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St1MMARY

This report describes our preliminary analysis of a fare free experiment

for downtown Los Angeles. It does not consider other areas of the County and

is limited to base period projections, from 9;00 AM to 3:00 PM, Monday through

I.~,riciay. With available data provided by Wilbur Srnith and Associates, taken

frorl~ t}~eir study of the area this Spring, staff has determined that any induced

ricicrship as a result of a fare free zone will lengthen the travel time and stress

current seating capacities. Cost analysis of the projections are, therefore,

-- prcclicated upon:

1. Vehicles needed to maintain present frequencies due to increased

travel time.

"L. Vehicles needed to maintain seating capacities for induced ridership.

3. Loss of revenues from present riders and transfers on downtown

routes (except Minibuses)

Our major conclusions are;

• A fare free zone can be implemented in downtown Los Angeles, but will

involve the use, in non-peak only, of ?5-85 additional buses at a FY 1976

cost of approximately $3 million.

~ Although the peak-period analysis is not completed at this time, peak

hour or weekend service will obviously require additional coaches and

manpower.

• Four techniques are feasible for operation of a fare free zone:

1. Pay as you enter; zone checks at fare free boundary

2. Inbound trips: pay as you enter

Outbound trips: pay as you leave

Through riders receive "checks"

.. ~..... ~.w .. ws.. e...~w ee u~~ ea i+e Q~~~TUreu nw~ ~~~e.~~w
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3. D, A.S.H. Cards given to fare free rider

4. Honor System; fare free riders ride without controlling factors.

~ A negative impact on present ridership may result from longer travel
time through zone, overloading vehicles and disincentives for use of
monthly passes.

• Federal Funding is not assured for FY 1976 and perhaps FY 1977.

• Local rriatching funds are necessary from local government to insure
program, with a commitment to continue program if experiment is
successful

RECOMMENDATION

'The Board of Directors is requested to direct the staff to proceed on this
pro~;rarn by developing one or all of these alternatives:

1. Continue projections to include a fare free zone effective at all times,
including peak hours and weekends.

2. Analyze one or more other areas in the County as potential fare free
pones.

3. Present an alternative, separate distribution system for a nominal or
free fare, including expansion of the minibus program.

tfully,

ng &Marketing

By Stephen T. Parry
Coordinator of Special Services
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1N'C I~U1~U C TION

At its meeting of April 23, 1975, the Board of Directors of the
Soiithcrn California Rapid Transit District received a suggestion from
the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles that consideration be given towards
tt~c c~stahlishment of a fare free zone in the downtown area. Approxi-
~„atcly seven cities in the United States currently operate a fare free
~onc in their CBD. (See Appendix) After discussion, the District's
Board issued a resolution that the staff explore such a program,
broadening the study to include other areas of the County as well.

13 ~~ieeting of District staff with representatives of the City and
County of Los Angeles was held on May 8, 1975, to discuss the approach
of such a study, and to review potential items that should be included.
It was the opinion of those present that a preliminary report should be
prepared as soon as possible for comment by the District's Directors
anti by the City.

Detailed evaluation of final alternatives necessitates a longerper-
iod of study to allow for careful analysis of existing routings, load factors,
and f-rip patterns so a concise proposal may be adopted.

District staff has been fortunate to use the services of Wilbur Smith
K~ 11:;sociates, who has been studying the downtown area in an analysis of
the ~~ff.ectiveness of present routings with the shifting employment patterns.
T}~c:ir preliminary travel surveys have proved invaluable for us in the
initial response to this proposal.

11s time permitted, this preliminary report deals only with the
Central City of Los Angeles, and the various mechanics of a fare free
ronc during weekday non-peak hours, 9:00 AM - 3:00 PM. Staff will re-
turn with a complete report, including atwenty-four hour, seven days
a wcelc proposal for consideration in two weeks.

O.[3JECTIVES FOR A FARE FREE EXPERIMENT

As the flat-fare program is primarily designed to encourage travel
by I~ua by offering service at 25~, a fare free zone could apply to a small
area that, as a major center for employment and retail trade, must seek
<zlternatives to lessen congestion while stimulating activity. A fare free
•none could be a partial solution to these objectives:
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1) Relieve traffic congestion.

2) Encourage peripheral parking.

3) Stimulate retail trade activities.

4) Reduce intra-CBD auto trips.

5) Attract new transit commuters.

E~) Increase mobility by encouraging a more varied use of

downtown.

7) Conserve gasoline.

8) Utilize existing bus seats more efficiently.

11.11 of these objectives anticipate that by allowing citizens a free ride,

a potential exists to increase ridership. This preliminary report willeval-

uate these objectives and discuss various means of implementation.

ANALYSIS OF FARE FREE AREAS

• Study Area

Staff had only enough time to analyze the downtown Los Angeles

area as a potential site for a fare free experiment. Further analysis,

after discussion of the various alternatives, will be performed in

other potential sites throughout the County.

The. Central City of Los Angeles is an area roughly bounded by

the Hollywood Freeway on the North, the Harbor Freeway on the West,

the Santa. Monica Freeway on -the South, and San Pedro Street on the

East. This area covers 265 square blocks, approximately 2. 24 square

r~iiles. Contained in this area are major retail centers, large employ-

n,ent complexes, many civic and governmental agencies, a convention
center, several entertainment facilities, and a substantial degree of

light manufacturing, including the garment industry. Map 3 shows
the high density development within the CBD.

-2-
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• Present Route Structure

CI3D:

The District operates three types of routes within the

1) Local lines which enter the area from twodistinet

points (through routes ).

2) Local lines which enter the CBD from one point
(terminal routes ).

3) Express, limited, flyer, and interurban services
which enter and leave the CBD with restrictions
that prohibit local riding (expedited service).

Of the 63 separate routes that operate within the CBD, 18 are
considered through routes. There are many benefits to such a route
5t;ructure, including a better usage of passenger seats; a considerable
turnover is experienced because inbound passengers are alighting at
a CID stop while passengers destined outbound are boarding. This
simultaneous movement utilizes dwell time at a stop to the highest
efficiency possible. Local routes have terminals disbursed through
the CBD. Ridership trends on this type of route indicate that inbound
buses are full and experience a discharge pattern through the CBD to
the terminal. Conversely, outbound trips experience heavier board-
ing from terminal to the fringe of the CBD. Seats are usually avail-
able on these lines for passengers who would board and alight within
the CBD.

The District operates many expedited services, including ex-
press, limited, and flyer trips on local lines at peak hours. In addi-
tion, many interurban services operate with restrictions against local
riding to insure seats for through passengers and a minimum amount
of delay. Although some of these routes use street loading, their
eventual destinations are generally beyond the range of local lines.
Eleven lines originate in the RTD/Greyhound Station, and most have
lirr~ited street stopping in the eastern section of the CBD.

• Cove rage

The CBD area does not receive a balance of bus service. Rather,
certain major streets have many lines operating on them. Map 1 indi-

-3-
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. 9

cafes the downtown routes that travel through the area, and Map 2

shows -the routes with terminals within the CBD. ~t is quite evident

that transit service must be placed so that it is convenient for the

existing ridership. As a result, the following patterns are evident

as "transit corridors" listed in order of importance:

1) North/South Arterials

2)

A. Broadway

B. Hill Street

C. Spring/Main Streets Couplet

D. Olive Street

E. Figueroa Street

East/West Arterials

A. 7th Street

B. 5th/6th Streets Couplet

C. 1st Street

D. 8th/9th Streets Couplet

While a passenger might experience 30-second conglomerate

frequencies on BrAadway because of the six local lines operating

along this thoroughfare, another passenger wishing to travel onFig-

ueroa Street would experience one line with a 20-minute frequency.

Figure 1 indicates the major local lines experience during the.

vase period on an average weekday (see Figure 1 on the following two

pages). As these lines operate in frequent service along the heavily

L-raveled streets, they are undoubtedly the most susceptible to usage

under a fare free program. It must be noted that these lines are also

heavily used at all times of the day, and standing loads are not un-

common during daylight hours.

For example, eight local lines in Figure 1 have average load

factors which exceed 1. 0, indicating that as a rule standees are

present on all buses of the line at the point of departure.

-4-
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AVAILABLE PASSENGER SEATS

The percentages in Figure 1 do not include the following trips that are

now being performed:

1) Passengers with both origin and destination

within CBD.

2) Transfers between buses within CBD.

3) Minibus trips (Line 200).

In the study performed by Wilbur Smith &Associates in early Spring

of this year, they recorded 12,000 one-way passengers that claimed they

l~acl origins and destinations within the CBD on an average weekday. Assum-

in~; that most of these passengers had a similar reverse trip, this figure

wo~~ld lie expanded to approximately 25,000 rides during the 12-hour period.

It: niiist be remembered that Minibus ridership is not recorded in this study.

In a Care free zone experiment, these riders do not pay any fare, and the

District must assume a respective loss of revenue. Assuming an average

fare of 15~` per passenger (two 10~ transfer charges plus one 25~ fare for

every three people), we estimate a loss of revenue of $4, 000 a day, which

would amount to $1.6 million annually.

If, as a result of a fare free experiment, any additional ridership is

generated, the District would not lose any more revenue, but must accom-

r7~odate for the additional ridership. The next section will deal with two

approaches in projecting additional expenses and equipment.

EQLTIPIvIENT REQUIREMENTS

The following formulas have been developed to indicate potential

equipment required in addition to the existing coach assignments on major

local lines only. It is assumed that express, limited, flyer, and busway

lines will not participate in the fare free experiment.

1) To maintain present headways on local lines:

Present Running Time +Induced Ridership (boarding

and alighting within fare free zone) +Zone Check

at Boundary =New Adjusted Running Time. Assum-

-7-
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ing no more than 10" on through lines one-way = 36 buses.
No buses were added on terminal lines within CBD.

L) To facilitate additional seating capacities in projection for in-
duced ridership, staff, for estimate purposes only, believes that
the present figure of 25,000 rides generated within the CBDwould
double if a fare free zone were created. This additional rider-
ship represents only 6% of the total automobiles entering the CBD
as shown in Figure 1. The following formula would provide for
the addition of passengers seats to maintain an even flow affect-
ing more frequent service on the major local lines. Rather than
schedule vehicles only within the CBD, it would be necessary to
add equipment to the total line structure as a general improve-
ment to the schedules and in ease of passenger comprehension;

63 Lines Serving CBD + 25,000 daily induced rides = 400
rides per line (assuming equal distribution);

400 Rides per Line + 6-hour base period = 70 Rides per
Line per Bus .

With this formula, buses should be added to the following lines
which will, as an average, approximate one hour in length (one
way);

A. Line with to rrninal s in C BD (6 ):
42; 53; 86; 91; 93; and 94 + 6 buses.

F3. Through lines (18): 2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 7; 8; 9;
12; 25; 26; 28; 29; 44; 47; 49; and 75 + 36 buses.

COST FACTORS

Any implementation of a fare free experiment will result in lost rev-enucs, l~s stated previously, Wilbur Smith &Associates estinnates 25, 000<la.il.y rides with origin and destination within the fare free zone. At an aver-a~;c of 15~ a ride based upon two out of every three people paying a 10~ trans-fer which would be eliminated, and one paying 25~, phis amounts to $4, 000
lo~l revenue daily. In addition, the following variables that could contribute~o less ~•evenue are given, although no estimates are projected at this time.
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1) Loss of monthly pass sales (40 rides amonth =
breakeven point).

2) Loss of 10~ transfer(included partially above).

3) Loss of internal CBD trips that are not counted
in study.

4) Minibus revenues (not to be counted if the entire
operation is eliminated; buses may be therefore
assigned to offset additional equipment require-
ments on regular lines).

In the previous section, and above, estimates include sufficient data
to project costs to perform such an experiment. For each additional coach
required to (a) maintain present headways, and (b) provide for capacity of
inc(uccd ridership, an incremental cost formula was applied for six hours of
usage during the base ep riod only. Trippers could be assigned from peak
}ours service to these additional requirements, noting no new equipment
necessary. At six hours, straight time, based for fiscal 75-76, the per bus
cost is $18, 700. No estimates were made for such a program effective at all
i:irY~es due to lack of time. Any induced ridership on peak hours will require
aciclilional coaches beyond the present vehicle requirement. This is a conserva-
tive esti~7~ate, at best, and could extend to time and one-half for computation.

With the projections given previously, staff estimates:

1) Buses needed to maintain present frequencies: 18 through
routes + 36 X $18, ?00 annually = $673, 200

2) Buses needed to provide for additional seating; 18 through
routes and six terminal routes; + 42 X $18, 700 = $785,400.

3) Lost revenue of present intra-CBD riders; 25, 000 a day
@ 15~ a ra e: 3, 750 X 255 = $2~ 000, 000

F~C~L Y~AR 75-76 , 4 0
(approx, total)

These figures account for base period coaches required. As they are
Uut projections, staff believes that until actual schedules can be rebuilt and
ridership counts taken, the total cost and equipment could fluctuate between
7U-K5 buses, and therefore three to four million dollars annually. No projec-
tions have been performed for a fare free experiment at all times, including
Saturdays and Sundays. As the above costs are indicative of only six hours,
fare free pones at peak hours and at all hours, will not only cost more, but

'- new additional equipment will be required at a greater ratio because of the
peak loading presently experienced.

'S'~
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Weekend fare free service would entail additional manpower not

assumed in the weekday experiment. As our work rules specify a five

clay week, and trippers must be used for weekday peak hours, present

operators are utilized primarily for weekday service only.

(~ 1'E R1~ TING METHODOLOGY

'There are several ways of implementing a fare free zone in the CBD.

FacE~ involves some degree of policing to insure that passengers outside the

[arc free zone are paying the regular rates of fare. On a separate system,

such ~»ethods would be unnecessary as all stops would be contained within
the fare free area.

1) Pay As You Enter (PAYE):

All passengers boarding outside the fare free zone and those
I~oarding within but destined outside the zone would receive a coded

"check" indicating line, direction, time and date. Checks would be
collected at the point where the vehicle leaves the free zone; those

without checks would either pay a fare or leave at this point. This
involves one delay in each direction; most local lines are at peak
loads at their point of departure from the CBD so standees must be
expected during daylight hours.

2) Inbound -Pay As You Enter (PAYE),
Outbound -Pay As You Leave (PAYE):

Depending upon direction, buses destined towards the fare
fret area, would 3'~E~tz].3'Q p~.t_-er_s to day Egon boar~.ingo '?'hoGe buses
leaving the area would require patrons to pay upon leaving. Passen-

~;ers on through routes destined through the fare free area would ask
for a check to indicate that a fare was paid. This plan would allow
for using both doors for boarding and alighting in the fare free area
to limit delays due to any increases of fare free rides. Outbound
buses -could either check passengers at the free zone boundary or
have passengers leave via the front door. Some confusion in board-
ing can result outside the zone, but as Seattle relates, all passengers
pay as they leave on outbound trips. Substantial boarding patterns are
evident on District service, especially in the Western, Northern, and
South Central areas directly adjacent to the CBD.
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3) DA5H Cards:

An abbreviation of Downtown Area Short Hop (DASH) concept

is practiced by Dayton, Chattanooga, Birmingham, Duluth, and other

smaller cities that do not experience standees at any time. Fare

paying; passengers pay as usual when boarding the vehicles. Riders

wishing to take advantage of the fare free zones receive a 12 X 7 inch

plastic '.'card" and one identified as a DASHER. At the end of the

zone, the operator checks to see if any DASHERS are still on board;

evidence by the bright color and size of the card prohibits conceal-

rnent by the DASHER.

4) Honor System:

Developed in Switzerland, modified programs of honor systems

arc in practice in all Swiss cities, and in Amsterdam, Munich,

I~ rankfort, and Dusseldorf. Although no fare free zone exists, all fare

collections are maintained outside the vehicle. It is the passengers'

Donor and responsibility to pay the appropriate fares, dependent upon

distance traveled. Fines and imprisonment are possible deterrents to

at~users of the program. In our concept, those wishing to ride within

the fare free zone would merely board the vehicle and state their destina-
tions. No additional tickets or enforcement would be necessary.

Inspectors could be used to observe this operation on a random basis.

Although susceptible to an unknown level of abuse, this plan could save

valuable time because it does not require additional checks to be issued,

uses both doors as intended, and eliminates a zone check at the peak

point of the line.

e I~Io}e: Seattle has al1_o~ed for one possable problem an their ~ro-

gram to limit abuse. In the instance a passenger refuses to pay

a fare, although he is obviously outside -the fare free zone, oper-

ators are instructed to complete a form and put it in the fare box

as obviously as possible, but with no verbal comment. Assum-

ing that actions speak for the operator, passengers will know

that records are being kept of abusers of the program.
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57'ATU5 OI' FARE-FREE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM FUNDING

As a result of Section 201 of Title II of the National Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1974, the Congress authorized $20 million for each of
thc~ fiscal years ending June 30, 1975 and June 30, 1976, to carry out the
provisions of a fare free mass transportation demonstration; attached is a
copy of Title II describing these provisions (See Figure 2, following). Even
thou~;l~ these funds were authorized, Congress did not appropriate any
iY~onics to implement the program.

On May l 3, 1975, the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Trans-

portation concluded hearings on the Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion'S (UMTA) budget for fiscal year 1976. No funds relative to this program
were provided for in the budget. Under the Service and Methods (5&M) Dem-

onstration Program within the UMTA Office of Transit Planning, which would
he responsible for the fare free program, there were only $9.25 million re-

quested for. "exemplary" and "experimental" demonstrations. However, the

"experirr~ental" program's basic objective is "to expand the knowledge base"
for transit and provide for, among other things, analyses of "relative ser-

'- vice changes" and "fare variations. " It is felt by some officials in

Washington that if any funds were appropriated for afare-free demonstration,
i.licy would fall within this program; it is currently projected at a $4.25
million level in fiscal 1976. By way of contrast, the total S&M demonstration
pro~rar~~ has declined from $12.25 million in fiscal 75 to a proposed $9.25 million.

1Llthou~h the appropriations subcommittee has not reported out its bill on
tl~e I~ud~;e~, it seems doubtful that they will increase the proposed budget request.
'.1'hc~ corresponding Senate Committee will begin hearings on May 20, 1975, with
outside witnesses, to include the transit industry, providing testimony about
the tharc~ week an ~us?e~ T~a~ senate Gomr?~?attee may p?-op~Ge ?t~e_'e~,se~ d~lla?'G
to cover a fare free program; this is only speculation, though.

In view of this information, the District should press for increased
iTM TA budget appropriation to carry out the Title II fare free program. At a
r,~inin~um, the District may wish to urge that the $4. 25 million now being re-
qucsted in ttie FY 76 budget be used to begin addressing a fare free type
progratr~. However, at this point, it is not anticipated that funds will be avail-
able for FY 1976.
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A 1~'A RE 1~ REE EXPERIMENT FOR DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES
I'1t.~~:L.IMINARY REPORT

I.O(;11L FUNDING REQUIREMENT

Apart from the many questions involving federal demonstration grants,
local participation is an essential part of such an experiment. The City of
Seattle is operating a fare free zone only because the city agreed to subsidize
S~ich an experiment. Whatever the local costs involved in implementing such
a pro~;ran~ in any center of the country, the local government must assume the
rc5~~onsil~ility to maintain equity. As the District does not have sufficient funds
for free transportation, and may not have available sources to even maintain
o~ir 255` flat fare program., it may be inconsistent to approach such an alter-
naf.ive while simultaneously investigating various fare increases to maintain
present service levels.

The basic intent of the federal demonstration program is to test alter-
nalivr.s of transit; without some assurance that if the program is successful,
and funds are available locally to maintain it, the primary is lost.

,~



/1 l~ 111tT~: I,RI;E EXPERIMENT FOR DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES

I' 1.ZI~: L LNI.INA RY REPORT

O'i'iIER ~1LTER.NATIVE5 TO ACHIEVE OBJECTIVES

Eit}ier in conjunction with a fare free experiment or performed inde-

~~en~lcntly, the objections mentioned in Section II can be achieved by several

alternatives, all of which would improve congestion.

1) Special lanes for buses, "transit streets.''

7.) Preferential treatment of high occupancy vehicles.

3) Limit on-street stopping and parking along major arterials,

strengthen enforcement and increase tow-away zones.

~1) Limit or prohibit left turn movements on major streets

that do not have special turning lanes.

5) Abolish "free" parking privileges for all civil employees.

i~:ach alternative would further improve downtown mobility by discour-

-- a~in~ use of autos. Concurrently, bus travel would appear more attractive

l~ccausc of faster speeds made possible by priorities on the downtown streets.

I~;vcn if a fare -free experiment were implemented, if the csty continues to cater

to ~~assen~;er vehicles by allowing them equal treatment on congested streets,

an c~vc rabundance of space to park, and encouraging their use by providing free

or rccluced parking, it is doubtful that free buses will receive a positive re-

snonse from the public.



!l h,AR~~, FRED EXPERIMENT FOR DOWNTOWN LO5 ANGELES

I'RF~LIMINARY REPORT

GOIVCLU5ION

With the methods and formulas devised by staff, it becomes apparent

that: a fare free experiment can actually be implemented in the downtown

a rea. Albeit not for additional cost, staff has shown provision for additional

vehicles for (1) maintaining present line frequencies and (2)providing for

additional seats where necessary. Although time did not permit a thorough

study of all potential areas, nor atwenty-four hour program, our formulas

could be expanded and applied to supplemental data for the next meeting.

]3ased upon the projections, staff estimates a total cost of between

Lhrce and four million dollars for FY 76 for weekdays between 9:00 AM and

3;00 PM. Additonal vehicles for this period alone range between 75 and 85

which could be assigned from peak requirements. Further extension of hours

into L-he peak and on weekends would require additional coaches, not presently

available in the fleet, and more new manpower.

A comparison of the projected cost with the basic objectives outlined

previously will allow us to evaluate the proposal. A fare free zone in the

— CIiD will definitely induce intra-CBD travel and stimulate retail sales.

Although a potential exists to encourage peripheral parking, we cannot attest

to the available parking -that is not being used at this time. Traffic congestion

will be reduced if a substantial percentage of vehicular travel is local in nature.

If travel is limited to entering and leaving the zone and people continue to use

parking near work location, congestion will not be lessened.

From the standpoint of the present transit rider, a fare free experiment

could he detrimental. Regular users of the monthly pass program have

"fare free" rides in any area of the County, at any time, for short trips in

~.c1~1it3o~? to thei* ~omax~~.te~~

Delay of through riders by zone checks and induced rides within the fare

free area could be up to fifteen minutes. Rather than serve as an attraction,

these delays would be a detriment by increasing the travel time. The premise

that seats are available on buses in abundance has been disproven with accur-

ate data on a line by line basis. Without additional vehicles in service, over-

loading will result -- and through riders will suffer.

Four alternate procedures were presented in controlling a fare free zone.
Only the "honor system" guarantees no abuse to the bus operators. The others

which are practiced elsewhere in the United States, are subject to disputes and
delays which are not making bus travel enjoyable for the other passengers.
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'I'hc~ question still remains regarding funding. UMTA has indicated
that ~icmonstration programs are planned but not budgeted. The projected
annual costs of the Los Angeles experiment for the base period virtually
consume all planned federal allocations for a national program. A guar-
ant.ce for the 20% local matching funds must be found as well. Assurance
from the City of Los Angeles would also be instrumental so that if the
cic~n~onstration were successful, the funds would be available to continue
the prograrY~. Because of the scope and size of the District's service area,
it woul.ci be out of the question to assume a fare free zone in one sector
while charging fares on another, and assuming all costs.



Figure 3

PEAF~ING FACTORS OF MAJOR LOCAL
LINES

Hourly Base
Period Passengers Ratio

6-7 21, 155
7 -8 43, 715
8-9 22, 911

9-10 12, 652
10-11 12, 612 0. 90
1 1-12 13, 112 ~• 94 g3, 876 _
12-1 14, 156 1. O1 6
1-2 14, 282 1.02
2-3 17, 062 1.22
3-4 21, 864
4-5 41, 122
5-6 35, 621
6-7 17, 285
7-8 6, 961
8-9 3, 839

9-10 3, 056
11-11 2, 367

Source: RTD Cordon Count; May, 1974

-18-

13, 980
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APPENDIX

REVIEW OF FARE FREE SYSTEMS IN OTHER CITIES

Few other cities in the country offer free fare zones in their downtown
area. Among the handful that do, most use the same approach in the actual
opr.ration of the program. Cities with fare free programs have indicated vary-
in~ degrees of success, with Seattle perhaps expressing the greatest enthu-
siasrn for their "Magic Carpet" program, Due to the many differences in
surface' routings, the layout of the central business district and peak hour load
factor, it is difficult to forecast the success of such a program in Los Angeles.
Nevertheless, a brief review of these other prograrals is presented here to give
a better understanding of what is involved.

~ Seattle

Seattle's "Magic Carpet" service was instituted in September, 1973.
Loading at stops is through both doors. Passengers exit through the
front door and pay while boarding on inbound trips and upon leaving on
outbound trips. Those who ride within the 105 square block CBD, or the
"Magic Carpet" zone, ride free, while those who are going beyond the
fare free zone must get a transfer or ticket which is collected upon leav-
ing the bus. In order to compensate the Seattle Metro for revenue lost
from a 10~ shuttle operation in effect prior to the "Magic Carpet" pro-
~ram, the City agreed to pay $145, 000 a year. Results of a study con-
ducted in July, 1974, indicated the downtown ridership more than doubled
in one year. An estimated 2,500 daily car trips in downtown were elim-
inated by the fare free service. Additionally, it was estimated that a
one percent increase in the total downtown ssa~es of goods ar_c~ ser~icee
was due to the fare free service.

On the negative side, Metro reported a higher vandalism rate and
some problems caused by people riding the buses without paying their fare.

• Other Cities

Dayton Ohio, Chattanooga Tennessee and Duluth, Minnesota all
have instituted a DASH program (Downtown Area Short Hop). All three
of these areas have a CBD of less than two square miles and all have
radial route structuring. Passengers boarding within the DASH areaiden-
tify themselves as "Dashers" with large cards (7"X12' or 4"X11"). Regu-
lar passengers pay on boarding. "Dashers" exit through the front door

'- and return the card to the operator. It is thought that the system has in-
creased ridership without any additional equipment being needed.
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