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Execut ve Summary 

Transit pr viders acr ss the United States are examining new ways t  increase services 
and ridership and t   perate as c st-effectively as p ssible.  Vanp  ls are an alternative 
t  traditi nal fixed-r ute service, and can help t  realize  ne  r m re  f these  bjectives.  
This study examined selected vanp  l pr grams  perated by transit agencies and  ther 
public-sect r  r n t-f r-pr fit  rganizati ns, and presents them in this rep rt as brief case 
studies. 

The m st frequently cited  bjective  f the twenty-five pr grams pr filed in this study is 
t  extend the reach  f transit services int  areas  r service h urs n t well served by fixed-
r ute public transit. Air p lluti n and c ngesti n relief, welfare-t -w rk transp rtati n, 
replacement  f underused fixed-r ute service, specialized transit service f r special-needs 
travelers, and preliminary transit service in a new area were  ther  bjectives cited by the 
vanp  l pr viders. 

S me  f the n table vanp  l pr grams surveyed include the six Seattle-area transit-
 perated vanp  l pr grams in Washingt n state, which t gether acc unt f r 40 percent  f 
the vanp  ls in the United States; The T’s substituti n  f vanp  ls al ng l w-ridership 
r utes in F rt W rth, which has resulted in an $11,500 annual c st reducti n per r ute;  
and the variety  f vanp  l services pr vided by Pace Suburban Bus Service  f Chicag , 
which includes c mmuter and empl yer-sp ns red vanp  ls, n n-emergency medical 
transp rtati n, n t-f r-pr fit agency shuttles, and vanp  ls serving riders with 
disabilities. Other vanp  l pr grams have helped t  bring needed w rkers int  retail and 
res rt areas, military and c mmercial w rksites, and  ther empl yment centers. 

Funding s urces f r the surveyed vanp  l pr grams include (in descending  rder  f 
frequency) passenger fares, transit funds, C ngesti n Mitigati n and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) funds,  ther federal, state, and l cal funds, and empl yer subsidies.  Easy 
Streets  f C nnecticut and Ben Franklin Transit in Washingt n are able t  c ver all 
 perating c sts thr ugh passenger fares, while several  ther pr grams  ffer subsidized  r 
fare-free ridership t  serve l w-inc me c mmuters  r t  enc urage high ridership in 
c ngested areas.  The City  f Austin and the H ust n-Galvest n Area C uncil subsidize 
vanp  l fares as part  f their eff rts t  reduce c ngesti n and impr ve air quality. 

C nditi ns that have been fav rable t  the success  f these vanp  l pr grams include 
l ng-distance c mmutes, vanp  l pri rity  n r adways (via high- ccupancy vehicle lanes 
 r  ther acc mm dati n), centralized empl yment centers, high retail gr wth, and rising 
fuel prices. Obstacles  r challenges t  vanp  l pr grams include lack  f funding and 
pr m ti n, severe traffic c ngesti n (if vanp  ling  ffers n  time advantage  ver s l  
driving), reluctance  f c mmuters t  give up the flexibility  f driving, and lack  f 
awareness  f the c st advantages  f vanp  ling  ver driving.  Incentives  ffered t  riders 
include fare subsidies, guaranteed ride h me pr grams, and perks f r vanp  l drivers. 
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Suggesti ns f r further research include detailed assessments  f vanp  l pr grams in 
Texas, including ec n mics, target ridership, c mmunity characteristics, and fact rs 
c ntributing t  their success, disc ntinuati n,  r restructuring.  Al ng with the results  f 
this study, the research can be used t  devel p a list  f characteristics that appear t  
c ntribute t  successful vanp  l pr grams, and t  guidelines f r assessing vanp  l 
market p tential. 

viii 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Table of Contents 

L st of Tables......................................................................................................................x 
Chapter 1: Background and Introduct on .....................................................................1 

Pr ject Pr blem Statement ..............................................................................................1 
Backgr und......................................................................................................................1 
Objectives  f Study .........................................................................................................1 
W rk Plan ........................................................................................................................2 
Organizati n  f This Rep rt ............................................................................................2 

Chapter 2: Summary of Trans t-Operated Vanpools ...................................................3 
Primary G als f r Transit-Operated Vanp  l Services...................................................3 
Primary Cust mer Bases f r Transit-Operated Vanp  l Services ..................................4 
Case Studies.....................................................................................................................4 

Texas............................................................................................................................4 
Washingt n..................................................................................................................5 
Others in the United States ..........................................................................................7 
Other Pr grams:  State, MPO, and N t-f r-pr fit .......................................................9 

Chapter 3: Fund ng Sources and Strateg es.................................................................13 
Passenger Fares..............................................................................................................13 
Transit Funds .................................................................................................................13 
C ngesti n Mitigati n and Air Quality (CMAQ) Funds...............................................13 
Other Federal Funds ......................................................................................................13 
Other State/L cal Funds ................................................................................................13 
Empl yer Subsidy..........................................................................................................14 
Other Funding Techniques ............................................................................................15 

Chapter 4: Incent ves, Obstacles, and Lessons Learned.............................................17 
Fav rable C nditi ns f r Vanp  ls...............................................................................17 

Ge graphic C nditi ns ..............................................................................................17 
Ec n mic C nditi ns ................................................................................................17 
Dem graphic .............................................................................................................18 

Obstacles t  Vanp  l Pr grams ....................................................................................18 
Incentives f r Riders......................................................................................................18 
Incentives f r Empl yers and C mmunity....................................................................19 
Less ns Learned ............................................................................................................19 
Pr gram Operati n ....................................................................................................19 
Pricing/Fares ..............................................................................................................19 
Vans and Equipment..................................................................................................20 

: Future Research Needs...............................................................................21Chapter 5
Detailed Assessments  f Vanp  l Pr grams in Texas ..................................................21 
Identificati n  f Vanp  l Target Markets .....................................................................21 
Guideb  k/T  lkit f r Assessing Vanp  l Market P tential .......................................21 

References.........................................................................................................................23 
Append x: Vanpool Prov der Survey............................................................................27 

 ix  



 
L st of Tables 

Table 1. Summary  f Vanp  l Pr grams .........................................................................11 
Table 2. Funding S urces f r Vanp  ls. ..........................................................................14 

x 



 
 

 

 
 

  

 
  

  
    

  

 

 
   

  
  

   
  

  
 

  
   

  

 
 

 

 
 

 
    
 

 

Chapter 1:  Background and Introduct on 

Project Problem Statement 

Transit agencies thr ugh ut Texas are interested in pr viding c st-effective and efficient 
services t  a wide range  f cust mers.  Fixed r utes represent a maj r segment  f these 
services.  Fixed r utes are n t appr priate in many situati ns, h wever, and s me transit 
agencies are using vanp  ls, busp  ls, and  ther techniques t  serve l w-density areas and 
new markets. 

There is a need t  examine the experience t  date with the use  f vanp  ls as part  f the 
service mix pr vided by transit agencies and t  assess the market p tential f r greater use 
 f this appr ach.  This research pr ject is the first step in examining these issues and 
devel ping a guideb  k f r use by transit  perat rs interested in starting  r expanding 
vanp  l pr grams. 

Background 

The gr wth  f suburbs, multiple “d wnt wn” areas within cities, and  ther l wer-density 
devel pment has presented increasing challenges t  public transit systems in the United 
States. Traditi nal fixed-r ute transit, which  perates m st effectively in high-density 
areas, is  ften incapable  f serving the changing travel needs  f b th urban and suburban 
residents and c mmuters.  Vanp  ls are  ne way t  serve l wer-density areas, suburb-t -
suburb c mmutes, and  ther emerging transit markets while keeping c sts relatively l w. 

This research pr ject builds  n interviews with general managers  f Texas metr p litan 
transit auth rities, particularly Karen Rae, general manager  f the Capital Metr p litan 
Transit Auth rity (Capit l Metr ) in Austin.  Other examples  f publicly-sp ns red 
vanp  l pr grams within Texas include vanp  ls funded by the federal C ngesti n 
Mitigati n and Air Quality Impr vement Pr gram (CMAQ) in F rt W rth, which have 
all wed The T t  eliminate s me l w-ridership fixed r utes, and H ust n’s METROVan 
pr gram, which takes advantage  f the city’s high- ccupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and 
serves destinati ns such as the Galleria which were previ usly underserved by transit. 

Object ves of Study 

Task 1  f this study examined the inn vative use  f vanp  ls by transit agencies thr ugh 
brief case studies.   Future tasks  f the study, if funded, will examine the market p tential 
f r vanp  l services.  This assessment will include an examinati n  f the s ci -ec n mics, 
trip patterns, land use characteristics, and  ther fact rs that appear t  fav r the use  f 
vanp  ls as b th a l ng-term strategy and as a way t  intr duce service that may later be 
replaced by fixed-r ute buses. 
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The  bjectives  f this research are as f ll ws: 
• t  identify the fact rs that are fav rable t  vanp  ls as a public-transit supplement 

 r alternative, and 
• t  pr vide transit pr viders with techniques f r assessing the vanp  l market in 

their areas. 

Work Plan 

The examinati n  f vanp  ls as an alternative t  fixed-r ute transit service will be 
acc mplished thr ugh the c mpleti n  f f ur w rk tasks.  This research rep rt d cuments 
the research and results  f Task 1, vanp  l case studies fr m acr ss the United States. 

Vanp  ls  perated by transit agencies acr ss the United States were identified and their 
experiences briefly d cumented as case studies.  The case studies include inf rmati n  n 
ridership levels and dem graphics, maj r trip patterns and purp ses, and any characteristics 
 f the transit system  r c mmunity that have been significant in the  perati n  f these 
services.    

Initial inf rmati n was gathered fr m transit agency web pages and existing literature, 
including transp rtati n j urnal articles and research rep rts.  T  c mplete the case studies, 
additi nal inf rmati n was  btained thr ugh a teleph ne survey  f transit- perated vanp  l 
service pr viders.  A c py  f the survey is pr vided as an Appendix. 

Future tasks, if funding is  btained fr m an ther s urce, will include detailed assessments 
 f vanp  l pr grams in Texas, identificati n  f target markets f r vanp  ls, and the 
devel pment  f a guideb  k  r t  lkit f r assessing vanp  l market p tential. 

Organ zat on of Th s Report 

This rep rt is  rganized int  five chapters.  Chapter 2 pr vides summary inf rmati n and 
case studies  f the vanp  l pr grams studied.  Chapter 3 summarizes funding s urces 
used by these pr grams f r capital and  perating expenses.  Chapter 4 describes 
incentives used,  bstacles enc untered, and less ns learned by the vanp  l pr grams.  
Chapter 5 presents rec mmendati ns f r future research. 
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Chapter 2:  Summary of Trans t-Operated Vanpools 

Inf rmati n  n the f ll wing transit- perated vanp  l pr grams (and s me vanp  l 
pr grams  perated by metr p litan planning  rganizati ns (MPOs), state departments  f 
transp rtati n, and regi nal n t-f r-pr fit  rganizati ns) was c llected fr m published 
d cuments, fr m Internet web pages, and via teleph ne interviews.  Table 1 pr vides a 
summary  f pr gram sizes, g als, and primary cust mer bases. 

Pr mary Goals for Trans t-Operated Vanpool Serv ces 

The primary g als f r the vanp  l services summarized in this rep rt fell int  the general 
categ ries described bel w.  The g als are sh wn in  rder fr m m st t  least frequently 
cited. M st vanp  l pr grams listed m re than  ne g al f r their services. 

• Extend the “reach” of trans t serv ces:  Serving riders wh se trips are n t well-
served by fixed-r ute transit services, due t  ge graphy  r time  f trip, was the 
g al m st  ften menti ned by the vanp  l pr grams examined.  These trips m st 
 ften inv lve suburb-t -suburb  r suburb-t -city c mmutes  r alternative/late-
shift schedules. 

• A r pollut on and congest on rel ef:  Vanp  ls are  ften part  f a c mmunity’s 
emissi ns-reducti n plan.   

• Welfare-to-work transportat on:  Several  f the vanp  l pr grams have a 
welfare-t -w rk c mp nent.  The Kib is Area Transit System began its vanp  l 
pr gram specifically t  serve welfare-t -w rk participants. 

• Replace underused f xed-route serv ce: In an eff rt t  make transit services 
m re efficient and effective, a few transit agencies have implemented vanp  ls in 
areas where fixed r utes are significantly underused.  The transit system can 
c ntinue t  serve riders in th se areas with ut the higher c sts  f fixed-r ute 
buses. Starting in 1985, The T in F rt W rth saved $11,500 in annual  perating 
c sts by replacing  ne  f its l w-ridership r utes with three vanp  ls. 

• Spec al zed trans t:  S me vanp  l pr grams target specific types  f riders  r 
trips. Elderly  r disabled riders, students, medical  r  ther n n-c mmute trips, 
and s me alternate-schedule  r l ng-distance c mmute trips are am ng the 
categ ries f r which specialized vanp  ls have been f rmed. 

• Prel m nary trans t serv ce  n a new area:  A few transit systems have used 
vanp  ls t  intr duce transit services in areas n t previ usly served by public 
transit. The vanp  ls can serve as an indicat r  f p tential fixed-r ute ridership 
levels. 
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Pr mary Customer Bases for Trans t-Operated Vanpool Serv ces 

Vanp  l riders in the systems examined fell int  the f ll wing categ ries, listed in  rder 
 f frequency: 

• “eight t  five” c mmuters; 
• late-shift  r  ther alternate-schedule c mmuters; 
• c mmuters needing specialized transp rtati n services, described in the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); 
• welfare-t -w rk c mmuters; and 
• n n-c mmuters, including students and elderly passengers. 

Case Stud es 

Texas 

The T, Fort Worth, Texas:  The T’s vanp  l pr gram was established in 1985 
when the F rt W rth Transp rtati n Auth rity initiated a partnership with VPSI 
C mmuter Vanp  ls. As an experiment, The T replaced a bus  n a l w-ridership 
r ute with three 15-passenger vans  perating as c mmuter vanp  ls.  This 
experiment resulted in an estimated $11,500 annual reducti n in c sts per r ute 
c nverted t  vanp  ls. As  f 1997, The T  perated 140 vanp  ls, many  f which 
 perate fr m park-and-ride l ts t  maj r industrial plants.  Subsidies are pr vided 
by the T t  l wer the c st  f a m nth’s vanp  ling t  the c st  f a m nthly bus 
fare. In additi n t  regular c mmuter vanp  ls, The T and VPSI  perate a l w-
inc me c mmuter vanp  l service called “Weed & Seed,” which is g vernment 
subsidized. 1,2 

METROVan, Houston Metropol tan Transportat on Author ty (METRO): 
Established in 1995, METROVan is sp ns red by METRO and by the H ust n-
Galvest n Area C uncil (H-GAC). The incentive pr vided by these tw  entities 
all ws vanp  l service t  be pr vided b th inside and  utside METRO’s service 
area and als  pr vides a $35-per-m nth incentive disc unt per rider  n vanp  l 
fares. The vanp  l subsidy, paid f r by CMAQ funds, is available t  vanp  l 
riders in Harris, Braz ria, Chambers, F rt Bend, Galvest n, Liberty, 
M ntg mery, and Waller c unties, appr ximately an 8000-square-mile regi n.  
METRO pays appr ximately 95 cents per passenger trip f r the vanp  l subsidy, 
in c ntrast t  $1.92 per passenger trip  n fixed-r ute park-and-ride bus service. 
(An ther estimate is a savings  f $1.29 in subsidies per passenger trip.)  Other 
s urces  f funds are empl yer subsidies and rider fares.  A service called 
“Caravan” is being c nsidered, which w uld use vanp  ls as a f rm  f fixed-
r ute service, while still maintaining the c nvenience and flexibility  f a vanp  l 
f r its passengers. 2,3,4,5,6 
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Cap tal Metro Trans t Author ty, Aust n:  Capital Metr  br ught their vanp  l 
pr gram in-h use in 1998.  Since then, vanp  l ridership has increased 8.5 
percent, with ridership n w at 789 passengers per day (267,755 per year).  The 
vanp  ls all w Capital Metr  t  extend transit service int  Austin’s suburbs.  
C rp rate c mmuters make up the maj rity  f riders.  In additi n t  transit 
funding, the pr gram receives a tw -thirds subsidy fr m the City  f Austin t  
supplement passenger fares, as part  f the city’s eff rts t  reduce peak-h ur 
c ngesti n and impr ve air quality.  Capital Metr ’s g al is t  reduce c mmuter 
VMT by 15 percent  ver the next five years. 7,8 

 ashington 

The six transit- perated vanp  l pr grams which serve the Puget S und regi n  f 
Washingt n state (C mmunity Transit, Island Transit, Intercity Transit, King C unty 
Metr , Kitsap Transit, and Pierce Transit) t gether acc unt f r appr ximately 1450 
vanp  ls – appr ximately 40 percent  f all public vanp  ls in the United States.  An 
estimated 22,000 vehicle trips are saved each day in the regi n (which includes the city  f 
Seattle) due t  the vanp  ls, representing ab ut 2.7 milli n vehicle miles annually.  In 
1998, grants were distributed t  the six pr grams f r the purchase  f new vans, since the 
pr grams had reached rider capacity and had l ng waiting lists.  Overall, vanp  ls claim 
appr ximately 2 percent  f c mmuter trips in the Seattle area, and 7 percent  f c mmuter 
trips  f 20  r m re miles. 9,10,11,12 

K ng County Metro, Seattle, Wash ngton:  King C unty Metr   perates the 
 ldest and largest vanp  l pr gram in the United States, carrying  ver 6000 
passengers daily in nine c unties.  Each vanp  l has an assigned driver (wh  
receives 40 free “pers nal use” miles  f the van per m nth f r evening and 
weekend travel), a backup driver, and a b  kkeeper t  handle fares.  In the 
summer  f 2001, Metr  led the devel pment  f RideShareOnline, an  nline 
vanp  l and carp  l matching system f r the Puget S und regi n.  An ther 
pr gram intended t  reach new riders is “Ticket t  Ride,” which  ffers a free 
three-ride ticket t  a new rider  n an existing vanp  l (if seats are available).  
VanShare, begun in April  f 2001, pr vides vanp  l service fr m neighb rh  ds 
t  public transit facilities such as park-and-ride l ts, train stati ns, and ferry 
terminals. Other amenities f r vanp  l riders include free park-and-ride and park-
and-p  l l ts, many with bicycle l ckers.  A semi-annual newsletter, “Vanp  l 
V ices,” keeps Metr  vanp  l riders inf rmed  f new pr grams, incentives, fares, 
and  ther vanp  l news. 9,13,14 

P erce Trans t, Tacoma, Wash ngton:  The Pierce Transit Vanp  l Pr gram 
pr vides appr ximately 632,000 trips per year t  regular-shift and alternate-shift 
c mmuters. P pulati n and traffic in the Puget S und regi n are gr wing 
dramatically, and the increasing c ngesti n, al ng with rising gas line prices, 
have c ntributed t  the vanp  l pr gram’s gr wth fr m seven vanp  ls in 1986 t  
250 in 2002. In additi n t  the regular vanp  l pr gram, Pierce Transit pr vides 
appr mixately 500,000 ADA paratransit trips yearly, many  f them t  
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devel pmentally disabled adults c mmuting t  sheltered w rksh ps. Since m st 
 f these passengers d  n t need lift-equipped vans like th se  perated in the 
paratransit pr gram, Pierce Transit and the Centerf rce sheltered w rksh p began 
a vanp  l pr gram with  ne 15-passenger van.  The van is driven by qualified 
v lunteer empl yees and is available t  Centerf rce f r c mmuting and  ther 
w rk-related transp rtati n f r its empl yees.  Even with Pierce Transit paying 
f r all acquisiti n and maintenance c sts f r the van, the vanp  ls serving 
Centerf rce’s ADA-eligible passengers represent a 90 percent savings per 
passenger trip  ver paratransit service.  Similar pr grams with  ther sheltered 
w rksh ps in the area are being c nsidered.  The pr gram, besides saving m ney, 
creates additi nal capacity in Pierce’s regular paratransit service, which will help 
the agency t  acc mm date gr wing demand f r specialized transit. 9,15,16 

Commun ty Trans t, Lynnwood, Wash ngton: As  f 2001, C mmunity Transit 
was the third-largest vanp  l fleet in the United States.  Begun in 1986 t  extend 
the reach  f transit service in Sn h mish C unty and t  relieve traffic c ngesti n, 
the service has gr wn significantly in the past few years, fr m 94 vans in 1994 t  
327 vans in 2002. Incentives that have led t  increased ridership include l wered 
vanp  l fares, the use  f HOV lanes, and pri rity l ading  f vanp  ls f r ferries.  
Many  f the vanp  l c mmuters w rk late shifts at large business parks, which 
simplifies the r utes and aids ridership. 9,17 

K tsap Trans t, Bremerton, Wash ngton:  Bremert n, Washingt n, in Kitsap 
C unty, is a ferry ride away fr m King C unty and Seattle.  A large number  f 
Bremert n/Kitsap residents w rk in Seattle, s  the 8-t -5 c mmuter market 
pr vides the largest percentage  f vanp  l riders. ADA and welfare-t -w rk 
transp rtati n are als  pr vided via the vanp  l pr gram.  Kitsap’s “Vanlink 
Pr gram” pr vides vans t  l cal s cial service agencies t  use f r transp rting 
their clients. Agency staff members drive the VanLink vans.  Kitsap  perates 
b th eight-passenger and 12-15 passenger vans, and is c nsidering investing in 
m re  f the smaller vans, which are m re flexible and useful in a fluctuating 

9,13,19 ec n my. 

Interc ty Trans t, Olymp a, Wash ngton: Intercity Transit’s vanp  l was 
begun in 1982, but has gr wn significantly in the past few years, fr m 27 vans in 
1997 t  65 in 2002. C ngesti n and air p lluti n in the Puget S und area have 
led t  mandat ry trip reducti n laws f r nine c unties and t  vanp  l subsidies 
f r riders and empl yers.  The subsidies can have a negative as well as a p sitive 
effect  n vanp  l ridership:  while enc uraging m re pe ple t  try vanp  ling, it 
als  reduces the “value”  f the service f r s me c mmuters, wh  may n t use the 
service f r which they’ve paid a reduced price.  This “absenteeism” reduces the 
efficiency  f the vanp  l pr gram:  as the state capital, Olympia draws significant 
c mmuter traffic, and demand f r vanp  ls currently exceeds supply.  Otherwise, 
the  nly limiting fact r f r increasing vanp  l service in Olympia is funding. 9,20 
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Ben Frankl n Trans t, R chland, Wash ngton: Ben Franklin Transit Vanp  ls 
pr vide 1200 trips per day t  c mmuters (regular shift, alternate shift, and ADA).  
A federal w rksite 30 miles fr m Richland generates the largest p rti n  f the 
c mmute trips. Twenty-seven vans are assigned t  l cal s cial service 
 rganizati ns t  pr vide transp rtati n f r students, the elderly, and  thers. In 
2001, passenger revenues generated $800,000, fully c vering  perating c sts. Ben 
Franklin transit purchases all equipment and supplies, including vehicles and 
 ffice supplies f r the vanp  l service, thr ugh state c ntracts.  As a result, c sts 
are significantly reduced. 2,9,21 

Island Trans t, Coupev lle, Wash ngton:  Begun in 1988, the vanp  l pr gram 
serves primarily shift w rkers f r a B eing manufacturing plant, wh  w uld n t 
be well-served by regular transit service. 9,22 

Whatcom Trans t Author ty, Whatcom County, Wash ngton:  The Whatc m 
Transit Auth rity  perates tw  different van services f r c mmuters living in the 
c unty.  WTA Rideshare was created in 1995 t  serve suburban c mmuters in 
Whatc m C unty, many  f wh m c mmute l ng distances t  the Seattle area.  
Vans are leased by the WTA t  c mmuter gr ups, with the transit auth rity 
pr viding rideshare matching, van maintenance, and driver  rientati n.  The 
C mmute C nnecti n pr vides van service fr m suburban areas int  the city  f 
Bellingham.  C mmute C nnecti n is a “fixed-r ute” vanp  l service, with 
designated pick-up z nes and schedules, but  therwise  perates like m st vanp  l 
services. 23,24,25 

Others in the United States 

SANDAG for R del nk, San D ego, Cal forn a: Started in 1995, Ridelink  ffers 
an alternative t  San Dieg  c mmuters wh  are n t well served by fixed-r ute 
transit. SANDAG pr vides rider subsidies and  ffers a tw -week free trial t  
attract new riders.  Vanp  ling is especially p pular f r l ng-distance c mmuters, 
s me  f wh m travel  ver 50 miles t  w rk, and the pr gram has gr wn larger 
than initially expected. 26 

Santa Cruz County Reg onal Trans t Comm ss on/Commute Solut ons, Santa 
Cruz, Cal forn a:  The Santa Cruz RTC has been pr viding vanp  l-matching 
services since the 1980s, but C mmute S luti ns,  perating as part  f the RTC, 
began t   ffer incentives f r vanp  ling in the f rm  f rider subsidies starting in 
1996. The incentives are part  f the air quality plan f r the M nterey Bay area. 27 

VOTRAN, Volus a County, Flor da: Begun in 1998 as a way t  serve the 
25,000 V lusia C unty residents that c mmute  utside  f the c unty, VOTRAN 
has gr wn fr m tw  t  eleven vanp  ls, and n w has a waiting list f r riders. 28 

Space Coast Area Trans t, Brevard County, Flor da:  Space C ast Area 
Transit (SCAT) and Vanp  l Services, Inc. (VPSI) teamed in 1987 t  pr vide 
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vanp  l services f r c mmuters.  Having begun with six vans, the pr gram n w 
has cl se t  100 vanp  ls in  perati n and is the largest publicly sp ns red 
pr gram in the state. Many  f SCAT’s vanp  l riders are empl yees  f the 
Kennedy Space Center, and many  f their daily c mmutes are  ver 100 miles.  In 
additi n t  c mmuter vanp  ls, the pr gram leases vans t  s cial service agencies 
f r specialized transit services. 29 

Pace Suburban Bus Serv ce, Ch cago, Ill no s:  Pace  perates several vanp  l 
services, serving a variety  f passenger gr ups.  The largest is the Vanp  l 
Incentive Pr gram (VIP), f r suburb-t -suburb and  ther c mmutes which are n t 
served by Pace’s fixed-r ute transit services.  Pace’s ADvAntage vanp  ls w rk 
with human service  rganizati ns and w rksh ps t  pr vide c mmute service t  
riders with disabilities. The Empl yer Shuttle is available t  empl yers in the air 
quality n n-attainment areas in and adjacent t  the Pace service area.  The N n-
Emergency Medical Shuttle is available t  medical facilities in th se n n-
attainment areas, and the N t-f r-Pr fit Shuttle similarly serves n t-f r-pr fit 
agency clients.  An upc ming pr gram is the VIP Metra Shuttle, which will  ffer 
trips c nnecting t  l cal Metra rail stati ns, at a l wer c st than the regular VIP 

30 pr gram. 

Greater Cleveland Reg onal Trans t Author ty Job Access Program, 
Cleveland, Oh o (GCRTA):  GCRTA’s J b Access Pr gram pr vides welfare-
t -w rk and  ther need-based transp rtati n, transp rting pe ple t  interviews, 
training, and j bs.  One  f the c mmuter gr ups served are empl yees  f the 
h spitality industry in Beechw  d (suburb  f Cleveland), wh  w rk late  r 
irregular shifts that cann t be served by regular transit.  The service was 
 rganized in 1998 and is sp ns red by the Greater Cleveland Regi nal Transit 
Auth rity, the N rtheast Ohi  Areawide C  rdinating Agency, and the 
Beechw  d Chamber  f C mmerce.  The pr gram differs fr m a traditi nal 
vanp  l pr gram:  rather than vans driven by a member  f the vanp  l, the J b 
Access Pr gram pr vides vans and pr fessi nal drivers, c ntracted thr ugh a 
l cal transp rtati n c mpany, t  clients wh  register with the service. 31,32 

K bo s Area Trans t System, St gler, Oklahoma:  Vanp  ls were implemented 
in 1984 t  pr vide transp rtati n f r welfare-t -w rk fact ry empl yees in 
S utheast Oklah ma. The service is sp ns red by the Talihina, Oklah ma 
Chamber  f C mmerce, and als  pr vides transp rtati n t  Head Start and 
kindergarten students and seni r citizens. 33 

Greenv lle Trans t Author ty, Greenv lle, South Carol na:  Transit ridership 
was increased significantly by a vanp  l pr gram that c ntains elements  f b th 
traditi nal vanp  ls and dial-a-ride.  The service was begun in 1992 with federal 
and state grants f r the purchase  f vans.  M st vanp  l trips are suburb-t -
w rksite, including a BMW plant. 34 
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Metro Trans t Author ty, Nashv lle, Tennessee:  Metr  Transit Auth rity’s 
Rideshare vanp  l pr gram was started 20 years ag  with five c mmuter vans.  
Currently, Rideshare  perates 30 15-passenger vans f r c mmuters and three 
seven-passenger vans serving ADA-eligible riders.  Rideshare’s vanp  ls fill a 
variety  f functi ns f r the transit auth rity, fr m replacing f rmer underused 
fixed r utes t  pr viding transp rtati n services t  new areas (many  f 
Rideshare’s passengers c mmute 20 miles  r m re).  Rideshare als  pr vides 
transp rtati n f r welfare-t -w rk participants and f r students. 35 

Traff x/Hampton Roads Trans t, Hampton Roads, V rg n a:  Hampt n R ads 
Transit (HRT) partners with the Traffix travel demand management (TDM) 
pr gram t  administer vanp  l services t  c mmuters and welfare-t -w rk 
participants in the Hampt n R ads regi n  f s utheastern Virginia.  Tw  
shipyards and several military installati ns are primary empl yment sites f r 
many vanp  lers. 36, 37 

Other Programs: State, MPO, and Not-for-profit 

The f ll wing vanp  l pr grams are n t  perated by transit agencies, but were 
menti ned by survey resp ndents and in the literature as inn vative pr grams.  They are 
 perated by state departments  f transp rtati n (DOTs), MPOs, transp rtati n 
management ass ciati ns (TMAs), and  ther n t-f r-pr fit gr ups,  ften as a 
c mplementing service t  urban fixed-r ute transit. 

R de-On Transportat on Management Assocat on (TMA), San Lu s Ob spo, 
Cal forn a:  Ride-On TMA was f rmed in 1993 as a c mp nent  f the San Luis 
Obisp  Regi nal Transit Auth rity t  pr vide transp rtati n services f r s cial 
service agencies in San Luis Obisp  C unty.  Ride-On n w pr vides a variety  f 
transp rtati n services, including Guaranteed Ride H me trips, “lunchtime 
express” service t  d wnt wn restaurants, and airp rt shuttles.  C mmuter 
vanp  ling is an ther  f Ride-On’s services, pr viding appr ximately 10,000 
c mmute trips per m nth. 38, 39 

Easy Street -- The R deshare Company, Connect cut:  Easy Street is the first 
c mmuter vanp  l service  ffered by a n t-f r-pr fit  rganizati n (the Rideshare 
C mpany).  Vanp  ls pr vide c mmuter travel t  empl yment centers and als  
link t  transit services in C nnecticut, New Y rk, and tw   ther neighb ring 
states. Vans are purchased with zer  percent financing thr ugh state-all cated 
federal funds.  Vanp  l users pay all  perating c sts, making the pr gram 
c mpletely self-supp rting.  Easy Street als  participates in the J bLinks welfare-
t -w rk pr gram. 40 

Emerald Coast Transportat on, Okaloosa and Walton Count es, Flor da: 
The Dest n Area Chamber  f C mmerce and the West Fl rida Regi nal Planning 
C uncil sp ns red this vanp  l pr gram as part  f an eff rt t  fill available j bs 
in the Fl rida panhandle.  The vanp  ls serve empl yees  f h tels, st res, and 
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restaurants in the Fl rida panhandle, m st  f wh m must c mmute fr m 
neighb ring cities t  their j bs in the h spitality industry.  S me c mmutes are as 
l ng as 120 miles, r und trip.  Begun in 1997, the vanp  ls are funded by 
empl yers and the riders.  VPSI handles the day-t -day administrati n  f the 
pr gram. The Regi nal Planning C uncil is planning t  implement a similar 
vanp  l pr gram f r military base empl yees. 41,42 

CARAVAN (Caravan for Commuters, Inc.), Massachusetts:  Established in 
the late 1970s, CARAVAN is partially funded by the Massachusetts Highway 
Department, USDOT, and FHWA.  Vans are c ntracted thr ugh VPSI.  
Participating empl yers and vanp  l riders pay the balance  f the c st.  
CARAVAN is a publicly supp rted, n t-f r-pr fit statewide pr gram that is  ne 
element  f the Massachusetts State Implementati n Plan (SIP) f r air quality. 
CARAVAN vanp  ls have access t  appr ximately 100 free  r disc unted 
parking spaces in the city (with the c  perati n  f b th public and private 
partners in the city  f B st n). 43 

Veh cles for Success, The TMA Group, Frankl n, Tennessee:  The TMA 
Gr up pr vides vanp  ling service in and ar und the city  f Franklin and 
Williams n C unty, Tennessee, and w rks in c  perati n with the Regi nal 
Transit Auth rity t  pr vide vanp  ls between Williams n C unty and Nashville.  
TMA  perates all aspects  f the pr gram, including purchasing vans (with funds 
fr m CMAQ grants), pr viding ridematching services, and marketing the service.  
The vanp  ls have been an effective t  l f r attracting w rkers fr m  utlying 
c unties t  retail and service j bs in the cities.44,45,46 
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Table 1. Summary of Vanpool Programs. 
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F rt W rth “The T” Texas 286 3750 X X 
H ust n METRO Texas 111 900 X  X X 
Capital Metr , Austin Texas 250 2411 X X 
King C unty Washingt n 700+ X  X X 
Pierce Transit Washingt n 261 1700 X  X X X X X 
C mmunity Transit Washingt n 239 X  X X X 
Kitsap Transit Washingt n 92 X X X X X X 
Intercity Transit Washingt n 65 500 X  X X 
Ben Franklin Transit Washingt n 140 1200 X X X  X X  X  X  X  X  
Isla nd  Tra nsit  Wa shingt n  30  X  X  
Whatc m Transit 
Auth rity 

Washingt n 13 130 X  X  

SANDAG  f r  Ridelink  Ca lif rnia X  X  
Santa Cruz C unty 
RTC 

Ca lif rnia X  X  

Space C ast Area 
Transit 

Fl rida 100 18,000/ 
m nth 

X  X X X X X X 

Pace, Chicag  Illin is 380 3420 X X X X X X X X X X X 
Greater Cleveland 
Regi nal Transit 
Auth rity 

Ohi  110,000/ 
year 

X X X X X 

Kib is Area Transit 
System 

Okla h ma 40  X  X  X  

Greenville Transit 
Auth rity 

S uth  Ca r lina X  X  X  

Metr  Transit 
Auth rity, Nashville 

Tennessee 33 450 X X X X X X X X X X 

Traffix; Hampt n 
R ads 

Virginia 40 166,572/ 
year 

X  X X X 

Other Programs:  State, MPO, and Not-for-profit 
Ride-On TMA, San 
Luis Obisp  

Calif rnia 36 10,000/ 
m nth 

X X 

Easy Street C nnecticut 250 2411 X X X X 
Emerald C ast 
Transp rtati n 

Fl rida 4  60  X  X  

CARAVAN Massachusetts 200 X X 
TMA Gr up Tennessee 20 220/ 

m nth 
X X 
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Chapter 3: Fund ng Sources and Strateg es 

The vanp  l pr grams surveyed used  ne  r m re  f the f ll wing funding s urces.  
Table 2 lists funding s urces used by each agency, where inf rmati n c uld be  btained. 

Passenger Fares 

Passenger fares are the m st c mm n s urce  f  perating funds f r the vanp  l pr grams 
surveyed.  The Greater Cleveland Regi nal Transit Auth rity and the Kib is Area Transit 
System vanp  l pr grams, b th serving primarily welfare-t -w rk c mmuters, and 
CARAVAN, which is fare-free t  enc urage high- ccupancy vehicle ridership, are the 
 nly agencies am ng th se surveyed that d  n t charge fares f r riding.  On the  ther end 
 f the spectrum are Easy Streets  f C nnecticut and Ben Franklin Transit in Washingt n, 
which c ver all  perating c sts thr ugh passenger fares. 

Trans t Funds 

At least  ne-third  f the agencies included in this study use transit funds f r part  f 
vanp  l capital and/ r  perating c sts.  

Congest on M t gat on and A r Qual ty (CMAQ) Funds 

CMAQ funds have been used by C mmunity Transit, Pace, and the TMA Gr up t  
purchase vans and by H ust n METROVAN t  subsidize vanp  l fares.   

Other Federal Funds 

Federal grants have been used t  purchase vans f r the vanp  l pr grams f r Nashville’s 
Metr  Transit, Whatc m Transit Auth rity, Space C ast Area Transit, Pace, Pierce 
Transit, and Intercity Transit.  The Greater Cleveland Regi nal Transit Auth rity vanp  l 
pr gram receives funding fr m Temp rary Aid t  Needy Families f r its welfare-t -w rk 
transp rtati n service, as well as flexible federal funds administered thr ugh the MPO.  
Hampt n R ads Transit receives Regi nal Surface Transp rtati n Pr gram (RSTP) funds 
in additi n t  transit funds f r the Traffix vanp  ls. 

Other State/Local Funds 

The City  f Austin subsidizes tw -thirds  f passenger fares f r Capital Metr ’s vanp  ls.  
The H ust n-Galvest n Area C uncil partners with H ust n METRO t  subsidize rider 
fares  n METROVAN.  Santa Cruz C unty RTC receives funding fr m the M nterey 
Bay Unified Air P lluti n C ntr l District f r vanp  l rider incentives. 

Chambers  f C mmerce c ntribute t  vanp  l funding f r Emerald C ast Transp rtati n 
in Fl rida, the Greater Cleveland Regi nal Transit Auth rity, and the Kib is Area Transit 
Auth rity in Oklah ma.  
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Employer Subs dy 

Empl yers  f vanp  l riders at C mmunity Transit, Pierce Transit, Kitsap Transit, and 
Whatc m Transit in Washingt n; Emerald C ast Transp rtati n in Fl rida, SANDAG in 
Calif rnia, and CARAVAN in Massachusetts subsidize rider fares. 

Table 2. Fund ng Sources for Vanpools. 
Vanp  l Service Pr vider Funding S urces 

Fares Transit 
Funds 

CMAQ 
Funds 

Other 
Federal 
Funds 

Other 
L cal/ 
State 
Funds 

Empl yer 
Subsidy 

F rt  W rth  “The  T”  X  X  X  
H ust n METRO X X 
Capital Metr , Austin X X X 
King  C unty  
Pierce Transit X X X 
C mmunity  Tra nsit  X  X  X  X  
Kitsap Transit X X X 
Intercity Transit X X X 
Ben Franklin Transit X X X 
Isla nd  Tra nsit  
Whatc m Transit Auth rity X X X X 
SANDAG f r Ridelink X X X X 
Sa nta Cruz  C unty  RTC*  X  
Ride-On TMA, San Luis Obisp  X X 
Space C ast Area Transit X X X 
Pa ce,  Chica g  X  X  X  
Greater Cleveland Regi nal Transit 
Auth rity

 X  X X 

Kib is  Area Tra nsit  System  X  
Greenville Transit Auth rity X X X 
Metr  Transit Auth rity, Nashville X X X 
Traffix; Hampt n R ads X X 
Other Programs:  State, MPO, and Not-for-profit 
Ea sy  Street  X  
Emera ld  C a st  Tra nsp rta ti n  X  X  
CARAVAN X X X 
TMA Gr up X X X 
*Funding for rider subsidies only 
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Other Fund ng Techn ques 

Ben Franklin Transit purchases vehicles, equipment, and  ffice supplies via state 
c ntracts, which all ws the agency t  eliminate the bidding pr cess.  Besides saving time, 
this purchasing meth d saves fr m $2000 t  $7000 per vehicle purchased, and saves 
significant percentages  n  ther supplies. 2 

Easy Street purchases vans with zer -percent financing using state-all cated federal 
funds. Insurance f r the vans is c vered under the state fleet p licy, which helps t  l wer 
 perating c sts.40 
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Chapter 4:  Incent ves, Obstacles, and Lessons Learned 

Despite the wide range  f size and l cati n  f the vanp  l pr grams pr filed in this 
study, a number  f similarities emerged in  bstacles enc untered and “secrets  f 
success.” This chapter summarizes the ge graphic, ec n mic, and  ther elements that 
c ntributed t  the success  f these vanp  l pr grams, the issues that presented challenges 
t  vanp  ling, incentives  ffered t  riders and drivers, and  ther less ns learned.   

Favorable Cond t ons for Vanpools 

Geographic Conditions 

The ge graphic c nditi ns that have c ntributed t  the success  f many  f the vanp  ls 
are th se that make s l  driving less attractive and high- ccupant vehicle travel m re 
c nvenient  r time-efficient. 

Long-d stance commutes:  C mmutes  f at least 20 miles (and in s me cases 
 ver 100 miles r und trip) were cited by many  f the pr grams surveyed as an 
incentive t  vanp  l. C nstructi n and  ther c ntribut rs t  traffic c ngesti n 
were als  menti ned as a reas n f r c mmuters t  ch  se vanp  ling and  ther 
alternate m des, th ugh severe c ngesti n c uld als  act as a deterrent t  
vanp  ling (see bel w under “Obstacles”). 

Vanpool pr or ty through “bottlenecks”: In Washingt n, many c mmute trips 
int  Seattle inv lve ferries. During m rning rush h ur, ferries rapidly reach 
capacity, and the ferry cr ssings bec me a maj r p int  f travel delays f r single-
 ccupant vehicles.  Vanp  ls receive pri rity in ferry b arding, reducing the 
delay f r vanp  l c mmuters.  HOV lanes which all w vanp  ls t  bypass 
c ngested urban freeways and designated vanp  l parking (in areas  r w rksites 
with limited parking availability) are  ther ways in which vanp  ls have been 
given pri rity thr ugh b ttlenecks in c mmuter traffic.  

Central zed employment centers: Vanp  ls are m st efficient (and theref re 
m re attractive t  riders) when they can serve a single empl yment center ( r a 
cl sely spaced gr up  f empl yers).  

Economic Conditions 

Ec n mic c nditi ns that c ntribute t  l ng  r expensive c mmutes,  r that enc urage 
empl yers t  pr vide transp rtati n  pti ns f r empl yees, were credited by several  f 
the vanp  l pr grams as fact rs in their success. 

Lack of affordable hous ng close to jobs:  The l ng c mmutes that enc urage 
vanp  ling and  ther alternate c mmute m des are  ften the result  f high 
h using c sts cl se t  empl yment centers.  A large number  f vanp  lers in the 
pr grams surveyed c mmute fr m  utlying suburbs int  higher-c st cities. 
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R s ng fuel pr ces:  As an ther fact r in the c st  f c mmuting, higher fuel prices 
are an incentive f r c mmuters t  seek m des  ther than single- ccupant vehicles. 

H gh reta l growth:  A gr wth in j bs, particularly in an area with a l w 
unempl yment rate, was the catalyst in s me areas f r empl yer-subsidized 
vanp  ls. 

Demographic 

Dem graphic characteristics c ntributing t  successful vanp  l pr grams include a 
diverse p pulati n and varying p pulati n densities.  White-c llar w rkers wh  want t  
av id rush-h ur c ngesti n, shift w rkers wh se transp rtati n needs cann t be met by 
regular public transit service, and  ther c mmuters traveling t  distant j b l cati ns are 
s me  f the gr ups wh  j in vanp  ls in these areas. 

Obstacles to Vanpool Programs 

Obstacles enc untered by the vanp  l pr grams generally inv lve a lack  f awareness  f 
the p tential benefits  f vanp  ling t  the c mmuter and t  the transit agency,  r traffic 
c nditi ns that diminish th se benefits.  Specific  bstacles menti ned include the 
f ll wing: 

• free and abundant parking at w rksites; 
• lack  f awareness  f the c st advantages  f vanp  ling  ver driving; 
• reluctance  f c mmuters t  give up the flexibility  f SOV c mmuting; 
• l wering  f HOV requirements (cr wds HOV with t   many cars); 
• severe c ngesti n, if vanp  ls have n  travel-time advantage (HOV lane  r  ther 

pri rity travel)  ver SOVs; 
• difficulties recruiting drivers; and 
• lack  f vanp  l funding and pr m ti n. 

Incent ves for R ders 

T  further enc urage vanp  ling, the pr grams surveyed  ne  r m re  f the f ll wing 
incentives t  vanp  l riders and/ r drivers: 

• vanp  l rider subsidies, parking cash- ut, and/ r free first week/m nth, pr vided 
thr ugh the transit agency,  ther third-party sp ns r,  r by empl yers  f riders; 

• use  f HOV/pri rity lanes  r equivalent (ferry pri rity, parking pri rity);  
• guaranteed ride h me pr grams; and 
• “perks” f r drivers, including free ridership in the vanp  l and 40 t  500 h urs  f 

pers nal use  f the van per m nth. 
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Incent ves for Employers and Commun ty 

Air p lluti n and c ngesti n are the m tivati n f r many c mmunities t  pursue 
vanp  ling and  ther alternate c mmute pr grams.  The c mmute trip reducti n law in 
Washingt n requires empl yers with  ver 100 empl yees in Washingt n’s nine air 
quality n n-attainment areas t  pr vide incentives f r alternate c mmute m des.   

Empl yers in s me  f the areas surveyed pr vide empl yee vanp  l subsidies with pre-
tax d llars, reducing payr ll taxes. 

Finally, vanp  ls are  ne way f r empl yers t  attract empl yees, especially in areas 
where unempl yment is l w and w rkers are needed. 

Lessons Learned 

“Less ns learned” ab ut the  perati n  f vanp  l pr grams centered ar und  perating 
c nsiderati ns, pricing and fares, and the vans themselves.   

Program Operation 

• [Prepare f r] flexibility with demand – last year we c uld n t purchase en ugh 
vans t  lease, this year [there’s been] very little demand” – Traffix 

• Listen t  drivers, riders, client empl yers/agencies; ev lve t  best fit needs and 
preferences  f cust mers – Pace 

• The pr gram is larger than expected – SANDAG 
• Make the Cust mer Service Attitude the center  f y ur universe.  Be flexible in 

the way y u pr vide y ur services.  (BFT) 
• Need f r a range  f supp rt pr grams t  make vanp  ling “w rk” such as: 

  guaranteed ride h me 
  ridematch 
  c mpany supp rt 
  system  f park-and-ride l ts  n h me end; aff rdable HOV parking  n 

w rk end – The TMA Gr up 

Pricing/Fares 

• Watch leasing rate – t   expensive and pr gram will n t gr w. – Traffix 
• W uld have priced service m re attractively. – Whatc m 
• Subsidies are a tw -edged sw rd.  If pe ple aren’t made t  pay f r their service 

they d n’t value it.  Our service has pe ple wh  pay but d n’t use it. – Intercity 
Transit 

• L wering fare increases ridership.  Draws riders fr m  ther areas.  Our pr gram 
had 94 vanp  ls in 1994-1995.  There was a fare decrease in 1995; there are 
currently 327 vanp  ls. – C mmunity Transit  
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Vans and Equipment 

• D  n t start with  r retain inferi r equipment.  Spend the m ney t  build 
Cust mer C mf rt int  y ur vans s  y u can effectively c mpete with the SOV.  
– Ben Franklin Transit 

• [We] w uld have started with smaller vans than the 12-15 passenger  nes. – 
Whatc m Transit 

• Kitsap Transit needs t  m dify its fleet,  btaining m re smaller-size vans (eight-
passenger).  Our fluctuating ec n my has little  r n  effect  n  ur smaller vans 
versus  ur larger  nes (12-15 passenger). 
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Chapter 5: Future Research Needs 

Future research needs, described as Tasks 2 thr ugh 4 in the  riginal pr ject pr p sal 
(funding t  be determined), are as f ll ws: 

Deta led Assessments of Vanpool Programs  n Texas 

Transit vanp  l services within Texas will be examined m re cl sely, with detailed 
assessments  f ec n mics, target ridership, c mmunity characteristics, and the g als  f the 
transit system f r its vanp  l pr grams.  Fact rs c ntributing t  success, disc ntinuati n,  r 
restructuring  f vanp  l services will als  be examined.  This task will include interviews 
with pers nnel at transit systems that have implemented vanp  ls. 

Ident f cat on of Vanpool Target Markets 

Using the inf rmati n c llected in Tasks 1 and 2, a list will be devel ped  f characteristics 
that appear t  c ntribute t  successful vanp  l pr grams.  These characteristics may 
include dem graphics and s ci -ec n mics  f the c mmunity and/ r the target ridership, 
the type and c sts  f vanp  l service  ffered, the relati nship  f vanp  l service t  fixed-
r ute transit service (if any), and the size  f the service area. 

Using this set  f identified characteristics, the researchers will then identify specific target 
markets in which vanp  l services are likely t  be the m st viable.  

Gu debook/Toolk t for Assess ng Vanpool Market Potent al 

The characteristics and criteria identified in Task 3 will be devel ped int  guidelines and 
techniques f r assessing vanp  l market p tential.  The resulting guideb  k will be 
intended f r transit auth rity managers, MPOs, city transp rtati n engineers, and  thers 
wh  may be resp nsible f r designing  r pr viding public transit services. 
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Vanpool Prov der Survey 

Transit Agency: ________________________ L cati n: _____________________ 

Name of Vanpool Serv ce: _____________________________ 

C ntact Pers n: ______________________________ Ph ne: ___________________ 

1. What year was the vanp  l service started? 

2. What is the primary cust mer base(s) f r the vanp  l service? 
__ “8 t  5” c mmuters 
__ Late-shift  r  ther alternate-schedule c mmuters 
__ ADA c mmuters 
__ Welfare-t -w rk c mmuters 
__ N n-c mmuters (students, elderly,  r  ther gr ups) 
__ Other 

3. What elements  f the vanp  l service are in-h use? 
__ Transit agency  wns vans 
__ Transit agency  perates vanp  l registrati n/matching 
__ Other 

4. What are the funding s urces f r the vanp  ls? 
__ Vanp  l fares 
__ Empl yer subsidy 
__ Transit funds 
__ CMAQ funds 
__ Other l cal  r state funds (specify): ______________________ 
__ Other federal funds (specify): ___________________________ 
__ Private/c rp rate sp ns rship 
__ Other 

5. Appr ximately h w many riders use the vanp  ls? (any  f the f ll wing) 
____ per day 
____ per week 
____ per m nth 
____ per year 
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6. Are there incentives t  use vanp  ls in y ur c mmunity ( r disincentives f r 
driving)? 

__ Vanp  l rider subsidies/parking cash- ut 
__ Vanp  l empl yer/business subsidies 
__ Limited  r expensive parking in business/empl yment centers 
__ Use  f HOV  r  ther pri rity lanes 
__ Guaranteed ride h me pr grams 
__ Other 

7. What are  r were the primary g als f r this vanp  l service? (Elab rate if 
desired.) 

__ Replace underused fixed-r ute service 

__ Extend reach  f transit service int  suburbs  r  ther areas n t 
c nducive t  fixed-r ute transit 

__ Preliminary transit service in a new area 

__ Welfare-t -w rk transp rtati n 

__ Air p lluti n/c ngesti n relief 

__ Specialized transit (ADA, late shift, etc.) 

__ Other 

8. Have g als been realized?  What are results t  date? 

9. Are there any ge graphic, ec n mic,  r dem graphic characteristics  f y ur 
c mmunity that have been advantage us t  the devel pment  f a vanp  l 
pr gram?  Has anything been an  bstacle? 

10. Any unexpected results  r  ther less ns learned? 

11. D  y u kn w  f  ther vanp  l pr grams that we sh uld c ntact? 
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