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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Kinston User-Side Subsidy Demonstration Project began operation in 
September 1977 and involved the provisi on of reduced-fare conventional taxi 
service to the elderly and handicapped. To be eligible for the subsidy 
program, called KITE (Kinston' s Independent Transportation for the Elderl y ) , 
a person had to be at least 65 years of age and/or handicapped, and be a 
resident of Kinston. Eligible individuals who registered wi t h the program 
were able to purchase tickets for regul ar taxi rides within Kinston for 
one-half of their face value (i.e . , a 50 percent subsi dy). After tickets 
were used by registrants to pay for rides, taxi operators redeemed t hem for 
full face value. 

The principal goal of this project ~as to demonstrate the effecti veness of 
user-side subsidies as a means to improve the mobility of the elderly and 
handicapped.* This demonstration was conducted simultaneously with 
demonstrations in Montgomery, Alabama, Lawrence, Massachusetts, and Danvi ll e, 

*A project innovation of secondary importance involved a change in the 
regulations governing the practice of sharing taxi rides. In the 
predemonstration environment, Kinston taxicab operators offered shared-ride 
service, although a city ordinance required that the first passenger give 
consent. While the demonstration fare discount involved no changes i n the 
preexisting zonal fare system, and applied equally to shared and exclusive 
rides, the city's taxicab code was changed for the demonstration so that 
ride-sharing could take place without the permission of the first passenger. 
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1111nu1s, wn1cn examinea var1at1ons ot me user-side subsidy concept in 
different settings. This type of subsidy has drawn irterest among ;:iolicy 
makers because it places the travel decision -- i . e., l>/hether or not to 
travel and by \vhat mode -- in the hands of the consumer. In contras t with 
conventional "provider-side" subsidies users can choose among service 
providers. Operators only receive benefits under the subsidy to the extent 
that they are responsive to the travel needs of the public and offer levels 
of service that are competitive with alternatives. It is therefore 
hypothesized that user-side subsidies may provide strong incentives for the 
efficient provision of transportation services. Funding agencies, on the 
other hand, have considerable flexibility concerning the types of individuals 
and/or trips that are to be subsidized. 

By reducing the price of taxicab travel, the user-side subsidy progr~n could 
be expected to lead to increased rates of tripmaking, and to increased 
temporal and spatial travel opportunities, by making some taxicab trips 
feasible that would previously have been beyond budget limitations. 
Alternatively, participants could choose to continue old travel habits wit h 
reduced expenditures and thus use the subsidy to reduce their cost of 
trans port at ion. 

If the effective reduct ion in price led to increased use of taxis, the 
productivity of taxi operations could improve. This improvement could be 
further enhanced by the fonnal adoption of ride-sharing as part of the 
project. This, in turn, could stimula t e changes in the supply of 
transportation services provided. Broader, external effects (e . g., on social 
service agencies) could result from the program and its effects on travel 
behavior. 

The purpose of this eva l ua t ion is to determine the extent to which and t-he 
reasons why any of these effects occurred in Kinston as a result of tt1is 
user-side subsidy program. This enables the circumstances under which the 
concept could most beneficially be applied elsewhere to be determined. In 
addition, since the application of the user-s ide subsidy concept itself is a 
major innovation, evaluation of results must include an assessrrent of the 
operational and administrative feasibility of the concept in general, and how 
it may vary in different settings. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

Kinston is a particularly appropriate site for a project that reduces the 
cost of travel, since no lov,-cost conventional transit is available there. 
It is a predominantly rural community situated on the North Carolina central 
coastal plain with a 1977 population of approximately 25,000. Particularly 
relevant in a demonstration of this type is the fact that Kinston has a 
relatively small land area (8.89 square miles in 1977), implying short 
intracity travel distances for which taxis may be a viable alterriative. The 
city also has a low median income and automobile ownership rate, indicating a 
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large population that may be dependent on taxis. Estimates of the total 
number of project-eligible individuals (i.e., Kinston residents who are 65 or 
older and/or handicapped) range from 2,500 to nearly 4,200, with ~ost of the 
uncertainty stemming from a lack of reliable data concerning nonelderly 
handicapped persons. 

At the beginning of the demonstration, Kinston had a large number (eight) of 
relatively small taxi companies that operated a total of 41 licensed 
vet1icles. In this system, drivers may be considered 11 owner-operators, 11 and 
either purchase their own vehicles or lease them from a company. 
Consequently, individual drivers have considerable independence in setting 
operating and service policies. While all of the companies routinely carry 
elderly and handicapped clients, virtually none of them offer or have ~een 
involved with any programs tailored to this clientele, and none of their cabs 
were equipped with wheelchair lifts. 

Prior to the demonstration, specialized transportation services for the 
elderly and handicapped were available to a limited extent through the 
programs of special service agencies. At least one of these providers 
operated a lift-equipped van. 

DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONS 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES 

Administrative activities undertaken to support the implementation and 
operation of the demonstration can be classified into three distinct phases: 
preoperational planning, administrative support, and implementation of the 
ticket distribution/redemption system. Prior to formal initiation of the 
preoperational planning phase in June 1977, other administrative activities 
were also undertaken, including changing the Kinston taxi ordinance to allow 
ride-sharing without the permission of the first passenger and obtaining 
letters of intent to participate in the progra~ and abide by its 
administrative procedures from taxi operators. No noteworthy problems or 
obstacles were encountered in carrying out these tasks. The project appeared 
to be well-received by all interested parties. The sole exception was the 
decision of two small firms not to participate in the program. These firms 
did not perceive that many of their clients would use the program and 
therefore felt that the potential benefits from joining the program were 
minimal. The remaining six firms agreed to participate in the program 
without any major reservations. 

PREOPERATIONAL PLANNING 

During the preoperational planning phase, the project staff was organized. 
These individuals then undertook a variety of planning activities, including 
development of specific eligibility criteria and registration procedures, 
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designing and obtaining identification cards for project users, establishing 
procedures for ticket distribution to registrants and ticket processing and 
reimbursement for participating taxi operators, designin g a publicity and 
outreach program, and identifying lo .. al registration sites . Procedures for 
reporting and investigating compl aints, monitoring ticket usage, and 
organizing monthly ridership data were also established. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

In the administrative support phase, beginning in September 1977 , activities 
related to project registration/monitoring and program promotion were 
undertaken . Project registration consisted of a brief personal interview t o 
ensure that the eligibility criteria were met. Registrants ~ere then given 
an identification card that entitled t hem to purchase the tickets used for 
payment of taxi fares for half of their face value. 

To protect the project somewhat from high costs caused by excessive use, 
individuals were li~ited in the number of discount tickets they could 
purchase (initially $20 per month face value, the equivalent of 
approximately 14 taxi rides). To ensure that the limit was not violated, t he 
project staff maintained records of purchases by each registrant and checked 
those records when new purchases were made. In this manner, it was vi rtually 
impossible for an individual to exceed the purchase limit without t ~e 
knowledge of the project staff. 

Shortly after the project began, however, it became apparent that some 
registrants needed to use taxis more fre~uently than the budget limit would 
allow . Because of these needs, an informal pol icy of gr anti ng waivers to the 
budget limits was adopted by the project staff, though i t was not f ully taken 
advantage of by project registrants because it was not publicized. 

Formal program promotion activities in this second phase included ext ensive 
marketing and outreach. Beginning i n September 1977, a major advertising 
effort was undertaken to encourage all eligible citizens of Kinston to 
register with the program. Organ i zations and agencies with el derly and/ or 
handicapped clients and members were asked to assist in registration, and 
provisions were made for those who could not register in person. Local 
churches were contacted, as wel l as the offices of numerous l ocal agencies 
that were in some way involved with elderly and/ or handi capped clients . 
Letter and telephone campaigns were also conducted. 

After the first month of project operation, public relations activities 
continued at a lower level of effort, primarily invol ving contacts wi t h 
soc i al service agencies and periodic media announcements. Also, the staff 
distributed posters and pamphlets and gave informal talks ah.out the program. 
Finally, cab drivers themselves were used in an attempt to attract eli gible 
i ndividuals to register. Although the drivers reacted enthusiastica lly to 
the pl an, very few new registrants were recruited in t his manner. 
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Des pite the hi~h level of promotion and direct 1narketing activity, the 
majority of individuals Hho decided to register for the program did so after 
hearing about it from a friend or relative. Project staff pronotions and 
social service agencies \'iere other significant infonnation sources . 

TICKET DISTRIBUTION/REDEMPTION 

In the ticket distribution/redemption phase, the user-side subsidy itself was 
administered. At the time of 1)Urchase by project registrants, ~i,ckets wer~ 
coded with the user's identification number . When a registrant 1paid for a 
taxi trip using the tickets, the identification card had to be shown to prove 
that the tickets were valid. This discouraged unauthorized indivi duals from 
trying to take advantage of the subs idy . The cab driver then recorded the 
trip in a 1 og book, which was turned in periodically with the tickets for 
rei,rour sement by the city. These returns were then checked and processed by 
the project staff. 

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

The administrative actions described above requirad to implement and manage 
the Kinston user-side subsidy demonstration entailed a considerable effort on 
the part of the project staff. A number of nonlabor expenses, such as 
ad vertising costs and office rental, were also incurred. These proj ect 
management costs can be divided into those associated with the specific 
phases of administrative activity described above, those that are essentially 
overhead, and those that fonned the subsidy payments themselves, as follows. 

Activity 

Phase I 
( Preoperat ional 
Planning ) 

Phase I I 
(Administrative 
Support) 

Phase I I I 
{Ticket Distribution/ 
Redemption System) 

Overhead 

Subsidy 

TOTAL 

Initial 

$1,856 

$4,841 + 

$6,697 + 

Cost (1977 Dollars) 
Fixed Addi ticnal .A.ddi tional 

Per Month Per Registration Per Ride 

$ 150 + 

$ 200 

$ 350 
month 

5 

$3 .85 

+ $3.85 + 
registrant 

$0. 29 

$0 .63 

$0.92 
ride 



These costs amount to $30,000 to $40 ,000 per year (e.g., at t he typical rates 
of 10 new registrants and 3000 project rides per month, annual cost s would be 
estimated at 12x( 350+3. 85xl0+.92x3000), or $37,782). These costs were 
covered during the de~onstration by a combinati on of funding from the UM TA 
demonstration grant and in-kind donations by the City of Kinston. 

As of August 1980, it wa s anticipated that the demonstration grant would be 
depl eted on or about March 1981. The City of Kinston has filed an 
applicat ion with the State of North Carolina to obtain federal funds for 
nonurbanized areas available under Section 18 of the Urban Mas s 
Transportation Ac t of 1964 (as amended) to continue the KITE program beyond 
that time. 

DEMONSTRATION IMPACTS 

In the following sections, the effects of the KITE program on taxi 
l evel-of-service attributes, users , taxi operators, and social service 
agencies are described. 

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE CHANGES 

This demonstrati on had the potential to affect a variety of transportati on 
supply attri butes. The most important single change, and indeed the focus of 
the entire demonstration, involved the potential 50 percent reduc tion in taxi 
fares for all elderly and/or handicapped residents within Kinston. Also, as 
outlined above, restric t ions on ride- sharing were removed as part of the 
demonstration, though this had little practical - significance since 
ride-sharing wa s already a common practice. The only other effect of the 
program on level of service appears to have been a small reduction in driver 
assistance offered to project passengers at their destinations. This was 
caused, at least in part, by the need for drivers to record information ahout 
project trips in a log book and carefully keep track of project tickets once 
they were received. Overall , taxi operators did no t perceive si9nificant 
differences between the attractiveness of project and nonproject rides, and 
made no effort to differentiate the service they offered to project and 
nonproject riders. 

USER IMPACTS AND TRAVEL BEHAVIOR CHANGES 

The Kinston user-side subsidy project was able to serve a substantial number 
of elderly and handicapped clients , though these individuals constituted less 
than 20 pe rcent of the estimated eligi ble population. However , since the 
maj ority (54 percent) of nonregistrants had drivers' licenses, and nearly 80 
percent of nonregis trants had at least one vehicle in their household, t he 
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penetration of the project into the mobility-disadvantaged seg:nent for which 
it was primarily targeted was much greater. Indeed, there ~vas little more 
that could have been done to attract additional registrants, as over 70 
percent of all nonparticipants indicated that they relied on other ride 
sources, and only 16.5 percent were not aware of the project. 

After an initial wave of registrations, new registrants consisted largely of 
individuals who just became eligible for the program and those whose attitude 
toward the program was affected by exogenous changes. The 1979 gasoline 
shortage, in particular, appeared to cause many individuals \-1ho were regular 
auto users to register for the program as insurance against disruptions to 
their own mobility. 

Patterns of project usage in Kinston were very similar to those of project 
registration. Registrants having the lowest income and fewest travel 
alternatives made the greatest use of taxi discounts. For example, the 
percentage of registrants with household incomes of less than $3,000 per year 
was highest (69.9 percent) for the most frequent project users (i.e., those 
averaging 10 to 60 project trips per month). This percentage decreased 
monotonically with lower levels of project usage to 48.2 percent for 
registered nonusers (i.e., registrants who averaged zero project trips per 
month). Likewise, less than 8 percent of the most frequent project users had 
at least one vehicle in their household, while nearly 30 percent of 
registered nonusers had at least one. Overall, there is conpelling evidence 
that the project subsidies were utilized by the most mobility-disadvantaged 
segment of the population. 

Project rides consisted primarily of shopping/personal business (58 percent) 
and medical (20 percent) trips. Also, a number of nonelderly handicapped 
individuals took advantage of the ticket purchase limit waiver and used the 
project regularly for work trips. It is particularly important to note that 
all registrants who used wheelchairs were able to travel in the project's 
conventional taxis, and some were among the most frequent project users (10 
to 60 project trips per month). 

The changes in travel behavior produced by the Kinston demonstration can 
usefully be categorized into effects on overall travel frequency, trip 
purpose, destination, and timing. The frequency of all trips by all modes 
made by project registrants increased by approximately 3.5 percent or .8 
t rips/registrant/month. Project-induced trips accounted for 13. 7 percent of 
al 1 project taxi rides and consisted primarily of shopping/personal business 
and medical trips. A total of 6 percent of project taxi trips 1-1ould have 
been made previously by walking or riding as a passenger in some other 
automobile, while no major changes in trip destination or timing took place. 
The modest increase in total tripmaking corresponds to an increase in 
mobility that represents attainment of the project's primary objective. 
Despite the travel frequency changes, however, most of the subsidy payments 
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accrued as income transfers to . regi strants, since at least 30 percent of 
project taxi trips 1vould have been made even in the absence of t he subsidy 
program. 

TAXI OPERATOR IMPACTS 

The changes in frequency of taxi use attributable t o ne1v trips (13.7 percent) 
and mode changes (6 percent) among project registrants in Kinston amounted to 
19.7 percent of project trips (3.3 percent of all t axi trips) and contributed 
to at least some significant changes in the supply of taxi service. However, 
since there was a considerable amount of customer/driver loyal ty, thesP. 
impacts tended to be concentrated among those firms that carried a large 
proportion of elderly and handicapped riders prior to the demonstration. For 
those firms, the increase in ridership associated with the project translated 
into a corresponding increase in revenue . Since project trips required 
essentially the same effort on the part of taxi operators as nonproject 
trips, and tended to occur at off-peak times of the day, the revenue 
increases associated with the project yielded an increase in profits. This 
contri buted to the decisions of at least two drivers to reduce their 
operating hours and at least three drivers to discontinue their affiliations 
with established companies and begin to provide service independently. Other 
operators made no significant changes in their service in response to the 
program. 

IMPACTS ON SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

Overal l, the Kinston user-side subsidy demonstration did not produce a 
significant response among local social service agencies. Despite the 
obvious potential for involvement of social service agencies with a program 
of this type, the r ole of those agencies consisted primarily of promotion and 
client referrals, with no funding assistance. This is due at least in part 
to the limited financial flexibility of Kinston 1 s social service agencies, 
and to the low relative importance of transportation services to those 
agencies exhibited by a general lack of in-house transportation programs . 
Also, factors such as specialized service requirements, potential 
geographical discrimination among agency clients, and low out-of- pocket costs 
for those agencies providing in-house services may have contributed to the 
1 ack of agency response to the user-side subsidy program. 

CONCLUSIONS 

User-side subsidies have been shown in Kinston to be a locally acceptable and 
easily administered method of producing beneficial travel behavior changes 
among the most mobility-disadvantaged segments of the population. Tl-ie 
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:<inston program derionstrated the adr.iinistrative feasibility of the concert by 
enlisting and mainta ining the support of a majority of taxi operators. T~e 
fact that approximately 90 percent of the taxi vehicles i n Kinston 
participated in the program is ample evidence that the handling of tickets 
and associated administrative functions ~eeded to maintain accountability 
were not a significant concern for taxi operators. 

likewise, most eligible individua ls were able to register for and use the 
project di scount without any significant problems. Project 
marketing/outreach utilized a multifaceted campaign that may have been 
unnecessarily extensive, but it ensured that virtually all eligib l e 
individuals were aware of the subsidy program. It also minimized the 
inconvenience to project registrants associated with progra~ pa rtici pation 
and admini strative requirements. 

Project registrants and users tended to have the lowest incomes and fewest 
available travel alternatives in comparison with other segments of the 
population that were eligible for the subsidy. Project discounts enabled 
these individuals to enhance their mobility by ~aking additional trips, 
representing attainment of the project's primary objective. The discounts 
also enabled some registrants to make previous trips by a more preferred mode 
(i.e., taxi) . 

local acceptance of the user-side subsidy concept in this case is 
demonstrated both by the lack of o~stacles encountered in in itial 
implementation and by the local efforts to continue the program after the 
depletion of demonstration funding . Overall, the Kinston project provides 
considerable evidence that user-side subsidies can be a viable anrl practical 
technique for faci li tating the mobility of the elderly and handicapperl in a 
variety of settings. 
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DEMONSTRATION BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

The mobility needs of the elderly and handicapped have become increasi ngly 
important in transportation planning and financing at all levels of 
government. This is particularly evid,ent in major cities, where 11 fu l l 
accessibility" to conventional bus and rail service by handicapped 
individuals has become a significant source of controversy. In smaller 
cities, however, the mobi1 i ty problems may be even more acute, though not as 
widely discussed, since no form of low-cost public transportation may be 
available. This may place severe constraints on the mobility of the elderly 
and handicapped, as it often forces them to rely on relatives or friends for 
rides, pay higher fares for local taxi or ambulance service, or not travel at 
a 11. 

Public solutions to this problem often take the form of special ized services 
provided for the elderly and handicapped. Through vehicle purchase or 
contractual arrangement, agencies may provide low-fare transportation 
services. However, because of the relatively smal 1 number of vehicles 
typically employed, these services may be limited to certain times, 
destinations, or trip purposes. Furthermore, the restriction of service to 
use by a particular clientele may lead to low vehicle utilization (passengers 
per vehicle-hour), and consequent high unit costs. Overall, when a subsidy 
is given to the service provider without regard to patronage or user 
satisfaction, there are few incentives to improve economic efficiency or 
service quality . It is these perceived deficiencies in the performance of 
specialized services that provided the primary motivati on for this 
demonstration ~roject. 
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PROJECT INNOVATIONS 

In contrast to the conventional "provider-side" subsidy arproach, the 
demonstration project conducted in Kinston focuserl on the concert of 
"user-side" subsidies for conventional, privately operated door-to-door 
shared-ride taxi service to hring about improved mobility for elderly anrl 
handicapped individuals. Instead of providing an operator with a guaranteed 
subsidy to cover the cost of service, user-side subsidies involve the direct 
reimbursement to individuals of some or all of the costs of their local 
trips. This type of subsidy has drawn interest among policy makers because 
it places the travel decision -- i.e., whether or no t to travel and by what 
mode -- in the hands of the consumer. Operators cannot take the subsidy for 
granted, and only receive benefits under the suhsi dy to the extent that they 
carefully sense the travel needs of the public and offer levels of service 
that are competitive with alternatives. It is therefore hypothesized that 
user-side subsidies may provide greater incentives for the efficient 
provision of transportation services, while providing funding agencies with a 
good deal of flexibility concerning the types of individuals and/or trips 
that are to be subsidized. 

Kinston was a particularly appropriate site for a demonstration t~at reduced 
the cost of travel since no low-cost conventional transit was availahle 
there. The application of a public subsidy to provide discounts for the use 
of conventional private taxicab service in Kinston was the major innovation 
involved in this demonstration . 

A project innovation of secondary importance involved a change in the 
regulations governing the practice of sharing taxi rides. Before the 
demonstration began, Kinston taxicab operators offered shared-ride service, 
although a city ordinance required that the first passenger give consent. 
Fares were calculated from a system of zones and were the same for exclusive 
and shared rides. While the demonstration fare discount involved no c~anges 
in the preexisting zonal system and applied equally to shared and exclusive 
rides, the city's taxicab code was changed for the ~ernonstration so that 
shared-riding could take place without the permission of the f irst passenger. 
Regardless of its other effects and/or merits, this change was needed for 
Kinston's taxi service to qualify as a form of mass transit that is el igible 
for federal subsidies. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION ISSUES 

The principal goal of this project was to demonstrate the effectiv~ness of 
user-side subsidies as a means to improve the mobility of the elderly and 
handicapped. This goal corresponds directly to a stated objective of the 
Service and Methods Demonstration Program and is significant in thP. context 

11 



of local priorities as well. By reducing the price of taxicab travel, the 
user-si de subsidy program coulrl be expected to lead to increased rates of 
tripmaking, or to increased temporal anct spatial travel alternatives, by 
making some taxicab trips feasible that would previously ~ave been beyonrl 
budget limitations. Alternatively, participants could choose to continue old 
travel habits with reduced expenditures and thus use the subsidy to reduce 
the cost of transportation. 

If the effective reduction in price led to increased use of taxis, the 
productivity of taxi operati ons could i mprove. This improvement could he 
further enhanced by the formal adoption of ride-sharing <'IS part of the 
project. This , in turn, could stimulate changes in the supply of 
transportation services provided. Broader, external effects (e.g., on social 
service agencies) could also result from the program anrl its effects on 
travel behavior. 

Overall , the purpose of this evaluation is to enhance the understanding of 
operational issues and factors that determined the impacts of this user- side 
subsidy program, and, consequently, the circumstances under which this 
concept could most beneficially be applied elsewhere. Specific research 
issues addressed in this effort are described in detail below, and fall into 
the following general categories: 

• The operational anrl administrative feasibility of the user- side subsidy 
concept as demonstrated in the project; 

• The impact of the user-side subsidy on the mobility of the target 
group; 

• The impact of the user-side subsidy on the supply of transportation 
services; and 

• The impact of t he user- side subsidy on social service agencies. 

CONCEPT FEASIBILITY 

In large part, the feasibility of the user-side subsidy concept depends upon 
the acceptance and cooperation of taxi operators. This particular 
demonstration involved the participation of a relatively large number of taxi 
operators, each of whom was required to collect travel discount tickets, log 
project t rips, and wait for reimbursement. The ability of t he subsidy 
program to forge a practical working relationship between private sector 
transport suppliers leery of government intervention and the requirements of 
the concept for regulatory adherence and accountabili ty is an important 
evaluation issue. 

12 



The subsidy manager, in this case the City of Kinston, must acco11nt for 
project usage (subject to various auditing and verification checks). resolve 
all billing inconsistencies, and see to the timely repayment of supp1iers. 
In addition, the manager has the responsibility of screening and registering 
users, answering their complaints, and enforcing the rules and restrictions 
of the program. The potential for fraud is of particular concern in the 
administration of user-side subsidies . 

Overall, the cost and complexity of administering a transportation subsidy 
program in which reimbursements to providers are based on an accounting of 
trips made by eligible users is expected to be significant. SiJCh 
administrative requirements :nay be as important as the direct (e.g., travel 
behavior) impacts resulting from the subsidies themselves when the 
applicability of this concept is considered in other settings. 

MOBILITY OF PROJECT USERS 

The user-side subsidy concept is targeted at a population segment whose 
ability to travel when and where they desire is often severely limited by 
their economic situation or physical condition. Elderly and handicapped 
individuals generally have less income and fewer transportation alternatives 
than the general public, and often reauire physical assistance. Taxis ~ay be 
particularly beneficial for these individuals, as they offer the door-to-door 
service quality of automobiles and entail a minimal effort or wait on the 
part of the rider. The sole exception to this may ~e wheelchair-confined 
individuals, who may find it difficult or impossible to utilize vehicles such 
as conventional taxicabs that are not specially equipped to board and 
transport severely handicapped patrons. 

Overall, the amount and character of travel by the elderly and handicapped 
may change in a number of important ways 11ihen they are provided with 
user-side subsidies. Evaluation of this effect focuses on three fundamental 
issues: 1) the attractiveness of the service to the target group; 2) the 
benefi ci ari es of the service; and 3) the types of benefits that accrue to 
users. 

The first issue involves the extent to which the user-side suhsidy program 
was sufficiently desirable to attract target individuals to register. Unlike 
other potential demonstrations, where the project service would constitute a 
new and untried alternative, Kinston residents had access to the project 
mode, taxi, at regular fare in the predemonstration environ~ent. This 
familiarity may have reduced the need for the project to provide introductory 
or explanatory information to potential users, and it may have enhanced 
registration in comparison to the provision of a totally new service. 
However, many people may not have found it in their interest to make use of 
the project, and it is of interest to see how they differed from project 
registrants. Nonparticipation may reflect a lack of need for taxi service 
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in general due to the availability of travel alternatives, or a 1ack of neerl 
for subsi dies (e.g ., high incomes). Other factors, such as av~rsion to taxi 
service, may also be significant, and their imrortance :nust ~e est.'iblishe<1. 
Another reason for nonparticipation, iack of information, is Darticularly 
important in assessing the transferability of the concept to other sites. 

The second issue involves the extent to which different types of registered 
individuals made use of the project. Users with different characteristics 
may have had dramatically different rates of project utilization. It may be 
possible to draw inferences from the characteristics of users and nonusers to 
make projections of the potential demand for subsidized service at other 
sites. 

The third issue focuses on the various ways in w~ich users derived benefits 
frorn the project. The subsidy may allow more trips ta be marle by taxi than 
would have been made without the subsidy. These may ~e new trips or tri ps 
that would have been made using a differen1. :node . Alternatively, if the same 
number of taxi trips were made, an income effect may result. The subsidy may 
also permit travel to more preferred destinations or for additional trip 
purposes. Furthermore, with an improvement in avail abl e travel alternatives, 
individuals may have greater discretion over the scheduling of trips and 
travel at more convenient times of the day, week, or month. Since improved 
inability for the elderly and handicapped is the primary objective of this 
demonstration, a detailed assessment of these diverse effects is particularly 
important. 

TRANSPORT SUPPLY 

In contrast to conventional transit service, where regular service over a 
fixed route can generally be provided even in the rr2sence of significant 
variations in demand, the quality of taxi service is sensitive to the 
relationship between the number of taxicabs available, anrt the nu:nber and 
characteristics of individual service requests marle at any given time. 
Therefore, any changes in travel behavior that occur beca1Jse of the subsidy 
program may have si gni fi cant effects on the taxi industry. These effects 111ay 
involve the overall taxi market structure in Kinston , or the operations and 
profitability of individual firms. 

The overall market structure could be affected if the project leads to a 
change in the number or relative size of firms in the market. Also it is 
important to determine whether firms participating in the project experience 
greater or lesser benefits than those that do not. If the level of service 
to nonproject riders drops as a result of a firm's participation in the 
project, nonproject riders could shift to nonparticipating firms. It is of 
particular interest to examine whet~er firms shift into or out of the project 
market over time, whether project or nonproject firms increase or decrease in 
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size during the project, and whether these shifts parallel trends in 
subsidized or nonsubsidized ridership. 

The subsidy progran could affect the structure and profitability of the 
in dividual firm in several ways. If ridership grows, taxi fir~s may have to 
increase their effort in vehicle dispatching or maintenance. Company 
managers may also initiate new service or operating po li cies to alter t heir 
competiti ve position in the elderly and handicapped travel market. Such 
changes could include increases or decreases in the wait-time experienced by 
t arget-market individuals, improved service at particular trip generators, 
and advertising directed at potential project riders. If these changes 
result in cost increases, taxi firms could seek greater rents f rom drivers, 
eventually leading some dri vers to shift from one firm to another or st~rt 
new firms for themselves. 

For individual operators participating in the project, genera l imorovernents 
in service productivity ( and hence profi tabi 1 i ty) should occur as overal 1 
demand tends to increase and the ride-sharing policy is more fully taken 
advantage of . These improvements may be temoered somewhat if project-induced 
trips requi re extra resources (e.g., driver assistance), involve destina'tion 
areas not routinely served by taxi, or yield lower gratuities. If 
productivity and profitability do increase, operators ~ay expand vehic l e 
utilization by working longer hours or hiring adrlitional drivers . It is of 
considerable interest to establish whether such changes were made in Kinston 
as a result of the demonstration project. 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

Because the demonstration project was designerl to benefit many of the clients 
of social service agencies, these organizations might be expected to 
participate in the implementation and operation .of the user-side s11bsidy 
program. Most social service agencies in Kinston do not provide 
transportation services. For these agencies, coordination of transportation 
needs with the user-side subsidy project could lead to increased agency 
participation in the short run, and growth in the number and variety of 
programs offered by the agency in the longer run. For agencies that do offer 
transportation services, the user-side subsidy program may offer the 
opportunity for significant cost reductions, as well as increases in agency 
participation. Changes in the cost, attendance, or scope of agency service 
programs associated with the project are therefore of considerable interest. 

If the project produces substantial benefits for agencies or their clients, 
those agencies might provide funds for continuation of the project beyond the 
demonstration stage. While some incentives may exist for noncooperation with 
the project (e.g., promotional advantages of agency-managed transportat i on 
services, or problems involved in interagency coordination), the extent to 
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which social service agencies respond and hecome involved· should indicate the 
po ten ti al for agency benefits resulting from user-si r:le suhs i ,jy progran1s. 

EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

The information and analysis presented throughout this report is based on a 
series of data collection efforts designed to monitor all of the rotential 
effects of the demonstration project described above. For the most part, the 
data col 1 ecti on was structured in a "before and after" framework to identify 
changes that took place with the implementation of the demonstration. The 
before and after observations have been supplemented by monitoring exo0enous 
events and indicators of site activity to facilitate the interpretation of 
before/after changes, and enhance the credibility of findings. 
Specific evaluation activities included the following: 

1. Site data collections; 

2. Registration interviews; 

3. Taxi on-board surveys; 

4. Taxi operator profiles; 

5. Social service agency profiles; 

6. A follow-up survey of project registrants; 

7. A survey of nonregistrants; 

8. Tabulation of taxi ticket returns; and 

9. Administrative cost accounting. 

A description of each of these activities, along with survey instruments and 
sampling plans as appropriate, are presented in Appendix A. 

ORGANIZATIONAL ROLES 

Organizations involved in the Kinston User-Side Subsidy Demonstration Project 
and its evaluation are described below. 
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URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION (UMTA) 

SMD project sponsor with overall supervisory and manage1'lent responsib i 1 ity. 

URBAN INSTITUTE 

Provided preliminary design of the user-side subsidy project under contract 
to UMTA, along with technical assistance and support during the project 
planning and implementation phases. 

NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

Assigned state Clearinghouse Number for A-95 review of project and notified 
appropriate state agencies. 

NEUSE RIVER COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

Completed A-95 Clearinghouse review of project, and found it consistent with 
regional objectives and plans and programs of the various local governments 
concerned. Endorsed project. 

CITY OF KINSTON 

Service and Methods Demonstration grant recipient, also referred to as the 
grantee. 

KINSTON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Delegated responsibility by the Mayor of Kinston for overall project 
administration. In charge of project and subsidy management, user 
registration, and data collections used to support monitoring and evaluation 
activities. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS CENTER (TSC) 

Supervisor of project evaluation. 

CHARLES RIVER ASSOCIATES (CRA) 

Assumed overall responsibility for monitoring and evaluating the 
demonstration project under contract to TSC. 
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DEMONSTRATION SETTING 

Evaluation of the effects of the Kinston user- side subsidy demonstration 
requires a thorough understanding of the project's environment . Important 
background conditions, including geographic, demographic, and transrortation 
characteristics, must ~e understood to allow interpretation of changes that 
took place after implementation of the demonstration. T~erefore, in this 
chapter the predemonstration setting is described in detail, along with 
exogenous changes in key characteristics that took place during the project. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

PREDEMONSTRATION 

Kinston is situated on the No rth Carolina central COijStal plain. It is a 
predominantly rural community that serves as the county seat for Lenoir 
County. Kinston's 1977 population was estimated to be 25, 000, with a land 
area of 8.89 square miles. Kinston' s median income of S6,913 (1970) is 
considerably below that of the nation, although greater than the median 
income in the surrounding agricultural areas. 

Figure 3-1 shows the location of Kinston in relation to the rest of North 
Carolina. The nearest Standard Metropol itan Statistical Area is Wilmington 
(population 107 ,000) , approximately 60 miles from Kinston. However, 
commuting to Wilmington is virtually nonexistent. 
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Figure 3-1 

LOCATION OF KINSTON, N.C. 

• Asheville 
• Raleigh 

Fayetteville• 

SCALE 

50 Miles 
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LAND USE 

Table 3-1 provides a summary of land use in the Kinston area and shows 
changes in land use from 1960 to 1971. During this period, the city grew by 
approximately 25 percent in total area, principally through annexation of 
undeveloped land. Services (e.g., personal, professional, repair) showed the 
greatest increased land utilization, expanding by 366 Dercent. Most of the 
residential and commercial expansion occurred to the northwest and west of 
the city (see Figure 3-2), and the city is planning to continue expansion in 
this direction . Developnent is also occurring south of the Neuse River, but 
estimates of the costs of expanding city services and facilities across the 
river are prohibitive. 

One additional factor affecting land use is flooding. 
frequently in North Carolina, affecting some part of 
every year. Kinston is particularly vulnerable, due 
topography. Because of the tnreat of flooding, much 
miles of the river has remained undeveloped. 

ECONOMIC BASE 

Floods occur 
the state virtually 
to its relatively flat 
of the land within two 

Kinston performs a classic central place function serv1c1ng the surrounding 
agricultural areas. The breakdown of local employment as of December 1975 
was as follows: 

Occupation 

Agriculture 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation-Utilities 
Commercial 
Health-School-Religion 
Professional-Public Admin. 

Total Number of Employees 

Percent 
of Employment 

1.4 
10.4 
24.6 
4.1 

37.5 
16.0 
6.0 

100.0 

8,605 

The commercial sector is the largest in the local economy, although 
employment in manufacturing is also significant and has experienced the 
greatest growth in recent years. Since the city's economy is largely 
dependent on tobacco farms, the unemployment rate varies with the season. In 
recent years, it has typically fluctuated between 6.5 and 9 percent of the 
work force. 
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Residential 

Manufacturing (light) 

Manufacturing 

Transportation, Communications 
and Utilities 

Trade 

Services 

Cultural, Entertainment and 
Recreation 

Table 3-1 

KINSTON LAND USE, 
1960 and 1971 

(Acres) 

1960 

1251.6 

27.1 

668.7 

138.6 

60 . 9 

113. 9 

Resource Production and Extraction 

Undeveloped Land and Water Areas 996.4 

Total Acreage 3257 . 2 

1971 

1736.2 

42.6 

8.8 

784. 0 

201.2 

283.6 

164. 5 

22. 0 

854.0 

4096.9 

Change 

+484 . 6 

+ 15. 5 

+ 8.8 

+115 . 3 

+ 62.6 

+222.7 

+ 50.6 

+ 22.0 

-142.4 

+839 . 7 

SOURCE: City of Kinston, Application for Federal Assistance (December 15, 
1976), p. 32. 
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Figure 3-2 

MAP OF THE CITY OF KINSTON AND THE NEUSE RIVER 

City of Kinston 

SCALE 

1 Mile 

LEGEND: 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 
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CLIMATE 

Temperatures i n Kinston, as wel l as the entire eastern coastal plain, are 
modi fied by the proximity of the Atlantic Ocean. This effect raises the 
average ~"inter te1nperature (e . g., J anuary = 42. 9°F) and reduces slightly the 
average summer te111perature (e.g ., ,July= 79.3°F) . 

There are no distinct wet and dry seasons in No rth Carolina, although there 
is some seasonal variation in average precipitation. Rai nfall is normally 
greatest in the summer, with July the wettest month (average= 5.83 inches). 
Since the rain at this time comes mostly with thunderstorms and convective 
showers , i t is also more variable than during other seasons . Dai ly showers 
are not uncommon , nor are periods of one or two weeks without rain . 

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION 

As shown in Table 3-2, Kinston' s 1970 population of 22,309 represented a drop 
of 10. 1 percent from 1960. However, this trend has reversed in the 1970s. 
Kinston' s estimated 1977 population of 25,000 is 12 percent above the 1970 
level, and typical of the growth i n nonmetropolitan towns across the nation 
during the 1970s . Since 1970 American metropolitan regi ons have grown less 
rapidly than the nation, losing population to nonmetropolitan areas through 
net outmigration. According t o estimates made hy t he Bureau of the Census, 
this outmigration amounted to 1.8 million persons nati onwide between Ma rch 
1970 and March 1974. Kinston is one of many nonmetropolitan areas growing as 
a consequence of this phenomenon. 

Kinston comprises a relatively small area, implying short intracity travel 
di stances.* The city al so has a low median income and automobile ownership 
rate, i ndicating a large population that may be dependent on taxis. 

Within the City of Kinston , t here tend to be distinct geographical 
di stri butions for differen t demographic groups. For example, the city's 
black population (approximately 45 percent of the total population} resides 
largely in the southern part of Kinston (see Figure 3- 3) , whi le median family 
income tends to be greatest in t he north (Figure 3-4) . 

Of particular importance in this demonstration are the elderly and 
handicapped residents of Kinston. According to t he 1970 Census, 9.8 percent 
(2,193 individual s) of Ki nston' s 1970 popul ati on was over 55 years of age. 

*Kinston' s 1977 land area of 8.89 square miles represented an increase of 46 
percent over the 1970 area . However, followi ng the pattern of the 1960s , 
this expansion consisted primarily of annexation of undeveloped land and did 
not affect the locations of most trip origins and destinations. 
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Population 
Area (Square Miles) 

Table 3-2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF KINSTON , 1970 

Oensi ty ( Persons per square rni le) 
Age Distribution 

(Percent below 18) 
(Percent above 65) 

Median YP.ars Schooling 
Income (Median Family Income) 
Income Distribution 

(Percent below SS , 000) 
(Percent above $15 , 000) 

Number of Persons in Labor Force 
Employment Profile 

(Percent employed in manufacturing) 
(Percent employed in trade) 
(Percent employed in services) 
(Percent employed in government) 
(Percent white collar professionals) 

Modal Split (Percent workers using public 
transit for wori<trip) 

Auto Ownership (Percent households with 
one or more autos) 

Growth ~ate (Percent change in population, 1950- 1970) 

22,309* 
6.08* 

3, 786* 

NA 
9.8** 

10.7** 
6, 913** 

34.9+ 
7. 7+ 

8, 605** 

23.6+ 
18 . 9+ 
17.1+ 
16.9+ 
1n. o+ 
1. 6+ '++ 

77 .5+ 

-10.1* 

*City of Kins ton Application for Federal Assistance (December 15, 
1976). 

**Kinston Housing Authority Vital Statistics, compiled primarily from 
1970 Census data (December 16, 1975). 

+U . S. Department of Commerce, City and County Data Book (1973) . Fi9ure 
is for Lenoir County , of which Kinston comprises 40-:T°percent of the 
population. 

++This figure, calculated from data for all of Lenoir County, reflects 
\-JOrktrips made by intercity bus (Carolina Trailways). 
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Figure 3-3 

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF NON-WHITE 
POPULATION IN KINSTON 

SCALE 

1 Mile 

LEGEND: 

£ 1: 
1

: 
1

: 
1 :I Greater than 80% non-white 

Less than 25% non-white 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 
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Figure 3-4 

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME IN KINSTON 

SCALE 

1 Mile 

LEGEND: 

f >>>>I Under $3,000 

f: I: I: I ; 1 $3,000 - $4,000 

I::::::: l s6,ooo - s,o,ooo 

Greater than $10,000 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 

26 



The same percentage applied to Kinston' s esti,riated 1977 population of 25,000 
implies that there were 2,450 elderly individuals in ~inston at the start of 
the project. 

Within the city, the elderly tend to reside in two major concentrations (see 
Figure 3-5) . One is located in the southern part of Kinston, an area 
populated predominantly by blacks, while the other is situated in the central 
part of the city, a section consisting primarily of whites . Median family 
income is generally less than $6,000 in the elderly concentrations, except 
for two subareas within the concentration in the central part of the city 
populated predominantly by whites. 

Figure 3-5 also shows the locations of various shopping and medical centers, 
which are likely to be major trip attractors, in relation to the residential 
locations and concentrations of Kinston ' s elderly population. Several major 
generators of elderly travel (Gland G2) are relatively far from the city's 
major medical facility, Lenoir "1emorial Hospital (Al) . Since the hospital is 
located directly north of Kinston, and most elderly residents l ive in the 
southern and central parts of the city, the trip to the hospital for some 
elderly individuals is as long as three miles. On the other hand, most of 
Kinston' s elderly live within one mile of many social service agencies (A2) 
and major shopping areas (A3) . 

Reliable data concerning nonel derly-han dicapped persons l iving in Kinston are 
not available. However, it is possible to derive an estimate of the total 
number of these individuals by applying the ratio of nonelderly-hanciicapped/ 
elderly found at other sites to the estimated elderly population of Kinston. 
U$ing this method, and the nonelderly-handicapped/elderly ratio found i n the 
1970 Census in Montgomery, Alabama, it is estimated that 1,702 nonel r1erly­
handi capped persons resided in Kinston in 1977. Based on this figure, the 
total population of Kinston that was eligible for t he proj ect in 1977 is 
estimated to be 4,152. Th is contrasts somewhat with the demonstration 
project staff's estimate of 2,500 eligible individuals and should be used 
with appropriate caution since the Census definition of handicapped may be 
less restrictive than the criteria used to estahl ish travel handicaps for 
project eligibility purposes (see Chapter 4). 

POLITICAL/INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

The City of Kinston is governed by a council-manager form of government, with 
a Mayor and five City Counci 11 ors elected at 1 arge. The City Council is 
particularly sensitive to the needs of the city's lar9e black and elderly 
voting bloc and has supported the demonstration project. The current Mayo r, 
who has been in office since 1963, has also supported the user-side subsidy 
program. 
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Figure 3-5 

LOCATION OF THE ELDERLY, AND MAJOR TRIP GENERATORS 
AND ATTRACTORS IN KINSTON 

SCALE 

1 Mile 

LEGEND: 

Less than 7% elderly 

1: 6:.: 4: 6 l 7-14% elderly 

~I: I:,:, ;i Greater than 14% elderly 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 

G1 Public housing 

G2 Private nursing home 

A1 Medical facility 

A2 Social service agency 

@ Social service agency primarily 
serving the handicapped 

A3 Shopping facilities 

• Kinston Towers 28 



SITE CHANGES DURING PROJECT 

In order to distinguish the impacts of the taxi subsidy rrograrn froiri 
external, unrelated shifts, it is necessary to account for various changes in 
background conditions that occurred during the project. Exogenous influences 
may have effects similar to those of the subsidy program (e.g., on travel 
behavior) which would serve to invalidate conclusions drawn solely on the 
basis of "before and after" comparisons. External changes in site conditions 
that have the potential to influence observed project results are detailed 
below. 

ECONOMIC BASE 

A number of indicators of ~conomic activity during the demonstration project 
have been collected, and are presented in Table 3-3. These indicators tend 
to show that there was at least modest economic growth in Kinston during the 
demonstration. Savings and loan resources grew steadily during the 
demonstration period, increasing 47.6 percent from March 1977 to May 1979. 
Retail sales increased by 24.1 percent from March 1977 to March 1979, well 
above the corresponding increase in the cost of living. Telephones in 
service and airport activity also increased during the period, while the 
issuance of new building permits declined somewhat. School enrollment had 
decreased slightly as of September 1978, but then increased again almost back 
to its original level. 

CLIMATE 

Weather data are compiled on a daily basis by the National Climatic Center in 
North Carolina and are presented in Tahle 3-4. During the period immediately 
preceding the demonstration project, from June to September 1977, Kinston 
experienced a significant drought. Then, during October, the first ful l 
month of project operation, precipitation was 4.37 inches above normal. From 
August through October 1978, Kinston experienced a similar, thou0h less 
severe, drought, and from January through i~ay 1979, preci pitation was 
slightly above normal. 

Temperatures have remained fairly close to normal throughout t he nroject 
period, with few exceptions. The winter of 1977/78 was slightly colder than 
usual, especially in the month of February, when the average temperature for 
the month was 10.8 degrees below normal. 

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION 

During the project the land area of Kinston increased by less than 2 pe rcent, 
from 8.89 square miles in 1977 to 9.01 souare miles in 1979 . During this 
time, it is estimated that the population of Kinston increased to 27,600 , a 
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Tat>le 3-3 

KINSTOK ECONOMIC INDICATORS~ 1977-1979 

March June Serteinber December March June Sertemher December March May* 
1977 1977 1977 1977 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1979 - - --

Savings & 
Loan 
Resources 
(thousands 169,681 
of dollars) 

174,195 186,753 1q5,991 211,204 220,923 227,593 242,633 246,717 250,45() 

Phones In 
Service 10,694 31,088 31,550 31,740 31,834 32,359 32,641 32,886 32,995 32,772 

Airport 
Activity 

Passengers 
On 3,988 4,794 4,237 4,864 4,618 4,803 4,551 4,55Q 4,434 '1,802 

Lu 
Passengers 

C) Off 3,855 4,700 3,940 4,308 4,885 4,487 3,971 4,144 3,989 4,249 

Kinston 
School 
Enrollment 5,743 5,777 5,389 5,635 5,737 NA 5,25q 5,525 5,696 5,716 

Building 
Penni ts 482 416 426 382 486 503 389 315 429 421 

Retail 
Sa 1 es 
( thousands 17,930 
of dollars) 

18,306 17,263 21,921 NA 21,056 19,804 24,770 22,259 NA 

SOURCE: News from Kinston/Lenoir County Chamber of Commerce. 

*Publication of economic indicators discontinued in May 1979. 



Tab l e 3- 4 

KINSTON WEATHER DATA , 1977-1 979 

Mean 
Temperat ure +/- Normal Precipitation +/- Normal 

( oF) ( oF) (in. ) (i n. ) 
1977 

July 80 . 1 0.8 1. 85 -4 .98 
August 77 .8 -0.8 5. 54 -0.37 
September 73.8 0 . 6 3.91 -0.86 
October 57.6 - 5. 5 7.07 4. 37 
November 54.6 1.8 3.34 0.34 
December 43 . 3 -0.4 4.46 1.24 

1978 

January 36 . 8 - 6.1 5. 67 3. 27 
February 33 . 7 -10.8 1.20 -2. 47 
March 48.5 - 3. 5 4.20 0.50 
Apri 1 60.4 -1.2 6.45 3. 47 
~lay 65 . 8 - 3.8 5.24 1. 13 
June 73.8 - 2.5 4. 03 -1.37 
July 77 .1 -2 .2 7.50 0.67 
Augus t 78.5 - 0.1 4.26 -1. 65 
September 71.9 - 1. 3 1.27 -3.50 
October 59 . 0 - 4. 1 1. 24 -1. 46 
November 56 . 7 3.9 5.()0 2.00 
December 44 . 6 0.9 2.41 -0.81 

1979 

J anuary 40.1 -2 . 8 5.26 1.86 
February 38 . 7 -5.8 5.20 1. 53 
March 52 . 0 0.0 3.18 -0 . 52 
Apri 1 61. 6 0.0 3. 79 0.81 
May 67 . 1 - 2. 5 5. 91 1.80 
June 70.4 - 5.9 4. 76 -0.64 
July 76 . 5 --2. 8 5.86 -0. 97 
August 77 . 3 -1. 3 3 .18 -2 . 73 
September 72.9 -0.3 10. 03 5.26 
October 60 . 3 - 2. 8 1. 56 - 1. 14 
November 56 . 0 3 .2 3. 40 0.40 

SOURCE: Nati onal Oceani c and Atmospheri c Admini st rat i on, "Cl irn.atol ogical 
Data; North Caroli na." 1977-1 979. 

31 



10 percent increase over the predemonstration pooulation of 25,000. Using 
the predemonstration proport ion of eligible individuals in the population, it 
is estimated that the number of individuals who were eligible for the rroj~ct 
increased from 4,152 in 1977 to 4,584 in 1979. It should be noted that this 
may overstate somewhat the t rue growth in the number of project-eligible 
individuals in the populati on because much of the recent population ~rowth 
may be attributable to an i nflux of younger families. 

In addition to the change i n the number of project-eligible individuals, it 
is known that at least one major change has occurred in the geographical 
distribution of their residences. The City of Kinston used a $500,000 grant 
under the 1974 Housing and Community Development Act for an urban development 
project involving removal of dilapidaterl housing. As a result of this 
project, in December 1978, the Kinston Housing Authority comp l eted 
construction of and opened Kinston Towers, a high-rise complex of 150-units 
of public housing for the elderly. This complex is located in the central 
part of the city, as shown in Figure 3-5. 

TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS 

TAXI 

PREDEMONSTRATION 

Public transportation in Ki nston is provided almost entirely by taxis, since 
Kinston has no local bus service . Fares are cal culated using a zone system 
which divides Kinston into four parts. At the beginning of the 
demonstration, travel withi n one zone cost $1.00 and each additional zone 
cost $.25. Group rides (two or more passengers with the same origin and 
destination) were charged an extra $.10 per person. Since there is no 
taxicab regulation in Lenoi r County outside the City of Kinston, operators 
set their own fees for trips that leave the city. 

Within Kinston, the level of regulation of taxicabs is low in comparison with 
many American cities. The city requires that o::ach taxicab be separately 
licensed and meet basic safety and insurance liability requirements. Taxicab 
drivers must also be checked and approved by the city.* The city controls 
entry to the market by issui ng "franchises" for operation. Each franchise 
permits the operation of one taxi vehicle and can be acquired from the city 
for a total fee of approximately $35. Private resale of franchises is not 

*Some taxi firms have compl ained about the length and difficulty of this 
process, which often takes s ix to eight weeks. 
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allowed . At the beginning of the demonstration, Kinston had a larrJe number 
(eight) of relatively small taxi companies that operated a total of 41 
licensed vehic les (see Table 3-5). When a comrany owns several franchises,* 
the owner typically rents Franchises to drivers. Ori vers may al so own their 
own franchises. In this system, drivers :nay be consi derecf "owner- operators" 
and either purchase their own vehicles or lease them from the company. 
Company membership entitles the operator to certain amenities, such as use of 
the company's good name and access to establ ished clientele through the 
dispatching service, for which the company is compensated, generally under 
contract. Operators may take advantage of t he company's ability to obtain 
reduced rates on such operating expense items as gas, oil, and ins11rance. 
Operators owning vehicles may also make selective use of company maintenance 
facilities for certain repairs they may not 1e able to do on their own. 

The franchise system gives considerable independence to franchise holders. 
In fact, several of the companies operate almost as collectives, with only 
nominal management. On the other hand, one company (Eagle Cab) retains al l 
of its franchises and uses emoloyee drivers. 

This example serves to illustrate the divergent practices of different firms 
in Ki nston prior to the demonstration project. For the six firms that 
initially agreed to participate in the project, important characteristics 
that define the unique features of each firm's operations and prov ide a 
baseline for identification of any changes during the proj ect are described 
below. These include the fo llowing: 

• Vehicles and f aci 1 i ti es; 

• Staffing; 

• Operating policies; 

• Service policies; and 

• Financial data . 

This information is derived from interviews of taxi operators conducted i n 
July 1977. 

VEHICLES AND FACILITIES . Manhattan Cab Company is the largest in Kinston, 
operating fourteen cabs. At the beginning of the demonstration, three cabs 
were owned by the company, and eleven by the drivers. Most of these cabs 
were less than three years old, and several were new in 1977 . The company 

*A total of 54 franchises were in circulation prior to the de~onstration. 
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Tabl~ 3-5 

NUMBER OF VEHICLES OPERATED BY KINSTON TAXI FIRMS 
PRIOR TO DEMONSTRATIO~ 

Participati ng Firms 

City Taxi 

Eagle Cab 

Manhattan Cab 

Smith Cab 

Sutton Cab 

Union Taxi 

Subtotal 

Nonparticipating Firms 

Safeway 

Eastend 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

Number of Vehicles 

4 

5 

14 

1 

7 

7 

78 

1 

2 

j 

41 

SOURCE: Interviews with taxi operators, July 1977. 
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had a well-furnished three-room office, and planned to construct another 
room. Manhattan had no maintenance facilities of its own, but made special 
arrangements with a local garage. 

Union Taxi operated seven cabs, dating from 1971 to 1973, and all 
driver-owned. Union had a single-room office and no maintenance fac ilities. 

Sutton Cab Company had seven cabs, all driver-owned. The company had a 
three-room office and no maintenance facilities. 

Eagle Cab Company had five franchises and five cabs, all company-owned. 
Eagle's headquarters consisted of a two-room office and a garage. Although 
the garage had no lift, Eagle was able to do most of its own ma intenance . 

City operated four cabs, three driver-owned. and one leased. City i,ac a smal 1 
one-room office and had made special arrangements for maintenance. 

Smith Cab Company operated one cab, which the owner of the company drove. 
Mr. Smith did his own dispatching with a mobile phone mounted in the cab. He 
maintained no office or repair facilities. 

The participating taxicab companies in Kinston all had base dispatching 
radios and radio-equipped cabs (with the exception of Smith Cab Cornoany which 
used on ly the mobile phone). None of the cabs were enuipped with meters, 
since Kinston used a zone system to calculate fares. Also, none of the cabs 
were equipped with wheelchair lifts. 

STAFFING. Manhattan Cab Company had sixteen drivers, three of whom leased 
cabs from the company, eleven of whom owned their cabs, and two of who~ 
worked part-time for franchise holders. Manhattan also employed three 
full-time and two part-time dispatchers and an owner/manager who divided her 
time among a number of businesses. 

Union Cab Company had seven drivers, al l of whom owned their cabs. The 
drivers alternated dispatching duties, with each driver dispatching one day a 
week. One of the drivers performed managerial duties, for which he received 
no additional compensation. Instead of paying a fixed franchise fee, the 
Union drivers divided overhead costs evenly among themselves. 

Sutton Cab had seven full-time drivers and an additional six or seven 
part-time drivers. Six of the full-t i me drivers owned franchises and one, 
Mr. Sutton, owned two franchises and two cabs. The company ~lso had t wo : 
full-time and four part-time dispatchers. The owner-drivers were charged a 
fixed franchise fee and sometimes chose to hire part-time drivers for their 
cabs on a commission basis. 
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Eagle Cab had three full-ti~e and four ~a rt-time drivers. None of these 
drivers owned cabs or franchises, and all received a co,nmiss ion. l:agle also 
employed four part-ti~e dispatchers and one full-time mechanic, anrl an 
owner/manager ·.vho did some driving. 

City Taxi had four drivers, three of whom owned their cabs, and one who 
leased a cab from the company. City al so employed one ful 1-time and one 
part-time dispatcher. City drivers divided overhead costs evenly among 
t hemse lves instead of paying a fixed franchise fee. 

Smith Cab employed only Mr. Smith as manager, dispatcher, and driver. 

OPERATING POL ICIES . Operating policies inc lude dispatching hours, operating 
hours, the method of assigning trips to drivers, and the method of scheduling 
driver hours. Two of the participating cab companies, Manhattan and Eagl e, 
operated 24 hours per day, seven days per week. Union and Sutton operated 18 
hours per day, from 5:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m., and in addition, Sutton re~ained 
open until 2:00 a .m. on weekends. City Taxi operated from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 
p.m., while Smith Cab operated from 7:30 a .m. to 11:00 p.m., both seven days 
per week. Smith, Sutton, and Eagle all allowed their drivers to choose their 
own hou rs. 

The participating operators all assigned trips to the nearest availahle cab, 
and used a wait list only ·,.;hen no cab was nearby. Taxi users often ask for 
particular drivers by name, and dispatchers always attempted to accommodate 
such requests. All the operators maintained dispatcher logs, and Union also 
kept driver logs. 

Despite legal opportunities for street-hail pickuos and cabstand service, The 
participating taxicab companies all obtained a very high percentage of their 
business over the phone , with the estimates of most ooerators ranging between 
90 and 95 percent.* Exact r idershi p statistics are not available, ~lthoug~ 
some esti1~ates were obtained from the operators. Sutton estiinated that it 
received 200 calls per day, Eagle estimated 175 per day, anrl Smith esti ma ted 
18 pe r day. One of Manhattan's 14 ful l-ti1ne drivers estimated that rie 
persona lly carried 200 riders per week and one of Union's 7 drivers estimated 
150 per week. All the full-time drivers estimated their average mileage at 
between 300 and 1,000 mi 1 es per •,veek. 

*Confirmed in taxi on-board survey, August 1977. 
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SERVICE POLICIES. Service policies include cornoany approaches to 
subscr1pt1on service, reservation service, ride-sharing and market 
segmentation, as well as marketing strategies and special policies rlirected 
toward elderly and handicapped users. Subscription service and reservation 
service were well-established practices in ~inston before the demonstration. 
Only Sutton, City, and Smith reported no subscription service, and Sutton 
would have provided such service on request. Group riding (i.e., parties of 
more than one rider traveling together) and ride-sharing {i.e., separate 
parties being served simultaneously by a single cab) were also 
well-established, though the extent of these practices varied somewhat. 
Sutton practiced ride-sharing extensively, while Union employed a policy of 
providing direct service whenever possible. 

Manhattan Cab Company held several large special service contracts, including 
one with rtlean Trucking Company, one with the city to provide service for 
handicapped children, and several with area hotels. None of the other 
companies were involved with programs designed specifically for elderly or 
handicapped people, but all carried wheelchairs and often helped elderly 
people with steps and packages.* 

Elderly people comprised a significant percentage of ridership for all the 
companies.** However, the Kinston taxi industry was segmented to a certain 
extent along racial lines. Approximately 90 percent of taxi rides in Kinston 
were made by blacks+ and the majority of taxi firrns were black-ownerl. Union 
Cab, the only white-owned taxi company in Kinston, carried a disproportionate 
share of the city's white taxi users. Still, some 60 percent of Union's 
customers were black.++ All companies stated that they 1<1ould carry anyone 
who called for service. 

Most of the operators had very limited marketing efforts. Union, Sutton, 
City, and Eagle advertised primarily in the Yellow Pages, and Eagle also 
advertised occasionally in school newspapers. Manhattan and Smith conducted 
a small amount of radio advertising and Manhattan distributed prowotional 
items such as calendars. None of the advertising was directed specifically 
towards potential elderly and handicapped riders. 

*At least one driver (for Sutton Cab Company) went into stores and made 
purchases for elderly customers at no extra charge. 

**Approximately 12 percent of all riders were found to be elderly in the 
August 1977 taxi on-board survey. 

+Taxi on-board survey, August 1977. 

++Taxi on-board survey, August 1977. 
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FINANCIAL DATA. Accurate financial data for most companies are not 
available, srnce ovmer-operators typically do not maintain detailed records. 
Informal estimates of average revenue per cab varied from $120 to $360/week, 
and estimates of average profit for an ovmer-driver varied frorn $75 to 
$150/week. These estimates must be regarded as tentdtive, since they ~vere 
not derived rigorously. Overall, prior to the demonstration, the Kinston 
taxi industry appeared to be financially healthy and viab le. 

TRANSPORTATION CHANGES DURING THE PROJECT 

During the demonstration project in Ki nston there were major changes 
concerning both the level of fares and the number of taxi companies in 
operation. Fare increases were granted twice during the project. In June 
1973 the City Council granted a fare increase of $0.25 per zone, so that 
fares varied from $1.25 to $2.00. In June 1979, fares were increased again 
due to the gasoline shortage, bringing the range up to $1.50 to $2.25. At 
that time, the additional charge for group riders was also raised frcxn $0. 10 
to $0.20. 

In April 1978, Lassiter Taxi entered the taxi market and joined the 
demonstration project. In October 1978, Lenoir Cab became the second new 
fir~ to enter the taxi market, and they also joined the demo nstration 
project. In February 1979 Sutton Cab ceased operation and tl1e rema i ning 
interests were taken over by one of the Sutton drivers. The firm continued 
to operate in the demonstration project under ttle name of Dove Cab. 
Descriptions of these firms and exogenous or partly exogenous changes in the 
~haracteristics of the other preexisting firms are presented below.* 

VEHICLES AND FACILITIES. Lassiter Taxi ovmed and operated a single cab. 
Like Smith, Lassiter had no office, and used a telephone in the cab to take 
customer service requests. Mr. Lassiter had previously been a driver for 
Sutton Cab. 

Lenoir Cab began operations in October 1978 with two vehicles and an office 
located at the intercity bus station in Kinston, frcxn which they receive a 
great deal of business. When Sutton Cab ceased operating in February 1979, 
some of their cabs transferred to Lenoir, so that Lenoi r had seven vehicles 
(four owned, three owner-operated or subleased), and Dove, who took over 

*Gathered during taxi operator interviews, July 1979. Relationships between 
these changes and the effects of the demonstration project itself are 
explored in Chapter 7 of this report. 
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from Sut t on, had two (both owned). The two Dove cabs wer~ both equi 1)ped with 
telephones, and therefore did not need an office, t hough t hey continued to 
use the Sutton cabstand. 

Union Taxi was the only other firm that changed facilities during t he 
project. In July 1978, they moved their office to a new l ocation where t here 
was ro~n to do minor maintenance work. 

STAFFING. Lassiter employed one part-time driver in addi t ion to the owner, 
who drove full-time. Lenoir employed three full-t ime and four part-ti me 
drivers, and the owner's wi fe served as full-time dis patcher. Dove Cab 
employed two full-time drivers. However, because their cabs were equi pped 
with telephones, Dove needed no dispatcher. During the demo ns tration, a 
part-time driver was hired by Union, and Eagle hi r ed its fourt h full-time 
driver. 

OPERATING POLICIES . Lassiter operated between 6 a.m. ard 8 p. in . six days per 
week, Lenoir between 5 a.m. and 11 p.m., and Dove between 6 a .m. and 11 p.m. 
The new firms assigned trips in a manner s imilar to the ot her firms, i.e., 
they dispatched the nearest cab or the first cab in the queue to tne caller 
unless the cal ler requested a specific driver. The new firms al so obtained 
most of their business over the phone except for Lenoir, wtiic h received much 
of tneir business from people at the bus station where the office i s 
1 ocated. 

During the demonstration, Smith Cab reduced its operating hours. Mr. Smith 
now operates until 9:00 p.m~ instead of 11:00 p.m. and no longer operates on 
Sundays except for regular church tr i ps. 

SERVICE POLICIES . Group rides, ride-sharing, subscription service and 
reservation service remained common practices in Kinston during the 
demons t ration. All of the new firms except Dove Cab offered s ubscription 
service, and Dove would provide it if requested. The t hree new f i r:ns served 
mainly the black popul ation, but again \'/Ould carry anyone who cal led. The 
new firms also advertised pr imarily in the Yellow Pages. 

FINANCIAL DATA. Accurate financial data for the ind i vidual companies 
continued to be unavailable during the demonstrat ion, si nce owner-operators 
do not maintain detailed records. However, it is known that fares, revenues, 
and operating costs increased during the demonstrat ion. The mos t obvious of 
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these increases was in the price of gasoline. Regular gasoline cost $0.63 
per gallon when the demonstration started in September 1977, and the price 
had not increased significantly one year later. However, by September 1979, 
the price had reached $0 . 94 per gallon, an increase of 50 percent, and by 
January 1980, the price was over $1.00. Other operating costs also increased 
significantly, including wages to dispatchers, auto parts, and maintenance 
fees. 

Any or all of these changes in the operating characteristics and procedures 
of taxi firms in Kinston had the potential to affect the same transportation 
system indicators as the demonstration, and therefore may play an essential 
role in the interpretation of changes observed after the beginning of the 
project. 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY TRANSPORTATION 

To a limited extent, specialized transportation services for the elderly and 
handicapped are available through the programs of social service agencies. A 
total of 15 agencies provided social services in Kinston prior to the 
demonstration (see Table 3-6). the seven largest of which were selected for 
detailed investigation (see Appendix B). These agencies tend to be located 
in areas with higher concentrations of elderly residents (see Figure 3-6) 
although they encompass a broad range of activities and clients. 

Before the demonstration, a limited nunber of transportation services were 
provided by these seven agencies (see Appendix 8, Table B-2). Greene Lamp, 
Inc. was the major provider of specialized transportation services, operating 
five 15-passenger vans, one of which was equipped with a wheelchair lift. 
Emergency transportation services were available through Lenci r t-4€mori al 
Hospital's fleet of ambulances. The Lenoir County Department of Social 
Services and Division of Vocational Rehabilitation had transportation 
programs, but did not operate their own vehicles. In addition, three 
agencies that were not investigated in detail, the Mental Health Adapt 
Center, Casswell Institution, and Mrs. Hill's Develo!]llental Home, operated 
three vans, three buses, and one van, respectively, none of which we.re 
lift- equipped to serve mentally retarded adults . 

Eligibility requirements for transportation services usually differed from 
requirements for primary agency services. For example, Greene Lamp provided 
transportation only to those with low incomes, unless the agency was 
reimbursed. The other agencies tended to furnish services to participants in 
particular programs, or with special travel needs. In the case of Lenoir 
Memorial Hospital ambulance transportation, anybody who called in was 
eligible, but a doctor's authorization was required to leave the hospital by 
that mode. Generally, the persons served by agency transportation had low 
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Table 3-6 

KINSTON SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

Casswell Institution 

*N.C. Division of Vocation Rehabilitation 

*Greene Lamp, Incorporated 

Guardian Care Nursing Home 

*Kinston Recreation Department 

*Lenoir County Departnent of Social Services 

Lenoir County Health Department 

Lenoir County Library 

*Lenoir Memorial Hospital 

*Lions Industries for the Blind 

Mental Health Adapt Center 

Mrs. Hills Developnental Home 

Oak Manor Nursing Home 

Salvation Army 

*Social Security Administration 

*Selected for detailed investigation 

SOURCE: Provided by project staff. 
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Figure 3- 6 

LOCATION OF KINSTON SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 
AND THE ELDERLY 

SCALE 

1 Mite 

LEGEND: 

Less than 7% elderly 

7-14% elderly 

C 1 : 
1

; 
1

; 
1 J Greater than 14% elderly 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 

1 Lenoir Co. Department of Social Services 

2 Greene Lamp, Incorporated 

3 Social Security Administration 

4 Kinston Recreation Department 

5 Lions Industries of the Blind 

6 N.C. Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

7 Lenoir Memorial Hospital 
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incomes and 1~ere travelling for medical purposes. Indeed, in the case of t\tt'O 
providers, only medical trips were accepted. Overall, the seven agencies 
served some 630 one-way trips per week, less than half of which were within 
the City of Kinston. The costs to the agencies of providing these 
transportation services were extremely low. For example, Greene Lamp's 
operating costs included only gasoline, maintenance, and the salary of the 
transportation coordinator. Their drivers, who were paid by CETA monies, and 
vehicles, which were typically outright gifts, were not included in the 
agency budget. For most other agencies, transportation programs represented 
less than 1 percent of the total agency budget. The sole exception was the 
hospital's emergency ambulance transportation, with its extremely high 
service quality requirements. However, the high costs of this service (an 
average of $87.00 per one-way trip) were defrayed through user charges, 90 
percent of which were covered by insurance. 
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DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONS 

In this chapter, the administrative activities undertaken as part of the 
demonstration project are outlined. Demonstration project administrative 
activities can be classified into three distinct types, or phases: 
preoperational planning, administrative support, and implementation of t he 
ticket distribution/redemption system (see Figure 4-1). In the fol l owing 
section, specific activities in each of these phases are described in detail. 
The costs of these activities are then summarized. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES 

PHASE I. PREOPERATIONAL PLANNING 

The first step in the preoperational planning phase* involved the 
organization of the project staff team. The City Manager, aopointed by the 

*Prior to formal initiation of the preoperational planning phase in June, 
1977, other administrative activities were undertaken in support of the UMTA 
demonstration grant application process. These included changing the Kinston 
taxi ordinance to allow ride-sharing without the permission of the first 
passenger {as described in Chapter 2) and obtaining letters of intent to 
participate in the program and abide by its administrative procedures from 
taxi operators. No noteworthy problems or obstacles were encountered in 
carrying out these tasks, as the project appeared to be well-received by all 
interested parties. The sole exception was the decision of two firms, 
Safeway and Eastend, not to participate in the program. These firms did not 
perceive that many of their clients would participate in the progra~ and 
therefore felt that the potential benefits from joining the program were 
minimal. 
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Figure 4-1 

KINSTON USER-SIDE SUBSIDY DEMONSTRATION­
PROJECT TIME SCHEDULE 

1977 1978 
JJASON DJ F M AMJ 

PHASE I : 
Preoperational Planning ______ .,.._.,&.µ,.&.IJl!&.LL&+---4-+-~-+--+---l---+---l---4--~ 

PHASE II : 
Administrative Support-------l---4--~-4-l~&.LLl.f.l..~LUJl.4Ll~"-&.l.µ.t..Lll&.u.a......,.~~ 

PHASE Ill: 
Ticket Distribution/Redemption ___ _.___,_ ____ __......_. .............. ~l&&JL&.&lu.&.1L&&.ll......,......, ...... L&,&j.....,~ 
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Mayor and the City Council, was officially resronsible for the implementation 
of the demonstration project. However, the Assistant City Manager acted as 
project manager and selected the project staff, which consisted of a project 
technician, cashier, temporary clerks and interviewers. These individuals 
were assisted by a city finance officer and payroll clerk. The specific 
responsibilities of each of these individuals are outlined below: 

PROJECT STAFF 

1. Project Manager -- reported to the City Manager, Mayor, and City Counci l 
on the project's progress, maintained budgetary control, and hired 
project personnel. Other duties included supervising project staff, 
assisting i n the promotion of the project, preparing reports t o the city 
and UMTA, and coordinating project activities \vith other city 
departments . 

2. Project Technician -- responsible for preparing reports to the city and 
UMTA, overseeing the processing and redemption of tickets, resronding to 
complaints of project participants, maintaining project records, 
coordinating the marketing and promotion of the project, and performing 
other duties related to day-to-day operations. 

3. Cashier -- responsible for project-related secretarial duties, 
maintaining an inventory of project supplies, conducting registration 
interviews, assisting in project promotion, and distributing ticket 
books. 

4. Temporary Clerks -- provided assistance when the amount of cl eri ca1 work 
involved in processing registrations and marketing the program exceeded 
the resources of the regular project staff . 

5. Interviewers -- conducted data collections supporting evaluation efforts 
beyond the scope of normal project administration (see ~ppendix A). 
They also assisted in the registration process during the first month· of 
project operation . 

PARTICIPATING CITY EMPLOYEES 

6. 

7. 

Assistant City Clerk -- verified and processed project subsidy payments 
to taxi operators. 

Finance Officer -- responsible for reviewing all purchase orders for 
office equipment and supplies as well as reouests for proposals for 
contractual work. 
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In the four .months preceding the commence:~ent of subsi dized service, these 
staff members undertook a variety of planning activities. These incl uded 
developing eligibility criteria and registration procedures; designing and 
obtaining identification cards for project users; establishing procedures for 
ticket distribution to registrants and ticket processing and reimbursement 
for participating taxi operators; designing a publicity and outreach program; 
identifying local registration areas; and establishing procedures for 
reporting and investigating complaints, monitoring ticket usage, and 
organizing monthly ridership data. The administrative policies and 
procedures resulting from this planning effort are described in the followi ng 
two sections. 

PHASE II. ADMIN ISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

A variety of administrative activities were undertaken to orovide 
indirect support for the implementation and operation of the subsidy program. 
These activities can be subdivided into project registration/ monitori ng and 
program promotion and are described in detail below . 

PROJECT REGISTRATION/MONITORI NG 

Eligible individuals were required to register with the program in order to 
benefit from the subsidy . To be eligible a person had to be a resi dent of 
the City of Kinston and at least 65 years of age and/or handicapped (see 
Table 4-1). Registration took place i n the program office at City Ha l l or 
any of the satellite locations shown in Figure 4-2 and consisted of a brief 
personal interview to ensure that the eligibility criteria were met. (For 
evaluation purposes , a more extensive interview addressing key soci oeconomic 
characteristics and travel habits was also admi nistered at t his time -- see 
Appendix A. ) Registrants were then given an identification card whi ch 
entitled them to purchase tickets valid for payment of taxi fares fo r hal f of 
their face value (see Figure 4-3). 

To protect the project somewhat from unauthorized resal e of taxi tickets and 
high costs caused by excessive use, individuals were limited i n the nL~ber of 
discount t i ckets they could purchase. I"itially, this l imit was set at $20 
per month (face value). However, after fares were increased in June 1978 
this limit was reset at $25 per month . To ensure that the l imi t was no t 
violated, the project staff maintained records of purchases by each 
regi strant and checked these records when new purchases were made. In t his 
manner, it was virtually impossible for an individual to exceed the purchase 
limit without the knowledge of the project staff. 

Shortly after the project began, it became apparent that some registrants 
needed to use taxis more frequently than the budget limit would a11ow . ~o r 
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Tabl ,e 4-1 

ELIGIB ILITY CRITERIA 

EACH PROJECT PARTICIPANT MUST: 

1) Reside in the City of Kinston 

ANO BE EITHER 

2) Elderly, establishing their age through use of: 

a) Medicare card; 
b) Driver• s license; 
c) Social security check with Codes A, B, HB, or D (green check); or 
d) Any other identification showing birthdate such as a birth 

certificate, insurance card, etc. 

OR 

3) Handicapped, due to: 
a) Non- ambulatory disabilities -- impair~ents that , regardless of 

cause of manifestation, for all practtcal purposes confine 
individuals to wheelchairs. 

b) Semi-ambulatory disabilities -- impairments that cause individuals 
to walk with difficulty or insecurity. Individuals who are 
amputees, use braces or crutches, or have arthritis, neuromuscular 
disorders, or pulmonary or cardiac conditions May be considered 
semi-ambulatory. 

c) Sight disabilities -- total blindness or uncorrectable impairment 
affecting sight to the extent that the individual is insect1re or 
exposed to danger when in public. 

d) Hearing disabilities -- total deafness or uncorrectable hearing 
handicaps that make an individual insecure in public areas because 
of an inability to communicate or hear warning signals. 

e) Disabilities of incoordi nation -- faulty coordination or palsy from 
brain, spinal, or peripheral nerve injury. 

f) Mental retardation -- applicant must have IQ of 49 or less and be 
unable to perform routi ne repetitive tasks or have physical or 
other mental impairment resulting in restriction of function; 

g) Brain damage -- diagnosi s by a psychiatrist, neurologist, or 
clinical pathologist, establishing that the applicant has organic 
brain syndrome. 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table 4-1 (Continued) 

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

In cases where handicaps are not obvious, the following serve as proof 
of el i g i b il i ty: 

a) Medicare card with Codes HA or W; 
b) Supplemental Security Income checks (gold) with codes DI, OX, DE, 

DC, OS, BI, BX, BE, BC, or BS; 
c) A doctor's statement certifying that the applicant has a disahility 

that hinders mobility; 
d) A letter of certified disability from the VA or Social Security 

office; or 
e) A signed statement allowing the project staff to check the 

applicant's file at the Social Security office for a record of 
d i s ab i1 i ty . 

SOURCE: Project staff documentation of eligibility criteria. 
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Figure 4-2 

TAXI D'ISCOUNT PROGRAM REGISTRATION AND TICKET 
PURCHASE LOCATIONS 

LEGEND: 

I 
t<<<<J 
I· ; I ; I ; I : ·I 
I 

SCALE 

1 Mile 

Less than 7% elderly 

7-14% elderly 

Greater than 14% elderly 

Underdeveloped flood plain area 

1 Simon Bright Apartments Office, Monday 9 to 12 

2 Oak Manor Nursing Home, Tuesday 9 to 11 

3 Fairfield Recreation Center, Tuesday 11 to 12 

4 Emma Webb Park Office, Wednesday 9 to 11 

5 Guardian Care Nursing Home, Wednesday 11 to 12 
(Cancelled due to low volume) 

6 Carver Courts Office, Thursday 9 to 11 

7 Hotel Kinston, Thursday 11 to 1 

8 Mitchell Wooten Apartments Office, Friday 9 to 12 

9 City Hall, Monday thru Friday 1 to 5 

NOTE: Project cashier present at each site at the times indicated. 
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Figure 4-3 

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION CARD AND TAXI TICKETS 
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: IDENTIFICATION CARD , · 
'., KIN.STIJll'SINDEPEltll~TRANSPORTATION FOR THE ELDERL'I'• 

Name: 

Address: 

1. 0 . Number: 

The Bearer of this card is eligible to 
participate in Kinston' s " Independent 
Transportati on For The Elderly" program. 

I.D. NUMBER: 

Bearer o f this ticl 

is entitled to 1 ■ 0 0 
purchase of t ransportation from , 

partic ipating in Kins 
INDEPENDENT TRANSP• 

FOR THE ELDER 

I .D . NUMBER: 

Bearer o f t his t icket 

is entitled to 2sc toward the 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 
purchase of transportation from any taxi company 

1 
participating in Kinston ·s 

I INDEPENDENT TRANSPORTATION 
I FOR THE ELDERLY 

NOTE: Tickets sold in denominations of S.25 and $1 .00, with S5 .00 worth of tickets per book. 
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example, several registrants who could not qualify for drivers' licenses 
because of travel handicaps used taxi s on a subscription basis to trav el to 
and from work . Other registrants P.ncountererl temporary situatiof"ls {e.g. , 
hospitalization of spouse) t hat required relatively intensive use of taxis 
for a shorter period of time. Because of these needs the project rnana~er 
instituted an informal policy whereby registrants could apply for a waiver of 
the budget l imi t if they had special travel recuirements. 

Ap proximat ely 40 registrants (5 percent of all registrants) took advantage of 
this policy . This group contained a disproportionate representati on of 
nonelder ly handi capped individuals and workers in comparison to registrants 
who did not obtain the waiver (see Table 4-2) and tended to use the project 
inuch inore frequently than other registrants. As s~own in Table 1- 3 , 
86.0 percent of the registrants who had not applied for or been 9ranted the 
budget limit waiver did not use the ~roject more t han t he monthly purc~ase 
1 imit for any of the seven mon t hs between January and July 1979, whil e 59 . 0 
percent of the registrants who had obta ined the wa iver used the project more 
than the nominal purchase limit at least once. 

It must he no ted that the adoption of the limit wa iver policy by the project 
staff did no t necessarily allow all registrants to make all of the trips they 
would have liked using project discounts. The policy was not publicized and 
was only applied upon the initiative of t he registrants (who may no t even 
have been aware t hat this was an option) . Indeed, the fact that over 
13 pe rcent of all project registrants who did not obta i n a budget waiver at 
least occasio nally took more project trips per month than the purchase limit 
would allow then to take on a continuous basis tends to indicate that t he 
purchase limit acted as a constraint on their project tri pmak ing. SincP. 
individuals who 1vould otherwise use the project mode frequ ent ly (e. g., for 
work trips ) might be discouraged by the budget limits from regis t ering for or 
utilizing the project discounts at all , and rely instead on so~e alternate 
method of travel, the effect of the burlget limits may be greater than 
indicated by t his figure. This i s supported by the fact t ~at 38.6 percent of 
all registrants have i ndi cated that t hey would purchase more discount ti ckets 
if they were allowed to.* Furthermore, project registrants taking taxi trips 
without using discount ti ckets compri sed 4.5 percent of overall taxi demand 
in Kinston, the equivalent of 26.6 percent of t otal project ridership.** 
Whi le some "stockout" of tickets is unavoidable, and some registrants may 
simply have chosen not t o use tickets, indications are that factors such as 
t he initial presentation of use l imit restric tions to regis trants and lack of 
publici ty of t he waiver policy on the part of the project staff caused many 
registrants to use the project l ess than they othe~Nise might have . 

*Survey of project registrants, J uly 1979. 

**Taxi on- board su rvey, August 1979. 
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Table 4-2 

COMPARISON OF REGISTRANTS ALLOWED TO EXCEED THE PROJECT TICKET PURCHASE LIMIT 
AND REGISTRANTS NOT ALLOWED TO EXCEED THE LIMIT, AS OF NOVEMBER 1979 

Number 
Age (percent) 

5-54 
55-64 
65-69 
70-74 
75-84 
85+ 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race 
White 
Black 
Other 

Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Formerly Married 

Handicap Status 
No Handicaps 
Non-Ambulatory 
Semi-Ambulatory 
Sight 
Hearing 
Incoordination/Mental Retardation/ 
Brain Damage 

Aids 
Crutches 
Wheelchair 
Walker 
Cane 
Escort 
Other 
Total 

Current Driver 1 s License 
Yes 
No 

Table continued on following page. 

Allowed 
to 

Exceed 
40 

68.3% 
2.4 

19.5 
4.9 
2.4 
2.4 

42.5 
57.5 

37.5 
62.5 

OoO 

37.5 
17.5 
45.0 

20.0 
5.0 
5.0 

52.5 
0.0 

17.5 

0.0 
5,0 
0.0 

20.0 
l 7. 5 
12.5 
55.0 

12.5 
87.5 

53 

Not 
Allowed 

to 
Ex~ed 
737 

9. 1 % 
9.5 

31.3 
22.6 
23.7 
3.7 

21. 9 
78. l 

35.9 
63.3 
0.8 

10. 3 
22.4 
67.3 

62. l 
1.5 

23 . 8 
7,4 
1. 7 
3.5 

l . 7 
1 . 5 
2.8 

17. 3 
1.4 
0.8 

25.5 

11. 1 
88.9 



Table 4-c (Continued) 

COMPARISON OF REGISTRANTS ALLOWED TO EXCEED THE PROJECT TICKET PURCHASE LIMIT 
AND REGISTRANTS NOT ALLOWED TO EXCEED THE LIMIT, AS OF NOVEMBER 1979 

Number of Vehicles in Household 
0 
1 
2+ 

Household Size 
1 
2 
3 
4+ 

Number in Household 65 Yrs./Older 
0 
1 
2+ 

Number in Household Less than 65 
Yrs . and Handicapped 

0 
1 
2+ 

Employment Status 
Employed Full-time 
Employed Part- time 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Student 
Homemaker 
Other 

Household Income 
Less than $3,000 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $7,999 
$8,000+ 

Not 
All owed Allowed 

to to 
Exceed Exceed 

87.5% 84.3% 
7o5 13.3 
5.0 2.3 

35.0 54.4 
25.0 31.8 
12 .5 7.2 
27.5 6.6 

60.0 20.5 
25.0 59 .4 
15. 0 20. 1 

52 ., 5 76.6 
42.5 19 .9 
5.0 3.4 

32.5 2. l 
o.o 3.6 

1 o,, o 6.6 
32.5 75.5 
2.5 0, 7 
o. o 2.9 

20.5 9.9 

63. 2 64.8 
26.3 25. 1 
5o3 5.0 
5.2 5. 1 

SOURCE: Registration interviews, September 1977-November 1979. 
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Tab le 4-3 

COMPARI SON OF PROJECT USAGE WITH TI CKET PURCHASE LIMITS* 
(Percent of Registrants) 

Number of Months Usage Exceeded Monthly Purchase Limit 
in Samele of Seven Months from January through July 1979 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total 

All registrants 
( n=777) 83 .8 7.2 4. 0 2.8 1.2 0.5 0 .1 I) . 4 10n 

-Regis trants with 
budget waiver 
( n=40) 41. 0 10.2 17.9 7.7 5.1 7.7 2.6 7.7 100 

-Registrants 
without budget 
waiver 
( n=737) 86.0 7. 0 3.2 2.6 0. 9 0 .1 0 0 100 

SOURC E: Taxi ticket use records. 

*In the short term, usage may exceed the monthly purchase limit if an 
individual has saved some tickets from purchases made in previous months. 
There fore, it is possible for registrants who had not obtained a burlget 
waiver to exceed the purchase limit in one or more months without violating 
project rules. 
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PROGRAM PROMOTION 

Program promotion enta iled a variety of administrative activities :inrlertaken 
to facilitate the implementation and acceptance of the project. Fo r exa~ple, 
taxi drivers had to be i ns truc ted in t he handl i ng of project tickets (see 
Phase Ill, below). Also, projec t-rel ated information was often requec;ted hy 
registrants and potential registrants ov~r the telephone. 

Overall, however, the largest component of program promotion involved 
marketing and outreach acti vities. Begi nning in the middle of SenteMber 
1977, an intensive advertising and promotional effort was undertaken to 
encourage all eligible citizens of Ki nston to register with the program and 
obtain the identification card that •11ould al low them to receive discount 
fares. Organizations and aQencies with elderly and/ or handicapoed clients 
and members were asked to assist in registration, and provisions were made 
for those who could not register in person . Local churches were contacted, 
as well as the offices of Social Security , Social Services , Vocational 
Rehabilitati or, the Ve t eran 's Adminis trat i on , Housing Authori ty, Recreation 
Department, Health Department, and Lenoi r County Hos pi tal. Programs suc h as 
"Meals on \·/heels" and "Foster Granrlparents , 11 in which the elderly and 
handicapped might be interested, provided lists of indivi dual s who were then 
contacted personally by telephone. A letter campa i gn was also conducted in 
which over 1,800 potential registrants whose names and ijddresses were drawn 
from the city's voter regist ration list were contacted by ~ai l. 

After the first month of project operation , puhlic relations activities 
continued at a lower level of effort, primarily involvin9 contacts wi th 
social service agencies and periodic media announcements. T~e program was 
public ized in t he newspaper and in one- ~inute radio advertisements , fi ve 
times a day for five weeks in Movember-December 1977 on t1t-10 l ocal stations. 
Also, the staff distributed poster s and pamphlets (see ~i gure 4-1) and gave 
i nformal talks about t he program. Fi nally, based on a suggesti on by the U~TA 
project 1nanager, complimentary ri des were offered as a 'Tleans of attracting 
eligible individuals t o register. If cab drivers told potential participants 
about the program and brought them in to register , the fare would be paid by 
the project, allowing t he passenger to ride for f ree. Although the drivers 
reacted enthusiastically to this rlan, very few took advantage of it. 

Overall, despite the high level of promotion and ma rketing activity, 
registration for t he program was relatively modest . After an initial 
registration of 265 people i n the first month, registration declined t o a 
slow but steady rate.* As shown in Table 4-5 , most individuals decided to 
register after hearing abo~t the program from a friend or relative. Project 

*A summary of new -project registration by month from September 1977 through 
Feb ruary 1980 is presented in Table 4- 4. 
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Figure 4-4 

KITE PROMOTIONAL PAMPHLET 

L 

"KITE" is a program specifically designed to provide 
unrestricted transportation within the city limits 
to eligible citizens. 

Here'• how it works' 
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Continued on following page. 
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Figure 4-4 

KITE PROMOTIONAL PAMPHLET (Continued) 

"KITE" 
Kinston'• ludcpendent T~ 

For The Elclerlv 

A Transportation Service 
designed specifically for 
the elderly and handicapped 
citizens of Kinston. 

IDENTIFICATION 
CARDS 
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PARTICIPATING 
TAXI COMPANIES 
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Table 4-1 

NEW PROJECT REGISTRATIONS 

Month Onl}'. Cumulative Total 

1977 September 265 255 
October 53 318 
November 40 358 
December 31 389 

1978 January 23 412 
February 24 436 
March 35 471 
Apri 1 37 508 
May 17 525 
June 17 542 
July 16 558 
August 26 584 
September 13 597 
October 14 611 
November 12 623 
December 6 629 

1979 January 22 651 
February 17 5'58 
March 11 579 
Apri 1 7 686 
May 18 704 
June 16 720 
July 14 734 
August 9 743 
September 5 748 
October 14 762 
November 12 774 
December 9 783 

1980 January 11 794 
February 7 801 

SOURCE: Project records. 
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Letter Campai gn 

Newspaper 

Television 

Radio 

Friend or Relative 

Social Service Agency 

Employer 

Table 4-5 

K ITI: PROMOTION 
(Percent) 

Provided 
Information* 

24.2 

18 .1 

6. 8 

14.2 

46.7 

11. 8 

1. 7 

Religious Organization 1.0 

( n = 768) 

Convinced to 
Register 

23 . 7 

11. 7 

1. 8 

7.6 

42.7 

10.3 

1. 4 

0.15 

SOURCE: Registration interviews. September 1977 to October 1979. 

*Does not add to 100 percent because of multiple responses. 
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staff promotions and socia1 se rvi ce agencies were als o significant 
in formation sources. 

PH ASE II I. TIC KET DI STR IBUTION /R EDEMPT ION SYSTEM 

Th e user- s i de subs idy was adrnini s tered t hrough t :1e sale of tickets th,it- c Juld 
be used for paymen t on tax i r ides* to eligi ble in<1ividua1 s ·tJh O reaiste red for 
the program and obtained a project identification card using the rrocerlures 
described in Phase II (above) . Projec t registrants with proper 
identification could purchase t icke t s for hal f of their face value from t he 
project cashier, who traveled to each of the residentia l and activity centers 
shown i n Figure 4-2. At the time of purchase, ticket s were coded with the 
user's identification num ber . W~en a registrant paid fo r a taxi trip using 
the tickets, the i dentificati on card had to be shown to prove tha t the 
tickets were valid, disc ouragi ng unautho rized individua l s from trying to take 
advantage of the subsidy. The cab dr iver then recorded the tr ip in a log 
book, giving t he ID number, origin anrl desti nati on, f are and time-of-day ( see 
Figure 4- 5). The log book and tickets were turned i n periodical ly (ty9ically 
every '.veek) for reimbursement by the city. These returns 1-1ere checked an d 
processed by the project technician, and payment •.vas ty[) ically issued by t ~e 
payroll clerk within two or three business rlays . 

At the outset of t he project, taxi operators expressed reservations 
concerning the dr i ver ' s responsibilities in t he ctetec tion of fraud. Overall , 
however, it appears tha t the unauthorized use of project tickets was 
extremely l imited. Operators encountered very few insta ncP.s ,vher2 
individual s attempted to use ti ckets without a corresponding identification 
card (i .e ., tickets that have been transferred from an eli gi ble person) or 
cases where identificati on i nformation appeared to be fa lsi f ied.** Of 
course, it would have been possible , fo r example, for operators to induce 
registrants to turn over their tickets ~ithout providing a ride so t hat 
operators and reg istrants shared the value of t he suhs idy illegally . 
However, given the project po licy of linking tickets to specific registrants 
at the t ime of sa l e as well as at the time of use throuah i dentification 
numbers, the abili ty of project staff to recognize irre~ul arities in t~e 
purchase patterns of individua l regis t ran ts, and the complete record of 
project trips av~i lable to the proj ect staff from t he taxi ope rator logs, t he 
opportun ities for mos t types of fraud on the part of users or service 
providers appear to be very l imited . 

*On ly taxi rides wi thin Kinston were el igible for payment with project 
tickets. 

**Taxi operator interviews, July 1979. 

61 



Figure 4-5 

SAMPLE PROJECT TRIP LOG 

Coi!lprt n \. __ : .... • •-· •-ir.:._., __ -,..._.•...,-.._' _______ _ 

1? --, 19i7 

ID;: OrL;Ln :\c.!t.: r92S~; U'::' 0 t:..:i.ac::cn Address Fare Time 
,t 

JCiJG.:.2 :::, .:·,v: l 3R:Gnr Ho.s?~i;.,i.. l. 50 9 ~M 

000123 ~R. PtERCE 1 S Orr ICE 1102 OA K STREET l. 50 10:30 AM 

000145 'd!NN DI XIE HOTEL KINSTON 1.25 l ?M 

OOOD7 COURTHOUSE Vi I TCHEU .. >loOTErl 1.25 3:30 ?M 

000794 1100 i'lCRTH EAST Sr, BRCDY'S 1.00 6:00 ?i-1 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

The administrative actions described above that were required to implement 
and manage the Kinston user-side subsidy demonstration entailed a 
considerable effort on the part of the project staff. A nLmber of nonlabor 
expenses, such as advertising costs and office rental, were also incurred. 
These project management costs can be divided into those associated with the 
specific phases of administrative activity described above, those that. are 
essentially overhead, and those that form the subsidy payments themselves, as 
follows. 

PHASE I. PREOPERATIONAL PLANNING 

The selection of project staff and planning of administrative procedures were 
carried out almost entirely by the project manager and project technician. 
As shown in Table 4-6, the effort required from these individuals amounted to 
283.5 hours and $1,485 in direct time and labor cost during the period from 
June through the middle of September 1977. Und~r the assumption that fringe 
benefits and other nondirect labor charges add approximately 25 percent to 
direct labor costs, the total cost of Phase I is estimated to be $1,856. 
This was essentially a one-time start-up cost that cannot meaningfully be 
allocated over project rides, etc. It should be noted, however, that these 
start-up costs may be higher at nondemonstration sites. So~e activities that 
must be undertaken to implement a user-side subsidy program, such as 
solicitation of operating funds, were undertaken in Kinston prior to the 
formal initiation of the preoperational planning phase and are not accounted 
for here. 

PHASE 11. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

Administrative support activities involved virtually all of the 9roject 
staff . The project manager, project technician, and cashier participated in 
initial program marketing and outreach activities, while project re9istration 
and monitoring were the responsibility of the project technician anct cashier. 
The hours expended by each of these individuals on Phase II activities for a 
sample of months are shown in Table 4-7. Once again, these efforts did not 
vary directly ~ith project utilization by registrants. However, they can 
meaningfully be divided into a cost per registrant (for the registration 
process), continuous fixed costs (information dissemination and ongoing 
marketing activities) and start-up costs (intensive initial 
marketing/outreach and information dissemination) as follows: 

• Re~istration costs can be found by identifying the effort spent in 
di ferent months on the registration process and dividin9 by the number 
of registrations taking place during that time. As shown in Tahle 4-8, 
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Hours - 6/77 
7 /77 
8/77 
9/77 

Tota 7 Hours 

Annua 1 Salary 
( 1977) 

Cost Per Hour 
( = Annual Sa 1 ary 
-;- Annual Hours) 

Phase I Direct 
Labor Cost 
(= Total Hour s 
x Cos t Pe r Hour) 

Phase I Direct 
:~on 1 abor Cost* 

Phase I Total 
Di rect Cost 

Tab 1 e •i - 6 

PREOPERATIONAL PLANN ING COSTS 

Project Pr oj ec t 
Manager Technici an Cashier 

50.5 0.0 0.0 
16.5 27.0 0 . () 
19.5 132.0 0.0 
16.0 10 .0 12.0 

102. S 169.0 rr:lY 

$15 , 225 $7,925 $5,928 

s 7.61 S 3. 96 $ 2.96 

$ 780 s 669 s 36 

SOURCE : Projec t staff time r ecords. 

Total 

50.5 
43.5 

151. 5 
38.0 

283.5 

Sl , 485 

$ 371 

Sl, 856 

*Assumed to equal 25 percent of direct labor cost. Incl urles fringe 
benefits. 
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Table 4- 7 

PROJECT STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT EFFORT 

Project Project 
Manager Technician Cashi er Intervi ewers 

Hours 9/77 27.0 73 . 0 59.5 240 
(Phase 

I I 
Only) 

10/77 51. 5 4 7. 0 72. 0 

11/77 22 . 0 40.0 58.0 

12/77 19. 0 40.0 45 . 0 

11/ 79 4.0 17. 3 13.0 

SOURCE: Proj ect staff time records. 
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Tabl e 1--8 

REGI STRATION COSTS 

Pr oj ect 
Technician Cashier Interviewers Total 

Hours 9/77 13 
(Registration 
Interviews 10/ 77 6 
On ly) 

11/77 8 

12/77 10 

11/79 0 

Total 37 

Cost/Hour (1977 )* $3. 96 

Di r ect Labor Cost S 147 

Direc t Nonlabor 
Co st** 

Total Direct Costs 

Number of Registrations+ 

Direc t Cos t / Registration 

SOURCE: Proj ect staff time records. 

25 

31 

35 

25 

8 .7 

124.7 

$2.96 

$ 369 

240 

240 

$3. CJO 

S 720 

*See Table 4-6. Interviewer cost= $3. 00 per hou r . 

$1 ,236 

S 309 

Sl , 545 

101 

S 3. 85 

**Assumed to equal 25 percent of direct labor cost. Includes fringe 
benefits. 

+See Table 4-4. 
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• 

• 

this cost has averaged 53.85 per registrant (in 1977 dollars); Th is 
does not include the costs of the extensive interviews undertaken at the 
ti;ne of user registration for project evaluation purposes (see 
Appendi X A). 

Continuous fixed costs are estimated as the difference between 
registration costs and overall Phase II costs after project registration 
and use had atta ined equilibrium. As shown in Table 4-9, data from 
November 1979 suggest a continuous fixed cost of Sl50 per Month (in 1977 
dollars) to cover ongoing information dissemination, marketina, etc. 

Start-up costs consist of Phase I I costs incurred at the beginning of 
the project that were not related to user registration or normal, 
continuous fixed costs. As shown in Table 4-10, these cost:s amounted to 
53,296 for the period of September 1977 to December 1977. After this 
period, the project staff discontinued their practice of recording the 
time spent on specific project activities. However, hased on their 
assertion that the level and mix of administrative activities reached an 
equilibrium in January 1978, this estimate can he takP.n to represent the 
total initial costs associated with program marketing/outreach, et:c. 

PHASE III. TICKET DISTRIBUTION/REDEMPTION SYSTEM 

Administrative activities related to the subsidy mechanism itself, such as 
ticket distribution and taxi operator reimbursement, involved the ornject 
technician, cashier, and assistant city clerk . (Initially, the project 
manager participated to a limited extent as well.) Overall, these costs can 
be expected to vary in proportion to project ridership and, as shown in 
Table 4-11, averaged approximately $.29 per ride (in 1977 dollars). 

OVERHEAD 

Overhead costs include those project costs that are not attributable to any 
specific aspect of project activity and consisted almost entirely of office 
rental costs of $200 per month (1977 dollars). The city finance officer was 
occasionally involved in general project financial matters, particularly at 
the beginning of the project, but the total amount of time spent was ve~y 
small and not recorded. 

SUBSIDY 

The cost of the subsidy itself was equal to half of the value of all project 
taxi rides taken in any given month and is therefore sensitive to the number 
and characteristics of project rides. However, as shown in Table 4-12, the 
total fare per ride (and, by inference, average trip length) rema ined 
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Hours 11/79 
(Phase II, 
Nonregi strati on) 

Cost/Hour (1977)* 

Direct Labor Cost 

Advertising, etc., 
Expenses 

Di r ect Nonlabor 
Cost** 

Total Direct Cost 

Table 4-9 

CONTI NUOUS FIXED COSTS 

Project Project 
Manager Technician 

4 17.3 

$7 .61 $3. 96 

$ 30 s 69 

SOURCE: Project staff time records. 

*See Tabl e 4-6. 

Cashi er Tota l 

4.3 

S2.96 

s 13 $ 112 

s 10 

s 23 

s 150 

**Assumed to equal 25 percent of direct labor cost. !~eludes fringe 
benefits . 
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Table 4-lQ 

START-UP COSTS 

Project Project 
Manager Technician 

Hours 9/77 
10/77 

(Phase II, 11/77 
Nonregistration) 12/77 

Total 

Cost/Hour (1977)* 

Direct Labor Cost 

Advertising, etc. 
Expenses 

Other Direct 
Nonl abor Costs** 

Sub-Total 

Less 4 Months 
Continuous 
Fixed Costs+ 

Total Start-Up 
Costs 

27.0 
51. 5 
22.0 
19.0 

119. s 
S7.61 

S909 

SOURCE: Project staff time records. 

*See Table 4-6. 

60.0 
41.0 
32.0 
30.0 

163.0 

53.96 

$645 

Cashier Total 

24.5 
41. 0 
33.0 
20.0 

11A. 5 

S2.96 

$351 Sl,905 

Sl,475 

s 476 

53,856 

S - 560 

$3,296 

**Assumed to equal 25 percent of direct labor cost . Includes 
fringe benefits. 

+See Table 4-9. 
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Table 4-11 

TICKET DISTRIBUTION/REDEMPTION SYSTEM COSTS 

Hours 11/79 

Cost/Hour (1977)* 

Direct Labor Cost 

Direct Nonlabor 
Cost** 

Total Cost 

Project Ridership 
(11/79) 

Ticket System Cost 
per Ride+ 
(approximate) 

Project Secr~tary/ 
Technician Cashier 

69.3 

$3.96 

S 274 

108.O 

S2. 96 

5 320 

SOURCE: Project staff time records. 

*See Table 4-6. 

Assistant 
City 
Clerk 

17.3 

$5.79 

S 100 

Total 

$ 694 

S 174 

S 868 

2,979 

S .29 

**Assumed to equal 25 percent of direct labor cost. Includ~s fringe 
benefits. 

+Note: This is the cost of operating the ticket system only and does 
not include either the cost of the subsidy itself or any allocation of other 
costs. 
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Table 4- 12 

SUBSIDY COST PER PROJECT RIDE 

Total Fare 
Number of (Including Tota 1 Fa re Subsii:ly 

Month Project Rides Subsi d.z'.) Per Ride eer Ride* 

1977 September 665 'S 947 1. 42 .71 

October 1,715 2,103 1. 23 .61 

November 1,963 2,509 1. 28 .64 

December 1, 999 2,468 1. 23 .62 

1978 January 2,156 2,730 1. 27 .63 

February 2,187 2,783 1. 27 .64 

March 2,692 3,358 1. 25 .62 

Apri 1 2,648 3, 381 1.28 .64 

May 3,003 3,841 1. 28 . 64 

SOURCE: Project records . 

*Equals 50 percent of the total fare per ride. 
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relatively constant througbout the early stages of t he project, leadinn to~ 
s~bsidy of approximately $.63 per ride . ()f course, this afl1ount cha nged latP.r 
in the project due to general increases in taxi fares. 

PROJ ECT MANAGEMENT COST SUMMARY AND FUNDING ISSUES 

The project 1nanagement costs described above can be summarized as fol 1 ows: 

Activity 

Phase I 
(Preoperational 
Planning) 

Phase II 
(Administrative 

Initial 

$1,856 

Support) $4,841 

Phase III 
(Ticket Distri ­
bution/Redemption 
System) 

Overhead 

Subsidy 

TOTAL $6,697 

Cost (1977 dollars) 
Per Per 

Month Registrant 

+ $ 150 + $ 3.85 

S 200 

Per 
Ride 

$ .29 

$ • 63 

+ $ 350/ + $ 3.85/ + S .92 / 
ride month registrant 

3ased on this summary, expected administrative costs for user-side suhsidy 
projects at sites similar to Kinston (in terms of administrative support, 
ticket distribution/redemption system, taxi fares, and subsidy percentage, 
etc.) can be estimated. For example, the annual cost for an operation of 
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this type that averages 10 new registrants per month and 3,000 project rides 
:)er rnonth at equilihrii.nn (i.e., after all start-up activities have been 
undertaken and the initial wave of project registration has taken place) can 
be estimated as follows: 

Annual cost 
(1977 dollars) 

= 12 x monthly cost 

= 12 X (350 + (10 X 3.85) + (3000 X • 92) ) 

= $37,782, 

including the cost of the subsidy itself. 

In Kinston, these costs were covered during the demonstration by a 
combination of funding from the UMTA demonstration grant and in-kind 
donations by t!le City of Kinston. The city provided the services of tr.e 
project manager, finance officer, and assistant city clerk, as well as the 
project office, without charge to the project. Demonstration funding, on the 
other hand, was used to provide the services of the project technician and 
cashier, as well as to pay for the subsidy itself and other miscellaneous 
expenses. 

As of August 1980, it was anticipated that the demonstration grant would ~e 
depleted on or about March 1981. The City of Kinston has filed an 
application with the State of North Carolina to obtain federal funds for 
nonurbanized areas available under Section 18 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended) with which to continue the KITE 
program beyond that time. 
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LEVEL-OF-SERVICE CHANGES 

The user-side subsidy demonstration in Kinston had the potenti al to affect a 
variety of transportation supply attri butes. The direct, primary effects of 
the demonstration involved the fare and level of ride-sharing. Secondary 
effects, involving changes in other level-of-service attributes causerl by 
operator reactions to the project (i.e., if taxi operators perceived that 
there were differences between the attr3ctiveness of project and nonproject 
trips, they might act to create corresponding service quality ciifferentials) 
were much less in evidence. All of these effects are described in detail 
below. 

PR IMARY EFFECTS 

FARE 

The most important single change in transportation supply attributes and, 
indeed, the focus of the entire demonstration, involved the reduction of taxi 
fares for elderly and handicapped residents of Ki nston . As outlined i n 
Chapter 4, eligible individuals who registered for the KITE program were abl e 
to obtain a 50 percent subsidy for taxi fares through the purchase of 
discount tickets . Because of purchase limitations, this discount was only 
effective for a maximum of 525 (originally $20) worth of taxi rides per month 
and only applied to trips within Kinston. However, given the magnitude of 
the subsidy , this change in travel cost as perceived by the user was expecterl 
to have significant effects on registrant mobility. 
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RIDE-SHARING 

As outlined earlier, ride-sharing had previously been allowerl in Kinston only 
with the consent of the first passen9er. When the project started, this 
restriction was removed, so that rider consent was no longer requi red. 
However, because ride-sharing was not an uncommon practice before the 
project, the practical effect of this change was insignificant. For example, 
the percentage of taxi passengers whose rides were shared with the suhsequent 
ride in a given cab was essentially the same before anrl after the beginning 
of the project (9.6 percent* versus 9 .4 percent**). This supports the 
observation of many taxi operators that the previous Kinston taxi nrdinance 
had not posed a severe constraint, since the first passenger rarely if ever 
declined to give permission for r ide-s~aring. + 

SECONDARY ~FFECTS 

It is sornetirnes assumed that the ticket system used in Kinston prec l uded 
operator di scrimi nation in the treatment of project and nonproject trips, 
since an individual did not formally identify him/herself as a r roject 
participant until after service had been rendered (i.e., when paying for t he 
ride). However, a large portion of the traffic of each taxi fir~ i n Kinston 
involved regular passengers who were recognized by dispatchers anrl/or 
drivers. Therefore, it would have been possible in practice fo r operators to 
distinguish between likely project and nonproject trips, though this did not 
lead to extensive service qua1ity differentiation, as shown bel ow. 

WAIT TIME 

If taxi operators perceived significant differences between the 
attractiveness of project and nonproject trips, they might no t assign equal 
i mportance to providing prompt service to requests from all customers. Th is 
attitude would be reflected in a difference in wait times he t ween project and 
nonproject trips . For immediate service requests, wait t ime includes the 
difference between pick-up and service request times, while for advanced 
requests, it inc ludes only the difference between actual an ci scheduled 
pick-up times. In practice, no significant difference was found between the 
wait times of project and nonproject users (means of 4.8(n=67) and 5.0(n=338) 

*Taxi on-board survey, August 1977. 

**Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 

+Taxi operator interviews , Ju ly 1979. 
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minutes, respectively).* Rather, it apoears that taxi service in Ki nston 
was prompt and punctual for project and nonproject users alike. This 
reinforces the unanimous opinion of project registrants (see Table 5-1) that 
project rides did not entail longer wa it times t~an nonproject rides. 

RIDE TIME 

Given the incentives for taxi operators to provide direct and efficient 
service once a passP.nger has been picked up , it is extremely unlikely that 
operators would attempt to differentiate the service ~uality of project and 
nonproject trirs in this manner.** I n fact , ride times of project and 
nonproject trips did not differ significantly (means of 7. 0 (n~SG) an~ 7 .4 
(n=326) minutes, respectively).+ Project registrants were again una nimous 
in their opinion that ~reject rides took no longer than nonproject rides and 
that project ride times were no more variable than nonproject ride times (see 
Table 5-1). 

COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 

As shown in Table 5-2, there were differences between project and nonproject 
trips in the amount of ass i stance offered by drivers. Project riders tended 
to receive more physical assistance and help with doors and packages at ~o th 
the origins and destinations of trips than nonproject riders. However, 
nonproject riders who were eligible for the subsidy program also received 
higher 1eve1s of driver assistance. Indeed, the level of physical assi stance 
offered by drivers on eligible nonproject trips at their destinations was 
significantly higher++ t han that offered on project trips, a ohenomenon that 
may be attributable at least in part to the need for drivers to r~cord 
information about project trips in a log book and carefully keep track of 
project tickets once they had been receivect . Overall, indications are that 

*Taxi on-board survey, Au9ust 1979. 

**If the previous restrictions on ride-sharing had been binding, ride times 
of project and/or nonproject rides could have been affecterl by an increasP. in 
diversions to serve other passengers, which also would have reduced wait 
times. 

+Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. Nonrroject trips could be expected to 
be slightly longer than project trips, since project tickets could only be 
used to pay for trips within Kinston. However, the higher incidence of 
ride-sharing on project trips may tend to increase ride times, offsetting the 
effects of trip length differences. 

++At the 95 percent confidence level. 
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Table 5-l 

PROJECT REGISTRANT COMPARISONS OF SERVICE QUALITY FOR 
PROJECT ANO NONPROJECT TAXI qr□ES 

Percent Reseonding 

Yes ~lo 

Project wait time longer? 0.0 100.0 

Project ride time longer? 0.7 99.3 

Project ride time as reliable? 100.0 0.0 

Project ride courtesy/assistance 100.0 0.() 
as good? 

SOURCE: Survey of project registrants, July 1979. 
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Table 5-2 

~RIVER ASSISTANCE OFFERED TO PASSENGERS 
(Percent) 

At Trip Origin At Trip Destination 

Help with H~l p wit~ 
Physical Doors, Physical Doors, 

Assistance Packages Assistance Packages 

Project ( n=69) 4.4 10.1 2.8 11. l 

Nonproject Total (n=351) l. 7 8.6 1. 4 8.8 

Eligible (n=4·1) 9.3 11.6 11. 4 13. 6 

Noneligible (n=307) 0.7 8.2 0.0 8 .1 

SOURCE: Taxi on-board survey, August 1979, 
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the level of assistance offered by drivers depended upon the characteristics 
and needs of riders, rather than intentional operator efforts to provide 
service quality differentials. Once again, this ·.oJas confirmed by the 
unanimous opinion of project registrants, who found no difference in driver 
courtesy and assistance between project and nonproject trips (see 
Table 5-1). 

SUMMARY 

Overall, the only significant supply change associated with the demonstration 
project involved the change in effective taxi fare. The change in taxi 
regulations regarding ride-sharing had no real effect, due to the widespread 
acceptance of ride-sharing prior to the deMonstration. Also, taxi operators 
made no effort to differentiate the service they offered to project and 
nonproject riders. This indicates that taxi operators did not perceive 
significant differences between the attractiveness of project and nonproject 
rides. 
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USER IMPACTS AND TRAVEL BEHAVIOR CHANGES 

The effect of the taxi discount program on the travel behavi or of the elderly 
and handicapped in Kinston constituted the principal impact of interest in 
this demonstration. The 50 percent reduction in taxi fares was expected to 
attract many eligible individuals to register for the f)rogra111, and to have 
significant effects on the nunber and types of trips they marle. I~ this 
chapter the characteristics of project registrants and users are described in 
detail, and the effects of the program on their tripmaking are analyzed. 

PROJECT REGISTRATION 

As outlined in Chapter 3, it is tentatively estimated approximately 4,152 
elderly or handicapped residents of Kinston were eligible for the taxi 
discount program in 1977, and that by 1979 this number had increased to 
4,584. This change, and the cumulative pattern of project registration over 
ti1ne, is shown in Figure 6-1. 

It is evident from this figure that the proportion of registered individuals 
in the eligible population was relatively stable for most of the project. 
However, the inclination of specific individua1s to register for the program 
varied widely and was related to a number of sociodemographic 
characteristics. A comparison of the characteristics of project registrants 
and nonregistrants and the penetration achieved by the project in these 
different market segments is presented in Table 6-1. 
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Figure 6-1 

ELIGIBLE AND REGISTERED INDIVIDUALS 

INDIVIDUALS 
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NOTE: Eligible pc,pulation estimated in Chapter 3. 

Registration statistics drawn from Table 4-3. These statistics may overstate the true number of registrants 
at any given time, since attrition among registrenu has not been accounted for. 
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TableS-1 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT REGISTRANTS AND NONREGISTRANTS 
AS OF NOVEMBER 1979 

[ligible Market 
Re9istrants Nonregi strants Penetration 

Number 777* 3807** .17 

Age (percent) 
5-54 11. 1 4.5 .33 

55 -64 9.3 3 .15 .34 
65-69 31.1 34.5 .15 
70-74 22.0 27 .3 .14 
75-84 22.9 26.4 .15 85+ 3. 6 3 .15 . 17 

Sex 
Mal e 22.9 33 . 6 .12 
Female 77 .1 66.4 .19 

Race 
White 36 .0 45 . 1 .14 
Bl ack 63 . 2 54.0 .19 
Other 0.8 0.9 .15 

Handicap Status 
No handicap 59.8 61.1 .17 
Non-ambulatory 1. 7 2.7 .11 
Semi-ambulatory 22.9 23.9 . 115 
Sight 9.8 8.0 .20 
Hearing 1. 6 0 . 9 .27 
Incoordination/ 
Mental retardation/ 
Brain damage 4.3 4.5 .lfi 

Aids 
Crutches 1. 6 1.8 .15 
Wheelchair 1. 7 2.7 .11 
Walker 2.6 3. 5 .13 
Cane 17.4 8.0 .31 
Escort 2.2 0.9 .33 
Other 1.4 0.9 .24 
Total 26.9 17. 8 .24 

Table continued on foll owi og page. 
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Table 6-1 (Conti nuerl) 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT REGISTRANTS AND NONREGISTRANTS 
AS OF NOVEMBER 1979 

Registrants 

Current Driver's License 
Yes 11.2 
No 88.8 

Number of Vehicles 
In Household 

0 84.7 
1 13.1 
2 2.0 
3 0.3 

Household Size 
1 54.3 
2 32.0 
3 7.6 
4+ 6.1 

Number in Household 
65 Years or Over 

0 22.8 
1 58 .2 
2 18.2 
3 0. 8 

Number in Household 
Less than 65 Years 
and Handicapped 

0 75.8 
l+ 24.2 

Employment Status 
Employed full - time 4.1 
Employed part-time 3.8 
Unemployed 7.6 
Retired 81. 9 
Student 0.9 
Homemaker 3.0 

Table continued on following page. 
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Eligible 
Nonregistrants 

54.0 
46.0 

22.3 
56 . 2 
18.8 
2.7 

35.4 
49.6 
12.4 
3.5 

2.7 
55.8 
39.8 
1.8 

89.4 
10.6 

3.5 
8.1 
3.5 

66.1 
1. 8 

16.9 

Mar'<et 
Penetration 

.04 

.28 

.44 

.04 

.02 

.02 

.24 

.12 

.11 

.26 

.63 

. 18 

.08 

.08 

.. 15 

.32 

. 19 

.09 

.31 

.20 

.09 

.03 



Table 5-1 (Continued) 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT REGISTRANTS AND NONREGISTRANTS 
AS OF NOVEMBER 1979 

~ligible Market 
Reaistrants Nonreaistrants Penetration 

Household Income 
Less than 53,000 64 . 7 40.5 .25 
$3,000 to $4,999 25 . 2 32.9 .14 
$5,000 to $7,999 5. 0 12.6 .07 
$8,000+ 5. 1 13.9 .07 

n = 777 n=113 

SOURCE: Survey of nonregistrants, July 1979 and registration interviews , 
September 1977 -November 1979. 

*The number of registrants and all related market penetration statistics 
may be slightly over- estimated, since attrition amonq registrants has ~ot 
~een accounted for. 

**Estimated 1979 eligible population (=4584, from Chapter 3) less number 
of registrants. 
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Project registrants do not appear to differ significantly from eligible 
nonregistrants in their travel handicaps. However, registrants do contain a 
disproportionate representation of fe~ales and blacks, and tend to come from 
s,naller households (54 percent live alone), with lower incomes. Nonelderly 
handicapped individuals, on average, are much more likely to register for the 
program than elderly individuals . Of particular relevance to the project, 
the overwhelming majority of project registrants do not have a driver's 
1 i cense or an automobi 1 e in their household, whil e more than half of the 
nonregistrants do have a license, and more than three-fourths of the 
nonregistrants have at least one automobile in their household. 

Reasons cited by nonregistrants for their lack of participation in the 
program reinforce the importance of auto avai 1 abi 1 i ty that is evident in 
registrant/nonregistrant comparisons. As shown in Table 6-2, over 70 percent 
of all nonregistrants indicated that the availability of automobiles to drive 
or ride in :11ade it unnecessary for them to register for the program. In 
contrast, only 25 percent of all nonregistrants lacked information about the 
program or "intended" to register. and even these reasons tend to show a 1 ack 
of need for or interest in the program. While the registration of a 
relatively small percentage of the 16 . 5 percent of all nonregistrants that 
lacked information about the program would cause a much more significant 
percentage increase in the nUTiber of registrants, these findings tend to 
indicate a limited potential for exoansion of the program among 
nonregistrants. It is also important to note that none of the nonregistrants 
cited difficulties in using nonlift-equipped conventional taxis as a reason 
for not participating in the program. 

New registrant characteristics changed somewhat over time. As shown in Table 
6-3, later registrants tended to be made up ~ore of individuals who had just 
become eligible for the project (i.e .• age 65-69), and less of older 
individuals . Later registrants also consisted to a greater extent of whites 
and had somewhat higher incomes than earlier registrants. Of particular 
relevance to the project, later registrants had significantly higher access 
to automobiles through drivers' licenses and/or vehicles ovmed hy the 
household. This ~ay be attributable to the more widespread proliferation and 
usage of automobiles among the younger, newly eligible registrants, as well 
as an increased tendency for regular auto 11sers to register for the program 
that may have been caused by the problems of gasoline availability arid price 
during 1979 described in Chapter 3. 

PROJECT USE 

From the beginning of operations in September 1977, the project experienced a 
steady growth in ridership, interrupted mainly hy the effects 0f periodic 
fare increases. A summary of the project ridership carrierl each month by 
participating taxi firms is presented in Table 5-4. 
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Table 6-2 

REASONS CITED BY NONREGISTRANTS 
FOR LACK OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

Percent of All Nonregistrants 
Reason Citing Reason* 

Capable of driving 42.1 

Someone else drives for me 28 . 9 

Haven't heard of the program 16.5 

Haven't had time to register 8.3 

No reason 6.6 
(n=l21) 

SOURCE: Survey of nonregistrants, July 1979. 

*Does not sum to 100 percent due to fllUl ti pl e responses. 
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Table 6- 3 

REGISTRANT CHARACTERISTICS BY □ATE OF REGISTRATION 

9 /77 to 5/78 to 1/79 to 
4/78 12/78 11/79 

Number 518 120 130 

Age ( percent) 
5 - 54 10.4 16.6 10.7 

55 - 64 9.1 8 . 4 10.8 
65 - 69 29.2 35.0 34 . 6 
70 - 74 24. 1 14.2 20.0 
75 - 84 23.9 20 . 0 20 . 8 

85+ 3.3 5.8 3 . 1 

Sex 
Male 22 . 6 23.3 23.8 
Female 77 .4 76.7 76.2 

Race 
White 31. 7 38.3 50 . 8 
Black 67.1 61. 7 49.2 
Other 1.2 0.0 o.o 

Marital Status 
Married 21. 9 22.S 23.1 
Single 9.7 18.3 13.8 
Formerly married 68.5 59.2 53.l 

Handicap Status 
No handicap 60.3 62.1 55.9 
Non-ambulatory 1. 8 3. 4 0.0 
Semi - ambulatory 23.2 19.0 ?. 5. 2 
Sight 10.5 6.9 9.4 
Hearing 1.2 0.9 3. 9 
Incoordination/ 
Mental retardati on/ 
Brain damage 3.2 7. 8 5.5 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table 5-3 (Continued) 

~EGISTRANT CHARACTERISTICS BY OATE OF REGISTRATION 

Aids 
Braces 
Arti fi ci al limbs 
Crutches 
Wheelchair 
vJa l !<er 
Cane (for walking) 
Cane (for blind person) 
Escort 
Other 
Total 

Current Driver's License 

Yes 
No 

Number of Vehicles 
in Household 

0 
1 
2 
3 

Household Size 
1 
2 
3 
4+ 

Number in Household 
65 Years or Older 

0 
1 
2 
3 

9/77 to 
4/78 

0.4 
0.4 
2.3 
1.5 
2.7 

17.2 
3.3 
1.0 
0.8 

29.6 

8.3 
91. 7 

88.2 
9.9 
1. 9 
0.0 

55.2 
31.8 
6.9 
6.1 

25.2 
56.9 
17.2 
0 . 6 

Table continued on following page. 
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5/78 to 
12/78 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
4.2 
4.2 
8.3 
0.8 
5.8 
1. 7 

25.0 

13.3 
86.7 

77. 5 
17.5 
3.3 
1. 7 

45.0 
33.3 
10.8 
10.9 

20.0 
61. 7 
16.7 
1. 7 

1 /79 to 
11/79 

0.0 
0.0 
0.() 
o. o 
0.8 

10.8 
2.3 
3.9 
0.8 

18.6 

20.8 
79.2 

77 .3 
21. 9 
0.8 
0.0 

59.5 
31. 7 
7. 1 
1. 6 

15.7 
59.8 
23.6 
0.8 



Table 6-3 (Continued) 

REGISTRANT CHARACTERISTICS BY DATE OF REGISTRATION 

9/7 7 to 5/78 to 1/79 to 
4/78 12/78 11/79 

Number in Household 
Less than 65 Years 
and Handicapped 

o- 75.5 77. 5 75.4 
1 20.6 20.8 23.8 
2+ 3.9 1. 7 0.8 

Employment Status 

Employed full-time 4.6 2.0 3.8 
Employed part- time 3.1 4.9 5.6 
Unemployed 7.4 15.5 1.0 
Retired 83.5 74.6 81.2 
Student 0.4 0.0 3.2 
Homemaker 1.1 2.0 13.2 

Household I ncome 

Less than $3,000 71.3 49.1 52.5 
$3,000 to $4,999 20.8 34.5 34.4 
$5,000-$7,999 4.0 6.9 7.4 
$8,000+ 3.9 9.5 5.7 

SOURCE: Registration interviews, September 1977-November 1979. 
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Table 6-4 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT RIO[RSHIP 

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan . Feb. Mar . Apr. May June J uly Aug . 
Fi rm 1977 1977 1977 1977 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 --- --

City Taxi 33 73 77 84 90 57 90 61 92 102 55 64 
($51) ($83) ($92) ( $98) ($106) ( $68) ($101) ($73) ($110) ( $127) ( $78) ($95) 

Eagl e Cab 136 355 408 402 524 505 675 657 624 561 562 666 
($183) ($417) ($529) ($473) ($630) ($628) ($790) ( $785) ($743) ($745) ($775) ($925) 

Smith Cab 28 117 106 116 92 132 1q2 170 202 20R 194 229 
($31) ($143) {$134) ($144) ($110) ( $167) ($232) ($210) ($255) ($287) ($277) ($337) 

Sutton Cab 169 601 701 716 698 753 826 839 772 679 699 771 
($299) ($733) ($883) ($877) ($846) ($947) ($1008) ($1052) ($978) ($957) ($1041) ($1135) 

<D Union Taxi 205 358 401 412 483 451 586 578 754 688 634 6q8 0 

($276) ($461) ($523) ($528) ($677) ($603) ($812) ($799) ($1027) ($1080) ($1041) ($1162) 

Manhattan 94 211 270 269 269 289 323 330 373 314 340 381 
Cab ( $107) ($266) ($348) ($348) ($361) ($370) ($415) ($441) ($498) ($464) ($506) ( $597) 

Lassiter Cab 13 186 122 156 176 
($21) ($230 ) ($163) ($225) ($262) ---- - --- ··---- ------·- ----- --~ - --- ---

665 1715 1963 1999 2156 2187 2692 2648 3003 2674** 2640 2985 
($947)* ($2103) ($2509) ($2468 ) ($2730) ($2783 ) ($3358) ($3381 ) ($3841) ($3823) ($3943) ($4513) 

Table continued on following page. 



Table 6-4 {Continued) 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT RIDERSHIP 

Sept . Oct. Nov. Dec . Jan . Feb. Mar. Apr. May June J uly Aug. 
Fi rm 1978 1978 1978 1978 1979 1979 1979 1979 1979 1979 1979 1979 

-- -- -- - - -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -

City Taxi 88 82 65 79 61 89 123 125 165 147 126 147 
($133) ( $130) { $98) ($114) ($90) ($131) ($188) ($181) ($236) ($238) (PlR) ($242) 

Eagle Cab 486 557 494 665 772 786 926 860 1021 754 711 779 
( $717) ($801) ($719) ($969) ($1158) ($1190) ($1427) ($1284) ($1596) ($1283) ($1236) ($1362) 

Smith Cab 194 219 119 191 184 171 218 244 248 207 206 187 
($292) ($318 ) ($169) ($277) ($264) ($249) ($315) ($358) ($350) ($335) ($350) ($323) 

Sutton/ 771 766 775 845 786 532+ 628 548 617 622 564 631 
Dove Cab ($1143) ($1168) ($1180) ($1262) ($1177) ($790) ($920) ($814) ($888) ($1035) ( $94 7) ($1062) 

Union Taxi 593 648 664 7 37 709 625 618 672 793 655 695 793 
~ _, ($969 ) ($1060) ($1084) ($1192) ($1141) ($1014) ($1138) ($1130) ($1336) ($1230) ($12Q2) ( q 532) 

Manhattan 361 359 350 268 317 353 443 382 407 367 367 434 
Cab ($558) ($550) ($526) ($405) ($489) ($544) ($677) ($562) ($643) ($640) ($662) ($757) 

Lassiter 249 199 229 215 240 240 314 258 263 142 230 262 
Cab ($353) ($289) ($337) ($31?.) ($341) ($356) ($458) ($377) ($393) ($398) ($396) ($453) 

Lenoir 2 30 13 56 64 106 56 37 51 41 
Cab ($3) ( $46) ( $18) ($75) ($95) ($156) ( $86) ($61) ( $72) ($61) --- ---- -- -- -

2742 2830 2698 3030 3082 2852 3334 3195 3570 2931** 2950 3274 
($4165) ($4316) ($4116) ($4577) ($4678) ($4349) ($5218) ($4862) ($5528) ($5228 ) ($5173) ($5792) 

Table continued on fol l owing page. 



Table 6-4 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT RIO(RSHIP 

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feh. Project Total 
Fi rm 1979 1979 1979 1979 1980 1980 Sept. 1977-Feh. 1980 

City Taxi 112 123 149 125 144 163 ;;>,991 
( $193) ($214) ($261) ($212) ($250) ($281) ($4,492) 

Eagle Cab 761 877 831 762 836 774 19,7?.7 
($1333) ($1502) ($1494) ($1320) ($1451) ( $1318) ($29,783) 

Smith Cab 146 205 180 163 150 193 5,211 
($256) ($338) ($309) ($269) ( $257) ($3?7) ($7,683) 

Dove Cab 452 543 511 559 589 521 19,484 
($790) ($926) ($887) ( $948) ($1020) ($378) ($28,SQl) 

Union Taxi 618 668 671 634 613 614 18,268 
l.O ($1147) ($1254) ($1282) ($1218) ($1169) ($1167) ($30,344) N 

Manhattan Cab 371 402 374 293 368 345 10,024 
($670) ( $729) ( $696) ($517) ($654) ($618) ($15,618) 

lassi ter Cab 208 290 226 225 247 254 4,944 
($358) ( $487) ($392) ( $374) ($416) ($425) ($7,816) 

Lenoir Cab 41 49 37 38 26 20 667 
($69) ($75) ($63) ($59) ($44) ($33) ($1,016) 

2709 3157 2979 2799 2973 2884 81,316 
($4816) ($5525) ($5384) { $4917) ( .$5261) ( $504 7) ($125,343) 

SOURCE: Project records. 

*Figure in parentheses is amount of operator reimbursement, which is the face value of the tickets 
(i.e., full amount of the fare including 50 percent user prepayment). 

**Fare increase of 25t per zone occurred during this period. 
+Change in ownership of Sutton Cab to Dove Cab in February 1979. 



Among registran.ts, there was wide variation in the extent to which the 
project discount ·.vas lltilized for taxi trips . . l\s shown i n Fi gure 6- 2, many 
registrants took no trips during the course of a month, while others used 
project tickets extensively. Differences in utilization rates arpear to he 
related to a number of registrant characteristics. As shown in Table 5-5, 
the group of intensive users contained a disproportionate representation of 
individuals requiring aids to travel, and tended to have l ower incomes in 
comparison with other registrants. The nonel derly handicapped appear to hav~ 
been particularly heavy users, while usage was markedly lower for individua ls 
over 75 years of age. Workers also tended to utilize project discounts 
extensively . (Note that an individual who was unemployed at t he time of the 
registration interview was sti l l a member of the labor force, and may have 
gained employment subsequent to registration . ) Once again the presence of 
travel alternatives appears to have played a major role, as the wi rle najority 
of intensive users had no driver's license and no vehicles in their 
househo l d. It should also be noted that all of the nonambulatory project 
registrants (i.e., those requiring wheelchairs) were able to use the project 
at least intermittently, and many averaged over 10 project trips per month. 

Project utilization was also related to the t i me of registration by the 
users. As shown in Table 6-6, early registrants tended to make the most 
frequent use of project discounts. This refl ects the fact that the neediest 
individuals are likely to have registered for the program immediately, while 
those whose needs were less pronounced may have delayed the i r registration 
unti 1 their circumstances :nore cl early demonstrated the uti li ty of t he taxi 
discount program. Given that registrants in 1979 may have consisted to some 
degree of auto users who registered for the program due to gasoli ne 
availability and price problems, the observation that earl ier registrants 
made greater use of the project is consistent with t he rol e of auto t ravel 
alternatives in the determination of project-use frequency described above . 
This tends to indicate that many later registrants used the program as 
"insurance" against the possibility of a r,ajor gasol ine shortfa ll rather t han 
a day-to-day method of financing taxi trips . 

Changes i n user characteristics after reaistration rnav also have a 
significant or even overriding effect on~a user's attitude toward and need 
for the project. Some registrants may have died or moved away f rom Kinston, 
precluding them from active participation in the program. The extent of th is 
sort of attrition is difficult to document since i ndividuals ,-.,ho chose not t o 
use the program cannot be distinguished from those who were not able to. 
However, the fact that the percentage of registrants not using the project 
was lower for the sample of registrants who were present in Kinston to 
respond to a survey of project registrants in ,July 1979 t han for the total of 
all individuals who had ever registered for the orograrn (31. 3 percen t vs . 
42.8 percent) shows that this type of attrition is significant . This find i ng 
is confirmed by a statistical analysis of project r idersh ip trends (?resented 
i n Appendix C) that reveals an implicit decline in ridership per nomina l 
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Figure 6-2 

PROJECT UTILIZATION 
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1 Sample month - April 1978 

2 As noted eariier, usage in a given month may exceed the purchase limit 
if the registrant has saved tickets from previous months. 

SOURCE : Taxi ticket use records. 
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Tabl e 6- 5 

C 0~-1PAR I SON OF FREQUENT ANO INFREQUENT PROJECT USERS 

Average Number of Project Taxi Tri~s ~er Month* 

0 1-4 5-9 10-60 

Number 50 346 220 118 

Age ( percent) 
5 - 54 14.0 7. 5 10.4 29.6 

55 - 64 7.5 6. 1 15 . 5 7.6 
65 - 69 31. 2 28 . 9 34.6 28. 0 
70 - 74 16.1 25 .1 20.9 17. 0 
75 - 84 29 . 0 26.3 17.3 16.1 
85+ 2.2 6 . 1 1.4 1. 7 

Sex 
Male 32.2 22.7 13.8 33.6 
Female 67.8 77. 2 86.2 66.4 

Race 
\~hi te 46.7 42.6 30.7 18.1 
Black 53.3 56.3 68.8 Bl. 0 
Other 0. 0 1.2 0.5 0.9 

Mari ta 1 Status 
Single 21. 1 7.6 10.6 19.1 
Married 23.3 24. 7 20.2 17 .4 
Formerly married 55.6 67 . 7 69 . 3 63.5 

Handicap Status 
No handicap 48.3 67.8 59 . 2 46. 1 
Nonambul a tory 0.0 2. 6 0.0 3.5 
Semi - ambulatory 28.7 18.1 26 . 8 25 . 2 
Si ght 12. 6 fi. 7 8.5 19 .1 
Hearing 0.0 2 .1 2.3 0.0 
Incoo r dination/ 
Mental retardation/ 
Brain damage 10. 3 2.7 3.2 5. 1 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table6-5 (Continued) 

COMPARISm! OF FREQU ENT AND INFREQUENT PROJECT usrns 

Average Number of Project Taxi Trips per Month 

0 1-4 5-9 10-60 
Aids 

l~hee 1 chair 0. 0 2.3 () . 9 2.6 
Walker 4.4 2.6 2.8 0.9 
Crutches 1. l 0.9 1.8 3.5 
Cane (for walking) 7.8 15.7 14 . 2 18.1 
Cane (for blind 2.2 1.5 3.7 5.2 
person) 
Artificial 1 imbs 0.0 0. 6 0. 0 0.0 
Braces 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.0 
Escort 4.4 1.5 1.4 4.3 
Other 1.1 0.6 0.9 1.7 
Total 21. 0 26 .0 26.2 36.3 

Household Size 
1 47.2 54.5 58.9 50.9 
2 31. 5 33.6 29.9 31. 6 
3 13.5 6.3 7.5 7.0 
4+ 7.9 5.7 3.7 10.S 

Number in Household 
65 Years or Older 

0 15.9 17.8 28.6 32.2 
1 61. 4 61. S 56.7 48.7 
2 21. 6 19.8 13.8 19.1 
3 3.4 0. 9 0 .9 0.0 

Number in Household 
Less than 65 Years 
and Handicapped 

0 76.7 81. 6 73.6 62.l 
1+ 23.3 18.4 26.4 37.9 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table 5- 5 ( Conti nuerl ) 

C:)~PARI SON OF FREQUENT !\ND INFREQU ENT PROJECT USERS 

Average Number of Project Taxi Tri es eer Month 

0 1-4 5-9 10-60 

Employment Status 
Employed fu ll-time 2.5 3 .1 3.2 10.5 
Employed part- time 2. 5 1. 15 5.2 9. 3 
Unemployed 6.4 5.9 8.9 11. 3 
Retired 83 . 5 85.9 81. 7 66 .7 
Student 2.5 0. 3 0.0 3. 1 
Homemaker 6.4 3. 1 2. 6 1.0 

Household Income 
Less than $3 ,000 48 .2 65 .2 67 . 8 69. 9 
$3,000 - $4,999 33.7 24.15 23 .4 23 .9 
$5,000 - $7 ,999 7. 2 3.15 6 .1 5. 3 
58 ,000+ 10. 8 6 . 6 2. 8 0.9 

Number of Vehicles 
i n Household 

0 70 .8 82 . 2 90 . 3 92 .2 
1 25.8 15 .5 7. 8 6.0 
2 3.4 2.0 1. 4 1. 7 
3 0. 0 0.3 0.5 o.o 

Current 
Jriver ' s Li cense 

Yes 25 . 6 12 . 5 6. 0 6 . 0 
No 74. 4 87 . 5 94 . 0 94 . 0 

SOURCE : Registration intervi ews, September 1977-July 1979 and taxi ticket 
use records. 

*From September 1977 -July 1978 and J anuary 1979-July 1979. 
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Table6-5 

PROJECT US£ SY DATE OF REGISTRATION 
( Percent) 

Average Number of 
Project Trips 9/77 to 5/78 to 

per Month 4/78 12/78 

0 5.6 15.0 

1 - 4 47.7 50.0 

5 - 9 29.3 25 . 0 

10 - 60 17. 4 10.0 

1/79 to 
11/79 

33. 1 

28 . 5 

27.7 

10.8 

SOURCE: Registration interviews, September 1977-November 1979 and 
taxi ticket use records. 
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registrant of bet~een 1. 0 and 1 . 5 percent per month. All other things eoual, 
this could be interpreted as a c0rrespondi ng decline in the true number of 
registrants. While the other factors that might also contribute to this ti~e 
trend (e .g, income or attitude changes) make it difficult to identify t 11e 
exact attri tion rate, it can be seen t!'iat the exit of registrants froin the 
program over time is a nontrivial phenomenon and mus t be considered, at 
l east implicitly, when nominal registration totals or aggregate use rates are 
being analyzed. 

Changes that did not involve the permanent departure of registrants from the 
program also affected project usage. At a minimum, registrants 0rew older 
over time and experienced many corresponding changes in their travel 
behavior. Other specific changes experienced by KITE project registrants 
during the course of the demonstration that are relevant tn ~roject use 
included changes in household size, employment status, handicar status, 
vehicle ownership, and income, and are summarized in Tahle 6- 7. 'Ahil e t l1ese 
changes may not have been large on a net basis and may have accrued to few 
regis trants, they are likely to have had major effects on the use rates of 
individual project participants. 

Wi t hi n the constraint of project budget limitations , project registrants 
expressed a number of reasons for not i"naking greater use of the subsidy 
program (see Table 6- 8). The majority of these reasons re l ate to a lack of 
need for taxi travel rather than diffi culties experienced in utilizing 
program taxi di scounts. However, as out lined in Chapter 4 , almost 30 percent 
of all registrants indicated that the discount ticket purchase limit acted as 
a constraint on their project tripmaking. Incteed, given the sensitivity of 
use rates to the character istics of individuals, and the types of reasons 
cited by registrants for not part icipati ng more in the rrogra~ , the monthly 
budget limitation may have been the only po licy-sensitive variabl e that had a 
sig nificant effect on project use. 

TRAVEL BE HAV! OR CHANGES 

The information presented above provides detailed perspectives on t~e types 
of individuals who registered for the project and the extent to which they 
made use of project subsidies. However, this, in and of itself, does not 
represent a change in travel behavior that is attributable to t he r rogra~, 
since it ha s not been established that the same individual s woul d no t have 
made the same trips if the program had never been implemented.* Such changes 
in travel hehavi or that reflect cl1anges in registrant mobility caused by the 
subsidy program are of particular interes t in this demonstra tion. 

*See Charles River Associates, Measurements of the Effects of Transportation 
Changes, prepared for U. S. Department of Tr ansportati on , July 1972. 
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Table 6-7 

CHANGES IN STATUS OF REGISTRANTS OURING PROJ~CT 

Residence 

Household size 

Employment status 

Handicap status 

Vehicle ownership 

Income 

Percent of Registrants 
Experiencing Change 

14.2* 

12. 5 

2.7 

22.1 

2 .1 

2.8 

( n=l 4 7) 

SOURCE: Survey of project registrants, July 1979. 

*Changes of residence within city limits only. 
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Tabl e 6-8 

REGISTRANT ~ESPONSES TO QUESTION, 
"WHY HAVEN'T YOU USED KITE MORE T0 RIDE TAXIS?" 

Reason Pe rcent of Registrants Citing Reason* 

Don't need to 36.0 

Health worsened 4.8 

Uses only when auto 3. 4 
not available 

Registered, but never 2. 7 
bought tickets 

No money to buy ti eke ts 1. 4 

Still drives 0. 7 

Thought ti eke ts were O. 7 
f ree when registering 

No reason 55 .1 

Sample Size= 147 

SOURCE : Survey of project registrants, July 1979 . 

*Does not add t o 100 percent because of multiple responses. 
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At an aggregate level, it is readily apparent that the demonstration project 
caused substantial changes in registrant f)ehavior. F0r exa:nple, nearly 70 
percent of project registrants reported i ncreases in their taxi usa0e after 
the beginning of the program.* These opinions are confirmed by an increase 
in the elderly proportion of the ridership of participating fir~s from 11.8 
percent to 20.1 percent between August 1977 and August 1979.** Of course, a 
variety of exogenous influences such as changing dernographi c patterns and 
changes in travel habits by nonregistrants may also affect this latter 
measure. In addition, this difference between before and after observations 
may simply represent a reallocation of a given volume of traffic among taxi 
firms, as project registrants who prev i ously had ridden with fir~s that did 
not participate in the program switched to firms t hat did.+ However, a 
statistical analysis of the sensitivity of project riders!1ip to fare changes 
reveals that up to 40 percent of all project trips could 1ave beer trips that 
would not have been :nade by taxi in the absence of the praj ect. ++ 

Overall, there is compelling evidence to indicate that the project subsidies 
had a significant effect on taxi use. 

*Survey of project registrants, July 1979. 

**Taxi on-board surveys. This difference is significant at the 95 percent 
confidence level. 

+The July 1979 survey of project registrants found that this occurred for 1 
to 2 percent of all project participants. Given that recall reliability may 
be hindered by the time span between the initial registration date of most 
registrants and the ti,ne of this survey, and that individuals ,.vho forego 
their revealed preference for a given firm to participate in the program are 
likely to use taxis more frequently than others, the switching phenomenon may 
have been somewhat more common than indicated by this figure. 

++See Appendix C for a detailed description of methods and results. 
This figure must be used wi th a great deal of caution, since as outlined in 
Appendix C, there are several reasons why ridership may in fact have been 
less sensitive to fare changes than would otherwise be indicated. Also, the 
fact that individuals had to expend at least some effort to reoister for the 
program and obtain discount tickets is likely to have produced a lower 
sensitivity to the fare changes associated with the project than occurred in 
the "fri cti onl ess" fare changes analyzed in Appendix C. Furthermore, the 
fare that would exist in the absence of the project is outside of the range 
of variation experienced during the project tha t was analyzed in Appendix C 
and greatly decreases the expected precision of such extrapolations. 
Therefore, it is important that this figure be considered only as an upper 
bound on the project-related increase in taxi usage. 
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Such aggregate changes in taxi usage are of consi1erable interest when the 
effects of the subsidy program on the taxi industry are being assessed (see 
Chapter 7). However, this measure does not fully describe the rleta il ed 
changes in travel behavior that reflect changes in registrant mobility. For 
the purposes of this analysis, changes in travel behavior can usefully be 
categor ized into effects on overall travel frequency, trip purpose, mode, 
destination, and timing. Changes of each of these types that are 
attributable to the subsidy project are described below. 

TRAVEL FREQUENCY 

Changes in overall travel frequency that occurred because of the proqram are 
extremely significant because they represent both the primary measure of 
changes in registrant mobility and a principal cause of changes in the total 
volume of taxi travel handled by service providers . BasP.d on 
registrant-reported changes in the frequency of travel to destinations served 
by taxicabs,* it is estimated that 10.8 percent of all taxi trips made by 
project registrants would not have been :nade in the absence of the subsidy 
program. Since project trips accounted for 79 .0 percent (1.00/ (1.00 + .266)) 
of all registrant taxi trips (see Chapter 4), project-induced trips are 
estimated to account for 13.7 percent (.108/.79) of all project trips. Based 
on the project utilization rate of 5.8 rides/registrant/month (see 
Appendix C) found early in the project, this is the equivalent of .79 
(.137x5.8=) project-induced trips/registrant/month. This estimate is 
supported by applying the 12.8 percent growth in taxi use that is 
attributable to project-induced trips ( .108/{l-.108-( .06x.79))) to the 
preproject taxi trip rate of 4.6 taxi trips/registrant/month (derived from 
trip recall questions administered to initial registrants as part of the 
registration interviews). The resulting estimate of .59 project-induced 
tr i ps/registrant/month ( .12,9x4.6) is lower than the previous estimate of .79 
project- induced trips/registrant/month derived above. However, this may be 
attributable to the tendency of elderly clients to forget so~e trips over 
time, and the fact that the "trips" in the trip recall questions r11ay have 
included some round trips as well as unlinked trips. 

~ comparison of the trip recall-based estimate of project-induced trips ( . 59 
new trips/registrant/month) with the total preproject trip rate of 16 . 8 
trips/registrant/month (al so obtained fror., the initial registration 
interviews) yields an estimate of the increase in total travel caused by the 
project of 3.5 percent ( .59/16.8). \4hile these figures 111ust all be viewed 
somewhat tentatively because of their reliance on registrant recall, they 

*Taxi on-board surveys. 
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are compatible with the observed changes in aggregate taxi use 1escribed 
earlier, and are mutually supportive i n indicating t~at the increase in 
overall tripmaking attributable to the rroject i s ,neasurable , though very 
modest. 

TRIP PURPOSE 

As shown in Table 6-9, the overall mix of tri p purposes for which t axis were 
used changed somewhat during the demonstration progran. The proportion of 
work/school trips increased somewhat, while the use of taxi s to visit f riends 
or relatives declined. It can be assumed that the project itself di d not 
reduce the actual frequency of any parti cul ar types of trips, t hough the new 
trips that were taken because of the s1..1bsi dy f11ay have been for di sti net 
purposes, and affected the overall trip pur pose mix. However, since project 
ridership formed such a sma l l fraction of total r idership (16.6 percent) , it 
is generally not possible to infer the purposes of project- induced t rips from 
system-1 evel before/after comparisons of the trip purpose mix. 

As shown in Table 6-10, project rides tended to be for shopping/personal 
business and medical tri ps, supporting the opinions of taxi operators.* The 
change between August 1977 and August 1979 i n the mix of trip purposes for 
which elderly (only) indivi duals rode taxis (see Table 6- 11) tends to 
i ndicate that shopping/personal business and medical trips also accoun ted for 
much of the increase in taxi use associated with the project. T~is confirms 
the opinions of project registrants, w~o indicated that shopping, personal 
business and medical trips were the principal types of trips they made more 
of because of the KITE program (see Table 6-12). 

MODE 

The increase in taxi travel resulting from the subsidy program described 
earlier includes trips t hat were diverted to taxi from other methods of 
travel. These trips do not represent an increase in total tripn,aking hy 
project registrants but indicate that the project subsidies have ena~lerl at 
least some registrants to substitute a more preferred mode (i.e., taxi) for 
less convenient methods of travel. Wh ile project regi strant s tend to be 
individuals who do not own or dri ve automobiles and would rely heavily on 
taxis even in the absence of the program, it is estimated (based on Table 
6-13), that some 6 percent of all project trips \voul d have been made before 
the program by \,ial king or riding as a passenger in an automobile. Gi ven the 
earlier finding that new, project-induced trips accounted for 13.7 percent of 
all project trips, it can be seen that t he additional 6 percent of project 
trips that result from modal diversion yield a total increase in taxi usage 

*Taxi operator interv iews, July 1979. 

104 



Tab l e 6-9 

KINSTON TAXI TRIP PURPOSE: AL L RIDES 

Tri e Purpose August 1977 August 1979 

Work/School 19.fi 29.6 

Shopping/Personal Business 39. 1 35.0 

Medi ca 1 11. 2 14. 3 

Visit Friends, Re 1 a ti ves 20.3 13.'i 

Recreation/Entertainment 1.5 2 . 2 

Socia 1 Service Agency 3.2 2.2 

Religious 4.8 3.2 

(n = 31 1) (n = 223) 

SOURCE: Taxi on- board surveys. 
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Table 6-10 

TRIP PURP OS(S OF PROJECT ~IDE S 

Purpose 

Work/School 

Shopping/Personal Business 

Medical 

Visit Friends, Relati ves 

Recreation/Entertai nment 

Social Se r vice Agency 

Religious 

Percent 

8 . 6 

58 .6 

20. 0 

11. 4 

() 

0 

1. 4 

( n = 70) 

SOURCE : Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 
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Table 5-11 

TRIP PURPOSES OF ELDERLY TAXI ~IDERS* 
( Percent) 

Purpose August 1977 

Work/ Schoo 1 16.6 

Shopping/Personal Business 36.0 

Medi ca 1 16.6 

Visit Friends, Re 1 ati ves 11. 0 

Recreation/Entertainment () 

Social Service Agency 8.4 

Religious 11. 0 

( n = 55) 

August 1979 

9.4 

56.5 

18.9 

11. 8 

0 

1. 2 

2.3 

(n = 85) 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. 

SOURCE: Taxi on-board surveys. 

*65 and over only. 
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Table 5- 12 

REGISTRANT qESPONSES TO QUESTION ,* 
"WHAT KINDS OF TAXI TRIPS DO YOU TAKE MORE !3 ECAUSF. OF KITE?" 

Purpose 

Wo rk/ Schoo 1 

Shopp; ng 

Personal Bus i ness 

Medical 

Visit Fr iends, Relatives 

Recreation/Entertainment 

Rel i gious 

SOURCE : Survey of project registrants , July 1979 . 

Percent** 

3.5 

70.9 

58 . 1 

84 . 9 

18.6 

1. 2 

14.0 

*Asked only of registrants who i ndicated taxi use frequency increases 
( n=86) • 

**Does not sum t o 100 percent ~ue to ~ul tiple responses. 
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Table 5-13 

PRIMARY MODE FOR TRAVEL 
TO DESTINATIONS OF PROJECT TRIPS 

Mode Before KITE P rooram* 

Auto driver 3. 7 

Auto passenger 5.6 

Taxi 8.i.3 

Walk 5.6 

Social service agency vehicle 0 

Other 0.9 

( n = 108) 

SOURCE: Taxi on-board survey, July 1979. 

Durina KITE Program** 

3.6 

1.8 

90.9 

1.8 

0 

1.8 

(n = 110) 

*Response to question, "How did you usually travel (where you're going 
now/where you've just been) before the KITE program? 

**Response to question, "How (lo you usual ly travel (where you' re going 
now/where you've just been)?" scalarized to eliminate trips that would not 
have been made prior to KITE. 
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that is attributable to the project of 19.7 percent of project trips (.06+.137). 
This is consistent with the aggregate indicators of changes in taxi usaqe 
described above. 

DESTINATION 

Changes in trip destinations are potentially important i111pacts of a suhsidy 
program of this type, since they could affect the characteristics of the 
demand encountered by taxi operators and the activity levels of different 
establishments, as well as indicate a quantum improvement in the mobility of 
project riders. Conversely, since the project1 s ticket purchase limits 
involved costs, and not the number of trips per se, users may have 
experienced incentives to take shorter trips . Overall, taxi operators 
expressed the opinion that neither of these effects was in evidence, as 
project riders traveled to essentially the same destinations as they did 
before the KITE program. This is substantiated by project registrants, wlio 
indicated that virtually all of the taxi trips they made after the start of 
the KITE program involved the same destination that they traveled to before 
the program.* Further evidence is provided by the average fare for project 
rides, which varied only by the amount of the fare changes that took place 
during the project (see Appendix C). If project rider destination choice 
were sensitive to the fare, the structure of project rides would have been 
expected to vary significantly in the presence of fare changes, resulting in 
further changes in the average fare. It is therefore concluded that 
project-related new taxi trips did not involve destinations that were not 
previously visited for a given trip purpose. This is consistent with the 
small geographical size of Kinston, the relatively coarse zonal fare 
structure, and the fact that project tickets could generally only be used for 
trips within the city limits . 

TRIP TIMING 

Given the reliance of project registrants on taxis for transportation (e.g., 
see Table 6-14) and the relatively small nl.B'lber of trips taken by registrants 
during any given week or even month, effects of the project on trip timing 
may serve to indicate significant mobility changes, as the higher volume of 
travel produced by tt,e project could provide registrants with a greater 
amount of temporal 11 coverage11 and flexibility for trip purposes of all types. 
In particular, it is widely perceived** that the high cost of travel relative 
to income for many taxi-dependent project-eligible individuals results in a 

*Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 

**For example, in taxi operator interviews. 
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Table 5-M 

TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
PROJECT REGISTRANTS AND NONREGISTRANTS 

Registrants Eligible Nonregistrants 

Frequency of taxi use 

at least once a week 
at least once a month 
at least once a year 
very infrequently 
nev~r 

Most frequent mode 

walk 
auto driver 
auto passenger 
taxi 
social service agency 
other 

Second most frequent mode 

walk 
auto driver 
auto passenger 
taxi 
social service agency 
other 

52.1 
29.2 
11.1 
6.3 
1.4 

15.2 
3.4 

27.6 
53.8 
0.0 
0.0 

16.8 
0.0 

47.6 
32.9 
0.7 
2.1 

( n=l 4 7) 

5.3 
11.4 
8.8 
5.3 

69.3 

5.3 
49.6 
39.8 
4.4 
0.0 
0.9 

27.5 
4.3 

44.9 
20.3 
0.0 
2.9 

(n=ll3) 

SOURCE: Surveys of project registrants and nonregistrants, July 1979. 
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consolidati on of taxi trips at the begi~ning of the month when Soci~l 
Security checks are received. To the ext ent th~t the reduction in taxi fares 
associated with the project enables registrants to travel at other times of 
the month, their opportunities fo r engaging in all types of activities may be 
significantly improved . 

As shown in Table 6-15, the timing of trips made by elderly indivi~uals 
(i .e. , those 65 and older) did change somewhat between August 1977 and August 
1979 . However, before any changes are attributed to t he subsidy program, it 
must be pointed out tha t exogenous factors appear to have had a major effect 
on observed results. Iri particular, heavy rainfall during "Week 1" of the 
1979 survey* may have had the effect of shifting a substantial nlJl!lber of 
trips to "Week 2. " Given that the first two weeks of the month account for 
virtually identical portions of total monthly ridership in the two sa,"lples 
(50.2 percent vs. 52.4 percent), a major shift in the distribution of trips 
during the month cannot be substantiated. Irideed, these data tend to 
indicate tha t whil e a disproportionate n1~her of trips are made immediately 
after the receipt of income at the beginning of the month, these trips are 
made at the convenience of the indi vidual (e.g., according to the weather) 
and do not inhibit or inherently reduce tripmaking later in the month. Since 
trips by these proj ect-eligible individuals were already distri hute<l over 
time in this manner , the project has not produced an aggregate shift in the 
timing of their trips. However, for specific individuals, ~roject-induc~d 
trips may still provide significant improvements in the temporal coverage of 
available opportunities. 

*National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Climatological Data: 
North Carolina. 

112 



Table 6-15 

TR IP TIM ING BY \.~EEK OF MONTH FOR ELOERLY TAXI RIOrnS* 
(Percent) 

Week August 1977 August 1979 

i,,;ee~ #1 31. 0 21. 8 

Week #2 19.2 30 . 13 

Weei<. #3 21. 3 20 . 8 

Week #4 28.5 26 . 7 

( n = 55) ( n = 91) 

SOURCE: Taxi on-board surveys. Normalized to account for 
sampling differences. 

*Age 65 and over on ly. 
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TAXI OPERATOR IMPACTS 

The user-side subsidy program and its effects on registrant travel behavior 
had a variety of impacts on the Kinston taxi industry. These impacts 
involved changes in the volume and characteristics of taxi trips that 
affected vehicle productivity, as well as more macro- l evel shifts in the 
financial performance (costs and revenues) of taxi operators, and are 
described below. 

VEHICLE PRODUCTIVITY 

The changes in taxi-use frequency that are attributahle to the project 
affected the mix of passengers that were served by taxi operators. To the 
extent that the characteristics of project trips differed from those of other 
trips, different levels of provider resources may have heen requ ired. 

At the beginning of the project, taxi dri vers perceived that rides by the 
elderly and handicapped involved a greater effort on the part of the driver 
to provide some form of physical assistance, ascertain the trip desti~ation 
and/or reach agreement with the rider concerning the proper fare (see Table 
7-1}. Service to elderly and handicapped customers was also perceived to 
involve longer wait times, while destinations and trip lengths were found to 
be consistent with those of other riders. 

Furtt1er insights into the effects of t he project on vehicle productivity can 
be obtained through a comparison of more objectively measured characteristics 
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Table 7-1 

DRIVER COMPARISONS OF ELDERLY AND HAND ICAPPED WITH OTHER CLIENTS 

1 Do you usually have to offer them any more assistance in getting in or out .... 
of the cab, or with packages? 

Elderly Handicaeped 
Almost always 52% 5 7 ~~ 
Occasionally 46% 41% 
Very seldom 0% 0% 
Don't Know 2% 2% 

2. Do you have any trouble findin~ out where they want to go, or how much the 
fare should be? 

Elderly Handicapeed 
Al most a h·ays 32~~ 33% 
Occasionally 46% 48% 
Very seldom 20% 19% 
Don't know 2% 0% 

3. Do you find you have to wait any 1 anger for the!ll to be rearly to go when 
you answer the call compared to other passengers? 

\~ait longer 
l~o difference 
Wait less 
Don't know 

El derly 
67% 
33~~ 

0% 
0% 

Handicapped 
70% 
30% 

0% 
0% 

4. Are the places they travel to out of the way co!llpared to other 
passengers? 

5. How do 

Generally yes 
Occasionally 
Generally no 
Don't know 

their fares compare 

Generally more 
About same 
Generally 1 ess 
Don't know 

SOURCE: Taxi driver survey, 

with 

Augus t 

Elderly 
26% 
20% 
54% 
0% 

other passengers? 

Elderly 
26% 
65% 

7% 
2% 

1977. ( n = 54) 
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Handicapped 
28~~ 
20% 
52% 

0% 

Handi cagped 
26,, 
67°!, 

5"' lo 

2% 



of project and nonproject trips (see Tab le 7-2). Project rides do reauir2 
significantly more driver assistance, at least at the trip origin, and are 
comparable to nonproject rides on the basis of other characteristics, 
supporting many of the opinions of taxi drivers outlined above. However, in 
contrast with driver opi nions, dwell times of project rides are found to be 
lower than those of nonproject rides. This implies that a greater proportion 
of project riders may be waiting for the cab when it arrives, negating the 
effect of the higher level of required assistance, and leading to the 
conclusion that the characteristics of project rides do n.ot inherently tend 
to degrade vehicle productivity in comparison with nonproject rides . 

The quality of taxi service attainable from a given number of cabs is 
sensitive to the volume of taxi traffic, imply ing that new taxi trips caused 
by the projec t may indeed have had an effect on the overall level of service 
if the number of cabs in service remained constant. The Magnitude of this 
effect would have been small, however, since thes~ new trips equaled 19.7 
percent of all project trips, and project trips accou nted for 16.6 percent of 
all taxi trips in Kinston.* Under these circumstances, new taxi trips 
amounted to only 3.3 percent ( .197x.166) of total Kinston taxi demand. 
Furthermore, as shown in Figure 7-1 , while project trips tended to cluster 
aro1rnd particular days of the week and weeks of the month in comrari son with 
nonproject trips, project trips were generally taken earlier in the day. 
Since the number of available cabs is determined at least in part )Y peak­
period (i.e., evening, nonproject) requirements, the impact of the project on 
level of service would be minimized by the off-peak incidence of project 
trips, even if the number of cabs in service did not change. 

In fact, the number of cabs in service did not remain constant during the 
demonstration. As outlined in Chapter 3, the transfer of Sutton Ca~ to Dove 
and the entry of Lassiter and Lenoir had the net effect of increasing the 
number of vehicles employed by firms participating in the r,roject fro1n 38 to 
41, an increase of almost 8 percent. However, since the Dove and Lassiter 
drivers as well as some of the Lenoir drivers provided service in Kinston 
prior to the demonstration, and fare increases that took place during the 
project could provide the revenue to support an increased number of vehicles 
in service in the presence of an inelastic overall demand for tax i service, 
the observed change in the n1J11her of vehicles in service is likely to have 
been exogenous to the effects of the subsidy program. 

Instead, the effects of the subsidy program on service providers appear to be 
concentrated within the operations of providers who carried large numbers or 
proportions of project rides, and by inference, served many elderly and 
handicapped clients prior to the demonstrati on (see Table 7-3). For example, 
the drivers of both Lassiter and Dove carried a large number of elderly and 

*Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 
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Tahle 7-2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECT ANO NONPROJECT TRIPS 

Project 

Driver Assistance at Orig i n 
(percent of rides) 

To find rider 3.6 
To physically help rider 5.4 
To help with bags or open door only 7.1 

Total 

Number of Riders (mean) 
Shared Rides (percent) 
Travel Time (mean) 

Driver Assistance at Destination 
(percent) 

To physically help rider 
To help with bags or open door 

Total 

Dwell Time (origin and destination) 
(mean) 

15.1 

1.1 
3.2 
6.9 minutes 

3.4 
only 6.8 

10.2 

1.0 minutes 

( n = 58) 

SOURCE : Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 
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0.4 
1.3 
8.0 

10.2 

1.1 
9.4 
7.4 minutes 

1. 4 
7.9 

9.3 

1.5 minutes 

(n = 272) 



Figure 7-1 

TRIP TIMING BY DAY OF WEEK, WEEK OF MONTH, AND TIME OF DAY FOR 
PROJECT AND NONPROJECT TAXI RIDES 

DAY OF WEEK 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

WEEK OF MONTH 

Week 1 

Week 2 

Week 3 

Week 4 

TIME OF DAY 

7AM-10PM 

10AM-1PM 

1PM-4PM 

4PM-7PM 

13.9 

18.0 

19.1 

111.7 

113.3 
)16.0 
116.3 

115.7 

117.3 
113.6 
113.8 

111.8 

116.6 

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 

c:::J Project (n"'60) 

[=:J Nonproject (n•281) 

128.8 

120.5 

PERCENT 

123.4 
133.2 

124.4 
121 .1 

!30.6 

129.1 
121.7 

PERCENT 

123.8 
123.0 

I 31.8 
122.5 

127.3 
121 .0 

117.1 33.4 
I 

PERCENT 

SOURCE: Ta>1i on-board survey, August 1979. Normal ized to account for sampling differences. 

118 



Fi rm 

City 

Eagle 

Manhattan 

Smith 

Sutton 

Union 

Lassiter 

Lenoir 

Dove 

Table 7-3 

PROJECT TRIPS CARRIEJ BY DIFFERENT TAX! FIRMS 

Project Trips 
Project Tri p s Number of per Vehicle 

Per Month Vehicles per Month 

103.6 4 25 . 9 

676.3 5 135.3 

342.4 14 24.4 

177. 9 1 177. 9 

736.5 7 105.2 

620.5 7 88.6 

224.3 1 224.3 

43.3 7 6.2 

571.5 2 285 , .g 

Note: Project ridership was found to eqijal 16.6 percent of total taxi 
ridership in the August taxi on- board survey. However, because nf 
sample size limitations, reliable corresponding figures for each firm 
are not available. 

SOURCE: Taxi operator interviews, August 1979, and Table 6-4. 
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handicapped customers pr ior to t he demonstration (while t hey ..,,ere c1ffil iated 
with Sutton), and the increase i n taxi tri p-making by these individua l s 
associated with t he project appears to have contributed t o their decisio n to 
operate independently .* It is particularly interesting to note that the t·do 
Dove drivers carried slightly less project ridership than all seven Su tton 
drivers (two of whom were the Dove drivers) had carried before the change of 
ownership in February 1979, i ndicat ing that they specia l ized to some degree 
in providing service to el derly and handicapped clients, and therefore 
benefitted disproportionately from project-related taxi use increases. 
Similarly, the decision of Smith Cab, which handled a l arge number of elderly 
and handicapped clients, to reduce its operating hours may be traced at least 
in part to the increase in taxi use frequency attributable to the project. 
Union Cab, with a large volume of project ridership, moved its office to a 
location close to Kinston Towers (the new housing project for the elderly),** 
and planned to add another vehicle to its fleet. Al l of t hese fir~s carried 
large numbers or proportions of project riders and perceived that r i dership 
for their elderly and handicapped clients had increased as a re sult of the 
program. 

In contrast, taxi operators serving ~~al l er volumes of project rides did not 
perceive significant changes in ridership by their elderly and handicapped 
clients, and made virtual ly no changes in facil i ties, equipment, staff ing, or 
company affiliations that were attributable to the program.+ ~o ne of the 
operators changed their operati ng or service policies because of the program 
(aside from changes in operating hours), and it is particularly interesting 
to note that none of the operators undertook any special marketing 
initiatives to attract project riders. Rather, it aopears that operators 
continued to provide service to largely the same customers that they did 
before the subsidy program. Fo r these operators 1-1ho had previously carried a 
large number of elderly and handicapped clients, this sometimes resulted in a 
change in volume that was substantial and affected their company affi li ations 
or hours of service. For the others, the changes in volume attributable to 
the program had no significant effects on their operations. 

*And, i n the case of Lassiter, to reduce operating hours as well . 

**Union's decision to move was based at least in part on the size and quality 
of the new office. However, the Towers provided Union with signifi cant 
walk-up business, while Lenoir, which took over the bus station office 
previously used by Union, experi enced little project demand. 

+Taxi operator interviews, July 1979. 
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FINANCIAL 

Given that the impacts on operating efficiency of new taxi trips causi:d by 
t:ie project were :riinor, the principal costs to operators a.ssociateci with the 
program involved the administrative effort required to account for and 
process KITE tickets and the costs associated with serving new trips 
themselves. As part of the administrative procedures described in Chapter 4, 
project tickets and logs had to be organized on a regular basis and submitterl 
for reimbursement , and t f1e operator then had to wait for payment from the 
city. These costs are potentially very important, as they may affect the 
willingness of operators to participat2 in the program. In practice, 
however, the Kinston taxi operators found t~at the handling of tickets and 
logs required a negligible amount of paperwork (ty~ically less than 1 hour 
µer week for each cab company*), and the 2 tn. 3 day turnaround time ~or 
ticket reimbursement is not onerous for a viable and ongoing business. 
Overall, therefore, the administrative costs incurred by taxi operators un<1er 
this type of ticket system are not very significant. 

The cost of serving individual new trips is much more significant, hut due to 
the lack of record-keeping by independent owner-operators, it cannot be 
determined directly. However, based on the comparisons of project and 
nonproject trips presented above, it is known that project trips required 
approximately the same level of operator effort in terms of time an~ mileage, 
anrl were therefore essentially indistinguishable from nonoroject trips i n 
terms of the costs of providing service . Furthermore, given that the fare 
for all trips within Kinston is determined using t he zone system, project and 
nonproject trips between the same origins and destinations generated the same 
revenues.** Therefore, as an approximation, t~e contribution (revenues minus 
marginal costs) of each project trip to overhead expenses and profits can be 
taken to be equal to the contribution of a nonproject trip. The increase in 
contribution attributable to the project is therefore estimated as the 
proportion that project-related increases in taxi usage formect of total 
ridership, or approximately 3.3 percent. Given relatively fixect overhead 
expenses, this would translate into a larger percentage increase in profits. 

Once again, these changes were concentrated among the firms that carried a 
large number or proportion of elderly and handicapped riders before the 

*Operators have indicated that the "opportunity cost" for this time was 
negligible, since they had a considerable amount of free time in which to 
attend to general administrative matters. 

**The practice of tipping in Kinston is virtually nonexistent for project and 
nonproject trips alike. 
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demonstration and consequently experienced thi? greatest increases in vol ume 
due to the project. Lassiter, Smith, and Eagle al l esti;nated tha-t: their 
revenues and profits increased slightly ~uring the demonstration project, 
while other owner-operators and drivers indicated that increases in expenses 
offset i nc reases in fares and revenues. 

It should be noted that the average fare for nonproject trips is 
approximately 7 percent higher than the fare for project trips,* l eadin~ to a 
higher contribution for nonproject trips . This .-JOuld apriear to conflict with 
the earlier finding that projec t and nonproject trips have approximate ly the 
same length. However, since nonproject trips may invol ve origins or 
destinations outside of Kinston which entail use of a different fare 
structure, there is no reason for relationships between the l engths an0 fares 
of project and nonproject tri ps to be cons istent . 

The difference in the contribution of project and nonproject trips caused by 
this difference in revenue implies that the estimated increase in overal l 
contribution attributable to the program derived above may be so~ewhat 
liberal. ~owever, it is clear that, at least among the fir~s carrying a 
significant percentage of elderly and handicapped riders, the increase in 
contribution was significant. Across all firms the generally positive effect 
of the program in relation to the costs perce i ved by ooerators is evident in 
the uniformly supportive attitudes of service providers toward the project** 
and the fact that none of the original operators ceased their participation 
in the project after it had begun. 

••
0Taxi on-board survey, August 1979. 

**Taxi operator interviews, J uly 1979. 
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NONTRAVEL IMPACTS 

As outlined in the preceding chapters, the user-side subsidy demonstration in 
Kinston had a variety of effects related to the travel behavior of project 
registrants and the provision of taxi service. In addition, however, the 
results of the demonstration shed light on some nontravel effects. These can 
usefully be classified into effects on social service agencies, project 
users, and firms and establishments, and are described in detail below. 

SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

It was originally anticipated that social service agencies might perceive the 
user-side subsidy program as an efficient and desirable alternative to their 
own transportation services and consequently use the program to supplement or 
replace those services. Furthermore, for the many social service agencies 
that provided no transportation services, the LLser-side subsidy program was 
expected to promote access to the agency by its clientele, resulting i n 
increased agency activity levels. In response, the agencies might assist 
their clients in arranging or paying for project trips, or even provide 
financial support for the program itself. 

At the beginning of the demonstration, agency attitudes toward the program 
were generally positive, and there was a broad consensus that the mobility of 
the elderly and handicapped in general, and agency clients in particular, 
would be improved by the project (see Table 8-1) . Agencies i ndicated that 
they would definitely consider providing support for user-side subsidy 
program promotion and registration activities. However, active involvement 
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Tahle 8-1 

PREOEMONSTRATION AGENCY ATTI 'fUOES TOWARO SURSIOY PROGRAM 

Agency 

Lenoir County Department 
of Social Services 

Greene Lamp, Inc . 

Social Security Administration 

Kinston Recreation Department 

Lions Industries for the Blind 

Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation 

Lenoir Memorial Hospital 

Table continuerl on following page. 

Potential Advantages _ 

Will allow many elderly to make nonmerlical trips that agency cannot 
assist. 

Will add to P.xisting package of transportation services in Kinston. 

"There is a need for service to transit dependents." 

Attendance could be improved at the Senior Citizens workshops, although 
little expected i mprovements for handicapped clients. 

Will help in training. 

Expect a small quantity of additional travel to occur. 

Will bring additional visitors to hospital. 
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Tahle 8-1 (Continued) 

PREDEMONSTRATION AGENCY ATTITUDES TOWARD SURSIDY PROGRAM 

Agency 

Lenoir County Department 
of Social Services 

Greene Lamp, Inc. 

Social Security Administration 

Kinston Recreation Department 

Lions Industries for the Blind 

Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation 

Lenoir Memorial Hospital 

Potential Disadvantages - ------·-------

Limitation to the city limits. 

Limitation to the city limits. 

Doubted whether subsidy was the hest way to meet the need. 

Taxis would be too expensive for target group population, even with 
50 percent discount. 

None cited. 

Clients cannot afford a taxi, even at 50 percent of regular fare. 

Those who (ab)use the agency ambulance service for regular visits will 
contin11e, because they pay little or none of the cost for an extremely 
high quality service. 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table 8-1 (Continued) 

PREDEMONSTRATION AGENCY ATTITUDES TOWARD SUBSIDY PROGRAM 

Agency Willingness to Participate in the Subsidy Program 

Lenoir County Department 
of Social Services 

Greene Lamp, Inc. 

Social Security Administration 

Kinston Recreation Deparbnent 

Lions Industries for the Blind 

Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation 

Lenoir Memorial Hospital 

Promotion 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Reg_i strati on Scheduling_ 

Yes No 

Yes 

Yes, but cannot identify No 
eligibles because of the 
Privacy Act 

Perhaps 

Yes, for clients 

Yes 

Possibly, 
administrati on 
of hospital must 
aprrove. 

Perhars 

Yes 

Yes 

Not likely , 
administration 
of hospital 
must dflprove . 

SOURCE: Social service agency intervi ews, July 1977. 

Fundin_g 

No 

Perhars 

No 

No 

Mo; want to maintain 
an incentiv e for 
clients to work. 

Perhaps, hut State 
11erart111ent of Human 
Resources woulrt have 
to approve. Taxi 
compani es would have 
to wait 2-3 month s 
for compensation. 

Not likel y , 
hosr,ital has 
been cuttinq 
its budget. 



in trip sc~edul i ng was viewed as much less attractive, and almost no 
potentid l for fina ncial support was indicated. 

Once the deMonstration began, agency support was somewhat l ess than 
origina l ly envisioned. Some agency cli ents were refer red to or provided 
information about the KITE program, and, as outli ned in Chapter 4, some 
agencies participated in project marketing/outreac h activities by providing 
lists of their cl ients to the project staff . However, the agencies took no 
active rol e in program registration, trip scheduling, or funding . 

Given the original expectations concerning the role of social service 
agencies in the context of the suhsi dy program it is important to account for 
this lack of agency participation. For any agency, participation in the 
program would have required new expenditures. For agenci es that did not 
provide their own transportation services, budget limitations may have 
precluded these additional expenditures or the higher levels of agency 
activities that would be caused by project-induced t r ips. For agencies tha t 
did provide transportation services, the true cost per trip might have been 
lower using the subsidy program. However, agency transportati on providers 
were able to utilize donated labor and vehicles that were nontransferable to 
other agency acti vities. lack of rigorous cost accounting may also have 
contributed to agency unawareness of cost differentia l s. 

Other potential causes for the lack of agency parti cipation include t he 
following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Service - - The clients of some aoencies had soecialized service 
requirements in terms of equipment or responsiveness (e .g., ~mbulances ) 
that could not be met by ordinary taxis. Direct agency control over the 
selection and operation of equipment ensured that these requirements 
were met . 

Nondiscrimination - - The service ar2as of almost all of the aaencies 
,vere 1 arger than the area covered by the subsidy program. Agency 
support of the project or project trips would therefore have amounted to 
a differential in the overall quality of service offered to agency 
participants. The KITE program in general was perceived to he a "city" 
program, while social service agencies often operated on a county or 
regional basis. 

User cost -- Even with a 50 percent subsidy, the cost to the users of 
conventional taxi service was still greater than that of agency 
transportation, which was usually provided free. 

Marketing - - Agencies that provided transportation services may have 
placed a value on the positive effects that service has on the attitudes 
of clients towards the agency and may not have wanteci to forego this 
benefit. 
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PROJECT USERS 

Users of project subsidies incurred both costs and benefits as a resul t of 
the program. Costs incl uded the effort required to register for the progr~1 
and obtain discount tickets, as v1ell as the carrying costs involved in 
maintaining an "in ventory" of tickets for future use. Overall, the 
dispersion of ticket sales locations shown in Figure 4-2 served to minimize 
the i nconvenience associated with ticket purchase itsel f . Furthermore, with 
a si ngle purchase an individual could obtain tickets for approximately 15 
project rides, sufficient for 2 to 4 months' worth of taxi travel by most 
regi strants. In comparison to the value of the subsidy, the inconvenience of 
obtain ing tickets appears t o have been minor. Indeed, projec t r egi strants 
were virt ually unanimous i n the opinion that there were no probl ems i nvolved 
in obtaining tickets.* Inventory costs .-1ere also minor, as the typical user 
held an average of only $4-5.00 (purchase price) of taxi tickets . The 
corresponding annual carrying cost (at 15 percent in terest) of S.75 is only 
sli ghtly higher than the value of the subsidy for a single ride . Therefore, 
it is concluded tha t the costs accruing to users of the Kinston subsidy 
program as a result of the ticket system were not significant compared t o the 
benefits they produced. 

As ide from the travel benefits described in Chapter 6, users of proj ect 
subsidies received two di sti net types of nontravel benefi ts as a result of 
the program. First of all, there was a gain in welfare experienced by 
individuals who increased their travel frequency and would have been willing 
to pay more than the subsidized fa re (but less than t he unsub sidized fare) to 
make the new trip(s). For these indiv i duals the project created new travel 
opportunities which, when taken advantage of, made the indivi dual s better 
off. 

The second, and somewhat more tangible, benefit receiv ed by project 
participants, was the reduction in taxi fares for trips they woul d have made 
anyway . This was essentially a transfer payment that increased t he user ' s 
disposable income net of travel . Since the portion of subsidy payments t hat 
accrued in this manner is equal to one minus the frac tion that projec t­
related taxi use increases form of total project ridership, i t can be seen 
that 80.3 percent (1-.197) of the project subsidy payments amounted to i ncome 
transfers . These may have been significant income suppl ements for project 
registrants. 

Friends, relatives, and cohabitants of project users recei ved i ndirect 
benefits from the project. To the extent that registran ts used the project 
discount to take trips that previously would have been taken as a passenger 
in someone else's auto, the project reduced the requirements placed on 

*Survey of project registrants, July 1979. 
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those other ride sources. Project 1Jsers themselves rnay have benefi tted 
psychologica lly froin this increase!'l level of inderendence . 

FIRMS AND ESTABL ISHMENTS 

The changes in travel behavior outlined above ~ad effects on levels of 
activities of many different firms and organizations. Increases in the 
frequency of sl1oppi ng trips imply increases in the 1 evel of retail activity, 
at least for the stores with a significant elderly and handicapped clientele. 
This effect may have been further magnified by the "income effect" described 
above, which essentially provided users with more disposable income by 
reducing the cost of transportation, in addition to allowing them more 
frequent visits to retail areas . Doctors and hospitals also experienced an 
increase in activity levels as patients ·,,,ere able to afford and seek more 
frequent consultations and treatments. Overall, the increased mobility and 
income of subsidy users led to increased activity 11:vel s for all 
establishments that served as the destinations for project trips, 
particularly those that increased in frequency. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Kinston user-side subsidy demonstration tested an innovative approach to 
the task of increasing the mobility of the elderly and handicapped. From 
this test, as outlined in the precedi ng chapters, nlJTlerous observations 
concerning the opera ti on and effects of the subsidy program in the 1 oca1 
setting have been made. When assessing the potential merits of user-side 
subsidy progra~s in other areas, however, it is necessary to acr.ount for the 
effects that the characteristics of the local setting have on observed 
findings. Therefore, in this chapter, relationships between the impacts of 
this demonstration and site- and project-related factors are develored. 
Based on these relationships, the potential effects of user-side subsidies in 
general and at other sites, as well as the potenti al for improvement both in 
the subsidy progra1'1 as applied in Kinston, and in the concPpt overall, are 
assessed. 

CONCEPT FEASIBILITY 

An assessment of the feasibility of the user-side subsidy concept must 
address issues related to both effectiveness and efficiency. Effectiveness 
involves the extent to which the concept is found to be an administratively 
practical and viable method to enhance the mobility of the elderly and 
handicapped, while efficiency issues consider whether or not t~e same results 
might be achieved using fewer resources. 
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EFFECTIVENESS 

The viabil ity of the user-side subsidy concept employin0 tickets to provide 
discounts on taxi rides is heavily dependent upon the nature of the 
environment in which it is implemented. In Kinston, this concept has been 
shown to be effective when applied to a geographically small area, where a 
low cost per trip makes taxi travel a realistic alternative for low-income 
individuals, and ticket distribution can be accompli shed with a reasonable 
level of effort. It may work equally well in larger areas, though its 
application in such a setting has not yet been tested. Potentially, when 
many individuals in the population are eligible for s1,bsidies, administrative 
scale economies may be taken advantage of, and the comoetition created by a 
large nlJllber of service providers tends to enhance project service ciuality 
and decrease the likelihood of provider fraud. Conversely, the presence of 
other forms of public transportation, particularly conventional ~us transit, 
may introduce unique complications, such as those related to the use of 
different types of fede ral operating assistance monies. Other institutional 
and political factors, such as the favorable publicity for elected officials 
caused by the direct provision of specialized services, may also act against 
the user-side subsidy concept in some settings. The fact that most or all of 
these factors were favorable in the Kinston subsidy project sho11ld not 
obscure their importance in determining the feasibility of this concept in 
other areas. 

Within any given setting, a basic measure of the effectiveness of a user-side 
subsidy program is its ability to gain the support of service providers who 
are willing to perform the administrative functions that are inherently 
needed in this type of approach to maintain accountability. This is 
particularly important when the service prov iders are private taxi operators 
who do not normally maintain detailed records of traffic and may be leery of 
public sector intervention. In Kinston, the user-side subsidy ryrograr, was 
able to enlist and maintain the support of a majority of taxi operators, 1-Jith 
nonparticipants consisting only of two sma 11 firms who perceived that their 
clientele would generally not be affected hy the program. The fact that some 
90 percent of the taxi vehicles in Kinston participated in th~ program is 
ample evidence that the handling of tickets and associated administrative 
requirements were not a significant concern for taxi operators . 

likewise, eligible individuals who needed project suhsidies were general ly 
able to register for and use the project without any significant ~roblems. 
Extensive project marketing/outreach ensured that most eligible individuals 
were aware of the subsidy, and the distribution of registrati on/ticket sales 
locations throughout the city minimized the inconvenience associated with 
program participation and administrative procedures. There is some evidence 
that the monthly ticket purchase limit acted to constrain the project 
tripmaking of at least some registrants, and it might therefore be productive 
to consider possible alternatives. For example, the project staff did adopt 
an infonnal policy of granting exceptions to the budget limit, but many 
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registrants were not aware of the policy. Also, the budge t limit itself 
could be set at~ higher level or remove1 altoget~Pr . 

Of course, when budget limits are raiserl or removei , the r isk of fraurl. may 
increase at some sites as i ndi vi dua 1 s ,,,,ho would make unauthorized use of 
t i ckets (e.g., transfer them directly to taxi operators without receiving 
service) are able to increase the scope of their fraudulent activities. In 
Kinston, fraud does not appear to have been a signifi cant problem. This is 
due at least in part to the relatively s~a l l population of Kinston, which 
resulted in a personal familiarity among taxi drivers, project staff members, 
and registrants, and to the owner-ooerator/franchise structure of taxi 
supply, which resulted in long t enures for many taxi drivers ( contributing to 
the personal familiarity described ahove) and gave each driver a significant 
personal stake in the propriety and 1 egal i ty of his operations. At other 
sites, where the scale of the project or st ructure of taxi supply ~iqht act 
to increase the 1 i ke 1 i hood of fraud, sec uri ty could be enhanced throurJh the 
use of photo-ID cards. In general, it should be noted that the elderly and 
handicapped may be 1 ess prone to make fraurlul ent use of this type of project 
than other population segments, though this in no way obviates the need for 
reliable security procedures. 

Overall, the user-side subsidy concert as demonstrated in Kinston appears to 
be an administratively practical and viable method of enhancino the mobility 
of the elderly and handicapped, particulary those ,...,ith low incomes and few 
travel alternatives. 

EFFICIENCY 

It is to be expected that the costs of administering a transportation suhsidy 
program in which reimbt1rsements to providers are made on the hasi s of an 
accounting of trips made will be substantial. As 011tlinerl in Chapter 4, 
administrative costs are significant in comparison to the size of t~e suhsidy 
itself. Given that most rroject r ides would have been marle even 1-,ithout the 
project subsidies, the administrative costs for new trips are even higher 
than indicated here. These highly visible costs must be compared to the more 
hidden inefficiencies inherent in provider-side subsidies (caused by t1e l ack 
of performance incentives) when the user- sf de suh si dy concert is bein9 
considered for implementation elsewhere. 

In the Kinston demonstration, a large proportion of ongoing administrative 
costs were attributable to ticket sales activities. With a cashier present 
at the program office or one of the remot e sales locations virtually 
full - time, the level of effort exoended t o distri bute tickets was large in 
comparison with the number of tickets actually sold. An alternative 
procedure for Ki~ston or other sites might be to allow registrants to order 
their tickets by mail or telephone from t he progra~ office. This saves the 
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time and cost of transportation for t~e ticket sales cashier and the 
registrant, and provides many opportuniti es for t he cashier to consolidate 
ticket purchase requests, and engage in other productive activities when 
ticket sales are slow. If an individual has registered with the ~rogram, and 
the tickets are still stamped with the ID number, mailin~ the tickets to the 
individual's home provides virtually the same protection against eventual 
fraudulent use as personal sales. This procedure might be especially 
attractive in geographically large implementation settings, where the costs 
of providing adequate coverage with in-person ticket sales locations wo uld be 
highest. 

Of course, it is always possible to restrict ticket sales activities t o the 
central program office without providing any remote locations or 
mail/telephone ordering. This alternative is most attractive in 
geographically small implementation settings, where the program office is 
located at or near a major activity center that project registrants would be 
likely to visit in the course of their normal travel. Wliile the savings 
resulting from this approach must be traded off against the resulting 
reductions in accessibility to the program subsidy, this would appear to be a 
viable alternative for ticket sales in Kinston and many other settings . 

Initial program marketing/outreach activities were also a signi ficant source 
of administrative costs in Kinston. As outlined in Chapter 4, considerable 
media advertising and labor-i ntensive mailing were userl to make indiv i duals 
aware of the program and encourage them to register for it. While th i s 
approach was very effective, similar results ~ight have ~een achieved throu~h 
a greater reliance at the outset on taxi opetators for program nromotion. 
Since most ~rogram participants were dependent upon taxis anyway, and taxi 
operators stood to gain from any increases in tripmakinq ciwsed by t'1e 
subsidy, it appears in retrospect that ~t least some of the initial project 
marketing activities could have been replaced by personal contact between 
drivers and taxi riders, or program announcements posted in cabs. Indeed, 
this type of approach was eventually used in Kinston after the other 
marketing initiatives had already been undertaken. 

Of course, individual taxi drivers may not be effective "salesmen" and :na_v 
prefer not to involve themselves with public sector programs of this or any 
other type . However, the fact that reliance on taxi operators for rrogram 
promotion in Kinston after other methods had already been used produced a low 
marginal yield should not obscure its potential future applicability. This 
approach would seem attractive at sites such as Kinston, where 
owner-operators have a major stake in the volume of business they can 
attract, and loyalty of riders to companies and individual drivers would tend 
to ensure that the operators conducting program-related marketing would be 
the ones to benefit from volume changes. At other sites, ~here these factors 
are not so conducive to driver marketing, the more conventional marketing 
approaches employed in Kinston would almost certainly be appropriate and are 
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limited only by possible restrictions on access to the nanes of inrlivi dua ls 
who are likely to be project-eligible.* 

Overall, the need to attract eligible individuals and t he need to account for 
the project trips they make are potentially major sources of costs in 
user-side subsidy programs. However, based on the Kinston experience, it 
appears that there are cost-effective approaches to these tasks that do not 
overly restrict the viability of the concept in a variety of settings . 

MOBILITY 

The Kinston user-side subsidy project was n. ble to serve a substantial n11111ber 
of elderly and handicapped clients, though these individuals constitute<i a 
relatively small percentage** of the theoretically eligible population . 
However, given that the majority of nonregistrants 01<1ned or had ac<:ess to 
automobiles, and had somewhat higher incomes than registrants, the 
penetration of the project into the mobility-disadvantaged segment of low 
income individuals with few travel alternati ves for which it was primarily 
targeted was much greater. Indeed, there was little ~ore that could have 
been done in Kinston to attract additional registrants. The market 
penetration potential of similar programs at other sites can therefore be 
seen to depend primarily on the mobility neerls of the eligible population and 
the suitability of conventional taxi service to meet those needs. The 
presence of low user-cost conventional transit as an n.1ternative mode at some 
sites may also be an important consideration. 

At any given site, it is reasonable to expect an initial wave of registration 
by those individuals who have the greatest need for this type of discount. 
Over time, some individuals for whom taxi subsidies are less important (e.g., 
because of income or travel alternatives) and individuals who become el igible 
for the subsidy may also find it worthwhile to register. Exogenous events 
may cause distinct short-term shifts in the characteristics of new 
registrants over time, such as occurred during the 1979 gasoline shortage, 

*For example, social service agencies may be unwilling to release the names 
of their clients to an outside subsidy program because of the Privacy :\ct. 

**It should be reiterated that the market penetration statistics 
presented in Chapter 6 were heavily dependent upon the method used to 
estimate the eligible population and must therefore be viewed as tentative. 
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when auto users registered for the Qroject as insurance agai nst rlisruptions 
to their own mobility.* 

Patterns of project usage in Kinston were very sir11ilar to those of 
project registra t i on, with those registrants having the lowest income and 
fewest travel alternatives making the greatest use of taxi rliscounts. ~lso, 
a number of handicapped individuals, including individuals that needed 
wheelchairs, used the project regul arly (e.g., for work trips). Most project 
users would have rel ied heavily on taxis even without project subsidies, a 
tendency that may have been accentuated by the need to Qurchase an inventory 
of tickets prior to their use. At least some registrants were constrainerl by 
ticket purchase limitations and might have used the project more if those 
restrictions were eased. 

At other sites , therefore, major determinants of project use should include 
the characteristics of registrants and their access to automobiles, as well 
as the level of taxi fares relative to registrant income and project use 
limits. The use of prepurchased t i ckets (as opposed to vouchers or some 
other means) as the subsidy mechanism ~ay i ntroduce some bias against l ess 
frequent taxi users , and, as was the case wi t h project registration, the 
presence or absence of low user-cost conventional bus transit ~ay be a factor 
in determin ing project use rates. 

The changes in travel .behavior produced by the Kinston demonstration were 
measurable and consisted for the most part of changes in overall travel 
frequency and mode t hat led to substantial increases in the taxi use 
frequency of project registrants. This increase in overal l travel 
corresponds to an increase in the mobility of project registrants anrl 
represents attainment of the project 1 s primary objective. 

This finding appears to confl ict somewhat with the hypothesis that taxi 
riders have relatively fixed needs for taxi service and are t herefore 
somewhat insensitive to fare changes.** In reconcil ing t his difference, it 
must be taken into account t hat an individual who registers for the program 
implicitly reveals a greater than average "need11 for taxi subsii:lies, either 

*In the longer run, if fuel supply reductions and interruptions resul t 
primarily in price increases rather than supply shortfalls or long-term 
rationing, the simi l arities in operating characteristics between taxis and 
private autos shoul d tend to ensure that there will be no distinct shift 
towards taxi use caused by t he energy situation. Exceptions to this may 
occur, however, if the volume and composition of taxi demand lends itself to 
extensive ride-sharing {e.g., in geographically small areas with few service 
providers) . 

**See, for example , Frederic Fravel and Gorman Gil bert , Fare Elasticities 
for Exclusive-Ride Taxi Services, prepared for U.S. Department of 
Transportation, October 1978. 
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because of lower income (as described above) or (potentially) higher 
frequency of taxi use. As shown in Table 6-11, project registrants are ~uch 
inore heavily dependent on taxis for their :nobility than are nonregi st rants. 
The combination of the higher frequency of taxi use and lower incomes of 
project registrants implies that taxi travel consumes a much larger portion 
of their total income. Changes in the cost of taxi travel are therefore much 
,nore likely to produce changes in registrant travel frequency than would 
occur with nonregistrants who use taxis only on an irregular or 
special-purpose basis, and are therefore less sensitive to the level of the 
fare. 

Despite the travel frequency changes, however, on the order of 80 percent of 
all subsidy payments accrued as income transfers, since the majority of 
project trips would have been made even in the absence of the subs i ".!y 
program. Given that there is no practical way to separate new, 
project-induced trips from those that would have been rnnde anyway, at least 
for the purposes of offering reduced fares only to the former, income 
transfer must be viewed as an inherent part of any user-side subsidy 
p rograrn. 

At some sites, user-side subsidies could be expected to produce changes in 
trip destination as well as frequency. In Kinston, this was not found to 
occur, due to the geographically small service area and relatively coarse 
zonal fare structure under which trips to different destinations for the same 
trip purpose could cost the same amount for a given user. However, with a 
larger service ar2a (which might conta i n more alternative destinations) and a 
finer zone or purely distance-based fare structure, destination choice 
changes could also result from user-side subsidies, depending upon the nature 
of project-use restrictions. 

SUPPLY 

The changes in taxi-use frequency by project registrants in Kinston 
contributed to observed changes in the supply of taxi service. ~or taxi 
operators who carried a large proportion of elderly and handicapped riders 
prior to the project, the project yielded an increase in revenues. Project 
trips received slightly more driver assistance than nonproject trips but, 
overal 1, took no 111ore time to serve. Si nee project trips tended to occ11r 
during off-peak hours when there was some excess capacity, the costs of 
serving the additional riders were less than or eaual to the costs of 
providing nonproject service, and the increase in revenues associated with 
the project translated into a corresponding increase in profits. This 
contributed to the decision of some drivers to reduce their operating hours 
!nd/or discontinue their affiliations with established companies. 
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It should be noted that tax i operators made no parti cular effort to at tract 
project riders more than any other type of riders . Th i s may ~e due to t he 
loyalty of regular users to individua l c0~panies or dr i vers and the Fact 
that once the subsidy was impl emented, the increase in taxi t r i prnak in ('J ha r! · 
al ready occurred, and no further benef i ts could be extracted by t l1e co1n;1ani es 
by serving project versus nonproject rides. Also, overt indications of 
specialization in elderly and handicapred serv i ce may lead to arlversr. 
reactions from other, larger market segments . 

At other sites, the supply impacts of a user-side subsidy program will be 
largely related to customer/driver loyalty . In small service areas, 
particularly those served over a long period of time by stable 
owner-operators, customer/ driver loyalty ~ay cause the effects of taxi use 
frequency increases to be concentrated a~ong a few operators and precl ude t he 
use of 1narketing by i:idividual drivers to attract project-eligible r i ders. 
In other areas, where customer/ driver relationships are less st able, the 
impacts of the subsidy program may be spread more even ly ariong taxi operators 
and result in general increases in profitability t hat have few if any effects 
on the relationships among individual drivers and firms, or on the hours of 
operation. In this latter setting, selective promotion or service 
differentiation by drivers prior to the subsidy project, designed to attract 
and retain elderly and handicapped clients, coul d be a producti ve course of 
dCtion for operators and lead to l evel-of-service or a~enity increases for 
project riders. Significant efficiency changes could al so take place at 
other sites with the removal of binding constra i nts on ride-sharing. 

SOCIAL SERVI CE AGENCIES 

Overall, the Kinston user-side subsidy demonstration ctid not produce a 
s i gni fi cant response among local soci a 1 servi ce a~enci es . Despite the 
obvious potential for involvement of social service agencies wi th a 0rogram 
of this type, the role of t hese agencies cons i sted primarily of pr0moti on and 
client referrals, with no funding assistance . This :11ay ':le d11e at least in 
part to the limited financial flexibility of Kinston' s social service 
agencies and the low relati ve importance of transportation servi ces of any 
type to these agencies exhibited by tie general lack of i n-house 
transportation programs . 

Clearly, at other sites, particularly those with more extensive 
transportation programs, the response from the agencies to a user-side 
subsidy program might be more supportive. Furthermore, real fuel price 
increases may make inefficient agency-provided transportation services appea r 
relatively less desirable in the future and make some agencies more rece~tive 
to a carefully planned funding involvement with a user-side subsi dy progra:11. 
However, as outlined in Chapter 8, there are many inherent reasons why 
user-side subsidies may not be l'lell-received by social service agenci es, 
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including specialized service requirements, user cost, agency marketina, 
geographical discrimination, and low 01Jt-of-pocket costs for in-house 
services. These reasons tend to persist across many sites and may ~lace 
severe constraints on the responsiveness of social servicP. agencies to the 
user-side subsidy concept. 

However, this lack of agency response in no way indicates that user-sirle 
subsidies are less efficient or less desirable than provider-sirle st1bsidies 
from the perspectives of all agencies or interested parties under all 
circumstances. These subsidies have been shown in Kinston to be capahle of 
producing beneficial travel behavior changes among project registrants. '~hen 
parochial considerations are removed, and user-side subsidies are compared to 
other alternatives on the basis of true costs and effectiveness, they may be 
a preferred technique to use in facilitating the rnobility of the elrlerly and 
handicapped in a variety of settings. 
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Appendix A 

EVALUATION OVERVIEW 

The information and analys is presented throughout this report is based on a 
series of data collection efforts designed to monitor all of the rotential 
effects of the demonstration project described above. Fo r the most part, the 
data col lection was structured in a "before and after" frafTlewo rk to i den ti fy 
changes that took place with the implementation of the demonstration. The 
before and after observations have been supplemented by monitoring exogenous 
events and indicators of site activity to facilitate the interpretation of 
before/after changes, and enhance the credibility of findings. 
Specific evaluation activities included: 

l . Site data collections; 

2. Registration interviews; 

3. Taxi on-board surveys; 

4. Taxi operator profiles; 

5. Social service agency profiles; 

6. A follow-up survey of project regis trants; 

7. Survey of nonregi strants; 

8 . Tabul ation of taxi ticket returns; and 

9. Administrative cost accounting. 
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For each of these activities , a brief description, along with survey 
instruments and sa~pling plans as appropriate, are presented helow. 

1. SITE DATA COLLECTION 

Various measures were collected to provide a description of the demonstration 
site, assist in identifying the location and distribution of the target 
population, describe local travel patterns, monitor exogenous changes, and 
aid in the transfer of results. Specific data items included aggregate 
demographic characteristics, geographical features, land-use distributions, 
locations of residential and ac tiv ity centers, and indicators of the local 
economy and weather conditions. These data were gathered from a variety of 
sources, including the Bureau of the Census, Kinston Planning Department, and 
Neuse River Council of Governments. 

2. REGISTRATION INTERVIEWS 

Whenever an individual registered for the KITE program, an interview was 
conducted to gather socioeconomic data describing the individual and his/her 
household, as well as various travel-related characteristics. A copy of the 
standard Registration Interview Form is presented in this appendix. 

3. TAXI ON-BOARD SURVEYS 

Taxi on-board surveys were administered before and during the demonstration 
to gather information describing project (eligible) and nonproject riders and 
the types of trips they made from the perspectives of driver and passenger. 
In each case, interviewers were selected to ride in vehicles in a manner 
which resulted in an approximately random assignment across available vehicle 
hours. The surveys were conducted over a 4-week peri od to eliminate daily or 
weekly biases, and since the before and after surveys were each conducted at 
the same time of the year (Augu st), seasonal biases were compensated for as 
wel l. In August 1977, a total of 479 interviews were conducted, while in 
August 1979, there were 452 interviews of taxi riders. A copy of the Taxi 
On-Board Survey Form is included in this appendix. 

4. TAXI OPERATOR PROFILES 

For each taxi firm participating in the subsidy program, a comprehensive 
description of predemonstration operations, covering vehic les and facilities, 
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service policies, operating policies, etc., was developed on the basis of 
personal interviews conducted in July 1977. In July 1979, a second round of 
interviews was conducted to detect and investigate significant changes t hat 
had taken place during the demonstration. The Taxi Onerator Profi le 
Interviewer Checklist used in both of these interviews is i ncluded in th i s 
appendix. 

Because Kinston taxis operate on a franchise basis, many important operating 
decisions are made at the level of the individual owner/operator. Therefore, 
as part of the taxi operator profiles, interviews were conducted with 
individual franchise holders. The Taxi Franchise Profile Interviewer 
Checklist used in these interviews is included in this appendix. 

5. SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY PROFILES 

For the seven largest social service agencies in Kinston at the beginning of 
the demonstration, profiles of agency activities, transportation services and 
attitudes toward the user-side subsidy program were constructed on the basi s 
of personal interviews conducted in July 1977. These profiles facilitated 
the analysis of social service agency response to the user-side subsidy 
program, and were conducted using the Social Service Agency Profile 
Interviewer Checklist which is included in this appendix. 

6. FOLLOW•UP SURVEY OF PROJECT REGISTRANTS 

In July 1979, a sample of 147 project registrants, selected randoml y 
from the 719 project registrations completed prior to that time, were 
contacted by telephone. This survey investigated changes in t he 
characteristics of registrants since the time of their registration that 
might have affected their travel behavior, changes in travel behavior they 
attributed to the KITE program, the level of service experienced on KITE and 
non-KITE taxi rides, difficulties experienced i n using the subsidy program, 
and reasons why they did not use the program more. A copy of the Fol l ow-Up 
Survey of Project Registrants is included in this appendix. 

7. SURVEY OF NONREGISTRANTS 

The purpose of this survey was to investigate the socioeconomic and t ravel 
characteristics of individuals who were eligible for the KITE program but 
chose not to register, as well as their reasons for nonparticipation. 
Differences between registrants and nonregistrants are particularly important 
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in explaining project market penetration rates and assessing the 
tran sferabi lity of the sub sidy concept i~ other sites. For this survey , a 
sample of names was drawn randomly frorn the Kinston telephone rlirectory 
(using a random start/constant skip interval), and contacted by telephone. 
Since el igible and noneligible individuals could not be distinguished prior 
to telephone contact, a large number of calls had to be made to yield the 
final sample of 121 eligible nonregistrants . A copy of the Telephone Survey 
of Nonregistrants is included in this appendix . 

8. TABULATION OF TAXI TICKET PETURNS 

At the end of each month, the project staff compiled a list of the project 
trip s taken during the mon th by each registrant , based on the taxi operator 
logs and registrant identification numbers stamped on each ticket. This 
information facilitated analysis of the factors affecting project use rates 
by different indiv iduals and was recorded on the Project Travel Record Form 
which is included in this appendix. 

9. ADMINISTRATIVE COST ACCOUNTING 

To facilitate analyses of project administrative costs and the skills 
required for different tasks, each project staff member tabulated the time 
spent working on different admi ni strati ve activities, using the standard form 
and cost accounts included in this appendix under Administrative Cost 
Records. These records were kept from June through December 1977 and 
provided detailed insights into start-up costs and activities. As of January 
1978 , the project staff asserted that weekly activities had become routine , 
and discontinued the practice of tabulating the ti~e they spent on a weekly 
basis. However, in November 1979, a "typical" week's 
ac tivities were documented by the project staff based on the original system 
of cost accounts, enabling analyses of "equilibrium" adr.iinistrative costs to 
be undertaken. 
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REGISTRATION INTERVIEW FORM 
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City of Ki nston 

Discount Taxi Progr am 
User Registration I~te rview 

Date: ___________ _ 

Code Coll: 

I~ter v i ew ~oca ~~on: ______________ _ 

{Col 2':' - 28 '. Appl i cant Nane: ________________ _ 

Address : ____________________ _ 

?hone Num.oer: _______ _ 

Code Resp .!:D: 

1. What is your age? __ yrs . 

(Co l 1\- 11) 

Code Co l i. : 2 

(Col ~- 19) 

(Co l 26- 21 1 
2 . Sex ( :}:TERV!EWER RECORD r::,.o:: OES:::·; ,\:- :::c:: ; 

( l) ~ale ( 2) Female 

3 . Race (I~1'i'ERVIEWER RECORD FROM OBSERVATION ) - 1""c,..o""'l-2"".)""·---
{l) White (2 ) alack ( 3 ) _ 0 t her 

4. What is your marital sta tus? 

(l) __ Single 

(21 ~arried 

(3 ) For ~erly ~arri ed (widowed ) 
d~vorced or s eparated) 

Sa . Do you have a physical handicap 7 

( l) Yes ( 2 ) No 

Sb . (IF YES) can you describe the handicap? 

1co l 24 ! 

tCol 2 :, J 

CODE HERE THE NUMBER Of THE HANDI CAP ELIGIBILITY 
CLASS ASSIGNED THIS IND I VIDUAL: [=:J (Col 26 - 27 ) 
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ca.Do you require any special aids for move-
ment? (DO NOT Pr08E; CHECK ALL THAT APPLY ) 

Ill __ Handicapped, but no aids 

(2 ) Wheelchair 

( 3 I 'tla lker 

( 4 l Crutct":es 
( 5 ) Cane (for wal king) 

( 6 ) Cane (for ::lind person) 

i ~ I Car with spe-:: :al -::om:::-o 1 s 

( 8 ) __ seeing- eye dog 

( 9 ) Artific:.al ~i:nbs 

( lO l Braces 

(l lJ ?•.r.other ?erson 
( 12 ) __ Other (specify ) 

( 13) _ _ No handicap 

Eb.Do vou have anv difficu ltv oerforminc 
any· of the :cliow:.ng activities? (ASl EACH 
AND RECORD ALL ':HA':' APPLY) 

(l) _walki ng more than one block 

(Co l 28-2S.! 

(Col 30 - 36 ) 

(2) __ Negotiating a flight of s t airs or escalator 

(3) _ _ Sitting down or getting up 

(4) _ Reading infor~ation signs 

( 5) __ Hearing announcements 

7a . Do vou have a current driver's license? 
(1). Yes ( 2 ) No 

7b .when did you last drive? 

( 1) _ within ;:ast :nont!'l ( 3) within ?aSt year(Co l 3 s l 
( 2) _wit.hi:1- ;:ast 3 mont:,s ( .. ) more than l year 

( 5) never drove 

8. What is 
(1) 

your employment status (DO NOT PROBE) =- ~(C.,.....o~r-3~9~)-­
_ _ E:mployed full-time 

( 2) __ Employed part-time 

(3) __ unemployed 

(4) _ Retired 
( 5) _ _ student 

:6) __ Homemaker 
(7) _ _ Other, specify: 
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9. ( HAND RESPONDENT CARD 1 ) Could you ;,lease cel2. 
me the letter of t he category in which your personal 
annual income before taxes falls? (ASK ONLY IF 
ANNUAL ESTIMATE IS DIFFICULT) Perhaps then you 
could give me an estimate of your monthly income? 

Annual Monthlv 
( 1) A. Less than $3,000 Less than $250 --( 2) 8. $3,000 to $4,999 $250 to $415 
( 3) - c. $5,000 to $7,999 $416 t o $666 
( 4) - - D. SS,000 to $11,999 $667 to $835 - -( 5) -::- $12,000 to $14,999 $836 to Sl,250 
(6l=F. $15,000 t o $20,000 $1, 251 to Sl,667 
(7) G. Over 520,000 Over Sl,667 
(8) H. Refused/Don't Know Refused/Don't Know 

10. How many persons (including yourself) maintain a 
residence in your household? _ ___ _ ___ _ 

lla.How many persons in your household are 65 
years of age or over (including yourself :f 
applicable)? 

llb.F.ow many of these persons (over 65) have some 
phys ical handicap that restricts their travel? 

12. How many oersons in vour household are under 
65 years of age ;~i ;andicapped ( including 
yourself if applicable)? 

13. How many vehicles (aucomobiles, pickups, vans, 
etc. ) are available :or regular use to persons 
in your household? _ _ _____ ___ _ 

14. How many drivers are there in your household 
(including yourself)? 

lSa. (HAND RESPONDENT INFO~'-1.ATICN SO~RCE CARD ) 

Through which of the means listed on ~his card 
did yo~ hear of or learn about the discounc ?ro­
gram? (C IRCLE '!.'HE Nt:!3ER OF SACS. ) 

Newspaper ( 6) E:r.rployer 

{Col 40) 

(Col 41- 42) 

(Col 43-44 ) 

(Col 45- 46) 

:col 47-48) 

iCol 49- 50) 

1Col 5l-S2l 

(11 

(2) 

(3) 

Television ( 7) Religious organization 

Radio ( 8) Other (Specify ) 

(4) Friend or Relative 

(5) Social or Welfare S~rvice Agency ( includes 
~edical Clinic, Rehabi litation Workshop, 
or Doctor) 

lSb.which was the most important in convincing 
you to register for membership? _ _ ___ _ _ _ 

A- 8 
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16. {HAND RESPONDENT CARD l) Could you please tell 
:ne the letter of the category t:~at d escribes the 
combined annual income (1 976 b efore taxes ) 
of al l members o f your household (including 
your ~elf ) ? {ASK ONLY IF ANNUAL ESTI }1ATE IS 
DIFFICULT ) Perha ps ':hen you could gi•re me an 
estimate of your household'$ mont:hly income? 

.a.nnua l Mon th!.·, 
{l ) A. Less t han $3, 000 :.ess than S250 
(21-B. $3,000 to $4, 99 9 5250 to S41 3 
(3)-C. $5 ,000 to $7, 99 9 $416 to S666 
(4 ) - D. S8,000 to S11, 999 S6 67 to $835 
( s ) --E. $12 , 000 to S14, 999 S836 to Sl,250 
( 6) --F. $15,000 to S20 , '.)00 $1,251 to $1, 66 7 
(7 ) -G. Over S20,000 Over Sl,667 
( 3 ) - H. Refused/Don't know Refused/ Don' t know 

17. Now, to complete this inter view, I would like to 
ask you a f ew questions on your travel patcerns. 
I would like you to think back carefully over what 
you did and where you went during the past week. 
Then I'd like you to tell me to the best of your 
recollection how many t imes you went out to engage 
in t h e type of activities, I'm going to list f or 
you: (TELL RESPONDENT IN YOUR OWN WORDS THAT ALL 
~OURNEYS ARE OF INTEREST--LONG OR SHORT, BY C~R, SUS 
OR ON FOOT. ) 

(Col 62) 

Code Col l: 3 

Code Response ID=: 
:col 2- 20 ) 
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Number Times 
Performed 
Activity 

WEEK TRIP RECALL RECORD 

Activit"T 

l. Weni::: to work or school 

2. Went shopping (for groceries, clothing, 
drugstore, a new ~ar, etc. ) 

3. Went to visit a friend or relative 
(at their home or in hospital) 

4. Went to see doctor or visit clinic 

5. A'ent to religious services or activities 

6. Went to eat meal (restaurant or fast 
food) 

7. Went to accompl i sh some personal business 
(go to the bank, hairdresser, laundromat, 
club meeting, :uneral home) 

8. For entertainment (movie, flower show, 
baseball game, bingo, play cards) 

9 . For re~reation (go for a pleasure walk 
or drive, go t .o the park, walk dog) 

10. To drive somebody else somewhere (that 
you weren't going to for some other 
reason ) 

11. To provide company or an escort for 
somebodv else (to a place you weren't 
going to for some other reason) 

P.- lC 

'. Col 2.!.-22 i 

(Col 23-2 4 ~ 

(Col 25-26) 

(Col 27-28) 

(Col 29 - 30 ) 

(Col 31-32) 

(Col 33-34) 

(Col 35-36) 

(Col 37 - 38 ) 

(Col 39 - 40) 

(Col 41- 42) 



lmnual 

A. Less than $3,000 

B. $3,000 to $4,999 

c. $5,000 to $7,999 

D. $8,000 to $11,999 

E . $12,000 to $14,999 

F. $15,000 to $20,00 0 

G. Over $20,000 

Card 1 

INCO!-'1'.E 

Monthly 

Less than $250 

$250 to $415 

$416 to $666 

$667 to $835 

$836 to $1,250 

$1,250 to $1,667 

Over $1,667 

Card 2 

U 1FORMATION SOURCE ( S L 

( 1) Newspaper 

( 2) Television 

( 3} Radio 
( 4) Friend or Relative 

( 5) Social or Welfare Service Agency 

(includes Medical Clinic, Rehab.::..litation 

Workshop, or Doctor) 

( 6) Ernploye= 
( 7) Religious Organization 

( 8 ) 0-:.her 
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TAXI ON-BOARD SURVEY FORM 
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CIT"! :":Ji" K!!TSTCN ':'AX::: SO!{"."EY 

I~TERVI EWER BATCH SHEET 

?or.n TAXOB-3 

(To be c ompleted :or each cab ridden i n ) 
Batch No . 

(Col l-3 l 
1 . In~~r viewer : __________ _ Code Nu.'"'l::>er : 

(col 4 - 5 ) 

2. Date : _______________ _ Code ?-Jum.!::e:- : 
{Col 6-7 ) 

3. Company: ____________ _ Code Nu."llber : 
(Col 3 - 9 ) 

4. Cab ~umber : __________ _ Code Number: 
(Col 10-1.Z) 

Code Number: 
(Col 13-is) 

am 
6. Time 3egin: __________ _ pm Code dl. four digits : 

(24 hr c lock) (Col 16-19) 
am 

7 . Ti.r:le E:1.d : _________ ....;;. __ pm Code C: r. r. four digits: 
(24 !!:- c l oc:-: ) (Col 20- 23) 

8. Mileage a t Beg i nning: _____ _ ·: ode Zc:s -t f ou;, digi -:.s: 
(including t ent:is ) (Col 24-27 ) 

9. ~ileage a t End: ________ _ Cod e Zas t .fo ur digits: 
(in c l udi ng tent.'i.s) (Col 23 - 31 ) 

10. Nu.'ltber of ride s surveyed in this cab: ______ ___ _ __ _ 

(Number of :or:n TAXOB- l;s completed) 

Code: 
( CO.I. 32-33) 

A- 13 



CITY OF KINSTON T.r...xI SURVEY 
CAB OPERAT!)TG WFORl1ATION 

l . rs t~is ride shared witb t.~e p=evious ride: 
(ll __ Y~s ( 2) No. • 

2. Time of T:i? Assignment _____ _ Cede four digits 
(24 hr clock) 

J. How assigned: 

(l) Person at Cab Stand (Jl __ Call--.irnmediately 

(2) P!il"SOn nailed Cab (4) __ Call-appt 

4. Appointment Time: ___ _ Code four digits or 99 
( 24 hr clock) 

5. Mil~age at Assignment ___ _ 

am 
6. Timg ar:ives origin ____ ~p_m. 

7 . Mileage at origin: _____ _ 

8. Does dri~er get out of cab? 

(l) __ Yes, to find 

Code last four digits 
(including tent.~s) 

Cede :ou= cigits 
( 24 hr clock) 

Code last four digits) 
(ine"!uding tent~s) 

rider 

(2) __ Yes, to physically help rider 
{ J) _Yes, to help with bags or open door 
(4) No 

9. Number of riders picked up (0-5) 

only 

10 . Did passenger demand an exclusive ride? (ll Yes (2)_No 

11. Race of riders: 

Form TAXOB-l 

Ride tso . ----(Col .,-

(Col 6) 

(Col 7-l.0 ) 

( Co.i: .1..1.) 

(Col 12-1S) 

(Col 20-23) 

(Col 24-27) 

(Col 23) 

(Col 2 ':I ) 

{Col 30) 

( l) _White ( 2) Non-White ( 3) · Mixed GJ:"oup 
..,.(""'c-o ... l ..... J ... - j --

/l,-14 



12. For each :nember of the group , ident.i!y any notic a.ble 
handicaps: 

(0) No Randicap noticeable Rider " .. 
( 1) Wheelchai= 

( 2} Walking ?roblem 

( 3) Blind or Deaf 

(4) Other (specify) 

1.3. Time cab leaves origin: Code fo1.:r digi-:s 
(24 hr clock) 

H. I s the next ride shared wi t.'1 this on e? 
.. (1) Yes - ( 2) No 

1 5 . Enroute stops request ed by this pas senger : 

16. 

Number of Stops : __ .._ ___ __ _ 

Time spent at stops : _ _ _ _ __ minutes 

Reason for stops: (1) shopping or other errand 

(2) see f :::iend 

(3) other 
Ti.me cab a::::ives 

am 
destination : pm . Code f our dici~s 

(24 hr clock) 
at 

17. ~ i leage at destination: C:xie last : our digits 
( including tenths) - - ----

18 . Does d:::iver get out of cab? 

(1) _Yes, to physica~ly he l p r ider 

(2) _Yes, to help with bags or open door onl y 

(3) No 

19. Amou.~t of fare: $ ---- Code 4 digits: 0.75; l. 65; etc. 

l 
(CoJ. 3 2) 

2 
(Co. 33 ) 

3 
(Col 34 ) 

4 
<Col 35 l 

5 
/col J 6) 

(Col 37 - 40 

(Co l a ; 

(Co.1. 42) 

(col 43-45 

(Col 46) 

(Col 51 - 34 ) 

(Col 55) 

(Col 56-SS 
20. Amount o f tip: $ ___ _ Coc.e 3 digits: Q. 75; etc .; or 99 u."l.1<:ncwn 

21. Ti.me cab ready to leave again: _ _ _ 

A- 15 

Code four digits 
(2 4 hr clcck) 

(Co.1. 60-52 

{Col 5 3-5 C 



?or:n TAX03-2 

C:::TY OF KINSTON ':'AX! SURVEY 

RIDER INFORMATION 

aatch No. 

Ride No. 

Rider No . 

1. Do you live in the city of Kinston? 

(1 ) Yes (2) No 

2a. :,hat is the activity :or which you are going en this t:::ip: 

( l) Horne ( 5) .Medical 

(2) Work or School ( 6) Visiting ::riends 
-- or relatives 

( 3) Cl-lurch ( 7) Reerea tional, 
Cultural, Civic 

( 4) Shop!?ing or ?ersonal ( 8) Visit social or 
Business welfare agency 

(9) Ot!1er _______ __ Specify 

2o . What is the activity from which you just came: 

( l l :!ome 

(2) 1,ork or 

( 3) Ch1.2rch 

( 4) Sho?ping 

(9) Other 

(5) 

School ( 6) 

( 7) 

Medical 

Visiting friends 
or relatives 

Recreational, 
Cultural , Civic 

Visit social er 
welfa:::e agency 

__________ specify 

or Personal ( 8) 

3a. If you are returning home, how did you get here: 

{l) Auto Passenger 

( 2) Taxi 

( 3) 

( 4 ) 

Walk 

Vehicle ?rovided 

(Col l -3 ) 

(Col 4-5) 

(Col 6) 

(Col 7) 

(Col 8-9 ) 

(Col 10- 11 

(Col 12) 

by place you visited 
( 5) Other ______ Specify 

3b. If you are coming from home, how do you plan on ret~:::ning: 

(1) 

( 2) 

Auto Passenger 

Taxi 

A-16 

( 3) 

( 4) 

( 5) 

Walk 

Vehicle provided by 
place you visit 

(Col 13 ) 

Other _____ --'Specify 



Forn TAXOB-2 

How often do you use taxis? 

( 1) ___ Daily 

( 2) Several times per week 

( 3) ___ About once a week 

(4) Several --- times a month (less t:1an once a week} 

(5) About once a month 

( 6} ___ Less t:1an once a month 

How would you have made this trip if not by taxi? 

(1) Auto Driver Walk 

(2} Auto Passenger 

( 3) 

( -t ) Vehicle provided by 
place you visited 

(5 )_other (specify) 

·-Ga. Do you think taxicabs in :<ins ton ;:naintain acceptable 

standards of safety, cleanliness. and reliability? 

( 1} Yes ( 2) No (3) __ some do, some don't 

~b. Do you make a serious effort to select a cab company on 

the basis of safety, cleanliness and reliability? 

(1) Yes (2) No 

·7~. Did you arrange for the cab to pick vou UD at a stated time? 

(l) Yes ( 2) No 

·7b. If so, and it did not arrive at the stated tiroe, how long 

did you wait? 

( 1) Less than 5 minutes 

(2) Between 5 and 15 minutes 

(3) ·Between 15 and 30 minutes 

(4) Great er than 30 minutes 

a. What is your age? _ _ _ _ _ Years Old 

IN'.:ZRVIEWER RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT: ( 1) !1ale 
(2) Female 

~3 . How many persons live in your household (inclusing yourself}? 

___ Persons 

A-17 

(Col 14) 

(Col 15) 

(Col 16 ) 

(Col 17 ) 

(Col 18 ) 

(Col 19 ) 

(Col. 20:=22 

{Col 23) 

(Col24-2: 



10. How :nany autos o r ot:.er motorized vehicles are 

owned by your household? 

11. Do you have a current driver's license? 

( 1 ) Yes ( 2) ~o 

12. i SHOW RESPONDENT INCOME RESPONSE C.::..RD) 

Could you tel l :ne which ~umber en chis card best 

i ~dicates the combined income of ali members of 

your household (before taxes )? 

A-18 

Form ~AXOB-2 

(C:,l 26) 

(Col 27) 

(Col 29) 



INCOME RESPONSE CARD 

Annual 

(1) Less than $3,000 

(2) $3,000 to $4,999 

(3) $5,000 to $9,999 

(4) $10,000 to $15,000 

(5) Over $15,000 

(6) Don't know or refuse 

A-19 

Monthly 

Less than $250 

$250 to $415 

$416 to $835 

$836 to $1,250 

Over $1,250 

Don't know or refuse 



Questions on Mobility Improvement a nd Sub s titu t ion 

for "After" Surveys 

la . How often do you make this par ticular trip? 

T i me per week/month (c ircle one) . 

l b. How often did y ou mak e the t r ip befor e the d iscount 

program? ___ times per week/month (circle one). 

2a . By what means d o you usually t rave l here? 

Au t o driver 

Auto passenger 

Bus 

Taxi 

Walk 

Agency s ervice 

2b . By what means did you usually travel before? 

Auto driver 

Auto passenger 

Bus 

Tax i 

Walk 

Agency service 

3 . How wou l d you compare t h i s p l ace you are g o ing to 

other places you have gone for this purpose? 

Have a l ways gone on l y here for thi s purpose 

Bett er 

Sarne 

No t a s good 

4 . How does t his t r ip compar e in distance to places you 

have usua lly gone for t his pu rpose i n the pa st? 

Further 

Same 

Not as far 

A- 20 



Sa. If you come to this place by some other means, would 

you have come at the same time of day? 

Us ually yes 

Usually no 

Sb. At the same time o f the week? 

Usually yes 

Usual l y no 

~c. If there has been some change in the timing of you r 

tr i p , what effect has this had on the convenience or 

flexibility with which you can schedule the trip? 

This is a better time for me 

About the same 

Not as good 

A-21 



KINSTON ON-BOARD TAXI SURVEY 

SURVEY OF DRIVER ATTITUDES 

Form TAXOB-4 

Batch: 

ON SERVING THE ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED 

To the dr iver, at the end of the assignment: 

As part of this survey we wou ld also like to coll ect 

your attitudes on what it i s like serving the elderly 

and handicapped as taxi customers. We would like to 

know if there is any di ffe rence between them and other 

passengers as far as you are concerned in some of these 

areas: 

1 . Is there any difference in the amount of attention they 

need? In other words, do you usually have to of f er any more 

assistance in getting in or out of the cab, or with 

packages? 

Almost always 

Occasionally 

Very seldom 

No difference 

Don't know 

Elderly 

I I 
/ --/ 

/ --/ 

I / 
/--, 

_,, _ _ l 

Handicapped 

I I 

/
.--/ 
__ I 

I I 

I / 

I I 

2. Do you have any trouble finding out where they want 

to go, or on how much the fare should be? 

Almost always 

Occasionally 

Very seldom 

No d i fference 

Don't know 

Elderly 

;--; 

/~ 
;--; 

/~ 

/~ 
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Handicapped 

; --; 
;--; 

I I 
/~ 

/~ 



3. Do you find you have to wait any longer for them to be 

ready to go when you answer the call compared to other 

passengers? 

Wait longer 

No difference 

Wait less 

Don't know 

Elderly Handicapped 

/--; 
I I 

4. How about the places they travel to or come from? Are 

they out of the way for you compared to other passengers? 

Generally yes 

Occasionally 

Generally no 

About the same 

Don 't know 

Elderly 

/--'7 
! --'7 
;--'7 
;--'7 

I I 

Handicapped 

5 . Do they take longer rides than other persons? 

Generally yes 

About the same 

Generally no 

Don't know 

Elderlv 

;--/ 

I I 

I I 

I I 

Handicapped 

I I 
;--; 

I I 
/--'7 

6 . How do their tips compare with other passengers? 

Elderlv Handicapped 

Generally more ;-; 
About the same /--'7 
Generally less /--'7 
Don't know /--'7 

7. What are your feelings about the taxi discount program for 

elderly and handicapped? (Use back of sheet for response ) 
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TAXI OPERATOR PROFILE INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 
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TAXI OPERATOR PROF ILE 
INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 

1. Name of f i rm 

2. Size characteristics of firm 

Number franchises 

Number vehicles bearing name of firm 

Monthly ridership volume 

3. Investment 

Headquarters l ocation 

Square feet office space 

Size and capability of maintenance facility 

Number vehicles owned by f irm and leased to 

franchises 

4 . Staffing 

Number each and average weekly hours: 

office managers 

support staff (secretaries , clerks, etc.) 

dispatchers 

mechanics 

other 

5. Dispatching 

monthly volume or rides dispatched 

fraction dispatched rides of total ridership 

equipment 

methods 

hours of operation 

6. Operating policies (whether maintained , control over 

franchises) 

operating hours (and days) 

conscious market segmentation 

geographic 

client 

concentrat ion on Part icul ar tr i p qe nerators 
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7. Service pQlicies (whether maintained, control over 

franchises) 

reservation 

subscription 

elderly or handicapped 

8. Insuranc0 

what liability 

cost 

9 . Marketing 

type advertising 

yellow pa ges 

stands 

budge t 

10. Operation of franchises 

how awarded 

how decide on number 

terms of contract 

longevity 
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TAXI FRANCHISE PROFILE INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 
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TAXI FRANCHISE PROFILE 

INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 

1. Tenure of franchise 

with this firm 

other firms in the city 

2. Equipment 

number vehicles 

age 

owned or leased 

equipment and characteristics 

3. Staffing 

number drivers 

weekly hours each 

any other employees 

4. Operating hours 

daily 

weekly 

coverage by drivers 

5. Own operating policies 

marketing segmentation 

operating hours 

6. Own service policies 

reservation/subscription arrangements 

ride grouping 

concentration on particular trip generators 

7. Ridership 

total ridership 

percent dispatched 
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TAXI FRANCHISE PROFILE 

INTERVI EWER CHECKLIST 

8. Utilization 

monthly vehicle hours 

monthly vehicle mi les 

9. Pr ofitability 

Costs 

monthly operating cost 

l abor 

monthly capital cost 

(if vehicl e owned) 

Revenues 

monthly passenger 

monthly other 

10. Attitude s toward E & H 

liability 

as s istance 

trip characteristics 

project related: 

form processing 

identification 

11. At titudes towa rd franchise 

benefits received from f irm 

c onstraints 
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SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY PROFILE 

INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 
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SOCIAL SERV I CE AGE NCY PROFILE 

INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 

1. Description of Agency 

public or private 

affiliations 

brief his~ory and rate of growth 

when started 

number current users 

primary mission 

official service area 

official client definition 

2. Description of Services 

what services (related to mission) 

what oeoole use services 

number of elderlv (reqistered vs. reqular users) 

non-handicaooed 

handicaooed 

number of non-elderlv (reaistered vs. reaular users) 

non-handicaooed 

handicaooed 

attendance rates 

how often should consume service 

actual at tendance rates 

bv g roup 

bv time of vear 

distinguishina characterist ics 

hiah users 

low users 
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SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY PROFILE 

INTERVIEWE R CHECKLIST 

3. Transportation Assistance 

Describe program, if any 

If own fleet : 

Vehicles 

number 

characteristics 

own/lease 

Drivers 

number 

hiring basis (ful l -time, part-time, staff, 

special t raining) 

Service 2olicies 

eligibility 

user charges 

scheduling 

service area 

Trip purposes served 

agency-related 

nonagency- related (medical, shopping, etc. ) 

Other techniques (describe and quantify) 

contract with taxi operators 

charter busses 

user cost reimbursement 

other 
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SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY PROFILE 

INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 

Number users by type assistance 

seasonal fluctuations 

Other techniques (describe and quantify) 

contract with taxi operators 

charter busses 

user cost reimbursement 

other 

Number users by type assistance 

seasonal fluctuations 

4. Problems related to transportation in fulfilling 

agency mission 

restricts number of visits 

describe effect 

estimate of market not being reached 

relationship between agency access and 

distance from agency 

type of client 

physical characteristics 

socioeconomic characteristics 

efficiency in delivering mission 

schedul i ng visits 

parking problems 

cancellations 

oroblems in current transoortation assistance 

oroqram or oreve~tinq start-uo of new oroqram 

costs 

staffinq 

accountinq 
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SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCY PROFILE 

INTERVIEWER CHECKLIST 

schedulino 

leoal 

insurance 

other 

5. Agency Resources 

Inputs 

fundinq sources 

aDount from each 

a?plicabilitv and contro l 

Expenc.itures 

transportation related (breakdown) 

as oercent of total expenditures 

cost per ride 

6. Willingness to participate in subsidy program 

promotion 

registration 

scheduling 

funding assistance 

7. Attitudes toward subsidy ?rogram 

Comment on potential advantages 

improved range 

im?roved flexibility 

reduced costs 

monitoring data (processed vouchers) 

Disadvantages 

Secondary benefits t o operating own service 

publicity 

control 

Additio~al paper work 

A-34 



Follow- Up Survey of Project Registrants Form 
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CITY OF ":~STON 
KITE T~TSPORTATION ?ROG:AA.'1 

FOLLOW- UP SURVEY OF PROJECT REGIST?...~~TS 

., .s. s s ., a 9 m ·1 ·a •,:, ·• ,, ,e 
:, az::e ; ~ • i i ! ! ! ! ! I I ! I i ! ' i ; 

· , I ! ! : ! I i i 

:;:•~ call4ng f =om Kinston Ci<:y nal l in connection with tte 
KITE Trans?ortatfon Program. We are· ·currently conduc·t;.hg 
a survey of ?eople who are recristered with K:::T::: to find 
out hew the service i s working. !f you have a couple of 
minutes, r would like to ask you a :ew questions concerning 
vour use of KITE. If ?OU are not using KITE, or if vou 
have been hav:i.ng' ani ~~ou.t:iTe -using it, ,.,;e . would iike_fo _ ask 
you question~ about that too. 

~. ~irst ! woulC like ~o =~nc ~u~·i= :~ere has Oeen any 
change in 7cur liv~ng ar=anqe~en~s sincg ycu =2g~s~ered. 
: GIVE !JAT!) 

!. ) 

, \ 

3 ) 

u I 

I 

:I• 

Yes 

=~:o:-:':lat ior. 
:ncor=ec': ,, 4,a ,.a 45 10 4. 4• 

(Coc.e acd::-ess 
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3 . 

31 

\ U- V :., 

::i=~~ati.cn 
::1c::,r=ec-:. 

:s :,.,01.Jr e~.,;:loyrnent st.at.t!.S '":.::e sa=.e? 

:.:: ·:01.:r 
:ious eho l::? 

You we=e :o=::-.erly ~G,j'.V! SHP~O'!.:'t::~rT STrtT::S J 

Yes 

2 i :-io 

3 ) ::1.::ormation 
:::1co::-=ect 

4 . When you :-egistered with KITE you had (GIVE nANOICAP ) 
disability ':..~at affected your travel . Sas anything 
happened to your health since you registered that would 
affect you r ability to travel? 

l) Yes 

2 ) 

3 ) :::1::or::lation 
!:!cor:-~c-= 

~ 
I 
I --.... 

, •::ice :1u.-:1:::.e = 

~ 

I_J_j 
(Coc.e s-=.a-::us 
:.= =:.ar.geC.) 

...alL...£.. 

L...._ 
(Cece ::a~::i -
ca; :. : 
c ;;a:1gec. : 

?:-ev ~ous l y Jour iouseholc. 
O?era~i~g conCi~~o~ ) !s 

c~·:--.ec. '. G:'i ! :-n.::-tEE:u 
~:ii.s s~ill ==·..:e? 

vehic.!.es ' i:1 

l l Yes 

2 ) 

::1.::or::iaticn 
:::cor=ec~ (Co==ect. ~u.r.~er l 
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5. 

fl ; ~it~i~ ~ast week 
I 

1 • Do you use ~ITE tickets to ride taxis? 

8. 

9. 

10. 

/1) ·::es 2 ) :lo - ( S?CC? ,,.,., 
• '¥ :c 22) 

Did you use taxis in :<inston ::iefore t<I':'E;'? 

/1) 2 ) 

Do you 

/1) 2) 

~hat ki~ds of taxi t:i?S do you take ~ore o: be~ause 
o: KITE? (RECORD ~S!'ONSES WI7:i0U':' ::'E!'!IZC:)IG 

C::OICES) 
wor!<.1 sc:'.co l 

\,"'isit: ::::.e~Cs c:­
:-elati·,es 

~ec.ical 

l. ) 

ll 

l l 

l l 

'!es 

'!es 

·::es 2) 

'::'es 

2 ) :lo 

.,., 
'7 
[_j 

74 

:7 
_L_ 

!O i 2 i 

~ 

~ , ' 
- I Yes 2 ) ~re J~ 

!::. eer.o:a~~er. -t I 
recr!!a-:icn l l 

l ) 

A-38 

'::'es 

'!es 

1- , 
, , _, 

:Jo: 
i 



lJ. 

14. 

16 . 

17 . 

19. 

19. 

20. 

□ ::.. d you ~ave :o =~a~ce 
get KITE service? 

Jo you ever ~ake =ax~ ~iies ~cw ~he~e yo~ to~ • ~ -~se 
K~'!'E tickets? 

~ow :nany t:::-::..;:s 
::ull :are? 

If you we~e per.ni~~ed 
you '.::luy them? 

1) Yes 2) 

:.s ) 

las~ 

:lo 

How l o~g ~a you gene=al!y have : o ~a~: wten you =eccest a 
ride wi t.'1 KITE? _____ _ :ninutes. 

~o you have tc wai: an~, l=~ce= ~o ;e~ a KIT! =ide 
t~an you do :er a =egu lar :ax~? 

1 1 :ic 

Ooes it take anv Lc~.ce= -::a s-e,:. •,ir:e =-e '/Cl:. 

KITE t.'lan on a regular taxi :::-ide? 

, ' _ ,, 

Is 
to 

. \ _, 

Yes ,, \ - ) ~10 

KITE as =eliable as regular 
getting where you ' r:e going 

2 ) :;o 

taxis when 
on t:...'tte? 

are ~o:.::g 

i..t comes 

-... 

:s ==e ccu=:esy or ass::..sta~ce ye~ ;e: ===~ -•- d:::..~e:::- s 
~~de= ~!T~ as coed as ~ha~ you =ecai·,ed befo re? 

'fas 
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2:.... 

/ 

24. 

I 
I 

25. 

26 . 

Whee ~si~g K!~~. iave ycu ever shared_ 
who you weren ' ': :am.:..L.ar •,1i th? 

.--:.a·:~ :_.:-=~ :-:aC ~ .... . .. .:..:..:::.-:-1....:. .i.. ~:: ii:: :;e1:.-:.:.r.; .:_ .. ~:.!:"::-:- - · ,- _ • on 
KITE taxi se:-,, ice, er i!1 lear:1ing how to use it? 

2; 

:!ave you had any t rouble getti:-ig :<ITE tickets? 

l) Yes 2 ) ~o (SKIP TO QU 26) 

Can you c.escribe the !?roblem? 

Can you tell me which ~ethcc. of travel you use ~csc 
often: is it ~a.!.~i:1g, ~=i7i:1g, r.:..=.:..ng as a passenger 
in a car or taxi, or some other means? 

.!.) 

.,, -' 
3 ) 

Sl Social se:-7ice agency 

6) Other 
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27. :.;:lac :ne ,::loC c': : !"a'1g !. :.o yo c. :..ise :nost:. .:...,Qqqe ,.. - 1 
~, a!-:e~ 

. s:-.::1::-::; ?P.EV::OL'S ~!CDE )? 

2: 

3 ) 

5) Social service agency 

6 ) Other 

28. We k::1.ow that some KI":'::: :-egistrants have used their :<:-:-~ 
priv i leges quite a bit, while ot~er s do ~ot use t heirs 
at all. 

ca., :,,ou tell :.:s yet::- owr. worc.s usec 
KITE more to ride ta.~is? 
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29. 

30. 

, 
I 

i 

:s =~ere any ~et~o~ of 
KI:'E has been available? 

' I 

I 

, i 

5) 
! 
I 

I 6) , __ 

·Ies 
! 

Taxi 

1 : 

Social service agency 

Other 

(PROaE TO DE:'ER.'1!)!E ?.OLE OF GrtSOLDIE _;v;ur.;.3:r.r-:·I ;,.im 
?RICES. ) 

31. When you registered w1th KITE, your i:1.come was (GIVE 
DiCO/A..E RN.JGE ) . Is ::1i.s sr.:i.!..!. :r,..:e? 

2 ) 

3) 

Yes 

!nfornat.:.on 
!ncorrec: (Co:-rec: :ncome) 

~ 

LJ 

~ 
I ! 

u 
( Coe e ;.nc:::me 

, - c:lar.gaC) 

That com?letes rny lis~ 0£ q~estions . 
:or your cooperation. 

Thack you very ~ucn 

A-42 



TELEPHONE SURVEY OF NONREGISTRANTS FORM 

A-43 



Household ~\llt'Lber: 

Ac. d: es s: 

?hone );o: 

CITY OF KBSTON 

KITE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

TELE?HONE SURVZY OF NON-REGISTRANTS 

Card ~o.: [Ij 
----------- 4 5 

I 

------------------• : I ~ C.U.Z..!)IG 

FROM THE c:::r.c :iA.L:::. ::-1 KINSTON I:-1 COt!~lECTION WITH THE KI:'E 

'!'RANS?ORTAT!ON ?ROG~i TS;T T~ C:"!"i' IS SPONSORD!G ?OR ITS :::::.~ERLY 

I CCUI.i:l ASK '£OU A FEW QUESTIONS? 

"l. ::ow many ?eople, ::..:,,cludi:,,,;- :_,oursel.:, l ive i:,, your :10?::e 
on a full-time basis? 

•2. Row many of t~ese ?eople ( i :,,c luding yoursel : i: 
applicable) are 65 years or age or older? __ _ 

.:i.=e ~here a:;;.y ?ecple "Nho a=e '..!..~de= -5 5 r""!'" .. o !"la~,e scrne 
disability t:la~ ~ay af::c~ t:1.ei= t=3.vel ? 7hi3 ~ea~s 
?eople ~no ~esC wheelc~ai=s o r some oc~e= ~e~~s a= 
assiscance ~c ge t abou~. ?eople wi~~ serious hear~ 
conditions, who have e?il e;sy or some ~eurcmuscular 
disease, who are ~entallv retarded, or who are dea.: 
or bli:,,d (or seriously ~~rd o f ieari~g or vis~ally 
i.cpaired. ) 

1) 

1 ' _ , 

2) 

3) 

4) 

2 ) :-ro - !F :10 O)IE I)1 ;-:cc;s ;;:;-;o:.::, :s 
65 OR OLJER OR 1:ANDICA??~D 
TEP-"'.I~TAT:S D iT:SRV!:;:W. 
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*4. 

/ 
/ 

3. 

0. 

Jo~ :al: in e~-:ner o: -:~ese categc=ies, 
are you 65 or older or i~sabled? L] 

65 or older l ll 2) 

3) 

under 63 and disabled 

What is your age? 

no - .;s:<: TO S?::'.AK W!:'!i ONE c:: =~::: ~!E.:1BE~S 
W"r.O !S l"~WICAP?!D ~?. !:..:!?.!.:!. .,..,.. 
TEE DISA~.!I...!:"! ??.::'.S!)l':'S ?,, CC!-!l·!t:~1:c;,.­
T!ON ?ROBL.2:1, AS:< ::r SCI-SCN! c.::..~l 
SPEAK :OR TH! !;;DIV!DUA!.. 3EG!)l 
WITS QU 5. 

____ years. 13 14 ,, 

Do you have any disa~ility that 
you to travel? 

:nakas '• dif!:Oc...:lt 
I I I 

/ ll - Yes 2 ) No- St<!? ·-:o QU 10 

Ca.'l. you desc=ibe ::!isabi.!..:..~:r? 
LJ 

' . your 

9. Do you use any S?ec~al a~ds to get abou~, like a cane Qr 
wheelchair? 

l l Yes 2) ~re- S:<:I? TO (')U 9 
I ; 
Crutches (non-temporary) ll Yes 2) No --
ii"heelchair l l Yes 2) :'.o --
Walker l l Yes 2) :lo --
Cane l) Yes -- 2 ) :10 

Escort l) Yes 2) :io 

Other l ) Yes 2) :lo --
9. A:e :rou able to ride in a taxi? 

l) Yes 2) No 
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u 
Yes 2.l No "KI':'E is a program operated 

I 
~y =~e ci:y t~at =!!ers s~ts:an­
~ial C~scoun~s ~o ei~e=:y or 
iandicapped citi zens ·...-hen =i=.i:1g 
~uses er taxis. !'d ~e glad ,;o 
; :_ ·,e you ~ore i.:l::~ ~a -:..:.oi: :a-= e =­
i ! ycu :i~e . " SK!? :J ~c L2 

I 
! 

14. 

1 -.::, . 

L] 
l ) Yes - ::-;_;;.~ii< RZS?C:IDEX~ AND :~?..:1I~-TAT! : :r:::::;.v::::w. 

(GO :c c:::Nc:.::s!:~1 .~m !)l S':''?..C:C':':•: NS .:..: 0:)1:) 

CF sG:;.v:::c ) 

· ... Kinston? 

2 ) :lo-

3-. ) 

2) 

at least once a ·,.;eek 
,-3.l-. 

at l east or.cg a :no~ c.:l LJ 
3) at l east once a yea= 

4 ) ve=~· :i.:if=eq,.:e:ttly 

en t.~o se =c =3.sicns ·,,,rhe!'!. ~'ot:. Cc = :.c.e, =-=e t:"..e.:-e a:-.v .s;ec:..a..:.. 
condi: icns tiat cause you t= use a taxi? 

;,;e ar e wcncie:i:ig ·,-,hy ;:e:sons ·.r!-.c ::.ave :1ot =eC'is:ered 
::or KITE h3ve not done so. Can '.'OU tell :'1e •:t~at 
=eascns ycu ~ay have ~ad=== :10: registeri:1g? ~e 
~ould li/4: ~o hear a:l ~= ye~= =easo~s ~= t~9=e is 
:r.ore :!lar. one . 

w 

~ 
a. ) LLJ 

b . l ------------ w 
c.) ----------- LU 
d.) ------------ tu 

16. (ASK ;::; ~ORE :~~ cm: ,u:;.soN :i:)? QU 15) 
Whicn is t~e ~os~ Lrt;or~a~t =easo~? 

w 
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* 17. Ooes you: hcl.!seholc. cwn any cars or t=..:cks ( i:l 
cperati:lg ccnditic:l)? 

/ll _ Yes 

* 18. C:ow :nany'? 

19. Oo you drive ? 

ll "!es 2) No 

20. C.i.n 'fOU tsl: :ne whic!'! :nt!t!:\cd -:>! t=a·,el :1c1.: •.J.se :ncs~ 
cf-:en: is it walking, :=:.·n.::.g, ::.c:.::g as a :;:assenger 
i:l a car, -:.i.xi, bus er scme ct~e: :neans? 

. \ 
J.' ·,l'alk 

2) _auto d:iver 

3 ) auto :;:assenge: -
" ) - taxi 

:) :-!ATS bl.!S 

ol social se:vice a.gene:, -
7) _Other 

21. What :net.nod o! tr3•1el :.c ..-ou :;!Se :nos~ !:e~.1antly 
at':er (S':''-~ !100E r''ROI! GU ·20. l 

li walic. -
2} i.U~O c:iver 

3) _auto :;:assenger 

4) taxi -
3} _MATS ?>us 

6) _1oei &l service agency 

7) ot!l.er 
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22. ,vhat is your ern9loy;:ient: st:at:.1s? 

*23. 

.24. 

25. 

26. 

l) ~m;loyed :ull- time 

2 ) Employed part-time 

3) Unemployed 

4 ) :le ti.::-ec 

3 ) St:•.1den:: 

5) Scmernaker 
7) __ Other, s:::e:::ifv: 

!t~ goi~g =~ :~ad you a l ~s~ of ca~e~or:es, a~C :•c 
like 1ou :o stop me ~h~n r =each =he one that 
bes~ ~epr~se~~s :he :or:i.b~~ed i~c=m2 {=e=~~e taxes) 
o ~ rot:: ~c·..!sehc ld las~ yea=. : s i..-:: 

2) 

3) 

l:ss 

~3000 

SSGOO 

::han 

co 

to 

$3000 C.ess 

ssoao cs 230 

$8000 ($42.2 

:.:1an 5250 ;:e:.- ::1.:n-:t) 

:~ SH i ;:e.::- man::::) 

=o S66i :::er mon~.:-lJ 

4) 52000 to Sl2000 (S66i =o SlOOO ;e= =cnthl 

51 SL2000 t o 520000 ( Sl O-OO t::: 3l6c6 ?er rncr. t:h) 

6) s ov~r 52000~ (over s:666 ?er ::1c::.thl 

3) 

l ) 

ll 

:lef·.ised l 
:)c r. ' -: ;<::.o·.. j 

2) :"emale 

2) White 

:ENTER ~RE '!'~ mJ:1BER OF ':.'S!.5 ::~l'!'ERV-:zw ::~ TEE 
a:CUSZHOI.D: 
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!hac c=m;le~es ~y :~s~ o: ques~ions. ~!".ar.k you very ~uch ~or 

you: ~ooper~~~on. 

IF :'~ERE :s ~ORE ·:-HA:t ONE EL:::G:::3LE ?ERSC·N :)I THE :!Ot:S EHOLD, 
rNTERV::::::w .:'\.S ~WlY ~T:!:;RS AS ·1ou C.:'\.N. FOR ~EW =~TERVIEWS r:r 
SA.H.E :iO[SEHOLD. (;52 'iE'.'1 ?OR.'1, 3lJ'!' DO ~tOT .!JJM:::~HSTER l")GEST!CNS 
WITH .l.STEP,:sxs • ! FILL !:-i ~t.'EST!C~IS W!~ .:..S:'ERISKS ..;s::!(; 
::1FOR!-L".T!C~I ?RC:~ ??-EVIOc;S I ~ITERVIEW. 

A-49 



PROJECT TRAVEL RECORD FORM 
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Name 

ID # --------

?RCJEC'I' :'RAVE L RECCRD : ,) ?.11 

PROJECT PARTICIPANT 

Date of 
Ride 

Company Type Trip 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COST RECORDS 

A-52 



WEEKLY TIME SHEET 

Week Ending 

Name 

Professional Code 

Four Di;i t Total 
Code Hours 

I 

I 
I ' I 
I I I 
I I I 
I I 

I i I I 

i i I i 

! 
j 
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I i I 

! 
I 

I 
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Account 
Nul!'.ber 

l 

l.01.0 

1.02.0 

l. 03. 0 

1.04.0 

1.0:'.0 

2 

2. Ol. 0 

2.02.0 

2. 03. 0 

2. 04. 0 

2. 05. 0 

2.06.0 

2 . 07.0 

2.08.0 

2.09.0 

2.10.0 

3 

3. 01. * 
3.02.* 

3.03.* 

3. 04. * 
3. 05." 

ADMINIS7RATIVE COST ACCOUN'!'S 

?ro:;ect .?,.ctivitv 

~I:iU:CT SCBSIDY ~~NAGE~~~T 

'!'axi voucher processing and validation 

l'!1TA subsidy coordi nation, request for :-epayment 

Taxi Operator coordination and reimbursement 

Coordination with City Finance Office 

Cther direct subsidy management activities 
(specify) 

SUBSIDY-RELATED I~:OIRECT 

User registration process/appeals 

Taxi operator driver training ?rograms 

Handling service complaints 

P:-oject in:or:nation (telephone) 

Other ~arketing and ?remotion 

:raud investigations 

½onitoring user budgets for overr~n; 
actions taken 

Other problems or major tasks (specify) 

General ?roject planning and development 
relating to subsidy management ?rocedure 

Other meetinqs and coordinati on related to 
subsidy management but not S?ecif i c to task 

NON-SUBSIDY RELATED 

User Registrati on Interviews 

First follow-on survey of registrants 

Second follow-on of registrants 

Survey of non-users 

Background site data 
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ADMINISTRATIVE COST ACCOUNTS -- 2 

Account 
Number 

3.06.* 

3.07 . * 

3.08.* 

3.09.* 

3.10.* 

3 .11. * 

3.12.* 

3.13.* 

3.14.* 

3.15.* 

3.16.* 

3.17.* 

3.18.* 

3.19.* 

Project Activity 

First taxi on-board survey 

Second taxi on-board survey 

Third taxi on-board survey 

Ticket processinq 

Taxi Franchise Owner Interviews 

Taxi Firm Owner Interviews 

Social Agency Interviews 

Administrative Cost System Data 

Coordination within City Hall 

General Coordination with UMTA 

General Coordination with TSC 

General Coordination with Evaluator 

Other General Coordination 

Other NON-SUBSIDY RELATED (Specify) 

*The last digit of the code for data collection activities 

(code 3 •. ) is reserved for task description: 

Code 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Task Description 

Activity planning, development of forms 

Coordination, supervision of activity in 
progress 

Interviewing 

Data reduction, processing, handling 

File management 

All activities, including data collection, shou l d receive 

the four-digit code. The development of forms for user 

registration, for example, would be coded 3.01.1. 
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OJ 
I 

N 

~!J~!~Y 
I 0110 I 1· t:ouu I y I lop iii' I -
""·'" I ol Soc I .:i I ~io,·v lc1•S 

1:, ,wuo l,11111·,. luc. 

'>••-IJI St,.;ud ly Admlulsln,­
l l<m, t-lusl,io Olslrkt 
Offlco 

t( ln-.l•\11 lld:1oath)f1 
t1o,1><11· 1n~,ul 

I 1,~,~ l111111slr los for 
I hu Ill I 11,I 

ltlvl ~1<"~1 ol Vocalio11<JI 
11ult,ll•I I I l,1I l,>11 

I ,,nnl r HtlNO:>r·lill lk)s,-,1 l,11, 
llt,p,,l'lm<-11,I of Social 
~it !I VI t .:l!~ 

Table 8-1 

DESCRIPTIOM OF Sl\~PLE SOCIAL SEP.VICE /\f.ENCIES 

!ear_f.~!'ded 
1919 

1%5 

l9j5, lldtl<Nlal ly; 
19f:i7, l\l11slt>t1 
Dl sl r kt Olflce 

Pub 1J£~_.Prl vale 

l'uh I I<: 

l'l'lvil1o 

l'ubl le 

19.B; Sonh>r f'uhl le 
CI I I ztt11;; l'n:.cJr·<llll, 
19~4, Sfl':ld,11 l'opu-
lJI 1011 l'n.>q•·- (llandl­
"itt'l"'J), 1917 

l'i/1 

19:71, for World 
W,11 · I Ve hll ,111:; 

•~>n 

Private 

Pub I le 

f'11bllc 

Afft 1_1atlons 
SI a le of Hor I h Can>I Ina; Ill vb l<,n of Voca I Inna I Hoh,,bl I l'I il 11 •>11; 

h•nolr Counly; Natloual Travt1lt<1 's Aid; (:reone l.a11111, Inc 

I.cool r· Ccumly Oop,ll'f111out o f Soc I a I Sorvlces; Sncl al Sou,,- I I y 
A1111llnlslra·tlon; l<lnslon Recrailllon Dopar1menl; Division of 
Vocal lonal Hehabl I I talion; a11d Rkmy of hors. 

U.S. Oevarfinent of lkrnllh, lducallon, and Wolfaro; f1·oq11m1I ly 
d, .. aw "I'°'' G1·ee11e l.olllj> 1·o~ea1·ch for f 0001·.-I g1·a11 I app II callc>11s . 

Cl ly of l\lns/011; Greene l.<t1111•, Inc.; Mu11litl lkrnl lh A•lapl Ce11l()I; 
Caswell lnsl llulloo; •••·s. 11111 's l>evol<-'1•••111lal l~ll"'-' 

ll or1s Club; Nat Iona I Indus Id os fo1· the 01 Ind; Horth l':i>rol I"" 
Division of Scrvlcos for lhtt UI Ind; (:Oneral u">u11r:I I f,11· lho 
81 lnJ 

ll. S. Oepaf'l•mt of lloitl II,, ldu,,allCll1, and Well an,; lk)1· 1t1 
Carol I 11a Oepart111en I of lluman Se,·v lcus; Greeno l.iltflf•, Inc:. 

lenol.- Cou11ty Oe11a1·111 ... nf ol Social Sor-vices ; Voci1ll,-..1al 
Hohahl 11 lal loo 

Table continued on following page. 



OJ 
t 

w 

~y~,!~.Y 
l t-:w.d I C<Hrn I y I inpcu tmu,d of 
Soc l<il ~)►.:I vl, ·.l,S 

Ci1 eu1 h ~ l amp, I llt.:. . 

So<;i <1l '.>twuf'I ly A1hnl 11 l s lrat· Jo n 

KJ11 ,, l n11 flocn,i.11 10 11 0 (,pa , · t,11<:nl 

I J1,11s 111, lu:; lrl"s f <, r lhu Bl 11111 

11,vl~l1u1 o f Voc..Jt,<•H(I I 
11,.,h.il,I J J f ,,I I,,,, 

I v 111,l 1 t,k,11,,1 Jal l~,·;pl f;,J 

Table B-1 (Continued) 

OESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

HI ss Ion 

fo meo l 11,o ""'-"b , I l 11,111c lal dlld ,,,>dal, o f lho ,: J l lin115 of 
l onol r Cou11 l y. 

lo s twv" I Ji., nu.idy ( I ow- I 11<:< """'; o I 1.f<>d y; I 1011<1 kdppo<l) p o pu I a I I 0 11 
o f l. c 11nl1· c:u11t Gn-H:11e C(lwlly. 

l o l u~ 111·e wn 1 hor· dU<:tlns.t ri s ks o f l oss of l11co ,1.c lu lhu e v tml " ' 
,loa1'11 or ,11,..,hlllly 01· rolln,m,m l· . Als.o Jo a,J,nln l stcw a ,oen<lumon l s 
lo Soc i a l S\'!1:u1·IJy Ac J· , whldi l11cludes S<1pplfl111<.,n l il l So c ur·lly 
I 11como (S';I) l o 11w poor. 

Io pn,vl ,I<, 1 tlCl"\M I I on prognllu5 f, w a I I o I Kl 11 s Ion I s c l 11 , ..,,.~. 

lo prop,ir·e lhe 1, 1 Ind f o r· nn1ploymo11l I n ,1 11n11-c.ho l 10 , ·o,1 work 
s l Ju;,J Jor,s · 

fo pl ,ico ha11.Ji c.,pp!'HI l 11dl vl1hli1h 11110 !Jdl 11ful ,,c<mollil<: ,K ll vll l c s 

To jlf'Ovl ,k• s n1·11J c c:, lo J!"llonls c111d lhol r · lam) llos, l o lhe 
l1osp I t.:, I , antt Io I ht~ con111u11 I t y 

Tabl e continued on following rage . 

Offl c,i~J J.1 !~!• I.:. !)(, f i•!J!_i o n 
0 Any <: I fl,cu lu fhn i'.nunly 111 fl(:!1~d . 11 

Poprn uls on tt10 I" o~• "m; dpprc,xlrndlcly 
o w t-lia l ( l1avo iuc<)flK~ Hlll d, ~11 111.i~, ; a f ew l1t1vu 

il•J" •.!" I <le 1 111e5. 

l<1•d'n~1nenl: '111 62 yu,11 ·s of ,,q,! dfld nvtH 
IH sah 1 11 1 y: I ho,;u w 11 h ., I no I"" ci,11 I d I·; ­
dlo I 11 ly 
Al,1 lo lho l\<JUd , IJI Si!ld o <I, , ,11 ,I Ill i11d: 11,n,; ,J 
who 11M:C I I 11C c...>1110 ~ I ,u1Jc1nJs , •r· ill(: (P.tfH h l. , h I t 11d 

a nti 100 pt,i·coo l dl s ahh~d, re~pu c l l voly. 

All c lll,e n s of Kl nsl rn, ilro ,;cr1ttJd Ly Iii,) " "llr,, 
Ut;par· hnt111 I ; f o r Son i o r L I l· I l'.l!OS r ·r u Hf•'HII d l I OVt T 

1
1 '1 

yBar!i o f c190; fo r Spuc lal f'opulal 1011 Pro~J•·:·1111, ;ii I 
w I 111 a ha11d lc»p. 

l h o I n411 I I y b I I 11,I i11Hl I h o 11111 I I I h i111d I c ;,ppntl 
Id l11d 

Any l1idlvldual L>o lwuni1 fl 1H a~ns ,,t l h ,uHI ti'·, 
wl I ii fl physl cil l 01 11•m l a .l l1andlc,1p )hill I e ­
~ l rlc l s omr l oy111e 11l po l11uH ,,J. 

Any pid leot·, f o n11t?r pafleul, <1 r f ut11n-~ p,,.Jn11I 
( I n ·t lH~ Cil<.;(1 o f ,1111lt11l ct11Cfl ~Je, ·v l u ~-:. ) 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTIO~ OF SAMPLE SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

~!JCllCY 

I (:un, 1 t ·uu11 l '( Ut.~p.u lrunu I o f 
'.1 l tt. I ,1 I ~ .. • 1 .., 1 c , :!~ 

,;1,: t~1w l,nup, l1u; . 

~11,( l.d •;,~, u1 I l y Ad111l1d :.... lf·al loo 

t-~ l1♦ : , tPJ1 l<ut H :,11 t, ,u U, :p,u lmrntl 

11,,,.,, l11du ·. l1 i ,,.__ 10 1 1h,, LI i 11111 

Plvi ·., h ,11 u f VP-<. 1tl ln11o l 
llu h , ,h I 11 I, , I i "" 

' " " ' "' M. ,11n1i , d 1~1:.pll.il 

Offic_i,il_ Servi ce_ Area 

l tinvlt Cou11ly, ,ilthou9h lhny wlll o<:<ect!i l1)t1olly ,,ss lsl 
110 11- <.~<,uuly t c~; l1h:11t :., Ct.~.IJ-, H chi l,f lo {1noU.nr c uunly 
s ays hh(lwr} p,uwil ~ ;,ro 111 Le no ir Cou11lyl. 

l.ouolr· dntl «;r t.h,nt i t:, ,uutles 

l c ,,o l,- iu u.J C;1-th;f1t! ( :u1111II Hs 

C l ly ,,t Kl115 l,.,11 

L,s l tHII North c,,n, 111111 

I 0110 Ir, Ga non ~ , nud J o u o~ Cnun I I i:!i 

ton, ,11, C t111Jn(1 , ,iod Junes l:nun l l u~ 

Table continued on following rage. 

Services l'rovitletl 

/\(it: ,pl l uu ~ervlc t3st Cho ,-o ~•i1 v l c us; lJ;.Jy L,.u u ~1t!r vlu .. ':, f ol 

Chi ldnm; (,nplo y11•·ml it11d l1·<1 l o l11!t Se1·v 1._.,,, , f <>1111 l y l ' l , 111 -
ulnt) ~;t..u-vic .1)".; ; f oslo1 C,l1·e Se,v l c.e-; h .1, Adu tt s c1nd 
Chltdn}u; llt::ct llt. ~up1u.u · t Si,1 v l cns; luto,m .. alh,u ,111d 
llo fu1 rr1I; lnlor s lali~/ lnlurc1\unty :.o, vl10 ~, I n 1;1dhh c·u; 
1-'r,, l,;,: llvt~ ~~e, vl~us foe· A,tull ~ u rnl t :hllth ,:,,; '11 :1 v 1l-,t~ 

h > Meo l ~pe<:l ill HHc d s of U l lu,I. 

C.(. T .A. ►la111,owo1· ; lk1u-s. lny; Lc oooml c l k.!v,d1 ,p1tk iu f ; 
Hutrlll on c .:10~•~, ; ttl11c ctllOftJI Ass l·• l ducu ; lll1t!lq,~111 y t uwl ; 
l1 ·n11Sj)<>t I.ii l oo f11u1 ·•1y C0t1,;..,, viii I on; f oml ly l ' l<.11111l11i1; 
lk!(1,ts t .·11·t; t u S IHr (;1 ruu1pan::,u l; Uo1~111cl"•: t "i1H vlt O!> 

Uo1 ln:menl Pn yu111i11I ~ ; Ol ~.1l>I I I ly f 1r1ym(.;1tl s ; Pr1y11w:1tl -:; In 
lhe Ul s,1t,l l.!1 f, l·U l,ui, <Slld "-~Jn,J; ~)11p11ldnoul ,d Sn4 ui I ly 
l1«•1~1w• ( ';) I ) l '.1ym,,11h; Hufw , ,ii 

~:oulo r C ili 1.-,11!, l'H>91·mn: mu~\ l c.~, C: l (dl i:. , hl11qu , ~•·'"" !~i ; 
~p ec: l u l l'opt1ll.Jllo11s P1 0•1r·cJrn: phy~ l <tt l tilrw •;~ , U'<t'I '( I ~•}, 
~1, I ~ ftHJ ,~,<tit s, ~c. ... · l a t c ltJli, h 1,wl lwJ, L •>1fy ,,w,11-•}11ur.:·, 

Vo •~allou,, I ovu lu,:1 110 11 n 111J l1.1l11l11~ 

C1:1w1 .t i 1,hy~ l cal iJHd spuc Jrt l I s l u :<j1111 l11 ,lf l ,111; l11dl v l ,l11<d 
9u I J,rnce ,111d , 01mse Ii tl!J; ,-,. id, <..: ,1 I, ~..,-,, I c,, I <Hill h, ,·.>p I t (11 
~;n1·v lco~.; V,..H·,1l lun..-1 I a va lur1 I ,nu ,lt11I 11 ,,lulu!f; H.:,lul ,i1td1Ht: 
,uu J l r a u ~p o , l <tl i,,n: Jd<-tcu1oe 1d •_;; i.tuc.l fc,1 l , ,w··u p . 

M.,kluy cH ruu~f W1it ~nt s f o 1 pal l o ut ~ 11 1 ~•'' I n 11111 ~ l11 u l11(lk: '.1o , 
olhe t h11~pl 1~1 1~ , c l <. .; llft l pi11!J p a l l e 11I ·, l, i nld ,liu 
I lt1a 11c l ,il ils!> l ~·•ld11cu a u,t ~.,1) 1 vi, . .-:~ f1 , ot11 LP rn>l1 ( :. iuul y 

nup,ir '""" I o f '.,<>cl n l :;.,, VI ( "~ ; l~,I I' I 11'.J " '"I " " I ·, .,1,1 al II 

r111d u•,u , .fht.!1 i, t 10111un l ty 1 u <;;,uu < tY, ; c.111d a VtJr i( ly ,, f 
, ,t lini ~f•t ·v It.• :",. 
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Table B-1 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE soc1,L SERVICE AGENCIES 

lirnulle1· of Current_ Users_ ilnLI Fre,1uenc:y of Use 

4Ut10 t.uui lief., "; B6j o ff l e , ! vi~>l l s p1.-H· d i.1y 

~-i()OON /11011 l h I u o I I pt qqf't1111~. ; 110 pn,c t 5 1-J f H1ur 0 for 

hll ,11 ho,;au,;o 1,f , 1vtH-J<11•s om<111s, pnHJ1'11w~. . t r e quu1wy 
Vdf l 8~.> by p10~_1'"clln. 

Survlvc,, ·s: I0,21\1; IH silldllty: / ,07'i; '.i111,vl u11,ml.-.l 
Socur 11 y I 11C <J1HO: 7, qy4; Sun, notl lo~jt.? I he r: 250 
c l i:1lms pur rtk\11th 

S(H1l1,f C lll lu11<:> f•1 ·L.•~J1<'1m ; ilfl OVt~f-d !.J~ o f !. I di lend 

l>lw<:1,~ly, <l lll""''I" 411 ill'<l n,!Jl !, lur,,tl; Spuc l a l 
I 'opu I;, I I <>11 I•, '-"I' ,,rn; 50 \ l't>!JU 1.,, 11,;urs ( I I e quunc. y 
v,>1 In,; l,y ,, c l lvllyl, i1lll1<><1gl1 l'iO ilr e « •1Jl~lc,1·ud 

II d,-11 ly 

I ,()(10; nu pnh :l so ,t,1 1<1 o n """~" ,r of vl s l l s . 

f\0- l/) nM) U I h f 0 1· ~in c I a I ~;o,·,d (:os ; 0 11<.' 0 c I h :m I I 1:1cJves 

hn-:;p l 1.- 1 servj cu u .... ual ly ltifml11dtes . 

Nu111her of [lderly 
{_N.Qtlh~!•~.!~iljlJ'C!!/! li!!l~I _(_:_ilj>jlt!~ l... 
I Bl '>' (II/(), 'l4 ', l' I 11<11 v I <l<1<1h 

I 000' (/'JO', i'' iO ' J 

NJ\ 

Suu I 0 1· CI Ii 1c.rns Pn.,~• 11n1~ • 

4A(/.~, /~d ; Spnc lcd Po1H1ld ll ( J1I 
rro!)r illll, II◊ e I d,:.-1 y 

I rn, I l 

N,>11C 

40(2, 46 ); I II a I yp k iJ I """ I h 

NM • ,111m~ " ~;1:nl n1 t":ltl1ti11~ 11 
.1tt} (H tlwoo11 , 1H•.!~ 1) 1> t111d l> ' 1 , 011d lht! lt~hwo f1 t 111 - 11 ldn1 l y. 

tlumber of No11c l,ler-ly 
(!1(,11J,~•1!11 rn•p~••111~r1<, i ~!.lt't"'~ J • 

~(,00 f <•IHI IIH:·) be,uii•tJ liy 11c,11-

t..:l du1 ly, Winl1, ,11di , dJipi:d ; rto d,d,1 
011 rn,u cldo1 •v. h ,uull• , 1111H:d 

11100' • 100 ' 

Iii\ 

S,·111 <"11' Cl' I /i~II~_. r·, n~J• , u11 0(0 ,0> 
'.~1 ,ec l <'1 1 f\,1u,,c1t i o 11 P1·1•~1• ,1111 
\ '.ii ((). ~'.> I l 

lt>IO, It>) 

I 000 ((), IOOO I 

1'1U, Ill 
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Ler,o lr County Department 
o f Social Serv ices 

l~r ee110 L,m,µ, Inc. 

'..ioc ia l Security 
Administration 

Kir1slon Pecre:;.-illor1 
De1,dr lrnen1 

Lions Industries 
fo,- the Bl i ml 

Division of Vocational 
r~(Jltab i I i I a t ion 

Lenoir Memorial 
Hosp i lc1 I 

Table B-2 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

Trans£.Q!'tation Program (Yes or No) 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Mone of the ir own, but they coordinate 
with Greene Lan,p, Inc. 

No 

Yes 

Yes; the hospital's ambulance program, 
although not directly related to the 
social serv ice program, Is utl I i zed by 
m<1r1y e Ider I y and hand I cari'ped as a 
trans porlc1tl on program. 

Number of Vehicles and Characteristics 

None 

5 15-passenger vans, I of whi ch i s eciuipped 
with a llydrau I I c Ii ft; 4 of the vans are 6 
months o ld; I is 4 years old 

None 

None 

2 Dodge vans and I Dodge pickup, but both 
are for transporting goods and not people 

None 

6 1974 ambu lances. 

Tabl e continued on following page. 
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ful_ency 

Lonoi r County IJeparhnent 
ot Socidl Services 

Gr·ce, 1e I.amp, Inc . 

Social Security 
Adminisl"ration 

Kinston Recredlion 
Dep,11" t-ruen 1-

I ions Indus I c i es for· 
Ille Ill i nu 

IJ i vi~ ion of Voca I i ona I 
l {0iidu i I i I c1t ion 

le11oir Mernor-ial llospi tal 

Table B-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

Number of Drivers & Characteristics 

None 

5 tull-time CHA-employed drivers (thoy 
are paid with 100 percent federal monies); 
al I given an orient·ation session which 
includes special training for providing 
service lo the elderly and handicapped. 

None 

Nono 

I true!~ driver 

None 

I 4 dr i ver-s, a 11 of whom are emergency 
med ica l lechnic ians 

Other Special Transportation Staff 

None 

I full-time tra11sporta-fion dir·ector 

None 

None 

I For8man 

None 

4 Dispatchers 

Table continued on following page. 
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Tab:e 8-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

A~f!!~Y 
l.em, i ,- County Departm011I­
ol Socia l Services 

(;r0011u Lamp, Inc. 

Social Secur ity 
Adrnl 11 Is Im t ion 

Ki ns-i011 l<ecreat I on 
Uepor hnt)II I 

L.iow; I ndustries for 
the El li nd 

Division of Vocat i onal 
l<ehab i I i I a 1- ion 

I m1ol r M0mo r- 1 a I 
Hcisp i I a I 

]jpe of Service 
Hei111tiurse users for cost of intercity 
bus Io med I ca I cente,·s of Durham and 
Chapel Iii 11, as wel I as City of Kinston 
taxicab f c1res 

Mostly scheduled " one to one" service, 
bu I some "many to many" se,-v ice. 

NI< 

NH 

NH 

Contract with private individuals at I I 
cents per· mil e t o provide transportat ion 
for I heir cl ienls. 

Many "lo nne service 

Table continued on following page. 

Schedul 1M 
lnler·c i -ty bus: dependent un l)uS schedules, 
which creates a problern since Carolina Tr·ail ­
ways dues not run t reqtien1 I y during -1 he day. 
Mos t· elderly leave the 11ighl- before ancJ sfoy 
ovur--n I gh 1-. Taxi cabs: Same iJS rugu I ar 
Kinslon service. 

One bus, purchased by ACllON, i s used ex­
c lusively tor ihe Fost0r Gr-andp<Jrent Program . 
One bus purchased with HUD money, is used 
exclusive l y for Headstart. The other 3 
buses are scheduled "accor·ding to need," three 
weeks in advance, predominantly uy 0H1er 
agencies (e.g., Kinst-011 Hecreal i on Depor·-ime1d, 
Greene County Hea Uh Care) . 

NI< 

NI-< 

NR 

Agency attempts to match individuul s with 
coril acts lo supp I y transpor I e1t i on t o c I i ents ; 
very t I me- consuming for ayency s I a ff. 

No schedu I i ng; demand actuc:i I ed sur·v i ce 



Agency 
Lenoir County Depar1ment 
of Soclal Services 

Greene Lamp. Inc. 

Social Security 
Admlnlstratlori 

Kinston Recreation 
'f Department 
I.O 

Lions Industries for 
the 81 Ind 

Division of Vocational 
Rehal> i I I tat I on 

Lenoir Mumorial 
Hospital 

Table 6-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

Transportation Service Area 

Wi th in the County, except tor 
occasional medical trips to 
Durham and Chapel Hit I 

Greene and Lenoir Counties ex­
cept for occasional medical 
trips to Durham and Chapel HI II 

NR 

NR 

NR 

Lenoir, Greene, and Jones 
Counties 

Lenoir, Gredne, and Janos 
Counties, except for oc­
casional trips to Durham and 
Raleigh 

Eligibility Requirements 

Any parti c l pant In Ilea I th 
Support or Medicaid Program 

Low Income, unless Greene 
Lamp reimbursed 

NR 

NR 

NH 

Must be non-ambulatory; "If 
he can walk, he can thumb like 
you or I." Also, must have 
"economic need." 

Income Level of 
People Served 

Very low income for 
those provided trans­
porlatlon 

On !_y serve I ow income, 
unless reimbursed for 
serving a middle- or 
high-income person. 

NR 

NR 

NH 

A 11 low i ncoroe 

Anyone who ca I Is I n Is e I i 9 i b I e; Mos t I y I ow income 
to leave the hospital a doctor's 
authorization is required 

Table continued on following page" 
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Age!.!St 

Lenoir Coun t·y Department 
of Soc ial Services 

Greene Lamp, Inc . 

Social Security 
AJminislratlon 

~ Kirislon Recre<J'!"ion 
o Oepartment-

Ll ons l rH..luslT ies for 
the 131 iml 

Divis ion of Vocat-l~ial 
Hehd> i Ii ta I ion 

Lenoir- Memorial 
llosp i Id I 

Table D-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES. 1977 

Hours of Service 
Regular t ax icab service 
w I thin city; I ate at n I gh t· 
for intercity bus trips 
(Durham, Chape I HI I I > 

Dai I y, 8AM-5PM; except for 
occasiona l trips 1o Chape l 
HI I I & Uurham whi ch return 
at 8:30PM 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NA 

A 11 hours 

Peak llours 

IOAM-3PM within Kinston 

IOAM- ?F'M 

NR 

NR 

NR 

IOAM-2PM 

8AM-12AM , when dis­
charg ing pat ients 

Table continued on following page" 

Seasonal Fluctuations 
None c I fed 

Summer peal( 

NR 

NI< 

NH 

Demand dee Ii 11es In summer· 

Summer peak 
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~~!!SY. 
Leno i ,. Coun ty O(:)partment 
of Soc ial Servi ces 

Gn.:c11c I.amp , Inc . 

~;oci,.d Secur-1 ty 
Admlni~lrdl ion 

Kins l on l10c: reati on 
u,,, .. 1r· I ment 

I 1, ,n:; l11Llus1rles for 
I hu UI ind 

Oivl ~ion o f Vc,catlona l 
l~ehdlJ I I i I a I ion 

l.e11O i ,· Menl<Jf I a I 
llo~pl l,11 

M-[s t i mat Eis 

Table 8- 2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERV ICES, 1977 

Trip Restrictions (Purpose) 
NR 

NONE 

NR 

NR 

NH 

Med I ca I appo in t·ment and job 
placen~nt t r ips given priority 

Techni ca lly, on ly emergency 
medical Is pe rmitted 

Trip Purposes Served 
Medical 100% 

Medica l 50*% 
lleadstart 15*% 
Foster Grandparents 15*% 
l<ecreat ion 5l(% 
Other 15 11% 

NR 

NR 

NH 

Med I ca I 95%* 
Job Placement 5%* 

[mergcncy medi ca l i s tech­
ni ca lly required , but many 
minor medica l tr ips are a lso 
made. No quantitative 
estimate avai !able, however. 

Table continued on followin9 page . 

!!ser ~harges 
None 

None , except for those wlio 
fa I I to meet Income r equ I r, 
ments In whi ch case dQency 
( not Ind Iv I du.:i I ) contrac-l't,,, 
compensates 

NR 

NH 

NR 

NONE 

$35 within Lenoir County ; 
$35 and $I/mi le outside 
Count y; however , approx i­
ma1e ly 90 percent o f thi s 
Is covered by insurance. 
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Age~ 

Leno ir County Oepartment 
of Socia l Serv ices 

Gn::ene Lamp, Inc. 

Social Security 
Alim In Is 1-r-at·ion 

!<! ns1on Hecreat I on 
Depar·t·ment 

Li ons I 11dus 1 r i es for 
the Bl ind 

Divis ion o f Voca t·iona I 
11diabi Ii l at i on 

Leno I r M,~mor i a I 
llos pi lal 

Table B-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES. 1977 

Other Transportation Techniques 

Volunteer Provided Transportation 

Occasionally a volunteer or case­
worker wi II provide transportati on 
in a private car 

NO 

NO 

Yes , allhough not coordinated through 
Recreati on Department. Two senior 
citizens c lub members rely on church 
members tor transportation; however, 
re I I ab I 11 ty Is poor. Over 50 percent 
of the time , the supplier cancels. 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Contract with Taxi Operators Charter Buses 

Three years ago the Department MO 
t armlnated a contract with 
Sutton Cab, as they found 
waiting time charges ("baby-
sitting") excessive 

NO NO 

NO NO 

NO 

NO 

Formerly had a contrac t with a 
tax i cornpuny, with spec ial per­
mi s s ion from N.C. Oepartment_ of 
Human Resources t o pay more than 
11 cents pe r mi le 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Table cont i nued on fo llowing page. 
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Table B-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

A~ 

Lenoir County Department of 
Social Services 

Greene Lamp, Inc. 

Social Security 
Administration 

Kinston Recreation 
Department 

Lions Industries for 
the BIi nd 

Division of Vocational 
Hehabl litation 

Lunolr Memorial 
Hospital 

Table continued on following page . 

Averaqe Number of Passengeruer Week 
One-way, unduplicated) 

NA 

343 In Lenoir County, 545 total (based 
on August data) 

NR 

NR 

NR 

20 

65.8 

Average Trip Length 

Within City, 2-:5 miles; in tercity, 
50-75 ml les. 

Within City 2-3 miles; intercity, 
50- 75 ml les . 

NR 

NR 

NR 

Within City, 2-3 miles. 

Within City, 3-4 ml les . 
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A9e~ 
Lenoir County Department 
o f Social Services 

Greeno Lamp, Inc. 

Soc ial Secur ity 
Administration 

Kinston Recreat ion 
Oupar·lmen1 

Lions Industr ies tor 
th<3 B l I wt 

Division o f Vocational 
Hehahi I ii at ion 

Ll:::11<> i r Memo,- I a I 
llosp i ·ta I 

Table B-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, 1977 

Transportation Related Costs 

$1650/year1 

$22,00l/year2 

0 

0 

0 

Less than I ,000/year1 

$297,679*/year 1 

Transportation Costs as a 
Percent of Total Agency Budget 

.00024% 

I. I I% 

0 

0 

0 

Less than 1% 

NA 

1 l'his figure reflects the entire cost of agency transportation programs. 

Costs per Person 
Tri_e_ (One~ 
NA 

$0. 782 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NA 

$87 

2 Thls figure only ref lects the cost of gasoline, maintenance and the transportat ion coordinator's sa lary. 
It does not reflect ·the sa laries paid t o CETA-employed drivers or the cost of vehicles (outright g ifts t o 
a~enc ies ). 

1trs 1 i111<1 t·e 

Table continued on following page. 
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Table B-2 (Continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF AGENCY TRANSPORTATI ON SERVICES, 1977 

Agency 

Leno ir County ·Department of Soc ial 
Surv ices 

Gn~ene L-1mp, Inc. 

Soc iHI Security Admlnls1ratlon 

Kinston Flecreati on Depart ment 

Li ons lndus1rles for the Bl Ind 

Divi s ion o f Vocational Rehab I II tat Ion 

Lo1iol ,- Memo,-( a I Hosp l ta I 

Funding 

f und ing from transportation program nominally from County budget; 
could uti I lze federal Ti t le 20 money for transportation bu t duu to 
I lmlted al locat ion of federa l fund s , they have arbi1rari ly a l located 
the federal funds to other programs. 

Con~unlty Servi ce Administration; ACT ION 

No transport a tion funding 

No transportation funding 

No transportati on funding 

No earmarked transportati on funding; agency funding is 80% from HEW 
(Vocational Rehab! litatl on Act of 1973); 20% from N. C. Department 
of Human Resour·ces 

Lenoir County s ubsidy (transportation is the on ly hospital program 
t hey subsidize), Insurance Company payments, Direct user J)dyrnents . 





Appendix C 

ANALYSIS OF RIDERSHIP TRENDS 

Changes i n project ridership in the presence of changes in fare can be used 
to infer the sensitivity of project rides to the fare. To do so, it is 
necessary to assemb le data describing fare and ridership levels for different 
months of project operation . Needed data items include project ridership, 
number of registrants, nomina l fare and a cost-of-living indicator, and are 
presented in Table C-1. It should be noted that for the purposes of this 
analysis, the nominal fare does not vary un l ess there has been a change in 
the fare structure, though other factors, such as tr ip length, may cause 
variation in the average fare/ride in any given month. Therefore, fares and 
rides are averaged among the months between each fare increase to yield an 
estimate of the fare per ride that reflects a constant composition (i.e., 
"fixed weight") of t he other factors that ini ght have an effect on this index. 
A compa ri son of the resulting fare per ride for each of these three periods 
(up to May 1978, July 1978-May 1979, and after July 1979) shows that the 
compos ition of tr ip characteristics tended to remain constant even in the 
presence of the fare increases (i .e . , the S.25 fare increase accounts for 
virtually all of the differences in fare/ride between periods). 

Based on these data, the effect of fare changes on the frequency of project 
tr i p-making is estimated by relating rides/registrant to .5x[(fare/ride) / 
CPI]. The fare term is mu ltipli ed by .5 to account for the rroject subsidy. 
Dummy variables were tested to account for seasonality and l ead effects 
(increases in trip-making associated with anticipated fare changes), and a 
time trend was included to account for the incr9asing understa tement of 
rides/registrant caused by attrition among registrants, secular changes in 
income, and any Hawthorne effects (i.e .• changes in project use rates which 
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Table C-1 

DATA FOR ANALYSIS OF RIDERSHIP TRENDS 

Reg i s- Ri des Fare 
Rides-- t rants** Registrant Trip+ CP I++ 

1977 September 665 133 5. 00 1.26 176.3 
October 1,715 292 5.87 1.26 176. 7 
l~o vember 1,963 338 5.81 1.26 177. 6 
December 1, 999 374 5.34 1.26 178. 3 

1978 January 2,156 401 5.38 1.26 180.0 
February 2, 187 424 5.16 1.26 180. 9 
March 2,692 454 5.93 1. 26 182. 3 
April 2,648 490 5.40 1.26 183. 9 
May 3,003 517 5.81 1.26 185. 3 
June # 2,674 534 5. 01 1.48 186.9 
July 2, 640 550 4.80 1.53 187.7 
August 2,985 57 1 5.23 1. 53 188. 7 
September 2,742 591 4.64 1.53 190.2 
October 2,830 604 4.69 1. 53 191. 7 
No veinber 2,698 617 4.37 1.53 193. 0 
December 3,030 626 4. 84 1. 53 194.6 

1979 January 3,082 640 4.82 1.53 196.7 
February 2,852 660 4.32 1.53 199.1 
Harch 3,334 674 4.95 1. 53 201. 3 
April 3, 195 683 4.68 1.53 203. 8 
May 3,570 695 5.14 1.53 205.7 
June# 2,931 712 4.12 1. 73 207. 7 
,July 2,950 727 4. 06 1. 77 209. 5 
August 3,274 739 4.43 1. 77 211 . 4 
September 2,709 746 3. 63 1. 77 213.8 
October 3,157 755 4. 18 1. 77 215. 5 
fJovember 2,979 768 3.88 1.77 218. 5 
December 2,799 779 3. 59 1. 77 221. 6## 

1980 January 2,973 789 3. 77 1. 77 224. 7## 
February 2,884 798 3.61 1. 77 227. 8## 

*From Table 6- 4. 

**Estima t e of average nun ber of r egistr ants during month based on 
end- of- month regis t ration totals in Table 4-4. 

+From Table 6- 4. See t ext . 

+U.S. Department of Labor index, from Survey of Current Business. 
1967 = 100. 

#Fa re increase of S.25 during month . 

## i:s tima ted. 
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occur as t he "novelty" wears off) that may be present. Usi ng ordinary 1 east 
squares, the following model was estimated using data f rom December 197 7 to 
February 1980 (t-statistics in parentheses) : 

RIDES= 8. 31 - 6.70 (RFARE) - .06 (TREND)+ .43 (LEAD ) 
(8.97) (2.59) (-7.55) (2.30) 

R2 = .89 DW = 1.97 

where : 

p = . 08 

RIDES= Rides/registrant per 30 days; 

RFARE = .5[ (fare/trip)/(CPl/100)]; 

TREND= Time trend dummy variable, = 1 in December 1977; 

LEAD = 1 in May 1978 and May 1979; 

= 0 other times . 

All coefficients exhibit the expected signs and are statistically signi ficant 
at the 95 percent confidence level or above. The resulti ng elasticity of 
project demand with respect to fare is estimated to be - .40 as of December 
1977 (i.e., a 100 percent increase in fare leads to a 40 percent decrease in 
ridership). It should be noted, however, that the magnitude of the fare 
coefficient is se·nsitive to the specification used, and the limited number of 
available data points makes it very difficult to add right-hand side 
variables while retaining statistical significance. To the extent that fare 
changes are correlated with seasonal effects that tend to increase ridershi p, 
the true sensitivity of ridership to fare changes would be lower than that 
estimated here. Indeed, across a variety of alternative specifications, t he 
addition of more explanatory variables reduced the importance of the fa re 
term, in addition to eroding statistical reliability . Furthermore , the 
presence of the monthly ticket purchase limit may have caused the decr ease in 
project taxi usage to be larger than the decrease in total taxi usage when 
fares increased, again leading to overestimation of the importance of the 
fare term. Therefore, it is concluded that the above model provides an upper 
bound on the sensitivity of project rides to fare changes . 

These results and basic data are cited a number of times in the text, 
particularly in Chapter 6. 

•u. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICi; , 1981 0-727-064/1515 
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