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The Plan includes a broad spectrum of transit service 
providing over four times the present mileage of bus 
routes within walking access of 75 percent of the future 
population. 

The major corridors would be served by express buses 
on their own rights-of-way which can be converted to 
an electrically powered fixed guideway system when 
transit ridership and development justify this step. 

The Long Range Transit Plan proposed in this Report 
calls for an evolving public transportation system. It 
starts with an aggressive improvement to the present 
bus system through a 5-~ear progr~m which would 
provide for increased service, convenient park & ride 

t t . ns bus shelters, and preferential bus lane s a 10 , s. 
During this period, rights-of-way would also be 
acquired for exclusive busways in the major corridors. 
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SUMMARY 

Three years ago , a team effort was begun to produce a 
Long Range Transit Plan for the Kansas City Metro­

politan Region . 

It was a complex process. 

It involved the combined effort of the Mid-America 
Regional Council, the Kansas City Area Transportation 
Authority , Kansas City Transit Associates, and more 
than a dozen city, state , and Federal agencies. 

Most importantly , it involved the public . A series of 
public hearings was held throughout the metropolitan 
region to incorporate the ideas and desires of citizens 

into the plan. 

The results , recently approved by the Mid-America 
Regional Council for submission to public discussion is 

a highly flexible plan . 

It calls for : 

1. A greatly expanded bus system (four times as many 

buses and route miles as now) and , 

2 . Reservation of rapid transit right of way. In the 
beginning exclusive bus lanes would be provided 
which could be eventually converted to 24 miles 
of fixed guideway rapid transit if ridership increases 

enough to warrant it. 

The Plan, outlined in this report , calls for a step-by­

step implementation . 

First stage improvements call for aggressive and in­
novative improvements to the existing bus system to 
increase ridership by 25 to 30 percent the first five 

years. 

Improvements would include : 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Increased area coverage . 
More frequent transit service . 
Special services for low income groups, the young, 
elderly, and handicapped , especially within 
neighborhoods. 
Bus Shelters . 
Preferential and exclusive bus lanes . 
Park & ride and transfer facilities . 
Better dissemination of route information . 

We feel the plan for such an improved transit system 
would provide a practical , cost-effective answer to the 
predictable transit needs for the Region in the foresee ­
able future . 

At the same time, we feel it a duty to keep the door open 
to later possible use of fixed guideway if future de­
mands warrant it . 

The objective of this approach is to retain the flexi­
bility needed in a growing transportation system and to 
establish a firm direction within which long -term 
public and private investment and legislative, financial 
and management decisions can be made . 

That is the essence of this report . 

ARTHUR ASEL ROBERT R. DAVIS 

Co-Chairmen , 
Total Transportation Policy Committee 





CHAPTER I 

DEVELOPING THE PLAN 

REGIONAL GOALS 

As the agency responsible for coordinating planning in the 

Kansas City Metropolitan Region (KCMR), MARC has 

played a ma jor and continuing role in the development of a 

long range transportation plan which includes both pub lic 

transportation and highways. The Council's responsibilities 

include identification of transportation goals for the 

Region and evaluation of plans to fulfill these goals. 

The cooperative effort between public agencies on the 

local , state and federal level as well as input from the 

public at large are essential ingredients to the plan 

development. 

The process of finding the most appropriate transportation 

plan for the KCMR is of necessity, a complex one . The 

search for that elusive balance between public and private 

transportation involves consideration of many factors relating 

to present and future travel patterns, economic trends, shifts 

in land use, energy issue:., and the key problem of maximizing 

mobility for the people and commerce of the Region . In view 

of the limitations of resources and the uncertainties of the 

future, it is essential that the probable impact of alternative 

plans be fully explored . In May of 1973 the MARC Board 

adopted a series of regional goals, one section of which 

related to pub lic transportation . These goals are : 

REGION AL GOALS - TRANSIT 
ADOPTED BY MARC MAY 29, 1973 

General Goal 

• Obtain an efficient transit network to serve the people in 

the Kansas City Region. 

Specific Goals 

l . Maintain a single agency with authority to act. 

2 . Continue evaluation and utilize where possible new de­

velopments in transportation technology . 

3 . Insure adequate funding of mass transit. 

4. Relate transit operations to the overall community de­

velopment so as to enhance the environmental , socio ­

logical and aesthetic values . 

5 . Encourage the provision of a transit system to serve ex ­

isting and anticipated urban development with special 

emphasis on disadvantaged areas. 

6 . Encourage legislation for the support of tran sit construc­

tion and operation costs . 

7. Encourage the development of and support the need for 

high speed service between points of heavy user 
demands. 
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The Rapid Tran sit Feasibility Study initiated by MARC in 

1972 in cooperation with many other agencies had as its ob­

jective the development of a long range transit plan which 

would relate specifically to Goals #2, 4, 5, and 7. In addi­

tion, as pa rt of the study, Goa Is #3 and 6 are being investi ­

gated as they deal with the means of funding an improved 

transit system and the necessary legislation required to imple­

ment such a system. The first Goal is being addressed by a 

specific Committee of MARC which is in the process of defining 

the powers and responsibilities of the operating agency with 

respect to implementation of the long range plan . Thus, all of 

the transit goals designated by MARC are being addres­

sed as part of the Transit Feasibility Study. 

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT 

In order to provide MARC, its staff, the elected officials of the 

Region and other participating agencies with the information 

necessary to make valid decisions in the process of selecting a 

long range transit plan , this report is presented at the 

conclusion of the Rapid Transit Feasibility Study. A 

previous report, entitled The Interim Report, was completed 

and distributed in December of 1974 and reviewed the 

various alternative systems which had been tested earlier 

in the study and, based on these investigations, suggested a 

Provisional Plan. As a result of reviews with regional 

agencies and public meetings, the Consultants were 

authorized to refine the Provisional Plan. The Provisional 

Plan proposes basically a regional bu s system to serve all of 

the urbanized area with two express service options in two 

majo r corridors of the most densely developed central 

h R 
•on One option would utilize local and 

t of t e egi · . 
par b preferential and exclusive bus lanes where 
express uses on . d h h . . these corridors, an t e ot er would consist 
appropriate 1n 

•
1 

f ' ed guideway system along the same cor 
of a 24 mI e ix -

ridors. 

. t mma rizes the evaluations of these options 
This repor su . 

both systems and their sub-systems into a 
and merges . 
. I . t rated Regional Long Range Public Transporta-

sIng e in eg . . d 
. I Moreover it identifies proce ures to be followed 

tIon Pan . ' . 
. . nd financing the plan and outlines the steps 
In staging a . . 

f adoption and 1mplementat1on. The report will 
necessary or . . 

d
. t 'b ted to elected off1c1als, agency staffs civic 

be Is n u . ' 
d the public at large In order to seek their com-

groups, an . . . 
d Sugg estions prior to final Plan adoption . It is 

ments an . 
thus designated as a draft report 1n order to provide the 

opportunity for this review . 

THE KCMR 

Figure 1 shows the 8 county Kansas City Metropolitan Region 

in Missouri and Kansas represented by MARC. The Transit 

Feasibility Study has concentrated on the area expected to be 

urbanized which is also shown in Figure 1. This eight­

county region consisting of 3,800 squa_re miles and 110 

municipalities on both sides of the State Line ranked in l 970 

as the 25th largest metropolitan area in the United States in 

terms of population . The urbanized area comprises 1,340 

square miles and contained 93% of the Region's population 

in 1970. 

, 
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1975 TRANSIT 
SERVICE AREA 

The Tran si t Study ha s concentrated on th e Urbanized 

Area shown in the map. This urbanized area of 1340 

square miles accounted for 93 % of the Region 's 

Population in 1970. Tran sit se rvice is prese ntly 

Provided to approximately 150 square miles of 
Urb · h I anized area and accounts for about 2% oft e tota 

Person trip s each day. The 1970 population in the 

eight-county region wa s approximately 1,300,000 

Persons which is expected to increa se to 2 ,000,000 

in th e next 25 yea rs. 
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URBANIZED AREA 

FIGURE 1 
.-~:.;\,--...I TRACY 

~ PLATTE 
PLATTE CITY 

2 0 2 

MILES 



4 

(/) 

<{ 
(/) 

z 
<{ 
:,.::: 

0::: 0 
::::, 0 
0 0 

(/) " (/) -0 
~ CX) 

FIGURE 2 

POPULATION GROWTH 
BY COUNTY 

2,000,000 

1970 2000 

. 
2 

• the adi'oining column shows the distribution b 
Figure in . y 

d by 
state of the 1970 population and the f 

county an ore­
casted distribution for the target y_ea r of 2000 . The 1970 

U.S. Census indicated that the Region had a population of 
•mately l 300 000 . forecasts developed throu h 

approxI , ' . g 
MARC and other planning agencies here suggest that the 

area might grow to a population of approximately 2 million 

people by the year 2000. 

During the post-war period there has been a tremendous 

amount of movement within the metropolitan area as more 

people sought the advantages _of suburban living . This has 

caused large growth on both sides of the State Line in the 

less· developed areas outside the central core. 

In addition, there has been considerable in -migration from 

other areas, including rural areas, but during the past five 

years this has slowed down considerably . In fact, since 

l 970 population growth here has been less than 2.5 percent. 

The tendency towards low density levels of development in 

the fringe areas has created problems of providing new 

streets and highways, municipal services and , of course 

transportation . The changes in disbribution of residen; 

population throughout the Region has al so produced a 

similar spreading out of employment . Figure 3 shows the 

distribution of employment by county for the year l 970 

and the forecast year 2000 . In 1970 th e re were appr . OXI · 

mately 567,000 jobs in the KCMR which are expected to 

grow by almost 2/ 3's to 940,000 jobs by the year 2000 . 

The distribution indicates growth in the suburban counties at a 

more rapid rate than in the central core of th e Region . If this 

occurs, the spreading out of job locations coupled with the 

resident population shift is expected to create more problems 

---

J 
j 

J 
.1 

j 
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in providing highway and public transportation to serve 

the Region . 

The se forecast s of population and employment will be 

reviewed with MARC and the other planning agencies 

periodically . The changing pattern of in -migration, the 

birth rate, and other factors are , of course, speculative 

but provide a framework for long range planning which 

should be subject to revisions based on a review of popu ­

lation and employment distributions throughout the Region . 

PRESENT TRANSIT SERVICE 

Public transportation is presently provided by the Kan sas 

City Area Transportation Authority (AT A) which was 

organized in 1966 under a bi -state agreement between 

Kansas and Missouri . The ATA has the responsibility of 

planning and operating transit service throughout seven 

counties of MARC's eight-county Region; rural Ray County, 

Missouri is excluded. The area presently served by ATA is 

shown shaded on Figure l and covers approximately 150 

square miles . 

The ATA is operated under a ten -man board appointed by 

the Governors of the two States with five board members 

from each State. At the present time, the Authority operates 

slightly over 300 buses and last year carried 17 million 

revenue passengers. While the service has been increased 

gradually since the estab lishment of the ATA, it still only 

provides for slightly more than 2% of the total person trips 

in the Kansas City Metropolitan Region . 

FIGURE 3 

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH 
BY COU NTY 
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During the past five years there has been a modest increase 

in the number of passengers carried, but due to increased 

operating costs and the unique characteristics of public 

transit service , the ATA in 1974 incurred a deficit of $6.4 

million. During 1974's gasoline shortage, ridership on the 

AT A system increased approximately 9% but declined after 

the passing of the shortage to its former level. 

THE REGIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

Through sound planning and major investments, the Kansas 

City Metropolitan Region has attained a high standard 
highway and arterial street system consisting of Interstate 

freeways, urban expressways, thoroughfares and parkways 

complemented by a comprehensive network of secondary 

and minor streets . While there are points of congestion, 

particularly during peak hours on certain major links, the 

Region enjoys a lower level of congestion than most 

metropolitan areas in the United States of comparable size. 

In order to develop the Long Range Transit Plan, it was 

necessary to establish a long range regional highway system 

which would both compete with and accommodate much of 

the public transportation . MARC, through its participating 

agencies, developed what was designated as the Existing 

and Committed Highway Network (E+ C) which is shown in 

Figure 4. A comparison of the major links in both the 

1970 and the E+ C networks are shown in Table 1. It is 

estimated that this network would require an additional 

investment of $1 .5 billion to complete at 1975 cost levels . 

The network includes major projects which are presently in ­

complete but committed as part of the highway planning 

program. 

TABLE 1 

KCMR HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

1970 Network E+ C Network 

Classification 
Mileage Mileage 

168 314 
Freeways 

39 100 
Expressways 

Principal Arterials 
243 765 

Minor Arterials & 
Collectors 

856 610 

---

1,306 1,789 

As part of the total Transportation Pla_n for the Region, 

MARC will be developing a year 2000 highway network to 

complement the Long Range Transit Plan and to serve the 

anticipated needs of the Region. Various deficiencies found 

in testing the different transit systems were identified 

earlier in the study anc;J these highway deficiencie s will be 

analyzed to determine modifications to the E+ C highway 

network in developing the highway system for the year 

2000. 

LAND USE IN THE REGION 

In order to assess the impact of different pattern s of 

growth in the Region , MARC, with the cooperation of the 

other planning agencies, developed two different land use 

plans . Both of these plans assume the some numbe r of 

J 
j 

j 

J 
j 

J 

j 

'J 

j 

j 
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residents and jobs for the year 2000 but somewhat different 

patterns of growth . 

The first plan, Plan A, represents primarily a continua ­

tion of past land development trends towards decentraliz­

tion from the central core of the Region with the major 

growth occurring in the peripheral areas. The central core 

is a 50 square mile area bounded by Armour Road on the 

North, 55th Street on the South , 18th Street in Kansa s City , 

Kansas on the West, and Prospect Avenue on the East . 

The second, Plan B, assumes that the central core of the 

area would, in general, retain its present proportional 

share of employment and population, that some future 

growth would be attracted to several high intensity cor­

ridors, and that the peripheral area would receive cor­

respondingly less development. Realization of the 

development pattern for land use Plan B would require a 

high standard regional public transportation system ac­

companied by aggressive development efforts in the central 

core of the area and in the key corridors. During the test 

phase of the study, it was found that transit systems for 

Plan B would attract approximately 15% more riders, a 

definite difference but not significant enough to affect 

the general type of system required . As the planning process 

continues, consideration will be given to modifying these 

land use plans to make them compatible with the Regional 

Transportation Plan to be selected. 

STUDY PROGRAM 

The Transit Feasibility Study was undertaken in three 

major phases and thi s report summarizes the latter part 

f Ph 
Ill The first Phase dealt with the collect · 

0 

ase • ion of 

d 
d 

the development of forecasts as well 
ata an a s the 

dures to be followed in the balance of the t d 
proce I . s u y 

h O

nd phase tested a ternat,ve tran sit syste · 
T e sec ms for 

d Us
e Plan A while the third Phase tested add ·t · Lan ' 1onal 

t 
s for Land Use Plan B, the evaluation of all of th 

sys em . ese 

nd 
the selection and refinement of the Prov · . 

tests, a 1s1onal 

Plan . 

This work has consumed almo_st three y~ars of effort on the 

rt 
of MARC the cooperating agencies, and the t . pa ' rans,t 

U
ltant. from all this effort will come a long cons . . . range 

transportation plan 1nclud1ng both th~ transit and highwa 

elements to be adopted by the Reg,on to fulf;II the ) goals 

mentioned above. 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Because of the importance of transportation to all e l ements 

of the community, MARC ha s undertaken a cont· . . . inu,ng 
. anning 

P
rogram to provide a dialogue between the pl . 

ag
encies and the public. These have covered a va . . . . riety of 

activities 1nclud1ng over 150 presentations to civic 

d 

. . . groups 

and neighborhoo assoc1at1ons, a series of area m . eetings 

held throughout th e Region in November and Dece b m er of 

1974 to present and get comment on the Provi sional Pl 

various publications prepa red by MARC and others to k an, 

the public as fully informed as possible , and nu eep . . merous 

written and oral presentations 1n the press or rad· . . . . ,o and 
television . Moreover, systematic public attitude . . surveys 

were conducted periodically to test publ ic resp . . onse to 

transit in general and the spec1f1c proposals . 
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The effectiveness of this program becomes more ev ident 

when more d e finitive info rmation and impacts are available . 

It is expected that this Report will be distributed to variou s 

community organization s and public agencies before a 
d . . 

ec,s,on is made on adopting a Long Rang e Tran sportation 
Plan . 

Al TERNA TIVE TRANSIT SYSTEMS 

The December, 1974 Interim Report summarized the tran sit 

systems which had been tested and the results of these 

evaluations . An on -going part of the transit study has been 
0 continuing review of transit technology, both in this 

country and · abroad. During the past ten or fifteen yea rs, 

there has been an increase in the level of research and 

development on various types of transit systems as well as 

up-doting and modernizing of the so-called standard 

technologies . The photographs on the adjacent pages show 

some of these systems which were considered as part of the 

evaluation procedures during the study. More specific data 

on the characteristics of the systems are available in a 

number of Technical Memoranda prepared as part of the 

Study . These are listed in Appendix A 

The procedure utilized in testing the alternative systems 

involved all of the major steps of developing a route 

configuration, determining the characteristics of the transit 

system, estimating ridership at the year 2000 level, and the 

development of estimates of capital cost, revenues, and 

operating costs for each system. These systems were 

designated as Test Systems #105 through #109. In addition, 

the general level of impact which might be produced by 

each system was identified and the results of all of these 

investigations com pa red with the results of the alternative 

systems. 

... 

Bu ses on Exclusive Bu sway 

U.S. Standard Light Rail Vehicle 

Rail Rapid Tran sit 
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Commuter Railroad Tra in 

Westinghou se Skybus 

10 Dua l Mode Vehicle 

CONCLUSIONS FROM EVALUATION 

A r
esult of the evaluation , certain conclusions s a . . were 

drawn and summarized in the Interim Report. These ore 

presented below : 

l . In view of the fact that the ex_isting railroad lines do 

not serve the major concentrations of population and 

in the absence of even the slightest interest on th e part 

of the railroads and the lack o_f any legal precedent 

which would indicate that the railroads could be f 

2. 

3. 

. orced 

to provide at least trackage rights, the com . muter 

railroad system should not be considered as a re . . . g1onal 
system although one line (the Frisco line along 1_3 

might be pursued further if transit demand in John s}~ 

County increases significantly . 

An extensive, fully grade separated, high ca . . . pac1ty , 
rail rapid transit system such a s those tested in S t ys ems 

105, 107 and 109 does not_ ~ppear to justify the high 

capital cost ($1.4 to $1? billion at current co st levels 

considering the fact that 1t would be expe cted to tt ) • o . a ract 
ridership that represents only 25 ¼ of rts capa city at h 

heaviest load point in the year 2000. t e 

A comprehensive regional expre ss and local bu s . . system 
without a rapid transit element could satis fy t . rans1t 

demand based on the year 2000 foreca sts for Pl A an or 

Plan B, assuming that there will b e no si gnific 

change in the availability of the private automobile ant 

h R 
. ' h ' h ·11 and that t e eg1on s 1g ways w1 conti nue to 
1 

• operate 

generally unoer free -flowing cond it ion s It is · recog -

nized that such a system would operate a t a lo I . . . wer evel 
of service for public transportation than is theo t · re rcall 

attainable . Y 
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4. A better solut ion, both from a standpoint of passenger 

service and in the light of the stated policy of providing 

alternatives in transportation, would be the incorporat­

ing of a rapid transit element in the otherwise all bus 

transit system in mixed traffic. The rapid transit 

element for the Kansas City region could consist of 

exclusive busways in the most congested corridors, or 

if the community and the Federal Government so 

decides could consist of a fixed guideway element. 

5. The rapid transit element, be it bus or fixed guideway, 

would be more adaptable to operating effectively in 

the more densely developed areas of the region, par­

ticularly the central business district of Kansas City, 

Missouri. 

Undoubtedly, there are advantages to a fixed guideway 

rapid transit in this regard as the accommodation of 

buses underground poses technical problems that are 

not as readily resolved. Yet, without question, both 

solutions are feasible. 

If a fixed guideway element is given consideration 

consistent with the Region's needs, reasonable speeds 

and somewhat lower capital costs, it is reasonable to 

assume that the light rail vehicle or the tram would 

offer a better solution than the high capacity rail rapid 

transit systems now in operation in many of the larger 

metropolitan areas of the world. 

6 - In the course of the studies, it became apparent that the 

choice of land use plans is less significant than had 

originally been assumed . Land Use Plan B, despite its 

higher densities, produced only 10 to 15 percent more 

ridership for the year 2000 than Land Use Plan A on the 

tested transit systems. While a land use plan should 

be agreed upon by the local governments collaborating 

on this MARC sponsored program, neither planning 

concept underlying Plan A or Plan B would substan­

tially alter the conclusions drawn from the studies to 
date. 

Regarding the South Midtown Freeway, alternative transit 

systems were tested both with and without this eight-lane 

facility . It was found that the deletion of the Freeway 

from the test highway network without the substitution of 

another highway facility did not significantly affect esti ­

mated transit ridership on the fixed guideway in that 

corridor. In addition, elimination of the Freeway would 

overload parallel arterials to an undesirable level. 

THE PROVISIONAL PLAN 

The Provisional Long Range Transit Plan would provide a 

high level of service to all of the major areas expected to be 

urbanized within the planning period. It is a comprehensive 

plan which includes many elements of transit service. The 

Plan is basically an all bus system except in the 24 miles 

of central corridors which were identified as being most 

in need of special transit facilities due to the relatively 

higher level of development, employment and population, 

and the anticipated level of street and highway congestion. 

After review with the various agencies and the public meet­

ings the Provisional Transit Plan was modified and resulted 

in the plan presented in the following chapter. The changes 

were not significant but did reflect the interests of both 

the public and professionals throughout the area regarding 
certain aspects of the service to be provided. 

11 
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CHAPTER II 

THE LONG RANGE 

This Chapter of the report will describe the major elements 

of the long Range Transit Plan, the services which would 

be included , the expected ridership, and the revenues and 

operating costs which might be generated . In addition , 
th e costs of implementing the plan at current cost levels 

(2nd Quarter 1975) are summarized. 

The plan has been developed to provide a high level of 

transit service to the urbanized part of the Region. It is 

e:sentially one system which would complement the Region's 

highway network as it is expected to develop over the next 
25 years and beyond. During the refinement of the plan, 

two options were evaluated. An understanding of these 

options is essential to the evolution of a single long Range 
Transit Plan. 

Subsequent Chapters will review the benefits and impacts 

of implementing the plan and the legislative, financial, 

~ nd institutional decisions which must be made if the KCMR 

is :o have a high standard, comprehensive public transport­

ation system. It is therefore necessary to first identify 

:he system which is envisioned and explain what it is, where 

it goes, and how it would operate . 

The long Range Plan is presented in several sub-sections 
Which in I d h . cu e t e following : 

TRANSIT PLAN 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The Plan - What type of transit system is proposed for 

the Region and how will it serve the major demands? 

Option s - What are the options included in the Plan 

and what are the characteristics of each? 

Service Areas - What transit services would be offered 

to th_e major parts of the Region and how would they 

provide for the principal demands for local and regional 
travel? 

Patronage - How many riders might be attracted to the 

transit system, and what would be the distribution 
of this ridership? 

Revenues - Based on assumed fare structures, including 

the present fare, what annual revenues would be gen ­

erated by the estimated ridership? 

Operating Cost - With the system in full operation , 

what would be the annual operating cost of the long 

Range Plan at current cost levels? 

Capital Costs - What would it cost to construct and 

equip the long Range Transit Plan at current cost 
levels? 

13 



THE PLAN 

Figure 5 on the opposite page shows the Long Range Plan 

within the urbanized area . This map illustrates the major 

elements included in the plan . These and other aspects will 

be described in more detail later on in this Chapter. 

The Plan was developed after analyzing the results of the 

six test systems summarized in the Interim Report as well 

as discussions of the Provisional Plan with planning 

agencies and the public. Some modifications were made to 

the Provisional Plan as a result of these discussions and more 

detailed analysis was undertaken as part of the refinement 

process . The justification for specific transit improvements 

will be presented as the Plan is described, but beyond 

the statistical evaluation it is the goals of the Region as 

reflected in policies established by the elected officials 

which will determine what kind of transit system the KCMR 

will have . 

The system envisioned by the Plan would provide many 

times more transit service than is presently offered in 

the KCMR. In fact, it would include four times the present 

route miles of service and provide transit service within ¼ 
mile of 75 percent of the Region's population in the year 

2000. In addition, 78 percent of the anticipated job locations 

would be within walking distance of transit service. These 

facts provide some measure of the improved service to be 

offered to the Region's citizens as the plan is implemented . 

It is essential that a good transit system makes optimum 

use of the Region ' s resources in providing transportation 

to its citizens. The public transportation system should offer 

a viable alternative to the automobile . It should be one that 

provides a convenient and dependable service for those who 

. d t because an automobile is not within 
transit depen en ' are b ause they are too young, too old or 

h . means or ec t eir d. ed It also should be one that is 0t-
h sically hon icopp . d d . P Y h • user due to the re uce investments 

t've to the c o1ce 
trac 1 . . aking essential every day trips. 
in cost and time in m 

I 
mai·or elements in the proposed system 

Th e O re severa , 
er b. d will serve many needs . Table 2 

which when com ine , 
. the facilities necessary to serve these 

below summarizes 

desires. 

TABLE 2 

MAJOR ELEMENTS OF 
THE LONG RANGE PLAN 

Local Bu s Route Miles 

(Unduplicated) 

Express Bu s Route Miles 

(Unduplicated) . 
Demand Responsive Service 

Areas 
Park & Ride Facilities 

Parking Spaces 
Major Transfer Stations 

Bus Shelters 
Fixed Guideway Route Miles 

Fixed Guideway Stations 

Exclusive Busway Miles 

Preferential Lane Miles 

Bus & Fixed 
All Bus Guideway 

1,027 

358 

13-15 

27 
9,500 

13 
1,225 

15.7 
18.0 

1,024 

321 

13-15 

32 
12,200 

1 1 
1,150 

24 
29 
1. 9 
6.4 

-
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The major elements of the Long Range Plan include the 

following : 

l • Neighborhood Service - A truly comprehensive system 

must offer service in individual activity areas or 

neighborhoods. This would be realized by such services 

as demand responsive or Dial -A-Ride service oriented 

to specific needs within a defined area . These services 

are costly but are considered an essential public service 

which the Region must provide to citizens who need 

it, i.e . the elderly , the poor, etc. Later on in this 

Chapter, fifteen candidate areas for this service are 

2. 

3. 

4. 

discussed . 

Local Service - Local scheduled service is provided over 

t~~ same routes where express service is prov ;ded 

filling a specific need for the shorter trip and greater 

accessibility . 

Feeder Service - As a link between the local neighbor­

hood service and the express component of the system, 

us service 1s needed to feed the major express routes. b . . 

In certain cases, the express buses would act as their 

own feeders by originating as a local and converting to 

an express on the major portion of the route . Close 

coordination is necessary between the feeder and 

express routes whether they be by bus or fixed guide­

way to reduce transfer time and increase passenger 

convenience and comfort . 

Express Service - This element of the regional system 

would connect the major activity centers as well as the 

pri~cipal residential areas. It might be provided by 

a _fixed guideway element or by express buses either in 

mixed traffic or · f • I . using pre erent1a and exclusive lanes. 

5. 

This express service is the most difficult and costly to 

provide but fills a need in order to_ make transit as 

nearly competitive with the travel time of the auto­

mobile as is practically possible . It is only justified 

where a large number of people are making similar 

trips at the same time and often might be restricted to 

the peak hours when the demand is the greatest . 

Special Bus Lanes - In order to increase transit speeds 

to the greatest extent possible , it is desirable to free 

transit vehicles from highw~y congestion by providing 

their own lanes either during peak hours or for their 

exclusive use . Provision for this is made in the Lon 

Range Plan in several ways. The principal designation: 

are : 

Preferential Bus Lanes - This category includes lanes 

(usually curb lanes) of major arterials or downtown 

streets which would be reserved for buses either durin 

peak hours or all day long depending upon bus volume; 

It requires a modest investment in signing and stripin 

and must be coordinated with traffic operation conside:­

ations. Lanes of freeways can also be designated as 

preferential lanes, either just for buses or for buses 

and carpools. 

Exclusive Bus Lanes or Busways - Where bus volumes 

exceed 80 buses in the peak hour and anticipated auto 

volumes exceed practical highway capacity exclu sive 

bus lanes or separate busways can be provided and 

separated from other traffic. These lanes would be 

in the median of a freeway or on their own right-of­

way . Buses would stop at major park & ride and other 

designated stations providing access and egress along 

the route . 
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6. Park & Ride Facilities - These facilities provide for 

transit passengers who wish to drive to bus or fixed 

guideway station s where a high level of service is avail ­

able. The Plan includes a network of parking areas at 

these stations . The stations could be separate facilities 

owned and operated by the transit agency or be in joint 

use with a major shopping center parking area . Facil ­

ities would include platforms, canopies, shelters, 

waiting rooms, and may include convenience shopping 

and joint development. They would also serve as trans­

fer stations. 

7 . Major Transfer Stations - It is inevitable that some 

transit passengers have to transfer to get to their final 

destinations. To minimize the inconvenience it is de­

sirable to provide off-street Transfer Stations where a 

number of bus routes intersect which can be combined 

with other commercial uses and serve this purpose . The 

plan provides for a number of possible locations for 

these facilities in both downtown and suburban areas. 

B. Transit Vehicles - The Long Range Plan will require a 

fleet of modern transit vehicles of various types to serve 

specific needs . These would include the following: 

a) Standard Bus - These would be 45-50 passenger 

diesel powered (or other if perfected) bus~s 

similar to the prototype Transbus recently tested ,_n 

Kansas City . They would be 40 feet long, arr 

conditioned, equipped with radios for close super­

vision, and capable of speeds of 55 MPH. Con ­

sideration might also be given to the use of double 

deck or articulated buses to increase capacity and 

reduce operating costs . 

b ) Compact Buses - To provide special services such 

as dial-a -ride, downtown shuttles and service to 

activity centers, smaller buses are more ap­

propriate . Various models are on the market 

varying from 20 to 30 feet long seating from 15 to 

25 passengers . They can be equipped with special 

loading devices for use by the handicapped. 

Several U.S. cities are now utilizing battery 

powered electric buses which eliminate pollutant 

emissions and with substantial reduction in noise 
levels. 

c) Fixed Guideway Vehicles - The fixed guideway 

option might utilize the Standard Light Rail 

Vehicle which consists of an articulated unit ap­

proximately 73 feet long seating 68 passengers 

and powered by an overhead electric supply . They 

have high acceleration rates and maximum speeds 

of 60 MPH and can be operated as single units or in 

two or three-car trains . They also have capability 

of access from the ground level or from a high level 
platform. 

New Transit Technology - During recent years, there 

has been an increased amount of research and develop­

ment in new transit technology . Many of these systems 

have been adequately tested in revenue operation while 

others are untested concepts. It would be expected that 

the available transit technology would be monitored 

periodically before any major commitment to a par­

ticular system is made. The Light Rail system has been 

used in developing the Long Range Plan as a system 

with appropriate characteristics for the KCMR . It is not 

considered as a commitment to any particular vehicle 
system. 
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These system elements should be considered building blocks 

of . the total regional system . Each component plays a 

unique role, and only with well -coordinated planning , 

efficient operation, and aggressive marketing can transit be 

attractive to the citizens of the Region . 

OPTIONS IN THE MAJOR CORRIDORS 

The shaded area in Figure 5 identifies the 24 miles of 

major corridors which appear to need special treatment for 

transit service. While these major corridors are not the only 

ones where highway deficiencies have been identified 

they do include those sections of regional corridors which 

historically have had concentrated development and which 

in ~he future are expected to continue as important 

cor_n~ors of travel. These corridors are so situated that truly 

eff1c1ent transit service offering low travel times free of 

congestion cannot be provided without some special 

preferential treatment for tran sit. 

The North -South corridor extends from the intersection of 

Vivion Road , 1-29, and U.S. 169 in Kansas City North 

so_uthw~rd along the Missouri River to the Kansa s City, 

Missouri downtown area , terminating at Waldo . The East­

W~st corridor extends from the Blue Ridge Mall along 1-70, 

ad1acent to Independence, to the downtown business 

district. 

There are several unique characteristics to these corridors. 

They include some of the Region's most important activity 

centers such as North Kansas City industrial area , the CBD, 

Crown Center and the adjacent Pershing Square Project, a 

number of major hospitals, the Country Club Plaza the 

Broadway/ Westport area UM KC th L' ' I , . . .. , e inc on 

Redevelopment area, the Sports Complex, and eastern 

Jackson County . 

The criteria used for determining the need in these 

corridors are presented in subsequent Chapters, but 

generally they are the result of a combination of the 

attern of present and expected travel , the inadequacy of 

present and proposed highway facilities to handle the se 

~avel movements, and the characteristics of th e activity 

centers served . All of the facilities which will be described 

below are capable of extension into other direction s of the 

Region which include such activity centers a s KCI A i rport, 

Wyandotte County, Johnson County and eastern Jackson 

County as well as many sub-corridors which might requi re 

special transit service . 

During the development and refinement of the Long Rang e 

Plan a special effort was made to locate the exclusive 

busways and fixed guideway routes on the same alignment 

so that many segments could be used initially for bu s 

service and later, if a fixed guideway system is 

implemented , the rights of way would be available and 

the tran sit patterns established for the route segme nts to 

be converted to carry fixed guideway. Thi s commonality of 

route s is evident in the d escription below and by 

comparing Figures 6 and 7 . 

BUS OPTION 

Figure 6 on the adjacent page indicates th e p r incipal 

special bus facilitie s proposed as part of th e bu s op t io n in 

the 24 miles of major corridors . These special fa cilit ies 

include preferential and exclusive lanes for bu se s, p a rk & 

ride facilities, special bus transfer station s and sp ecia lized 

r 
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Shown here are th e special l:l s faci liti s in the All Bu s option in th e 24 

miles of major corr idors. Thi s include s an exclu sive bu sway from th e inte r­

section of 1-29 and Vivion Road down through North Kan sa s City and into 

th e CBD. From th e South , an exclusive bu sway along the Country Club 

corridor from Waldo to 43rd and then preferential lanes along Broadway 

to th e downtown area . From the East, new preferential bus lanes would 

b e added to U.S. 40 leading into an exclusive busway along 31 st Street 

and the South Midtown Freeway to Truman Road . 
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signal installation permitting preferential treatment for 

buses at major intersections. 

The special bus facilities within the 24 miles of major 

corridors might be separated into three major segments: 

North - Vivion Road to Downtown Kansas City, Missouri 

South - Waldo (75th Street) to Downtown Kansas City, 

Missouri 
East - Blue Ridge Mall to Downtown Kansas City, Missouri 

These are described below and further referred to in 

subsequent sections of this Chapter . 

North Corridor - A major park & ride facility would be lo­

cated adjacent to Vivion Road with capacity for 500 cars and 

direct access to three major freeways - 1-29, U.S. 169 and the 

Broadway Extension as well as Vivion Road and North Oak . 

Local and express buses serving KCI, Northland, Gladstone 

and other communities would serve this terminal and 

provide direct service to the areas to the South. Transfer 

facilities would be provided and the terminal can be 

design_ed for conversion to fixed guidewa>' and for 

extension of a busway or fixed guideway north to KCI 

along the old Interurban right of way. 

From th · · Is point south, an exclusive busway would be 

constructed parallel to and in the right of way of the 

Broadway Extension then through the KC Water Works 

property to Burlington Road and south on Burlington Road 

to O new Missouri River bridge terminating at 7th Street 
between Grand and Walnut. Distribution of the buses in 
the CBD is discuss d I t · h. . . . e a er in t Is Chapter. MaIor 
intersections would be grade separated including North 

Oak/ M-9 and Burlington Road/ l 0th Street. Along 

Burlington the busway would be !~coted along the west 

side still permitting three automobile travel lane s north 

and south bound . Major stops could be provided at 

Armour Road and 14th Street and buses on Armour Road 

could enter or leave the busway . As an alternate, but at 

greater cost, the busway could ~e constructed on an aerial 

structure in the median of Burlington Road. 

South Corridor - The principal bus routes serving the 

southern corridor would utilize an exclusive busway in th e 

Country Club right _of w~y starting at Waldo (75th Street) 

and connecting with Nichols Parkway/ Broadway in the 

vicinity of 43rd Street. Major cross streets would be grade 

separated and some minor streets would cross the buswa 

at grade protected by traffic signals . Stations in thi s sectio~ 

would be provided at 75th, Gregory, Brookside, 55th 

51 st/ UMKC and 47th / Country Club Plaza. The se station ; 

would provide shelters, access for autos and a modest 

amount of parking at major station s. 

In order to preserve the park -like envi ronment of the 

Country Club right of way, landscaping and oth e r 

amenities should be provided . Con sideration might be 

given to staging this bu sway in two steps by first 

constructing an at-grade bu sway from Volker to 75th a s 

part of the first fi~e year p rogram and then a s ridership 

develops constructing the grade sepa ration s at m • OjOr 

cross streets . 

This section of the busway would connect with Nichols 

Parkway in the vicinity of 43rd Street where with m · ' inor 
widening of the existing pavement, preferential bu s I ones 
would be established along each curb . The se preferential 

lanes would continue north along Broadway to 31 st Street 

within the present street width . Majo r stops would be 

... 
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provided along the route and an off street transfer station 

constructed in the vicinity of 39th and Broadway to provide 

for convenient transfer from crosstown bus routes. 

North of 31st Street the preferential bus lanes would 

continue through Penn Valley Park requiring only slight 

widening in the vicinity of the Wyandotte underpass. These 

lanes would extend via the Pennway to the 23rd Street 

Connector proposed as part of the Pershing Square 

Project. Buses would use this connector to reach 

Main / Walnut and Grand where preferential lanes could 

be provided to the CBD . 

This routing would provide access to the Union Station area 

and serve Crown Center and Pershing Square. In the event 

that the 23rd Street Connector is delayed, buses could use 

Pershing Road via a connecting street between Pennway 

and Broadway which would have to be constructed . 

East Corridor - East of the Blue Ridge Mall buses would be 

in mixed traffic along 1-70 and major north -south arterials 

serving eastern Jackson County and connecting with a 

network of park & ride lots as shown on Figure 5 . 

Additional park & ride facilities would be provided at the 

Truman Sports Complex with access from Blue Ridge Cutoff . 

Figure 6 indicates special bus lanes along U.S. 40 from 

Sterling Avenue to Van Brunt. This would be accomplished by 

adding an additional lane in each direction within the 

present right of way . Use of this lane would be restricted to 

buses at least during the peak hour operations. 

Along the 31st Street corridor between Van Brunt and the 

proposed South Midtown Freeway, a grade separated 

busway could be provided by acquiring additional 

property on the North side of 31st Street . This widening 

could be done in concert with the improvements to the 

existing right of way to provide both a major arterial and 

busway along the 31st Street corridor . While eventually it 

appears desirable to provide a depressed fully grade 

separated busway, an earlier stage could include 

construction of an at-grade busway along 31st Street with 

the idea that it could be up-graded to a grade separated 

facility at a later date . The alignment could also provide 

for construction of a fixed guideway in the future . West of 

Garfield the buses would be routed via special ramps into 

a two-lane busway in the median of the proposed South 

Midtown Freeway. These exclusive bus lanes would be 

carried north to special exit and entrance ramps at Truman 

Road where the buses would leave the busway and 

eventually circulate in the CBD using preferential bus 

lanes. Provision should be made for extending the 

busway and eventually fixed guideway in the 

median of the South Midtown Freeway south of 31st 

Street, at least as far as Highway 50, and to 75th Street 

if possible. 

All of the bus services in these ma1or corridors would be 

planned and scheduled to provide convenient transit 

service to connect all of the major activity centers, 

residential and employment areas . 

FIXED GUIDEWAY OPTION 

An option to the all bus system previously described in the 

same major central corridors would be utilization of an 

electrically powered fixed guideway network providing, 

in effect, similar functions to the express buses . While 
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the fixed guideway component has been proposed as a tram 

or light rail vehicle , the decision on the actual equipment to 

be used should only be made after a thorough review of 

transit technology at the time of commencing final design . 

The important thing is that any system to be adopted 

would be at least comparable in speed, capacity, and 

service . 

North-South Corridor - Figure 7 shows the general align­

ment and major station locations of the fixed guideway 

component and indicates a fixed guideway route in the 

north -south corridor from Vivion Road / Highway 169 to 

75th Street/ Waldo in the Country Club corridor. Over 

these 14 miles 18 stations would be provided as indicated . 

The fixed guideway northern terminal would be located in 

the vicinity of Vivion Road near the intersection of the 

Broadway Extension, 1-29 and U.S. 169. It should be located 

so that the line could be extended to the North to serve the 

KCl/ 1-29 corridor on an alignment generally following the 

old Interurban streetcar right of way. 

A major park & ride and transfer station would be 

provided at Vivion Road providing good access to local 

feeder buses originating in other parts of the Northland . 

The route would then go South parallel and within the 

right of way of the Broadway Extension through the KC 

Water Works Plant and after crossing over the intersection 

of Highway 9 and North Oak , would be located on an aerial 

structure in the median of Burlington . The fixed guide­

way could also be constructed on an at-grade transitway 

along the west side of Burlington Road at less cost but 

requiring re stricted frontage access to the commercial 

properties along the west side . Stations would be pro ­

vided at Armour Road and 14th Street to serve the North 

C
·t residential and industrial areas. South f 
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At the south edge of the CBD the fixed guideway would 

leave the subway under Walnut Street and then be carried 

over the Crosstown Freeway o~ structure continuing along 

the west side of Walnut Street in an open cut with most of 

the major cross streets remaining open to traffic . 

Additional stations would be provided at 18th Street and 

at Union Station to serve the Pershing Square/ Crown 

Center project as well as the terminal. Under the Kansas 

City Terminal Railroad tracks an existing baggage tunnel 

could be used which would also have room to provid e for 

station facilities . Union Station is expected to be a major 
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activity center with the proposed Pershing Square 

development, Crown Center, museum and intercity Amtrak 

service. 

South of Pershing Road, the fixed guideway would be 

located in a bored tunnel under Memorial Park gradually 

rising to the higher elevations of 31st Street. A station 

could be provided to serve the St. Mary's/ Trinity Hospital 

complex north of 31st Street. 

To serve the Broadway/ Westport corridor the fixed 

guideway would be located in subway under Broadway. 

Consideration was given to locating the fixed guideway in 

an open cut parallel to and west of Broadway. The subway 

alignment would substantia lly eliminate right-of-way 

acquisition, but would be considerably more expensive and 

could be expected to cost approximately $44 million more 

than the open cut alignment based on 1975 prices . In view 

of the substantial reduction in housing and business 

dislocation resulting from the subway alignment, it appears 

to be the most appropriate location . Stations would be 

provided in the vicinity of 32nd Street, Valentine Road, 

and Westport Road, all providing convenient access to this 

high density area . 

In the vicinity of 43rd Street, the existing Country Club 

right of way could be utilized from that point south to 

Waldo. Grade separations would be provided at major 

cross streets but some minor streets could be permitted to 

cross the guideway at grade . Stations would be located in 

the vicinity of 43rd Street to serve the St. Luke's Hospital 

complex, at 47th Street to serve the Country Club Plaza, 

51 st Street adjacent to UMKC, 55th Street, 63rd/ Brookside, 

Gregory Boulevard and Waldo. A major parking structure 

00 S would be constructed within the right f 
f u to 8 car o 
or P . t t the Waldo station. Every effort should b 
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From the Blue Ridge Mall station t_he guideway would be 

d •thin and on the south side of the 1-70 right f 
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ass through the Truman Sports Complex where 

way t en . . . a 
. rk & ride station could be provided Iust west of 

maIor pa . . . 
Blue Ridge Cutoff . An add1t1onal station , utilized only 

during sports events would be provided between the two 

stadia. It is proposed that the line be carried through the 

Sports Complex parking areas at grade which would 

require only a modest re -arrangement of existing roadways 

of the Sports Complex parking areas. Thi s arrangement 

would provide a very desirable combination for park & 
ride for the commuter users as well as convenient access 

to sports activities for fans throughout the metropolitan 

region. 
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The line would then bend south to the right of way of the 

Rock Island Railroad continuing in a northwesterly direction 

through the Leeds industrial area where a station would be 

provided to serve these major industries. After crossing 

1-435, the alignment would turn east towards the intersec­

tion of 31st Street and Van Brunt where another station 

would be provided . From Van Brunt, the guideway would be 

located in an open cut along the north side of 31st Street 

with stations at Cleveland and Prospect . West of Euclid it 

would turn north within the right of way of the proposed 

South Midtown Freeway w ith a station at 27th Street 

serving the proposed Lincoln Redevelopment project and 

then continue in the South Midtown Freeway median north 

to 12th Street and then west along 12th in subway. A 

station would also be provided at 18th Street. Stations in 

the CBD would be provided at Oak Street to serve City, 

Federal , and County office buildings, and at Walnut which 

serves as a joint station with the north -south line . The line 

would continue in cut-and-cover subway under 12th Street 

and terminates near Broadway at the H. Roe Bartle Con ­

vention Center. Convenient access could be provided from 

this station to the Municipal Auditorium, Convention Center, 

and the major hotels in the CBD. 

The east-west line includes a total of 11 stations. An 

alternate alignment from 31st Street to the CBD developed 

for the Provisional Plan would be to construct the fixed 

guideway in the right of way of the South Midtown 

Freeway from 31st Street to 22nd Street and then along 

the Paseo to 12th Street. It would reduce costs by ap­

proximately $11 million but would increase the right-of­

way taking, reduce common alignment with the busway lo­

cation described in the foregoing section, and make the 

future extension south more difficult. 

DEMAND 
LOCAL 

RESPONSIVE AND 
AREA SERVICES 

Throughout the KCMR, there are many areas which cannot 

be economically served by line-haul transit services . 

Moreover, line-haul services have not always satisfied 

mobility requirements of necessity transit users such as 

the aged, the young , the poor and the physically handi­

capped. One means of satisfying these service demands 

is through the innovative alternative of demand respon­

sive transportation . 

Operationally, demand responsive transit utilizes a fleet of 

relatively small vehicles traversing a flexible routing 

pattern . Communications between the user of the system 

and the operator allow demand responsive services to be 

provided on either a prearranged (Dial-A-Ride) or a 

demand actuated basis . Experience in many other cities 

testing demand responsive transportation indicates that the 

degree of operational sophistication directly affects the 

size of the system service area, service patterns, 

management requirements and capital and operating 

costs. It must be strongly emphasized that in concept 

demand responsive transportation offers a very attractive 

option; however, the operational and financial 

considerations can detract significantly from its 

effectiveness. 

Potential demand responsive service areas have been 

identified throughout the Region . The selection of these 

candidate areas, shown on Figure 8 has been based upon 

the socioeconomic data given in Table 3 and on travel 

desires. 
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TABLE 3 

PRIORITY SERVICE AREAS & CHARACTERISTICS 

DEMAND RESPONSIVE SYSTEMS 

Families 

Service Total Elderly Elderly Pop. 
Autoless Below 

Area Population Population Density/mi 2 Households Poverty Level 

I - Liberty 17, 137 1,636 182 471 209 

II - K. C., Mo. 18,316 2,667 267 486 313 

North 
Ill - Independence 37,974 7,724 772 2,173 888 

IV - Kansas City 34,971 5,991 749 2,960 1,590 

Kansas - North 
V - Kansas City 36,765 6,997 l, 166 3,064 1,034 

Kansas - South 
VI - K. C., Mo. 73,757 9,973 l, l 08 8,920 2,701 

Northeast 
VII - K. C., Mo. 41,806 9,447 l, 181 8,462 2,155 

CBD 
VIII - K. C., Mo. 97,567 18,489 1,541 13,631 3,157 

Midtown 
IX - K. C., Mo. 76,436 17,018 1,418 5,320 l , 134 

Brookside 
X - K. C., Mo. 33,702 7,989 l, 141 1,552 458 

South 
XI - Raytown 25,965 2,401 343 295 165 

XII - Grandview 24,211 l, 127 125 191 244 

XIII - Lee's Summit 11,940 l, 148 191 207 148 

Source : 1970 Census, MARC. 
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To illustrate th e concept of demand responsive 

transportation one t t . . , pro o ype system was developed using 

a portion of ser · IX B k . . . vice area - , roo side. In Figure 9 the 

ma1or activity centers most likely to encourage demand 

FIGURE 9 
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I 
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responsive usage are shown in addition to one possible 

routing scheme . These include the Plaza, UMKC, Menorah 

Medical Center, Baptist Memo~ial Hospital, Troost Avenue 

Commercial Area, and Brookside . 

The prototype system was designed using a combination of 

the two aforementioned service types . The routing would 

be essentially fixed, but also flexible to handl 

spontaneous p;,k-ups and drop-offs_ w;th;n the 3-4 blo,: 
limit of the routes . Along the ~ain route at specified 

locations, checkpoint activity locations are designated for 

scheduled stops acting as demand responsive 

collection / distribution ~enters . Th~s, each user of the system 

has the option of either walking to or from the most 

convenient center or prearranging a more personalized 

pick-up or drop-off within the limit of the service area . 

Service should be offered only within the service area 

providing optimum response time. Passengers with 

destinations ,utside the service area can be delivered to a 

transfer point for transfer to another demand responsive 

system or to an intersecting line-haul routing. 

Typical operating characteristics which this system might 

have are described below : 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Service Area : 6 Sq. Miles 
Service Doy Length : 8 A.M. to 7 P.M . 

Service Days/ Week : 6 
Route Length (Fixed Portion) : 7 6 Miles 
Average Vehicle Speed : 12-15 MPH (including 

stops and starts) 
Headway Range : 75-20 Minutes 
Fleet Requirements: 4 Vehicles (2 clockwise· I 

2 counterclockwise) 
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Operating cost s for demand respon sive tran sit vary 

con siderably depending upon the operator of the system 

and the planned operational and maintenance programs. 

For Kansas City , current annual operating costs for this 

sample system might be approximately $700 / day or 

$200,000 / year . 

Revenue foreca sts for demand responsive service are 

highly speculative. These services must be viewed as an 

experimental program and if they do not meet criteria 

established a s a matter of policy they should be 

discontinued and replaced with local scheduled service . 

This criteria would be expressed in terms of either the 

minimum number of passengers per mile carried follow ­

ing a suitable break-in period or by designation of a tol ­

erable operating ratio . The inauguration of demand re ­

sponsive services in other metropolitan areas ha s re sult­

ed in extremely high operating costs per pa ssenge r car ­

ried and has resulted in some of these service s being 

discontinued . 

A meoningful standard for this criteria would be the 

passengers required at variou s levels to maintain a 3.0 

operating ratio (expenses + revenues) . For example, it 

would require over 2,300 passengers a day to produce 

sufficient revenues to reach this operating ratio for this 

prototype system if the fare was 10 cents . A 50 cent fare 

would require 465 passengers a day . 

More detailed investigations must be undertaken to 

establish the need and appropriate type of service for 

each of the candidate areas before demand responsive 

services are implemented . 

MAJOR SERVICE AREAS 

This section will provide an explanation of the major 

services to be provided in various service areas throughout 

the Region . The description is accompanied by maps which 

show specific areas, transit services and facilities includ ­

ed , and their relationship to the regional system . These 

major service area s are : 

Kansas City , Missouri CBD 

Jo ck son County 

Clay and Platte Counties 

Wyandotte County 

Johnson County 

Where parts of the rapid transit corridors are included in 

the service areas, the service to be offered by both the all 

bus and the fixed guideway option are briefly described. 

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI CBD 

Figure l O shows the Kansas City , M issouri CBD within the 

freeway loop as well as the commercial area to the south 

which includes Crown Center, the proposed Pershing 

Square development, and the Union Station area . 

Indicated on the map are the major streets where 

preferential lanes for buses might be provided and the 

streets which will be utilized to carry buses to and from the 

major corridors serving this area . It does not show other 

streets which would be used for local buses . The fixed 

guideway routing and station locations described in the 

previous section are shown in Figure 11 . 
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It would be highly desirable to take advantage of the high 

standard of freeway access to and from the CBD. Major 

freeways serving this area are 1-35 from Johnson County, 1-

70 West connecting Kansas City, Missouri and Wyandotte 

County , 1-70 East serving the eastern part of the City 

and the highly developed areas of Jackson County, the 

Broadway Extension & 1-29 & 1-35 serving the Northland, 

and other major arterials serving the southern corridors. 

Within the freeway loop express buses would utilize an 

east-west and a north -south loop where preferential curb 

lanes could be provided to assure that the buses would 

travel with as little congestion as possible. In the north ­

south direction these express buses would utilize the 

Main / Walnut one-way pair which is part of the City 's street 

improvement program . Main would be operating in a 

southbound direction while Walnut in a northbound 

direction . Because this north -south access carries a high 

volume of transit passengers, preferential lanes along 

Grand Avenue would also be provided. Buses would enter 

the CBD on various streets shown and distribute and pick 

up passengers along these preferential lanes returning to 

the route as indicated . At the intersection of l l th and 

Grand, a major transfer station is proposed on the site of 

the Emery Bird store which would also have the opportunity 

of joint development with a commercial building . 

In an east-west direction, the major streets for express 

buses would be l 0th in an eastbound direction and l l th in 

a westbound direction . At the major stops on both of these 

loops, shelters and in some cases, waiting rooms should be 

provided for the convenience of the transit passengers. 

Also shown are proposed connections in the City 's traffic 

plan between l 0th and 12th and between Central and 

d The configuration of ramp access from h Broa way. . .
6

.
1
. . t e 

. f ways permits much flex, 1 Ity In bus routin various ree . . g and 
h bus volumes increase, implementation as t e . of 

f t ·al lanes can be staged to f,t the requirement pre eren I s of 
transit service . 

I h n is the southern terminus of the prop A so s ow osed 
I . busway from Vivion Road to the CBD wh· h exc us1ve , Ic 

.d access for the buses along Admiral betw prov, es een 
d d Walnut . In addition, the northern termin Gran an . . us of 

the proposed exclusive busway in the median of the South 
.d Freeway carrying buses on their own Ian M, town es to 

Road is indicated . South of the CBD the princ· I Truman 
1
Pa 

t t b e used by express and local buses would b stree s o e 

. Walnut and Grand. The 23rd Street Conne t Main, ' c or 
adopted as part of the Pershing Square project Would be 

used to distribute buses from the preferential lanes on 
d Y via the Pennway and connecting with th · Broa wa . Is 
. I In utilizing the connector, a high level of se . artena. . . rvIce 

would be provided to the Union Station area, the Pershing 

Square project, and Crown C~nter. In the event that the 

construction of the Connector 1s delayed, Pershing Road 

could be used for this purpo~e if a one block street could be 

provided by extending Pershing Road west to Pennway. 

It should be emphasized that while the bus routings and 
facilities shown in the Figure are based on the year 

2000 
demands, they can be put into operation as the demand 

develops without interfering with automobile circulation 

more than is necessary . In order to provide the highest 

level of service possible to the transit patron, preferential 

treatment for buses is con sidered essential and 

con sequently must be accommodated by some restrictions 

on the use of automobile lanes . Th e implementation of 
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In this map of the CBD and area south to the Union 

Station , the preferential bus lanes a re shown as well 

as the east-west and north -south loops which express 

buses would use to distribute and pick up passengers 

within the downtown area . Access to the CBD would 

generally be via the principal freeways and arterials 

and in some cases along exclusive busways to the 

fringe of the CBD . A major transfer station would be 

located at the intersection of 11th and Grand . 
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special bus facilities must be closely coordinated with the 

City Department of Transportation taking advantage of 

the most up-to-date traffic engineering techniques that are 

possible. These techniques include special traffic signal 

systems giving preferences to buses where justified, 

monitoring equipment which helps coordinate and dispatch 

the buses to assure meeting schedules and adequate 

signing to guide both the motorist and the bus operators in 

this highly developed area . 

In order to provide shuttle service within the downtown 

area , a more extensive Dime-a -Time type service is shown 

on Figure 11 . This routing continues the present east-we st 

and north-south routings of the shuttle service but adds a 

second north -south service utilizing Walnut and Grand as 

well as Main Street . This shuttle service would link the 

activities within the freeway loop with River Quay, Pershing 

Square, Crown Center, and Union Station. 

This shuttle service would act as a sub-system to serve 

these activity centers and could easily be extended to the 

Country Club Plaza utilizing the preferential lanes shown 

in Figure 11 and on Broadway. Frequent service is es­

sential for a successful shuttle system plus it must have 

the flexibility to respond to transit needs without a major 

capital investment . In service function , the shuttle service 

could be the forerunner of a fixed guideway system link­

ing the CBD, Crown Center/ Pershing Square and the 

Plaza . 

JACKSON COUNTY SERVICE AREA 

J kson County is one of the most highly d 
Western ac • 

1 
d e-

d 
s in the KCMR . It inc u es the downto 

velope area C Wn 

f K nsas City, Missouri; the ountry Club corrido . 
area o a f r, 

d 
dence· Raytown; and many o the major Inter 

In epen ' -
state freeways . 

. 12 hows the high level of local and express tra . 
Figure s . nsIt 

. b •ng provided in the Long Range Transit Pl 
service e1 . . . an . 

h f th e 24 miles of rapid transit corridors ore . 
Muc o in-

d 
• this section of Jack son County . The map . 

elude in . in -
. th park & ride and maIor transfer stations . 

d1cates e in -

d d 
. the plan . A summary of the major servi 

clu e in . ces 
and facilities is shown in Table 4. 

The pattern of transit route s shown, reflects the historic 

I ent of the major corridors and also takes int 
deve opm o 

'd at·1on the long range forecast of population and canst er . . 
employment developed at the . beginning of the transit 

d 
While many of the transit routes would continue to 

stu Y· c· M' · 
'd service to the Kansas 1ty, 1ssoun downtow 

prov1 e . I d d n 
ny new services are inc u e to provide east area, ma -

west and north-south transit servic~ for people living and 

k
. ·n other pa rts of the Region . wo r Ing 1 

• e I·s included on all of the major highways in th Bus servIc e 
. · eluding 1-70 South Midtown Freeway, 1-29 US 

Region in ' · . ' · . 

0 US 24 and U. S. 40 . On certain freeway s and 5 • • I 

m~jor arterial s, preferential or exclu sive bus lanes are 

d a s part of the plan . These include the South propose 
Midtown Freeway from Truman Road to U.S. 50 and 
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An extension of the present Dime-a -Time services is 

proposed as part of th e Long Rang e Plan . These 

routes would provide convenient service at close 

headways serv ing the major activity centers within the 

downtown area as well as th e Union Station / Pershing 

Square/ Crown Center area . One-way stre et patterns 

and other connecting roads are in accordance with the 

proposed improvements of Kansas City Transportation 

Department. The fixed guideway station locations 

and alignments in the CBD are also shown. 
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possibly 75th Street and additional lanes on U.S. 40 from 

Sterling Avenue to Van Brunt which then lead into an 

exclusive bu sway along 31st Street to connect with the 

South Midtown Freeway . In addition, a new Missouri River 

bridge is proposed which would carry exclusive bus lanes 

or fixed guideway from the Northland to the CBD. In order 

to encourage transit usage for the longer trips, park & ride 

facilities are an integral part of the program. Some of 

these would be in joint use at existing or proposed 

shopping centers and the Sports Complex while others 

would be independent stations on property acquired for 

this purpose and providing a high standard of access to 

the major highways of western Jackson County . These park 

& ride facilities would vary in capacity from 200 to 500 cars 

and in addition, act as a transfer point between local and 

express bus routes . 

Transit service within the individual communities would be 

provided by both local bus service and by demand 

responsive or Dial-A-Ride services with close coordination 

where necessary between the local and regional transit 

lines . 

The Long Range Plan includes the ultimate prov1s1on of 

fixed guideway routes, some of which could be used 

initially for bus operations. In western Jackson County, 

these common routings include the Country Club line from 

43rd Street to at least 75th Street, parts of the South 

Midtown Freeway from the downtown area to 31st Street 

and the proposed busway along 31st Street . If these were 

to be initiated as bus facilities, it would be expected that 

transit patronage could be increased by segregating the 

buses from mixed traffic consequently reducing bus 

travel time . 

TABLE 4 

JACKSON COUNTY 
SERVICE AREA SUMMARY 

System Component 

Route Miles 

• Local Bus 

• Express Bus 

- Busway 
_ Preferential Lane 

• Fixed Guideway 

Park & Ride Facilities 

• Major 

• Joint Use 

• Pa rt of Station 

Fixed Guideway Stations 

Bus Transfer Stations 

Bus Shelters 

Maintenance Facilities 

• Fixed Guideway 

• Bus Major 

• Bus Minor 

All Bus 

458 

164 

l 0 .1 

18.0 

7 
5 

7 

650 

Bus & 
Fixed 

Guideway 

458 

133 

1.9 

6 .4 

18.9 

4 

4 
10 

26 

5 

610 
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CLAY AND PLATTE COUNTIES SERVICE AREA 

North of the Missouri Riv er, the transit service for Clay and 

Platte Counties is presented together due to their simi larity 

in development characteristics . In population growth, Clay 

County is expected to double by year 2000 while Platte 

might increase three-fold from present levels. Employment 

opportunities for Clay are also expected to double while 

Platte should experience a surge of employmen t 

approximating a five-fold increase in jobs. The northern 

sections of the 1-29 corridor near KCI are projected to 

undergo extensive industrial and commercial development. 

Within the Burlington corridor, the Long Range Transit Plan 

includes two options of connecting this area with the CBD 

of Kansas City, Missouri. The bus alternative would consist 

of a two-lane busway originating at Vivion Road, running 

south on the west side of Burlington at grade to 12th Street. 

From 12th Street south an aerial structure would deviate 

from the Burlington alignment at the river crossing and 

utilize a new bridge connectina to the CBD at 7th Street. 

The fixed guideway option would also begin at the Vivion 

Road and 1-29 juncture extending south at grade to North 

Oak, then aerial structu re in the median of Burlington 

Road to a new bridge over the Mi ssouri River. 

Due to the future congestion levels in addition to the 

substantial transit volume on 1-29, further consideration 

might be given to the use of the Interurban right of way 

for a busway or fixed guideway to KCI. Thi s would be 

included in both options providing continuous high speed 

bus access in the bus option and serving as a channel for 

feeder service to the fixed guideway . 

TABLE 5 

CLAY AND PLATTE COUNTIES 
SERVICE AREA SUMMARY 

System Component 

Route Miles 

• Local Bus 

• Express Bus 

. Busway 

• Fixed Guideway 

Pa rk & Ride Facilities 

• Major 

• Joint Use 

• Part of Station 

Fixed Guideway Stations 

Bus Transfer Stations 

Bus Shelters 

Maintenance Facilities 

• Fixed Guideway 

• Bus Major 

• Bus Minor 

All Bus 

218 
86 
5.6 

4 
2 

2 

255 

Bus & 
Fixed 

Guideway 

215 
81 

4.8 

2 

2 

3 

2 

240 
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WYANDOTTE COUNTY SERVICE AREA 

The majority of Wyandotte County development is 

expected to occur within Kansas City, Kansas, since it 

occupies such a large portion of the County 's area. 

Numerous industrial and commercial centers such as the 

Central, Turner, and Fairfax Industrial Districts provide 

abundant employment opportunities for workers on both 

sides of the state line . 

Figure 14 shows the planned local and express bus routings 

in addition to potential areas for demand responsive or 

Dial -A-Ride services . A high degree of accessibility is 

provided throughout the service area by east-west express 

routings -- along Kansas, State, Parallel and Leavenworth 

Avenues converging at the Lewis and Clark Viaduct for 

connection to Kansas City , Missouri . In the north -south 

direction , 1-635 will serve as a major express bus facility 

serving proposed development in the KCI corridor . 

Park & ride facilities have been located along State 

Avenue and at the intersection of 1-635 with Kansas and 

Parallel Avenues. These have been planned to encourage 

auto users coming from western Wyandotte County to 

Kansas City, Kansas and Kansas City , Missouri to leave their 

autos and utiliz e express buses. 

In order to reduce the inconvenience of transfers, two 

major tran sfer stations are included in the Plan . These off­

street facilities would supplement the park & ride facilitie s 

which also serve as transfer points . 

Possible fixed guideway routings to serve Wyandotte 

County were investigated as part of the study during the 

evaluation of alternative system s. While the 24 miles of 

. d .d way described previously do not include service 
f,xe guI e . 

W d tte 
County the east-west line along 12th Street 

to yon o . ' , 

C
·t Missouri can be extended west of Broadway 

Kansas I y , 
th 

river bottoms to downtown Kansas City , Kansa s 
across e . 

d b d 
This line would desirably be located in the 

an eyon . . . 
. t State Avenue corridor and terminate at either 

Minneso a - . 

1
_
635 

near Indian Springs Shop~1ng Center or further west 

the 
State Avenue corridor. 

to serve 

TABLE 6 

WYANDOTTE COUNTY 

SERVICE AREA SUMMARY 

System Component 

Route Miles 

All Bus 

• Local Bus 

• Express Bus 

Park & Ride Facilities 

• Major 

• Joint Use 

Bus Transfer Stations 

Bus Shelters 

Maintenance Facilities 

• Bus Major 

• Bus Minor 

134 

46 

1 
2 

2 

150 
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JOHNSON COUNTY SERVICE AREA 

Located in the southwest quadrant of the KCMR, Johnson 

County 1s characterized by low density residential 

communities , moderate to high density apartment 

complexes, li ght industry , and a number of regional 

shopping cen ters. As seen in Figu re 15, the County is 

penetrated by numerous ma jor highway facilities such a s 1-

35, U.S. 169 and 1-435 providing ready access to the CBD 

of Kansas City , Kansas and Mi ssouri in addition to 

W estern Jackson County . 

Coupling a high level of automobile ownership with the 

exce llent network of major arterials and collector/ 

distributor street s, a favorable environment exists for 

extensive automobile usage . Express and local bus services 

are designed to intercept these vehicles at peripheral 

park & ride facilities . From these locations, express bu ses 

would utilize 1-35 , U .S. 50, Metcalf and Mission Road , 

among others, for acce ss to the regional core. Local bus 

service will continue to provide intra-county mobility 

in addition to feeder service complementing express bus 

operations. 

Demand responsive or Dial -A -Ride services might be te sted 

on a pilot basis connecting major activity cen ters such as 

Oak Park , M etca lf South , Prairie Villag e and Mi ss ion to 

residential areas . The Dial -A -Ride sy stem would also con ­

nect with the local and express bus transfer location s per­

mitting continuous regional tran si t movement. 

A s transit demand in th e southern portion of the region 

increases, bu s preferential treatment may be initiated 

along 1-35 by th e provision of contra flow operation from 

1-435 north to Kansas City , Missouri . Thi s wou ld be 

d 
endent upon the expansion o_f 1-35 from four to six 

ep h of Johnson Drive . 
highway lanes sout 

L R
ang e Transit Plan as presented in this re 

The ong . . Port 

t 
. elude fixed gu1deway service to serve Joh 

does no 1n . . nson 

b 
t permits possible extension to Wyandotte 

County u . and 

C U
nties 1f the pattern s of development 

John son ° . . . and 
. d ands 

1
·ustify 1t 1n the future. Vanou s alignm 

tra ns1t em ents 
. tigated earlier in the study as part of eva luat· 

were 1nves . . 1ng 
alternative systems. The use of the Frisco Rail road right of 

h
. h parallels 1-35 appears to be the 

way w 1c most 

appropriate corridor. 

TABLE 7 

JOHNSON COUNTY 
SERVICE AREA SUMMARY 

System Component 

Route Miles 

• Local Bus 

• Express Bus 

Park & Ride Facilities 

• Major 

• Joint Use 

Bus Transfer Stations 

Bus Shelters 

All Bus 

175 
62 

2 
4 

2 

170 
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PATRONAGE 

Patronage potentials of the Long Range Transit Plan were 

derived from mathematical models which utilized land use 

forecasts, travel behavior patterns and the transportation 

system's network characteristics data to simulate the year 

2000 travel demand. The procedures for determining the 

forcasted patronage are described in a number of 

Technical Memoranda prepared as part of the Study 

and also summarized in the Interim Report. 

The patronage potentials resulting from the models are 

predicted baseline estimates which can be further influenced 

by several factors. The modal split model, which determines 

the transit and auto share of the future travel, was developed 

and calibrated from 1970 transit usage data in the Region . 
Since that base year, the transit cost to riders has de­

creased due to a fare reduction program while auto costs 

have increased. The fuel shortage, which is not reflected 

in the modal split model , has encouraged many patronage 

increa ses across the nation during 1973. Increased high­

way congestion and intensive transit marketing programs 

would also tend to have a significant impact on patronage 

estimates beyond those variables built into the model. In a 

separate Technical Memorandum the combined effect on 

patronage of several important patronage influencing 

factors was analyzed in detail and it was concluded that a 

30% increa se over the baseline estimate could be reasonably 

expected. In order to realistically reflect the impact of 

such factors the baseline patronage estimates for the 

two plan options were increased by 30%. 

On a da ily basis, the All Bu s option is estimated to attract 

295,700 revenue trips in year 2000, of which 176,800 trips 

ess buses or express-local bus combin t· 
are on expr o ions 

112, 100 trips are made enti~ely on l~cal b~ses, and 6,800 
. on demand responsive or D1al-A-R1de sub-syst 

are trips . 0 erns. 
This transit ridership amo~nts to 5 ._5 ¼ of the 5.3 million 

d 
.1 person-trips expected ,n the design year for the Reg · a, y . . ion 

. tely 42% of the transit trips are CBD or·, · 
Approx1ma . . . ented 
. 16 shows estimated daily ridership on express · 

Figure . routes 
for the All Bus and Bus & Fixed Gu,deway options. 

The patronage forecast for the Bus_& Fixed _Gu~deway option 
. d " t s O ridership of 323,600 daily transit trips or 6 00/ in ,ca e . ' · / o of 
total daily person-trips . Some 92,700 tr_,ps are estimated to 
. 1 f ',xed guideway travel, 94,800 trips use express b invo ve uses 

ess-local bus combinations, 129,300 trips ore e I or expr xc u-
. I n local buses and 6,800 trips on demand respo . s,ve y o ' . ns,ve 

or Dial -A-Ride services. CBD trips account for approxirnotel 

45 % of total daily tran~it trips._ Figure 17 shows estirnate; 

daily ridership on the fixed gu,deway routes. 

The difference in express services ~rovided by the two pion 

t . ns in the 24 mile central corridors results in a 1oo/ . op 10 . . . /o 1n-
e in estimated system-wide ridership for the Bus & F" ere as . . 1xed 

Guideway option. The mod~rate '.mpact of fixed guideway 

on system-wide patronage ,s mainly due to the following 

factors : 

• 

• 

In areas outside the 24 mile rapid transit corridors th 

estimated ridership for the two options is about the 

same because trans_it network c~nfiguration and plonne: 

service are sim ilar in both options. 

The fixed guideway component has a limited and ce t I n ra _ 
ized direct service area . Tran sit t r ips to the central core 

from area s beyond direct acce ss to f ixed guideway would 

make transfers at fix ed guideway stations . 
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ring the possible changes in ridership or me . resultin 

f m 
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ro o f IXed 
guideway versus al l bus. 

Whi le both options were tested forth~ some land use, th 

Urn
ed density of development might not oc e 

ass . cur with . 
out fixed gu1deway • 

H er 
there are significant ridership differ owev , ences · 

·dors directly served by fixed guideway. Th e in corn greatest 

t ag
e change is in the East corridor where th 

pa ron . . . . . e esti-
ma ted ridership for the fixed gu1deway option 1s reduced b 

P
roximately one-third when the fixed guidew _Y 

ap oy is 
replaced with bu se s. In the C_o unt~y Clu~ Corridor and the 

N t
h corridor the corresponding ridership reductio or ns occu 

d 
e to slower bus speeds con sequently resulting in I r u . . onger 

t 
· times when compared to fixed gu1deway op . rrp erat1on . 

REVENUES 

The potent ial revenue of the planned tran sit syste m •· I . inc udes 
fare revenue from scheduled and special services and 

h I f d 
. . non -

fare revenue from t e renta o a vert1 s1ng and con . . cess ion 

Sp
ace Fare revenue estimates were developed fro · m pro-

jected revenue passengers and average fares as described 

below fo r the two plan option s. Th e amount of non-f 
· I · d ·11 are 

revenue is relative y . 1:11nor an . w1 vary according to 

future operating pol1c1es . In thi s Study a conser . votive 
estimate of 1 % of the fare revenue was a ssumed f h· Or t IS 

amount of re venu e. For purpose s of making a mean · f . ing ul 
compar ison between revenue ~nd operatin g co sts of th e 

Sy
stem all revenue and operating cost estima tes a ' re pre-

sented at 1974 price leve ls. 



f' l 
I 

.. 

The amount of fare passengers pay for a transit trip has a 

significant effect on ridership and net revenue . High fare 

levels will discourage patronage and low fare levels may 

lead to an excessive deficit. A reasonable fare structure 

should reflect the service that passengers receive and be com ­

petitive with the costs of alternative modes of travel. The 

existing bus system in the Region has a current basic adult 

fare of 40 cents, with additional transfer and zone charges 

for longer trips. This fare structure reflects to some extent 

the distance traveled on the bus by a passenger . The ave­

rage length of passenger trips on the KCAT A system is about 

4.6 miles. When expressed in costs per passenger-mile, the 

current fare structure has a much lower cost rate than that of 

operating a passenger car but does not reflect current 

tax subsidies . Based on these considerations, the current 

KCATA fare structure was adopted and adjusted for the 

planned transit system as a basis for fare revenue 

estimates . 

Taking into consideration special fares for senior citizens, the 

handicapped and children in addition to any discount fares 

presently available, the current KCATA fare structure yields 

an average fare of 34 cents for a revenue passenger trip . 

However, the projected revenue passenger trips for the 

planned system would have an average trip length of 7 .6 

miles . This substantial increase in · average trip length 

should be properly reflected in the fare for the planned 

system . Thus, assuming the current fare structure and 

adjusting for the increase in average trip length, a 39 cent 

average fare for bus trips was projected for the planned 

system. 

Fa re revenue estimates for the Bus & Fixed Guideway option 

was based on current fare structures of similar operations 

elsewhere in the nation . A detailed analysis of several cur ­

rent fare structures for combined fixed guideway and bus 

operations indicated an average fare of 44 cents for fixed 

guideway trips including any transfer charges between the 

two modes . Based on the estimated average fares for bus 

and fixed guideway trips and weighted by the relative 

proportions of projected passenger-miles on each mode, the 

average fare of a revenue passenger trip for the fixed guide­

way option was estimated to be 40 cents at 197 4 price 
level s. 

Based on the estimated average fare and annual ridership 

with a regional population of 2 million , the annual fare re ­

venue for the All Bus option was estimated to be $32 .5 mil­

lion , of which $0.8 million are generated by special services 

and $31.7 million from scheduled service. Including 1% for 

non-fare revenue, the total annual revenue estimate is $32 .8 

million . Following the same procedure, the fixed guideway 

option was estimated to generate a total annual revenue of 

$35 .7 million for scheduled service, $0.8 million from special 

services, and $0.3 million from advertising and concessions . 

The above estimates of revenues were based on an assumed 

fare close to present transit fare levels. Based on the experi ­

ence of other cities a reduced fare would attract more riders 

but also result in increased deficits . As an example, the 

Atlanta transit system reduced fares by 62% in 1973 from 

a base fare of $.40 to $.15. This resulted in an increase of 

approximately 28% in daily riders (which was partially the 

result of improved service) . However, the operating deficit 

also increased substantial ly . 

45 
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Fare levels are matters of policy when considering transit as 

a public service . Even keeping the fare constant in an inflat­

ing economy is, in effect, a fare reduction . In view of this, 

no change in the fare policy is to be recommended as part of 

the study but consideration should be given to such items as, 

reducing fares during off-peak periods to increa se ridership, 

free fare zones in the CBD and monthly passes for commut­

ers . Many innovative fare programs are being tested in 

major metropolitan areas and these should be monitored for 

their applicability to transit service in the KCMR . 

OPERATING COST 

Operating costs for a transit system,as defined in this study 

include transportation , fuel , maintenance, marketing, admin ­

istration , management, employee benefits, tax costs, and 

amortization of deferred charges, but exclude depreciation . 

All of the operating cost estimates and other dollar values 

cited below are in 197 4 do Ila rs to be consistent with the ave­

rage fares used to project revenues . 

For bus operations, two principal system operating vari ­

ables were used -vehicle -miles and vehicle-hours. The unit 

cost rates were derived from analyses of current cost data 

and indicated unit cost rates of $0.54/ vehicle-mile and 

$9.40/ vehicle-hour to be presently in effect. Application of 

the unit cost rates to the estimated annual vehicle -miles and 

vehicle-hours resulted in the annual operating costs for 

bus operations . 

For the fixed guideway component of the Bus & Fixed Guide­

way option , operating costs for scheduled service were esti­

mated from car-miles generated and the cost per car-mile de­

rived from analyses of current cost data of similar fixed 

. erations across the nation. This resulted . 
gurdeway op . d rn a 

f $l 30 per car-mrle operate . Operatin 
unit cost o . . d g costs 

. I vices were estimate separately as des .6 of specra ser err ed 

below . 

d 
the operating characteristics, planned service 

Base on . . , and 
. d tronage, the All Bus option rs expected to 

pro1ecte pa . .
11

. 9ener. 

36 ·II ·on bus-mrles and 3.05 mr ron bus-hour 
ate 54. mI , . . s annu. 

B d on the vehicle-mile and vehicle-hour un·t 
ally . ase . ' cost 

f $0 54 and $9.40, respectively, the All Bus optio 
rates o · .

11
. n Was 

. d t generate about $58 m1 ron annually in 0 estimate O . Perat-
. f scheduled revenue service . 
,ng costs or 

h b Omponent of the Bus & Fixed Guideway opt· . 
T e us c . . ion 15 

. t d to generate about 48 . 16 mrllron bus-miles and 2 7 estIma e . . . 3 
.

11
. bus-hours annually . Appl1cat1on of the vehicle -rn·I 

mr I0n . . 1 e 

d h. le-hour unit cost rates 1nd1cated annual oper t· 
an ve rc . . a Ing 

f $5 1 7 million . The frxed gu1deway component i . 
costs o · . . . s est1 -

d t g enerate 3. 92 mrllron car-mrle s annually . Usin th 
mate o . 9 e 

. t of $1 30/ car-mile, this component was estimat d 
unit cos · . e to 
generate an annual operating cost of approximately $5. l 

.
11

. Combining the two components, the Bus & F' d mI I0n . rxe 
Guideway option was estimated to generate an annual 

operating cost of approximately $57 million for scheduled 

line haul service . 

Because of the unique nature of Dial -A -Ride , i~s operating 

costs were estimated separately. Based on an estimated fleet 

size of 50 vehicles and an annual operating cost of $50,000 
per vehicle from current experience_s with this type of opera-

t
. Dial -A-Ride was expected to incur an additional $2 5 ,on, . 
million annually for each option . 
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There fore , system total annual operating costs for the All 

Bus and the Bus & Fixed Guideway options are $61 million 

and $60 million, respectively. The similarity between these 

estimates is mainly due to the limited nature of the fixed 

guideway network in the Bus & Fixed Guideway option and 

hence its minor contribution to total system operating costs. 

Fixed guideway operation is inherently more efficient than 

bu s se rvice in terms of operating speeds and pa sse nger -car­

rying capacity . Thus, bus lines intended to replace the 

fixed guideway lines in the All Bus option must provide 

significant improvements in level of service in order to 

maintain comparability with fixed guideway operations . 

This accounts for the slightly higher annual operating 

costs for the All Bus option . 

From a comparison of revenues and operating costs for 

both options, it is obvious that the regional transit system 

will require a substantia l annual subsidy. This is similar to 

the experience found in other metropolitan areas in the 

United States. Based on the revenues and operating costs 

summarized above, the All Bus option would require an an ­

nual subsidy of approximately $28 million while the sub ­

sidy required for the Bus & Fixed Guideway option would 

be approximately $23 million . 

It should be noted that these cost statistics are based on the 

system-wide patronage forecasts for the year 2000 using cur­

rent operating cost and transit fare levels . The estima tes 

are, therefore, hypothetical and quoted primarily for the 

purpose of scale and order of magnitude analysis, not for 
financial planning . 

CAPITAL COST 

Previous se ctions have described the se rvice s and facilities 

included in the long Range Transit Plan and the ridership, 

revenues, and operating costs which each system might 

generate . In this section, the capital investment required 

to provide the facilities will be summarized. 

Estimating the cost of major public works projects 1s a 

specu lative effort in these days of rapidly increasing costs . 

Nevertheless, it is an essential part of a feasibility study 

to measure the financial requirements by drawing upon 

the experience of similar projects in other cities and 

applying this experience to conditions in the KCMR . 

While it is obvious that the transit facilities would be con ­

structed over a long period of time, it is necessary to first 

establish their cost at current levels. This provides a basis 

of comparing alternatives and permits applying appropriate 

escalation factors to these costs when staging particular 
elements. 

Earlier in the Study, before developing the alternative test 

systems, cost factors were prepared which were used to esti­

mate costs of these systems on an order of magnitude basis . 

As part of refining the long Range Plan, these cost factors 

were refined and up-dated to the second quarter of 1975 . It 

is important to note that during this period, 1973 to 

1975, certain heavy construction items have increased 
over 60% in the Kansas City area . 
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BASIS OF COST ESTIMATES 

To develop the costs presented here, prototype design sec­

tions were prepared for the fixed guideways, busways, sta­

tions and other facilities to which were applied unit coSt S 

and from this, cost estimates were computed . To the basic 

construction costs, two factors were then applied - 12% for 

design and construction management costs and on top of 

this 15% for contingencies . Contingencies are expected to 

cover many items not covered in the rather broad unit coSt 

factors, as well as, an allowance for unforseen field condi­

tions which might only be determined from detailed surveys, 

borings and final designs. 

The cost of acquiring right-of-way for the required facili­

ties was prepared with the assistance of professional ap­

praisers in order to establish current market values and / or 

possible damages. To these market values an additional 

15% was added to cover the cost of acquisition and con ­

tingencies. In addition, the cost of relocating families 

and businesses was estimated, based on recent experience 

on other projects and included in the total right-of-way 

cost . For right -of-way utilized by transit facilities in the 

South Midtown Freeway corridor, an average cost per 

square foot was determined and applied to the transit 

share of right-of-way utilized . No right-of-way costs were 

included for publicly owned land although when funding 

these projects, the market value of these lands can be 

established and considered as part of local matching 

funds for capital assistance under the Federal Grant 

Program . 

It should be noted that the cost estimates for the fixed guide­

way system were based on an assumed employance of a 

I
. ht rail vehicle system. It is believed th t . 

tram or 19 
1 

d d. a this 

I h 5 
been fully deve ope an 1t offers the 

techno ogy a c· appro. 
. h teristics for the Kansas 1ty area . Th · d 

note c arac . is oes 
P foreclose the adoption of a different t 
not, however, . ransit 

h I gy 
for the fixed gu1deway component . It Would b 

tee no o •i bl h e 
d 

th t O review of ava1 a e tee nology wo Id 
expecte a . d . u be 

d b f re any sections of the f1xe gu1deway are co . 
ma e e O . . mm1t-

f
. I design to determine if any other system 

ted to ina . Would 

f t Speed or operating advantages for this Re . 
of er cos, ' . g1on 

. h fore viewed more as a yardstick system · 
It is, t ere , . . . rather 

h lection of a spec1f1c transit technology 
than t e se . 

. .
1 

I rtain special bus facilities being suggested. h 
S1m1 ar y, ce int e 

developed in order to prepare the cost est' 
Plan were . . 1mates 

d Id be subi'ect to more rigorous design studies b f 
an wou e ore 

·t ts are made to a final design . 
comm1 men 

TOT AL SYSTEM COSTS 

Summarized in Table 8 are the total costs by major element 

of the All Bus and the Bus & Fixed Guideway Plan based 

current costs (second quoter 1975). These costs includ 
on t t ·ion of the complete facilities, design and con t e 
cons rue s ruc -
tion management, contingencies, right-of-way acquisition 

relocation costs, and the purchase of the necessary vehicles., 

Subsequent tables in this section present a more detailed 

breakdown of the major elements . In addition to this 

various technical memoranda were prepared by the Con'. 

sultant to provide documentation of the engineering studies 

and cost estimates prepared as part of the Plan refinement 

A an be seen from Table 8 , there is a significant differ s c ence 
in capital costs between the All Bus Plan and the Bus & 
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TABLE 8 

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS 
LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

(Costs in $Millions - 2nd Quarter 1975) 

Bus & 
All Fixed 

Major Element Bus Guideway 

Fixed Guideway Facilities 578 .36 

Busways & Preferential Bus 92 .98 7.61 

Lanes 

Vehicles - Fixed Guideway 40 .85 

Standard Buses 79.30 68 .25 

Compact Buses l. l 0 l. l 0 

All Other Facilities 63.56 48 .57 

TOTAL 236.94 744.74 

Note: All costs include construction cost, engineering, 

contingencies, right of way, and relocation costs . 

Fixed Guideway Plan. This is primarily due to the extremely 

high co st of constructing fixed guideway facilitie s within the 

24 miles of hig hly developed corridors . These costs for the 

fixed guideway are significantly higher than estimates 

prepared in the development of the Provisional Plan which , 

again , reflect the large increases in heavy construction 

costs during the past two years . As part of the Plan refine­

ment, it was found that several of the special bus facilities 

outside the 24 mile corridors were not justified , based on 

more realistic criteria regarding the provi sion of special 

bu sways along the other corridors in th e Reg ion . Thi s 

resulted in redu cing th e overall cost s of both plan s but was 

of greater significance in the All Bu s option . 

A major difference b etween th e two option s is the fact that 

th e fixed guideway option requires a large initial financial 

commitment for th e f irst link and the essential maintenance 

support facilitie s to b e constructed . Th e All Bu s option can 

be financed on an "as-you -go" ba sis in direct response to 

demand increa ses. Even busway s represent littl e risk . If 

express tran sit is to be curtailed in th e future , expre ss 

lan es can be used fo r mixed traffic operation s. 

Preferential bu s lan e, Lo s Angele s Freeway 
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TABLE 9 

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS 

SPECIAL BUS LANE FACILITIES 
(Costs in $Millions - 2nd Quarter 1975) 

Location Type Length* 

Estimated Cost 

Segment 

North -South 
Vivion Road to CBD Broadway/ Burlington 

Kan sas City , Mo . CBD Various Alignments 

CBD to 43rd St . Main / Walnut/ Broadway 

43rd St. to Waldo Country Club R/ W 

East-West 
Truman Road to 31st South Midtown Fwy. 

S.M.F. to Van Brunt 31st St . 

Van Brunt to Sterling U.S . 40 

31st St. to U.S. 50 South Midtown Fwy . 

TOTAL 

*Two Directions 

SPECIAL BUS LANE FACILITIES 

Foregoin~- ~arts of this Chapter described the special bus 
lane facd1t1es which were included as part of the All Bus 

option . The cost and other data on the seven segments of 
1 in e m1 es are summarized in specia l bus lane s w ·th · th 24 ·1 . . 

· ne a 1t1ona sect ion of exclusive bus lanes Table 9 O dd. · I · 

outside the 24 mile major corridors is proposed for the 

(Miles) 

Exel. Busway 5 .6 

Pref . Lane 5 .0 

Pref. Lane 3 .7 

Exel. Busway 4 .2 

Exel . Busway 1.9 

Exel. Busway 2 .1 

Add . Lanes 4.4 

Exel . Busway 1.9 -
28 .8 

Const. R/W Total 

32.35 

0.64 

0 .79 

11.44 

6 .67 

9 .98 

9 .81 

6 .09 

77.77 

8 .71 

0 .33 

1.20 

3.48 

0 .30 

l. 19 

15.21 

41 .06 

0.64 

1.12 

11.44 

7.87 

13.46 

l 0 . 11 

7.28 

92 .98 

South Midtown Freeway between 31 st Street and U.S. 50 

with provision s for continuation to 75th Street. Th e desig~ 

of the freeway should be adapted to provide for exclusive 

lanes and to accommodate the fixed guideway. The cost of 

these lanes is not included in the estimates . 

Figure 18 shows examples of some typical sections of special 

bus lanes that would be utilized and on_ which these cost 

-
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PREFERENTIAL BUS LANES 
ON ARTERIAL STREET 

REVERSIBLE BUS LANE 
PARALLEL TO FREEWAY 

EXCLUSIVE BUSWA Y 
AERIAL STRUCTURE 

TYPICAL SECTIONS 
BUS OPTION 

FIGURE 18 

EXCLUSIVE BUS LANES 
ONE SIDE OF ARTERIAL STREET 

EXCLUSIVE BUSWA Y 
AT GRADE 

REVERSIBLE BUS LANE 
IN FREEWAY MEDIAN 

These cross -sections show the various types of bus 

lanes which might be incorporated into the Long 

Range Transit Plan . Preferentia l lanes might only be 

utilized during rush hours, in the peak direction, 

while the exclusive lanes and busways would be 

devoted exclusively to bus vehicles in the major 

corridors . Many of the exclusive busways in the Plan 

are located so they could be eventually converted to 

fixed guideway operation. 
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estimates are based . These range from preferential lanes 

along major arterials to exclusive grade separated busways, 

each of which, have their appropriate application in the Long 

Range Plan . Some would apply only to the All Bus option 

while others, such as preferential lanes, would be utilized 

under either option. 

It should be noted that of these facilities listed in Table 9, 

over 13 miles of exclusive busway have a common location 

with the fixed guideway facilities in the major corridors. 

Of these 13 miles, l O would not require specific rig ht of way 

acquisition since the busways would be located along State 

Highways or within publicly owned property . 

FIXED GUIDEWAY FACILITIES 

The 24 miles of fixed guideway alignment is separated into 

five sections with costs summarized in Table 10. Indicated 

are the length , construction and right of way costs of 

each section . These estimates reflect the cost of the fix ed 

guideway alignments described earlier in this Chapter and 

are based on the typical sections shown in Figure 19. 

It was noted earlier that certain alternative alignments 

had been considered during the development of the Pro­

visional Plan and are discussed below : 

Burlington Road - The Provisional Plan suggested 

that both the busway and fixed guideway be located 

at grade along the west side of Burlington Road be ­

tween North Oak and 12th Street. While this would 

resu lt in a lower construction cost than an aerial 

structure in the median , it would resu lt in a higher 

cost of right-of-way due to the damages to commer-

. 1 perty fronting on Burlington where access c,a pro 
would be restricted and, south of 12th St., where 

the acquisition of a strip of right-of-way to provide 

for the necessary cross-section is also required. The 

alignment on which the esti_mates are b~sed proposes 

fixed guideway on an aerial structure in the median 

of Burlington Rd . from North Oak to the River at an 

additional total cost of approximate ly $10 million . 

Broadway Corridor - The alternative of constructing 

the fixed guideway in open cut generally along Wash­

ington Street instead of subway under Broadway was 

considered earlier. The subway would reduce the 

right-of-way costs and pro_perty _ acquisiti~n substan­

tially but would still result in an 1ncr_ease In total cost 

of about $44 million. It would provide, however, an 

additional 1.75 miles of common alignment which 

would not require additional right-of-way should a 

fixed guideway system be implemented instead of 

a bus preferential treatment . 

South Midtown Freeway - The Provisional Plan sug ­

gested that the fixed guideway be located within the 

South Midtown right -of-way from 21 st Street to 31st 

Street. The alignment now proposed for the fixed 

guideway would be to carry it in the median 

of the South Midtown Freeway as far north as 

Truman Road and then tunnel under the existing 

interchange to 12th Street. This results in an increase 

in total cost of $11.4 million but would provide an 

additional .6 mile of common alignme nt with the bu s­

way facility. 



DEPRESSED SECTION 

AERIAL STRUCTURE 

CUT & COVER SUBWAY 
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TYPICAL SECTIONS 
FIXED GUIDEWAY OPTION 

FIGURE 19 

The se sections show some of th e types of construction 

included in th e fixed guidewoy facilities . They vary 

in cost and must be adapted to the local conditions 

and su rroundin g development. The advantage of the 

ligh t rail system is that it can be operated at-grade 

with grade crossing s or, as shown on the se sections, 

fully grade se pa rated from other traffic. Station s can 

b e provided for a ll of the types of construction shown 
here . 

BORED TUNNEL SUBWAY 



If the above three original alignments were incorporated into 
the plan., the cost of the fixed guideway facilitie s summarized 
in Table 10 would be reduced by $65 million to $513 million . 

These estimates have been based on certain engineering 

studies regarding the physical location and profile of the 

fixed guideway. They are considered to be in the most 

desirable location at this time, but could be modified with a 
resulting decrease in construction cost by putting certain 

sections at grade rather than in subway or open cut . This, 

however, would result in some speed restriction on the 

fixed guideway but takes advantage of the flexibility of the 

light rail technology where crossings can be permitted at 

grade. This procedure is being used in many cities in 

Europe as the first stage of a light rail system. 

One yard and maintenance shop is proposed as part of the 

fixed guideway component. This would be located in the 

vicinity of 86th Street and Prospect on land presently 

owned by the City and could be connected to Waldo by a 

single track along the existing Country Club right-of-way . 

Any initial operating segment of the fixed guideway would 

have to include a yard and shop. If the Country Club line 
was not included in the first segment an alternative location 

would have to be found. 

A summary of the types of construction included in the 24 

miles of fixed guideway is shown below : 

Type of Construction 

At Grade 

Aerial 

Open Cut 

Subway 
TOTAL 

Length (Miles) 

12.4 
2.8 

3.0 

5.2 

23.4 

TABLE 10 

SUMMARY Of CAPITAL COSTS 
FIXED GUIDEWA Y FACILITIES 

(Costs in $Millions - 2nd Quarter 1975) 

Section 

North-South Line 

Vivion Rd . to 

9th St . 
9th St. to 47th St. 

47th St. to Waldo 

(Inc. Yard & Shop) 

Length Total Costs 
(Miles) Const. 1 R/ W 2 Total 

5 .68 84.61 

4.44 239 .11 

3 .51 46.45 

0 .93 85.54 

6 .62 245.73 

0 .30 46 .75 

Subtotal 13.63 370 .17 7.85 378 .02 

East-West Line 
Broadway to 5 .09 149.61 5 .29 154.90 

Van Brunt 
Van Brunt to 4.71 44.70 0 .74 45 .44 

Blue Ridge Mall 

Subtotal 9 .80 194.31 6 .03 200 .34 

Total 23.43 564.48 13 .88 578 .36 

iconstruction costs include engineering and con ­

tingencies . 
2Right-of-way costs include market value, acquisi -

tion costs, and relocation . 



Table 10 includes all of the costs necessary to initiate 

operations on the 24 miles of fixed guideway, except for the 

cost of the vehicle s which are described later on in this 

section . 

TRANSIT VEHICLES 

A comprehensive regional transit system would requi re a 

family of vehicles to satisfy special needs . The vast 

majority of these vehicles would be the standard urban bus 

similar to t,hose presently used by KCATA. These 47 -seat 

vehicles are undergoing substantial research and develop­

ment work as evidenced by the experimental Transbuses 

TABLE 11 

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COST 

VEHICLES 

(Costs in $Thousands - 2nd Quarter 1975) 

All Bus Bus & Fixed Guideway 

Unit Unit 

Type No.Cost Cost No. Cost Cost 

Fixed 86 $475 $40,850 

Guideway 

Standard 1,220 $65 $79,300 1,050 $65 $68,250 

Bus 

Mini Bus 50 $22 $1, l 00 50 $22 $1, l 00 

being developed und e r the sponsorship of th e U.S. Depart­

ment of Transportation . 

In order to supply the needs for demand responsive or 

Diai -A-Ride service a compact bus or "mini -bu s" is more 

appropriate. These might be 15-20 passenger vehicles, 

some of which would have special facilities for permitting 

use by handicapped passengers in wheel chairs. Deve lop­

ment is underway on a battery-powered electric bu s of this 

size which reduces pollution and noise and is being tested 

in several cities in the United States. 

The fixed guideway vehicles assumed for the Long Range 

Plan are the U.S . Standard Light Rail Vehicle similar to 

those now being manufactured for San Francisco and 

Boston. These 73 -foot long articulated vehicles seat up to 

68 passengers and can carry a maximum load of 219 pas­

sengers . They can be operated as single ~nits or in two or 

three-car trains . Single, non -articulated units are 

presently not manufactured in the United States. but 

development work is going on in this Country and in Canada 

as well as by European manufacturers. If the light rail 

system were adopted for Kansas City, an analysis should 

be made to determine whether the single unit or articulated 

vehicles are most appropriate in terms of cost-effectiveness. 

Table 11 below summarizes the number and types of 

vehicles required for the All Bus and the Bus & Fixed 

Guideway Plan, along with their present unit costs and total 

costs . During the last two years, there has been a signifi­

cant increase in the cost of all three types of vehicles 

shown. The standard urban bus which is listed below at 

$65,000 per vehicle was available in 1973 for $48 ,000. 

The number of vehicles listed in the Table reflect the fleet 
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TABLE 12 

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS 

OTHER FACILITIES 

(Cost in $Millions - 2nd Quarter 1975) 
Bus & Fixed Guideway Plan 

Item Number 

Bus Maintenance Facility - Major 
- Minor 3 

Park & Ride Facilities 27 

Major Transfer Stations 13 

Bus Shelters 1,225 

Bus Stop Signs 10,000 

Special Signal Systems 75 

Bu s Turnouts 200 

Support Vehicles and Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

required to provide service for the forecast demand ba sed 
on appropriate load factors, peak hour patronage require­
ments and vehicle spares. 

OTHER FACILITIES 

In addition to the specia l bus facilities and fixed guideway 
facilities and vehicl th f .1 . . es, o er support ac, ,t,es are needed 
to provide the comprehensive level of service envisioned in 
the Long Range Plan . 

I F 

All Bus Plan 

Const. 

12.88 

20.09 
8.54 
3.22 
6.31 

0.40 

1.88 
0.60 
4.00 

57.92 

R/ W Total Number Const. R/ W Total 

1.20 14.08 1 12.88 1.20 14.08 

1.20 21.29 2 13.40 0 .80 14.20 

2.84 11 .38 20 5 .01 1.96 6 .97 

3.22 1 1 2.25 2 .25 

6 .31 1,150 5 .92 5.92 

0.40 10,000 0.40 0.40 

1.88 50 1.25 1.25 

0.40 1.00 100 0 .30 0 .20 0 .50 

4 .00 3 .00 3 .00 

5.64 63 .56 44.41 4.16 48 .57 

The costs of these are summarized in Table 12. It might be 
well to note the following in connection with these items: 

• Bu s Maintenance Facilities - At least one major repair 
and administrative facility would be required simi la r to 

the transportation center soon to be under construction 
by the KCATA. In addition, minor maintenance and 

storage facilities would also be required . A specific 

location for these facilities has not been determined 
at this time but it is expected that one would be in 
Wyandotte County and one in Jackson County . 
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• Park & Ride Facilities - Plans presented earlier in this 

Chapter sh ow the suggested location of park & ride 

facilities some of which would be separate facilities 

acquired by the KCATA while others would be through 

an arrangement with major shopping centers, the Sports 

Complex, etc. Facilities included would be shelters, 

platforms, and waiting rooms. The costs listed include 

acquisition and construction of these facilities . 

• Major Transfer Stations - The function of these stations 

would be to provide a convenient off -street transfer of 

passengers from local to express buses and between 

major routes . They would be situated throughout the 

area and could be constructed as part of a joint use 

facility with a commercial development. Therefore, 

no right -of-way costs have been included. In effect, 

the transit operation would be a tenant to this joint 

development. 

• Bus Shelters - A large number of protected bus shelters 

should be provided at all major stops throughout the 

Region . These shelters could provide route information 

as well as telephone communication with a dispatcher. 

A staged expansion of the shelter program should be 

developed . 

• Bus Stop Signs _ In order to make transit more visible, 

particularly for the convenience of the transit rider, a 

special design bus stop sign should be developed and 

installed at all bus stops thoughout the system. 

• Special Signal Systems - To provide for special turning 

movements of bus vehicles, the existing signal system 

should be adapted to permit preferential treatment. 

• 

• 

Specific locations for these systems have not yet been 

selected and must be coordinated closely with the 

municipal traffic departments. 

Bus Turnouts - In order to permit convenient loading 

and unloading on major streets, bus turnouts permit the 

vehicles to leave the normal lane of traffic to discharge 

and pick up passengers . 

Support Vehicles and Miscellaneous - This item includes 

all of the necessary supervisors' vehicles, special towing 

and repair vehicles as well as miscellaneous equipment 

throughout the system . 

Preferential bus lane, Downtown Los Angeles 

57 

• 



......... 



-

CHAPTER Ill 

IMPACTS 

CONCEPT OF IMPACTS 

It is the purpose of this Chapter to examine the direct 

effects of th e public transportation system discussed in this 

Report. Economic effects are by far the most critical. 

However, other aspects such as environmental 

considerations, energy conservation, social concerns, 

physical aspects and certain opportunities for developing 

specific transit facilities jointly with other transportation 

facilities, or with private and public building developments, 

are of importance in evaluating available options and 

identifying steps for plan implementation . 

The ultimate objective of the impact evaluation is to assure 

the public .that the transit system eventually recommended 

for implementation will benefit the Kansas City 

metropolitan area both socially and economically. Since 

the state-of-the-art is such that no specific impact 

eva luation process is generally accepted, the transit team 

developed its own procedure for assessing the impact of 

public transit systems on the urban area. Of necessity, this 

procedure relies to a great extent on qualitative, rather 

than quantitative, judgements. Although it is recognized 

that values change over time, the impact evaluation 

hopefully reflects contemporary values as they relate to 

any capital investment in public transportation. 

AND BENEFITS 

Evaluation of the transit system as a whole, as well as 

individual lines, particularly the 24 mile inner core rapid 

transit, focused on the following aspects : land use 

disruption due to transit construction; planning objectives 

as stated by public policy; aesthetics; impacts of transit­

related buildings and structures; noise and vibration; land 

absorption; open space, geology, waterways, and 

vegetation; historic landmarks; air pollution and noxious 

odors . In addition to the All Bus and Bus & Fixed Guideway 

options, the impact of no transit improvements ("No-Build") 

are also presented . This assumes that the present bus system 

would operate in the design year. Where appropriate , the 

impacts are identified in terms of their effects on the user, 

the community and the operator. 

REGIONAL STRUCTURE 
THE PROCESS OF DECENTRALIZATION 

In the _1950's, Kansas City began to change from a highly 

centralized urban area to the decentralized metropolis it is 

today . Some 25 to 30 years ago, Kansas City, Missouri, 

was considered "the city" and all surrounding communit ies 

were suburbs. The city's central business district (CBD) was 

the undisputed hub of all commercial and administrative 

activities of the urban area . Perhaps 60 to 75 percent of 

all daily trips to work were destined for the central business 
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and industrial districts, which extended from downtown 

Kansas City, Kansas, through the Central Industrial Area, 

the CBD of Kansas City, Missouri, and the industrial areas 

in North Kansas City into the northeast bottoms and the 

northern part of the Blue Valley, located partly in Kansas 

City , Missouri, and partly in Independence. 

Dramatic changes in this development pattern occured 

during the 1950's and 1960's, resulting primarily from the 

construction of an urban freeway system in the 

metropolitan area . At the same time that Federal policy 

helped make possible the mass production of single family 

homes, the construction of an extensive highway network in 

the Kansas City region made these large new residential 

tracts accessible . Decentralization wa s the end result . 

As the population of the area moved to the suburbs, 

commerce and industry also began to decentralize . In 

order to be closer to the labor market and attracted by the 

prospect of lower taxes, industry shifted to the suburbs . 

Determined to capture the available retail dollar, the 

investment dollar , and the service dollar, the commercial 

community followed suit and soon shopping cente rs of 

unprecedented size opened in the Kan sa s City region . 

Municipal governments, particularly those of Kansa s City, 

Missouri , Kansa s City, Kan sas, and Independence , Mi ssouri , 

responded by e mbarking on ambitious, far-flung 

annexation programs which almost quadrupled the size of 

the central city within a decade . These city governments 

were convinced that if they did not undertake these 

annexations, numerous small cities would spring up ill­

equipped to cope with suburbanization . Furthe rmore, the 

older cities recognized that a la rge number of small, new 

cities could eventually strangle them economically . 
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Industrial District and the Central Business District of Kansas 

City, Kansas . Immediately north of the Missouri River is the 

thriving city of North Kansas City with its strong industrial 

development. If this urban core area from Armour to 55th 

Street and 18th Street west to Prospect Avenue is 

considered as an entity, then indeed, the metropolitan 

region still has an economic focal point containing a high 

percentage of the labor force . However, it is no longer the 

strongest retail focal point since impressive regional 

shopping centers have developed throughout the entire 

suburban sector of the region, including Antioch Shopping 

Center North, Independence Shopping Center and Blue 

Ridge in the East; Ward Parkway and Red Bridge in the 

South ; Metcalf and Oak Park in the Southwest; and Mission 

and Indian Springs in the West . The assumption that this 

major central core will retain its relative population and 

employment position within the metropolitan region during 

the planning period has been used in evaluating the impacts 

of transit alternatives in this Chapter. 

Kansas City has always been relatively well organized from 

the standpoint of urban land utilization . From the l 890's to 

the early l 920' s, the park and boulevard system gave the 

city its basic definition, with the most expensive residential 

developments occuring along the boulevards and the 

middle range developements occupying the areas between 

them . While industry and commerce were located along 

the rivers, the tributary valleys formed the early railroad 

and truck highway corridors. 

During the 1920's and 1930's an extensive streetcar 

network induced development along its routes . (See Figure 

21 ). Land values were highest close to the streetcar lines, 

decreasing as walking distance increased . The suburban 

expansion of the l 950's and l 960's resulted in the 
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JOINT 
DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

The concept of joint development refers to the planning 

and construction and sometimes financing, of major public 
' 

transportation i mprovements in conjunction with a public or 

private non-transportation project. The key element of this 

concept is the initial acquisition of right-of-way for both the 

planned transportation and non-transportation purposes. 

It has been well documented that major transportation 

facilities will often induce substantial investment, in turn 

producing land uses which tend to benefit directly from the 

proximity of the transportation facility. For example, the 

proximity of rapid transit stations is considered to be highly 

desirable when locating high intensity residential and 

commercial buildings as shown in the photograph which 

illustrates the Toronto experience. Consequently, the 

development of major public transit facilities offers unusual 

opportunities to implement those aspects of official public 

plans relating to the private development sector of the 

local and regional economy. 

On the other hand, it is important to recognize that the 

physical attributes of transit facilities constitute only one 

element in the development process and that other 

incentives are required to bring about the desired end 

result. Economic conditions, both local and nationwide, are 

particularly critical considerations . 

In the course of the regional transit study, the probable 

impacts of joint development on the various test systems 

were analyzed in detail. The 24 mile rapid transit element 

of the final plan will undoubtedly have the greatest impact 

in this regard . In order to better understand the potential 

Development in vicinity of rapid transit stations - Toronto, Canada 

joint development opportunities of the 24 mile rapid transit 

element, several specific situations were identified and 

analyzed, for both the fixed guideway option and the 

express bus option. The amount of land development 

likely to be induced by public transportation would be 

substantially greater with the fixed guideway facilities than 

with the busways. Nevertheless, certain bus facilities 

would have impacts similar to a fixed guideway. 

FIXED GUIDEWAY IMPACTS 

As part of the fixed guideway option, 29 stations are 

proposed along the 24 mile inner core rapid transit system. 

Four of these stations are clustered in the downtown area 

and constitute a special category. The results of the joint 
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development analysis of five key locations are shown in 

Table 13. Experience in other cities, particularly Toronto, 

demonstrates quite clearly that it is impossible to predict in 
advance where a d · h . . n in w at sequence 101nt developments 

ve . owever, some conclusions can be are likely to evol H . 

drawn from the experience in those North American cities 

~here fixed guideway transit systems have been installed 

in recent yea rs . 

?owntown - It is assumed that joint development efforts 

in _the central business district will consist primarily of re­

lating the CBD stations to several significant downtown im­

provements which are already under construction or which 

TABLE 13 

appear to be reasonably committed . The most im_portant of 

these improvements is the H. Roe Bartle Convention Center 

which would be provided direct access by the system. 

Other key improvements include the new Mercantile Bank 

Building, the high-rise officebuilding at 11th and Walnut; 

and perhaps the proposed Regency -Hyatt Hotel at 12th 

and Wyandotte . The joint development effort would 

provide convenient connections betwe_e~ the downtown 

stations and as many of the new or existing key buildings 

as possible. A cut-away view of this two-level station is 

shown in Figure 22. Eventually, an underground system of 

walkways would facilitate pedestrian movement, possible 

ILLUSTRATIVE JOINT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

SELECTED STATION LOCATIONS 

Station 
Location 

12th & Walnut 

27th & Highland 

31st & Cleveland 

47th & Main 

63rd & Brookside 

75th & Wornall 

Gross Acquisition 
Acres Cost 

Present 
Tax 

Revenue 

FIXED GUIDEWAY 

Proposed 
Land Use 

0 Underground Connections to Existing and Proposed 

Commercial Buildings in the Area 

12.4 $610,000 $14,640 Apartments 

7 .8 400,000 9,600 Single Family & Duplexes 

3.0 650,000 9,200 High Ri se Apartment 

3 .0 500,000 7,400 High Ri se Apartment 

11.0 $2,010,340 $40,200 Low Rise Commercial 

Construction 
Cost 

180 Apts . = $2,700,000 

42 Units = $ 800,000 

150 Units = $1,985,000 

120 Units = $1 ,485,000 

300,000 Sq . Ft. = $7,500,000 

Probable 

Annual 

New Tax 
Revenue 

$64,800 

$ 19,200 

$47,640 

$35,640 

$ 180,000 
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even augmenting it with a secondary transit subsystem 

between the civic center on the East and the convention 

and hotel area on the West. The key axis of the system 

would be 12th & Walnut, which would also accommodate 

the fixed guideway transit in subway. Correspondingly, the 

intersecting north-south line under Walnut Street would tie 

in with key banking and office locations. Together with a 

local distribution system entirely separated from surface 

traffic, the system might in time become a key factor in the 

continued refurbishing of the central business district. 

27th and Highland - The station at 27th and Highland on 

the South Midtown Freeway is located in the heart of the 

Lincoln Redevelopment Project Area (Figure 23). This is a 

multi-use area which includes a shopping center, the Martin 

Luther King Hospital , and a variety of housing types . A two­

block section in the vicinity of the proposed station is con­

sidered a potential for joint development. The principal 

redevelopment use here would be cluster housing and 

apartments, approximately 180 units. The number of new 

dwelling units which would be provided here would exceed 

the number of units eliminated by right-of-way acquisition 

for the entire optimum system (96 dwelling units) . 

31st and Cleveland - This station is located in the heart of 

the inner city, which is badly in need of standard housing . 

There is no immediate plan by any public agency to 

provide such housing. However, it is reasonable to assume 

that a transit facility in this location might become a 

catalyst for a housing project . Following prevailing trends, 

the emphasis may well be on the single-family homes and 

duplexes. Approximately 42 units were assumed, but this 

could be expanded if the necessary funding and market 

potential were to be realized. 

FIGURE 23 

JOINT DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES 

LINCOLN REDEVELOPMENT 
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47th and Main - This station is located between the Country 

Club Plaza and the apartment area along 47th Street . A 

150-unit apartment building with some convenience, 

commercial accessory uses may well be a feasible joint 

development project . 

63rd and Brookside - Comparable to 47th and Main , joint 

development for multi-family construction appears a 

poss ibility in this location . Some 120 units are assumed to 

be an attainable objective. 

?5th and Wornall - This terminal station could assume 

considerable importance as a development catalyst , even 

beyond the $7.5 million joint development level shown in 

Table 13. Traditionally, terminal stations have been 

considered extremely desirable locations for concentrated 

retail business and services . Since the Waldo district is a 

st r0 ng secondary commercial area in Kansas City, the 

chances for induced joint transit and private development 

are quite promising . (See Figure 24.) 

It must be emphasized that the mere programming of 

transit will not bring about an economic atmosphere 

conducive to substantial investment by the private sector. 

Nevertheless, based on the estimates presented in Table 13 

for selected key locations, it is reasonable to assume that, 

on the average, $3 million might be invested by the 

private sector in the vicinity of fixed guideway stations 

outside the Central Business District . 

Since 25 such stations are contemplated as part of the 24 

mile fixed guideway option of the rapid transit element, 

approximately $75 million would be generated as a 

spinoff of the public investment in the transportation 

syStem . This is not to say that this type of investment might 

FIGURE 24 

JOINT DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES 

75 TH STREET & WORN ALL 
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not happen elsewhere in the metropolitan area, but 

definition of the transit corridors by additional public 

facilities, such as public transit, will lend greater certainty 

~nd an element of discipline to the wide possible range of 

investment decisions . Also, many investment decisions are 

made outside of the Kansas City region, particularly by 

East coast insurance and banking interests . A community 

which makes the effort to update its physical plant through 

major public investments is more likely to attract the 

attention of the potential investor than one which allows 

t~ings to drift, providing overspending into a precarious 

~tnancial position does not result. Competition for the 

investment dollar is keen and anything that a local 

community can do to add confidence to the investment 

decision-making process will place it in a superior 

competitive position. 

BUSWAY IMPACTS 

The impact of busways on land development is likely to be 

greatest where entirely new facilit ies are construced rather 

than where improvements to existing facilities are ~ade. 

Consequently, the construction of 31st Street from the 

South Midtown Freeway to Van Brunt Boulevard is likely to 

have an impact comparable to that of a fixed guideway in 

the s~me right of way ; presently the street is so badly 

deteriorated that any significant public investment is likely 

to substantially bolster confidence in the area . The 

development considered likely to occur with a fixed 

guideway system at 27th & Highland and at 31st and 

Benton (see Table 13) would probably be similar under the 

all bus option . The impact of a major bus terminal facility at 

75th & Wornall, in the Waldo business district, would also 

be comparable to that of a terminal fixed guideway 

station . 

Those sites where bus terminals or transfer stations are 

I ted 
will have a more pronounced effect on 

contemp a .. 
. te investment decisions for Ioint development than 

pnva . 
ordinary bus stops, as illustrated ~y F1gu_res 25, 26, 27 & 

28
_ Bus transfer points in strategic locations are likely to 

result in the concentration of larger numbers of people 

during certain hours of the day, alw~ys an attractive 

feature for the retail business and service establishment. 

Some lo or 12 such stations are likely to be built over the 

next several years in the metropolitan area . If, based on 

experience elsewhere, ea_ch of _these could attract between 

$2.5 and $3 million in private investment, some $30 to $35 

million of total measurable impact may well be 

anticipated. 

Park & ride facilities would also provide joint development 

opportunities in the way of co_nvenience shopping , office 

buildings and other commercial space. The proposed 

downtown transportation terminal at 11th and Grand is 

illustrated in Figure 29. The terminal would be on two 

levels with access from Grand Avenue and Walnut Street. 

Between the two transportation arteries is envisioned a 

plaza area with a high-rise tower that could accommodate 

offices or apartments or possibly both . Becau se the location 

is unique and the facility would be striking, it might prove 

highly attractive for an investor interested in the 

characteristics of both site and building . While it is idle 

speculation to put a dollar figure on th e investm ent 

potential of the downtown terminal , $12 to $15 million is 

not inconceivable. Such a building, in addition to providing 

a much needed public transportation facility , would be in 

keeping with the city 's objectives for downtown and would 

lend tremendous interest to the area . 
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BUSWAY STATION 
BROOKSIDE AREA 

FIGURE 26 

-------

If the Country Club right-of-way were utilized for on 

exclusive buswoy, some of the station s might be at 

grade similar to the one shown here for the 

Brookside area . Sheltered loading and unloading / 

facilities would be provided as well as a modest 

amount of parking and access for local buses. ----
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SELECTED LOCATIONS 

FIGURE 27 

Shown here are two examples of separate park & 

ride facilities that are part of the long Range Plan. 
On the left is a major facility suggested for Johnson 
County at the intersection of 1-35 and U.S. 50. The 

station would also offer the opportunity for 
commercial joint development and easy access to the 
ma1or highways serving the area . 

The lower plan shows a suggested park & ride site 
along 85th Street near Oak which utilizes part of the 
old Country Club right-of-way and provides access 
for local and express buses as well as transit 
passengers who would park their cars . 
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PARK & RIDE SITE DEVELOPMENT 
METCALF SOUTH SHOPPING CENTER 

FIGURE 28 
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SYSTEMS IMPACT 

Undoubtedly, both the express bu s and the fixed guideway 

options for the rapid transit corridors would have an effect 

on land development in the metropolitan area . It is 

impossible to judge either option by the probability of 

impact; however, both investments would be so substantial 

that it is inconceivable that they would not encourage the 

private sector to invest in joint development. There is 

admittedly greater experience in North America with the 

direct impact of fixed guideway facilities, although in the 

four cities which can be studied in this regard - Toronto 

and Montreal in Canada, San Franci sco and Washington , 

D.C. - joint deve lopment occurred during period s of ac­

celerated urban growth . 

As stated earlier, busways and their terminal and transfer 

facilities, would probably attract substantial investment 

capital. It would be concentrated more around the 

transfer ways, but nevertheless it could be substantial. 

Regardless of the ultimate mode in the inner 24 mile 

core, transfer stations will be located throughout the 

region; therefore, a certain amount of overlap is likely 

to occur between public and private investment, whether 

or not the alternate solution is a fixed guideway operation . 

If it is a city's immediate concern to create opportunities for 

joint development as part of a broad reclamation effort, it 

is important to realize that steps other than the mere 

programming of the tran sit facility are essential . It will be 

necessary to merge such measures as the Missouri 

Redevelopment Corporations Act, Missouri or Kan sas 

Revenue Bonds, revenue sharing funds for other public 

facilitie s, and favorable zoning into an aggre ss ive 

development package, to be presen ted to the investment 

communi ty by the respective city councils. 

The Mid -America Regional Council cannot accomplish thi s 

a lone . It w ill require th e fu ll faith and credit o f the lega lly 

constituted municipalities and the prestige of the mayors 

and city council s to bring about major involvement by the 

private sector. The private sector will look upon these 

opportunitie s as a framework within which it might 

succeed, but it will not expect transit improvements per se 

to be the sing le stim ulant for inve stment. 

URBAN DESIGN CONSIDERATION 

IMPACT OF STRUCTURES 

The proposed transportation plan includes 24 mile s of 

rapid transit in two major c~rridors. It would also provide 

an additional 335 miles of express bus routes and a fairly 

extensive network of local and feeder bus lines connecting 

the main corridors with the remainder of the urban area. 

Near the stations or stops as well as in other stra tegic 

locations, parking facilitie s would be provided to facilitate 

usage of the rapid transit system . 

If a fixed guideway system is constructed , it would consist 

of four type s of guideways: underground , on aerial 

structure, in open-cut and at-grade . Examples of typical 

aerial structures are illustrated in Figure 30. These could 

be used as a busway or fixed guideway. Except for 

economic and geological impacts, the underground 

sections are the easiest elements to evaluate . Conversely, 

the aerial structures are the most noticeable facilities and 
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These two renderings show a potential major transfer 

terminal for buses in the Kansas City, Missouri CBD. 

Local and express buses would utilize the terminal 

providing easy access to other parts of the downtown 

area . The opportunity for a joint development of the 

air rights above the transfer terminal is shown on the 

right . Direct access could also be provided to the fixed 
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will have the greatest environmental impact. The open -cut 

and at-grade sections constitute the middle ground. Obvi ­

ously, impact is relative to land use . In industrial areas, 

it will be of little consequence where the transit way is 

situated so long as it does not obstruct traffic circulation . 

In commercial areas, the type of facility skirting or pene­

trating such areas as the CBD, the Country Club Plaza or 

a regional shopping center will normally be very significant 

since it could encourage or discourage the public from 

patronizing such areas. Residential areas, of course, are 

more sensitive to the many possible adverse effects of 

transit operations. Equally sensitive are public areas and 

open spaces of high aesthetic quality . Care must be taken in 

constructing transit facilities which relate environmenta lly , 

physically , and visually to such public areas. 

If subways are used, impacts will be less noticeable 

because of the general absence of surface structures . The 

principal impacts will be the bus transfer stations and the 

above discussed joint development opportunities . From an 

urban planning standpoint, the Long Range Transit Plan is 

rational in that it tends to provide service to all major 

sections of the metropolitan area and ties major activity 

centers together. Furthermore, the compactness of the 24 

mile rapid transit element is likely to encourage inner-area 

reclamation. As demonstrated by the freeway impact 

experience of the last 20 years, extending a transportation 

system into the outlying areas would encourage 

decentralization and long commuter trips. If public policy, 

indeed, is to encourage more concentrated urban growth 

and to redevelop the partly abandoned and larg e ly 

blighted inner city sections, the plan is likely to contribute 

substantially toward the realization of such a policy. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Pl will have no adverse impact on 
Th Long Range an . . 

e It lly significant buildings and grounds. 
h. · lly or cu ura 1stonca . . h ly building directly affected by the 
U . Station is t e on 

n,on that it would become more accessible 
t ms in the sense 

sys e it has for years, as a secondary 
nd could serve, as . 

a . U der the fixed gu1deway plan, the 
t ansfer point . n f . 
r . II located east o Union Station 

station ,s actua y I . 
. existing baggage tunne . A high 

using in part an b h b d . Id be offered by ot us an fixed 
level of service wou . 

I 
t the Union Station area . 

guideway Pans 0 

LAND ABSORPTION AND DISPLACEMENT 

h the land required for rights of way and the 
Table 14 s ows . . . 

of housing units and non-res1dent1al 
displacement 

I
. h t As the table indicates, both are minimal 

estab 1s men s. . 
• 

1 
· I not constitute an obstacle to con struction . 

and wd certain Y . 

d II
. ·ts to be acquired under the most desirable 

The we ,ng uni . 

I 
·th maximum use of existing rights of way, could 

pan, w1 d 
1 · II be replaced by one joint eve opment project . 

theoret1ca Y 
II the displaced occupants would probably d es ire to 

Actua y, · h · 
th ghout the market area, since t ere 1s a 

relocate ro u 
.d bl surplus of dwellings on the market . 

cons, era e 

ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

Energy consumption and pollution generation by 

transportation systems are difficult to assess short of 

developing detailed specifications for design , construction 

and operation of such systems . Nevertheless, certain valid 

conclusions may be drawn on the basis of pertinent 

I j 
j 
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FIXED GUIDEWAY 

It is essential that any transit facilities be aesthetically 

pleasing and blend in with the surrounding area . 

Shown here are sketches of aerial structures which 

might be utilized for either exclusive busways or the 

fixed guideway. High standards of architectural 

design would be established . Landscaping and other 

improvements would be an essential part of the 
construction . 

-
EXCLUSIVE BUSWAY 

AERIAL STRUCTURES 

FIGURE 30 
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Item 

Fixed Guideway {Prov. Plan) 
Fixed Guideway (Final Plan) 
Special Bus Lanes 

Maintenance Facilities 
Park & Ride Facility 
Turnouts 

Total {Prov . Plan) 

Total (Final Plan) 

Special Bus Lanes 

Maintenance Facilities 
Park & Ride Facility 
Turnouts 

Total 

LAND 

TABLE 14 

REQUIREMENTS AND DISPLACEMENTS 

Bus & Fixed Guideway 

Housing Units 

Business Market 

Own Rent Total Units Value 

86 194 280 157 21 .58 

46 42 88 133 10.65 
1.19 
1.74 

4 4 8 1.65 
0.17 

90 198 288 157 26.33 

50 46 96 133 15.40 

All Bus 

36 28 64 76 12.64 
2.09 

4 4 8 2.42 
0 .34 

40 32 72 76 17.49 

Costs ($Millions) 

Acquisition Relocation 
Cost Cost Total 

3 .09 2.89 27.56 
1.35 1.70 13.69 

1.19 
0.26 2.00 
0.25 0.06 1.96 
0.03 0 .20 

3.63 2.95 32.91 
1.89 1.76 19.04 

' 
1.49 1.08 15.21 L 
0.31 2.40 
0.36 0 .06 2.84 }' J 0.06 0.40 -
2.22 1. 14 20.85 . _] 
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industry standards and preva iling local conditions . Both 

are interrelated and must be clearly understood in 

evaluating transit options. Accordingly, with the assistance 

of Midwest Research Institute , analyses were made of 

comparative energy conservation and pollution effects . 

The findings are summarized here. 

REGIONAL MODAL REQUIREMENTS 

Future Kansa s City regional energy requirements will 

depend primarily on mode efficiency and the number of 

auto, bus, and light rail vehicle miles necessary to satisfy 

transportation demands under the three alternative 

systems: no transit improvement; transit using fixed 

guideways and buses ; and transit improvement with 

express and local buses . Changes in mode efficiency were 

considered to the extent possible . Because of recent price 

fluctuations and the uncertainty of future energy resources, 

the cost of energy utilized by various modes in Table 15 was 

based on 1974-75 prices . 

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) reports that 

in 197 4 new ca rs averaged 14 mpg; and DOT anticipates 

that by 1980 fuel efficiency will increase to approximately 

20 mpg . This 1980 level of auto efficiency seems 

reasonable given the increased demand for smaller cars, 

commitments made by the automobile industry to develop 

more efficient automobiles, and the present mood of 

Congress to legislate penalties against large cars . The most 

recently published U.S . Department of Commerce statistics 

(March 1975) indicate that the average price for 

automobile gasoline in the Kansas City metropolitan area is 

53 cents per gallon . 

-

TABLE 15 

MODE EFFICIENCY AND ENERGY COST 

Mode Mode Efficiency 

Auto 20 miles per gallon 

Diesel Bus 4.5 miles per gallon 

Electric Bus 3 kw-hr. / mile 

Light Rail Car 6.86 kw-hr./ mile 

Energy Cost 

53<1 gal. 

34.75<1 / gal. 

3<1 / kw -hr. 

3<1 / kw -hr. 

Source : U.S. Department of Commerce , Survey of 
Current Business, March 1975 and com­

munications with Department of Trans­

portation, San Francisco Municipal Railway 

and KCP&L officials . 

On an annual basis AT A buses average 4 .5 mpg and it is 

anticipated that the proposed Transbuses of the future will 

maintain a fuel economy level in this range . ATA is exempt 

from federal tax but pays a state fuel tax of 7 cents per 

gallon . Diesel fuel is purchased at a bulk rate for 27.75 

cents per gallon. For purposes of this study, a price of 

34.75 cents per gallon was used in calculating diesel fuel 

costs. The light rail car considered a standard for the fixed 

guideway alternative will consume an estimated 6 .86 kw -hr 

per vehicle mile . 

One emergency option under the Long Range Plan could 

involve conversion of approximately one-third of the buses 

to electric trolley buses . Based on San Francisco's operating 

experience with electric trolley coaches, 3 kw-hr per vehicle 
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mile was used to calculate the power requirements for the 
electric bus option . 

Based on a strict comparison of energy costs, the diesel bus 

is less expensive to operate in Kansas City than an electric 

bus--7.7 cents per mile versus 9 cents per mile. In terms of 

total operating cost, however, the electric bus has fewer 

moving parts and has an estimated useful life of 

approximately 25 years as compared to 12 years for the 
standard diesel bus . 

COMPARISON OF ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 

The total annual energy consumed for personal 

transportation was estimated for the three solutions and for 

the electric bus emergency option . In order to facilitate 

comparisons of fuel and electric power requirements, 

quantities were converted into total dollar values and 

British Thermal Units (Btu ) of equivalent heat energy. (See 
Table 16). 

In terms of reduced dependency on petroleum for 

transportation , the light rail plan would represent an 8 

percent or 40 million gallon annual reduction in petroleum 

product consumption over the " No-Build" alternative . In the 

same context, the All Bus system would reduce annual 

petroleum con sumption by 33 mill ion gallons. The one­

third electric bus option under eithe r program would save 

an additional 3 .6 to 4 million gallons of petroleum . 

Total dollar value for transportation energy consumed 

ranged from $247.6 million for the Bus & Fixed Guideway 

option to $269.0 million for the " No-Build " alternative . 

There was negligible difference in energy cost when 

. h II diesel bus mode with the electric bu Paring t e a s 
co~ I nergy costs for the systems were compor-t,on Annua e . 1· 
op · . · nee of only $1 .6 m,I ion . able , with a varia 

traffic forecast indicates that the average number of 

The private automobile would be about 1.5 passengers per . d . 
. h t ·t were possible to ,n uce more e fficient use Assuming t a , f . 

b .1 through some form o taxation or benefits of automo , es . ' 
ancy ratio could be increased only 20 and the occup 

1 8 persons, it is reasonable to conclude that percent to • . . 
t ·on would for private transportat,on, decline fuel consump ' , . 

b t 2o percent. The pro1ected fuel requirements by a ou . . . 
. further transit improvements ore 506. 1 million assuming no 

l Year If 20 percent could be saved the gal ans per · ' .. 
. d oline would be reduced to 404. 9 million require gas . 

Th . · less than any of the alternatives evaluated gallons. ,s ,s ' 

d the estimated ridership (see Table 16). It must also 
base on . ' f ' . . t . .d 

. d t that O sign, ,cant increase in rans,t r, ership be po1nte ou 

h t t ·mated would likewise reduce the fuel con-over t a es, 

sumption in the region . 

ENERGY SUPPLY 

A major consideration in deter~'.ning th e impact on KCPL 

of supplying electricity for transit 1s the peak hour demand. 

Currently, the annual KCPL peak load requirements occur 

in the summer months between 3 p ._m . a nd 6 p .m. From 

1963 to 1974, KCPL peak load require ments increa sed at 

an average annual rate of 7 . 1 pe rcent and ore forecast to 

. approximately 5 percent annually . increa se 

The light roil option with th e electr ic b us provi sion , which 

will requi re more electr icity than th e oth er al terna tiv e 
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TABLE 16 

ANNUAL ENERGY REQUIRED FOR PERSONAL TRANSPORTATION KCMR-YEAR 2000 

Assuming One-Third 
of Buses Electric 

Annual Vehicle Miles (Millions 
Auto 
Diesel Bus 
Electric Bus 
light Rail 

Energy Consumed 1 (Millions) 
Auto Gasoline (Gal.) 
Diesel Bus Fuel (Gal .) 

Total Petroleum 
KWH Bu:; Electricity 
KWH Light Rail Car Electricity 
Total Btu's for Transportation 

Energy 2 (Ti mes l 06) 

Total Dollar Value of Energy3 

"No-Build" 

10,122.0 
9.4 
0.0 
0.0 

506. l 
2.1 

508 .2 
0.0 
0.0 

68 .6 

$269.0 

Bus & Fixed 
Guideway 

9, 160.0 
48.2 

0.0 
4. l 

458.0 
10.7 

468.7 
0.0 

28 . l 
63.6 

$247.3 

All Bus 

9,265 .0 
54.4 

0.0 
0.0 

463 .2 
12. l 

475 .3 
0 .0 
0.0 

64.2 

$249.7 

Bus & Fixed 
Guideway 

9, 160.0 
32. l 
16. l 
4.1 

458.0 
7.1 

465. l 
48 .3 
28 . l 
63.6 

$247.4 
1

Assumes autos 20 mpg, diesel buses 4.5 mpg, electric buses 3 KWH per mile, and light rail car 6 .86 KWH per mile . 
2

Assumes 135,000 Btu's/gal. gasoline or diesel fuels and 10,600 Btu's/ KWH of electricity. (Approximate heat 
cycle equivalent for electricity) . 

3
Assumes 53<t / Gal. gasoline, 34.75<1 / gal. diesel fuel, 3<t / KWH electricity. 

All Bus 

9,265.0 
36.3 
18. l 
0.0 

463.2 
8.1 

471 .3 
54.3 

0.0 
64.2 

$249.9 

Source : MRI 
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transit plans, was used as a basis for assessing the effect of 

increased peak power demand on KCPL's generating 

capability. An engineering analysis of power requirements 

for the light rail cars indicates an estimated 1-hour peak 

demand of 16.5 megawatts. The total system requirement 

is 45.9 megawatts. The power requirement for electric 

buses used in an otherwise all bus system was estimated to 

by 32.1 megawatts. 

Power requirements for 1990 maximum transit use would 

represent less than 1 percent of KCPL's total capacity. KCPL 

officials have indicated that this power requirement is 

r.elatively insignificant; since company planners strive for 5 

percent accuracy in their projections, KCPL would not make 

special plans for adding capacity to its system . Considering 

the available options, including contingency electrification, 

the Long Range Plan would substantially improve the 

overall efficiency of transportation--public and private--by 

better utilization of two basic fuel sources (coal and oil) 

and by reducing gasoline and diesel fuel consumption . 

ENVIRONMENT AL ASPECTS 

AIR POLLUTION 

Public concern w ith air and water pollution is of key 

importance in all major public undertakings today. Since 

water would not be affected by transit in Kansas City, the 

investigation conducted by Midwest Research Institute 

focused on air pollution . The three major pollutants of 

urban air, primarily attributable to automobile emissions, 

are carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx ) and 

nonmethane hydrocarbons (HC) . Of these pollutants, only 

nitrogen dioxide has been monitored over a sufficiently 

. f the Kansas City region to characterize 
I e portion o 
arg . l"ty The average NO 2 values in the 

. al air qua I • 
region . . have been found to be only half of the 
Kansas City region h . I . 

. specified by t e nat1ona air quality 
allowable maximum 

standard . 

Based 
on spot measurements of non methane 

it has been determined that no significant 
hydrocarbons, · · f CO h 

t i exists. Monitoring o as been 
roblem presen y . 

P d or two sites in Kansas City for about 
conducte at one . . 

Th se limited measurements indicate that 
three years. e . 

f Co 
e close to, but not in excess of, the 

levels o or d 

bl I
. •t nder federal standar s. Consequently it 

allowa e 1m1 u . ' 
. . that the U.S. Environmental Protection 

is not surprising . 

d
.d t define a necessary transportation control 

Agency I no . . 
f this region with respect to air quality 

strategy or I · 
d f Co The Long Range Pan viewed from an 

standar s or · . 
. I standpoint will not produce large 

operat1ona h d 
t . of buses with tight ea ways anywhere in 

concentra ions . 
l·t area The largest concentration of buses 

the metropo, an . . 
. h 30 to 45 second headways would occur 1n the CBD 

wit b f h. I · 
d 

. k hours but the num er o ve 1c es involved uring pea , .. 
would not create unacceptable co_nd1t1ons. For comparison 

. h h "N -Build " system total vehicles entering the CBD 
wit t e O ' 

0 
• 

d 
. the peak hour will be reduced by 16 1/o with the Bus & 

uring o . h h 
Fixed Guideway option and by 81/o wit t e All Bus option . 

Buses entering the CBD during the peak hour would be re ­

duced by 43% with fixed guideway in place of an all bus 

operation. 

The analysis concludes further that ther~ or~ no other 

d Vl·ronmental effects such as v1brat1on , water a verse en 

II t . obi·ectionable odors, adverse effects on po u ,on , . 
vegetation , geology and the like . 
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SOCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

LOW INCOME AREA ACCESSIBILITY 

Service to low income a reas is a principal goal of transit 

planning. Census tracts with a mean income level fo r 

households and unrelated individuals of $5,000 per year 

or less are con sidered at poverty level . Figure 31 shows 

census tracts in this category, ba sed on 1970 cen sus data. 

Relating these tracts to the Long Range Plan, it is apparerit 

that they would receive satisfactory service east and south 

of the Central Business District . While local service would 

not be much more than present bu s service, most of the 

area is also served by the rapid transit corridor . This 

becomes even more apparent if the next higher income 

group, up to $8,000, is considered . (See Figure 31 ). 

·1n 1970, the total number of households and unrelated 

individuals in the census tracts with a mean annual income 

of $5,000 or less was 41 ,300. All of these households are 

less than one-quarter mile from transit lines proposed in 

the plan. Approximately 5,800 persons, or 14 percent, are 

within one-quarter mile of rapid transit corridors, or within 

a band one-half mile wide . Taking the census tracts with a 

mean income of $8,000 per year, the total number of 

persons would be 382,600. Of these , 257,000, or 67 
percent, have transit access within one-quarter mile . Some 

14 percent, or 55,000 are within one quarter mile of rapid 

transit . Accessibility for both categories is excellent . 

-

GENERAL POPULATION AND 
EMPLOYMENT ACCESSIBILITY 

On the basi s of 1970 U.S. Census data and yea r 2000 popula ­

tion and employment a ssignments, the number of 

people who would have access to the 24 mile rapid 

tran sit corridors with in one -quarte r mil e ha ve been 

estimated . Table 17 shows that 1970 population would 

include 115,562 person s within the stated distance of any 

of the two routes . For t he design year, the number would 

increa se to 130,700. If the feeder and express bus system 

is included, the number of persons served by the total 

transit system would be between l .4 million and 1.5 
million . This is not to say that the remaining 500,000 or 

600,000 potential riders would be without service. It 

merely mean s that the service pattern of buses operating 

in the outlying area s would be a substantially greate r 

distance from some residents . If the whole system were in 

operation at this time, 1.1 million people would be within 

walking distance of a service line . This is so becau se the 

system would be out of scale in proportion to the existing 

1.3 million population in the study area, as it is d esigned 
for a level of 2 million . 

Figure 31 and Table 17 show employment acce ssibility . 

If the future system were in operation in 1970, 90 
percent of all jobs would be within one-quarter mile 

walking distance of a route . For the year 2000, the 

percentage would be 78 . It is, therefore, readily 

apparent that from the standpoint of accessibility to place 

of residence as well as accessibility to jobs, the rapid transit 

element and the total system including feeder and express 

buses would serve the anticipated population exceedingly 
well. 
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

TRAVEL COST COMPARISONS 

An analysis wa s made by Midwest Research In stitute of the 

re lative costs of travel within each of the three majo r plan 

options : the "No-Build" program; the fixed guideway plan ; 

and the all bus option . The results are summarized as 
follows : 

• The transfer of auto tr ips to transit under the Long 

Range Plan with or without fixed guideways will reduce 

the numer of auto miles driven by approximately 900 

million and decrease auto-related operating expenses 

by over $120 million annually . 

• Operation, maintenance and equipment replacement 

expenses for the "No-Build" alternative will be $14. l 

million annually as compared to $77. 9 million for the 

plan with fixed guideways and $70.2 million for the All 

Bus program. In terms of distributing this expenditure 

on a per passenger mile basis the "No-Build" alternative 

w ill co st 12. 9 cents while the plan alternatives are lower 

with co sts of 8.7 cents and 9.6 cents per passenger mile , 

respectively . 

• The out-of-pocket cost per trip or transit fare for the 

"No-Build " alternative will be slightly less than for the 

Long Range Pla n; howeve r, the per passenger mile cost 

will be higher- 8 .5 cents a s compared to slightly over 5 

cents . 

• In terms of total direct regional t ransportation 

costs- t ransit operating , maintenance and replacement, 

• 

and auto operating expenses- the plan systems will 

I
. n annual savings of $71 million with fixed rea 1ze a 

guideway and $64 million without fixed guideway . On 

the basis of out-of-pocket expenditures for personal 

transportation - transit fa_re cos~s and auto operating 

thl·s annual savings will be over $95 million expense - • 

The savings in transportation cost of the proposed 

system alternatives is not the result of auto trips being 

TABLE 17 

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT 
ACCESSIBILITY ¼ MILE OF 

TRANSIT LINES 

Total System Rapid Transit 

1970 2000 1970 2000 

Popula - 1,125,000 1,500,000 115 ,562 130,700 

tion 

Low 

Income 

Moder­

ate 

Income 

Employ­

ment 

41,300 5 ,800 

382,600 55,000 

512,000 740,000 125,700 162,000 
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LEGEND 
¼ Mile Transit 

Acce ss ibility 
Income $5 ,000 . a nd und er 

il In come $5,000. to $8 ,000 . 

I 
The Long Rang e Pion will provide tran sit 
service w· h. 
of h it in walking di stance of 75% 

t e forec t I . 

J 

jobs. Parf a~ popu ot1on and 78% of the 
. . 1cu or emphasis was place d on 

Prov1d 1n 
the 

I 
g easy accessibility to transit for 

owe · 
sh r income areas . The map here 

ows those d . 
to b etermined by the 1970 census 
in e predominantly low and moderate 

corne and . d' 
ac . in 1cates the high level of 

cess1bility 
Posed . to be provided by the pro-

transit routes. 

PLATTE 

WYANDOTTE 

JOHNSON 

ACCESSIBILITY MAP 
1970 LOW & MODE RA TE 

INCOME AREAS 

FIGURE 31 
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converted to less expensive transit trips. The reduction 

of transportation cost is a result of the shorter and fewer 

trips generated by the projected higher density and 

urban core redevelopment. 

• The systems of the long Range Plan would require 

between 9.5 million and 10 million more man-hours of 

travel time than the "No-Build" alternative. This in­

crease in travel time is the result of transfers from auto 

with an average trip time of 16 minutes to transit with a 

higher average door-to-door trip time. The additional 

travel time required is eq·ual to an indirect transporta ­

tion cost of $28 million with fixed guideway and $37 

million for the all bus operation. 

• In summary, regional travel cost would be reduced by 

$43 million and out-of-pocket expenses would decrease 

by $78 million annually under the long Range Plan 

with fixed guideway. Savings under the All Bus option 

would be in the range of $27 and $58 million 

respectively. 

IMPACT OF CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 

MRI analyzed the overall effect of transit development on 

employment in the Kansas City region and summarized this 

theoretical impact a s follows: 

• Because the major source of funding for both transit 

alternatives will come from outside the Region- ap­

proximately 80 percent would be Federally funded ­

construction expenditures for these projects would 

generate secondary or induced economic activity. 

This is known as the multiplier effect of primary in -

• 

• 

• 

• 

ducing effects on the service industry ma 
come pro , nu-

'. nd other sectors of the regional economy Th 
factunng a · e 

I 
. 1. concept explains how a major public 

mu tip 1er . . . or 
. t expenditure, which is an increase in final pnva e 

d ·11 have O cumulative effect on income O d 
demon ' w1 n 

I t much larger than the initial expenditu 
emp oymen . . re. 
This impact is illustrated in Figure 32. 

t . expenditures for transit with fixed guid Construe I0n e-
'II enerate approximately four times more e"" way wI g . .., -

1 t a nd income than a system without fixed p oymen 
'd . 98 000 man-years and $1,080 million ·In guI eway. , 

. s compared to 21,000 man-years and $230 income a 
million in income. Table 18 shows the probable effect 

in 1975 dollars for each so lution . 

. a 10-year construction period, the fixed Assuming 
'd y option would create an average demand for guI ewa 

b 1 600 and 1 700 on -site construction workers etween , ' 

annually . 

The dis lacement of housing units and business property 

throug~ right-of-way acqui~ition could __ possibly exert 

some pressure within the reg_1on for ad_d1t1~nal construc­

tion . The magnitude of this economic stimulus would 

depend primarily on existing resid~ntial vacancy rates 

and the availability of lea sable business property at the 

time of construction . 

The increase in personnel required to operate either 

system under the Long Range Plan wou!~ create an ad ­

ditional 2,000 permanent job opportunities, generating 

an increase of over $24 million annually in wage income. 

(See Table 19.) 
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FIGURE 32 

METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING THE MULTIPLIER EFFECT PER 
MILLION DOLLARS OF CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 

Cost of Direct 
Construction 
Employment 

($0.4M) 

$14,600/ man year 

Man years of 
Direct 

Construction 
(27.397) 

1.0437 

Man years of 
Direct & Induced 

Construction 
(30.053) 

Construction 
Wages 

($0.439M) 

0.0249 

Total 
Construction 

Cost 
($1 M) 

Total Man years 
Direct & 

Induced 
(160.016) 

Total Direct 
& Induced 

Income 
($1.770M) 

1.1988 

Money to 
Other 

Sectors 
($0.6M) 

$10,240/ man year 

Man years of 
Direct in 

Other Sectors 
(58.594) 

1.6575 

Man years Direct 
and Induced in 
Other Sectors 

(129.963) 

Wages in 
Other Sectors 

($1.331 M) 

Source : MRI 
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TABLE 18 

CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 
EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME EFFECT 

Direct Construction Cost ($ Million) 

Direct Employment (Man-Years) 

Construction Sector On-Site 

Other Sectors Off-Site 

Subtotal 

Induced Employment (Man-Years) 

Construction Sector 

Other Sectors 

Subtotal 

Total Employment Effect (Man-Years) 

Total Income Generated ($ Millions) 

"No-Build" 

$9.7 

265.8 
568.4 

834.2 

25 .7 
692 .8 

718 .5 

1,552.7 

$17.2 

In comparison to recently completed public projects 

funded through local bond issues, shown in Table 20, 

the construction of either transit system is unique from 

a regional economic standpoint . The primary difference 

stems from the fact that this would represent an op­

portunity to attract a sizable investment in the urban 

system financed primarily from outside Federal funds . 

All Bus 

$129.4 

3,545.2 
7,582 .1 

11,127.3 

343.7 
9,235 .1 

9,578 .8 

20,706.1 

$229.1 

Bus & Fixed 
Guideway 

$610.4 

16,723.1 
35,765.8 

52,488 .9 

1,621.3 
43,563 .6 

45,184 .9 

97,673.8 

$1,080.4 
Source : MRI 

However, the local cost- 20 percent matching tunds 

required for capital outlays and subsidies needed fo 
operation and maintenance- will have to be weighe; 

against the economic and transportation benefits which 

may or may not be derived from the tran sit imp rove-

ment program. 
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TABLE 19 

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS AND ANNUAL PAYROLLS 

Employment Category 

Transportation 

Maintenance 

Administration 

Total Employees 

Wage Income 

FREEWAY ACCIDENT DELAYS 

"No-Build" 
System 

527 

139 

33 

669 

$8,607,000 

A principal incentive to the use of public transportation is the 

delay often experienced by automobile drivers using the 

metropolitan freeway system . The individual tripmaker is 

most cognizant of such delays when they occur during peak 

hours. They are usually the result of restrictions imposed by 

highway construction, accidents and vehicle breakdowns. 

During the six -month period from January to June 1972, 

accident records maintained by the Missouri and Kansas 

Highway Patrols and the Traffic Analysis Section of the 

Kansas City, Missouri Police Department were reviewed. 

Figure 33 shows the locations of the most frequent 

accidents on the Kansas City regional freeway system 

during this period. Interestingly enough, 75 to 80 percent 

of all accidents in a typical 24-hour weekday period 

occurred during the hours of 6 to 9 a.m . and 3 to 6 p .m . 

All Bus 

2,364 

430 

125 

2,919 

$35,742,544 

Bus & Fixed 
Guideway 

2,197 

416 

125 

2,738 

$33,533,000 
Source : MRI 

Relating this data to total daily traffic periods and 

assuming that a driver's time is valued at about $3 .60 per 

hour, it appears that the traveling public in the Kansas City 

area during the six-month survey period lost the following 
estimated dollars: 

In Missouri 

In Kansas 

Total 

$993,000 

473,000 

$1 ,466,000 

In a special investigation conducted for the project, 

Midwest Re search Institute compared probable accident 

rates under conditions of no transit improvements and 

under conditions of the proposed public transportation 

plan, both with the fixed guideway option and with the all 

bus option . It was concluded that the proposed plan with 

either option would, without question, result in a savings of 

at lea st $10 million annually in accident costs (based on 

91 



--

92 

1975 dollars) . The number of fatalities would likely be 

reduced by 7 percent and the number of transportation ­

related personal injuries by about 4 percent. According to 

the analysis, there is no discernible difference between the 

fixed guideway and the busway rapid transit options . 

However, the safety benefits conceivably could be much 

greater than estimated, because of the largely unknown 

effect of exclusive right-of-way mileage for transit vehicles. 

In any event, the tragedies and inconveniences resulting 

from accidents due to transportation are considerable and 

it would appear that transit improvements as envisaged by 

the Long Range Plan will make a substantial contribution 

towards their reduction. 

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 

SYSTEM 

In order to make realistic comparisons between the costs of 

the present transit system, the All Bus system and the Bus & 
Fixed Guideway system, it is necessary to make several 

adjustments to the basic cost figures. These adjustments 

are designed to do the following : 

• 

• 

Correct for the fact that each of the three system s ha s 

a different distribution of costs through time . 

Correct for the fact that each of the systems uses a dif­

ferent type of technology with different useful lives on 

many of the component parts. The useful life of a bu s, 

for example, is about 12 years whereas that of a light 

rail tran sit vehicle is about 25 years . 

While the above adjustments give equivalent aggregate 

cost estimates for different system s, it should be 

TABLE 20 

COMPARISON OF MAJOR KCMR 
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 
WITH TRANSIT OPTIONS 

Project 

KCI 
Harry S. Truman 

Sports Complex 

Crown Center 

Kemper Arena 

Worlds of Fun 

H. Roe Bartle Con­

vention Center 

Proposed Transit Systems 
Bus & Fixed Guideway 

All Bus 

Estimated Cost Based 
on 1975 Dollars 

(Millions) 

$339 
90 

248 
17 

24 
20 

129.4 

610.4 

Source: MRI 

emphasized that they tell us nothing about what these costs 

mean in terms of transportation serv ice provided . 

Table 21 shows the net capital costs of the three systems . 

These costs reflect the present worth of all capital outlays in 

the period 1975 to 2000, less the present worth of the 

estimated terminal value of each system in 2000. In other 

words, the table shows how much capital each system 

would consume during the planning period . 
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Increa sed utilization of public transportation could': 

reduce the number of highway accidents and 'i 
fatalities in the KCMR . It is estimated that the Long ~ 

Range Plan could result in a dollar savings of $10 

million annually in accident costs and a reduction by 

at least 7% in the number of highway accident 
fat r · 

a 1t 1es . Shown on the map are the major locations 

of accidents which cause highway delay along the 

ma1or Interstate highways in the KCMR . 
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The costs shown in Table 21 are based on a ssumptions as 

to when the fixed fac i litie s required by each alternative 

system would be constructed and when service capacity 

would be increased to its year 2000 level. The staging 

assumptions used here are only one set drawn from a 

number of possibilities and are used here only to add 

realism to the comparison of costs between syste ms. How­

ever, given the factors which determine staging, such as 

the relatively long time it takes to make fixed transit 

facilities operational and the timing of growth in demand . 

Thu s, there are constraining limits on the number of 

staging possibilities. 

The staging which underlies the net capital cost figures 

in Table 21 imply that outlays for right-of-way acqui sition 

and construction of fixed facilities fo r both rapid transit 

systems would be concentrated in the 1980-1990 decade . 

Service on the rail transit component wa s a ssumed to 

begin in 1985. The bus fleet was assumed to rise at a 

more or less constant rate from the present level to the 

year 2000 level, with capital outlays in any given year 

being a function of net fleet additions plus replacement 

requirements . 

The terminal value s shown in Table 21 are ba se d on 

standa rd useful lives for the facilities involved . Thu s, a 

facility which goe s into service in 1985 and ha s a use ful life 

of 25 years , will have a terminal valu e equal to l 0 / 25 of 

its initial cost . The amounts shown in Table 21 re present 

th e present worth of the year 2000 terminal valu es . 

Table 22 shows ope rating costs for th e th ree syste ms. 

Again , these are expre ssed in te rms of present wo rth . To 

some extent, the leve l of operating co sts at any give n tim e 

TABLE 21 

NET CAPITAL COSTS OF 
ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS 

(in millions of 1975 constant dollars) * 

Long Range Plan 

Bus & 
Present All Fixed 

Cost Item System Bus Guideway 

Fixed Facilities 6 .75 63 .92 273 .81 

Buses 
9 .07 25 .27 21.33 

Sub-Total , Outlays 15 .82 89. 19 295 .14 

Less: Terminal Value s 

Fixed Facil iti es (7 .56) (37.51 ) 

Buses (0 .81 ) (4 . 10) (3 .50) 

Dial -A-Ride (0 .05 ) (0 .05 ) 

Sub-Total (0 .81 ) (11.71 ) (41 .06) 

Net Capital Cost s 15 .01 77.48 254 .08 

* All co sts are di scounted to th eir present (1975) 

worth at 10% . 

is d etermined by th e number o f fi xed fa ciliti es in op eration 

at that time . In th e ca se of the two options, a nd specifically 

th e all bu s syste m, it is mo re dependen t upon th e nu mbe r of 

r ~ 
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TABLE 22 

OPERATING COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVES 

(in millions of 1975 constant dollars)* 

Long-Range Plan 

Bus & 
Present All Fixed 

Cost Item System Bus Guideway 

Bus Operations 112 .68 248 .87 239 .60 
Rail Operations 12 .26 
Dial-A-Ride 10.52 10.52 

Total 112.68 259.39 262.38 

*Al l costs are discounted to their present (1975) 
worth at 10%. 

buses in use , which is only indirectly related to fixed 
facilities . In both options it is assumed that the bus fleets 
increase at a uniform rate between 1975 and 2000 . The 

fixed guideway portion is assumed to begin half-scale 
operation in 1985 and full -sca le in 1990. 

Table 23 summarizes the cost estimates based on present 

worth . Considering both capital and operating costs, the Bu s 

& Fixed Guideway system is the most expensive system, ex ­
ceeding the cost of the All Bus system by approximately $180 

million, or about 53 percent . It should be pointed out that 

TABLE 23 

SUMMARY OF COST ESTIMATES 

(in millions of 1975 dollars)'i' 

Long-Range Plan 

Bus & 
Present All Fixed 

Cost Item System Bus Guideway 

Net Capital Costs 15 .01 77.48 254.08 
Operating Costs 112 .68 259.39 262 .38 

Total 127.69 336.87 516.46 

*A ll costs are discounted to their present (1975) 
worth at l 0 % . 

this analysis is restricted to the cost of the alternative sys­

tems and does not reflect benefits which would result. These 
previously discussed impacts and benefits are summarized 

in the concluding section. In addition , the costs in Table 23 

only include the transit component of the Region 's transpor­
tation system and does not consider the cost of additional 

highway investments which might be required if the Long 

Range Transit Plan is not implemented. This aspect is being 
investigated as part of MARC's Long Range Highway Plan . 
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CONCLUSIONS FROM BENEFITS 
ANALYSIS AND IMPACTS 

Table 24 entitled "Summary of Impacts & Benefits" pro­

vides in capsule form an overview of the preceeding analysis 

of probable impacts of various potential transit improve­

ments for the Region. Physical as well as economic, social, 

and resource impacts have been taken into consideration . 

Each of the major aspects subjected to analysis was fitted 

into one of four subdivi sions of the Table and ranked in an 

order which attempts to describe the degree of desirability 

and effectiveness within each analysis category as related 

to the three alternatives : the " No-Build " policy; the Bus 

& Fixed Guideway option ; and the All Bus option . It shou ld 

be noted that for many of the measures in Table 24, the 

Bus & Fixed Guideway and the All Bus option system 

show minor differences. 

The principal subdivisions of Table 24 cover the following : 

Transportation Cost Measures - These include both transit 

related costs -- capital and operating -- as well as total 

transportation costs which ref lect the combined costs of 

auto and transit . 

Transit Usage and Quality Measures - Various mea sures of 

transit usage, coverage and convenience are summarized in 

addition to user cost for each of the three alternatives . 

Measures Reflecting Community Objectives - Many of the 

social, economic and environmental considerations discu sse d 

previously are summarized where they could be quantified . 

Measures Reflec~ing ~ational Objectives _ These 

measures include air quality and use of petroleum under the 

three alternatives. 

While these measures are individually quantifiable, each h . h . as 
its own level of importance or we1g t in the evaluation 

process and does not share any one common index of 

measurement. They, therefore, mu st be subjectively corn-

pared. 

The concept of cost-effec~iveness is one mea_ns of evaluating 

the relative worth of various courses of action . A simpl ' . 1st1c 
view of this technique suggests that all transit alternat· 1ves 
would be compared to a single, common standard of eff 

tiveness in selected regional transit objectives. The altec­er-
natives would then be evaluated in terms of a single mea . sure 

O
f cost with the least costly considered the most cost-

effective. This does not mean that the most cost-effective 

is the most desirable. The Summary of Impacts and Be f ' . ne its 
in Table 24 ranks the system alternatives by various t . . rans1t 
measures in irder to determine the most effective t . rans1t 

network to fulfill Reg ional goals. 

Ba sed on all available planning data and these analyse . S, It 

appears that the All Bus option will provide the most cost­

effective solution for the foreseeable future although not 

necessarily for the long term future . Thi s conclusion was 

confirmed by independent analysis conducted by the Mid ­

west Research Institute which has been incorporated into 

this chapter . However, in recognition of the uncertainties of 

the times and the virtual impossibility of making very Ion 

range plans for any major public improvement, it is con~ 

sidered prudent to retain the concept of a po ssi ble future 

change from bus operations to a different level of technology . 

-, 
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When under 2 % of the total daily trip -makers in the metro­

politan area currently avail themselves of transit service and 

even when it is reasonably forecasted that not more than 

6% of the trip -makers will use a significantly improved 

service, then it would appear that the service can only be 

provided on the basi s of an investment level which is com­

mensurate with that modest usage . In evaluating the prob­

lem of cost-effectiveness and in weighing the pros and cons 

of the many aspects that one must consider with respect to 

investments in public transport, it is significant to note that 

the land use and planning concepts presented here are all 

based on the assumption that at some future point in time 

there will be two million people in this metropolitan area. 

Recent and current fluctuations in growth trends makes it 

very difficult to predict when that level will be reached . In ­

vestment decisions cannot be based on speculative growth 

but must relate to actual discernible facts and short range 

trends in which one can have a high level of confidence. 

This is not to say that it is not legitimate for the general 

long range land use plan to postulate that at some time in the 

future there will be two million people in this region and 

when this population level is achieved, that certain travel 

patterns would evolve with the various consequences 
evaluated in this study . 

The concept of cost-effectiveness applied to public transpor­

tation planning will then logically lead to this notion . 

Presently, the Kansas City regional transit system operated 

by the AT A is attempting to build ridership . The first five ­

year program under the Long Range Plan is designed to 

induce greater transit usage by providing a higher level of 

service, better equipment and facilities for the patrons, 

improved maintenance and management, and by a syste-

matic, rational , monitored approach to service extensions 

through well-tested traditional methods and by means of 

carefully designed innovative practices. If it is possible 

over the next five yea rs to reverse the past trends of 

attrition and of fluctuation in transit patronage, then a solid 

basis will exist upon which to build a broader transit 
system. 

If the public opts for more transit, the Long Range Plan can 

be implemented on the basis of choice and specific policy. 

As was pointed out earlier in this Chapter, development 

policy and choice have often been the sole criteria of 

public investment here and elsewhere. Transit decisions 

may well be placed in the same category. If this is so, 

the Long Range Plan provides an initial blueprint of the 

steps to be taken and it outlines the probable impacts and 

consequences which can reasonably be expected of each 
phase. 
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TABLE 24 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND BENEFITS 

Transit Related Cost 

TRANSPORTATION COST MEASURES 

Measure ment Indices 

I . T rons1f cop1 tol cost 

'1 Annual transit operating deficit 

3. O(ber:;,t&,oRn), momtenonce and replacement 
• cost per mile 

No Butld 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All 8u1, 
Bus & FGW 

Auto and Transit Aggregated Annual Regional Transportation Cost - . 

4 Annual tronsportoflon cost 

5. Annual dollar value of travel time 

6 . Annual trofftc occ,denr cost 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

534.2 (m,I) 
237.0 (ma) 
744.7 (mil) 

4.2 (m;I) 
27 7 (m,1) 
22.7 (m,I) 

15. lc 
11 . lc 
11.6< 

Sl ,431 (m,1) 
1,367 (m;I ) 
1,362 (m,1) 

Sl,841 (m,I ) 
1,877 (m,I) 
1,868 (m;I ) 

5248 (m,1) 
238 (m,I) 
235 (ma) 

TRANSIT USAGE AND QUALITY MEASURES 

Transit uwge (AAWO person trips) 

2. Percentage of total penon tnp , on tran sit 

3 . r:';.""' ,y.,em cove,oge to C80 ond othe, 
,v,ty centers (AA WO 1np ends CBD) 

4. T rons,t ovo,lob,l,ty for mob,l,ty def,c,ent people 

5. R1deh, ,convenience (overoge ,peed of 1rons1t 
ve ,ces MPH ) 

6 T rons11 uwH per mile co\! 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Bu,ld 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All°Bu1o 
Bui, & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bu\ & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bu 1o 
Bus & FGW 

72,220 
288,948 
316,830 

1 4 
5.5 
6.0 

43,324 
121 ,095 
140,938 

13 1 
17 2 
17 3 

8 5c 
5 2c 
5.4c 

Ranking of Alternative s ' 

Comments 
Include• cap;,al cost ot ,epla cmg the p,esen t system ond "ght of woy , const,uct;on and e u 

cost to, each op t,on. q •pment 

0 ec11on1, Rep••"'"" the d;f fe,ence between ,eqwed ope,at;on ond ma;n tenonce e•pend,tu,e , ond fo,e c 11 

Th,s ,nd•• ,ep,esent• a d,si,,bu1>on of total O ,M&R cost on a pe, po.,enge, m,1 ba , ,, 
,n the No s.,ad ,nc,eo ,es the pe, pouenge, m,le co" obove the othe, two olte,not,vo, . The ,h.,,e, t,.p, 

Includes the totol onnuol cost for personal tra nsportot10n in the KCMR outo and i,ans;t mod•• · ope,ot,on ond dcp,ec,ohon lo, both 

Increases ,n travel t,me cost under the options ,s the rewlt of tronsfen f,om oulo to transi t 

The lower traffic occident cost for the options reflect the transfer o f auto tnp1, to the \O fer 
1 

mod• of t,avel ,ans,t 

The difference 1n trips generoted under the All Bus ond Bus & FGW op tions 
10 

b 
1 

,n measu,.ng the ove,all eflect.vene" of these altemot;ve, e '

0 

ot,vuly ;ns,gn,1;,
0

nt 

The two options should onroct 5 5 to 6.0 percent of 10101 perian tnps ,n the KCMR 
1 4 pe,cen t lo, the No S.,,ld ' 

0

' opposed to on 

Although 1he op tion with FGW produces o 1,l1ghtly higher transit usoge 1o the CBO h 
e,ponded copob,l;ty ove• the No s.,,ld '" ,ennng mo10• ac1.v,ty cente,s ' t ey both ,ep,e,ent on 

Both op t10M equally serve the low income. elderly ond handicapped in p,ovidm o cc 
heolth ca,e ond othe• fo c,l,1>es g 

0

" to 1ob,, ,hoppmg , 

1• 
2• 

Both op tions represent o shorter 1r1p time between des tmolion po,nh because f th 
,peed allowed by the e,clus,ve bu,way and f,.ed gu,dewoy element, o f the ,;., • .:, '""

00

•• '" ,eh,cle 

Both options will benefit the tra :u,t u~r through a lower per possenge, mile fo re co st 

3 
1• 
2• 
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TABLE 24 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND BENEFITS 

MEASURES REFLECTING COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES 

I. lond use objec tives (regional core 
employmen t/ popula tion in thousands) 

2. Disp lacement o f resid ences/ businesses and lox 

base impac t 

3. Employmen t bene fits during construction (mon• 
yean)/ opero tion (jobs) 

4. Noise Impac t 

5. Tota l au to miles, AAWO 

· 6 . CBD tra ff ic congestion (volume/ copodty ra tio) 

7. Tra ffic safe ty (a nnual KCMR pe rsonal 
in juries/ fatal it ies) 

N o Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Bui ld 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

N o Build 
Atl Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bu, & FGW 

No Build 
All Bu, 
Bus & FGW 

N o Bui ld 
All Bu \ 
Bus & FGW 

Measureme n t Ind ices 

,esidences/ busi ncHes 

72/ 76 
96/ 133 

man-years/ jobs 
1,552/ 699 

20,706/ 2.919 
97.674 / 2,738 

No 
measurable 
di fference 
CBD/ KCMR 

436,000/ 36,500,000 
471 ,000/ 34,200,000 
445,000/ 33,800,000 

1.30 
1. 14 
1.04 

injuries/ fa ta lit ies 
22,018/ 283 
21 ,425/ 265 
2 1, 153/ 262 

MEASURES REFLECTING NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

I. Ai r Ouolity (mill ion pounds of CO emissions) 

2. Re d uced de pe ndency on pe troleum (million 
go llon1, consu med per yea r) 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

No Build 
All Bus 
Bus & FGW 

93 .0 1 
88 . 17 
86.86 

508.2 
475.3 
468.7 

Ra nking of Alterna t ives 1 

1Ro nked on o sca le of l most pre fe rred to 3 least prefe rre d . Where two alterna tives ore given the some ra nk the re is no 
diff e rence in the mea surement ind ex. An aste risk (i.e ., 1 •) indicates the di fference is no t sign ifi cant . 

Comments 

Assuming tha t o sig nif1 con t increase 1n transit se rvice wou ld crea te on o l mospheru for more eff icien t use 
o f land reM>urces and public focili lies through higher densit ies along mojo , t1o nsi t corrid ors, the Bus 
& FGW opl,on wou ld be more bene ficia l in achieving this goo!. 

The disp lacemen t o f p roperty ond tox bose is stigh1ly higher with the Fixed Guidcwoy . The lox bose loH 
wi ll be o ff se t to some ex te nt from ioi nt deve lopment opportunities . 

Construc tion expendi tures for the Bus & FGW ootion wou ld hove o "onificont imooct on emolovmen t in the 
co nstruction sector ond in support industrie~ . Bo th op liom wou ld crea te on odditionol 2,000 permanent job 
opportunities . 

The trans fer of ou to trips to tromi t is not o nticipo ted to hove o meosu,oble effect on ou to re lated 
noise . The buses ond ligh t roi l co rs will no t exceed federa l noise guid e li ne~ for urban land uses . 

Due lo the higher demity lond use pion B assu med for bo1h opliom. the~e ~y~tems wil l show on increase 
in tro lf ic in the CBD ove r No Build a lt hough they show o decrease in oreo wide troffic . 

All three systems wi ll ex perience tro ff ic exceeding design copoci ty, bu t on ly !he No Build will experience 
serious congestion in the CBD. Th is pro blem is o me liorio ted under both op tions by incroosed use o f public 
transi t. 

Public t ransit is sa fer than p riva te auto usa ge. The increase in t ransi t usage a rid the fewer ond shorter 
trips onumed fo r bo th opt ions (land use pion B) wi ll reduce the number of tronsporlo lion ro lo1ed 
fa talit ies by 7 percent and in juries by 4 percent over the N o Bui ld a lternative. 

The p rimary oi r pollu tion problem originating wi th mobile sources in the KCMR is co rbon monoxide . The 
trans fer of ou to trips lo transi t under ei ther op tion will result in o slight , eduction in corbor1 
monoxide emissions. 

The All Bus ond Bus & FGW opt ions will sove between 33 ond 40 million gollom of petroleum onnuo lly os o 
resu lt o f the transfe r o f trips lo the more fue l e ff icien t public tronspor to tion . 

Source : MRI 
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CHAPTER 

STAGING, SERVICE 
EFFECTIVENESS 

In Chapter II, the Long Range Plan with both options was 

presented. Developing a staging strategy capable of bring ­

ing this Plan to fruitation is as important as determining the 

final plan itself . Traditionally, long range transportation 

studies have identified interim sub-plans necessary to 

achieve the Long Range Plan by time increments. This 

approach has the inherent difficulty that the interim sub­

plans may not be consistent with current population, land 

use or patronage demands. Thus, investments might be 

made in a program which are not appropriate for the level 

of transit demand that actually exists. 

To account for these shortcomings, an innovative solution 

has been developed for the KCMR using a Monitoring Pro­

gram. This Program will, over time, evaluate features of the 

transit system and the highway networks in terms of pas­

senger loadings, highway congestion, and other measures of 

regional travel to determine which periodic improvements 

or investment decisions should be made. These improve­

ments may include minor route extensions which increase 

area coverage, headway reductions to increase frequency of 

service, reserved lanes and busways for preferential bus 

treatment, or ultimately, the need for fixed guideway opera ­

tion. At present, the state-of-the-art in public transportation 

planning has not defined rigid criteria to determine which 

IV 

CRITERIA AND 
EVALUATION 

and when these improvements should be made . However, 

considering established regional goals and policies for 

public transportation and using a combination of many level 

of service factors, generalized criteria have been developed 

for recommending improvements to the existing KCAT A 

system which, in turn, will evolve to subsequent stages of 

the Long Range Plan. 

The fundamental concern underlying the staging strategies 

and the development of service criteria is how effective these 

plans will be in achieving the Region's goal of an efficient 

transit network . This is essentially a measure of the effec­

tiveness of the transit system in terms of various travel 

measures. Included among these measures are such items as 

transit speeds, transit travel times, ridership, and transit's 

impact upon use of competing highway facilities . The effec­

tiveness evaluation may also be conducted on an individual 

corridor basis so that certain usable segments may be 

implemented long before the entire Long Range Plan is a 

reality . 

It must be strongly emphasized that these measures of 

effectiveness a re not the sole para meters in evaluating 

alternative systems. Regional goals such as encouraging 

development opportunities within the CBD, reduced 
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petroleum dependency, environmental and aesthetic con­

siderations are all important factors in selecting an alter­

native . Only by synthesizing the quantifiable travel 

measures with the more qualitative goal measures can a 

true effectiveness evaluation be made. Within this Chapter, 

mobility effectiveness measures have been presented to 

assist decision makers in evaluating the technical aspects of 

each alternative . 

STAGING 

The major question facing the Region, considering the exist­

ing KCAT A operations and ridership, is how this existing 

system will evolve to the Long Range Plan. Essentially, this 

problem is reduced to one of developing a staging strategy 

involving a complex interweaving of considerations, illus­

trated by the following investigations: 

• Type and number of improvements needed . 

• Implementation schedule of these improvements . 

• Regional distribution of improvements. 

• Availability of local and Federal funding. 

TYPE AND NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENTS 
NEEDED 

Final options of the Long Range Plan include both bus and 

rail modes, each uniquely different within the major cor­

ridors by vehicle technology and capital investment. How­

ever, within the initial stage of plan implementation, 

certain improvements are necessary which can be common 

to either option such as an enlarged bus fleet, substantial 

additons in bus shelters, bus stop signs and park & ride 

f 
·i ·t · In addition segments of private rights of way 

ac1 I 1es. ' . 
common to both options should also be acquired during the 

first stage. 

This approach permits the system to gr~w in a flexible 

keep ing the door open to the rail mode until the 
manner, 

·t • of mobility conditions and/or policy decisions mon1onng 
suggest a firm commitment. 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE OF 

IMPROVEMENTS 

The resent KCAT A system adequately serves the transit 

dem:nds of those areas of the KCMR in which it provides 

. In order to achieve regional goals of a more ef service . -
ficient and attractive alternative to the automobile, incen-

tives to induce latent demand and to lure auto travelers 

toward transit must be provided. This may be accomplished 

through a highly judgmental, trial and error process of 

instituting a level of service improvement and measuring 

the resulting demand. Thus, the staging program behaves as 

a catalyst, spurring increases in ridership . The advantage 

of this method is that service improvements are made on a 

gradual basis with cautious monitoring of overall mobility 

conditions and avoids making a major commitment to a large 

capital intensive project in which the transit demand may 

not warrant the investment. 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF IMPROVEMENTS 

A significant element of staging the Long Range Plan is 

determining an equitable regional distribution of improve­

ments . Consideration must be given to those participating 

, 
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communItIe s or jurisdictions regarding thei r need for 

increased tran sit se rvices, reduced highway congestion, 

increased development opportunities and changing growth 

pattern s. These factors must be carefully weighed within 

the framework of elected official and agency influences in 

addition to available local funding sources . 

AVAILABILITY OF LOCAL AND FEDERAL 
FINANCING 

The availability of both local and Federal funding a cts as a 

governing mechanism upon the rate of staging implementa ­

tion . Thus, each successive stage of the Long Range Plan 

will be limited, independent of transit demand and desired 

system design and configuration, by available capital and 

operating financial resources . This approach , although very 

pragmatic, tends to dangerously encourage a short-sighted 

view of the Long Range Plan . 

Due to the dynamic changes in all of these above issues, 

in addition to the complex interdependency of ridership and 

service, a prudent staging program would not be as bold as 

defining a specific time frame for each stage of the Long 

Range Plan. A more realistic and practical course of action 

would set successive short term objectives by levels of 

service and expected patronage . Each group of objectives 

wi ll define an intermediate pion which will be upwardly 

compatible with the ultimate Long Range Plan. By monitor­

ing the ridership generated by the improved levels of service, 

in addition to other factors which may contribute to 

increased transit usage, conclusions may then be drawn for 

advancing to the subsequent stage of implementing th e 

Long Range Plan. 

In order to create an impetu s for th e existing system to begin 

generating ridership, a definite first stage (5-year) service 

objective ha s bee n identified . Also included within thi s 

immediate stage is a two-year Early Action Program . Th e 

strategy in thi s effort is to se t the machinery in motion to 

begin generating increased transit usage, by making 

visible transit improveme nts, strengthening the case for 

future investments in higher levels of service . It must b e 

emphasized that at present, transit demand in Kansa s City 

falls well below the available supply of tran sit se rvice. The 

rationale that the reg ion should consider adopting is one of 

being willing to make the investment in an improved transit 

system, completely cognizant of the consequences if antici ­

pated demand conditions are slow to respond . Throughout 

this chapter this notion needs to be realized . The commit­

ment must be made, either a s a policy decision or as a posi ­

tive inve stment in the KCMR future. 

GENERAL ST AGING STRATEGY OF THE 
LONG RANGE PLAN 

As previously described , the staging methodology of 

monitoring level of service increases and the attendant 

patronage responses requires a continuous staging p rocess 

which becomes a task of bridging the two endpoint systems 

- the 1975 KCATA system, and the Long Range Plan . 

The premise that future patronage within the KCMR will 

increase only if improved transit levels of service are pro­

viced should be clearly understood . This conclusion must 

also be qualified by the imminence of fuel shortages and 

higher gasoline taxes which would encourage a shift to 

public transportation. A graphical represe ntation of the 

first instance is shown in Figure 34 . 
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FIGURE 34 

LEVEL OF SERVICE POSSIBLE 
GROWTH CURVES 

The three curves represent possible rates of Long 

Range Plan implementation . The true level of 

service curve for the KCMR will depend upon the 

Monitoring Program's evaluation of transit demand 

resulting from objective-oriented level of se rvice 

improvements. 

A (FAST) 

B LONG 
C RANGE 

PLAN 

1975 TIME 
KCA TA SYSTEM 

This graph shows the variable level of service, to be in ­

creasing with time for three possible growth rates . Curve B 

most realistically stimulates the rate at which improve­

ments may be made to the system . Implicit in this Curve B 

is the deduction that demand must also be increasing at 

somewhat the same rate giving justification for the continual 

increase in level of se rvice as time progresses. 

Realistically , Curve B would not be a continuous curve , 

but rather a discontinuous series of level of service objec­

t ives . These may also be considered objective-oriented, 

I f l·ce plans which would result in a goal-
leve o serv . . 

t d patronage. This is shown ,n Figure 35. It should 
genera e h . d " .d I 

d th t outside of Stage I, t e in 1v1 ua stages are 
be note a 
not restrained to any ti me fro me. 

This overall concept is highly dependent upon the Monitor-

. p ram which is described in subsequent sections 
mg rog . . . . 
However, it is this Monitoring Program_ whteh evaluates 

d ·t· of congestion delay, transit demand fuel con I ions , 
nces and funding availability and points out the 

conseque . 
need for progressing to the succeeding stage . 

Th b defining these short range plans in terms of level us, y . 
of service objectives without referencing to specific years, 

the monitoring process will guide the transit system through 

each short range plan towards the Long Range Plan . This 

staging concept is illustrated in Figure 36 . 

The more critical decisions in this entire staging process 

involve the advance acquisition of necessary rights of way 

for busways or fixed guideway. Since the justification for 

0 
fixed guideway network, or an extensive bus system of 

preferential treatments is_ based up~n _transit demand plus 

other social and economic factors, 1t 1s mandatory that 0 

strong regional commitment be made towards a vastly 

superior public transportation system . This commitment 

will probably be based on providing transportation alter­

n::itives to a responsible body of elected officials whose 

intent is to improve overall transportation mobility and to 

pre-empt any future energy crisis in this metropolitan 

area . 

i 
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FIGURE 35 

STAGING BY OBJECTIVE - ORIENTED INCREMENTS 

The phi losophy of the staging program centers about se tting objecti ve­

oriented level of se rvice improvements to produce a spec ified leve l of 

patronage. In Sta te I, increasing the level of tran sit serv ice by 20% 

through more freq uent service , expanded park & r ide faci litie s and an 

aggressive marketing program may stimulate a 30% patronage increase. 
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ST AGE I PROGRAM 

Stage I may be the single most important stage in the long 

range implementation program as it will be the first op ­

portunity to test the KCMR's responsiveness to sign ificantly 

improved transit services. The thru st of this first stage, for 

either opt ion is to strenously improve present KCATA 

operations through increased levels of service and an 

agressive marketing program . 

TIME 

I 
I 
I 
I 

' 

STAGE Ill 

"X l,, INCREASE 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 

" Y 1" INCREASE PATRONAGE 

\_ CURVE B ENVELOPE 

19?? 19?? 

Table 25 summarizes the capital items which are included in 

the Stage I Program . This Program was developed co­

operatively with the KCAT A and other agencies involved in 

the Transit Study . The costs shown include a 22.5 % escala ­

tion based on an assumed 7% increase per year com­

pounded, as an average for the fiv e years. As-noted , several 

of the proposed items will require more specific engineering 

and planning studies before proceeding. The Program can 

be adopted in concep t as part of the Long Range Plan . 

, 
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ST AGING THE LONG RANGE PLAN 

FIGURE 36 
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• Expand Bus Fleet . 
Initiate Demand Responsive Services 

Step Up Marketing Program 
Establish Preferential Bus Lanes 

• K.C., Mo . CBD 
• Broadway 

• Construct Country Club Busway 
• Expand Park & Ride Facilities 

• Develop Transfer Stations 
• Construct Bus Shelters 
• Initiate Engineering Studies 

__ _,_ • Acquire Advance R/ W 

~ ;;:G\9~~ 
• 20% Increase Level of Service 

• 30% Increase Patronage 

1 ities 
us Service 

R/ W for 
ity Busway 

es 
ned by Monitoring 
nd Policy / 

Succeeding Stages . . 
as Determined by Monitoring 
Program and Policy 
Action 
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Item 

Standard Buses 

Compact Buses 

Bus Shelters 

Bus Stop Signs 

Major Park & Ride Facilities** 

Joint Use Park & Ride Facilities** 

Major Transfer Stations** 

Preferential Lanes** 

Exclusive Busway** 

Signalization for Buses** 

Bus Radios and Related Equipment 

Miscellaneous Improvements 

Advance R/ W Acquisition** 

KCI Express Acquisition 

Complete & Furnish ATA Maintenance Center 

Rehabilitate Garage for Demand Responsive Service 

STAGE 
Quantity 

160 

20 

300 

6,000 

4 

3 

2 

2 Projects 

l Project 

6 Projects 

TABLE 25 

CAPITAL COSTS 
Description or Location 

44 to 47 Passenger 

15 to 20 Passenger 

System-wide 

System-wide 

1-35/ U.S. 50 · Vivion Road/ 1-29 • Bannister Rood / 1-435 
85/ Holmes • 1-435/ Winner Road 

Sports Complex · Metcalf South • Indian Springs 
Antioch or Metro North • 1-435/ U.S. 50 

Downtown, K. C., Mo . • Downtown, K. C., Ks . 
Broadway/ 39th · Truman/ Noland 

Kansas City, Mo. CBD • Broadway, 31st to 47th 

Country Club R/ W · Volker to 75th 

To be Determined 

For Present and Future Buses 

Bus Pulloffs, Information Modules, Support Vehicles, etc. 

To be Determined 

Fixed Assets 

18th & Lydia 

26th & Harrison or 9th & Brighton 

Total 
*Average costs for 5 year period. Costs based on current estimates + 22.5% for escalation . 

**Final facility location to be determined from further engineering and planning studies . 

Cost* 

$12,740,000 

540,000 

1,470,000 

294,000 

2,630,000 

180,000 

610,000 

115,000 

4,000,000 

300,000 

1,555,000 

2,000,000 

5,000,000 

500,000 

1,450,000 

150,000 

$33,534,000 
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The Stage I Program has been structured upon an objective 

20% increase in level of service and a goal of 30% increased 

patronage by 1980. Included within this first stage is the 

inauguration of special demand responsive systems, within 

carefully selected pilot areas . Of the 30% patronage 

increase, 10% would be attributed to demand responsive and 

local area services . 

Within Stage I, a two-year Early Action Program will form 

the groundwork for initiating the remaining Stage I im­

provements. Through an extensive inventory and evaluation 

of existing KCAT A operations, system deficiencies and areas 

requiring substantial improvements have been ascertained . 

Thus, by identifying market areas for potential transit usage 

and optimizing existing operations, a compact and efficient 

system results permitting a maximum patronage return 

for the improvements instituted. 

The nature of the two-year Action Program centers about 

low cost operational and capital improvements and will 

include the following: 

• Exten·ded Service Days 

• Increased Weedend and Holiday Services 

• Increased Express Service 

• Route Modification 

• Reduced Headways 

• Expanded Park & Ride Facilities 

• Improved Transfer Convenience 

• Bus Stop Signs and Shelters 

• Signalization Priorities for Transit Vehicles 

• Reduced Fares During Base Period Operations 

• Improved Public Information Through An Aggressive 

Marketing Program 

• 
• 
• 

Radio Communication Systems 

Security Systems 
Specialized Demand Responsive Systems 

MONITORING PROGRAM 

The Monitoring Program will evaluate typical features of the 

transit and highway networks in the major corridors, much 

in the same manner as the system user. For instance, the 

automobile user incurring travel delay is essentially 

experiencing congestion from a peak hour volume to 

capacity (V /C) ratio greater ~ha~ 1.0?. Alternately, the 

bus rider enduring excessive tnp times 1s also experiencing 

the identical congestion delay in addition to longer waiting 

time between buses. To reduce this level of congestion to 

an acceptable level and to decrease headways between 

buses, some improvements must be made, either increased 

highway capacity, increased level of transit service, or a 

combination of both. Consequently the Monitoring Pro-

ram will investigate individual corridors for deteriorated 

;ransit and highway levels of service by evaluating measures 

of peak hour V / C ratios, transit patronage load factors and 

passenger attitude surveys . '.hu
1

s, t_he Monitorin~ Program 

has an application to the Regions highway planning efforts 

as well . 

With the advent of a national energy policy conceivably 

calling for some form of fuel allocation through a variety of 

methods such as rationing or fuel taxes, a shift towards 

increased transit usage, car pooling or even land use changes 

may be forthcoming . However, speculating upon these 

developments is at best a supposition . A realistic Monitor­

ing Program must be one that is attuned to gauging 

Federal and State legislative actions and their implications 

I 
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upon transit service . This Program would combine the 

previously described V / C ratios and passenger count 

monitoring procedures with any legislative actions . For 

this Program to be successful, a greater emphasis must be 

placed upon the anticipation of probable adverse impacts 

rather than strict periodic monitoring of growth conditions. 

The rate and magnitude of improvements to the transit 

system hinges singularly about the availability of local 

and Federal financing. As the Monitoring Program identifies 

the need tor transit improvements, local funding sources 

must simultaneously begin accumulating. Hence , all 

remedial operational improvements and major capital in­

vestments are initiated within the context of potential 

local and Federal financing. 

Multi -agency participation in the Monitoring Program will 

be required in four major efforts : 

• Specification and delegation of conditions and system 

components to be monitored. 

• Establishment of transit service criteria and standards. 

• Data collection of transit and highway monitoring. 

• Data refinement and evaluation. 

The cooperative effort of MARC, KCATA, the Kansas and 

Missouri Highway Departments and the individual 

municipalities concerned, might be led and administered 

by the Total Transportation Policy Committee. Recom­

mendations would be made to the policy making bodies 

regarding courses of action that should be taken for remedy­

ing mobility deficiencies and advancing the transit system 

through the successive short-range programs towards the 

long Range Plan . 

SERVICE CRITERIA 

The level of service criteria developed as guidelines for 

recommending transit improvements are shown in Table 26 

with regard to the user, the operator, and the community . 

A judgmental evaluation of these elements provided the 

basis for the system development and service characteristics 

necessary to achieve the KCMR's transportation goals 

and objectives. 

To satisfactorily serve transit dependent travelers in addition 

to encouraging competition between the auto and transit 

modes of travel , high levels of transit service must be pro­

vided. Tables 27 and 28 show general service quality 

criteria which formed the basis of estimating alternative 

patronage potentials . These values must be recognized 

only as acceptable minimums while the planned levels of 

service surpass these criteria as seen in the following 

section - Effectiveness Evaluation . 

Additional criteria have been utilized 1n justifying capital 

transit improvements. Table 29 summarizes these criteria 

by types of transit improvement in a scending order of the 

capital investment required . While the ultimate level of 

service of the Long Range Plan will depend upon many 

other factors including the Region's financial resources and 

the willingness to pay for such improvements, it is 

important to note that in order to promote transit usage, a 

transit plan should offer a level of service not only sufficient 

to satisfy the projected demand but high enough to stimulate 

ridership. This is the rationale which was followed in 

developing the Long Range Plan staging program. It must be 

made clear that this concept is vitally important to the 

Kansas City Region as transit demand falls far below 

available supply at present. 
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Serv ice Characteristic 

Accessibility 

Travel Time Via Transit 

TABLE 26 
BASIS FOR SERVICE CRITERIA 

User Requ irements 
Operator Requirements 

• "Coverage Ratio"* of 0.65-0.70 •Capture Avai lable Transit Market 

• ¼ Mile Walking Distance in Areas of Medium to High 

Popu lation and Employment Density 

• ½ Mile Walking Distance in Areas of l ow to Medium 

Population and Employment Density 

• Minimized Wolk , Wait, Transfer and Ride Time ,Some as User in Order to Genera te Ridership 

• Total Travel Time Must be Competitive with Auto •Minimize Fleet Requireme nts 

Trave l Time for Some Trip Movement 

CoSt · Capito l and Operating• Tolerable Fore as Portion of Available Income 
• Efficient Use of Fore Revenues and Tax Subsidy 

for Transporta tion 

•Minimize Subsidy Requirements 

•Achieve 0.8 Peak Hou r l oad Factor 

Frequency of Service • Seat for Each Passenger in Peak Hour 

• M inimize Waiting Time (See Tobie 27) 

Service Availability • Doily, Weekend and Holiday Service 

• Primary Routes - Peak, Bo se, Owl Service 

• Secondary Routes - Peak, Bose 

Highway Congestion (V / C • Free Flowing Highways for Fluid Mixed Traffic 

Ratios and Highway Speeds) Bus Operation in Peak Hours 

Energy Consumption 

Service to land Uses and 

Activity Cen ters 

Comfort / Convenience 

• Minimize Trave l Time (See Tables 27 and 28) 

• Reduce Fuel Use 

• Satisfactory Service to and From Residential , 

Employment, and Activ ity Centers 

• Cleon, Modern, Air Conditioned Flee t 

• Minimize Transfers 

•Provide Sufficient Capacity 

•Minimize Travel Time for Use r 
•Develop Ba lance Between Headways ond load 

Factors 
•Minimize Costs 
• Sufficient Patronage to Warrant Increased 

Operating Costs 

•Some as User 

• Cost of Fuel 

• Availability of Fue l 

• Sufficient Patronage to Ju stify Service 

• Sufficient Patronage to Justify Added Costs 

• Provide Attractive Alternative to Automobi le 

Community Requi rements 

• Service to Necessi ty Tran si t Users 

• Sa tisfactory Provision of Transit as o Public 

Service 

· Some a s Use r 

• Expedient and Efficient Regional Transportation 

• Some as Use r 

• Optimal Use of Fed era l and loca l Funds for Cost -

Effective Transporta tion 

• Minimize Transit Subsidy Required 

• Some as Use r 
•Attractive Alterna tive to Automobile 

• Same as User 

• Same as User 

• Opera te Highways @ V / C = 1.00; level of Service " C" 

• Some as Use r 

• Eff icient Use of Regional Energy Resources 

· Same a s User 

, Same as User 

*"Coverage Ratio" -

• Direct Routing s 
Population Served -;- Population of Feasible Service Area ; Population Served - The Total Number of Persons 

Whose Dwelling Units lie within V• Mile of O Transit Route in Urban Areas and 
1
h Mile in Suburban Area s. 

Population of Feasible Service Area - Total Number of Persons Who se Dwelling Units wi thin those Areas 

Capable o f Supporting Transit Service. 
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TABLE 27 

GENERALIZED HEADWAY CRITERIA 
FOR VARIOUS TRANSIT SERVICES 

Period 
of Day 

Peak Hour 

Base 

(Mid Day) 

Balance 

(Owl & 

Evening) 

IN MINUTES 

Suburban Urban 
Local Local 
Bus Bus 

15 10 
60 20 

30 

Express Fixed 
Bus Guideway 

15 5 
30 10 

15 

TABLE 28 

To reiterate the philosophy of the Monitoring Program, it 

must be emphasized that the concept of flexibility is very 

important. These checkpoint level of service criteria must be 

analyzed in view of the flexible nature of the Long Range 

Plan . Thus, initially, service improvements may be made 

leaning towards the bus mode and as demand increases, a 

change can be made towards a fixed guideway operation . 

The importance of this can be seen in the Stage I Program 

where rig ht-of-way common to both options has been 

recommended for acquisition . Thus, as bus operations 

intensify and can justify acquiring right-of-way for bus 

preferential lanes or reserved busways there is nothing to 

restrain the system to the bus mode . A similar evolution 

process can justity eventual conversion to fixed guideway 

service. This approach holds for all the level of service 

recommendations thus permitting the plan to grow in a 

manner which allows them to be flexibly interchanged as 
time progresses . 

GENERALIZED PEAK HOUR SPEED CRITERIA 
FOR VARIOUS TRANSIT SERVICES IN MPH 

Operation 

Local Bus in Mixed Traffic 

Express Bus in Mixed Traffic 

Local and Express Bus on Preferential Lanes 

Express Bus in Mixed Traffic-Freeway Lanes 

Express Bus on Exclusive Lanes 

Fi~ed Guideway 

*Will vary with stop spacing and highway speeds. 

**Will vary with spacing between stops. 

Suburban Outer Urban 

21 17 
25 20 

25 

Inner Urban CBD Other 

13 10 
16 10 
18 15 

30-50* 
30-55** 
30-55** 
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Transit Improvement 

Modernize Fleet 

Expand Fleet 

Increase Frequency of Service 

Expand Local Service 

Expend Express Service 

Initiate Demond Responsive Services 

Expand Pork & Ride Facilities 

Provide Preferential Bus Treatments 

Provide Exclusive Buswoys 

Provide Fixed Guidewoys 

TABLE 29 

TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT CRITERIA 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Cri teria 
Average Fleet Age - 6 Years 

All Buses Air Conditioned 
All Buses Equipped with Radios 
Minimize Maintenance Costs 

Adequacy for Planned Service Increase 

Reduce Spores to 10% 

Per le Hour Load Factors Exceed 0.8 
Service Hours Not Consistent with Demond 

Consistent with Policy Headways 

Accessibility - ¼ Mile High Density Areas 
½ Mile Medium Density Areas 

Service Responsive to Demond 

Load Factors Exceed 0 .8 
Service to New Pork & Ride Facilities 
Highway Congestion at Undesirable Levels 

Need Established for Service Area 
Operating Responsibility Established 

• Express Bus Boardings Exceed l 00 poss./ peak hour at Specific Stop 

• Site with Good Highway Access Available 

• Peak Hour-Peak Direction Bus Volumes Exceed 35 Buses/ Hour 

• Level of Highway Congestion Undesirable 
• Bus Speeds Lower than those in Tobie 28 

• Peak Hour-Peak Direction Bus Volumes Exceed 80 Buses/ Hour 

• Preferential Lones Not Available 
• Level of Highway Congestion Undesirable 

• Physical Feasibility Established 

• Bus Facilities Unable to Handle Forecast Patronage Volumes 
• Peak Hour-Peak Direction Demond Exceeds 6,000 Pa ssengers 
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EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 

As a means of evaluating different transit alternatives, 
effectiveness measures center about the service attributes 
of a system. Of the many system-wide and corridor 
measures of travel impedance the most quantifiable and 
more commonly used statistics may be classified into three 
general categories: accessibility, frequency of service, and 
travel times or speeds. Also, implicit within these broad 
categories are numerous interrelated factors such as 
capacity and load factor considerations; walking, waiting , 
riding, and transfer times; and convenience measures, e.g. 
comfort and directness in service . 

For evaluating the effectiveness of the Long Range Plan 
options, comparisons have been drawn for each of the 

alternatives with the "No-Build" year 2000 system. This 
analysis substantiates the conclusion that the KCMR would 

be inadequately served by the existing KCATA system , if no 
improvements are made, in view of anticipated population 
and land use trends . Table 30 shown in matrix form 
presents, for selected major travel movements, the 
percentage reduction in average door-to-door peak hour 
transit travel times for the Long Range "No-Build", All Bus 

and Bus & Fixed Guideway alternatives. Significant 
reductions in travel time via transit can be seen between 
the two options when compared to the "No-Build" 
alternative, e.g. the travel movement from the 75th St. and 
Prospect location to the Vivion Rd . and 1-29 intersection . 
Here, a transit user in the All Bus option through use of bus 
preferential treatments along the South Midtown busway 

and the Burlington busway can incur a 40% savings in trip 
time over the "No-Build" case . While in the Bus & Fixed 
Guideway option a 60 % savings in travel time is realized 

TABLE 30 

PERCENT REDUCTION IN AVERAGE TRIP 
TRAVEL TIMES 

(Door-to-Door - Peak Hour Transit) 

KC, Mo. 
CBD 

Sports 

Complex 
U.S. 50 & 

Noland 
75th & 

Prospect 
85th & 

Wornall 
1-435 & 

1-35 

35/ 54% 

KCI 

29/ 29% 

35/ 54% 

20/ 21 % 

33 / 45% 

33/ 37% 

Vivion 
& 

1-29 

45/ 58% 

42 / 71 % 

24/ 30% 

41 / 62% 

40/ 52% 

43/43% 50/ 55% 

KC, 
Mo. 
CBD 

41 / 70% 

14/ 14% 

40/ 53% 

40/ 37% 

Sports 
Com­
plex 

21 / 13% 

35% - Percent reduction in total travel time from 

"No-Build" to Bus & Fixed Guideway option . 
54% - Percent reduction in total travel time trom 

"No-Build" to All Bus option. 

rn traveling by bus to 75th St., transferring to the fixed 
guideway and continuing northward to Vivion Road . By 
further inspection of Table 30, it may be readily seen that 

for other selected travel movements within the rapid transit 
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corridors, the effectiveness of each option in demonstrating 

marked changes in peak hour transit travel times is quite 

pronounced . 

Since the "No-Build" alternative cannot provide a level of 

service consistent with year 2000 travel demands, the 

effectiveness evaluation must investigate the cost­

effectiveness of the Long Range , All Bus, and Bus & Fixed 

Guideway options in terms of satisfying these travel 

demands. Moreover, the service criteria, as developed in 

the preceeding portion of this Chapter, must be met when 

compared to the proposed alternatives' service 

characteristics. 

As a further amplification of the benefits discussed in 

Chapter Ill, the effectiveness evaluation must include 

meaningful information about the outcome or 

consequences of the alternative systems. Realistically, no 

one measure of effectiveness can satisfactorily describe all 

pertinent issues. Thus, the final plan selection can only be 

based upon the judgemental assessment of the relative 

merits and liabilities of the various alternatives. For the 

three alternatives presented below, effectiveness 

comparisons have been developed . The three alternatives 

are as follows: 

I. Long Range All Bus Option without preferential bus 

treatments . 

II. Long Range All Bus Option with preferential bus 

treatments . 

Ill. Long Range Bus & Fixed Guideway Option. 

The All Bus alternative (I ), operating in mixed traffic, serves 

as a reference benchmark for comparison with the All Bus 

. h eferential treatment (II) and Bus & Fixed Guideway wit pr . 
. Each of the three alternatives are evaluat d 

(Ill) options. . . . e 

h 
•ce measures of access1bd1ty, frequency f by t e serv1 o 

. d travel times or speeds for reference to th 
service an . . . e 

. ly established service criteria. previous 

ACCESSIBILITY 

Shown in Table 31 are the perce_ntag~s of persons who 

.d e employed within walking distance of planned res1 e or or . . 
transit services . Both alternatives pr~v1de id~ntical area 

·nsuring a maximum effectiveness in capturing coverage 1 
the available transit market. 

TABLE 31 

PERCENT AGE OF POPULATION AND 
EMPLOYMENT ACCESSIBILE TO 

TRANSIT SERVICE 

(For Alternatives I, 11 All Bus and 
Alternative Ill Bus & Fixed Guideway) 

Urban Suburban Region 
(within (within (within 
¼ mile) ½ mile) ¼ mile) 

Population 76.2% 66.4% 75% 

Employment ·85.4% 67 .5% 78% 
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FREQUENCY OF SERVICE 

As shown in Table 32, the planned average peak hour 

headways for selected corridors are displayed by service 

type . Comparisons with the headway criteria of Table 27 

show that planned transit services will fall well within the 
desired service criteria. 

TRAVEL TIMES OR SPEEDS 

An examination of the impact upon individual corridor 
travel times or speeds for each alternative is shown for each 

alternative rn Figure 37. Progressive improvements are 

demonstrated in transit and highway spee.::ls and travel times 

along those corridors where a major capital intensive 
rapid transit facility is planned . 

A corridor by corridor examination reveals that peak hour 

transit speeds rn the north corridor, for instance, will 

increase from 15 miles per hour in mixed traffic operation 

along Burlington to 24 miles per hour on the Burlington bus­

way to 39 miles per hour utilizing the fixed guideway 

facility . Of major note is the effect produced on the com­

peting highway speeds and travel times . In every case, 

the highway speeds and travel times are increased and 

decreased respectively. Thus, the effect of each improved 

transit system has a two-pronged effect, increased mobility 
for both transit and highway travelers. 

The travel time values presented in Table 33 show the 

impact of these special transit improvements on total 

(transit and highway) corridor travel time. It is noted that 

between alternatives I and II there is approximately a 16% 

reduction in year 2000 annual person-hours of travel time 

FIGURE 37 

TRAVEL IMPACTS OF SPECIAL 
IMPROVEMENTS TRANSIT 

PEAK HOUR TRAVEL IMPACTS• 
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TABLE 32 

AVERAGE 
PEAK HOUR HEADWAYS WITHIN SELE~TED. CORRIDORS 

FOR VARIOUS TRANSIT SERVICES .. (minutes) 

(All Values for Bus Headways Rounded to NeareS
t 

Minute) 

11. All Bus** 
Ill. Bus & Fixed Guideway 

Corridor Local Bus Express Bus Local Bus 
Express Bus Fixed Guideway 

Independence 8 4 7 
6 

1-70 5 3 4 
3 

U.S. 50 15 3 15 
3 

South Midtown 16 3 16 
3 

Country Club 11 4 10 
9 

1-35 (Johnson County) 21 3 21 
3 

1-29 (KCI) 30 3 30 
3 

K. C. , Kansas 13 6 13 6 

North K. C., Mo. 9 5 9 5 

1-35 (Claycomo) 5 3 5 3 

Mo. 45 45 5 45 15 

System-wide Average 11 4 10 4 

2.5 

2 .5 

2 .5 

2.5 

*Weighted by passenger volumes. 
**Alternative I not shown as headways will be the same as Alternative II , however vehicle requirements will be 

slightly greater and were not considered in the cost estimate. 

and a 28% reduction between alternatives I and Ill for the 

same measure. These savings in travel times for alternative 

comparisons give some indication of the relative order of 

magnitude between the cost of providing increased transit 

services and the effectiveness of the capital improvements 

in generating time savings. This is shown in Table 34. 

Shown in Table 35 is a summary of the cost-effectiven ess 
comparisons for each alternative comparison . For the three 

travel measures, differences in service attributes can be 

compared to the total cost increments to provide those 

travel benefits. Thus, for the alternatives I and II a savi ng s 

of 21 .75 million person-hours of travel time over the 25_ 

9 
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TABLE 33 

IMPACT OF SPECIAL TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS ON TOTAL CORRIDOR TRAVEL TIME 

(Highway and Transit) 

Alternative System 

I. All Bus-Mixed Traff ic 

II. All Bus-W ith 

Pre ferent ial Tre atme nts 

Ill. Bus & Fixed Gu id e way 

Corridor 

No rth 

East 

South Midtown 

South 

System Total 

North 

Ea st 

South Midtown 

South 

System Total 

No rth 

Ea st 

South M idtown 

South 

Syste m Total 

Year 2000 Peak Hour 
Total Person-Hours 

of Travel Time 

2,700 
3,000 
1,530 
4,450 

l l ,680 

2,050 
2,590 
1,440 
3,760 

9,840 

1,670 
2,280 
1,400 
2,980 

8,330 

Year 2000 Annual 
Person-Hours of 

Travel Time (M ill ions) 

2.80 
3 .06 
l.59 
4 .60 

12.05 

2 .12 
2 .68 
1.49 
3.89 

10.18 

l .73 
2.37 
l.45 
3.08 

8 .63 
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TABLE 34 

TOT AL TRAVEL TIME AND COST SAVINGS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives Compared 

I. All Bus-Mixed Traffic 

vs . 

II. All Bus-With Preferential 

Treatments 

I. All Bus-Mixed Traffic 

vs. 

Ill. Bus & Fixed Guideway 

Year 2000 Annual Total 
Travel Time Savings 

(millions of person-hours) 

1.87 

3.42 

*Discounted 1975 constant dollars ( l 0% interest rate). 

'.ear planning period can b e achieved by an 8.6% 
increment in costs attributed to the bus preferential 

treatments . For alternatives I and Ill a savings of 41 .0 l 
million person-hours will be realized during the planning 

period as a resu lt of a 65 % increase in costs due to a fixed 

guideway in place of bus preferential treatments. 

Evaluations of cost-effectiveness measures are not the sole 

indicators of one alternative's worth in meeting regional 

tran sporta tion needs and objectives . These tangibl e 

measures must also be weighed within the context of local 

Total Travel Time Savings 
Over 26 Yr. Planning 

Period 
(millions of person-hours) 

21.75 

41.01 

Difference In Capital 
and Operating Total Cost* 

($millions) 

27.56 

207 .15 

and regi onal policies which sup~ort development goals . The 

basic measures presented, constitute only one element of the 

total spectrum of transportation impacts. Thu s the ult· . . ' 1mate 

P
lan selection 1s based upon an explicit 1·udgm enta l 

determination , which reflects th e interests of local g overn -
ments , regional, state and federal agencies and the 61 . ' pu IC. 
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TABLE 35 

SUMMARY OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISONS 

Alternatives Compared 

Cost-Effectiveness Measures* 

Accessibility 

Frequency of Service 

Travel Times and Speeds 

Total Capital and Operating Costs** 

I. All Bus-Mixed Traffic 
versus 

II . All Bus-With Preferential Treatments 

No Difference 

No Difference 

21 .75 million person-hours of travel 

time saved : II over I (accrued ove r 

25 year planning period ) 

$27.56 Million more costly II over I. 

* Ultimate Long Range Plan unless otherwise noted. 

**Discounted 1975 constant dolla rs (10% interest rate ). 

I. All Bus-Mixed Traffic 
versus 

Ill. Bus & Fixed Guideway 

No Difference 

System-wide Average Headways: 

Local Bus - (111) l Minute less than (I) 

Express Bus - No Difference 

Fixed Guideway - Not Comparable 

41 .01 million person -hours of travel 

time saved : Ill over I. (accrued over 

25 year planning period ) 

$207.15 Million more co stly Ill over I. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINANCING, MANAGEMENT & LEGISLATION 

Most of the Transit Study deals with the technical, 

planning, and operational aspects of developing a 

regional transit system to serve future needs. This Chapter 

addresses those aspects which are more issues of public 

policy and which require the attention of the elected 

officials and responsible agencies in order to move the 

selected program forward. 

As part of the Transit Study, the Consultant prepared a 

number of background papers for MARC's Special 

Committee on Legislation and Finance . This Committee, 

comprised of members of the MARC Board, representatives 

of the KCAT A, and other agencies, was designated to 

develop a legislative and financing program for the 

selected Long Range Transit Plan. This Chapter, supported 

by the background papers provide information on possible 

sources of funding, descriptions of financing programs, 

and legislation adopted in other metropolitan areas and 

identifies the issues that should be addressed in a program 

for the KCMR. 

FINANCING THE 
PROGRAM 

FRAMEWORK OF 
FIRST FIVE YEAR 

The preceding chapter has outlined the objectives of the 

Stage I Program to be implemented in the next five years 

under the Long Range Transit Plan . The financing for the 

proposed transit operation in the Region is derived from 

four sources of income as follows: 

a . Farebox revenues . 

b . Direct subisdy by Kansas City, Missouri from the l / 2% 

sales tax. 

c. Income from contracts with outlying communities, 

and miscellaneous income from advertising and charter 

service . 

d. The allocations under Section 5 of the National Mass 

Transportation Assistance Act of 1974. 

Figure 38 shows graphically the sources of funding and the 

probable revenue and cost trends of the transit operation 

for the next five yea rs . A 7% per year compounded 

escalation was assumed to reflect inflationary increases in 

costs over the projection period . Since revenue flows from 

fares which are set by policy, no increase in present fare 

levels was assumed in the projection . Consequently, the 

farebox revenues show a relative decrease in comparison 

to operating costs (see graphic) even though patronage is 

assumed to rise . 

121 



... 

122 

V) 

z 
0 
:::::; 
...I 

25 

FIGURE 38 

STAGE I 
REVENUE , CAPITAL AND OPERATING COST 

COMPARISONS 

PERA ING & CAPIT 

RE ENUE 

pa le s tax 

outside s. Thes 

in co min 
2o µc~o~st~s~o~f~ .!!!f~ l!l£L!t~~M_j_J2LQ~ :!ll.Ji;~ .!:Q!irujl-- -~:_.~ :__+-1f----t-:::.iiil-?=:lijlll~-,"9r - --l 

pon a 20 o increase 

allowance for e scal tion and imp leme nt tion of th 

$34 millio improve ent prog m overt 
15 t-ve-orrs:--+---+----1-----i.-- -1---,1---+----.,~~-+-::~--==---t--- t-- --l 

._ DEMAND R SPONSIVE S 

o~-__.L __ _j_ __ _1.._ __ 1.__ _ ___1. __ _j_ _ _.__1.._--.--L---__L--_J_-___J 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

YEARS 

C 



r 

... 

-

In addition to the funding sources listed above, the Federal 

government under Section 3 of the 197 4 National Mass 

Transportation Assistance Act may grant capital 

improvement funds over and beyond the fixed allocations 

under Section 5 . While the fixed allocations for the Kansas 

City metropolitan area over a period of six years are 

approximately $28 million under Section 5, there is no 

direct limitation on the Section 3 funds except to the extent 

that Congress appropriates money for that purpose . The 

Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation 

Administration is given discretionary powers to disburse 

Section 3 funds on the basis of need with a limitation of 12 
l / 2% of total funds to any one State . Consequently, any 

demonstrated required major capital investment which 

would substantially exceed the Section 5 formula grants 

would have to be requested under Section 3. 

At the present time, the KCATA's operating costs are 

between $12 and $13 million annually. The collection from 

the 1/ 2% sales tax is approximately $10 million . Farebox 

revenues have declined to under $6 million and the income 

from other communities served by the AT A but not covered 

by the Kansas City sales tax is approximately $720,000. To 

this, must be added miscellaneous income from charter 

services and advertising of approximately $450,000. While 

it is not the purpose of this report to analyze the particulars 

of current and ongoing financing, these figures indicate 

the approximate relationship of cost to direct revenues 

obtained by the Authority . 

Historically, the required subsidies have increased and are 

likely to continue to do so during the first stage to perhaps 

as much as 60-70% of the total operating budget. This is so 

because an extended system does not per se improve the 

financial position of the transit operator, even though it 

must be assumed that ridership increases 1n some 

proportion to the increased level of service . With the 

available Federal allocation for the metropolitan area of 

over $28 million for six years, the Area Transportation 

Authority's demand for municipal funds will ease 

somewhat. Specific formulas are applied to the utilization 

of these funds which, however, as a practical matter, 

impose no restrictions here as long as the sales tax subsidy 

continues . If it were stopped and no other funding is 

provided locally, Federal operating subsidies would 

become unavailable in the Kansas City region . 

In the Kansas City situation, the key limitation in this regard 

is the Federal requirement that the level of financial effort 

by the local communities can never be reduced. This 

means that the local communities must continue to maintain 

their past level of effort. Another requirement is that 

Federal operating subsidies are matched on a 50/ 50 basis, 

while Federal capital investment assistance is based on an 

80% Federal share and a 20% local effort . However, the 

financial pattern which has evolved during the last several 

months suggests that the KCATA will be able to utilize the 

Federal funds to the best advantage primarily for 

operating subsidy and to a lesser extent, for the capital 

investments suggested. It can, therefore, be concluded that 

the Stage I Program as outlined in Chapter IV is indeed 

feasible and practical from a funding point of view . While 

theoretically possible, it does not appear necessary to use 

Federal highway funds for capital improvements so that 

much needed road projects need not be postponed in 

favor of transit . Certain facilities in the Stage I Program 

and the Long Range Plan might be eligible for financing 

using Federal highway funds. These include exclusive bus 

lanes when part of a freeway, park & ride facilit ies, special 

ramps, and signalization equipment . 
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The practical weakness of the funding pattern is the two­

year limitation of the transportation sales tax levy in 

Missouri. Under present law, the State Legislature must 

extend the sales tax authorization every other year . It will 

be readily apparent that this makes it impossible for the 

KCATA to enter into any long range financial commitments 

without specific backing by the City of Kansas City or any 

other municipal corporation or county in the district. Such 

pledging of credit is highly unlikely because of legal 

constraints which would be applicable and for the very 

practical reason that the other jurisdictions, as well as the 

transit operator, are ·short of funds. 

Metropolitan areas throughout the United States have 

been granted taxing powers for public transportation by 

their legislatures. Atlanta and Denver, for example , use 

the sales tax; San Francisco and Omaha levy a real estate 

tax; Cincinnati applies a portion of its earnings tax to 

transit; and Massachusetts imposes a cigarette tax . 

Regardless of the manner of taxation, it is typically a 

permanent source on the strength of which sound financial 

plans can be made . 

KCAT A JURISDICTION 

It will be recalled that the KCATA is responsible for the 

management of public transportation in the Kansas City 

Transit District which is composed of four Missouri and three 

Kansas counties. The Authority derives its legal power from 

a 1966 bi -state compact which is administered by a l 0-

member board, 8 of whom are appointed by the 

Governors on the basis of a prescribed formula within each 

State and 2 by the Mayor of Kansas City, Kansas . The 

Authority has no taxing powers and depends on the 

participating jurisdictions for any required government 

subsidies. 

K nsas City Missouri, is the only municip 
1
• To date, a ' . o 1ty 

. h h acted O special one-half percent transportat· 
whic as en . ion 

levy on the baSIS of a statutory authorization . 
sales tax . 1n 

. . hich was first provided by the legislature . 
Missouri, w . 1n 
1971 and subsequentl_y amen~ed in 1973. In addition, 

d d ence Missouri, has levied a one-half percent sol 
In epen , h" h I es 

roved by the voters, w 1c p edges O spec"f" 
tax, opp f . b .d 1 1c 

t be used or transit su s1 y. All oth 
amount O . . er 

. . ting ·
1
urisdictions must provide required subsid" 

part1c1pa h 1es 
out of general revenues a_n~ pay t ese subsidies to the 

KCATA on the basis of spec'.f1c annual co~tracts . Under the 

t law other cities with a population over 500 c 
pre sen , . f on 
. th"s tax if approved in a re erendum. 
impose 1 

The fundamental question which can be raised is why the 

Authority was based on s_uc~ a lar~e geographic area 

rather than on the jurisd1ct1on~ w~1ch ac~ually use the 

transit facilities . A cursory examination of ridership shows 

that the two principal transit users in the transit district ore 

Jackson and Wyandotte Counties. Based on KCATA 

"d h"p fi·gures for January 1975, Kansas City, Missouri· . n ers 1 , 1n 

J k Clay and Platte Counties, account for 88 
5 ac son, . 

t Of a ll transit riders; Wyandotte County accounts f percen or 

6_8 percent; Johnson County for 1.9 percent; Independence 

for 1 _5 percent; and the remainder of the district generates 

1 _3 percent of the ridership . Cass and Leavenworth 

Counties are the most marginal transi_t ~sers . Consequently, 

if patronage by itself were the ovemd,~g consideration, a 

transit boundary could be drawn which would include 

essentially the present urbanized section of Jackson 

County; southern Clay and Platte Counties, perhaps to 

Barry Road on the North, and Kansas City International 

Airport on the West; Wyandotte County; and the 

communities which make up the northeast Johnson County 

urban area plus Olathe. 
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The administrative and political ramifications of any such 

modification are, as a practical matter, very difficult. 

However, if any consideration is to be given to reducing the 

district in geographic expanse, this would not disqualify 

jurisdictions outside the district from contracting with KCAT A 

for service. Such a reduction in size would have the 

advantage of bringing the district more in harmony with 

the actual generation of patronage and consequently, any 

direct levy taxes would be more equitable and, perhaps, 

more palatable to the constituencies of the remaining three 

counties of Cass, Ray and Leavenworth. 

TAXING POLICY 

The levying of taxes, generally, is a complex political issue . 

Many political observers feel that taxes must only be levied 

directly by entities which are governed by elected public 

officials and appointed boards should not be given the 

power of taxation . It is for this reason, among others, that 

the Missouri Legislature delegated the power of levying a 

special transportation tax to the cities in the area, rather 

than to the Area Transportation Authority itse lf . 

Consequently, if any modification of the method were 

considered desirable, it would undoubtedly be necessary to 

amend the bi-state compact to provide for the direct 

election of the Area Transportation Authority 

Commissioners as, for instance, in the California transit 

districts, or to provide for an appointment procedure more 

directly representative of local jurisdictions. 

The disadvantage of direct election is, of course , that any 

candidate for such public elected office must arrange for 

the necessary political support to win an election which 

may well be considered a distraction from his 

administrative transportation functions. The authors of th e 

1966 compact apparently felt strongly about this and 

provided for a method of appointment rather than direct 
election . 

In fact, it may be said that the Area Transportation 

Authority is functioning reasonably well under the criteria 

and constraints which the agency has assumed since its 

establishment . If only the last five -year period is held in 

view, it becomes readily apparent that the KCATA ha s 

learned to operate more responsively to demand as 

expressed by the entities which support it. Prior to the 

enactment of the 1971 sales tax , the Authority was entirely 

dependent upon farebox revenues and other minor 

earnings. Obviously, that was an untenable condition, 

which was remedied by the legislative action . Today, along 

with other American metropolitan tran sportation 

systems, KCATA's ability to operate is contingent upon 

subsidies of 50 to 60 percent which are likely to increase 

proportionately during the next three to four years. 

BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS 

The public agencies, particularly Kansas City , Missouri ; 

Kansas City, Kansas; and Independence have learned that 

money is the principal constraint of service. The temptation 

to yield to the slightest public pressure for providing transit 

service is more and more rejected by the elected officials 

as an inappropriate policy . Marginal services must be 

eliminated anyway and it is usually easier to say "No" at 

the outset than to explain later on why a service had to be 

discontinued. In this connection, it is highly desirable to 

establish specific standards of service performance so that 

the discontinuation of a transit service can be readily 
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understood by the public. If, for instance, it is the policy 

that there must be, during the peak hours, at leaSt 0 

passengers to seats provided ratio of 0.60 of all buses 

serving a certain new line, and if this 0.60 is not achieved 

within 3 months or so the service will be discontinued, 

maintenance or discont:nuance of the line becomes merely 
· · · little a matter of elementary arithmetic requ,rrng 

explanation to the public. 

As a result of five years' experience under subsidized 

transit operation, the Authority and the cities have learned 

to recognize the overriding requirement of making ends 

meet and staying within the available funding. There is no 

such thing as deficit spending at the local transportation 

level. In acting accordingly, the Authority and the 

sponsoring municipalities and counties become more and 

more business-like in their official actions . It may, therefore, 

be said that the basic formula which the authors of the 

1966 compact elected to use is working reasonably well . 

Given a fair chance to continue, KCATA will improve as 

time goes on and create a reasonable balance between 

desirable transportation objectives and budgetary 

limitations. In a very direct sense, the public has a voice in 

the matter through the elected officials of the city councils 

and the county boards which provide KCATA operating 

subisides . 

SUB-DISTRICT FUNDING 

A major issue which arises from time to time and will be 

more in the foreground in the future is the fair and 

reasonable distribution of Federal funds to the 

transportation district . The Federal government 

·zes the existing Kansas City urbanized 
recognt Orea 

d f
. d by the 1970 census and allocates funds d 0 s 

e ,ne . . un er th 

1974 act for either capital or operating subsidies to _e 

Within this area, however, the question m th,s 
area . oy Well b 

. d whether or not any one community of th e 
ra rse h e ATA 

t'tuency receives a greater s are of the Fed I 
cons r . . era fund 
than others . Since the Federal approprratrons are base s 

considerations other than patronage, the rssue b don 
ecornes 

more complex . 

Analysis of the transportation program under th 
d · d ' · e Lon 

R nge Plan will give a goo rn rcat,on of the c 9 
a onstrai 

flowing from cost ~e_rsus _available funding . If, for instan:s 

th responsible offrcrals implement at some future t' , 
e rrne th 

fixed guideway system, funds for construction would h e 

t be secured from UMT A. Under present legislati ~ve o on th, . 
theoretically possible under Section 3 of the 1975 ' s rs 

. Act If 
uch funds were granted, the question would aris 11 • s e, Ho 

would the local 20 percent share be financed?" w 

Obviously , this amount could be levied against the . 
. . . f I . entire 

transit d,strrct ,n some orm . n part, rt could be tak 
en f rorn 

the sales tax revenue , however, at the expense of 
d h f

. other 
needed improvements, an as t e rgures show th 

. bl h ' ere is 
very little money avarla e at t at - unless the tax . . 

. . . ts raised 
to one percent . It ts at th,s pornt where the issue of 

d
. h I d . . the 

validity of hol rng t e tota rstrrct responsible fo 
. . r such 0 

proposition wrll arrse . 

In order to achieve a greater degree of financial fie .6.1. . . . XI I rty, 
some considerat ion can be grven to the creating of 

h I 
. d ' . sub-

d istricts within t e arger transit rstrrct. In O s . erres of 
background pape rs prepared a s part of the Transit Stud 

the particulars of that and related concepts were d t .
1 

y, 
. . e or ed 

together with the necessary 1nformat1on on tax res ou rces. 
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It can obviously be said that the principal beneficiary from 

construction of fixed guideways would be initially Kansas 

City, Missouri and, at some future date, perhaps Kansa s 

City, Kansas, Independence or Johnson County . In Kansas 

City, to use that example , it may be said that the entire 

~20 square-mile municipal area does not benefit from this 

improvement. In this situation it may be wise to consider the 

well established method of the "benefit assessment district" 

as a sub-district for financial purposes which would 

produce a two-tier type financial arrangement. 

Conceivably, within the larger transit district a smaller 

transit district could be established, which by standards 

acceptable to the public would create a benefit assessment 

to raise some of the funds needed to provide the local 

matching investment. Thus, the Federal government would 

have to consent to an 80 percent underwriting of the 

construction costs of such a fixed guideway transit element . 

As the system is expanded, similar arrangements are 

~ossible in every jurisdiction where appropriate. For 

instance, only the northeast portion of Johnson County 

would be concerned for years to come and would provide 
th · eir own funding . 

Any assessment, if it were against real estate, would be 

fairly substantial. At the present time , the assessed 

valuation of all real estate in Kansas City is approximately 

$900 million. If the special assessment district for rapid 
tr · d I . ansit were to include one-third of the assesse va uation, 

or about $300 million, a $20. per $1,000. valuation tax 

levy would produce approximately $6 million of tax 

revenue per year. On this basis, the collection of about 17 

Y~a_rs would be required to raise enough funds for $100 

million of matching funds . An alternative to this method, of 

course, is a smaller millage levied against the total 

property of the City for the purpose of issuing general 

obligation bonds, or to amortize bonds issued on that 

basis . This would have to be approved by a two-thirds 

majority of the voters in a bond election . Based on past 

experience in recent years, this is presently a critical 

problem in Missouri . Yet another option would be the use 

of increased sales taxes for capital funding , but provide 

for ad valorem backing on sub-district basis to obtain 

marketable bonds. Regardless of the method, the demand 

must be strong, for the cost to the taxpayer will always be 

substantial. 

KCATA MANAGEMENT 

It would appear at this time that the most logical policy to 

be followed by the participating governments in the 

Kansas City Transit District would be the continued 

cooperation with the Kansas City Area Transportation 

Authority and the strengthening of its capabilities. New 

organizations will not necessarily produce meaningful 

improvements over the present arrangement. On the 

contrary, any new model would require a number of years 

of trial and error which would be a considerable set back for 

the public . The KCATA has undergone severe criticism and 

has its difficulties, but at the same t ime it has also gone 

through an extensive shakedown process which has 

produced a workable agency. As an interim measure, 

KCATA secured the services of a private management firm 

which has helped overcome the initial internal 

administrative problems which the new entity faced at a 

point in its development when both funds and capable 

personnel were simply not available . 
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Since the Missouri Legislature resolved in 1971 the funding 

problem and the other communities who desired to 

participate have effectively seen fit to pay their share of 

the total bill, the entire entity has become more responsive 

to public demands and should, move in the direction of its 

own in -house permanent management staff . That, too, will 

contribute to greater acceptance by the public for the 

obvious rea son that the constituent governments will feel 

that the personnel they are supporting are oriented 

towards the sponsors in much the same manner as the civil 

service employees of the jurisdictions concerned . 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

A review of the issues at hand might suggest that one 

could conceive of a wide range of legislative measures 

which would perhaps create more opportunities for 

management alternatives and operational options. It has 

to be recognized , however, that little is to be gained by 

ideal , highly theoretical legal model s for the reason that 

they tend to confuse the legislators and detract from the 

key issue. 

Legislators are typically overloaded with numerous 

demands for consideration and have little time to addre ss 

them selves to the intricacies of any one of th e many highly 

technical propositions before them . Moreover, with respect 

to Missouri , anything advantageous to Kan sas City , a s a 

practical matter, mu st be acceptable to St . Loui s a s well 

and vice versa . Therefore, it would see m prudent to 

simplify any practical legal program as much as po ss ibl e 

and to concentrate on th e real issue. In Missouri th e 

primary issue is th e e liminat ion of the two-year renewal 

clau se in the act wh ich authorizes the levying of a l / 2% 

I t S
o that the revenues produce d und er th · 1 so es ax . is aw c 

P
ermanent source of income availabl an 

become a e to th 
tran sit operators . e 

d I
I the most desirable public support for tran . 

I ea y, . f . . sit would 

b 
through the establishment o a mult1-1urisdictio 

e . h. h . . nal ta 

h
. h should also be given 19 pnonty in I . )( 

w 1c . eg1 slativ 

ff t 
It would be desirable to have a statut e 

e ors. e wh · h 
Id give the option of levying such O ta 

1
c 

wou I )( to all 
. . d . tion s but at the very ea st to Wyandott C 
1u ris ic . . e ount 

h
. h is second in ridership in the Transit Di strict Y 

W IC . 

Th Sp
ecial Committee on Leg islation and Fi 

e nance f 
MARC has been provided with the required back 

0 

ff 
. I . h h ground 

. f motion to deal e ect1ve y wit t e se monagem 
in or . . ent and 

I 
· lative issues. It should move swiftly 1f the mo 

eg1s . mentun, 
•ned through the MARC planning proce ss is t . 

gai O yield 
meaningful re sults . 

Once this fundam ental goal is achieved, th e Corn . 

h h
. . m1ttee 

then deal with ot er more sop 1st1cated matte S can rs . 0111 
of the se longer range conc e rn s are a s follows: e 

l . 

2 . 

3. 

What powers should th e regional tran sit autho ·t h 
n Y ave 

for the KCMR? 

Should it have direct or derived powe rs of t . . . a)(at1on 
or should th ese powers rema in with th e co t · ' ns ituent 
gove rn me nts? 

What tax alternativ es would b e acce ptable to f' inance 
ope rati ng d e fi ci ts a nd ca p ita l invest ments i b n oth 
state s? 
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4 . 

5. 

6. 

Should the board members of the regional transit 

authority be appointed by local or state governments, 

or elected and if elected, in what manner? 

Should the transit district's jurisdiction be limited to 

the area it primarily serves? 

Should an effort be made to secure statewide financial 

support for transit in both Kansas and Missouri? 

What role generally should the states play in financing 

regional transit systems? 

7
· How should the fare be established and who should 

determine policy with respect to the level of service 
offered? 

8. 

9. 

Should the transit authority have powers other than 

those related to transportation, for instance, joint 

land development powers? 

What formula should be used for capital improvement 

financing of local shares with respect to local projects 

and should the present formula for determining oper­

ating subsidies be modified? 

Obviously, these are all matters of public policy and their 

resolution will determine how effectively a high quality 

public transportation system for the KCMR will be 
developed. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND 

MAJOR FINDINGS 

The objective of developing a Long Range Tran sportation 

Plan for the KCMR is to provide a framework for policy 

decisions, financial commitments and development goals 

which will complement each other in p roviding improved 

mobility for the citizens of the Region . This Report has 

surnrnarized the public transportation alternatives w_hich 

Were considered as part of the Study and summarized 
th · · eir costs, benefits, and impacts on the Region. 

The refinement of the Provisional Plan included th e 

evaluation of a regional transit system with two option~ in 
th e major corridors . From this evaluation, the following 

fi nd ings are summarized: 

• 

• 

Service - The Regional Transit Plan with either option 

would provide transit service within walking diStance 

of 75 % of the forecast population and 78% of the fore­

cast job locations . 

Costs - Based on 1975 cost levels, the facilities included 

in the All Bus option would cost approximately $~37 

million while the current cost of the Bus & Fixed Guide­

way option would fall between $680 and $745 million 

depending upon the alternative alignments in certain 

locations . 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Ridership - Based on the projected population and em­

ployment distribution and demonstrated travel be­

hav ior, it would be expected that approximately 

296,000 revenue passengers a day would be attracted 

to the All Bus Plan while 322,000 would utilize the 

Bus & Fixed Guideway Plan . These represent five time s 

the present level of ridership . 

• Revenues and Operating Costs - Based on current fare 

and operating cost levels, service with either option 

would require a substantial annual subsidy. This would 

vary from $23 to $28 million per year, depending upon 

the option . 

• Benefits - If no improvements were made to the existing 

transit system, future total auto vehicle miles would 

increase on the order of 130% over present vehicular 

travel. Implementation of either transit option would 

reduce petroleum comsumption in the KCMR by about 

8 % or approximately 40 million gallon s annually . 

Additionally, highway accident costs would be reduced 

by $12 million and fatalities by 7 % , for both options. 

• Transportation Costs - The total annual cost of trans­

portation to the citizens of the Region would be re ­

duced by $64 to $69 million, depending upon the 

option selected in the design year by providing a com­

prehensive regional transit system . 
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• 

• 

• 

Generated Employment - Con struction of the Bus & 
Fixed Guideway system would generate 98,000 man 

years of employment including 1,600 to 1,700 on-site 

construction jobs over a l 0-year period. In addition, 

2,000 more jobs would be needed to operate the system 

than are required for the present system . 

Air Quality - The Long Range Transit system with either 

option would reduce air pollutants in the range of 5 to 

7 % when com pa red to not improving the present 

system . 

Traffic Congestion - In spite of the modest forecast of 

5 ½ to 6 % of total person trips on transit, traffic con ­

ge~ti~n would be reduced in all major corridors and high 

activity areas. In the Kansas City, Missouri CBD alone 

the num_ber of vehicles could be reduced by 20% if the 

Bus & Fixed Guideway system were implemented and 

12% under the All Bus option . 

FULFILLING REGIONAL GOALS 

MARC's regional goals for transit in the KCMR were 

summarized at the beginning of this report and each of 

the specific goals have been addressed in the foregoing 

Chapters . It must be recognized that many of these goals 

require continuing action in regard to legislation, funding , 

and_ the gradual improvement to public transportation 

services throughout the Region . 

While the transit component of the regional transportation 

system has been presented, it is but one essential element 

in the task to provide mobility to the citizens of the area . 

With the adoption of a Long Range Transit Plan, MARC 

and the other agencies will develop a long range highway 

plan and a long range land use plan, each of which will 

be consistent with the others. The effort to seek 

appropriate balance between public and priva~: 

transportation is one that will require continuing attention 

in the years to come . As most of the planned tr . . . . ans1t 
services would be provided al_ong ex1st1ng or proposed 

streets and highways both the highway network and tra . nsIt 

system interact to a great extent . 

Highways have played a very significant role in th 

development patterns of the region, particularly sine: 

World War II. Transit's gradual decline has perha 

reached the point where a change in direction is bo~~ 

desirable and possible . With the uncertainties of th 

future , it can_ be sta~ed that trans!t can be expected to pla~ 

a gradually increasing rol~ only 1f t~e ele_cted officials and 

decision makers in the region establish this as an obi'e t · c Ive 
and make public and private policy consistent with ·t I . 

The need for a plan is obvious for it will provide a 

framework within which short-term objectives fina . I ' nc,a 

commitments, and other decisions can be made; and yet, 

while it is so important to adopt a Long Range Plan , it has 

been emphasized that there is need for flexibility within 

this plan so that the region can respond to changin 

conditions which are difficult to predict at this point in time~ 

The suggested staging program provides for this flexibility 

through an on going Monitoring Program. 

An example of this needed flexibility is the South Midtown 

Freeway which is now being contested in the courts 1 . t 
was assumed that the Freeway would be constructed and 

transit ways have been proposed in the median . In the 
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event that thi s project is delayed or deferred alternate 

planning option s will have to be examined. 

The realities of the various political subdivision s must be 
recogn . d . ize and dealt with acco rdingly . One very impo rtant 

aspect of the multi - jurisdictional compo sition of the KCMR 
relates t h . 1· 0 t e bi -state nature of the metropo 1tan area . 
Conseq I • · h d f uent Y, many of the leg1slat1ve c ange s an 

inancial programs that will be required must re sult in 
closely c d . ·f · d d 00 r 1nated efforts towards deve loping uni 1e an 

cooperative programs, se nsitive to the unique problem s o f 
each st t h · d 
h 

O e. While in the past the state line as increa se 
t e com I · · I P ex1ty of solving regional problem s, 1t can a so 
Provide th h t · b . e catalyst in approaching a program t a 1s Y 
its not • · · · I . ure a regional one . Public transportation 1s certain Y 
1n th · 1s category . 

Regional goals are what the people and elected official s 
rnake th p · · b d . em . regress toward achieving them must e ma e 
Within th 1· f · If Th e 1st of priorities that the region sets or 1tse • e 
recom d . d b I 
h 

men ed Long Range Transit Plan outline e ow 
s 0 uld be · · · b f th . . . given the appropriate priority ecause o e 
sign,f, h f h 
KCMR~ance of its impact on the future growt o t e 

CONCLUSIONS 

Various plans have been reviewed in some depth 
throu h d · h. g out the life of the Study and summarize in t is 

of nd previous reports. The Provisional Plan , developed laSt 

all is b . I . h . f r '. as1ca ly a regional bus system wit two options or 

ap_,d transit in two major central corridors. The All Bus 
0 Pt1on · · · I d. . env1s1oned a greatly expanded bus system inc u ing 
special lanes for buses - a system which responds to those 

estimated d e mands which can be reasonably predicted 

from past and current experience. A second option, 

incorpo ra ting a nucleus of 24 miles of fixed guideway (w ith 

furth er ex pan sion possible) provides, at greater cost, a 

more so phi sticated public tran sportation system capable of 

moving a much greater number of people and also 

capable of exerting a more significant long -rang e effect 
on urban development. 

Th e studie s conducted have consisted of two major e fforts_ 

1) rigorous technical analysis, and 2) public input from all 

facets of the community . The technical analysi s indicate s 

that the All Bus system will provide a practical , co st­

e ffectiv e answer to the predictable area transit need s in 

the foreseeable future. Much of the public input ha s been 

insistent that the fixed guideway system is desirabl e and 

warranted . Thi s conclusion seems to have resulted from 

very real concerns or fears of an energy shortage and 

rising fuel costs; of severe air pollution problems if 

automotive growth is unchecked and of further urban 

deterioration , all coupled with a disenchantment with the 

present transit service as a means of travel. Many al so 

expressed a concern that desirable urban development 

goals could only be implemented by a system which 

includes a fixed guideway element . The validity of such 

concerns is recognized . 

It is well accepted that transportation is interdependent 

with regional development. A commitment to incorporate 

the fixed guideway as part of the Long Range Plan, even 

without a specific time schedule, will provide a framework 

for policy decisions to link major activity centers and to 

shape metropolitan development. These decisions imply 

many further development and planning action s and 

133 



134 

require the deliberate commitment of resources to 

encourage more intensive development along the 

transportation corridors. 

Currently the Kansas City Region has low population 

densities and an excellent highway system. These 

conditions make for a very low diversion to mass transit 

and the theoretical analysis indicates that only some 5 or 

6% of daily person trips will be attracted to any proposed 

mass transit system . Barring some uncertain and highly 

significant event, or series of events, changes may occur in 

travel behavior to such an extent that perhaps 2 or 3 times 

this percentage of riders would be attracted to mass 

transit. It is recognized that in today's circumstances it is 

reasonable to consider such events. 

After thorough consideration, it is concluded that the two 

systems studied should be merged into a single long range 

public transportation plan . This plan would call for a 

nucleus of rapid transit routes, initially for bus service but 

designed for ultimate conversion, as required, to a light 

rail or equivalent intermediate capacity system . The 

commonality of much of the busway and fixed guideway 

alignments provides an opportunity to proceed with bus 

facilities , reserving the opportunity to change to a fixed 

guideway technology at a later date . This will permit early 

acquisition of (or protection of existing) rights-of -way for 

certain major routes. 

The Recommended Long Range Transit Plan is shown on 

the fold -out map in Figure 39. It represents a composite of 

the two options developed from the Provisional Plan. The 

concept has the following characteristics : 

• 
. d mic plan which responds to the public 

It ,s a yna . . . 
t t . n needs of the region tn incremental steps . 

transpor a 10 • 

• 
. t ' I plan which can be initiated immediately 

It ,s a prac ,ca . . 
. h ' ent financing resources by following the w,t in pres 

suggested first stage program . 

• 
. I hich once adopted can be used to develop It ,s a pan w 

I e highway plan and land use plan for the 
0 ong rang . 
KCMR, each of which will be interdependent upon each 

other . 

• 
. fl 'ble plan which through the Monitoring Pro-It ,s a ex, 

nticipate and respond to changes in forecast gram can a . 

d . I vels of transit usage; highway congestion · 
tren s, e ' 
and Federal, State and local policy . 

• 
. ehensive plan which consists of a basic It ts a compr 

k f l ·,ne-haul services, local area services and 
networ o . . . ' 

. f rms of special services 1nclud1ng some demand various o 
• service It will serve all parts of the metro-responsive · 

politan region as they develop . 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

d t ke the Long Range Transit Plan a reality it 
In or er o ma . . ' 

b ry to take a number of actions tn the im-
will e necessa . . 

d
. f t and to set up the machinery to in sure the me ,ate u ure . . 

d
. t d development of a comprehensive, high standard coor ,no e 

bl
. t ·t system for the KCMR . From the Conclusions pu ,c rans, . 

d b th e following recommendations are presented: state a ove, 

l. 
That after review by the appropriate agencies, c,v,c 

organizations and the public, the MARC Board adopt a 

Long Range Transit Plan for the KCMR. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6, 

7 

That this Plan be used as the basis of developing a 

Long Range Highway Plan and Land Use Plan which 

when combined with the Transit Plan would be 

adopted as the Regional Transportation and Land Use 
Plan . 

That the $34 million , Stage I Program outlined in this 

Report be adopted by the MARC Board and that the 

necessary steps b e taken towards implementation . 

That, with approval of the Stage I Program an ag ­

gressive marketing program be undertaken to pub­

licize the planned improvements and make the public 

more aware of the transit services offered. 

That concurrent with the Stage I Program the planning 

and engineering studies listed below be initiated to 

identify specific project locations and feasibility to 

the point where right-of-way can be acquired for future 

facilities. 

That MARC's Special Committee on Legislation and 

Finance be authorized to develop a suggested Legis­

lative & Financing Program consistent with the adopted 

Long Range Transit Plan . These are considered matters 

of public policy and are thus beyond the scope of this 

Study. 

That the Monitoring Program described in Chapter IV 

be established under the Total Transportation Policy 

Committee, by joint cooperation between MARC, 

KCAT A, other agencies, and the major municipalities 

to review the transit program periodically as a basis of 

developing incremental transit improvements in th e 

KCMR. 

8 . 

9 . 

That the KCAT A be requested to develop service 

criteria for the present system which would be used 

as the basis of continuing or extending services and that 

these criteria be incorporated into the Monitoring 
Program. 

That a concerted effort be made to explore the feasi ­

bility of initiating demand responsive or Dial -A-Ride 

services for areas which need it and that such services 

be inaugurated where found feasible . 

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 

In addition to the capital items summarized in Chapter IV 

for improvements to transit service during Stage I, it will be 

necessary to undertake certain investigations and studies to 

resolve questions of physical feasibility, route location and 

right-of-way acquisition for transit facilities included in the 

Long Range Plan. These should be considered part of the 

continuing planning process and are required as a basis of 

making policy decisions and eventually financial 
commitments . 

As stated in the foregoing section, which summarizes the 

conclusions and recommendations, the proposed Long 

Range Plan is a flexible one, designed to respond to 

changing conditions and rates of development throughout 

the metropolitan area . The Monitoring Program will 

provide a useful mechanism to carry out incremental 

planning but must have input that would be developed as 

a result of those efforts listed below : 

1. Country Club Busway - An at-grade busway is 

proposed as part of the first stage program from Volker 
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3. 
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to Waldo. If there are any legal restriction s on such 

use they should first be resolved . Preliminary engi ­

neering and urban design investigations should be 

initiated regarding station locations, access, and park­

ing . Consideration should also be given to developing 

a demonstration program of increased transit service 

on the busway and north to the downtown area along 

Broadway . 

Missouri River Crossing - In view of the obvious 

need for increased vehicular and transit capacity across 

the Missouri River, it will be necessary to determine 

the optimum solution for providing for this capacity so 

that both highway and transit planning can be co­

ordinated . These investigations would include location , 

type of structure, methods of financing the river cross­

ing, the future use of the upper level of the ASB 

Bridge and the location of separate tran sit facilities 

both north and south of the River. 

South Midtown Freeway - Preliminary discussions 

with the Missouri Highway Department indicate that 

providing for transit - either exclusive bu s lanes or 

fixed guideway - in the median of the South Midtown 

Freeway will requi re design modification s to that 

facility. Engineering and urban design studies should, 

therefore , be undertaken to fully explore the physical 

and operational feasibility as well as the cost of making 

provision for transit from Truman Road to 75th Street 

with a connection to the 31st Street corridor. 

This Freeway was a part of the a ssumed Existing and 

Committed Highway Network and the tran sit planning 

wa s based on this assumption . If the South Midtown 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

d f 
the Highway Network alternate 

were delete rom . d 
. ·11 have to be examine . 

planning options w1 

C 
·d r _ Because the proposed busway 

31 t Street orri O . 
s .d are on common alignments along 

nd fixed guI eway . 
a S t rridor between the South Midtown 
the 31st tree co . . 

d 
Van Brunt, invest1gat1ons should be under-

Freeway an ·b ·I· f b . d 
I the physical feas1 1 1ty o a com 1ne 

taken to exp ore . . 
. d h" h y corridor, the right of way required 

transit an 19 wa . . 

f 
·I·t· and the redevelopm ent potential In 

for these acI I ies, 

the surrounding area. 

. f W R quirements - Rapid Transit Cor-
R1ght-o - ay e . . • f 
. dd·t· n to determining right-of-way or the 

ridors - In a I io 

I
. d bove steps should be taken to reserve 

segments 1ste a , . 

d d
. t ther segments of right-of-way requi red to 

or e ,ca e o . I d 
. th pid transit ways . These inc u e parts 
implement e ra . 

h
. h s ma,·or streets, other publicly owned 

of State 19 way , . . 

d 
·1 ds rights of way where ded1cat1on or 

lands an ra1 roa 
·11 be necessary to provide for the tran sit 

easements wI 

facilities. 

. h f W Requirements - Other - Location Rig t-o - ay . . . 

d
. h Id be undertaken to determine specific 

stu Ies s ou . 
• f k & ride facilities, maIor tran sf e r sta -

locat,on or par 
. d · tenance facilitie s so that property can b e 

tIons, an main 

acqui red or reserved . 

Transit Technology Review - As pa rt of th e Monitor-
. p periodic rev iew should b e ma d e of ing rogram, a . . 

d I ts ·In transit technology rega rding light 
eve opmen . 

rail and other intermediate capacity syste ms_ to 

d 
· hat application these deve lopme nts m ig ht etermine w 

have on the fixed guideway plans. In ad d ition con -

r 
\ 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

sideration should be given to the feasibility of providing 

light rail service at grade with the idea of later con ­

structing it on its own right of way . 

Union Station/Pershing Square Development -
Close coordination should be established for the transit 

facilities to be provided within the Pershing Square 

Development area and necessary studies made to pro ­

vide for future reservation for fixed guideway. 

Downtown Passenger Terminal - As part of im ­

proving KCI Express service between the airport 

and the Kansas City, Missouri CBD, the feasibility of 

developing a single downtown passenger terminal 

should be explored . 

Environmental Impact - Prior to rece1v1ng capital 

grants from the U.S. DOT, it will be necessary to make 

an environmental assessment, and in some cases, 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for 

specific projects . The extent of these investigations 

can only be determined when the projects are 

identified. 

THE DECISIONS AHEAD 

The decisions to be made in the near future in regard to 

public transportation for the KCMR can have a profound 

effect on the type of metropolitan area it becomes . Since 

tra~sportation is a regional problem, it must be solved on a 

regional basis and this has been the underlying philosophy 

of the transit study . 

What is needed now is responsible leadership by all the 

elected officials and agencies who have a role to play in 

making superior public transit a reality . The development 

of the Long Range Plan, as presented in this Report, is but 

a necessary first step to providing a viable alternative to 

the automobile for the citizens of the Region . Once the 

Plan is adopted many other decisions will be necessary : 

providing funding sources, getting public support and 

setting up the machinery to keep the improvement 

program moving . Indeed, it is apparent, of these decisions 

the most critical one is to develop a permanent tax support 

program for the funding of transit improvements and 

operations. Attempts should be made to establish the tax 

on a bi -state, multi - jurisdictional basis . 

It is hoped that the Plan presented offers the opportunity 

to develop one significant component of the Region's 

transportation system which serves the community, 

conserves energy, preserves the environment, and 1s 

flexible enough to respond to future change . 
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APPENDIX A 

TECHNICAL 

VOLUME I 

PHASE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 . 
12 . 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Regional Control Estimates - Population l 970-1980-2000 

Regional Control Estimates - Employment l 970-1980-2000 

Small Area Population Projections - l 970-1980-2000 (Plan A) 

Small Area Employment Projections - l 970-1980-2000 (Plan A) 

Comparison Population and Employment Projections - 1970-

1980-2000 (Plan A and B)* 
Summary of Comparisons of the Socioeconomic Distribution -

Land Use Plans A & B 
Special Study - Freeway Accidents and Delay Costs 
Special Study - Utilization of Existing Railroad Rights of Way 

Special Study - Analysi s of Transit Attitude Survey* 

Existing Regional Physiographical Characteristics 

Data Base and 1970 Tran sit Network 

Potential Transit Corridors 

Citizen Meetings 
Review of Socioeconomic and Environmental Impacts 

Tran sit Technology Review and Evaluation 

VOLUME II 

PHASE 11 

16. 

17. 

18. 

TMll -1 Modal Split Model - Parts l & 2 
TMll -2 Mode Preference Model - Preliminary 

TMll -3 Mode Preference Model - Final 

Part l - Airport Survey 
Part 2 - Employment Survey 
Part 3 - Impact of Pricing and Rationing on Auto Trip Production 

MEMORANDA 

19. TMll -4 Evaluation of Commuter Railroad System 

20 . TMll -5 Travel Impacts, No Build - Plan A 

21 . TMll -6 Community Involvement Program 

22. TMll -7 Test System Facility and Cost Estimate, Plan A 

23 . TMll -8 Test System Patrona ge and Operations, Plan A 

24 . TMll -9 Test System Impact Analysis, Plan A 

PHASE Ill 

25 . 

26. 

27. 

28 . 

29 . 

30 . 

31 . 

32 . 

33 . 

34. 

35 . 

36. 

37 . 

38 . 

TMlll -1 Travel Impacts, No Build - Plan B 

Patronage Adju stm ent Factors for Regional Transit TMlll -2 
Systems 

TMlll -3 Test System Facility and Cost Estimate , Plan B 

Test System Patronag e and Operations, Plan B TMlll-4 

TMlll -5 Test System Impact Analysis, Plan B 

TMlll -6 

TMlll-7 

TMlll -8 

TMlll -9 

TMlll -10 

TMlll -11 

TMlll -12 

TMlll -13 

TMlll -14 

VOLUME Ill 
Alternative System Characteristics 
Test System 109 Analy sis (South Midtown) 

Plan Implementation Background Paper 

Impacts of Transit Stations in Other Cities 

Staging the Long Range Transit Plan 
Cost Estimates - Recommended Alternative Systems 

110 & 111 
Patronage and Operation s - Recommended Alternativ e 

Systems 110 & 111 
Financing Alternatives for the KCMR 
Economic Evaluation of Alternative Transit Plans -

Midwest Research Institute 

* Report published separately from Technical Memoranda Binder 

Note: The above listed Technical Memoranda have been published 

and distributed a s support information for the Rapid Transit Planning 

Study . 



APPENDIX B 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Note · A · I · reg1ona transportation study covering two states 
and 110 · · 1· · . munic1pa 1t1es requires close coordination on many 
different aspects of the problem. The committees listed 

(b~ low) have had the responsibility of providing technical 
guidance, citizen input and liaison to the Transit Team and 
MARC Board . 

Members List of: 

MID-AMERICA REGIONAL COUNCIL 
Representatives 

Honorable Robert R. Davis 
(Chairman) 

Hon . Dale Baumgardner Councilman Ray Heady 
Alderman Ted Behler Mr. Keith Hubbard 
Councilman Charles Bowers Ms. Mamie Hughes 

Mr. Robert F. Brown Hon. J. Weldon Jackson 

Mr. Edward J. Chapman, Jr. Hon. Richard King , Mayor 
Mr. Ray R. Coffman Councilman Richard Lantiser 
Councilwoman Joanne CollinsHon . Henry J. Miller 
Mr. Joe Daniels, Jr. Hon . Neale Peterson 

Hon . James P. Davis Hon . John E. Reardon, Mayor 

Mr. James W . Farley Hon . Kelsey Short, Mayor 
Hon. Monroe Fields Councilman Douglas Smith 
Commissioner Henry Foth Hon . William B. Springer 

Councilman Harold Hamil Hon. Jack Walker, Mayor 
Hon. Patrick G. Hanlon Hon. Charles B. Wheeler, Jr., 

Councilman Charles Hazley Hon . Mike White 

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE 

POLICY 

Councilman Art Asel 

(Co-Chairman) 
Hon. Robert R. Davis 

(Co-Chairman) 

Mr. Lynn Bauer 

Mr. Robert Brown 
Mr. Edward Chapman, Jr. 

Councilman F. R Edgington 

Hon. John J. Franke, Jr. 

Councilman Harold Hamil 

Mr. Donald Hiskey 

Hon. Robert W. Hart 

Mr. Harold Holliday 
Ms. Mamie F. Hughes 

Hon . Richard King 

Councilman George J. McCausland 
Hon. Henry Miller 

Mr. R.F . Newlin 

Mr. Jack Olson 

Councilwoman Mitzi Overman 

Mr. I.I. Ozar 
Councilman Joel Pelofsky 

Hon . John E. Reardon 

Mr. Jack Reitzes 

Mr. Gary Stubbs 

Hon. Charles B. Wheeler, Jr. 

Mr. J.W. Wilfong 

TOT AL TRANSPORTATION POLICY 
COMMITTEE 

Citizen Advisory Subcommittee 

Mr. Ira Bailes 
Mr. Conrad J. Dahl 
Mr. Paul Degenhardt, Jr. 

Mr. Robert Goodfriend 

Mr. Charles Greene 
Mr. David Henderson 

Rev . Lewis T. Johnston 

Mr. Max Norman 

Mr. James Pendleton 

Mr. Henry Perry 
Ms. Jacqueline Rose Seligson 

Mr. Fred A. Thomson, Jr. 
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TOT AL TRANSPORTATION POLICY 
COMMITTEE 

Support Staff 

Mr. William Bulla rd 

Mr. Verne Craig 

Mr. Dennis Garrett 

Mr. Darrell Hammond 

Mr. Larry Huffman 

Mr. Robert Hughes 

Mr. Robert N. Hunter 

Mr. Richard Ives 

Mr. Del Karmeier 

Mr. Carl E. Klamm 

Mr. George Melton 

Mr. Harry Mendenhall 

Mr. George Satterlee 

Mr. Joseph Vitt 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON TRANSIT 
LEGISLATION AND FINANCE 

Cou ·1 nci man Leon Brownfield 

(Co-Chairman ) 
Com · · missioner John Franke 

(Co-Chairman) 

Mr. Joseph A. Bukaty 

Mr . Edward J. Chapman, Jr . 

Mr. Vernon E c . oe 
Cou ·1 nci woman Joanne Collins 
Com · · missioner James Davis 

Ex-Officio 

Councilman Art Asel 
Com · · missioner Robert R. Davis 

Legi slator Mamie Hughes 

Mr. Clinton W . Kanaga, Jr . 

Honorable Richard King 

Honorable Jack McCausland 

Mr. I. I. Ozar 
Councilman Douglas Smith 

Honorable Richard F. Walsh 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON TRANSIT 
LEGISLATION AND FINANCE 

Management Task Force 

Councilman Douglas Smith 

(Chairman ) 

Edward J. Chapman, Jr . 

Vernon E. Coe 
Councilwoman Joanne Collins 

Legislator Mamie Hughes 

Clinton W. Kanaga, Jr. 

Hon . Richard King 

Hon. Jack McCausland 

Ms. Jacqueline Seligson 

Hon. Kelsey Short 

Hon. Richard F. Walsh 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON TRANSIT 
LEGISLATION AND FINANCE 

Finance Task Force 

Honorable Richard A. King 

(Chairman) 

Councilman Art Asel Mr. I. I. Ozar 
Mr. Joseph A. Bukatv Ms. Jacqueline Seligson 

Councilwoman Joanne Collins Honorable Wesley Smith 

Councilman George J. McCau sland Councilwoman Sarah Snow 

Mr. Jack Olson 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON TRANSIT 
LEGISLATION AND FINANCE 

Mr. Larry Huffman 

Mr . Delbert Karmeier 

Mr. Robert A. Kipp 

Support Staff 

Mr. Robert Leanna 

Mr. Jack Reitzes 

-



TRANSPORTATION REVIEW 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. Virgil Holdredge 
(Chairman) 

Mr. Harold Bastin 
Mr. Frank Carroll 
Mr. James Carter 
Mr. Reid Charles 

Mr. James Davis Ill 
Mr. Arthur Fendrick 
Mr. Robert Hrabak 
Mr. Donald Hurlbert 
Mr. Harry Hutton 
Mr. R.N. Jagtap 

Mr. Muri Johnston 
Mr. Dean Katerndahl 
Mr. Donald Kidwell 
Mr. Dean Landman 

Mr. Harry Mendenhall 
Mr. Gary Metcalf 

Mr. Gary Montague 
Mr. Charles Munson 

Mr. Jerry Page 
Lt. Col. Henry B. Perry, USAF Ret. 

Mr. Chuck Pond 
Mr. Mike Reuck 
Mr. William Sachse 

Mr. Richard Scott 
Mr. Donald Sinclair 

Mr. Robert Sirchia 
Mr. Ren Thomas 
Mr. Charles Troppito 
Mr. Lee Waddleton 
Mr. Warren Welch 
Mr. Howard W. Willoughby 
Mr. Richard Winner 

TECHNICAL PLANNING REVIEW 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. Lyle Alberg 

Mr. Kenneth Bopp 
Mr. William Bullard 

Mr. O.V . Cecil 
Mr. Arthur Fendrick 

Mr. Lloyd Gilworth 
Mr. Melvin Hedrick 

Mr. Roger Hedrick 
Mr. C. Fritz Hockaday 

Mr. Virgil Holdredge 

Mr. Robert Hrabak 

Mr. Carl Klamm 
Mr. Dean Landman 
Mr. Harold M . Lambert 

Mr. George Lehnen 
Mr. Dennis McCartney 

Mr. George Melton 

Mr. Charles T. Munson 

Mr. Kevin Nunnick 

Mr. Murray Rhodes 
Mr. Phil Rotert 

Mr. George Satterlee 

Mr. Andrew Schlagel 

Mr. Arthur Schmidt 

Mr. Donald Sinclair 

Mr. Ed Smith 

Mr. Ed Stein 

Mr. Gary Stubbs 

Mr. Will Taliaferro 

Mr. Joe Vitt 

Mr. Joe Watson 

Mr. Howard W . Willoughb 
Ms. Gwendolyn Well s y 

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

Ms. Mamie Hughes 

(Chairman) 

Hon . James P. Davis 
Councilman R.F . Edgington 

Mr. Larry Guillot 
Mr. Jay Hebert 
Mr. Brad Van Hecke 

Mr. Robert Hughes 

Ms. Ann Jacobson 

Mr. R.F. Newlin 

Mr. Jack Pursel 
Mr. Gary Stubbs 
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