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Executive Summary 
 
Federal funding for intercity bus programs is available to states under Section 5311(f) of 
the Federal Transit Act. The act requires 15 percent of all federal funding for public 
transportation in non-urbanized areas be earmarked for intercity bus transportation, 
unless the state's governor certifies that the intercity bus service needs are adequately 
met. The Illinois Department of Transportation has commissioned this study to assess 
whether intercity bus needs are being met in the State of Illinois, and if not, to develop a 
strategy for utilization of federal funds to enhance Illinois rural population’s intercity bus 
service. 
 
To fulfill this study’s objectives, researchers from the University of Illinois at Chicago 
(UIC) reviewed FTA requirements and existing IDOT Intercity Bus policies; surveyed 
the experiences of other states; identified and surveyed common carriers that provide 
scheduled service in the state; analyzed the current supply, demand, and needs of 
intercity passenger service; and, lastly, identified possible intercity bus service options 
and enhancements. 
 
Upon reviewing federal and IDOT intercity bus policies and regulations, the research 
team obtained experiences from other states regarding their strategies to meet federal and 
state-level requirements.  Feedback from the states showed a variety of approaches to the 
funding requirements, even in Illinois’ neighboring states.  Some states focused 
exclusively on intercity bus; others considered the bus system’s role in the statewide 
transportation network.  Most states that subsidize service provide operating support; 
sometimes as a pilot project, sometimes not.  Other states take a more capital focused 
approach. None of the surveyed states exactly matches Illinois' combination of a 
relatively evenly distributed rural population, several medium-sized cities and one 
primate metro area.  However, in consideration of the ways other states approach the 
funding requirement, certain observations may be relevant for Illinois.  These 
observations are offered as recommendations later in this executive summary. 
The research team compiled an inventory of community transportation providers 
in Illinois, including commercial bus companies, rail, local feeder services, and 
air carriers. A telephone survey identified the current 5311 recipients that provide 
countywide transit open to the general population and connect to other modes of 
transportation.  The survey indicated that the contacted organizations were 
meeting the basic transportation needs of Illinois’ rural population. However, 
public transportation in rural areas is not normally available on holidays, 
weekends and evenings.  Most survey respondents indicated that existing service 
was underutilized, with the most prevalent reason being lack of funds.  
 
The supply, demand and needs analyses identified a considerable level of intercity 
transportation service in Illinois.  However, the survey confirmed that as in much of the 
rest of the country, rural areas are either underserved or unserved by intercity 
transportation.  All of Illinois’ metropolitan areas have intercity common carrier service, 
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either through intercity bus, Amtrak, or both. Air service, available in most metro areas, 
wasn’t considered as a possible substitute for rural rail or bus service, due to high prices 
and the inability to make stopovers in rural areas.  No air service was identified to 
nonurbanized areas. Without intercity bus funding, it is doubtful that these places will 
have access to such service in the foreseeable future.   
 
A final component of the study, the survey of current and potential intercity bus 
providers investigated the ability of transit providers in Illinois to provide 
additional service, their interest in providing such service, and reasons that they 
might not want to provide additional service. Of particular interest to the research 
team were the providers’ general interest in IDOT intercity bus programs and 
their willingness to participate in such programs. The survey identified several 
critical considerations to be made before implementing the intercity program. 
 
Conclusions 
 
1. The good news is that much of the state is accessible via bus, and that despite two 

decades of shrinking service, much of the state is still linked by the existing intercity 
network.  All Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in Illinois have intercity 
common carrier service either through intercity bus, Amtrak, or both. 

 
2. The bad news is that the remaining service is often infrequent or unscheduled, 

difficult to find, difficult to use, slow or circuitous.  Some needs are being met, but 
unmet needs remain.  Some larger city-to-city routes could use additional service.   
The routes between Belleville-Rockford, Belleville-Peoria, Belleville-Moline, 
Moline-Rockford and Peoria-Chicago seem to have the greatest need for service 
improvements. High prices and a focus on metropolitan destinations remove air 
service from consideration as a substitute for rail or bus service.   

 
3. The diversity of unmet needs is considerable.  Some communities need feeder service 

to the nearest Amtrak or Greyhound station.  Others need expansion of existing 
service.  There are many small urban places, especially in southern Illinois, which 
have no access to rail or bus service.  Many have no 5311 recipients.  Without 
intercity bus funding, it is doubtful that these places will have access to such service 
in the foreseeable future.   

 
4. Existing Illinois funding guidelines provide no encouragement for innovative 

proposals.  By expressly discouraging projects from entities that aren't already current 
recipients, and by specifically emphasizing the 5311 providers, the current guidelines 
award grants based not on the project’s ability to serve passengers, but solely on the 
incumbency of the grant recipient.  Instead of encouraging innovative programs and 
funding pilot projects that could ultimately expand into self-supporting services, the 
current system encourages non-sustainable service. 

 
5. In other states, use of federal funds has led to increased service. Among the states 

surveyed, increased service attributed to 5311(f) funding was reported in California, 
Indiana, Missouri, Oregon and Michigan. Stabilized service levels were reported in 
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Iowa, Kentucky, and Wisconsin. Only one state, Washington, reported a service loss 
while supporting service.  

 
6. Though not comprehensive, the state survey revealed great variety in the states' 

approaches to the FTA funding requirement, and provides Illinois with a menu of 
options as it evaluates the effectiveness of its own program and the impact of any 
changes. Surveyed states have supported service through operating subsidies, capital 
projects, marketing programs, as well as combinations of the three.  Illinois can learn 
from the variety of approaches that other states have taken to meet the FTA funding 
requirement.    

 
7. The neighboring states of Iowa and Indiana show some of the possibilities and 

limitations of providing operating subsidies to service providers.  Iowa supports as 
much service as possible, and reports stabilized service, but has little new service, 
despite a higher operating subsidy for the first two years of service on a new route.  
Indiana's targeted approach has brought new service in at least one corridor to 
Illinois, but the new service only serves Chicago, not the rural areas of Illinois.  

 
8. Texas, the state that has chosen the most capital-emphasizing approach, prefers not to 

support money-losing routes via direct operating subsidies. The Texas program is 
built on the belief that providing better facilities will ultimately help stabilize or 
increase service. However, it is not yet known if building facilities can help provide 
new service.  

 
9. The comprehensive system approach used in Oregon and Washington involves 

defining an acceptable level of basic service, identifying missing links in the network, 
and funding service to fill the gaps. Critical to this approach is agreement on what 
constitutes an appropriate level of service—i.e., determining what population levels 
are enough for the state to attempt to improve service. 

 
10. The level of cross-border service is encouraging in some ways and not so in others. 

Iowa and Wisconsin currently support service to the northeast and northwest corners 
of the state.  However, the Illinois regions bordering Kentucky and Missouri, states 
without intercity bus programs are, perhaps not coincidentally, some of the areas most 
underserved. 

 
11. In addition to direct financial support, other states cited the need for effective 

marketing programs to make potential customers aware of the availability of service. 
Oregon's even division of funds between operating, capital and marketing/support 
programs represents the largest commitment to marketing, but other states contribute 
to marketing efforts, too, with some publishing a statewide public transportation 
timetable. Such a publication in Illinois, combine rail and bus travel, could help 
promote more effective use of the extensive multi-modal transportation system 
already available in the state. 
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12. Intercity bus operators and feeder service operators had a variety of concerns and 
opinions:  

 
§ Customer-related information is essential to marketing the intercity program; 

focus on providing navigational aids and public-use timetables 
§ There is a need for increased new or replacement vehicles per year for current 

rural providers 
§ Rural operators are especially interested in rolling stock  
§ Driver wages in some communities need to be increased in order to retain 

skilled workers 
§ Support the coordination of intelligent transportation systems as rapidly as 

possible in order to benefit every mode of transit 
§ State participation to offset the local operating match that agencies must 

generate is needed 
§ Private operators encouraged a statewide real-time information system that 

provides information about private carrier routes and also contact information 
about local community providers    

§ Develop relationships with private and public operators to foster coordination 
between similar carriers and multimodal transportation 

 
 
 
13. Private carriers are willing to accept the restrictions involved in accepting federal and 

state funds.  Their main concern was with the Buy American Act--many vehicles 
currently in service in Illinois are manufactured in Canada, Mexico, or Germany. 

 
14. Smaller transit agencies already comply with existing regulatory requirements; 

however, the agencies still cite the burdens imposed by regulatory restrictions as an 
impediment to expanding or improving service. 

 
15. Private carriers are willing to modify existing facilities to allow shared-use by rural 

operators and passengers. 
 
16. The largest private carrier, Greyhound, favors adding stops on existing routes or 

additional buses on a route as opposed to creating an entirely new route. The carrier 
cited the lower financial risk involved in augmenting service, relative to creating new 
service. 

 
17. Private carriers are generally hesitant to add new services without government 

financial support. 
 
18. Most private operators do not expand their service without first conducting their 

market research to ascertain the ridership level to prove the route’s profitability. 
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19. Most non-profit operators will consider expanding their services to better service the 
needs of the county by extending their hours of operation or adding limited weekend 
service depending on their ability to receive additional funding. 

 
20. Past financial difficulties, uncertain ridership, and the ability to acquire new vehicles, 

are the three factors that have prohibited private carriers from implementing new 
service. 

 
21.  Greyhound would rather contract through the state DOT for purchase of service 

agreements, since their service area extends into multiple jurisdictions. All other 
private carriers were in favor in operation grants through this agreement. 

 
22. Local operators do not particularly favor funding in the form of demonstration 

projects or user-side subsides.  Private carriers are mostly receptive to these types of 
projects. 

 
 
Recommendations 
 
As a variety of unmet intercity bus needs exist in Illinois, the intercity bus program 
should be continued. We recommend a number of changes in Illinois' intercity bus 
program, listed here in order of priority.   

 
1. Fund measurable service improvements: The experience in Oregon shows the value 

of measurable standards for new services. Rating projects for cost effectiveness will 
allow IDOT to choose which projects to fund by selecting those that plan to provide 
the most benefits (passengers served and/or passenger miles carried) at the least cost 
per mile or passenger.  Cost effectiveness should be considered at the time a project is 
awarded and when it is evaluated. 

 
2. Establish service priorities. Based on the deficiency analysis, priorities for service 

should include the largest non-MSA communities currently without service, as well 
as the routes between Belleville-Rockford, Belleville-Peoria, Belleville-Moline, 
Moline-Rockford and Peoria-Chicago. Identifying service priorities, in conjunction 
with the measurements proposed in the previous recommendation, will transform the 
current piecemeal intercity bus support program into a coordinated approach that will 
help provide more service to more Illinoisans. 

 
3. Allow a two-year time span for new projects. Experience both with Illinois and out-

of-state providers strongly suggests that it can take well over a year for the public to 
become aware of new service and grow accustomed to using it. If possible, pilot 
service improvement projects should be funded for two years, rather than one. 

 
4. Promote new and improved service. Both Illinois and out-of-state providers confirm 

that many efforts to expand service have failed because the service wasn't marketed 
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or promoted. Any new project funded should be required to demonstrate how the 
service would be promoted.  

 
5. Develop and promote the use of intermodal passenger travel information systems. A 

statewide information network should be developed so travelers can make up-to-the 
minute decisions with real-time information. This can be accomplished through the 
traveler aids such as the development of a statewide public transportation web site or 
a printed timetable. Road signs to aid travelers in finding intercity stops and depots 
would provide helpful to the traveling public at little cost. 

 
6. Work with private operators and community transportation providers to create 

itinerary planning systems. These would ultimately possess the ability to help 
customers schedule multi-modal trips with information about intercity bus service, 
the local community rural service and important city routes within the state. 

 
7. Encourage partnerships between private and public rural carriers to ensure better 

intermodal connections. Cooperation between public and private carriers could lead 
to improved service in rural communities.  

 
8. Fund user-side subsidy and demonstration projects. Smaller private carriers are 

strongly in favor of both user-side subsidies and demonstration projects. Such 
programs should also be extended to taxi operators. 

 
9. Intercity bus funds should be used to support intercity terminal facilities. Private 

operators indicated strong support for intercity terminals that would be available for 
shared use. 

 
10. Offer tax credits or some sort of tax vouchers to private companies who routinely 

bring in passengers (ultimately revenue) to O’Hare and Midway airports. In 
addition, IDOT should investigate the possible exemption from the tax if carriers are 
subsidized by the State.  

 
11. Conduct an annual Illinois Intercity Transportation Conference. A variety of issues 

raised in the interviews can be dealt with effectively through such a gathering of 
interested parties. Private intercity providers feel the need to be recognized as 
partners in providing better transit services. Providers also felt that funding programs 
needed to be more easily accessible and widely publicized to encourage private 
operators participation. Many operators felt that better cooperation and recognition of 
shared objectives between IDOT, Amtrak, bus operators, and local transit agencies 
would go a long way toward helping to improve rural transportation services in 
Illinois. 
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Prioritized Recommendations for Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program 

 
1. Determine fund availability for capital & operating support. 
2. Establish service priorities based on deficiency analysis. 
3. Plan and conduct annual Intercity Bus Conference, involving current and 

potential service providers and IDOT and other appropriate public 
agencies.   

4. Use the conference output as an input to the next funding cycle. 
5. Issue requests for proposals (RFPs) for service. 

• 2 years for highly deficient rural-to-rural intercity bus. 
• 1 year for medium deficient rural-to-urban intercity bus. 
• Consider funding assistance for user-based subsidies, tax 

credits/vouchers, and intercity bus terminal facilities. 
6. Evaluate RFPs on cost effectiveness.  
7. Monitor service progress on cost effectiveness basis. 
8. Develop public-private partnerships where appropriate to improve 

intermodal connections. 
9. Print timetable of statewide intercity surface transportation.  
10. Promote new services: 

• Develop web site with IBTIS. 
• Create itinerary planning systems. 

 
 
 
 
 

MSA Pair Deficiency Priority    

Rank Origin Destination 
Highest Priority: 

1 Belleville  Rockford 
2 Belleville  Moline 
3 Belleville  Peoria 
4 Moline Chicago 
5 Peoria Chicago 

Lower Priority: 
1 Belleville Chicago 
2 Decatur Peoria 
3 Moline Rockford 
4 Peoria Rockford 
5 Peoria Springfield 
6 Springfield Chicago 
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Non-MSA Originating Pair Deficiency Priority 

Highest Priority Next Highest Priority 
Rank Origin Destination Rank Origin Destination 

1 Aledo Moline 1 Abingdon Moline 
2 Canton Peoria 2 Beardstown Springfield 
3 Chester Belleville 3 Benton Belleville 
4 Clinton Decatur 4 Bushnell Peoria 
5 Farmington Peoria 5 Carrollton Belleville 
6 Fulton Moline 6 Carthage Moline 
7 Gillespie Belleville 7 Casey Terre Haute 
8 Jacksonville Springfield 8 Christopher Belleville 
9 Marshall Terre Haute 9 Hamilton Moline 

10 Olney Evansville 10 Havana Peoria 
11 Pana Decatur 11 Knoxville Moline 
12 Paris Terre Haute 12 Lawrenceville Evansville 
13 Red Bud Belleville 13 Lena Rockford 
14 Robinson Terre Haute 14 Lewistown Peoria 
15 Savanna Dubuque 15 Marseilles Bloomington 
16 Sparta Belleville 16 Morrison Moline 
17 Staunton Belleville 17 Newton Terre Haute 
18 Sterling Rockford 18 Oglesby Peoria 
19 Taylorville Springfield 19 Pinckneyville Belleville 
20 Virden Springfield 20 Pittsfield Springfield 

   21 Rock Falls Rockford 
   22 Rushville Springfield 
   23 South 

Jacksonville 
Springfield 

   24 West Frankfort Belleville 
   25 White Hall Springfield 
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Chapter 1  
Introduction  
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The last two decades have seen great changes in intercity bus transportation, both in 
Illinois and throughout the nation. Until 1982, the intercity bus system operated under 
federal regulation that specified which cities would be served and what fares would be 
charged. Deregulation of intercity bus passenger transport in 1982 brought significant 
changes to the industry, affecting fares charged and places served.  
 
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 under Section 
5311(f) addressed the loss of service with a mandate that 15 percent of Federal funds for 
rural transportation be allocated to intercity bus service. The law requires that 15 percent 
of the total federal funding for public transportation in non-urban areas be earmarked for 
intercity bus transportation, unless the state's governor certifies that "the intercity bus 
service needs of the state are being met adequately."  
 
Structured to encourage flexibility in state approaches, the program allows for a variety 
of approaches to meeting rural transportation needs, and allows diversion of the funds for 
other rural programs if the state's governor certifies that no need exists for intercity bus 
funds. States that wish to certify that the state's needs are being met and avoid the 15% 
set-aside requirement are generally expected to conduct a statewide assessment of 
available intercity bus service and unmet needs. 
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) requirements for the Illinois intercity 
bus program follow from the federal requirements. IDOT's policy specifies three 
priorities: (a) maintaining, where possible, existing levels of Section 18 (rural bus) 
service "by funding any current Section 18 service that would qualify as intercity bus 
service"; (b) implementing an intercity bus program in compliance with current federal 
requirements; and (c) supporting Illinois intercity bus service to the greatest extent 
possible. 
 
With these in mind, this study, commissioned by IDOT, assesses whether intercity bus 
needs are being met in the State of Illinois, and if not to develop a strategy for utilization 
of federal money to enhance Illinois rural population’s intercity bus service. The 
University of Illinois at Chicago research team conducted the study by: (a) reviewing the 
FTA Requirements and Existing IDOT Intercity Bus Policy; (b) documenting the 
experiences of other states; (c) identifying the common carriers that conduct scheduled 
service in the state; (d) surveying the intercity bus companies operating in Illinois; (e) 
performing an intercity bus and other scheduled carrier supply analysis; (f) carrying out 
an intercity bus demand analysis; (g) conducting a needs analysis; and (h) identifying 
intercity bus service options and enhancements. 
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This report documents the research activities undertaken and is organized as follows. 
Following this introductory chapter, the FTA requirements are discussed and previous 
intercity bus studies are reviewed in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3, the state approaches to 
intercity bus funding requirements are presented. The identification of common carrier 
service is presented in Chapter 4. The intercity bus demand and needs analysis is 
documented in Chapter 5. The survey of intercity bus companies is presented in  
Chapter 6. Finally, Chapter 7 presents overall findings and recommendations. 
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Chapter 2  
Regulatory Background and  
Review of Previous Studies  
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2.1 Introduction  
 
The last two decades have seen great changes in intercity bus transportation, both in 
Illinois and throughout the nation. Until 1982, the intercity bus system operated under 
federal regulation that specified which cities would be served and what fares would be 
charged. Deregulation of intercity bus passenger transportation in 1982 brought 
significant changes to the industry, affecting fares charged and places served. As carriers 
gained greater flexibility in setting fares, routes and service frequency, many rural areas 
lost service as operators abandoned money-losing routes. A Government Accounting 
Office study estimated that 7,000 communities lost service in the first ten years of 
deregulation (Anderson, 1993). The decline in service continued with financial problems 
at Greyhound Lines, the nation's largest intercity bus operator.  
 
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 addressed the 
loss of service with a mandate that 15% of Federal funds for rural transportation be 
allocated to intercity bus service. Structured to encourage flexibility in state approaches, 
the program allows for a variety of approaches to meeting rural transportation needs, and 
allows diversion of the funds for other rural programs if the state's governor certifies that 
no need exists for intercity bus funds.  
 
This section consists of three parts: a review of the historical background of the current 
intercity bus system; a summary of current applicable federal and state regulations and 
programs; and, lastly, a review of recent research applicable to the process of determining 
intercity bus transportation needs. 
 

2.2 Historical Background  

2.2.1 Regulatory Background  
The Motor Carrier Act of 1935 sought to bring a greater degree of “order and stability” to 
the intercity bus industry. The Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) was authorized to 
regulate the industry, with the intent of achieving affordable fares, adequate service 
levels, and predictable profitability. Under ICC regulation, service was widespread, but 
competition severely restricted.  .  
 
In a changing interstate travel market that saw the airline industry deregulated in 1978 
and Amtrak taking over the passenger rail system, intercity bus transportation remained 
regulated through the 1980s. As bus carriers saw their financial health deteriorate in the 
1970s and 1980s, pressure grew for deregulation of the bus industry, which proponents 
claimed would breath new life into a restrained industry. Ultimately, pressure for 
deregulation led to the 1982 Bus Regulatory Reform Act (Phillips, 1990). 

2.2.2 The Process of Deregulation  
The academic community, in general, supported total deregulation of the intercity bus 
industry, as did most of the industry's players. Notable opponents included smaller firms, 
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concerned that the absence of collective rate-setting policies would make it difficult for 
them to compete or offer coordinating service (Phillips, 1990).  
 
The Act of 1982 and subsequent acts eased entry and exit of firms into intercity routes, 
requiring only that they comply with safety and insurance standards. The Act also gave 
regular route fare freedoms, which granted carriers some flexibility to set fares without 
ICC intervention. In its most significant change, the Act sharply reduced state control 
over interstate bus operators. Carriers could now eliminate non-profitable routes, and 
would no longer have to cross-subsidize between non-profitable and profitable routes.  
 

2.2.3 After Deregulation 
 
Within a decade of the Bus Regulatory Reform Act, the industry had been dramatically 
transformed. The formerly strict rules for firm entry and exit had been eased to the point 
that the ICC required little more than proof of insurance coverage to grant a request to 
operate interstate service. At the state level, requirements had been similarly eased, 
resulting in a widespread loss of service to rural areas. (Kahn, 1990.) 
 
The loss of protective regulation led to considerable financial upheaval among the 
industry's largest providers. Greyhound, the largest, merged with Trailways in 1987, 
despite the initial reluctance of the ICC to approve the proposal. By 1990, the combined 
carrier's operating revenues constituted more than 85% of the industry's total. Its 
patronage continued to shrink, however, and the firm entered Chapter 11 bankruptcy 
protection in 1990. (Kahn, 1990.) Laidlaw, an international transportation provider 
headquartered in Canada, subsequently purchased the firm.  
 

2.3 Federal Intercity Bus Programs  

Federal funding for intercity bus programs is available to states under Section 5311(f). 
The law requires that 15 percent of the total federal funding for public transportation in 
non-urban areas be earmarked for intercity bus transportation, unless the state's governor 
certifies that "the intercity bus service needs of the state are being met adequately."  

2.3.1 Definition 
The Federal Transit Administration defines "intercity bus" as service that operates on 
fixed routes on a regular schedule making limited stops, available to the general public, 
connecting two or more urban areas not in close proximity, making "meaningful 
connections with scheduled intercity bus service to more distant points, if available." For 
purposes of the program, an urban area is broadly defined as "an area that includes a 
municipality or other built-up place that...is appropriate for a local mass transportation 
system to serve individuals in the locality."  
 
Feeder service may be eligible for funding without these characteristics, if it connects to 
fixed-route trunk service. Feeder links to air or rail service may also qualify.  
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Excluded, ineligible forms of service include any air, water or rail service, commuter 
services oriented toward daily journey-to-work trips, and service that provides "extensive 
circulation within a region." No limit applies to vehicle size or the "identity of carrier," 
and package express services may be provided if such service is incidental to passenger 
transportation (Section 5311 Circular). Table 2.1 provides a list of characteristics of 
intercity bus service as defined by the FTA.  
 

 Table 2.2.1 Nine Characteristics of Intercity Bus Service (FTA Definition)  

Regularly scheduled bus service 
Available to the general public 
Making limited stops  
Operating on fixed routes 
Connecting two or more urban areas not in close proximity 
Makes meaningful connections (if available) 
Predominantly passenger service (any package /goods 
service incidental) 
Not a commuter service  
Not air water or rail service (bus only) 

 

2.3.2 Certification Requirements  
According to the FTA circular for Section 5311, states that wish to certify that needs are 
being met and avoid the 15% set-aside requirement are generally expected to conduct a 
statewide assessment of available intercity bus service and unmet needs. The legislative 
history indicates that the assessment of intercity bus needs may be made "relative to other 
rural needs in the state." The process emphasizes the need for obtaining public input from 
affected stakeholders, and specifies the involvement of "existing private intercity bus 
operators, before deciding to certify that the needs are adequately met rather than 
expending the required percentage of funds" (Section 5311 Circular). 
 
If the state chooses to certify that needs are being met, that certification must be renewed 
annually for each fiscal year. A state may decide that an expenditure of less than 15% 
will be adequate to meet intercity bus needs, and may submit a "partial certification" to 
that effect. According to the agency, "FTA normally will not look behind a Governor's 
certification."  
 
Program recipients are encouraged to consider the “intercity bus transportation needs of 
the entire state” and to coordinate their state’s network with those of adjacent states to 
maximize connectivity and promote a usable interstate bus transportation network. 
Eligible programs include but are not limited to planning and marketing programs, capital 
facility programs, accessibility capital projects, operating grants, subsidies, demonstration 
projects, and coordination projects with rural transit operations. Ineligible programs 
include charter and tour operators.  
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2.3.3 Funding Requirements 
 
The FTA requires states to involve private operators “to the maximum extent feasible.” 
Funds may be dispersed to grantees through direct grants or through operating subsidies. 
The states may also disperse funds to local government agencies that, in turn, provide 
assistance to private sector service providers, or they may contract directly for services. 
States are encouraged to “use a merit based selection process to ensure that the private 
operator is qualified, will provide eligible service, can comply with federal and state 
requirements, and is the best, or only, provider available to offer service at a fair and 
reasonable cost.” 
 
On a net cost basis, FTA funds can cover up to 50% of operating costs and 80% percent 
of costs for capital projects and project administration. Capital costs in urban areas must 
be in support of service to non-urban areas. If the state fails to use its allocated funding, 
“the funds will lapse to the state”. Further penalties in funding may apply if the state fails 
to fund intercity bus projects.  
 

2.3.4 Other Requirements 

Complementary paratransit service is not required, although any service supported by 
section 5311 grants should be accessible.  

2.4 Illinois Commerce Commission Regulations  
 
The Illinois Commerce Commission has minimal regulatory authority over intercity bus 
carriers. Illinois commercial transportation law specifically excludes from its authority 
"carriers transporting passengers with fixed routes and schedules and charging on a per 
passenger fixed charge basis and which do not include an airport as a point to be served 
on the route, in whole or in part." This suggests that carriers serving points other than 
airports are subject to regulation if the route includes an airport as a service point, but that 
any service not serving an airport is not subject to ICC regulation. 
 
The Commission also exempts transport providers such as "taxicabs, charter operations, 
and contract bus operations" that charge by mileage or on an hourly basis, and any 
transportation in vehicles that carry fewer than ten persons, driver included, and 
"commuter buses" used by passengers "travelling to and from their places of 
employment." 
 
When an intercity bus route serves an airport, the Commission has the authority to 
regulate service, including the points served, pricing, and market entry and exit. Service 
frequency by existing providers may be reduced or increased simply by notifying the 
Commission of the change (Sec. 18c-6303).  
 
For market entry to airport service, the Commission may issue a license for a service 
when "in whole or in part, to the extent that it finds that the application was properly 
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filed, a need for the proposed service exists, the applicant is fit, willing, and able to 
provide the service…." Further, the Commission must determine that issuing new service 
would not be "inconsistent with the public interest." Should the Commission determine 
that any of the criteria for market entry are not being met (that the service is not in the 
public interest, the provider is unfit, or that no need for the service exists), the law states 
that "the application shall be denied."  
 
The law defines "public interest" to consider the value of competitive service to 
consumers, the effect of new service on the "small communities", and the potential 
impact the new service might have on the traffic of an existing carrier’s "entire system." 
However, "diversion revenue or traffic" considerations alone are not considered in 
determining if the public interest is served. Lastly, the commission may consider "any 
other factor relevant to the public interest." 
 
For routing considerations, the Commission is bound to authorize service to airports 
when it determines that "a need for the proposed service exists." The Commission must 
also consider the fitness of the applicant to provide the service, and whether the proposed 
service provides for "the public convenience and necessity." 
 

2.4.1 Service Discontinuation 
 
The Commission requires carriers to annually submit "a list of routes and points which it 
is authorized to serve which the carrier has under consideration for discontinuance within 
the following 12 months." The lists may be amended monthly. Given 30 days notice, a 
carrier may file a Notice of Intent to discontinue the service, intended to alert the 
Commission and allow the exploration of alternatives to discontinuing the service. Sixty 
to 90 days later, the carrier may formally file a proposal to discontinue the service. The 
Commission may then consider the application "after considering the public need for 
service, revenues (both those which have been received and those which might be 
received, by subsidy or otherwise) and variable costs associated with the service, and the 
availability of reasonable alternative transportation service whether the public 
convenience and necessity requires continuation of the service proposed to be 
discontinued." The Commission may order the continuation of the service if it determines 
that the "public convenience and necessity" require the service. However, all prior notice 
requirements for discontinuation of service may be waived "for good cause or where the 
carrier has made substantial compliance with such prior notice requirements or 
compliance is not necessary to effectuate the purposes" of the prior notification.  
 
 
Other Regulations 
 
The Commission has broad ratemaking powers for transportation under its jurisdiction, 
and also enforces federal safety requirements, including hours of driver service. The 
Commission also requires accidents to be reported within a prescribed time.  
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2.5 Illinois Department of Transportation Requirements and Regulations 
 
The Illinois Department of Transportation requirements for the Illinois intercity bus 
program follow from the federal requirements, with certain variations. Principal among 
these is the acknowledgement of the 15% set-aside requirement for intercity bus support 
as a subtraction from previous unrestricted funding--"the institution of the intercity bus 
setaside has created a situation where funding for regular [rural public transportation] 
service has declined by 15%" (Intercity Bus Program Guidelines). Accordingly, stated 
priority for the department has been to use the 15%, where possible, to fund service by 
existing rural bus transportation systems, and identify existing services that qualify as 
intercity bus service under the federal requirements.  
 

2.5.1 IDOT Priorities 
As written, IDOT policy specifies three priorities:  

1. maintaining, where possible, existing levels of Section 18 (rural bus) service “by 
funding any current Section 18 service that would qualify as intercity bus 
service.”  

2. implementing an intercity bus program in compliance with current federal 
requirements  

3. supporting Illinois intercity bus service to the greatest extent possible.  
 

The funding guidelines specify three categories of available grants, for operating, capital, 
and technical assistance projects. In each category, priority is given to “current Section 
18 recipients.”  
 

2.5.2 Eligibility  
 
For operating assistance, projects are required to provide at least one of the following: 
additional intercity bus service to an existing Section 18 project that does not currently 
include defined intercity bus service; expansion of service on an existing intercity bus 
project; or new intercity bus service. Operating projects are also required to be compliant 
with both federal and Illinois Commerce Commission requirements, where applicable, 
and to fit the federal definition of intercity bus service.  
 
Capital assistance projects may entail either rolling stock or for “a fixed asset with a unit 
or joint use allocated cost greater than $2000,” but must be used exclusively for intercity 
bus service. Capital projects are further required to be in compliance with FTA 
requirements and open to the general public. Capital projects in urbanized areas are 
eligible if intended to support service to rural areas.  
 
Eligible technical assistance projects include planning and marketing projects for 
intercity bus service, and are required to be “necessary for the improvement of intercity 
bus service.”  
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2.6 Academic Research Summary 
 

2.6.1 Dean’s Factor Analysis of Service Levels (1982)  
Donald Dean (1982) used factor analysis to identify five factors related to the amount of 
intercity bus service (Table 2.2). The factors were: ability to generate patronage, 
proximity of other bus stops, quality of highway facilities, degree of network branching, 
and total amount of service on the corridor.  
 

Table 2.2.2 Five Service Level Factors (Dean 1982) 

1. Ability to generate patronage 
2. Proximity of other bus stops 
3. Quality of highway facilities 
4. Degree of network branching 
5. Total amount of corridor service 

 
In measuring the ability to generate patronage, Dean looked first at the local population 
measures, expecting that the total number of trips would “increase with increasing 
population, but at a lower per capita rate.” Dean also used the presence of a government 
center (county seat) or a full-service bus station as measures of the attractiveness of a 
stop. For proximity of other bus stops, he measured the number of miles to the nearest 
stop. Quality of highway facilities was noted with a dummy variable that identified 
whether a route ran on limited access highways. The number of branches served from a 
community provided a measure of network branching, and the number of buses per week 
measured the amount of corridor service.  
 
The results of Dean’s analysis showed that the most important predictor of service was 
whether a route followed a limited-access highway. The second most significant were the 
community importance measurements. The presence of branching routes followed, with 
density of stops providing the least measurable impact on service levels.  

2.6.2 Spear and Weil’s Geospatial Analysis (1999) 
Spear and Weil (1999) used geographic information systems tools to identify 
communities underserved by intercity public transportation services, including intercity 
bus (Table 2.3). Working with a database of 23,435 populated locations containing 74% 
of the U.S. population, they determined whether each place was located in reasonable 
proximity to air, bus or rail services.  
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Table 2.2.3 Spear and Weil’s Underserved Places (1999) 

State 
Underserved  

Places 
Underserved 
Populations 

Iowa 47 252,549 
Kentucky 26 127,223 
Wisconsin 22 117,953 
Missouri 20 118,086 
Indiana 5 32,454 
Michigan 17 88,373 

 
 
In Illinois, the authors found fourteen communities to be underserved, with an affected 
population of 81,616. Underserved populations were also found in the states bordering 
Illinois, with one state, Iowa, accounting for 11 percent of the underserved places and 
12% of the affected population. The underserved communities are listed in Table 2.4.  
 

Table 2.4 Underserved Illinois Communities (Spear and Weil) 

Community  Population  
Beardstown  5270 
Carmi 5564 
Eldorado  4536 
Flora  5054 
Fulton  3698 
Harrisburg  9289 
Havana  3610 
Hoopeston  5871 
Lewistown  2572 
Olney  8664 
Pana  5796 
Robinson  6740 
Savanna  3819 
Taylorville  11133 

 
 
Reasonable access distances were defined as being within 75 miles of a hub airport, 25 
miles of either an airport with scheduled service or an Amtrak station, or 10 miles of a 
scheduled intercity bus stop.  

2.6.3 Sperling and Goralka’s Study of Intercity Bus Demand by the Elderly (1988) 
Sperling and Goralka (1988) looked at one rural California bus market to identify 
characteristics of demand for intercity bus services. Using telephone and on-board 
surveys, the researchers attempted to find out what differentiated elderly bus riders from 
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the non-riding elderly population and whether there was any potential for increasing 
ridership among the elderly.  
 
The authors, calling it a “surprising finding” discovered that, contrary to expectations, 
very few elderly riders were captive riders—i.e., unable to use any other mode of 
transportation. Indeed, there were few easy ways of differentiating between riding and 
non-riding elderly populations, although, not surprisingly, bus-riding households were 
more likely to not have access to a car or contain a licensed driver. Apart from 
automobile ownership and driver licensing, intercity bus users were found to be similar to 
non-users in age distribution, sex, income, and virtually every other measured variable.  
 
While surprised at the lack of captive riders, the authors felt that the lack of significant 
differences between users and non-users suggested that the much larger non-using 
population could potentially be encouraged to use intercity bus services. Rather than 
serving only those with no other choice, the authors felt that “convenience, comfort and 
competitive fares” would be the selling points of intercity bus services.  
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Chapter 3  
Survey of State Programs  
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3.1 Introduction  
 
The intercity bus funding requirement was designed to be flexible, allowing each state to 
determine the best way to improve its rural intercity bus network. A state may also elect 
to allocate the funds to other rural transportation needs, if the existing intercity bus 
service is determined to adquately meet the state’s needs.  
 
To date, a number of states have certified that their needs have been met, while others 
have implemented programs to support intercity bus service. To learn more about how 
different states meet the requirement, the research team contacted a number of states that 
have used available funds for intercity bus programs. The team also contacted states that 
have certified that needs were being met by existing service to find out how that 
determination was made and supported.  
 
The results show a variety of approaches to the funding requirement, even among those 
states surrounding Illinois. Some states focused exclusively on intercity bus while others 
focused on the role of the intercity bus system in the statewide transportation network. 
Most states that subsidize service provide operating support; sometimes as a pilot project, 
sometimes not. Other states take a more capital focused approach. This section will 
describe the variety of approaches found among the states and compare them where 
appropriate.  
 

3.2 Methodology 

3.2.1 Selection 
The survey attempted to identify a number of states that use available federal funds to 
support intercity bus transportation. Rather than aiming for a complete survey, we 
attempted to identify as many different approaches to the federal requirements as 
possible. In addition, a number of states were included in the survey because they border 
Illinois or are close neighbors.  
 
In all, 15 states were surveyed (Figure 3.1; Table 3.1). Seven states were chosen because 
they were border or neighboring states. The remaining eight were chosen because they 
were thought to have intercity bus programs in place at the time of the survey. 
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3.2.2 Survey Questions and Administration 
The researchers attempted to identify a contact at each state's transportation department, 
preferably the person responsible for administering federal intercity bus funds. In some 
cases, when the administrator was unavailable, the administrator designated a 
spokesperson to discuss the program with the surveyor.  
 
The survey was conducted by telephone. Once identified, respondents were sent copies of 
the survey questions, and an appointment was made to discuss them. Twelve open-ended 
questions were asked of the respondent. The survey instrument can be found in  
Appendix 1.  
 

Figure 3.1  States Selected for Survey 
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Table 3.1 States Surveyed and Reason for Selection 

State Neighboring 
State 

Known Funding 
Activity 

Arizona  x 
California  x 
Georgia  x 
Indiana x  
Iowa x  
Kentucky x  
Minnesota x x 
Missouri x  
Ohio x  
Oregon  x 
Pennsylvania  x 
South Carolina  x 
Texas  x 
Washington  x 
Wisconsin x  

 

3.3 Findings  

3.3.1 Aspects of States' Approaches  
The surveyed states revealed a variety of different approaches to the intercity bus funding 
requirement. The states differed in the following aspects:  
 
Certification: Some states certified that needs were met, while others did a partial 
certification, which enabled them to spend less than fifteen percent of their 5311 grant on 
intercity bus projects.  
 
Type of projects funded: Some states emphasized operating subsidies; others put most or 
all of their money into capital projects (Table 3.2). Marketing and support projects were 
also emphasized to varying degrees.  
 
Strategic Planning: A number of states inventoried all of their available intercity services, 
identifying service gaps and using available federal funds to develop service that would 
help advance the state’s overall passenger transportation plan.  Other states took a less 
active approach and made funds generally available to applicants. Between those 
extremes were states that evaluated applications for subsidies on a case-by-case basis, 
determining whether the proposed service was worthy of state subsidization.  
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New or Existing Service: The intercity bus program allows states to identify existing 
rural transit services that meet the definition of intercity bus and to count that money 
toward meeting the 15% requirement. Some states emphasized existing rural transit 
service, while others tried to use monies to fund new services.  

 
 
 

3.3.2 Types of approaches  
With these different aspects, the surveyed states’ programs were found to fall into six 
categories (as identified in Table 3.2): 

Certification with No Support: These states certified that their intercity bus needs are 
currently being met, and thus provided no support for any intercity bus service. They 
have used their 5311(f) funds for other rural transportation needs. Examples include 
Missouri and South Carolina.  

Qualification of Existing Service: In Kentucky, existing services were identified that met 
the FTA definition of intercity bus service. Because funding for such services met or 
exceeded the fifteen-percent requirement, the state’s obligation under 5311(f) was met 
with neither certification nor support for new service.  
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Capital Support: Several states chose to spend most or all of their federal bus funds on 
capital projects in order to improve the quality of service and ensure that facilities will be 
available for future service, if needed. Texas is an example of this approach, having spent 
all of  their funds on capital projects (Figure 3.3).  

General Operating Support: In this approach, the state provides funding for all qualifying 
intercity bus services provided by participating operators. Route profitability is not a 
concern in this approach; nor is the relative need for the service. Iowa is an example of 
this approach, offering a flat per-mile operating subsidy for all qualifying service (Figure 
3.3). 
 
Targeted Operating Support: Needed but unprofitable service is identified and supported, 
while self-sustaining existing profitable service is not supported. Indiana, for example, 
provides operating subsidies for specific routes that serve rural areas, but does not 
provide funding for cross-country service that makes only a few stops in the state. 
 

 
 

Figure 3.3 Uses of Intercity Bus Funds in Surveyed States 
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Table 3.2  Summary of States' Approaches to Funding Requirements 

Approach:  States Employing Approach 
Certification With No 
Support 
 

Missouri, South Carolina  

Capital Support Georgia, Minnesota, Ohio, Texas, 
Michigan 

General Operating Support 
 

Iowa  

Targeted Operating  
Support 
 

Arizona California, Indiana, 
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin 

Coordinated Statewide 
System 

Oregon, Washington 

 
 
Coordinated Statewide System: These states conducted an in-depth analysis of statewide 
transportation needs and determined a basic acceptable service level for communities of a 
given size. After gaps in service were identified, funds were used to support service to fill 
the gaps. Examples include Washington and Oregon. 

3.3.3 State Certification 
States were asked whether, in their most recently completed fiscal year, they had 
submitted a certification or partial certification to FTA. Two states--South Carolina and 
Missouri--claimed to have certified that needs are adequately met by existing service.  

3.3.4 Methodology of Support Determination 
FTA requires certifying states to make a reasonable case that needs are being met. To 
make that determination, states typically conduct their own in-house research or contract 
with an outside vendor or university for research.  
 
Only California and Oregon reported conducting research in-house. Minnesota, Ohio and 
South Carolina employed for-profit consulting firms. Texas and Iowa hired academic 
research centers to study their bus needs. No research was conducted in Indiana, 
Kentucky, Missouri or Wisconsin.  

3.3.5 Evaluation 
Most states reported that their intercity bus support programs were evaluated in recent 
FTA triennial reviews. The FTA asked one certifying state, South Carolina--which had 
no new research to support recent certification decisions--to conduct follow-up research 
to verify that the state’s needs were still being met. Certifying states that made funds 
available but didn't receive any applications did not report any concern from FTA 
regarding their intercity bus programs.  
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3.3.6 Spending mix  
Different states reported that their programs emphasized different aspects of intercity bus 
transportation. Operation-intensive approaches were found in most of the surveyed states, 
emphasizing some form of operating subsidies, with relatively few funds going for other 
types of support. Capital-intensive approaches, with more than 75% of available funds 
going for capital spending, were found in Texas and Ohio. No state reported spending a 
majority of intercity bus monies on marketing and support; the highest reported was in 
Oregon, which spent equally on operation, capital, and marketing/support efforts.  
 
The average spending mix for all surveyed states is shown in Figure 3.4.  
 
 

Figure 3.4Average Reported Spending Mix for All Surveyed States 
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3.3.7 Variations of Definition of Intercity Bus  
No significant differences were reported between the FTA and the states on the definition 
of intercity bus. California requests that grantees get "local input" when identifying 
service needs.  

3.3.8 Recipients  
The FTA regulations allow the states to directly fund private operators if they choose, or 
to disburse funds to county governments, rural transit providers, or other government 
agencies. Two of the states surveyed, California and Kentucky, limit eligibility to transit 
providers and other government units. Ohio allows funds to go to both government units 
and nonprofit agencies. Indiana, Iowa, Missouri and Oregon will fund public, private 
nonprofit, and private for-profit operators.   
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In actual practice, California, Iowa, Indiana and Wisconsin reported providing direct 
grants to Greyhound and other private operators. In three states--Kentucky, Ohio and 
South Carolina--rural transit operators are the sole eligible recipients.  

3.3.9 Service Levels 
The state contacts were asked whether service levels had increased, decreased or stayed 
the same--specifically, whether routes had been abandoned, or new routes had been 
added. With few exceptions, states that did not certify reported that service had increased 
or stabilized, while states that certified or did not otherwise spend the fifteen percent 
toward new service or amenities reported further declines in service.  
 
Among the states surveyed, increased service attributed to 5311(f) funding was reported 
in California, Indiana, Missouri, Oregon and Michigan. Stable service levels were 
reported by contacts in Iowa, Kentucky, and Wisconsin. Service losses were reported in 
Ohio, South Carolina and Washington.  

3.3.10 Cross-Border Service  
State contacts were asked whether any supported service in their state provided service to 
or across state lines, alone or in coordination with the neighboring state. Most states that 
provide operating support reported some level of supported service to their borders.  
 
Two of the states neighboring Illinois provide some sort of support for service to or near 
the Illinois border. Iowa supports service to the Quad Cities, while Indiana supports 
border-to-border service on a route linking Fort Wayne to Gary. Missouri, Kentucky and 
Wisconsin do not support service to Illinois, and neither Ohio nor Minnesota support any 
cross-border service.  
 
Other states provide a broader picture of the possibilities of cross-state service. In 
California, the geography of the Lake Tahoe region makes Reno, Nevada a natural hub 
for bus services, and much of the state supported service in California uses Reno as a 
regional hub. Oregon supports cross-border service to Washington and Idaho, and 
Washington in turn supports service to Idaho and Oregon. Michigan supports service 
from the Upper Peninsula to Wisconsin and Minnesota.  
 

3.4 Summary and Conclusions: Lessons for Illinois  
 
The state survey brings up a number of different conclusions. It reveals how the states 
meet their intercity transportation needs, and what priority is given intercity bus in rural 
transportation planning.  The variety of approaches identified to the 5311(f) requirement 
underscores the flexibility of the requirement. No other state completely matches Illinois' 
combination of relatively even rural population distribution and one primate metro area, 
but from looking at the way other states approach the intercity bus funding requirement, 
we can derive some lessons for Illinois.  
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3.4.1 Possibilities for Illinois 
Though not comprehensive, the state survey revealed great variety in states' approaches 
to the FTA funding requirement, and provides Illinois with a menu of options to consider 
as it considers the effectiveness of its own program and any possible changes. Support 
can and has been offered in the form of operating subsidies, capital projects, marketing 
programs, as well as combinations of the three.  
 
To the east and west, the neighboring states of Iowa and Indiana show some of the 
possibilities and limitations of providing operating subsidies to service providers. Iowa 
emphasizes supporting as much service as possible, and reports stabilized service, but 
little new service, despite offering higher operating subsidies for the first two years. 
Indiana's targeted approach has brought new service along at least one corridor to Illinois, 
although the new service, to Chicago, does not serve rural areas in Illinois.  
 
Texas, the states that has chosen the most capital-emphasizing approach, reports a general 
disinclination to support money-losing routes via a direct operating subsidy as the reason 
for that approach, and a belief that providing better facilities would ultimately help 
stabilize or increase service. It is not yet known if building facilities can help provide new 
service.  
 
The comprehensive system approach used in Oregon and Washington involves defining 
an acceptable level of basic service, identifying missing links in the network, and funding 
service to fill the gaps. Critical to this approach is agreement on what constitutes an 
appropriate basic level of service: to what size towns should the state attempt to ensure  
service? In western states, rural populations tend to be less evenly dispersed than in the 
Midwest, making them somewhat easier to reach with just a few routes. Illinois' more 
uniform rural population distribution could make the process of determining which towns 
are candidates for subsidized service more difficult.  

3.4.2 Cross-border services and Interstate Coordination 
The state of cross-border service is encouraging in some ways and not so in others. 
Illinois' neighbors provide service to the northeast and northwest corners of the state. The 
Illinois regions bordering Kentucky and Missouri, states without intercity bus programs 
are, perhaps not coincidentally, some of the areas most underserved. Chicago provides a 
strong attraction for rural service to and from neighboring states, as shown by the service 
already available to those states. Owing to the location of Chicago in the state's northeast 
corner, few existing services to the east and north provide much in the way of service to 
rural areas in Illinois. The existing Trailways route from Indianapolis to the Quad Cities 
does serve rural Illinois, and could possibly see expanded service if support were 
coordinated with Iowa and Indiana.  

3.4.3 Supporting, Stabilizing and Saving Service  
The survey suggests that providing some sort of support can stabilize service levels in 
rural areas. Based on the responses of the survey respondents, it is not known if this 
happens because of the subsidized service, or whether the service in the states had 
already declined to a minimum supportable by the existing customer base.  
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3.4.4 Other Approaches 
Besides straight operating support, respondents cited the need for effective marketing 
programs to make potential customers aware of the availability of service. Oregon's even 
funding distribution between operating, capital and marketing/support programs 
represents the largest commitment to marketing, but other states also contribute to 
marketing effort by publishing a statewide public transportation timetable. Such a 
publication could be useful to Illinoisans needing to combine rail and bus trips, given the 
extensive multi-modal system already available in the state. 
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Chapter 4  
Common Carrier Service Identification 
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4.1 Carrier Identification 
 
Illinois residents, whose travel needs extend beyond adjoining neighborhoods or between 
a city and its suburbs, participate in intercity travel. They depend on public transportation 
provided by private businesses and public agencies. Greyhound Lines, Inc. and Trailways 
Transportation System are commonly known motor coach companies providing intercity 
bus service. In the many rural communities not currently served by Amtrak or the 
airlines, intercity bus is often the only long-distance public transportation option 
connecting riders to larger, more densely populated cites.  
 
The objective of this segment was to identify all the regularly scheduled common carrier 
service provided in Illinois. In order to obtain a thorough estimate of service in the state, 
the data collection effort included a variety of transportation modes: commercial bus 
companies, railroads, airlines, and local feeder services. Information was obtained from 
web sites, telephone interviews and printed schedules.  

4.1.1 Commercial Bus Lines 
 
While there are many commercial bus lines in existence throughout Illinois, the majority 
of these only provide charter and tour services. With the help of the only national 
publication of bus schedules, Russell’s Official National Motor Coach Guide, the 
American Bus Association web site, and discussions with executives in the private bus 
industry, six private motor coach companies were identified. Table 4.1 shows the bus 
companies that currently provide service in Illinois. Schedule information was obtained 
for each of these companies via a phone call or a web site visit.  
  
 

Table 4.1: Private Bus Companies Providing  Regularly Scheduled Service 

Greyhound Lines, Inc.  
Travelways Transportation System 
Bluebird Charter Coach 
Peoria Charter Coach 
Peoria-Rockford Bus Lines 
Van Galder Bus Lines (Coach USA) 

 
 
All of the private bus companies have very limited service, with the exception of 
Greyhound Lines, Inc. Peoria-Rockford Bus Lines serves only the far northern part of the 
state, providing mostly airport shuttle service, and no longer operates their namesake 
service between Peoria and Rockford. Van Galder Bus Lines also emphasizes airport 
service along the Interstate 90 corridor from Madison, Wisconsin to Rockford and 
Chicago. Peoria Charter Coach has a more extensive service area, serving St. Louis, 
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Peoria, Bloomington, and Chicago with stops at other cities along the way. Tri-State 
Coach Lines provides service from Indiana to O’Hare and Midway Airports with stops in 
the south suburbs, but was not included in the analysis because its Illinois service does 
not constitute intercity bus service.  

4.1.2 Passenger Rail Service 
 
Rapid population growth and increasing traffic congestion has made passenger rail an 
equally important part of intercity transportation. Amtrak intercity trains carry passengers 
between major cities within Illinois as well as to 45 other states. In 2000, the Zephyr 
(operating from Chicago to Quincy), the Illini (from Chicago to Carbondale), the State 
House (from Chicago to St. Louis) and the Hiawatha (from Chicago to Milwaukee) all 
posted strong ridership gains during the first quarter. These routes are operated with 
financial support from the State of Illinois. A map of the combined routes of Amtrak and 
Greyhound can be seen in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. Figure 4.2 illustrates the cities in Illinois 
with populations of 2,500 or more that have no service at all.  
 
4.1.3 Efficiency Comparison: Bus, Rail and Personal Car  
 
Data were collected on the frequency of service, travel times, fares, number of transfers 
and duration of any layovers for both bus and Amtrak for all of the service provided in 
Illinois. In addition, the ratio of bus or rail travel time to car was also estimated. 
Frequencies and travel times were obtained from carrier web sites and schedules. Car 
travel times were estimated using Illinois road maps. The results are shown in Table 4.2.  
 
Although bus or rail can be useful in traveling statewide, these are not always the most 
time efficient. For some routes, passengers are required to endure long layovers to 
transfer to a connecting train or bus that will bring them to their final destination. 
Unsurprisingly, traveling by car is faster in most cases, with many automobile travel 
times being two or three times faster than the alternatives.  However, there are a few 
instances in which Amtrak bus travel times are competitive with automobile times.  

4.1.4 Commercial Air Service 
 
Empirical evidence collected from the air carriers that offer regularly scheduled routes 
suggests that current air fares are not competitive with existing ground service fares. 
Appendix 1, showing the one-way fares for origin and destination pairs in Illinois, 
underscores this. Nevertheless, the provision of an airport located in a Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) is a useful determinant of the attractiveness of a destination.  
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Figure 4.1 
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Figure 4.2 
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Table 4.2. Bus, Rail, vs. Car Efficiency 
 Travel Information for Rail & Bus- compared to Car Travel 

         
*R= Rail, B= Bus        
 MSA Origin MSA 

Destination 
Combined 

Frequency/Day   
(Rail & Bus) 

Minimum 
Travel 
Time      

(in 
minutes) 

B=Bus 
A=Amtrak 

Best 
Travel 
Time 

compared 
to Car  
(Ratio) 

Minimum 
Fare 1-

Way 

Number of 
Transfers 
or Other 

Information 

Duration 
of Lay-
Over 

         
MSAs:         

 Bloomington/Normal Champaign 8 (B) 50 0.81 $12.00   

  Chicago 11 (B) 140 0.89 $24.00 2 w/ 1 
transfer 

 

  Decatur 2 (B) 230 2.58 $24.00 1 transfer  
  Moline 1 (B) 535 3.39 $27.00 1 transfer  
  Peoria 

Airport 
5 (A) 60 0.55 $12.00 By 

Motorcoach 
 

  Rockford 6 (B) 345 2.17 $46.00 1 transfer  
  Springfield 9 (A) 66 0.78 $7.00   
  St. Louis 10 (A) 82 0.91 $18.00   
 Champaign /Urbana Bloomington 6 (B) 60 1 $10.25   

  Chicago 9 (B) 150 1.06 $17.50   
  Decatur 2 (B) 50 0.76 $6.50   
  Moline 2 (B) 250 1.2 $42.00   
  Peoria 

Airport 
6 (A) 130 1.38 $15.00 By 

Motorcoach 
 

  Rockford 2 (B) 560 1.2 $48.50   
  Springfield 7 (B) 105 1.03 $13.00 1 w/ 

transfer  
 

  St. Louis 9 (B) 175 0.81 $37.00 3 w/1 
transfer 

 

 Decatur Bloomington 3 (B) 370 4.16  $ 24.00 1 transfer  
  Champaign 2 (B) 50 0.76  $ 6.50   
  Chicago 2 (B) 235 1.2  $ 38.00   
  Moline 1 (B) 560 2.26  $ 46.00   
  Peoria 

Airport 
1 (B) 435 3.13  $ 27.00 1 transfer  

  Rockford 2 (B) 505 2.13  $ 57.00 1 transfer  
  Springfield 2 (B) 50 0.83  $ 10.00   
  St. Louis 2 (B) 160 1.06  $ 33.00   
 Moline Bloomington 2 (B) 450 2.85  $ 27.00 1 transfer  
  Champaign 1 (B) 420 2.03  $ 36.00 1 transfer  
  Chicago 6 (B) 185 1.02  $ 36.75 1 transfer  
  Decatur 1 (B) 560 2.26  $ 60.00 1 transfer  
  Peoria 

Airport 
1 (B) 150 1.38  $ 22.00 1 transfer  

  Rockford 1 (B) 550 3.88  $ 51.00 1 transfer  
  Springfield 2 (B) 575 3.05  $ 31.00 1 transfer  
  St. Louis 2 (B) 490 1.63  $ 60.00 1 transfer  
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 Travel Information for Rail & Bus- compared to Car Travel 
         

*R= Rail, B= Bus        
 MSA Origin MSA 

Destination 
Combined 

Frequency/Day   
(Rail & Bus) 

Minimum 
Travel 
Time      

(in 
minutes) 

B=Bus 
A=Amtrak 

Best 
Travel 
Time 

compared 
to Car  
(Ratio) 

Minimum 
Fare 1-

Way 

Number of 
Transfers 
or Other 

Information 

Duration 
of Lay-
Over 

 Peoria Airport Bloomington 6 (B) 50 1.11  $ 11.00   
  Champaign 6 (B) 140 1.5  $ 15.00   
  Chicago 3 (B) 420 2.46  $ 33.00 1 transfer  
  Decatur 1 (B) 290 2.9  $ 29.00 1 transfer  
  Moline 2 (B) 150 1.38  $ 23.00   
  Rockford 2 (B) 640 3.5  $ 56.00 2 transfers  
  Springfield 6 (B) 290 3.82  $ 24.00 1 transfer  
  St. Louis 2 (B) 250 1.33  $ 42.00 1 transfer  
 Rockford Bloomington 5 (B) 305 1.92 $46.00 1 transfer  
  Champaign 4 (B) 350 1.79 $46.00 1 transfer  
  Chicago 13 (B) 95 0.88 $13.00 1 transfer  
  Decatur 1 (B) 575 2.43 $57.00 1 transfer  
  Moline 2 (B) 440 3.1 $51.00 1 transfer  
  Peoria 

Airport 
1 (B) 1120 6.12 $74.00 2 transfers  

  Springfield 6 (B) 390 2.05 $54.00 1 transfer  
  St. Louis 2 (B) 495 1.43 $68.00 1 w/ 2 

transfers  
 

 Springfield Bloomington 9 (A) 63 0.75 $9.00   
  Champaign 6 (B) 105 1.03 $13.00 1 w/ 

transfer 
(5hrs) 

 

  Chicago 10 (A) 213 1.03 $32.00   
  Decatur 2 (B) 50 0.83 $11.00   
  Moline 2 (B) 270 1.44 $31.00 1 transfer  
  Peoria 

Airport 
2 (B) 145 1.91 $24.00 1 transfer  

  Rockford 5 (A) 488 2.32 $49.50 Transfer to 
motorcoach 
in Chicago 

3 hr lay-
over 

  St. Louis 11 (A) 120 1.04 $15.00   
 St. Louis Bloomington 6 (A) 170 0.85 $23.00   
  Champaign 8 (B) 225 1.05 $35.00 2 w/ 1 

transfer 
 

  Chicago 13 (B) 330 1.04 $31.00 3 w/1 
transfer 

 

  Decatur 2 (B) 160 1.06 $31.00    
  Moline 1 (B) 380 1.26 $54.00  1 Transfer  
  Peoria 

Airport 
1 (B) 255 1.36 $40.00  1 Transfer  

  Rockford 4 (A) 595 346 $58.50 Transfers in 
Chicago 

3hr lay-
over 

  Springfield 6 (A) 107 0.93 $19.00   
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4.2  Inventory of Existing Community Transportation Providers 
 
As can be seen from Figures 4.1 and 4.2, intercity bus and rail primarily serve large urban 
areas. Smaller urban places are served only if these are located at or near the scheduled 
routes. But many Illinois communities over 2,500 population could have service though 
the use of feeder service to intercity bus and rail. The purpose of this part of the study 
was to investigate non-MSA urban places to record the extent to which such feeder 
services are available.  
 
The "coordination of rural connections between small transit operations and intercity bus 
carriers" may include the provision of service that acts as a feeder to intercity bus service 
(FTA Circular 9040.1E). Feeder Service is generally defined as a service that provides a 
connection between two points where there is no existing fixed route service through bus, 
rail or air. This service is used as a means to connect to a city where there is a bus/rail 
station or airport. Unlike intercity bus service, which is a fixed route provider, feeder 
service can be categorized as a demand-responsive carrier, whereas patrons can place an 
"order" for pickup and delivery at a specified time. This service provides curb-to-curb 
service from their home to a final destination. The service may also be referred to as  
subscription service, feeder service, demand-responsive and dial-a-ride. A taxi service is 
also an example of such a service. 
 
We examined the existing rural mobility provided to the general population residing 
within and around areas possessing populations between 2,500-50,000. For the most part, 
these systems provide demand responsive transportation; sometimes posing as the only 
link between small communities and residential areas to each other and to larger 
populated areas. Interviews were conducted with 5311 operators, taxicab companies, 
senior centers and other services. A breakdown of the sample is shown in Figure 4.3. 
Most of the sample consisted of 5311 operators and taxicab companies. A total of 52 
operators were interviewed. 
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4.2.1 5311 Operator Survey 
 
A survey was designed to gather information about various senior centers and 
current Section 5311 recipients providing county-wide service. The purpose of the 
survey was to identify a list of providers that shared the following characteristics: 
 

1. Accessible to the general population, as well as elderly or disabled. 
2. The service provides transportation to either Amtrak or Greyhound 

stations, or to larger cities  
 
The interviewers contacted 28 providers, most of which were current 5311 
recipients. The providers were obtained from an index provided by IDOT. The 
survey was designed to distinguish which operators provided county-wide transit 
that was open to the general population, and also provided a means to access 
intercity bus or rail service. Respondents were asked how many trips are provided 
to the stations per month, service hours, ridership and how much the service costs. 
The survey was conducted by telephone. Nine questions both of qualitative and 
quantitative dimensions were asked of the respondents. The survey is contained in 
Appendix 2. Out of the providers interviewed, it was found that all were open to 
the general public and provided a feeder service to the nearest Amtrak or 
Greyhound station.  
 
When analyzing the data collected from these carriers, a few observations were made. All 
5311 recipients are required to have a service that is open to the general public. Even 
though all providers were open to the general public, most of the clientele of these 
operators were elderly and disabled. There was little to no demand made by the general 
public to use this service.  
 

Additional Service 
 
In order to meet increasing transportation needs in the rural areas surrounding the Quad 
Cities, RuralLINK, funded by the Illinois council on Developmental Disabilities, was 
implemented to provide service in both Henry and Mercer County with connections to 
the MetroLINK metropolitan bus system.  RuralLINK is demand dependent and open to 
the general public by request only.       
 
CityLINK, a service of MetroLINK, targets high demand destinations between Iowa City, 
Iowa and Macomb, Illinois, making intermediate stops to Monmouth and Viola within 
Illinois. The service, which is available 7 days a week, offers round trip service three 
times daily from Iowa City to Macomb weekdays and one trip Saturday and Sunday 
(MetroLINK).  CityLINK caters to the general publics' shopping, medical, or 
employment needs with no advanced registration is necessary. 
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4.2.2 Taxi Survey 
 
For those urban areas not having a rural transit  operator, taxi services were investigated 
as a means of access to the train or bus station. Taxis provide a variety of service 
characteristics which make them ideal feeder services: (1) routing – the vehicle goes 
exactly where the passengers wants and, (2) scheduling – the vehicle arrives when 
desired by the passenger. In addition, taxis operate 24 hours a day, unlike paratransit 
services, which typically operate on a more limited schedule. On the negative side, cab 
fares can be quite expensive. 
 
The extent of service was determined by calling 24 taxicab companies within the state in 
counties in which 531 service is not present. The cab survey instrument is in Appendix 2. 
Cabs were asked if they provide service to the nearest bus or train station, the fare 
charged, and if they offer county-wide service. The average rate charged was between 
$1.50 - $2.00 per mile to transport passengers. However, if the taxicab company wasn’t 
located in the patron’s county, then typically, the person was accessed a “pick-up charge” 
to cover the cost of driver’s miles plus the cost of transporting to the desired city.  
The results of the two surveys are displayed in Figure 4.4, which shows the feeder 
services available in rural areas across the state. As can be seen from the map, 
extensive feeder services exist in the state. However, there are many communities 
which do not have access to intercity bus or train transportation. Detailed 
information on each of the providers surveyed is contained in Appendix 3 of this 
report.  
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Chapter 5  
Intercity Bus Demand & Needs Analysis 
 



Development of Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program – FINAL 50 

Urban Transportation Center  November 2001 
University of Illinois at Chicago       

5.1 Demand Analysis 
 

5.1.1 Characteristics of Intercity Passenger Travel 
 
Intercity passenger travel includes a variety of trip purposes such as work trips, business-
related and non-business travel. Work trips constitute a small proportion of intercity 
passenger travel. These include trips from the place of residence to the place of 
employment (i.e., a manufacturing plant, a retail store or shopping mall, or a public or 
private institution, such as a hospital or a university) that cross municipal boundaries and 
do not include trips within an urbanized area. Business-related travel may involve 
product sales and service delivery, obtaining training, travel to business meetings and 
conferences, travel to company’s head offices and trips associated with government 
business. Non-business trips include trips made for shopping, recreation (e.g., 
vacationing, attending sports events, concerts, etc.) and personal travel that is not job-
related (e.g., visiting friends and relatives, school attendance, trips to doctors, lawyers or 
other special services not found locally, etc.). 
 
These types of trips exhibit different elasticity characteristics regarding the choice of 
mode. Work trips are usually cost inelastic, and travel time elastic. Business trips are time 
sensitive, as well as sensitive to schedule frequency and reliability of service, but, 
probably, cost inelastic. On the other hand, recreation trips are cost sensitive and less 
time and convenience elastic than work and business-related trips. Moreover, personal 
travel is, in general, more cost elastic than recreation travel. 
 
On a different note, shopping trips are made more often than recreation trips and for 
shorter distances than both recreation and personal travel. Moreover, long-haul business 
travel exhibits variability on an annual basis and non-business travel on a seasonal basis. 
 
Long-haul travel is not very sensitive to transportation attributes such as schedule 
frequency and modal access and egress times because the travel time is usually large 
enough that the variations brought about by changes in these attributes are not very 
critical. On the other hand, short-haul travel often involves a priority choice of mode and 
a choice of route. In addition, the travel time is usually sufficiently small so that 
frequency and access characteristics become important attributes. Furthermore, short-haul 
trips are made with greater frequency than are long-haul trips and exhibit weekly, and 
sometimes daily variation. 
 
The literature suggests that the captive ridership of intercity bus service is very small and 
is not dominated by the rural poor or the rural elderly (Sperling and Goralka, 1988). 
Further, the market for intercity buses is largely circumstantial depending mostly on 
convenience, comfort and competitive fares. Potential patrons may include those living 
near a bus stop or with a destination near a bus route and who do not place a high value 
on time. 
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5.1.2 Approaches to Intercity Passenger Demand Forecasting 
 
In the context of intercity passenger forecasting, corridor, statewide, regional and national 
models have been used. The prevalent theory, expressed in the early 1960s (Burch, 1961) 
is that the characteristics of intercity travel are inherently different from those related to 
intra-urban travel. In other words, it is assumed that people travel according to a 
somewhat different set of rules over longer distances and between metropolitan areas. 
 
Intercity models can essentially be divided into four types on the basis of data and 
structure (USDOT/FHWA, 1999): aggregate direct-demand models, aggregate sequential 
models, disaggregate direct-demand models and disaggregate sequential models. Intercity 
travel demand models can be further classified as mode-specific or multiple-mode and 
trip-purpose-specific. 
 
Aggregate models make use of the socioeconomic information for origin-destination 
pairs and can also include the service characteristics of the modes of travel. Dissagregate 
models go further to examine the motives and characteristics of the trip makers at the 
personal or household level. 
 
Direct demand (econometric) models compute the desired travel information in one step. 
Sequential models, on the other hand, divide the modeling process into several steps. The 
earliest intercity models were of the direct demand type and were developed in the 1960s 
(Koppelman et al, 1984). By the late 1970s direct-demand models included an 
increasingly wider range of variables to account for the enormous variety of factors that 
influence travel behavior. 
 
In the early 1980s, the emphasis shifted from aggregate to disaggregate sequential 
(Koppelman et al, 1984) and direct-demand modeling (Moavenzadeh, 1983). Modeling 
of intercity bus travel has proved to be difficult (Dean, 1982). Oberhausen and 
Koppelman (1982) review time-series analysis of air travel. Finally, Gilbert (1974) 
addressed the recreational trip purpose in a disaggregate model. 
 
In spite of the research involving the characteristics of intercity travel and its 
concentrations on econometric models and probability-based models, passenger travel 
forecasting, as practiced by the various state DOTs, has remained much more basic. 
Recent accounts about the state of the practice (USDOT/FHWA, 1999) report that most 
of the states do not do travel modeling on a statewide level. The majority of the DOT’s 
do forecasting for specific projects only, and forecasts are made based on historic trends. 
 
For the states that are engaged in some type of modeling process, the models used are all 
‘four-step’ models in the urban transportation planning system (UTPS) tradition. The 
practice became so popular that in 1973, the FHWA perceived the need to standardize the 
thinking about statewide modeling and issued a guidebook on the subject, effectively 
institutionalizing the UTPS-style model for statewide use (USDOT/FHWA, 1973). The 
enthusiasm for developing statewide models waned in the 1980s due to funding cuts and 
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frustration with the results. By the early 1990s, prompted by new federal legislation 
(CTAA and ISTEA), several states were rethinking their strategies. 

5.1.3 Identification of Potential Markets 
 
Data Used 
 
First, the universe of places in Illinois with populations over 2,500 (2000 Census) was  
identified, then divided it into two parts: (a) Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), as 
defined in the “Standards for defining Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas” 
(Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 249, December 27, 2000), that is, “an area containing a 
recognized population nucleus, including at least one city with 50,000 or more 
inhabitants, and adjacent communities that have a high degree of integration with that 
nucleus”; and (b) Non-Metropolitan Statistical Areas (non-MSAs), that is, any urban 
place inside Illinois that has population above 2,500, and it is not part of an MSA. The 
Bureau of the Census defines urban places as those with a population of 2,500 or more. 
The inventory recorded 9 MSAs within the State of Illinois and 108 non-MSA urban 
places.  
 
Secondly, we computed the straight-line distance between each pair of places in the 
previous two groups. Given nine MSAs and 108 non-MSAs, we computed [107x(107-
1)]/2=5671 distances using latitude-longitude coordinates from a GIS coverage of the 
state of Illinois. The place with the largest population marked the coordinate of each 
MSA. 
 
Methodology 
 
The purpose of this part of the project was to rank order city pairs on the basis of 
estimated demand for intercity bus service. Ideally, the total number of trips between city 
pairs would be known and an appropriate factor based on historical trends applied to 
estimate demand. However, such data does not exist for most city pairs in Illinois.  
 
The method that was used is based on the gravity model to develop a scoring function of 
potential interaction. One formulation of the gravity model is: 
 
 Tij=G*Ai*Aj/d2

ij 
 
 where: 
 
 Tij = number of trips between zones i and j 

Ai = measure of attractiveness of zone i 
 Aj = measure of attractiveness of zone j 
 dij= distance between zone i and j 
 G = a constant of proportionality 
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A scoring function can then be developed as: 
 
 Sij=Tij/G=Ai*Aj/d2

ij 
 
where Sij is the interactivity potential between place i and place j. 
 
If population is used as an attraction, the model says that city pairs i and j would have a 
higher score and thus greater potential demand for intercity bus service, the larger the 
populations of the two cities and the closer they are to each other.  
 
The identification of potential markets was accomplished by scoring the interactivity 
potential between the pairs of places above using the following gravity-type formula:  
 

2
i j

ij
ij

P P
S

d

⋅
=  

where, 
Pi and Pj are the (total) populations of the two places i and j, respectively 
dij is the distance between the two places, 
and Sij is the interactivity potential between place i and place j. 

 
The rationale for this approach is that the level of demand for intercity bus service 
between two places, excluding intermediate stops, would be proportional to the 
population masses of the terminal places and inversely proportional to the squared 
distance between the places. Note that in traditional demand forecasting, properly 
estimated population and distance functions would be used.  
 
The method assigns a score to each origin–destination (O-D) pair, sorts the pairs in a 
descending order by their score, and then ranks all O-D pairs in quartiles, with higher 
ranked O-D pairs corresponding to greater potential for interaction. Both MSAs and non-
MSAs were scored. For a better visualization and interpretation of the resulting data, 
maps were generated using ArcView. Line coding (varying the width of a connecting line 
between two places) was used to identify the four quartiles.  
 
The methodology considers MSAs and non-MSA urban places separately. MSAs are 
large enough so that each may potentially serve as an origin or destination for intercity 
bus service. Non-MSA urban places, in general however, do not have the population size 
sufficient to serve as an origin or destination for intercity passenger service. Rather, any 
intercity service through such areas would be as intermediate points or route deviations 
on service provided between MSAs.  
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Table 5.1 MSAs Included in the Analysis 

MSA As represented on maps  
Bloomington-Normal Bloomington 
Champaign-Urbana Champaign 
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha Chicago 
Davenport-Moline-Rock Island Moline, Davenport 
Decatur Decatur 
Peoria-Pekin Peoria 
Rockford Rockford 
Springfield Springfield 
St. Louis Belleville, St. Louis 
 

Table 5.2 Non-MSA Urban Places Included in the Analysis 

Abingdon        Fairbury Litchfield  Pontiac  
Aledo Fairfield Macomb  Princeton  
Anna Farmington Marion  Quincy  
Arcola Flora Marseilles Red Bud 
Beardstown Freeport  Marshall Robinson 
Benton Fulton Mattoon  Rock Falls 
Bushnell Galena  McLeansboro Rushville 
Cairo  Galesburg  Mendota  Salem 
Canton Georgetown Metropolis Savanna 
Carbondale  Gibson City Monmouth Shelbyville 
Carlinville  Gillespie Monticello South Jacksonville 
Carmi Greenville Morrison Sparta 
Carrollton Hamilton Mount Carmel Spring Valley       
Carterville Harrisburg Mt. Vernon  Staunton 
Carthage Havana Murphysboro       Sterling 
Casey Henry Nashville Streator  
Centralia  Herrin Newton Sullivan 
Charleston Hillsboro Nokomis Taylorville 
Chester Hoopeston Oglesby Tilton 
Christopher Jacksonville Olney Tuscola 
Clinton Johnston City Ottawa        Vandalia  
Danville  Knoxville        Pana Villa Grove 
Dixon   La Salle  Paris Virden 
Du Quoin  Lawrenceville Paxton Watseka 
Dwight  Lena      Peru West Frankfort      
Effingham  Lewiston Pinckneyville Westville 
Eldorado Lincoln  Pittsfield White Hall 
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Demand Scoring Results 
 
The analysis included the following cases: 
 

1. Internal (Illinois) MSAs to internal MSAs as seen in Figure 5.1. 
2. Internal MSAs (excluding the Chicago MSA) to external (non-Illinois) MSAs in 

neighboring states as seen in Figure 5.2. 
3. Internal non-MSA urban places to closest MSAs as seen in Figure 5.3. 

 
Tables 5.1 and 5.2 display the list of MSAs and non-MSA urban places, respectively, 
used in our analysis. 
 
The analysis for internal to internal MSAs resulted in 36 different origin-destination pairs 
of towns, with their respective ranking presented in Figure 5.1. On the map, the MSAs 
are represented by their largest city. Scores for each O-D pair were then rank ordered and 
split into four quartile groups. OD pairs in the first group as shown in Figure 5.1 have the 
highest scores and thus the highest potential for interaction. Demand for intercity bus 
service would be the greatest for city pairs in this quartile ranking. City pairs in the 
second, third and fourth quartiles have progressively less potential for interaction and 
thus less potential for intercity bus demand. As seen in Figure 5.1, some of the city pairs 
having the highest potential for interaction and thus highest potential demand for intercity 
bus service include Chicago-Belleville, Peoria-Belleville, Moline-Chicago, and 
Springfield-Chicago.  
 
The second part of the MSA demand analysis included as destinations non-Illinois 
(external) MSAs (Table 5.3) that are within 50 miles from the state border because these 
external MSAs are closer to certain Illinois places (mostly situated by the borders) than 
other Illinois MSAs. Demand for intercity bus service to these external MSAs may 
exceed the demand to some internal MSAs. Figure 5.2 displays the results for this part of 
the analysis. The cutoff points for the quartiles in the internal to external MSA analysis 
were the same as in the internal to internal MSA analysis so that the results are 
comparable.  
 
The Chicago-Gary-Kenosha (“Chicago”) MSA was not included as an origin in this part 
of the analysis since it is the primary destination in the Midwest. Calculation of the 
potential for interaction between Chicago and external MSAs would simply examine the 
potential demand for travel to Chicago from these places. Since the focus of this project 
is on Illinois cities and not out of state cities, the potential for interaction between 
Chicago and external MSAs was not calculated.  
 
As can be seen in Figure 5.2, the highest-ranking city pairs involved Rockford to cities in 
Wisconsin--Madison and Milwaukee.  
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Table 5.3 Non-Illinois (External) MSAs Included in the Analysis 
MSA As represented on maps  
Clarksville-Hopkinsville (TN, KY) Hopkinsville 
Dubuque (IA) Dubuque 
Evansville-Henderson (IN, KY) Evansville 
Lafayette (IN) Lafayette 
Madison (WI) Madison 
Milwaukee-Racine (WI) Milwaukee 
Terre Haute (IN) Terre Haute 
 
 
The non-MSA urban place analysis followed a slightly different approach. Initially, this 
analysis calculated the pair wise scores for each non-MSA urban place to all MSAs in the 
study. In this case, however, almost all O-D pairs with the highest interaction potential 
(in the first quartile) had as a destination either the St. Louis – Belleville metropolitan 
area or the Chicago MSA which are the two largest metropolitan areas in the study area. 
However, most residents of non-MSA urban places would not travel to Chicago or St. 
Louis for goods and services available more close at hand. Intervening opportunity theory 
says that they would travel to the closest city having such goods and services available. . 
The notion here is that these smaller urban places would have an orientation to an MSA 
for access to a variety of urban services and activities including intercity bus service. This 
is based on the concept of central place theory, the idea cities exist in a hierarchy, with 
smaller cities serving as a market area for larger urban areas. Thus, rather than estimate 
the potential for interaction of non-MSA urban places to each other, the analysis 
examined the potential for interaction to the closest MSA.  
 
In view of the above, the following procedure was used in this part of the analysis:  
 
(a) The state of Illinois was divided into market areas defined by one MSA and satellite 
non-MSA urban areas;  
(b) for each market area the pair wise interaction potential between the MSA and the 
satellite cities was calculated, ranked and grouped into four quartiles; 
(c) the results were concatenated so that the first group is composed of the first quartile in 
each market area, the second group of the second quartile in each market area, etc. 
 
In Figure 5.3, those non-MSA urban places ranked in the first group have the highest 
potential for interaction with their closest MSA city. Those in the second through fourth 
groups have progressively lesser potential for interaction. Feeder service to intercity bus 
service at the closest MSA would have the greatest chance of being financially viable the 
higher the ranking of the non-MSA urban place.  
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Figure 5.1 
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Figure5.2 
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Figure 5.3 
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5.2 Supply Analysis 

5.2.1 An Inventory of Existing Services 
The inventory of existing services, presented in Chapter Four, provided the basis for the 
supply analysis. The inventory obtained detailed estimates of Illinois’ bus, rail, feeder 
and air transportation services. 
 
The air mode was not included in this analysis. Because the data gathered for the air 
mode showed airline prices to be, on average, 13 times higher than rail mode prices, and 
15 times higher than bus mode prices, it was assumed air transportation does not compete 
for traffic with bus or rail. A comparison among bus, rail and air modes would be 
meaningful only for a couple of city pairs, out of 36 total pairs. Rather, the clientele 
served by air travel within Illinois is a different market than that of intercity bus. The air 
mode data was thus excluded from the combined data set. Figures 5.4 and 5.5 display the 
prices per trip associated with all travel modes, and the Air/Rail and Air/Bus price ratios, 
respectively. 
 

Figure 5.4 Modal prices between city pairs  
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5.2.2 Measuring the level of Service 
 
The level of existing transit service between pairs of MSAs was scored on a number of 
attributes relevant to the operations of such services. The following attributes were 
selected: 

- Trips Per Day (TPD) – Frequency of service between two MSAs (one-way 
trip) 

- Travel Time (TT)  
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- Travel Time Ratio (TTR, that is the travel time for the respective mode 
divided by the car travel time) 

- Price for a One Way ride (P1WAY) 
- Number Of Transfers (NUMOFTR)- Number of transfers required to 

complete the trip by that mode. 
- Waiting Time (WT) for bus and Amtrak. 

 

Figure 5.5 Air to bus and air to rail price ratios 
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Level of service was measured in three ways. First, factor analysis was used to develop a 
scoring mechanism that took into account all of the level of service attributes. The 
scoring procedure used factor analysis (Mulaik, 1972) to determine the loading score of 
each of the attributes on a combined factor or index. The score of each attribute was then 
multiplied by its respective proportion in the final score, and the partial products were 
added together to determine the value of the index. An important element in the scoring 
procedure is the weight that each of the attributes above has in the final score. Table 5.4 
shows, in the “Proportion” column, how much each variable weighs in the final score. 
The first attribute, TPD is the most important, accounting for 70% of the final score, 
whereas TTR accounts for 9% of it. The last three factors combined account for only 7% 
of the final score.  

 
Table 5.4 Relative weights for final score  

Attribute Proportion Cumulative 
TPD 0.7013 0.7013 
TT 0.1384 0.8397 

TTR  0.09 0.9297 
P1WAY 0.0396 0.9693 

NUMOFTR 0.0248 0.9941 
WT 0.0059 1.0000 
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The factor analysis was run for three modes: bus, rail, and combined bus and rail. The 
scores utilized in this analysis consisted of the combined scores. The final score was 
computed for each pair of places and then was ranked and grouped in quartiles. The 
advantage of this approach is that it takes all service attributes into account in developing 
a score for level of service. 
 
Each of the city pairs was also scored and ranked on the basis of the combined trips per 
day for both bus and Amtrak, and the travel time ratio. Each pair of places was then 
grouped into quartiles as was done using the factor analysis. Although there were some 
differences, scoring of intercity common carrier service between MSAs was similar in all 
three approaches. This is because trips per day had the greatest influence on the factor 
analysis scoring function.  
 

5.3 Deficiency Analysis 

5.3.1 MSA Analysis 
 
In this study, a need for transit service on a corridor, defined by an origin–destination pair 
of places, exists if the demand potential is higher than the supply level of service, 
assuming that both aspects are measured on the same scale. A comparison between 
demand and supply levels was achieved by ranking both the demand and the supply in 
quartiles. If demand for service between two cities is ranked more highly on the demand 
side than on the supply side, then a deficiency exists, as does a need for additional 
service. For example, if a corridor is in the third quartile on the supply side and in the 
first quartile on the demand side, then the demand is higher than the supply, and there is a 
need for additional service. On the other hand, if supply is ranked higher or in the same 
quartile as demand, then a deficiency does not exist between the two MSAs. Both supply 
and demand are ranked so that the first quartile has the greatest demand and/or supply, 
the second quartile has a lower level of demand and/or supply and so forth.  
 
The results of the deficiency analysis in which supply was estimated using factor scores 
is displayed in Figure 5.6. In this case, deficiencies were placed in three groups. The first 
group contains those MSA pairs in which the demand quartile is two or more quartiles 
ahead of supply. The second group contains those city pairs in which the demand quartile 
is one ahead of supply. The third group is where demand is in the same quartile as 
supply. Thus, there is no deficiency is this group. All other city pairs had supply ranked 
in a higher quartile than demand. There is thus no deficiency in this set as well. 
Deficiencies in the first and second groups are displayed in Figure 5.6. As can be seen 
from the figure, a variety of city pairs could use additional service, including Chicago-
Moline, Chicago-Peoria and Belleville-Peoria.  
 
The deficiency analysis in which the travel time ratio was used for the supply variable is 
shown in Figure 5.7. In this case, the city pairs with a deficiency of supply relative to 
demand are shown in three groups. On the basis of travel time ratio, Chicago to Peoria 
clearly stands out as the route most in need of additional service. Figure 5.8  
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Figure 5.6 
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Figure 5.7  
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Figure 5.8 
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shows the deficiency analysis based on the trips per day variable. Using this criterion, 
Peoria-Belleville stands out as the pair most in need of additional service.  
 
The three-pronged analysis (demand, supply, and deficiency) produced interesting 
findings. Many but not all of the MSA O-D pairs with a high potential for interaction 
tend to have good existing services (rail and bus). As displayed in the deficiency maps, 
there are several pairs that need further development. Table 5.6 shows the comparative 
results for the three-aspect deficiency analysis. The pairs in the first group are the most 
deficient, and the ones in the third group are the least deficient. A zero indicates no 
deficiency. Only MSA pairs ranked as deficient by at least one of the three criteria are 
shown in the table. 
 
Table 5.6 shows that the deficiency analysis produced similar findings for the three 
measures of comparison. Most city pairs that were ranked as deficient by one criterion 
were ranked as deficient by at least one other criterion. Only 5 of the eighteen deficient 
city pairs were ranked as deficient by only one method. The results indicate that MSA O-
D pairs such as Belleville-Rockford, or Belleville-Moline, Peoria-Chicago and Peoria-
Bellville have the greatest level of deficiency in service.  
 
The Internal MSA to External MSA demand and supply analysis indicated little 
deficiency in common carrier service between internal and external MSAs. Thus, the 
need for additional service to points outside of Illinois is not warranted at this time. 
 

 
Table 5.6 Comparative results for the three-aspect deficiency analysis 

   Deficiency 
No Origin Destination By Score By TPD By TTR 
1 Belleville Rockford 1 3 2 
2 Belleville Chicago 2 0 3 
3 Belleville Moline 1 2 3 
4 Belleville Peoria 1 1 3 
5 Belleville Springfield 0 0 3 
6 Belleville Decatur 0 3 0 
7 Bloomington Decatur 0 0 3 
8 Champaign Chicago 0 0 3 
9 Decatur Peoria 2 3 3 
10 Decatur Chicago 0 3 0 
11 Moline Chicago 1 3 3 
12 Moline Peoria 0 2 3 
13 Moline Rockford 2 3 1 
14 Peoria Chicago 1 2 1 
15 Peoria Springfield 2 0 2 
16 Peoria Rockford 2 3 3 
17 Rockford Springfield 0 3 0 
18 Springfield Chicago 2 0 3 
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5.3.2 Non-MSA Urban Place Analysis 
 
Since most non-MSA urban places do not have regularly scheduled common carrier 
service, a different approach to deficiency analysis was taken. A non-MSA urban place 
was deemed deficient if it is (a) not an Amtrak or intercity bus stop; (b) not an intercity 
bus grant recipient, or (c) does not have regularly scheduled feeder service. Some places 
offer taxi services, which is in fact a feeder service, but the fares are excessively high. 
Therefore, we did not consider the taxi service as an alternative to bus service. Figure 5.9 
shows existing intercity bus and Amtrak service, and those non-MSA urban places 
having feeder service either through an intercity bus recipient or taxi service. Those 
places having no service whatsoever are deemed deficient and in need of 5311(f) funds. 
These are shown in Table 5.7. Many of these places do not have 5311 recipients. Thus, in 
order to add feeder service, it is necessary to have a 5311 operator in place in that area.  
 
 
Table 5.7 Deficient Non-MSA Urban Places in need for 5311(f) funds 

Deficient non-MSA Urban Places 
Abingdon     Clinton Marseilles Robinson 

Aledo Farmington Marshall Rock Falls 
Beardstown Fulton Morrison Rushville 

Benton Gillespie Newton Savanna 
Bushnell Hamilton Oglesby South Jacksonville  
Canton Havana Olney Sparta 

Carrollton Jacksonville  Pana Staunton 
Carthage Knoxville     Paris Sterling 

Casey Lawrenceville  Pinckneyville  Taylorville 
Chester Lena    Pittsfield Virden 

Christopher Lewiston Red Bud West Frankfort    
   White Hall 

 
 
These deficient places can be further prioritized through the use of the same type of 
demand and supply analysis that was done for the MSAs. In this case, however, non-
MSA urban places having no service and ranking in the first two quartiles on the demand 
side as shown in Figure 5.3 were deemed highly deficient places. These places are shown 
in Figure 5.10. Since these rank in the first two quartiles on the demand side, aren’t 
intercity bus grant recipients, and lack regularly scheduled feeder service open to the 
general public, the highest priority should be given to establishing service there. These 
places would more than likely generate the greatest feeder service ridership. The places 
are also shown in Table 5.8. 
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Figure 5.9 
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Figure 5.10 Highly Deficient Non-MSA Urban Places 
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Table 5.8  Highly Deficient Non-MSA Urban Places in High Need of 5311(f) Funds  

Aledo Pana 
Canton Paris 
Chester Red Bud 
Clinton Robinson 

Farmington Savanna 
Fulton Sparta 

Gillespie Staunton 
Jacksonville Sterling 

Marshall Taylorville 
Olney Virden 

 
 
Out of 108 non-MSA urban places, 24% have bus or rail stops, 34% are intercity bus 
recipients or have a regularly scheduled bus service, 28% have taxi services, and 14% do 
not have any kind of services, as depicted in Figure 5.11. That almost one third of places 
have taxi services is a good indication that there is a demand for feeder services. 
However, a taxi ride from such a place to an Amtrak station or intercity bus stop is very 
expensive, with fares of $2.00 per mile, on average. Also non-MSA urban places 
sometimes generate few as a couple of riders per week. In such places, a regularly 
scheduled feeder service would require a high degree of subsidy. Most of those places are 
included in the 14% of non-MSA urban places with no service (Figure 5.11). However 
they were not included in Table 5.8 because they lack the demand potential as required 
by the working definition of high deficiency. 
 
Figure 5.11 

Existing Services for non-MSA Urban Places

24%

34%

28%

14%

Stations (Bus/Rail) ICB recipients Taxi Services No Services
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5.4 Conclusions 
 
A considerable level of intercity bus and rail service currently exists in Illinois. All 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Illinois have intercity common carrier service either 
through intercity bus, Amtrak, or both. However, some larger city-to-city routes could 
use additional service. Because of high prices, air service is a poor substitute for rail or 
bus service. Many smaller urban places have no access to rail or bus service, especially in 
southern Illinois, and many of these have no 5311 recipients. Without state support for 
intercity bus, it is unlikely that these places will have access to such service in the 
foreseeable future. 
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Chapter 6  
Survey of Intercity Bus Companies 
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6.1 Survey of Current and Potential Intercity Bus Providers  
 
The goal of the intercity survey was to investigate the availability and needs of various 
transit providers throughout Illinois. Of particular interest was to evaluate their opinions 
about the intercity bus program and their impressions about participating in a variety of 
eligible funded activities. The final survey instrument and distribution list was primarily 
based on the results of the prior survey, which was aimed at identifying existing service 
supplied within the state.  
 

6.2 Sampling Strategy 
 
The research team conducted a series of telephone interviews and one face-to-face 
interview with a sample of organizations gathered from the previous survey. Prior to 
conducting the survey interview, a letter of introduction was mailed to the twenty-three 
selected organizations, which briefly explained the intercity program and encouraged 
participation in the study. The list consisted of private carriers, current 5311(f) recipients, 
5311 recipients, and charter/tour bus operators within the Chicago area. Approximately 
one week later, the General Managers or Directors of Transportation were contacted by 
phone in order to set up a convenient interview date and time. The surveys were then 
faxed to each participating company so that the directors would have sufficient time to 
look over the questions. Finally, the scheduled interview call was made, which lasted no 
longer than 25 minutes, depending on whether the respondents had other questions 
regarding the intercity program. All participants were asked identical questions. 
Appendix 4 contains the final version of the survey. The data collection process lasted 
one month. 
  
Four of the twenty-three contacted organizations immediately declined to participate 
without receiving a copy of the survey. These were charter/tour bus companies. In total, 
nineteen surveys were distributed; fifteen of those were completed. Eight were answered 
by current 5311(f) recipients, four by private intercity providers, two by existing rural 
senior centers and one by a charter/tour bus company. The non-respondents were 
primarily charter/tour bus companies within the Chicago area. Non-respondents were not 
interested in receiving additional information about the intercity program and did not 
want to complete the survey. They also included those that received the survey, but failed 
to return a response. See Figure 6.1 for details on the sample. 
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Figure 6.1 Surveyed Provider Characteristics 

 

6.3 Inventory of Surveyed Providers 
 
The survey was divided into three main sections: 

• General Information 
• Eligible Activities 
• Restrictions  

 
Each of these is described in turn below. Discussion will be segregated between private 
companies and not-for-profit agencies (local rural operators).  
 

6.3.1 General Information 
 
Nature of Organization and Service Type 
 
Four of the five private companies surveyed provide intercity service, each having been 
in the transportation industry for at least 30 years. The other provider primarily operates a 
charter service, specializing in tours to midwestern states, but also provides contract 
service to Pace, offering bus services within suburban Chicago during peak travel times. 
 
Recipients of 5311 and 5311(f) grants operate the majority of public transportation at the 
local level. These agencies offer paratransit services to the elderly (persons 60 years or 
older) and people with disabilities in addition to providing transit services for the general 
population. All of the rural providers surveyed receive 5311 funds, which are distributed 
by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and allocated annually to the governor of 
each state for public transportation projects in non-urbanized areas (areas with 
populations of 50,000 or less). This grant offers federal assistance to local organizations 
wishing to provide rural transportation service by reimbursing up to 80 percent of the 
sponsoring agency’s capital and administrative costs and up to 50 percent of the net 

5311(f) 
Recipient

35%

Private 
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17%
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35%

Senior Center
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operating costs. The agency must then agree to provide transit to all patrons who request 
service, regardless of age or physical disability.  
 
The recipients of this grant chiefly operate a demand responsive public transportation 
system, which is designed to carry passengers from their origin to a specific destination 
(generally door-to-door or curb-to-curb service) with advanced reservations (at least 24-
hour notice). This type of service relies on actual customer needs, allowing routes, 
timetables, and the size of vehicles to vary accordingly.  
 
In the 5311(f) program, the state must use fifteen percent of its annual apportionment to 
support intercity bus service, unless the governor certifies that the state’s needs are 
already being attained. The providers who receive these funds have the capacity to 
support partial-fixed routes or fixed-route deviations, with employment and human 
services being the leading destinations for patrons. 
 
Service Area 
 
The five private bus companies that operate within Illinois who agreed to reply to the 
survey provide a large system of routes throughout the state. Three of the five offer single 
routes while the largest provider, Greyhound, serves a number of communities in the 
state as well as numerous routes within North America. The last provider operates a 
charter/tour bus service throughout the Midwest and also provides contracted routes for 
Pace.  
 
The local community providers surveyed, generally, are responsible for providing transit 
over multi-county areas. The surveyed agencies are current recipients of Section 5311 
grants, with eight of the ten agencies also receiving 5311(f) funding to facilitate intercity 
travel. In total, the survey generated data from 31 counties being serviced by 5311 or 
5311(f) grantees, or both, with only four of the 31 counties receiving partial service. 
Partial service refers to limited service that grantees may provide within a county—e.g.,  
only the rural areas of a county. Table 6.1 lists the counties that are served by non-profit 
providers in the sample. 
 
   



Development of Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program – FINAL 77 

Urban Transportation Center  November 2001 
University of Illinois at Chicago       

Table 6.1 Service Area for Local 5311 Operators   
Counties with 

Complete Service 
 Counties with 

Partial 
Service 

Coles Hamilton  Stark 
Henry White  Bureau 
Fayette Edwards  Kankakee 
Douglas Wayne  Tazewell 
Montgome
ry 

Wabash 

Clay McLean 
Shelby Livingston 
Moultrie Iroquois 
Pope  Ford 
Hardin  De Kalb 
Gallatin Warren 
Saline Henderso

n 
Bond Woodford 
Williamson  
  
 
Fleet Size 
 
The four private intercity bus providers and one charter/tour operator surveyed have a 
fleet size over 2,600 vehicles, with the majority being large passenger buses (up to 45 ft. 
long). Of the carriers surveyed, the mean number of vehicles was 68 with a median of 48 
vehicles. The data from Greyhound was excluded from calculation because they had a 
fleet size over 2,000. Figure 6.3 displays a comparison of the private and public fleet size.  
 
There are slightly under 200 vehicles operated by the surveyed network of rural 
operators, with fleets comprised of mini-vans seating 4-6 passengers, up to 31-passenger 
buses; mini-vans and full-sized vans being the most common type of vehicle providing 
rural service. Of the public organizations surveyed, the average system operated 15 
vehicles, with the median running nine vehicles. One organization’s data was not 
included in the average because it had almost 15 times the number of vehicles as the 
smallest provider and was an outlier relative to rest of the operators.  
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Figure 6.2: Private vs. Public Fleet Size      

 
Expansion Plans 
 
The basic goal of the intercity program when partnering with private providers is to allow 
companies to operate routes without losing revenue while local communities gain daily 
service that connects them to the national intercity bus system. The survey asked 
operators to identify potential expansion plans within Illinois. Responses from private 
companies were positive as they maintained a fair-minded attitude toward funding. 
However, most initially expect to conduct a feasibility study to determine the plausibility 
of operating service along or within a new area before implementing the new service. The 
largest provider, Greyhound, prefers to increase the frequency of existing service or add 
additional stops on existing routes to cities with increased population, rather than initiate 
a new route. In order to determine whether to implement additional service, this provider 
examines under-served areas (those with minimal amount of transit) and also areas in the 
state that are unserved (those areas that don’t receive intercity or rural service).  
 
Private companies favor subsidies for initiating demonstration routes and probably would 
not implement intercity service without some type of federal funding. All of the five 
companies surveyed stated that they normally do not implement a new service unless it 
has been proven profitable by market research. Private companies cite three reasons that 
prevent them from implementing new routes: past financial difficulties, uncertain or risky 
ridership, and the difficulty and expense of acquiring new equipment for new service. 
 
Over half of the 5311 operators indicated that they would like to expand service, whether 
by adding more frequent hours, by making their services more accessible to the county, 
or by adding limited service on weekends. However, before these goals are 
accomplished, they felt the following three elements must be given priority over 
expansion possibilities:  
 
1. State participation to assist in reducing the local match for operating assistance for 

rural transit providers. Without additional help from the state, there is tremendous 
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pressure on organizations to find new sources for the local operating match to 
enhance ticket revenues. A rural agency’s first priority is to maintain the existing 
system. Most agencies would not be in favor of increased operating funds to provide 
additional service if this does not translate into a combination of state/local match for 
any federal dollars obtained.  

 
2. Increased new or replacement vehicles per year. Currently, most rural fleets are badly 

over age with some vehicles well beyond normal life expectancy. Operators question 
how expanding service is possible, when older vehicles cannot withstand the wear-
and-tear. They do not want to expand service without a new plan to replace aging 
vehicles. Figure 6.3 below shows a graphical representation of the ratio of the number 
of passengers transported per month and the amount of available vehicles for each 
non-profit agency. The agencies with the highest fluctuations from the mean of 271, 
have the greatest need for replacement vehicles. The mean was obtained by first 
eliminating the data outliers, the two highest scores from the entire data set, then 
taking the mean of the remaining data. This analysis was supported by qualitative 
data gathered by the telephone survey. The agencies that had greatest need for new 
vehicles showed greatest deviation on the graph in Figure 6.3. 
 
 
 Figure 6.3 Ratio of Monthly Trips vs. Vehicles: Non-Profit Providers 
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3. Some operators believe that the quality of drivers is also a determinant, including pay 

rates, hiring practices, and training. To minimize employee turnover, some local 
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providers would like to increase the pay scale of their drivers. The quality of driver 
labor is believed to have an effect on reliability and safety, and is directly related to 
customer service factors such as courtesy and helpfulness. Low reliability affects 
ridership negatively and, in turn, can reduce revenues. Bus patrons tend to place a 
high degree of importance on the disposition of the bus driver. If bus drivers exhibit 
unfriendly or unhelpful attitudes, then that often overrides any good aspects of the 
service. Driver training is essential and the ability of the agency to retain skilled 
drivers is also important. 

 

6.3.2 Eligible Activities 
 
There are limitations on how the funds may be used for the intercity program; the 
following section examines the carriers’ responses to possible activities these funds may 
be used for. 
 
Information Technology  
 
Private providers anticipate that success of the intercity program hinges on the support of 
information exchange and delivery, which will jointly promote ridership and awareness 
about the program and other travel modes. They believe three marketing efforts should be 
accomplished: a web site, a printable timetable, and road signs.  
 
The role of transit is changing, and with this shift comes an increased need for 
technology. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) offer a menu of enticing options. 
This program utilizes advanced computing and communication technologies, enabling 
transportation in both metropolitan and rural areas to become more efficient, safe, and 
productive. Essentially, information technology complements transport technology, 
enabling existing transit equipment to function more efficiently. The following four 
principles, found in the National ITS Program Plan, are used by U.S. DOT to guide ITS 
development: 
 
1. To promote the implementation of a technically integrated and jurisdictionally 

coordinated transportation system across the country 
2. To support ongoing applied research and technology transfer 
3. To ensure that newly developed ITS technologies and services are safe and cost-

effective  
4. To create a new industry by involving and emphasizing the private sector in all 

aspects of the program 
 
An aspect of ITS that Greyhound finds especially important for the intercity program 
would be the creation of a state-sponsored information program that will extend beyond 
just providing a map of the intercity network and displaying an inventory of participating 
facilities. The carrier anticipates that this online directory will have the capability to  
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provide real time information, including safety, efficiency, rural mobility, and physical 
conditions, such as road construction, congestion, and weather. It would prepare travel 
information on an area’s most important routes by use of traffic detectors and traffic 
cameras. Travelers then, with access to this real-time information, can make more 
educated decisions.  
 
The ultimate goal Greyhound hopes to achieve through this site would be development of 
a computerized itinerary planning system for customers to arrange intercity trips. By 
displaying existing service, whether by national intercity carrier or local agency, this site 
would show the connectivity between modes and other intermodal facilities. It would 
simultaneously work to change the public’s consciousness of non-automobile travel, by 
enabling efficient coordination and connections, thus making public transit a more 
appealing mode of travel. If the intercity program conveys to the public that travel times 
are in a range competitive with driving one’s car, public travel will seem less time-
intensive and more convenient. This will help to build ridership as more individuals 
recognize how the program has made intercity traveling as simple as personal vehicle 
use.  
 
Figure 6.4 displays the percentage of surveyed public and private providers that are 
interested in ITS applications for intercity transit. The local public providers who 
responded negatively, most felt, either that because of the small size of their service, 
computer-aided transport was not relevant, or that the systems currently on the market 
weren’t dynamic enough to meet the agency’s ultimate expectations to warrant their use. 
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Figure 6.4 Interest in Applications of ITS 

 
 
Through an assortment of media, the general public could easily access advanced traveler 
information. A single statewide timetable, issued for public use, could provide various 
intercity routes and could contain contact information about transit providers in local 
community. Navigational aids such as road signs and kiosks would help travelers easily 
locate intercity stations and stops by directing them to intercity providers; similar to the 
current signage provided for airline travel. 
 
Both private and public carriers thought that marketing was important to the intercity 
program, as displayed in Figure 6.5. The rural agencies that responded negatively felt that 
there was no need to market a service they could not provide adequately, with some 
agencies declining up to 15 people per month due to lack of funding. One agency stated 
that demand had begun to outstrip current resources. Also, local agencies felt that signage 
in rural areas isn’t as important as it is in metropolitan areas, therefore, additional funding 
can be spent on more critical activities.  
 
 
  Figure 6.5 Interest in Intercity Marketing Programs 
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Connectivity 
 
Increased coordination of transit providers increases users’ opportunities to travel, shop,  
enjoy cultural events, obtain medical care, or to visit with family and friends without 
needing access to an automobile. Getting to and from work, the grocery or the doctor’s 
office is difficult in small automobile-oriented towns and cities lacking the extensive 
public-transport network common to large cities. Rural operators engaged in intercity 
travel indicated that connections with Greyhound or Amtrak stations are not a crucial part 
of their service. The survey responses from local agencies indicated the following key 
factors which affect intermodal performance:  
 

• Time of service 
• Reliability 
• Connectivity 
• Sufficient time before the return trip  

 
Currently, service to an Amtrak or Greyhound station in various smaller communities is 
minimal because intercity train and bus schedules do not coincide with transit 
organizations’ hours of operation, and because the current intercity service does not meet 
residents’ needs or schedules. 
 
Figure 6.6 displays the percentage of private and public carriers that are interested in 
intercity connectivity between both sectors. Most local operators are already connecting 
to intermodal transit on a limited basis. The operators who responded negatively feel that 
the current regional intercity service is not user-friendly because travel times are not 
convenient and the service does not make frequent enough stops into their community in 
order to foster coordination.  
 

    Figure 6.6 Interest in Intercity Coordination 
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Most transit operators surveyed felt that the intercity program should support 
coordination through a combination of continuous communication and enhanced 
technical assistance. In order to make coordination beneficial, both intercity carriers, and 
local transportation organizations must work together to create a functional system for 
each community, and also foster partnerships between local transportation and regional or 
national carriers. This translates into working with local providers to coordinate local 
transportation with intercity schedules in order to create more accessible and useable 
intercity services within the state. In addition, there must be collaboration with intercity 
providers, forging agreements to increase the frequency or add more relevant stops on 
existing routes within smaller communities. Ultimately, a functioning network 
throughout the state comprised of private and public carriers is the main objective of the 
intercity program.  
 
Four out of the five private companies are interested in extending their current hours in 
order to support intercity coordination, with the one provider satisfied with current hours 
of operation. Overall, public agencies are willing to consider extending their current 
business hours to better serve intercity transit, with many claiming this is as a long-range 
goal of the agency. The non-profit organizations not interested stated that it is financially 
unsound to extend their services when only a limited amount of patrons take advantage of 
intermodal service at this time. 
 

  
Figure 6.7  Interest in Extended Hours to Support Intercity Connections  

 
 
Capital Grants  
 
As shown in Figure 6.8, four of the five private providers expressed an interest in capital 
grants for intercity shelters and depots.  Most of the local transit agencies did not feel this 
type of support was appropriate for their type of service.  
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 Figure 6.8 Capital Grants for Intercity Shelters and Depots 

 
 
Figure 6.9 below shows the various capital needs providers would consider. Rolling stock 
and fixed assets are important to private providers. Greyhound suggests that the 
incremental cost of manufacturing buses to meet ADA compliance measures be 
completely or partially funded by the intercity program. 
 
Non-profit agencies’ second greatest need, next to increased operating assistance, is for 
rolling stock or replacement vehicles. Figure 6.9 shows that 70% of non-profit 
organizations surveyed cite rolling stock as a viable activity for funding. The most 
significant obstacle in expanding service, besides the lack of operating assistance, is the 
high use of vehicles. The very nature of rural transit is to cover large distances while 
serving a relatively small number of people. Despite this obstacle, most providers are 
pressured to expand service to meet the growing needs of county residents. Once 
additional vehicles or increased replacement vehicles are received each year, then non-
profit organizations can seriously consider expanding service. 

 

 Figure 6.9 Capital Needs  
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User-Side Subsidies and Demonstration Projects 
 
Private carriers expressed strong support for user-side subsidies and demonstration 
projects. The overall priority in funding demonstration projects is to provide financial 
support for a new route until it has time to generate strong ridership and sufficient 
farebox recovery. Conversely, rural providers are not very interested in either type of 
funding. Figure 6.10 displays the percentage of providers in favor of each activity.  
 
 
 Figure 6.10 Interest in User-Subsidies and Demonstration Projects 

 
Operation Assistance through Purchase-of-Service  
 
Purchase of service agreements involve third-party contracts. Four of the five private 
carriers favor this method of funding. Only one carrier, Greyhound, finds this type of 
participation to be burdensome, mostly because their routes cross multiple planning 
agencies’ boundaries. Rather, they would prefer to contract directly through the state for 
funding.  
 
The nature of local community providers already fosters this type of agreement; therefore 
all are interested in this type of arrangement. 
 
 
   Figure 6.11 Operation Grants through Purchase-of-Service Agreements 
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Private Intercity Bus Eligible Activities 
 
Figure 6.12 presents the percentage of providers that are interested in improving or 
modifying existing facilities to enable shared-use by rural patrons and operators. Private 
carriers favor renovations to support increased ridership from rural patrons; these changes 
would ease passenger transfers and provide safer and more attractive bus waiting. 
 
The charter/tour company responded negatively when asked about facility modification 
because they currently do not occupy transit facilities of their own, other than their own 
garages. The largest private provider is currently involved in facility alterations in many 
regions throughout the country to encourage rural operator use. The main reason private 
operators are not interested in facility modifications is that they currently have no 
facilities of their own.  
 
Public agencies are not interested in either of these activities, again, because of the nature 
of their service. Being primarily a door-to-door system most do not currently possess 
outdoor facilities. 
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Figure 6.13 shows support of providers who favor operating assistance to support 
intercity routes. All of the private carriers surveyed supported  this type of assistance, but 
rural operators felt such support was not relevant to their type of service. 
 
  

Figure 6.13 Operating Assistance to Support Intercity Route  
Segments 

 
 

Additional Service 
 
All of the private providers surveyed favored modifying their current routes to 
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satisfy other unmet needs. Figure 6.14 depicts the percentage of providers in favor of 
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Figure 6.14 Additional Service Eligible for Funding 

   
 
Other Expansion Plans 
 
Some of the providers, both public and private have other expansion plans that aren’t 
directly involved with the intercity bus program. One example of non-intercity planning 
is the relocation of a local transit agency’s transportation center to a more convenient 
location within the county. 

 
 
Figure 6.15 Interest in Other Expansion Plans  
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1. ADA Compliance- The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 mandates changes in 
building codes, transportation services and facilities, and hiring practices to prevent 
discrimination against persons with disabilities. Large carriers like Greyhound under 
this rule, must ensure that all new buses obtained are accessible, with wheelchair lifts 
and tie-downs that allow passengers to ride in their own wheelchairs. (Entire fleets 
must be completely assessable by 2012.) Charter and tour bus companies can meet 
this requirement through 48-hour advanced notice to provide service in an accessible 
bus. Also, until their fleets are completely compliant, fixed-route companies can 
comply by providing 48-hour advanced notification for wheelchair accessible bus 
service.  

 
2. Buy American- Requires products and components to be manufactured in the U.S. 
 
3. Protection of Labor- Interests of employees must be protected 
 
4. Substance Abuse Program- Pertains to wellness programs, substance abuse 

counseling, and random drug tests 
 
The private carriers did not hesitate to accept the four restrictions listed on the survey. All 
were in the process of making their fleets ADA accessible, with only one carrier 
completely compliant. Each provider had some sort of labor protection already in place. 
All carriers also had a substance abuse program already instituted. They were most 
concerned, however, about the Buy American Act, since most of their coaches were 
manufactured by Prevost (located in Canada), MCI (located in Mexico), or Van Hool 
(located in Germany).  
 
Because they currently receive funding, non-profit agencies are meeting all of the 
restrictions mentioned in the survey. Due to the nature of their service, rural operators are 
proficient at providing accessible transportation to the general public and those patrons 
who need specialized transport. However, for the smaller agencies, restrictions 
sometimes pose a burden. The reporting and compliance responsibilities that have come 
attached to these subsidies make it difficult for small towns to apply for funds that are 
vitally needed to keep services running. Often compliance requirements add more to the 
costs, and supply additional obstacles to providing high quality transit service. 
 
 Federal Reimbursement 
 
All private carriers are fully in support of the federal plan for reimbursing 80 percent of 
capital and administrative project expenses and 50 percent of net operating expenses. 
 
Non-profit agencies, however, since they already have prior knowledge of this program, 
are not as accepting. Many of the rural agencies requested IDOT participation to help 
decrease the local operating assistance match that carriers must generate. They would 
specifically like state support to help fund the remaining 50 percent of operating 
expenses. Figure 6.17 shows the percentage of private and public carriers that fully 
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accept this restriction. Those agencies that do not favor this restriction would like to 
receive additional operating funding by the state.  

 
 
  Figure 6.16 Federal Reimbursement 

 

6.4 Ideas for Intercity Bus Funding 
 
In the survey process, the service providers expressed a variety of opinions regarding 
Illinois’ intercity bus programs. The following suggestions were offered about how 
intercity bus funds could best be spent.  
 
Private Carriers: 
• Private intercity providers treated as a partner to facilitate quality transit services; 

performing the vital role of intercity transit by maintaining quality public 
transportation  

• Capital, operating, and administrative funding combined in demonstration projects to 
provide new services 

• Increased marketing efforts for intercity services to attract ridership 
• Increased funding bid on by private operators 
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being considered 
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Public Operators: 
• Flexibility of funding for rural areas; eliminate barriers that prevent rural operators 

from providing good transportation 
• Allocation of funding throughout the state with the majority delegated to small transit 

operators 
• Additional funding for those providers who agree to participate in intercity service, 

with a separate amount of funds being delegated to intercity transit  
• State participation to offset the cost of the local match for operating assistance 
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6.5 Other Observations for Illinois 
 
As a result of the MPEA tax (Metropolitan Pier and Exposition Authority), which funds 
activities at McCormick Place and Navy Pier and a tax levied by the city of Chicago on 
ground transportation for passengers using O’Hare and Midway Airports, one private 
intercity carrier expressed frustration. The two taxes on ground transit entering the airport 
have produced a negative impact on the free flow of passenger buses into Chicago 
airports. The taxes make it difficult for one provider to possess a profitable route. One 
possible alternative would be tax credits for the operators that regularly transport into 
O’Hare or Midway airports. 
 
Most of the rural operators are pleased with the intercity services they provide, and are 
interested in any strategies that would initiate, preserve, and enhance the effectiveness of 
rural transportation. Their primary goal is to establish comprehensive public 
transportation to meet the mobility needs of people throughout the community. Currently, 
there is little collaboration or connection between smaller communities and most private 
companies.  
 
In conclusion, the operators felt that with carefully directed financial support and 
improvement of the cumbersome regulatory limitations that obstruct smaller local transit 
operators from providing quality service, IDOT could help maintain and expand the 
intercity program.  
 

6.6 Major Findings 
 
The analysis of the survey results has led to a number of useful conclusions to be 
considered before implementing the intercity program. Survey responses indicate the 
following concerns: 
 
§ Recognize that customer-related information is essential to marketing the intercity 

program; focus on providing navigational aids and public-use timetables 
§ There is a need for increased new or replacement vehicles per year for current rural 

providers 
§ Rural operators are especially interested in rolling stock  
§ Driver wages in some communities need to be increased in order to retain skilled 

workers 
§ Support the coordination of intelligent transportation systems as rapidly as possible in 

order to benefit every mode of transit 
§ State participation to offset the local operating match that agencies must generate 
§ Private operators encouraged a statewide real-time information system that provides 

information about private carrier routes and also contact information about local 
community providers  

§ Develop relationships with private and public operators to foster coordination 
between similar carriers and multimodal transportation 
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§ Look at intercity program as a system instead of seeing fragmented carriers; the goal 
of the intercity program should be to centralize the fragmented modes of transit or at 
least decrease the decentralization between public and private carriers 

§ Enable rural mobility by reducing obstacles for small local agencies  
§ Private carriers do not have a problem accepting the restrictions listed on the survey; 

their only concern was the Buy American Act because most coaches are 
manufactured in Canada, Mexico, or Germany 

§ Smaller transit agencies already comply with all restriction however, they sometimes 
pose as burdens for these agencies by obstructing them from concentrating on 
providing quality transit 

§ Private carriers are willing to modify existing facilities to allow shared-use by rural 
operators and passengers 

§ The largest private carrier, Greyhound, favors adding stops on existing routes or 
additional buses on a route as opposed to creating an entirely new route; it provides 
less financial risk 

§ Private carriers are hesitant to add new services without financial aid from subsidies 
§ Most private operators do not expand their service without first conducting market 

research to ascertain the ridership level to prove the route’s profitability 
§ Most non-profit operators will consider expanding their services to better service the 

needs of the county by extending their hours of operation or adding limited week-end 
service depending on their ability to receive additional funding 

§ Greyhound is planning at least three specific routes within Illinois that will support 
the intercity network 

§ Past financial difficulties, uncertain ridership, and the ability to acquire new vehicles, 
are the three factors that have prohibited private carriers from implementing new 
service 

§ Level of operating assistance, vehicle apportionment, and the ability of agencies to 
retain skilled drivers have prohibited local agencies from expanding their services 

§ Greyhound would rather contract through the state DOT for purchase of service 
agreements, since their service area extends into multiple planning agency’s area; all 
other private carriers were in favor in operation grants through this agreement 

§ Local operators do not especially favor funding in the form of demonstration projects 
or user-side subsides, while private carriers are mostly supportive. 
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Chapter 7  
Conclusions and Recommendations 
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7.1 Conclusions 
 
1. The good news is that much of the state is accessible via bus, and that despite two 

decades of shrinking service, much of the state is still linked by the existing intercity 
network. All Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Illinois have intercity common carrier 
service either through intercity bus, Amtrak, or both. 

 
2. The bad news is that service where it remains is often infrequent or nonscheduled, 

difficult to find, difficult to use, slow or circuitous. Some needs are being met, but 
unmet needs remain. Some larger city-to-city routes could use additional service. The 
routes between Belleville-Rockford, Belleville-Peoria, Belleville-Moline, Moline-
Rockford and Peoria-Chicago seem to have the greatest need for service 
improvements. 

 
3. Air service is not a very good substitute for rail or bus service because of the very 

high prices charged.  
 
4. The diversity of unmet needs is considerable. Some communities need feeder service 

to the nearest Amtrak or Greyhound station. Others need expansion of existing 
service. There are many small urban places, especially in southern Illinois, which 
have no access to rail or bus service. Many have no 5311 recipients. Without intercity 
bus funding, it is doubtful that these places will have access to such service in the 
foreseeable future.  

 
5. Existing funding guidelines provide no encouragement for innovative proposals. By 

expressly discouraging projects from entities that aren't already current recipients, and 
by specifically emphasizing the 5311 providers, the current guidelines award grants 
based not on the project’s ability to serve passengers, but solely on the incumbency of 
the grant recipient. Instead of encouraging innovative programs and funding pilot 
projects that could ultimately expand into self-supporting services, the current system 
encourages non-sustainable service. 

 
6. Though not comprehensive, the state survey revealed great variety in the states' 

approaches to the FTA funding requirement, and provides Illinois with a menu of 
options to consider as it considers the effectiveness of its own program and any 
possible changes. Support can and has been offered in the form of operating 
subsidies, capital projects, marketing programs, as well as combinations of the three.  

 
7. To the east and west, the neighbor states of Iowa and Indiana show some of the 

possibilities and limitations of providing operating subsidies to service providers. 
Iowa emphasizes supporting as much service as possible, and reports stabilized 
service, but little new service, despite offering a higher operating subsidy for the first 
two years of service on a new route. Indiana's targeted approach has brought new 
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service to at least one corridor to Illinois, but the new service only serves Chicago, 
not the rural areas of Illinois.  

8. Texas, the state that has chosen the most capital-emphasizing approach, reports a 
general disinclination to support money-losing routes via a direct operating subsidy 
and a belief that providing better facilities would ultimately help stabilize or increase 
service. It is not yet known if building facilities can help provide new service.  

 
9. The comprehensive system approach used in Oregon and Washington involves 

defining an acceptable level of basic service, identifying missing links in the network, 
and funding service to fill the gaps. Critical to this approach is agreement on what 
constitutes an appropriate basic level of service: to what size towns should the state 
attempt to ensure that service is available. 

 
10. The state of cross-border service is encouraging in some ways and not so in others. 

Illinois' neighbors provide service to the northeast and northwest corners of the state. 
The Illinois regions bordering Kentucky and Missouri, states without intercity bus 
programs are, perhaps not coincidentally, some of the areas most underserved. 
  

11. Besides straight operating support, other states cited the need for effective marketing 
programs to make potential customers aware of the availability of service. Oregon's 
even division of funds between operating, capital and marketing/support programs 
represents the largest commitment to marketing, but other states contribute to 
marketing efforts, too, with some publishing a statewide public transportation 
timetable. Such a publication could be useful in Illinois to combine rail and bus trips, 
given the extensive multi-modal system already available in the state. 

  
12. Intercity bus operators and feeder service operators had a variety of concerns and 

opinions. These include: 
 

§ Customer-related information is essential to marketing the intercity program; 
focus on providing navigational aids and public-use timetables 

§ There is a need for increased new or replacement vehicles per year for current 
rural providers 

§ Rural operators are especially interested in rolling stock  
§ Driver wages in some communities need to be increased in order to retain 

skilled workers 
§ Support the coordination of intelligent transportation systems as rapidly as 

possible in order to benefit every mode of transit 
§ State participation to offset the local operating match that agencies must 

generate is needed 
§ Private operators encouraged a statewide real-time information system that 

provides information about private carrier routes and also contact information 
about local community providers  

§ Develop relationships with private and public operators to foster coordination 
between similar carriers and multimodal transportation 
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13. Private carriers do not object to the restrictions listed on the survey; their only 
concern was the Buy American Act because most coaches are manufactured in 
Canada, Mexico, or Germany. 
 

14. Smaller transit agencies already comply with all restrictions, however, they 
sometimes pose as burdens for these agencies by obstructing them from concentrating 
on providing quality transit. 
 

15. Private carriers are willing to modify existing facilities to allow shared-use by rural 
operators and passengers. 

 
16. The largest private carrier, Greyhound, favors adding stops on existing routes or 

additional buses on a route as opposed to creating an entirely new route; it provides 
less financial risk. 

 
17. Private carriers are hesitant to add new services without financial aid from the State 

or Federal governments. 
 
18. Most private operators do not expand their service without first conducting market 

research to ascertain the ridership level to prove the route’s profitability. 
 
19. Most non-profit operators will consider expanding their services to better service the 

needs of the county by extending their hours of operation or adding limited week-end 
service depending on their ability to receive additional funding. 

 
20. Past financial difficulties, uncertain ridership, and the ability to acquire new vehicles, 

are the three factors that have prohibited private carriers from implementing new 
service. 

 
21. Greyhound would rather contract through the state DOT for purchase of service 

agreements, since their service area extends into multiple planning agency 
jurisdictions; all other private carriers were in favor in operation grants through this 
agreement. 

 
22. Local operators do not especially favor funding in the form of demonstration projects 

or user-side subsides, while private carriers, are mostly supportive. 
 

7.2 Recommendations 
 
Because a variety of unmet intercity bus needs exist in Illinois, the intercity bus program 
should be continued. We recommend consideration of the following changes in Illinois' 
intercity bus program: 

 
1. Fund measurable service improvement: The experience in Oregon shows the value 

of measurable standards for new services. Rating projects for cost effectiveness will 
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allow IDOT to choose which projects to fund by selecting those that plan to provide 
the most benefits (passengers served and/or passenger miles carried) at the least cost 
per mile or passenger. Cost effectiveness should be considered at the time a project is 
awarded and when it is evaluated. 

 
2. Establish service priorities. Based on the deficiency analysis, priorities for service 

should include the largest non-MSA communities currently without service, as well 
as the routes between Belleville-Rockford, Belleville-Peoria, Belleville-Moline, 
Moline-Rockford and Peoria-Chicago. Identifying service priorities, in conjunction 
with the measurements proposed in the previous recommendation, will transform the 
current piecemeal intercity bus support program into a coordinated approach that will 
help provide more service to more Illinoisans. 

 
3. Allow a two-year time span for new projects. Experience both with Illinois and out-

of-state providers strongly suggests that it can take well over a year for the public to 
become aware of new service and grow accustomed to using it. If possible, pilot 
service improvement projects should be funded for two years, rather than one. 

 
4. Promote new and improved service. Both Illinois and out-of-state providers confirm 

that many efforts to expand service have failed because the service wasn't marketed 
or promoted. Any new project funded should be required to demonstrate how the 
service would be promoted.  

 
5. Develop and promote the use of intermodal passenger travel information systems. A 

statewide information network should be developed so travelers can make up-to-the 
minute decisions with real-time information. This can be accomplished through the 
development of a web site, a printable timetable and road signs to aid travelers in 
finding intercity stops and depots. 

 
6. Work with private operators and community transportation providers to create 

itinerary planning systems. These would ultimately possess the ability to help 
customers schedule multimodal trips with information about intercity bus service, the 
local community rural service and important city routes within the state. 

 
7. Forge a partnership with private and public (rural) carriers to ensure better 

intermodal connections. Private cooperation can mean increased frequency of certain 
stops to local communities in order to better serve them. Public cooperation can mean 
extending service hours or additional limited weekend hours to meet with intercity 
providers. 

 
8. Fund user-side subsidy and demonstration projects. Private carriers are strongly in 

favor of both user-side subsidies and demonstration projects. Such programs should 
also be extended to taxi operators. 
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9. Intercity bus funds should be used to support intercity terminal facilities. Private 
operators indicated strong support for intercity terminals that would be available for 
shared use. 

 
10. Offer tax credits or some sort of tax vouchers to private companies who routinely 

bring in passengers (ultimately revenue) to O’Hare and Midway airports. In 
addition, IDOT should investigate the possible exemption from the tax if carriers are 
subsidized by the State.  

 
11. Conduct an annual “Illinois Intercity Transportation Conference.” A variety of 

issues raised in the interviews can be dealt with effectively through such a 
conference. Private intercity providers felt they should be treated as partners to ensure 
transit services, similar to the rural operators. They felt that funding needed to be 
more easily assessable and widely known to encourage private operators to 
participate. Many operators felt that a partnership between IDOT, rail, bus, and local 
transit agencies needed to be greatly strengthened. 

 
The following tables shows the suggested order of implementation of these 
recommendations and the highest priority city pairs for service support.    
 
 

Table 7.1  Prioritized Recommendations for Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and 
Program 

1. Determine fund availability for capital & operating support. 
2. Establish service priorities based on deficiency analysis. 
3. Plan and conduct annual Intercity Bus Conference, involving current and 

potential service providers and IDOT and other appropriate public 
agencies.   

4. Use the conference output as an input to the next funding cycle. 
5. Issue requests for proposals (RFPs) for service. 

• 2 years for highly deficient rural-to-rural intercity bus. 
• 1 year for medium deficient rural-to-urban intercity bus. 
• Consider funding assistance for user-based subsidies, tax 

credits/vouchers, and intercity bus terminal facilities. 
6. Evaluate RFPs on cost effectiveness.  
7. Monitor service progress on cost effectiveness basis. 
8. Develop public-private partnerships where appropriate to improve 

intermodal connections. 
9. Print timetable of statewide intercity surface transportation.  
10. Promote new services: 

• Develop web site with IBTIS. 
• Create itinerary planning systems. 
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Table 7.2  MSA Pair Deficiency Priority 

Highest Priority Next Highest Priority 
Rank Origin Destination Rank Origin Destination 

1 Belleville  Rockford 1 Belleville Chicago 
2 Belleville  Moline 2 Decatur Peoria 
3 Belleville  Peoria 3 Moline Rockford 
4 Moline Chicago 4 Peoria Rockford 
5 Peoria Chicago 5 Peoria Springfield 
   6 Springfield Chicago 

 

Table 7.3  Non-MSA Originating Pair Deficiency Priority 

Highest Priority Next Highest Priority 
Rank Origin Destination Rank Origin Destination 

1 Aledo Moline 1 Abingdon Moline 
2 Canton Peoria 2 Beardstown Springfield 
3 Chester Belleville 3 Benton Belleville 
4 Clinton Decatur 4 Bushnell Peoria 
5 Farmington Peoria 5 Carrollton Belleville 
6 Fulton Moline 6 Carthage Moline 
7 Gillespie Belleville 7 Casey Terre Haute 
8 Jacksonville Springfield 8 Christopher Belleville 
9 Marshall Terre Haute 9 Hamilton Moline 

10 Olney Evansville 10 Havana Peoria 
11 Pana Decatur 11 Knoxville Moline 
12 Paris Terre Haute 12 Lawrenceville Evansville 
13 Red Bud Belleville 13 Lena Rockford 
14 Robinson Terre Haute 14 Lewistown Peoria 
15 Savanna Dubuque 15 Marseilles Bloomington 
16 Sparta Belleville 16 Morrison Moline 
17 Staunton Belleville 17 Newton Terre Haute 
18 Sterling Rockford 18 Oglesby Peoria 
19 Taylorville Springfield 19 Pinckneyville Belleville 
20 Virden Springfield 20 Pittsfield Springfield 

   21 Rock Falls Rockford 
   22 Rushville Springfield 
   23 South 

Jacksonville 
Springfield 

   24 West Frankfort Belleville 
   25 White Hall Springfield 
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Appendix I  Air Mode Data 
Air Transportation Supply 

  American 
Airlines 

     

 Origin Destination Frequency/             
Day 

Direct  Price          
(1-way)  

Miles Comments 

        
Monday-Friday 

(6/28): 
Bloomington Champaign 1 CF  $652.50  251  

 Bloomington Chicago 4 Yes  $204.25  116  
 Bloomington Decatur Too many CF CF  $452.25  483 B-Ohare-StL-D 
 Bloomington Moline Too many CF No $433.25  353 B-Ohare-Milwaukee-M 
 Bloomington Peoria 2 Yes  $161.25  42  
 Bloomington Rockford 0 -  -  - CF-bus service (Van Galder bus) 
 Bloomington Springfield Too many CF CF  $457.25  458 B-Ohare-StL-S 
Saturday (6/30): Bloomington Champaign 2 CF  $562.50  251  

 Bloomington Chicago (Ohare) 3 Yes  $114.25  116  
 Bloomington Decatur Too many CF No  $362.25  483 B-Ohare-StL-D 
 Bloomington Moline Too many CF No  $423.25  353 B-Ohare-Milwaukee-M 
 Bloomington Peoria 2 Yes  $161.25  42 Northwest 
 Bloomington Rockford 0 -  -  - CF-bus service (Van Galder bus) 
 Bloomington Springfield Too many CF CF  $573.25  458 B-Ohare-StL-S 
Sunday (7/01): Bloomington Champaign Too many CF No  $386.25  659 B-Ohare-Detroit-C 

 Bloomington Chicago (Ohare) 4 Yes  $205.25  116  
 Bloomington Decatur Too many CF No  $362.25  483 B-Ohare-StL-D 
 Bloomington Moline 0 -  -  -  
 Bloomington Peoria 1 Yes  42 Northwest Airline flight 
 Bloomington Rockford 0 -  -  - B-Ohare-bus service (Van Galder) 
 Bloomington Springfield Too many CF No  $457.25  458  
        
Monday-Friday: Champaign Bloomington 1 CF  $702.00  251  

 Champaign Chicago 5 Yes  $495.00  135  
 Champaign Decatur Too many CF   $589.50  224  
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 Champaign Moline Too many CF CF  $502.50  331 C-StL-M 
 Champaign Peoria Too many CF CF  $726.25  532  
 Champaign Rockford 0 -  -  - C-Ohare-bus service (Van Galder) 
 Champaign Springfield Too many CF No  $694.75  478 C-Ohare-StL-S 

Saturday: Champaign Bloomington 1 CF  $556.00  251  
 Champaign Chicago 5 Yes  $441.75  135  
 Champaign Decatur 0 -  -  - 1 flight w/ Trans World (CF in StL) 
 Champaign Moline Too many CF No  $933.75  1110 C-Ohare-StL-M 
 Champaign Peoria Too many CF No  $595.25  676 C-StL-Ohare-P 
 Champaign Rockford 0 -  -  - C-Ohare-bus service (Van Galder) 
 Champaign Springfield Too many CF No  $694.75  478 C-Ohare-StL-S 

Sunday: Champaign Bloomington 1 CF  $556.00  251  
 Champaign Chicago 5 Yes  $441.75  135  
 Champaign Decatur Too many CF No  $689.75  503 C-Ohare-StL-D 
 Champaign Moline Too many CF No  $437.75  372 C-Ohare-Milwaukee-M 
 Champaign Peoria Too many CF No  $595.25  532 C-StL-Ohare-P 
 Champaign Rockford 0 -  -  - C-Ohare-bus service (Van Galder) 
 Champaign Springfield Too many CF No  $694.75  478 C-Ohare-StL-S 
        
Monday-Friday: Chicago Bloomington 4 Yes  $209.25  116  

 Chicago Champaign 5 Yes  $448.25  135  
 Chicago Decatur Too many CF No  $272.00  368 Ohare-StL-D 
 Chicago Moline Too many CF No  $495.00  445 Ohare-StL-M 
 Chicago Peoria 5 Yes  $220.25  130  
 Chicago Rockford 0 -  -  - bus service 
 Chicago Springfield Too many CF No  $272.00  343 Ohare-StL-S 

Saturday: Chicago Bloomington 3 Yes  $114.25  116  
 Chicago Champaign 5 Yes  $448.25  130  
 Chicago Decatur 0 -  -  - 1 flight w/ Trans World (2CF) 
 Chicago Moline Too many CF No  $495.00  445 Ohare-StL-M 
 Chicago Peoria 4 Yes  $220.25  130  
 Chicago Rockford 0 -  -  - bus service 
 Chicago Springfield Too many CF No  $272.00  343 Ohare-StL-S 

Sunday: Chicago Bloomington 4 Yes  $114.25  116  
 Chicago Champaign 5 Yes  $448.25  135  
 Chicago Decatur Too many CF No  $272.00  368 Ohare-StL-D 
 Chicago Moline Too many CF No  $495.00  445 Ohare-StL-M 
 Chicago Peoria 5 Yes  $220.25  130  
 Chicago Rockford 0 -  -  - bus service 
 Chicago Springfield Too many CF No  $272.00  343 Ohare-StL-S 
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Monday-Friday: Decatur Bloomington 0 -  -  - 3 Trans World flights (2CF) 

 Decatur Champaign Too many CF No  $694.75  503 D-StL-Ohare-C 
 Decatur Chicago Too many CF No  $272.00  368 D-StL-Ohare 
 Decatur Moline 0 -  -  - Flights only w/ Trans World (2CF) 
 Decatur Peoria Too many CF No  $293.75  498 D-StL-Ohare-P 
 Decatur Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Decatur Springfield 0 -  -  - 3 flights w/ Trans World (CF in StL) 

Saturday: Decatur Bloomington Too many CF No  $455.75  484 D-StL-Ohare-B 
 Decatur Champaign Too many CF No  $694.75  503 D-StL-Ohare-C 
 Decatur Chicago Too many CF No  $267.50  368 D-StL-Ohare 
 Decatur Moline 0 -  -  - 2 flights w/ Trans World (CF in StL) 

 Decatur Peoria Too many CF No  $439.75  498 D-StL-Ohare-P 
 Decatur Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Decatur Springfield 0 -  -  - 2 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 

Sunday: Decatur Bloomington Too many CF No  $455.75  484 D-StL-Ohare-B 
 Decatur Champaign Too many CF No  $694.75  503 D-StL-Ohare-C 
 Decatur Chicago Too many CF No  $267.50  368 D-StL-Ohare 
 Decatur Moline 0 -  -  - 2 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 

 Decatur Peoria Too many CF No  $439.75  498 D-StL-Ohare-P 
 Decatur Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Decatur Springfield 0 -  -  - 2 Trans World flights(CF in StL) 
        
Monday-Friday: Moline Bloomington Too many CF No  $698.25  561 M-StL-Ohare-B 

 Moline Champaign Too many CF No  $937.25  580 M-StL-Ohare-C 
 Moline Chicago 0 -  -  -  
 Moline Decatur 0 -  $608.50  297 3 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 
 Moline Peoria Too many CF No  $747.25  575 M-StL-Ohare-P 
 Moline Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Moline Springfield 0 -  $452.50  272 5 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 

Saturday: Moline Bloomington Too many CF No  $698.25  561 M-StL-Ohare-B 
 Moline Champaign Too many CF No  $937.25  580 M-StL-Ohare-C 
 Moline Chicago 0 -  -  -  
 Moline Decatur 0 -  $608.50  297 1 Trans World flight (CF in StL) 
 Moline Peoria Too many CF No  $682.25  575 M-StL-Ohare-P 
 Moline Rockford 0 -  -  -  
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 Moline Springfield 0 -  $452.50  272 3 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 
Sunday: Moline Bloomington Too many CF No  $698.25  561 M-StL-Ohare-B 

 Moline Champaign Too many CF No  $937.25  580 M-StL-Ohare-C 
 Moline Chicago 0 -  -  - - 
 Moline Decatur 0 -  $608.50  297 3 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 
 Moline Peoria Too many CF No  $536.25  575 M-StL-Ohare-P 
 Moline Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Moline Springfield 0 -  $452.50  272 4 Trans World flights (CF in StL) 
        
Monday-Friday: Peoria Bloomington 2 Yes  $159.75  42 Northwest Airline flight 

 Peoria Champaign Too many CF No  $850.25  531 P-StL-Ohare-C 
 Peoria Chicago 5 Yes  $213.75  130  
 Peoria Decatur Too many CF No  $293.75  498 P-Ohare-StL-D 
 Peoria Moline Too many CF No  $431.75  367 P-Ohare-Milwaukee-M 
 Peoria Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Peoria Springfield Too many CF No  $298.75  473 P-Ohare-StL-S 

Saturday: Peoria Bloomington 2 Yes  $159.75  42 Northwest Airline flight 
 Peoria Champaign Too many CF No  $850.25  531 P-StL-Ohare-C 
 Peoria Chicago 4 Yes  $213.75  130  
 Peoria Decatur Too many CF No  $461.75  498 P-Ohare-StL-D 
 Peoria Moline Too many CF No  $537.75  575 P-Ohare-StL-M 
 Peoria Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Peoria Springfield Too many CF No  $298.75  473 P-Ohare-StL-S 

Sunday: Peoria Bloomington 2 Yes  $159.75  42 Northwest Airline flight 
 Peoria Champaign Too many CF No  $850.25  531 P-StL-Ohare-C 
 Peoria Chicago 5 Yes  $213.75  130  
 Peoria Decatur Too many CF No  $293.75  498 P-Ohare-StL-D 
 Peoria Moline Too many CF No  $431.75  367 P-Ohare-Milwaukee-M 
 Peoria Rockford 0 -  -  -  
 Peoria Springfield Too many CF No  $298.75  473 P-Ohare-StL-S 
        
 Rockford No service      
        
Monday-Friday: Springfield Bloomington 0 -  -  -  

 Springfield Champaign Too many CF No  $698.25  478 S-Ohare-StL-C 
 Springfield Chicago Too many CF No  $270.50  343 S-StL-Ohare 
 Springfield Decatur 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Moline 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Peoria Too many CF No  $297.25  473 S-StL-Ohare-P 
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 Springfield Rockford 0 -  -  -  
Saturday: Springfield Bloomington 0 -  -  -  

 Springfield Champaign Too many CF No  $698.25  478 S-Ohare-StL-C 
 Springfield Chicago Too many CF No  $270.50  343 S-StL-Ohare 
 Springfield Decatur 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Moline 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Peoria Too many CF No  $443.25  473 S-StL-Ohare-P 
 Springfield Rockford 0 -  -  -  

Sunday: Springfield Bloomington 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Champaign Too many CF No  $698.25  478 S-Ohare-StL-C 
 Springfield Chicago Too many CF No  $270.50  343 S-StL-Ohare 
 Springfield Decatur 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Moline 0 -  -  -  
 Springfield Peoria Too many CF No  $297.25  473 S-StL-Ohare-P 
 Springfield Rockford 0 -  -  -  
        

 



Development of Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program – FINAL 110 

Urban Transportation Center  November 2001 
University of Illinois at Chicago       

 

Appendix II  
Survey Instruments for Taxi Providers & Community Transportation 

 
Taxi Service 

 
Cab Company  _______________________       Location  _________________ 
Telephone #  ________________________               Date   ____________________ 
 
 
1. Do you offer county-wide transportation?  (As opposed to the city limits the cab 

company resides in.) 
 
 
 
 
2. Do you offer service to Greyhound/Amtrak station? 
 
 
3. If there isn’t a Greyhound/Amtrak station w/in the county, does the cab company 

offer service to those stations residing outside the county? 
 
 
4. Fares? 
 

From  _________________   to  _________________        $______________ 
 

From  _________________   to    ________________        $______________ 
 

From  _________________   to   _________________       $______________ 
 

From  _________________   to  _________________        $______________ 
 
       From  __________________ to  _________________        $_______________ 
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Community Transportation 
 
Organization      _________________________________    Date  _________________ 
Contact Person  _________________________________    Interviewer ____________ 
Telephone #       _________________________________ 

 
Subscription Service Providers 

   
I am currently doing research for the Illinois Department of Transportation- collecting 
data on the transportation services provided w/in rural counties.   
 
 
1. What kind of transportation service does your organization offer? 
 

Subscription                                   Demand Responsive          
 
Please describe it: 
 
 
2. Is your service open to the general public? 
 
3. What cities are serviced by your organization?  (Obtain a complete listing) 
 
 
 
4. Do you provide service to a Greyhound or Amtrak station? 
 
• How many trips to these stations do you make/month (Rough estimate or accurate # 

acceptable) 
 
 
5. How much do you charge for service? 
 
 
 
6. What are your service hours? 
 
 
7. What is your average ridership?        Total                   ___________/month 
                                                                  General Public  ___________/month 
 
8. How many vehicles do you have? 
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9. With regard to service- how do you believe you are catering to the needs of the 
public? 

 
 
 
10.  How many persons do you decline per month?                           
________________/month 
 
 
 
11. How are you funded              Privately                                    Publicly  

• Describe: 
 
 
12. Are you a 5310 or 5311 recipient?  _______________ 
 
• How is this $$ being spent?  



Development of Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program – FINAL 113 

Urban Transportation Center  November 2001 
University of Illinois at Chicago       

 

Appendix III   List of Providers Contacted 
 

Key:   
ì = Bus service that provides transportation for         
            general population (GP) to access 
            Greyhound/Amtrak stations 
♣ = Taxi cab providing service to Grey/Amtrak 
Current intercity bus fund recipient 
(G)= Greyhound station in city 
(R)=Amtrak station in city  
 
Jo Daviess  
NonMSA: Galena (G) 
 
ì Jo Daviess County Transit 

Galena, IL 61036 
Contact info: Rich Macalla 
Comments: Yes, provides service to Greyhound station for general population w/ in Jo Daviess county.  A few years ago 
tried to coordinate w/ Greyhound stops, (for intercity bus funding) but were turned down. 
 
Stevenson 
NonMSA: Freeport (G), Lena 
 
      Martin Luther King Community Center (a Boys & Girls club) 
      Freeport, IL 61032 
Contact info: (815) 233-9926 
Comments: NO, do not transport GP from Lena to Freeport Greyhound station.  Transportation program-related (ex: 
transport people to/from center from their houses to take part in certain programs. 
  
      Stephenson County Senior Center 
      Freeport, IL 61032 
Contact info: Ms. Lona P. Kniskern 
Comments: NO, only caters to seniors/disabled residing in Freeport. 
 
♣ Freeport Taxi Service 

Freeport, IL 
Contact info: (815) 232-3151  
Comments: Yes provides service to Greyhound station. From Lena to Freeport (~14 mls) charge $20. 
 
♣ City Services Cab Co 

Freeport IL 
Contact info: (815) 232-6200 
Comments: Yes, provide service to Greyhound station.  From Lena to Freeport charge $20. 
 
     Malcolm Eaton Center 
     Freeport, IL 
Contact info: Susan Swanson (815) 235-7181 
Comments: NO, this org. only transports to/from center for clients.  Susan doesn’t think any org. offers county-wide trans. 
that is open to GP. 
 
Carroll 
NonMSA: Savanna 
 
Comments: NO type of bus transportation found.  
 
♣ Sun Valley Cabs 

Savanna, IL 61074 
Contact info: (815) 273-3300 
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Comments: Yes, transports to Greyhound station. From Savanna to Elizabeth (~18 mls) charge $25. 
 
Grundy  
NonMSA: None 
 
     Standard Shuttle Service 
      
Contact info: Michelle Tirrisi  (815) 740-6201 
Comments: Yes, travels throughout entire Grundy county and can transport to Joliet.  Only has 1 vehicle, but hasn’t had to 
decline any patrons. 
 
Ogle 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Ogle County Senior Services, Inc 

Oregon, IL 61061 
Comments: Yes, mainly caters to seniors, however if there is room, they accept GP for a fee.  Travel once/week 
(Wednesday) to Rockford.  Used to travel into Carroll county yrs. ago made possible by funding; now they do not. 
 
  

Village of Progress 
 Oregon, IL 61032 
Comments: No, transports their consumers to their workshop in Rochelle. 
 
DeKalb 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Voluntary Action Center 

Sycamore, IL 60178 
Contact info: Tom Zucker (815) 758-3932 
Comments: Yes, org. close to meeting demand in DeKalb & Sycamore cities (except for evenings & weekends when no 
service is provided).  Rural services extremely limited; decline 10-12 persons/week.  Org. has 33 vehicles.  
 
Winnebago 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Peoria-Rockford  

Rockford, IL 61109 
Contact info: Jim Penny 
Comments: Provides regularly scheduled service from Peoria to Chicago O’Hare 16 times/day. 
 
Boone 
NonMSA: None 
 
      Boone County Council on Aging 
      Bleeder, IL 61008 
Contact info: Anna Grey (815) 544-9893  
Comments: Provides service to entire Boone county; goes to Rockford Greyhound station ONLY for medical appts. 
 
Whiteside 
NonMSA: Fulton, Morrison, Rock Falls, & Sterling 
 
     Whiteside County Senior Center 
      Sterling, IL 60081 
Contact info: Sue (815) 626-7707 
Comments: Yes, based on recent market survey, decided to open up transport service to GP (previously only seniors).  
Travel w/in county; do not leave county to go to Greyhound station. 
 
      Rock River Valley Self-Help 
      Sterling, IL 61081 
Comments: No, transport their employees to work at the center. 
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     Easy Ride Cab 
     Rockfalls, IL 
Contact info: (815) 626-4175 
Comments: NO, cannot reach them, the # has been disconnected! 
 
NO cab company located w/in county. 
 
♣ RC Smith Transportation 

Morrison, IL 
Contact info: Merl (800)443-7226  
Comments: Yes transports GP to Chicago airports (Ohare & Midway).  From Whiteside county charges $100/person to go 
to Ohare ($150 transport to Midway).  Merl likes 24-hr notice, but they can accommodate a few hours notice.  From 
Morrison to Dixon Greyhound station (31 mls) charges $45-50. 
 
Lee 
NonMSA:  Dixon (G) 
 
     Kreider Services, Inc 
     Dixon, IL 61021 
Comments: NO, only transport clients to/from center. 
 
Henry 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Abilities Plus 

Kewanee, IL 61443 
Contact info: Carol Blake (309) 852-4626 
Comments: Yes, caters as much as possible to entire Henry, Stark, & western Bureau & will transport to Kewanee Amtrak 
station.  DOT keeps asking org. to expand service, however, Abilities Plus has difficulty generating enough local match.  
However, haven’t had to decline anyone. 
 
     Henry County Senior Citizens 
     Kewanee, IL 61443 
Comments:  No, caters only to seniors.  
 
__________________________________________________ 
Bureau 
NonMSA: Princeton (G)(R), Spring Valley 
 
ì Gateway Services 

Princeton, IL 61356 
Contact info: Gene Englehart (815) 875-4548  Ex 22 
Comments: Yes, service entire Bureau, Marshall, & Putnam.  Org. can transport to Amtrak station if there is a desire; 
declines only a very small amount. 
Marshall 
NonMSA: Henry 
 
LaSalle 
NonMSA: LaSalle (G), Marseilles, Mendota(R), Oglesby, Ottawa (G), Peru, Streator  
 
      Mendota Area Senior Services, Inc 
      Mendota, IL 61342   
Comments: NO, only caters to seniors/disabled.  They cover the top part of the county, while ‘Project Noah’ caters to the 
lower half.  Director of Services doesn’t know of any bus org. which services county for general population (only taxi 
services). 
 
♣ Act II Transportation 
        Coal Valley, IL 
Contact info: (800) 769-8891 
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Comments: Yes, make O’Hare airport shuttle along route 80, 4 times/day M-S.  Need 3 day notice to pick U up in Ottawa 
& charges ~ $40 
 
♣ G & R Cab 

Ottawa, IL 
Contact info: (815) 433-1233 
Comments: Yes, transports to Greyhound station.  From Ottawa to Oglesby (~20mls) charges $45 [about $2.25/ml]. From 
Marseilles to Ottawa (~ 8mls) charges $20 [about $2.50/ml] 
 
     York’s Taxi 
     Streator, IL 
Contact info: (815) 673-1111 
Comments: The # is incorrect.  Can’t locate correct one. 
 
Kankakee 
NonMSA: None 
 
Warren 
NonMSA: Monmouth 
 
ì Warren Achievement Center 

Monmouth, IL 61462 
Contact info: Bob Ray 
Comments: Yes, 2 regularly scheduled routes to Galesburg (G) in morning & 2 return trips on afternoon.  Services entire 
Warren county, haven’t had to decline once. 
 
Mercer  
NonMSA: Aledo 
 
♣ Silvis & Buddy Boy Cab Service 

East Moline, IL 
Contact info: (309) 755-5266 
Comments: Yes, transports to Moline Greyhound station.  From Aledo to Moline (~44 mls) charges $90. 
 
Knox 
NonMSA: Abingdon, Galesburg (G), Knoxville 
 
     Knox County Council for Developmental District 
     Galesburg, IL 61401 
Comments:  No, only transport clients to & from work 
 
     Bridgeway 
     Galesburg, IL 61401 
Comments: NO 
 
♣ Courtesy Cab  

Galesburg, IL  
Contact info: (309) 341-1077 
Comments: Yes, they will pick up & transport to Greyhound station. From Abingdon to Galesburg (~12 mls) charge 
$15.50.  From Knoxville to Galesburg (~7 mls) charge $7.50 
 
Galesburg Handi-Van 
Galesburg, IL 
Contact info: JoAnn Harris 
Comments:  
 
Woodford 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì We Care 

Morton, IL 61550 
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Contact info: Jim Thompson 
Comments: Yes, provides 2 semi-fixed routes (about 4 roundtrips/day). From Eureka to Peoria & from El 
Paso to Bloomington.  However, had to suppress demand artificially by 25% because org. doesn’t have the 
$$.   Org. has 21 vehicles, however Thompson finds it difficult to generate the local match, & has had 
problems w/ high turnover because drivers’ salary scale is very low.  
 
McLean 
NonMSA: None 
 
     YMCA of McLean 
     Bloomington, IL 61701 
 
ì Show Bus 

Chenoa, IL 61726 
Contact info: Mary Davis 
Comments: Yes, provide as much service as they can to entire McLean, Livingston, Ford, Iroquois, & rural Kankakee.  Org. 
makes scheduled stops to Kankakee multiple times a week for Greyhound & Amtrak access.  Also, weekly trips are make to 
Champaign. 
 
Livingston 
NonMSA: Dwight (R), Fairbury, & Pontiac (R) 
 
     Futuros Unlimited 
     Pontiac, IL 61764 
Comments: No, only transport clients to/from rehabilitation center. 
 
Ford 
NonMSA: Gibson City, Paxton 
 
     Gibson County Rehabilitation Center 
     Gibson City, IL 60936 
Comments: NO 
 
Iroquois 
NonMSA: Watseka 
____________________________________________________ 
 
Hancock 
NonMSA: Carthage, Hamilton 
 
     Hancock County Mental Health Center, Inc 
     Carthage, IL 62321 
Comments: No, only for clients.  
 
♣ Bing’s Cab 
        Keokuk, IA 
Contact info: (319) 524-5555 
Comments: Yes, can cater to Hancock county & take persons to Keokuk Greyhound station.  From Hamilton to Keokuk 
(~7 mls) charges $6.  From Carthage to Keokuk (~20 mls) charges $20. 
 
McDonough 
NonMSA: Bushnell & Macomb (R) 
 
     McDonough County Rehabilitation Center 
     Macomb, IL 61455 
Contact info: Todd 
Comments:  No, only transport seniors to center & back to their home.  They do not transport GP from Bushnell to 
Macomb Amtrak.     
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♣ Barry’s Taxi Service  (309) 833-1700  
   Macomb, IL 61455 

Comments:  Bushnell to Macomb (~15 mls) charge $20 
Carthage to Macomb (~23 mls) charges $37.50 
Hamilton to Macomb (~ 37 mls) charges $49 
 
    McDonough County American Red Cross 
    Macomb, IL 61455 
Contact info: Nancy Rutledge (309) 837-1594 
Comments: No, only provides transportation to seniors & disabled.  She doesn’t know of any org. in this county that offers 
a bus service; cab services only. 
 
Fulton 
NonMSA: Canton, Farmington, & Lewistown 
 
♣ Canton Courtesy Cab 

Canton, IL 
Contact info: (309) 649-9200 
Comments: Yes can transport to Peoria airport or Greyhound station.  From Canton to Peoria (~ mls) charge $40. 
 
Mason 
NonMSA: Havana 
 
♣ Canton Courtesy Cab 

Canton, IL 
Comments: Yes, can transport to Peoria airport/Greyhound station.  From Havana to Peoria (~46 mls) charge $31.25 
pickup fee plus $40 fee. 
 
Adams 
NonMSA: Quincy (R)(G) 
 
     Adams County Association for Retarded Citizens 
     Quincy, IL 62305 
Comments: No, only transport for clients.  
 
Schuyler 
NonMSA: Rushville 
 
     Schuyler County Mental Health Association 
     Rushville, IL 62681 
Comments: NO, only transport their clients.  
 
No cab company located w/in county. 
 
Cass 
NonMSA: Beardstown 
 
     Cass County Council on Aging 
     Beardstown, IL 62618 
Comments: No, only transport seniors & disabled 
 
     Human Resource Center for Cass County 
     Beardstown, IL 62618 
Comments: NO, only transport seniors & disabled. 
 
No cab company located w/ in county. 
 
Logan 
NonMSA: Lincoln (R) 
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DeWitt 
NonMSA: Clinton 
 
No cab company located w/in county. 
 
Piatt 
NonMSA:  Monticello 
 
ì Piatt County Mental Health Center 

   Monticello, IL 61856 
Contact info: Ron 
Comments: Yes, transport entire Piatt, western Champaign, & eastern DeWitt.  Daily trip made to Champaign. 
 
Vermilion 
NonMSA: Danville (G), Georgetown, Hoopeston, Tilton, Westville 
 
ì C.R.I.S. Senior Services 
        Danville, IL 61832 
Contact: Brenda or Cathy Cooksey  (217) 443-2999 
Comments:  Yes, provides entire GP of Vermilion county, w/ minimal service.  Very coordinated w/ Hoopeston 
transportation services, so that 2 buses aren’t going up to Hoopeston to pick up 1 person. 
 
Pike 
NonMSA: Pittsfield 
 
     Counseling Center of Pike County 
     Pittsfield, IL 62363 
Comments:  NO, transport mentally retarded patients to/from center. 
 
NO cab service can be found in this county. 
 
Morgan 
NonMSA: Jacksonville, South Jacksonville 
 
♣ Friendly Sprint Cab Co. 

Jacksonville, IL 62651  
Contact info: (217) 243-3361 
Comments: Yes, transport to Springfield Greyhound station. From Jacksonville/S.Jacksonville to Springfield (~40 mls) 
charges $60 for everything.  It is about $1.50/ml.  (Requires 24-hr notice.) 
 
Scott 
    Prairie Council on Aging 
    Jacksonville, IL 62650 
 
Contact info: Rosemary (217) 479-4619 
Comments:  NO, only caters to seniors living w/in Morgan & Scott counties.  They do not offer services even if there was 
room to the GP, only to those people over age 60.  Rosemary said there was taxi services only, no buses w/in this county. 
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Christian 
NonMSA: Pana & Taylorville 
 
     Senior Citizens of Christian County 
     Taylorville, IL 62568 
Contact info: Alice [Program Director] 
Comments:  NO, only caters to seniors/disabled.  She says there is no bus service in Christian county which caters to GP.  
Only cab services.  
 
♣ B&B Cab Service 

   Taylorville, IL 62568 
Comments:  Yes, from Pana to Springfield (~43 mls) charges $50.  Taylorville to Springfield (~27 mls) charges $32. 
 
♣ Carl’s Cab 

Springfield, IL 
Contact info: (217) 544-7856 
Comments: Yes provides service to Greyhound station in Springfield. From Taylorville to Springfield (~27 mls) $40-45.  It 
will be about $1.50/ml. 
____________________________________________________ 
 
Shelby 
NonMSA: Shelbyville 
 
Moultrie 
NonMSA: Sullivan 
 
Douglas 
NonMSA: Arcola, Tuscola, and Villa Grove 
 
Montgomery 
NonMSA: Litchfield (G) &  Hillsboro, Nokomis 
 
Fayette 
NonMSA: Vandalia (G) 
 
ì C.E.F.S.  

Effingham, IL 62401 
Contact info: Linda Mitchell 
Comments: Yes provide service in rural areas to Greyhound/Amtrak stations in Effingham, Mattoon, Champaign, Decatur, 
Springfield, & Centralia.  Org. is careful not to promise what they can’t deliver.  Org. provides adequate service, but has to 
decline 10-20/month. 
 
Clay 
NonMSA: Flora 
 
     Clay County Rehabilitation Center 
     Flora, IL 62839 
Comments: NO, only transport their clients to/from center. 
____________________________________________________ 
Coles 
NonMSA: Mattoon (G)(R) 
 
ì Coles Council on Aging 

Mattoon, IL 61938 
Contact: Susan Starwalt (217) 348-5355 
Comments: Yes, provides service to both Grey/Amtrak stations in Mattoon; makes trips twice daily to that city.  However, 
org. has been declining 20 people/month recently due to high fuel prices.  Lately they haven’t been able to keep up w/ the 
demand; it has only 7 vehicles.  
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Edgar 
NonMSA: Paris 
 
♣ Paris Cab 

Paris, IL  
Contact info: (217) 463-8880 
Comments: Yes, transport to Greyhound station, but need 24-hr advanced notice.  From Paris to Terra Haute (~25 mls) 
charge $1.50/ml, so about $37.50. 
 
     Human Resource Center of Edgar & Clark City 
     Paris, IL 61944 
Comments: NO, only transport clients to/from center. 
 
Clark 
NonMSA: Casey & Marshall 
 
No cab service located w/in county. 
♣ Dependable Cabs 

Terre Haute, IN 
Contact info: (812) 232-1122 
Comments: Yes, they provide service to Greyhound station, but require 24-hr notice.  From Casey to Terra Haute (~36 
mls) charge $70.  From Marshall to Terra Haute (~16 mls) charge $35. 
 
Greene 
NonMSA: Carrolton & White Hall 
 
No cab company located w/in county, only in Jersey county 
♣ Comfort Cab 

Jerseyville, IL 
Comments: From Carrollton to Alton (~32 mls) charges $16 pickup plus about $1/ml.  From White Hall to Alton (40mls) 
charges $20 pickup plus $1/ml. 
 
Macoupin 
NonMSA: Carlinville (R), Gillespie, Litchfield (G), Staunton, & Virden 
 
     Macoupin County Public Health 
     Carlinville, IL 62626 
Contact info: Dick Price  (217) 854-3223 
Comments: NO, provide service w/in county & for medical purposes only.  
 
No cab service w/in county. 
 
Effingham 
NonMSA: Effingham (G)(R) 
 
Jasper 
NonMSA: Newton 
 
Crawford 
NonMSA: Robinson 
 
NO countywide bus service located in Crawford.  I can only find cab companies.  
 
     Robinson Hospital & VFW in this county both said that there isn’t bus service, only the cab companies.  
♣ Yellow Cab 

Robinson, IL 
Contact info: (618) 544-7825 
Comments: Yes can transport to Greyhound station.  From Robinson to Vincennes, IN ( ~37 mls) charges $40. 
 



Development of Intercity Bus Strategic Plan and Program – FINAL 122 

Urban Transportation Center  November 2001 
University of Illinois at Chicago       

Bond 
NonMSA: Greenville 
 
ì Bond County Senior Citizens 

Greenville, IL 62246 
Contact info: Anna Oestreich  (618) 664-1465 
Comments: YES, provide service from anywhere in the county to St. Louis, MO & Vandalia Greyhound stations.  Org. 
currently doesn’t decline any requests. 
 
Marion 
NonMSA: Centralia (R)& Salem 
 
ì South Central Transit 

Centralia, IL 62801 
Contact: Cindy Shmit 
Comments: Yes, provides service to Greyhound & Amtrak stations for Centralia, Salem, Mt. Vernon, & Nashville only.  
Org. doesn’t decline many people & has 44 vehicles.  
  
Richland 
NonMSA: Olney 
 
     Opportunity center of Southeastern Illinois 
     Olney, IL 62450 
Contact info: (618) 395-2418 
Comments: NO, they only provide service for their clients to/from center.  Jan said there was no bus service w/in Richland 
county, nor Lawrenceville that she knew of.  Referred me to Olney Taxi Service. 
 
     Olney Taxi Service 
     Olney, IL 
Contact info: (618) 392-8294  
Comments:  NO, they do not provide service to Amtrak/Greyhound.  They do not leave Richland county ever. 
 
 
Lawrence 
NonMSA: Lawrenceville 
 
No cab service located w/in county. 
 
Washington 
NonMSA: Nashville 
 
Jefferson 
NonMSA: Mount Vernon (G) 
___________________________________________________ 
Wayne 
NonMSA: Fairfield 
 
Wabash 
NonMSA: Mount Carmel 
 
Hamilton 
NonMSA: Mc Leansboro 
 
White 
NonMSA: Carmi 
 
Saline 
NonMSA: Eldorado & Harrisburg 
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Gallatin, Hardin, Pope, & Edwards  
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Rides Mass Transit 

Rosiclare, IL 62982 
Contact info: Betty Green 
Comments: YES, they have a regular route to Marion (G) everyday & another to Mt Vernon (G).  If they can’t fit you on 
one of these routes, they will create a route for you ($0.85/ml).  They try to enhance service wherever possible & believe 
they are meeting the demand of the counties.  Org. has 57 vehicles. 
 
Randolph 
NonMSA: Chester, Red Bud, & Sparta 
 
     Human Services Center 
     Red Bud, IL 62278 
Contact info: Randy Ledbetter (618) 282-6233  fax: (618) 282-6220 
Comments: Currently org. only transports their clients to/from center.  They are in process of opening up 3 new routes 
through grant for Randolph county (org will subcontract).  Residence of Monroe & Randolph will be able to connect to St. 
Clair county [Belleville; ultimately St. Louis through MetroLink] within 6 months some kind of transportation will be in 
place.  They have the vehicles; they just need funding to cover operating costs.  
  
NO cab company w/in county. 
 
Perry 
NonMSA: Du Quoin (R)& Pinckneyville 
 
     Five Star Industries 
     Du Quoin, IL 62832 
Contact info: Susan  (618) 542-5421  X132 
Comments: NO, not open to GP, they are recipients of 5310. 
 
NO cab service w/in county. 
♣ Bart Shuttle 

Cape Girardeau 
Contact info: http://www.bartshuttle.com/ 
Comments: Yes, can transport GP w/ 3 day notice to St. Louis airport from Pinckneyville (~ 73 mls) charges $53.   
 
Franklin 
NonMSA: Benton, Christopher, & West Frankfort 
 
      Franklin County Senior Services 
      West Frankfort, IL 62896 
Contact info: (618) 937-3511 
Comments: NO, they only service seniors. 
 
♣ Veteran’s Cab 

West Frankfort, IL  
Contact info: (618) 937-3556 
Comments: Only pick up w/in West Frankfort city limits & transport to greyhound station.  From W. Frankfort to Marion 
(~16 mls) charge $25.   
  
♣ Village Taxi 

Benton, IL 
Contact info: (618) 438-6019 
Comments: Yes can transport to Marion Greyhound station.  From Benton to Marion (~23 mls) charge $27.50.  From 
Christopher to Marion (~28 mls) charge $37.50. 
 
Jackson 
NonMSA: Carbondale (G)(R) & Murphysboro 
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ì Jackson County Mass Transit 
Carbondale, IL 62901 

Contact info: Rebecca Shaw  (866) 884-7433 
Comments:  Yes, transport to Greyhound & Amtrak station in Carbondale.  Due to scheduling constraints, they decline 
about 5 persons/week.   
 
     Bart’s Transportation 
     Cape Girardeau, MI 
Contact info: (800) 284-2278 
Comments:  Yes, transport from Carbondale, Murphysboro, Benton, West Frankfort, Pinckneyville, Du Quoin to St. Louis.  
They do not transport locally, only to St. Louis, because taxi companies get upset. 
 
♣ Yellow Cab 

Carbondale, IL 
Contact info: (618) 457-8121 
Comments: Yes, transport to Greyhound/Amtrak station.  From Murphysboro to Carbondale (~8 mls) 
charge around $10.  
 
Williamson 
NonMSA: Carterville, Herrin, Johnston City, & Marion (G) 
 
ì Williamson County Programs on Aging 

Herrin, IL 62948 
Contact info: Robert Childers 
Comments: YES, provide transport to Marion Greyhound station daily.  Although org declines 10 people/month at most.   
___________________________________________________ 
 
Massac 
NonMSA: Metropolis 
 
Union 
NonMSA: Anna 
      
♣ Anna-Jonesboro Cab Service (AJ Cabs) 

   Anna, IL  
Comments: Yes, provide service to Greyhound & Amtrak stations.  From Anna to Vienna 
(~20 mls) charge $20.  From Anna to Carbondale (~21mls) charge $20. 
 
Pulaski 
NonMSA: Cairo 
 
Alexander & Johnson 
NonMSA: None 
 
ì Shawnee Development Council 

Karnak, IL 62956 
Contact info: Cheryl Van Der Ford 
Comments: Yes, connects many southeastern counties & transports those citizens to Marion & Mt. Vernon daily, so GP 
has access to Greyhound stations.  However, org. declines about 15-20/month because they don’t have enough vehicles.  
They are in the process of going Mass Transit. 
____________________________________________________ 
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Appendix IV  Illinois Intercity Bus Provider Survey 
 

 
Interview Survey 
 
We are conducting a study for the Illinois Department of Transportation to determine unmet needs 
and possible uses for intercity bus funds.  As part of our research we are contacting various 
transportation providers to learn more about their current services offered and if they would be 
interested in learning how to acquire the available intercity bus funds. 
 
The following is a short list of questions we’d like to ask you: 
 
General Information 
 

Please tell me some information about your organization: 
 
¦  Number of vehicles in your fleet    ____________________ 

 
¦  Type of vehicles 

 
 

¦  Number of employees                  _______________ 
 

¦  Current service area 
 
 

¦  Current ridership     ___________trips/month     -or-     ___________clients/month 
 

¦  Current ridership of regularly scheduled service      __________ trips/month    -or-    
_______clients/month 
 

 
 

Have you examined the potential for additional service beyond what you are currently 
providing? 

 
 

¦  Have you conducted a study of market potential? 
 
 
 
 

Have you ever considered adding more frequent service? 
 
 
 

 Do you have future plans to expand or create additional routes?  (Please specify the new 
routes & the cities they would include.) 
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What, if anything, has prevented you from implementing new services? 
 
 
Eligible Activities  
 
IDOT currently has a program of funding intercity bus service which involves providing money for a 
variety of activities including operations, capital and marketing.  If IDOT were to expand this 
program, it could fund a variety of activities. 
 

Would you be willing to apply for intercity bus funding for the following activities: (Please 
explain and give specifics where possible) 

 
 

q Planning and marketing for intercity bus transportation 
 
 
q Capital grants for intercity bus shelters, joint-use stops and depots 

 
 

q Operation grants through purchase-of-service agreements 
 
 
q User-side subsidies and demonstration projects 

 
 

q Coordination of rural connections between small transit operations and intercity bus carriers 
 
 
 
 
Eligible activities for feeder services: 
 

q Marketing and extended hours of service in order to connect with scheduled intercity 
service 

 
 
 
 
 

Eligible activities for private intercity bus operators: 
 
q Improvements to existing intercity terminal facilities for rural passengers 
 
q Modifications to transit facilities to facilitate shares use by intercity bus and rural transit 

operators 
 

 
q Operation assistance to support specific intercity route segments 
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q Applications of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technology for coordinated 

information and scheduling 
 

Eligible Activities for Current 5311 recipients, intercity bus operators, charter companies 
and others: 
 

Are you currently considering any additional service that would be eligible for intercity bus 
funding? (Please explain and give specifics where possible) 

 
 

q Addition of new services on existing intercity-bus qualifying routes (including feeder 
service) 

 
q Modification of existing routes to meet intercity requirements  
 
q Addition of new intercity bus routes 
 
q Expansion plans that aren't intercity bus 

 
 
 

 Are there any capital needs that would help you add or expand intercity bus service? (Please 
explain and give specifics where possible) 

 
 

q Rolling stock 
 
q Facilities/fixed assets  
 
q Other: 

 
 
 
9. Are there any planning or marketing needs that would help your intercity bus service, or would 

lead you to  
consider offering intercity service?  (Please explain and give specifics where possible) 
 

 
q Marketing promotion 
  
q Statewide timetable  
 
q Other:      

 
 

 
§ Are there any other activities you would be interested in applying for funding? 

 
 

Restrictions 
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The following constraints are attached to accepting government assistance: 

 
  
10. The Federal government has a variety of restrictions attached to accepting government 

assistance.  These  
       include: 
 
 

A. Requiring carriers to be wheelchair accessible by 2012 
 
 
B. Buy American Act -- requires products and components to be made in the U.S. 

 
 

C. Protection of Labor -- the interests of employees must be protected if accepting Federal 
assistance (The grantee must recognize any union / organization set up for the benefit 
of transit employees.  This arrangement must be certified by the Secretary of Labor.) 

 
 
D.  Substance Abuse Program – pertains to wellness programs, substance abuse counseling, 

and random  
       drug testing.   

 
 
§ Do these requirements pose a problem in accepting government assistance or participating in an 

IDOT program? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. The Federal share for operating assistance is 50% and 80% for capital projects and project 

administration.  Would this pose a problem in supplementing the remaining costs? 
 
 
 
 
12.   At the present time, can you accept the above constraints? 
 
 
 

 
13. How would you like to see intercity bus funding spent? 
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