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SUMMARY

A major portion of the following report relates the expected needs
of the public transportation industry for the next five years, as well
as describing the activities within the Public Transportation Fund (PTF)
for the years 1986 through 1988. The report details the activities of
the industry in Texas for the years 1986 through 1988, describing its
improvements and expenditures for that period. Also included is
information pertinent to the activities of the Municipal Transit
Systems, the Taxicab Industry, the Human Services Transportation Systems
and finally all other Paratransit Systems. The report includes a
segment on Intercity Transportation by both Bus and Passenger Rail
Service. Finally, there is a section concerning the issues and
recommendations of the Department based on data received from all
concerned parties.

The final section of the report is a cumulation of each individual
Districts Office's summary of transit activity for their area. This
consists of anywhere between 5 and 24 pages of information about public

transportation events within their area only.
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INTRODUCTION

The State Department of Highways and Public Transportation is a
multimodal Department with a single mission - to provide the best
transportation possible for the people of Texas. This is accomplished
through a decentralized organization comprised of a main office in
Austin and twenty-four District Offices located in strategic points
throughout the State. The District Offices are directly responsible for
all highway and public transportation activities in their particular
area. This includes assisting cities in planning and development of
mass transportation programs, cooperating with Tlocal agencies in
recommending expenditures for public transportation capital improvements
and various other functions associated with public transportation. The
Public Transportation Division is responsible for coordinating public
transportation efforts on a statewide basis. Therefore, the 1988 Plans

for Public Transportation in Texas represents twenty-four individual

public transportation plans that demonstrate the needs of their
particular locality and are coordinated into a statewide plan for public
transportation.

This report contains planned transit projects, including estimated
costs of these projects. The Department requested estimates projecting
five year funding for Fiscal Years 89 through 93 be obtained from the
governing boards of the various transit systems in the State. These

cost figures are included in Tables III and IV.
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BACKGROUND

The State of Texas 1s I
comprised of 267,338 square

miles with 254 counties and

26  Standard  Metfropolitan W,"
Statistical Areas.
The Bureau of

Census reported .
a total state pop-
ulation of approximately

“\ - .. —~—
o . \ N //”’ N
14.2 million in 1980. \\\\q \\(’

Population per square nile \

would then average 53.1 for the total state.
However, the 54 Texas counties 1in Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Areas {SMSA} comprise

only 50,378 square miles and had a 1980 population of approximately 11.4
million. Texas counties outside SMSA, which comprise 81 percent of the
State's land area, or 216,960 square miles, had a 1980 population of
about 2.8 milijon. Therefore, urbanized counties had 227 persons per

square mile in 1980 and non-urbanized counties had 13 persons per square

mile in that same year.

Rural Systems

The 1980 Census revealed that Texas has tne largest non-urbanized
population of all States. The 1988 public transportation plan indicates

there are 35 rural systems receiving Federal assistance. This number
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has increased during the Tlast two years (see District summaries) as
various Tlegal, financial and regulatory issues have been resolved.
Federally-funded systems now serve 154 of the 254 counties and both the
area served and the number of systems are expected to increase in the
future.

These rural and small wurban public transportation systems are
becoming increasingly sophisticated, adopting many of the management
techniques and operations characteristics of the urbanized transit
systems. Federal technical assistance funds have been used to perform
various feasibility studies and to provide training to the managers.

The scarcity of Tocal matching funds continues to be a problem in
some areas of the State, although the improvements in and expansion of
service have solidified the financial base of the majority of the rural
and small urban systems. Continued expansion of the Section 18 program
in Texas is limited only by the availability of Federal funds. However,
the possibility exists that Federal funds that are not used by urbanized

areas may be transferred to the Section 18 program.

Municipal Systems

Today, there are 19 publicly owned municipal transit systems in the
State. The only private operations left which operate within Texas are
two intercity bus companies offering some limited intracity service, and
four small municipal systems. (See section on "Special" Systems.) The
increase in congestion in the state's Tlargest cities has led to an
increase in public awareness of the need and desirability for convenient
transit service. In addition, concern over the availability of energy

and energy conservation has led to more public awareness of the need for

XVi



transit service and its potential for use in a crisis situation such as
the one experienced during the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries ({(CPECY oii embargo of 1973. Increased funding levels have
allowed cities to update their tfransit equipment and facilities while
expanding service levels.

Municipal transit cperations are planning to expand and be improved
over the next five years to assist in dealing with the State's
population growth, increasing traffic congestion, concern over air

quality, and concern over energy consumption.
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
IN TEXAS

Public transportation services for urban areas of the State are
provided by metropolitan transit authorities and Tocal city governments.
Non-urbanized and rural area public transportation services are provided
by non-profit agencies and local city and county governments. These
entities provide transportation services which enable people without
vehicles a way to reach employment, medical and social service
opportunities, as well as provide to people who do not want to deal with
street and highway congestion during the rush hour periods an
alternative transportation mode to reach their work place or other

destinations.

Metropolitan Transit Authorities

Metropolitan Transit Authorities, commonly referred to as MTA's, are
created by Article 1118x and 1118y, V.A.C.S., to provide public
transportation services in a special geographical area and must be
approved by a majority vote of the populace in the area. The voters
also can approve financing of the MTA through levy of a sales tax. This
sales tax can be 1/4, 1/2, 3/4 or 1 percent on the dollar. Since 1979,
six urban areas have approved creation of MTA's which are governed by
directors who are appointed by elected city and county government
officials. Table I details general information of the six existing
MTA's.

A seventh city, E1 Paso, created on November 7, 1987 a City Transit

Department as permitted by Article 1118z, V.A.C.S. This law allows city

voters to create a city transit department which is financed by 1/4% or



TABLE I

TEXAS METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITIES

METROPOLITAN SALES
TRANSIT ELECTION OPERATIONAL TAX
AUTHORITIES DATE DATE RATE
VIA METROPOLITAN TRANSIT 11/08/77 03/06/78 1/2%
(San Antonio)
METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITY 08/12/78 01/01/79 1%
OF HARRIS COUNTY (Houston)
DALLAS AREA RAPID TRANSIT 08/19/83 01/01/84 1%
FORT WORTH TRANSPORTATION 11/08/83 04/01/84 1/4%
AUTHORITY
CAPITAL METROPOLITAN TRANS- 01/19/85 07/01/85 1%

PORTATION AUTHORITY (Austin)

CORPUS CHRISTI REGIONAL 08/10/85 01/01/86 1/2%
TRANSIT AUTHORITY

1/2% sales tax and is governed by the City Council. E1 Paso's voters

approved a 1/2% sales tax rate which went into effect on April 1, 1988.

Local City Governments

City governments have had a long time interest in providing and
financing public transportation services for their residents. Prior to
the creation of MTA's, each of the respective city governments provided
public transportation services as part of their responsibilities.
Currently, 17 city governments provide these services to their residents

(See Table II).



TABLE II

CITY GOVERNMENTS PROVIDING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

Abilene Howe
Amarillo Laredo
Arlington Lubbock
Beaumont Port Arthur
Brownsville San Angelo
Cleburne Teague
Denison Tyler
Galveston Waco

Wichita Falls

Non-Urbanized and Rural Area Public Transportation

A. General Information

The Section 18 program was established by the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978. Section 18 offers Federal financial assistance
for public transportation in non-urbanized areas (i.e. outside the
metropolitan areas with 50,000 population or greater). Funds may be used
for the purchase of vehicles and other equipment and for administrative
and operating expenses. State agencies, local public bodies and non-
profit organizations are eligible for assistance. Operators of public
transportation services such as intercity bus lines and taxicab companies
may receive funding through an eligible recipient.

The goals of the Section 18 program are to enhance the access of
people in non-urbanized areas for purposes such as health care, shopping,
education, recreation, public services and employment by encouraging the
maintenance, development, improvement and use of passenger systems.

B. Matching Ratios

The Federal share of capital and administrative costs is 80%. The

50% Federal share payable for operating expenses is based on the net

operating cost or deficit.



C. Grants Approved

Since 1978, over $53 million in Section 18 assistance has been
obligated 1in Texas, which has the 1largest non-urbanized population.
Thirty-five (35) systems are in operation (see Figure 1).

Need for State Financial Assistance

Over the past 15 years, the Legislature, realizing the need for
State involvement and coordination in public transportation, has set in
motion several programs to meet this demand. In 1973, the Legislature
activated the Texas Mass Transportation Commission. The Commission's
role was to "...encourage, foster and assist in the development of
public mass transportation, both intracity and intercity, in this
state...". In 1975, the Legislature merged the operations of the
Commission with the Highway Department to create the State Department of
Highways and Public Transportation. Also in 1975, the Legislature
created and provided monies for state financial assistance through the
Public Transportation Fund. Additionally, the Legislature in 1973
authorized legislation that allowed the creation of metropolitan transit
authorities financed through a sales tax and further amendments now
allow cities with more than 56,000 in population to create city transit
departments financed by a sales tax not to exceed 1/2 of 1%.

These actions by the Legislature over the years has allowed city
governments to provide high quality public transportation services. The
State's primary involvement in providing direct state financial
assistance to the State's Public Transportation providers has been

through the Public Transportation Fund.
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1987-1988 PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

Public Transportation Fund

-History
In June of 1975, the 64th Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 762.
This bill authorized the <creation and funding of the Public
Transportation Fund (PTF). Over the years the Legislature has
authorized expenditures of almost $71 million of state general fund
monies through the PTF for SDHPT to carry out its role in assisting the
state's public transportation systems.
The PTF has been primarily used to:
(1) assist Tocal governments in providing the non-federal
share of federal public transportation capital improvement
grants;
(2) assist non-profit agencies that provide rural public
transportation services in meeting the non-federal share

of federal operating and capital improvement grants;

(3) provide the non-federal share of federal grants received
by SDHPT for public transportation planning; and,

(4) provide funding of state-funded coordination and technical
support for SDHPT's public transportation activities.

The PTF has also been used to match local funds for certain
rideshare/vanpocling activities and in  assisting in public
transportation capital projects when sufficient federal funds do not
exist.

Figure 2 shows the level of Legislative appropriations, obligations
and expenditures since the creation of the Public Transportation Fund in

June of 1975.
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-Economic Benefits of State Financial Assistance

In most cases, every PTF dollar invested will leverage an additional
$6.70 in federal and 1local dollars contributed teward public
transportation projects. Since the creation of the PTF thirteen years
ago, the investment of $70 million of PTF dollars has Tleveraged
approximately $500 million of federal and local financial participation
in public transportation facilities, equipment and operations.

Capital Improvement Projects Initiated in FY 1987 and FY 1988

Approximately $218.16 million in public transportation capital
improvements have been initiated by local governments and metropolitan
transit authorities in the past two years. Of this $218.16 million,
approximately $0.47 million, 0.2%, is being contributed by the State
through the Public Transportation Fund. $67.98 million, or 31.2%, is
being provided by Tlocal sources, with the remaining $149.71 million
(68.6%) provided by the Federal Urban  Mass  Transportation
Administration. This funding breakdown is shown in greater detail in
Table III. (It should be noted that tabulations for Table III only
include those projects which have Federal participation. Additional
projects financed solely with Tlocal funds, estimated at $200 million,
are not included. Capital improvement projects for rural areas are also

not included in Table III.)



TABLE III
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
INITIATED IN FY 1987 and FY 1988 (1)

(Does not include projects without Federal
participation or projects in rural areas)

Federal State Local Total

Seven Transit Systems $146,731,463 $393,728 $67,249,447 $214,374,638
in Cities of 200,000
Population or more(2)

Remaining Transit 2,979,127 73,431 733,626 3,786,184
Systems(3)
STATE TOTAL $149,710,590 $467,159 $67,983,073 $218,160,822

(1) Sections 3 and 9 Capital only.

(2) Includes Fort Worth (District 2), Houston (District 12), Austin
(District 14), San Antonio (District 15), Corpus Christi (District
16), Dallas (District 18), and E1 Paso (District 24).

(3) Includes Wichita Falls (District 3), Amarillo (District 4), Lubbock
(District 5), San Angelo (District 7), Abilene (District 8), Waco
(District 9), Galveston (District 12), Beaumont and Port Arthur
(District 20), and Brownsville and Laredo (District 21).

Operating Expenses

During the same two year time period, local sources have expended
approximately $660 million for the daily operation of public
transportation services. As part of the operations, approximately $260
million of revenues from farebox, charter and other services have helped
to bring the net operating expenses to $400 million during the two year
period. Local governments, non-profit agencies and MTA's finance the
net operating expenses through their own revenues generated by property
tax (local governments), human services grants and sales tax (MTA's)
along with operating grants from the Federal Urban Mass Transportation
Administration.

Federal operating assistance is vitally important to the State's



public transportation systems that do not have MTA status. The Federal
assistance 1is very important because it provides 50% of the net
operating expense. Without this level of assistance the majority of the
local governments and non-profit agencies operating transit systems
would not be able to provide public transportation services as we know
it today.

MTA's are less dependent on Federal operating assistance because of
revenues generated from their sales tax. But in some cases, such as San
Antonio, Corpus Christi, Fort Worth and ET Paso, Federal operating
assistance provides the difference of a marginal and a healthy public
transportation service. In Houston, Dallas and Austin Federal funds
which could be used for operating assistance are channelled toward
capital improvements projects that improve passenger movement and
provide economical benefits to the 71local work force through the
planning, engineering and construction of permanent facilities such as
bus only lanes and park-n-ride lots. In turn these MTA's use sales tax
revenues to provide a stable funding source to provide day-to-day public

transportation services.
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
NEEDS IN TEXAS FOR 1989-1993

Survey's compiled for this report, which are tabulated by each of
the Department's 24 District O0ffices, indicate a 1989-1993 need of
$857.6 million for public transportation capital improvements.
Department staff estimates indicate that another $1.05 billion will be
needed for day-to-day systems operating costs and an additional $500
million will be required to construct rail and bus transitways and bus-
related roadway improvements during this five year period. Estimated
cost for capital improvement projects and daily operating of services is
$2.4 billion over the 1989-1993 period, exclusive of passenger and other
operating revenues. These needs are shown in greater detail in Table
IvV.

TABLE IV
1989-1993 PLANNED NEEDS FOR TEXAS PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Assistance for Rural Area and
City Public Human Services
Transportation Transportation Total

A. CAPITAL PROJECTS
1. Seven Districts with $ 758,799,469 $ 28,830,180 $ 787,629,649
Systems having MTA or RTA
Legislative taxing
authority (1)
2. Remaining 17 Districts $ 34,611,042 $ 35,328,200 $ 69,939,242
3. Additional Rail and Bus $ 500,000,000 $ -0- $ 500,000,000
Transitway and Bus-Related
Improvement Projects (2)
B. DAY-TO-DAY OPERATING (2)  $1,000,000,000 $ 50,000,000 $1,050,000,000
(LESS REVENUES) -
STATE TOTAL $2,293,410,511 $114,158,380 $2,407,568,891
NOTES:

(1) Includes Fort Worth (District 2), Houston (District 12), Austin
(District 14), San Antonio (District 15), Corpus Christi (District 16),
Dallas (District 18), and E1 Paso (District 24).

(2) SDHPT Staff Estimates

11



-Proposed Financing of 1989-1993 Improvements and Operations

As with any major public improvement project, be it airport, highway
or wastewater improvements, coordination of federal, state, local and
private revenue sources are a must. This coordination is particularly
true for public transportation improvement projects. The need for $2.4
billion in public transportation projects and operations over the five
year period spanning 1989 to 1993 will require coordination and
participation of governmental and private resources.

-Federal Role

Traditionally, in Texas, the Federal government has provided the
major share of the cost of public transportation capital improvement
projects and has played a substantial role in financing the day-to-day
operating costs. In many projects, the Federal government has provided
80% of the total cost for capital improvements and up to 50% of the
daily operating cost.

Since the mid-1980's, there has been a decreasing financial role by
the Federal government. This decreasing role 1is a result of
administrative policy to control the Federal deficit as well as a

philosophy that public transportation is a state and local concern.

-State, Local and Private Role

With decreasing availability of Federal financial assistance, state
and local governments have been called upon to provide additional
resources for public transportation services. Assistance is also being
called upon the private sector to close this gap in financial
assistance.

Recent surveys by the American Association of State Highway and

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) show that since 1986 state and local

12



resources are providing more financial assistance to public
transportation than does the Federal government. This national trend
indicates that state and Tocal governments have realized the importance
of providing adequate financial support for public transportation
services that were in jeopardy because of the decreasing Federal role.

In Texas, the Legislature and the voters within the state's seven
largest <cities have seen the need to adequately fund public
transportation services through the authorization and assessment of a
sales tax levy dedicated for public transportation. Seventeen city
governments and 36 rural coordinating agencies provide public
transportation financing through local resources such as property taxes
and grants.

Because of the downturn the State's economy, the Legislature has had
to severely reduce its Tlevel of support for public transportation
services. As the economy rebounds this level of support is anticipated
to increase.

Private sector participation has become very important in recent
years and has provided the make or break point for many projects.
Projects such as the Galveston Trolley, the Woodlands Park-N-Ride
facility and adoption of the Houston METRO Long Range Development Plan
would not have been possible without private sector participation.

Financing for 1989-1993

Table V indicates anticipated revenue sources and level of support
for public transportation capital improvement projects and operating
costs for the 1989-1993 period. This table shows that local resources
will provide the major source (61.1%) of publi¢ transportation

expenditures in the five year period, with Federal (28.8%), State (6.5%)

13



and private sector (3.6%) contributing the remaining share of the

expenditures.

TABLE V

1989-1993 ANTICIPATED REVENUE SOURCES FOR TEXAS PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Federal State Private
UMTA/FHWA SDHPT Local Sector Total

A. CAPITAL PROJECTS

Seven Districts with MTA $589,453,439  $150,008,178 $ 469,393,575 $78,774,457  $1,287,629,649
or RTA Legislative taxing

authority (1)

Remaining 17 Districts $ 44,570,834 § 1,280,319 $ 16,511,785 § 7,576,304 $ 69,939,242

B. DAY-TO-DAY OPERATING(2) $ 60,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 985,000,000 § -0-  $1,050,000,000
(LESS REVENUES)

STATE TOTAL $694,024,273  $156,288,497 $1,470,905,360 $86,350,761  $2,407,568,891

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 28.8% 6.5% 61.1% 3.6% 100%

NOTES:

(1) Includes Fort Worth (District 2), Houston (District 12), Austin (District 14),
San Antonio (District 15), Corpus Christi (District 16), Dallas (District 18),
and E1 Paso (District 24).

(2) SDHPT staff estimates.

14
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ISSUES
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Discussions with industry organizations, the Texas Transit
Association, the Texas Good Roads/Transportation Association and based
on a review of response to the Department's survey questionnaire, the
following public transportation issues were identified. Our
Department's comment and/or recommendations follows each issue.

Texas Transit Statistical Report. Since 1975, the Department has

annually collected and published statistical information on eighteen
transit systems across the state, including the metropolitan transit

authorities. This report, entitled Texas Transit Statistics, summarizes

the status of transit in Texas and provides statistical profiles on each
individual transit system, as well as tables which compile operating
statistics and cost/revenue data for the eighteen systems.

The Texas Sunset Commission staff, following their review of two
metropolitan transit authorities recommended that publication of the
statistical report be required by statute to insure the continued
availability of the annual data; and the format of the report be revised
to provide for accurate comparisons of the metropolitan transit
authorities. The regional metropolitan transit authorities are directly
authorized by the Legislature and receive funds from a dedicated sales
tax. The Legislature therefore maintains a continuing interest in the
operation of the transit authorities.

It is recommended that V.A.C.S. Article 6663b be amended to
require the annual publication of a statistical report on transit
in Texas that provides for the accurate comparison of the cost
and operating performance of the regional metropolitan transit
authorities; and provides performance comparability as well, for

all other categories of public transportation providers that are
eligible recipients of state financial assistance.

17



State Financial Assistance to Public Transit. State Financial

Assistance obligations to Texas' transit systems since 1975 has amounted
to over seventy million dollars. This assistance has varied from year
to year but averages about $5.4 million dollars per year.

A consistent recommendation from the transit industry has been the

need for a stable, predictable Tevel of funding for public

transportation in Texas. Even with a small fuel tax exemption, transit
systems will pay approximately $4.1 million dollars per year into
Highway Fund 6 at the new fuel tax rate effective January 1, 1987.
It is recommended that a stable, predictable level of funding be
set aside for financial assistance to transit systems by
legislation. As a minimum, this should be approximately six to

eight million dollars per year for capital assistance to Texas'
transit systems.

Transit Legislation. In 1986, the Texas Legislature removed

$6,767,422 from the Transit Fund 451, leaving only enough money to pay
the outstanding obligations. This may be an indication that future
transit assistance may not be forthcoming and/or very competitive with
the very limited amount of general revenue funding available each year.

If this assumption is correct, the 71st Texas Legislature should
take a careful look at revising present transit legislation VACS 6663c
including, perhaps, the phasing in of a dedicated source of revenue for
the public transit component of the departments responsibility.

It is recommended that VACS Article 6663c be carefully reviewed
and revised if needed.

City Transit Departments. ‘Legislation was passed in late 1986 (VACS

Art. 1118z) which allows cities from 56,000 to 230,000 to create a mass
transit department after a favorable Tlocal election. The maximum tax
rate for these authorities would be 1/2% additional Tlocal sales tax.

This legislation, however, did not make any provision for a number of

18



urbanized areas in Texas which are over 50,000 population as listed

below:

Belton-Temple
Bryan-College Station
Harlingen-San Benito
Killeen-Harker Heights
Sherman-Denison
Victoria

It is recommended that these areas be consulted by the
appropriate legislative committees to obtain the Cities' wishes
concerning similar permissive legislation,

Private Sector Involvement. Increased interest continues to be

expressed concerning private sector involvement in public
transportation. Private businesses and industries are becoming more
aware that helping to insure ease of travel to work for their employees
is in everyone's best interest.
The Department continues to work to determine the potential of
creative financial techniques and private sector support in
planning, development and operation of wurban transportation

systems.

Federal Funds. Annually, $3.5 billion of federal funds are

available nationwide for transit projects. Of this amount, $1 billion
is awarded on a discretionary, project-by-project basis by the Federal
Urban Mass Transportation Administration. Over the years, Texas has not
taken full advantage of these funds.
It is recommended that the Department work together with Texas'
transit systems in obtaining the maximum portion of these federal

discretionary transit funds for Texas.

State Technical Assistance. As transit continues to play a major

effort in reducing congestion on the State's major urban highways and in
moving people throughout wurban and rural areas, the Department's
continuing role in providing training, research and technical assistance

is desired.

19



It is recommended that the Department maintain and expand its
role of providing the State's urban and rural transit operators
with technical assistance, in particular training and research
opportunities.

Non-Urbanized Public Transportation Funding. The non-urbanized

public transportation sector has expressed the need for additional
financial assistance. One measure of the growth of this sector of the
industry can be found in the UMTA Section 18 grant program administered
by the Department. During the first five years of the program
(1979-1983), 17 systems were funded in Texas and total obligations were
$11 million. In the last three years, however, the number of systems
has almost doubled (there are now 36) and approximately $10.0 million of
Federal funds have been obligated for 1989. The 69th Legislature
expanded the eligibility for the State Public Transportation Fund to
include non-profit corporations serving rural areas. However, the
general unavailability of monies in the Public Transportation Fund has
restricted the operators' access to this state financial assistance.
Additional and continuing financial assistance to Texas non-

urbanized public transportation systems should be a priority of
the 71st Legislature.
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SUMMARIES

1. PUBLIC TRANSIT SYSTEMS

A. Municipal Transit Systems

Municipal Transit Systems have been separated into two categories
for statistical purposes. The "regular" municipal transit systems are
defined as those systems with five (5) or more vehicles in scheduled,
fixed route, intracity service. This includes the seven, sales tax
based, metropolitan transit authorities presently operating in Texas
(see Figure 3). In July, 1988, there were 18 regular municipal transit
systems. A1l of these systems are publicly owned. The seven
metropolitan transit authorities account for approximately 90 percent of
the operating statistics in the State. (See Tables I and II, as well as
the District Summaries for information on 1individual transit
operations.)

A1l other systems which perform some limited or special transit
service are classified as "Special" systems and their operations are
explained below. (see Figure 3 for the location of each system.)

The Tyler Transit System is owned and operated by the City of Tyler
using only local funds. The two-bus, fixed route operation has headways
of one hour and provide service Monday through Friday from 6:15 a.m. to
6:30 p.m. There is no weekend service currently provided by the System.
The City subsidy for operation of the System is approximately 55 percent
of the total operating cost.

Currently, the City of Longview is operating on Elderly Subsidized
Taxi Program for persons 60 and older. The program is financed through
Section III(b) of the Older Americans Act and the City of Longview. The

program allows participants a maximum of 12 coupons per month/person
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worth $1.50 per coupon towards any taxi fare. Presently, only one of
the two taxicab cbmpanies operating in Longview participate in the
program.

The Brazos Transit System operates a fixed route general public
transit system in Huntsville. The system utilizes two 18-passenger
trolleys, 3 buses, 2 vans and 2 larger 47-passenger Grumman 870 coaches.
The system operates from 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

The City of Del Rio is served by two privately owned bus companies,
International Transportation and the Rainbow Transit Company,
Incorporated. International Transportation operates three 25+-passenger
transit coaches over one fixed route. The system serves the City of Del
Rio from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and from 8:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. None of the vehicles are equipped for the
handicapped. The Rainbow Transit Company operates two 25+-passenger
regular transit coaches over three fixed routes in the City of Del Rio
from 8:00 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Neither coach is
equipped for the handicapped.

The Super Shuttle, a privately owned company based in Grapevine,
Texas, has begun providing a special shuttle system between the
Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport (D-FW) and the central business
districts and market areas within the region. The system operates 24
hours a day and provides a demand-responsive service using 15-passenger
vans. Service is also provided by the Fort Worth Transit Authority (The
“T") from four locations in Fort Worth to the Dallas-Fort Worth Regional
Airport. The system is a fixed-route fixed schedule service using
regular full size transit coaches. Service is provided between the
hours of 5:00 a.m. and Midnight.

Southwestern Transit Company, which recently merged with Arrow
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Coach, Inc., operates an intercity transit system in the Temple, Belton,
Killeen and Fort Hood area of Central Texas. This operation provides
the area with some Timited intracity service in conjunction with its
normal routes.

The operation at the Valley Transit Company, Inc., is very similar
to the Southwestern Transit Company. Valley Transit Company, Inc.,
headquartered in Harlingen, is primarily an intercity carrier, but does
provide some limited intracity service, mostly in McAllen.

B. Non-Urbanized and Rural Systems

General Information

The Section 18 program was established by the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978. Section 18 offers Federal financial assistance
for public transportation in non-urbanized areas (i.e. outside the
metropolitan areas with 50,000 population or greater). Funds may be
used for the purchase of vehicles and other equipment and for adminis-
trative and operating expenses. State agencies, local public bodies and
non-profit organizations are eligible for assistance. Operators of
public transportation services such as intercity bus lines and taxicab
companies may receive funding through an eligible recipient.

The goals of the Section 18 program are to enhance the access of
people in non-urbanized areas for purposes such as health care,
shopping, education, recreation, public services and employment by
encouraging the maintenance, development, improvement and use of
passenger systems.

Matching Ratios

The Federal share of capital and administrative costs is 80%. The
50% Federal share payable for operating expenses is based on the net

operating cost or deficit.
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Grants Approved

Since 1978, over $53 million in Section 18 assistance has been
obligated in Texas, which has the Tlargest non-urbanized population.

Thirty-five (35) systems are in operation (see Figure 4).

Figure 4



2. PARATRANSIT SYSTEMS

A. Taxicab Systems

Taxicab companies perform a vital transportation function in the
State of Texas. In many rural and small urban areas of the State,
taxicabs are the only available form of public transportation. This
fact was wused by several of the major intercity bus carriers as
justification for dropping service to that area, again emphasizing the
importance of the taxicab industry in Texas. There were at least 372
taxicab companies identified through a State Department of Highways and
Public Transportation survey in 1987. 0f these, 101 companies
(approximately 27 percent) responded to the survey questionnaire. The
101 companies reported operating 2,182 vehicles, 50 of which are
specially equipped for the handicapped. It should be mentioned that
many of the responses to the questionnaires were not complete and the
above data is by no means reflective of the complete picture of the
taxicab industry in Texas. But based on available data, there was an
increase in identified taxicab companies from 354 in 1985 to 372 in 1987
but a decrease in the number of vehicles operated from 5,054 to 2,182.
The number of vehicles specially equipped for the handicapped remained
approximately the same.

Over the past few years, taxicab companies have been very concerned
with government support of human services transportation providers which
they feel have caused unfair competition to their private operations.
The industry has reported that it is becoming increasingly more
difficult to make a reasonable profit. In several areas of Texas, this
problem has been addressed between the companies involved and the human

services agencies. In some instances, compromises have resulted where
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the taxicab company has contracted with the human services agency to
provide transportation for their clients.

B. Human Services Transportation Systems

Human services transportation within Texas has evolved out of the
need to transport clients of different agencies to needed goods and
services. Many clients, especially the elderly and handicapped, require
specially-equipped vehicles and personal attention in order to travel.
Other <clients simply may not be able to afford other forms of
transportation. The gap between the public transportation services
offered and the services available needed to be filled. Therefore, many
agencies entered the transportation business, not out of desire, but out
of perceived necessity. The result has been a trend toward duplication
of transportation services. In Texas alone, 656 human services
transportation providers were identified in 1987. O0f the 656 identified
providers, 438 (about 67 percent) responded to a survey questionnaire.
The responding providers reported operating 2,622 vehicles, including
392 specially-equipped vehicles to serve the elderly and handicapped.
It is difficult to identify, much less survey, all the providers that
are operating in the human services transportation field in Texas. It
is also apparent that this form of transportation requires a large
investment of the taxpayers' money.

The State Department of Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT)
has been designated to administer the Section 18 program in Texas on
behalf of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. Interested
parties should contact the nearest SDHPT District Office for additional

information on the program.

29



C. Other Paratransit Systems

Other paratransit services are designed for a very specific
clientele and serve a certain geographical area. These services include
airport ground transportation, employer operated transit, and commuter
service. There were 100 of these systems identified in 1987. Of the
100 providers surveyed, 54 (54 percent) responded. The 54 providers
operate 1,160 vehicles, 57 of which are specially equipped to serve the
elderly and handicapped.

3. INTERCITY BUS AND PASSENGER RAIL SYSTEMS

A. Intercity Bus

Change continues 1in the Intercity Bus Industry due to the "Bus
Regulatory Reform Act of 1982". The resulting deregulation of the
industry has permitted the major carriers to restructure their route
systems, and for most this has meant discontinuing service to many of
the smaller communities, and concentrating their resources in more
productive areas. Some of the smaller carriers have expanded their
operations into communities on routes which have been abandoned.
However, in this largely rural state, many areas still lack adequate
intercity service. One of the major carriers has initiated a program to
help fill this void by contracting with existing rural transportation
operators to provide feeder service to the larger system's mainline
routes. This approach has worked well in another state and should
provide a much needed 1link in the intercity bus system in Texas.
However, all in all the Intercity Bus Industry seems to be consolidating
and strengthening its role, it remains an important form of public
transportation in Texas, and generally services within Texas have not

experienced any major changes. (see Figure 5)
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The largest single event effecting the Industry within the reporting
period was the merger of Trailways and Greyhound. In June of 1987,
Greyhound petitioned the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) for
authority to acquire the Trailways operation. Trailways had been in
serious financial trouble and had dropped service in seven states and
cut service in half in three more. The ICC gave final approval of the
merger and Greyhound and Trailways, which together carried some 33
million passengers last year became one. The Company, headquartered in
Dallas, has some 3,750 buses and terminals in 2,500 communities. The
charter bus operation, Greyhound Travel Service, has moved from Des
Moines to Dallas and recently exercised an option to purchase the
T.N.M.&0. Coaches, Inc. of Lubbock. Greyhound has also established a
'‘Feeder' Program by which rural operations would carry passengers and
packages from rural and low-volume areas to the company's high-density
routes. This would greatly enhance their overall exposure and network.

During the period from 1985 to 1987, the number of reporting Texas-
based carriers has fluctuated and many carriers are reporting their
statistics under their parent company. Thus, tracing the exact number
of operating companies through data furnished by the Texas Railroad
Commission (RRC) has become difficult. An example of the problem would
be companies such as Arrow Coach Lines, Inc. now reporting their
information under their parent company Trailways which may now be
reporting under Greyhound. Another example may be Alamo Tours Ltd.
reporting their 1987 data under Texas Bus Lines who just recently moved
their base of operations from Austin to Houston. Tables VI and VII
depict information that was reported by the Industry to the Texas

Railroad Commission. Also, based on the limited data available, there
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Major U.S. Carriers

Texas Based Carriers
operating mainly in
Texas

Interstate Carriers
with Limited Operations
in Texas

Mexico Based Carriers

Major U.S. Carriers

Texas Based Carriers
operating mainly in
Texas

Interstate Carriers
with Limited Operations
in Texas

Mexico Based Carriers

TABLE VI
INTERCITY BUS LINES IN 1986

Trailways, Inc.
Greyhound Lines, Inc.

Alamo Tours, Ltd.

Arrow Coach Inc.

Central Texas Bus Lines
Kerrville Bus Company, Inc.
Kerrville Tours, Inc.
Painter Bus Lines, Inc.
Southwestern Transit Co., Inc.
Sun Set Stages, Inc.

Texas Bus Lines

T. N. M. & 0. Coaches, Inc.
Valley Transit Co., Inc.

Jefferson Lines, Inc.
New Mexico Transportation Co., Inc.
Oklahoma Transportation Co. of Texas

Autobuses Anahuac

Autobuses De Oriente Ado
Omnibus de Mexico
Transportation Chihuahuenses
Transportes Del Norte

Tres Estrellas De Oro

TABLE VII
INTERCITY BUS LINES IN 1987

Trailways, Inc.
Greyhound Lines, Inc.

Alamo Tours, Ltd.

Arrow Coach Inc.

Central Texas Bus Lines
Kerrville Bus Company, Inc.
Kerrville Tours, Inc.
Painter Bus Lines, Inc.
Southwestern Transit Co., Inc.
Sun Set Stages, Inc.

Texas Bus Lines

T. N. M. & 0. Coaches, Inc.
Valley Transit Co., Inc.

Jefferson Lines, Inc.
New Mexico Transportation Co., Inc.
Oklahoma Transportation Co. of Texas

Autobuses Anahuac

Autobuses De Oriente Ado
Omnibus de Mexico
Transportation Chihuahuenses
Transportes Del Norte

Tres Estrellas De Oro
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Dallas, Texas
Phoenix, Arizona

Austin, Texas
Killeen, Texas
Waco, Texas
Kerrville, Texas
Kerrville, Texas
Kerrville, Texas
Killeen, Texas
Abilene, Texas
Austin, Texas
Lubbock, Texas
Harlingen, Texas

Minneapolis, Minnesota
Roswell, New Mexico
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Piedreas Negras
Mexico City
Mexico City
Juarez
Monterrey
Mexico City

Dallas, Texas
Phoenix, Arizona

Austin, Texas
Killeen, Texas
Waco, Texas
Kerrville, Texas
Kerrville, Texas
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Piedreas Negras
Mexico City
Mexico City
Juarez
Monterrey
Mexico City



seems to have been 1little change in service provided by the other
carriers such as the Mexico-based carriers or those interstate carriers
with limited operations to the communities of Texas.

In 1986, the reporting Texas-based intercity bus carriers saw an
overall decrease in all areas of operation. (see Table VIII)  Again,
this may be due to reporting problems. The number of bus miles operated
declined from 34,845,329 in 1985 to 21,867,787 in 1986 or approximately
37 percent. The number of passengers have declined from 3,662,092 to

3,058,993 for an approximate 17 percent decrease.

TABLE VIII
1986 INTERCITY BUS STATISTICS - TEXAS BASED LINES

Where No. Of Total Opr. Total Opr. No. Of Passengers
Company Headquartered Bus Miles Oper. Yehicles Revenue Expense Employees Carried

Alamo Tours, Ltd. Austin 404,458 21 945,296 935,748 28 11,723
Arrow Coach Lines, Inc. Killeen 2,249,328 25 3,508,952 4,001,836 95 83,796
Central Texas Trailways, Inc.  Waco 626,879 22 1,616,066 1,639,298 36 105,168
Kerrville Bus Company Kerrville 5,869,508 122 11,696,084 11,602,532 212 308,820
Kerrville Tours, Inc. Kerrville 799,779 37 4,440,809 4,355,786 64 161,100
pPainter Bus Lines, Inc.** -- - - - -~ -- -
Sun Set Stages, Inc. Abilene 940,568 12 1,160,715 1,160,661 26 52,896
Texas Bus Lines Austin 3,236,055 143 5,847,668 6,167,416 297 13,925*
T. N. M. & 0. Coaches, Inc. Lubbock 3,690,094 67 12,116,405 10,179,765 145 388,090
valley Transit Co., Inc. Harlingen 4,051,118 59 6,192,407 5,881,790 113 1,933,475
TOTALS 21,867,787 508 47,524,402 45,924,832 1,016 3,058,993

*partial Totals
**No Report Submitted

Source: Texas Railroad Commission

While these figures do represent a decrease in both areas it also
presents a favorable picture as far as efficiency within the industry
since they were able to reduce the miles operated by about 37 percent
while only incurring a 17 percent loss in ridership. The Arrow Coach,
Inc. Bus Company is a good example, with bus miles operated dropping
from 4,915,607 in 1985 to 2,249,328 in 1986 or approximately 55 percent
while ridership only dropped from 100,427 to 83,796 or about 17 percent

during that same time. Incidently, that 17 percent drop happens to be
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the same as the overail statewide average. There is of course the other
side, with Kerrvillie Bus Company decreasing bus miles operated from
6,855,337 in 1985 tc L 869,508 in 1986 or approximately 15 percent while
reducing ridership about 18 percent from 375,477 to 308,820.

A very significant indicator was the reduction in the number of
employees. The industry was comprised of some 1,673 employees in 1985,
but 1986 saw that figure reduced tc 1,016 or a very Targe drop of some
41 percent. In an industry such as the bus industry where it is quite
labor-intensive this drop provides a good measure and reflects the
general condition of it's current situation. The biggest statistic
effecting the above s tne demice of Transportation Enterprises, Inc.
which employed some 400 people and the Texas Bus Lines which reduced
its staff from 488 to 297 or about 40 percent.

Finally, an encouraging statistic is that, while total operating
revenue had decreased approximately 21 percent from $60,234,236 in 1985
to $47,524,402 in 1986 the same was true of the total operating expense.
The total operating experse for 1580 was 545,924,832 as compared to
$57,999,523 in 1985 for again a 2! percent decrease.

Overall, these statistics zeem to indicate an improving picture for
the industry in that they had been able to reduce bus miles operated by
37 percent while incurring conly a 17 percent reduction in ridership,
perhaps indicating the eliminaticn of some unnecessary routes. They
were also able to reduce several major expenses by reducing staff and
equipment while keeping their ratio between total operating revenue and
total operating expenses egual from the previous year.

In 1987, the trend which was established in 1986 was again

prevalent, in that there was a general reduction in all statistical
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categories except for bus miles operated. This was based on information
available from the Texas Railroad Commission and as explained earlier
may be incomplete. Also, during 1987 the reporting forms used by the
Commission were changed and some of the statistics such as ridership
figures are no longer required. Therefore, ridership comparisons are
not possible, but based on the fact that bus miles operated increased in
1987 after seeing a 37 percent decrease in 1986 perhaps ridership may
have experienced the same turnaround. The bus miles operated in 1987 of
23,193,398 was about a 6 percent increase over the 1986 figure. (see
Table IX) The other statistics reflect the continuing trend with the
number of employees dropping from 1,016 in 1986 to 833 in 1987 or about
18 percent and the number of vehicles reduced to 381 in 1987 from 508 in
1986 for a 25 percent decrease. Further evidence supporting this trend
established in 1986 is the total operating revenue and total operating
expenses once again dropped proportionately. The total operating
revenue decreased $5,033,665 from $47,524,402 in 1986 to $42,490,737 in
1987 or approximately 11 percent while the total operating expenses
decreased $5,225,936 from $45,924,832 in 1986 to $40,698,896 in 1987 or
about 12 percent.
TABLE IX
1987 INTERCITY BUS STATISTICS - TEXAS BASED LINES

Where No. Of Total Opr. Total Opr. No. Of

Company Headquartered Bus Miles Oper. Vehicles* Revenue Expense Employees
Kerrville Bus Company Kerrville 6,664,156 127 12,215,775 12,555,184 276
Kerrville Tours, Inc. Kerrville 3,921,404 47 5,600,826 5,345,750 105
Painter Bus Lines, Inc. Kerrville 1,127,105 5 2,191,683 1,849,529 38
Sun Set Stages, Inc. Abilene 1,029,070 17 1,430,694 1,323,730 29
Texas Bus Lines Houston 2,658,808 60 3,918,904 3,983,117 126
T. N. M. & 0. Coaches, Inc. Lubbock 3,629,851 67 10,668,778 9,374,841 166
valley Transit Co., Inc. Harlingen 4,163,004 58 6,464,077 6,266,745 93
TOTALS 23,193,398 381 42,490,737 40,698,896 833

*Includes both owned and leased vehicles

Source: Texas Railroad Commission
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After reviewing and comparing the available statistics from the
Texas-based intercity bus carriers, the industry from 1985 to 1987 seems
to be projecting an era of streamlining their overall operations. There
was the reduction in total operating expenses of 58 million in 1985 to
46 million in 1986 to approximately 41 million in 1987 or about 30
percent during that time frame. The industry being primarily a labor-
intensive industry saw a reduction in employees from 1,673 in 1985 to
1,016 in 1986 to finally 833 reported in 1987. This was, again, a
gradual reduction, as was the reduction in total operating expenses of
about 50 percent. The same was true of the number of vehicles operated,
where the gradual reduction resulted in a 49 percent decrease. Thus, as
could be expected, the total operating revenue experienced the same
trend by decreasing from about 60 million in 1985 to 47.5 million in
1986 to 42.5 million in 1987 or about 30 percent. The only statistic
that reflected a somewhat roller coaster ride was bus miles operated
which increased in 1985, decreased in 1986 and once again increased in
1987. Overall, the industry did seem to better their situation somewhat
through it's efforts to streamline operations. They were able to reduce
expenses by about 50 percent while suffering only an approximate 30
percent reduction in revenues. Also, this was accomplished, based on
available data, while seeing only a 17 percent reduction in ridership.

B. Passenger Rail Systems

During the past two years the rail passenger service in Texas has
received alot of attention. There has been extensive discussions
concerning high-speed rail between Dallas, San Antonio and Houston as
well as initiating other routes using traditional rail operations.

There is currently an ongoing major study to determine the feasibility
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of a "Bullet Train" connecting the cities described above. A study
commissioned by the Legislature will explore the use of state-of-the-art
rail technology and its possible application in Texas.

There has alsc been attempts by the National Railrcad Passenger
Corporation (Amtrak) to restore its Dallas-to-Houston segment of its

"Eagle

i

route  currently operating bpetween C(Chicago and San Antonio
interconnecting with 1its "Sunset Limited" route on to Los Angeles.
Market Studies completed by Amtrak have indicated that there is &
considerable demand for rail passenger service between these two cities,
‘ne service was discontinued in 1981 when Amtrak, suffering some
financial difficulties, reduced some 350 miles of rail operation and
renamed jts “Inter-American Route" the "Eagle". It shouid also be noted
that at tne time of reduction the ridership for the segment between
Houston to Temple was increasing. The current problem in restoring this
service between Dallas and Houston is track preparation and restoration.
The Southern Pacific Railroad Company would require Amtrak to upgrade
the tracks, comnunications system and signal system since the 270-mile
roite is currently being used heavily by freight and could not readily
accommodate rail passenger service. The service would be an offshoot of
Amtrak's Eagle train, with a locomotive and two cars splitting off 1in
Dallas and heading to Houston, stopping in Corsicana and College
Station. The trip was to be, depending on track improvements, anywhere
from 4 to 6 1/2 hours and the cost would be competitive with commuter
plane fares.

Also, under consideration is rail passenger service between Houston
and Galveston. Initially, Amtrak would operate the train out of its

downtown depot, but it is hoped that as interest develops the Union
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Station located across from George R. Brown Convention Center could be
restored and used. The Texas Limited is expected to travel to and from
Galveston every two hours eventually carrying up to 240 people. The
train would initially use Santa Fe tracks, but hopefully would Tater
gain access to the Galveston, Houston and Henderson (GH&H) line which
would give it direct access to the NASA area. The train is primarily
designed to be a tourist attraction and has received assistance from
four major Houston corporations.

As far as the current rail passenger service, there has been little
change during this reporting period. (see Figure 6) Texas continues to
be served by two Amtrak routes and one Texas-Mexican Railway Company
route begun January 21, 1986. The two routes (The Eagle) a North-South
route and (The Sunset Limited) an East-West route have seen no changes
during this time as far as miles served or additional service. There
is, however, a concerted effort to enhance its image through new
equipment and amenities aboard these routes. The service on these
routes have been upgraded to their Superliner Experience service. The
cars are the largest and most comfortable double-decked vehicles
available and will offer passengers an encumbered view of the country.
In fact, Amtrak plans to issue a guidebook which will describe landmarks
and points of interest along the route. Other draws will include video
movies at night, special activities for children, bingo and trivia games
for adults, hospitality hours, full-service dining and tour packages in
various cities. All this without a fare increase. Amtrak has aiso
recently placed a $50-million order for 50 new coaches to enhance its
image and capabilities. The coaches should be available for service

between March 31 and August 31, 1989.
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EXISTING RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE IN TEXAS
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The Eagle is currently the only Amtrak route to provide North-South
rail passenger service in Texas. The train originates in Chicago and
terminates 1in San Antonio, connecting with the Sunset Limited for
service on to Los Angeles. The train operates on a tri-weekly schedule
leaving Chicago on Sunday, Tuesday and Friday and returns on Monday,
wednesday and Saturday. There is sleeping car service in the form of
deluxe, family, special and economy bedrooms from Chicago to Los
Angeles. A1l accommodations feature First Class Service including
complimentary meals. There is also complimentary coffee, tea and orange
juice served between 6:30 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. Food service consists of
dining and lounge service with compiete meals, sandwiches, snacks and
beverages. There are feature-length motion pictures available as well
as games and hospitality hours as part of the entertainment service
provided. Baggage service is available at approximately half the stops
in Texas. Only Texarkana, Longview, Dallas, Fort Worth, Temple and San
Antonio offer this service. Also, ticketing service is available only
at these stops but one could purchase a ticket on the train at any stop
without penalty.

The Eagle enters Texas at Texarkana and makes 11 stops prior to its
termination in San Antonio. The train covers 532 miles in 13 hours and
38 minutes. This is an increase in travel time of 14 minutes over the
last reporting period and results in an approximate 1 mile per hour
reduction in operating speed. The Eagle continues to operate at about
39 MPH through Texas which is slightly under the trains overall average
operating speed of 43 miles per hour for the 1303 mile trip from Chicago
to San Antonio. The major slow down continues to be the segment between

Dallas and Fort Worth where it takes the Eagle 2 hours and 8 minutes
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from the time it arrives in Dallas to leave the Fort Worth station on
its trip south to Cleburne, Texas. This delay continues to grow from 1
hour and 25 minutes in 1984 to 1 hour and 52 minutes in 1986 to the
current 2 hours and 8 minutes. The operating speed for this 32 mile
stretch is only about 15 miles per hour. Another problem with the train
is that its connect with the Sunset Limited in San Antonio is at very
unfavorable times. The Eagle arrives in San Antonio at 11:50 p.m. while
the arrival of the Sunset Limited isn't until 3:40 a.m.

The second rail passenger route through Texas 1is the "Sunset
Limited". The Sunset Limited originates in New Orleans and terminates
in Los Angeles providing Texas with only East-West passenger service.
It is also operated on a tri-weekly schedule leaving New Orleans on
Monday, Wednesday and Saturday and returning on Tuesday, Friday and
Sunday. There is sleeping car service including deluxe, special, family
and economy bedrooms. All accommodations feature First Class Service
including complimentary meals. Complimentary coffee, tea and orange
juice 1is served between 6:30 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. Food services offered
are dining and lounge service with complete meals, sandwiches, snacks
and beverages. There is considerable amount of entertainment provided
in the form of feature-length movies, games and hospitality hours.
Baggage is handled at the stops in Houston, San Antonio and E1 Paso. If
you board at any of the other four stops you will be responsible for
your baggage handling. Also ticketing will not be available at these
four stops, Beaumont, Del Rio, Sanderson and Alpine, but 1like the
"Eagle", tickets may be purchased aboard the train without penalty.

The Sunset Limited enters Texas just north of Orange with its first

scheduled stop in Beaumont. One of the problems with this train is that
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it is scheduied to make key stops at unfavorable times. When travelling
westbound 1if you want tc catch the Sunset Limited in Houston its
scheduled time is 1U:55 p.m., and if your in San Antonio its scheduled
time is 3:40 a.m. The Sunset Limited is scheduled to travel the 896
miles in Texas 1in 18 hours and 15 minutes, averaging approximately 49
miles per hour. This is considerably better than the overall average of

38 miles per hour from New Orleans to Los Angeles.

On January 31, 1986, the Texas-Mexican Railway Company began
operating a passenger train linking the cities of Laredo and Corpus
Christi. The train was the result of extensive efforts by officials and
businessmen of both cities to bolster their respective economies. The
train runs exclusively over Tex-Mex lines and consists of five cars,
including a lcunge car. The trip covers 157 miles and takes about four
hours with stops in Alice and Hebbronville. The train runs only on
weekends leaving Corpus Christi early 1in the wmorning then returning
later that evening. Operating statistics were not readily available.

Efforts continue at all levels of government and within the National
Railroad Passenger (orporation {Amtrak) to preserve and enhance rail
passenger service in Texas and the United States. Amtrak has seen a
steady rise in its ridership system wide and is continuing efforts to
support this trend. They plan to restore service, add additional
equipment as well as modernize same. There are efforts to better
schedule service, in particular the connector between the "Eagle" and
"Sunset Limited". Amtrak has even gone so far as to include movies,
games and “happy hours” with margaritas, tortilia chips and hot sauce.
But as in the past, while Amtrak appears to be making an effort to
enhance its situaticn, it is still having difficulty competing with

intercity buses and airlines.

43












=

H ]

.

u

asm

PARIS DISTRICT (DISTRICT 1)
1988 PUBLIC AND MASS TRANSPORTATION PLAN

District 1 of the State
Department of Highways and Public
Transportation covers a nine-county
region in Northeast Texas, con-
sisting of Delta, Fannin, Franklin,
Grayson, Hopkins, Hunt, Lamar,
Rains and Red River Counties.

These nine counties have an esti-
mated population of 298,200 and
comprise a land area of 6,170
square miles. The population den-
sities vary from 14 to 104 people
per square mile as shown in the
following chart.
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TOTAL
SQUARE COUNTY
COUNTY MILES POPULATION DENSITY
Delta 276 4,700 18
Fannin 905 24,800 27
Franklin 293 7,400 25
Grayson 940 98,300 104
Hopkins 793 29,400 37
Hunt 826 67,100 81
Lamar 894 45,000 50
Rains 210 6,100 29
Red River 1,033 15,400 14
TOTAL OR AVERAGE 6,170 298,200 48

The Sherman-Denison-Howe area is the only Standard Metropolitan
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