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Chairman Duncan, Ranking Member DeFazio, and members of the Subcommlttee, Iam
pleased to present Greyhound’s views on the vital role intercity buses can play in
bringing cost-effective improvements to the Nation’s surface transpon’tatron iprograms.
The Commiittee and Subcommittee leadership have listed several major objectives for the
Committee’s reauthorization bill. They include:

Stop sitting on our unused or under-utilized assets;
Find waytho do more with less;
Streamlme the delwery of transportation lmprovements,

And develop innovative public-private relationships that deliver transportatlon
1mprovements in a more cost-effective manner.

Greyh‘ounc{ believes that intercity buses can help achieve each of these objeétives.‘What
follows is a brief look at the potential of intercity buses to meet these objectives and what
program changes are needed to unleash that potential,

Sitting on Unused assets — Studies demonstrate that intercity buses (a/k/a motor -
coaches) are the most environmentally friendly and fuel efficient of all passenger
transportation modes. They emit less CO2 and use less fuel per-passenger mile than any
other mode. They are also the most flexible; they can go anywhere and do anythmg from
high end luxury service to the most affordable transportation. Intercity buses serve 3

- times as many communities as any other form of intercity public transportation.

Yet, intercity buses are largely “off the grid” when it comes to federal, state, and local
planning and funding pr:orxties It’s a rare day when intercity buses are integrated into
transportation planning in a meaningful way and far less than 1% of federal public and
intercity tranSportat:on funding goes to intercity buses.

Doing more with less — intercity buses are, by far, the most cost-effective form of .
transportation. For example, Greyhound’s full operating costs are less than 1/3 those of
Amtrak on’either a per-passenger mile or per-passenger trip basis. Intercity buses are



capable of providing a wide range of attractive services from long haul commuter to
express mtermty service to rural network service. :

Pe:haps the most 31gn1ﬁcant surface passenger transportatlon development of the last five
years is the emergence of high quality, inexpensive express intercity bus service between
ma)cn cities, particularly in the Northeast Corridor. BoltBus and other similar bus
services have succeeded in taking millions of passengers out of their cars with their
internet-driven, Wi-Fi-equipped, point-to- pomt service. While billions in federal funds
have been spent or committed just for the planning and preparation of mtercxty rail
services, these innovative, new intercity bus services have become the fastest—growmg
transportatlon segment in the Northeast Corridor without a penny of governmem funding,

Streamllmjng delivery — intercity buses can be built and deployed quickly. jThe plarmmg
also can be expedited since intercity buses are so environmentally beneficial, flexible and
relatively inexpensive. If plans need to be modified after implementation in order to meet
market demand, bus redeployment can occur very quickly.

Here are two recent examples of how quickly intercity bus service can be delivered. Last
year, Greyhound saw a need to upgrade its fleet by the complete refurbishment of a
significant number of its buses. In 6 months, Greyhound found a corporate partner,
located an ideal vacant RV plant in Napanee, Indiana; hired and trained a skilled work
force made up primarily of out-of-work RV plant workers; and started producing like-
new, refurbished buses. Those buses are now operating throughout the U.S..

Similarly, when Greyhound saw that ARRA Section 5311(f) funds were available
through the states for new intercity buses to provide rural network services, we worked
with FTA and certain states to develop an expedited, master intercity bus procurement
for which any state could provide ARRA funds. The result is that Greyhound is now fully
deploying approximately 60 new intercity buses providing vital rural and small
community service in numerous states, ‘

Developing public-private partnerships — intercity buses are the only form of surface
passenger transportation that is primarily operated by the private sector; thus, we offer
unique opportunities for public-private cooperation, We can bring entrepreneurship,
capital, expertise, existing networks and facilities, and passenger traffic to the table, but
state and [dcal entities need to have the flexibility and the incentive to work with us.

Here are the steps that we recommend that the Committee take to enable intercity
buses to p!ay a more sngmf icant role in meeting the Committee’s reauthorlzatwn
objectives.

1. Gix%e states more flexibility in implementing the section 5311(f) intercity bus
program, o

FTA has implemented a pilot program whereby the states can work with private operators
to use the unsubsidized costs of the intercity bus network as the local match for Section



5311(f) services feeding into the network. This program has been very successful in its 3
years of existence with new services either implemented or planned to 240 commumtxes
on 43 routes in 13 states. A list of those routes is attached to this statemem

Congress should make this program petmanent as soon as p0331b]e so that states can be
confident that it will continue. Also, FTA has only allowed the match to be the private
operator’s capital costs, Congress should give the states the flexibility to use all of the «
unsubsidizeéd costs as local match. There is no reason or precedent for Ixmltmg the match
to capital costs. States also should be given the flexibility to apply the match to all
Section 531 1 funds so that integrated intercity/local projects can be developed

2. vae states the flexibility to provide capital for the development pf
comprehensive statewide intercity bus networks. ,

Greyhound has demonstrated through its new BoltBus and Greyhound Express services

and its upgraded network services that people will shift from cars to intercity buses for

many city pair trips if the buses are new and comfortable; the service is ﬁequem and the -

price is reasonable. The fundamental roadblock to expanding that service is the industry’s

lack of capital for new equipment, In the past 12 years, the annual number of new motor
coaches delivered in the U.S. has fallen by 65%.

Assuming there is going to be a new intercity component to reauthorization, states that
determine that they do not have the population density to justify the capital and operating
costs of intercity rail should be allowed to apply for capital funds for intercity buses so
that they can work with the private sector to develop comprehensive statewide intercity
bus networks. These networks could provide express bus services between the major
cities in the state while linking smaller communities into that network through the
5311(f) program. These services would provide attractive, frequent, affordable
alternatives to the private auto at a tiny fraction of the capital costs of intercity rail and
with no subsrdized operating costs. :

3. Continue the Over-the-Road Bus Accessablhty Program to assure compliance
w:th federal mandates while preserving rural service,

The OTRB Accessibility Program has been very successful in helpmg Greyhound and
others meet the Americans with Disabilities Act mandate to equip each new, bus-with a
wheelchair lift and related equipment. This mandate is hugely expensive with costs of up
to $45,000 per bus or almost 10% of the cost of a new bus. No other intercity
transportation provider has ADA equipment costs that come close to that percentage.

Given the limited capital available for bus purchase, this program is essential to
Greyhound’s ability to maintain its existing network of rural and small services. Without
it, Greyhound will have to reduce its bus acquisitions by roughly 10% and the reduced
fleet will inevitably mean less or no service on routes with lower ridership. Greyhound
will meet the ADA deadline of having its entire fixed route fleet equipped with lifts by
October, 2012, but the mandate doesn’t go away at that point. Every fixed route bus we



purchase aﬁer that date must have a lift so if we are going to be able to mamtam our fleet
size, we need for this program to continue. :

4. Integrate mtermty buses into federal, state, and local planning so that their
transportatlon and environmental benefits are fully utilized,

Right now;; .operators of intercity buses are on the outside looking in when xt comes to the
transportation and environmental planning process. We recommend that reauthomza’uon
change that by requiring that federal, state, and local planners consider the many benefits
of intercity buses, consult with private operators of intercity buses, and properly mtcgrate
intercity buses into their plans for improving transportation and the envxronment

We note that in SAFETEA LU, Congress required that states consult with mtercxty bus
‘providers when developing their statewide rural public transportation plans.: That
consultation requirement has helped break down the “us against them” public-private
attitude and has led to many states developing statewide intercity bus plans that have
been the basis for the new rural services described above. The same consultation and
integration‘should occur across the board.

5, Ensure that federally funded projects encourage the use of interéity buses to
the same extent as public transit buses :

Reauthorization is likely to bring an increase in federal support for innovative financial -
arrangements to improve highway infrastructure. These include the creation. of new
HOV/HOT lanes and tolled facilities. These facilities are intended to reduce congestion
and encourage the use of buses and other high occupancy vehicles. It is important that
when federal funding is involved, the sponsoring entity be required to treat privately-
operated buses the same as publicly-operated buses with regard to access to‘these
facilities and exemption from charges paid. Buses provide the same congestion mitigation
and environmental benefits whether they are publicly or privately owned. °

The prior Administration pioneered these public-private partnerships through its Urban
Partnership Agreements. Those agreements recognized the important role that privately
operated intercity buses can play in reducing congestion and improving the environment.
The UPAs all required the recipient agencies to agree to exempt privately operated over-
the-road buses from tolls to the same extent as other public transportation. The states

were free to set whatever toll levels they wanted, but they had to apply the same
standards to both publicly-owned and privately-owned buses. A similar requirement
should be contained in all future agreements for federal support of congestion mitigation
projects. ‘

Without thlS federal policy, privately operated intercity buses are likely to face
discrimination. We have seen this already in Virginia where the state’s agreement with
the private operator to build new beltway and 1-95 HOT lanes defined only pubhc
transportation buses, not privately-operated intercity buses, as HOVs eligible to use the
HOT lanes:without charge. Ultimately, the concessionaire agreed to mclude all buses in



the HOV definition, but it was a difficult process. Where federal funds are mvolved there
should be a clear policy of treating all buses equally.

6. Prov:de incentives for intermodal projects mcludmg intercity buses and
make them easier to plan, fund, and implement,

Ever since ISTEA Congress has paid lip service to improving intermodal tranSportauon
but at least 'with regard to passenger transportation, little has changed. SAFETEA-LU
took a step: ‘forward by including privately-operated intercity buses and bus terminals as
eligible parts of public transportation joint development projects. But it took years and
several attempts before FTA properly implemented this provision, and it is so layered
with regulatory requirements that few pro;ects have been completed using this new
eligibility.

If intercity and local public transportation are to reach anything close to thelr full
potential as alternatives to the private auto, the various modes must be linked at terminals
that make public transportation convenient and attractive. To accomplish this, the
Committee should consider several approaches. These could include an intermodal fund
for terminals that involve intercity bus and rail (where relevant). There was such a fund in
SAFETEA-LU, but because of earmarks, it was never properly implemented.

Intermodai terminals including intercity buses could also be a reqmremem for or at least
a strong faétor favoring, any federally funded intercity transportation project. Finally, the
~ Committee should streamline FTA’s joint development guidelines so that intermodal

terminals involving privately-operated intercity buses and/or intercity rail can be -
developed expedx‘uous]y :

Greyhound hopes that these recommendations for achieving the Committee’s
reauthorization objectives will be helpful. We would be happy to work with'the
Committee on implementing these recommendations in any way that the Committee
would find:useful. Thank you for the opportunity to present our views in this important
hearing. [ would be happy to answer any questions Subcommittee members might have.

Respectfully Submitted,
Dave Leach

President/CEO
Greyhound Lines. Inc.
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Dave Leach President and Chief Executive Officer, Greyhound Lines,
Inc. :

Mr. Leach is the president and chief executive officer of Greyhbund Lines
for North America. He is responsible for all aspects of Greyhound’s service
throughout North America. -

Mr. Leach began his career with Greyhound Canada in 1986. He Jomed
Greyhound Lines, Inc. in 2006 as chief operating officer, after leading
Greyhound Canada as senior vice president. As COO he was reéponsible for
all customer service functions, safety, real estate and facilities, driver
operations, maintenance, industry relations and the company's submchames

With more ‘than two decades of experience in the private 1ntercz’ty bus
industry, Mr, Leach has an unrivalled understandmg ofits challenges and
opportunltles .

- Mr. Leach is a board member of the Canadian Bus Association,% the
American Bus Association, and the American Highway Users Alliance.



