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Abstract
This paper provides the existing public transport system service, travel pattern, and which form of public transport system is most appropriate for the Siquijor province of the Philippines. The study confines itself only to the demand side of land public transport and travel pattern of people over 10 years old. Public transport system services of the province are not good in terms of travel time, waiting time, availability or frequency, comfort, and safety. Majority of the people mostly prefer easyride for comfort and less waiting time while bus for comfort. At present development condition of the province, bus is appropriate for long distance while easyride is appropriate for inter-municipal and habalhabal is appropriate for mountain trips. 
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1. Introduction
The majority of people in Third World cities depend on non-motorized means of transport and affordable public transport services (World Bank, 1996). Public transport in South-East Asian cities has been an important element of their respective urban systems (Iwata, 1995). City size, level of development or urbanization, travel pattern, and land use are the most significant factors influencing what kind of public transport is most appropriate for a city (Simpson, 1994). Barwell et al. (1985) argued that the lengths of journeys and nature of the transport needs of the majority of people are also important factor to determine use of travel means. Travel demand is determined by the population size, growth and structure, cultural and work habits, income, and urban spatial pattern of the city (Mitric, 1991; Alepuz, 1993; Sheskin, 1991). Usually the demand for public transport in most of the cities in developing countries far outstrips supply, where as in small cities or rural areas the problem is not having sufficient demand for formal public transport.  

Characteristics of the trip, trip maker, and the transport system are the major factors for the modal choice of trips (Bruton, 1975; Paquette, et al. 1982). Figure 1 shows both the external and internal factors influence trip making decision of individual persons. External factors are the public transport service and their operation which are beyond the control of user. Internal factors are intuitive decision making factors of user on the basis of that one chooses the mode which satisfy more. 

Many modes of public transport can contribute to making cities work better: metro rail systems, suburban railways, trams, buses, mini-buses, shared taxis, and other informal modes. Heavy rail and metro lines can play to the longer and richer cities while road-based public transport will inevitably need to play the major role in most cities of developing countries (World Bank, 2006). There is a relationship between city size and the form of public transport (Simpson, 1994). Moreover, cities are shaped by the transport priorities (Marchetti, 1994). Balanced provision of all transport modes with a link to land uses is a key to the sustainability in cities (Newman and Kenworthy, 1989). Thus, the provision of public transport for a city should be matched with the development or urbanization level. The overall objective of the study is to investigate the existing public transport situation and travel pattern, and how to provide suitable public transport facilities for a local developing province. “Suitable” in this paper refers to efficient (in terms of travel time and waiting time) formal public transport service in fixed route at scheduled time, which is available and affordable for the majority. The research also tries to identify the people’s expectation regarding the public transport and to determine the most appropriate form of public transport for a rural developing area. Outcome of the research provides the guidelines for decision makers and planners to improve public transport system in small urban areas. 

2. Description of the Study Area

Siquijor, the research area is an island province of the Central Visayas in the Philippines. Land area of the island is 318 sq. km.; representing only 2% of the Central Visayas or roughly 0.11% of the country (PPFP, 2004; Geographic Atlas, 2000). The province is administratively divided into six municipalities, namely: (i) Siquijor, (ii) Larena, (iii) Enrique Villanueva, (iv) Maria, (v) Lazi, and (vi) San Juan. Municipalities are further subdivided into barangay, the smallest politico-administrative unit in the Philippines, and there are total 134 barangays in Siquijor (PPFP, 2004).

Siquijor Island is basically mountainous and rural in nature. Rocky non-agricultural land and the forest-cover are respectably 5% and 16% of the area (PPFP, 2004; Ecological Profile, 2003). Recently established built-up areas are only 860 hectares or 2.5% of the total land located along the National Road; and urban population is only 11% (PPFP, 2004). Total 81,598 people of the province are living in 17,775 households with a density of 238 persons per sq. km (IRAP, 2001). The provincial economy is agriculture based. Average family income was P79,119 (P50 = $1US) in 2000 where around 20% families belong to the income bracket of P20,000-30,000 (Ecological Profile, 2003; NSO, 2002). 

The island circumferential National Road, the major arterial, links all municipality centres. Table 1 reveals the registered vehicle of the province in 2003 became more than double that of in 1994 where motorcycles and tricycles comprise over 80% of the vehicles (PPFP, 2004). Only 4 bus, 39 jeepney
, 123 easyride
, 302 tricycle
, and 674 habalhabal
 are playing in the province as public transport.

3. Research Methods and Data Collection
A comprehensive field survey of households had been carried out for investigating travel pattern and public transport situation. Passengers waiting at terminal for public transport were also interviewed to know the existing public transport service level. However, the research is mainly based on household information whilst passenger interview gave the additional information support. Considering all households of the province as the population size and having the resource constraints, only 163 households (0.93% of the total) had been selected in Stratified Systematic Random Probability Sampling method for interview. All members of the selected households were interviewed during mid-2004 and a total of 395 individual respondents were found valid and considered for the analysis. On the other hand, only 66 passengers of different public transport mode had been interviewed randomly in 3 major municipal terminals (i.e. Siquijor, Larena, Lazi) of the province. Beside these, a participatory observation was performed to get insights about service and supporting infrastructure facilities of the public transport. Discussions with responsible agencies, political representatives, and transport associations were also done and relevant documents and project activities of the province have been reviewed and studied. 

4. Existing Public Transport System Service

Though household income of Siquijor province is very low, there is a complete absence of non-motorized transport. Hilly topographical feature might be the reason behind this. Jeepney, easyride or multicab, tricycle, and habalhabal are the existing major public transport systems in the province. There are only 289 vehicles for hire of which only 83 are utility vehicles and 200 are tricycles to serve around 81,000 inhabitants in the province (Provincial profile, 2000). Service category of the existing public transport systems fall into two groups: bus, jeepney, and easyride operating in the fixed routes whilst tricycle and habalhabal provides door-to-door service. However, sometimes few easyride also provide door-to-door service and a few tricycle plays in certain fixed routes.
Jeepney and Bus Service
Only four minibuses are playing in Larena-Lazi (via Enrique Villanueva and Maria) route provides around 8 trips in a day in each directions. Two existing jeepney routes are Siquijor-San Juan-Lazi and Larena-Enrique Villanueva-Maria-Lazi; whilst there is no jeepney service between Siquijor and Larena. Only 15 jeepneys are playing in Siquijor-Lazi (via San Juan) route; while only 24 in Larena-Lazi route, provide around 16 trips per day for each direction. Passenger capacity and service of jeepney and bus are almost similar -- stop any time at any place if someone wants to get off or get in, which heavily affects travel time. In average, a trip of 30 km between Larena and Lazi (via Maria) takes 90 minutes by bus and 90 to 120 minutes by jeepney. Though the owners/operators of bus and jeepney decided to follow a specific time schedule of 30 minutes interval for a trip in each direction of both routes, in practice drivers do not follow the time exactly. The fare is determined by Land Transportation Franchise and Regulatory Board (LTFRB) on the basis of km distance. Standard fare for jeepney from Siquijor Poblacion to San Juan Poblacion is P12 for 12 km, whilst for bus from Larena Poblacion to Enrique Villanueva Poblacion is P13 for 13 km.

Easyride Service

Easyride is faster than jeepney or bus and common mode in the national road of Siquijor, Larena, Enrique Villanueva, and San Juan municipalities. LARSIQSANMODE Association Inc. registered 97 easyrides for operating Larena-Siquijor-San Juan route; however, all are not operating. On the other hand, without having any association around 25 easyrides are playing in Larena-Enrique Villanueva route. Easyride is playing a very important role in Siquijor-Larena route, everyday usually 40 trips in each direction. It takes 30 to 40 minutes for only 12 km between Larena and Siquijor. Observation at Siquijor terminal gave the average headway of easyride as 35 minutes. Despite the permission for operating up to San Juan Poblacion; sometimes they go up to barangay Catulayan, 8 km ahead in the border of San Juan. Several easyrides are operating in Larena-Enrique Villanueva route; make around 20 trips per day in both directions with an average headway of 18 minutes. However, having a high number of college student commuters produce more frequent trips during 8:00am to 9:00am. Despite the permission of operating up to Enrique Villanueva Poblacion, they operate 6 km ahead up to barangay Lotloton. Figure 2 shows the road network and the existing easyride routes of the province. Only 12 km distance between Larena and Enrique Villanueva Poblacion takes around 30-40 minutes with a fare of P8. Usually easyrides are available between 6:00am and 6:00pm and there is no specific time-schedule or stoppage.
Tricycle Service

Tricycle is very suitable for short-distance trips in flat lands and providing door-to-door service between 6:00am and 6:00pm. It is playing a major role of transport in and around Siquijor Poblacion and Larena Poblacion. Because of hilly topography a very small number of tricycles are playing in the municipality of Enrique Villanueva, Maria, and Lazi. Fare is determined by local government unit (LGU) on the basis of km distance. However, fare depends on number of the passenger riding—higher for single passenger while less if shared with others. Despite the door-to-door service, sometimes a small number of tricycles operate in certain fixed routes.
Habalhabal Service

In mountainous areas where other modes are not accessible, habalhabal is the only available and accessible mode. Public transport to the barangays within Maria and Lazi municipality is commonly provided by habalhabal. However, it provides service in each and every part of the island where other systems are available. Though fare is not fixed, habalhabal drivers almost follow a similar fare structure. However, it receives lesser for short distance compared with longer distance; whilst longer distance fare is very high compared to other modes. For example, Siquijor to Larena is P30 where it is only P8 by jeepney or easyride. Habalhabal is available at any time within 24 hours; however, a very high fare (depending on bargain) is applied after 6:00pm. It could be rented for hour or day basis paying respectively P25 or P300~400. Fare for same distance towards uphill receives more than downhill; i.e. Poblacion Siquijor to Ponong is P20 while in reverse direction is P15. 

5. Travel Pattern of the Respondents

Socio-economic and demographic profile of the sample population are almost similar to the secondary information, which reveals that the sample population represents the province. ‘House keeping/housewife’ as occupation is the highest (24%), followed by ‘student’ and ‘farmer’ respectively 16% and 12%. However, occupation is not rigid in Siquijor-- some people practice more than one occupation. Only 42% of the respondents have family owned vehicle. Those who have vehicle, majority of them (70%) have motorcycle, while only 6% and 4.5% have bicycle and tricycle respectively. Average monthly household expenditure for transport in Siquijor is P535 whilst 12% household’s expenditure is below P50 and for 10% is over P1000. 

Around 38% of the household respondents make 5-10 trips per week while 1 trip or 2-4 trips both were reported by respectively 22%. Passenger interview also gave weekly trip frequency of majority (58%) is within 4 trips. The study found that more trips are made by higher income group and people with household vehicle ownership. Table 2 shows there is a significant difference between the occupation and the frequency of trip-- student, teacher, and government employees have higher frequency; while housewife, business people, and farmers’ have lower frequency (one or 2-4 trips per week) of trips. 

Multiple or connected trips in the province is very few, only 6% of the total. For the first trip, almost 99% originates from residence where commercial centres or educational institutes are the major destinations, 24% and 18% respectively. Destination for 93% of second trips is to residence. Origin and destination indicates the trips are “home-bound”. As the purpose of majority is work (23%), shopping (20%), and school (14%); maximum numbers of trips start in the morning between 7:00am and 10:00am whilst the return trips are at noon 12:00pm and afternoon 4:00pm to 5:00pm. Though average trip distance is 5.36 km, almost 35% trips are shorter than 1km and only 4% are longer than 15-20 km. There are trips of travel time 40-60 minutes or even 60-90 minutes and waiting time 90 minutes or more. 
Almost one-fourth of the respondents use the travel mode because ‘no other mode is available except that’ whilst 23% select for ‘convenient’ or their ‘family have’. Beside these, almost one-fifth select for ‘going close to destination’ and 14% mentioned ‘cheaper’ or they have ‘no money’. However, reason for selecting differs for different mode. A high percentage of walking trip was observed and around 60% of them mentioned the ‘close destination’ where the remaining mentioned ‘no money’ or ‘nothing available’ as the reason for walking. Contribution of motorcycle in total trip is second highest and majority (86%) use it because their ‘family have’ or convenient, and cheaper (9%). More than 80% trips on habalhabal are for the ‘unavailability of any other transport’ and 13% for ‘less waiting time’. Almost half (48%) of tricycle trips are made because it is the ‘only available mode’ whilst safety, less travel time, and waiting time are the factors for easyride trips. Reason for jeepney trips are cheaper or only available, where for bus trips are ‘came first while waiting’ and comfort or safety (Table 3).
Table 4 reveals ‘cheaper fare rate’, ‘availability’, and ‘comfort’ are the major factors which determine the choice of travel mode reported in passenger interview. Most of the habalhabal passengers mentioned ‘availability’ or ‘go close to destination’ whilst tricycle passengers reported ‘availability’ or ‘less waiting time’ as the reason for selecting it. Interestingly, most of the jeepney and bus passengers mentioned ‘cheaper’ or ‘comfort’ as the reason which determine their selection of travel mode. 

Chi-Square test showed a significant difference between gender and travel mode-- among the tricycle, easyride, and jeepney users the number of women is more than men whilst among the walking and motorcycle passenger’s number of men is more than women. If any formal public transport is not available, almost half of the respondents (42%) usually walk. 
5.1 Characteristics of the Trip
As a large number of respondents mentioned ‘have no money’, ‘availability’, ‘less waiting time’, and ‘less travel time’ as the reason for selecting the public transport mode; it is important to investigate whether there is any relation between mode and the different factors. For the simplicity, connected trips have been considered as different individual trip and thus total trips become 904 in this analysis. Whatever, this will not greatly affect the results as there are very few connected trips (only 25).

Figure 3 shows the walking trips are only within the distance of 5 km and most of the public transport trips are within 0.51km to 15km. However, there are a very few trips on public transport even for the distance of below 0.5 km or over 20km. Though trips on private vehicle are throughout the distance of below 0.2km to above 20km, number of trips increases with the increase of distance. Trips within 1km are walking and between 1.1-15km is public transport dominated. Distance 0.51-1km is the transitional point for walking and public transport trips; after this distance, number of public transport trips increase over walking and continue the trend. Distance 1.1-2km is the transitional point for walking and private vehicle trips; after which private vehicle trips exceed the walking trips and continue the trend. Number of trips on private vehicle is more than that of public transport for the distance over 15km. 

The percentage of walking trips decreases dramatically if the distance is more than 1km (Figure 4). Though walking limit is 5km, almost 80% of the walking trips are less than 2km. After 10km, percentage of trips on private vehicle decreases a little and again continues the increasing trend until the distance is 20km or more. 
Figure 5 reveals public transport trips within 0.5km distance are only on habalhabal or tricycle; and there is no trip on jeepney or bus within 2km. Trips on habalhabal is dominating within 1-10km while easyride is dominating within 10.1-15km and jeepney is dominating over 15km distance. Though habalhabal has trips both in short and long distance, maximum trips (88%) are within 1.1-10km. Though the majority of tricycle trips (41%) are within 1km distances, it is less than the number of walking trips. Majority (80%) of the easyride trips are within 5.1-15km whilst majority of the jeepney and bus trip’s distance are 5km or more.
This should be noted that trips on walking or tricycle or easyride are not related with income. However, most of the students ride tricycle and easyride while very few of them walk and use bus. Almost 58% of the trips need not to wait for the trip as they are either walking or on private vehicle. The study found that waiting time is longer for the trips with longer travel time. However, a number of respondents also had to wait 40-60 minutes or 60-120 minutes for only 20-40 minutes or even 5-20 minutes travel. Trips taking 40-60 minutes travel time, three-fourth of them are within 5km distance. Figure 6 reveals few trips involved a very high waiting time even for a shorter distance. Usually waiting time for habalhabal and tricycle is less whilst for jeepney and bus is more. 

Figure 7 gave around 60% trips had no travel cost as they were either walking or by own vehicle. However, few passengers of habalhabal, tricycle, and easyride also not paid because they were riding relative’s or friend’s vehicle. Scope of this research excluded the trip cost of own vehicles. Cost for most of the tricycle trips are below P5, and easyride or jeepney trips are P6-10. Very few trip’s cost was observed more than P20. Though few trips on jeepney and bus have cost more than P15 or P20, majority of the trip’s cost are within P10. Passenger interview gave cost below P5 is of only 26% trip’s, and P6-10 is of 36% trips; where cost of few trip’s (5%) is more than P20 observed on habalhabal and jeepney. 

5.2 Public Transport Use and Assessment of the Service

Around 70% of the respondents use public transport and the remaining never use public transport. Those who do not use public transport, one-third of them travel by walking and the remaining travel by own vehicle or office/friend’s vehicle. Those who use public transport, around 30% of them have family owned vehicle. Contribution of public transport in total trip of the province is around 45%. 

Those who use habalhabal, mostly live in mountain areas or barangays having no national or provincial road. More than half (53%) of them ride once or 2-4 times per week whilst 1-2 times per month is also significant (33%). Interview of 15 habalhabal passengers also gave frequency of habalhabal use for majority is 1 or 2 times per week. Most of the cases they wait less than 5 minutes to get it beside home or work place. However, few of them have to wait 20-40 minutes or 40-60 minutes where the tolerable waiting time for the majority has been reported 20 minutes. Trip cost within P10 is of 76% users where P11-20 is of 20% and more than P20 is of only 2%. Majority of them are satisfied about the availability and comfort whilst almost half of them are worried about safety of habalhabal. Almost three-fourth of them would not use habalhabal if there were a good jeepney or easyride or bus service available. Only 17% are willing to pay extra P1-3 per trip for improved jeepney or easyride or bus service. 

Most of the tricycle users ride it once or 2-4 times per week. Interview of 12 tricycle passengers also gave frequency of 1 or 2 times per week for the majority. Though majority get it beside their home or work place, one-fourth of them have to walk or ride habalhabal for 1-8 km to go nearby main road and wait there. Both the waiting time and tolerable waiting time for majority is within 20 minutes. Almost 90% of them usually pay up to P5 where the remaining pays P6-10. This lower trip cost is because of mostly short trip distance. Majority of them are somehow satisfied about the availability, comfort and safety of tricycle. 

Easyride users mostly live in Poblacion or coastal areas in the municipality of Siquijor, Larena, San Juan and Enrique Villanueva; and most of them ride once in a week or 1-2 times in a month. One-third users get it beside home or work place, while the remaining have to go nearby main road or terminal of about 1-8 km distance by walking or habalhabal. More than 90% mentioned waiting time 5-20 minutes or 20-40 minutes, and tolerable waiting time below 40 minutes. Almost three-fourth of easyride users pay P6-10 per trip. Almost all respondents are very happy about the comfort, safety, and availability of easyride except 1% about the availability. Interview of 12 easyride passengers gave majority ride 3-6 times or more per week and usually have to walk up to 5 km towards terminal and wait 20 to 40 minutes to get it. 

Jeepney users are spread throughout the province and most of them ride 1-2 times per month or once per week. To get the jeepney, two-third of them go to nearby main road or terminal of about 1-8 km distance, mostly walking. Majority of them have to wait around 40 to 60 minutes where tolerable waiting time is below 40 minutes. Almost half of them (43%) pay P6-10 and one-third pay below P5 for the trip. Despite more than one-third are not happy about the availability, more than 90% are very happy about the safety and comfort of jeepney. From 16 jeepney passenger interviews also found that more than half of them ride 1-2 times or 3-6 times in a week; and majority have to go to main road or terminal of about 1-5 km distance by walking or habalhabal. 

Those who use bus, mostly live in the municipality of Larena, Enrique Villanueva, Maria, and Lazi; and most of them ride 1-2 times per month or once per week. Interview of 9 bus passengers also gave frequency of bus trip as 1-2 per week or per month. More than 75% of them go to main road or terminal of about 8 km distance and wait 20-40 minutes or 40-60 minutes where tolerable waiting time is 20-40 minutes and 40-60 minutes respectively for 54% and 27%. Almost 58% of them pay below P10 and 31% of them pay P11-20. Despite the poor availability, majority are very happy about the safety and comfort of bus. 

5.2.1 Best Preference of Public Transport Mode

Table 5 reveals that the highest number of respondents mentioned habalhabal (32%) followed by easyride (30%), tricycle (17%) and so on as the best-preferred mode of public transport they use. ‘Availability’ and ‘comfort’ both as the reason for preference was mentioned by respectively one-fourth of them. Other major causes are ‘go close to destination or all places’ (11%), cheaper (10%), fast or less travel time (8%), less waiting time (6%), and safe or less accident (5%) etc. 

Those who mentioned habalhabal as the best preferred mode, more than half of them would not use habalhabal if there were available a good service of jeepney or easyride or bus. Those who’s best preference is easyride; more than half of them mentioned ‘comfort’ while ‘less waiting time’, ‘less travel time’, and ‘safety’ are also significant. Majority of the users reported ‘go close to destination’ or ‘only available mode’ for tricycle whilst ‘cheaper’ or ‘comfort’ for jeepney and bus as the reason for best preferable mode.

Only 227 respondents gave their 2nd best choice; which means they use more than one mode whilst only 171 respondents use more than 2 modes as they gave 3rd preference. For second best preference, bus got the highest percentage followed by easyride, jeepney, tricycle, and so on. The passenger interviews also gave habalhabal followed by easyride as the most preferred mode. However, most of the passengers prefer the mode which he/she uses often. 

6. Stated Preference and Expectations about Public Transport 

Absence of specific route and stoppages, unavailability of public transport in certain areas, high waiting time, uncomfortable and over crowded vehicle etc. are the major public transport problems of the province. Majority of the respondents mentioned specific route and stoppage, more coverage, and scheduled service are needed whilst good management and enforcement are also reported by few of them.

More than half of the respondents (55%) would prefer easyride over jeepney if both are available and one-third would prefer jeepney whilst there is no difference for the remaining. Majority of them gave comfort, fast, and less waiting time for easyride where cheaper for jeepney as the reason for selecting. Majority of the respondents would prefer easyride over tricycle for comfort and fast while few prefer tricycle mostly for going close to destination and less waiting time if both are available. Among the tricycle and habalhabal, majority (52%) would prefer tricycle for comfort and safety whilst the remaining would prefer habalhabal for fast and going close to destination. 

Though because of comfort majority would not prefer habalhabal if there is available jeepney or easyride; around 35% would prefer habalhabal as it is fast, go close to destination, and less waiting time is less. Again, among the jeepney and bus, almost 70% would prefer bus over jeepney for comfort, cheaper, and safety. The above discussion could derive the summary of the preferences as below:
	Preference of Public Transport Modes with Respect to Different Factors

	Factors
	         Highest                                                      Lowest

	Fare rate                             :   Habalhabal   >   Tricycle   >  Easyride   >  Bus   >  Jeepney

Comfort                             :   Bus   >   Easyride   >   Jeepney   >   Tricycle   >  Habalhabal

Safe                                    :   Bus  >   Jeepney   >   Easyride   >  Tricycle   >  Habalhabal

Go all places or                                                                                Easyride

go close to destination      :   Habalhabal    >    Tricycle     >          Jeepney

                                                               Bus               

Fast/ less travel time         :   Habalhabal   >   Easyride   >   Bus   >   Jeepney   >  Tricycle

Waiting time                     :   Bus   >   Jeepney   >   Easyride   >   Tricycle   >   Habalhabal

More space or                          Bus  
easy to carry goods          :   Jeepney          >    Easyride    >    Tricycle    >   Habalhabal

                                                                                                         Jeepney

Convenient                       :   Easyride    >    Habalhabal     >         Tricycle

Bad odor and noise          :   Jeepney
                                             Tricycle            >     Easyride


Majority of the respondents want more route of service and specific time-table for bus, jeepney, and easyride and specific route for easyride. It could be said that people of Siquijor prefer large-occupancy vehicle and specific time-table of service for long-haul. However, a very small number also want specific route, time schedule, and stopping for tricycle and habalhabal.

Transportation planning literature implies that actual behaviour is one-fourth of the expressed behavioural intent (Sheskin, 1991). Thus, the demand or expectations about public transport would be much more appropriate if only the person who has experience of using that particular mode is considered. Around one-third of habalhabal users want more habalhabal and specific route for it while more than half of the tricycle users want specific route and more coverage for it. Almost 90% easyride users want more route, and specific route, time and stoppage for it. Because of poor availability and consequently the high waiting time; majority of the users of easyride, jeepney, and bus want more route, specific time schedule and stoppage for respective modes. Majority of them also mentioned the necessity of passenger-shed with seating facilities at terminal (Table 6). However, few respondents do not want specific time for bus, jeepney, and easyride because they think it may increase waiting time. Few of them do not want specific stoppage for bus, jeepney, and easyride because they are the typical Philipino, without walking want the vehicle at door-step. Passenger interviews gave majority want to promote jeepney and bus by the government. It is noticeable that the users of a mode want improvement of that particular mode; which indicates modal choice is relatively stable -- prefer what they use often.
7. Conclusions and Recommendations

Even though majority of people use public transport, share of public transport is less than 5% of the total registered vehicles in the province. There is a complete absence of public transport support infrastructure facilities. Trip frequency is less than 4 trips per week and cost of public transport trips are mostly within P10 for almost half of the people. Availability of bus and jeepney is not good while habalhabal is not safe for travel. Waiting time for bus or jeepney or easyride is very high even for a short distance trip. Easyride and bus is the most preferable mode of public transport; where most of the people like comfortable and cheaper mode that goes close to destination. 

The study found that women do not like habalhabal; and women prefer tricycle where men prefer habalhabal. Whatever, the study concludes the people of Siquijor have psychological bias to the mode of public transport. They prefer most and want improvement of the public transport mode which they use most of the cases. However, there are also involved some other factors like availability, cost, comfort etc. The study also concludes that most of the people want specific stoppage and time schedule for bus, jeepney, and easyride service. 

Policy guidelines should be directed towards providing comfortable, cheap, and fast public transport to all with less waiting time to address the preference and expectations of majority. Around 35% household respondents use habalhabal and among the public transport trips it’s contribution is 35%. Except the habalhabal, walking is the only alternative in mountain areas for those who have no family owned vehicle. Though habalhabal is playing a major role, it is illegal (colorum); and both the Land Transport Office (LTO) and LTFRB officials are aware about it. Now the question comes, is it possible to stop the illegal habalhabal? If possible how and what would be the effect? Is it desirable?

Because of the identification and implementation problems, at this moment it is not possible to stop habalhabal. However, what will happen if somehow both problems are triggered and the habalhabal is stopped? A lot of people will lose their work and earnings. People living in mountain areas without family owned vehicle have to walk even 15 km to go nearest market for purchasing food. Thus, as it is playing a major role, the study recommends legalizing habalhabal at local level (from municipal government) like the tricycle. President of habalhabal association in Siquijor, Larena, Maria, and Lazi also wanted legalizing. LGUs are much more aware about the local issues and concerns, and each LGU has their own power to enact transport related rules. Legalizing habalhabal could be done by strengthening the existing drivers’ association and providing the logistic support from LGU where the permission to individual operators will go from LGU through the association. A fee for registration could be imposed; but this should be kept low, otherwise they will try to avoid registering. An initial registration/entrance fee P100 and annual payment P50 for licensing could be imposed. 

Within the given level of development/urbanization and physical characteristics of the province, the study suggests habalhabal is the appropriate public transport system for the mountainous areas. However, if the road network and condition is improved in the future, habalhabal might be replaced by High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV). However, further research should be done to determine what system would take place as appropriate mode for that development level or road system.

Easyride should be operated in specified routes. Through the tricycle association, it is possible to assign some tricycle routes connecting the municipal centre and other barangay or growth centres. Jeepney and easyride drivers suggest allowing habalhabal only in mountain roads where jeepney or easyride are not operating or accessible. Even the jeepney drivers mentioned not to allow easyride where they are operating. The study recommends operating bus or jeepney in the national road circumference the island, easyride only in inter-municipal, tricycle only in intra-municipal road, and habalhabal only in mountain areas. The existing mini-bus service of Larena-Lazi route could be expanded to the whole national road circumferential the province after a detailed financial feasibility study. Subject to further research on cost-benefit analysis, easyride service could be expanded in some major roads like Larena-Basac-Maria; and in other municipalities for inter-municipal connection. The study suggests restricting habalhabal operation in the national and major roads where other transports are available and allow operating only in mountain areas. This will give two-way benefit; more habalhabal will be available in hilly areas and minimize the conflict of interest with other transport mode operators. However, this should be done through the driver’s or operator’s association with mutual bilateral understanding.

The study recommends following the specific time table of every 20 minutes interval for easyride service. The study also recommends follow strictly the specific time schedule for bus, jeepney, and easyride. However, if the vehicle is fully occupied before the specified time, it may depart the terminal immediately. The study recommends stopping of bus, jeepney, and easyride only in specified locations and reducing the frequent stopping for loading and unloading of passengers. The recommended minimum spacing for bus and jeepney stopping will be 2 km whereas for easyride will be 1 km. However, trips smaller than these distances could be taken by either tricycle or walking. 

Public transport of Siquijor is operating privately and individually without any coordination among the operators of different modes and even within the mode. If a mixture of different modes offer short-distance transport, their interrelationships are crucial for service quality (Roschlau, 1985; Pucher and Kurth, 1996). The paper recommends forming an association for each transport modes to manage their operations, as well as an integrated transport association among different modes (association of the associations). LTO officials should also be incorporated in this committee where LGU or PPO as facilitator or coordinator. This integrated public transport association will be the apex decision making body. The study also recommends the necessity of public transport management and providing some public transport-supporting infrastructure, i.e. at least one passenger-shed with seating facilities at each municipal terminal so that passenger could take rest while waiting. 
This is the pioneer research on transport of Siquijor Island, and first attempt to explore the public transport situation and travel pattern which has hopefully made a notable contribution to transport research in the local developing province level of the Philippines. Avenue for further research includes an examination of the operational side of different public transport modes. By establishing the different factors that determine the decision of choice between different transport modes, a further research can be done to prepare a logistic regression model how people will select the travel mode. The research also gives the direction for further study on identifying the absolute measures for determining the appropriate level of public transport service of an area with a particular level of urbanization.

Acknowledge: The paper is based on the original research of MSc thesis submitted to the SPRING Centre, University of Dortmund and University of the Philippines. German Technical Cooperation (GTZ) sponsored the travel expenses and a part of data collection expenses. The provincial government of Siquijor provided the logistics support in coordinating field work activities. 
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Figure 1: Internal and external factors of trip making decision.
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Table 1: Registered Land Transport vehicles of the Province in 1994 and 2003.
	Vehicle Type
	1994
	2003

	
	No. of Units
	% of Total
	Units
	% 

	Motorcycle or Tricycle
	1,552
	80.7
	4142
	78.5

	Utility Vehicles (4-wheeled passenger/cargo)
	260
	13.5
	892
	17

	Buses
	4
	0.2
	4
	0.1

	Trucks
	67
	3.5
	135
	2.5

	Others
	40
	2.1
	93
	1.8

	Total
	1,923
	100
	5266
	100


Source: Baseline Report, 2002; Siquijor LTO, 2004.

Figure 2: Road network and the existing easyride route.
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Table 2: Frequency of Trip by Occupation 
	Occupation

 
	Frequency of Trip 
	Total

	
	None last week
	1 trip/ week
	2-4 trips/ week
	5-10 trips/ week
	11-15 trips/ week
	16-20 trips/ week
	1-2 trips/ month
	

	  House keeping/Housewife
	15
	41
	29
	11
	
	
	
	96

	  Student
	
	
	2
	54
	7
	
	
	63

	  Teacher
	
	
	
	7
	5
	1
	
	13

	  Government Employee
	
	2
	1
	23
	9
	1
	
	36

	  Private job/Bank/ Insurance
	
	
	1
	6
	2
	2
	
	11

	  Nothing/Retired/Job seeking
	6
	14
	10
	2
	2
	
	
	34

	  Business/vendor/Non-farm/Sarisari
	4
	7
	8
	11
	6
	
	
	36

	  Carpenter/Labor
	1
	5
	3
	9
	3
	
	
	21

	  Farmer
	3
	11
	14
	16
	2
	
	1
	47

	  Transport worker/Driver
	
	2
	2
	1
	1
	
	
	6

	  Politician
	
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	
	7

	  Fisherman/ Sea man
	2
	2
	3
	7
	
	
	
	14

	  Others 
	
	2
	7
	2
	
	
	
	11

	Total
	31
	87
	81
	151
	38
	6
	1
	395


Note: Value in the cells represents the frequency of the respondents.

Source: Household Field Survey, 2004. 

Table 3: Mode of Travel and Reason to Select the Mode 
	Reason
	Walking
	Motorcycle
	Habalhabal
	Tricycle
	Easyride
	Jeepney
	Bus
	Car/van/jeep
	Others
	Total

	 No money/ Cheaper
	33
	6
	
	2
	1
	10
	
	1
	1
	54

	 Only available
	17
	
	45
	28
	3
	8
	
	
	
	101

	 Comfortable
	
	2
	
	7
	3
	
	1
	
	
	13

	 Safe/ Less accident
	
	
	
	
	4
	1
	1
	
	
	6

	 Go close to destination/All places
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	 Fast/ Less travel time
	
	2
	2
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	8

	 Came first/Less waiting
	
	
	7
	12
	9
	6
	2
	
	
	36

	 Own or family have/ 

  Convenient
	2
	61
	
	6
	3
	
	
	12
	5
	89

	 Very Near
	76
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	76

	 More space/Carry goods
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	3

	 Others
	
	
	
	3
	
	1
	
	
	
	4

	Total
	128
	71
	55
	59
	27
	27
	4
	13
	7
	391


Note: Value in the cells represents the frequency of the respondents.

Source: Household Field Survey, 2004. 

Table 4: Different Transport Mode’s Passengers’ Reason for Selecting that Mode for their Trip
	Reason 
	Habalhabal
	Tricycle
	Easyride
	Jeepney
	Bus
	Total

	  Cheaper
	
	
	2
	9
	4
	15

	  Only available
	10
	4
	5
	5
	
	24

	  Near by available
	1
	4
	1
	
	
	6

	  Comfortable
	1
	1
	1
	
	4
	7

	  Safe
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	  Go close to destination
	2
	
	
	
	
	2

	  Less travel time
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	  Less waiting time/ Came first
	
	2
	1
	1
	
	4

	  Convenient
	1
	1
	1
	1
	
	4

	Total
	15
	12
	12
	16
	9
	64


Note: Value in the cells represents the frequency of the respondents.

Source: Field Survey of Passengers at Terminals, 2004. 
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Figure 3: Frequency of Trip on Different Mode in Different Distance
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Figure 4: Percentage of Trips within the Travel Modes in Different Distance
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Figure 5: Number of Trips on Different Public Transport Modes at Different Distance
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Figure 6: Distribution of Waiting Time for Public Transport in Different Trip Distance
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Figure 7: Trip Cost of Different Public Transport Mode

Table 5: Best Preferred Public Transport Mode and Reason for Preference

	Reason
	Best preference 
	

	
	Habalhabal
	Tricycle
	Easyride
	Jeepney
	Bus
	Total

	  Cheaper
	
	
	4
	20
	4
	28

	  Only available
	54
	14
	5
	6
	
	79

	  Near by available
	2
	1
	
	
	
	3

	  Comfortable
	2
	4
	46
	6
	12
	70

	  Safe/ Less accident
	
	1
	8
	3
	1
	13

	  Go all places (close to destination)
	13
	16
	1
	
	
	30

	  Fast/ Less travel time
	15
	
	7
	
	1
	23

	  Less waiting time
	2
	4
	10
	
	
	16

	  Own/ Family have
	1
	1
	
	
	
	2

	  More space/ Carry goods
	
	2
	
	2
	1
	5

	  Convenient
	1
	5
	1
	
	
	7

	  More people (interaction)
	
	
	1
	1
	
	2

	Total
	90
	48
	83
	38
	19
	278


Note: Value in the cells represents the frequency of the respondents.

Source: Household Field Survey, 2004. 

Table 6: Summary of the Expectations of People about Public Transport

	PT Mode 


	Factors


	Household Interview
	Passenger Interview

	
	
	All Respondents
	Only Users of that Mode
	

	Bus


	More Route or Coverage
	72.8
	96.2
	--

	
	Specific Time
	83.8
	96.2
	11.2

	
	Specific Stopping Place
	70.2
	92.3
	22.2

	Jeepney


	More Route or Coverage
	57.6
	72.1
	--

	
	Specific Time
	79.4
	93
	18.8 *

	
	Specific Stopping Place 
	57.2
	76.7
	50 *

	Easyride


	Specific Route
	94.1
	96.1
	90.9

	
	More Route or Coverage
	69.6
	83.3
	90.9

	
	Specific Time
	70.9
	89.2
	91.7 *

	
	Specific Stopping Place
	64.5
	66.7
	91.7 *

	Tricycle


	Specific Route
	38.1
	59.6
	50

	
	More Vehicle/ Coverage
	40.5
	57
	--

	
	Specific Time
	9.8
	21.9
	50

	
	Specific Stopping Place
	23.2
	36
	18.8 

	Habalhabal


	Specific Route
	20.6
	34.1
	26.7

	
	More Vehicle/ Coverage
	28.1
	56.3
	--

	
	Specific Time
	4.1
	9.6
	33.7

	
	Specific Stopping Place
	18.8
	29.6
	53.3

	
	Passenger Shed
	46 *

	
	Street Light & Foot Path
	22 *


* Remaining had no comments or opinion.

Note: Table showing the figures represent only the percentage of respondents who said ‘yes’ or want. Remaining do not want.

Source: Field Survey, 2004.
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� Jeepney comes from the word ‘jeep'. Most of the Jeepney has passenger capacity of 24 people; while few have the capacity of 19, or 21, or 33 people.  


� Easyride (multi-cab) is the smaller version of Jeepney with passenger capacity of only 12 people.


� Tricycle is a motorcycle with an attached side-car and a wheel (three-wheeler); usually carry 4 to 6 people depending on the size and design. 


� Motorcycles for hire that operate as public transport are locally known as ‘habalhabal’. 
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