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Chapter 1- Introduction

The purpose of this project is to restore the jitney as a salable private
transportation option which could provide an alternative to residents having problems
accessing opportunity in some communities in the North St. Louis, MO region (see
Figure 1). The selected areas of interest for this study are the North St. Louis County
communities (Study Area) bounded by Black Jack, Dellwood, Ferguson, and Spanish Lake
(See Figure2). These areas are part of a larger study area designated as areas of interest
for surface transportation improvement by the East-West Gateway Council of
Governments (Metropolitan Planning Organization or MPO for St. Louis and some
Counties in Illinois). Specific goals and objectives for the study area were identified in
the Major Transportation Investment Analysis (MTIA) as:





Access to Opportunity
Safety and Security in Travel
Sustainable Development
Efficient Movement of Goods (p. S-19).
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Figure 1: St. Louis County Municipalities and CDP

The MTIA identified the following problems with the current transportation system:




Limited access to jobs, shopping, healthcare, education and places of
worship
Limited transportation options
Lengthy travel (one hour or more for 8.3% of workers in the northern
portion of the study region)
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Lack of direct north-south routes (S-9; S-19).

Figure 2: Study Area Municipalities and CDP

Further, the MTIA suggested goals and objectives that could solve the current problems
existing in the study area which includes reducing travel time throughout North St. Louis
and to other areas, improving public transportation to high, concentrated employment
centers, increasing public transportation options, and increasing direct north-south
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routes (p. S-19). For the purposes of this paper, the goals of improving access to
opportunity for the Study Area will be the focus.
Metro Transit- St. Louis (Metro) serves as the public transportation system for
the St. Louis Metropolitan region and its services include bus, light-rail, and paratransit
(Metro Transit-St. Louis). Metro provides bus routes and paratransit throughout the
Study Area. However, due to its deficit, Metro delivered a blow to passengers by
decreasing service by 43 percent and eliminating many stops altogether (Leiser, 2008).
The cut eliminated Metro service in the Study Area beyond Interstate 270 which
includes “service to 4,700 households without vehicles,” and “service to 11,850 lowincome households, or those earning less than $20,000 a year” (Leiser, 2008). Several
months later after receiving emergency funding from the Federal Transit Administration,
“Metro returned service to about 2,000 of the 2,300 bus stops that hadn’t seen a bus
since March 30” (Crouch, 2009). Two routes that serve residents throughout the study
area, 240X (now 36X) Bissell Hills Express and 174 New Halls Ferry Express, were
eliminated during the cuts and later restored to original service (Crouch, 2009).
As ridership increased in St. Louis as a result of the recession and high gas prices,
transit bus services were cut in 2009 because Metro Transit St. Louis was operating on a
deficit and received less tax revenue (Cooper, 2009). Furthermore, the service lines
mainly travel along the major roads in these communities which create the scenario
where passengers walk to bus stops, prepare for the bus headways, and the in-vehicle
travel time. Given that supply no longer met demand, it’s only fair and supportive that
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residents be given substitutes to accommodate them in their daily commute. The
inability to fund transit operations subjects transit dependent riders to the unknown
and make them vulnerable. Creating ways to offset the threat to their quality of life may
be a matter of using alternative paratransit options such as jitneys.
Not only are some passengers constrained by few public transportation options,
but they are at the mercy of the majority’s rule as well. Metro had to cut service and
workers because majority of voters declined a new bill that would help pay for public
transportation (Cooper, 2009). The recession caused many transit dependent riders to
face an even bigger financial burden as seen in the absence of their means to connect to
work and education. This parallels earlier forms of mass transit such as the electric
streetcar that many used to commute throughout the United States.
With respect to reducing travel times in the Study Area, increasing
transportation alternatives, and reducing travel time by transit, jitneys may have a
significant effect. The Study Area does not have direct Metrolink light rail stops, so
transit dependent people rely on MetroBus. This contributes to longer commutes
depending on the destination and whether one lives within close walking distance to the
bus stops. According to Lombardo (1994), jitneys can serve as a capacity enhancer,
service extender/enhancer, transit feeder, community based transit, or an activity
center connector that reduce overcrowding and overflow, increases transit frequency
and/or extends transit service, connects passengers with other transit options, connects
passengers to destinations within the community, and connects passengers with
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concentrated activities like employment centers (p. 1-3). This paper will assume that a
community based jitney operation with transit feeder capability can serve the Study
Area best.
Chapter 1.1- Study Area Demographic and Economic Characteristics

The municipalities and census designated place were chosen based on the
MPO’s finding that there is a need for more efficient transit in North St. Louis
communities. More specifically, the communities are near or north of I-270 in
communities that show some dependency on transit, low vehicle ownership, and high
poverty rates (See Figure 3). These areas exhibit limited access to public transit and have
demographic characteristics that may drive the need for increased transit service and
options.
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Figure 3: Study Area Municipalities and CDP Enlarged

Between these municipalities and census designated places (CDP), there is a
population of 54,312 and 18.9% of the aggregate population in the Study Area live
below the poverty threshold compared with 9.7% in St. Louis County where they are
located (See Table 1). This makes mobility even more of a valued commodity as low
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income residents face budget constraints. Of the 21,801 workers in the region,
approximately 3% take sixty or more minutes to commute to work by public
transportation (U. S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2011).
Table 1: Study Area Population
2011 Percent of
Population
Percent
Census
Below
Municipality Population
Poverty
or CDP*
2011
Black
White
Level
Black Jack
6,915
78.5%
20.9%
10.7%
Dellwood
5,042
82.0%
18.2%
21.2%
Ferguson
21,269
63.6%
35.2%
18.9%
Spanish
Lake
21,086
77.6%
21.5%
24.8%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community
Survey, 2011

Most of the housing units in the Study Area are owner occupied. The number of
vehicles available in the household is documented in Table 2. Ferguson and Spanish Lake
have the highest count of occupied housing units with no vehicle available. These two
communities also have the highest poverty rate in the Study Area, collectively, as well.
Both vehicle availability and income are correlated as one has an impact on the other
and are factors that remain tied to the poverty rate.
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Table 2: Economic Characteristics

Occupied Housing
Units

Vehicles Available Per Occupied Unit

Average
Median
3 or
OwnerRenterHousehold Household No
2
more
Occupied Occupied Size
Income
Vehicles
1 Vehicle Vehicles Vehicles
1,655
742
2.78
$59,482
122
795
851
629
1,322
250
3.21
$51,089
38
584
625
325
5,107
3,321
2.49
$36,645
1,310
3,443
2,518
1,157
4,180
3,592
2.71
$34,095
1,010
3,364
2,321
1,077
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey

Additionally, Table 4 breaks down the number of occupied housing units with no vehicle
available by household size. The implication here is that there are households with
multiple people and multiple destinations to healthcare, education, employment,
worship, or recreational activities and they are subjected to travel by carpool with
another person not in the household or rely on public transportation.
Table 3: Number of Households with No Vehicles Available by Household Size

Total Occupied Units
1-person household
2-person household
3-person household
4-or-more person
household

Occupied Housing Units with No Vehicles Available
Black Jack
Dellwood
Ferguson
Spanish Lake
2,595
1,541
8,277
8,049
79
35
713
440
23
0
226
102
0
0
204
120
0

9

81

190

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey

14

Chapter 1.2- Existing Public Transit

MetroBus operates eight routes along major corridors in the Study Area. Although the
communities are not as dense as the communities in the City of St. Louis, there is a base
that could use more transit. Figure 4 shows the bus routes as they travel through the
Study Area and into other destinations. However, many of the local roads and
connectors are not served by transit, so riders have to find the nearest stop. This is a
long walking distance for some residents. In addition to accessing the stops dispersed
throughout the community, passengers have to face the bus headways that vary per
route and the in-vehicle travel time to their destination (see Table 4).
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Figure 4: Study Area Bus Routes
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Table 4: Bus Routes in Study Area
Route
No.
27
36
45
47
61
74
36X
174X

Route
Name

Typical
Headway
(in minutes)

Average
Daily
Passenger

60

364

40-60

1,356

60

730

26-42

1,501

40-60
24-40
26-35
24-30

2,117
3,039
201
145

N. County
Shuttle
Spanish
lake
FergusonFlorissant
North
Hanley
Chambers
Road
Florissant
Bissel Hills
Halls Ferry

Source: Metro Transit St. Louis
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Chapter 2- Literature Review

Chapter 2.1- Inventing the Jitney

Introduction
The history of jitneys is tied to many past social constructs. Class and race played
a major factor in its development over time and the current market that exists for it
today. Streetcar strikes and boycotts as well as the mass production of the Ford Model-T
and the flexibility it offered lent a hand in creating the jitney market. This chapter
considers research by David E. Alsobrook, Robert Cassanello, Stephen Norwood, and
Adam Hodges. Each source contributes to the notion of streetcar strikes, streetcar
boycotts, strikebreaking, race riots, and passengers seeking safe and efficient
alternatives to the streetcar system.
The electric streetcar, predated by a transportation system that relied on horses
to move people and goods, became a significant development in advancing mobility and
economic productivity starting in 1888. “However, the effect of the streetcar was not to
scatter very much the existing residences of a city” (Ogburn, 1946, p. 373). Instead, the
streetcar was supposed to accommodate residents of the growing and often congested
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cities and those living on its outskirts. Typically, the speeds of streetcars were
attractive to residents and patrons as it “allowed people to travel in 10 minutes as far
they could walk in 30 minutes” (National Park Service). Being able to travel longer
distances at a faster rate than what the horse-drawn streetcar was able to provide
encouraged sprawl as people sought less dense communities to live in.
Streetcars not only delivered a route to escape the congested conditions of city
living for residents who could afford it, but the streetcars provided an opportunity for
the working class and blacks to commute as well. However, the conditions under which
poor passengers rode were stringent. In Chicago, rides for the poor usually resulted in
costly, long commutes and poor service as a result of the use of older, broken-down cars
on streetcar lines than what was used for middle and upper class patrons (Hodges, p.
257, 2006). The streetcar routes typically focused on the downtown areas. However,
factory jobs were dispersed in various areas.
Streetcar ridership was based solely on its exclusive access to the roadways,
patrons, and the fact that there was no substitute to aid in traveling throughout the
inner city and suburbs. At the time, it represented a natural monopoly given that no
technological innovation prompted change in its early years of operation. Driven by
labor issues involving working long hours and receiving low pay, many streetcar
operators across the United States went on strike. In 1900, St. Louis streetcar workers
went on strike and as a result, “three striking workers [were] killed and 14 injured as a
posse of well-heeled, upper-class businessmen open[ed] fire on strikers and their

19

sympathizers...” (Mcguire, 1999). These outbreaks of violence transpired in other cities
as well throughout the early 1900’s.
Ridership during these periods were practically impossible as many “strike
sympathizers” ceased streetcar operation by blockading the electric lines with different
objects that slowed down service or stopped it completely (Norwood, p. 40, 2002). In
cities such as Chicago and St. Louis, strikers sought to obstruct streetcar operation and
bring harm and intimidation to the strikebreakers who operated the cars (Norwood, p.
40, 2002). Amidst these acts of violence and service interruption, many were left to find
other ways of commuting to work leaving passengers exasperated. During the Chicago
streetcar strike of 1915, Chicagoans made use of steam trains to commute, but the
trains were often overcrowded and took longer periods of time (Hodges, p. 259, 2006).
Having to travel further on steam trains that were as inflexible as the streetcar lines
prompted some to sleep at work or move closer if they were able (Hodges, p. 259,
2006). Additionally, those who rode streetcars were at risk of violent mobs attacking
them (Israel, 2000).
Streetcar conductor positions were significantly held by white workers. However,
during the strikes, “African American strikebreaking, which in several industries
significantly reduced the white workers’ leverage on the job, appeared, by contrast, to
provide new breakthroughs for black men” (Norwood, p. 77, 2002). Black strikebreakers
gained a connection to an industry that, just some years prior, had validated that they
didn’t deserve equitable transportation. Although the recurring strikes dissipated and
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usually without any changes in hours worked or pay, streetcar operation was a
conundrum for many blacks who demanded that they receive equal access to
transportation as whites had. The traction companies that willingly accepted the same
fare from blacks as they did whites and willingly employed the services of blacks that
would keep their profits coming in openly accepted discrimination against blacks,
wagered against them in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) and created an even
bigger divide between them and working class whites. Simultaneously, blacks became
strikebreakers in the north and streetcar boycotters in the south.
Although blacks were at the behest of the “separate but equal” doctrine long
before Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) was ruled on, not all communities had such an
injunction in their city ordinance (Alsobrook, p. 84, 2003). It wasn’t until 1902, after
many whites collectively feared blacks asserting their citizenship rights and a rise in
black criminality or “disrespectful behavior”, that Mobile, Alabama adopted a streetcar
ordinance that didn’t enforce separate cars for blacks and whites; instead, it allowed
conductors to direct whites to the front of the cars and blacks to the back (Alsobrook, p.
85,88,94, 2003). As a result of the ordinance, blacks boycotted streetcars and found
other ways of traveling (Alsobrook, p. 94, 2003). Similarly, in Jacksonville, Florida, black
clergymen encouraged boycotting segregated streetcars with the hopes that upper-class
blacks would not be seen in the same light as working class blacks and whites
(Cassanello, p. 444, 2008).
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Tensions surrounding streetcar operations were the combination of many things
from gender and race to the divide between classes and were shared by both workers
and patrons. For all those involved, the strikes and boycotts were not only an economic
issue but more importantly, a quality of life issue as well. In the end, everyone sought a
right to employment and equitable and reliable transportation to their destinations.
Desiring access to opportunity along with comfort and better wages amidst reoccurring
conditions, all classes of people would initially benefit from streetcar substitutes.
There were a total of 100,000 vehicles and 45,000 miles of track in the US by
1918 (Market Street Railway). By then, the streetcar had a clear monopoly on mobility
as it was the only method of traveling for most people (Levin, 1996). However, the
introduction of the Ford Model-T automobile in 1908 and mass production of the
vehicle in 1910 began to have a significant impact on the use of streetcars (National
Park Service). The automobile allowed for a top speed of approximately 45 mph, but
not in the city or during bad weather conditions (Rodrigue, J-P et al, 2012). This made
traveling by automobile more attractive to patrons as they could get to where they
needed to be in a quicker manner and would lead to even more suburbanization than
what the streetcar allowed for.
Conclusion
Safety concerns ultimately grew from the consistent violence erupting from the
streetcar strikes. Although, strikes were impactful on income for many families, it was
not the only driving force behind pursuing transit alternatives. African Americans were
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significantly impacted as they not only sought efficient transit, but respect as admirable
workers and human beings with human rights as well. Change in transit was inevitable
considering all of these factors. However, many did not expect that change to be in the
form of successful jitney operations.
Chapter 2.2- Rise of the Jitney

Introduction
In the early development of jitneys, it was considered to be less of a threat than city
officials and the street railway companies expected. Jitney operations grew significantly
since its nationally broadcasted popularity in 1914. F.W. Doolittle’s “The Economics of
Jitney Bus Operation” published in 1915 is cited by many authors researching the
development of jitneys. Additionally, this chapter refers to more modern sources such
as Adam Hodges’ “Roping the Wild Jitney’: The Jitney Bus Craze and the Rise of Urban
Autobus Systems”.
Rise of the Jitney
In as little as four years after the mass production of the Ford Model-T and with
the persistence of the economic downturn that occurred as a result of World War I,
some vehicle owners in need of money in Los Angeles began giving rides to patrons
along streetcar routes for a nickel or “jitney” per trip (Hodges, 2006, p. 253). Klapper
asserts that the term jitney is derived from a jail trustee in Los Angeles named Jedney
who smuggled tobacco into prison and sold a nickel’s worth for every dime he received;
later, the word was corrupted to mean a “jitney’s worth”(as cited in Stokes, 1983, p. 30).
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Stokes (1983) then goes on to claim that the term jitney is used to describe a “needed,
though often illegal service by persons of questionable virtue and intentions (p. 30).
However, are the people that need the services as favorable of the “black market” as
they are to legal remedies to their demands and quality of life? This question may be
answered with respect to the history of jitneys and why, after close to a century of being
heavily regulated, they continue to have a market in the first place.
By 1915, there more than 62,000 jitneys provided transportation to patrons
(Cervero, p. 224, 1985). Jitney operations varied across cities and were usually indicative
of market demand. According to Doolittle (1915):
In general the jitney has no definite traffic characteristics. In some places it
adheres to definite routes and has some semblance of maintaining a regular
schedule. In other places it merely cruises, seeking desirable short-haul traffic. In
some localities it is in readiness to serve during specified hours, even furnishing
owl service; in others the time and place of its operations appear to be largely
accidental and, like its entrance into the transportation field, sporadic. (p. 663)
Jitney operators were skimming ridership from streetcar routes and eventually had a
significant impact on the monopoly it had in place. According to Hodges (2006), “After
some national press attention, this practice became a craze that swept the nation in a
matter of weeks in January 1915” (p. 253). These services were highly demanded
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because of its service frequency, route flexibility, and inability to accommodate
standees as the streetcars were capable of doing (Solomon & Saltzman, p. 2-2, 1971).
Conclusion
A new concentration was placed on flexible transit for commuters. Jitneys
allowed passengers to move quickly and to actual destinations while the streetcar was
confined to specific routes. As a result, jitney operations became a new market that
produced income during the economic downturn. It also produced great concern for
streetcar companies who were losing ridership and safety for the public as they were
not regulated in the beginning.
Chapter 2.3-Safety & Regulation

Introduction
As safety concerns grew during the beginnings stages of the jitney, so did the
idea of regulating them. Safety had different meanings for different people and is tied
not only to bodily injury, but the race and class social constructs that impacted the
streetcar system as well. The earliest and most relevant regulation documentation was
compiled and organized by Andrew Bostwick in 1915. It outlined many cities’
requirements in order to operate jitneys as well as some requirements for passengers.
Following, Doolittle analyzed the purpose of the regulations in the first place.
Safety & Regulation
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Although the end of jitney service in St. Louis wasn’t completely due to
regulation as much as it was a bilateral agreement between two companies, it played a
significant role. The regulations that were adopted in St. Louis and other cities were
based, in part, on safety concerns arising from increasing auto accident rates, reckless
driving such as speeding, overcrowding, and lack of maintenance on vehicles that could
cause the public harm (Hodges, p. 206, 2006). Though some regulation may have been
warranted to protect the public welfare, the demand for jitneys sustained the market in
some cities. According to Bostwick (1915):
Public opinion in general appears to favor a system of transportation by motor
vehicle at low rates as would naturally be expected; and it is therefore likely that
the jitney may always be with us, although possibly in a considerably modified
form. Legislation so far has been mainly in the shape of regulation of the jitney
business as a transportation business, with a view to the protection and
convenience of the public. In a few cases the municipality has evidently
attempted to regulate the jitney out of existence, by imposing burdens such as
the payment of excessive fees. (p. 206)
The restrictions placed on jitney operation then, in many cities, were an attempt to
regulate business as a competitive interest in the market and not to completely
discourage it. Many of the early ordinances acted as a means to provide responsible,
safe, and reliable transportation services to the public (Doolittle, 1915, p. 671).
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A major part of regulations in many cities dating back to the late 1914’s and first
half of 1915 in the United States were centered measures such as personal injury
liability and licensing for reckless drivers. These licenses were in place to assure “good
character” for drivers serving the public; as a result, age and driving experience was a
factor in determining whether to grant the license by the municipality (Bostwick). While
cities such as Buffalo, Louisville, and New Orleans had little to no regulation governing
drivers’ conduct, cities such as Salt Lake City and Oakland specifically required drivers to
be at least eighteen years old and must not drink or smoke while driving (Bostwick, p.
202-203, 1915). Other cities such as San Antonio and Little Rock required drivers to
obtain a chauffeur’s license (Bostwick, p. 202-203, 1915). In addition to promoting
safety among drivers, municipalities wanted to encourage liability in the event of
accidents and bodily harm. This was accomplished by requiring insurance or indemnity
bonds ranging from $5,000 for one car in Los Angeles, Buffalo, Louisville, and New
Orleans to $20,000 for more than one car in Boise and Ogden (Bostwick, p. 198, 1915).
Interestingly, this idea of safety was not always attributed to physical injury as a
result of an accident or property damage. There were even deeper sentiments of safety
that different groups of people felt as a result of the times. Regulations were adopted
that restricted drivers and passengers due to well-known racial stigmas and
discriminatory practices. So, this idea of safety was extended to mean safety from
blacks and safety for white women. The ordinance in Little Rock, Arkansas made it illegal
to carry blacks and whites in the same jitney unless they were nurses accompanying
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their employers (Bostwick, p. 206). Other cities had regulations that prohibited blacks in
the same jitneys as whites because they were afraid their white patrons would be
scared off1. In South St. Louis, male operated jitneys were not popular among other
women because of safety concerns resulting from sex discrimination (Hodges, p. 271,
2006). Women began operating jitneys that only transported children and women
(Hodges, p. 271, 2006). However, this courtesy was not extended to black women
because they were not allowed to enjoy the same privilege that white women had. Prior
to the introduction of jitneys, African Americans received similar type of discrimination
from the streetcar operations under the “separate but equal” clause and prompted a
boycott of its services between 1900 and 1906 (Meier & Rudwick, 1969, p. 756).
According to Goodwin (1999), “…Black owned and operated jitneys soon became
common place on the city streets, as much as their operation centered on the mobility
of the Black community” as a result of this phenomenon (p. 7).
As previously mentioned, jitney services were popular for many reasons
including their flexibility. Being able to maneuver through traffic conditions in order to
provide efficiency and reduced headways to its patrons gave jitney operators a market
niche over fixed streetcar and bus routes. The same can be said for taxicab services
which charge rates dependent on mileage while jitneys have a fixed fare along semifixed or sporadic routes. However, it is this maneuverability that is achieved at a fixed
fare that has posed a threat to public safety. In 2011, the New Jersey Transportation

1
2

Refer to St. Louis Case Study
One address was selected from the north, south, east, and west of the buffer.

28

Planning Authority (NJTPA) completed a jitney study for the Hudson County area and it
found similar safety concerns.
The NJTPA found that jitney operators used travel lanes and gridlocked traffic
intersections to pick up and drop off riders (p. 44). The study also stated that jitney
operators were having an adverse impact on the safety of bus patrons because jitneys
blocked bus stops as they collected passengers forcing public bus drivers to open its
doors in the same unsafe boarding conditions (NJPTA, p.44). Competition was also
among the key factors that encouraged reckless driving and unnecessary lowering of
driving speed to impact a trailing competitor’s efficiency (NJPTA, p.44). Additionally, the
NJPTA discovered that vehicle maintenance and inspections among jitney drivers in the
study area were a concern as an average of 27% of all jitneys and as much as 70% of
jitneys in any particular jitney operator’s fleet failed inspection and were removed from
service (p. 44).
Conclusion
Retrospectively, the motivations behind safety regulations in the early 1900’s,
when jitneys first became popular, are not much different than today’s safety concerns
in areas where jitneys operate, legally and illegally. In a sense, had some of the earlier
regulations remained the mainframe for regulation, then jitneys may have had a chance
to do justice to the public whether as an entrepreneur or a passenger. Early regulations
in cities such as Little Rock, Portland, and Providence required monthly inspections of
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jitney vehicles; regulations in Atlanta subjected jitneys to inspection at any time and
Tacoma required “inspection of brakes, steering gear, etc., by driver each trip”
(Bostwick, p. 204, 1915).
Chapter 2.4- Comparative Cost Analysis of Jitneys and MetroBus

Introduction
The cost to provide jitney services is an important factor in determining whether
jitneys would be a viable transportation option in cities such as St. Louis. In addition the
costs of present public transportation operations that may be substituted by jitneys
should be considered as a means to quantify the impact jitneys could have on all
stakeholders. This section takes into consideration three sources of information used in
computing jitney operation costs and MetroBus cost estimates. The sources are the
Urban Mobility Corporation’s “The Miami Jitneys” and Teal & Nemer’s Privatization of
Urban Transit: The Los Angeles Jitney Experience, Lombardo’s “The Potential for Jitneys
in Los Angeles”, and data from Metro Transit.
Comparative Cost Analysis of Jitneys and MetroBus
The Urban Mobility Corporation completed The Miami Jitneys study in 1992 and
found that along five jitney routes ( Northeast 2nd Avenue, 79th Street, Collins Avenue
(Miami Beach), Flagler Street and Biscayne Boulevard) in Dade County, daily ridership
totaled 10,505, daily revenue hours totaled 57.89, and the average number of
passengers per revenue hour was 16.27 (p. 22-23). However, the average number of
passengers didn’t completely represent the ridership on routes as some were more
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popular than others. Thus, ridership varied significantly on the five routes with 11.33
passengers per revenue hour on Biscayne Blvd. and Miami Beach and 22.91 on Flagler
Street (p. 23). The study developed an “average daily vehicle productivity” (ADVP) of
110-125 passengers per weekday which it asserts is a conservative estimate of the true
ridership.
Further, operating costs were approximately $70-$75 per day with an $8-$12
difference for jitneys that were being leased. These operating costs included insurance,
fuel, capital, maintenance, and lease fees. Based on the study’s estimate of an ADVP of
110-125 passengers per weekday, a fare of $1, and a conservative estimate of 7-8
revenue hours per vehicle each day, jitney operators would make a profit of $40-$55 per
day after paying operating costs of $70-$75 per day (p.24). It should be noted that
ridership on some routes is higher; therefore, net profit is as well.
In 1986, Teal & Nemer wrote an analysis of the Express Transit District (ETD)
jitney operation in Los Angeles. The estimated annual cost of operation including labor
wages for an ETD jitney was $30,400-$45,100 and the mid-range daily operating costs
were $105 (p. 16). However, when excluding wages and benefits of $11,400-17,280,
operating costs for capital recovery, insurance, maintenance, fuel, administration and
overhead, and profit allowance is reduced to $19,000 - $27,820 annually or $65 per day.
The analysis found that most of the ETD routes operated on a deficit because the
revenue was approximately $82 per vehicle per day (p. 17).
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Lombardo (1994) created two cost models, “Single/Owner Operator Model” and
“Lease Model” as a means to calculate operation costs based on some of the input
categories included in Teal & Nemer’s analysis. Additionally, Lombardo contributes that
permits and fees and possible American Disabilities Act (ADA) vehicle compliance
retrofitting should be added on top of other operating costs (p. 34). The cost for
retrofitting a 15 passenger van was $7,000 (p. 37). It is a significant cost to consider, but
Lombardo asserts that jitney profits would make up for it. Lombardo (1994) used a
hypothetical model based on used and new van costs, union wages and minimum
wages, fees, and administrative costs to examine possible operating costs and yielded a
figure of $18-$21.60 per revenue hour in a 10-hour work day while the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority in Los Angeles incurred $98.14 per hour (p. 39-40).
Finally, Metro Transit in St. Louis states that the cost per revenue hour for a
MetroBus is $4.77. There are a total of 73 routes and revenue hours differ per route.
This paper takes concern with the study area containing the Black Jack, Dellwood,
Ferguson, and Spanish Lake Municipalities, so it will prove useful to attribute costs to
bus lines that serve these neighborhoods to determine actual daily operating costs.
Corresponding routes and operating costs are listed in Table 5.
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Table 5: Average Daily Operating Costs for a MetroBus
Route #
Average
Total
Time*
Average
Operating
Cost**

Route
27

Route
36

Route
45

Route
47

Route
61

Route
74

Route
36X

Route
174X

7.95

18.54

9.91

16.79

17.58

19.81

4.85

4.36

99.79

$38

$88

$47

$80

$84

$95

$23

$21

$478

Total

*based on revenue hours, non-revenue hours, and recovery time
Source: Metro Transit St. Louis
**based on $4.77 per hour
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Chapter 3- Methods and Materials

Chapter 3.1 Methodology

This methodology involves the collection of relevant data to be used in the
analysis of a model route between the communities in the Study Area. The data will
make use of the following historical case studies on service car/jitney operations in St.
Louis, Houston, and Miami to project the viability of a modern day jitney system and
whether it can be an efficient alternative to MetroBus within the study area.
In order to project a salable jitney route, first, major employers in St. Louis were
geocoded by address in ArcGIS 10.1(ArcGIS). Since there isn’t data on current jitney
demand in St. Louis and the exact location of jobs employing workers living in the Study
Area, case studies were used to determine demand and jitney passenger characteristics,
employment industry data was collected from the United States Census Bureau, and
major employers were collected from the St. Louis Regional Chamber and Growth
Association and Lexis Nexis. Once the employers were geocoded, census data on
employment industry jobs typically held by workers living in the Study Area was ascribed
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to each employer using Lexis Nexis to justify whether the major employers are likely
destinations for workers in the study area.
Shapefiles containing geographical data for the Study Area was added to ArcGIS.
Following, the current MetroBus routes were traced in ArcGIS using data from Metro
Transit in St. Louis and the “Streets” shapefile in ArcGIS to show existing bus routes
serving the Study Area. The geocoded major employers were added as a map layer in
ArcGIS. Four employers that are located to the north, south, east, and west of the
center were mapped. The “Mean Center” tool in ArcGIS was used to find the geographic
center of each municipality or CDP in the Study Area and St. Louis County and St. Louis
City. Next, a buffer measuring 0.5 linear miles from the center in each municipality or
CDP in the Study Area using the “Buffer” tool in ArcGIS was created. The buffer was
created so that a resident’s address may be randomly selected from each direction2 of
the municipality or CDP in the Study Area.
A total of sixteen addresses were geocoded in ArcGIS to determine the time of
travel for area residents community to major employers. Since the shapefile only
contains street names, the street name was entered in Google Maps to get a block
number. Once the addresses were selected, they were entered in Google Maps to
determine the suggested routes using public transit. The suggested route with the
shortest time travel was selected and documented. The same resident addresses were
entered in ArcGIS’ Find Route tool to suggest the route with the shortest travel time.
2

One address was selected from the north, south, east, and west of the buffer.
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The resident addresses and major employers were indicated on the map using the “Add
Stop” function of the Find Route tool. Those routes were documented as well.
Following, an aggregate route was made using the Find Route tool to determine the
best route for a jitney service using the given data.
Chapter 3.2 Materials
The industry in which Study Area residents are employed contributes
significantly to the hypothesis of where they may work. Table 6 divides the employment
total by industry for each municipality or CDP. The “Educational services, and health
care and social assistance” industry has the highest concentration of employment across
all of the communities and the least total employment is found in the “Agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining” industry. Following with the next largest
employment totals across all municipalities and CDP is the “Retail Trade” industry with
the highest number of workers living in the Ferguson and Spanish Lake areas.
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Table 6: Employment Total by Industry
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0

Industry
Agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting, and
mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Transportation and
warehousing, and utilities

Public administration
Armed forces

Black
Jack




Total Number of Workers
Dellwood
Ferguson

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey

The major employers in the St. Louis County and St. Louis City area, industries,
and employee size are represented in Table 7. Each employer was mapped using a
geocoding process in ArcGIS. Some of the employers such as BJC Health Care have
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multiple locations throughout St. Louis. Therefore, both the headquarter and some
branches were mapped to get an idea of where residents may commute. High
employment size in a specific company coupled with industry statistics on employment
increases the likelihood that a resident in the Study Area may commute to one of its
branches or headquarter.
Table 7: Major Employers in St. Louis

Company

Employee
Size

27,000
>10,000

Industry Description
Professional,
scientific, and
management, and
administrative and
waste management
services
Educational services,
and health care and
social assistance
Manufacturing

28,500
15,642
>10,000

Educational services,
and health care and
social assistance
Retail Trade
Retail Trade

Washington University in St. Louis

9,600

Educational services,
and health care and
social assistance

City of St. Louis

8,826

Public Administration

BJC Health Care
Boeing Defense, Space, & Security

SSM Health Care
Schnucks Market
Wal-Mart Stores Inc.

McDonald's

5,000-9,999

Arts, entertainment,
and recreation, and
accommodation and
food services

Source: St. Louis Regional Chamber and Growth Association, Lexis Nexis, U.S. Census Bureau
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A total of thirty-seven employers were mapped originally. Some employers are located
within close proximity to each other. Therefore, a mean center was created in ArcGIS
and four employers were selected (see Figure 5). The addresses for the four selected
major employers are listed in Table 8.
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Figure 5: Selected Major Employers
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Table 8: Selected Major Employers

Company
Barnes-Jewish West County
Hospital

Address

Zip
Code
63141

Missouri Baptist Medical Center

12634 Olive Blvd
3844 S Lindbergh
Blvd

Schnucks

8200 N Lindbergh

63031

City of St. Louis

1200 Market St.

63103

63127

City
St.
Louis
St.
Louis
St.
Louis
St.
Louis

State
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri

Source: St. Louis Regional Chamber and Growth Association

Data showing patterns of public transit ridership in the study area is significant
because previously cited jitney studies revealed that jitney users are mostly low income
and transit dependent. Table 9 shows the number of workers that use public
transportation according to industry. High employment concentrations are in the “Retail
Trade”, “Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste
management services”, and “Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation
and food services” industries. So, employers such as BJC Health Care, Schnucks Market,
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., and McDonald’s would be high targets for Study Area residents to
transport to by public transportation such as MetroBus. There may be further
correlation between industry, household income, and public transit use.
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Table 9: Workers Using Public Transportation* by Industry

34

484

Spanish
Lake
383

0

0

0

0

0
0
0
14
0

0
0
0
7
0

0
10
0
104
0

0
56
0
31
5

Information
Finance and insurance,
and real estate and rental
and leasing

11
0

0
0

16
33

15
0

Professional, scientific, and
management, and
administrative and waste
management services

0

0

152

92

Educational services, and
health care and social
assistance
Arts, entertainment, and
recreation, and
accommodation and food
services
Other services (except
public administration)

14

0

94

57

0

27

19

127

0

0

38

0

Public administration
Armed forces

0
0

0
0

18
0

0
0

Total Workers Using public
Transportation*
Agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting, and
mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Transportation and
warehousing, and utilities

Black
Jack
39

Total Number of Workers
Dellwood
Ferguson

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey

*excluding taxicab

The sixteen resident addresses that were selected for the model route are
included in Table 10. Four addresses were selected from each municipality or CDP. The
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addresses were matched with one selected major employer address and all five were
entered in the “Find Route” tool to create a suggested route.
Table 10: Resident Addresses Used in Route

Resident Address
4400 Cloverbrook Drive
4823 Trees Edge Lane
5000 Kendelwood Court
5200 Springtrail Drive
785 Robert Avenue
100 S Barat Avenue
307 Royal Avenue
325 Argent Ave
1521 Saint Ives Drive
10100 Dellridge Lane
375 N Dellwood Dr
1732 Emery Drive
1345 Columbus Dr
1345 Cove Ln
1149 Trampe Ave
1535 Trampe Ave

Zip
City
State Code
Black Jack MO
63033
Black Jack MO
63033
Black Jack MO
63033
Black Jack MO
63033
Ferguson MO
63135
Ferguson MO
63135
Ferguson MO
63135
Ferguson MO
63135
Dellwood MO
63136
Dellwood MO
63136
Dellwood MO
63135
Dellwood MO
63136
Saint
Louis
MO
63138
Saint
Louis
MO
63138
Saint
Louis
MO
63138
Saint
Louis
MO
63138
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Chapter 4-Historical Case Studies

The following case studies will be used to describe the demographics and
economic characteristics of jitney passengers historically. Identifying these important
marketing strategies will have significant impact on determining whether a jitney route
in St. Louis could work and where it is more likely to succeed in operation. The case
study for St. Louis is significant because it details jitney operations from 1915 until it
ceased in the late 1950’s. It was a well patronized service in the African American
community and only ceased service as a result of being sold to what is currently Metro
Transit St. Louis. Additionally, Houston and Miami detail ridership patterns in minority
communities as well as the results of publicly distributed surveys to jitney riders in the
1990’s.
Chapter 4.1- St. Louis

Jitneys spread throughout the United States months after it became a popular
practice in Los Angeles in 1914. Although they quickly became a means to meet public
demand in a way that public transit couldn’t, the road to feasible jitney service has not
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been easy. In St. Louis, there were two types of jitneys operating, the
independent jitneys and the service cars which began operation on February 1, 1915
and February 8, 1915, respectively (Electric Railway Journal, p. 375, p. 1005). Service
cars were individually owned jitneys, but the operators worked under permits granted
by an association comprised of other jitney owners ( Kemp, p. 181;). This was likely
attributed to the fact that independent jitney operators that weren’t members of
associations that provided insurance coverage were liable for lawsuits resulting from
injuries involving jitneys (The Horseless Age, V. 35, p. 361). In one instance, the service
car owners paid the president and general manager of the unincorporated organization
five percent of the gross receipts (Electric Railway Journal, p. 375).
In February 1915, there were eleven cars and one thirty-passenger auto truck
which carried 2000 passengers daily (Electric Railway Journal, p. 375). By March, 1915,
jitneys “invaded” St. Louis, but didn’t have much success at first due to poor service
resulting from overcrowding, old cars that were subject to break down, and not enough
cars to meet the public demand (Public Service Management, p. 74). The five passneger
cars were exceeding their capacity by transporting eight to ten passengers per trip and
one seven-passenger car reportedly carried eighteen patrons including 6 that rode on
the running boards and canapoy of the car (Electric Railway Journal, p. 375). By May, the
number of jitneys operated had grown to approximately 500-600 . Eventually,
businessmen, clerks, and factory workers stopped patronizing the streetcars and began
aboarding the jitneys (The New York times).
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As previously mentioned, the fare for jitneys were originally five cents just as the
streetcars charged. However, jitney operators in St. Louis raised the fare to ten cents
because they were dissatisfied with the $5-$10 profit they were making after paying
operating costs (Public Service Management, p. 135). Jitney patrons returned to riding
the streetcars as they were reluctant to ride jitneys the first few days of the new fare;
this ended shortly thereafter as the fare changed back to its original price(Electric
Railway Journal, p. 1005). Additionally, some jitney owners began a five cent parcel
delivery service as a means of making a profit during non-peak hours in the mornings
and afternoons (Automobile Topics, p. 1111).
After a study by a service car company, showed that costs were twenty-nine
cents for a four mile trip, a new ten cent fare was set with the hopes of covering the
upkeep costs of the jitney (Cycle and Automobile Trade Journal, p. 83). In order to profit
from a five cent fare, the study found that it would be necessary for six passengers to be
aboard each trip which was not possible during the morning return trips from
downtown St. Louis that had no passengers(Cycle and Automobile Trade Journal, p. 83).
The fares also varied during the night after 7 p.m. and special events in the area from
ten cents to as high as fifty cents (Motor Age, p. 29). According to Eckert (1972):
A St. Louis used car dealer who specialized in vehicles for jitney use told his
prospective buyers to plan on costs of $2 per day for each of four categories:
tires; the driver's implicit wage; gasoline; and insurance-repairs-depreciation.
The total of $8 was under the $10 which he told them they could expect in gross
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receipts from a full day's operations in St. Louis, but more than the $7 reported
for Kansas City or the $6.25 for Peoria. (p. 301)
Based on the figures for the estimated costs to operate jitneys and profits from
operating jitneys, during February and March of 1915, costs to operate jitneys were
approproximately $472 and profits were approximately $590 per jitney. The United
Railways Co. which operated the streetcars reported a decrease of approximately
47,743 revenue passengers during the first quarter of 1915 compared with the same
quarter in 1914 (The Wallstreet Journal, 1915). Given that streetcar operators charged
five cents per passenger, that’s a decrease in revenue by $2,387 for that period.
By February 1915, car accidents had increased by 72% to 583 including 40 that
involved jitneys (Motor Age, p. 38). Accidents on St. Louis streets were considered a
problem for the public along with overcrowding, outrageous rates, and irregualr
service(Automobile Topics p. 117). Additionally, jitneys significantly impacted ridership
and profit among streetcar and bus companies . Charles Talbert, the Director of Streets
and Sewers in St. Louis, considered jitneys parasitic as they were often “second hand”
cars that were risky and unsafe (Electric Railway Journal, p. 775). As a result, regulation
such as license reuirements, automobile safety inspections, and restrictions on the
number of passengers per vehicle were introduced (Electric Railways Journal, p. 775).
Regulation of jitneys wasn’t always easy to implement as the public had a definite
interest in them and some regulations were rulled illegal in court. In the beginning, city

officials in St. Louis were more inclined to pass an ordiance comprised of safety
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measures instead of one completely regulating the extent of its use, insurance
compliance, and license fees like other cities had because they feared the reaction of
public voters that strongly supported the jitney service (New York Times). As of late April
1915, St. Louis had not adopted an official ordinance regulating jitneys, but on March 8, the
director of streets and police board president enforced tentative regulations with respect to
operation of a jitney (Electric Railway Journal, p. 603). they were regulated by safety rules
introduced by the Director of Streets and Sewers. According to the Municipal Journal & Public
Works(1915):

The rules are comparatively liberal, and provide as follows:
All cars must be registered, with details as to capacity and routes.
Cars must not carry more than two passengers in excess of the rated seating
capacity.
No person may ride outside the car body.
Cars must stand at the curb while loading and unloading.
No racing for passengers is allowed.
Drivers must comply with the State chauffeurs’ license law and carry badges.
Cars must be inspected as to general condition at the municipal garage every
two weeks, no charge being made for this. (p. 592)
According to the Electric Railway Journal (1915), the following month, the Board of
Aldermen introduced an ordinance that set an insurance bond at $10,000 per jitney and
annual license fees at $25 for jitneys carrying five passengers or less, $35 for jitneys
carrying six to seven passengers, and $5 for more than seven passengers; additionally,
jitneys were to operate along a fixed route and schedule (p. 1048).
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It is unclear whether the jitney ordinance passed, but Motor Age reports that by
October 1915, jitneys had disappeared and evolved into 200-300 profitable service cars.
Solomon (1971) reported that an 1932 article in Motor Bus Magazine on the St. Louis
jitney operation “indicated that the ‘service car’-jitney concept was still prevalent in a
number of cities well after the enactment of repressive anti-jitney ordinances of the
early 1920’s” (p. 2-10). The service cars in St. Louis made provisions for self-regulation
which included insurance coverage, operated along fixed and flexible routes in response
to demand, and charged the same fare, twenty cents, as streetcars (Solomon, p. 2-12,
1971). By 1957, a study showed that on the routes where service cars and streetcars
were in competition, service cars operated more frequently than streetcars, guaranteed
seats to all patrons that could ride while streetcars “showed a passenger per seat ratio
ranging from 1.2 to 1.6” during peak hours, and that “service cars carried some 70% of
the total public transport load during midday and about 50% during the rush hours”
(Solomon, p. 2-12, 1971).
Jitneys may have been an alternative to the monopolized streetcar industry for
some. However, for blacks, jitneys represented an entrepreneurial way to humanize
themselves amidst being lambasted by a legislature who supported their subjugation
during the decades following the Plessy V. Ferguson (1896) decision which upheld the
“separate but equal” clause. Transportation has always had an effect on one’s economic
stature. In fact, access to it is the very reason societies with the highest GDP thrive and
are top competitors in the world market. On a microeconomic level, the same is true for
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households. Blacks had endured inadequate transportation services and inequality on
streetcars decades before the Montgomery, Alabama bus boycott. Only, during the era
of the jitney, before deregulation, they had the opportunity and success of providing
adequate transportation through an entrepreneurial spirit that most certainly grew
from the desire to have a better quality of life. Many may have measured adequate
transportation by accessibility and cost, but for blacks and women, it was also a
measure of a company’s and fellow patron’s unbiased disposition toward their race and
sex.
When jitneys were first inaugurated in St. Louis, a lot of resentment arose
because of a ban placed on black passengers (Electric Railway Journal, p. 1005). During
the same month, six black passengers were arrested after refusing to leave a St. Louis
jitney at the request of the driver who refused them service (Motor Age, p. 43). They
were later acquitted when a judge ruled that jitneys could not discriminate based on
race (Motor Age, p. 43). The ruling was significant because it further differentiated
jitneys from streetcars and gave blacks even more incentive to patronize its services.
While white jitney drivers were regulated by the law, some still discriminated against
black riders by removing jitney signs and charging them higher fares to keep them from
boarding (Hodges, p. 264 , 2006). Unlike the segregated, monopolized streetcar
boycotts where blacks walked or used horse-drawn cars in protest, blacks were able to
organize their own effective jitney services. According to Solomon & Saltzman (1971),
service car routes were located in white, middle class neighborhoods in St. Louis in the
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1930’s while during the late 1950’s, service cars were mostly patronized by blacks (213).
In the end, there were two service car companies, Consolidated Service Car
Company (Consolidated) and United Service Car Company (United), operating out of St.
Louis (W.C. Gilman & Company, 1959, p. 83). Consolidated operated along two routes in
St. Louis City, had a total fleet of 89 cars, and 11,872 passengers per day (W.C. Gilman &
Company, 1959, p. 83-84). United had a fleet of eight cars with six in operation on a
citywide route (W.C. Gilman & Company, 1959, p. 84).
Consolidated, the bigger of the two operations, was bought out by Bi-State
Transit System (Bi-State), the public transit operator, for $625,000 in 1966 to ensure
that service would not be in competition with Bi-State (Jolly, p. 58). Solomon & Saltzman
(1971) explained that Bi-State’s position on service cars was that they were a nuisance
on the streets, more costly to the city as bus transfers were not included, inefficient and
couldn’t carry as many passengers as a bus could (p. 2-12, 2-13). Bi-State had other
concerns about the service car operation as well. Perhaps, the most significant concern
was the issue of profit. Bi-State reported that the service cars were causing the company
to lose $700,000 in profits and 3,465,000 passengers annually (Jolly, p.58).
Given that service cars had become a significant asset to blacks who couldn’t
afford automobiles of their own and/or were employed by the service car, many
protested to encourage equitable transportation. The St. Louis Branch of the National
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Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) supported a bus boycott of
three major corridors served by Bi-State transit (The Crisis, p. 46). According to The
Crisis (year):
Patterned after the historic 1955-56, bus boycott of Montgomery, Ala., the noride campaign protests the loss of jobs by longtime service car operators when
Consolidated Service Car sold out to Bi-State Transit, and a ten-cent increase in
the fare charged by the bus company to haul passengers the same distance as
the service car company did. (p. 46)
The Congress of Racial Equality (CORE) was also supportive of the boycott and organized
“Freedom Cars” or free service car rides to serve black neighborhoods along the routes
that service cars originally served ( Jolly, p. 58). Bi-State was concerned that they would
lose $30,000 per month in profits, so they agreed to hire the former service car drivers
who were 64 or younger and could meet the physical needs of the job and give
severance pay to the drivers not rehired (Jolly, p. 59). The issue for black service car
owners was that their employment depended on the ability to operate heavily
demanded private transportation. The issue for black patrons rested not only with
increased fare costs on an already constrained budget, but the fact that service cars
served black neighborhoods that the buses did not go to as well (Jolly, p. 58). Solomon &
Saltzman (1971) suggest that, in addition, to being sold to Bi-State, as white auto
ownership increased so did the susceptibility of service car operation.
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Chapter 4.2-Houston

Much like Los Angeles, St. Louis, and other cities, jitneys in Houston served as a
means to provide service to transit dependent riders. The first jitneys in Houston were
in the year 1915. According to Hodges (2006), “… In Houston, on February 2, 1915, of
the 714 active jitneys, 442 made only one or two round trips” because many drivers may
have picked up passengers on their way to work ( p. 263). By April 1915, there were 656
jitneys that operated over 25,000 miles, with approximately 23,000 patrons per day in
the city (Municipal Journal & Public Works, 1915, p. 601, V. 38).
Drivers earned approximately $1,180 per day which was a problem for the
Houston Electric company, the streetcar operator, because they were losing
approximately $400,000 in profits compared to the year before(Municipal Journal &
Public Works, 1915, p. 601, V. 38). The traction companies also complained that it was
unfair that the jitneys were able to compete without regulation. The city council
established that the safety of the public was at risk so, they passed an ordinance in June
1915 regulating jitneys by requiring them to be licensed, obey traffic laws, and have
definite routes and schedules (Dressman, as cited in Beeth & Wintz, p. 119, 1992).
Further, they defined a jitney as:
…regular transportation… that travel up and down the streets soliciting
patronage and for a certain fee demanded by those in charge… persons are
carried to and from destinations and over routes designated by said owners,
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managers, and drivers of such vehicles. (Dressman, as cited in Beeth & Wintz, p.
119, 1992).
Although regulation was imposed, it was reported that jitney operations continued to
grow and profit with 350 cars in operation during mid-1915 (Dressman, as cited in Beeth
& Wintz, p. 117, 1992).
After growing concerns of losing profit by traction companies like the Houston
Electric Company, a formal request to eliminate jitneys “on streetcar lines and within
two blocks of these streets” was submitted to the Houston City Council in September,
1922 (Dressman, as cited in Beeth & Wintz, p. 120-121). Unlike the prior ordinance
adopted in June 1915, this ordinance eventually had a significant impact on the
operations of jitneys. The city council reduced the number of jitneys by 100, but the
traction company wanted them further reduced and got its wish the following month in
exchange for resuming street improvements (Dressman, as cited in Beeth & Wintz, p.
121).
The early periods in which the jitneys operated were filled with racial tension as
denoted above during streetcar strikes and boycotts. Race riots often erupted and were
significantly tied to many industries, including the transportation industry where
employment and equitable, nondiscriminatory access to transportation were core
issues. According to Goodwin ( 1999):
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The African American community welcomed the transportation services
provided by the jitneys because of the segregated operating practices of the
streetcar operators… and increased mobility in the minority community [which]
provided improved access to jobs and social services that were unattainable
prior to the jitneys’ arrival” (p. 6-7).
Jitneys, as a result, were not only a profit making mechanism for African Americans, but
social activism as well.
One well known black operated jitney that served mostly blacks in Houston was
the San Felipe Line. By the end of 1922, there were 23 jitneys operating on the San
Felipe Line and 11 were ordered out of service by November 15, 1922 as part of the
agreement with the Traction Company and city council to reduce the number of jitneys
(Dressman, as cited in Beeth & Wintz, p. 121). The other 12 were regulated out of
existence by December with the white jitneys (Ibid). It was believed that the San Felipe
Line was the first to go because they were operated by blacks who, given the
significance of racial and class oppression, had very little power in voting and
representation (Goodwin, p. 9). White jitney operators had not been impacted like the
black operators on the San Felipe Line who were threatened with jail if they failed to
comply and it wasn’t until January 1924 that all jitneys were regulated out of existence
(Goodwin, p.12). The Houston Electric Company threatened that if all jitneys were
prohibited from operating on the streets, it would increase streetcar fares, so the
majority voted in favor of the company (Dressman, p.124). This may not have been the
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case if black jitney owners and voters voted in favor of reviving the jitney instead of the
streetcar which provided jobs and transportation to blacks; since black jitney owners
felt that the white jitney owners had not supported them when the San Felipe Line was
abolished, they were reluctant to vote in favor of white jitney operators (Goodwin, p.
11-12).
Approximately 60 years later, in 1983, Alfredo Santos, a former legal taxi driver,
realized that he could make more money operating as an illegal jitney and charging $1
for trips up to five miles in Houston than as a legal taxicab driver (Cervero, p. 175-176,
1997). Complaints were lodged against the jitney by Yellow Cab Company and once
again, the city council ruled in favor of the monopolistic transportation service (Cervero,
p. 176, 1997). Some years later in 1994, a higher court, the United States District Court
ruled in Santos’s favor citing that the city did violated the Sherman Antitrust Act and
Fourteenth Amendment rights and prohibited the city from banning shared-ride taxi
services from operating on the streets (Cervero, p. 176, 1997).
Due to the ruling, Metro, the public transit authority in Houston, decided to
immediately contract out supplemental private jitney services for a five-mile-long
segment of the Westheimer Boulevard corridor before potential jitney drivers took
advantage of the new ruling (Cervero, p. 176). This jitney program was called FasTrak
and subsidized by Metro at $25 because they figured that’s the amount of money they
would save from not having to extend their own services (Cervero, p. 176). The number
of trips during the two months of operation in 1995 increased from 1,280 passengers in
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May to 5,410 passengers in June (Goodwin, p. 17). The jitneys didn’t have a problem
retaining ridership. However, the service failed because of operating costs incurred from
buying new sedans instead of used ones, having too few seats in the sedan, and
choosing corridors that had too few transit dependent residents (Cervero, p. 176).
The next contractor for the FasTrak service chose to operate an eight mile long
corridor along Bellaire Street where the ridership base were low income households,
with 75% Hispanic, 24% African American, and 1% White (Goodwin, p. 18). This
contractor was subsidized by Metro at $50 per operator, provided that they operated a
minimum of six hours (Goodwin, p. 18). The ridership along this corridor was studied
from September 1996 to January 1997, increased from month to month, and had a total
ridership of 45,595 passengers with an average of 4,309 per month (Goodwin, p. 21).
Chapter 4.3- Miami
The Urban Mobility Corporation completed a study on jitney operations in the
Miami-Dade County area. In 1992, there were 393 jitney vehicles in operation by
fourteen companies (Urban Mobility Corporation, 1992, p. 21). Of all of the jitney
businesses in operation, Sun Jitney which began operation in 1946 had the longest
record of service and a fleet of twenty jitneys. Other operations began as early as 1983.
The study conducted an on-board survey on jitneys serving major minority
communities on the Northeast 2nd Avenue, 79th Street, Collins Avenue (Miami Beach),
Flagler Street, and Biscayne Boulevard routes (Urban Mobility Corporation, 1992, p. 22).
The survey indicated that 54.2% of jitney riders “always use the jitney” while 31.5% use
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whichever, Metrobus or jitney, comes first (Urban Mobility Corporation, 1992, p. 26).
Additionally, when asked why patrons didn’t use the Metrobus for their trips, 66.9%
selected the option that the jitney gets them to their destination faster, 30.4% selected
“jitney arrived at stop first”, 22.6% selected “jitney fare lower than Metrobus fare” and
13% selected “jitney driver more helpful and pleasant” (Urban Mobility Corporation, p.
27).
Ridership varied along each route, but some characteristics remained the
same. Of the 570 passengers surveyed an average of 26.8% of passengers used jitneys
10 or more times per week. When asked how they would’ve made the trip if the jitney
wasn’t available, 65.8% said they would take the Metrobus (Urban Mobility Corporation,
1992, Exhibit 15). In addition, most passengers were constrained by income as 76.5%
had annual household incomes less than $20,000 and mostly began the trip at home
and ended it at work (Urban Mobility Corporation, 1992, Exhibit 10 and Exhibit 11).
This indicates that jitney ridership includes many transit dependent people. Also,
most riders are constrained by income which reveals why they chose the cheaper of the
fares between jitneys and Metrobus and quicker headways. The popularity among these
jitneys remain tied to demographic and economic characteristics as well as flexibility
and time management.
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Chapter 5 Results

The Find Route tool in ArcGIS allows the user to specify route preferences. The
“Reorder stops to find optimal route” was selected after putting all stops (employers
and resident addresses) into the tool. Figure 6 shows one of the specified routes for
automobile travel with each stop numbered in the suggested order of the trip and it
tends to follow some of the bus routes in the Study Area. The difference is that the
route actually serves local streets unlike the bus routes that use major roads. The first
route included one stop from each municipality beginning at 5200 Springtrail Dr in Black
Jack and ending at the City of St. Louis employer. The total driving time is 39 minutes
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Figure 6: Route from 5200 Springtrail Dr to 1200 Market St

and the driving is distance of 24.2 miles (see Appendix A). The same origin and
destination address was entered in Google Maps for the public bus transit travel time
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and the result is a driving time of 1 hour and 43 minutes. However, the route does not
include direct access to all five stops. Table 9 reveals the auto driving time for all
destinations along a proposed route.
Table 11: Jitney/Auto Driving Time from Resident Addresses to Major Employers
From Resident Address
1. 5200 Springtrail Drive
Group 2. 1535 Trampe Ave
1
3. 1732 Emery Drive
4. 325 Argent Ave
1. 5000 Kendelwood Court
Group 2. 1149 Trampe Ave
2
3. 375 N Dellwood Dr
4. 307 Royal Avenue
1. 4823 Trees Edge Lane
Group 2. 1345 Cove Ln
3
3. 10100 Dellridge Lane
4. 100 S Barat Avenue
1. 4400 Cloverbrook Drive
Group 2. 1345 Columbus Dr
4
3. 1521 Saint Ives Drive
4. 785 Robert Avenue
Source: ArcGIS 10.1

To Employer Address

Minutes Miles

1200 Market St

39

18

3844 S Lindbergh Blvd

55

29.3

12634 Olive Blvd

47

37.6

8200 N Lindbergh

34

24.2

The bus driving time from the origin address of each group in the individual proposed
jitney routes is listed in Table 13. The bus routes stop at many locations before
completing the trip at the employer destinations (see Appendix B).
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Table 12: Bus Driving Time from Resident Address to Employer
Address
From Resident Address

To Employer Address

Minutes

5200 Springtrail Drive

1200 Market St

103

5000 Kendelwood Court
4823 Trees Edge Lane
4400 Cloverbrook Drive

3844 S Lindbergh Blvd
12634 Olive Blvd
8200 N Lindbergh

169
143
129

Source: Google Maps

This section illustrates the flexibility that a jitney may have over a MetroBus as
passengers seek to move from their origin of choice to their destinations. Jitney routes
can move to multiple locations and in a shorter time frame than what the MetroBus
routing system would allow. Additionally, the jitney route such as the one proposed in
Figure 6 can travel to multiple municipalities and connect people traveling along the
route just as a MetroBus could. However, jitney routes produce shorter headways as
outlined in the case studies above. Therefore, they can produce more efficient transit
for transit dependent patrons in the Study Area.
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Chapter 6 Conclusion

Historically, jitneys have served people from many socioeconomic backgrounds
whether as an employment opportunity or a means to access opportunity in various
locations. What began as a popular method of private mass transportation in Los
Angeles in 1914 continues to have a strong influence on travel preference today
throughout the United States. Jitneys emerged through the turbulent times of strikes
and boycotts and were initially free of regulation.
As jitney operations interfered with profits for streetcar companies, streetcar
companies set out to remove them from operation. Although this was initially true for
St. Louis jitney operations as well, St. Louis jitneys were bought out by Bi-State which is
currently known as Metro transit St. Louis. Safety was an issue with jitney operations in
the past and remains an issue today. Traveling at dangerous speeds to be more
competitive, driving recklessly in front of streetcars in the past and bus stops today has
created a valid concern among jitney operation. City officials initially regulated
operations to encourage safety for passengers and the public as automobile accidents
grew.
The economic characteristics typically associated with jitney ridership are low
income and transit dependency. Further, there can be larger deductions made about
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the race of the majority of passengers as it relates to income constraints and jitney
ridership. Throughout time, jitneys have operated with the same principle of flexibility,
time management and cheaper fares than traditional public transportation such as
MetroBus. These are the main reasons for their popularity among transit dependent
people. In the St. Louis County study area, 3% of residents face long commutes of sixty
or minutes to employment, health care, and/or other destinations important to one’s
quality of life by using the current public transportation system. The study area in St.
Louis County includes Black Jack, Dellwood, Ferguson, and Spanish Lake. These areas
exhibit economic and demographic characteristics that have been associated with jitney
ridership in Miami and Houston such as low income and transit dependency. So, it is
assumed that the study area would be a good fit for a jitney operation today.
This study evaluated jitney operating costs and compared it to bus operating
costs for MetroBus, and MTA buses. The costs indicate that jitneys are cheaper to
operate than public transportation. When public transportation systems such as Metro
Transit operate on a deficit, many transit dependent people will have their lives changed
as seen with the MetroBus cuts in St. Louis in 2009. Therefore, alternatives to the
current public mass transportation system in St. Louis may be warranted. This study
looked at possible jitney routes using ArcGIS and, selected major employers in St. Louis,
and resident addresses in the Study Area.
After entering the data into ArcGIS, four routes were found that display shorter
driving times than using the MetroBus would allow for. These routes can be used as
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possible jitney routes that could serve transit dependent passengers in the Study Area.
Additionally, employment may decrease as more individuals with cars are able to drive
and sustain a profit. It could be assumed that the use of jitneys may not encourage all
transit dependent people to use its services. However, the services rendered by jitneys
could prove useful in increasing the margin of transit ridership, decreasing
unemployment, increasing revenue for municipalities based on a community based
structure that circulates passengers throughout the neighborhood, and decreasing
public transit deficits incurred by Metro.
Having a jitney system in place may create competition for Metro, specifically
MetroBus. However, it can help Metro at the same time. Since operating costs are
cheaper for jitneys to operate, Metro may actually be able to cut a route or reduce
stops with a jitney service in place as seen with the FasTrak program in Houston. Metro
actually subsidized costs for jitney operations up to $50 per jitney.
This study did not look into environmental concerns or benefits that may be
associated with jitneys. However, flexible and possibly cheaper mass transportation
using jitneys could have benefits for the environment as auto dependent people in the
area may become inclined to use its services. A similar situation happened with
MetroBus as the recession impacted some households, the auto dependent people
began using public transportation.
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Appendices

Appendix A – “Find Route” Directions, Driving Times and Distances

“Find Route” Analysis by ArcGIS 10
Route: 4400 Cloverbrook Drive, black jack - 8200 N
Lindbergh Blvd, florissant
Total travel time: 34 minute(s) Driving time: 34 minute(s)
Driving distance: 18 mile(s)

1:

9:00 AM

Start at 4400 Cloverbrook
Drive, black jack

2:

9:00 AM

Go west on Cloverbrook Dr
toward Vanderwood Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

3:

9:00 AM

Turn right on Vanderwood
Dr

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

4:

9:01 AM

Turn right on Old Halls
Ferry Rd

0.7
1
mile(s) minute(s)

5:

9:02 AM

Turn left on Parker Rd

3
5
mile(s) minute(s)

6:

9:08 AM

At fork keep left on Parker
Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

7:

9:08 AM

Turn left on Bellefontaine
Rd

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

8:

9:08 AM

Turn right on Spanish Pond
Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

9:

9:09 AM

Turn right on Columbus Dr

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

10:

9:10 AM

Arrive at 1345 Columbus
Dr, st. louis, on the left

11:

9:10 AM

Depart 1345 Columbus Dr,
st. louis

12:

9:10 AM

Go back northwest on
Columbus Dr

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute
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13:

9:10 AM

Turn left on Spanish Pond
Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

14:

9:11 AM

Turn left on Bellefontaine
Rd

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

15:

9:11 AM

Turn right on Parker Rd

0.9
1
mile(s) minute(s)

16:

9:13 AM

Turn left on Benham Rd

0.5
mile(s)

<1
minute

17:

9:13 AM

Bear left onto ramp to MO367 S

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

18:

9:14 AM

Bear right on MO-367
(Lewis And Clark Blvd)

1
1
mile(s) minute(s)

19:

9:15 AM

Take ramp on the right and
go on I-270 W toward
Kansas City

2.1
2
mile(s) minute(s)

20:

9:17 AM

At exit 29 take ramp on the
right toward W Florissant
Ave

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

21:

9:18 AM

Bear left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

22:

9:18 AM

At fork keep left on Dunn
Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

23:

9:18 AM

Turn left on W Florissant
Ave

0.6
1
mile(s) minute(s)

24:

9:19 AM

Turn left on Keelen Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

25:

9:19 AM

Turn right on Varnum Dr

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

26:

9:19 AM

Continue on Tanner Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

27:

9:19 AM

Turn left on St Ives Dr (Saint < 0.1
Ives Dr)
mile(s)

<1
minute

28:

9:20 AM

Arrive at 1521 Saint Ives
Drive, dellwood, on the left

29:

9:20 AM

Depart 1521 Saint Ives
Drive, dellwood

30:

9:20 AM

Go back west on St Ives Dr
(Saint Ives Dr)

31:

9:20 AM

Turn left on Tanner Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

< 0.1

<1
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mile(s)

minute

32:

9:20 AM

Turn right on Hudson Dr

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

33:

9:20 AM

Turn left on W Florissant
Ave

0.4
mile(s)

<1
minute

34:

9:21 AM

Turn right on Kroeger Dr
(Thatcher Rd)

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

35:

9:21 AM

Bear right on Thatcher Rd

0.7
1
mile(s) minute(s)

36:

9:23 AM

Continue on Coppinger Dr

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

37:

9:23 AM

Turn right on Robert Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

38:

9:23 AM

Arrive at 785 Robert
Avenue, ferguson, on the
right

39:

9:23 AM

Depart 785 Robert Avenue,
ferguson

40:

9:23 AM

Continue west on Robert
Ave

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

41:

9:24 AM

Turn right on N Elizabeth
Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

42:

9:24 AM

Turn left on Robert Ave

0.5
1
mile(s) minute(s)

43:

9:26 AM

Turn right on N Florissant
Rd (Mo-N)

1.3
2
mile(s) minute(s)

44:

9:28 AM

Continue on S New
Florissant Rd (Mo-N)

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

45:

9:29 AM

At fork keep left on S New
Florissant Rd (Mo-N)

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

46:

9:29 AM

Turn left on Dunn Rd

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

47:

9:29 AM

Take ramp and go on I-270
W

1.7
1
mile(s) minute(s)

48:

9:31 AM

At exit 25A-B take ramp on
0.2
the right to US-67/Lindbergh mile(s)
Blvd

49:

9:32 AM

At exit 25B keep right on
Lindbergh Blvd/US-67 N

<1
minute

0.5
1
mile(s) minute(s)
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50:

9:33 AM

Bear right on US-67 (N
Lindbergh Blvd)

51:

9:34 AM

Finish at 8200 N Lindbergh
Blvd, florissant, on the right

0.7
1
mile(s) minute(s)

Route: 4823 Trees Edge Lane, black jack - 12634 Olive Blvd,
st. louis
Total travel time: 47 minute(s) Driving time: 47 minute(s)
Driving distance: 29.3 mile(s)

1:

9:00 AM

Start at 4823 Trees Edge Lane, black
jack

2:

9:00 AM

Go northeast on Trees Edge Ln toward
Ambrose Ct

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

3:

9:00 AM

Turn right on Wheat Bridge Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

4:

9:00 AM

Turn right on Jamestowne Ridge Dr

0.4
1
mile(s) minute(s)

5:

9:02 AM

Turn right on Old Jamestown Rd

0.6
1
mile(s) minute(s)

6:

9:03 AM

Turn left on Parker Rd

2.8
5
mile(s) minute(s)

7:

9:08 AM

Bear right

< 0.1
mile(s)

8:

9:08 AM

Turn right on Bellefontaine Rd

0.7
1
mile(s) minute(s)

9:

9:09 AM

Turn left on Cove Ln

0.5
1
mile(s) minute(s)

10:

9:11 AM

Arrive at 1345 Cove Ln, st. louis, on
the left

11:

9:11 AM

Depart 1345 Cove Ln, st. louis

12:

9:11 AM

Go back west on Cove Ln

13:

9:12 AM

Turn left on Bellefontaine Rd

14:

9:14 AM

15:

9:14 AM

<1
minute

0.5
1
mile(s) minute(s)
1 mile(s)

1
minute(s)

Bear right

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

Bear right on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute
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16:

9:14 AM

Take ramp and go on I-270 W

2.9
3
mile(s) minute(s)

17:

9:17 AM

At exit 29 take ramp on the right
toward W Florissant Ave

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

18:

9:18 AM

Bear left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

19:

9:18 AM

At fork keep left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

20:

9:18 AM

Turn left on W Florissant Ave

1.6
3
mile(s) minute(s)

21:

9:21 AM

Turn left on Chambers Rd

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

22:

9:21 AM

Turn left on Dellridge Ln

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

23:

9:22 AM

Arrive at 10100 Dellridge Lane,
dellwood, on the right

24:

9:22 AM

Depart 10100 Dellridge Lane,
dellwood

25:

9:22 AM

Go back south on Dellridge Ln

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

26:

9:22 AM

Turn right on Chambers Rd

0.9
1
mile(s) minute(s)

27:

9:24 AM

Turn left on N Hartnett Ave

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

28:

9:25 AM

Turn right on Cross Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

29:

9:25 AM

Turn left on S Barat Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

30:

9:25 AM

Arrive at 100 S Barat Avenue,
ferguson, on the left

31:

9:25 AM

Depart 100 S Barat Avenue, ferguson

32:

9:25 AM

Go back north on S Barat Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

33:

9:25 AM

Turn left on Derinda Ave

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

34:

9:26 AM

Turn left on S Elizabeth Ave

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

35:

9:26 AM

Continue on Paul Dr

0.5

<1
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mile(s)

minute

36:

9:27 AM

Turn left on S Florissant Rd (Mo-N)

1.2
2
mile(s) minute(s)

37:

9:30 AM

Bear right onto ramp to I-70 W toward
Wentzville/St Charies

0.4
mile(s)

<1
minute

38:

9:31 AM

At fork keep left on I-70 W toward
Wentzville

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

39:

9:31 AM

Go on I-70

6.6
6
mile(s) minute(s)

40:

9:38 AM

At exit 232B-A take ramp on the right
to I-270 toward Chicago/Memphis

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

41:

9:38 AM

Take ramp to I-270 S toward Memphis

0.8
mile(s)

<1
minute

42:

9:39 AM

Go on I-270

4.5
4
mile(s) minute(s)

43:

9:44 AM

At exit 14 bear right onto ramp to MO340/Olive Blvd

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

44:

9:45 AM

At fork keep right on MO-340 W

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

45:

9:45 AM

Bear right on MO-340 (Olive Blvd)

0.9
1
mile(s) minute(s)

46:

9:47 AM

Finish at 12634 Olive Blvd, st. louis,
on the left

Route: 5000 Kendelwood Court, black jack - 3844 S
Lindbergh Blvd, st. louis
Total travel time: 55 minute(s) Driving time: 55 minute(s)
Driving distance: 37.6 mile(s)

1:

9:00 AM

Start at 5000 Kendelwood Court, black
jack

2:

9:00 AM

Go south on Kendelwood Dr toward
Parker Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

3:

9:00 AM

Turn left on Parker Rd

2.7
5
mile(s) minute(s)

4:

9:06 AM

Bear right

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

5:

9:06 AM

Turn right on Bellefontaine Rd

0.3
mile(s)

<1
minute

<1
minute
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6:

9:06 AM

Turn left on Trampe Ave

0.8
2
mile(s) minute(s)

7:

9:09 AM

Arrive at 1149 Trampe Ave, st. louis,
on the left

8:

9:09 AM

Depart 1149 Trampe Ave, st. louis

9:

9:09 AM

Go back west on Trampe Ave

0.8
2
mile(s) minute(s)

10:

9:11 AM

Turn left on Bellefontaine Rd

1.4
2
mile(s) minute(s)

11:

9:14 AM

Bear right

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

12:

9:14 AM

Bear right on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

13:

9:14 AM

Take ramp and go on I-270 W

2.9
3
mile(s) minute(s)

14:

9:17 AM

At exit 29 take ramp on the right
toward W Florissant Ave

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

15:

9:17 AM

Bear left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

16:

9:17 AM

At fork keep left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

17:

9:17 AM

Turn left on W Florissant Ave

1.4
2
mile(s) minute(s)

18:

9:20 AM

Turn right on Heydt Dr

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

19:

9:21 AM

Make sharp left on N Dellwood Dr

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

20:

9:21 AM

Arrive at 375 N Dellwood Dr,
dellwood, on the right

21:

9:21 AM

Depart 375 N Dellwood Dr, dellwood

22:

9:21 AM

Continue south on N Dellwood Dr

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

23:

9:21 AM

Turn right on Chambers Rd

0.9
1
mile(s) minute(s)

24:

9:23 AM

Turn right on N Elizabeth Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

25:

9:23 AM

Turn left on Royal Ave

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute
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26:

9:23 AM

Arrive at 307 Royal Avenue, ferguson,
on the right

27:

9:23 AM

Depart 307 Royal Avenue, ferguson

28:

9:23 AM

Continue west on Royal Ave

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

29:

9:24 AM

Turn left on Nancy Pl

< 0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

30:

9:24 AM

Turn right on Hereford Ave

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

31:

9:24 AM

Continue on Airport Rd

1.8
3
mile(s) minute(s)

32:

9:28 AM

Turn left onto ramp and go on I-170 S

33:

9:29 AM

At exit 7B take ramp on the right and
go on I-70 W toward Kansas City

5.6
6
mile(s) minute(s)

34:

9:35 AM

At exit 232B-A take ramp on the right
to I-270 toward Chicago/Memphis

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

35:

9:35 AM

Take ramp to I-270 S toward Memphis

0.8
mile(s)

<1
minute

36:

9:36 AM

Go on I-270

13.9
14
mile(s) minute(s)

37:

9:51 AM

At exit 5A bear right onto ramp to I-44
E/US-50 E/MO-366 E toward St Louis

0.3
1
mile(s) minute(s)

38:

9:52 AM

Take ramp to MO-366 E/Watson Rd

0.5
mile(s)

<1
minute

39:

9:53 AM

Continue on MO-366 (Watson Rd)

0.2
mile(s)

<1
minute

40:

9:54 AM

Make sharp right on S Geyer Rd

0.1
mile(s)

<1
minute

41:

9:54 AM

Turn left on Rott Rd

0.5
1
mile(s) minute(s)

42:

9:55 AM

Turn right on US-50 (S Lindbergh
Blvd)

0.2
mile(s)

43:

9:55 AM

Finish at 3844 S Lindbergh Blvd, st.
louis, on the left

1 mile(s)

1
minute(s)

<1
minute

Route: 5200 Springtrail Drive, black jack - 1200 Market
St, st. louis
Total travel time: 39 minute(s) Driving time: 39 minute(s)
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Driving distance: 24.2 mile(s)

1:

9:00
AM

Start at 5200 Springtrail Drive, black
jack

2:

9:00
AM

Go north on Springtrail Dr toward
Suntrail Dr

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

3:

9:00
AM

Turn right on Suntrail Dr

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

4:

9:01
AM

Turn right on Jerries Ln

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

5:

9:01
AM

Turn left on Parker Rd

6:

9:05
AM

Bear right

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

7:

9:05
AM

Turn right on Bellefontaine Rd

0.3 < 1 minute
mile(s)

8:

9:06
AM

Turn left on Trampe Ave

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

9:

9:06
AM

Arrive at 1535 Trampe Ave, st. louis,
on the left

10:

9:06
AM

Depart 1535 Trampe Ave, st. louis

11:

9:06
AM

Go back west on Trampe Ave

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

12:

9:07
AM

Turn left on Bellefontaine Rd

1.4 2 minute(s)
mile(s)

13:

9:09
AM

Bear right

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

14:

9:09
AM

Bear right on Dunn Rd

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

15:

9:09
AM

Take ramp and go on I-270 W

2.9 3 minute(s)
mile(s)

16:

9:12
AM

At exit 29 take ramp on the right
toward W Florissant Ave

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

17:

9:13
AM

Bear left on Dunn Rd

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

18:

9:13

At fork keep left on Dunn Rd

2 mile(s) 3 minute(s)

< 0.1 < 1 minute
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19:

9:13
AM

Turn left on W Florissant Ave

0.8 1 minute(s)
mile(s)

20:

9:15
AM

Turn left on Hudson Dr

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

21:

9:15
AM

Turn right on Tanner Dr

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

22:

9:15
AM

Turn left on Chesley Dr

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

23:

9:16
AM

Turn right on Nashua Dr

0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

24:

9:16
AM

Turn left on Emery Dr

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

25:

9:16
AM

Arrive at 1732 Emery Drive,
dellwood, on the right

26:

9:16
AM

Depart 1732 Emery Drive, dellwood

27:

9:16
AM

Go back west on Emery Dr

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

28:

9:17
AM

Turn left on Nashua Dr

< 0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

29:

9:17
AM

Turn right on Champlin Dr

0.4 1 minute(s)
mile(s)

30:

9:18
AM

Turn left on W Florissant Ave

0.7 1 minute(s)
mile(s)

31:

9:19
AM

Turn right on Chambers Rd

0.4 < 1 minute
mile(s)

32:

9:20
AM

Turn right on Argent Ave

0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

33:

9:21
AM

Arrive at 325 Argent Ave, ferguson,
on the left

34:

9:21
AM

Depart 325 Argent Ave, ferguson

35:

9:21
AM

Go back south on Argent Ave

0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

36:

9:21
AM

Turn left on Chambers Rd

0.4 < 1 minute
mile(s)

37:

9:22

Turn right on W Florissant Ave

1.7 3 minute(s)

79

AM

mile(s)

38:

9:25
AM

Turn right on Lucas-Hunt Rd (Lucas
And Hunt Rd)

1.2 2 minute(s)
mile(s)

39:

9:27
AM

Turn right onto ramp and go on I-70
E toward St. Louis

9 mile(s) 9 minute(s)

40:

9:37
AM

At exit 250B bear right onto ramp to
Memorial Dr toward
Downtown/Arch-Riverfront/Pine St

0.1 < 1 minute
mile(s)

41:

9:37
AM

Continue on N Memorial Dr

0.2 < 1 minute
mile(s)

42:

9:37
AM

Turn right on Market St

0.6 1 minute(s)
mile(s)

43:

9:39
AM

Finish at 1200 Market St, st. louis, on
the left
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Appendix B - Bus Route Directions and Driving Times from One Origin to One
Destination

Transit directions to 1200 Market St, St Louis, MO 63103
5200 Springtrail Dr
Florissant, MO 63033
Walk to Parker Rd @ Jerries Ln
About 10 mins (0.5 mi)
Parker Rd @ Jerries Ln Stop ID: 6853
27
Bus towards To Riverview TC Via Vets Home
9:19am - 9:52am (33 mins, 39 stops)
Riverview Dr @ 8952 Riverview Blvd Stop ID: 6648
Walk to Riverview Dr @ 8937 Riverview Dr
About 1 min (9 mins to make transfer)
Riverview Dr @ 8937 Riverview Dr Stop ID: 15489
41
Bus towards To 14th & Spruce
10:01am - 10:49am (48 mins, 67 stops)
14th St @ Market St Stop ID: 7855
Walk to 1200 Market St, St Louis, MO 63103
About 3 mins (0.1 mi)
1200 Market St
St Louis, MO 63103
Travel time: about 1 hour 43 mins
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Transit directions to 12634 Olive Blvd, St Louis, MO 63141
4823 Trees Edge Ln
Florissant, MO 63033
Walk to Parker Rd @ Centerbrook Dr
About 24 mins (1.2 mi)
Parker Rd @ Centerbrook Dr Stop ID: 6717
27
Bus towards To Flower Valley Via Vets Home
10:32am - 10:51am (19 mins, 25 stops)
Lindbergh @ Flower Valley Shop N Save Stop ID: 5526
47
Bus towards To Clayton Sta
11:00am - 11:48am (48 mins, 58 stops)
N Hanley Rd @ Olive Street Stop ID: 5927
Walk to Olive Blvd @ Hanley Rd
About 1 min (12 mins to make transfer)
Olive Blvd @ Hanley Rd Stop ID: 2979
91
Bus towards To Chesterfield Mall
12:00pm - 12:30pm (30 mins, 49 stops)
Olive Blvd @ Heritage Pl Stop ID: 3044
Walk to 12634 Olive Blvd, St Louis, MO 63141
About 2 mins (387 ft)
12634 Olive Blvd
St Louis, MO 63141
Travel time: about 2 hours 23 mins
Transit directions to 8200 Lindbergh Dr, St Louis, MO 63143
4400 Cloverbrook Dr
Black Jack, MO 63033
Walk to Lindbergh @ Old Halls Ferry Rd
About 28 mins (1.4 mi)
Lindbergh @ Old Halls Ferry Rd Stop ID: 5524
47
Bus towards To Clayton Sta
9:38am - 10:35am (57 mins, 75 stops)
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Central Ave @ Shaw Park Dr Stop ID: 16162
Walk to Clayton Metrolink Station
About 1 min (19 mins to make transfer)
Clayton Metrolink Station Stop ID: 14758
MetroLink
Train towards Shrewsbury Lansdowne I-44
10:54am - 10:58am (4 mins, 2 stops)
Brentwood Metrolink Station Stop ID: 14756
Walk to 8200 Lindbergh Dr, St Louis, MO 63143
About 21 mins (1.1 mi)
8200 Lindbergh Dr
St Louis, MO 63143
Travel time: about 2 hours 9 mins
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Transit directions to 3844 S Lindbergh Blvd, St Louis, MO 63127
Kendelwood Ct
Black Jack, MO 63033
Walk to Parker Rd @ Centerbrook Dr
About 2 mins (0.1 mi)
Parker Rd @ Centerbrook Dr Stop ID: 6856
27
Bus towards To Riverview TC Via Vets Home
9:21am - 9:52am (31 mins, 37 stops)
Riverview Dr @ 8952 Riverview Blvd Stop ID: 6648
Walk to Riverview Dr @ 8937 Riverview Dr
About 1 min (13 mins to make transfer)
Riverview Dr @ 8937 Riverview Dr Stop ID: 15489
16
Bus towards To Shrewsbury Sta
10:05am - 11:08am (1 hour 3 mins, 74 stops)
Shrewsbury Loop @ Metrolink Stop ID: 14769
21
Bus towards To Meramec College
11:34am - 11:55am (21 mins, 28 stops)
Lindbergh @ Deane CT Stop ID: 5674
Walk to 3844 S Lindbergh Blvd, St Louis, MO 63127
About 13 mins (0.6 mi)
3844 S Lindbergh Blvd
St Louis, MO 63127
Travel time: about 2 hours 49 mins
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