprises would have encountered in
setting up a new demand-responsive transit service. It also
placed additional demands on RGRTA staff during this period.

On July 11, 1978, only a few days before the scheduled
initiation of service, Robert Moore (the Paratransit Enter-
prises Resident Manager) resigned. Moore apparently felt
there was too much supervision by RGRTA, which prevented him
from doing an effective job. Michael Binlein was selected
to replace Moore as resident manager of Paratransit Enter-
prises' operations, having had management experience with
Pittsburgh's Colonial Taxi Company. Although some initial
problems were encountered, Binlein eventually improved the
local management of Paratransit Enterprises, as well as its
relations with RGRTA.

Unlike PERT, Paratransit Enterprises is not restricted
to using full-time drivers. Its drivers are also paid much
lower wages: $3.50 per hour plus a 50-cent/hour incentive
payment if the driver has no accidents during the preceding
four-week period. Predictably, driver turnover has been
high during the first few months. Paratransit Enterprises
contracts its vehicle maintenance and repair work to a local
repair shop, although some warranty repair work is done at
local automobile dealers.

7.3.2 RGRTA/Pa rat rans i t Enterprises Interaction

Since Paratransit Enterprises began its operation,
there have been both major and minor confrontations between
RGRTA and Paratransit Enterprises. RGRTA's primary concern
is insuring that a high-quality service is provided to
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users, and it has continually pressured Paratransit
Enterprises to conform to the details of the contract.
RGRTA has insisted that full uniforms be issued to drivers,
damaged vehicles be repaired immediately, the resident
manager remain in Rochester at all times, and so on.
Disputes have also focused on the data that Paratransit
Enterprises is required to collect. RGRTA has found signif-
icant discrepancies in the reported operations data, and
SYSTAN has found some of the service quality data reported
to be of questionable validity. Since Paratransit Enter-
prises did not require drivers to wear watches, it was never
clear how accurate service quality data could be recorded.

Paratransit Enterprises had a different view of the
situation, based on interviews SYSTAN held with Gorman
Gilbert, John Hall, and Michael Binlein in September 1978.
During these discussions, a common feeling surfaced that
RGRTA was unfamiliar with how transit in the private sector
is operated. The contractors felt the Authority, in
directly overseeing their operations, was placing too many
restrictions on them. Paratransit Enterprises felt they
were providing high service levels, and that the Authority
was focusing on petty details. John Hall feared that Para-
transit Enterprises would eventually be ’’nickeled and dimed
to death." Hall went on to explain that the Authority can
terminate, modify or suspend the existing contract with or
without cause, but if Paratransit Enterprises voided the
agreement they would have to sacrifice a $30,000 performance
bond. Paratransit Enterprises thus feels a more independent
contractor relationship would allow them more financial
security and flexibility. Instead of the existing arrange-
ment, with cost-plus-fee payment, Paratransit Enterprises
would prefer that the sponsor pay one flat fee for service
over a specified period of time, and leave all responsibil-
ity for service operation up to the contractor.

RGRTA feels it has learned some valuable lessons from
this experience. First, it is likely to include more
detailed and stringent provisions in any agreements to
continue providing dial-a-ride services after the demonstra-
tion contract period ends. For example, a schedule of
incentive as well as disincentive payments would allow RGRTA
to both reward and penalize the contractor. Such a scheme
is currently being tested by the Southern California Associ-
ation of Governments CSCAG) with paratransit operators in
Orange County, California. They feel many of the delays and
service implementation problems could have been avoided if

RGRTA had included a firm start-up date and an incen-
tive/disincentive package in the contract.
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7.3.3 The Future

By the fall of 1978, RGRTA and Paratransit Enterprises
had different opinions on how any future public/private
transit contracts should be designed. But each side is
rapidly gaining an understanding of the other's needs and
requirements. Until this demonstration, the Authority staff
had dealt solely with public and government-related organi-
zations in providing public transit services in Rochester.
At the same time, Paratransit Enterprises is learning the
accountability requirements of government-sponsored funding.
Thus, the Rochester demonstration will at least sensitize
each of the participants to the needs, interests, and
philosophies of the other. It will serve as an important
test case of how private enterprise and government can coop-
erate to provide low-cost d emand- res pons i v e transit services
in local communities.
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Appendix A

SERVICE AREA SELECTION ANALYSIS

A . 1 TRANSIT COVERAGE

Determining the transit needs of each community is
rather complicated, because there are a number of criteria
that can be applied. One definition of transit need is
based on the number of residents or the proportion of the
total population not currently served by fixed-route serv-
ices. A common measure used is the population living more
than one-quarter mile from existing fixed-route services.
(One-quarter mile is an accepted standard for the maximum
distance patrons will walk to board a bus.) In order to
determine the magnitude of this population in the Rochester
towns, the number of existing fixed-route services and the
total transit route mileage for each town was calculated.
To avoid overestimating the overall transit line mileage and
hence the size of the population served, overlapping RTS
routes were eliminated. The total number of RTS route miles
in each Rochester suburb was then multiplied by the one-
quarter mile accessibility corridor on each side of the bus
route in order to determine the area covered by transit.
(Overlapping areas were counted only once.) To estimate the
number of persons residing within this half-mile transit
service corridor, average population densities were calcu-
lated in each town's developed area using 1970 census tract
population data

.

The number of persons having access to RTS park-and-
ride services was calculated separately. Persons were
considered to have access to park-and-ride services if they
lived within a one-quarter mile radius of a park-and-ride
location. Although park-and-ride users typically live more
than one-quarter mile from the park-and-ride location and
generally drive there, the primary evaluation concern is
with providing transit service to non-drivers; therefore, a

walking access definition was used. (Refer to Exhibit A-1
for a map of all RTS routes serving these ten suburban Roch-
ester communities.)

The number of persons classified as having access to
conventional fixed-route services or park-and-ride services
was subtracted from each town's total population (persons
living in areas accessible to both fixed-route services and
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pa rk-and- r i d e stops were counted only once). Exhibit A-2
shows the percent of the population in each town that is not
served by any RTS transit.

Based on this analysis, Perinton 1 had the least cover-
age, with 83% of its population lacking transit service. As
indicated in Exhibit A-2, Webster, Chili and Pittsford 2

follow in descending order with transit services inaccessi-
ble to 76%, 75% and 74% of each town's population, respec-
tively. At the opposite end, Irondequoit, Brighton and
Greece have most of their populations served by transit.
Henrietta and Gates ranked next, leaving 56% of their popu-
lations without access to transit. Thus, dial-a-ride serv-
ices currently operate in the four communities where the
most persons are already receiving fixed-route transit serv-
ices.

A . 2 SERVICE LEVELS

When evaluating the extent of transit need in each
town, the quality of the transit services should also be
considered. One indicator of this quality is service
frequency. The peak and off-peak headways for each RTS
suburban route, the number of peak period trips, and the
average number of stops per peak period trip for each park-
and-ride route are included in Exhibit A-3. Headway aver-
ages are based on RTS' current weekday service schedules.

In 1977, RTS combined individual route headways with
the number of RTS miles traveled on each route in each town
to determine the number of hours of transit service provided
to each Rochester community. 3 Aggregating these RTS data,
and then dividing by each town's total population produces
the average daily vehicle-hours of transit service per
capita, an overall level of service criterion for measuring
each town's existing transit service (Exhibit A-4). Webster
receives the least amount of transit service per capita; the
one RTS conventional fixed route and one RTS park-and-ride
route provide less than 20 hours of service each day to
Webster’s 25,000 residents. RTS provides the next least

’Regional Transit Service, "RTS Productivity Report by
Town," 1976-77.

z The incorporated western half of East Rochester is included
in Pittsford's data.

3 Regional Transit Service, "RTS Productivity Report by
Town," 1976-1977.
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EXHIBIT A-

3

SUBURBAN FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE DATA

Fixed-Route Services Park-and-Ride

Peak/Off-Peak
Routes Headways Routes

# of Peak
Runs/Stops

Brighton 5 30/60 PR1 9/2
7 15/30

11 30/30
17 25/45
21 25/95
22 25/75
26 100/—
30 45/180

Chi 1 i 8 20/30 PR5 3/3

Gates 3 30/60 PR8 1/1

20 30/—

Greece 1 1 0/20 PR6 5/9
3 30/60

10 15/30
14 20/

—

15 20/—

Henrietta 24 40/60 PR1 9/6
26 100/—

Irondequoi

t

5 10/15 PR4 2/1

7 15/30
9 25/35

10 15/30
11 15/25
12 15/20
14 20/—
15 20/—
19 15/15
23 30/—

Penfield 22 25/70 — —
30 30/90

Perinton 21 25/95 PR2 10/3
22 25/70

Pi ttsford 7 30/30 PR2 1/1

17 35/35
21 25/95

Webster 30 30/90 PR4 5/9
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amount of service on a per capita basis to the towns of

Henrietta and Greece. Following in ascending order, the
Towns of Chili and Penfield receive about the same levels of

RTS service per capita, but more than Greece or Henrietta.
At the other extreme, Brighton receives the most RTS transit
service on a per capita basis. I rondequoit , though second
highest on a per capita basis, receives the most daily serv-
ice: 113 vehicle-hours.

A . 3 PRODUCTIVITY LEVELS

Another criterion that can be used to indicate which
Rochester towns have the greatest need for additional
transit service is existing RTS productivity in each town,
based on the number of passengers carried per operating hour
on each route. High productivity reflects effective opera-
tions; lower productivity indicates that existing demand is
low and additional transit service may not be advisable in
these communities. It is also possible that low productiv-
ity reflects an inappropriate set of services, and that a

different set of services would generate higher demand and
productivity. However, the demonstration plan is not to
substitute dial-a-ride for existing fixed-route services,
but to supplement whatever fixed-route services currently
exist.

The data summarized in Exhibit A-5 were derived from a

1977 RTS productivity report. 1

* The highest vehicle produc-
tivity (33 passengers per bus hour) was recorded in Pitts-
ford, a town with only a moderate level of existing service.
Chili, which receives relatively little transit service, had
a surprisingly high productivity. The two towns with the
most transit service, Brighton and Irondequoit, had the
second and third highest productivity levels. Based on
these data, these four towns would be the most promising
areas in which to expand transit service.

A . 4 HAXIMUM ADDITIONAL COVERAGE

One of RGRTA’s stated objectives is to provide public
transportation to as much of the Rochester region as possi-
ble. Thus, another criterion for selecting dial-a-ride
service areas should be the towns that can extend dial-a-
ride transit services to the largest area or the most resi-
dents. However, the size of each Rochester community is

•* Ibid .
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limited by the fact that RGRTA was planning to operate only
four vehicles for eight hours a day in each dial-a-ride
service area. Holding supply constant, RGRTA would thus
probably favor the smaller, more densely-populated communi-
ties for extending dial-a-ride service. These communities
would receive higher service levels and thus attract and
efficiently serve a greater number of people than the larger
but more rural towns. With only four vehicles available in

each service area, dial-a-ride could only function in the
developed portions of each town. The following analysis-
compares these potential dial-a-ride service areas in terms
of the number of residents that could be served.

In Brighton, Henrietta, and I rondequoit , the existing
dial-a-ride service areas are used. The Greece service area
includes PERT dial-a-ride and the Dew-Ridge Shuttle opera-
tions. In each of the other six Rochester suburbs, service
area boundaries were drawn using local street maps and 1970
census population data (see Exhibits A-6 and A-7 ) . The
maximum number of streets and local activity centers were
included in each service area, so that the rural sections of
each town tend to be excluded. On the average, over 89% of
each town's population would be served within the designated
service areas, and potential service area sizes were mostly
between 13 and 20 square miles. Each community's dial-a-
ride service area boundaries adjoin at least one neighboring
suburban dial-a-ride service in order to realistically
provide points for transferring from one service to another.

In this analysis, Greece ranked first in population
served; its current PERT service area includes 68,820 resi-
dents, more than twice as many potential riders as most
other towns. Greece had the highest population density of
the towns, with over 4,500 persons per square mile. Ironde-
quoit ranked second, with over 32,000 people living in an
8.6 square mile dial-a-ride service area, for a population
density of slightly over 4,000 persons per square mile. The
Town of Brighton outlined a townwide dial-a-ride service
area reaching all 35,065 Brighton residents, and thus ranked
third in achieving maximum coverage with dial-a-ride transit
service. Perinton ranked fourth and Henrietta ranked fifth.
The largely rural and sparsely populated Towns of Webster
and Chili would be the most difficult areas in which to
expand dial-a-ride service. Their service area population
densities would be less than 1,200 persons per square mile,
and only about 20,000 persons would be served in each area.
Thus, the four Rochester towns participating in the demon-
stration, along with Perinton, could extend public transit
service to the greatest number of Rochester area residents.
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EXHIBIT A-

7

MAXIMUM ADDITIONAL COVERAGE

Potential DAR

Service Area Size

Service Area

Population
% of Total
Population

Population
Dens i ty

(Square Mile) (Persons/
Square Mi .

)

Greece 15.2 68,820 73% 4,528

Irondequoit 8.6 40,295 58% 4,685

Brighton 16.5 35,065 100% 2,125

Perinton 19.5 29,831 94% 1,530

Henrietta 15.9 28,603 87% 1 ,799

Pitts ford 15.9 23,315 93% 1 ,466

Gates 10.2 23,235 88% 2,278

Webster 18.1 21,600 87% 1 ,193

Penfield 13.7 20,814 88% 1 ,519

Chi 1 i 14.41 16,937 86% 1 ,175

Includes

Includes

incorporated areas of Fairport and western half of East Rochester,

eastern half of incorporated East Rochester.
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A . 5 TRANSIT DEPENDENCE

The degree of transit need in each town can be based on
its level of transit dependence, or the number of persons
who must rely on public transportation. For this analysis,
t r ans i t -d ep end en t persons include those 15 through 19 years
of age, those 65 years old and over, those from autoless
households, and those living below the poverty level.
Census data provide the necessary information for quantify-
ing each criterion. Exhibit A-S lists the number of trans-
it-dependent persons residing in each town, and the propor-
tion of the total population they represent.

Ranking the towns according to transit dependence is
difficult because the differences are small in some cases;
since the data are now nine years old, their relevance is
questionable. Nevertheless, some trends are clear. Pitts-
ford is the most transit-dependent suburban town, with the
highest poverty rate, the second highest autoless household
rate, the second highest elderly population, and the most
teenagers. Pittsford’s transit-dependent population is
unevenly distributed, being heavily concentrated in the East
Rochester area. Brighton and Irondequoit are the next most
transit-dependent towns; Brighton has the most elderly resi-
dents and the second highest poverty rate, while Irondequoit
has the highest autoless household rate and the second high-
est number of elderly citizens.

A . 6 TRANSIT FUNDING

A final criterion which could be used to evaluate the
candidate dial-a-ride service areas is the sources of RGRTA
funding. RGRTA support is derived from a one-quarter
percent mortgage tax in its four member counties, excluding
the initial $10,000 on residential mortgages. During the
1977-78 fiscal year, RGRTA received $934,657 from local
Monroe County transactions. Based upon the total funds
generated by these transactions in 1977-78, an approximate
breakdown 5 for all towns in Monroe County is given in
Exh i b i t A-9

.

^Approximation is based on 1977-78. County tabulations of a

1/2% mortgage tax, which is levied in addition to the RGRTA
tax. The County does not separate RGRTA tax revenues by
town, so a precise breakdown is not known. Those towns
with a large number of small residential mortgages contrib-
ute proportionately less to the Authority than the 1/2% tax
breakdown indicates because the initial $10,000 exclusion
becomes more significant.
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EXHIBIT A-8

TRANSIT-DEPENDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Number PercentNumber

Brighton 2768

Chili 2013

Gates 2145

Greece 6588

Henrietta 3271

Irondequoit 5876

Penfield 1984

Perinton* 2368

Pittsford** 3255

Webster 2263

Population
15-19 vrs.

Population

65 vrs. and over

Families with
Income Below
Poverty Level

Househol ds

with

0 Automobiles

Number Percent

485

128

229

699

121

1080

163

421

399

189

Number

1325

594

720

2113

1099

1798

601

720

1176

796

^Includes incorporated areas of Fairport and western half of East Rochester.

** Includes eastern half of incorporated East Rochester.
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EXHIBIT A-9

LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO RGRTA AND MONROE COUNTY GENERAL FUNDS

MONROE COUNTY REVENUES

1/4% Mortgage
Contribution
to RGRTA

PROPERTY TAXES
Property & Sales

TaxesTotal %

Rochester 22.34% $23,348,200 40 . 94% $23,348,200

Bri ghton* 6.04 2,731 ,063 4.79 4,786,868

Chili* 4.09 1 ,175,393 2.06 2,271 ,568

Clarkson* .50 257,213 .45 465,957

Gates* 4.61 2,361 ,842 4.14 3,998,638

Greece* 11.50 5,625,580 9.86 10,034,429

Haml i

n

1.21 429,067 .75 710,740

Henrietta* 5.67 2,491 ,480 4.37 4,416,963

Irondequoi t* 7.23 2,938,398 5.15 6,118,693

Mendon+ 1.49 618,893 1 .08 812,058

0gden+ 2.01 848,113 1 .48 1 ,330,774

Parma+ 1 .47 750,045 1 .31 1 ,185,020

Penfield* 5.61 1 ,934,244 3.39 3,396,408

Perinton*+ 10.79 3,274,938 5.74 4,746,337

Pi ttsford*+ 7.05 2,666,329 4.68 3,907,630

Riga+ .84 517,732 .91 517,732

Rush .35 266,267 .47 463,860

Sweden+ 1.95 1 ,009,896 1.77 1 ,263,807

Webster*+ 4.57 3,532,683 6.20 4,820,570

Wheatlan+ .70 410,293 .72 4,559,392

Total 100.00% $57,028,774 1 00 . 00% $79,155,464

* 10 towns invited to participate in DAR Demonstration - included in

priority and needs analysis.

+ Total property taxes collected in village and outside of village.
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The ten towns that were invited to participate in the
dial-a-ride demonstration contributed 67% of the total mort-
gage taxes collected. The other nine unsolicited Rochester
communities, excluding the City of Rochester, produced only
10% of the total contributions to RGRTA.

Monroe County has contributed an additional $912,000 to
RGRTA from its general fund during the past four years C$1.4
million in 1978-79), slightly less than .3% of its total
budget of $334.5 million for fiscal year 1978. Monroe
County revenues are derived primarily from Federal aid,
including revenue sharing (28%), state assistance (9%),
local real estate taxes (28%), and local sales taxes (7%).
It is thus impossible to trace individual town contributions
that directly support RGRTA transit operations. However,
total annual sales tax contributions and each community’s
proportional and per capita share of the total assessed real
estate tax can accurately indicate each town's current
fiscal support of RGRTA, relative to other areas of Monroe
County

.

Each town's total 1978 Monroe County tax contribution,
shown in Exhibit A-9, includes annual sales and property
taxes. The amount of sales tax generated typically indi-
cates the level of commercial activity in a town. This
figure is likely to include both local town residents’
contributions and the sales tax revenues generated by shop-
pers coming from other areas. Local assessed property taxes
can separate these factors, and more clearly indicate each
local area's contribution. Individual 1978 property tax
contributions, the percentages for each town in Monroe
County, and the per capita shares for the suburban towns
being evaluated are shown in the fourth, fifth and sixth
columns of Exhibit A-9, respectively.

Property taxes per capita measure each town's propor-
tional contribution to Monroe County, and are shown in
Exhibit A- 1 0 . Webster had an extremely high per capita
contribution, partly due to the Xerox facilities located
there. Pittsford and Perinton also ranked high and, since
these three towns receive little or modest transit service
per capita, they might argue that they are entitled to more
transit service. However, with the exception of Pittsford,
these towns had few transit-dependent residents and there-
fore less need for transit. The four towns being served by
dial-a-ride all had relatively small per capita property tax
contributions

.
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Appendix B

RGRTA/PARATRANSIT ENTERPRISES AGREEMENT

B





7th day of

AGREJ^MEJiT

THIS AGREEMENT is made as of the

June , 1978, by and between ROCHESTER-GENESEE

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, a New York public benefit

corporation with its principal office located at 55 St- Paul

street, Rochester, New York 14604 ("SPONSOR") , and PARATRANSIT

ASSOCIATES, INC., an Arkansas corporation, P. o. Box '2394,

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 ("CONTRACTOR").

H121M.ESSETH:
WHEREAS, SPONSOR is the recipient of tin operating

assistance grant (Project No. NY-05-4074) and a paratransit

demonstration grant (Project No. NY- 06-00 48) made by the Urban

Mass Transportation Administration ("UMTA") of the U- S» Depart-

ment of Transportation under Sections 5 and 6, respectively, of

the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, 49 U.S.C.

§§1604 and 1605; and

WHEREAS, SPONSOR, through its principal operating

subsidiary. Regional Transit Service Incorporated ("RTS") , currently

is operating demand-responsive Dial-A-Ride services in a portion

of Northeast Rochester and in the Towns of Greece and Irondeguo.it

and a pilot demand-responsive service for handicapped and elderly

persons in a somewhat larger area encompassing Greece, Irondequoit

,

and Northeast Rochester; and



WHEREAS, SPONSOR, as part of its UMTA funded para-

transit demonstration project, is committed to providing demand-

responsive transit services for the general public in the Towns

of Brighton and Henrietta ("General Public Service") and demand-

responsive transit services for the handicapped and elderly

residents of certain specified portions of Monroe County ("h & E

Service"); and

WHEREAS, SPONSOR has ]deterrained- that requires a

qualified operator to provide the General Public Service and H &

E Service described above; and

WHEREAS, SPONSOR issued a Request for Proposals to

various operators thouqht to be potentially capable of providing

such services; and

WHEREAS, SPONSOR has selected CONTRACTOR from those

operators v/hich submitted proposals to SPONSOR to perform the

foregoing paratransit services and CONTRACTOR desires to provide

such services;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing

and the mutual promises and conditions contained herein, the parties

hereto agree as follows:

1. Scope of Services . CONTRACTOR shall perform the

services set forth in Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a

part hereof (the "Scope of Services"), in a skillful and professional

manner consistent with the expertise of an operator experienced

in providing demand-responsive paratransit services.
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2.

Term . The services to be performed by CONTRACTOR

hereunder shall commence at such time as CONTRACTOR is "fully

operational” with respect to its ability to provide such services

(the "Commencement Date") , but in no event later than September

1, 1978, and shall continue for a period of one (1) year there-

after. For the purposes of this Agreement, "fully operational"

shall mean that CONTRACTOR is capable of delivering the services

required by this Agreement as set forth in the Scope of Services

attached hereto as Exhibit "A"

.

3. Changes in Scope of Services; Additional Work .

SPONSOR or CONTRACTOR may from time to time request changes in

the Scope of Services set forth in Exhibit "A" hereto or additional

work not specified in the Scope of Services to be performed by

CONTRACTOR hereunder. Any such changes in the Scope of Services,

or any such additional work, as well as any increase or decrease

in the "service rates" set forth in Exhibit "B" hereto, shall be

authorized only by the execution of a v/ritten amendment to this

Agreement by SPONSOR and CONTRACTOR-

4. Security . CONTRACTOR shall furnish SPONSOR with

a performance bond or similar security in the amount of Thirty

Thousand Dollars ($30,000) for the term of this Agreement. Such

bond or other security shall be in a form satisfactory to SPONSOR.
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5. Contractor’s Compensation; Method of Payment.

(a) In consideration for the services to be rendered by CONTRACTOR under

this Agreement and in accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement,

SPONSOR shall pay CONTRACTOR the "service rates" and "incentives" set forth in

Exhibit "B", attached hereto and made a part hereof. Such "service rates" and

"incentives" shall be the only compensation paid to CONTRACTOR hereunder, provided

that SPONSOR shall pay CONTRACTOR for CONTRACTOR'S "start-up costs" in accordance

with subparagraph (f) of this paragraph 5. The "service rates" shall not be adjusted,

except as otherwise provided herein, for any reason whatsoever, except by execution

of a written amendment to this Agreement by SPONSOR and CONTRACTOR. Notwithstanding

anything to the contrary in this Agreement, the maximum total compensation to be paid

to CONTRACTOR for the services to be rendered by CONTRACTOR under this Agreement

shall be Four Hundred Ninety-Seven Thousand Dollars ($497,000).

(b) CONTRACTOR shall submit an invoice to SPONSOR on the fifth day

following the end of each four-week period, or the first business day thereafter,

commencing with the fifth day of the four-week period next following the four-week

period in which the Commencement Date falls, for the services completed through the

last day of the four-week period to which the invoice relates.

(c) Each invoice shall be in an amount equal to the number of "service

hours" rendered by CONTRACTOR during the four-week period to which the invoice

relates times the applicable "service rate", as set forth in Exhibit "B" hereto,

plus the "incentives", if any, due and owing in accordance with Exhibit "B" hereto.

Each invoice shall be itemized separately for "service rates" and "incentives" on

a daily basis and shall reflect separately the quadrants of H & E Service as they

are established by SPONSOR and the General Public Service in each of the Towns of

Brighton and Henrietta. For the purposes of this Agreement, "service hour" shall

mean an hour that an individual vehicle operated by CONTRACTOR in connection with

this Agreement is within a "service area" (described in Exhibit "A" hereto) going

to or coming from a passenger delivery or pick up or otherwise available for
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service, provided that any time spent traveling to or from a service area or any

time taken for drivers' lunch breaks or other personal business is excluded. Any

fraction of a service hour shall be compensated by multiplying such fraction by the

apDli cable “service rate".

(d) Each invoice shall be in aform; provided by SPONSOR and shall be

supported by properly executed vehicle time records and other appropriate documenta-

tion evidencing in sufficient detail the propriety of the requested compensation and

shall include, if appropriate, documentation evidencing the amount saved by CONTRACTOR

as a result of CONTRACTOR not being required to pay sales tax on the Materials

described in paragraph 19 hereof.

(e)
.
SPONSOR shall pay all allowable items in each invoice no later than

thirty (30) days after the invoice has been received by SPONSOR, provided that in

the event that UMTA has not advanced funds to SPONSOR sufficient to cover any invoice,

SPONSOR may delay payment on such invoice until such advances are received from UMTA.

If SPONSOR is not able to pay CONTRACTOR within sixty (60) days after an invoice has

been received by SPONSOR because UMTA has not advanced funds to SPONSOR sufficient

to cover such invoice, SPONSOR shall pay CONTRACTOR, in addition to the allowable

items in the invoice, interest on such amount at a rate per annum of one percent (1%)

over the Prime Interest Rate established by the bank (in v/hich UMTA'S funds for

SPONSOR'S Dial-a-Ride Project are deposited) from time to time as the basis for loans

to its commercial customers. Any change in the rate of interest due to a change in

such Prime Interest Rate shall take place as of the effective date of the change of

such Prime Interest Rate. SPONSOR shall pay such interest at the time it pays

CONTRACTOR for allowable items in the invoice.
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(f) SPONSOR shall pay CONTRACTOR an amount not to exceed Fourteen Thousand

Dollars ($14,000) for CONTRACTOR'S non-recurring "start-up costs" in connection with

this Agreement. Such costs shall include but not be limited to non-recurring start-up

management expenses, remodeling costs of the office and vehicle storage space to be

used by CONTRACTOR, deposits and installation costs for utilities, costs relating to

the training of any employee of CONTRACTOR hired in connection with this Agreement for

the purpose of implementing the services described in Exhibit "A" hereto and the

expansion thereof (but excluding replacement of personnel), the cost of procuring

office equipment and furniture, the cost of procuring garage equipment for the mainte-

nance, servicing, and cleaning of the vehicles, and the cost of purchasing the insurance

described in paragraph 19 hereof for coverage during the time prior to the Commencement

Date. CONTRACTOR shall submit an invoice to SPONSOR on the- fifth day following the

end of each four-week period, or the first business day thereafter, comnencing with the

fifth day of the four-week period next following the four-week period in which the

execution date of this Agreement falls, for the "start-up costs" incurred by CONTRACTOR

through the last day of the four-week period to which the invoice relates. Each

invoice shall be supported by appropriate documentation evidencing in sufficient

detail the propriety of such costs. SPONSOR shall pay all allowable items in each

invoice in accordance with the provisions of subparagraph (e) of this paragraph 5.

6. Drivers and Mechanics , (a) CONTRACTOR, at its sole expense, shall

be responsible for hiring, training, and supervising all drivers and mechanics

necessary to operate, maintain, and repair the vehicles used in connection with this

Agreement. The drivers and mechanics shall meet all New rork State municipal standards

for selection, training, safety, and the like.
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(b) CONTRACTOR shall provide SPONSOR with any personnel

data regarding the drivers and mechanics at SPONSOR'S request.

(c) CONTRACTOR shall furnish all drivers with uniforms

in a design approved by SPONSOR. CONTRACTOR shall pay for such

uniforms from the special account described in paragraph 19 hereof.

(d) CONTRACTOR shall exercise care to employ competent,

safe, courteous, and responsible drivers and shall continue to

employ any driver only so long as such person maintains a consistent

record meeting such standards.

(e) Each driver shall undergo physical examinations in

accordance with New York State law at the sole expense of CONTRACTOR.

(f) CONTRACTOR, at its sole expense, shall institute

and maintain a continuing program of driver safety and instruction,

including but not limited to implementation of a continuing

National Safety Council defensive driving course, or equivalent

as approved by SPONSOR, presented by a qualified instructor and

instruction in first aid and cardiac pulmonary resuscitation by a

qualified American Red Cross instructor.

(g) CONTRACTOR, at its sole expense, shall conduct a

training program to familiarize dispatchers and drivers with the

appropriate street networks relating to General Public and

H & E Services and with the social and psychological aspects of

working with handicapped and elderly persons.
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7. Employee Compensation . CONTRACTOR, at its sole expense,

shall pay all employees hired in connection with this Agreement in

accordance with the schedule attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and

made a part hereof, and, in addition thereto, shall furnish all

full-time employees with the fringe benefits set forth in Exhibit

"C" hereto. For the purposes of this Agreement, a "full-time employee"

shall mean an employee who is employed for a forty (40) hour week.

CONTRACTOR may adjust its- employees ' compensation and/or benefits

as set forth in Exhibit "C” by providing SPONSOR with a revised

Exhibit "C", such adjustments to become effective five (5) days

after the receipt of such Exhibit, unless SPONSOR objects in

writing thereto. Any such adjustment shall not alter the service

rates or incentives in any manner whatsoever.

8. Status of Contractor and Employees . The dispatchers,

drivers, mechanics, resident manager, and any other persons paid by

CONTRACTOR in connection with the services performed by CONTRACTOR

hereunder shall be employees of CONTRACTOR for all purposes whatsoever.

Neither CONTRACTOR, in accordance with its status as an independent

contractor, nor. any of its officers, employees, or agents, shall be

construed to be employees of SPONSOR for any purpose whatsoever

.

CONTRACTOR and its officers, employees, and agents agree not to hold

themselves out as employees of SPONSOR by reason of their participa-

tion under this Agreement.
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9. Management. CONTRACTOR shall function as the

general manager and shall have overall responsibility for the

day-to-day operation of the General Public Service and the H & E

Service. . A responsible senior employee of CONTRACTOR shall be

resident and available in Rochester at all times during the term

of this Agreement to supervise the day-to-day operation of such

services. CONTRACTOR shall designate such person and inform

SPONSOR of his identity prior to the Commencement Date of this

Agreement.

10. Dispatching . (a) CONTRACTOR, at its sole

expense, shall hire or otherwise provide a sxifficient number of

dispatchers to coordinate the routing of the vehicles to be used

in connection with this Agreement and to insure prompt, handling

of customer requests for service and information.

(b) CONTRACTOR, at its sole expense) shall provide

an office and control center with space and furniture sufficient

for the dispatchers and the equipment described below in sub-

paragraphs (c) and (d) of this paragraph 10.

(c) CONTRACTOR shall provide telephone equipment

for communication with the general public, such equipment to be

paid for by CONTRACTOR from the special account described in

paragraph 19 hereof. CONTRACTOR shall have sufficient lines so

as to minimize any delays in placing a service request.
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(d) SPONSOR, at its sole expense, shall provide

the communications equipment necessary to serve as an interface

between the dispatcher and the vehicles to be used in connection

with this Agreement and/or the dispatcher and the computer, as

the case may be, a radio channel to be used by the dispatchers,

any computer equipment described in subparagraph (e) or this

paragraph 10, and installation and maintenance services for

such communications and computer equipment.

(e) Vehicle dispatching and passenger scheduling

for General Public Service shall be performed manually by

CONTRACTOR, provided that SPONSOR shall make a good faith effort

to provide a computer system to perform such functions during

the term of this Agreement. In the event that SPONSOR implements

the computer system described above, SPONSOR, at its sole expense,

shall instruct the dispatchers in the operation of such system

and shall be responsible for mechanical and programming maintenance

and repair, provided that CONTRACTOR shall manually perform

vehicle dispatching and passenger scheduling functions if (i)

the computer system malfunctions, (ii) other than many-to-many

services are operated which, in SPONSOR'S opinion, do not require

computer capability, or (iii) SPONSOR determines that the furnish-

ing of General Public Service does not demonstrate a need for

computer capability.
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(f) Vehicle dispatching and passenger scheduling for

H & E Service shall be performed manually by CONTRACTOR, provided

that in the event that SPONSOR provides a computer system to

perform vehicle dispatching and passenger scheduling functions

for K 6 E Service, the provisions of subparagraph (e) or this

paragraph 10 shall apply.

(g) SPONSOR shall serve as liaison between CONTRACTOR

and social service agencies and other sources of handicapped

passengers. SPONSOR shall assist CONTRACTOR in formulating and.

implementing guidelines for the transportation of passengers during

such times as the demand for the vehicles to be used in connection

with this Agreement is greater than the capacity of such vehicles

and at certain other times as well.

11. Vehicles . (a) SPONSOR, at its sole expense,

shall provide CONTRACTOR with the vehicles, described in Exhibit

"D" / attached hereto and made a part hereof, for use in the

operation of the services to be performed hereunder, subject to

the terms and conditions contained herein.

(b) Such vehicles shall be registered in SPONSOR’S

name and shall be the property of SPONSOR at all times during

the term hereof. CONTRACTOR shall not use any such venicle for an

y

purpose ocher than those set. forth in this Agreement.
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(c) CONTRACTOR, at its sole exDense, shall provide

adequate storage space for such vehicles and shall make a good

faith effort to provide indoor storage space during non-service

hours for as many of the vehicles as possible. CONTRACTOR shall

undertake to store the vehicles in as secure a location as

possible.

(d) CONTRACTOR shall be responsible for maintain-

ing, repairing, and cleaning such vehicles during the term of

this Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall pay for any parts and related

maintenance and cleaning services from the special account

described in paragraph 19 hereof. CONTRACTOR shall maintain such

vehicles in an excellent state of interior and exterior cleanliness

and attractiveness, free from ill odors, dust, dirt, litter,

grafitti, dents, and the like. CONTRACTOR shall provide a

preventive maintenance program for such vehicles, as described

in Exhibit " e” / attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(e) SPONSOR shall have the right to inspect such

vehicles at any time and remove from service any vehicle wnich

does not conform to the standards set forth above in this

paragraph 11.

(f) CONTRACTOR shall not subcontract its maintenance

services without the prior written consent of SPONSOR.
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(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subparagraph

(f) of this paragraph n and of paragraph 20 hereof, SPONSOR

hereby authorizes CONTRACTOR to have any warranty work on such

vehicles performed on behalf of SPONSOR, provided that SPONSOR

shall not be liable for any costs incurred by CONTRACTOR in the

course of having such warranty work performed.

(h) In the event that CONTRACTOR is not able to

maintain said vehicles such that the necessary number of vehicles

is available to provide the services described in Exhibit "i"

.hereto, CONTRACTOR may, at its sole expense, provide replace-

ment vehicles similar in size and quality to the vehicles being

replaced.’

(i) Any decisions regarding the cancellation of

services due to weather shall be made jointly by SPONSOR and

CONTRACTOR.

12. Fuel. CONTRACTOR shall purchase whatever fuel

is necessary to operate the vehicles to be used in connection

with this Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall pay for such fuel from

the special account described in paragraph 19 hereof.

13. Data Collection . (a) In the event that the

computer system described in paragraph 10 hereof is in operation,

CONTRACTOR shall manually collect any and all relevant data, in

connection with the day-to-day operation of the General Public

Service, except for the data relating to ridersh.ip, passenger
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origins and destinations, vehicle productivities, wait time, ride

time, pick up time, deviation, and the like, all of which are

recorded and collected by the computer.. Such manually collected

data shall include, but not be limited to, verucle performance,

maintenance and servicing activities, revenue, driver and dispatcher

logs, and records of all expenses. Prior to the time when the

computer system is operational or if any of the events set forth

in subparagraph Ce) of paragraph I o'- hereof occurs, CONTRACTOR

shall be responsible for manually collecting all of the data

which the computer would have collected, provided that CONTRACTOR

in such event shall collect the following service quality data

for each customer one day per week only: (i) call in time; (ii)

promised pick up time; (iii) actual pick up time; (iv) drop off

time; and (v) vehicle :number.

(b) In connection with the H & E Service, CONTRACTOR

shall manually collect the same data that it is required to collect

for the General Public Service when the computer system is not

operating.

(c) CONTRACTOR shall report all the data described

in subparagraphs (a) and (b) of this paragraph 13 whether

manually collected by SPONSOR or recorded and collected by the

computer, in accordance with Exhibit " jp" hereto.
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14. Accounting and Reports . (a) CONTRACTOR shall

maintain a record of all accidents involving the vehicles to be

used in connection v/ith this Agreement or any other vehicle operated

by an officer, employee, or agent of CONTRACTOR while performing

any ‘service under this Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall immediately

report all accidents to SPONSOR, the appropriate police department,

and the New York State Department of Motor Vehicles in accordance

with the applicable provisions of New York State law.

(b) CONTRACTOR shall make all books, documents,

papers, accounts, and other records required to be maintained

pursuant to this Agreement available at all reasonable times

during the term hereof and for seven (7) years thereafter for

inspection and audit by authorized representatives of SPONSOR

and UMTA. During the term hereof, such materials shall ho main-

tained at CONTRACTOR'S office in Rochester.

(c) CONTRACTOR shall furnish SPONSOR with each of the

reports set forth in Exhibit "F", attached hereto and made a part

hereof, at such times and in such quantities as are set forth in

said Exhibit "F"

.

(d) In addition to the data collection and reporting

requirements contained in paragraphs 13 and 14 hereof, CONTRACTOR

shall, at SPONSOR’S request, undertake special data collection

efforts relating to the services performed by CONTRACTOR here-

under. SPONSOR shall reimburse CONTRACTOR for any out-of-pocket

expenses incurred in connection with such special data collection

efforts within thirty (30) days after CONTRACTOR submits an invoice

relating thereto. Such invoices shall be subject to the same

documentation requirements as the invoices described in paragraph

5 hereof.

B-15



15. Accounting and Legal Fees . CONTRACTOR shall pay for any

accounting fees which it incurs in connection with the performance of

its services hereunder, including but not limited to any accounting

fees relating to the preparation of payrolls, the preparation of

reports required by paragraph 14 hereof, and the maintenance of books

separate from those maintained by CONTRACTOR for activities not related

to this Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall also defend any' actions and pay

for any legal fees which it incurs in connection with the performance

of its services hereunder, including but not limited to the negotiation

and preparation of this Agreement and any other contracts relating to

the services to be performed by CONTRACTOR hereunder and any actions

resulting from the negligent performance of CONTRACTOR, or its officers,

employees , or agents relating to the services to be performed hereunder,

provided that., if, at any time after the execution of this Agreement,

any action is brought against CONTRACTOR relating to the right of

CONTRACTOR to implement and/or continue General Public Service and/or

H & E Service, SPONSOR at its sole expense, shall defend such action

on behalf of CONTRACTOR.

16. Fare Collection and Passenger Service .' (a) CONTRACTOR

shall charge the fares established by SPONSOR for General Public

Service and H & E Service. SPONSOR may, at its sole option, change

such fares upon ten (10) days written notice to CONTRACTOR.

(b) All revenues derived from the collection of fares shall

be deposited by CONTRACTOR at the end of each day in an account main-

tained by SPONSOR in a bank designated by SPONSOR. Such revenues

shall be the property of SPONSOR. Prior to the commencement date,

CONTRACTOR shall provide SPONSOR with a written description of the

B-16



system used by CONTRACTOR for the accounting and security of

revenues, including but not limited to the validation of revenues

collected versus passengers carried by fare category. All

revenues shall be accounted for in accordance with Section 15 of

the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended.

(c) SPONSOR, at its sole expense, shall provide the

fare boxes to be used in connection with this Agreement.

(d) CONTRACTOR shall require passengers who are using

H & E Service to display a pass indicating that they axe handicapped

or proor tnat they are over sixuy-uve ( 65 ) years of age, as the case

may be. SPONSOR, through RTS, shall be responsible for distribut-

ing the handicapped pass referred to above. Any inquiry regarding

such passes shall be referred to RTS.

(e) All complaints received by drivers, dispatchers, or

any other officers, employees, or agents of CONTRACTOR relating to the

services to be performed hereunder shall be initially responded

to by CONTRACTOR in a prompt and courteous manner and thereafter

be immediately referred to SPONSOR. SPONSOR’S determination

regarding- any complaint is final and CONTRACTOR shall follow

SPONSOR'S suggested course of action. All complaints and

CONTRACTOR'S responses thereto shall be documented and one copy

of each shall be submitted to SPONSOR together with its weekly

report in accordance with Exhibit "j?" hereto.

(f) CONTRACTOR shall not provide transportation to

any passenger who has not follov/ed the appropriate advanced

reservation or immediate booking procedures.
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(g) In order to coordinate the transfer of passengers

between the Brighton and Henrietta services and between those

services and the RTS fixed route operations, CONTRACTOR shall

adhere to the transfer policies established by SPONSOR.

17. Advertising and Promotion . SPONSOR, at its sole

expense, shall furnish CONTPA.CTOR with all advertising and

promotional materials relating to the services to be performed

hereunder. CONTRACTOR shall distribute such materials in the

course of providing the daily General Public Service and . H &. E

Service. In the event that such distribution cannot be performed

during the regular daily service hours, CONTRACTOR shall seek the

prior consent of SPONSOR to distribute such materials at other

times and shall be reimbursed by SPONSOR for such additional

work at a rate to be mutually agreed upon by SPONSOR and

CONTRACTOR.

Insurance; Indemnification . (a) CONTRACTOR

agrees to procure and maintain, at its sole expense, insurance

of the kinds and in the amounts hereinafter provided. All

policies shall designate SPONSOR as an additional named insured

and shall be in a form acceptable to SPONSOR. Upon SPONSOR'S

request, CONTRACTOR shall furnish certificates of insurance to

SPONSOR for the coverage required hereunder. The policies main-

tained hereunder shall provide that they will not be changed or
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cancelled until twenty (20) days written notice has been given

to SPONSOR. The kinds and amounts of insurance required are

as follows:

(il Workmen's compensation and employer's liability

insurance with, limits as required by the laws of the State of

New York, provided that CONTRACTOR in fulfillment of its obliga-

tion to procure workmen’s compensation insurance may, if it is

qualified to do so under and complies with applicable New York

State law, maintain a self-insurance program.

(ii) Comprehensive public liability insurance, includ-

ing automobile liability insurance, covering all risks and

liabilities which may be incurred by CONTRACTOR in the performance

of this Agreement. Such insurance shall be written with a limit

of One Million Dollars ($1,000,000), including bodily injury and

property damage, and an excess limit of an additional Two Million

Dollars ($2,000,000).

(b) CONTRACTOR shall be solely responsible for any

lamage to the vehicles to be used in connection with tms

Agreement, including but not limited to vehicle damage caused by

collision.

(c) In addition to the insurance required to be

procured and maintained pursuant to subparagraph (a) of this

paragraph 18 , CONTRACTOR agrees to indemnify SPONSOu and xts
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officers, employees, and agents against and hold SPONSOR and

its officers, employees, and agents harmless from all claims,

suits, actions , damages, liabilities, and costs of every kind

resulting from the negligent performance of CONTRACTOR, its

officers, employees, or agents, under this Agreement. Such

indemnity shall not be limited by reason of the insurance coverage

required by subparagraph (a) of this paragraph lb.

19. Purchases by Contractor , (a) All materials and

supplies required to be purchased by CONTRACTOR hereunder (the

"Materials”), including but not limited to vehicle parts and

related maintenance and cleaning services, fuel, uniforms, and

telephone equipment, shall be purchased by CONTRACTOR as agent

of SPONSOR. All invoices relating to the purchase of the

Materials shall be directed by the vendors of the Materials to

SPONSOR in care of CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR shall be solely

responsible for paying such invoices, as agent of SPONSOR, from

a special account provided by SPONSOR which CONTRACTOR shall

maintain for the purpose of making such payments. SPONSOR hereby

constitutes CONTRACTOR as its agent for the purpose of authorizing

CONTRACTOR to purchase and pay for the Materials, although for

all other purposes whatsoever CONTRACTOR is an independent

contractor as described in paragraph 8 hereof. Title to the

Materials shall vest in SPONSOR as soon as the Materials are
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delivered to SPONSOR or CONTRACTOR on behalf of SPONSOR and, in

any event, if appropriate, prior to the incorporation of the

Materials into any other tangible property.

(b) If CONTRACTOR does not have to pay sales tax

on the purchase of any or all of the Materials, SPONSOR shall

deduct from the other.wise allowable items in each of the

CONTRACTOR’ S j invoices a sum equal to_the amount saved by

CONTRACTOR as a result of not being required to pay sales tax.

ic) SPONSOR shall indemnify CONTRACTOR and its

officers, employees, and agents against and hold CONTRACTOR

and its officers, employees, and agents harmless from any

liability arising from the non-payment of New York State and

local sales tax on the purchase of the Materials. In connection

with such indemnification, SPONSOR shalx have the right to

negotiate with and defend any action Drought by the State of

New York or any locality regarding such sales tax.

20- Assignments and Subcontracts . CONTRACTOR shall

not assign any part of its interest in this Agreement or sub-

contract any of the services to be performed hereunder without

the prior written consent of SPONSOR. Any such assignment or

subcontract without the prior written consent of SPONSOR shall

result in a forfeiture of compensation for any services to be

performed hereunder which are so assigned or subcontracted.
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21. Suspension and Termination , (a) If the commencement or operation of

the services to be performed by CONTRACTOR hereunder is rendered infeasible, impossible,

or illegal, either SPONSOR or CONTRACTOR may, after receiving the written concurrence

of the other party, suspend its obligations under this Agreement until such times as

the event or condition resulting in such suspension has ceased or been corrected.

(b) Upon written notice to CONTRACTOR, SPONSOR shall have the right to

terminate this Agreement at any time during the term hereof for any material breach.

of this Agreement by CONTRACTOR. In such event, CONTRACTOR shall forfeit the performance

bond or other security described in paragraph 4 hereof to the extent required to

compensate SPONSOR for CONTRACTOR'S breach.

(c) Upon written notice to CONTRACTOR, SPONSOR shall have the right to

terminate this Agreement at any time during the term hereof without cause. In such

event, SPONSOR shall return the performance bond or other security described in

paragraph 4 hereof to CONTRACTOR and reimburse CONTRACTOR for all services performed

by CONTRACTOR prior to the date of such termination in accordance with paragraph 5

hereof.

(d) Upon sixty (60) days written notice to SPONSOR, CONFkmcTOR shall have

the right to terminate this Agreement for any material breach by SPONSOR. In such

event, SPONSOR shall return the performance bond or other security described in

paragraph 4 hereof to CONTRACTOR and reimburse CONTRACTOR for all services performed

by CONTRACTOR prior to the date of such termination in accordance with paragraph 5

hereof.
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(e) If this Agreement is suspended or terminated

pursuant to this paragraph 21, CONTRACTOR shall proceed promptly

to carry out the following actions:

(i) Take all necessary action to suspend or terminate,

as of the suspension or termination date, as the case may be, the

services performed hereunder and any contracts or leases relating

thereto, including but not limited to those relating to office

space, vehicle storage space, furniture, communications equipment,

and personnel, and to keep to a minimum any costs relating to the

suspension or termination of this Agreement, as the case may be.

(ii) Prepare a statement of the status of CONTRACTOR'S

activities under this Agreement, a proposed budget, and a schedule

for suspending or terminating its activities hereunder, as the case

may be, and submit such statement, budget, and schedule to SPONSOR

for its approval.

The suspension or termination of this Agreement following receipt

of the written suspension or termination notice required by this

paragraph 21 shall be effectuated in conformity with the budget..

and schedule as approved by SPONSOR.

22. Covenant Against Contingent Fees . CONTRACTOR

warrants that it has not employed or retained any company or

person, other than a bona fide employee working for CONTRACTOR,

to solicit or secure this Agreement, and that it has not paid

or agreed to pay any company or person, other than a bona fide

employee, any fee, commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift,

or any other consideration, contingent upon or resulting from the

award or making of this Agreement. For breach or violation of

this warranty, SPONSOR shall have the right to annul this Agree—
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ment without liability, or, in its discretion, to deduct from the compensation to

be paid CONTRACTOR hereunder, or otherwise recover, the full amount of such fee,

commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift, or contingent fee.

23. UMTA Approval . CONTRACTOR understands and agrees that this Agreement

is subject to the approval of UMTA, without which funding is not available to

SPONSOR. CONTRACTOR further understands that to commence the performance of

services hereunder prior to receipt by SPONSOR of such approval is at CONTRACTOR'S

peril, and that SPONSOR shall in no way be liable for any payment of any nature to

CONTRACTOR unless and until such approval by UMTA is received.

24. Notices . Any notice or demand upon SPONSOR or CONTRACTOR shall be

deemed to be sufficient for all purposes hereunder if given personally or mailed

to the other party at such party's address as set forth below or to such other

address as may be furnished in writing by such party. Any notice which is mailed

shall be effective when deposited in the United States mail, duly addressed and

with first class postage prepaid.

TO SPONSOR: Roches ter-Genesee Regional
Transportation Authority

55 St. Paul Street
Rochester, New York 14604

TO CONTRACTOR: Paratransit Associates , Inc.

1313 East Henrietta Road
Rochester, New York 14620

Attention: Resident Manager
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and

Paratransit Associates, Inc.
P. 0. Box 2394
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

25 . U. S. Government Clauses . The U. S. Government

required clauses, attached hereto as Exhibit "6 :

', are hereby

26 . •Miscellaneous . (a) This Agreement shall be

binding upon and inure to the benefit of. the parties hereto and

their respective successors and assigns.

(b) The captions to the paragraphs of this Agreement

are solely for the convenience of the parties and are not intended

to aid in the interpretation of this Agreement.

(c) This Agreement constitutes the entire understand-

ing between SPONSOR and CONTRACTOR and supersedes all prior agree-

ments and understandings relating to the subject matter hereof.

(d) This Agreement shall be governed bv and construed

and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of New York.

(e) This Agreement may be executed in two or more

courterparts, all of which together shall constitute one and

the same instrument.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused

this Agreement to be executed as of the date first set forth

above.

incorporated into this Agreement.

SPONSOR CONTRACTOR

Rochester-Genesee Regional
Transportation Authority

Paratransit Associates, Inc.
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STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF

un this 7th day of June, 1978, before me personally . came

to me personally known, who affirmed and stated that he is the

of tA2.'£&£ -AmA /, the corporation described in, and which

executed the foregoing statement, and that he signed his name thereto by order of

said corporation.

j

STATE OF
COUNTY OF*=?#

On this 7th day of June, 1978 before me personally came

to me/personally known, who affirmed and stated that he is the

of 7w/isTLu*, //Q.- V. > the corporation described in, and which

executed the foregoing statement, and that he signed his name thereto by order of

said corporation.
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SCOPE OF SERVICES

LOCATION OF SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED

Contractor shall provide demand- responsive transit services for the

general public in part or all of the Towns of Brighton and Henrietta

in Monroe County, New York, and demand-responsive transit services

for the handicapped and elderly (H&E) residents of the portions of

Monroe County delineated in Exhibit A. Service area boundaries

shall be established by Sponsor and provided to Contractor prior to

the Commencement Date as defined in the Agreement to which this

Exhibit is attached; provided that Sponsor may modify such service

.area during the term of the Agreement.

NATURE OF SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED

General Public Demand-Responsive Service

Using sedan-type vehicles, demand responsive service shall be provided

within Brighton and Henrietta. Service between the two areas may be

provided via transfer at specified locations near the boundary shared

by the two service areas. Both requests for immediate service and re-

quests made in advance shall be honored. Service shall be provided

for eight continuous hours, five days per week, as determined by

Sponsor. Such service shall be provided at fares to be established

by Sponsor.

handicapped and Elderly Demand-Responsive Service

Using lift-equipped vehicles, demand- responsive service shall be pro-

vided upon 24-hour advance customer request from origins in Monroe

County, excluding the Greece, Irondequoit, Northeast Rochester are«

served by Regional Transit Service (see map), to selected destina-

tions and vice versa. These destinations include any point within the

Central Business District (C.B.D.), as defined by the Inner Loop

circumferential highway, and medical, agency, and other complexes
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DEMONSTRATION DRT H&E

SERVICE AREA
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(cont ' d)

in other parts of the County as designated by Sponsor. Service shall

be based on aggregation of similarly routed trips and shall operate

on a semi-scheduled basis. Vehicles shall begin "inbound" trips in

the outlying areas and shall proceed generally toward the C.B.D. A

reverse "outbound" trip shall be made approximately one hour later

than the start of each inbound trip. Service shall be provided up to

eight hours per vehicle per day, as determined by Sponsor. Such

service shall be provided at fares as established by Sponsor.

Service Provision

CONTRACTOR shall have the right to place sedan-type vehicles

in service up to 160 vehicle hours per week in Brighton, and up to 160

vehicle hours per week in Henrietta for general public service. CON-

TRACTOR shall also have the right to place lift-equipped vehicles in

service up to 80 vehicle hours per week for H&E service during the

first two months following the Commencement Date (as defined in the

Agreement to which this Exhibit is attacned) , up to 160 venicle hours

per week for H&E service during the third and fourth months following

the Commencement Date, and up to 240 vehicle hours per week for H&E

service during the fifth and sixth months and thereafter following

the Commencement Date. At SPONSOR'S option, additional sedan-type

and/or lift-equipped vehicles shall be placed in service by CONTRACTOR

during the term of this Agreement. Compensation relating to such serv-

ice is set forth in Exhibit "11".
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Exhibit "B

SERVICE RATES, INCENTIVES, AND MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE COMPENSATION

I . Service rate (in $ per hour) 1st Year of Service

A. General Public Dial-a-Ride
Service many- to-many (in-
cluding driver safety
incentive)

Per 4-Vehicle
System
$13.58*

Per 5-Vehicle
System
512.34*

B. Handicapped and Elderly
Service (including
driver safety incentive)

Per 6-Vehicle
System
$13.20*

Per 8-Vehicle
System

$ 12 . 02 *

Contractor shall reduce its invoices by an amount equal to $.50
per vehicle hour for every vehicle hour of service operated by
a driver who does not qualify for the safety incentive described
in this Exhibit "D". During the first four-week period, all
rates shall be reduced by $.50 per vehicle service hour.

XI . Contractor's Incentives

CONTRACTOR’S incentive shall provide for payment to CONTRACTOI

in addition to the basic service rate - based on General Public Dial-

a-Ride system productivity each day. Productivity shall be defined

as passengers per vehicle per service hour and shall be calculated by

dividing passengers carried by service hours billed for each service

area (i.e . , system productivity in Brighton and Henrietta shall be

calculated separately). The calculation shall be made each day. The

amount paid will be as follows:

Average (for each day)
Passengers Per Vehicle
Per Service Hour

Incentive
Payment Per
Passenger

0 - 3.99 0

4.00 - 4.99 15jzf

5.00 - 5.99 30{i

6.00 - and up 50pf

No incentive shall be paid for Handicapped and Elderly Services.
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Exhibit ”B
(cont* d)

The dispatcher, call-taker and the bookkeeper shall be

rewarded by sharing one third (1/3) of the amounts paid to the

CONTRACTOR as a result of use of the CONTRACTOR’S incentive program

specified above. If both the CONTRACTOR and SPONSOR agree, the

portion of the CONTRACTOR’S incentive payments shared by employees

shall be increased to 50%. This 50% may be shared by the drivers

and on-site manager as wall as the bookkeeper, dispatcher and call-

taker.

Safety Incentive for Drivers

Each driver shall be paid an additional 50 cents per hour

if he has not had a chargeable accident for at least 28 days. The

determination of chargeability shall be based upon police reports of

accidents

.

Ill . Maximum Allowable Compensation

For the General Public demand-responsive Dial-a-Ride serv-

ices, the average four-week aggregate billing rate for each service

area expressed in dollars per vehicle service hour as calculated by

combining the appropriate service rate and CONTRACTOR'S incentives,

paid for any four-week billing period will not exceed the following

amounts

:

1. per 4-vehicle system - $14.20

2. per 5-vehicle system - $13.60

NOTE: The terms "4-vehicle system, 5-vehicle system, 6-vehicle system,

and 8-vehicle system"are equivalent to the following:

4-

vehicle system = maximum 160 vehicle service hours/week

5-

vehiclc system = maximum 200 vehicle service hours/week

6-

veh.icle system = maximum 240 vehicle service hours/week
8-vchicle system = maximum 320 vehicle service hours/week
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Exhibit "C

EMPLOYEES' COMPENSAT ION

Payrol 1

a. Dri vers $3. 50/hour + 504/hour incentive
b. Dispatcher $4. CO/hour + incentive
c. Call-taker $3. 50/hour + incentive
d. Bookkeeper $3.50/hour + incentive
e. Manager $ 300/week + incentive
f. Mechanic $7. 00/hour
9- Mechanic's helper $3.50/hcur

Fmployee Benefits Approximately 25% of wages

Employee Benefits

Full-time employees, as defined in the Agreement to which this exhibit

is attached, shall be provided with unemployment insurance, workmen's compensation

insurance. Social Security, and the Mew York health insurance plan. During this

first year, vacations shall not be paid, but full-time employees will be paid for

the following holidays: Christmas, Thanksgiving, Independence Day, Labor Day,

and New Year's Day.
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Exliibi t

VEHICLES

Handicapped ?. Elderly Service

1. Ten-passenger with two
wheelchair tiedowns (5)

CHASSIS HUMBER

a. XBF6821 1H0095 Serial Mo.

b. XBF68211H0097 Serial Mo.

c. XBF68211H0098 Serial No.

d. XBF5821 1H0059 Serial No.

e. XBF68211H0060 Serial No.

2. Four-passenger with four
wheelchair tiedowns (3) a. XBFS844H0C99

b. XBF6844H0100

C. XBF6844H0061

Serial No.

Serial No.

Serial No.

General Public Service

3. seven-passenger
sedans (11) a. All-2758-82.o0F

b. A1T-2758-82101

F

C. A1 1 -2758-821 02F

d. A1 1 -2758-821 03F

e. All -2758-821 04F

f. A1 1-2758-821 73F

g. All-2758-82 1 74F

h. A1 1-2758-821 75F

i. All -2758-821 76F

j. All -2758-821 77F

k. All -2758-821 78F

E37AHCB1 111

E37AHCB1 109

E37AHCA9177

E37AHBH0989

E37AHBH0091

E37AHCB1103

E37AHCA9178

E37AHBH0993
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PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

Maintenance Program

The vehicles will all be maintained following the preventative maintenance

programs recommended by the manufacturers. For the seven-passenger sedans, the

maintenance program will be the same as it is for the other two operations in

which the principals of contractor operate similar sedans in Little Rock and

Raleigh. A copy of the preventive maintenance check-off form is attached hereto and

made a part hereof.



NOTE: ALL PART.~> ANO RfPAMiS MOST Bt MAStKED DOWN.
ANY PAfUiCULAR OK NcV/ PRCCLtKS OCCURRING

CAP NO. DATE

Present Miiuti YTD Mileage Mechanic

ON HOI S T - 5=J*£S

1. Pull all wheels.

L 1 N 1 NC l.f. R.F. L.R. R.R.

Drums L.F. R.F. L.R. R.R.

2. Check oust bcots and cups

3* 0,L B*A*ES ADJUSTERS AND BOTTbM Or SHOES.

4. Check hand brake ano freenesS ano oil pins and pivots.

5* Check brake lines and hoses.

UNDER CAR ON HOIST

1. Check front end ano align .if necessart

2. Check tires for wear and replace if necessary.

3* Check air in tires 28# LF RF LR RR

4. Check springs ano hangers.

5* Check shocks and bushings - Check Chevy Closely

6. Check U Joints and lube.

7* Cube rear axle bearings.

8. Check gas tank and. filter p!p£ For leaks.

9- Cube meter and speed cable.

TO. Check and tighten meter and speedometer drive gear at transmission

11. Check exhaust ststem. Muffler Front pipe ano tail pipe
Tighten Hangers

12. Check front and rear bumpers and fender braces for tightness.

1 3. Tighten front fenoer.

l4. Check back up lichts switch for corrosion.

15. Check dimmer switch tor coRRosidn.

16. Chcck for frame cracks.

17. Check motor mounts, Incluoinc transmission mounting.

18. Check motor Pully.

19. Check and tighten starter housing ano oil pah oolt.

20. Check r or oii leaks esp. on rear oil seals pan.

21 . Change oil r ilter.

?2. TlCMlEM FRONT ECNOi.il.

< 3 - On swift lever :•••••.! 1 a mo a o just.
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1. Clean oft

’

change
. plugs. (75.. .000)

2. Install hew coimts.

3. Cli-CS 01 STS ItlUTORS.

4. C'.EAJ) OIL.

5- ClL MC00 LATCH AND H J NG r
.

6. CniCK OIL CAP FOR CHAIN.

7. CrlZCK RADIATOR CAP F OR CHAIN.

8. Check water level.

9- Check water level in radiator hos.e

10. Check rad ano yoke for cracking.

11. Check water pump and fan belt.

12. Service air cleaner.

13. Service flame arrester.

l 4. Clean PCV valve.

15* Analyze cars, and tighten bolts on cars.

l6. Tighten cars, linkage.

17* 0,L linkage cars, and accelerator rods.

__ l8. Oil shift level rodtj.

19. Check ALT Pm.

__ 20. Check level Master Cyl. and operation oT safety lights on oash.

21. Check Steering box leveL.

22. Sprat CRC on heat riser and make sure It is free-

23. Check wiring sockets on fire wall for tightness and all. other- wires .for
HANGING AND WIRE UP

24. Fill wiper water bag ano check -liner

LIGHTS

1. Check heao lights and adjust.

2. Check dimmer switch.

3- Check parking lights - front side IIear Side _____ _

4. Check drake lights Rear.

5- Check turn signal front ano rear - side front and rear.

6. Check 3ack up lights.

7. Service taxi light and clean.

8. C> 1 rc/. » MS 1 oz DOMC LIT- •it r ront and rear.

o
# Cr :ck DASH L 1 C H T S AMD t/5 light and indicator -

10 . Cm •:ck SPOT 1 . ! CMT .

1 ;

.

ChELK LH EPS r. ft ATL t 1 CUT .

ia. Chetx Qe*n i\6fLtzc\ads.
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Appendix C

RGRTA/TOWN OF BRIGHTON MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AND
BRIGHTON SERVICE PLAN

C





EXHIBIT A.

3

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

1. Purpose

This memorandum will serve to outline the framework for cooperation between the

Town of Brighton and the Roches ter-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority for the

duration of the Flexible Affordable Community Transit System demonstration project.

It is the intent of this agreement to delineate the responsibilities of the Town and

the Authority and thereby to establish a relationship which will most effectively

assist in the successful attainment of the project goals as described below.

2. Project Goals

It is the purpose of the Community Transit Demonstration to test a cost-effective

Dial-a-Ride service in the Town of Brighton. The term cost-effective implies (1) that

the service made available to the residents of Brighton is reliable and convenient;

and, (2) that the net cost of operating the system is acceptable to the funding

participants. The relative success which the system achieves during the one-year

demonstration period will directly affect its chances for continuation on an on-going

basis.

The Town of Brighton and the R-GRTA agree to be mutually responsible for

determining the success of the project in attaining this goal. The following indices

may be used as goals for the system when operating in a regular "steady state" basis

and are subject to modification by mutual consent. It must be recognized that this

"steady state" may not be reached perhaps until the last six, or possibly even three

months of the demonstration period.

%
Ridership Goal : The system will carry between 600-800

passengers per week. (This total is to include West

Brighton.

)
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2. Productivity Goal : The system may achieve a productivity of

4.0 - 5.0 passengers per vehicle per hour.

3. Recovery Rate Goal : The system may achieve a recovery rate

of 25-29% at the $1.25/. 50 fare structure. The Recovery Rate

is defined as the percentage of operating cost recovered

through the farebox.

The attainment of these ridership, productivity and recovery rate goals when projected

over a 12-month period, at a contractor's hourly reimbursement rate of $13.58 would

result in a total system deficit of approximately $79,000 to $83,000. Based upon the

Federal Government making available funds to cover up to 50% of transit operating

deficits, the annual local share of the deficit should amount to 50% or approximately

$39,500 - $41,500 for a four-vehicle system.

Following a demonstration period, the Brighton Transit Committee will use

established criteria and citizen input to evaluate Dial-a-Ride and make recommendations

to the Town Board concerning the future operations of the system in the Town of

Brighton.

3. Operations

All phases of operation of the Community Transit program within the Town of

Brighton shall be the responsibility of the Authority. For purposes of this

memorandum, operations shall include, but not be limited to, the acquisition and

preparation of a control room and base of operation, purchase and licensing of

vehicles, provision of insurance, hiring of dispatching staff and drivers, and

insuring the reliability, safety and convenience of the system. Towards meeting

these responsibilities, the Authority has entered into a contract with a private
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vendor, Paratransit Associates, Inc., for the provision of services within the

Town of Brighton. The Authority will monitor the vendor and operation regularly

throughout the project. The Brighton Comiunity Transit Committee shall meet with

R-GRTA personnel throughout the project and may inspect and observe the program

operations at any time and to the extent that it desires to do so.

4. Service Plan

Services to be provided within the Town of Brighton are described in the appendix.

Any modifications to the plan shall be mutually agreed upon by the Brighton Community

Transportation Committee and the Authority.

5. Data Collection

Responsibility for the collection of data under the project will rest with the

Authority. The Authority has a contract under the Demonstration with the Massachusetts

Institute of Technology Department of Civil Engineering for the collection and analysis

of all data relevant to the project. Such data includes vehicle performance, service

quality, as well as cost and productivity information. All information will be pro-

vided to the Town as requested. Below is a list of information to be supplied to the

Town and the frequency of collection and reporting:

Report/Data Compiled Reported

1. Ridership
2. Productivity
3. Service Quality
4. Passenger Origin & Destination
5. Vehicle Performance
6. Revenue
7. Section 15 Operating Data
8. Expenses
9. Driver/Dispatcher Records

10. Narrative Report

Daily
Dai ly

Weekly & Monthly
Monthly
MonthlyDai ly/Weekly

As Needed As Needed
Dai ly

Dai ly

Weekly

Monthly
Monthly
Yearly
Monthly
Monthly
Monthly

Monthly
Daily
Monthly
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The Authority also shall provide additional reports and data as available upon

request of the Brighton Transit Committee.

6. Promotion and Advertising

It shall be the responsibility of the Authority to provide promotional information

and printed material to advertise adequately the Community Transit Service to residents

of the Town of Brighton. The Authority's Director of Community Relations shall main-

tain liaison with the media and will coordinate the dissemination of program literature

as well as speaking appearances on behalf of the service.

7. Meetings and Special Functions

The Authority shall provide staff to attend public hearings, informational meetings

and related special events as required. The Town of Brighton may request R-GRTA staff

to participate or assist in the presentation at any meetings or related functions which

it may from time to time wish to sponsor.

8. Liaison

During the course of the demonstration year, the Authority will maintain liaison

with the Brighton Community Transit Committee in order to provide information concern-

ing the progress of the operation. Reports will be generated on a monthly basis.

The R-GRTA Project Manager will be available to attend Town meetings as requested by

the Brighton Transit Committee.
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BRIGHTON SERVICE PLAN

1. Description of Service - General demand-responsive, dial-a-ride service will be

provided in the Town of Brighton.

Customers will call a specific service number to order a trip. The customer

request may be for pick-up as soon as possible (an immediate request), or pick-

up for a specific time later the same day or a future date (an advanced request).

Advanced requests can also be made for pick-ups each day or each week on a

regular basis.

For immediate requests, the customer will be given an expected pick-up time

"window". For example, he/she may be told that the vehicle will arrive in

15 to 25 minutes.

The vehicles will be dispatched such that customers with similar trip directions

and service times will be carried by one vehicle. The routing and sequence of

stops for each vehicle will be assigned with the objective of minimizing

passengers' wait time and ride time. Customers will pay the appropriate fare

when entering the vehicle (see item 2, below).

2. Fare Structure - The fares charged per one-way trip will be as follows:

a. Standard Fare $ 1.25/ trip

b. Additional passengers traveling
between the same origin and
destinations $ .50/ trip

$ .50/tripc. Elderly (65 years or older)

d. Children under 5 traveling with
an adult Free

e. Transfers $ .05 in addition to fare
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The service will be integrated as much as possible with the transportation network

provided by RTS fixed routes and the Henrietta Community Transit Operation. Transfers

and relevant information will be made available to passengers who wish to travel to

other portions of the metropolitan area accessible by transit. This method of service

will enable Brighton residents to use the total transportation network in the

Rochester area while retaining the cost-effectiveness of Brighton Community Transit

Operation.

3. Service Area - Service in Brighton will be implemented on a town-wide basis.

Travel may occur between any two points in the town without the neccessity of a

transfer.

This service configuration will be closely monitored to assure that West Brighton

area residents are adequately served and that the efficiency of the system is not

adversely affected. An alternative service plan as proposed by the Authority

which would divide the Town of Brighton into two service areas (West Brighton and

Central/East Brighton), and extend direct service to points in Henrietta north

of Jefferson Road should be retained as a potential alternative method of operating

Brighton. Both the Authority and the Town shall mutually agree to any revision

to the service plan.

Service from one service area to another will generally be provided via transfer

at designated transfer points. Service to/from downtown Rochester will be provided

via transfer to/from RTS fixed-route buses. The exception to these general

guidelines will be that direct service will be provided from Brighton to and from

Pittsford Plaza, Panorama Plaza, Monroe Community College, Strong Memorial

Hospital and Southtown Plaza. Where practical, passengers will reach those

destinations via transfer to RTS buses. In general. Community Transit sedans will

not operate over routes traveled by RTS buses.
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4 . Service Hours - Passengers will be picked up between the hours of 10:00 a.m.

and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Telephone calls for information and

bookings will be accepted beginning at 9:00 each weekday.

5. Vehicles - Four vehicles will be assigned to the Town of Brighton to provide

town-wide service. The option exists to add an additional vehicle as demand

warrants. This decision will be made jointly by Brighton and R-GRTA.
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REPORT OF NEW TECHNOLOGY
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REPORT OF NEW TECHNOLOGY

A thorough review of the work performed under this
contract has revealed no significant innovations, discover-
ies, or inventions at this time. In addition, all methodol
ogies employed are available in the open literature.
However, the findings in this document do represent an
improvement, and they will be useful throughout the United
States in designing and evaluating integrated demand-respon
sive transit systems.

* U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979 -62 8 - 551/2 102
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