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PREFACE

This report was prepared by COMSIS Corporation under con-

tract to the Transportation Systems Center (TSC) of the U.S.

Department of Transportation. The project, which concluded as a

demonstration in December 1981, was funded by the Office of the

Secretary of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration,

and the Urban Mass Transportation Administration under the

National Ridesharing Demonstration Program. Responsibility for

evaluation of the project rests with TSC's Office of Systems

Assessment. The author of the report is J. Richard Kuzmyak of

COMSIS

.

Extensive assistance in preparation of this report was

received from the Tidewater Regional Transit Authority, the

project grant recipient. A. Jeff Becker, the project manager,

served as a regular source of information, and it was with his

assistance that we were able to understand the key issues and

inner workings of the project. Material from TRT's own final

project report and various internal memoranda supplied much of

the content for this report. Thanks is also offered to Joel

Freilich, the TSC evaluation manager, for his assistance in

review of the report and interpretation of the findings.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a report on a project based in Tidewater, Virginia

which demonstrated the application of shared-ride taxi as a

supplement or replacement to conventional public transit in a

regional transportation network. The project, initiated under

the name Maxi-Taxi and subsequen tly renamed Maxi -Ride , for legal

reasons, operated as a demonstration from November 1980 through

December 1981, under funding from the U.S. Department of Trans-

portation's National Ridesharing Demonstration Program and the

Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation. The grant

recipient, as well as the planning and implementing agency for

the project, was the Tidewater Regional Transit Authority (TRT).

Major elements of the program have been sustained by TRT follow-

ing the conclusion of the demonstration.

TRT initiated the shared-ride concept largely as a cost-

cutting measure, to help curb a growing operating deficit and to

make available a more cost-effective means to maintain or expand

service in accordance with its regional service mandate. A

variety of shared-ride taxi applications were tested under the

Maxi-Taxi program. These included: new services in low-density

markets; feeder service to fixed-route bus; selective time-of-day

or total replacement for fixed-route bus; activity center (down-

town) shuttle service; and medium-density corridor jitney

service. Considerable experience in costs, performance, demand,

contracting procedures and management was gained through the

demons t ra t ion.

The Maxi-Taxi program contracted with individual private

taxi operators to provide service within specified markets and

according to a detailed service plan. The service plans, which

covered schedules, routes, hours, fares, and even type of vehicle

to be used, were drawn up by TRT and placed out on bid to local

taxi operators. Service contracts were awarded to the operator

offering the lowest cost per service hour. The selected operator

then provided the service specified under the contract, including

dispatching, using vans leased from TRT. Each month, TRT
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collected the revenues from the Maxi-Taxi fareboxes and, subse-

quently, reimbursed the operator for the number of service hours

provided at the agreed-upon cost per hour. The cost per hour

reimbursement included the contractor's vehicle leasing expense.

Under the service arrangement, TRT also packaged and marketed the

service, and retained sole authority to effect service changes.

No special planning methods were developed in conjunction

with the Maxi-Taxi program. Rather, services were established in

areas where TRT perceived the greatest need, and were subse-

quently monitored and modified based on operating experience.

Eleven Maxi-Taxi services were in operation as of November 1980,

including two services which had been operating for several

months as pilots. Based on productivity and cost recovery

criteria, service areas were redefined, fares raised, vehicle

fleets increased or decreased, and operating hours revised. By

June 1981, all Maxi-Taxi services funded under the Federal grant

had been terminated. The reason for this was that the Federal

funds could be applied only to tests which did not replace exist-

ing public transit operations or otherwise violate the labor

protections specified under Section 13(c) of the Urban Mass

Transportation Act. The Federal demonstration funds were used

for new services in low density urban or rural areas; the ser-

vices were poorly patronized, covered only a small fraction of

their costs, and exhausted resources quickly. The services im-

plemented under State funding were not similarly restricted; this

was the basis for the feeder and jitney services which replaced

existing bus operations. The jitney services were particularly

effective, as discussed below.

Most Maxi-Taxi services, except for the jitney installa-

tions, consist of one- to-three vehicle systems which operate as

a combination demand- re spon s i ve and schedul ed-rout e service with-

in a specified service area. Vehicles used to provide the ser-

vice were 12 to 15 passenger vans. Fares range from $1.00 to

$1.50, compared to a $.50 bus fare, but include a transfer privi-

lege where applicable. The services carry about three to six

passengers per hour at a cost of $13 to $15 per vehicle hour,

which includes vehicle, operating, and TRT's administrative cost.

x



Subtracting passenger revenues, at current fare and passenger

levels, this means that most services operate at a net cost

(i.e., require a subsidy) of between $2 and $5 per passenger.

This net cost per per passenger is higher than that of the pre-

vious fixed-route bus, though total net cost for the entire

service area where replacement occurred has generally been

reduced considerably. In sum, the action has allowed TRT to

continue to provide service in areas where the cost had become

proh i b i t i ve

.

The special Jitney-Ride service which TRT implemented on its

former Willoughby route has been much more successful than the

typical areawide service. Jitney-Ride, which employs a minibus

to provide frequent, fixed-route service, carries about 14

passengers per hour at a fare of $.50, resulting in a net cost of

only $.98 per passenger.

Following the demonstration, TRT has continued its explora-

tion of shared-ride 1 taxi as both a service improvement and cost-

saving feature. It has concentrated its post-demonstration

efforts on revised contracting me t hods - - 1 ook i ng to improve ser-

vice quality tnrough profit incent i ve--and with more jitney-type

services

.

While in the process of renewing its service contracts in

the fall of 1982, TRT determined that it could provide Maxi-Taxi

service in-house at the same or possibly even lower cost. It

reached this conclusion after securing a waiver from its opera-

tors' union to hire drivers independently for paratransit ser-

vices at sub-union rates— specifically $4.50 per hour with

limited fringe benefits vs. $9.70 per hour with full fringe bene-

fits for regular employees. What this meant was that TRT could

furnish the service either internally or through contract at a

cost of between $12 to $14 per service hour, including the cost

of the vehicle in each case (approximately $2/hour). TRT's cost

savings, therefore, lie in substituting Max i -Tax i / J i t ney-Ri de

paratransit services for conventional fixed-route services, or

$14 vs. $30 per hour, and not in public vs. private paratransit

opera t i on

.
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TRT has used this flexibility not to eliminate the private

contract services, but to provide leverage when contracting with

private operators. As of February 1983, TRT was supplying the

Deep Creek, Church land and Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi services with

its own staff, while the Ocean View and Hampton Blvd. services

were contracted. Likewise with the Ji t ney-Ri de services, three

of approximately eight routes now in operation are served by

private contractor, while the remaining are supplied in-house.

Operation of the Jitney-Ride services has become increas-

ingly innovative. In several cases TRT is now using paratransit

minibuses in mixed operation with regular fixed-route service on

the same route, where the minibus is used for either regularly-

scheduled or tripper service.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Maxi- Taxi demonstration in the Tidewater region of

Virginia was an innovative test of the application of privately-

contracted, shared-ride taxi services as a replacement for or

supplement to conventional fixed-route transit in an integrated

regional transit network. The service experiment was funded as a

demonstration under the National Ridesharing Demonstration

Program of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), and

through demonstration funding from the Virginia Department of

Highways and Transportation. The formal demonstration ended in

December 1981, though several of the service elements are still

i n opera t i on

.

The Service Assessment Division of the U.S. DOT's Transpor-

tation Systems Center (TSC) was funded by the Urban Mass

Transportation Administration's Service and Methods Demonstration

Program to evaluate the project. This report, prepared by COMSIS

Corporation under contract to TSC, completes that evaluation.

The grant recipient and administering agency for the Maxi-

Taxi demonstration was the Tidewater Regional Transit Authority

(TRT). TRT is the transit operator for all public transportation

service within the Tidewater Transportation District, a 1,079

square-mile area which includes the cities of Norfolk, Ports-

mouth, Virginia Beach, Chesapeake and Suffolk. TRT's primary

activity is the operation of a 41-route bus network that inter-

connects this region.

TRT's efforts to provide the Tidewater District with ade-

quate transit service have been hampered by the vast area in-

volved, much of which is sparsely populated. Like most transit

operators, TRT was also facing the problem of escalating costs

and stationary or declining passenger revenue and external fund-

ing. The struggle to maintain an effective transit program

despite shrinking resources led TRT to the idea of substituting

less costly, privately-operated, shared-ride taxi service for

unproductive conventional bus operations. TRT developed and

1



implemented its own test case in early 1979, involving replace-

ment of a declining fixed-route service with an areawide van-

based service provided under contract by a local taxi operator.

The general success and innovative nature of the pilot test,

named "Max i -Tax

i

11 by TRT, led to more extensive and varied test-

ing under the formal demonstration program. Eleven different

applications were tested, ranging from additional areawide

replacement services for fixed-route bus, like the pilot test, to

time-of-day replacement services (evenings and weekends), feeder

services, jitney services, and entirely new services in low-

density urban and rural areas. These applications have demon-

strated varied success, and most were modified over time in

response to productivity standards and budget constraints. TRT

was sufficiently satisfied with the demonstration of the Maxi-

Taxi concept that it has retained several of the services after

demonstration funding expired, and continues to experiment with

improved service models on its own.

In summary, the Tidewater application of shared-ride taxi to

conventional bus replacement and enhancement represents an inno-

vative transit management and ridesharing strategy. The lessons

of the Tidewater experiment should be valuable to other operators

whose management and cost problems are forcing them to consider

new alternatives. This report presents the details and findings

of the Maxi-Taxi demonstration in the following format:

o Chapter 2 provides a description of TRT and the project
site.

o Chapter 3 discusses the planning and development of the
Maxi-Taxi program.

o Chapter 4 presents a summary of program operating
characteristics and the service, ridership and economic
impac t s

.

o Chapter 5 concludes with a general summary of the
findings and transferability of the Maxi-Taxi
demons t ra t i on

.
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2. SITE DESCRIPTION

The Tidewater Transportation District is composed of five

cities in southeastern Virginia: Norfolk, Portsmouth, Chesa-

peake, Virginia Beach, and Suffolk (see Figure 2-1).

The district covers an area of 1,079 square miles and has a

population of approximately 800,000. However, about two-thirds

of the area is rural. While Norfolk and Portsmouth are rather

we 1
1 -ae f i ned , medium-to-high density urban areas, large portions

of Chesapeake and Suffolk are rural, and Virginia Beach is a low-

density residential area with heavy ocean front resort develop-

men t .

The principal employer in the area is the U.S. Navy, with

five major installations located throughout the region (see Fig-

ure 2-2) and a total employment of approximately 75,001). There

are two central business districts, Norfolk and Portsmouth.

These are separated by the Elizabeth River and, therefore, do not

constitute a strong single focus of emp 1 oymen t. Total regional

employment is about 300,000.'*'

The Tidewater Regional Transit Authority (TRT) is respon-

sible for the planning, regulation and operation of all public

transportation and related facilities in the service area. This

includes a 41-route, 141-vehicle, fixed-route bus network and a

regional ridesharing program. In fiscal year 1979, TRT's fixed-

route bus service furnished 5,900,000 bus-miles and 420,000 bus-

hours of service, and carried 12,700,000 passengers. The ride-

sharing services provided by TRT include a fleet of 100 vans for

vanpooling and 50 vans for providing special services to the

elderly and handicapped. TRT also assists in buspool and carpool

ma t c ft i n g .

A.J. Becker, W. Talley, J. Krumke, P. Anderson, Prototype Bus
Service Evaluation System: Tidewater Transportation District
Commission, Urban Mass Transportation Administration, U.S. DOT,
April 1981 (No. UMTA-VA- 0 9 -7 0 0 1 - 8 1 - 1 )

.
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3. PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION

3 . 1 BACKGROUND

The Maxi-Taxi program, which was formally implemented in

November I960, was the product of planning that began in 1977.

TRT's earliest interests in Maxi-Taxi type services surfaced in

conjunction with planning and service development for the com-

munity of Virginia Beach. TRT was asked to respond to the travel

needs of suburban neighborhoods in Virginia Beach that were not

served by public transportation. TRT felt that a form of

demand- re spons i ve transportation would be appropriate, given the

low density character of these areas. Travel surveys were con-

ducted at five major activity centers to try to determine poten-

tial market response to various "unconventional" service options.

It was concluded from the results of these surveys that the

ridership potential for shared-ride taxi (SRT) service would be

small, even under optimal service conditions.

TRT nevertheless continued its exploration of the SRT con-

cept, and in early 1978 issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) to

determine the interest of the local taxi companies in a shared-

ride taxi program. The RFP solicited input directly from the

operators on the economic and service-related factors they would

regard as important in deciding whether to get involved. Areas

probed included fare structure (such that the service would be

self-supporting), service area, requests for service, level of

service, and coordination among taxi operators. Though the RFP

did not result in the immediate development of service, it was an

important planning step for TRT in designing its program.

TRT's first experience in tapping private taxi services

through service contract occurred in early 1979, when three taxi

firms were contracted to provide elderly and handicapped trans-

portation. This arrangement was dissolved in mid-1980, when the

cost became prohibitive to TRT compared to its own limited ad-

vance reservation, demand-responsive service.

In May 1979, TRT submitted a letter of interest for funding

under the National Ridesharing Demonstration Program to further
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its SRT program development. While Tidewater was eventually-

selected as a demonstration site, the funding grant was not

received until November 1980. In the meantime, TRT proceeded at

first independently with development of this program, and subse-

quently under a demonstration grant from the State of Virginia.

One of TRT's first opportunities for actual implementation

of a general purpose shared-ride taxi installation occurred as a

response to congestion complaints at the area's largest shopping

mall, Military Circle. Both the mall's owners and city officials

were concerned about improving customer access to the facility,

and TRT seized the opportunity to pilot a shared-ride taxi

service. Details of a service plan were subsequently worked out

in cooperation with the mall merchants, for a service that would

connect the mall to the adjacent subdivision of Kempsville in

Virginia Beach. The plan provided benefits to two member juris-

dictions (Norfolk and Virginia Beach), and allowed a single

Norfolk cab company to provide the service. The service was

initiated on November 15, 1979, to operate through the Christmas

season. The service began with two dedicated taxi vehicles,

operating Monday through Saturday from 9:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m.,

at a fare of $1.00 per one-way trip. Because of poor ridership,

however, one of the vehicles was removed from service on

December 4, and, following a continuing decline, the service was

stopped entirely on January 1, 1980. Ridership on the test

service never exceeded 15 passengers per day, whereas TRT was

realizing costs of $8.00 per vehicle hour under its service

contract with the provider.

Another pilot test effort was somewhat more successful.

This service was targeted at a rural, low density area in the

Chesapeake region adjacent to the City of Portsmouth, known as

Deep Cre ek/G i 1 mer t on. While this area was rapidly growing, it

was unable to support the two bus routes that connected it with

Portsmouth. Over time, TRT gradually cut back the bus service

based on c o s t - r e c o v e ry standards, and these cutbacks produced

steadily worsening ridership and cost recovery. However, there

was still strong public sentiment to retain public transit ser-

vice, and this caused Chesapeake city officials to ask TRT for
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some type of alternative service. TRT's general solution was to

supply a flexible service on an on-call basis to transport riders

to a major activity center, which was also a transfer point to

the regional fixed-route bus network. TRT then further decided

after some economic analysis that this service would best be

provided by a private taxi operator. Chesapeake officials con-

curred with TRT's recommendations, and the Deep Creek/Tower Mall

"Maxi-Taxi" was implemented in September 1979.

The Deep Creek Maxi-Taxi was introduced as a door-to-door,

many-to-one, demand- re spons i ve type service, connecting the Deep

Creek community with nearby Tower Mall. In addition to being the

major regional shopping facility. Tower Mall was also located so

that it coula serve as an efficient transfer point to the TRT bus

system. Deep Creek residents could receive service from their

doorstep to the mall by calling in a reservation. The Maxi-Taxi

was to provide service within one hour of the call. The pickup

schedule was arranged so that arrival at the mall would coincide

with TRT's fixed-route bus, for passengers desiring to transfer

to other destinations in the region. The Maxi-Taxi would then

also wait to pick up returning bus passengers. Users were

charged $1.00 for the basic trip within the service area, which

included an "all-zones" ticket for transferring to any other

location in the system.

TRT negotiated a contract with Yellow Cab of Chesapeake to

provide the service. Under the agreement. Yellow Cab furnished

the prescribed service at a cost to TRT of $7.00 per vehicle

hour. In exchange, the operator agreed to remit all fare reve-

nues to TRT. To meet the anticipated passenger loads, TRT leased

a van to the operator at a per-mile rate which fully recaptured

the cost of the included vehicle and maintenance; the operator

supplied his own insurance.

Despite TRT's success in securing the support of Chesapeake

officials for the Maxi-Taxi, it was still necessary for TRT to

apply some resourceful marketing to sell Maxi-Taxi to the general

public. Public meetings were held prior to implementation, which

demonstrated considerable citizen resistance to any form of ser-

vice other than the existing bus. TRT met this resistance
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through an image-building program, coupled with extensive infor-

mation exchange. A door-to-door advertising campaign was

conducted, and a special effort was made to gain the support of

the merchants at Tower Mall. The marketing efforts appeared to

be successful, as the resistance diminished and the public

accepted and began to use the service.

3.2 PLANNING

In anticipation of demonstration funds from the National

Ridesharing Demonstration Program and also demonstration funding

support from the State of Virginia, TRT followed its successful

Deep Creek/ Tower Mall pilot with planning for the system-wide

testing of shared-ride taxi. TRT planned to use these resources

to experiment with a range of SRT applications. An initial list

of applications which appeared interesting included:

o substitution of SRT services for evening or weekend
serv ice

;

bus

o complete replacement of
demand-response or corridor

fixed-route with
j i tney serv ice;

areawide

o f eeder service;

o expansion of service into low density areas;

o re i ns t i t ut i on of service in
fixed-route bus.

areas previously served by

TRT' s planning for the regional Maxi-Taxi program began i n

the winter of 1979/80 with extensive reviews of previous experi-

ence. The information sought in these reviews included criteria

for assessing demand for shared-ride taxi type services, opera-

tional characteristics and design variations, contracting methods

and marketing strategies. The reviews found that most of the

published planning experience was concentrated in rural transpor-

tation and special services for the elderly and handicapped,

which limited its applicability. While marketing was shown to be

important by most studies, techniques used were not found to

differ greatly from those used in other forms of public transpor-

tation. In sum, review of existing experience does not seem to

have added much to TRT's Maxi-Taxi planning effort. Without

access to proven planning methods, TRT was obliged to design

9



services using a system which chose the best candidate areas for

each basic service type (new low-density service, feeder service,

replacement service, etc.), and then applied a conservative,

incremental approach in service development, i.e., beginning ser-

vice with only one or two vehicles and then making adjustments as

operating experience was acquired. While cost and revenue analy-

sis was performed, lack of experience caused a heavy reliance on

judgment to estimate ridership response. With regard to con-

tracting procedures and marketing, the same strategies developed

for the pilot were to be extended to the demonstration services.

Early in the planning phase, complications developed that

delayed TRT's Federal demonstration grant. Because some of the

proposed services would replace existing publicly-operated fixed-

route bus with privately-operated services, U.S. DOT reviewers

concluded that the proposal could be in violation of Section

13(c). This section of the Urban Mass Transportation Act pro-

vides that no existing public transportation employee will be

made worse off as a result of the receipt and use of Federal

assistance. Consequently, TRT was asked to clarify how its Maxi-

Taxi program would impact its existing labor force. Attempting

to resolve this issue took well over a year, causing TRT to

continue its planning and program development with State demon-

stration funds.

Between the spring and fall of 1980, TRT identified and

developed ten service applications, which were approved by its

Executive Board in September and scheduled for implementation in

November. These services are described below and summarized in

Table 3-1. The location of individual Maxi-Taxi service areas

within the Tidewater region is shown in Figure 3-1. Figure 3-2

shows the linkage between the Maxi-Taxi service areas and TRT's

existing fixed-route bus network.

1. Suffolk and Sur round in g Areas - This service provided

limited public transportation in a largely rural area. The

Suffolk Maxi-Taxi was conceived as an areawide, demand- re spons i ve

service to be targeted chiefly at elderly residents who were

dependent upon others for transportation to basic shopping and

10
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medical destinations. As implemented, however, it functioned as

a combination fixed-route and demand-responsive service. Because

a low volume of ridership was anticipated, service was to be

provided between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. by one van

on a rotating basis among three communities: Holland (Tuesday

and Friday), Whaleyville (Monday and Thursday), and Chuckatuck/

Crittenden (Wednesday and Saturday). In each community, the

vehicle was to make four scheduled runs per day, beginning at

9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 12:30 p.m., and 1:30 p.m., and terminating

in downtown Suffolk. Customers were advised as to the inter-

sections and times at which they could meet Maxi-Taxi for their

trips. Alternatively, they could request doorstep pickup (or

drop-off) for travel to or from downtown Suffolk or anywhere

within their own community* by calling the Maxi-Taxi dispatcher

by 3:00 p.m. on the day before the trip. Fare was set at $2.00

per one-way trip, which included an all-zones TRT bus ticket.

2. Chur c h 1 and * * - This area was served by three TRT bus

routes: #42-West Norfolk, # 4 7 -Chur ch 1 and , and # 4 8 - Pugh s v i 1 1 e

.

Two of these routes, #42 and #48, served areas with low popula-

tion density, and realized low cost recovery (net operating cost

per passenger of about $3.65). The proposed Maxi-Taxi service

was to replace Routes #42 and #48 with one van operating on an

areawide, demand-responsive basis (like the Deep Creek Maxi-Taxi)

between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday, transporting

riders to the Churchland Shopping Center where they could trans-

fer to the remaining Route #47. For the trip to Churchland

Shopping Center, customers were to be picked up at their doors,

within one hour of calling the dispatcher. Return trips from the

shopping center were scheduled for every 50 minutes. Like Deep

Creek, one-way fare was $1.00, which included an all-zones TRT

bus ticket.

*Re si dents of the community receiving service on a particular
day could not use the Maxi-Taxi to travel to any of the other
communities because of the large trip distances involved.

**The Churchland service was actually implemented as an internal
economy measure in the summer of 1 9 80 with one vehicle. An
additional vehicle was added in the November implementation.
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3. Bow er s Hi ll - This application was also a replacement

service to fixed-route bus operating as a feeder. The existing

bus service (Route #55) in the Bowers Hill area had a net

operating cost per passenger of $1.77. The Maxi-Taxi replacement

service entailed one van operating areawide between the Bowers

Hill neighborhood and Tower Mall, transfer point to Routes #44,

#45 and #50. Service was to be provided between 6 a.m. and 7

p.m., Monday through Saturday, at a price of $1.00, which
included an all-zones TRT bus ticket. Customers would obtain

service from their doors to Tower Mall or anywhere else in the

service area within one hour of calling the dispatcher. For

trips returning from Tower Mall, the Maxi-Taxi van would depart

every hour on the hour, starting at 7 a.m.

4 . Grea t J3_r j_d£ e_ - This area was the site of a new feeder

service application for Maxi-Taxi. Great Bridge was served by

TRT Route #22, and service changes were being considered to pro-

vide additional service to the area. However, extension of the

fixed-route service did not appear to be justified, so TRT sug-

gested a Maxi-Taxi service to serve as a f eeder / ext en s i on to

Route #22. The Maxi-Taxi was to serve all trips within the

service area, including trips to and from the transfer point to

Route #22 for access to destinations outside the service area.

The service was to be supplied by two Maxi-Taxi vehicles provid-

ing areawide on-call service between 8 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday

through Saturday. Within one hour of calling, customers would

obtain service from their doors to the Great Bridge Civic Center

or anywhere else within the service area. Return trips from

Great Bridge Civic Center were to occur approximately every 60

minutes, based on the transfer with Route #22. Fare for this

service would be $1.00, inclusive of an all-zones bus ticket.

5. College Park - College Park is a 1 ow- 1 o-med i um density

community in the Kempsville area of Virginia Beach. This Maxi-

Taxi implementation was to be an areawide, dema nd- r e s pon s i v

e

service, serving all trips within the community and connecting

with the TRT bus system (Route #15) at the College Park Shopping

Center. The service was to operate with one van from 6 a.m. to

10 p.m., Monday through Friday, at a fare of $1.00, which would

16



include an all-zones bus transfer. Customers would obtain ser-

vice at their doors within one hour of calling, although pickups

could also be arranged in advance or on a routine basis. Return

trips from College Park Shopping Center would leave every 60

minutes, timed to the arrival of Route #15.

6. P ort s mo ut h Night Service - With the exception of one

route, all evening bus service in Portsmouth had been terminated

in 1975 due to poor ridership and high costs. The demonstration

proposed to test whether Maxi-Taxi would be an effective strategy

for re ins t i tut ing evening service. The Maxi-Taxi service was to

consist of four vehicles providing areawide service between 7:00

p.m. and 10:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. Customers could

obtain service from their doors within 30 minutes of calling, or

at the main stops at shopping centers and naval installations,

where the Maxi-Taxi would arrive approximately every 30 minutes.

Riders were advised to arrange for the return trip with the Maxi-

Taxi driver before leaving the vehicle. The fare was to be the

same as regular bus, $.50, plus $.05 transfer and a $.20 zone

charge if the trip crossed the western branch of the Elizabeth

River (roughly the midpoint of the service area).

7. Granby Ma 1

1

- This new shuttle service in Norfolk linked

the downtown pedestrian mall with the adjacent financial

district. The service was provided by a ga so 1 i ne-powe red vehicle

designed to look like an antique trolley. This vehicle operated

on 20-minute headways along the shuttle route from 11 a.m. to 2

p.m. , Monday through Friday. The service operated fare-free.

8. Hampton Blvd. - Two parallel TRT Routes, #6 and #10, had

operated in the same corridor and had performed poorly at night.

It was decided to replace the services with Maxi-Taxi daily

between 7 p.m. and midnight. The Maxi-Taxi would consist of two

vehicles providing demand-responsive service within the service

area at the same fare as bus, or $.50 plus $.05 transfer and $.20

per additional zone. Within 30 minutes of calling, customers

would receive doorstep service to a TRT transfer point at Norfolk

General Hospital or anywhere else in the service area. Return

Maxi-Taxis would leave the hospital transfer point every 40

minutes, based on connections with Route #2.
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9. Ocean View/Bayview - Existing TRT Route #14 had provided

very circuitous service to this community for years, and had

performed very poorly. It was decided to replace Route #14 with

two Maxi-Taxi vehicles, operating between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. daily

with areawiae, demand-responsive service at the same fare as

existing bus, or $.50, plus $.05 transfer and $.20 per additional

zone. Within 60 minutes of calling, customers could obtain

doorstep service to TRT bus stops at Ocean View Station and

Tidewater Drive/Little Creek Road, to Southern Shopping Center,

or anywhere else in the service area. Return trips from the bus

stops ana shopping center would leave every hour.

10. Co ro nado - Existing TRT Route #16 had very low rider-

ship at night. It was decided to replace Route #16's night

service with a Maxi-Taxi van operating on a fixed route between

9 p.m. and midnight. Headways were approximately one hour, with

Maxi-Taxis departing at 9:45, 10:45, 11:40, and 12:30. The fare

would be the same as regular bus, or $.50 plus $.05 transfer and

$.20 per additional zone.

Planning for each of the Maxi-Taxi services involved analy-

sis of potential ridership and costs, hours of service, service

area boundaries, and service schedules. All proposals were re-

viewed by city officials, presented in public hearings in August

1980, and finally submitted to TRT 1 s Executive Board for

approval. Each of these steps resulted in refinement and modifi-

cation of the proposals before implementation, which was

scheduled for late November, 1980.

3.3 IMPLEMENTATION

3.3.1 Service Contracts

The Maxi-Taxi service franchises were offered under competi-

tive bid to area taxicab companies in September 1980. Only two

companies responded with bids, and both were selected in mid-

October as service providers. Airport Limousine was awarded the

contract for the College Park service, the only one on which it

bid. Airport offered to provide the service at a rate of $13.00

18



per vehicle hour. Yellow Cab of Chesapeake was contracted to

provide all Maxi-Taxi services except College Park at a rate of

$14. OU per vehicle hour. A copy of the Request for Bids and the

service contract are provided in Appendix A. In the bid docu-

ment, TRT specified the areas to be served, operating hours and

approximate service frequency, fares, and number of vehicles

r equ i r ed

.

As a condition of the service contract, TRT required that

the service be provided with 12- or 15-passenger vans, supple-

mented as necessary during periods of peak demand with cabs or

station wagons. So as not to exclude potential bidders with this

requirement, TRT offered vehicle leasing options to all bidders.

The leasing arrangements offered vehicles at a cost of $.20 per

mile for 12-passenger vans, and $.24 per mile for 15-passenger

vans. The lease fee included the cost of the van, maintenance

and back-up, but not insurance. Lessees were required to pur-

chase liability insurance of not less than $500,000 per person

and per occurrence, naming TRT as the additional insured. Yellow

Cab elected to lease the vans from TRT under the arrangement,

whereas Airport Limousine already had such vehicles in its fleet.

Under the terms of the service contract, TRT agreed to pay

the service operator the agreed-upon rate per hour of service

furnished upon receipt of a monthly invoice. This invoice was to

itemize: number of days of operation, vehicle-hours per day,

total vehicle operating hours, cost per veh i c 1
e -hour , total cost,

total vehicle-miles of operation, and total ridership. In re-

turn, TRT obtained all fare revenues from Maxi-Taxi operations.

TRT required that all fares be collected in fareboxes and

physically removed by a TRT agent.

At the close of the first year's contracts, TRT took a step

toward improved operations when drawing up new contracts. New

contracts as of October 1981 included a profit-sharing clause,

once a minimum revenue threshold had been reached. This was an

effort to see if profit incentive could be used to replicate the

19



normal competitive environment of the taxi operator and stimulate

interest and service quality within the confines of a contract.

3.3.2 Labor and Institutional Issues

The prospect of a public transit agency paying private taxi

operators to supply public transportation service produced con-

cerned reaction from several sectors prior to implementation.

These included not only organized transit labor, but the taxi

operators themselves.

Initial difficulties were encountered at the grant proposal

stage regarding the application of Federal demonstration funds to

finance service experiments that would replace existing public

transportation services with private operators. The U.S. DOT

interpreted these service plans to be in violation of Section

13(c), the labor protection clause of the Urban Mass Transporta-

tion Act. As a condition of funding, TRT was obliged not to use

National Ridesharing Demonstration funds for any service that

would result in the elimination of bus operators' jobs. As a

result, the Federal demonstration project was concentrated on

initiation of service to low-density neighborhoods previously

unserved by public transportation. This meant that the Suffolk,

College Park, and Deep Creek services would be demonstrated

under the Federal grant, while the other services would be

funded by the State of Virginia.

Bus operators and mechanics of the TRT system are repre-

sented by a collective bargaining agent, Local 1177 of the Amal-

gamated Transit Workers Union, AFL-CIO. During the public

hearings on the proposed services in August 1980, the union

presented a prepared statement in opposition to the new services.

A copy of the statement, which is included as Appendix B, was

also sent to the State of Virginia to discourage their part in

funding new services that were not in accord with Section 13(c).

The union declared that the Maxi-Taxi program was in violation of

the principles of the Urban Mass Transportation Act to preserve

bus service in urban areas. The statement then took particular

exception to three of the taxi services proposed to replace bus
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operations: Downtown Norfolk's Granby Mall shuttle; the Hampton

Boulevard replacement evening service; and the Ocean V i ew/Bayv i ew

general replacement service. The union argued that these areas

could not be interpreted as low density and, therefore, were not

inherently unsuited for transit, as stated in TRT's proposal.

The union further declared that the expenditure of State funds

for Maxi-Taxi projects was equally in violation with the princi-

ples of 13(c) and, in their view, simply represented the oppor-

tunistic use of funds that had been previously committed for a

completely different type of transit experiment (see pp. B-3 and

B-4 of Appendix B).

The union's protest was not successful, however, and the

services were implemented as planned. The burden on TRT and the

State was fortunately eased by a shift in the focus of labor

matters to other more significant bargaining issues. However,

throughout the term of the project, the union observed the new

operations very closely, and reported by word-of-mouth any diffi-

culties, including appearance of drivers, off-route trips, clean-

liness of vehicles, and possible mishandling of fares. In addi-

tion, union officials talked steadily about employee concern over

job security, though no layoffs resulted from the new services.

A surprising result was the negative response of the taxi

industry to the Maxi-Taxi program. TRT logically assumed that

the private taxicab comp an i e s wou Id welcome the Maxi-Taxi program

as a means for improving and expanding their business. However,

during the public hearings, one cab company representative spoke

out against the new services as a job threat to cab drivers,

asserting that the Maxi-Taxi services would attract riders who

were currently using cabs, and thus result in less cab business.

This concern was presented even though it was widely advertised

that the new services would be provided by existing private cab

companies. An owner of a large local cab company went so far as

to write the State of Virginia and condemn the project as a

subsidized intrusion against free enterprise (see Appendix B).

The area's major cab companies not only declined to bid for the

services, but during the course of the project, championed a bill

through the Virginia General Assembly intended to clarify the
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enabling legislation for transportation district commissions to

ensure that taxicab services would not be regulated by the dis-

trict commissions. In response to this action, TRT was obliged

to change the name of the project services from "Maxi-Taxi" to

"Maxi-Ride" to distinguish project shared-ride services from the

regular taxi services.

3.3.3 Marke t i ng

Marketing and promotional strategies accompanying Maxi-Taxi

program implementation included service brochures, newspaper ads,

and promotion through individual merchants.

Operating procedures for each service were incorporated into

colorful brochures. A typical brochure is illustrated in Figure

3-3. The brochures were designed to give users information on

the area where service could be obtained, destinations which

could be reached, transfer information, operating hours, and

general usage instructions, including service requests and fares.

The brochure also promoted the convenience, savings and flexi-

bility of Maxi-Taxi service.

A total of lib, 000 Maxi-Taxi brochures were produced and

distributed. Of these, 80,000 were distributed door-to-door to

households in Maxi-Taxi service areas, while the remaining 36,000

were distributed by TRT service representatives to merchants and

civic groups within the service areas. Individual merchants were

also solicited to promote Maxi-Taxi to their customers.

In addition to the marketing in individual service areas,

TRT also developed a general Maxi-Taxi ad, which appeared in

several editions of local newspapers. This ad extolled the

general benefits of using Maxi-Taxi, and encouraged readers to

contact TRT for further information.

3.3.4 Service Monitoring

Following implementation, Maxi-Taxi services were monitored

extensively in several ways. The principal product of the moni-

toring program was a monthly evaluation report, an example of
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which is shown in Figure 3-4. These reports contained informa-

tion on in-service hours, cost, ridership, and revenue. This

basic data was used to derive indices on net cost (deficit) and

net cost per passenger, the principal measures of effectiveness

used by TRT to add, delete, or modify services. Operating data

were abstracted from the monthly invoices from operators, driver

manifests, and TRT fare counts.

TRT also conducted qualitative evaluations of Maxi-Taxi

operations. Service representatives made regular ride checks on

each service installation. Some of these checks were covert,

inspecting service quality, courteousness, and related factors.

Other checks involved interviews of both operators and passen-

gers. This information was used in planning service changes and

marketing efforts to improve image. Sample service reviews may

be seen in Appendix C.

In addition to the routine monthly evaluations, TRT also

conducted periodic detailed analysis of ridership and perform-

ance. Several s t a f f - adm i n i s t e r ed on-board rider surveys were

conducted to determine ridership composition, trip purpose and

frequency, origin-destination patterns, and transfer patterns.

Periodic analysis was also made of driver trip manifests. These

data were used to generate information on productivity, travel

patterns, travel time, and scheduling difficulties.

3.3.5 Service Changes

Based on the results of the ongoing monitoring program,

shifting budget resources, fare changes and other factors, numer-

ous modifications were made in the Maxi-Taxi services over the

course of the demonstration. These modifications are discussed

below, and summarized in Table 3-2. Of course, changes in level

of service or fare also affect demand and performance, and these

aspects of the service alterations are discussed in the next

chapter, which deals with Maxi-Taxi service impacts.

1. Ridership on the Suffolk Rural Maxi-Taxi was extremely
low, and significant market potential was not detected.
As a result, this service was discontinued on March 1,

1981 .
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TO: File

FILE: A. Jeff Becker

SUBJECT: Ocean View/Bayview Maxi -Taxi

In-Service
Hours Cost

1981 Evaluations

Passengers Revenue Deficit

Deficit/
Passenger

Bus Route #14 300 $ 8,940 1,680 $ 570 $8,370 $4.98
(4th Quarter
FY 80)

Maxi -Taxi 370 5,698 1,566 653 5,045 3.24
Nov. 2 3 -Dec. 31

January 300 4,200 1,242 522 3,678 2.96

February 280 4,312 1,085 434 3,878 3.57

March 310 4,991 1,223 428 4,563 3.73

Apri 1 300 4,830 1,461 511 4,319 2.96

May 310 4,991 1,460 511 4,480 3.07

June 300 4,830 1,617 566 4,264 2.64

Fare increased from 50^ to $1.00 July 5 , 1981

July 310 4.991 1,323 1,323 3,668 2.77

Augus t 310 4,991 1,361 1,361 3,630 2.67

Service area expanded to cover Willoughby, vans increased from 1 to 2, hours
extended a.m. and p.m. and Jitney-Ride in peak periods.

September
Maxi -Ride 531 7,433 2,246 2,246 5,188 2.31

Jitney-Ride 94 1,315 1,207 604 712 0.59

625 8,748 3,453 2,850 5,900 1.71

Revenue from bus transfer riders allocated to bus route of origin. Therefore,
average fare reduced.

October
Maxi -Ride 613 8,588 2,698 2,050 6,538 2,42

J i tney-Ride 121 1,694 1,540 462 1,232 0.80

734 $10,282 4,238 $2,512 $7,770 $1.83

FIGURE 3-4. MAXI-TAXI MONTHLY EVALUATION REPORT
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TABLE 3-2. SUMMARY OF MAXI-TAXI SERVICE CHANGES

Date Effective Number Opera t ing One-way Reason for
Service Area Service 'Change Vehicles Hours Fare Change

Suffolk Rural Nov. 23 , 1980 1 9am - 2pm $2.00
M - Sa

March 1 , 1981 Terminated Extremely low
ridership

Cnurchland Nov. 23 , 1980 2 6am - 7pm $1.00
M - Sa

March 1 , 1981 1 Limi ted market
and ridership

July 5 , 1981 $1.50 Sys tenwide
adjustment

Nov. 1 , 1981 7am - 6pm No ridership
M - Sa outside these

hours

Bowers Hill Nov. 23,

,

1980 1 6am - 7pm $1.00
M - Sa

July 5, 1981 $1.50 Sys tenwide
adjustment

Sept .

,

1981 Service area
expanded

Great Bridge/ Nov. 23, 1980 2 8am-5 : 30pm $1.00
Greenbrier

March 1

,

1981 1

M - Sa
Insuf f ic ient

ridership

College Park Nov. 23, 1980 2 8am-5 : 30pm $1.00
M - Sa

March 1

,

1981 Terminated Extremely poor
ridership
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TABLE 3-2. SUvMARY OF MAXI -TAXI SERVICE CHANGES (Continued)

Service Area

Portsmouth
Night service

Granby Ma 1

1

Hampton Blvd.

Ocean View/
Bayv i ew

Coronado

Deep Creek

Date Effective Number Operating One-way
Service Change Vehicles Hours Fare

Reason for

Change

Nov. 23, 1980

March 1, 1981

July 5, 1981

Nov. 1, 1981

Nov. 23, 1980

April 3, 1981

Nov. 23, 1980

March 1, 1981

July 5, 1981

Nov. 23, 1980

July 5, 1981

Sept. 6, 1981

Nov. 23, 1980

July 5, 1981

Nov. 23, 1980

July 5, 1981

4 7pm- 10pm $.50
M - Sa

3 Insufficient
ridership

$1.50 Systeirwide
adjustment

Terminated Continued high
deficit and
funding
problems with
City of

Portsmouth

1 11am- 2pm
M - F
Terminated

free

Discontinued as

demonstration.
continued by
City of Norfolk

2 7pm-midnight $.50
M-Sun

1 Insufficient
ridership

$1.00 Systemwide
adjustment

2 8am - 6pm $.50
M-Sun

$1.00 Systemwide
adjus tment

3 Good ridership,
jitney service
added

1 9pm - lam $.50
M-Sun

$.60 Systemwide
adjustment

1 6am - 7pm $1.00
M - Sa

$1.50 Systemwide
adjustment
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2. After 60 days of service, an assessment of the Church-
land Maxi- Taxi determined that neither ridership nor
market potential warranted two vans. One van was elim-
inated on March 1, 1981. After almost a year of ser-
vice, it was found that only a few people rode the
Maxi-Taxi before 7:00 a.m. and after 6:00 p.m. Subse-
quently, service was reduced to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
on November 1, 1981.

3. The Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi was revised to supplement the
Deep Creek service area. Based on ridership, it was
estimated that 40% of the Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi's time
was spent in Deep Creek. Therefore, this cost (and
ridership and revenue) was added to Deep Creek's per-
formance inventory, which changed the evaluation basis
for each service. As part of a fixed-route bus service
reduction, it was decided to expand the service area of
the Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi to include the adjacent
Simonsdale neighborhood in Portsmouth. Bus service to
Simonsdale was terminated by truncating a route at
Tower Mall. The new Bowers Hill/Simonsdale service
area, providing transfers to bus service at Tower Mall,
was implemented in September 1981.

4. The Great Bridge/Greenbrier service showed promise in
developing ridership; however, only one van was re-
quired based on ridership during the first 60 days of
service. Therefore, one van was eliminated effective
March 1, 1981. Also, this van was used to supplement
Deep Creek about 25% of the time, so this cost and
revenue was allocated to Deep Creek, as in the case of
Bowers Hill above. After several more months, this
service was again evaluated. Because of the high net
cost per passenger and funding limitations of the dem-
onstration project and the City of Chesapeake, service
was terminated.

5. Due to consistently low ridership, the College Park
service was terminated March 1, 1981.

6. Initial ridership on the Portsmouth Night Service was
good, and the general market potential for the area
appeared very promising. However, after the first 60
days of service, it was felt that four vans were in
excess of the requirement to serve this area; on March
1, 1981, one van was terminated. Unfortunately, be-
cause of funding constraints within the demonstration
project and with the City of Portsmouth, the continued
high net cost per passenger could not be sustained, and
the entire service was terminated November 1, 1981.

7. The Granby Mall Shuttle operated very effectively with
the lowest net cost per passenger of all services, but
was discontinued as a demonstration in April 1981. The
City of Norfolk subsequently accepted the funding
responsibility for the service, and it remains in
opera t i on

.
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8 . The Hampton Boulevard Maxi-Taxi was designed to serve
riders who formerly used TRT buses. Two vans were
assigned to this area to handle the anticipated bus
spillover, but ridership warranted only one. Hence,
one van was eliminated effective March 1, 1981.

9. Ridership in the Ocean View/Bayview service area was
verY good, and a larger potential market was seen. TRT
proposed to expand the service area to cover the Mason
Creek and Willoughby areas while terminating bus ser-
vice to Willoughby. The result was both an increase in
areawide Maxi-Taxi service, as well as the inauguration
of jitney service. Jitney is a term used to describe
a service, typically provided by a private operator,
which maintains a standard route and employs small
vehicles (smaller than conventional bus) operating on
frequent headways. A fixed-route jitney service, known
as Jitney-Ride, was provided during weekday peak
periods on Willoughby Blvd. at a fare of $.50 to con-
nect with TRT bus service at the Ocean View Station.
This service expansion became effective September 6,

19 81 .

10. TRT conducted five public hearings throughout Tidewater
during the spring of 1981 concerning service and fare
changes for the entire TRT transit system. No signifi-
cant public reaction was received on the proposals.
New fares for Maxi-Taxi became effective July 5, 1981,
as foil ows

:

Service Area Old Fare New Fare

Church 1 and $1 .00 $1 .50
Bowers Hill 1 . 00 1 .50
Deep Creek 1 .00 1 .50
Portsmouth Night . 50/ . 20 zone 1 .50
Hampton Boulevard . 50/ . 20 zone 1 .00
Ocean View . 50/ . 20 zone 1 .00

Coronado . 50/ . 20 zone . 60/ . 25 zone
Granby Ma 1

1

Free .10

TRT's successful P i lot of
j

i t ney service on the
Willoughby route i n Oc e an View set the stage for
further Jitney-Ride installations. On July 4

,

1982
(six months after the end o

f

the demonstration), three
new installations were inaugurated. The first of these
was a two-vehicle (minibus) system operating in the
business district of Virginia Beach, Monday through
Saturday from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. The other two installa-
tions were one-vehicle Sunday services which operate in

Nor f o 1 k

.

In addition to the service changes produced by standard

performance monitoring, the qualitative service evaluations also

furnished initiatives for service improvements.
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Problems with productivity drew the major interest in TRT's

operations analysis of Maxi-Taxi. Re due tions in vehicle fleets

as a strategy for reducing costs has the obvious impact of

reducing levels of service as well. TRT maintained continuing

discussions with the service operators on schemes for maximizing

performance with available capacity. Recommendations included

scheduling of trip requests into tours; TRT believed that if this

approach were used, better service and a higher level of pro-

ductivity would result. Other strategies recommended by TRT to

improve performance were to stop providing service outside of the

defined service area or beyond the established operating hours.*

Other actions occurred in response to the general quality of

the service provided, as it affected the image of Maxi-Taxi to

the public. Covert observers reported numerous objectionable

aspects of the way service was being delivered, following which

TRT required changes in practice from the providers. These

actions included:

o Dismissal of drivers in various cases for improper
conduct, such as free transportation of friends or
relatives, being discourteous, or pocketing fares.

o To avoid fare disputes, drivers were instructed to
collect a fare upon each boarding of the vehicle;
hence, if a rider requested the van to stop en route,
there would be no question regarding the requirement of
a new fare payment. In the event of a fare dispute,
riders were asked to pay the requested fare and call
TRT with the complaint.

o Vehicle housekeeping was found to be slovenly and un-
professional. Owners and drivers were formally re-
quired to police the vans for litter and trash daily,
bring the vans to TRT weekly for thorough cleaning, and
to display "no smoking, eating or radio playing" signs
in the vehi c 1 e.

o Dispatchers and drivers were encouraged to improve
communication (and courtesy to riders), to better coor-
dinate pickups and avoid long passenger wait times or
vehicle no-shows. Particular attention was given to
reliable on-time pickups.

*This was happening to a limited extent, and, based on its desire
to maintain a flexible arrangement with its contractors, TRT was
covering these expenses; in light of poor service and rising
costs, it recommended that these practices be dropped.
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o Improvements were suggested in delivery of night ser-
vice, focusing on better methods for illuminating and
identifying the vans.

In October of 1982, TRT scored an important victory during

contract negotiations with its operators' union in securing a

special paratransit operator's rate--$4.50 per hour with limited

fringe benefits vs. $9.70 per hour with full fringes for the

average regular employee. This settlement gave TRT the capa-

bility to provide the Maxi-Taxi services in-house for approxi-

mately the same cost as the private contract service, $13 to $15

per hour, including capital costs and overhead. It has since

used this in-house capability, not to eliminate the private

operator aspect of the Maxi-Taxi service, but to leverage service

quality and cost control from the private operators. As of late

1 9 8 3 , TRT was operating its Ocean View (2 vehicles) and Hampton

Blvd. (1 vehicle) Maxi-Taxis through private contract, while the

Deep Creek, Churchland, and Bowers Hill (1 vehicle each) Maxi-

Taxis were provided in-house. These arrangements are subject to

change at any time.

TRT is also using the paratransit operators' role as the

basis for expanding internally-provided jitney services, like the

Willoughby Jitney-Ride. As of February 1983, TRT implemented

eight new jitney-type services, using 25-passenger minibuses.

Three of these services are provided by private contractors and

the remainder by TRT. Half of these new services are all-day

operations, while others operate only evenings, during peak

periods, or on weekends. In four cases, the minibus service is

running scheduled route service along with the regular TRT bus (2

of these are contract and 2 are TRT services). In some cases,

the minibuses are being used as trippers. TRT plans further

experimentation with and expansion of these services.
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4. PROJECT IMPACTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the major impacts of the Maxi-Taxi

demonstration, expressed in terms of level of service provided,

ridership, and service costs, productivity, and profitability.

Level of service is described in terms of coverage, frequency,

waiting time and fares. Ridership effects are examined through

monthly ridership trends and traveler and trip characteristics

from on-board surveys. Productivity and cost impacts, both total

and net cost, are examined for Maxi-Taxi, relative to the pre-

vious fixed-route bus service where such comparisons can be made.

The chapter also discusses major institutional findings, related

to contracting arrangements and management of the Maxi-Taxi

services

.

4.2 LEVEL OF SERVICE

4.2.1 Coverage

Virtually all Maxi-Taxi services offered riders doorstep-to-

doorstep service anywhere within their respective service areas.

In this respect, the Maxi-Taxi was an advantage to many people

who found it difficult to get to or from a conventional bus line.

Nine of the eleven services offered areawifle service; only the

Coronado night service and the Granby Mall Shuttle were solely

fixed-route operations. The Suffolk service fell somewhat in be-

tween in being an areawide, on-call service that also normally

performed scheduled route service.

All areawide Maxi- Taxis focused service on at least one

central node in the service area, typically the major activity

center or centers within the service area, and also, or in addi-

tion, at a transfer point to the regional bus system. These key

destinations were listed in Table 3-1. Persons wishing to return

home by Maxi-Taxi would typically connect with the service at the

central node / t rans f er point, or pre-arrange the pickup time and

location with the driver or dispatcher.
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In terms of temporal coverage, all Maxi-Taxis except the

Granby Mall Shuttle (Monday-Fr iday) operated at least Monday

through Saturday, while the Hampton Blvd., Ocean V i ew / Bay v i e w

,

and Coronado services operated on Sunday as well. The Suffolk

service, as described earlier, split its service among three

different areas, each receiving two days per week. Operating

hours varied by location, as previously indicated in Tables 3-1

and 3 - 2 .

4.2.2 Service Frequency

Service frequency was previously summarized in Table 3-1.

All of the areawide services operated on an on-call basis for

travel from the home. Most of these, including Churchland,

Bowers Hill, Great Br i dge / Greenbr i er , College Park, Ocean View/

Bayview, and Deep Creek, offered service within 60 minutes of

request. Portsmouth (night service) and Hampton Blvd. offered

doorstep service with as little as 30 minutes advance notice.

The remaining areawide service, Suffolk, required users either to

go to scheduled stops where vehicles arrived approximately every

hour, or to call before 3 p.m., the previous day, for doorstep

service. All areawide services offered return trips at least

every 60 minutes from the central nodes / t rans f er points. Church-

land offered return service every 50 minutes, Hampton Blvd. every

40 minutes, and Portsmouth night service every 30 minutes. If

the Maxi-Taxi route was operating in a feeder capacity to fixed-

route transit, as in the case of Bowers Hill, Great Br i dge / Green-

brier, College Park, Hampton Blvd., Ocean View/ Bayview, ana Deep

Creek, service departure from the central node / t rans f er point was

coordinated with the fixed-route bus.

The 60-minute on-call service policy for the areawide Maxi-

Taxis should be clarified. While users were offered service

within one hour of their request, trip timing was largely estab-

lished by the Maxi-Taxi schedule. Specifically, if the Maxi-Taxi

operation was normally scheduled to arrive at a central node or

transfer point at a particular time, as to meet an arriving bus,

that connection would dominate the trip itinerary and the user
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would have to adjust his/her departure / arr i va 1 time to the Maxi-

Taxi schedule. Exceptions could be made if there were no out-

standing service requests, but this was generally not the case in

systems designed to provide feeder service. Maxi-Taxi, in short,

was not programmed to serve emergency travel needs.

Of the non-areawide services, the Coronado evening service

operated on a set schedule between 9 p.m. and 1 a.m., providing

service on approximately 1-hour headways. The Granby Mall

Shuttle operated on 20-minute headways during the midday, from 11

a.m. to 2 p.m.

4.2.3 Travel Time and Wait Time

Maxi-Taxi typical travel time and waiting times are summar-

ized in Table 4-1. Unfortunately, equivalent data on the pre-

vious TRT fixed-route bus services are limited, so these charac-

teristics cannot be directly compared. Only scheduled headways

on the eliminated bus services are known with any degree of

certainty, and these varied from 30 minutes to 2 hours as shown

in Table 4-1. Because bus arrival times were reported in a

public timetable, users would be expected to "cap" their wait

time in light of w i de 1 y- spac ed bus arrivals, hence the bus head-

way cannot be realistically used as a surrogate for user wait

t ime .

Average Maxi-Taxi in-vehicle time ranged from a low of 14

minutes per trip on the Hampton Blvd. service to 29 minutes on

the Deep Creek service, for an average of 22 minutes overall.

These data were obtained from June 1981 driver trip records.

The available data on waiting time consists of user

responses to a question included in TRT's on-board passenger

survey about the length of time respondents had to wait for the

Maxi-Taxi. Wait time by this definition is calculated by sub-

tracting pickup time from the time service was promised. These

data are summarized in Table 4-1. Overall, the average waiting

time was 7.0 minutes. The services with the largest average

waiting time were Willoughby with 10.4 minutes and Deep Creek

with 9.4 minutes.
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TABLE 4-1. MAXI -TAXI TRAVEL TIME AND WAIT TIME

Maxi -Taxi
Route

Average ^

In-Vehicle Time,
in Minutes

Average^
Wa it T ime

,

in Minutes

Schedu 1 ed
Headway

,

Pre-Exi sting
Bus Service,
in Minutes

Church 1 and 18 6.3 60
(1091) ( 820 )

Bowers Hill 15 3 . 5 60

( 738 ) ( 953 )

Hampton Blvd. 14 5 .

0

30 (peak)
( 572 ) (463 ) 60 (off-peak)

Ocean View 19 5.7 30 (off-peak)
(1617) (2588) 60 (off-peak)

Will oughby NA 10.4 NA
(1453)

Deep Creek 29 9.4 120
(1689) (1245)

Port smouth 28 NA NA
(1179)

Average^ 22 7.0
(6886) (7522)

Time on-board vehicle, obtained from June 1 to June 6, 1981
daily operators' reports; number of total monthly passenger
trips in parentheses.

Difference between time service promised and actual arrival,
obtained from November 1981 on-board survey; number of total
monthly passenger trips in parentheses.

^Weighted by total monthly passenger trips (in parentheses).
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Services with the shortest waiting times were Churchland with 3

minutes and Hampton Blvd. with 5 minutes.

4.2.4 Fares

Maxi-Taxi fares ranged from $.50 to $2.00. The Granby Mall

Shuttle, which did not remain a Maxi-Taxi service, was offered as

a fare-free service. Generally, the Maxi-Taxi services which

were implemented as fixed-route replacements, i.e., Hampton

Blvd., Ocean Vi ew / Bay v i e w , Coronado and Portsmouth, were intro-

duced with the same fare structure as the previous bus. This

fare was $.50 per trip plus a $.05 transfer charge and $.20 zone

charge, as applicable. As Table 3-2 earlier indicated, most

fares were increased during the course of the demonstration.

Each of the above services was subject to a systemwide fare

increase on July 5, 1981. Portsmouth was increased from $.50 to

$1.50, Hampton Blvd. and Ocean View from $.50 to $1.00, and

Coronado from $.50 to $.60.

The areawide ser v i c e s - -Church 1 and , Bowers Hill, Great

Bridge, College Park, and Deep Creek--all started out with fares

of $1.00, which included the all-zones bus transfer ticket.

Great Bridge and College Park were terminated at an early stage.

Fares on the remaining services were increased from $1.00 to

$1.50 on July 5, 1981.

Largely because of the size and low density of its service

area, the Suffolk rural service was introduced with the highest

fare level, $2.00. Poor ridership caused the service to be

terminated before any fare adjustment could be considered.

4.2.5 Aggregate Service Hours

Tables 4-2 and 4-3 describe Maxi-Taxi level of service in

another fashion, using total veh i c 1
e -hour s of service provided as

the measure. Table 4-2 shows total monthly service hours pro-

vided varied over the course of the project, pursuant to the

modifications effected by TRT, along with the vehicle-hours pro-

vided by the previous fixed-route bus, where bus service was

replaced by Maxi-Taxi. The reasons for the service modifications
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in Table 4-2 are covered in greater detail in Table 3-2. Table

4-3 presents these data in slightly different format by indi-

cating the number of veh i c 1
e -hour s that were provided in an

average week. This measure enables a more direct comparison of

service variations by controlling for month-to-month differences

in number of days of operation.

4.2.6 Vehicle Condition and Driver Courtesy

As indicated earlier in the report, TRT maintained sur-

veillance over the delivery of Maxi-Taxi service. TRT's covert

observers identified a number of areas in which the general

quality of service was deficient. Early problems were encoun-

tered with regard to unprofessional or discourteous behavior on

the part of drivers and dispatchers, poor vehicle housekeeping,

and both poor communications and reliability when responding to

service requests. By bringing these problems to the attention of

the service contractors during contract renewal negotiations, TRT

was able to bring about satisfactory improvements in these

service characteristics.

4 . 3 DEMAND

4.3.1 Trends in Ridership Over Time

Maxi-Taxi monthly ridership for each service area is sum-

marized in Table 4-4. The table also describes and indicates the

time of occurrence of major service changes, and allows observar

tion of their impact on ridership. On most routes, the number of

vans providing service was changed in either March or September

1981; these alterations affected the level of service experienced

by the consumer. In July 1981, a major fare increase was imple-

mented which affected all Maxi-Taxi services.

Maxi-Taxi ridership levels varied from a low of 20 to 50

riders per month on the Suffolk Rural service to a high of 2,600

riders on the Ocean View Maxi-Taxi. Except Ocean View, all

services which replaced fixed-route bus realized significantly

lower monthly riderships than bus. All services except Bowers
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Hill and Ocean View showed a gradual decline in ridership over

the 12-month demonstration.

As was the case with service hours, depicting Maxi-Taxi

ridership on a monthly basis is subject to the bias that the days

of service per month vary. To compensate for this bias Table 4-5

is provided, which allows comparison of ridership across services

on an equivalent average weekly basis.

The impact of the fare and service changes are summarized in

Table 4-6. The Suffolk, College Park, and Granby services are

not included in this analysis since they were terminated at the

time of the first service adjustments. Table 4-6 presents a

calculation of the percentage change in ridership accompanying

either major fare or service changes. The data used for these

comparisons are the "average weekly" measures taken from Tables

4-3 and 4-5, to minimize biases due to 1 eng th-o f -mon th variation.

Service changes, as they occurred for most routes in March 1981,

consisted simply of the loss of a vehicle from the service area;

the exception is Ocean View/ Bayview, which gained service in

September 1981 in form of a peak-period, high-frequency jitney

service. A simple elasticity relationship to quantify the impact

of either the service change or fare increase on demand has been

calculated.

Predictably, changes in service have a greater demonstrated

impact on ridership than do fare changes. Using "service hours"

as an approximation for level of service, service elasticities

for Maxi-Taxi were calculated in the range 0.534 to 1.53, com-

pared to fare elasticities ranging from -.129 to -.446. In all

cases, where a route received both service and fare changes, the

service changes had the larger impact.

The results show no obvious correspondence between the type

of service and the service or fare elasticities realized;

admittedly, these variations are masked by differences in market

demographics and the level of service before the change. It is

again pointed out that the significant patronage gain on the

Ocean View/Bayview route is tied to implementation of the special

jitney service in beptember, which makes this service very

different from the others. The largest patronage loss due to a
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service change, and also one of the largest fare-related losses,

occurred on the Hampton Blvd. line, which was a replacement

evening service. However, Coronado was also a replacement

evening service and had the smallest fare-related patronage loss

o f any service.

4.3.2 Ridership Characteristics

To determine characteristics of Maxi-Taxi riders and trips,

TRT conducted an on-board passenger survey on November 25, 1981,

a full year after implementation of the service. The survey was

administered by TRT employees, who rode in the vans and handed a

questionnaire to each passenger on six routes: Bowers Hill, Deep

Creek, Willoughby, Hampton Blvd., Ocean View, and Church land.

The survey gathered information on trip purpose, trip frequency,

or igin-des t ina t i on, rider demographics, and awareness of and

satisfaction with the service. A copy of the survey question-

naire may be found in Appendix D, along with question-by-question

responses for each of the six routes.

The survey resulted in an overall sample of 108 Maxi- Taxi

riders. Sample size for the individual routes ranges from 12 to

28 responses, which, of course, limits the ability to conduct

statistical analysis of results by route. Therefore, the charac-

teristics of Maxi-Taxi riders and tripmaking are analyzed as a

group, with the results summarized in Table 4-7. Though their

meaning is restricted due to small sample size, survey results by

individual route have been tabulated and are presented in

Appendix D for the interested reader. It should be noted that

the survey results have not been weighted to reflect differences

in trip frequency among sampled riders. Thus, some of the

results may be biased in the direction of frequent travelers.

The survey results revealed that almost all Maxi-Taxi riders

(92%) had used the service prior to the day of the survey, and a

large proportion were frequent riders, with 44% of previous

riders indicating that they rode Maxi-Taxi three times a week or

more .

With regard to trip purpose, work and shopping were the most

common trips taken on Maxi- Taxi. All travel in the sample was
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TABLE 4-7. RESULTS OF MAXI-TAXI RIDER SURVEY*

Previous Use of Maxi-Taxi:

Yes 99 (92%)
No 9 ( 8%)

Frequency of Use (prior users only):

Once a Month
At Least 4 Times a Month
2 or 3 Times a Week
More than 3 Times a Week

Trip Purpose (distribution of trips by

Place Coming From Place

11 (12%)
17 (19%)
22 (25%)
39 (44%)

purpose )

:

Going To Net o f Home

Home 74 (64%) 40 (38%) NA
Work 13 (12%) 32 (30%) 45 (42%)
School 5 ( 5%) 2 ( 2%) 7 ( 7%)
Shop 14 (13%) 25 (24%) 39 (37%)
Persona 1 Visit 7 ( 6%) 2 ( 2%) 9 ( 8%)
Med i ca 1 1 ( 1%) 5 ( 5%) 6 ( 6%)

Method of Travel from Maxi -Taxi to Final Destination:

Maxi -Taxi ** 54 (52%)
TRT Bus 28 (27%)
Wa 1 k 16 (16%)
Ride w/Someone Else 5 ( 5%)
Dr i ve 0

How Made Trip Previously:

Bus 49 (50%)
Auto Driver 13 (13%)
Auto Passenger 15 (15%)
Taxi 6 ( 6%)
Wa 1 k 5 ( 5%)
Did Not Go 10 (10%)

Driver's License:

Yes 39 (37%)
No 67 (63%)

*Note that results have not be weighted to reflect differences
in respondent trip frequency.

**Implies doorstep delivery.
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TABLE 4-7. RESULTS OF MAXI -TAXI RIDER SURVEY* (Continued)

Number Vehicles Owned by or Regularly Available to Household:

None
1

2

3 or More

Annual Household Income:

48 (52%)
34 (37%)
8 (9%)
3 (3%)

Under $5 ,000 30 (41%)
$ 5,000 t o $ 9,999 19 (26%)
$10,000 t o $14 , 999 13 (18%)
$15,000 t o $19,999 7 (10%)
$20 , 000 t o $24,999 4 ( 5%)
$25,000 and Over 0

Employment Status:

Ful 1 T ime 46 (41%)
Part T ime 24 (22%)
No t Emp 1 o y e d 41 (37%)

Age

:

Under 16 0

16-20 17 (16%)
21-30 34 (31%)
31-40 7 ( 6%)
41-50 14 (13%)
51-64 20 (19%)
6 5 and Over 16 (15%)

Sex

:

Ma 1 e 19 (19%)
F ema 1

e

80 (81%)

Physical Disability which Impa i rs

Yes : 21 (19%)
No : 89 (81%)

*Note that results have not be weighted to reflect differences
in respondent trip frequency.
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TABLE 4-7. RESULTS OF MAXI-TAXI RIDER SURVEY* (Continued)

Source of Information:

Someone Else 32 (30%)
From TRT 28 (26%)
Van in Operation 22 (21%)
Newspaper 9 ( 8%)
Brochure--picked up 8 ( 7%)
Brochure--de 1 ivered 6 ( 6%)
TV 2 ( 2%)

Service Satisfaction:

Percent Believing Vehicle Is:

Clean 90%
Comfortable 100%
Convenient 100%

Percent Believing Driver Is:

Courteous 98%
Helpful 96%
Neat 99%

Percent Believing Dispatcher Is:

Courteous 98%
Helpful 96%

*Note that results have not be weighted to reflect differences
in respondent trip frequency.
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home-based; that is, respondents were either coming from or going

to their home. The survey indicated that 42% of all riders were

traveling for the purpose of work, 37% were travelling for

shopping purposes, 8% for personal visit, 7% for school, ana 6%

for med i c a 1

.

Most riders indicated that Maxi-Taxi was their only travel

mode on the trip. Fifty-two percent indicated that they would

complete their trip on Maxi-Taxi, or 68% if those who walked to

their final destination are included. Only 27% of all sampled

trips involved a transfer to or from a TRT bus, despite the fact

that the Maxi-Taxi fare included an all-zones transfer. Five

percent indicated that they would be picked up by someone else,

but none indicated that they would drive themselves.

Riders were asked how they made the particular trip in

question before Maxi-Taxi existed. As Table 4-7 indicates, 10%

did not make the trip before. Half (50%) made the trip by

regular bus, 28% by private auto (13% as drivers, 15% as passen-

gers), 6% by taxi, and 5% walked.

Only 37% of the riders in the sample possessed a driver's

license. Fifty-two percent lived in households without access to

a passenger vehicle. Only 13% came from households with 2 or

more veh i c 1 e s

.

Correspondingly, most Maxi-Taxi riders came from households

with low or modest incomes. Almost half (41%) had incomes under

$5,000 per year, and fully two-thirds had incomes under $10,000.

No rider represented a household with an income in excess of

$25,000. Forty-one percent of the individuals were not employed,

while about a third of those employed held part-time jobs.

Demograph i c a 1
1 y , the majority of Maxi-Taxi riders were rela-

tively young, although no children 16 or under were found in the

sample. Forty-three percent of all riders fell in the 16 to 40

year age group, with the largest single block being the 21 to 30

age group (31%). The 51 to 64 year age group was the second

largest group, comprising 19% of all riders. The elderly, aged

65 and over, made up only 15% of the ridership. Most riders were

female (81%), and most were able-bodied (81% without travel-

related impairments).
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With regard to awareness of and attitudes toward the ser-

vice, questions were asked to determine how the individual first

found out about Maxi-Taxi, and then how satisfactory the service

was in terms of dispatchers, drivers, and vehicles. Table 4-7

summarizes the responses to these questions. The most common

method of learning about the service was by word-of-mouth (30%).

Other common means were directly from TRT upon information

request (26%), and seeing the service in operation (21%).

Brochures and mass media accounted for only 23% of service intro-

duc t i on

.

All riders gave the service high marks when asked how satis-

factory the vehicle, driver, and dispatchers were. As seen in

Table 4-7, at least 90% of the passengers felt that these

elements were satisfactory. These feelings are reinforced by

unsolicited comments on the service (not presented here), which

were extensive and favorable. While reassuring, these comments

are rather at odds with TRT's own covert evaluation activities in

March 1981, which cited slovenly drivers and vehicles, intoxi-

cated and discourteous dispatchers, and service no-shows. TRT

was sufficiently concerned about the degree of these violations

that they mounted an image campaign with the operators and pushed

hard for better service. The positive survey responses suggest

either that TRT's effort was successful, or that riders were

indifferent to these service characteristics.

4.3.3 Origin-Destination Characteristics of Maxi-Taxi Travelers

From its on-board passenger surveys, TRT was also able to

derive information on the origin-destination characteristics of

travelers using the Bowers Hi 11 /Deep Creek, Churchland, Hampton

Blvd., and Ocean Vi ew / W i 1 1 oughby Maxi-Taxis. While reporting the

specific origin-destination patterns would have little meaning to

readers unfamiliar with the service areas, it is interesting to

note the proportion of total trips which were made to the central

node(s) or transfer point(s) vs. the trips made to other loca-

tions. Results of this analysis are shown below:
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Percentage Percentage of
of Trips to Trips Neither
or from Central to nor from

Service Area Central Nodes Node Central Node

Bowers Hill/ Tower Mall 27.7 72.3
Deep Creek

Churchland Churchland Shopping Ctr. 10.7 89.3

Hampton Blvd. Norfolk General Hospital 23.3 76.7

Ocean View/ Ward's Corner 19.7 80.3
Wi 1 loughby Southern Shopping Center

The data suggest that the majority of trips made by these Maxi-

Taxi users were made neither to nor from the central nodes. In

fact, the relatively small number of trips involving the central

node implies that these Maxi-Taxis are providing users with true

areawide service.

4.3.4 Comparison of Maxi-Taxi and TRT Bus Users

In several instances, Maxi-Taxi services were used as

replacements for conventional TRT bus services. The Deep Creek,

Hampton Blvd., Ocean Vi ew/Bayv i ew, Churchland, and Coronado Maxi-

Taxi were all replacement services for fixed-route bus. Passen-

gers on the various fixed-route services were surveyed prior to

elimination of the services in November 1980. The survey results

permit comparison of the previous bus riders with the subsequent

riders on Maxi-Taxi. A summary of these comparisons is provided

in Table 4-8.

These statistics should be used for the most general com-

parisons only, since it is not possible to make the two samples

directly comparable. Not all of the eliminated bus routes were

surveyed, nor were all of the Maxi-Taxi replacements, and the

correspondence between service areas is neither complete nor of

even coverage. Sample size by individual service area is too

small for meaningful direct comparison. Moreover, the results

have not been weighted to account for differences in trip fre-

quency among sampled riders. The 7-route bus on-board survey
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TABLE 4-8. COMPARISON OF MAXI -TAXI 1 WITH PRIOR BUS 2
:

ON-BOARD SURVEY RESULTS

Trip Frequency:

Da i 1 y Bus Trips Maxi-Taxi Trips

1 15% Once a Month 12%
2 37% At Least 4 Times 15%
3 16% a Month
4 18% 2 or 3 Times 23%
5 or More 14% a Week

More than 3 Times 50%
a Week

Ridership and Transfers

:

Max i -Taxi Ridership (December 1981

)

Number of Transfer Transfer
Tr i ps To Bus From Bus

Deep Creek 1,053 204 172

Hampton Blvd • 464 68 47

Ocean View 2 ,598 292 381
Church 1 and 820 182 162

4,935 746 762
(15.1%) (15.4%)

Trip Purpose:
Bus Maxi -Taxi

Work 56% 50%
Schoo

1

10% 14%
Shopping 10% 33%
Social 13% 3%
Medi ca

1

3% 14%
Other 8% 0

Note: Results have not been weighted to reflect differences
trip frequency of sampled riders.

1 Gr oup Comprised of Deep Creek, Hampton Blvd, Ocean View
Churchland Maxi-Taxi.

^Group comprised of Routes 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 14.

in

and
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TABLE 4-8. COMPARISON OF MAXI-TAXI 1 WITH PRIOR BUS 2
:

ON-BOARD SURVEY RESULTS (Continued)

Maxi-Taxi Users 1 Previous Method of Travel

D i dn ' t go 12%
Bus 49%
Drove 13%
Auto Passenger 16%
Tax i 5%
Wa 1 ked 5%

f Egress from Vehi c 1

e

Vehicle is at Final Destination
Wa 1 k
Another Bus
Drive Car
Car Passenger

Bus

19%
68 %

12 %

0 %

1 %

Max i -Tax

i

51%
25%
17%
0 %

7%

Driver's License (percent with)

Bus
Max i -Tax

i

59%
38%

Number Vehicles Owned/ Ava i 1 abl e to Household:

Bus Maxi -Tax

i

None 48% 45%
1 36% 41%
2 13% 11%
3 or More 3% 3%

Sex

:

Bus Max i -Tax

i

F ema 1 e 56% 77%
Ma 1 e 44% 23%

Note: Results have not been weighted to reflect differences in
trip frequency of sampled riders.

1 Group Comprised of Deep Creek, Hampton Blvd, Ocean View and
Churchland Maxi -Taxi.

2 Group comprised of Routes 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 14.
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TABLE 4-8. COMPARISON OF MAXI -TAXI 1 WITH PRIOR BUS 2
:

ON-BOARD SURVEY RESULTS (Continued)

Age :

Bus Maxi-Taxi

Under 16 2% 0

16-20 22% 16%
21-30 47% 34%
31-40 10% 5%
41-50 7% 18%
51-64 10% 15%
65 and Over 3% 12%

Employment

:

Bus Max i -Tax

i

Full Time 58% 45%
Part Time 13% 25%
Unemp 1 oyed 29% 30%

Annual Household Income:
Bus Maxi -Taxi

Under $5,000 27% 41%
$ 5,000 to $ 9,999 42% 19%
$10,000 to $14,999 15% 20%
$15,000 to $19,999 6% 13%
$20,000 to $24,999 4% 7%
$25,000 or More 5% 0

Note: Results have not been weighted to reflect differences in
trip frequency of sampled riders.

1 Group Comprised of Deep Creek, Hampton Blvd, Ocean View and
Churchland Maxi -Taxi.

7Group comprised of Routes 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 14.
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produced a sample of 170 responses. On-board surveys on Maxi-

Taxi routes implemented as replacements netted 71 responses.

As may be seen in Table 4-8, Maxi-Taxi and bus users were

compared on the following characteristics: trip frequency, trip

purpose, mode of egress to destination, driver's license, vehicle

ownership, sex, age, employment, and income. The results suggest

that Maxi-Taxi riders are generally more transit dependent.

The method of asking the question created difficulties in

comparing Maxi and bus rider usage frequency directly. Half

(50%) of Maxi-Taxi riders were frequent users, making more than

three trips a week. Based on the distribution of response for

bus riders, it is reasoned that the question as asked was

m i sund e r s t o od - - i . e . , over 30% of all bus riders indicated that

they took four or more bus trips per day. This could mean that

riders were counting each boarding in a linked trip as a separate

trip, which characteristic renders the data misleading.

With regard to trip purpose, Maxi-Taxi and bus riders

differed in that Maxi-Taxi was used considerably more for shop-

ping travel (33% vs. 10%) and medical (14% vs. 3%), but much less

for social/other travel (3% vs. 21%). Note that only about half

( 49 % ) of Maxi -Taxi users would have previously used bus for their

travel .

The doorstep service aspect of Maxi-Taxi shows itself in the

patterns of egress: 51% of Maxi-Taxi riders rode the vehicle to

the final destination, compared to only 19% of bus riders.

As stated above, Maxi-Taxi riders appear to be a more tran-

sit dependent and economically disadvantaged population. Only

38% of Maxi riders had driver's licenses compared to 59% of bus

riders, though with regard to vehicle ownership the two groups

were roughly the same. Forty-five percent of Maxi riders were

autoless compared to 48% of bus riders. A larger number of bus

riders were employed full time than Maxi-Taxi riders (58% vs.

45%), but both groups had roughly the same percentage of unem-

ployed passengers. However, 41% of Maxi-Taxi riders had household

incomes of less than $5,000 per year, compared to 27% of bus

riders.
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I

Demograph i ca 1
1 y , a larger proportion of bus riders were male

(44% vs. 23%), and bus riders were generally younger: 81% of bus

riders were 40 years of age or less, compared to only 55% of

Maxi-Taxi riders, while 12% of Maxi-Taxi riders were elderly (65

and over), compared to 3% of the bus riders.

4.4 PRODUCTIVITY AND ECONOMICS

Productivity, or the efficiency of providing transportation

service, may be defined in various ways. One measure of produc-

tivity is the average number of passengers carried per vehicle-

hour of service. Of course, this measure means little unless the

carrying capacity of the vehicle and the cost of providing ser-

vice are also considered. Perhaps the most relevant measures of

productivity are the total cost and the net cost (total cost

minus fare) of providing service to the individual passenger.

These measures of productivity automatically account for differ-

ences in vehicle size, cost and service characteristics. Com-

paring such statistics for the Maxi-Taxi services relative to

TRT's conventional bus service sheds light on some interesting

i ssues .

Table 4-9 depicts service efficiency as expressed in the

simple measure of passengers per service hour. Productivity,

thus defined, averages three to five passengers per hour for

"typical" Maxi-Taxi services. Among this group, the highest

passenger-carrying rates (around five passengers per hour) were

realized on the straight-line, corridor service routes, such as

Coronado, Ocean View and Portsmouth (before the fare was tripled

in July 1981). The areawide services, such as Churchland, Bowers

Hill, Hampton Blvd., and Deep Creek, had rates of about three per

hour. Another distinction may be made between the "new" services

vs. the "replacement" services. New services, exemplified by the

Suffolk, College Park, and Great Bridge Maxi-Taxis, had very low

ridership rates, averaging less than one person per hour. The

replacement services, in contrast, including Churchland, Bowers

Hill, Hampton Blvd., Ocean View, and Deep Creek, fared much
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better, averaging three to five persons per veh i c 1
e -hour

.

"Atypical" Maxi services, which do not directly compare to the

others, are the Granby Mall service (a regular bus providing free

or nearly free downtown shuttle service, and the Willoughby

(Ocean V i e w / Bay v i e w ) Jitney-Ride, a minibus operating at low

fare/high frequency in the peak period on a high-density route.

These services averaged 38 and 13 persons per hour, respectively.

In comparison to the Maxi-Taxi, the conventional TRT bus services

which were replaced by Maxi-Taxi averaged between 13 and 16

persons per hour. For both the typical Maxi-Taxi and the prior

conventional bus, the average passenger loads represent less than

half of the available capacity of the respective vehicle. Maxi-

Taxi vans were either 12 or 15 passenger, while the standard

buses were capable of carrying 45 seated passengers.

The per-hour ridership rates in Table 4-9 provide insight

into the effects of the various fare and service changes. In

most cases, the Maxi-Taxi fare increases or service reductions

produced immediate and lasting reductions in the number of riders

per service hour. Ridership rates appear to be fairly stable

during the periods between changes, however. Perhaps the most

interesting exception is the Portsmouth Night Service, which

increased its ridership per service hour after the March 1 reduc-

tion in the number of vehicles in service, but then realized a

precipitous decline following the significant fare increase in

July. Riders per hour dropped steadily from five per hour to 1.6

per hour over the four months prior to termination.

More revealing than the ridership rates as a measure of

efficiency are the data on net cost (deficit or subsidy) to

provide service, and net cost per passenger. These data are dis-

played in Tables 4-10 and 4-11. The costs upon which these

statistics are based include capital, operating, and administra-

tive expenses for both the fixed-route bus and Maxi-Taxi.

The financial performance data in Tables 4-10 and 4-11 pose

interesting tradeoffs to transit operators and society. TRT's

principal reason for deploying Maxi-Taxi was to initiate or

maintain public transportation service in areas which were not

suitable for conventional, fixed-route bus, but to do so at
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reduced net cost. Indeed, as seen in Table 4-10, in all cases

where Maxi-Taxi has been implemented as a replacement for a

de f i c i
t -p 1 agued bus route, it has fulfilled this basic objective,

i.e., Maxi-Taxi provides service at a lower net cost to TRT.

However, because it provides less service (fewer service hours)

and charges significantly higher fares, the substitution of Maxi-

Taxi has also meant a significant decline in ridership compared

to the pre-existing bus service. On balance, the reauction in

ridership has outweighed the effect of higher fares on revenue.

Hence, Maxi-Taxi generates proportionately less revenue and

results in a higher net cost per passenger than the pre-existing

bus. As seen in Table 4-11, in all cases except Ocean View/

Bayview, Maxi-Taxi's net cost per passenger ($2 to $5 per passen-

ger) is higher than that of the original bus service ($2.27 per

passenger). Moreover, while TRT's various service and fare

adjustments generally reduced net costs, they also further

increased net cost per passenger.

Still another way of addressing the issue of financial

performance is to look at revenue/cost recovery ratios for the

Maxi-Taxi service in comparison to bus. This index, which is

presented in Table 4-12, is perhaps a more familiar financial

performance measure to transit operators. The numbers in Table

4-12 represent the percentage of total costs (operating, capital,

and administrative) which are covered by farebox revenues. The

average recovery ratio for TRT's previous fixed-route bus was

13.9%, compared to a range of 6 to 12% for Maxi-Taxi early in the

program to a high of 24.5% in September 1981, and an average in

the last 6 months of the demonstration of about 20%. Looking at

individual services reveals considerably more variation, ranging

from a low of about 1 to 4% for areawide services like Suffolk

and College park (which were quickly terminated) to a high of

about 30% for the Deep Creek and Ocean View fixed-route replace-

ments. It is worth noting that, except for its Ocean View/

Bayview line, TRT's prior fixed-route bus services (Bowers Hill,

Hampton Blvd. and Coronado) returned about 17 to 20% of their

costs through the farebox. In the four replacement areas, the
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4-12.
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Maxi-Taxi has not significantly improved cost recovery. On the

Ocean View line, where the previous bus was only covering 5.9% of

its costs, the Maxi-Taxi has done much better, particularly after

July 1981 when the ratio began to exceed 20% with consistency.

On the Bowers Hill line, the Maxi-Taxi has also been able to

consistently better the previous return ratio of 17.2% with

averages above 20%. However, in the Hampton Blvd. and Coronado

areas, where the previous bus was covering about 19% of its

costs, the Maxi-Taxi replacements have not exceeded this per-

formance .

There are intriguing questions in this tradeoff between

total costs saved, cost per passenger served, and cost incidence,

which bear upon the issue of mobility and the role of a public

transit agency. Data to address these questions have been sum-

marized in Table 4-13, which breaks out the cost and financial

performance characteristics of the four project service areas

where Maxi-Taxi was substituted for a pre-existing fixed-route

bus service. These services include Bowers Hill and Hampton

Blvd., both areawide services, and Ocean View and Coronado, which

are more corridor-oriented services.

In a direct comparison. Table 4-13 shows the cost of pro-

viding service, both total and net of revenue, for both bus and

Maxi-Taxi. Looking at these four installations as a representa-

tive group, TRT clearly trimmed its costs by switching to Maxi-

Taxi. Its total costs fell by 32.5% and its net costs by 38.3%.

However, a large number of riders were lost in the transition:

53.1% for this group of services. Moreover, a much larger share

of the cost burden was shifted over to users through fares which

virtually tripled. To look at the program "from the margin," the

shift to Maxi-Taxi saved TRT $1.64 for each former bus rider that

was lost. The action raised TRT's net cost per each rider it

continued to serve by $.71, or 31%, and for society at large,

which supports TRT through tax revenues and through higher fares,

the incremental cost per rider served was $1.15, or a 43%

increase .

The differences among the individual services are worth

examining. The Ocean View Maxi-Taxi is the major exception in
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the group in being a successful substitution on virtually every

index. Unlike the other substitutions, the Ocean View Maxi-Taxi

actually increased ridership (54%) over the previous bus. This

ridership increase, combined with a fare increase from $.35 to

$1.00 (increase in "average" fare from $.34 to $.76), increased

revenue relative to cost significantly, such that TRT's net cost

per passenger fell by $2,72, or about 50% below the $5.46 per

passenger for the previous bus (which was a g roup high). By

virtue of the improved performance, the cost savings passed on to

society, after discounting the cost of the $.65 fare increase

($.42 in average fare paid), was $2.30 per rider served.*

In each of the other three cases, the Maxi-Taxi substitution

reduced TRT's overall and net costs, but increased its net cost

per passenger served and the cost to society per rider served.

On Bowers Hill, the substitution of Maxi-Taxi lost 40% of TRT's

riders, while lowering TRT's net cost by 10.3%. While each rider

lost saved TRT $.59, the net cost per passenger served increased

by $1.13, and, due to the $1.00 fare increase ($.59 in average

fare paid), increased for society by $1.72. Coronado was a

similar situation, with a $1.06 increase in TRT's net cost per

passenger served and a $1.29 per passenger increase to society.

Hampton Blvd. appears to have been the least effective substitu-

tion. This Maxi-Taxi lost over 90% of the previous bus riders,

while cutting net cost by 72%. This resulted in an increase in

TRT's net cost per passenger served of $2.69, and a total

increase to society of $3.18 per passenger served.

Clearly there are issues related to economics and public

policy that this tradeoff analysis can only touch upon. At the

surface, Maxi-Taxi type contracting services appear to offer an

attractive "out" for transit agencies who are struggling to

*Even more effective than the Maxi-Taxi operation in Ocean View
was the Jitney-Ride service, also in Ocean View, implemented in

September 1981. Jitney-Ride is more comparable to bus in terms
of performance, since it also operates in a fixed-route mode.
This comparability highlights its performance and cost advan-
tages relative to bus. As seen in Table 4-10, by the end of
1981 Jitney-Ride cost TRT (net cost) $.98 per passenger to
operate, compared to $5.46 for the previous fixed-route bus, for
an 82% reduction. Total cost per passenger averaged $1.48 for
the Jitney and $5.81 for the bus.
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maintain or expand service while containing costs. Through the

typical service applications studied above, TRT was able to cut

its costs to provide service in these four areas; specifically,

it saved about $8,500 (net cost) in an average month by switching

to Maxi-Taxi, which is about what it previously cost to provide

bus service in Ocean View, Hampton Blvd., or Bowers Hill and

Coronado combined. With this savings TRT could provide basic

mobility services elsewhere in its region where there had been

none. However, these substitute services generally increase the

per-passenger (net) cost to TRT to provide service, and to

society in terms of both TRT's increased costs and higher fares,

which are likely to be incident upon a transit dependent popula-

tion. These represent tradeoffs which must be carefully weighed

and considered.

4.5 INSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACTS

TRT's experience in the institutional and contracting pro-

cess for the Maxi-Taxi program is an important output of the

study. Both TRT's transit worker's union and the local taxi

industry strongly protested the agency's use of contracted

shared-ride taxi service. Most of the local taxi firms boycotted

the Maxi-Taxi project, viewing it as an infringement of a public

agency upon free enterprise. The transit union protested the

project (under Section 13(c)) as a threat to their exclusive

right to operate TRT's bus service.

Resistance by the taxi industry simply caused TRT to deal

with a limited number of competent and willing firms. Resistance

from the transit union was handled episodically. During the

demonstration planning stage, the union specifically protested

Maxi-Taxi replacement for fixed-route bus. TRT overcame this

obstacle by funding the replacement services with State funds,

which were free of the Section 13(c) labor protection provisions,

and used its Federal funds to finance the totally new services.

Once the initial resistance was overcome, subsequent innovative

applications were less troublesome to implement. However, TRT
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astutely waited for situations when it was in a favorable bar-

gaining position with labor to phase-in additional services or

prerogatives to its contract.

Following the demonstration, when the original contracts

with the private operators came up for renewal, TRT took steps to

enhance its operating freedom by developing a "paratransit

operator" job category so that it could furnish paratransit ser-

vices with in-house staff. The union agreed to let TRT develop

this job category, which pays $4.50 per hour compared to $9.70

for the regular bus drivers, explicitly to provide paratransit

services. The new job category also gives TRT the freedom to

make part-time work assignments. Slightly more than half of

TRT's paratransit (Maxi-Taxi and Jitney-Ride) services are now

being run directly by TRT employees.

Finally, TRT's experience in contracting with private opera-

tors conveys important lessons. Maxi-Taxi service contracts were
i

designed to provide maximum control for TRT; TRT was entitled to

affect the quality of service provided, or to replace the opera-

tor. TRT did not attempt to "run" the service, but stayed well-

advised on operations, and offered various directives and induce-

ments to improve the quality of service.

The contract instrument developed by TRT appears to have

been sound. Operator costs were reimbursed at a pre-established

rate per hour of service furnished, while all revenues were

remitted directly to TRT. TRT had difficulty in securing the

type and quality of service it desired from the private

contractor, but these problems may have been related to incen-

tives. The contractors were reasonably sure of reimbursement for

the number of service hours furnished. Their compensation in no

way reflected the volume of riders they carried. Hence, the

quality of service fell into question. TRT dealt with this

problem by maintaining covert observation and warning operators

to improve service in the short run. In the longer run, two

strategies were employed: (1) ridership thresholds were devel-

oped, beyond which the operator could share in the revenue; and

(2) TRT used its capability to provide paratransit services with

in-house staff as an inducement to the private operators to
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provide better service. Cost-wise, TRT is indifferent to pro-

viding its Maxi-Taxi or Jitney-Ride services under contract or

in-house; it operates three of the five Maxi-Taxi services with

in-house staff, and five of the eight jitney services with in-

house staff.
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND TRANSFERABILITY

TRT's Maxi-Taxi represents an innovative use of the shared-

riae taxi concept and pub 1 i c / pr i va t e service integration to

address several problems faced by public transit operators:

o how to maintain basic levels of public transportation
service while controlling rising costs of operation;

o how to respond to political pressure to provide transit
service to limited transit markets at minimum cost;

o how to interface public and private services in the
face of contractual and institutional constraints.

The formal demonstration of Maxi-Taxi in Tidewater encom-

passed approximately a year, beginning in late November 1980 and

running through the end of 1981. Over the course of the demon-

stration, TRT closely monitored the performance of each Maxi-Taxi

service, and made various modifications to try to improve service

quality and cost-effectiveness. These modifications provided

valuable experience to TRT on planning and operating a relatively

untested concept. Most of the services that lasted through the

demonstration period have been retained by TRT. TRT continues to

experiment with these and other variations of shared-ride taxi,

including jitney services, under its policy to maintain or

expand public transportation service to its region while control-

ling operating costs.

Tidewater's Maxi-Taxi experience has produced results that

pose interesting questions to transit operators and policy

makers. TRT's project has demonstrated that a transit operator

can provide certain types of transit service at lower cost--both

total cost (including fares) and net cost (excluding fares)--

through use of shared-ride taxi services. The cost of TRT's

Maxi-Taxi service averaged between $13 and $15 per hour (inclu-

sive of operating, capital and administrative costs), compared to

about $30 per hour for TRT's conventional bus service. Hence,

Maxi-Taxi represents a lower-cost option to TRT when faced with
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the obligation of maintaining transit service in 1 ow-r i der sh
i

p

areas or providing new transit service in low-density areas.

Using Maxi-Taxi as a transit substitute carries with it

various economic and social tradeoffs. If all four of TRT's

Maxi- Taxi replacement services are taken together as a repre-

sentative group, they would show that TRT was able to cut its

total monthly cost for service to these areas by $8,428, or

32.5%. However, higher fares (average of $.44 higher) and

differences in level of service caused a 53.1% loss in ridership.

At an average fare of $.37, 9,820 persons were willing to ride

the bus per month; at an average fare of $.81, only 4,604 persons

per month were willing to ride Maxi-Taxi. The level of increase

in fares offset the loss in ridership, however, which resulted in

a slight increase (2.9%) in total revenue, and a slightly greater

reduction in net costs (38.3%) compared to total costs.

The cost relationships and ridership impacts associated with

the changeover from bus to Maxi-Taxi pose interesting tradeoffs.

The four Maxi-Taxi replacements saved TRT $8,534 per month in net

costs over the previous operation. However, 5,216 riders were no

longer served, and those who were served realized an additional

$.44 cost (on average) per ride. On one hand, it can be argued

that users are paying a higher proportion of the costs of pro-

viding service; on tde other hand, these users are typically

economically disadvantaged, and higher fares mean reduced

mobility. For TRT, the loss of 5,216 riders translated to a net

cost savings of $1.64 per rider no longer served. However, at

the same time, the net cost per rider which it continued to serve

with Maxi-Taxi also increased, by $.71, compared to the previous

bus. So to society, whose taxpayers must cover TRT's unmet costs

and whose riders must pay higher fares, the cost to transport

riders with Maxi-Taxi increased by $1.15 per rider. Each of

these factors must be considered in deciding whether Maxi-Taxi is

an effective substitute for conventional public trapsit.

Overall, TRT's most successful shared-ride taxi application

was its Willoughby Jitney-Ride, located in the Ocean View

district. The jitney service operated as a fixed-route service

on Willoughby Blvd., providing high frequency service with a
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minibus vehicle at a fare of $.50. In December 1981 this service

carried 1,450 passengers at a net cost of $1,427 per month, or

$.98 per passenger. This compares to 1,680 passengers at a net

cost of $9,171, or $5.46 per passenger, with the previous fixed-

route bus. TRT has been sufficiently impressed with the service,

usage, and cost recovery characteristics of the Jitney-Ride that

it has significantly expanded its use of this type of service

since the close of the demonstration. because of its cost and

flexibility, TRT is using jitney as its only service in particu-

lar service areas, and as a supplement for bus in others, either

to improve level of service in mixed use with bus on the same

route, or to improve peak-period capacity as a tripper operation.

The general rule seems to be that if a market is good for

bus it will also be good for Maxi-Taxi, i.e., Maxi-Taxi also does

better in higher density markets. Conversely, if the market is

poor for bus, it wi,ll also be poor for Maxi-Taxi. However, in

these low ridership markets, Maxi-Taxi's principal value is that

it allows the transit agency to provide service at less overall

cost. For an equivalent dollar outlay, the Maxi-Taxi will prob-

ably provide less service; ridership will be less and the cost

per passenger higher than bus. It should be noted, however, that

for applications where Maxi-Taxi is used as the least cost

response to providing basic transportation service, that it will

serve the most dependent segment of the travel market, i.e.,

those without alternatives, and it will supply the travelers with

doorstep service.

Without formal planning or operational models at its dis-

posal, TRT's experience with Maxi-Taxi was largely experimental.

Applications were selected which appeared to be logical for this

type of service— new service in low den s i ty / rur a 1 areas, and

replacement service for existing bus routes with poor financial

performance. Services were laid out simply, consisting of a

service area with designated transfer points; however, except for

the Coronado and Portsmouth fixed-route substitution services,

and the Suffolk rural service (which allowed users to meet the

vehicle at specified intersections), most Maxi-Taxi services were
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not assigned scheduled service routes. Most services were

designed to converge on a central node or bus transfer point at a

specific time, and users were obliged to adapt their schedules to

this overall cycle. However, the actual travel path of the

vehicle was based on the time and location of residents' trip

requests. TRT subsequently managed the service by monitoring

performance in terms of ridership and cost recovery. Services

were modified by adding or removing vehicles, changing operating

hours, or increasing fares. The principal strategies used to

combat rising deficits were cutting service and raising fares.

In all cases, this remedy lowered total net cost for the service

area but had a more than proportionate effect on ridership, so

that the total cost per passenger, and even the net cost per

passenger, was increased by the change.

The experience gained by TRT with contracting procedures was

an important component of the demonstration. TRT overcame the

resistance of both organized transit labor and the local taxi

industry. Most of the local taxi firms viewed the Maxi-Taxi

program as a threat to free enterprise, and felt that such an

association with TRT would undercut their regular business. TRT

mitigated this problem by dealing with those firms who were

competent and willing. The contract services were developed in a

1 earn-as -you-go manner. Contracts were set up to be periodically

reviewed and renewed, and were flexible enough to allow TRT or

its contractor to terminate the service agreement within a short

time if it was convenient to do so. TRT did not attempt to run

the services, but stayed well enough advised on their operation

to offer advice on service improvements.

TRT dealt with the resistance from its labor union in

several ways. In the short run, it financed its Maxi-Taxi fixed-

route replacement services with state funds, which were not

subject to Section 13(c) labor provisions. Later, during the

course of the demonstration, the union changed its stance on the

Maxi-Taxi program and agreed to let TRT develop a "para t rans i t
11

job category. This agreement allows TRT to hire paratransit

operators at less than half the regular operator's rate. With

this capability, TRT now provides about half of its Maxi-Taxi and
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Jitney-Ride services with in-house staff, with the remainder

supplied by contractors. This freedom to contract or supply

service in-house gives TRT important cost and management control

over both the private contractors and the regular bus operation

and workforce.

The Maxi-Taxi service concept has much promise as a remedy

for public transportation agencies to problems with rising costs

and declining budgets. Much can be learned from the successes

and failures of the Tidewater Maxi-Taxi experience.
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M axi-Taxi Services

Request for Bids

The Tidewater Transportation District Commission (TTDC)

is responsible for the development and provision of public

transportation services in the Tidewater area. One element

of the transportation program is shared-ride or "Maxi-Taxi"

services

.

Maxi-Taxi is a family of services using small vehicles,

such as taxi cabs and vans, to provide both demand responsive

and fixed-route service. It may be door-to-door within a

fixed area or may operate along a specified corridor.

TTDC purchases some of these shared-ride services from

local transportation providers such as ta.xi-cab companies.

This request solicits bids to operate vehicles in Maxi-Taxi

services as described in the attachment. As a minimum, each

proposal must give the following information:

1. Name, business address, telephone and principal

contact of the firm;

2. Experience of the firm in providing similar flexible

services

;

3. Capability of the firm to provide the necessary

dispatching, drivers and vehicles;

4. Familiarity with the service area;

5. The bid cost per vehicle per hour of operation.

This cost must be firm for six months.

6. The vehicle hours and miles of operation per day;

7. Number of vans, 12 or 15 passenger, to be leased

from TTDC to provide the service.

All fare revenues charged to riders will belong to TTDC.

It is the responsibility of the service provider to insure

that the appropriate fares are collected, secured and given

to TTDC. TTDC will provide tickets, transfers and fareboxes

as may be necessary for fare collection.

The service provider will invoice TTDC monthly for

services provided. Ridership statistics, similar to a

taxicab manifest, must be supplied with the invoice. The
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3



Maxi-Taxi Services
Request for Bids
9/24 /SO
Page 2

provider will be responsible for the accuracy and security of

fare collection and statistical reporting. As this is an

experimental program, supplemental, periodic reports may be

required

.

TTDC will be responsible for the planning, marketing

and coordination of Maxi-Taxi services in cooperation with

the service providers. TTDC will provide all promotional

materials; however, the provider is expected to promote

Maxi-Taxi to help assure its success. All other services,

facilities and equipment necessary to provide Maxi-Taxi,

including radio and telephone communication, are the respon-

sibility of the provider.

Proposals must be submitted by October 16, 1980. Service

will be implemented November 23, 1980.
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Bid I tom I

:

Chesapea ke a nd Portsmouth

The five services in this bid item will be operated under

one contract. All services operate similar to the existing

Maxi-Taxi service in Deep Creek and Churchland, for which

brochures are attached as information.

Our experience indicates that vans with a capacity of

twelve to fiteen passengers supplemented with cabs or sta.tion

wagons at peak demand times will be required to operate this

service economically. TTDC has twelve and fifteen passenger

vans available to lease. The lease includes the cost of the

van, maintenance and back-up, but not insurance. If the bidder

wishes to lease vans from TTDC, the lessee must purchase liability

insurance, naming TTDC as additional insured, of not less than

$500,000 per person and per occurence. The lease price of the

vans are as follows:

Type of Van Price Per Vehicle Mile

1980 12-passenger van 20£

1980 15 passenger van 24£

I -a . High Street Corridor, Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 30 minutes in the

service area shown on attached map. It is estimated

two vans will be required. Service hours will be 7:00 PM -

10:30 PM Monday thru Saturday. Regular bus fares will

be charged

.

I-b. Route #45 Corridor, Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 30 minutes in the

service area shown on attached map. It is estimated

that two vans will be required. Service hours will be

7:00 PM - 10:30 PM Monday thru Saturday. Regular bus

fares will be charged.
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Bid I tern I

9/24/80
Page 2

I -e . Churc h I and /Pughsville/ Huntersville, Chesnpeake, Suffolk
,

Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 50 minutes in the

service area shown on map and to meet all trips on TRT

Route #47 at Churchland Shopping Center. It is estimated

that two vans will be required. Service hours will be

6:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1

per one-way trip.

I-d . Bowers Hill, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in the

service area shown on attached map and to Tower Mall to

connect with bus service. It is estimated that one van

will be required. Service hours will be 6:00 AM -

7:00 PM Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1 per one-

way trip.

I-e . Deep Creek, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in the

service area shown on attached brochure and to Tower

Mall to connect with bus service. It is estimated that

one van will be required. Service hours will be

6:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1

per one-way trip.
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Bid Item J I : Norfolk

Two of these Maxi-Taxi services operate in the demand-

responsive, door-to-door mode and one is a fixed-route jitney.

The three services in this bid item will be operated under

one contract. Vans may be leased from TT1)C on the same basis

as outlined under Item I.

Il-a. Hampton Blvd . /Colonial Avenue Corridor, Norfolk

Cn-call service approximately every 30 minutes in

the area shown on attached map and to connect with

bus service at Norfolk General Hospital. It is

estimated that two vans will be required. Service

hours will be from 7:00 PM - 12:00 AM daily. Regular

bus fare will be charged.

Il-b. Oceanview/Bayview
,
Norfolk

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in the

area shown on attached map and to Southern Shopping

Center and the City Multi-Purpose Center. It is

estimated that one van will be required. Service

hours will be from 8:00 AM - 6:00 PM daily. Regular-

bus fare will be charged.

II-c. Coronado, Norfolk

Corridor jitney service along the Route # 16 Corona.do

bus route approximately every 60 minutes, according

to attached timetable. One van will be required.
/

Service hours will be from 9:00 PM - 1:00 AM daily.

Regular bus fare will be charged.
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Bid Item III: Chesapeake

The two services in this bid item will be operated

under one contract and are of the demand responsive type.

Vans may be leased from TTDC as in Item I.

Ill-a. Great Bridge, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes

within the service area shown on map and to connect

with regular bus service at the Civic Center. It

is estimated that one van will be required. Ser-

vice hours will be from 8:00 AM - 5:30 PM Monday

thru Saturday. The fare is $1 per one-way trip.

Ill-b. Greenbrier, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes within

the service area shown on map and to the Great Bridge

Civic Center. It is estimated that one van will be

required. Service hours will be from 8:00 AM -

5:30 PM Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1 per

one-way trip.
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Bid Item IV: Virginia Beach

The following service is the demand responsive type.

Vans may be leased fr-om TTDC as in Item I.

College Park, Virginia Beach, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes

within the service area shown on map and to connect

with the Route #15 Crosstown bus route at College

Park Shopping Center. It is estimated that one van

will be required. Service hours will be from 6:00 AM

10:00 PM. Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1

per one-way trip.
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TIDEWATER TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT COMMISSION

Proposa

I

TO: Tidewater Transportation District Commission

P. 0. Box 660

Norfolk, Virginia 23501

The undersigned hereby agrees to furnish the shared-ride

transportation services as listed below in accordance with

the specifications of the Tidewater Transportation District

Commission which have been carefully examined and which are

attached hereto.

Vehicle Hours Price Per
Description of Service Per Day Vehicle Hour

Item I: Chesapeake & Portsmouth

I tern 1 1 : Norfolk

Item III: Chesapeake

Item IV: Virginia Beach

The undersigned understands that any condition stated above,

clarification made to the above, or information submitted on

or with this form other than that requested could render this

bid unresponsive.

Name of Individual, Partner or Corporation

Address

Authorized Signature

Title
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AGREEMENT FOR PURCHASE OF MAXI-TAXI SERVICES

rt
THIS AGREEMENT entered into this Zj day of

/)^(^;^ 19f2> by and between the Tidewater

Transportation District Commission, hereinafter referred to

as the "TTDC" and Yellow Cab of Chesapeake , hereinafter

referred to as "Contractor".

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, TTDC is responsible for preparing the

transportation plan for the Tidewater Transportation

District pursuant to Section 15.1-1357 (a) (I), Code of

Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the transportation plan for the District

includes the provision of shared-ride taxi (Maxi-Taxi)

services; and

WHEREAS, the TTDC is authorized by Section

15.1-1357(a) (2) and (3) of the Code to provide such

services; and

WHEREAS, Contractor has established itself as a

qualified provider of shared-ride taxi services.

WHEREAS, TTDC desires to contract with Contractor

for the provision of shared-ride taxi services.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto do mutually

agree as follows:
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1 . Services to be Provided .

(a) Contractor, as an independent contractor and not

as an employee or agent, will provide group

riding or shared-ride transportation services

(sometimes referred to as " Maxi-Taxi"

services) within the Tidewater Transportation

District as set forth in Schedule "A",

attached to this Agreement and by this

reference incorporated herein.

(b) Contractor will provide all services, facili-

ties and equipment, including without limita-

tion properly licensed and maintained

vehicles, two-way radio communications

equipment, properly licensed and qualified

drivers, dispatching, telephone communications

etc., necessary to provide the Maxi-Taxi ser-

vices as described in Schedule "A", except
/

that TTDC will provide tickets, transfers, and

fare boxes as may be necessary for fare

collection.

(c) TTDC is responsible for planning, marketing

and coordination of Maxi-Taxi services, and

Contractor will cooperate with TTDC in per-

forming these functions.
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Fares

.

i

2 .

(a) All fare revenues collected from Maxi-Taxi

riders belong to TTDC . Contractor will

ensure that the appropriate fares are collected

and secured in the fareboxes. TTDC will remove

the fares from the fareboxes.

(b) Special Maxi-Taxi tickets may be obtained from

TTDC on consignment by Contractor for those

services where they are required. Contractor

will ensure that one ticket is collected and

returned to TTDC for each one way rider.

(c) For Maxi-Taxi services where regular bus fares

are charged, Contractor will ensure that the

proper fare in cash, transfer, ticket or pass

is obtained. All cash and tickets must be

deposited in the farebox.

3 . Cost

.

(a) TTDC agrees to pay Contractor at the following

rate: $14 per vehicle hour.
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.!

(b) Contractor will invoice TTDC monthly for all

services provided the preceeding month. The

invoice will include the following items.

1. Number of days of operation

2. Vehicle hours per day

3. Total vehicle hours of operation

4. Cost per vehicle hour

5. Total cost

6. Total vehicle miles of operation

7. Total ridership

(c) Ridership information similar to a taxicab

manifest must be supplied with the invoice.

The contractor is responsible for the accuracy

and security of fare collection and statisti-

cal reporting. TTDC may require reasonable

supplemental reports and conduct periodic sur-

veys of Maxi-Taxi riders.

4. Independent Contractor . Contractor represents

that it is an independent contractor, retaining the right

and responsibility to exercise full control and supervision
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over its employees, including compliance with social

security, withholding, workmen's compensation, unemployment,

and all other rules and regulations for its own acts and

those of its employees and agents during the term of this

Ag reement.

5. Audit and Inspection of Records . Contractor

shall permit authorized representatives of the TTDC, the

Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation, and the

U.S. Department of Transportation and the Comptroller

General of the United States to inspect and audit all data

and records of Contractor relating to its performance under

the contract.

6 . Interest of Members of or Delegates to Congress .

No member of or delegate to the Congress of the United

States shall be admitted to any share or part of this

contract or to any benefit arising therefrom.

7. Equal Employment Opportunity . In connection

with the execution of this contract. Contractor shall not

discriminate against any employee or applicant for

employment because of race, religion, color, sex or national

origin. Contractor shall take affirmative action to insure

that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated

during their employment without regard to race, religion,
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color, sex or national origin. Such actions shall include,

but not be limited to the following: employment, upgrading,

demotion, or transfer; recruitment or advertising, layoff,

or termination; rates of pay, or other forms of compensation;

and selection of training, including apprenticeship.

8. Minority Business Enterprise . In connection

with the performance of this Agreement, Contractor will

cooperate with TTDC in meeting its commitments and goals

with regard to the maximum utilization of minority business

enterprise and will use its best efforts to insure that

minority business enterprise shall have the maximum prac-

ticable opportunity to compete for sub-contract work under

this Agreement.

9. Virginia Fair Employment Act . The Contractor

shall comply with the provisions of the Virginia Fair

Employment Contracting Act (§ 2.1-374 through § 2.1-376 of

the Code of Virginia (1950) , as amended) , the terms of which

are incorporated herein by reference.

1 0

.

Compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964 . The Contractor shall comply with

the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
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11 . Term of Agreement . This Agreement shall become

effective November 23, 1980 and shall expire on May 31, 1981

provided, however that the Agreement may be terminated at any

time by either party by providing the other party thirty (30)

days written notice of termination.

1 2 . Mi seel laneous .

(a ) General

(i) shall be binding on the parties hereto,

their successors and assigns, provided,

however, that the Contractor may not

assign its interest in this Agreement

without prior written consent of TTDC.

(ii) shall be governed by and construed in

accordance with the laws of the State of

Virginia; and

(iii) may be executed in counterparts with the

same effect as if the parties executing

such counterparts had all executed one

counterpart as of the day and year first

above written.

(b) Amendment of this Agreement. The terms and

conditions of this Agreement may be modified

or amended at any time and from time to time

only with the written consent of the parties.
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( c) Notice s . Each notice relating to this

Agreement shall be in writing and delivered in

person or by registered or certified mail.
i

All notices to the Commission shall be

addressed to the Executive Director, Tidewater

Transportation District Commission, 509 East

18th Street, P. 0. Box 660, Norfolk, Virginia

23501. All notices to Contractor shall be

addressed to Yellow Cab of Chesapeake, Inc.,

533 E. Little Creek Rd
. , Norfolk, VA 23505

Any party may designate a new address by

notice to that effect given to the other

party. Unless otherwise specifically provided

in this Agreement a notice shall be deemed to

have been effectively given 'when mailed by

registered or certified mail to the proper

address or delivered in person.

(d) This Instrument . This instrument and the

documents expressly described or referred to

herein constitute all of the understandings

and agreements of whatsoever kind and nature

that exist between the parties hereto with

respect to this Agreement. No failure of

either party to exercise any rights given by

this Agreement or to insist upon compliance by

the other party of any obligation hereunder

shall constitute a waiver of either party's
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right to demand exact compliance* with the

terms hereof.

(e) Invalid Provisions to Af fect No Others. in

the event that any of the covenants, terms or

provisions contained in this Agreement shall

be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any

respect, the validity of the remaining

covenants, agreements, terms or provisions

contained herein will in no way be affected,

prejudiced or disturbed.

13. Indemnification and Insurance..

(a) Contractor will hold TTDC harmless from all

loss and damage (including reasonable attorney's

fees and costs in defending claims) TTDC may

sustain or suffer by reason of the death or

injury to the person or property of any third

person arising out of or connected with the

provisions of Maxi-Taxi services by

Contrac tor.

(b) Contractor will procure and maintain, at its

expense a policy or policies of public liabil-

ity insurance in the form of a standard auto-

mobile insurance policy for public carriers

issued by a company satisfactory to TTDC with

premiums prepaid, insuring TTDC against risks

and hazards noted in (a) above in the minimum

amounts of $500,000.00 as to any one person,
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and $500/000.00 as to any one accident, and

property damage insurance in the amount of

$500,000.00 as to each accident. The policy

or policies of insurance will name TTDC as an

additional insured, will be delivered to TTDC

prior to the execution of this Agreement, and

will carry an endorsement by the insurer

either upon the policy or policies issued by

it or by an independent instrument that TTDC

will receive 30 days prior written notice of

the effective date of any alteration or can-

cellation of the policy or policies.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Tidewater Transportation

District Commission has caused this Agreement to be executed

by its Executive Director, and Contractor has caused this

Agreement to be executed by its President and Secretary, and

its corporate seal to be affixed hereto.

TIDEWATER TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT
COMMISSION

ATTEST:

Secretary
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Bid Item I:

ATTACHMENT A

Chesapeake and Portsmouth

I -a. High Street Corridor, Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 30 minutes in

the service area shown on attached map. It is esti-

mated two vans will be required. Service hours will

be 7:00 PM - 10:30 PM Monday thru Saturday. Regular

bus fares will be charged.

I-b. Route #45 Corridor, Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 30 minutes in

the service area shown on attached map. It is

estimated that two vans will be required. Service

hours will be 7:00 PM - 10:30 PM Monday thru Saturday.

Regular bus fares will be charged.

I-c . Churchland /Pughsville/Huntersville , Chesapeake, Suffolk,

Portsmouth

On-call service approximately every 50 minutes in the

service area shown on map and to meet all trips on

TRT Route #47 at Churchland Shopping Center. It is

estimated that two vans will be required. Service

hours will be 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday thru Saturday.

The fare is $1 per one-way trip.

I-d . Bowers Hill, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in

the service area shown on attached map and to Tower

Mall to connect with bus service. It is estimated
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Attachment A
Page 2

that one van will be required. Service hours will

be 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday thru Saturday. The

fare is $1 per one-way trip.

I-e . Deep Creek, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in

the service area shown on attached brochure and to

Tower Mall to connect with bus service. It is

estimated that one van will be required. Service

hours will be 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM Monday thru

Saturday. The fare is $1 per one-way trip.

Bid Item II: Norfolk

II-a. Hampton Blvd . /Colonial Avenue Corridor, Norfolk

On-call service approximately every 30 minutes in

the area shown on attached map and to connect with

bus service at Norfolk General Hospital. It is

estimated that two vans will be required. Service

hours will be from 7:00 PM - 12:00 AM daily.

Regular bus fare will be charged.

Il-b. Oceanview/Bayview , Norfolk

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes in

the area shown on attached map ... .d to Southern

Shopping Center and the City Multi-Purpose Center.

It is estimated that one van will be required.
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Attacliment A
Page 3

Service hours will be from 8:00 AM - 6:00 PM daily.

Regular bus fare will be charged.

II-c. Coronado, Norfolk

Corridor jitney service along the Route #16 Coronado

bus route approximately every 60 minutes, according

to attached timetable. One van will be required.

Service hours will be from 9:00 PM - 1:00 AM daily.

Regular bus fare will be charged.

Bid Item III: Chesapeake

III-a. Great Bridge, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes

within the service area shown on map and to

connect with regular bus service at the Civic

Center. It is estimated that one van will be

required. Service hours will be from 8:00 AM -

5:30 PM Monday thru Saturday. The fare is $1

per one-way trip.

Ill-b. Greenbrier, Chesapeake

On-call service approximately every 60 minutes

within the service area shown on map and to the

Great Bridge Civic Center. It is estimated that

one van will be required. Service hours will be

A-23/A-24





APPENDIX B

PROTEST STATEMENTS

OF ORGANIZED LABOR AND

TAXI INDUSTRY
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Mr. Michael D. Kidd
State Public Transportation Coordinator
Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation
1221 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Kidd:

We forward herewith Statement Of Amalgamated Transit Union,
Division 1177, In Opposition To An Experimental Ridesharing
Project which was proposed to you by Mr. James C. Echols,
Executive Director of Tidewater Transportation District Commission
in his letter of transmittal dated June 20, 1980.

By sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Echols and to
Mr. John R. Sears, Chairman of the Tidewater Transportation
District Commission and to Reverend Joseph N. Green, a Norfolk
Member of the Commission, we are requesting that Mr. Echols
see that a copy of this statement is furnished to all other
Members of the Commission.

Re: State Aid For Experimental
Ridesharing Projects - TTDC

With kind regards, we are

Very truly yours

HOWELL, ANNINOS, DAUGHERTY & BROWN

By

:

Henry E. Howell, Jr.
H: c
cc:- Mr. James C. Echols

509 E. 18th Street
Norfolk, Virginia 23504

Reverend Joseph N. Green, Jr
P. 0. Box 1003
Norfolk, Virginia 23501
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STATEMENT OF AMALGAMATED TRANS I 'J’ UNION,
DIVISION 1177, IN OPPOSITION TO THE
REMOVAL OF BUSES FROM EXISTING FIXED
ROUTES AND SUBSTITUTION OF TAXI SERVICE
THEREFOR .

As the attorney for Division 1177 of Amalgamated Transit

Union, I submit the following statement in opposition tothe

proposal of the Tidewater Tansportat ion District Commission

to terminate existing regular bus service on what is described

in Items 7, 8 and 3 on the proposed Virginia Department of

Highways and Transportation Experimental Ridesharing Project.

The Union objects to the inadequacy of notice and information

that has been furnished the public and the Union regarding the

specifics of the effect that these proposals will have on

existing regular bus service.

Administrative due process of law requires that adequate

notice be afforded the public before termination of existing

service

.

Secondly, the City of Norfolk and the Tidewater Transportation

District Commission has received millions of dollars in grants

under the Urban Mass Transportation Act. This Act was passed

by Congress when it was determined that private enterprise could

not afford to furnish mass transportation in urban areas and

there was a need for the services to be subsidized. The millions

of dollars that have been granted to Norfolk and the Commission

contemplated that regular bus service would be afforded to the

citizens of Norfolk, notwithstanding that the service produced

a loss

.
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JL ,i.r. respectfully subm.i t Lot! that the pri. vn to management

company the Commission has contracted with to carry out the

Commission's obligations to the public is more motivated by

profit than by the policy of the Urban Mass Transportation Act

to maintain bus service in urban areas.

The second area that is affected by this proposal is

described as Item 8 on the Experimental Ridesharing Project

that is before the Commission.

Again, the description of the service affected is not

very clear. It merely states:

"Ocean Vi ew/Bayview/ Two Maxi-Taxis operating
Coronado, Norfolk between 6:00 a.m. - 12:00 a.m.

daily to Southern Shopping
Center and a city multi-purpose
center. Expanded collection
and distribution to TRT bus
routes #8 and #15."

Each of the areas mentioned in Item 8 is densely

populated and it is contemplated to substitute taxis for bus

service

.

The proposal outlined in a memorandum dated June 5, 1980,

addressed to the Chairman and Members of the Tidewater Trans-

portation District Commission by James C. Echols, Executive

Director, stated that the experimental taxi service was being

proposed in view of the fact that:

"*** an experimental pedestrian ferry
service has been found not to be feasible at
this time, and an alternative ride-sharing
program has been proposed."

It is submitted that there is.no relation between the

curtailment of services and the institution of taxi service

in certain areas of Norfolk and the previously suggested
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exper imcn Lai ferry service.

It would appear that since the State was considerinrj

making a contribution to an experimental ferry service and

now that that cannot be done,- this is merely an effort to use

money that had been proposed for an entirely different project

without justification for the substitution.

It will be further noted from the third paragraph of

the memorandum of June 8, 1980, that the proposed taxi service

is to be coordinated with a grant that is to be provided through

a National Ridesharing Demonstration Program.

The Union has been advised that the grant through the

National Ridesharing Demonstration Program was conditioned on

an agreement between Mr. Echols, as Executive Director of the

Commission, and Division 1177 that the use of vans under the

Ridesharing Demonstration Program would not result in the

elimination of regular bus service or the loss of bus operators

'

j obs

.

Division 1177 calls to the attention of the Chairman and

the Commissioners of Tidewater Transportation District Commission

the introduction statement that supports the application for

State aid for the Shared Ride Taxi Service:

"The objective of this project is to provide an
alternative mode of public transportation, at less
cost to the rider and the transit operator, in low
and medium density areas whore regular bus route
transportation is not economically feasible. AAA "

It is submitted that the Hampton Boulevard/Colonial Avenue/

Corridor areas are densely occupied urban areas as are the

Ocean View/Bayview/Coronado areas. If low density is a

prerequisite to eligiblity for these State funds, these two
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areas in Norfolk would not quali Cy, and ce r La i n 1 y , Downtown

Norfolk would not qualify.

Item 3 of the application for Stale Experimental Hide

Sharing Funds, the Downton Norfolk area, is adequately served

at the present time by buses, and certainly one taxi or van

would not be a cost justified expenditure in Downtown Norfolk.

For the above reasons, it is submitted that the experimental

taxi service proposed in Item 3 "Downtown Norfolk", Item 7

"Hampton Boulevard/Colonial Ave . Corridor, Norfolk" and Item

8 "Ocean View/Bayview/Coronado, Norfolk" should be denied.

Henry E. Howell, Jr.
Howell, Anninos, Daugherty & Brown
808 Maritime Tower
Norfolk, Virginia 23510
(804) 623-7334
Counsel for Amalgamated Transit Union,
Division 1177.
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TELEPHONE: 489-7777

a

BLACK & WHITE CARS, Inc.
TILLER’S CABS

B3D W. 39th street NORFOLK, VA. I23SDB

November 20, 1930

Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation
1401 E Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Attention: Michael D« Kidd - Coordinator

Dear Mr* Kidd,

Res T. R c To

Exhibit 1. As free enterprise I resent State giving T.R.T.

$ 209,000*00 for another administrative office.

Exhibit 2* T. R> T. has low grade, cannot run bus company
efficiently, yet want to run taxi companies t

Exhibit 3* Another loser, will be operating Maxi-Taxi,
from another city of Chesapeake in City of
Norfolk.

Socialism will destroy the American way of life, if it keeps
penetrating in business. We are ifit situation where nothing
works, nobody knows what to do, where drift ru3.es.

Americans have always regarded loss of control as intolerable,
and last few years of wenching change have intensified.

Yours Sincerely,

Louis M. Oden
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APPENDIX C

SAMPLE OF

COVERT SERVICE EVALUATIONS
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MAXI-TAXI 01 L;v EOi%S REPORT

ORIGIN: II til Bay and Bast Ocean View Ave.

DESTINATION : Wards Corner to Peoples Drag Store

DATE: March 18, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Bayview/Oceanview Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: White Female

VEHICLE # V-118

APPEARANCE: Clean

ON SCHEDULE: yes

On Wednesday, March 18, 1981, I caught the Bayview - Oceanview Maxi-Taxi
at 11th Bay and East Ocean'View Avenue. I called for it about 3 or 4 minutes
till 1:00 p.m. The taxi arrived about 1:05 p.m. , Van #118, driven by a white
female about 5' 5", 135 lbs. with dark brown hair, she was clean but not very
neat, (flannel shirt and jeans)

.

When I got on the taxi, there was one passenger already on the van. The
driver had a friend with her sitting in the front passenger seat for company.

I asked the fare and she told me it was .50 so I put it in the fare box
and was taken to Wards Comer to the Peoples Drug store. She drove the van
very well and observed all traffic signs.

L. Brown
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Multi-Service Center on Little Greek Rd.

DESTINATION: Ocean View Station

DATE: March 18, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Bayview/Oceanview Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: White Female

VEHICLE jf V-118

APPEARANCE: Clean

ON SCHEDULE: yes

The driver of this taxi had a friend riding with her to keep her company.
They both were eating and drinking, the driver was doing so while driving
the taxi. She was not at all very courteous to the passengers.

D. Whitehurst
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MAX I -TAX I OPERYiORS RLCkT

ORIGIN: PortsnvDuth/Che5'>apeake /Airport

DESTINATION: Tower Moll

DATE: March 18,1981

MAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE # V-117

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SCHEDULE: No

I arrived at the Chesapeake-Portsmouth Airport at 12:50 p.m. I called
for a taxi when I got there. The dispatcher said the driver was on her lunch
break and would be back in 10 minutes. I waited for 40 minutes and called back.
The dispatcher said the driver said, that the airport was not on her route. I

fold the dispatcher that it was because it was on the map, so the dispatcher
got in touch with the driver, at this time she was in Bowers Hill and wauld
pick me up. She got there at 2:10 p.m.

I got into the van and spoke to the driver, but she did not say anything.
When I reached to put my dollar in the fare box, she held out her hand and said
that she would take it. She put the dollar in her pocket and tore half of the
ticket and gave it back to me. She put the other half in her pocket. I was the
only one in the van that was making the trip to Tower Mall. She acted upset
about something, but drove very carefully.

R. Rodman
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Tower Mall Stopping Center

DESTINATION: Bowers Hill

RATE : torch 18, 1981

EAY ;
Wednesday

RjXrpp ;
Bowers Hill Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE if
V-117

APPEARANCE :
Neat

ON SCHEDULE : No

According to the booklet the taxi is suppose to arrive every tour on
the hour, but the van’ got to Tower Mall at 2:30 p.m. Once we got started
on our route the driver had to turn around and go to Fink 1 s Gas Station to
gas up. After she had gassed up she did not go the route but down Greenwood
Drive, instead. She was courteous to her passengers, she even had a lady
to ride with her to Bowers Hill and then bad: to Deep Creek. The lady had
not given the driver her fare when we reached my destination. The service
is a little better than the supposed to be night service.

D. Helton
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MAXI-TAX I OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Church] and Stopping Center

DESTINATION: Tidewater Ccrrmunity College

D’OE: March 18, 1981

DAY: Wednesday

ROUTE: Churchiand Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE: V-116

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SCHEDULE: yes

The driver told me that she could not take me from the Churchland
Stopping Center to Tidewater Community College. The driver was a black female,
which was neat in appearance. The van number was #116, and was on schedule.

R. Rodman
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Plaza Sitopping Center

DESTINATION : Tidewater Conrminity College

DATE: March 18, 1981

HAY :
Wednesday

POUTE: Churchlaid Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Blade Female

VEHICLE ,1 V-116

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SQ lEDULE
:

yes

The driver of the van told me, when asked that she could not take me
from the Plaza Shopping Center to TCC, but the booklet that is printed on the
Churchland Maxi-Taxi says that she can. If the driver is correct then you need
to change your booklet if not then the driver needs to be told that she can take
passengers to TCC from the shopping center. I know that we have a -bus that comes
by the shopping center and goes to the college but the point is that you are
contradicting yourself. There are alot of bugs that need to be worked out.

D. Helton
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

HATE: March 24, 1981

DAY : Tuesday

WEATHER: Cool/Windy

ROUTE: Coronado Maxi-Taxi

BOARDED: (9:35 p.m.) Johnston Rd. - Sewells Point Rd.

ALIGHTED: (10:09 p.m.) Monticello Ave. - Bute Street

VEHICLE # V-108

OPERATOR: Erma

An analysis of this route was taken on Tuesday, March 24, 1981.

The taxi operator followed the guidelines as indicated. She demonstrated
a high degree of professionalism in operating the Maxi-Taxi.

Erma was given and overall grade of "Good" for her driving ability.
Erma works full-time for ARA Transportation (School Bus System) where she

has been employed since 1977.

B. McIntosh
Senior Transportation Surveyor
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MAXI-T/\XI CPLlvATOKS REPORT

ORIGIN: Downtown at Monticello and Bute Street

DESTINATION: Johnston Road and Sewells Point Road

DATE: March 24, 1981

DAY : Tuesday

ROUTE: Coronado Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE it
V-108

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SCHEDULE: yes

This driver keeps a very good schedule. She collected proper fares, and
was exceptionally courteous to all her passengers. She was a very safe driver
also.

This driver had just been trained on Monday, 3-23-81, she did very well,
did not go off her route one time. She told another passenger that she worked
for ARA during the day.

M. Thompson
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MAX1-TAXI OPEKAIVKS LTGnT

oraGIN: Gcorcje Washington Highway

DESTINATION: Tc*-.er Mall Shopping Center

DATE: March 18, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Deep Creek Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Mr. Wright

VEHICLE # V-110

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SCHEDULE: yes

I called for the Maxi-Taxi at 12:00 p.m. at George Washington Hwy. and
Gilmerton Street. The taxi came at 12:20 p.m. The driver of this taxi was
very courteous to his passengers. I do not know if he collected proper fares
or not, all of his passengers, except one paid as they got off the taxi, if
they paid at all. There was one passenger that said he would have to go in
the house and get his money, once he was home.

M. Thompson
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Tov.er Mill Slipping Center

DESTINATION : Deep Creek to Gilmerton Shopping Center

DATE: March 18, 1981

MAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Deep Creek Mod-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female (Eleanor)

VEHICLE # V-117

APPEAR?\NCE: Neat and Clean

ON SQ1EDULE: No

On March 18, 1981 I arrived at Tower Mall about 2:10 p.m. to catch a

Maxi-Taxi to Deep Creek at the Gilmerton Shopping Center, about 3:00 p.m. or
a little after a Deep Creek Maxi -Taxi came into Tower Mall, but stopped before
he reached the pick-up point. He let off a passenger and one stayed on, he then
made a U-tum and left the mall. The passenger that got off the van told us,

that the driver was on his lunch break , and said the Bower's Hill Maxi-Taxi driver
would come to Tower Mall and pick us up to take us to Deep Creek. She arrived
about 3:30 p.m. One passenger was on the van, also Idle driver's two children,
(a girl and boy) . The children were eating pop com and dropping it all over the
van. The driver asked everyone where they were going and recorded it. There were
six passengers on the van, but only one was going to Bowers Hill. The drivers
son collected the fare and he and his sister fussed over the money. He gave her
the dollar bills and he kept the change and the tickets until his mother asked for
them. She put the fare in the outside pocket of her sweater, then she put the
change and tickets in an inside pocket. The drivers name was Eleanor, she was
black, neat and clean but not very courteous. The van number was #117 and it was
dirty, with newspaper and pop com on the floor, also a Burger King cup on the
console

.

L. Brown
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Great Bridge Shopping Center

DESTINATION: Chesapeake General Hospital

CATE: March 18, 1981

DAY: Wednesday

ROUTE: Great Bridge - Greenbrier

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE if
V-108

APPEARANCE: Clean

ON SCHEDULE: Yes

This driver collected the proper fare, also made fare change. She did
not detour off her route, but she drove very fast. She was not at all
courteous to the passengers.

The driver, dispatcher and a passenger got into an arguement over the radio
The customer used very dirty language and was not asked to stop. The driver
got angry with the passenger and turned the radio up very loud. There was a

man riding up front with the driver and talked as if they were friends.

D. Whitehurst
\
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT1

ORIGIN: Norfolk General Hospital

DESTINATION: Hampton Dlvd. to O.D.U.

LATE: March 10, 1981

DAY : V'fcdnesday

ROUTE: Hampton Blvd
.
/Colonial Place Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE if
V-108

APPEARANCE: Neat

ON SQ IEL7JLE :
No

This taxi is scheduled to leave Norfolk General Hospital every 40

minutes starting at 7:00 jp.m. The first taxi left there at 7:35 p.m.

I feel that this taxi is a duplicate of two routes already in service. This
taxi will take you anywhere down Hampton Blvd. you want to go, which duplicates
Route #2 Naval Base. It also takes you down 38th Street to Powhatan Avenue which
is only two blocks off of the Church Street Route.

M. Thompson
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MAX I-TAXI OPERAlOitS REPORT

ORIGIN: Norfolk General Hospital

DESTINATION: 7/Eleven Store at comer of Hampton Blvd. and Lexan

DATE: March 18, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Hampton Blvd. /Colonial Place Maxi-Taxi

OPERATOR: Black Female

VEHICLE # V-108

APPEARANCE : Neat

ON SQIEDULE: No

The driver of this taxi collected the proper fare and did not make
fare change. She was very courteous to her passengers, also she didn't eat, drink,
or smoke while driving the taxi. She did not detour off idle route, she was a

safe driver.
The driver recorded the addresses of where each passenger was going.

She was a good driver. The van number was #108.

D. Whitehurst
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MAX I-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Tidewater Corrnunity College

DESTINATION: Churchland Stopping Center

DATE: March 18, 1S81

D\Y: Wednesday

IYXJTE: Portsmouth Night Service

OPERATOR: N/A

VEHICLE {f
N/A

APPEARANCE: N/A

O'? SQ 1EDULE : NO (The van never showed up!)

I called fran TCC for service at 7:20 p.m. The dispatcher said that the
driver would be there but she did not know how long it would take. I stayed there
until 8:30 p.m., and it had not shown up yet. There was another passenger waiting
for Maxi-Taxi also. He said he called them at 6:30 p.m. and still no taxi. He
called back three times while I was there waiting. I can understand why people
are always complaining about the service. It stinks. I think the ‘Maxi-Taxi service
is a waste of time and TRT's money.

R. Rodman



MAXI-TAXI OPERATOR REPORT

ORIGIN: Portsmouth General Hospital

DESTINATION: Cavalier Manor

DATE : March 10, 1981

DAY: Wednesday

ROUTE: Portsmouth Night Service

OPERATOR: N/A

VEHICLE ft N/A

APPEARANCE: N/A

ON SGIEEXJLE: NO (The van never showed up!)

I called the dispatcher at 8:50 p.m. for a Maxi-Taxi to pick me up
at Portsmouth General Hospital and asked how long it would be before it cares.

The dispatcher said H hour or maybe longer or not at all because they were having
problems with the radio and that she would have to wait for one of the drivers
to call in.

Not being sure if I would be picked up I found another means of transportation,
which I am sure anyone else in my place would have done the same thing. I would
not advise anyone to take Maxi-Taxi service at night because it is not dependable
at all. Being a woman and having to wait on this service is putting your life in
danger because there are to many things that could happen if you did wait.

Your service needs to get its act together, or leave .the business to someone
who can !

!

D. Helton



ORIGIN: Tower Mall

DESTINATION: Portsmouth Naval Hospital

DATE: March 18, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE: Portsmouth Night Service

OPERATOR: N/A

VEHICLE # N/A

APPEARANCE: N/A

QN SCHEDULE: No (Van never showed up I)

On Wednesday, March 18, 1981, I was taken to Tower Mall to catch the
Portsmouth Night service. I arrived about 7:35 p.m. . The Maxi-Taxi is due to
leave Tower Mall every 30 minutes. I waited until 7:55 p.m., no Maxi-Taxi so

I called and the dispatcher told me one was on its way. He was very rude to me,

he hang the phone up while I was still talking. I continued to wait until 8:20 p.m.

then I called back to see if it was coming, the same dispatcher answered and I

asked for a Maxi-Taxi at Tower Mall, he called a driver and they said O.K. The
dispatcher sounded intoxicated (he spoke quite loud and his speech was slurred)

.

It was a very frustrating and upsetting experience. After all the phone conversations
the van never came to pick me up!

L. Brown

C-18



MAX I-TAXI OPERATORS REPORT

ORIGIN: Terror mil

DESTINATION : Cavalier Manor

DATE: March 25, 1981

DAY : Wednesday

ROUTE:- Portsmouth Night Service

OPERATOR: Black Male

VEHICLE # N/A

APPEARANCE: Neat

QN SCHEDULE: NO

I called the Portsmouth night service at 7:30 p.m. but you are not suppose
to have to call them because they are suppose to run every h hour. The taxi
arrived at 8:40 p.m. where it picked up seven people with three already on, not
including the driver and his lady friend. You didn't have to pay your money until
you got off of the van. The young lady was the one that collected the money. We
first went out to Ahoy Acres where a young man got off and then we headed for Cavalier
Manor. I arrived home at 8:50 p.m. and the driver was then on his way to Deep Creek.

If I could have found another way home I would have done so, I thought about walking
but it was to dark. I feel that maybe these drivers liave to much area to cover.

I am so glad that I do not have to depend on this service because one could get
very disgusted with the long waiting period that you are faced with and then you have
to ride all over, before reaching your destination. Something needs to be done, maybe
shortening their distance or area. I couldn't get the van number because it was very
dark and I just wanted to get home.

D. Helton
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MAXI-TAXI OPERATORS RETORT

DATE: March 26, 1981

DAY: Thursday

WEATHER: Warm/Windy

ROUTE: Portsmouth Night Service Maxi-Taxi #1

BOARDED: (7:40 p.m. ) Churchland Shopping Center

ALIGHTED: (8:10 p.m. ) Maryview Hospital

VEHICLE # 110

OPERATOR: Chris (Male)

An analysis of this route was taken on Thursday, March 26, 1981.

I waited at the Maxi-Taxi stop at Churchland Shopping Center from 7:00 p.m.

until 7:30 p.m. Eventually, I went to phone for a Maxi-Taxi and one arrived
four minutes later. The taxi operator followed the guidelines as indicated.
He demonstrated a high degree of professionalism in operating the taxi.

Chris was given an overall grade of "Good" for his driving ability. He
said that he had worked for Maxi-Taxi since it began service. Chris informed
me along with four other passengers that we would have to transfer to another
taxi at Maryview Hospital. (Reason: Zone territory).

We waited about five minutes at Maryview Hospital, before the taxi arrived.
TOo separate reports are being done, because of the transfer service; please
see report below:

DATE: March 26, 1981

DAY : Thursday

WEATHER: Warm/Windy

ROUTE: Portsmouth Night Service - Maxi-Taxi #2

BOARDED: (8:10 p.m.) Maryview Hospital

ALIGHTED: (8:30 p.m.) High Street and Crawford Parkway

VEHICLE # 108

OPERATOR: Female

This is a continuation of the first report. The operator was given an
overall grade of "Good" for her driving ability. She demonstrated a high degree
of professionalism in operating the Maxi-Taxi.

Ben McIntosh
Senior Transportation Surveyor
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ON-BOARD SURVEY RESULTS
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ykv«..;ttj duwv.thk u::.;: i.

maxi- iu di: m ni:i*. sukvny

" IM .Miilii like to know ii.oi < about Maxi-Rido riders so that •<c can improve oui vie -s.

.mwur the lo) K'wiihi ijuvslionu about your crip. 1} nk you.

j. nave you ever usuJ Maxi -Hide beforo this trip?

U s No

If yea, Now often? (Chock one)

At Je.ist once per month.
At least four trips per inontn.

' Two or throe trips per week.
More than lluee trips per week.

2. Whole aie you cooinn from? (Check one

)

Home
Koi !.

School
Shopping
he son.i) visit or reci eati on/entertr.i ninent

.‘i * i i ea i cr Social Services visit
~ Other

( Please specify)

11. Was t lie Maxi - Hide ?

Ves no
C) can?
Comfortable?

~ Convenient?

12. Do you have any comments or surest ions alxiut

Maxi-Ride service?

13. Arc you a licensed driver? Yes No

14. How many cars, vans, or pick-up trucks do<_s your
household have available?

None Two

One Three or rr. .

15. Arc you: Male female

a. Where is the place you ere coming from?

Name oi p.uce or building

Addi ei.s or nearest street intersection'.

4. Wlie re are you going? (Check one)

home
Her);

School
Shopping
Personal visit or re creation/entertai nn.ent

Hectical or Social Services visit
Other

(Pic a s e specfTy)

5. Where is the place you are going?

Name of place or building:

Address or nearest street intersection:

6.

how did you make this trip be fe re you used
Maxi-Ride?

Did not make trip
Bus. What route?
Drove myself

_ Hide witli someone else

_ Taxi
Walk
Other

?. how did you get Maxi- Ride before this trip?

Culled dispatcher for service. At what
time did -you call in your reguest?

At what time was Maxi -Ride suppose to pick you
up?

At what time were you picked up?

Cot on at Maxi -Ride stop. Mow did you get
to stop? Walk Bus Car Other
How long did you wait?

_
minutes.

8. How will you get from Maxi-Ride to your final
desti r.al i on?

Maxi-Ride takes me exactly where In. going

__ Bus. What route?
Ka 1 k

Drove myself

__
Riae with someone else
Ocher

(Please speci fyi

9. Was the dispatcher?

Yes No
Courteous?
Helpful?

10.

Was t be driver?
Yes No

10. What is your age? Ur.der 10

10 to 20 41 to 50

21 to 30 51 to 04

31 to 4 0 0 5 or ever

17. Do you have any physical disabilities which
make it difficult for you to walk?

Yes No

IB. How did you first find out about Maxi-Ride?
(Ciieck one)

T.V.
Newspaper
Radio
from TKT
Saw a Maxi-Ride van
from someone e'.se

Brochure delivered to your home
brochure you picked up
Other

(Please specify)

19. Are you employed?

Yes - full-time _ Yes - Part-time

No

20. What is the total yearly income o! your house
hold? (Check cne)

l,ess than $5,000

55,000 to 59,999

$)0, 000 to 5)4 ,999

5 J S. 000 to 519,999

520, 000 to 524 , 999

525, 000 or more

>

Court woum?
I'e 1 p f ul

Neat in appeal an
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j / Woi.*;:E l

PRIOR USE OF MAXI-RIDE

Have you ever used How often?
LOCATION Maxi-Ride before? once a 4 times 2 or 3 over 3x

YES NO month a month x. a week a week

OVERALL N 99 9 11 17 22 39

% 92% 8% 12% 19% 25% 44%

BOWERS N 12 0 1 3 4 3

HILL % 100% 0 9% 27% 36% 27%

DEEP N 28 0 2 4 8 11

CREEK % 100% 0 8% 16% 32% 44%

WILLOU- N 12 3 2 4 2 2

GHBY o
o 80% 20% 20% 40% 20% 20%

HAMPTON N 14 2 1 1 1 8

BLVD Q.
o 88% 12% 9% 9% 9% 7 3%

OCEAN N 14 3 5 4 4 3

VIEW O.
o 82% 18% 31% 25% 25% 19%

CHURCH- N 19 1 0 1 3 12

Q, 0 6% 19% 75%
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TABLE 2

TRIP PURPOSE

LOCATION

Where are you coming from?

Home Work Sch. Shop P.V.

Where

Home

are you

Work

ooing?

Sch. Shop
1

P.V.

OVERALL N

Q.
o

70

64%

13

12%

5

5%

14

13%

7

6%

1

1%

40

38%

32

30%

2

2%

25

24%

2

2%

5

5 %

BOWERS N 4 2 0 2 2 1 7 1 0 1 1 0

HILL % 36% 18% 0 18% 18% 9% 70% 10% 0 10% 10% 0

DEEP N 22 2 1 1 0 0 4 14 1 5 0 2

CREEK % 85% 8% 4% 4% 0 0 15% 54% 4% 19% 0 8%

WILLOU- N 6 6 2 0 3 0 2 1 0 13 1 0

GHBY O
o 35% 35% 12% 0 18% 0 12% 6% 0 76% 6% 0

HAMPTON N 15 0 0 2 0 0 9 5 1 0 0 2

BLVD % 88% 0 0 12% 0 0 53% 29% 6% 0 0 12%

OCEAN N 8 2 0 7 2 0 11 3 0 4 0 0

VIEW O
o

4 2% 11% 0 37% 11% 0 61% 17% 0 22% 0 0

CHURCH- N 15 1 2 2 0 0 7 8 0 2 0 1

LAND o
o

75% 5% 10% 10% 0 0 39% 4 4% 0 11% 0 6%

P. V. - Personal visit or recreation /entertainment

Dr. - Medical or social service visit
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TABLE 3

TRIP MODE
H ov: did you make the tr ip How w;L 1 ] you get from Max i-Ride
before Maxi -Ride to your dost -j_

, ^ f 1 on ?

LOCATION
didn '

t

bus drove rode tax
1

l W.
9

MR 3us wa Ik drive r ' d e

OVERALL N 10 49 13 15 6 5 54 28 16 0 5

% 10% 50% 13% 15% 6% 5% 52% 27% 16% 5%

BOWERS N 1 7
i

i 3 0 0 3 4 3 0 0

HILL % 8% 58% 8% 25% 30% 40% 30%

DEEP N 2 11 4 6 0 1 10 9 3 0 4

CREEK % 8% 46% 17% 25% 4% 38% 35% 12% 15%

WILLOU- N 0 11 2 0 2 1 12 5 0 0 0

GHBY % 69% 13% 13% 6% 71% 29%

HAMPTON N 1 13 1 1 1 0 11 1 5 0 0

BLVD o
o

6% 7 6% 6% 6% 6% 69% 6% 29%

OCEAN N 2 7 2 3 1 2 7 2 3 0 1

VIEW %
12% 41% 12% 18% 6% 12% 54% 15% 23% 8%

CHURCH- N 4 6 3 2 2 1 11 7 2 0 0

LAND %
22% 33% 17% 11% 11% 6% 55% 35% 10%

W - Walk
2 MR - "Maxi-Ride takes me exactly where I'm going.
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TABLE 4

TRANSIT DEPENDENCY

LOCATION

Are you a

YES

liscended driver?

NO

How

0

many ca

1

rs do

2

you have avail

3+

OVERALL N 39 67 48 34 8 3

% 37% 63% 52% 37% 9% 3%

BOWERS N 3 8 8 3 0 0

HILL % 27% 73% 73% 27%

DEEP N 13 11 10 12 1 2

CREEK C
c 54% 46% 40% 48% 4% 8%

WILLOU- N 6 11 13 2 0 1

GHBY % 35% 65% 81% 13% 6%

HAMPTON N 10 7 5 5 2 0

BLVD O
o 59% 41% 42% 42% 16%

OCEAN N 4 13 5 7 3 0

VIEW o.
o 24% 76% 33% 47% 20%

CHURCH- N 3 17 12 5 2 0

LAND o_
o 15% 85% 71%. 29% 12%
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TABLE 5

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Rex AGE

Disabilitic s
I

1

M F -16.. 16-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-64 64+ Y N

D-8



'.UibLE G

MORE DEMOGRAPIHC INFORMATION

Employment status Income

LOCATION FT PT NO -5 5-9 ] 0-15 15-20 20-25 25 +

OVERALL N 46 24 41 30 19 13 7 4 0

% 41% 22% 37% 41% 26% 18% 10% 5% 0

BOWERS N 4 1 7 2 5 1 0 0 0

HILL % 33% 8% 58% 25% 63% 13%

DEEP N 16 8 4 13 3 3 3 1 0

CREEK % 57% 29% 14% 57% 13% 13% 13% 4%

WILLOU- N 5 2 9 6 4 1 0 0 0

GHBY c.
o 31% 13% 5% 55% 36% 9%

HAMPTON N 11 3 3 3 4 3 2 1 0

BLVD % 65% 18% 18% 23% 31% 23% 15% 8%

OCEAN N 4 3 10 4 3 3 1 2 0

VIEW % 24% 18% 59% 31% 23% 23% 8% 15%

CHURCH- N 6 7 8 2 0 2 1 0 0

LAND % 29% 33% 38% 40% 40% 20%
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.i /C..LE /

SOURCE OF INFORMATION ABOUT MAXI- RIDE

News- Radio TRT Saw Sonieo

.

Broch

.

Broch

.

LOCATION TV Paper Van el se De 1 i v . Picked -up

OVERALL N 2 9 0 28 22 32 6 8

% 2% 8% 26% 21% 30% 6% 7%

BOWERS N 0 0 0 7 3 0 1 1

HILL % 58% 25% 8% 8%

DEEP N 0 5 0 6 4 10 4 1

CREEK O
o 17% 20% 13% 33% 13% 3%

WILLOU- N 0 0 0 1 2 10 0 2

GHBY % 7% 13% 67% 13%

HAMPTON N 0 0 0 5 7 3 0 1

BLVD %
31% 44% 19% 6%

OCEAN N 1 2 0 2 1 6 1 3

VIEW % 6% 13% 13% 6% 38% 6% 19%

CHURCH- N 1 2 0 7 5 3 0 0

LAND %
6% 11% 39% 28% 17%
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TABLE 8

SATISFACTION WITH DRIVER/ VEHICLE/ DISPATCHE R

Was dispatcher : Was Driver:
'

1 Was Veh i c 1e :

LOCATION
Court-
eous

help
ful

Court-
eous

help-
ful

neat 1 c 1 ez n comf-
ortable

convien-
ent

Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N

OVERALL N 9 2 2 68 3 93 2 76 3 72 1 92 10 86 0 81 2

%
98% 2% 96% 4% 98% 2% 96% 3% 99%1 90% 10% 100% 100%

BOWERS N 9 1 6 1 11 0 8 1 6 - 11 0 8 0 4 0

BILL % 90% 10 % 86%14° 100% 88% 11% 100^ 100% 100% 100%

DEEP N 26 1 19 1 24 1 19 0 18 0 23 1 20 0 19 1

CREEK % 96% 4% 95%5% 96% 4% 100% 100% 96% 4% 100% 95% 5%

WILLOU- N 12 0

J

10 0 14 0 12 0 9 0 15 1 14 0 13 0

GHBY O,
'o 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94% 6% 100% 100%

HAMPTON N 16 0 10 0 17 0 12 0 13 0 16 1 16 0 16 1

BLVD o
o 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94% 6% 100% 94% 6%

OCEAN N 13 0 12 1 10 0 12 1 12 0 14 0 12 0 12 0

VIEW o
o 100% 92% 100% 92% 8 %100% 100% 100% 100%

CHURCH- N 16 0 11 0 17 1 13 1 14 1 13 7 16 0 17 0

LAND o.
'6 100% 100% 94% 6% 93% 7 % 9 3% 65% 35% 100% 100%
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DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TIME PROMISED AND TIME PICKED-UP

LOCATION TOTAL N AVERAGE

OVERALL N 305 minutes 43 7.1 minutes

%

BOWERS N 25 4 6 . 25

BILL %

DEEP N 132 14 9.4

CREEK c
o

WILLOU- N 52 5 10 .

4

GHBY %

HAMPTON N 35 7 5 . 0

BLVD %

OCEAN N 40 7 5.7

VIEW O.
"o

CHURCH- N 21 6 3.5

LAND %
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ORIGIN /DIL'ST INAT I ON ANALYSIS

FROM TO

BOWERS HILL AND DEEP CREEK ROUTES

TOWER MALL
6 7

CAMELOT 5 2

SUNSET MANOR 0 3

GENEVA COURT 2 2

BROADMOOR 2 1

DEEP CREEK 4 0

OTHER IP 3

TOTAL 29 18

CHURCHLAND

BELLEVILLE 3 1

HUNTERSVILLE 2 1

PUGHSVILLE 1
1

CHURCHLAND S.S. 1
2

OTHER 9 7

TOTAL 16 12

HAMPTON BLVD.

NORFOLK GEN. 2 5

ODU 1 1

OLD DOMINION PL 5 5

OTHER 9 2

TOTAL 17 13

OCEAN VIEW AND WILLOUGHBY

WARDS CORNER 1
9

SOUTHERN SH. C. 2
0

OCEAN VIEW AVE 4
1

COTTAGE PARK 5
2

BRADLEES 2
1

SEWELLS PT. RD 3
2

OTHER 15
14

TOTAL 32
29
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Bowers Hill

COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS
(Verbatim)

-none

Deep Creek

-Improve service and cut costs.
-I couldn't make it to work without it.
-It's a great help to work. No people and shoppers.
-Some times I'm late for work if it's busy.
-good
-Nicest thing that could happen for the people.
-Nice to have Maxi-Ride.
-Very nice
-Good service.
-I can't get to work without it.
-That is very great and I hope they keep with their job.
-I would use the Maxi-Ride here often if the service wasn't stretched

so thin.

Churchland

-Service after 6 p.m. to downtown Portsmouth should be continued.
-I like it.

Ocean View

-To be able to crack the windows open.
-I find it helpful.
-Needs another van on this route.
-More Maxi’s needed as riders are increasing rapidly.
-Bring back night hours.
-Have always had nice trip.
-There is a big need for another evening Maxi bus. My main complaint

is in the evening. When I wait for the Maxi to take me home from
Wards Corner I call in at work at 4 p.m. to be picked up at 6 p.m.
and driver is too busy up in Willoughby at that time. They need
another Maxi in the evening after 5 p.m. Many people need Maxi
since TRT took off Willoughby and Bayview buses.

Willoughby

-Would be possible to be picked up sooner if there were more vans.
Sometimes I wait an hour. I take Maxi-Taxi in the evenings from
Wards Corner to Bayview. I call before 5 p.m. and ask the Van
to be there at 6 p.m. Sometimes I wait an hour or so.

-Good service.
-Very good.
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-Very good.
-Good service.
-Good service.

Hampton Blvd.

-Didn't have bus schedule. Very convenient. It's
-We need more.
-You need to keep them going.
-Be on time for pickup.
-Excellent

.

-Some late arrivals, but not often.
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