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secure it properly.
14 The Q-Straint belt secure-

ment system costs approximately $400 per unit.15

The clamp securement system uses a clamp
that locks onto the rear wheels of the mobility aid;
the front is fastened with straps. The advantage of
the clamp system is the ease of attachment,
allowing some persons with mobility impair-
ments to secure themselves.l6 Clamp systems do
not work on all types of wheeled mobility aids,
however, because of the varied widths of wheels.
In addition, mobility aid wheels are not as strong
as the frames, and therefore run a higher risk of
collapsing during a crash.

One proposed solution to the problem of
diversity among wheeled mobility aids is the use
of a uniform attachment device. The device could
be fastened to a wheeled mobility aid in order to
make it compatible with a standard securement
device inside the bus,17 reducing the time needed
for securement.18 To maximiz e user acceptance,
any add-on feature should be inconspicuous,
simple, and inexpensive.l9

A separate but related issue is the securing of
the passenger. Many wheeled mobility aids do not
offer as much back, neck, or head support as
intercity bus seats, which are taller and provide
headrests. In an accident in which an individual’s
head is snapped backward, people seated in

wheeled mobility aids might be more likely to

sustain neck or head injuries. Furthermore, some
people with disabilities might not be able to use
their arms to protect themselves in a crash.20 All
securement systems examined by OTA provide
optional restraint devices, such as lap and shoul-
der belts, but no means of supporting the occu-
pant’s head and neck.

Technologies for Persons Not Using
Wheeled Mobility Aides

There are several coach enhancements that can
improve the accessibility of OTRBs for persons
who have mobility impairments but do not use a
wheeled mobility aid. Many of these enhance-
ments are already required by DOT.21 (For an
overview of current accessibility regulations, see
box 4-A.) These include slip resistance standards
for aisles, steps, and floors; knuckle clearances
for hand rails; lighting and contrast standards; and
minimum door widths. The 32-inch-wide door
allows a male at the 95th percentile in height
using two crutches to enter.22

Another necessary modification would be the
installation of foldup arm rests, allowing people
with mobility impairments who do not use
wheeled mobility aids easier access to OTRB
seats. Other modifications currently offered on
OTRBs include retractable first step and kneeling
features. A retractable first step reduces the step’s

14 WIMm Bauer, ~x=utlve  director, Clevekd,  Otio  Services for Independent Living, personal communication, Aug. 18, 1992.

15 Dave Kessler, manager of Bus Bidding, Flxible Corp., personal communication% Aug. 18, 1992.

lb me ~divid~ cm  back tie wheeled mobility aid into the clamp, which automatically locks, and then ftlsten  the frOnt  smps.

IT Ka~erine  M. Hunter-~worsfi,  Transportation btitute,  oregon  State university, “OSU Offers ‘Trailer-Hitch’ Approach to Solve
Securement  Problems, ” Project ACTION Update, National Easter Seals Society, fall 1991, pp. 4-5.

18 A ~fom at~c~ent Ca ~ us~ ~ Conjmction wi~ bo~ he belt ad c]~p  securement  systems. The  Services for Independent Living

in Cleveland is developing a clamp-style securement  system that uses a universal attachment. The system has held a wheelchair to within 1
1/2 inches in a 20g test collision.

19 Wlfim  Bauer, exwutive director, Services for Independent Living, Clevelmd, OH, ‘‘Project Develops Prototypes of Self-Securement
Systems, ” Project ACTION Update, National Easter Seals Society, fall 1991, p. 6.

ZO BaUer, op. cit., foOElote 1A.

21 S(j Federa/  Regisler 45771 (Sept. 6, 1991), Purt 38, Subp~ G, Sec. 151-157.

22 It is Motor Coach ~dusrnes  Limited’s position tit a~ommo~ting  tie 32-inch s~dmd co~d  require moving the pdk behind the door

rearward, forcing the front axle rearward, displacing air conditioning equipmenc  and forcing mcontlguration  of the front third of the bus in
order to maintain proper axle loading, pavement wear, and other operating characteristics. Joseph M. Dabrowski,  vice president for Engineering,
Transportation Manufacturing Corp., personal communication Mar. 17, 1992.
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Box 4-A-Current Bus Accessibility Regulations

In 1991, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued rules under the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) regulating accessibility standards for publicly owned and operated transit buses, privately owned and
operated over-the-road buses (OTRBs), and privately owned OTRBs operated under public contract.

The regulations governing transit buses cover:
● doors, steps, and thresholds,
● priority seating signs,
● interior circulatiion, handrails, and  stanchions,

ž lighting,

● fare boxes,
. public information systems,
. stop requests, and
. destination and route signs.l

In addition, the regulations included a mobility aid accessibility section, mandating that transit buses provide
a‘ ‘level-change mechanism or boarding device. ” The regulations state:

All vehicles covered by the subpart shall provide a level-change mechanism or boarding device (e.g.,
lift or ramp) complying with paragraph (b) or (c) of this section and sufficient clearances to permit a
wheelchair or mobility aid user to reach a securement location. At least two securement locations and
devices, complying with paragraph (d) of this section, shall be provided on vehicles in excess of 22
feet in length.2

Regulations controlling privately owned and operated OTRBs took effect in 1991. These regulations
apply to doors, steps, and thresholds; interior  passenger circulation, handrails, and stanchions; and lighting.3 In
addition, they mandate that OTRB operators provide accessible service and arrange for a passenger with
disabilities to be carried aboard if no other type of boarding aid is available. OTRB operators may require up to
48 hours advance notice for providing boarding assistance.4 These regulations maybe augmented after DOT
review of this study. Regulations governing boarding aids have yet to be formulated. DOT will issue boarding
aid regulations after review of this study, and these regulations will take effect in 1996 for large bus companies
and 1997 for small bus companies.5

One exception to the regulations covering OTRBs applies to publicly owned OTRBs and privately owned
OTRBs under contract to a public entity. These OTRBs must comply not only with the regulations governing
privately owned and operated OTRBs, but also with the mobility aid accessibility rules regulating transit buses,
i.e. they must provide a boarding aid such as a vehicle-based lift or rarnp.6

156 FederaJRe@ter  45757-45760 (Sept. 6, 1991), U.S. Department of Tmnsportatiou  T_~tionfor  ~vid~
with Disabilities; Final Rule, Part 38, Subptul  B.

2 ~id., SeC. 38.23, paragraph (a)”

356  F~era/Register  45771  (sept. G, 1991),  u+s. Dep~~t of ~po~tio~  Transportation for Individual ~(h

Disabilities; Final Rule, Part 38, Subpart G.

456 Federa/Regisrer  4564045641 (Sept. 6, 1991), U.S. Department of Transportation, TmP~tion  for ~~vidu~
with Disabilities; Final Rule, Part 37, Subpart G, Sec. 37.169.

5 Federa/  Regi~ter, ~p, Cit.,  footno~  30 ~ ~esid~t cm delay @l~en@tion  of -h @ of fti N@dOflS fOr ~

year.
656 Fed~a/Register 45626 (Sept. 6, 1991),  U.S. ~p~ent of T~po~(io~  Tqrtation for Individuals fith

Disabilities; Final Rule, Part 37, Subpart A, Sec. 37.23, paragraph a; and 56 Federal Register 45625 (Sept. 6, 1991), U.S.
Departrrient of Transportation, Transportation for Individuals with Disabilities; Final Rule, Part 37, Subpart A, Sec. 37.7,
paragraph c.
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height to approximately 8 inches, down from 16
or 17 inches.23 Kneeling options reduce the frost
step height by 3 to 5 inches. In addition, some
OTRBs carry a step box, which adds an additional
step. Without reductions in step height, many
persons who could otherwise climb steps cannot
board.

Aisle width is another possible obstacle. The
standard 14-inch aisle width accommodates only
certain boarding chairs and imposes severe re-
strictions on users of walkers, crutches, or canes.
Given exterior coach width limitations of 96 or
102 inches, however, increasing aisle widths
along the entire length of the coach would almost
certainly reduce seating capacity.

Accessible Restrooms
The authors of the ADA were uncertain about

the availability of accessible OTRB restrooms or
the feasibility of designing one without incurring
a significant loss of seating capacity. Restroom
access will be necessary if OTRB service is to be
truly accessible, and some manufacturers have
begun designing onboard accessible restrooms.

OTA has identified two accessible restroom
designs. One design is currently available as an
option on some Neoplan coaches.24 Like most
conventional restrooms, it is on the same level as
the passenger deck, in the back of the bus. The
Neoplan design differs from a conventional
restroom in that the dimensions are slightly
larger. The accessible restroom permanently dis-
places three seats and requires the narrowing of
one seat by 3 inches. The location of the lift
entrance is a few feet forward of the restroom, so
that persons who use wheeled mobility aids need
only back a short distance to the restroom
entrance. The Neoplan’s dimensions provide just

As of early 1993, all accessible OTRB restrooms
displace passenger seating.

enough clearance to allow a wheeled mobility aid
to enter, and use of the toilet requires a relatively
agile passenger. The estimated cost for Neoplan’s
accessible restroom is roughly $5,000, which can
be compared with the price of a nonaccessible
restroom at $3,300.25

The other accessible restroom is a prototype
developed by MCI and installed on its 45-foot
demonstration coach. Developed in conjunction
with MCI’s 4-Link lift, the restroom and the lift
are fully integrated. A movable partition sepa-
rates the two so that the space needed for entering
the coach from the lift is borrowed from the
restroom as needed. The lift entrance is located
behind the rear axle. The restroom takes up the
entire width of the coach and is quite spacious
compared to the Neoplan design. Ample room,
handles, and grasps inside the restroom provide
for maximum maneuverability and a wide range
of agility. Seven seats are lost with the lift and
accessible restroom. A potential operational prob-
lem is that the toilet is mounted on the left side of

23 ~ ~s~huse~,  Smte utii~ rqgdators  orderexj  the retractablefwst  steps on State-assisted buses deactivated because the additional width
of the deployed step caused the bus width to exceed the State regulations. As of early 1993, it was unclear whether these regulations are still
were in effect for OTRBS.

U Neoplan  is a German manufacturer of OTRBS,  with facilities in Colorado.

~ ~temiew  with &ey F. Diclq senior vice president of Operations, Neoplan USA Corp., NOV. 21, 1991, in fiosometrics,  ~c., op. cit.,
footnote 3.
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the coach, rather than the right, as is customary.
Many dumping stations can accommodate only
the conventional right rear restroom location.26

MCI has estimated that a 45-foot coach with the
lift and restroom package would cost $50,000
more than a standard 40-foot coach,27

One problem with accessible restrooms is that
the person using the wheeled mobility aid must
release the tie-down restraints, either back up or
turn to gain entrance to the restroom, and open the
door. Undoing the restraints might be impossible
for the passenger, requiring the aid of the driver
or an attendant. If the driver is called on, the bus
must be stopped.

Reservation Systems
One approach to ensuring accessible service is

to have persons with special needs notify bus
companies in advance of their desire to travel.
Technologies that could be helpful include:28

●

●

●

●

24-hour telephone or modem lines for reser-
vations and information;
automatic vehicle location systems to pro-
vide bus location information to fleet man-
agement;
electronic databases for geographical, sched-
uling, and fare information;
computerized methods for fleet routing and
dispatch; and

. two-way voice or data
tween vehicles and the

communications
dispatch center.

be-

As of early 1993, few intercity bus companies had
reservation systems. In 1991, Greyhound began
the first stage of a computerized fleet allocation,
passenger reservation, and yield management
system.

29 The new system will allow customers to

call the 200 largest Greyhound stations to reserve
tickets for specific times and dates, and to receive
fare and schedule information for Greyhound and
all interlining carriers. In addition, customers will
be able to pick up tickets at non-Greyhound
locations, such as convenience stores, or receive
tickets through the mail.

Other intercity bus companies use less sophis-
ticated reservation systems. Martz Trailways in
Pennsylvania, for instance, maintains a noncom-
puterized reservation system. Users telephone
one of six locations to reserve bus seats. Bus
employees record their name and bus seat on a
standardized form. Approximately 80 percent of
the company’s regular riders use the reservation
system .30

Reservation systems could be used by individ-
uals with disabilities to alert bus companies that
accessible service will be necessary. However,
under the ADA, bus companies cannot require

26 Ibid., p, 145.

27 Ibid., p. 145.

28 pma~~sit  operators and public and private transportation fleets already use many of these technologies, but tiey Mve not yet spread to
intercity  bus service.

29 The fleet allocation portion of the system allowed Greyhound to more efficiently schedule its bus fleet through an increased use of ‘hubs
and spokes’ and the identification and elimination of unprofitable routes and schedules. Greyhound targeted the passenger reservation and yield
management portion of the system to be implemented by mid-1993. Greyhound Lines, Inc., Greyhound Company Newspaper,
January/February 1993. The yield management portion of the system should enable Greyhound to monitor reservation levels on a real-time
basis and, depending on those 1eveIs,  increase or decrease the number of discount and fulI fares available on spectilc  schedules in order to
maximize revenues, re-route  passengers when seat availability is restricted, and generate logs that list inbound and outbound passengers by
name.

313 Fr~ Hew, p~sident,  J%*  Martz Coach Co., personal communication, June 1992.
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persons with disabilities to use a reservation
system if persons without disabilities are not also
required to do so31 (see ch. 1). In addition, if and
when reservation systems are widely used, fleet
personnel must be carefully trained to ensure
proper coordination of equipment and schedules,
particularly when more than one carrier is in-
volved.

TECHNOLOGIES TO ASSIST PERSONS WITH
SENSORY AND COGNITIVE DISABILITIES

Technologies for people with sensory and
cognitive disabilities are aimed at delivering
information to people who otherwise might have
difficulty receiving it. People with vision or
hearing impairments might have trouble reading
signs or hearing instructions. People with cogni-
tive impairments might have difficulty making
decisions about which bus to board or where to
get off. Several of these technologies serve
individuals from both groups.

OTA has found that relatively little technology
is being developed specifically to assist persons
with sensory and cognitive disabilities to use
OTRBs. A wide range of specialized equipment
is under development for urban transit operation,
and much of it could be applied to OTRBs.
However, urban and intercity bus service differ in
many ways, so all technologies might not apply
equally. Some advantages for intercity service are
that freed-route intercity bus tickets are always
bought from a ticket agent or driver rather than
through a machine, tickets are printed with
origins and destination, and these tickets are
collected and examined by the bus driver. These

This sign at the National Zoo in Washington, DC
combines large graphics, color-coding, and pictures
to direct visitors to the exhibit.

practices provide a check to ensure that individu-
als with sensory or cognitive impairments get on
the proper bus, and get off at their destination.32

Signage
DOT requires the use of accessible signage in

buildings and facilities, including bus stops and
terminals (see figure 4-2).33 Signage, both on the
bus and within stations, can help people with
sight, hearing, and cognitive impairments. Large

31 spec~ic~y,  Section  302@)(I)A  of tie ADA p~hibits  deniat of full and equal enjoyment of goods, Sink% faci~ties md Privilege%
advantages, or accommodations. This section is made applicable to OTRB operations by Section 304(b)(2). In addition, Section (304)(b)(l)
prohibits a private entity that is primarily engaged in transporting people from discrimina ting, including establishing eligibility criteria that
screens out persons with disabilities from full enjoyment of the transportation service. Thus, if the reservation system is the sole means for a
disabled passenger obtaining transportatio~ it would not be permitted under the ADA.

32 EcOsOme~cs,  Inc., op. cit., footnote 3, p. 33.
33 DOT re~atiom  ~clude ties  on  c~cter  Propofio%  character  hcigh~  rai~d and  br~c charact~s  ad  pictorial Symboh signs, ftish

and contrast, mounting location and heigh~ and symbols of accessibility. 56 Federal Regisfer (Sept. 6, 1991), Department of Transportation
Transportation for Individuals With Disabilities; Final Rule, Appendix A to Part 37—Standards for Accessible Transportation Facilities, p.
53,4.30.04.30.7.
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and more extensive signs, high contrast signs, and
tactile maps (i.e., maps that can be read like
braille) can present information to people with
disabilities. Placement of braille signs in uniform
locations within stations might make it easier for
individuals with vision impairments to locate
them. Simplifying signs, and using pictures and
symbols where feasible, might specifically aid
people with cognitive disabilities.34 In addition,
color coding signs, maps, tickets, buses, and
stations might make it easier for all people, but
especially those with certain cognitive impair-
ments, to follow instructions.

Public Address Systems
DOT requires that transit buses in excess of 22

feet be equipped with either a driver-operated
public address system or recorded or digitized
human speech messages, to announce stops and
provide other passenger information within the
vehicle. 35 People with vision and cognitive disa-
bilities might benefit from this technology, as
well as individuals with limited hearing impair-
ments. Public address systems could be used both
onboard the OTRB and within bus stations.
OTRBs generally include public address systems
as standard equipment, so a new requirement
would not necessarily result in increased costs.
An external speaker would require modifications,
but the costs would be minimal.36

Telecommunications Devices
for the Deaf (TDD)

TDDs serve as telephones for individuals with
hearing impairments by allowing users to send
and receive written messages. Presently, ATBCB
guidelines for new stations mandate that if bus
stations house interior pay phones, there must

Figure 4-2—Symbols of Accessibility y

Proportions for

International

symbol of

accessibility

Display
conditions
International
symbol of
accessibil ity

International
TDD symbol

International
symbol of
access for
hearing loss

KEY: TDD - telecommunication device for the deaf.

SOURCE: 56 FederalRegister45697 (Sept. 6, 1991), U.S. Department
of Transportation, Transportation for Individuals With Disabilities: Final
Rule, 49CFR Part 37, Appendix A to Part 37—Standards for Accessible
Transportation Facilities.

34 Shl (+]w, h~~ste~,  Ivymount  School,  person~  cornrn~catio~  Aug. 5, 1W2.

3556 Federal Regl$(er 45760 (Sept.  6, 199  1), us,  Dep~ent  of Transpor~tion, Transpo~tion  for Individuals with Disabilities; Find

Rule, Part 38, Sub Part B-Buses, Wns and Systems, Sec. 38.35, Public Information System.
36 Co5t  estfiatc5 for ~ onbo~d  publlC  ad&ess  system rmge  from between $150 to $300, not ~cluding  installation. M~  Fran Kelly,

executive specialist, Midwest Electronic Industries, Inc., personal communication, Aug. 28, 1992.
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TDD equipment enables persons with hearing
impairments to use the telephone.

also be at least one interior public TDD.37

Furthermore, the ADA requires telecommunica-
tions companies to provide telecommunications
relay services for persons with hearing and speech
impairments. 38 Individuals with hearing and
speech impairments will therefore be able to call
bus companies for information on services.

Crawling Messages and Video Monitors
Crawling messages-electronic signs that

scroll information across a screen-and video
monitors, similar to those currently used in
airports, might also display messages or schedul-
ing information within bus terminals. ATBCB’s
guidelines mandate that if public address systems

are offered to convey information, a means of
conveying the same information to persons with
hearing impairments must be provided.39 This
provision could be satisfied at least partially
through employees who are trained to communi-
cate with persons with disabilities.

Other Technologies
Closed circuit television (CCTV) and com-

puter magnification systems enlarge printed in-
formation so that it can be read more easily. These
systems might be employed in bus stations to
magnify system maps or other schedule informa-
tion. Cost estimates range for CCTV from $2,300
to $3500. Computer magnification systems, which
consist of hardware and software to magnify
information on computers, add approximately
$3,000 to the price of a personal computer.
However, in the use of computer magnification
systems, the user still must ask an agent for
information, wait while it is called up, and
remember it. As long as ticket agents are available
to provide this kind of verbal or written informa-
tion, the advantages of CCTV/computer magnifi-
cation appear limited.40

Assistive listening devices (ALDs) help indi-
viduals hear speech in group situations, where the
combination of background noise, distance, and
poor acoustics make it difficult to distinguish or
understand speech. ALDs consist of a transmitter
carried by the driver and a receiver carried by the
user. There are basically three types of ALDs:
induction loop systems, narrow-band FM sys-

JY 56 Federa/Register  (Sept. b, 19$)1),  U.S. Department of Transportation Transportation for Individuals With Disabilities; FM Rule, pm

37, Sec. 10.3 (12)(a).

J13 WIWommu~catiom  relay semices  are telephone transmission sewices  that enable individuals with hearing or speech impairments to
communicate by wire or radio in a manner that is functionally equivalent to communications by an individual who does not have a hearing
or speech impairment. Public Law 101-336, Sec. (401)a.

3956Federa/Register (Sept. 6, 1991), U.S. Department of Transportation Transportation for Individuals With Disabilities; FiMI Rule, pm
37, Sec. 10.3 (14).

~ Ecosome~cs,  Inc., op. Cit., footnote 3, p. 35.
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terns, and infrared.41 Cost estimates for ALDs
range from $300 to $5,000, depending on the type
of technology used and the number of receivers
carried on the bus. A potential operational prob-
lem involves issuing, retrieving, and electrically
charging the receivers.42

TRAINING TO FACILITATE ACCESSIBLE
SERVICE

Proper training of bus company employees is
an essential part of accessible service, and is
already required by DOT. Employees must be
able to interact with passengers and operate
accessibility equipment.

The OTRB industry thus far has directed little
effort toward creating accessibility training tech-
niques or materials.43 It is quite possible, how-
ever, that the industry could adapt the experiences
and programs of the public transit industry in
developing their own accessibility training courses.44

Many urban transit systems use training programs
that include information on facilitating accessible
service. These programs instruct drivers and other
employees on ADA requirements, passenger
assistance methods, lift operation, and sensitivity
training. The Denver Rapid Transit District, for
example, has a full day of training on these issues,
as does Seattle Metro.

Plymouth & Brockton is one of the few private
OTRB firms with an accessibility training pro-
gram, partly funded by the State government.

Plymouth & Brockton is a private firm located in
Plymouth, Massachusetts, operating intercity,
commuter, airport, and charter and tour services.
Their accessibility training program lasts 7 to 8
hours and is one component of a larger employee
training course that takes 40 to 60 hours. The
training includes classroom, video, role playing,
and hands-on instruction in operation of the
vehicle-based MCI lift and separate securement
system, as well as some sensitivity training. All
employees who might come into contact with
either lifts or persons with disabilities take the
course. It seldom takes more than 20 to 30
minutes to teach a bus driver how to operate a
given lift and securement system.45 In addition,
bus drivers carry their own resource manual, with
sections on lift trouble-shooting, operation of the
lift, lift load limits, emergency situations, safety,
and sensitivity.46

Although it falls on the transit authorities and
bus companies to develop their courses,47 most
lift manufacturers supply operating instructions
in the form of written or video materials to bus
companies, and some lift manufacturers train bus
company mechanics. For example, Lift-U con-
ducts 8-hour training sessions to teach bus
company mechanics lift  terminology t h e o r y  o f
lift operation, and how to use the manual.48

Sensitivity training teaches operators to help
individuals with disabilities in a way that affirms
the dignity of the person being assisted.49 Train-

ZI I The o~y ~own im~]latlonofm  assistivc  listening device onboard an OTRB was by MCI. In 1986, MCI installed aFM system pmhsed
from Telex Communications, Inc., on two MCI MC 102A3 coaches for Charterways, Inc. MCI found that the technology worked
well.

42 Econometrics, Inc., op. cit., footnote 3, pp. 38-41.

43 Ibid., p. 161.
4-4 However, Spwlal attention mu5t be paid to the differences between transit and OTRB company employee  respomibdities. ~vate  Om

employees perform many of the inforrnatiou ticket-selling, and personal assistance functions. Therefore, unlike its counterpart in the transit
industry, OTRB employee training must reflect these added responsibilities.

45 R1c~d  Sumers,  Division A, Soutiem  Califofia Rapid Transit Dis~c~  person~ communication, Aug. 21, 1992.

46 Jo~ Greeq  plymou~  & Brockto~ personal communication, Aug. 20, 1992

w Joe pine, customer  service representative, Lift-U, personal comrnunicationi Aug. 21, 1992.

48 Ibid.

49 Econometrics, Inc., op. cit., footnote 3, P. 166.
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ing programs begin with information on different
disabilities and their effects on the individual’s
ability to use bus service. The programs aim to
develop bus drivers’ understanding of individual
needs. These programs are often run for transpor-
tation operators by disability groups, to familiar-
ize bus employees with people with disabilities.
Some programs help drivers experience situations
like those a passenger with a disability might face.
For example, trainees in Denver are taken down-
town, blindfolded, and given the task of locating
a certain bus and getting to a destination. Other
programs place trainees in a wheelchair and
assign them a particular bus trip, While these
experiences do not replicate those of persons with
disabilities, they increase sensitivity.

For OTRB service to be accessible, tour guides,
station staff, ticket clerks, commission agents,
telephone information staff, and dispatchers must
be trained in ADA requirements and company
policy for meeting those requirements.50 Charter
and tour operators will require especially rigorous
training. The bus operator, in addition to having
to deal with the level-change and securement
systems, might be called on to assist people
moving around at the destination and at rest stops.
In addition, charter and tour drivers will most
likely deal with persons with disabilities for
longer periods of time, and might need to assist
several individuals simultaneously.51

One problem identified in OTRB accessibility
demonstration projects is that drivers who infre-

quently use accessibility technologies forget their
training and have difficulty recalling procedures.
Periodic refresher courses could alleviate this
problem. Most current transit programs require
refresher training of at least 6 hours once every 3
years, to cover changes in requirements and
technologies. 52 Another approach is to have
drivers regularly operate the lifts. This prevents
operators from forgetting how to use technology
and ensures the technology is functioning prop-
erly. 53

Another aspect of accessibility training is user
training. Persons with restricted mobility might
be more comfortable trying bus travel if they
know what to expect. A number of user training
programs have been developed and implemented
by urban transit systems, several under Project
ACTION.54 These programs are often run with a
local Center for Independent Living, rehabilita-
tion center, or other local disability group.55 For
example, Plymouth & Brockton has conducted
some user training in conjunction with the Massa-
chusetts Coalition for Citizens With Disabilities.
Training included informing participants as to
how drivers are trained, demonstrating how the
lift functions, and explaining the lift’s safety
features. 56 Alternative training strategies might
be considered for OTRB service, including video
or individual onsite training  for persons who have
expressed an interest in using the bus. However,
user training could not under any circumstances
be a prerequisite for travel on an OTRB.

5° Ibid., p. 168.

51 Ibid., p. 164.

52 Ibid., p. 167.
53 Job Wfiti, dir~tor,  MaSSa~huSetts  c~~tion of cit~e~  Witi Dimbdities, perso~  COmmu13iMtiOq  Aug. 6, 1992.

54 ~ojwt A~ON ~tmd5 for A~essible  CoIUIUUU@J Transportation In Our Nation. The project, f~ded by tie Feder~  T~sit

Administration and managed by the National Easter Seals, was created to enhance relations between tmnsit  providers and individuals with
disabilities.

55 Ecosome~cs,  hlc., op. cit., footnote 3.

56 Beverly Stew- s~e~ supervisor, Plymouth and Brockto~ personal communication, Aug. 21, 1992.



Appendix 4-A:

T he U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT),
in the Americans With Disabilities Act Accessi-
bility Guidelines for Transportation Vehicles,
reserves decisions on the standards for mobil-

ity aid accessibility pending the outcome of this OTA
study. However, DOT regulations require that over-the-
road buses purchased by public transit entities or
operated under contract to public transit entities (under
certain circumstances) comply with mobility aid
accessibility requirements for transit buses. This ap-
pendix summarizes the regulations governing vehicle-
based lifts, vehicle-based ramps, and onboard secure-
ment systems.

Requirements for
Vehicle-Based Lifts,

Ramps, and
Securement Systems

Vehicle-Based Lifts
●

●

●

●

The lift shall be designed to support a load of at
least 600 pounds.
The lift platform shall be equipped with barriers
to prevent a mobility aid from rolling off, and the
platform shall not bend more than 3 degrees when
loaded with 600 pounds.
No part of the platform shall move at a rate
exceeding 6 inches per second while lowering or
lifting an occupant, and shall not exceed 12 inches
per second while deploying or stowing (even if
the power or equipment fails).
Platforms on lifts shall be equipped with handrails
on two sides, and the platform surface shall be
slip-resistant.

●

●

●

●

●

Lifts shall accommodate persons using walkers,
crutches, canes, or braces, or who otherwise have
difficulty using steps.
The lift shall permit both inboard and outboard
facing of the occupant.
The controls shall be interlocked with the vehicle
systems, to ensure that the vehicle cannot be
moved when the lifts are not stowed and that the
lift cannot be deployed unless the interlocks or
systems are engaged.
The lift shall deploy to all levels normally
encountered in the operating environment.
The lift shall incorporate an emergency method of
deploying, raising, and stowing if electrical
power fails,

Vehicle-Based Ramps
Ramps 30 inches or longer shall support a
minimum load of 600 pounds.
The ramp surface shall be continuous and slip
resistant and shall be at least 30 inches wide.
Each side of the ramp shall have a barrier at least
2 inches high.
If the height of the vehicle floor from which the
ramp is deployed is greater than 9 inches above a
6-inch curb, a slope of 1 to 12 shall be achieved.
Stowed ramps must not impinge on a passenger’s
mobility aid or pose any hazard to passengers in
the event of a sudden stop or maneuver.
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Securement Systems
Securement systems shall restrain a force in the
forward direction of up to 2,000 pounds per
securement leg or clamping mechanism, and a
minimum of 5,000 pounds for each mobility aid.
The securement system shall limit the movement
of an occupied wheelchair or mobility aid to no
more than 2 inches in any direction under normal
vehicle operating conditions.
The securement systems shall secure common
wheelchairs and mobility aids and shall either be
automatic or easily attached by a person familiar
with the system and mobility aid and having
average dexterity.
For each securement device provided, a passenger
seat belt and shoulder harness shall also be
provided for use by wheelchair or mobility aid
occupants.

●

●

●

●

The securement system shall be placed as near to
the accessible entrance as practicable and shall
have a floor area of 30 inches by 48 inches.
In a vehicle in excess of 22 feet in length, at least
one securement device shall secure the wheel-
chair or mobility aid facing toward the front of the
vehicle.
When not being used for securement, the system
shall not interfere with passenger movement,
shall not present any hazardous condition, shall
be reasonably protected from vandalism, and
shall be readily accessed when needed for use.
For each securement device provided, a passenger
seat belt and shoulder harness, complying with all
applicable provisions of 49 CFR part 571, shall
also be provided for use by the wheeled mobility
aid occupant.

SOURCE: 56 Fedeml  f7e@ter4556045562  (Sept. 6, 1991), Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Boar~  Americans With Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines for Transportation Vehicles; Finrd Gui&lines,  36 CFR Part 1192, SubPat  B.



Appendix A:
Reasonable Cost

Estimates for Implementing
Accessible Over-the-Road

Bus Service

The congressional debate on accessibility require-
ments for over-the-road buses (OTRBs) under the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) included
conflicting cost estimates for implementing accessible
OTRB service. Indeed, it was in large part the
confusion over cost figures and the availability of
accessibility technologies for OTRBs that prompted
Congress to instruct the Office of Technology Assess-
ment (OTA) to conduct this study. 1

This appendix discusses the costs of implementing
accessible OTRB service. OTA develops cost esti-

mates first for equipping a single bus or station and
then for an entire OTRB fleet (including allowances
for the operator to choose which type of level-change
device to implement, i.e., vehicle-based or station-
based). Finally, the issues of borrowing funds and
appropriate discounting over time are discussed. All
cost estimates are based on 1992 data.

Costs of Implementing Accessibility Tech-
nologies for One OTRB

OTA classifies the costs of equipping one OTRB
into three categories:

1.

2.

3.

Capital costs (including the cost of the level-
change device, any major repairs involving
replacement parts that may be needed as the
device ages, and modifications to the OTRB);
Maintenance (including routine cycling of the lift
and maintenance checks); and
Lost revenue (possibly resulting from lost seat-
ing or baggage and package storage capacity).

OTA created a spreadsheet model in which these costs
were calculated for a single OTRB (whether equipped
for use with vehicle-based or station-based level-
change devices). In this section, each of these costs will
be discussed, as well as those not encompassed by the
model. A range of values for the component costs is
then presented, and total costs compiled for one
OTRB.

Capital Costs
Level-change devices fall into two categories: 1)

station-based level-change devices that serve multiple
buses at one station, and 2) vehicle-based level-change
devices that travel with the OTRB, generally in the
luggage compartment or on the passenger deck.
Retrofitting, the adaptation of an existing OTRB to

1 The Committee report for the Americans with Disabilities Act states: “During its hearings on the legislation the Committee heard
conflicting testimony on the cost and reliability of wheeled mobility aid lifts or other boarding assistance devices with regard to their use on
over-the-road buses. Therefore, before mandating these or any other boarding options in the Act, a thorough study of the access needs of
individuals with disabilities to these buses and the cost-effectiveness of different methods of providing such access is required by the Act. ’
U.S. Congress, House Committee on Education and Labor, Lezgislative History of PubIic Law 101-336, The American  with Disabilities Act,
Committee Print, Serial No. 102-A, December 1990, p. 249.
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not required by the ADA, so
throughout the cost modeling it is assumed that buses
will be made accessible when they are purchased or
leased (see ch. 1).2

For several reasons, ramps are not modeled as the
primary level-change devices. First, in late 1992, the
only ramp in production or development was designed
prior to the passage of the ADA, by Greyhound, and is
not likely to meet current ADA standards unless
redesigned. Second, it is often difficult to install and
use a station-based ramp, given the close proximity of
OTRBs parked at stations; thus, the use of ramps may
often be infeasible.

In addition to routine maintenance (discussed below),
some lifts require overhauls that involve extensive
replacement of parts. Such overhauls are much like the
major repairs that many automobiles require halfway
through their overall lifetimes (e.g., replacing major
engine components). OTA considers these overhauls
to be capital costs.

Associated with traveler-ready OTRBs (i.e., acces-
sible OTRBs equipped for use with station-based
level-change devices) is the use of ramps and boarding
chairs in case of emergency. Although on-the-road
OTRB breakdowns are not a regular occurrence, they
are not uncommon. In this event, the U.S. Department
of Transportation (DOT) may require that traveler-
ready OTRBs carry a collapsible ramp and boarding
chair in order to take persons with mobility impairm-
ents off the OTRB or to transfer them to a
replacement OTRB. This ramp would not necessarily
have to meet ADA requirements for ramps used as
routine level-change devices, but it must be safe,
reliable, and easy to use. Costs of such an emergency
ramp were included in calculations where appropriate.

Whatever the level-change device, an OTRB itself
must be fully accessible. These bus accessibility
features include two wheeled mobility aid tie-downs
(with folding seats for use when the tie-downs are not
occupied), an additional door (or a wider main door
with additional structural support), the means to
communicate with people who have sensory and
cognitive impairments, and movable arm rests. Some
of the analyses also included accessible restrooms,
which were considered an additional bus modification.

Maintenance
As with any mechanical device, station- and vehicle-

based lifts require regular service and maintenance. In
addition to repairs, this service includes cycling of the
lift in order to keep it working properly and to keep
operators familiar with its use. Because regular mainte-
nance costs increase over time due to wear and tear on
the equipment, OTA assumes that these costs will rise
at a predictable rate.

The time required to cycle lifts poses a cost of lost
time for drivers/lift operators. The calculations capture
this cost through estimates of the time required to cycle
the lift and hourly driver wages.

Forgone Revenue
The costs of forgone revenues fall into two catego-

ries: those from lost baggage capacity and those from
lost seating. If a vehicle-based level-change device or
an emergency ramp is carried in the baggage compart-
ment, there will be a loss of baggage space. In some
instances, this loss of baggage space could force the
OTRB carrier to turn away potential package express
customers (posing a cost of forgone revenue) or to
make arrangements for baggage left behind, If a
level-change device is carried on the passenger deck,
or when the use of a wheeled mobility aid tie-down
displaces seats, seating capacity is reduced. This
reduction may lead to loss of revenue.

A technology under development would allow the
vehicle-based lift to ride on the outside of the bus (see
ch. 4). If this technology becomes available to OTRB
operators, it will result in no loss of revenue due to lift
storage.

Because station-based lifts incur no forgone revenue
from displaced baggage and seating capacity, only the
revenues gained or lost from tie-down usage bear
consideration. While at first glance it may appear that
station-based lifts are inappropriate for specific sta-
tions, OTRB operators might wish to project the costs
of forgone revenue on the affected routes when
developing their implementation strategy.

Package and Baggage Capacity-Some debate
exists over the financial impact of lost baggage and
package space. Most bus companies offer a range of
package express services at various prices, from
“next-bus-out” (literally the package goes out on the

2 The model also does not include the costs of implementing accessibility technologies when a vehicle is remanufactured.
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next bus to the destination-this is the most expensive
service), to overnight delivery, to regular package
delivery. Thus, among the package express services,
there is some flexibility to accommodate full baggage
compartments. Only with next-bus-out delivery would
there be a problem with a full baggage compartment,
and then only if there were no packages in the
compartment that could be taken out (e.g., regular
delivery packages) to make room for the next-bus-out
package. In addition, it is common for bus companies
to make arrangements for baggage that must be left
behind when baggage compartments fill up, Thus,
additional charges for baggage left behind due to the
displacement of baggage capacity by a lift arise if the
baggage left behind was only that displaced by the
accessibility equipment. Otherwise, this baggage would
simply be added to the rest of the baggage held over for
transport by other means, presumably at a small
incremental cost.

Seating Capacity-Seating loss occurs in two
ways: 1) when wheeled mobility aid tie-downs are
occupied (in early 1993, the only tie-down technolo-
gies available required that up to four standard seats be
flipped up-and thus rendered unusable—when a
wheeled mobility aid tie-down is occupied); and 2)
when seats are permanently displaced by a lift stored
on the passenger deck. However, there are questions as
to how much the lost seating capacity actually
translates into a loss of revenue for OTRB operators.
The losses are not proportional. For example, there is
no revenue loss at all unless an OTRB is nearly full and
prospective passengers are denied seating. Even then
the revenue from these prospective passengers might
not be lost to the system, for they may opt to wait for
the next bus. Other mitigating factors include:

● The behavior of OTRB travelers—in particular,
the choice by a traveler, when faced with a full
bus, whether to travel on another transportation
mode (e.g., by train or airplane), to ride at all, or
to wait for the next OTRB. Most passengers
choose OTRB travel for economic reasons, not
for reasons of convenience or comfort (see ch, 2),
and it is unlikely that they would choose to travel
by another transportation mode. However, it is
difficult to quantify how many people may wish
to cancel a trip; it is expected that at least some

●

individuals will wait for the next bus, with no loss
in revenue to the OTRB operator. Indeed, some
may have no choice if they are at a connecting
station or awaiting a trip home. If a reservation
system were in place, travelers would know in
advance when to show up and, as with airline
travel, would make accommodations for OTRB
schedules. Therefore, taking into account the
potential behavior of OTRB travelers reduces the
impact of lost seating due to accessibility technol-
ogies.
The provision by the bus company of a second
OTRB. Several bus companies claim that if a bus
fills up and many people still wish to travel, at that
time a second bus will pull up. Thus, if the
accessibility features of an OTRB cause the loss
of two to eight seats, but more than that number
were denied access to the first OTRB, a second
bus would be needed to accommodate them all in
any case.

Therefore, without knowledge of the frequency of a
“full bus,’ the number of passengers turned away, and
how many of these potential passengers choose to go
home or to travel on another transportation mode rather
than wait for the next bus, it is virtually impossible to
calculate accurately the loss of revenue due to lost
seating capacity.3

However, under most conditions, wheeled mobility
aid tie-downs increase the revenue of OTRB operators.
Tie-downs serve passengers previously unable to use
the OTRB system, and every time the tie-down is used
it generates passenger revenue. (When a tie-down is
not in use, it displaces no seats and thus no revenue is
lost). Only when the bus is full will the displaced
seating result in lost revenue. For example, if the
tie-down is used 10 times in a year, it will generate 10
fares, Assuming that the bus is full to capacity 10
percent of the time, lost seating will occur on average
during only 1 of the 10 tie-down uses. In that case, up
to 4 fares will be displaced, leaving at least 6 fares
gained by the 10 uses of the tie-down.

Additional Factors-Several additional observa-
tions can be made about package and seating displace-
ment:

. On routes where OTRBs travel frequently, it is
more likely that the next bus will be able to
accommodate much of the spillover from a full

3 OTA attempted to gather such information from several bus companies, but it was not available.
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bus, in baggage, package, and seating capacity,
Under these conditions, OTRB operators may
develop methods to cope with the problems raised
by a full bus.

. On routes where OTRBs travel infrequently, it is
much less likely that the bus will be full, due to
low ridership at these stations. However, if the
bus is full, it will be more difficult for OTRB
operators to encourage passengers to use the next
bus, or to accommodate baggage and packages
that must be left behind,

Therefore, on routes that are served by a number of
buses, OTRB operators may minimize forgone reve-
nue costs through additional planning and operational
methods. However, OTRB operators on routes with a
small number of buses traveling in a given day may
have less of a chance of those buses being full; if they
are, these carriers may have less flexibility to accom-
modate for lost baggage and package space and lost
seating capacity.

Costs Not Included in the Model
This analysis excludes many costs of implementing

accessibility technologies on OTRBs. They include
training costs; additional fuel charges; costs due to
changes in travel times to accommodate lift uses;
insurance costs; and loss of passengers sensitive to
price, time, and/or crowding.

Training of company personnel is an important
feature in the implementation of any accessibility
technology. However, private entities operating fixed-
route service with any type of vehicle are currently
required by the ADA to train personnel to proficiency
in how to treat individuals with disabilities with
dignity, respecting differences among such persons.
These firms will incur training costs irrespective of any
changes in the implementation of accessibility tech-
nologies, so this analysis includes no training costs. In
fact, in the future, when level-change devices are
provided for every OTRB, training need no longer
consider in such great detail how to carry persons with
disabilities up and down OTRB stairs and into seats.
Therefore, once DOT regulations are fully imple-

mented, it may be less expensive to train company
personnel.

Because level-change devices weigh up to 600
pounds, they decrease the fuel efficiency of an OTRB.
In addition, increased idling time to operate a vehicle-
based lift may contribute to higher fuel expenditures.
OTA found additional fuel costs impossible to quan-
tify, but expects them to be negligible over the lifetime
of the OTRB when compared with other costs included
in the model.

Scheduling changes or extra time maybe necessary
to allow deployment of level-change devices at sta-
tions, as well as to add stops at accessible restrooms.
While the costs of minor extensions of route times are
not expected to be large, they are unquantifiable, and
will remain so even as accessibility technologies are
introduced.

The costs of insurance rate adjustments will become
known as accessibility technologies are introduced,
but they are impossible to predict. The implementation
of technologies to assist persons with sensory, cogni-
tive, and mobility impairments that do not require the
use of a wheeled mobility aid are expected to affect
insurance rates very little. Indeed, since most insurance
claims are due to falls down the front steps, a lower
initial step and additional handrails could decrease the
likelihood of claims.

The implementation of technologies for persons
who need assistance while boarding an OTRB may
affect insurance rates more significantly. However,
since carrying is most certainly more dangerous to all
parties involved than is the operation of a lift or ramp,
it could be reasoned that the introduction of lifts and
ramps should not affect rates dramatically.4 Neverthe-
less, because it is likely that more persons with
disabilities will be riding OTRBs as they become more
accessible and because the safety and effectiveness of
new technologies must be gauged, insurers may
increase their rates for some time until there is more
experience with new technologies (see ch. 2). Until
then, it is impossible to forecast accurately the
additional insurance costs for accessible OTRBs.
Therefore, OTA does not include these costs in its

d Carrying has been the primary method for persons with severe mobility impairments to board an OTRB. Since OTRB ridership by persons
who use wheeled mobility aids is not expected to increase until the introduction of level-change devices and securement  positions, the passage
of the ADA and the interim regulations for OTRB accessibility have not yet caused a fluctuation in the insurance rates for OTRBS. Jack Burkert,
senior vice presiden~ Lancer Insurance Co., Arlingto~ VA, personal communication% May 1992.
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analyses, but notes that they may be significant for
some companies, especially in the short term.

OTRB service, especially intercity service, is a
low-cost option for public transportation, and OTRB
passengers are in general very sensitive to price
increases. If the cost of accessibility technologies
results in higher fares, then overall ridership might be
affected. In particular, while there may be an increase
in ridership by passengers with disabilities, there may
also be a decrease in the present cohort of riders if
passengers decide not to take the bus due to increasing
fares. It is difficult to judge how these two factors will
affect overall ridership, since the estimates of the
number of passengers with disabilities are only ball-
park figures, and the potential for price increases at
various levels and the effect of such increases on
ridership are unknown.5 At the end of this appendix,
this effect is discussed further.

Finally, as persons with disabilities ride on more
OTRBs, some OTRBs may be more crowded, and
boarding times may increase. A result of the increased
load factor and the possible lengthening of some trips
could be that some passengers would view the OTRB
system as a less desirable form of transport and choose
other forms of transportation. While OTA recognizes
that this is a potential effect of increased accessibility,
this effect is impossible to quantify with available data
and OTA does not include it in its analysis.

Cost Data for Fixed-Route Service
Discussed below are each of the items of data in the

cost model, their source(s), and, where appropriate, the
reason they are incorporated in the model. The figures
stated represent 1992 cost values and, in a few cases,
a range of values is presented. (For more discussion of
the specific technologies mentioned below, see ch. 4.)6

For some of the variables, no data exist and OTA had
to estimate values based on reasonable assumptions.

●

●

●

Capital costs of a vehicle-based lift. The Ricon
Mirage lift, used in OTRBs in Great Britain, is
available in the United States for $7,000. More
expensive lifts cost up to $17,000 (e.g., the Lift-U
III or the MCI 4-Link lift). An intermediate-
priced lift is the Stewart and Stevenson Powerlift,
costing $8,500 to $12,500. All lifts evaluated by
OTA vary in the number of seats and amount of
baggage space displaced.7

Although all vehicle-based lifts evaluated by
OTA could potentially meet ADA standards, it is
conceivable that an OTRB buyer would prefer to
purchase one of the more costly lifts for reasons
not of function, but as a result of placing a
different weight on operational or other factors.
Thus, OTA does not always assume that OTRB
buyers would choose the least expensive lift
option.
Capital costs of a station-based lift. Adaptive
Engineering, Inc., estimates the cost of a station-
based lift at $4,500. Adaptive Engineering makes
a station-based lift for use with trains and is
modifying that lift for use with OTRBs.8 It was
assumed that no maintenance overhaul on the lift
is necessary.9

Incremental cost for outfitting a bus with
nonlift accessibility features. OTA assumed the
cost of purchasing a bus with two wheeled
mobility aid tie-downs, an additional door (or a
wider main door, wide enough to accommodate a
person using a wheelchair, scooter, walker, or
crutches), the means to communicate with per-
sons who have sensory and cognitive impair-
ments, and movable arm rests, at $5,000 to $7,000

5 OTA has found two studies that estimated the demand elasticity in OTRB travel: Don H. Pickrell, “AppendixB,  Models of Intercity  Travel
Demand,” Deregulation and the Future oflntercity  Passenger Travel, John R. Meyer and Clinton V. Oster, Jr. (eds.) (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1987), pp. 257-9; and Michael W. Babcock and H. Wade Ge- “A Model of the Demand Elasticity for Intercity  Bus Travel,”
Proceedings-Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Forum, Transportation Research Board (cd.), vol. 25, No. 1, 1984,
pp. 187-193. However, both studies were based on data from the rnid-1980s, and circumstances in the OTRB intercity industry have changed
since that time, especially with respect to numbers of points and passengers served and price structures.

6 All cost data, unless explicitly stated otherwise, are from Econometrics, Inc., “Evaluation of Methods to Provide Accessibility to
Over-the-Road Buses and Services, ’ OZ4 contractor report, July 31, 1992.

7 As of early 1993, NeopIan offered an OTRB with a vehicle-based lift as a standard feature. As ADA regulations go into effecg more
companies might include lifts as standard features.

8 As of late 1992, this is the only station-based lift to come to the attention of OTA.
9 Adaptive Engineering, Inc., claims that no overhauls will be necessary for the lift over its lifetime.
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●

●

●

●

(above that of a conventional OTRB). As dis-
cussed above, this cost is not for retrofitting an
OTRB, but rather the additional cost to purchase
a new bus that is accessible, with either station-
based or vehicle-based level-change devices.10

Incremental cost for a vehicle-based lift stored
externally. In late 1992, a device to externally
store a vehicle-based lift was in the preliminary
stages of development by Adaptive Engineering,
Inc. The best estimate of the incremental cost to
house the lift on the exterior of the bus was
$1,000. The use of an external lift storage device
would eliminate baggage or seat loss generated by
stowage of the lift. However, several problems
are yet to be addressed by this proposed technol-
ogy, including protection of the lift from extremes
of heat and cold, and from dirt and dust accumula-
tion. Such protection might increase the cost of
the housing, but no estimates are available.
Cost of a vehicle-based emergency ramp and
boarding chair. As discussed above, DOT may
require all OTRBs without a vehicle-based lift to
carry an emergency ramp. Best Diversified Prod-
ucts sells its ramp for $750 and a boarding chair
for $550.
Cost of an accessible restroom. In late 1992, two
accessible restrooms were in production or devel-
opment: one produced by Neoplan that costs
$2,000 in additional bus modifications and per-
manently displaces three seats; and a prototype
made by MCI for a 45-foot coach that is estimated
to cost $30,000 in additional bus modifications
and permanently displaces seven seats (note that
no additional seats are lost due to tie-down
occupancy with the MCI restroom). These costs
are in addition to lift costs and the costs of other
vehicle modifications.
Rate of maintenance cost increases per annum.
As lift equipment ages, it is assumed that
maintenance costs will rise due to parts wearing
out and so forth. From industry and government
estimates, OTA derived a rate of 2 percent.ll

Maintenance costs for a bus-based lift in the
first year of its operation. This figure provides
the basis from which annual repair costs are
calculated. Estimates were derived from pilot
project, government, and industry data.12 The
model assumes that the less expensive lifts (e.g.,
the Stewart and Stevenson and the Ricon Mirage
lifts) have $100 first-year repair costs, However,
it is assumed that the expensive lift, costing
$17,000, has first-year repair costs of $150.
Repair costs for a station-based lift in the first
year of its operation. This figure is the analog to
the associated figure for vehicle-based lifts. The
model assumes a $85 first-year repair cost for the
$4,500 lift.
Life of lifts until an overhaul is needed. As
discussed above, it is expected that some lifts will
have to undergo an extensive overhaul in order to
extend their operating life. The model assumes
that the lift can be overhauled once before it must
be permanently retired and that the overhaul takes
place halfway through the expected lifetime of the
equipment. It is further assumed that annual
maintenance costs follow the same pattern after
the overhaul as they do following the purchase of
a new lift. For the manual Stewart and Stevenson
lift, available information indicates that no over-
hauls are necessary. However, for the other
vehicle-based lifts, overhaul costs were incorpo-
rated into the model.
Overhaul costs for station-based and vehicle-
based lifts. The model assumes overhaul costs,
when existent, to be one-half of the current cost
of a lift excluding vehicle modifications. Due to
technological improvement (at 1.5 percent per
year above inflation, from historical lift prices),
the price of the lifts will fall overtime. Therefore,
the cost to overhaul one lift will be less than
one-half of its purchase price 10 years earlier.
Cost of OTRB shipping of packages. This
figure provides the basis for calculating the cost
of lost revenues due to displaced baggage and

10 me ~oS~ of ~e~ofl~~g ~ ~fist~g  OTRB are q~te  s~ar,  howev~o  Bi~  Hodgson,  sales repre~ntative,  Stewart  and Stevenson power,

Inc., Commerce City, CO, personal cornmunicatio~ August 1992.
11 Bfim  Gu~e, p~er,  Science ~d ~c~olog Divisio~  ~c~~g  Corp., Ottawa, on~o, CaMda,  persontd communicatio~  Sept. 10,

1992.
12 For exmple,  the Denver Re@o~ Transit District reports that its Stewart and Stevenson hfts have eachrequired leSS ti$100 ~ ~U~

maintenance since they have been in operation.
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packages. From available bus parcel industry
data, OTA derives a cost per-mile per-100-
pounds shipped of 7.5 cents. The model assumes
that a vehicle-based lift is comparable to a
package of 500 pounds and that the emergency
ramp and boarding chair are a package of 200
pounds. The Ricon Mirage and Lift-U III lifts are
stored in the baggage compartment and thus may
displace luggage and packages. However, the
Stewart and Stevenson lift is stowed on the
passenger deck and therefore does not occupy
baggage space, although it will permanently
displace two passenger seats. In addition, a
probability estimate was added to the calcula-
tions, representing the frequency of an overcapac-
ity baggage compartment.

. Frequency of an overcapacity y baggage com-
partment. No data are available on how frequently
baggage compartments are full. Assuming that, if
baggage compartments are filled, arrangements
are made to transport excess baggage, OTA
hypothesizes that the frequency of a full baggage
compartment where such arrangements are not
already being made is roughly 1 percent.13

. Cost of a passenger ticket (no advance pur-
chase). This figure provides the basis for estimat-
ing the cost of forgone revenue from lost seating
when a wheeled mobility aid tie-down is occu-
pied or when seats are permanently displaced.
From industry passenger ticket information, the
cost per-mile per seat is $0.085. The model
assumed a joint probability estimate of when a
wheeled mobility aid tie-down will be used and
the bus is full. Only then may a passenger have to
be turned away and the cost of forgone revenue be
incurred.

. Frequency of a full OTRB. Assuming full
capacity on Friday nights, Sundays, and close to
holidays, OTA estimated the frequency of a full
OTRB at 10 percent.

● Frequency of a wheeled mobility aid tie-down
being occupied. OTA assumes the frequency of
a tie-down being occupied is 5 percent. This
figure is derived from estimates of the rate at
which persons using wheeled mobility aids will

ride OTRBs (0.5 percent, see ch. 3) and of the
average occupancy of an OTRB (10 to 15 people).

● Frequency that a passenger will decide to
cancel an OTRB trip when faced with a full
bus. As discussed above, there are few data with
which to address this point. OTA assumes that
one-third of the passengers will decide to cancel
their trips rather than wait for the next bus.

. Time per week to cycle lift. It is suggested by
manufacturers that the lifts be cycled on a regular
schedule, on average, once per week. Under
normal conditions, it takes 10 minutes to cycle a
lift. The time spent by drivers/operators cycling
the lift represents a cost to the industry.

. Hourly wage for bus drivers. This figure is used
to calculate the implicit cost of cycling lifts.
Based on estimates by industry experts, the
average hourly wage for drivers is $14.00.

. Life of OTRBs. Based on industry experience
and forecasts, OTRB manufacturers predict that
new OTRBs will operate for 20 or more years.
Although OTRB operators may sell their equip-
ment earlier, it is expected that they will recoup
the current value of the level-change device in the
sale. While OTA recognizes that the resale market
may not value the lift at its full worth, it is
impossible to predict the value that will be placed
on it. In addition, some purchasers of used
OTRBs, such as charter and tour companies, will
require level-change devices.

. Life of station-based and vehicle-based lifts.
From industry experience and forecasts, the
expected lifetime for various lifts is 20 or more
years.

. Number of miles traveled by an OTRB per
year. Most OTRBs are expected to travel at least
1.5 million miles during their lifetimes. Over 20
years, this translates into 75,000 miles per year.

Results for OTRBs in Fixed-Route Service
The model took into account all of the data

discussed above and calculated the total cost over the
next 20 years of one accessible OTRB. Several
scenarios were used. (See table A-1 for a summary of
the results.) One scenario assumed a lift similar to the

13 Bawage also  Ca ~ stored  in UIc pa5Senger  comp~ent,  providing further flexibility 10 OTRB carriers in de~@ ~~ a f~l baggage

compartment.

330-069 0 - 93 - 5 QL:3
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Table A-l—Reasonable Estimates of Cost Outlays for Implementing Various
Accessibility Devices and Accessible Restroom Options on an OTRB a

Low-cost Medium-cost Traveler- Low-cost High-cost
traveler- traveler- complete OTRB High-cost accessible accessible
complete complete with externally traveler-corn- Traveler-ready rest room restroom
OTRB OTRB mounted lift plete OTRB OTRB and liftb with lift with Iift

Lift $7,000 $10,000 $11,000 $17,000 $6,700 $7,000 $10,000

Vehicle 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 7,000 35,000
modifications

Overhaul 3,000 0 0 7,300 0 3,000 0

Maintenance 4,600 4,900 4,900 5,700 2,700 4,600 4,900

Forgone 5,600 0 0 5,600 2,200 5,600 0
revenue due to
lost baggage

Revenue lessor (5,500) 3,000 (5,500) (5,500) (5,500) 7,200 24,000
(gain) due to
seating changes

Total $19,700 $22,900 $15,400 $35,100 $11,100 $34,400 $73,900

Cents per mile 1.3 1.5 1.0 2.3 0.73 2.3 4.9

NOTE: This table does not include the cost of an emergency ramp unless noted otherwise.
a See text.
b ~is figure represents  1.2 of the price of a station-based lift (see text) and the cost  of an emer9en~  ramP and  ~~r.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1993.

Ricon Mirage vehicle-based lift with a $7,000 capital
cost, $5,000 bus modification cost, $100 first-year
maintenance cost, overhaul costs, and some baggage
displacement (no seats are displaced by the lift itself).
All other figures were assumed to be the values
presented above. The additional capital and operating
costs of this OTRB are on average $20,000 more over
20 years, which translates to 1.3 cents per bus-mile. As
with all of the scenarios, if the bus modification costs
were $7,000, the cost per mile would increase by 0.13
cents. (Note that none of the figures quoted in this
section are discounted. Discounting is discussed below.)

A second scenario assumed a lift similar to the
Stewart and Stevenson lift, which requires $10,000 in
initial capital costs, $5,000 in bus modification costs,
$100 first-year maintenance costs, no overhaul costs,
and two permanently displaced seats. It costs on
average $23,000 more over 20 years for the additional
capital and operating costs for this OTRB, which
translates to 1.5 cents per bus-mile.

A third scenario assumed an intermediate price lift
that is mounted externally, which incurs a $10,000
initial capital cost for the lift, plus $1,000 to mount the

lift externally, $100 first-year maintenance costs, no
overhaul costs, and no seats permanently displaced. It
costs on average $15,000 more over 20 years for the
additional capital and operating costs for this OTRB,
which translates to 1.0 cents per bus-mile.

A fourth scenario assumed an expensive vehicle-
based lift requiring $17,000 in initial capital costs,
$150 first-year maintenance costs, overhaul costs, and
baggage displacement. It costs on average $35,000
more over 20 years for the additional capital and
operating costs for this OTRB, which translates to 2.3
cents per bus-mile.

A fifth scenario assumed an inexpensive, $4,500
station-based lift with $85 first-year maintenance costs
and no overhaul costs. Since it is recommended in
chapter 1 that DOT require OTRB operators to employ
traveler-ready OTRBs only when all route stops are
equipped with station-based level-change devices,
OTA has calculated the average number of stations that
must be equipped with station-based level-change
devices per bus in OTRB fixed-route service. Assum-
ing 5,000 buses in the total pool of vehicles used to
provide fixed-route service and 6,000 freed-route
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stops, the average number of stations that must be
equipped per bus is 1.2. (Scenarios with both station-
based and vehicle-based level-change devices are
discussed below in the presentation of the systemwide
calculation s.) It costs on average $11,100 moreover 20
years to operate this OTRB, which translates to 0.7
cents per bus-mile. An emergency ramp is included in
the price (which accounts for an overall cost per
bus-mile of 0.1 cents) .14

A sixth scenario assumed the installation of an
accessible restroom similar to the Neoplan restroom
($2,000, three seats displaced) with a lift similar to the
Ricon Mirage Mt. It costs on average $34,000 more
over 20 years to operate this OTRB, which translates
to 2.3 cents per bus-mile. These figures can be
compared to those for the Ricon Mirage lift alone at 1.3
cents per mile.

A seventh scenario assumed the installation of an
accessible restroom similar to the MCI restroom
($30,000, seven seats displaced) with a lift similar to
the Stewart and Stevenson lift.15 It costs on average
$74,000 more over 20 years to operate this OTRB,
which translates to 4.9 cents per bus-mile. These
figures cart be compared to those for the Stewart and
Stevenson lift alone at 1.5 cents per mile.

Thus, in summary, the additional costs to purchase
and operate a traveler-complete OTRB (i.e., an acces-
sible OTRB with a vehicle-based lift) are generally 1.3
to 2.3 cents per bus-mile (and might go down to 1.0
cents per mile if the externally mounted lift becomes
available), while additional costs for a traveler-ready
OTRB and a proportional number of station-based lifts
(with emergency ramps) are 0.6 cents per bus-mile,
Accessible restrooms increase the costs by 1.0 to 3.4
cents per bus-mile.

Results for OTRBs in Charter and Tour Service
For charter and tour service, the demand for

accessible service determines the number of accessible
OTRBs required. However, even with the demand

figures for accessible charter and tour service derived
in chapter 3, the resulting requirements for OTRB
purchases are impossible to gauge since the impacts on
a specific company are dependent on local demand. In
addition, very little operational data exist for charter
and tour companies.

If a charter and tour company purchases a new bus
with a vehicle-based lift and an accessible Neoplan
restroom, the additional cost over the 20 year lifetime
of the bus might run $17,000 for capital expenditures,
and $4,600 for maintenance costs. Since this bus can
be expected to run an average of 1.5 million miles over
its 20 year lifetime, the cost per bus-mile would be 1.4
cents per mile.

However, this figure does not include costs due to
forgone revenue. Due to the complexity of charter and
tour pricing schemes, OTA is unable to place a value
on lost seating and baggage capacity. Thus, it is
impossible to calculate the costs due to revenue losses.
However, they are expected to be greater per bus than
for fixed-route companies, since charter and tour
companies operate OTRBs at capacity for a higher
percentage of the time than do freed-route operators.

Sensitivity y Analysis
In order to determine the sensitivity of these costs to

changes in the model variables, a sensitivity analysis
was performed. This procedure consisted of changing
each variable over a range of values and examining the
effect on total costs. From two base models (the first
and fifth scenarios above, i.e., the Ricon Mirage lift
and the low-cost station-based lift), only one variable
was changed at a time; all other variables were held
constant. The range for each variable was determined
on a case-by-case basis. No attempt was made to rank
the variables in order of the effect on the total cost
calculations of varying each one. Rather, variable
ranges were chosen to illustrate the potential effects on
total cost of changing the input variables, The results
are summarized in table A-2.

14 ~ofier  Sc.~o  ~SS~ed ~ exwmive, $7,)()() station.b~ed lift wi~ $120 f~st.ye~  ~te~ce  COStS,  md overkuud COStS of one-half

the current price. (Note that no such station-based level-change device is currently in development.) The ratio of stations to OTRBS is assumed
to be the same as above. Thus, it costs on average $14,000 (undiscounted, see below) moreover 20 yean to operate this OTRB, which translates
to 0.9 cents per bus-mile. AgairL an emergency ramp adds $1,300 to the price in the fwst year, which increases the per bus-mile cost by 0.1
cents.

15 MCI plans to produce its 45.foot a~essible  coach with an accessible restroom and an option for a Stewart ~d Stevenson  Pow~M.
Norman Littler, coordinator, Regulatory Relations, MCI, Ltd., Winnipeg, Manitoba, CanadA personal commun.icatiorL  August 1992.
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Table A-2—Sensitivity Analysisa

Variable Range of variable Variation In total costs

Cost of a bus-based lift

Frequency of a package encountering a full baggage compartment

Cost of a passenger ticket (no advance purchase)

Incremental cost for outfitting bus with non lift accessibility features

Time per week to cycle lift

Cost of a station-based lift

Maintenance cost for a station-based lift in the first year of its operation

Cost of package shipping

Frequency of a tie-down being occupied and potential passengers
being turned away

Rate of maintenance cost for a bus-based lift in the first year of
its operation

$7,000-17,000

0.5-2.0 percent

$0.06-0.11

$5,000-7,000

5-15 minutes

$4,500-7,000

$50-120

$0.05-0.10 per-mile
per 100 pounds

0.1-0.2 percent

$100-150

Up to 70 percent

Up to 50 percent

15-50 percent

10-40 percent

14-35 percent

Up to 30 percent

Up to 23 percent

Up to 20 percent

2-11 percent

Up to 5 percent

a See text for a d~cription of the sensitivity analySk.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1993.

Costs of Implementing Accessibility Tech-
nologies for a Fixed= Route OTRB Fleet

The results presented above for one accessible bus
can be used to infer the implementation costs of a
completely accessible OTRB fleet. OTRB operators
will purchase accessible OTRBs when the need arises
and funds are available. Thus, buses will be phased in
over time as other buses are retired. Before the fleet is
fully accessible, the additional cost per bus-mile for the
entire fleet of buses will be less than that for one
accessible bus. As more of the fleet becomes accessi-
ble, the additional cost per bus-mile for the entire fleet
will approach the figures cited above.

However, under the proposed accessibility require-
ments presented in chapter 1, OTRB operators can
choose to purchase traveler-ready or traveler-complete
OTRBs (or some combination). Their choice will
depend on the nature of their OTRB system. For
example, operators in urbanized areas with many
express buses (such as in the Northeast Corridor) will
benefit more from station-based technologies than will
operators in rural areas with many small stops. To
model the effect of this choice, OTA performed case
studies of two States and one U.S. region: 1) the rural
State of Montana; 2) the both urban and rural State of
Alabama; and 3) the largely urban region of Connecti-
cut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. OTA examined

the implementation of accessibility at a statewide
level, because data on individual companies are scarce.
However, analysis using statewide data illustrates the
important factors that individual bus company owners
must consider when complying with future OTRB
regulations.

As a result of the freedom of OTRB operators to
design their own implementation schemes, countless
scenarios could develop. However, OTRB owners will
attempt to minimize their overall costs. As a result,
station-based lifts will most likely be placed in stations
with frequent stops by many OTRBs, and vehicle-
based lifts will be carried on OTRBs that make many
stops at places with limited service. In order to keep the
size of the model manageable, OTA selected three
potential schemes for analysis:

1.

2,

3.

Use of station-based lifts at all stations and no
vehicle-based lifts. OTA recognizes that this
scheme is unrealistic because not every stop can
be outfitted with a station-based lift. However, it
was included as a reference point for judging
other schemes.
Use of vehicle-based lifts on all OTRBs and no
station-based lifts.
Use of station-based lifts in stations with 10 or
more OTRB stops daily (large stations), and
vehicle-based lifts on OTRBs that make at least
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one stop at a smaller station. Clearly, the fulcrum
of the choice, here 10 stops daily, is a decision
that will be made by providers based on prices
and individual preferences.

When the specific results of the model are discussed,
these three schemes are referred to as “all traveler-
ready OTRBs, ’ ‘‘ all traveler-complete OTRBs,” and
‘‘mixed.

Three additional factors must be added to the
calculations to model the phase-in of accessible service
for the case study areas. First, although OTA recog-
nizes that industry replacement patterns vary, for the
purposes of these calculations OTA assumes that
OTRBs are purchased on a regular schedule, i.e., the
same number of buses per year. For example, if the
case study area uses 100 OTRBs, 5 will be purchased
each year for 20 years (and thereafter).

Second, as with any product involving research and
development (R&D) in its production, OTRB lifts will
presumably fall in price as production increases (and
R&D costs are recouped) and the technology becomes
more efficient. Some technology development has
already occurred, especially in response to public
sector demand. From an analysis of historical lift
prices (adjusted for inflation) during transit lift devel-
opment, OTA assumes a conservative 1.5 percent rate
of technological improvement.

Finally, these calculations assume that operators
purchase accessibility technologies without borrowing
funds and that profit in any given year is either
reinvested in the firm (through capital expenditure),
paid out as dividends to stockholders, or used to reduce
financial liabilities. In other words, profits are not
invested in interest-bearing holdings. Below, this
assumption is revisited. Furthermore, since the cost
model spans more than 20 years, and several schemes
are investigated, it is necessary to include discount
costs in order to form a basis of comparison. At this
point, however, the discount rate is ignored, and only
cash outlays are investigated.

Results of the Case Studies
Within the State of Montana, in late 1991, an

estimated 39 OTRBs traveled daily among 109 sta-
tions. Only three of these stations had over 10 stops
daily-at Billings, Butte, and Missoula. No OTRBs
traveled among these stations exclusively.

The results of two runs of the cost model are
presented here for the Montana case study. The first
presents a lower bound on costs for implementing

accessible service, and it includes Ricon Mirage lifts as

the vehicle-based lift option with $4,500 station-based
lifts. (No emergency ramps were assumed and all
figures are not discounted.) The costs for this run are
$760,000 over the first 20 years for the all traveler-
ready OTRB scheme, $540,000 for the mixed scheme,
and $520,000 for the all traveler-complete OTRB
scheme.

The second run presents an upper bound on costs,
and it includes the expensive vehicle-based lift option
(which displaces baggage capacity), with $7,000
station-based lifts and with emergency ramps required.
The all traveler-ready OTRB scheme totals $1.2
million over the first 20 years, the mixed scheme
amounts to $990,000, and the traveler-complete OTRB
scheme totals $970,000.

Within the State of Alabama, in late 1991, approxi-
mately 105 OTRBs traveled daily among 124 stations.
Twenty-four of these stations had at least 10 stops
daily; they included stops at the cities of Birmingham,
Montgomery, and Mobile, but also stops in smaller
towns with high fixed-route ridership or that served as
transfer locations. Thirty-one OTRBs traveled only
among the large stations, and 74 of the OTRBs made
at least one stop daily at a smaller station.

As with the Montana case study, two runs are
presented. The first lower bound scenario results in
costs for the all traveler-ready OTRB scheme for the
entire State of Alabama over 20 years of $1.0 million.
The mixed scheme amounts to $1.4 million, and the
entirely traveler-complete OTRB scheme totals $1.6
million over 20 years.

The second run presents an upper bound on costs.
The all traveler-ready OTRB scheme totals $1.8
million over 20 years, the mixed scheme amounts to
slightly less than $2.5 million, and the traveler-
complete OTRB scheme totals $2.7 million.

Within the tri-State area of Connecticut, Rhode
Island, and Massachusetts, in late 1991, approximately
419 OTRBs traveled daily among 170 stations. Of
these stations, 117 had at least 10 stops daily; 331
OTRBs traveled only among these stations, and 88 of
the OTRBs made at least one stop daily at a smaller
station.

As with the two previous case studies, two scenarios
were developed using the cost model. The first, less
expensive scenario results in costs of the all traveler-
ready OTRB scheme for the entire tri-State area over
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20 years of $2.1 million, the mixed scenario amounts
to $2.9 million, and the entirely traveler-complete
OTRB scenario totals $6.3 million over 20 years.

The second run presents an upper bound on costs,
and it includes the expensive vehicle-based lift option
(which displaces baggage capacity), with $7,000
station-based lifts and with emergency ramps required.
The all traveler-ready OTRB scheme totals $4.3
million for the entire tri-State area over 20 years, the
mixed scheme amounts to $5.7 million, and the
traveler-complete scheme totals $12 million.

Thus, OTA finds that operator choice in where to
place traveler-ready and traveler-complete vehicles
is an important factor in minimizing costs. By
analyzing their route structure to determine which
scenario is most cost-effective, operators can lessen
their total costs.

Although the all traveler-ready OTRB scheme was
least costly in some of the above calculations, there are
significant disadvantages to the all traveler-ready
OTRB scheme relative to the other two. Most notably,
some stations (e.g., Moose’s Sport Shop in Camden,
Alabama) may lack the facilities to house station-based
lifts; where lift housing is possible, OTRB providers
may have to pay ‘‘rent’ to the station property owner.
In addition, some station-based lifts are costly to
remove from a station in the event that an OTRB stop
is to be dropped from the system or to be converted into
a stop that is served by OTRBs with vehicle-based lifts.
Conversely, a vehicle-based lift is a variable cost since
it can be transported from station to station. These
costs of flexibility are difficult to quantify and
therefore are not included in the model. However,
OTA feels that these costs are significant and should be
considered when interpreting the results. Indeed, OTA
finds it will often be impossible to outfit all stations
with station-based accessibility technologies, due to
space and other considerations. Thus, in some
cases, although outfitting all stations with station-
based lifts or ramps may be the least costly on
paper, it may not be feasible or preferable.

Restrooms
If an OTRB is not equipped with an accessible

restroom that can be used by all persons aboard the bus
without any aid that is not normally used in their daily
lives, then the OTRB may make frequent stops (e.g.,
every 1 1/2 to 2 hours) to allow persons with

disabilities aboard the bus to use accessible restroom
facilities. Although it is impossible to compare the
costs of providing an accessible restroom to adding
stops along a route, some data from the case studies
may be useful to explore the issue of restroom
accessibility.

In Alabama, among all the routes that are run in a
given day, an estimated 59 intervals between stops are
longer than 1 1/2 hours, 49 are longer than 2 hours,
only 3 are longer than 3 hours, and none are longer than
4 hours. In all cases, additional stops could be made at
stations that are already used by the bus company. As
of September 1991, slightly under 800 stops were
made daily in Alabama. For comparison, at most 50
buses must be equipped with accessible restrooms to
ensure that all routes with intervals longer than 1 1/2
hours between stops provide accessible restroom
service en route, and at most 40 buses must be
equipped to ensure that all routes with stops longer
than 2 hours apart provide accessible restroom service
en route.

Similarly for the other two case study areas:

. Daily in the State of Montana, at most 8 buses (out
of 39) travel more than 1 1/2 hours between stops;
8 additional stops at existing stations would be
necessary to fill the gaps. At most five buses
travel longer than 2 hours between stops; five
additional stops at existing stations would be
needed to fill the gaps.

. In the tri-State region, at most 159 buses (out of
419) travel daily between two stops longer than 1
1/2 hours apart; 201 additional stops at existing
stations would be needed to fill the gaps. (On
Sundays, two more buses travel between stops
that are longer than 1 1/2 hours apart; two
additional stops would be required to shorten the
length between the stops.) For an interval of 2
hours, at most 96 buses travel between stations
and would require a total of 96 additional stops (at
existing stations) to fill the gap.

Including the Cost of Money and Discount
Rates

The term “the cost of money” is used to refer to the
monetary value placed on resources expended or
forgone when borrowing/lending money. Specifically,
this discussion will investigate factors affecting the
real cost (including opportunity costs) to OTRB
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operators in creating an accessible OTRB system as
directed by DOT regulations stemming from the ADA.

It is necessary to make several explicit assumptions
before beginning theoretical and practical analysis of
the cost of money. Although some of these assump-
tions are clearly not founded in reality, they will be
employed for the time being and then relaxed later in
the discussion,

●

��❵

●

●

●

Transaction costs, particularly of borrowing, are
negligible.
Capital markets are perfect, i.e., borrowing and
lending occur at the same rate. For the time being,
a (risk-free) rate of 10 percent is assumed.
Therefore, discounting will occur at a rate of 10
percent,
The tax burden is the same regardless of the
financial method(s) used to purchase the accessi-
bility technologies.
There exists no return to capital (for the OTRB
operator) on the purchased accessibility technolo-
gies.
All methods of raising funds---g.,., bonds, bank
borrowing, equity-result in the same ends for
the OTRB operator (the borrower). For ease of
discussion, it is assumed that coupon bonds are
the method used.

Borrowing v. Funds On Hand
In previous cost estimates, it was assumed that

OTRB operators have the financial ability to purchase
accessibility devices as they are needed-that no
borrowing is necessary. Now the scenario is investi-
gated where OTRB operators have only enough funds
to pay for operating expenses on the new accessibility
devices. All funds needed for capital expenses (acces-
sibility technology purchase and overhaul) must be
obtained with 10-year debt in the form of coupon
bonds.

Regardless of the method used to finance the
purchase of a good (in this case, a capital good), the
true cost to the firm is the same. The word “true” is
highlighted in order to emphasize the inclusion of
opportunity costs in this analysis. In any economic

analysis, it is necessary to include all implicit costs of
forgone earnings-referred to as opportunity costs. In
addition, the term “firm” is emphasized since this
analysis looks only at costs to the firm, therefore
ignoring social costs and implications beyond the
immediate impacts on the firm. For example, the
discussion disregards the facts that: 1) borrowing by
the firm (the OTRB operator) may crowd out other
firms from the borrowing market (a cost incurred
outside of the firm); and 2) borrowing may increase the
return demanded by the market for additional borrow-
ing by the firm.

Under the above assumptions, the true cost of a good
is the same regardless of the method used to purchase
it. For example, suppose that DOT has mandated an
OTRB operator to purchase a level-change device, a
capital good. This hypothetical level-change device
costs $100, earns no return to capital, and depreciates
fully in 1 year. The OTRB operator can borrow funds
for 1 year at a rate of 10 percent. Through the concept
of opportunity cost, the true cost to the OTRB operator
of purchasing this accessibility technology is the
potential value of the funds used for the purchase-i. e.,
what the funds could have been worth if invested in the
most profitable option available.l6

Assume first that, as in the earlier analysis, the
OTRB operator has sufficient funds on hand for
purchasing accessibility technologies. If the firm
invested the $100, in 1 year the funds would be worth
$110 in nominal terms, or $100 when discounted. If the
accessibility technologies were purchased, the OTRB
operator would have zero funds and assets at the end
of the year, since the accessibility technology depreci-
ates fully in value in 1 year. The difference between
these two figures is the opportunity cost of the
accessibility technology-$1 10 in nominal terms (ac-
tual expenditures), or $100 when discounted. Now,
assume the OTRB operator out of financial necessity
borrows funds to purchase the accessibility technol-
ogy. It will spend $110 ($100 on principal plus $10 in
interest) at the end of the year to pay off its lender. On
the other hand, if the firm borrowed nothing and
purchased nothing, it would have zero dollars at the

16 b this discussion, the terms ‘‘invest’ or ‘‘investment’ refer to internal (intra-company)  investment, such as buses or buildings, not
external invcstmen~ such as stocks or bonds.
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end of the year. 17 The difference between these two
figures is the opportunity cost-$110 in nominal
terms, or $100 when discounted. This cost is the same
as the earlier case in which the firm had sufficient
funds on hand. Therefore, OTA concludes that the
true cost of purchasing an accessibility technology
is the same regardless of the financing method used.

Moreover, it is apparent that the real value of the
money spent when borrowing is simply equal to the
nominal value of the outlays in purchasing the
accessibility technology (both are $100). As a result,
the cost figures calculated previously represent the true
(opportunity cost included) cost of purchasing an
accessibility technology.

Imperfect Capital Markets
Earlier, it was assumed that capital markets are

perfect-that borrowing and lending occur at the same
(risk adjusted) rate. However, in some real markets,
there is an interest rate spread between borrowing and
lending rates.

If there exists an interest rate differential in which
borrowing rates are greater than (comparable-risk)
lending rates, the discount rate will be less than the rate
of interest on borrowing. Therefore the above theories
will not hold that: 1) a good will cost more when
purchased with borrowed funds; and 2) the real value
of money spent will be greater than the nominal value
of outlays. The amount that these costs are greater will
be proportional to the interest rate spread. However,
determining g the size of this spread can be difficult.

Due to the vague interpretation of the concept of risk
adjustment, one can justify the use of several “risk-
adjusted’ rates of borrowing. In December 1992, the
only traded bond of an OTRB operator carried a
Standard and Poors’ B rating and a current nominal
yield of 10.5 percent. Yields on U.S. Treasury notes
(T-notes) are generally regarded as a conservative

estimate of the market risk-adjusted lending rate. In
late 1992, T-notes with comparable maturity to the
OTRB operator’s bond carried a nominal yield of
approximately 7.0 percent. Therefore, if the 10.5
percent yield on the OTRB corporate bond is regarded
by the borrower (the OTRB operator) as being a
risk-adjusted rate,18 the borrower will see a 3.5 percent
difference in borrowing and lending rates.

However, if the OTRB operator views default on the
bond as possible, the risk-adjusted borrowing rate (in
the eyes of the OTRB operator) will fall proportional
to the probability of default. Therefore, if default is
likely, the risk-adjusted rate on borrowing will be close
to the risk-adjusted rate on lending and the rate
differential will be small.

Similarly, several positions can be taken in deter-
mining an empirical estimate of the risk-adjusted
lending rate. It is safe to assume that the rate on
Treasury notes and bonds represents the market value
on risk-free lending. Therefore, we can assume this rate
to be the risk-adjusted rate that OTRB operators could
receive on investments. This methodology corre-
sponds to that outlined by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB).19 In late 1992, the 10-year
nominal yield was approximately 7.0 percent.

In economic analysis, the discount rate (proxied by
a lending rate, in this case) theoretically represents the
return that an investor could earn on alternative
investments. Therefore, for OTA’s purposes, the
discount rate should represent the risk-adjusted rate of
return that OTRB operators can earn on internal
investments. This rate of return should be equal to (if
not greater than) the rate at which OTRB operators
borrow money.

20 Referring to the numbers quoted

above, since OTRB operators are willing to borrow at
10,5 percent, one can infer that internal investments
earn, at a minimum, 10.5 percent return.21 Following

17 lt may ~ppew,  at fi~~  ~t ~~  ()~ operator  does not redly  have  tie option of ~ves~g  we $1(X) (as  h tie  fwst case) Or OpdIlg  tO bOITOW

nothing and spend nothing (as in the second case) since the purchase of the accessibility technology is mandated. However, the operator does
have, for example, the option of selling assets in order to raise the necessary funds.

18 ~s Position Cm be justitied by ass urning that the OTRB operator views the bond as a contractual obligation that takes priority over all
other debt, equity, or investments.

19 Offlce of M~g~ent  and Budget (OMB), Circular No. A-94, revised Oct. 29, 1992.
20 Ag~,  M5 a55me5  tit @e operator sees little chance Of default on tie bon~o~.

21 It wo~d  & ~atio~  t. bo~ow  a( a ~gher  rate  ~ one expects  to r~eive  (risk.~justed)  on me capi~  pwchased Witi dle bOmOWed

funds.
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Table A-3-Comparison of Borrowing and Funds On-Hand, Including Discounting

Low-cost Medium-cost Traveler- Low-cost High-cost
traveler- traveler- complete OTRB High-cost accessible accessible
complete complete with externally traveler-com- Traveler-ready restroom restroom
OTRB OTRB mounted lift plete OTRB OTRB and liftb with lift with lift

Funds on-hand
cents per mile

$20,000
1.3

$23,000
1.5

$15,000
1.0

15,000

1.0

27,030

1.8

20,000

$35,000
2.3

31,000

2.1

56,000

3.7

39,000

$11,000
0.73

$34,000 $74,000
2.3 4.9

Funds on-hand
discounted

cents per mile

18,000 21,000 11,000

0.73

29,000 66,000

1.9 4.41.2 1.4

Borrowed
capital funds

cents per mile

30,000 33,000 19,000 49,000 110,000

2.0 2.2 1.3 3.3 7.3

Borrowed
capital funds
discounted

cents per mile

22,000 25,000 15,000 34,000 81,000

1.5 1.6 1.3 2.6 1.0 2.3 5.4

NOTE: This table does not include the cost of an emergency ramp unless noted otherwise.
a See text.
b This figure represents 1.2 of the price of a station-based lift (see text) and the cost of an emergency ramp and chair.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1993.

this argument, borrowing and lending rates should be
equal, and thus the rate differential will be zero.22

In all, it is uncertain whether or not there exists a
significant interest rate spread. For the sake of finding
an upper bound on costs, the results discussed below
and presented in table A-3 follow the assumption that
risk-adjusted rates are 10.5 percent for borrowing and
7.0 percent for lending, thus, allowing for the greatest
interest rate differential.

Other Factors
Throughout the discussion, it has been assumed that

there is no return to capital for mandated accessibility
devices. However, it is fairly clear that the existence of
accessibility devices will attract some number of new
OTRB passengers who were either unable or unwilling
to use OTRBs before, The additional revenues from
these new passengers will decrease the net costs of
accessibility devices, regardless of the financing me-

thod(s) used. These revenues are captured explicitly
(i.e., through revenue estimates rather than through
rate of return) in all outlay and cost estimates. In
addition, the access of more persons to OTRB trans-
portation represents a return for society as a whole.
However, since this discussion is intended to focus
only on OTRB operators, this social return is ignored.

It has also been assumed that the OTRB operator
will raise funds through the sale of coupon bonds.
Although this need not be the case, any other method
of raising funds will have the same results. Other
possible schemes for raising funds are: bank loans,
term bonds (similar to a bank loan in that principal is
paid off progressively rather than at the bond’s
maturity), and equity. The theory of arbitrage provides
a solid justification as to why all methods are
comparable, provided that capital markets operate
freely and efficiently. If there exists a financial
advantage in one debt system over another, there will
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exist arbitrage, which will be quickly eliminated by an
efficiently operating market mechanism.

Transaction costs of borrowing have been assumed
to be negligible throughout this discussion, and there
is no reason to believe them to be otherwise. Relative
to the incremental costs of outfitting an OTRB with
accessibility devices (upward of $40,000), the fees
charged by brokers and the costs to the operator of
issuing bonds and accounting for payments are nomi-
nal.23

Discussion of Methodology and Results
Cost estimates for accessibility devices, presented

earlier in this appendix, all assume that OTRB
operators have sufficient funds on-hand to pay capital
and operating costs of accessibility technologies when
the costs arise. In addition, although the figures are
adjusted to represent 1992 dollars, they are not
discounted for time preference or opportunity cost,
Therefore, the earlier cost estimates should be regarded
as estimates of real dollar outlays, not real costs. The
following discussion outlines: 1) the methodology
used to convert these outlays to approximate cost
figures; and 2) assumptions and methodology for
estimating outlays and costs under the premise that the
OTRB operator has sufficient funds on-hand for
operating expenses only, and not for capital expenses
(i.e., the OTRB operator must borrow in order to
purchase and overhaul accessibility devices).

The theoretical purpose of discounting real figures,
as discussed above, is to place a monetary value on
opportunity cost. A driving force behind the concept of
opportunity cost is the preference of investors and
businesses to acquire goods and capital sooner rather
than later. As applied to costs (rather than revenues and
acquisitions), the process of discounting attempts to
place a monetary value on the fact that businesses
prefer to postpone costs so that money can be either
invested or kept liquid in case a more important cost

arises. As a result, the process of discounting expendi-
tures makes an expenditure incurred in the future cost
less (in discounted terms) than an expenditure incurred
today.

As discussed above, the yield on 10-year Treasury
notes is to be used as the lending rate, and therefore the
discount rate. However, since the previous cost esti-
mates are quoted in real 1992 dollars, a real discount
rate is needed to convert these figures to present
discounted value. The 7.0 percent yield cited above is
a nominal yield (i.e., including inflation). To convert
this to a real yield, inflation must be subtracted.
Following the methodology outlined in OMB Circular
A-94, the real yield on 10-year Treasury notes is 3.6
percent. 24 As a result, this 3.6 percent rate was used to
discount the “real outlays” figures to find a present
discounted value estimate for “real costs” as pre-
sented in table A-3.

In order to estimate real outlays and costs if the
OTRB operator were to borrow all capital (presumably
due to financial necessity), OTA explicitly calculated
the yearly principal and interest payments that would
be incurred by an OTRB operator. As in the discussion
above, it was assumed that the borrowing would be in
the form of a 10-year coupon bond with a 10.5-percent
coupon rate. Using the same methodology as for the
discount rate, a real coupon rate of 7.07 percent was
calculated. This figure was then used to estimate real
(1992 dollar) incremental outlays to be borne by an
OTRB operator when purchasing one bus under the
assumption of borrowing, as presented in table A-3.

In the manner discussed above used to convert real
outlays to real costs in the case that the OTRB operator
has sufficient funds on-hand, OTA estimated the real
costs to the OTRB operator if all capital expenses were
financed with borrowed funds. As before, a real
discount rate of 3.6 percent was used, yielding the
estimates presented in table A-3.

23 S. far, it tEIS ~en assumed that tax policy treats all methods of financing capitrd  investment equally. However, if OTRB operators were
to be given tax credits or allowed to take deductions for interest payments on loans/bonds used to fiice capital, the cost of capital using
borrowed fimds  will become less expensive relative to the cost of using out-of-pocket funds. Whether this occurrence would make it absolutely
less expensive for OTRB operators to borrow funds instead of using funds on-hand is unclear, since it depends on other assumptions about
interest rates and the like. Nonetheless, a tax credit or deduction for interest payments will surely make borrowing less expensive relative to
the case in which no tax deduction is permitted.

~ Office of M~gement  and Budge~ op. cit., footnote 19, states that inflation forecasts should be derived horn the GrOSS mme5tiC  Product
price deflator estimates as cited in the fiscal year 1993 Federal budget. The long-term (greater than 5-year) estimate of inflation is 3.2 percent.
OTA recognizes that there is considerable debate about discount rate values and that OMB’S  estimates are only one attempt to determine
appropriate rates.
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The Effect of Potential Price Increases
on Overall Ridership

As discussed above, OTRB companies may choose
to pass the costs of accessibility technologies on to
passengers in the form of price increases. The number
of passengers choosing not to travel on OTRBs due to
these price increases can be estimated. However, the
estimates rely on data that are sketchy at best, so the
effect of increased prices was not included in the
model. A hypothetical calculation of the effect of price
increases can nevertheless help to illustrate the issue.

Useful data that are available include: 1) there were
roughly 31 million passengers who used fixed-route
OTRB service in 1990; and 2) the operating costs per
mile for fixed-route OTRBs total approximately $2.00.
Above, it is also estimated that providing accessible
OTRBs may cost about 2-cents per mile, or an increase
of 1 percent over previous operating costs.

Data that are not well-known include the way that a
change in the price of a ticket will affect demand. In

general, however, since the population of OTRB
passengers is disproportionately poor compared with
the rest of the population, it is safe to hypothesize that
a price increase could result in a decrease in overall
ridership. For example, if we assume that a l-percent
increase in the price of a ticket will reduce demand by
1 percent, then a l-percent change in the price of a
ticket due to the cost of providing accessible service
will decrease ridership by roughly 310,000 trips (or 1
percent of 31 million trips).

Thus, if OTRB companies pass the costs of accessi-
bility onto passengers in the form of fare increases,
then significant numbers of passengers may choose not
to ride OTRBs in fixed-route intercity service. Since
most OTRB passengers have low incomes, increases in
OTRB fixed-route fares due to the implementation
costs of accessibility could disproportionately affect
those Americans who are poor.



Appendix B:
Federal and State
Oversight of
Over-the-Road
Bus Service

Federal Oversight
The private over-the-road bus (OTRB) industry is

supervised by a complicated array of Federal and State
agencies, no one of which devotes specific attention to
OTRBs (see figure B-l). For some purposes of Federal
oversight, OTRBs are treated as trucks, with regulatory
control divided among the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration (FHWA), the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), and the Interstate Com-
merce Commission (ICC).l For other purposes, be-
cause OTRBs carry passengers, they are subject to
other regulations that do not affect the trucking
industry. In addition, private OTRB operators must
deal with various State economic and safety regula-
tions.

Federal oversight functions fall into three catego-
ries: 1) manufacturing and operational standards; 2)
economic and environmental regulation; and 3) coor-
dination and compliance. Few agencies deal specifi-
cally with issues of accessibility in transportation. The
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has regulations
governing publicly assisted vehicles, and the Architec-
tural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board
(ATBCB) has developed guidelines for accessibility
technologies. Under the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ)

participates in issues of discrimination,  i n c l u d i n g  a n y
that might involve the OTRB industry.

Manufacturing and Operational Standards
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-

tion—NHTSA is charged with developing manufac-
turing standards for OTRBs; buses are subject to the
same requirements as all other vehicles with a gross
vehicle weight over 10,000 pounds. NHTSA has
established more than 50 standards for such vehicles,
most of which apply to OTRBSs These standards are
organized into three series: crash avoidance, crash-
worthiness, and fire protection.2

Although its role has yet to be clearly defined,
NHTSA may evaluate accessibility technologies, This
could involve developing manufacturing standards for
boarding designs and vehicle modifications aimed at
facilitating accessibility.

Office of Motor Carriers—FHWA’s Office of
Motor Carriers (OMC) is responsible for the safe
operation of motor carriers, defined as those vehicles
weighing over 10,000 pounds that are designed to
carry more than 15 passengers or transport placardable
hazardous materials. OMC issues and enforces the
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations-the laws
governing the safe operation and maintenance of
trucks and buses. The four main components of the

I InadditioL  the Food and Drug A&mm“ “stration issues regulations governing OTRB  galley service, restroom sanitation, and waste disposal.
249 cm  Part 571.100131, 200-222.
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Figure B-l—Federal Government Framework for Over-the-Road Buses (OTRBs)

1

Architectural and I

Transportation Barriers ~
Compliance Board I

Already developed
general standards for
boarding devices

■

1

I izE@

Department of Justice ~

~ E ‘Env’ronmenta’regu’at’on
I Investigates violations

May issue standards of the Americans with

for vehicle alteration to Disabilities Act

achieve accessibility

r

‘T

Office of the Secretary j
~

r .—
“TFederal Highway

Administration ~
1 1

-- -~
F e d e r a l  T r a n s i t  !

. - - Administration I
k I

Office of Motor Carriers
■ Sponsors assistance

programs for rural intercity

■ Issues and enforces
bus service

the Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Regulations

■ May test accessibility
technologies on publicly

■ Provides monies to States
f i n a n c e d -O T R B s  -

to inspect buses
including possibly NOTE: Only operators

accessibility technologies receiving Federa/ funds
are regulated by FTA

Issued preliminary
rules governing OTRB
accessibility

WiII formulate final regula-
tions for operation of
accessible OTRB service

Could potentially designate
which agencies within
DOT would have
regulatory authority
over OTRB accessibility

■

■

Develops manufacturing
standards for OTRBs

Plays a role in
evaluating the manu-
facture of accessibility
technologies

r Interstate Commerce
Commission

n Commercial regulation

■ Insurance requirements

■ Certificatlon of fitness

—— .

I Research and Special
Programs Administration

■ Regulation of the
transport of hazardous
materials (e. g., batteries
for wheelchairs)

o

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1993.



134 0ver-the-Road Bus Access

safety regulations are: driver qualifications, driver
hours of service, vehicle maintenance, and accident
reporting. OMC will play a small role in developing
standards for the safe operation and maintenance of
accessibility technology on OTRBs. Regulations might
cover proper use of wheeled mobility aid tie-downs,
and the routine maintenance and safe operation of
accessibility technologies.

OMC safety investigators in each State review the
performance of interstate motor carriers to ensure
compliance with safety regulations; OMC’s Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance Program provides funds to
States to inspect buses and trucks at roadside inspec-
tion stations and to conduct facility audits. OMC could
include examinations of the operation of accessibility
devices in standard roadside inspections.3

Federal Transit Agency—FTA has been enforcing
accessibility requirements for public transit operators
for a number of years. Private operators receiving
Federal funds are subject to government regulations
applying to public transit agencies, and to those
provisions of the ADA dealing with public operators.
Consequently, ADA provisions and subsequent regu-
lations applying to the OTRB industry, particularly
those involving Federal financial assistance, may
require 1711A oversight.

FTA is the only Federal agency that sponsors
assistance programs for intercity bus service. Under
Section 18 of the Surface Transportation Act of 1978,
some States have funded promotion of privately
operated fixed-route service in rural areas. (See ch. 2
for a discussion of Section 18 and other sources of
Federal assistance.)

Existing FTA regulations permit, but do not require,
public transit agencies to lease their equipment to
private operators for charter service if the private
operator is unable to provide equipment accessible to
individuals with disabilities.4 Because most transit
agencies with accessible OTRBs use them for com-
muter service, these vehicles are seldom available for

private use except during nonrush-hour periods and on
weekends.

FTA plays a limited role in Federal safety oversight.
Created in 1989 and funded by FTA, the Altoona Bus
Testing Center (Altoona, PA) tests all new model
buses purchased with Federal assistance. FTA deter-
mines specific design changes or retrofits to be tested,
and usually requires the manufacturer to arrange
testing with the center, which subsequently prepares a
report on the results. The Altoona Bus Testing Center
will probably play a similar role for bus-based
accessibility technologies.5 FTA pays 80 percent of the
cost of testing the vehicle to the Pennsylvania Trans-
portation Institute, the operator of the facility; the
vehicle manufacturer pays the remainder.6

Research and Special Programs Administration,
Office of Hazardous Materials—Transportation of
wet storage batteries of the type used to power wheeled
mobility aids are subject to hazardous materials
regulations administered by the Research and Special
Programs Administration (RSPA). The general rule
requires that this type of battery either be securely
fastened in an upright position and protected against
short circuits and leakage, or be removed and packaged
separately. However, transportation of wheeled mobil-
ity aids equipped with wet storage batteries on
passenger vehicles such as OTRBs are not subject to
these requirements,7 RSPA also regulates the transport
of other hazardous materials carried on commercial
passenger vehicles, such as explosive, poisonous, and
radioactive materials.8

The Architectural and Transportation Barriers
Compliance Board—ATBCB was established under
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as an independent
agency of the Federal Government. The Board’s
responsibilities involve creating an accessible environ-
ment, and include investigating and examining alterna-
tive approaches to the architectural and transportation-
related barriers confronting individuals with disabili-
ties. ATBCB investigates citizen complaints about

3 Susan Petty, chief, State Programs Divisionj OffIce of Motor Carriers, personat communication Dec. 13, 1991.
4 Charter service is defined as “. . . transportation using buses or vans or facilities . . . for a group of persons who pursuant to a common

purpose have acquired exclusive use of a vehicle or service to travel together. . . “ (49 CFR Part 604.5e).
5 Bob Reifstec~  facility manager, Altoona  Bus lksting Center, personal communication Sept. 14, 1992.

b 57 Federal Register 8954 (Mar. 13, 1992). This financial assistance does not cover the costs of the vehicle or persomel.

T 49 CFR Part 173.222 (Dec. 31, 1991), p, 497. Transportation of wheeled mobility aids equipped with such batteries on passenger aircraft,
however, are subject to spdf”c requirements. Transportation of @ cell batteries is not regulated,

849 CFR  Part 177.870 (Dec. 31, 1991), pp. 743-44.
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these barriers and helps government agencies formu-
late general accessibility standards.

ATBCB has developed standards for boarding
devices. These include manufacturing specifications
and accommodations for persons with differing mobil-
ity impairments. ATBCB may release standards re-
garding the design, manufacture, and alteration of
vehicles to achieve accessibility, but does not get
involved in vehicle or boarding device operation.

Economic and Environmental Regulation
The Interstate Commerce Commission—ICC was

one of the first Federal agencies to deal with transpor-
tation regulation, including the economic regulation of
the intercity bus industry. However, the Bus Regula-
tory Reform Act of 1982 (BRRA) almost completely
deregulated the industry, so ICC’s role with respect to
OTRBs is now very limited. ICC will probably play no
role in overseeing OTRB accessibility.

ICC examines applications from carriers for “fit-
ness’ to operate fixed-route or charter service.9

Additionally, freed-route carriers must demonstrate to
ICC that their service is in the public interest. If a State
regulatory authority rules that a carrier cannot abandon
a route, the operator may appeal directly to ICC. The
burden then falls on those favoring continuation of the
route to prove that discontinuance is not in the public
interest and that continuation would not harm inter-
state commerce. 10

ICC can preempt any State regulation of interstate
bus service and can overrule State decisions regarding
fare increases and exit of carriers. Some States, such as
Massachusetts, have protested ICC’s role by automati-
cally refusing any request to raise fares, forcing
operators to appeal to ICC each time they want a fare
increase. ICC almost invariably grants the request.ll

ICC now requires only Class I carriers, whose
operating revenues total more than $5 million, to file

annual and quarterly reports. Other bus companies,
formerly designated Class II and Class III carriers, are
no longer subject to reporting requirements (see ch. 2).
Furthermore, Class I carrier reports are not as detailed
as those required before deregulation. Consequently,
far less information about the OTRB industry is
available now than before enactment of the BRRA.12

Environmental Protection Agency—The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) handles most
environmental issues affecting OTRBs. Most impor-
tant for the industry are EPA regulations on air
emissions standards.13 The Clean Air Act of 1990
significantly tightened Federal emissions standards for
all motor vehicles, including OTRBs, but allowed
States to establish standards higher than those promul-
gated by EPA. As a result, OTRBs that do not conform
to the highest standards will not be able to operate in
all States. Other EPA regulations of significance to
OTRBs deal with noise pollution, bus storage facili-
ties, and waste disposal.

ADA Coordination and Compliance
office of the Secretary of Transportation (OST)—

OST issued preliminary rules in September 1991
governing the accessibility of OTRBs and will formu-
late the final regulations based on the findings of this
OTA study. Those regulations will address the types of
boarding assistance required, as well as such opera-
tional issues as advance notice requirements. OST also
may designate which agencies within the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation will have regulatory authority
over OTRB accessibility.

Department of Justice—DOJ will investigate vio-
lations of the ADA by all entities providing public
transportation services. DOJ could order violators to
alter their services in order to make them accessible.
While an individual challenging the accessibility of a
facility or service in court cannot be awarded punitive

9 Fitness consists of safety certification from the U.S. Department of Transportation and insurance coverage for vehicles and their operation.
10 Job Due et ~,,  TranSporta~’on  Senlce  t. Sma//  C~mmUnitie~:  Eflects of Deregulation (Ames,  w: Iowa Smte utiversl~  preSS,  1990),

p. 82,

1 ] Jeremy Kahn, “Stopping by the Bus Terminal on a Dark and Stormy Night: The U.S. Bus Industry Seven Years After Deregulation”
Transportation Law Journal, vol. 18, No. 2, 1990, p. 259.

12 Econometrics, Inc., ‘ ‘Background Paper on Accessibility for the Disabled and the Intercity  Bus Industry,” OTA contractor report, Mar.
31, 1991, p. 60.

13 ~ exmple  of ~ operatlo~  rwuirement  in EPA rewlatiom  Pumwt  to tie Clean  Air  Act wi~  direct  implications  for accessibility

devices is that many lift technologies require the bus to run 10 to 15 minutes during a boarding cycle, while EPA regulations forbid bus idling
for more than 3 minutes.
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damages, a court can fine up to $50,000 for the first
violation found by DOJ and up to $100,000 for each
subsequent violation.14

State Oversight
States play a prominent role in both the economic

and safety regulation of OTRBs, but most States have
not yet determined their roles in overseeing the bus
industry’s compliance with accessibility regulations.
As with the Federal Government, State oversight of
private operators of OTRBs is spread among a number
of agencies.

California is the only State that, by fall of 1992, had
a regulatory program aimed at accessibility technolo-
gies. The California Highway Patrol is the main
regulatory body in California for wheelchair lifts.
California Code of Regulations Title 13 contains
specifications regarding lift operating features, design,
and testing requirements. These regulations were the
model for Federal standards governing accessibility
technologies. The California Department of Transpor-
tation and Department of Motor Vehicles have smaller
roles in regulating the use of wheelchair lifts.

Safety
As is the case at the Federal level, regulation of bus

safety has a relatively low profile in State gover-
nments. Only a few States have programs aimed at
regulating the safety of OTRBs. OTRB inspections are
now eligible for funding under the Motor Carrier
Safety Assistance Program, and some States take
advantage of this provision. These inspections could
include examination of accessibility technologies.

Michigan’s program is one of the most complete.
The State conducts two types of inspections: an annual
examination on the property of the bus company, and
random inspections, usually carried out at major
attractions such as sports stadiums or tourist facilities.
Based on these inspections, companies receive permits
for operation within the State. Because the State

Department of Transportation contends that its bus
inspection practices are more rigorous than those in
other parts of the country, Michigan has limited
reciprocity. Only buses with stickers from Michigan,
Pennsylvania, New York and the Province of Ontario
are considered acceptable to operate on Michigan
roadways without further State inspection.15

Other States concentrate on random roadside in-
spections of buses. California aims these inspections at
the “fly-by-night” companies that often operate tour
buses to and from gambling facilities in Nevada. These
companies’ buses frequently have safety violations,
often involving drivers’ hours of service.l6

In an attempt to standardize inspection practices, the
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA), an
organization made up of almost all States and Cana-
dian Provinces, has proposed uniform bus inspections
guidelines. These proposed standards are due to be
released early in 1993.17 CVSA has worked closely
with FHWA in the past, developing safety and
inspection guidelines for other motor carriers.18

Economic
State economic regulatory authority has greatly

diminished since passage of the BRRA. Most States
play a limited role in economic oversight of routes that
operate completely within State borders. While carri-
ers can appeal State decisions to ICC, where they are
frequently overturned, many States continue such
regulation to delay rural service abandonments while
alternatives are sought.

Bus operators often face multi-State registration and
fuel tax problems. Presently, buses can be required to
register and pay a fuel tax in each State in which they
operate. However, Title IV of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) sought to
eliminate this requirement. By September 1996, States
must join the International Registration Plan and the
Intenational Fuel Tax Agreement, which require
operators to register and pay fuel tax only in their State
of origin, ISTEA also requires that a system be

14 Paul Stephen Dempsey, “The Civil Rights of the Handicapped in Transportatioru  The Americans with Disabilities Act and Related
Legislation,” Transportation Law Journal, vol. 19, No. 2, 1991, p. 329.

IS Jeq Rudnic~  Michigan  Dep~ent of Transportation@ personal communicatio~ Dee. 5, 1991.

16 U.S. con~ss,  Offlce of ~c~oIo=  Assessment Gea~”ng up for Safev: Motor Carrier sufety  in a Competitive Environment,

OTA-SET-382 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1988), p. 72.

17 Larry Stem  Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance, personal communicatio~ Jan. 12, 1992.
18 Offlce  of lkchQoIo~  Assessment, op. cit., footnote 16, p. 72.
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implemented to allow motor carrier operators to
register their ICC operating authority and proof of
liability insurance with one State. This State will then
distribute the registration fees to other States in which
the bus operator provides service.19 Some States,
including Connecticut, Florida, Kentucky, and New
York, have adopted tax laws that require all companies
operating within their boundaries to pay a ‘‘corporate
tax, ’ ‘ even if they are based outside the State.20

A number of States go beyond economic regulation
and offer operating and capital assistance to intercity
operators (see ch. 2). Michigan, Massachusetts, Penn-
sylvania, and California have the most extensive
programs and have additional regulations governing

bus operations, as well, Both Michigan and Massachu-
setts, which support capital purchasing programs,
restrict the operation of publicly funded coaches. In
Massachusetts, 80 percent of the routes covered by
OTRBs purchased with State assistance must be within
the State. Because these buses are intended for
fixed-route operation, no more than 15 percent of the
bus-miles can be used in charter service, nor can these
buses provide charter service during commuter peak
hours.21 Michigan requires that OTRBs purchased
with State funds be used for fixed-route service only
and return to the State within 24 hours of leaving. The
State has further restrictions on purchasing OTRBs
manufactured outside the United States.

19 U.S. Dep~ent of Transportation Federal Hi@way  ~‘ “stratiou OffIce of Policy Developmen~  A Summury.” Infermodal Suq4ace
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, FHWA-PL-92-008  (Washington DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992), p. 27.

20 )71a& wade,  Gove~ent Aff~s,  America BUS Association personal cornmtication,  Apr. 29t 1992.

‘2] ~osome~cs,  IrX., “Overviewof Experience of Operators of Accessible Over-the-Road Coaches,’ OTA contractor report, Jan. 28, 1992,
pp. 70-72.
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charter and tour service, 58-59, 82
Denver Regional Transportation District, 88-89
estimating to indicate demand, 18-20, 90
findings, 73-74
freed-route service, 53,81-82
fluctuations, 96
loss of, 118, 119, 121
Massachusetts accessibility program, 85

Newfoundland Demonstration Project, 88
passenger training, 112
potential price increases on, 130-131
rural connector programs and, 68

Rural Connector Program, 67-68
Rural service

abandonment, 10
bus stops, 51,57,62
community dependence on, 63
demographics, 59-60
deregulation effects, 60-62
effects of ADA compliance on, 3
individual dependence on, 63-65
ISTEA and, 67
package service, 65
passenger service, 63-65
rural connector programs, 67-68

Scooters, securement and restraint, 102-104
Seating capacity, 117-118, 121
Seattle Metro, employee training, 111
Securement and restraint

availability, 97
design requirements, 102-104
of passengers in wheeled mobility aids, 104
system regulations, 113
testing and evaluation, 22-23

Senior citizens, 16,84
Sensitivity training for employees, 111-112
Sensory impairments, 23-24,76,78,94-95,98, 108-111
Service categories. See Charter and tour service; Fixed-route

service; Rural service
Signage, 108-109
Smith, Raymond and Janet, Greyhound court case, 14
State governments

financial assistance, 38,66-68
industry oversight, 136-137

Station-based lift technology, 22,97, 101, 119
Station-based ramps, 99-100
Steps, 23, 104, 106
Stewart and Stevenson Power, Inc., 88
Storage of mobility aids, 71,98
Stroke, loss of function from, 79
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978, Section

16(b)2 funding, 66
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982,69
Survey of Disability and Work (1978),76
Survey of Income and Program Participation, 76,80

Tactile maps, 109
Tariff filing, 44
Taunton Regional Transit Authority, 85
TDD. See Telecommunications devices for the deaf
Technology issues

Denver Regional Transit District, 88-89
findings, 97-98
implementation, 2-3, 4
implementation costs per fleet, 124-126
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implementation costs per vehicle, 115-123
Massachusetts accessibility program, 85
for mobility impairments, 20-23,98-108
new technology development, 38
Newfoundland Demonstration Project, 86-88
for persons without wheeled mobility aids, 23, 104, 106
reservation systems, 107-108

Telecommunications devices for the deaf, 109-110
Terminals and stations, 50-52,62, 108-109
Tour service. See Charter and tour service
Trailways Lines, Inc., 46, 51-52
Transferable ramps, 99
Transport Canada, 86-88
Transportation in America, 93
Travel agents and tour operators, 70
Travel patterns and characteristics, 93-94
Travel times, 117-118, 126
Trip rates, 92-93

calculating, 94-96

UMTA. See Urban Mass Transportation Administration
Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 68-69, 80,93
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act, 13, 68

U.S. Bureau of Census, 93
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 69
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 66
U.S. Department of Justice, 135-136
U.S. Department of Transportation. See also specific

agencies
Office of the Secretary, 135
regulations, 1-4, 113

U.S. General Accounting Office, 10,67

Vehicle-based lifts. See Lift technologies
Video monitors, 110
Vision technology devices, 94, 95
Visual impairments, 76, 78,94,95

Walkers and walking sticks. See Canes, walking sticks, and
walkers

Wheelchairs
profile of traveler who uses, 77
securement and restraint, 102-104
storage, 71
use, 94, 95
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