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Glossary 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Programs, 
titles f, II, and VI of the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act of 1973, as 
amended (29 U.S.C. 801 g? 9.). The 
purpose of these programs is to provide 
job training and erzploymcnt for economi- 
cally disadvantaged unemployed or under- 
employed persons. 



Commun itfl 
action 
programs or 
CSA funds 

Title VII 

Title XX 

Vocational 
Rehabili- 
tation 

Community 
Development 
Block Grants 

Foster 
Grand- 
pa*ents 

Head Start 

Community Action, Community Services Act of 
1974 (formerly the Equal Opportunity Act 
of 1965) title II, sections 212 and 221 
(42 U.S.C. 2790 et seq.). The purpose 
of this program z to enable poor people 
to participate in community activitie? 
and to eliminate povertv. 

h'utrition Programs for the Elderly, title 
VII of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 
(42 U.S.C. 3045). The purpose of this 
program is to provide older Americans 
meals, health services, education, 
counseli,>g, socialization, and recreation. 

Social Services for Low-Income and Public 
Assistance Recipients, title XX, part A 
of the Social Security Act, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1397). The purpo.;e of this 
program is to enable States to provide 
social services to public assistance 
recipients and other low-income persons. 

Rehabilitation Services and Facilities-Basic 
Support Program, Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 701). The 
purpose of this program is to provide 
vocational renabilitation services to 
persons with mental and physical handicaps. 

Community Development Block Grants/Entitle- 
ment Grants, title I of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5301-5317). The pl'rpose of this 
program is to develop decent housing and 
expand economic opportunities for low- 
and moderate-income persons. 

Foster Grarrdparents, Domestic Volunteer 
Service Act of 1973;-t&le "II (42.U.S.C. 
5001-5023)(Supp. V, 1975)). The purpose of 
this program is to develop volunteer oppor- 
tunities for the elderly poor to help chil- 
dren. 

Child Development-Head Start, title V of the 
Community Services Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
2921 et seq.). The purpose of this program 
is toprovide comprehensive health, educational, 
nutritional, social, and other services to 



Medicaid 

RSVP 

Section 3 

economically disadvantaged preschool children 
and their families. 

Medical Assistance Program, title XIX of the 
Social Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1396 et 3.). The purpose of this program 
is to-provide financial assistance to States 
for medical assistance to needy recipients. 

Retired Senior Volunteer Program, ,omestic 
Volunteer Service Act of 1973, title II 
(42 U.S.C. 5001-5023) (Supp. V, 1975). The 
purpose of this proqram is to develop com- 
munity service opportunities for retirees. 

Capital Improvement Grants, section 3, Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended 
(49 U.S.C. 1602). The purpose of this pro- 
gram is to acquire, construct, or improve 
mass transit facilities. 

Section 147 Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstra- 
tion Program, Federal-Aid Highways Act of 
1973, a:, amended, section 147 (23 U.S.C. 
142). The purpose of this program is to 
increase the mobility of people in rural 
areas. 

Section 
16(b) (2) 

Title III 

Capital assistance to private nonprofit 
organizations, section 16(b) (2), Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended 
(49 U.S.C. 1612). The purpose of this 
program is to acquire mass transit facilities 
for elderly and handicapped people. 

State Agencies' Activities and Area Planning 
and Social Service Proqrams, title III of the 
Older Americans Act 1965, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 3301 et sec.). The purpose of this 
program is taassist State and local agencies 
develop comprehensive and coordinated social 
service systems for older persons. 



INTRODUCTION 

The following material supplements Volume I of this 
report. We developed 12 case studies of transportation 
projects to identify instances in which coordination among 
projects has been achieved, the circumstances which made it 
possible, and the hindrances that impeded coordination. We 
considered projects to be coordinated if they pooled or 
shared their transportation resources with other recipients 
of Federal funds for transpcrtation. The term “transportation 
resources” refers to funds used for transportation, dis- 
patching service, project staff, maintenance garages, and 
vehicles. Little coordination existed in several of our 
case study locations. We looked at places, such as Washingtoll 
County, Oregon: Wenatchee, Washington; and central New 
Hampshire, to find out why coordination has not occurred 
and to determine if hindrances to coordination differ from 
those in coordinated systems. We included the Transportation 
Remuneration Incentive Program in West Virginia because of 
its unique approach to meeting the transportation needs of 
the general public as well as needs of elderly and handi- 
capped persons. 

In selecting the 1” transportation case studies, we 
considered the 

--geographic location in order to include a number of 
different States and rtandard Federal regions; 

--population density of t;re service area--rural versus 
urban: 

--type of project, that is, social service agencies 
which transported clients or organizations which 
were exclusively transporta:ron providers; 

--scope of operations, includinf the size of the service 
area, the extent of funding, and ridership; 

--sources of direct and indirect ?ederal funding; and 

--nature oi servrce provided, that is, demand-responsive, 
fixed-route, flexible-fixed-route, contract, and 
charter. 
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APPALACHIAN OHIO REGIONAL TRANSIT ASSQCIATION - -- 

ATHENS, OYIO 

The Appalachian Ohio Regional Transit Association (AORTA) 
is a prrvate, nonprofit corporation established to provide 
public transportation in southeastern Ohio. I~ORTA operated 
fixed routes in a four-counly rural area and has expanding 
into three more counties. Also, one city council and several 
social programs cortracted qglth AORTA for transaortation. 

AORTA's objective h3.s been to meet the transportation 
needs of the poor, the elderly, and the general public. 
AORT\ had the support cf tne community and social leaders, 
but there was little coordination between AORTA and some 
social programs whist. also --provided transportation. AORTA 
had been unable tr, rell transportation services to some social 
programs because program officials thought AORTA's contract 
rates were too high, it-s vehicles did not provide door-to-door 
service, and specialized transportation could not be provided 
for the elderly and handicapped. 

DEScRIPTIO!; .-JF THE TRANSPORTATIOX SYSTEM - 

AORTA be(Jan ac a demonstration project administered by 
the Tri-County Community Action Agency using Office of 
Economic Opport*lnity funds. In December 1971, Tri-County, 
which served t'le three Ohio counties of Athens, Hocking, and 
Perry, began a fixed-route transportation program in Hocking 
Count:,. AORTA, which began in 1971, continued fixed-route 
service to these three counties and began service to Vinton 
County and the city of Athens; in March 1976, it began a 
prosram to expand its service area by adding the counties 
of Gallia, Jackson, and Meigs, as well as offering more 
types of transportation service. 

Since the initSa1 investment of Office oF Economic 
npportunity funds, AORTA's primary source of Federal funds 
has been the Appalactlian Regional Commissron. Beginning 
in fiscal year 1976, the Federal Highway Administration 
and the Urban Mass Tr,nsportation Administration !UMTA) 
31~0 became primary funding sources. 

kred wi~ere tile system operates 

The AF?alachian Regional Development Act of 3965 
3esl,Jnated 23 of Ohio's 88 counties as Appalachian Ohio-- 
tha southeastern quadrant of the State, covering 13,735 
square rile.;. AORTA served seven of these collnties. 
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The estimated population of Apnalachian Ohio ie 1974 was 
1,179,400 oersons or 11 percent of the State total. Its 
population density of 86 persons per S~J;IITF Tile wa less 
than one-fourth the density of the rest OE --.n State. 

Appalachian Ohio is characterized by small isolated 
urban areas which serve the surrourdinq small towns, villages, 
and rural communities. Peog ;e 1 iving ‘n this area are iso- 
lated because of poor paoiic trarsportation between tne 
Appalachian ret ion --over 17 percent of the total households 
do not ohn an automobile--and large cities like Pittsburgh 
and Cincinnati. 

Major industries in Appalachian Ohio, including coal 
mining, lumbering, and clay products, are scattered through- 
out the region. Other industries, such as manufac’ iring and 
services, are concentrated in the region’s small LAoan 
centers. 

Approximately 63.5 percent of the 193,000 peiscns 
residing in AORTA’s seven-county service area--Athens, 
Hocking, Perry, Vinton, Galiia, Jackson, and Meigs--live in 
rural communities of less than 2,500. The largest city in 
the area is Athens, which has a population of about 30,000. 
The seven-county area covers 3,072 square miles and has 
a population density of 62.8 persons per square mile. 
According to 1970 census data, about 16 percent of the 
population was elderly. These same data showed tt,at 17 
percent of the families in AORTA’s service area earned an 
inccme below the 1970 poverty level. In 19?4 the median 
income for those k’ho were employed ranged from $7,555 in 
Meigs County to $9,819 in Perry County. 

In March 1976 the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services 
estimated that the State had an unemployment rate of 8.2 
percelit, and the seven counties had an unemployment rate 
cf 9.1 percent. Of a total labor force of 75,853 people, 
almost 7,000 were unemployed. 

Operations of the system 

AORTA’s b\rs system was ,managed by its Exe utive 
Director, with policy formulated by the AORTA Board of 
Trustees. --he AL!:IT;j board had 
commissions, 

representatives from county 
city governTents, Ohio University, and se.Jeral 

local social service programs. As of August 31, 1476, 
AORTA provided: 
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. --Public transportation to rural residents of Athens, 
Hocking, Perry, and Vinton Counties. 

--Transit service in the city of Athens under a con- 
tractual arrangement with the city council. 

--Semi-fixed-route service for senior citizens in 
Vinton County under a contract for services 
agreement. 

--A special contract service in Athens County for 
senior citizens. 

--A charter service for trips which do not infringe 
on the rights of ccmmercial carriers. 

The following chart shows AORTA's ridership, fleet _- 
mileage, and operating costs 
first half of 1976. 

Ridership: 
Senior citizens service 
Charter service 
Athens rural routes 
Hocking rural routes 
Vinton van service 
Athens city routes 

Total 

Fleet mileage 

Operating expenses 

Cost per passenger 

Cost per vehicle-mile 

for calendar year i975 and the 

1975 
January to 
June 1976 - 

6,495 
10,778 
13,920 

48 
138,424 

1,560 
3,445 
5,216 
7,483 

851 
63,648 

169,665 82,203 

235,300 126,723 

$159,032 $ 96,630 

0.34 

0.138 0.76 

1.17 

AORTA operated 10 vehicles in its transportation system 
and used one bus to provide service once or twice a week to 
more than 35 rural co:lmunities in Hocking County. The bus 
operated 5 days a week in the county and provided commuter 
service three times a day between the towns of Logan and 
Nelsonville. The Hocking bus also made a morning and 
afternoon run on one of Its five rural routes. Each route 
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was served 1 day a week. AORTA also provided daily service to 
a senior citizen nutrition site just outside of Logan. 

In Athens County, i:lral service was offered to about 35 
communities. AORTA served three rural routes once or twice 
a week and a commuter route three times a day between 
Athens and Nelsonville. 

Ii1 the city of Athens, AORTA ozfered fixed-route ser- 
vices 12 hou,rs a day, 5 days a week and 10 hours a day on 
Saturday. AORTA operated on five routes in the city using 
three buses to provide service every hour on four of the 
routes. The fifth route had hourly service except during 
peak commuting time. During this time, the route provided 
half-hour servic! on the city's two main streets. The 
routes could be covered in a half-hour by staggering bus 
departures: AORTA could cover all five routes with only 
three buses. 

In late 1975 AORTA agreed with the Vinton County 
Commission on Pging to lease the commission's two vehicles 
and to transport senior citizens. If space was available, 
the general public could also ride these vehicles. AORTA 
leased each vehicle: for $1.00 a year. The commission also 
arranged to pay one driver's salary from Comprehensive 
EnFloyment and Trait:ing Act (CETA) funds. For this service, 
AORTA established monthly flexible routes and time schedules 
which were advertised in a flyer and a public news 
release. 

On all public, fixed, and rural routes the fare was 
25 cents ior the first 5 miles and 5 cents for each 
additional mile. Senior citizens received a 15-cent discount. 
Bus fares on city routes were 20 cents a ride and 32-ride 
pass cards could be purchased for $5.00. Senior c&tizens 
could ride free in the city of Athens or to the senior 
citizen nutrition site in Hocking County. 

Transportation in the city of Athens and the services 
in the nutrition site were provided under contracts. The 
city of Athens, the Tri-County Community Action Agency, 
and the county Welfare Department contracted with AORTA to 
provide transportation. 

The contract with the Athens County Welfare Department 
supported two services: (1) a special service which began 
in April 1976 for the elderly i:n Athens County and (2) a 
dial-a-ride service which began in igovember 1976. For 
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senior citizens who were eligible under the title XX 
program, AORTA offered free door-to-door service, 4 days 
a week between their homes and a day living center. The 
center provided AORTA a lic,t of people to be picked up. 
Dial-a-ride service tias also provided free for these senior 
citizens between their homes and other social services, 
but reservations had to be made 48 hours in advance. As 
people called in, the names were checked against a list of 
title XX eiigibles provided to AORTA by the county welfare 
office, and the driver checked these names as people boarded 
the van. The general public could also use the dial-a-ride 
service for a fare of 25 cents for the first 5 miles and 
5 cents for each additional mile. 

AORTA does not record receipts and expenditures for 
each Federal social program that purchases transportation 
services. AORTA and various local social service agency 
officials purchasing service from AORTA told us that AORTA 
received funds from the Federal, State, and local programs 
shown on the following page. 



AORTA FZNDlNG SOCRZIS 

Soucces Period Amc,unt 

Direct Federal grants: 
Federal Hiqnway 9umlnistra- 

tion (section 117) 
Appalachian Regional 

Commission 
(Appalachian State 
research, technical 
assistance and demon- 
stration projects) 

Mar. 1576 to Mar. 1979 

Fiscal year 1975 
Fiscal year 1976 
Zuly 1976 to June 1977 

$369,548 

35,050 
34,906 
30,000 

UMTA (section 16(b)(l)) Fiscal year 1976 
ACTION (Mini-grant Program) act. to Dec. 1975 

21,595 
3,500 

Federal funds received indirectly 
through local gove:nments and 
social service aqencres: 

Revenue sharing (city of 
Athens 1 

CETA Programs 

Calendar war 1976 s40,000 

Revenue sharing (Athens and 
Hocking Counties) 

Title XX, (for contract 
services to be provldedl 

Title VII 

Calendar year 1975 846 
Calendar *iear 1976 18,000 
Calendar year 1975 8,472 

Calendar year 1976 

Fiscal year 1975 

6,000 
(maximum) 

2.245 

State funds received through 
participating local 
governmen+s: 

Ohio Elderly Bus Fare 
Assistance Program 
(Athens, Hocking, Perry, ana 
Vinton Counties and the city 
of Athens) 

l,,‘lt. 1975 :c~ Nov. 1376 532,776 
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Accountability to funding sources 

The Appalachian Regional Commission was one cf AORTA's 
primary sources of Federal funds. AORTA received grants under 
the Appalachian State Research, Technical Assistance and 
Demonstration Projects Program every year beginning in fiscal 
year 1974. These grants provided administrative funds on a 
cost-reimbursement basis. AORTA submitted a quarte,ly progress 
report and an administrative expense list to the commission, 
which reviewed it and made payments directly to AORTA. 

AOR,IA provided services on a contract basis and did not 
account for costs to the different social service agencies. 
Using funds granted under title VII, the Tri-County Community 
Action Agency contracted with AORTA to provide transportation 
for $11.00 a day, 5 days a week, for the Hocking County 
Senior Nutrition Prcgrams. The progrzn officials told AORTA's 
drivers where to pick up elderly clients. Program officials 
verified that the service they purchased was provided by rely- 
ing on clients to complain if drivers failed to pick them up. 

The Athens County Welfare Department administered Federal 
funds provided under title XX. Using title XX funds, t1.e 
Welfare Department contracted with AORTA for service to the 
elderly in A-hens County and for dial-a-ride service. Ohio 
required a 30-percent local match for title XX programs, 
which AORTA paid to the Welfare Department on a monthly 
basis. AORTA sent a monthly statement to the Welfare De- 
partment showing the service hours, the total cost at $12.40 
an hour, ard a list of title XX clients who received the 
service. 

The city of Athens contracted with AORTA to provide 
city bus service for $8.75 an hour for each bus. All fares 
collected by AORTA on the city routes belonged t-0 the city. 
The city bus drivers kept records of the number of passengers, 
tl-,e number of elderly passengers, and the fares received. 
Each month AORTA submitted these records, a statement showing 
the service hours, and the total cost less fares collected. 

Because anyone could ride the public fixed routes, 
AORTA did not keep track ot who rode the vehicles. However, 
drivers did keep track of the total number of riders, in- 
cluding elderiy passengers because they rode free in Athens 
and paid lower fares on the rural routes. 

8 
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OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED 
TRANSPORTATION IN THE AREA --- 

No other public tr &n;nortation system received Federal 
funds in AORTA's service area. Many federally funded social 
service agencies, however, provided transportation services 
for their clients and some received State and iocal funds. 

The types of transportation services provided varied 
among the different programs. Some organizations owned and 
operated their own vehicles or paid for transportation pro- 
vided by other organizations. Other agencies reimbursed 
clients for travel costs or paid volunteer drivers and agency 
staff to transport clients in personal vehicles. The chart 
on the following page lists some of the agencies which funded 
transportation, the types of services provided in AORTA's 
present or planned service area, and their reasons ror not 
using AORTA. 

HOFj THE SYSTEM DEVELOPED 

The rural trar.sportation project evolved from the 
experiences of Tri-County Commu;iity Action Agency's outreach 
workers. These community workers provided "on-call" trans- 
portation to the rural elderly and disadvantaged using surplus 
Government vehicles. Th- agency operated 77 General Services 
Administration surplus vehicles to provide client trans- 
portation. Tri-County determined that a bus system could 
reduce the client taxi service provided by its outreach 
workers. The Office of Economic Opportunity awarded funds 
to Tri-County for the start of the bus system. Under Tri- 
County management, the system began with one route in Hocking 
County and later was expanded to serve the city of Athens 
and Athens County under grants from the Office of Ecomonic 
Opportunity and the Appalachian Regional Coiiimission. 

In March 1974 AORTA was formed to administer the 
transportation program because Tri-County believed that a 
broad-based public transpc ,;tation system could maintain 
transportation services better than a federally dependent 
system and because a public bus system would avoid the stigma 
of a "poor people's bus system." AORTA continued to provide 
those services which Tri-County previously offered. AORTA 
also began providing limited fixed-route service to Vinton 
County, which was funded by the Vinton County Commission cn 
Aging. 

According to AORTA officials, the creation of the 
transit association was important because it furnished a 
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%ency or program 

Athens Mental Health 
Center scrvc*s six 
count lcn and 1:; ex- 
p~rdlrq to nine 
counties 

M I: i y s County Council 
on Aging Senior 
Citizens Center 

Jackson Gallia Meigs 
Mental Health Center 

Client usage -.- 
Estimated Source Transportation Reasons for not 

annual cost of funds provided by using AORTA 

Transports patients $38,800 State of Ohio Twelve State- Lie!>ility for 
for recreational --NO Federal owned *~ohicles patients: 
frcld trips and to funds JIB rc- pat icnts need 
spec~nl clinics ceived for special cart 
Patients: transportation and attention 
-300 psycholog- 

ically handi- 
capped 

-150 mentally 
retarded 

Transports 400 
elderly persons 
a month 

15,600 Title III 
and RSVP 

Mentally ill in 
service area are 
transported If 
part of treatment 
plan 

Unknown T!tle XX 

Vctcaran:; Adminin- Aqcncy did not have 
tration Hospital, data on the number 
Chillicothe, Ohio of clients from 

AORTA service area 
traveling to VA 
hospital 

Burcdu of 
Vocational 
Pehabilitation 

Depends on clients’ 
treatment plan 

Rc*tirrbd Senior Trannpor tot ion to 
Volunteer Program volunteer sites 
(Athens and Hocking 
Counties) 

Unknown- VA flospi tal 
suspected budget appro- 
high priations 

Not Ohio Rehabil- 
available itation 

Services 
Commission 

5,000 RSVP 

Three center- 
operated ve- 
hicles 

Reimbursements 
to staff for 
use of personal 
vehicle dnd 
client travel 
arranqed through 
social service 
aqcncies 

Reimbursements 
to patients 
for mileage 

Reimbursements 
to clients or 
providers of 
transportatio,l 
service 

Rcim!jurscmcnto 
to volunteers 
for mileage in 

Elderly require 
door-to-door 
service and AORTA 
was not yet 
available 

AORTA was not yet 
available 

Not within 
AORTA’s service 
area 

Clients are 
encouraged to 
become se1 f- 
sufficient 

Irrcqular time 
schedule of 
volunteers re- 
qcires person- 
al ized trans- 
portation 
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corporate means for low-cost transportation within the 
participating counties. They believed that the corporate 
method allowed interested parties to join together in a 
rural transportation program. 

PROBLEMS :N COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

Administering agency and project officials could not 
identify any legal restrictions which would prevent them 
from coordinating transportation resources. However, AORTA 
management said their transportat:on services were regulated 
to a limited extent by the Ohio Public Utilities Commission 
and viewed this as a potentiai problem. Also, some local 
social service officials did not believe that AORTA could 
meet their program's transportation needs. 

State problems 

AGRTA management viewed regulation by the Ohio Public 
Utilities Commission as a potential problem. AORTA staff 
believed that they would lose the flexibility they needed to 
change routes and to negotiate contracts if the commission 
regulated AORTA's fares and routes. As such, 
be able to coordinate with other programs. 

they would not 

The commission did not regulate transportation systems 
operating within city limits; however, it regulated motor 
carriers operating in unincorporated areas and on intercity 
routes. Because AORTA operated in these two areas, it could 
be required to get a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity from the commission. The commission had allowed 
AORTA to operate without a certificate because AORTA was 
a nonprofit corporation. If someone complained, however, 
commission officials stated that they might reconsider 
their position. 

Local problems 

Local agency officials could not identify any Federal 
restrictions to coordination of transportation services. If 
they contracted with AORTA, these officials were concerned 
about the loss of convenience, 
higher costs. 

loss of personal service, and 

Officials of those agencies which served the elderly 
and handicapped believed that ACRTA could not : .,vide door-to- 
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door service. According tc the officials, some of the 
elderly and handicapped were unable to walk to bus -tops or 
could not wait very long to be picked up. Some elderly and 
handicapped persons needed help to get on and off a bus. 
The officials said that a transit system like AORTA's gener- 
ally would not provide this service. 

Some local officials said that AORTA's contract rates 
were too high. AORTA officials believed that their rates 
might seem high in comparison to the social service programs' 
transportation costs because those programs accounted for 
operating costs only and did not consider the cost of vehicles 
purchased with capital grants, driver salaries which were 
paid with Federal Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
funds, or overhead expenses and administrative costs. AORTA, 
on the other hand, computed its rates on the basis of total 
program costs. 

Local officials viewed AORTA as a mass transit system 
operating fixed routes which served the general public. 
Many of these officials were pessimistic and doubted whether 
AORTA would ever serve the needs of special groups like the 
elderly. AORTA officials believed that they could serve these 
groups on a contract basis and provide more efficient trans- 
portation through consolidated management and vehicle 
maintenance. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 stressed 
cooperation between Federal agencies and State and local 
governments, and it encouraged a review system to coordinate 
intergovernmental planning for specified Federal programs. 
In Ohio, coordination was sought through review of applica- 
tions for Federal assistance by State and regional clear- 
inghDuse activities. The State-level clearinghouse role 
was to channel applications to various State agencies whose 
concerns relate to the proposed project. 

The State clearinghouse, operating under the office of 
the Governor, processed all applications and proposals for 
Federal funding that required the A-95 review except those 
funded by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). 
Programs funded by DOT were processed by the Ohio Department 
of Transportation, Bureau of Environmental Affairs. 

The State clearinghouse and the Bureau kept maiiinq 
lists of State agencies interested rn various programs and 
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sent applications for Federal assistance to them for 
comments. The State agencies had 30 days to comment, but if 
an agency did not comment, the State clearinghouse and the 
Bureau assumed that the applications were acceptable. They 
reviewed comments and either issued letters of clearance or 
recommended actions to improve coordination. These comments 
were forwarded with the grant proposal to the applicable 
Federal agency. 

The State clearinghouse and the Bureau did not review 
proposed programs but relied on State agencies with ex- 
pertise in specific program areas to perform the reviews. 
Generally, State agencies had not commented on transportation 
services which were proposed in social service or housing 
applications. Instead, comments centered on the delivery of 
social services and on th-e convenience of housing programs 
to urban centers. 

As a review agency, the Ohio Department of Transportation 
took special interest in two types of programs--transportation 
and housing. Transportation programs were generally reviewed 
for information only, and the department usually concurred 
with the proposal. The department reviewed housing programs 
to see if transportation services would be convenient, 
available, and necessary to the housing project. The 
department encouraged building public housing near available 
transportation services. 

A State clearinghouse official said that the clearing- 
house role should be strengthened so that it has the authority 
to approve or disapprove proposals. According to this offi- 
cial, Federal agencies must make a commitment to support 
and to use the results of the A-95 review. 

The regional clearinghouses functioned as A-95 review 
processors at the local level. The clearinghouses were 
generally regional planning commissions. These clearinghouses 
circulated proposals to local social service agencies and 
local governments which have an interest in certain types 
of programs. The resional clearinghouses also resolved 
exceptions and compiled comments which were forwarded to the 
State clearinghouse. Regional clearinghouse officials 
believed that they have a strong role in the A-95 review 
process. 
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PROJECT PLANS 

In March 1976 AORTA began a 3-year expansion project, 
which will cost over $1.1 million, with a $369,584 grant 
under the Federal Highway Administration's section 147 pro- 
gram to cover a part of this cost. Other planned sources 
of funds included the Appalachian Regional Com?!1ssion, 
revenue sharing, fares, contract revenues, and in-kind 
contributions. With these funds, AORTA planned to buy nine 
vehicles and provide its full range of transportation 
services in the seven-county area. AORTA expected the first 
delivery of buses for this project in late 1976, 

AORTA planned to (1) establish several cor?;lter runs 
for industrial workers to and from major employment centers 
and (2) provide transportation to the University Hospital in 
Solumbus and to Holzer Medical Institute in Gallipolis. 
Many residents already made trips to these hospitals for 
::pecial treatment. In addition, AORTA intended to provide 
transit service to the students at Ohio University, Rio 
Grande College, Hocking Technical College, and Buckeye Hills 
Career Center. 

AORTA had also proposed under this expansion intercity 
routes on which vehicles would carry passengers and freight. 
Rural routes in each county would be modeled after those i,l 
Athens and Hocking Counties and would serve small urban 
centers and county seats. 

Although AORTA started a dial-a-ride service on a pilot 
basis only in Athens County, it planned to establish this 
service in all seven counties by soliciting social service 
agencies for contract service agreements. The seven-county 
dial-a-ride service would also be available to the public. 

AORTA would charge the public to use the dial-a-ride 
system, and the fares would be the same as those charged 
on rural routes. AORTA planned to di\Tide the cost of the 
service between the public and the local welfare depart- 
ments and to continue to provide the 33-percent matching 
requirement on costs allocated to these departments. 

The section 147 grant would permit AORTA to (1) in- 
crease its staff, (2) plan the expansion progra?, and (3) 
seek contractual arrangements. AORTA hoped eventually to 
cover all costs with fares and contract revenues. ?r these 
revenues were sufficient, AORTA might not reuulrt future 
Federal grants or subsidies to continue Its oceratlon. 
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In June 1975 AORTA received a section 16(b){;! rant of 
$21,595 to purchase two vehicles. The vehicles we1 to be 
equipped with wheelchair lifts and lower steps for the elderly 
and handicapped. AORTA expected delivery of these two 
vehicles in late 1976’. 

The city of Athens had requested $132,000 under UEITA's 
section 3 program. These funds would be used to purchase 
five buses for AORTA's city routes. AORTA officials believed 
that the buses would be delivered in early 1977. AORTA 
intended to lease each of these vehicles from Athens for 
$1.00 a year. 

03R OBSERVATIONS 

AORTA provided transportation services to the public 
and offered a mechanism for a coordinated social service 
transportation system through its contract services. 

Developing a coordinated transportation system depends 
to a large extent on the managers' initiative. The system's 
managers must get both the moral and financial support of 
local organizations, such as city and county governments 
and social service agencies. To get this support, they must 
show that their trall;portation system is needed and that 
it will work. Since social service agency officials believed 
that a fixed-route system cannot meet their transportation 
needs, AORTA may be able to generate more contract business 
if it can offer more flexible service. 
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COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM OF BELKNAP-MERRlMACK 

l 

COUNTIES, INC., CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

The Community Action Program of Eelknap-Merrimack Counties, 
Inc., (BMC) was the major social service provider in its area. 
In support of its pcogL 'ms, BMC provided transportation to 
some of its client groups. BMC's transportation services 
increased as it expanded its role as a social service pro- 
vider. Although administering agency and project officials 
could not identify any Federal restrictions to coordination, 
other factors, such as special transportation needs of differ- 
ent programs, have limited coordination of transportation 
resources. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
. .’ 

BMC, a private, nonprofit corporation, was incorporated 
in May i965. FMC was clesignatzd by Belknap and Merrimack 
Counties as the primary antipoverty agency and social service 
provider for the area. The agency's purpose was to: 

--Serve as a catalyst and facilitator for the multiple 
needs of low-income persons. 

--Coordinate and educate existing agencies to better 
serve the low-income sector. 

--Develop and implement programs to serve the needs of 
the poor. 

--involve low-income persons in decisionmaking. 

BMC sponsored a:,d operated a comprehensive range of 
antipoverty and related services, such as vocational re- 
habilitation, nutrrtion, and Head Start programs, for area 
residents. B??C operated six multipurpcse neighborhood centers 
as points for ccorllnation and delivery of services to every 
community i:l the two counties. 

B!V's major fundrng sources were Head Start, title XX, 
title III, section i6(b)(2), vocational rehabilitation, 
Community Services .>dministration (CSA), Community Develop- 
ment Flock Grant, and local YJvernment funds. 

hrea where the z.:st37 ooerat?s 

RPiC, hcadcuartered in Concord, 
10 cotlntles--Pel<nz- and Verrimack. 

served 2 of New Hampshire's 
The Belknap and Merrimack 



County area is a rural and semirural area of 35 towns and 
three cities encompassinq 1,516 square miles in central 
New Hampshire. 

The total population of the two counties in 1970 was 
113,292 persons. A majority of the population (54 percent 
or 61,090) resided in the towns whose average population 
was 1,745 residents. Basic services, such as welfare offices, 
employment security, social security, doctors, hosoitals, 
and mental health services, were highly concentrated in the 
three cities. 

The heavily wooded, agriculturally oriented area had A 
barely adequate system of secondary roads. Population 
centers within the area had a variety of light industry, 
including textiles, electronics, shoes, and leather goods. 
In Concord, the largest employer was the State government. 

OPERATIONS OF THE SYSTEM - 

Over a lo-year period, BMC expanded to a 1976 operating 
level of $800,000 a year, a staff of over 100 employees, and 
multiple State, Federal, and local funding for more than 
20 ongoing programs. 

BYC had a 24-member board of directors--one-third 
appoin:ed by publicly elected officials, one-third represen- 
tatives of the private sector, and one-third elected by low- 
income persons. 

BMC owned its own vehicles and transported clients free 
of charge. Head Start children, who represented the majority 
of BMC's riders, accounted for about 2,200 one-way passenger 
trips a month. They were picked up in the morning, taken 
to a Head Start center, and returned home in the afternoon. 
There were four Head Start centers, and one van rJas tlsed 
for each center. 

BMC ran two vans over fixed routes for senior citizens. 
BMC considered a senior citizen as anyone 60 or older but 
generally did not refuse a ride to anyone. 

The senior citizens vere picked up in rural areas and 
brought to the cities of Concord and Laconia to visit 
medical facilities and senior centers or to shop. These 
people accounted for about 1 ,200 one-way passenger trips a 
month. Each town received service once or twice a :Jeek 
between Monday and Friday. A 35-cent donation was re- 
quested from these riders. 
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Three of the six neighborhood centers operated by BMC 
had vans that were used to transport senior citizens to 
shopping centers, medical facilities, and meals programs 
and children to day-care centers. The people who rode these 
vans accounted for about 650 one-way passenger trips a 
month. 

BMC operated a Vocational Rehabilitation Frogram which 
provided carpentry training. This program used one van to 
transport trainees and supplies. 

BMC also had a contract with a day care center to pro- 
vide transporation 5 days a week for children attending the 
center. BMC transported about 10 children a day. 

BMC's transportation activities at the time of our w 
review are summarized below: 

--Ten regularly scheduled routes funded by the State 
Council on Aging to serve elderly residents of rural 
areas in Merrimack Countv. 

--Six regularly scheduled routes funded by title XX 
for low-income persons in Belknap County. 

--Demand-responsive transportation funded by title 
III and the city of Laconia Community Develcpment 
funds to serve the elderly. 

--Transportation funded by the CSA and local contribu- 
tions to take low-income persons on shopping trips 
in the city of Franklin. 

--Transportation funded by title XX and local funds 
to take eligible groups or individuals to needed 
services in the two counties. 

--Transportation funded by Head Start for low-income 
children from 10 communities to attend 4 Head Start 
centers. 

--Transportation funded by New Hampshire's Division of 
vocational Rehabilitation to take groups of 
handicapped persons to training and work sites. 

--Transportation funded by Lakes Region Day Care 
ienter to take children to day care centers. 
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As a result BMC provided: 

--Daily transportation for about 80 children to Head 
Start centers, about 3.0 children to day care centers, 
and up to 20 vocational rehabilitation clients to 
training or work sites. 

--Weekly transportation o about 130 persons on 15 
rural fixed routes. 

--334 one-way trips a week to eligible title XX clients. 

--Two weekly shopping trips. 

--Daily demand-responsive trips for elderly persons 
in Laconia. 

AS of May 1976 RMC had a fleet of 16 vehicles. At that 
time BMC was operating nine vehicles which had a capacity of 
from 10 to 16 passengers. One of the vehicles not being 
operated was to be put inro service soon, and the other six 
were either not functional or were considered too expensive 
to operate. 

Funding of the system 

Four Federal agencies provided BMC with funds to pur- 
chase vehiclts. Three of the four agencies and one addi- 
tional agency provided BMC with operating funds. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's 
(HEW's) Social and Rehabilitation Service provided op- 
erating funds under title XX. HEW's Administration on 
Aging also provided operating funds under title III, which 
were handled through State agencies. HEW's Office of Child 
Development provided operating funds directly to BKC for 
Head Start programs. 

CSA was another source of transportation operating 
funds for BHC. The majority of the funds were used to support 
BMC's general and administrative functions, but some were 
also used to fund the operation z:rld maintenance of trans- 
portation programs. The city of Laconia provided some of 
its BUD Community Development Block grant funds to Bt.C for 
transportation seririze. BMC also received donations from 
cities, towns, and private individuals. 

RMC's \-ehicles were obtained through Head Start ahd title 
III procjra:s, CSA funds, the section 16ib~ (2) Frogram, and the 
Seneral Services Adolnistrat!on Excess Property Program. 
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The following table shows BK’s sources of transportation 
funds. 

A5iencx --- 
HEW 

CSA 

State of New Hamp- 
shire: 

Grants/contract Funds for 
Program Eer iod transportation ------- --e-w -_a__--------_ 

Head Start l/1/76-12/31/76 $ 20,000 

CSA furrds 3/l/76-2/28/77 2,000 

Division of 
Welfare 

Title XX l/i/76-12/31/76 

Council on 
Aging 

Title III 4/l/76-3/31/77 

Transportat ion Sec. 16(b)(2) awarded 
Authority iO/fZ/75 

Division of Individual 
Vocational contracts ongoing 
Rehabil ita- 

t ion 

Mcrr imack County Budget l/i/76-12/31./77 
Appropr ia-- 
t ions 

City of Laconia Commun i ty 7/l/75-6/30/77 
Development 
BJ ock grants 

26,000 

25,009 

51,000 

2.00/trip 

5,000 

10,000 

Accountability to fundica sources -------__---- e---------i-------- 

BMC’s two major sources of operation and maintenance 
funds were title III and title XX. 

BMC submitted title III program budgets with estimated 
project costs and r idership to the State Council on Aging. 
BMC also submitted monthly r idership and quarterly financial 
reports to the count il. BMC’S title III financial system 
was subject to monitoring by the Council on Aging. BFIC was 
required to keep local donat tons in a separate savings account, 
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and Council on Aging approval was required to spend these 
funds. The Council on Aging also required an independent 
audit of BMC's title III program. The ridership report was 
a summary of the driver's logs, and it included client names. 
In addition, Council on Aging area directors occasionally 
rode the bus to monitor the program. 

BMC submitted a similar budget for title XX to the New 
Hampshire Division of Welfare. Based on this budget, BMC 
and the Division of Welfare negotrated a per-ride rate for 
reimbursement. BMC was responsibie for maintaining a file, 
which had t: Le updated every 6 months, of all eligible 
clients. To be reimbursed, BMC submitted a statement to the 
Division of Welfare listing every client served and the number 
of rides each client received during the billing period, 
BMC was also subject to audit by the Department of WelTare 
for the title XX program. 

The city of Laconia specified how it wanted its Community 
Development Block Grant funds spent by BMC and required 
monthly reports of expenditures by line item. Laconia also 
required a final report at the end of the program year and 
maintained the right to audit the use of its funds. 

BMC submitted quarterly reports on Head Start program 
expenditures by line item and was subject to an independent 
audit each year. 

CTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPGRTATIGN 
IN THE AREA 

BMC's area directors identified three other agencies 
that received Federal funds and that had transportation 
components but did not use BMC's transportation services. 
One organization, providing office-type job training and day 
care services, had one van it used to transport clients to 
the center. The agency's director believed that coordination 
would be difficult because his clientele changed rapidly 
(every 2 or 3 weeks), and therefore his transportation did 
not run on a constant fixed route. 

A day care center in Concord had a 15-passenger van to 
transport children between their homes and the center each 
morning and afternoon. The center had a driver and another 
adult on the van to monitor the children's behavior. The 
children's ages ranged from 18 months to 6 years, and some 
had to be carried on and off the van. The center's director 
believed that for this reason EMC could not provide the 
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center with the kind of specialized transportation service 
it needed. 

The third organization was a health care center. The 
center’s transportation needs were being provided by an 
ambulance service. The center had considered using BMC’s 
transportation service but had decided that its needs were 
not compatible with BMC’s service. Doctors associated with 
the center preferred ambulance service because the center’s 
clients were elderly and sickly. 

BMC’s director believed that BMC’s transportation services 
did not duplicate services provided by these organizations. 
BMC’s director told us that the only transportation system 
to rural areas was provided by BMC’s routes. 

HOW THE SYSTEM WAS DEVELOPED 

BMC has provided transportation services by reacting to 
the needs of various groups. BMC took no specific action 
to consolidate or coordinate transportation in the area. 
Its transportation programs grew as it expanded its 
delivery of social services to area residents. Vehicles 
were acquired and routes and services were developed piece- 
meal. BMC’s first transportation service was provided by a 
1958 model bus acquired through the General Services 
Administration Excess Property Program. This bus was used 
on an irregular basis for special services, such as picnics 
for senior citizens. 

In October 1971 Head Start provided BMC with funds 
to purchase four new vehicles to support BMC’s Head Start 
program. In February 1973 HEW’s Office of Child Development 
provided BMC with an additional vehicle tc support a home- 
bound version of Head Start. Two :;?onths later the New 
Hampshire Council on Aging funded the purchase of a van 
for a pilot transportation model project to provide 
regularly scheduled fixed-route service in Merrimack County. 

In September 1974 BMC acquired a second General Services 
Administration excess vehicle. 

In March 1976 BMC used CSA funds to purchase two 
vehicles for transportation service in Belknap County. The 
following month Head Start provided BMC with funds to ac- 
quire two additional vans to support the Head Start program. 

In May 1976 BMC received four section 16(b)(2) vehicles. 
One of the vehicles was to be used for 1 year by the 
Lazortia b:ate School. BMC expected this vehicle to be re- 
turned to it in May 1977. 
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PROBLEMS IN COORDINATJNG TRANSPOF-!JTION RESOURCES 

Administering agency and project officials could not 
identify any Federal res;rictions to coordination. However, 
other factors limited the efficient coordination of transpor- 
tation resources. 

State problems 

The State's administration of title XX created adminis- 
trative problems for BMC. Although HEW's Social and Re- 
habilitation Service allowed the State to accept a client's 
self-declaration of income to determine elrgibiiity, the 
State required BMC to document each client's income. The 
documentation process was an administrative burden and re- 
quired updating every 6 months. Many senior citizens re- 
garded the verification procedure as an assault on their 
integrity and privacy. 

A State official stated that he believed that 2here 
was no effective way to coordinate rural transportation in 
New KanTshire. He said that, in part, this was because 
fundinq and authority came from a nu,nber of State and Federal 
agencir4. He also stated that better service to low-income 
peopie might resul,: from increased coordina.:ion. 

Local problems 

BMC's director noted that agencies tended to protect 
Yheir own interests and that they were reluctant to share 
resources with others, making coordination more difficult. 
He also indicated that agencies preferred the flexibility 
of having their own vehicles. He believed that joint 
Federal, State, and local agreements on which agency was 
to receive Federal transportation funds would motivate 
people and agencies to work together to meet their trans- 
portation neeJ.5. 

BMC ’ c director believed that all transportation for 
Belknap and Merrimack Counties should be coo:dinated by 
BMC because of (1) BMC's demonstrated capability and delivery 
system and (2) its ability to work at Federal, State, county, 
and local levels. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

The State had a central clearinghoi.!se and eight local 
or regional clearinghouses. When an agency applied for 

25 



federal funds, it had to send an application or “Notification 
of Intent” to the central clearinghouse. The central clear- 
inghouse sent the application to the appropriate local 
clearinghouse and to other interested State and local agencies 
for review. 

A State clearinghouse official said that he believed 
that all transportation functions should not necessarily be 
given to BMC for its operating area. Addit ionally, he 
stated that other social service agencies had a role in 
meeting transportation needs of their clients. 

PROJECT PLAKS ------------- 

BMC’s greatest need was for operating funds to keep its 
vehicles on the road. It had sufficient financial resources 
to continue transportation services through April 1977, but 
if addition21 sources of operating funds were not forth- 
comina, BMC would have to curtail its transportation 
activities. BMC’s director hoped that Federal legislation 
would be enacted to provide operating subsidies for trans- 
portat ion 1 1 rural areas. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS ---__---_------- 

BMC is a social service agency that provided trans- 
portation to its clients primarily as a means of carrying 
out its own ixissions. It nad not developed a fully coordin- 
ated or integrated transportation system. Al though BMC 
applied for a sectian 147 grant in March 1976 to further 
the coordination and consolidation of federally assisted 
transportation in the two-county area, the application was 
not approved. Therefore, BMC’s coordination with other 
agencres was limited tc, a contract to provide transportation 
for a day care center. 
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CHELAN-DOUGLAS COUNCTL ON AGING _----_________-________________ 

WENATCHEZ WASHINGTON ---------I-‘,,--- -.a-- 

The Chelan-Douglas Council on Aging (COA) operated a 
transportation system, funded in part t;lrough several Federal 
programs, solely for the elderly in the Wenatchee, Washington, 
area. In addition, there were six other organizations in 
Wenatchee that used Federal funds to purchase or provide 
transportation services. 

COA operated a transportation system during part of 
1973 to meet the needs of the elderly and the handicapped: 
however, this system incurred a deficit and service was 
discontinued. Since 1973, one of the organizations pro- 
viding transportation for the handicapped did discuss 
transportation coordination with COA, but COA was unable 
to provide this service again because it dir1 not have enough 
funds to meet all the needs of the elderly and did not 
receive any additional funds to serve tk.e handicapped. 

Also, COA’s vans, purchased in part with UMTA section 
16(b)(2) funds, were limited to transporting only the 
elderly under a State of Washington Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necess ity . The State agency administering 
applicants to obtain such a certificate for transporting 
only the elderly and/or handicapped. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ----- -----______--------------------- 

The transportation office of COA operated a point-to- 
point transportation system for senior citizens living within 
a lo-mile radius of the COA off ice in Wenatchee. Federal 
funding for the transportation system was provided primarily 
by HEW’s title III program. 

In addition to providing transportation for senior 
citizens, COA operated an HEW title VII Senior Meals and 
outreach Program and a Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) 
funded through ACTION. COA’s transportat ion system also 
provided services to participants in these programs. 

Area where the sxstcm operates _-e-----------w- ------ ------ 

The services of COA included the cities of 
Wenatchee, Chelan, Cashmere, and Leavenworth in Chelan 
County and the cities of East Wenatchee and Waterville in 
Douglas County. In 1975 these tit ies had a population of 
about 26,000. 

27 

I- 
- 

I --- 



In Chelan County, Wenatchce is the largest city, with a 
population of about 17,7GO. Wenatchee is the major trade and 
commercial center in nortn-central Washington. Just across 
the Columbia River is the largest city in Douglas County, 
East Wenatchee, with a population of about i,103. 

The estimated population of Chelan and Douglas Ccunties 
was 40,900 and 18,100, respectively, in 1975. The 1970 
census reported that over 16 percent of the two counties’ 
population was 60 years old or older. An official of the 
Chelan County Regional Planning Council stated that Chelan 
County has a rapidly maturing population, and the birth rate 
is substantially below the State average. 

The total work force, as of February 1976 was about 
28,380 and unemployment rate was 13.3 percent. In 1970 the 
median family income was $8,508 in Chelan County and $7,929 
in Douglas County. 

Operation of the system - ------a--------- ---_ 

COA, a nonprofit organization, operated the following 
programs for the elderly in the Wenatchee area: 

--Senior Meals and Outreach Program which was partly 
funded by HEW through title VII. 

--Retired Senior Volunteer Program which was partly 
funded by ACTION through RSVP. 

--Transportation Program which was partly funded by 
HEW through title III. 

The transportat ion office of COA operated a radio- 
dispatched point-to-point transportat ion system for all 
ambulatory senior citizens, 60 years 013 or older, living 
within a lo-mile radius of Wsnatchee, Washington, includ i ng 
East Wena tchee . Citizens under 60 years of age were not 
allowed to use the service unless their spouses met the 
age triter ia. Service was provided 6 days a week. Four 
vans were used Monday through Friday to provide rides 
between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 P-L., and one van was 
used on Saturday between the hours of 10 a.m. and 4 p.m. 
No fees were charged for the rides, but a 50-cent donation 
was suggested. Also, r ides were provided to the meal 
program participants from 12 noon to 1 p.m. and from 2 p.m. 
to 3 p.m. and to Retired Senior Volunteer Program part ici- 
pants. Advance reservations were not required for service 
within the lo-mile radius of Wenatchee. 
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In addition, l-day-a-week service was provided to 
Wenatchee from the cities of Chelan, Cashmere, Waterville, 
and Leavenworth. Each city was provided service on a different 
day of the week; the service consisted of two round tr ips, 
one in the morning and one in the afternoon, between 
Wenatchee and any loctition in the city being served. Suggested 
donations for these rides ranged from $0.75 to $1.50, de- 
pending on the distance. Reservations had to be made at least 
1 day in advance for rides from these tit ies. 

During calendar year 1975, COA used four vehicles which 
traveled 45,457 miles to provide 16,933 rides. Dur ing 
calendar year 1976, COA used f ivc vehicles which traveled 
72,816 miles to provide 26,398 rides. 

As of December 1976, COA had 20 volunteer drivers--3 . 
whose salaries were paid by title III. Through October 
1976 it had a CETA-pa id driver. 

Funding of the system ------_---a----- ---_ 

Funds for operating COA’s transportation system were 
provided by passenger and local donations, title III, and 
the Retired Senior Volunteer Program. In addition, title 
III funds had been used to purchase and lease vehicles for 
the system, and UMTA sect ion 16 (b) (2) funds had been used 
to purchase additional vehicles, radio equipment, and one 
hydraulic lift for wheelchair riders. 

During calendar year 1975 and the first half of 
calendar year 1976, the transportat ion off ice reported the 
following resources, excluding carry-over funds from pre- 
vious years. 

1975 ---- 
First half 

of 1976 ----a-_ 

Title III grant $11,948 $14,649 
RSVP 942 600 
Cash contr ibut ions 4,978 3,542 
In-kind contributions 5,797 4,509 

In calendar year 1975 COA’s transportation office used 
four vehicles to provide transportation to the elderly, 
including a vehicle leased in December 1975. However, for 
most of the year, there were only two vehicles in operation 
at one time. Title III and local matching funds were used 
to lease two of the vehicles and to purchase one of the 
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other vehicles. The fourth vehicle was originally purchased 
in 1973 by the Senior Meals Program Office with title VII 
funds, but since November 1974, that vehicle had been 
operated solely by COA's transportation office. The trans- 
portation office reimbursed the Senior Meals Program at the 
rate of 10 cents a mile for the number of miles it trans- 
ported non-meal riders. In December 1975 COA returned the 
vehicle to the Senior Meals Program Office for use in tFle 
Leavenworth, Washington, senior meals program. 

In January 1976 COA traded in the vehicle purchased 
with title III funds and bought another vehicle. In June 
1976 COA purchased four new vehicles with funds from the 
city of Wenatchee and with a section 16(b)(2) grant. The 
two leased cars were returned. 

In July the title III vehicle COA purchased in 1976 
was loaned to its outreach program. The transportation 
office was reimbursed at the rate of 15 cents pe;: mile by 
title VII. ;he transportation director subsequently ad- 
vised us that the vehicle was returned to COA's trans- 
portation cffrce in October 1976 and was again used for the 
title VII transportation program. 

Accountability to funding sources 

The transportation system's principal fund:ng source 
was title III. Under COA's title III transportation program, 
participants eligible for the title VII or the RSVP programs 
also rede the vans because they were elderly. The RSVP pro- 
gram had pald COA a fixed mo:lthly rate of $100 a month since 
January 1976 for transportation. Before January 1076 RSVP 
paid 50 cents a ride for each of its volunteers riding COA's 
vehicles. Actual RSVP reimbursements for the 6-month period 
prior to January 1976 averaged $103 a month. &n official 
of the transportation office advised us that tile change was 
made primarily to reduce paperwork. 

COA used HEW's quarterly project financial reports to 
account to the Washington State Office on Aging for the use 
of the title III funds. In addition to financial data, 
these reports included a brief narrative on the number of 
rides, people served, and the vehicle-miles tralceled. 
Also, monthly reports on the use of section 16(k)(2) 
vehicles were submitted to the State of Washington. 
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OTHER FEDEPALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION ----------- --- 
1N THE AREA ------- 

In addition to COA's transportation service for the 
elderly, the following programs, supported in par+: by 
Federal funds, were providing transportation for their 
clients in the Wenatchee area: (1) North-Central Washington 
Supervised Skills, (2) United Cerebral Falsy, (3) Chelan- 
Douglas County Head Start program, (4) North-Central Washington 
Migrant Health project, (5) Medicaid, and (6) Economic and 
Social Services Office. 

North-Central Washington Supervised Skills -- --- 

North-Central Washington Supervised Skills, a private, 
nonprofit corporation, transoorted handicapped adults in the 
Wenatchee area to and from its skills center and occasionally 
provideo recreational trips. ,I'he center operated three 
vehicles to provide a-ervice 5 days a week from 7:45 a.m. to 
?:30 a.m., and from 2:30 p.m. to 4:45 p.m. 

A zenter official estimated that in calendar year 1975 
it cost about $14,537 to provide 15,654 rides, and in the 
first 6 nonths of 1976, about $7,823 to provide 9,778 rides. 
The center used Federal funds it received through the State 
from the 'itle XX program and from the Vocational Rehabil- 
itation Program for client transportation. 

An official sai<- the center had discussed a coordinated 
transportation system with COA, but so far COk had not been 
willing to provide the transportation needed by the center 
because COA was designated t? serve the elderly, not the 
younger individuals that were being served by the center's 
programs. Another problem with coordinating was the 
scheduling of service because other programs required 
transportation at about the same time each day as the center. 

United Cerebral Palsy of Wenat'chee Vallev -- ---L 

The "qited Cerebral Palsy of Wenatchee Vellev operated 
one vehicl to transport handicapped children living within 
an 18-mile radius of Wenatchee from their homes to the pro- 
gram cent,.:.. Rides were provided from 8 a.m. to 9 a.m., 
12 noon to 12:30 p.m., and 4 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. The vehicle 
was donated by the Seattle Variety Club and operated with 
private donations through December 31, 1975. In January 
1470 the center started receiving title XX funds, through 
the State. The program director told :E: that part of thts 
grant money was used to pay the 0perattr.c: cost of the 
vehicle. 
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From January through June 1976 an average of 20 children 
rode the bus 5 days a week, and the oper‘?ting cost was about 
$2,465. This included the cost for a dr Lver, gasoline, 
repairs, and insurance. 

The director said that there were two problems with 
coordinating services with the Council on Aging. First, 
there was the problem of scheduling the service to meet the 
peak demand in the morning and in the afternoon because both 
programs operated during the same hours each day. Secondly, 
each group wanted to provide the very best service It could 
to the individuals it served, and each group believed that 
a coordinated system would reduce the level of service to 
its clients. However, the two groups had not hel? a meeting 
to discuss coordinating their services. 

Chelan-Douglas County Head Start program 

The Chelan-Douglas County I-lead Start program operated 
one vehicle to transport children to the program site in 
East Wenatchee and contracted with the Wenatchee School 
District for bus serbice to the other Head Start site in 
Wenatzhee. The Head Start program transported children to 
and from the program sites and on field trips that were 
part of the program. Rides were provided 4 days a week for 
9 months of the year between the hours of 8:15 a.m. to 
9:40 a.m. and 12:45 p.m. to 2:10 p.m. 

The Head Start director said that before the purchase 
of the bus in August 1975 with i-lead Start funds, the trans- 
portation service for East Wenatchee had been purchased from 
the schcol district. The director also scated that the 
program purchased the bus primarily to reduce costs because 
he believed that it was cheaper to operate his vehicle rather 
than to purchase the service. The director was unsure if 
he would purchase an additional bus to provide service in 
Wenatchee cr continue to purchase the service from the 
school district. 

The Head Start director stated that frcm November 1975 
through May 1976, the proqram paid the school district 
$1,631 for transportation in Wenatchee, while it cost only 
$661 to operate its own bus in East !r;enatchee. However, 
the cost figures for the Head Start-operated bus do not 
include deoreciation for the vesicle nor cost for the 
driver. The director stated that the driver was paid by 
the CETA prograr. He also sai.3 chat all transportation 
costs were bcdoeted from-the HE;,: Head Start grant. 
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The Head Start director was not aware of any restrictions 
prohibiting the program from coordinating transportation with 
any other group in the Wenatchee area. He had d iscussed 
coordination with the United Cerebral Palsy of Wenatchee 
Valley; however, he stated that because both groups needed 
transportation at about the same time and neither had suf- 
ficient vehicles to provide all the service, coordination 
was not feasible. He had made no efforts to coordinate with 
other programs. 

North-Central Washingtcn Migrant 
Health Project 

--- 
____---- -- --- 

The North-Central Washington Migrant Health Project 
provided transportation to migrant agricultural workers in 
Chelan, Douglas, Grant, and Okanogan Counties when they 
had no other means of transportation. The staff used their 
private cars to provide the transportation 5 days a week 
and were reimbursed for mileage. 

A project official stated that in calendar year 1975, 
about 197 patients were transported and the estimated cost 
for the period was $l,C58. For the first 6 months of 1976, 
the transportation cost was $292. The project received 
Federal funds, which were used to provide client trans- 
portation, from HEW under the Migrant Health Program. The 
project, however, did not allocate transportation costs 
between Federal and non-Federal incozne sources. 

A project of,icial stated that he was not aware of any 
other transportation prcvider in Chelan or Douglas Counties 
that could meet their needs. Also, since the project served 
a four-county area, he was not aware of any volunteer groups 
in the area that had the resources to transport miarant 
families up to 100 miles a round trip to obtain medical 
services. 

Medicaid Program -- 

In calendar year 1975 the State of Washington paid 
about $10,100 to providers in Chelan and Doualas Counties 
for transporting Medicaid recipients to medical facilities. 
Approximately $4,100 of this amount was Federal Medicaid 
funds. The transportation was obtained primarily from 
existing providers, such as taxicab companies and ambulances. 
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Eco.lomic and Social Services Office 

The Skate's Economic and Social Services Office in 
Wenatchee used case workers and volunteers tn provide trans- 
nortation tc; individuals eligible for title XX social services 
benefits. The director of the Wenatchee office said that the 
transportat ion provided by the off ice was limited and could 
best be provided by the case workers as part of the client’s 
program. For th is reason, no attempts had been made to 
coordinate with other transportation providers in the 
SQenatchee area. 

-_ 

The volunteer program coordinator stated that for 
the first 5 months of 1376, the volunteer received $22 for 
transporting Economic and Social Services Off ice clients. 
The cost of client transportation by the case workers was 
combined with other staff travel costs and was not separately 
available. 

HOW THE SYSTEM DEVELOPED --- --- 

In August 1973 the Chelan-Douglas Council on Aging and 
the Wenatchee Chamber of Commerce Transportation Committee 
started a 3-month pilot project fixed-route bus system 
to meet the needs of the elderly and handicapped in Wenatchee. 
The system proviaed unlimited rides to senior citizens and 
handicapped persons for $2 a month. All other persons were 
charsed 35 cents a ride. Local donations end the fares 
provided the funds for the system: no Federal funds were 
used. 

At the end of the pilot project in November 1973, the 
system had incurred a deficit cf $1,100 and service was 
discontinued. The executive director of the Council on 
Aging said that the system failed because (1) the bus was 
too large (33 passenger) and costly to operate and (2) a 
fixed-route system did not meet the needs of the elderly. 

To meet the transportation needs of the elderly, the 
Council on Aging started a point-to-point transportation 
service in July 1974. When the system started, they used 
a vehicle that had been purchased with title VII funds to 
provide riaes to the elderly, 55 years cf age and over 
!later changed tc 60 years and over). For the first 5 
months of the program, service wa-c provided by the title 
VII vehicle 5 days a week from 8 a.m. tr, 5 p.m., except 
between the hours of 11 a.m. 3nd 3:?0 p-7. when the vehicle 
was used solely for the title VII seal prosram participants. 
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The title VII program was reimbursed at the rate of 10 
cents a mile for the nonmeal use of the vehicle. Operating 
funds for the transportat ion program were obtained from 
50-cent a ride donations from nontitle VII riders, donat ions 
from civic groups, and the payments by the Council on 
Aging’s RSVP program for their volunteers who rode the 
vehicle. 

The Council on Aging had applied for title III funds 
in May 1974 to operate this system, but the grant appl ica- 
tion was not approved by the Washington State Off ice on 
Aging. Subsequently, a title III grant application was 
approved in January 1975. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES ---_------_--____-__----------------------------- 

Our discussions with local transportation providers or 
purchasers, Washington State officials, and Federal officials 
administering Federal programs providing transportat ion funds 
in the Wenatchee area indicated that they were not aware of 
any Federal restrict ions to coordinating transportat ion funded 
by the various Federal programs. However, in the State of 
Washington required all applicants for vehicles funded by 
UMTA’s section 16(b) (2) program to obtain a Certificate 
of Pub1 ic Convenience and Necessity wh ich 1 imited the use 
of the vehicles to transporting only the elderly and/or handi- 
capped. In the case of the Wenatchee COA, it applied for 
a certificate to transport only the elderly. 

State problems -e-e-- --__--._ 

The official in the Washington State Off ice of Community 
Development responsible for administering the sect ion 16(b) (2) 
program stated that to avoid any possible lawsuits from public 
and private transit operators, the Off ice of Community Devel- 
opment decided that all section 16(b)(2) applicants must ob- 
tain a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for 
the proposed service from the Washington Utilities and Trans- 
portat ion Commission. Operations under such a certificate 
must be limited to service within a 50-mile radius of cities 
and towns in the State. 

An official of the Washington Utilities and Trans- 
portation Commission said that under the commission’s laws 
and regulat ions, certificates are required only when the 
transportat ion is for compensation. However, in 1975 at 
the request of an official in the Off ice of Commun itv 
Development, the commission included a provision in -its 
rules and regulations that allcws a certificate to be issued 
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to pr ivate, nonprofit organizat ions solely for the 
transpor tat ion of the elderly and/or hand icapped. 

The commission believed that organizations receiving 
Federal funds were a service for compensation. Comm iss ion 
officials also stated that it was the commission’s under- 
standing that UMTA required section 16(b)(2) applicants to 
have a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. 

A State official, in commenting on the draft report, 
said that it is not clear whether the commission has 
jur isd ict ion to requlate pr ivate transportat ion companies 
with neither fixed routes nor schedules. The comm iss ion 
has yet to rule on this matter, although it agreed before 
an administrative law judge that it did not have jur is- 
diction. 

Local problems ------ -----__ 

The executive director of the Council on Aging advised 
us that CQA applied for a certificate to transport only the 
elderly because North-Central Washington Supervised Skills 
was planning to obtain a sect ion 16(b) (2) vehicle and a 
certificate to transport only the handicapped. We were 
also advised that COA’s transportation system did not have 
the capacity, staff, or drivers to provide service to other 
grows, such as the handicapped. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS -----------------------~~~-~~---~ 

The State of Washington had a split A-95 review process. 
The Off ice of Program Planning and Fiscal Management was the 
State clearinghouse for State agencies’ requests. The 
Off ice of Community Development was the State clearinghouse 
for local governments’ requests. On July 1, 1976, the 
primary respons ibil i ty for the local governments’ h-95 
process was transferred from the Office of Community Develop- 
ment to the district clearinghouses. In the Wenatchee area, 
the district clear inahouses were the regional planning coun- 
cils, one in Chelan County and one in Douglas County. 

3ff ic ials of the Chelan and Douqlas Counties’ Regional 
Plann inq Count ils advised us that they sent out the local 
requests for review to interested local qovernments and 
organ izat ions. The comments they received were then 
forwarded to the State. Both planning councils had elected 
not to review the applications. We were also advised that 
no local qovernment or orqanizat ion had ever commented on 
the coordination of transportat :Gn services. 
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Officials from the State clearinghouses stated that 
although they checked for the coordination of transportation 
services, they were unaware of any comments ever being made 
on transportation coordination. We were also advised that 
transportation to clients may not be specificaliy shown 
in a State agency's plan. 

PROJECT PLANS 

The transportation director of the Council on Aging 
stated that the council's May 1976 section 16(b)(2) grant 
application for one additional van had been approved. This 
would increase the Council on Aging's vehicles to six. 
Also, in the future, they may provide additional service 
to the elderly living in the two counties by stationing one 
or two vans in the outlying area, if they have sufficient 
vehicles. COA planned to start a -volunteer program in 
January 1977, in which volunteer coordinators would recruit 
volunteer drivers in the two counties' outlying areas to 
transport senior citizens. The volunteer drivers would be 
paid mileage with title III funds. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS 

COA did not coordinate its services with clients of 
other Federal programs, such as the handicapped. Officials 
from one of these other programs had indicated a willingness 
to coordinate with COA's system, but COA was not willing 
to provide the service. 

It is unlikely that COA will coordinate its services 
with other groups in the Wenatchee area unless it is forced 
into it or experiences serious funding problems. Given 
the current situation, COA believes that its clients have 
nothing to gain and everything to lose from coordin;cion. 
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DELAWARE AUTHORITY FOR SPECIALIZED TRANSPORTATI-ON 

WILMIXGTON, DELAWARE 

The State of Delaware developed a statewide human services 
transportation system by establishing a specialized trans- 
portation authority, the Delaware Authority for Specialized 
Transportation (DAST). Originally, the system was organized 
as a nonprofit corporation to serve the needs of various 
social service agencies on a reimbursable basis, but the 
system encountered financial problems due to inconsistent 
funding. DAST tooi. over the nonprofit corporation, and 
although service was continued to the social service agencies 
on a reimbursable basis, the State provided sufficient funds 
to assure continuity of operations. 

. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEX 

DAST was created in 1974 to meet the basic transporta- 
tion needs of people with physical, mental, or economic handi- 
caps. It provided basic transportkcion services for medical 
care, nutrition, vocational rehabilitation, recreation, and 
education. Except for clMTA funds, DAST received its Federal 
funds indirectly through the social service agencies it 
served. 

Area where the system operates 

The three counties DAST served have different charac- 
teristics: 

--New Castle County, located at the northern end of 
the State, is an urbanized area that includes the 
city of Wilmington. It had 69 percent of the 
population but only 22 percent of the land area. 
The economy was based on frnanclal, manufacturing, 
and service industries. 

--Kent, the State's middle county, had 15 percent of 
the population and 30 percent of the State's land 
area. It is a rural area sith about 58 percent 
farmland. The predominant employers in Kent County 
were Dover Air FGrCe Base, light manufacturing firms, 
retail trade businesses, and the State government. 

--Sussex County, the State's SGUthernmOst and largest 
CGUnty, had 48 percent of the land area but only 16 
percent oi the oopulation. Although 2 larger than 
normal number of families in Sussex County were in 
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a low-income category, Sussex County had the lowest 
unemployment rate. Farming was the basic industry. 

The preliminary rate of unemployment for March 1976 
was 7.8 percent. Delaware's per capita income in 1975 was 
$6,732. 

Operation of the System 

A seven-member commission (one member appointed by each 
county government and four members appointed by the Governor) 
had the responsibility to provide specialized transportation 
services. The Delaware Transportation Authority, a division 
of the Delaware Department of Transportation, provided tech- 
nical assistance and served as the funnel for State funds 
going to DAST. 

DAST, as A coordinated statewide transportation system, 
provided service in both urban and rural areas. It supple- 
mented public transit service in urban areas by accommodating 
nonambulatory handicapped people but was the main provider 
of specialized transportation in rural areas. 

Although DAST served the entire State of Delaware, it 
divided its operations to correspond with the State's three 
counties. Each county had a dispatcher and a fleet of 
vehicles: however, the vehicles were not limited to use in 
one county. 

DAST operated a demand-responsive system, but reservations 
for service had to be made 24 hours in advance in order to 
facilitate vehicle scheduling. Contracting agencies made 
the reservations with DAST precluding the need for DAST to 
determine client eligibility. The only exception was Kent 
County's Tele-e-Ride where elderly persons made their own 
reservations after being authcrized to do so by the county. 

Tele-e-Ride was a system for transporting elderly Kent 
County residents anywhere in the county. Its primary purpose 
was to support title III and title VII programs in Kent 
County. The county owned the system's four buses but 
contracted with DAST to Irsratch, operate, and maintain the 
vehicles. Title III and title VII funds were used to pur- 
chase the buses. Operating funds were derived from Kent 
County's revenue sharing funds. DAST also provided transpor- 
tation services for other Kent County agencies, such as the 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Public Health Divisions. 
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DAST normally operated from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, excluding hol.,'ays. Its services were 
available during off-s chedule no$Jrs at the request of client 
agencies. 

DAST provided transportation for 39 social service 
agencies through purchase-of-service contracts. These 
agencies received funds from eight separate Federal pro- 
grams. DAST did not serve the general public. 

During 1975 DAST provided 167,000 trips l/ for the 
user agencies. DAST exoected the number of trips and 
operating costs to be about the same during 1976. 

Many of the DAST contracts were with agencies that 
used DAST only occasionally; however, the following agencies 
were major users: 

--Sussex County Council. 

--State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. 

--State Division of Social Services. 

--Kent County Office on Aging. 

--New Castle County Nutrition Center. 

--State Division of Public Iiealth. 

DAST operated 38 vehicles-- 24 owned by DAST and 14 
leased from client agencies for Sl a year. Six of the 
vehicles could carry wheelchairs. 

DAST vehicles were obtained from the following 
sources: 

l/For contract and recori%eeping purposes, a trip was 
defined as one passencar transported one way from one 
;3int to another within the same county. If the 
rassenqer was transported across a county line, it was 
c - -?tinted as an addition21 trip. 
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Source Owned or leased Number 

Delaware Interagency Motor Owned 19 
Service (DAST'S predecessor) 

Delaware Department of 
Transportation 

Owned 5 

Kent County Office on Aging Leased 4 

Sussex Home Services Leased 9 

Easter Seals - Sussex County Leased 1 - 

Total 38 -= 
Funding of the system 

In 1975 DAST received funds totaling about $526,000-- 
$298,000 from agencies under contract and $228,000 frWrll a 
Delaware Department of Transportation direct grant. The 
grant included $166,000 for operations and $62,300 for new 
vehicle purchases. Major sources of Federal funds for DAST's 
client agencies included revenue sharing, CSA funds, title 
III, title VII, Medicaid, title XX, vocational rehabilitation, 
and Veterans Administration Outpatient Care Program. 

In July 1976 DAST was awarded a $566,240 UMTA section 
3 capita; grant. The State's share of the $707,800 project 
was $141,560. The funds were to be used to replace wornout 
equipment and to expand operations by purchasing 17 vans 
with wheelchair lifts, 15 small buses with wheelchair lifts, 
36 two-way radios, a base station with antennas, and a 
maintenance shop and office equipment. 

Accountability to fundinq sources 

Each social service agency that used DAST's services 
was billed monthly for transportation orovided in the previous 
month on the basis of the terms of their contract, usually 
$6.40 a vehicle-hour. The hourly billing method was designed 
to encourage agencies to schedule as rany passengers as 
possible for the samE trip, thereby reducing the per-passenger 
cost. When a trip included the clients of various agencies, 
the cost was prorated among thc=re agencies. 

The agencies receiving transportation were responsible 
to the agencies supplying the funds; however, this had no 
impact on DAST, other than that DAST's records had to be 
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available for audit. The social service agencies that 
received the grant:; had to satisfy the reporting requirements 
imposed in the grant agreements. 

Because DAST was a C+ate organization, all its records 
had to be available for State scrutiny. For its UMTA section 
3 capital grant, DAST had to document all capital expenditures 
for reimbursement and submit quarterly progress reports. In 
addition, DAST was subject to z.;ldit by UMTA. 

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE STATE OF DELAWARE 

Not all social service agencies in Delaware used DAST 
to transport their clients. Some contracted with other 
providers or operated their own vehicles. For example, many 
federally funded Head Start Centers and Child Care Centers 
did not use DAST for transportation. 

The director of DAST told us that his system did not 
have the capacity to handle Head Start and Day Care business 
because their needs were concentrated in three peak periods 
of the day--8 a.m. to 9 a.m., 1:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m., and 
4 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. 

We contacted 13 federally funded social service agencies 
in Delaware that provided some transportation and did not 
purchase services from DAST. Their reasons for not purchasing 
service from DAST included: 

--Need for immediate service that could not be met by 
DAST's 24-hour-in-advance scheduling. 

--DAST was too expensive or could be more expensive 
than present transportation costs. 

--Staff members of the social service agency accompanied 
clients on trips and also drove the vehicle. An 
emergency shelter for neglected and abandoned children 
reqtiired that staff members who drove vehicles be 
present with the children at all times. 

--DAST vehicles did not have the capacity to carry a 
large number of children. 

HOW THE SYSTEM DEVELCPED 

Before 1971 specialized transportation in Delaware 
was fragmented and, in some cases, nonexistent. Red Cross 
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volunteer drivers using Red Cross vehicles and social service 
agency perso;lnel using Drivate cars transported some people 
to needed services. Ot:?,er people who lacked transportation 
did ;lot make tri?s and therefore did not obtain needed 
service, such as medical care. 

In the summer months the human services agencies en- 
countered a gap in this transportation service because many 
volunteers were on vacation. In 1971 several human services 
agencies created a private, nonprofit corporation, the 
Delaware Interagency Motor Service (DI!!S), to fill this gap 
in New Castle County. Using agency vehicles, DIMS made 
about 600 trios a month in New Castle County from June to 
August 1971. Vehicles were borrcwed from the Red Cross, 
and driver salaries were paid from privately donated funds. 
The large number of tri?s demonstrated the need for such 
service, and in September 1971, New Castle County provided 
a $12,000 grant to -continue the program. 

A volunteer board, consisting of self-appointed members, 
guided the project; three vehicles were leased and three 
drivers were hired. The Red Cross provided office space, 
and DIMS signed purchase-of-service contracts with 12 agencies, 
both public and private, to supplement the county grant. 
DIMS' service grew to about 750 trips a month. 

In April 1972 DIMS entered into a contract with the 
State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation for expanded 
transportation service. Under this contract, DIMS was to 
expand its fleet and provide statewide service. The division 
provided DIMS with a $l?i,OOO grant to Furchase 19 vehicles, 
office furniture, and fixtures. By July 1972, DIMS was 
operating statewide with offices and services in the three 
counties and with approximately 30 agencie; under contract 
for service. 

Service continued to grow-- DIMS provided 24,000 trips 
in 1972, 33,000 in 1973, and 81,720 in 1974. The DIMS 
fleet grew to 36 vehicles, including sFecia1 vehicles for 
wheelchair-restricted clients. During this period, agencies 
under contract grew to 35, with 6,000 individual clients 
served each month. 

DIYS' greatest irrasct was in the lower counties where 
alternative transportation was virtually nonexistent. 
Transportation zo nutrition centers, redical aspointments, 
recreation, social actl"iiies, and shcrpiny was available 
by calling DI?!S. Dependence on relati-.-es, volunteers, and 
social workers ilas reduced or eliminated, and many elderly 
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persons who previously were virtual shut-ins nob’ had a 
measure cf independence and mobility. DIYS provided regular 
and wheelchair-accessible transportat ion to sheltered work- 
shops. Vocat ionel rehabil itat ion counselors no longer had 
to serve as dr ivers. These counselors could satisfy the 
special transportation needs of clients by calling DIMS. 

Throughout DTYS’s 3-year history, purchase-of-service 
contracts were the primary source of funds. Federal, State, 
and local government program funds flowing through the con- 
tracting agencies accounted for 81 percent of all DIMS’ 
revenue in 1974. These funds came from titles III and VII, 
Med ica id, vocational rehabilitation, and public health con- 
tracts. The balance of revenues came from private agencies 
through purchase-of-service contracts. Private founbst ions, 
private citizens, the United Fund, and small grants from 
local governments subs id ized the system. 

Although DIMS thrived dur inq its 3-year history, it 
had a persistent problem of financial insecurity. Various 
agency officials concluded that a pub1 ic authority would be 
more desirable than a private agency for the following 
reasons: 

--The demand for DIMS’ services was outst-. ipping its 
resources and, without expans ion, eithf:r the qua1 ity 
or service would be sacr if iced or reglests for 
for service would be denied. 

--Financially, DIMS had always operated hand-to-mouth, 
making expansion impossible due to lack of funds 
for equipment and operat ions. A pub1 ic authority 
would be eligible for tax-free fuel, centrex 
telephone systems, and other advantages not 
available to a private, nonprofit orgar.izat ion, such 
as direct subsidy of operations and a more stable 
posit ion due to legal treat ion by the State general 
assembly. 

--An authority would provide a legislative mandate: 
concur rencr and support by the Goy,rernor; aid and 
assistance from State, local, and Federal acencies; 
plus a sense of permanency and mission. 

Kith these ideas in mind, the DIMS’ board and staff, 
the off ice of the Governor, the State Department of Trans- 
portat ion, the Ljn ited Fund, other interested agent ies and 
ind iv iduals, and several leg islators drafted leg islat ion 
to create an authority for special ized transpor tat :on. The 
legislation was to (l! keep the one prov;der, mult:lser 
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concept of DIMS, (2) expand the scope and level of service, 
(3) mandate interface with public carriers when possible, 
and (4) stress the ideal of best possible scrv ice by the 
most economical means. The leg islat ion that establ ished 
DAST was enacted in April 1974 I/. On November 30, lY74, 
DIMS made its last run: the following day DAST began opt r- 
ation, without service interruption and with no change in 
the basic service format. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES ----------_-----------~--------------------------- 

DAST officials said they were not aware of any Federal, 
State, or local governmental restrict ions to the coordination 
of transportat ion resources. The State, through the develop- 
ment of DIMS and subsequently DAST, has been an advocate 
of coordinated transportat ion. 

State problems ------ -----.__ 

The DAST director had anticipated a coordination problem 
regarding UMTA section 16(b)(2) funds. The director’s concern 
was that nonprofit organizations would be enccuraged to operate 
their own transportat ion systems rather thar coordinate with 
DAST. However, the Office of State Planning, the Delaware 
Transportat ion Author ity, and DAST formed a permanent section 
16(b)(2) ccmmittee which reviewed grant applications from 
private, nonprof it organ izat ions. Part of the review consid- 
ered how the agencies planned to interact with DAST. 

UMTA concluded that DAST would provide the services for 
clients of Delaware’s private and nonprivate organizations 
which requested sect ion 16(b) (2) grants. According to UMTA, 
it rejected all of the States’ section 16(b)(2) apFlicarions 
because the DAST service was available, sufficient, and 
appropriate and section 16(b)(2) grants to private, nonprofit 
organ izat ions would foster dupl icat ive service. 

A-9 5 CLE.qRINGHOUSZ REVIEW PROCESS ----------_-----_-_______________ 

The State Planning Office was responsible for A-95 
reviews in the S\.ate of Delaware, and the designated A-95 
rev iewer sa id he ” ully SuFpOrted a speciai iced, coordtnated 
transportat ion syst.?m. The A-95 process was set up as a 
tool to accocmodate sui-;‘. coord inat ion. However, In most 

L/Chsp ter 17, t :t 1~ 2, Delaware Cctie. 

, 

I 
! 



cases the A-95 reviewer did not have an opportunity to comment 
on the human services agency application before it went to 
the grantor aaency nor was he knowledgeable of any pre- 
application discussions between the applicant and the grantor 
agency. 

The Planning Office said that it was not possible to coord- 
inate specialized transportation based on information given 
in a human services grant application because it was practically 
impossible to ferret out the transportation compr,nent in 
such grants, unless it was specifically for vehicles, such 
as a section 16(b)(2) grant. In most social service grants, 
the transportation compcnent was on:y 1 to 2 percent of 
the total and was too small to be included as a line item. 
Therefore, it was not identified in the A-95 review. 

The main role of Delaware's A-95 reviewer was to 
facilitate coordination in all areas, including specialized 
transportation. The revie%.er attempted to facilitate 
communication between DAST and the grant recipient by 
advising the recipient about DAST and its services. 

PROJECT PLANS 

Delaware planned to submit an $82,000 UMTA section 5 
capital grant in 1977. The grant would be used to purchase 
additional vehicles and shop and maintenance equipment. 

Delaware received an C!qTA section 9 planning grant 
in 1976; the grant was to be used to revise the DAST long- 
range budget projections for fiscal years 1978 through 1983. 

OUR OBSERVATIOXS 

Delaware's success in coordinatin: cial service 
transportation was dtie pri-arily to es #lishing a separate 
transportation entity to perform the .r ices. 

Several social service agency otr'cials commented that 
(1) a coordinated system is the most er=ective means of pro- 
viding specialized transit, (2) transit :hould be left to 
transportation specialists .kh,> can do a 5 tter and more 
efficient job, (3) local co: ial service aqencies spend hours 
operating their oiin transi: systems which are not cost 
effective due to fragmented delivery, and (4) there are 
inherent efficiencies in d-?:.eloping one system. 



The future success of DAST depends on its ability to 
adequately serve the social service agencies at a reasonable 
cost. Becatise transportation is a sLopcrt service needed 
to ac!lieve the social service agencies' main program ob- 
jectives, these agencies will seek alternative means of 
transportation if EAST fails to provide reliable service. 

I 
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THE FAFF FREE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

CAPE: MAY COUNTY, NEW JERSEY 

Cape May County, New Jersey, developed a countywide 
social service transportation system by establishing a 
specialized organization within the county government. The 
orga-lzation-- the Cape May County Fare Free Transportation 
System --was the main social service transportation provider 
in Cape May County and also cooperated with other social 
serv:ze agencies by supplementing their transportation 
serv22e . 

DESC'IPTION CF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
: 

Fare Free provided service throughout the county to 
elderly, poor, and handicapped people. Fare Free provided 
fixed -route transportation for shopping trips, demand- 
responsive service for high-priority needs, and daily sched- 
uled service for handicapped people in a sheltered workshop 
program. 

='are Free 
from GItle III, 

directly or indirectly received Federal funds 
title XX, and vccational rehabilitation funds. 

Area ;;here the system operates 

fape May County is the southernmost, least populated, 
and -rest resort-oriented area ln New Jersey. Most of the 
population is concentrated in a narrow area along the Atlantic 
Coast and the remainder of the county is rural. Local public 
tranc: t service did not exist except during the resort 
seascl when a bus operated in one coymunlty. Limited taxi 
serv::e was argailable. 

.l.n important characteristic of the county's population 
was t r. P high percentage of elderly people. Of a total pop- 
ulatlzn of 64,295, there were 18,462 elderly people (60 and 
older or aboxt 29 pe:cent (twice the State average). 

In March :976 the county's seasonally adjusted unem- 
ployrent rate was 15.4 percent, hlgbest in the State of New 
Jersey. 

CWerzr:on of rhe system 

r . ML -iWe Free provided fixed-route and demand-responsive 
traris:ortatic: services to elderly, low-lnco:e, and handi- 
canpe; persons in Cape May County. zc?ial service agencies 
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also referred senior citizens and Medicaid recipients to 
Fare Free for transportation service. 

Fare Free was part of the county’s Department of 
Traffic, and its director reported directly to the Roard of 
Chosen Freeholders-- the county’s legislative body. Fare 
Free employed a director, a dispatcher, 11 drivers, and two 
office personnel. 

Fare Free operated Monday through Friday from 8:00 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m., except for special events on weekends. 
Using five buses and five vans, it transported about 84,000 
passengers during 1976. The buses ran on fixed routes 
throughout the county, and bus schedules were widely ad- 
vertised. Schedule frequency depended on population density. 
Routes through the least populated areas were run less 
frequently. The vans were used for 24-hour call-in-advance, 
demand-responsive service and for regularly scheduled trips 
that did not require large seating capacity. 

Although other social service agencies in Cape May 
County provided transportation for their clients, roordina- 
tion between Fare Free and these agencies was accomplished 
through a social service advisory council that met once a 
month to determine how Fare Free could supplement trans- 
portation services of other agencies and at7oi.d duplication. 
Through this mechanism, two other agencies supplemented their 
service with transportation from Fare Free at no charge to 
the agenr es. 

One agency, which sponsored a title VII nutrition 
project, provided meals for elderly persons in conjunction 
with redreztional activities. The project had its own vans 
to provide jome transportation but did not have enough 
capability to.meg?t all of its needs. Fare Free cooperated 
by transporting people to two of the project‘s three 
nutrition sites. The aqency’s vans served the third site. 
The project administrator believed that it was important to 
retain some transportation capability because the project’s 
recreational tctivities were not as adaptable to advance 
scheduling as were the meals. 

Another example of cooperation that fostered coordina- 
tion was the re!atlonship between Fare Free and a community 
action agency. The agency received CSA funds to provide 
transportation to low-income families for high-priority 
needs, such as medical visits. The agency also rece-ved 
CETA funds to transport trainees to and from jobs. Neither 
Fare tree nor the agency alone could maet ali of the 



agency's transportation needs. However, by referring 
transportation requests which it could not handle to Fare 
Free, the agency's transportation needs were met. 

Funding of the system 

At the time of our review, Fare Free had four major 
sources of funding--a Federal grant, two federally funded 
purchase-of-service contracts, and county funds. 

Fare Free had a title III grant to transport senior 
citizens to and from shopoing areas, medical facilities, 
social service agencies, recreational activities, nutri- 
tional sites, and other activities on a demand-responsive 
basis. 

Fare Free had a title XX purchase-of-service contract 
with the New Jersey Department of Institutions and Agencies 
to provide fixed-route transportation service to low- 
income persons in the county. 

Fare Free also had 6 purchase-of-service contract with 
the New Jersey Division of Vocational Rehabilitation to 
provide transportation for vocational rehabilitation clients 
to and from a sheltered workshop. 

Finally, the county had supplied operating and capital 
funds and matching funds for Fare Free's title III grant and 
its title XX purchase-of-service contract. 

Fare Free's sources of income for 1975 and 1976 were as 
follows. 
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Cape b13y County 

Cape May Office on Aging 
(Title III grant: 

New Jersey Department of 
Institutions and Agencies, 
Youth and Family Services 
Divi: 'on (Title XX purchase- 
of-service agreement) 

New Jersey Division of 
Vocational Rehabilitation 
(Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act, sec. 110 purchase-of- 
service contract) 

Federal share 
State share 

Total 

1975 -- 

$ 86,203 

1976 

$98,367 ' 

20,000 20,155 

71,454 81,500 

6,012 4,269 
1,503 1,067 

$185,172 $205,358 

Accountability to funding sources 

All records relating to coul*ty funds were made available 
to the county treasurer. Every tgo weeks, the Board of 
Chosen Freeholders approved paymer,t of invoices for equipment 
purchases and operatinq costs. 

To account for its title III funds, Fare Free provided 
the Office on Aging with Eonthly financial reports of costs 
of services rendered and quarterly narrative, statistical, 
and financial reports. 

Fare Free submitted monthly financial reports to the 
Youth and Family Services Division, New Jersey Department of 
Institutions and Agencies, to account for its title XX 
purchase-of-servi??s contract. Every 6 months, persons 
desiring title XX transportation were required to fill out 
an eligibility form. Fare Free drivers recorded the nalnes 
and social security numbers of riders who said they were 
eligible under title XX as they boardeci the bus for the 
first time. On subsequent trips, title XX clients wrote 
down the last four digits of their social security number 
on the driver's log after boarding the vehicle. Fare 
Free later verified eliglzility bv cross-checking the numbers 
?n the driver's log against a list of eligible riders. This 
procedure was to satisfy State reporting requirements and 
was the basis for reimburs ement to Fare Free for services 
provided. 
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For the vocational rehabilitation contract, the State 
determined rider eligibility and predetermined a billing rate 
for each rider on the basis of the distance between the rider's 
home and the workshop. Fare Free billed the State quarterly 
for transportation services rendered. 

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE-AREA 

-- 
-- 

JUNCTICN, a drug counseling service in Cape May Collnty, 
provided transportation for drug abuse patients to treat- 
ment centers and emergency care. JUNCTION used a camper 
converted to a mobile venereal disease and drug counseling 
center and operated a van donated by a local community for 
trips to drug treatment centers. This van was also used 
to transport people in the nutrition program to one of the 
nutrition sites 3 days a week. JUNCTION became involved 
in the nutrition orogram through the monthly meetings of 
the social service advisory council. JUNCTION was a 24-hour- 
a-day operation with a need for standby vehicles--a service 
which Fare Free was not able to provide. 

The county Welfare Board received title XX funds and 
county matching funds. The board's fiscal year 1977 budget 
was $306,411, including $229,808 in Federal funds and 
$76,603 in county funds. Under the board's Home Services 
Program, staff members, using staff cars, transported clients 
to hospitals, doctors, and shopping centers. The board 
apolled to the State for an additional $20,000 to finance 
these nonemergency medical trips. Funds would be used to 
hire drivers on a purchase-of-service basis (as needed). 
This service would not overlap or duplicate Fare Free's 
because it would only be used when Fare Free was over 
capacity or when the case was so special that only the 
board staff could handle it. Fare Free transported welfare 
clients whenever possible. 

HOW FARE FREE DEVELOPED 

Before Cape May County's transportation system was 
developed, there was a critical lack of service, which 
contrrbuted to the isolation of the elderly and disad- 
vantaged in Cape May County. County social service agencies 
recognized this problem and attempted to provide the needed 
transoortatron. 

In 1968 tht Cape xay Agency on Aging (later to become 
the county Area Office on Aging) started a demonstration 
bus service project. The agency acquired a minibus and 
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operating funds under a title III grant to transport elderly 
people within the city of Cape May. Fares of 25 cents were 
charged to the elderly (who rode on a priority basis) and 
30 cents to others. Poor ridership, high operating costs, 
and freguent vehicle breakdowns caused the project to be 
canceled in 1970 after 2 years of operation. 

In 1970 Cape Human Resources --a community action aqency-- 
acguired a used 35-passenger bus with a CSA grant and started 
a pilot bus service for lowincome people in southern Cape May 
County. The county provided operating funds. The bus oper- 
ated on fixed routes through several Cape May communities 
and terminated at Shopping centers. The service was free to 
eligible riders and became popular because no other transit 
service was available. However , after 2 years, due to fre- 
quent vehicle breakdowns and lack of operating funds, Cape 
Human Resources gave the bus to the county to operate. 

The county gave the bus to the Office on Aging to 
operate. The Office on Aging agreed to run the bus on the 
same route and schedule as before and even to retain the 
same driver, who was given responsibility to operate, 
garage I and maintain the vehicle. 

In June 1973 the county, with revenue sharing funds, 
acquired a new 44-passenger bus for the Office on Aging 
to replace the original worn out bus. Demand for the 
service grew to the extent that the county ordered a second 
new bus to expand service. 

The second bus was delivered in January 1974, but in- 
stead of giving it to the Office on Aging to operate, the 
Board of Chosen Freeholders established a county Traffic 
Department to operate the two new buses. 

The Traffic Department’s director soon saw a greater 
aemand for the bus service than could be met with two buses, 
so he asked the board for two more buses. The board approved 
his request and with revenue sharing funds acquired two 
new 44-passenger buses in September 1974. 

In June 1974 the New Jersey Department of Community 
Affairs awarded a title III grant to the Cape May County 
Board of Chosen Freeholders to provide demcnd-responsive 
transportation for senior citizens in the county. These 
funds were used to acquire a vehicle and for operations. 
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In 1975 the board passed a resolution authorizing all 
social service agencies having transportation resources tC 
consolidate facilities and coordinate activities under the 
Department of Traffic. The first agency to respond to the 

-.resolxtion was the Cape Diagnostic Center. 

"he center was a sheltered workshop for the handicapped. 
Staff members used their own cars to transport clients until 
the center was awarded three grants that enabled it to acquire 
four vehicles. With these vehicles and three part-time 
drivers, the center provided round trip door-to-door service 
for 25 to 3C clients a day, 5 days a week. Operating funds 
came from a p!Jrchase-of-service contract with the New Jersey 
Division of Vocational RehabiliLation--the State compensated 
the center for each rider, on the basis of the distance be- 
tween the client's home and the workshop. The center's direc- 
tor noted that adminlstering a transit system was very time 
consuming. He had only two staff counselors to supervise 
all the workers, yet the counselors had to spend time schedu- 
ling, dispatching, and maintaining vehicles. Occasionally, 
a vehicle broke down and-- without backup vehicles--disrupteu 
center operations for a whole day. In addition, families 
of trainees had to be notified of the problem. When the 
center's director read the board's resolution authorizing 
coordination with the county system, he called the Fare Free 
director, and a series of meetings followed to outline the 
center 's needs. By July 1975 the center's vehicles were 
transferred to Fare Free, and the State Division of Vocationcll 
Rehabilitation signed a purchase-of-service agreement with 
Fare t ree to transport the center's clients. 

In June 1975 the Senior Citizens Resource Center, an 
inforration and referral service, turned over its van and 
transportation operating funds to Fare Free. The van had 
been acquired with title III funds in January 1974 to 
trans-,ort elderly people who lived in the Cape May City 
vicinrty to snapping ce;lters, medical appointments, and 
social and recreational activities. Drivers' salariesc 
high cDeratinc costs, 
In addition, 

and budget cuts were big problems. 
running the van took tlze that could otherwise 

be deT;oted to the center's primary mission. FurtherTore, 
no o1;o at the center <new how to solve transportation- 
related Droble-ns. Thus, the center's director was relieved 
when F are Free accepted transportation responsibility for 
the center. 
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PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION 

-b 
REsoURCEs 

Local agency officials had not encountered any Federal 
or State imposed restrictions to a coordinated system. One 
problem did arise regarding the transfer of sheltered work- 
shop vehicles, but that problem was resolved at the State 
level. 

State problems 

When the Dirr.ctor of the Cape Diagnostic Center re- 
quested permission from the New Jersey Division of 
Vocational Rehabilitation to transfer the center's vehicles 
to Fare Free, the State wanted Federal concurrence for the 
transfer. One issue that had to be decided was whether it 
was necessary to transfer the vehicles to Fare Free. If 
the center no longer needed the vehicles, the State could use 
them elsewhere. However, it was decided that Fare Free did 
not have existing vehicle capacity to provide transportation 
to the center's clients without the center's vehicles. 
HEW's New York Regicnal Office of Rehabilitation Services 
concurred in the transfer. 

The State insisted, however, that Fare Free agree in 
writing to continue to provide adequate service to the 
center. The agreement also guaranteed that the vehicles 
would continue to be used for vocational rehabilitation 
purposes. By July 1975 the problem was sufficiently resolved 
to allow the transfer of the vehicles. 

A-95 CLEARINGEOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

All grant applications in Cape May County were reviewed 
by the designated A-95 reviewer and the ccunty plAnner. The 
objective of the review was to identify conflicts or dupli- 
cation and to assure that the grant supports county planning. 
For example, if a grant had a transportation component, the 
A-95 reviewer contacted the county Department of Traffic so 
they could discuss it with the grantee, thus keeping transit 
pointed in the way the county wanted--a coordinated system. 
This informal technique worked in Cape Hay County because 
people knew each other and could deal on an informal level. 

The county's designated A-95 reviewer said that 
separating the transportation corr.ponent in a grant was not 
easy because generally it was not broken out in the budget, 
but a phone call usually yielded enough information. 
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The A-95 reviewer did not believe that his role needed 
strengthening because he had never made an adverse recom- 
mendation to accomplish transportation coordination. 
Usually, problems were satisfactorily worked out between the 
parties. 

PROJECT PLANS 

Fare Free’s general plans were to continue expanding 
the system through further coordination and to add 
capability as the demand for service grows. 

Fare Free planned to develop a more efficient passenger 
identification and rider accounting system. The rider 
identification sys~om was to be augmented with plastic, 
embossed identification cards similar to credit cards to 
be used on each vehicle as a means of better identifying 
riders and eliminating much mb?ual writing and tabulation 
by drivers and clerical staff. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS 

Although other social service agencies continued to 
operate their own transportation services, Fare Free coordi- 
nated with these agencies and supplemented their services. 

In our opinion, Cape May County’s success in coordinating 
social service transportation was due to its establishing a 
separate entity to provide transportation services, a forceful 
project director, and the support of the county government. 
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OLDER ADULTS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC. 
, COLUMBIA, MISSOURI -- 

The Older Adults Transportation Service, Inc. (OATS) 
is nearly a statewide coordinated system serving the 
transportation needs of Missouri's elderly and handicapped 
persons. OATS was a coordinated system in that it was funded 
by more than two Federal proyrams and was providing trans- 
portation services to several different recipients of Federal 
funds. OATS' charter restricted services to elderly and 
handicapped persons and, consequently, coordination with 
other programs involving transportation had been limited 
to those serving such persons. Further, coordination with 
such programs had been limited because OATS lacked money 
to expand its operations and because other programs wanted 
to maintain their own transportation systems. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

OATS, which was founded in 1971, is a not-for-profit 
corporation organized under the laws of the State of 
Missouri. Transportation was provided by door-to-door service. 
OATS operated in 90 of Missouri's 114 counties and had its 
central office in Columbia, Missouri, with six area offices 
located throughout the State. 

The major source of funding for OATS had been title III 
of the Older Americans Act, as amended, and contributions 
from system users in the form of membership fees and fare 
contributions. 

Area where the system operates 

Missouri is the 13th largest State in the Nation in 
population with 4.7 million people and a density of 68 per- 
sons a square mile. Almost 30 percent of the State's popula- 
tion, 1.4 million people, live in rural communities under 
2,500. In 1970 Missourians who were 55 years of age and 
older represented 22 percent (1,023,452! of the State's pop- 
ulation. About 33 percent of this group lived in rural com- 
munities of 2,500 people or less. About 6 percent (285,027) 
of the total population in Missouri were disabled persons 
in the age group of 16 to 64; about 33 percent of them also 
resided in rural communities. 

Census statistics for 1970 showed the median family 
income was $8,914 with 11 percent of the families earning 
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an income less than the ‘J.S. census poverty level. Of those 
65 and older, 30 percent had incomes under the poverty level. 

In March 1976 Missouri had a civilian labor force of 
about 2.1 million, of which about 6 percent were unemployed. 
The unemployed rate for the 9C-cdu;lty area served by OATS, 
excluding the Kansas City and St. Louis standard metropolitan 
statistical areas, ranged from a low of 1.6 percent &o a high 
of 10.8 percent. 

OATS did not serve 24 counties in the southeastern part 
of the State. Although two major urban areas--Kansas City 
and St. Louis-- are Jocated within the go-county area served 
by OATS, OATS did n,t serve clients living i,- St. Louis 
and only served clients living in the sparsely populated 
outskirts or Kansas City. The population of this 93-county 
area, excluding the two cities, is around 3 million, 

Operations of the system 

OATS had divided the counties it served into six service 
areas. Each area was administered by an area su?crvisor 
who was responsible for operations within the service area. 

OAT? provided transportation only to elderly (age 55 
and over) and handicapped persons who were OITS members. 
Individuals became members for a small annui.1 contributior. 
As of August 1, 1976, OATS had a total membership of about 
15,490. 

QATS reqllired that a fare contribution be collected 
for each person riding its vehicles. This fare contribution 
was paid for either by the rider or by a sponsoring agency 
for t?e rider. OATS used the term “fare contribution” 
rather than “fare” because title III regulations do not allow 
mandatory fares to be charged to the elderly. An OATS 
official informed us that OATS would carry an older yt’rson 
eve11 if he could not pay. 

The amounts of fare contribution paid for passengers 
of the OATS system variei depending on the trip. For ex- 
ample, the one-way fdre cor’ribution for an in-town trip, 
in a town under 10,000 popu.ation, was 50 celts; while 
a point-to-point trip cenertlly \'dS 4-l/2 cents a mile with 
a minimum charge of 51.00. 0~~‘s also had a 4.37 ce:;ts a 
mile fare contribution for iours. The fare contributions 
were a malor source df re*~enuc for OATS. 
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Although OATS operated its own transportation system, 
it purchased some outside services. OhTS financial reports 
showed that expenses for outsrrje services through contract 
milearTe were $23,188 in the last 3 months of 1975 and 
$27,008 for the first 3 months of 1976. This contract 
mileage, incurred in St. Louis County, reprecented payments 
to volunteer drivers who were reimbursed by OATS at 30 cents 
a mile for the use of their own private vehicles. This 
arrangement was a result of an agreement OATS entered into on 
October 1, 1975, with the Mid-East Area Agency on Aging, 
which provided a volunteer service. OATS took over the 
operation and continued to use volunteer drivers. OATS 
officials stated that in 1976 they entered into a contract 
to r:lrchase transportation services from a taxi company in 
St. Charles County at $99 a day. 

In addition, if an OATS vehicle was out of service, 
CATS sometimes paid its drivers 15 cents a mile to use 
their own private vehicles. An RSVP project had an arrange- 
ment with OATS in which OATS paid that program 15 ceilts a 
vehicle-mile to use its vehicle and paid the driver's salary 
when the vehicle and driver were being used to transport 
OATS clients. 

In 19:> OATS provided 133,021 passenger round trips. 
A passenger round trip was counted as such even if a 
passenger only made a one-way trip. In March 1976 OATS 
began accumulating these statistics on a one-way basis. 
Estimated ridership (expressed in one-way trips) for 1976 
was about 507,665. 

Statistics on passenger-miles and vehicle-miles are 
shown in the following table. 

Frrst 3 months 
of 1976 1975 

. 
l 

. 
. 

Number of passenger-miies 
(millions) 3.1 3.4 

Cost per passenger-mile 10 cents 9 cents 
Number of vehicle-miles 

(millions) 2.0 0.7 
Cost per vehicle-mile 44 cents 45 cents 

As of August 1976, .:TS had 73 vehicles--50 that it 
owned and 23 that were leased. 
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OATS provided several different types of door-to-door 
service and published a monthly newsletter containing a 
schedule that was sent to all members. Members could 
reserve a ride cn scheduled trips on a first-come-first- 
served basis. The service was a mixture of demand-responsive 
and fixed-time sc;ledules and routes. Although destinations 
wet-e fixed, the route and time schedule depended on (1) 
calls from members which were taken a month or more in ad- 
vance and (2) past experience of the areas that were heavily 
traveled. Medical-type trips took priority. Even though 
schedules were published, they were altered if not enough 
members reserved a ride. Scheduled runs were not made 
every day of the month. On tinscheduled days, UATS operated 
a demand-resoonsive service but asked the members to call 
a week or more in advance to reserve a ride. Under both 
types of service it was possible for a member to call the 
day before a trip and reserve a ride if there was space 
available and the bus was going near the member’s home. 
OATS also provided a 24-hour, demand-responsive ser.Jice in 
St. Louis County and three towns in Missouri. OATS 
vehicles were available every day of the month if there 
was a demand. The basic hours of operation were 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:oo Q.rn., Monday through Friday, for all types of 
services. Weekends were basically reserved for trips, such 
as tours. 

In addition, OATS provided transoortation on a fairly 
regular basis to 22 nutrition sites and 15 sheltered 
workshops. This was basically fixed-schedule, fixed-route 
service, Because of a lack of money, OATS cut back on this 
service in August 1976. 

Fundino of the sLrstem 

OATS was founded in 1971 and operated from 1971 through 
1973 with title III funds and fare contributions collected 
from its -embers. These funds continued to be major sourics 
of revenue for O.STS. The table on the following page shows 
@ATS ’ fuzdrng sources from 1971 through 1976, according to 
OATS’ January 1977 Status Report. 
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After 1975. title III funds were funneled throush the 
Missouri Office of Aging to the area agencies on aging. 
OATS received title III funds from seven area agencies on 
aging in 1975 and from six area agencies on aging in the 
first 6 months of 1976. Before 1975 OATS had received such 
funds directly from the Missouri Office of Aaing. In 1975 
it continued to receive funds from a 1974 title III grant 
directly from the Missouri Office on Aging. The title III 
funds were used for both operating and capital expenses and 
to purchase 44 vehicies for service to the elderly and the 
handicapped. Although OATS never received a written 
waiver permitting title III funds to be spent for the 
handicapped, Federal and State officials knew and approved 
these funds to serve both groups. 

On April 1, 1975, the Missouri Division of Fam;ly 
Services entered into a purchase-of-service agreement with 
OATS for transportation services for eligible Federal public 
assistance clients within the State, except for the city of 
St. Louis and 28 counties. Basically, under this contract, 
Missouri's Division of Family Services reimbursed OATS with 
title XX funds for the fare and membership fees of the 
eligible clients that were provided transportation. 

T':e Missouri Department of Mental Health received 
title XX funds from the Division of Family Services under 
a contractual agreement. For the year beginning April 1, 
1976, both agencies, under a three-party agreement, con- 
tracted with OATS to provide transportation services for 
Department of Mental Health clients who were eligible for 
title XX. This contract also provided for reimbursement of 
fare and membership fees. The maximum amount of the contract 
was S135,OOO. As of August 1976 the use of Division of 
Famil:l Services title XX funds was limited to paying fare 
and membership fees for medical trips only. This caused 
OATS to cut back service to nutrition sites and sheltered 
workshops. 

On September 1, 1974, OATS entered into an agreement 
with the Curators of the University of Missouri to provide 
transportation to handicapped and elderly persons in Boone 
Count:J, Yissouri. The project, entitled "Handicapped 
Americans Transportation Service," was funded through the 
Missouri Regioni Medical Program. These Federal funds 
were used to pay for various operating costs but not for 
fare zontribntiorls. Although funding from the Missouri 
Regi.Tnal Yedical Prcaram ended June 3C, 1976, the project 
conti;?ued to operate in Boone County. OATS used other 
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sources of funds t3 cover its costs fo- Lhe project and 
was negotiating with Missouri's Division of Family Services 
to try to obtain more title XX funds to help cover costs. 

Records of the Missouri Department of Transportation 
indicated that as of June 30, 1976, OATS was scheduled to 
receive a total of 17 vehicles bv October 1976 purchased 
with section 16(b)(2) funding which would be used both to 
replace vehicles and to expand service. Four of the 
vehicles had been received by June 30, 1976. 

The above Federal funding sources were the only direct 
Federal funding received by OATS for transportation services. 
However, through June 30, 1976, OATS received about $24,000 
through CETA programs for salaries of several OATS employees 
and about $6,200 for VISTA volunteers under the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act. 

In addition to the Federal funding, OATS also received 
income from fare and membership contributions, donations, 
and other miscellaneous income which helped cover its operating 
costs. 

In May 1976 the OATS General Manal. stated that OATS 
had financial problems, and its expends-dres were ex- 
ceeding its revenues. Fie hoped to get out of this financial 
bind by negotiating higher rates under the contract with 
the Missouri Division of Family Services. The higher rates 
would be retroactive to October 1975. In late May 1976 
an amendment to the contract was executed to raise OATS' 
reimbursement rates and to raise the allowable maximum 
expenditures under the contract from $300,000 to $620,000. 
We were informed in August 1976 that CATS' revenues were 
equaling its costs. 

Accountability to funding sources - 

In 1975 OATS' cost per passenger mile was about 10 
cents and in the first 3 months of 1976 about 9 cents. 
Although the user fare contributions of about 4-l/2 cents 
a passenger-mile'paid for part of the costs, the fare 
contributions were not designed to pay all of OATS' 
costs, and it had to rely on Federai funding. 

OATS had established a detailed accounting system. 
For example, OATS' financial statements showed income and 
expenses, as well as passenger trips and vehicle-miles 
traveled, r'or each of the (1) O.%TS buses, (2) OATS service 
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areas, and (3) seven area agency on aging areas and the 
special Handicapped Americans Transportation Service project. 

The funds received by OATS under title XX from the 
Division of Family Services and Department of Mental Health 
were the only type of Federal funds OATS received for which 
it was reimbursed on the basis of the units of service provid- 
ed. Under title XX, OATS was reimbursed at about 9 cents 
a mile. OATS had established a system t- accumulate the nec- 
essary data for billin for its services. Each OATS member 
was issued a card which specified whether the user or title 
XX was to pay the fare. On the basis of the information on 
the cards, which had to be shown by every rider, OATS' bus 
drivers prepared daily trip sheets showing the type of fares. 
This information was ultimately recorded in the computer 
system, and orce a month a computer billing was prepared 
for services rendered under title XX. 

Through the area agencies on aging, OATS received title 
III funds. Although OATS did not receive these funds based 
on units of service provided, the funds were spent in the 
area agency on aging area which provided the funding. In 
accounting for the funds, OATS accumulated costs for each 
bus and reported monthly total costs incurred in each of 
the areas. Because reimbursement was not based on a unit 
of service, OATS was not required to report to each area 
agency on agir,g the number of passengers served with :itle 
III funds. 

OATS received funds for the Handicapped Americans 
Transportation Services project funded by the Missouri 
Regional Medical Program, and these funds were accounted 
for separately. OATS accumulated the costs for this 
project separately and billed the Missouri Regional Medical 
Program monthly for the allowable actual costs incurred. 

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED 
TRANSPORTATION IN THE ARSA 

Because OATS operated in a large gecgraphic area, we 
did not attempt to identifv all federally funded programs 
which provided transportation in the OATS service area but 
were not coordinating with OATS. We visited two community 
action agencies, two area agencies on aging offices that 
operate nutrition sites, ‘?ne sheltered workship, and a 
vocationcll rehabilitation center that generally were not 
coordinating their transpl,rtation needs with OATS. In 
addition, we contacted two private, nonprofit transportation 
systems that provided transportation in ;?reas not serviced 
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by OATS but that were considering a merger with it. We 
also contacted an organization that, to a great degree, 
coordinated with OATS. Many of the organizations contacted 
were of the opinion that only one transportatis,n system 
should serve all clients under one administering agency. 
The following charts describe the transportation provided 
by these programs and give their comments on coordination 
of transportation services. 

. 
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Aqency proqral Area served 

Lafayette Coslnty One county 
Enterprises, Inc. 
Extended E-oloy- 
sent Sheltered 
war kShOP 

Community city of 
Rehahllltatlon colurrbla 
Center 

TransLortat Ion 

One vehicle 
used to trans- 
port emoloyePs 
(hand lcapoed 
persons) If 
thcv become 111 
or when thrlr 
own transnor t a- 
tlon is not 
available. 
Vehicle used to 
tcanspor t work- 
shoo mater ial. 

Trips to and 
from the center, 
lob reviews, and 
job sites. 

Source and 
for transl 

Development 
Panic Supper’ 
funds qrant 
and operatlnc 

CETA funds 
portation 
intervlews, 

Cooperative Area- One county Seven vehicles Develooment 
ulde Transoorta- orovide develoo- Basic Suppor 

t ion System mentally disabled to purchase 
cl lents with Section 16(b 
rioor-to-.~oor future purch 
service to shel- vehicles. 
tered worksho-?, 
day care cent, s, 
?iaqnostlc clinics, 
etc. Also, five 

Central Yisso~r L Elqht counties 
count res YJ7an in centrrl 
Development MISSC)VC 1 
carp. : 

Yead Start SIX vehicles ace 
used 4 days a 
week for about 
9 months of 
the year. 
Averaqe usaqe-- 
2 to 3 hours 
daily. 

Foster 
Grands3rentP 
Proqrd- 

One vehicle 
used 5 days a 
wcrr. Aver aqe 
USCI.~E---~ hours 
a da/. 

more vehicles are 
to be obtained. 

Head Start 
funds for 
vehicles 
expenses. 

Foster Grand 
Prograr Eund 
of vehicle 
expenses. 

Two vrhlcles Community 
us-d 5 d3jS a for ogrchasc 
week. Averaqe <vehicle and 
‘JS3rif? 4 to 7 Another : 
ho,rs dally. oocr3t Inq 
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:strmated annual 
lperatlng cost for 
*transportation 

In 1975 

$ 5,640 

300 

131,000 

23,841 

figency 
corn-reef n- 
coordinatron 

It is not 
feasrble to 
coordrnate. 

Agency 
reason tor not 

coordinating wrth OATS 

OATS serves this commun- 
lty only 2 days a week 
while employees need 
transportation 5 days a 
week. The vehrcle is 
wanted at the workshop 
all day. Vehrcle would 
wear out soon of leased 
to OATS. An OATS driver 
could not serve as a 
workshop supervisor as 
the agency driver does. 

There 1s no 
coordxnatlon 
with OATS. 

OATS would be reluctant 
to provide a vehicle for 
a lrmlted number of 
clients. The center’s 
clients would not all be 
elrgible for title XX 
funds, whrch would be 
used to pay OATS fare 
contrrbutlon. For those 
not elrglblr, It IS 
cheaper for client tax1 
servxce than to oay OATS 
fare contrlbutlons. 

Tryrnq to merge OATS lacks money to 
wrth OATS, srnce ooerate vehicles. 
the agency’s 
vehrcles are idle 
about 4 hours a 
day. 

Transferred owner- 
shlo of a vehicle 
to OATS; pur- 
chased OATS’ trrp 
tickets and mem- 
hershins occa- 
sronally: oer- 
mitted OATS drs- 
oatchers to use 
the teleohone in 
two county 
off ices without 
charge. 

c’ats could not provide 
rransportatlon to clrents 
who are not elderly or 
handlcaooed. OATS does 
not provide service In 
each county on a dally 
!,asls. No evidence that 
,?4TS could pro$‘li?e a less 
costly mode of transoorta- 
tlon. 

Agency 
comments on duplrcatlon 

of service 

Service 1s not dupli- 
cated because OATS 
operates a vehicle 
only about 2 days 
a week in the area. 

No duplrcatxon of 
service wrth OATS. 

CATS generally is not 
operatrng in same 
area. 

Transportation servrce 
not considered to 
duplicate OATS service 
except that the peoole 
in Foster Grand- 
parents Proqram are In 
the aqe group that IS 
elrqlble to ride an 
OATS vehicle. 

. 
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Source I 
Agency program Area served Tcansoortatlon EOK --- 

serve. Inc., One vehrcle Communal 
an indepen- leased and and tit: 
dent agency used 5 days operatir 
contracted a week. 
with to Average usage 
prov1d: 4 to 7 hours 
transparta- dally. 
tion 

Nort"west t lve c3Jnt ies 
r1ssour1 :- n-r:tuest 
Economic “lissour 1 
Jrcortunlty 
Zcrooiation: 

Senior Op. 3r- Staff outreach Communii 
tullties and workers are funds fc 
services relT>ursed for reimburr 
Program slle34e. 

Nutrition 
Program 

Head Stert 
prosram 

Community 
Actlon PrOgram 

Four ncfr I- Staff’s private 
tlon sites autozoblles 

and 3ATS used 
to transport 
clients to 
meal sites 

Five vehicles 
used about 4 
hours a day to 
take children 
to centers. 
take children 
on field trips, 
to doctors, 
etc. Staff use 
their personal 
veblcles and 
are reimbursed 
for mileaqe. 

Central Missouri Four tee? n’j- vdlunteers 

Area Agency trltlon sites trans30rt. 
on Aging clients to 12 

nutr ltlon sites 
and occaslonally 
are relTbursed 
at 15 cents a 
mile. OATS 
trans:‘OrtS 
clients for 
anotter sltc 
under OATS 
contract with 
title XX 
nutrltlon site. 
Locsl iy Funded 
vehl::e used to 
tra7’“3rt clients 
to t’e other 
nutr ::lon sites. 

Title V: 
servicer 
and stal 

Head St2 
funds Ec 
five vet 
operat ir 

Communi 
funds f 
relmbur 

Title v 
volonte 
bur seme 
operati 
vehicle 
local f 



bsrlmPted annual , operating Cost for 
i transportation 

IC :915 

s 624 

3,692 
OATS 

am 
e 

11,270 

462 

200-- 
Title VII 

for 

2,000-- 
Title VII 

* 
(OCC. 1975 to 

* Sept. ;Y76) 

Agency 
comments on 
cooral.ldtion 

OATS provides 
transpoctatlon 
to four nutrition 
sites. The 
agency has taken 
phone calls for 
OATS, provrded 
office space, and 
tried to identify 
potential OATS 
members. 

Agency 
reason for not 

coordinating with OATS 

OATS cannot meet all the 
transportation needs of 
nutrltlon sites since 
OATS has only three vehl- 
cles to serve five 
counties, and OATS does 
not like to pick up just 
one person In outlylnq 
areas. The Senior Oppor- 
tunlties and Services 
Program provides trans- 
portation to low-income 
elderly persons who cannot 
afford to pay OATS member- 
ship fees. It is cheaper 
to pay stafE 10 cents a 
mile rather than purchase 
servlcfs from OATS. 
Since OATS only serves 
the elderly and handi- 
capped, OAT5 could not 
provide transportation 
for the HEAD Start 
program. 

Agency 
comments on duplication 

of service 

There is not much 
duplication since 
most passengers they 
transport cannot be 
served by OATS. 

OATS provides Some nutrition sites are Not duplicative 
transportation not in OATS' service area. because OATS does not 
to one nutr:tion OATS does not have enough serve these nutrition 
site. vehicles to provide the sites and does not 

needed transportation. have vehicles for the 
The agency does not have service. 
funds available in its 
budget for transportation: 
thereEore it relies pri- 
marily on volunteers. 
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C\gency program Area served Transportation ----- _ 

Mxd-America Five counttes Twelve vehicles 
Re91ona1 COUilCll 15 nutrtcton used ro provrde 

sites transportation 
to I1 91tes. 
Three of the 
vehrcles are 
leased. TL ans- 
bortatlon IS 

Southeast 
Yissour i 
Transoortation 
Services, Inc. 

not provided 
to four sates. 

:- count 1es JWC~VL, vehicles 
provrdc service 
to people 55 
and older and 
th.e hasdicanoed. 
System members 
oay S5 annually 
plus a fare of 
5 cents a mile. 

Source and use of 
for transport 

Revenue shar inq 
purchase of five 
sectlon 16(b)(2) 
purchase of four 
‘Pltle III CJnrls 
vehicle ooeratrn 
title VII funds 
operatIny expens 

Title III 

Harrison County One county One vehicle PSVP funds for 

Council on Aoino DKOVl~~S ourcnase, vehil 
Retired Senior transnortation t lolls, ana purl 
Vol~unteer Proor*- for proclrdm transportation 

volunteers. 
Thlr. vehicle iS 
also used for 
OATS clients 
for which OATS 
reimburses the 
proqram. 



at4 annual 
t1-CI cost for 
r3zartat~on 

- 1975 

AJO”CV Agency 
corn-ents on reason for n,3t 
cqor5lnatlon ~oordr"atl"q w1t? OATS 

515,800 

, 

. 

There have beer. 
disc-sslons wit- 
OATS co"cern~~x 
OATS ' orovldlnz 
tran5oortatlon 
to tl.e rural 
sites, but there 
has teen no 
coor31natlon. 

-_ -.T,-RO 

900 
CT ?ATS trl? 
i'CtS onls, 

Only 3 ?f the 11 sites where 
transcjrtatlon 1s 0tovlded 
are lc?ated I" CAfS' service 
areas. The courc:l wants 
to gai: '?a"ageRe-t capablll- 
ty b\ :~"n~nq the whole pro- 
gram. OATS 1s ?ot considered 
to naib management capab.1 It, 
1t-3 tkrs area a"13 :as not or+ 
ved ~ti rellatrllry and effl- 
c iency . COU"Cll JKlVPKS are 
used ts site assrstants, hut 
OATS 6:lvers coul-3 not be. 

Cc,'. 3ination OATS IS not degt free. 
ex~scs with 
othe: orqanlzat.0"s, 
such 3s a cilr.cer so- 
ciety, c0mmunlt:- 3ctlOn 
agenzles, nutr Lr,on 
and sheltered w::<shop 
prqrams, and 3 Poster 
GracJparent F.i~sra,m. 
This system p:z-.s to 
merge with OATS lit0 
a statewIde rm>rs: 
transportatloc avstem 
if CATS becomes debt 
free. 

Aqency 
comments on dupl ica: :on 

of service 

NO: dusllcatlve 
iecause OATS does r0t 
serve the nlltr Ltl,:- 
site. OATS oro"i .es 
extensive service :- 
only tvo of the t I;P 
counties served. 

Transpor tat ;on needs 
of other programs 
could be met by this 
system. (There 1s 
little dup;icatlon 
with OATS because i&T3 
operates In only ttree 
of the same countl+s II-I 
which this system 
operates.) 

The sqency's The alency b0ugh.t Its own PO dupllcatlon nE cer- 
vehl;le takes vehlcie because OATS did vice. 
OATS clle0ts t2 not ha-e a vehicle avall- 
a sr.el tered able t0 meet its needs. 
rorksnop daily The azency maIntaIna con- 
and to a nutrl- trol -ver the veblcle to 
tio" site on meet Its clients' needs. 
days the OATS 
vehlsle 1s not 
avarIable. The 
pcoqram also 
purcnases OATS 
trip tickets. 
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HOW THE SYSTEM DEVELOPED 

In the winter months of 1970 and 1971, meetings were held 
in Missouri at community, county, regional, and State levels 
in preparation for the National White House Conference on 
Aging which was held in NoTrember and December 1971. The 
meetings were sponsored by the Missouri Department of 
Community Affairs, 3ffice of Aging: Jefferson City, Missouri, 
and were intended to give an insight into the problems faced 
by the large and growing population of the aging. 

Several meetings were held by a group of concerned 
citizens from eight counties of the Mid-Missouri Regional 
Planning Area to discuss possible ways to provide trans- 
portation for senior citizens. In July 1971 the group 
received notice from the Missouri Office of Aging, Department 
of Community Affairs, that a grant would be available to 
develop end provide transportation for senior citizens. 
The program was to be known as Older Adults Transportation 
Service (OATS) and was to have as its objective door-to- 
doer transporkation to doctors and dentists, drug stores, 
senior centers, pleasure trips, and visits to relatives 
and friends. The Missouri Office of Aging, using funds from 
the Older Americans Act of 1975, as amended, made $30,259 
available to subsidize a transportation system for senior 
citizens. OATS began operations in September 1971 as a pro- 
ject of the Cooperative Transportation Service, Inc. In 
November 1973, as a result of a stockholder referendum, 
the organization's form was changed to a not-for-profit 
corporation 

Since 1971 the purpose of OATS had been to serve the 
general transportation needs of Missouri'P elderly and 
handicapped citizens. OATS had grown fr ‘rIl its meager 
beginning of three vehicles in four counties in 1971 to 
73 vehicles in 90 counties as of August 1976 ,qith a 
combined membership of ever 15,000 elderly anu handicapped 
persons. 

The OATS General Manager stated that OATS had attempted 
to coordinate with any organization that operated vehicles 
for elderly and handicapped persons. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION 
RESOURCES 

Federal, State, and local officials cited nu:erous 
obstacles to coordinatio? of transnortatlon services. 



, 

Gne of the primary reasons for not coordinating was that 
other organizations view the transportation needs of their 
client groups as unique and believe tnat the OATS system 
cL.:ld not provide the services needed. Furthermore, the OATS 
system was chartered to serve only elderly and handicapped 
persons. 

ceder&l problems 

Officials of organizations h’c contacted that provide 
transportation in the WTS area did not cite any Feoeral 
restrictions or obstacles as reasons for not Jsing C.+TS 
to meet their ‘ransportation needs. 

The OATS Generai ?!anager cite2 the lack of funding 
certainty, continuity, 2nd availaoi? 1 ty as malor stumblinq 
blocks to coordinat:on or consolidatzon. For exampl e, OATS 
was not assured of title 111 funding 7fter October 1, 1977, 
because HE;\< rc.Jc1atior.s issued in 1973 for tile title III 
program state t:;at no ;ro]ect may b2 funded for lonqer than 
3 b’ears without the s;;roval of the Commissioner on :,ging. 

Another prJblcn . e noted was that most categorical 
pr zgrams are designed :o serve a specific client group. 
:ioXever , he said that ;,.:.‘I’S was restricted to serving 
orzly elderly an3 hand icapped !)ersons. 

The G.\‘I’S General ‘lanageL stated that he has had 
problems cbtaininrj Litle KY funds. “ne proble-l involved 
local ma-kc:::nq fdnis reouired to meet the Federal financial 
stare of the title XX eroqraa. The lscal matching funds 
2.1YS was orc~::~.:ing were dg:siar,ated specifica;l, for OATS. 
Title XS rc.lulat:ons d:3 not allow th:s dcsidnation for 
c - .I ; ; f - .‘ ic or.j2.nlzations. The *-lL-OblCT ;ZJS solvocS b\ rising 
31’ * 7wJble n In-f edera f ,nds Provided z’f area aqsncits on 
sz:nq. 



with operating funds had to be found to sponsor the section 
16(b)(2) vehicles, which was difficult to do. Furthermore, 
the program restricted eligible recipients to private, non- 
profit organizations which, State and local officials said, 
inhibited coordination. Both SLate and Federal regional 
officials said that because section 16(b)(2) vehicles could 
be used to serve only the elderly and handicapped, coordina- 
tion might be inhibited. A Federal regional official said 
that while incidental use to serve others was permissible, 
there was no specific criteria to help interpret what this 
meant. Decisions would have to be mad? on a case-by-case 
basis to determine if the use of the vehicles for other 
clients was incidental. If service for other clients was 
determined to be more than incidental, Federal regional 
officials would not permit section 16(b)(2) vehicles to be 
used for those other clients. 

Some Federal regional officials were of the opinion 
that the different accounting and reporting required by 
Federal programs were an obstacie to coordination at the 
local level. One officiai stated that this might not have 
been a problem for OATS, but he thought it could be an 

L;tacle for smaller operators. 

Some regional HEX officials pointed out that vehicles 
could not be depreciated in the Head Start program (or other 
Federal programs) and that there were no other provisions 
for replacement of vehicles except to hope that at the end 
of a year there would be excess money with which to purchase 
a vehicle. The lack of an asstired funding source for vehicle 
replacement resulted in a fear of coordination because vehicles 
wear out sooner when used by other groups. 

One official of an organization that prosrided trans- 
portaLin:: cerT.7: : for nutrition sites commented that at 
thp r‘-. . ’ 3to levels, all officials said “coordinate,” 
1,tlt t . how, and at the local levels, there 
h’ 3 .- I .,:tiati,.f> and : rained transportation managers. 

I. t’:’ ;\ction Agency official was of the opinion 
:t i: rhe! r lehicles were turned over to O:TS to operate, 

. - A- wozld involve considerable administrative oapcrwork ‘11 
the Federal level which he believed that the Federal agency 
would be reluctant to undertake. 

At t’ne Federal t-egional level we were a?,rised that 
fund: under the Older Americans Act, as amen:ied, could not 

t’ us22 in ‘lr, Inteqrste3 Grant J\dministration grant, which 
1; a program for poolinq funds from differen: Drograms. 



However, this type of restriction did not appear to be an 
obstacle to OATS’ coordinating with other programs in its 
area. 

State problems 

Various officials contacted stated that one restriction 
to coordination was a Missouri law that prohibited the use 
of school buses for carrying clients other than school 
children. 

OATS had chosen to serve only the age group of 55 and 
over and the handicapped. The OATS General Manager believed 
that including other rlicnt groups would bring OATS under 
the jurisdiction of the Missouri Public Service Commission, 
which would then regulate OATS’s routes, fares, schedules, 
type of insurance, and in some inst3ncez would probably 
not permit OATS to operate where some public companies 
already had a franchise. An official of the Missouri Public 
Service Commission expressed an opinion that if OATS ex- 
panded its client population, it would still not lose its 
exemction as private carrier so long as it did not serve 
the general public; however, he pointed out that it would 
take a corrmission rulSng to properly determine this. We 
were advised that the commission does grant authority to 
operate irregular type routes, and the commission official 
did not think that being regulated by the commisslon would 
be an obstacle to OATS’ coordination efforts. 

Local problems 

The OATS General Yanager stated that another reason 
for not serving other client groups was the fear of some 
senior citizens that if younger people were allowed to 
ride the OATS buses, they would take over the service and it 
would no longer cater to the special needs of the elderly. 

The OATS General Yanaqer said that he viewed protection 
of turf as one of the na]or obstacles OATS had encountered. 
Ffe stated that it was a rare program that would give up a 
piece of ecruipment with its name on the side which save that 
program idnnt ity. Because oi t;iis obstacle, ne said it 
had been difficult tc convince scmn proqrams that it has 
more efficient for they to purchase transportation from 
OATS. TO a;lercoTe this obstacle 0&7’S had to convince them 
that it ~2.3 acre efficient and cheaper to ha~fc O,ZTS nrovidc 
the trans29rt,ation ser,“lice. T3is invoived distrib2tinq a 
dt?tailed ~~.>?~-~lv ‘inar,cial .-..A_ . statcrrent cI:,‘i’S had c~evelopcc~. 



We found other examples of turf protection. Officials 
at one organization we contacted advised us that protection 
of turf and acceptance by clients was an obstacle to coordin- 
ating with OATS in one county where this organization op- 
erated a vehicle. The local people in the county are involved 
in the operation of the vehicle and do not want OATS to 
provide the transportation because they are not satisfied 
with the quality of OATS' service. Furthermore, this vehicle 
serves all age groups, which OATS dozs not do. 

Some Federal, regional, State, and local officials 
expressed the opinion that protection of turf was a problem, 
although they did not cite any specifics showing that it 
had been a problem in coordinating with OATS. One official 
thought the problem was at the Federal and State levels, as 
well as the local level, in that each program's staff was 
concerned only about its clients. 

The OATS General Manager stated that factual information 
was lacking in smaller operations. He stated that most 
small operations did not know the full cost of their 
transportation services, and therefore when compared to 
what OATS cost, they believed that OATS was too expensive. 
The OATS General Manager suggested that uniform cost re- 
porting for Federal programs might overcome this problem. 

The OA'3 General Manager stated that OATS had a croblem 
obtaining vehicle insurance coverage. This had not hindered 
any specific coordination, but he viewed the reluctance of 
insurance companies to cover multipurpose vehicles as a 
hindrance to the development of transporation in rural areas. 
He said that the cost of insurance had more than doubled 
within the last year, and fewer companies are willing to 
provide insurance for OATS' vehicles. AlthouGh OATS has had 
a good accident record, he believes that this unwillingness by 
insurance companies to provide coverage is because of the 
larqe number of miles driven and the type of client served. 
Of the various organizations contacted, as well as Federal 
and State officials contacted, some were of the opinion 
that insurance rates could increase if a program transports 
another program'; clients. One community action agency 
operator stated that he has discussed the use of the 
community action agency's liead Start vehicles to service 
one of the other programs administered by the commjnitv 
action agency, but its insurance company does not want tc 
cover this. 
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A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

, The A-95 clearinghouse system in the State of Missouri 
was comprised of a State A-95 office, Division of Budget and 
Planning, Office of Administration, and 20 local substate 
clearinqhouses. A potential applicant for assistance under 
a program covered by P-95 was generally required to notify 
the clearinghouses of its intended program. An applicant 
for a grant prepared a preapplication form and submitted copies 
of the form to the State A-95 office and to the affected 
local A-95 clearinghouses. Tne proposed project, relative 
to transportation services, was reviewed by the State and 
local clearinghouses for possible duplication. The State 
A-95 office also contacted the concerned State agencies who 
commented on the proposed grant. The applicant was then pro- 
vided with comments from the State A-95 office, the !.ocal 
clearinghouse, and the State aqency comments. The applicant 
was required to take into consideration these comments in 
preparing the final grant proposal. 

The Division of Budget and Planning determined that a 
proposed transportation service did not duplicate a service 
already beir,g provided by an existing program serving the 
same client group. This determination was made by comparing 
the applicant’s grant to each aqency’s State plan and also 
checking the files maintained by the State A-95 clearinghouse, 
which showed all applicants in a particular area, for possible 
duplication of services. The State A-95 clearinghouse 
wanted to avoid ilny d*lplication of transportation services 
by two systems serving the same group of clients in the same 
general area. State officials could not cite any specific 
instances in which they recommended that a proposed 
transportation service be coordinated or consolidated with 
an esisting transportation system. 

StJre A-95 officials advised us that the detailed 
re*Jiew ot’ grant proposals for potential coordination and 
consc>l idat ion of transportat ion set vice .&as pr imar ily per- 
for,.:ed by the clearinghouses. 



and it was easy to check for duplication. He further stated 
that it had never made any recommendations that transportation 
plans be coordinated because any possibility of duplication 
had been resolved during thz review process. 

PROJECT PLANS 

The OATS General Manager hoped to use section 16(b)(2) 
funds for replacement of capital equipment. For operating 
subsidies, OATS hoped to continue to obtain title III funding 
through grants from the area agencies on aging in the State. 
However, he said that OATS would have to obtain a waiver 
or approval from the Co-missioner on Aging to receive title 
III funds beyond the 3--lear limit. At the time of our review, 
OATS was receiving funding from title XX and hoped to continue 
receiving these funds. 

The Mid-Missouri Council of Governments had been approved 
to receive a rural public transportation demonstration 
project grant under section 147. OATS was to manage this 
demonstration project which was to serve a three-county area. 

Although OATS did not receive any title VII funding 
directly, it provided transportation services to some nutrition 
sites and was reimbursed by one. The OATS General Manager 
said that a few area agencies on aging had been contacted 
about the possibility of more nutrition sites reimbursing 
OATS for services. However, no definite plans had been 
made. 

The OATS General ".anager hoped that the state legis- 
lature would approve funds for matchin; appropriate Federal 
monies granted t; OATS. He ho?ed that fare contributions 
could continue to support a' y-qst 40 percent of the budget. 

OATS was also working _ .aer a.greements with 
Cooperative :'irea Wide TranSp3itdEion S::stem and Southeast 
Missouri Transportation Servic-s, Inc., which :qould expand 
OATS' service area into the Kansas Fit*;, Missouri, urban 
area and into the sout?.easterr. part of the State. Officials 
of both of these orqanizationz stated that mec?prs were 
contingent upon OATS' financial sonditron becozinq more 
secure. 

@'JR OSSERVRTIONS 

OATS hzi some success in coordina:inq with other 
transportation svstcm? 2nd in sbtairir.; Feclerai fur<jinz 
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from various sources, but its limited charter to serve only 
the elderly and handicapped is viewed by OATS officials as 
precluding coordination with systems serving other groups. 

Coordination with other programs seemed to have developed 
when these organizations became short of funds, began seeking 
transportation elsewhere, or became convinced by OATS that 
OATS could meet their needs with improved efficiency and 
decreased costs. 

Some Federal, State, and local officials were of the 
opinion that coordination could be fostered jf funds were 
provided through one central agency which would administer 
all transportation programs. 



PROGRESS FOR PEOPLE HUMAN RESOURCE AGENCY 

DUNLAP, TENNESSEE 

The Progress for People Human Resource Agency (PFP) is a 
public, nonprofit agency which provides several social ser- 
vices. For example, PFP mar,aged Federal programs, such as 
Community Action, Head Start, Child Development, and the 
Retired Senior Volunteer Program. As a separate operation 
in the agency, PFP also managed a rural transportation s:.stem 
in 10 counties of the Southeast Tennessee Development District. 

PFP coordinated its transportation services with other 
social service agencies that operated vehicles in the district. 
For example, PFP did not have enough money to pay drivers' 
salaries so it loaned one agency two vans. The aqencl: paid 
the drivers, and PFP paid for gas and vehicle repairs. The 
Tennessee Department of Education and two county boards of 
education had contracted with PFP for the transportation of 
handicapped persons to special schools. 

Those social service agencies which did not have money 
to buy transportation ser=rices asked clients to arrange their 
own travel. These peopie might ride PFP vehicles to welfare 
offices or medical clinics. On occasion the agencies asked 
PFP to pick 11p a client *ho was having difficulty getting 
transportation. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM - 

PFP was formed in June 1974 by the merger of two COW 
munity action agencies-- the Sequatchie Valley Economic Oppor- 
tunity Authority and Progress For People, Incorporated. To 
provide: client transportation before their merger, the 
agencies used General Services Administration surplus cars 
and the staff's personal automobiles. According to a 
PFP official, 25 to 33 perce;lt of the two agencies' combined 
budgets was used to provide transportation. Because of 
this expense ;jnd the larqe demand for transportation, PFP 
started a nine-county s'y's'lem in November 1974. 

. PFP's transpor'z3c ;'~n sv:7tem included both fixed-route 
and demand-respon::1;“' sr-rl:~ce:;. Vehicles runninq on fixed- 

. routes transport,>:! ~i.:~:)i t: :ro:n rural counties to hospitals 
and specia! sch,~ i f.\V t' 7 harrdica~~ped in Chattanooga, , Tennessee 
dcstlna&~sp~;~ :';,:.,":- '-::,. :- ;y'j 

-responsive set-vice to various 
Vehlclns opcratnd on demand, 

plC’tC<l Up pfZOpi<- !t +. r. 1 z 3 Ttes, and tool< them to placcc, such 



as the doctor's office, county welfare office, or bank. 
These demand-responsive vehicles also stopped at bus stops 
on the fixed-routes so that people could travel to 
Chattanooga. 

In Chattanooga, public transportation VTas provided 
by the Chattanooga Area Regional Transit Authority; PFP 
did not compete with it. Special transportation for the 
poor and handicapped was provided by the Chattanooga Human 
Services Department. 

In fiscal years 1975 and 1976, PFP's transportation 
program was funded by the Community Services Administration, 
Tennessee Commission on Aging, Tennessee Mid-South Regional 
Medical Program, and the Federal Highway Administration. PFP 
alsc received money from county governments, contracts, and 
passenger donations. 

Area where svstem operates 

The Southeast Tennessee Development District is one 
of nine such districts in the State. It covers 10 counties: 
Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy, Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, 
Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie. Excluding Hamilton County, the 
area is both rural and mountainous and encompasses the Cumber- 
land Plateau, the Appalachian Ridge and Valley, and the Blue 
Ridge "mountains. The district contains 3,811 square miles 
of which over 80 percent is agricultural land and forests. 
Less than 2 percent of the land area in the three counties is 
urban. 

According to 1970 census data, the population density 
of the district was 110 persons a square mile. The 197a 
census showed that the district had a total population of 
320 ,517, and over 250,GOO of these people lived in Hamilton 
County. Fourteen percent of the total population (59,000) 
was age 60 or older. 

The largest city in the district is Chattanooga which 
had a population of over 119,000 (1970 census). Outside 
of Il3mrlton Count*/, the largest city is Cleveland and the 
next largest is Athens. These two cities had populations 
in 1970 of ah3ut 21,000 and 12,000 people, respectively. 
Yost coTmunlties in tne district hait populations below 
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Of those persons 65 and older, 16,447 were poor. In 1970, 
the median annual family income varied between $4,183 
in Grundy County and $8,609 in Hamilton County. SLnilar 
data for 1976 was not available for the district, but 
the median annual income in the State was estimated at 
$11,591. 

The district's economy depends on manufacturlnq indus- 
tries, such as durable consumer goods and paper. Manufac- 
turing industries employ 36 percent of all workers, and 
wholesale and retail trades account for another 30 percent 
of the reqion's employment. The rest of the workforce is 
employed in construction, transportation, utilities, bankina, 
insurance, and mining. 

In April 1976 the district's labor force totaled 
201,000 people. Vnemployment for the month was 6 percent, 
or about 1 percent below that of the State. 

Operations of the system 

Thrc,gh fiscal year 1976, PFP provided transportation 
for anyone who lived in the zinc rural counties of the dis- 
trict. PFP expanded its transportation program in November 
1976 to include the residents of northern Hamilton County. 
People who were not served u rider contractual arrangements 
could phone the PFP dispatcher in their county at least 
1 day in advance to obtain transportation. Persons trans- 
ported under contracts were furnished seats as needed on 
a prearranged schedule. Recause it was unable to fulfill all 
requests for its services, PFP established priorities for 
groups of people and for places to which they may travel. 

Persons age 50 and older, the poor, and the handicapped 
were scheduled for transportation before PFP provided 
seating to the public. Its vehicles were not equipped 
',ith wheelchair lifts, so PFP transported only those 
handicapped persons who could board the vehicle on their 
own or with the help of the driver. 

When the dispatcher scheduled the seating, he qave 
priority to persons requesting transportation to medical 
treatment facilities. C)n occasion, when a person needed 
immed la te transportation for a medical emergency, one of 
the staff would use his personal automotIle if PFP did 
not have a vehicle available. 
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Through May 1976, PFP operated 14 vehicles and owned 
2 others which were optrated for it by a housing authority 
in Athens, Tennessee. In June PFP began operating these 2 
vehicles and also bought 11 more. By mid-September, 9 
of the 11 vehicles were operating. The remaining two began 
operating in northern Hamilton County during November 1976. 
As of November 1976, PFP’s transportation program operated 
27 vehicles, all purchased in 1975 and 1976. 

Through fiscal year 1376, other PFP offices operated 
vehicles which were not included in the transportation system. 
PFP’s Head Start program office operated 16 vehicles, anal its 
RSVP office operated one other vehicle. Head Start vans 
were not used regularly by PFP’s transportation program 
because its officials thought the vans could only be used for 
Head Start program objectives and because the vehicles were 
operated on set schedules 4 days a week. 

Five of PF P’s vehicles operated on fixed routes. The 
vehicles transported persons to hospitals, special schools 
for the handicapped, and other services in Chattanooga. The 
20-passenger bus ran on a daily route from Bledsoe County, 
while two 12-passenger vans traveled from Rhea County and 
Grundy County. A fourth van traveled three times a week from 
Polk County, and a fifth van made a weekly trip from !dcMinn 
County. During days when they did not operate on fixed 
routes, trle latter two vans provided demand-responsive service 
in their respective counties. 

The remaining vehicles provided demand-responsive 
transportation. With one day’s notice, the vehicles made 
round trips from peoples’ homes to the services they 
requested. Generally, demand-responsive service was only 
provided for intracounty transportation. Cn occasion, 
L‘FP transported persoIls to services in the northern counties 
of Georgia and Alabama and in the western counties of North 
Carolina. PFP also transported veterans to the veterans 
hospitals in Nashville for outpatient care--a drstance of 
about 130 miles one way. 

The five fixed routes covered rounci trip distances 
which varied between 50 and 110 miles. The averaqe round 
trip for intracounty demand-responsive service was about 24 
71les. As of August 1976, PI’P did not commute either the 
cost oer passenacr-mile or the cost per vehicle-mile. For 
the period fro.m June 1975 to September 1975, PFP cstl-ated 
t!le onerating cost per YJehicle-?lle was S1.31. This ?st lmate 
FxcluqQd driver sala~les and o,;.?rhcad costs, such as rent 
2nd ut1.i ities. 



PPP operated its transportation 8 hours a day, 5 days a 
week. Yehicles were also used on weekends for special 
trips. For example, during one weekend PFP took a qrotip 
of senior citizens to an amusement park about 120 miles 
south of Chattanooga. For this trip, PFP charged each 
person $1. 

PFP did not charge a fare for its daily transportation 
services but requested everyone to donate 25 cents when they 
rode. No one was Len-,ed transpcrtation if he refused to 
make a donation. For trips to the veterans hospital, a 
veteran was reir;,bursed by the Veterans Administration 
for the round trip mileage. PFP expected the veteran to 
use at least a portion of the money to pay for his trip, 
but sometimes a veteran kept the money and rode free. 

PFP did not account for the number of passengers who 
got on and off a vehicle, nor did it account for the number of 
trips a passenger made. Instead, PFP recorded its services by 
the number of people who requested transportation each month 
and by the places they visited. For example, a person might 
have ridden a PFP vehicle three times in one month. This 
person was counted as only one passenger. If, during the three 
trips, he trdveled to six different places (two each trip), 
PFP recorded each place as one service. Thus, PFP records 
for that month would show one passenger received six services. 

Between November 18, 1974, when the system began and 
December 31, 1975, PFP carried 10,415 passengers and took 
them to 38,861 destinations. These destinations included 
medical treatment facilities, special schools for the handi- 
capped, county welfare offices, groceries, banks, and lalln- 
dries. In July and August 1976, PFP carried 3,151 passe,.gers 
and provided 16,457 services, including 199 services for 
the handicapped. Unmei services for these 2 months totaled 
only 521. PFP provided an estimated 87,658 services in 1976. 

Through fiscal year 1976, the Tennessee Department of 
Education's Division of Vocational Rehabilitation and twc 
county boards of education contracted with PFP for transpor- 
tation services. One local social service project and a 
county health department also shared t!.eir transportation 
resources. 

Beginning with the 1974-75 school term, county boards 
of education were required by the State to educate all 
handicapped ch:ldren between 4 and 21 years old. 
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Some of the boards contracted with special schools in 
Hamilton County for the education of handicapped children. 
Two of the county boards of education--Bledsoe and 
Sequatchie--did not have the mane" to operate their 
own transporta+Fon services to ar.i from the schools. 
Because PFP operated vehicles from Bledsoe County, 
through Sequatchie County, to Hamilton County, the 
officials of the two boari; asked PFP to transport 
the children. 

The Sequatchie County Board of Education started 
using PFP transportation about March 1975. The board 
paid PFP $3.00 a day for each child transported to the 
Orange Grove Scnool in Chattanooga. In the 1975 to 1976 
school term, both boards contracted with PFP for transpor- 
tation. Each board awarded PFP $4,290 contracts for the 
daily transportation oE about 12 children. 

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in Chattanooga 
offered job training and other services to the handicapped so 
they couid become employable. Vocational rehabilitation 
clients were encouraged to arrange their own travel to the 
training centers, but on occasion soze clients were unable 
to get transportation. In these cases, the division awarded 
separate contracts to PFP for each of the client's travel 
net-ds. 

A division official told us that he contracted with PFF 
because it was the only transportatio:l system which operate3 
throughout the district's nine rural counties. IJsing 
vocational rehabilitation funds, the official said he awarded 
about five contracts through June 1976. The rates for t!le.se 
contracts var ied by destination. For example, one client 
received eight round trips to Knoxville--a distance of 160 
miles-- and the division paid PFP 5 cent? a mile. Another 
client received 56 round trips--l10 miles each--from Pi,,eville 
to Chattanooga. PFP charged the division $5.00 for each of 
these round trips. 

From December 1974 through May 1976, the Athens Housing 
Authority, a public housing program in Athens, operated two 
vans which it received from P"P. PFP had purchased the vans 
with title III and RSVP funds but did not have the money to pay 
the drivers' salaries. The iuthorit;? operated tne vehicles 
for PFP in McMinn, Yeigs, and Polk Zounties and paid the 
drivers' salaries from CETA and title XX funds. PFP paid all 
other operating costs. 
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According to an authority official, the two vans were 
used to transport anyone who iived ln the three counties. 
About 90 percent of the passengers transported by the RSVP 
van were RSVP volunteers. Other requests for transportation 
were scheduled under prroritias established by FFP. As of 
November 1976 PPP operated both vehicles and used CSA funds 
to pay drivers' salarles. 

During this 18-month period, the authority also operated 
another van purchased with funds authorized under title lV-f 
(now title XX) of the Social Security Act, as amended, for 
the children nee-llng day care. The day care center itself 
was funded with title XX money. The vehicle was >d to 
transport senior citizens when it was not serving . e dsy 
care center. Title XX funds were used to pay the driver, 
and ?FP paid the operating costs. Because PFP provided 
operating funds, the Tennessee Department of Human Services 
permitted the authority to transport pecple kho were not 
eligible for title XX benefits. 

As of June 1976 the authority continued to operate '-.he 
day care van for day care clients only but decided for two 
reasons to discontinue its transportation service tising PFP 
vans. One --the authority's board of directors believed 
that only one agency should be responsible for transoortation. 
Two-- keeping track of those riding the vans who were eligible 
for title XX and prorating transporization costs for each 
client was too burdensome. The authority d:d net have the 
same problem with the day care van because it carried only 
title XX day care clients. 

Another social service agency, the Regional Child 
Development Program, used PFP transportation resources. 
This program managed day care centers for children with 
working mothers in Bledsots, Rhea, and Seyuatchie Counties. 
The day care proqrams were funded under title X% and the 
Aypalachian Regional Commission's Appalachian Child Develop- 
ment Program. 

Beginning abcut July 1973 the program operated twc 
statlon wagons In Yhe; 3nd Sequatchie Counties and a 12- 
passenger van in R..edsoe County. It operated the two statlon 
waqons until about Fcbruarv 1975. The operation ceased 
because the counties could not pro\-ide t::eir matchlnq share 
required by title XX. .After the program discontinued 
transooitation in the two counties, it asked PPP t-0 transoort 
the children. In June 1976, a; no cost to t.i.e ?e ional Child 
Develooment Program, ?FP bcqan transporting aoo'lt 14 children. 
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Beginning July 1, 1976, the program paid PFP $4.50 a day for 
tnls service. The Regional Chrld Development Program aiso 
operated a 12-passenger van in Bledsoe County. The cost 
of the van and the driver’s s;llary were shared by the program 
and a title VII nutrition program. The program asked PFP 
to operate the van in Bledsoe, but a PFP official said he 
could not operate it as cheaply as the program could because 
the company from which the van was leased was not willing 
to l’ease it to ?FP for the same low rate. 

Another agency that coordinated with ?FP was the Bradley 
County Health Department. Through fiscal year 1976, it oper- 
ated one 12-passenger van which was funded by the Tennessee 
Southeast Regional Medlcal Program and HEW’s Comprehensive 
Public Health Services Program. The Health Department used 
the van to transport anyone who lived in the co;lnty to 
medical treatment facrlltes. According to a Health Depart- 
ment official, the transportation costs were about $25,OCO in 
fiscal year 1975. 

Based on its clients’ travel demands, the department 
scheduled periodic trips to medical facilities in Chattanooga. 
Because PFP made similar trips to Chattanooga, the department 
tried to schedule its services on days that PFP vehicles were 
not operating. A Health Department official said that the two 
agencies also tried to coordinate the individual travel needs 
of their respective clients. For example, if a per,on needed 
transportation to Chattanooga on a day when the van operated 
only in the county, the department phoned PFP to get transpor- 
tation for him. PFP also asked the department for similar 
transportation services. Neither agency reimbursed the 
other for these servrzes. 

Other agencies, such as Sequatchie County Departments 
of Health, Mental Health, and Welfare, did not have money 
to provide transportation for their ciients. These sge. :cles 
asked their clients to arrange their own travel. When one 
of their clients could not get transportation, the agencies 
phoned PFP for help. Generally, P1’P would transport these 
individuals. 

Funding of the system 

To begin its transportation program, PFP received a 
title II grant from t!-,e Tennessee Commission on Aging. PFP 
used this grant to hire a transportation director and to buy 
and operate four vehicles. Later in fiscal year 1975, PFP 
t=o,q?t another vehicle wlt!l rltie III funds and received 
another grant from the Tennessee Midscuth Regional Medical 
Program. The Hsgiotlal iqeG:1cal Program, raanagec by Vanderbilt 

88 



__ -- 

University, granted PFP money to provide transportation 
so the poor and elderly could ge': health care. With the 
money PFI> bought and operated three vehicles. 

Also, in fiscai year 1975, funds received from CS.', 
were used to cover administration and to lease and operate 
two station wagons. 

In fiscal year 1976 PFF received three more grants from 
the Tennessee Commission on Aging, the Regional Medical Pro- 
gram and CSA. Besides using these grants to operate its 
system, PFF also purchased six mora vehicles. 

On March 16, 1976, PIP received a section 147 grant to 
buy and operate 17 vehicles and to buy communication equip- 
ment. PFP used these funds tc purchase 11 vehicles and the 
communications equipment. 

Besides these Federal grants, PFP also received (1) 
funds from county governments for drivers, (2) revenues 
from contracts, including those with tile Department of 
Vocational Rehabilitation and two county boards of education, 
and (3) donations from passengers. Funds from contracts 
and donations were used to purchase one van in 1976. The 
following chart shows DFP's transportation revenues through 
June 30, 1976. 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1975 1976 

Source revenues revenues 

Title III (HEW) $74,917 $ 74,917 

Regional Medical Program. 
(HEW) 36,975 36,975 

Community Services 
Community Action programs 
(CSA) a/*34,036 -- a/90,875 

Section 147 (DOT) 243,789 

CETA programs (DOL) 24,898 23,i12 

Contracts and donations 1,560 14,342 

Total $172,386 --- $484,610 -- 
a/GSA grants to FFP totaled $603,936 Zor fiscal year 1975 

and $500,497 for fiscal year 197G. CSA provided funds for 
administration of the PFP agency, outreach, referral, and 
senior opportunity services, as well as transportation. 
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Accountability to fundinq sources 

Through June 1976 PFP had separate accounts for each 
Federal grant. Costs based on vehicle use were charged 
against these accounts. Each vehicle was assigned a 
number and identified to the account whose funds were 
used for its purchase. Fcr example, vehicles numbered 
one through four were purchased and operated with title 
III funds. All costs for operating tnese four vehicles 
were charged against the title III grant regardless of 
who rode. According to PFP officials, the Federal gran- 
tors were satisfied with the accounting method because 
their clients were served by vehicles funded by others. 

JJhen a person requested transportation for the 
first time, the dispatcher prepared a file card which 
included the person's name, address, age, and income. 
The dispatcher also prepared a daily list of people 
who asked for transportation and gave It to the driver. 
The driver or PFP volunteer aide who normally accom- 
panied each vehicle would check off the names of people 
transported and list the places they visited. 

To document the people ahd places served, 3FP bed 
a . omputer service in Chattanooga which consolidated 

montk's daily lists. The monthly summary showed 
EG vehicle (1) the location and number of times a place 
was visited and (2) the age groups, annual incomes, and 
number of persons served. The summary also included a 
list of oeople and the number of places each one visited, 
as well as the total number of services provided by 
county and destination. 

OTHER FEDERALLY CLINDED TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE AREA 

Through contacts with local and regional offi- 
cials in the district, we identified only twq? federally 
funded social service transportation programs which did 
not coordinate ti:th PFP. Both of these transportation 
services were managed b\' agencies in Chattanooga. 
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The Human Services Department is a city office that 
provides social services to residents of Chattanooga and 
Hamilton County. The Human Service Department ranages 
social programs like Community Action, Comprehensive 
Employment and Training, Child rsvelopment, and Community 
Development. These FLograms were funded through fiscal 
year 1976 by the Community Services Administration, Depart- 
ment of Labor, Appalachian Regional Conmission, and the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development, respectively. 

The Hhldan Services Department operated 32 vehicles of 
which 21 were funded by CSA. The remaining 11 vehicles were 
purchased with funds from other Federal programs. The Human 
Services Department provided free transportation for about 
11,005 clients monthly to and from social service centers. 
The department estimated that annual transportation costs 
amounred to about $412,000. 

According to a Human Services Department official, 
the agency did not coordinate its transportation services 
with PF? because the two agencies provided transportation 
c10 different populations. PFP served the people in rural 
areas, and the Human Services Department served only those 
people who lived in Chattanooga and Hamilton County. If the 
transportation services which PFP began in northern Hamilton 
County in November 1976 duplicated the department's services, 
the department would try to coordinate the two. 

A second social service transportation program was 
managed by the Orange Grove School in Chattanooga. The 
school provided special education to about 900 handicapped 
persons. Through fiscal year 1976, the school owned eleven 
lS-passenger vans and one car which it operated in Chattanooga 
and in Hamilton and Eradley Counties. These vehicles trans- 
ported students daily to and from the school. The school 
estimated that its transportation costs in <iscal year 1976 
amounted to approrimately $137,000. Oranga Grove's educa- 
tion and transportation programs were funded under title XX 
by the State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation and by 
t"ls Appalachian Regional Commission. Local funding sources 
included 12 county ooards of education and the United Fund 
of Greater Chattanooga. 

An Orange Grove official was unaware of any regulation 
which would prevqlnt the coordination of transportation between 
the school and Pip. According to this official, it would be 
difficult to coordinate the two programs because the school's 
vans were (1) full during runs to and from classes, (2) needed 
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for unscheduled uses such as field trips, and (3) serviced 
between the morning and afternoon runs. Since many of 
the school's drivers were parents of the children who 
attend its classes, the official felt they would be 
unwilling to work while the classes were in session. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATlOh 
RESOURCES 

At the Federal regional level, agency directives have 
limited thit groups of people who may use federally funded 
vehicles. Other problems have developed because program 
managers misinterpret Federal regulations or perceive the 
various orograms' administrative requirements as too 
burdensome. 

Federal problems 

In August 197d the HEW region IV ruled that Head Start 
'/ans could be used only for program objectives. On occasion 
Head Start vans had been used for political purposes and 
the Department wanted to prevent such abuses. The Depsrt- 
merit did not intend to prevent the coordination of trans- 
portation services with other social programs. In September 
1975 the Department ruled that witn the approval of the 
regional office, Head Start projects could use their vehicles 
for other purposes as long as groups wanting to use the 
vehicles paid therr fair share of the costs. 

Before May 1975 RSVP vans were used only for program 
objective;. According to an ACTION official, vehicles pur- 
chased with RSVP funds could I~OW be used to transport clients 
of other Federal programs. This use, however, was limited 
to those people served by other community older Americans 
projects. Other region IV officials were unaware of any 
Federal regulations which prevented coordination. 

According to DOT and CSA regional officials in Atlanta, 
their agercies advocated the coortiination of transportation 
resources. A CSA official said his agency had problems 
trying to coordinate with other Federal programs. For 
example, many Head Start projects were not willing to share 
transnortation resources. This official said that although 
HEW did not have regu?atory restrictions, in his opinion, it 
did not actively try to coordinate. The decision to coordr- 
nate transportation services wds left to the local orojects, 
and CSA's regional office had been unsuccessful in its 
attempts to get HEW to pool transportation resources. 
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To improve the coordination of rural transportation 
services, a regional DOT official believed that only one 
Federal agency should administer transportation funds. 
In his opinion, more 3rcgrams like the section 147 program 
were needed to provide better management flexibility and 
to meet the changing rural transportation demands. According 
to a regional CSA official, the Federal Government should 
establish regional transit authorities from which all 
social programs could purchase transportation services. 

State problems 

State officials i? Tennessee were unaware of any Federal 
regulation which prevented coordination of transportation 
resources. However, two State agencies identified some pro- 
blems which may prevent conrdination. 

The Tennessee Department of Transportation administers 
capital funds for the section 16(b)(2) program. According 
to officials of this agency, fiscal year 1975 section 16(b)(2) 
funds were granted to local organizations which provided trans- 
portation only to the elderly and the handicapped. Starting 
in fiscal year 1976, section 16(b)(2) awards were based on 
the proposed transportation services for the elderly and 
handicapped, but once the grant was approved, local organiza- 
tions cou1.J use the vehicles they purchased to transport 
others on an incidental basis. 

The Tennessee Department of Human Servicer, administers 
funds granted under title XX. The title XX State Plan 
included money for transportation, and vehicles funded under 
title XX might be used to transport clients of other social 
programs so long as they paid their fair share. In the title 
XX director's opinion, the difficulties in prorating user 
costs among different programs prevented coordinating transpor- 
tation resources. 

Local problems 

PFP had experienced some problems in its attempts to 
coordinate transportation services. Federal policy statements 
and administrative burdens discussed below have hindered 
PFP coord;nation :qith other social programs. 

PFP had overcome many burdens by ignoring what it 
perceived as Federal restrictions. For example, although 
PPP viewed the eligibility criteria for those people who 
might benefit from its federally funded programs as 
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restrictive, It transported anyone on its vehicles. 
According to a PFP official, Federal agencies allowed PFP 
to use the vehicles as it liked since their clients received 
transportation services on vehicles funded by others. 

According to PFP officials, their transportation program 
had used Head Start vans for limited activities even though 
they thought such use was prohibited. Without the approval of 
Federal regional officials, PFP had used Head Start varrs to 
carr: -?als to the elderly, replace other vehicles which 
need{ ,epairs, and transport various groups to parks and 
other recreational activities. PFP's use of Head Start 
vans for other purposes had been limited because they ran 
4 days a week on set schedules to and from classes. 

PFP had been told by ACTION officials in Nashville that 
its RSVP vans shou?i be used only for RSVP volunteers. How- 
ever, according to an official of the Athens Housing Authority, 
the RSVP van it operated for PFP was used to transport people 
other than RSVF volunteers. This official believed that ACTION 
would not complain so long as its clients were being served. 
According to a region IV ACTIOK official, RSVP vans could be 
used for other older Americans projects. He said that the 
staff in .ashville either misunderstood ACTION regulations or 
were unaware of policy changes. 

Finally, PFP transported people who received benefits 
under title XX but did not charge title XX for the services. 
PFP limited its participation with title XX because client 
eligibility was too difficult to verify. A PFP official felt 
that he would have to verify a title XX client's eligibility 
each month. Also, title XX would only reimburse an agency 
for the cost of services its clients received. According to 
the PFP official, it would be too difficult to prorate trans- 
portation costs associated with the travel of each title 
XX client. 

One agency, the Athens Housing Authority, faced similar 
problems trying to verify eligibility and document the ccsts 
of title XX services. Because of these problems, the 
authority discontinued all transportation services for PFP 
in hay 1576. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW 

To achieve the objectives of the Office of Management 
and Sudget Circular A-95, Tennessee established both a 
State Grant Review Office and nine reqional clearinghouses. 
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The State Grant Review Office operated under the direction of 
the Governor's office. The regional clearinghouses were 
regional developmental districts which 1 erformed A-95 reviews 
of respective regional applications for Federal loans and 
grants. 

Since the Grant Review Office had only three profes- 
sionals, its primary roie was to send applicatiors for Federal 
funds to other State agencies which might be interested in the 
proposal's objectives. Each State agency had an A-95 liaison 
officer who critically evaluated the proposal. 

According to a Grant Review Office official, it did not 
have a standard routine procedure but relied on one staff 
member to make the appropriate distribution. However, 
some proposals received uniform treatment. For example, 
any construction or excavation proposals were sent, at a 
minimum, to State archaeologists, historians, and conserva- 
tionist:, and to the State Departments of Transportation 
and Wildlife. 

Since the Grant Review Office sent applications to 
State agencies responsible for the grant objective, it was 
not necessarily concerned with application subitems, such 
as transportation. The Grant Review Office would not send 
a proposal to the State Department of Transportation unless 
it saw a transportation line item in it. Thus, a Head 
Start project application coming to the Grant Review Office 
would yet necessarily be reviewed for transportation coordina- 
tion opportunities. 

The Southeast Tennessee Development District, one of 
nine regional clearinghouses, reviewed those applications 
for Federal assistance which affected that region. According 
to district officials, not all applicants for Federal funds 
were required to submit their proposals. These officials 
said, however, that the district had taken an active role 
in coordinating transportation resources. 

For example, the Young Men's Christian Association 
(YMCA) in McMinn County applied for Federal funds to purchase 
one vehicle through the district. The district asked the YMCA 
to meet with PFP at-3 discuss the potential for coordination. 
The two agencies reached an agreement whereby they would share 
the same dispatcher and use the same reporting procedures. PFP 
agreed to furnish the driver, and the YMCA agreed to operate 
the vehicle in both Meigs and McMinn Counties. 

I ----I 



According to Tennessee Department of Transportation 
officials, the regional s-95 review could be better. They 
said that some A-95 reviewing organizations managed Federal 
programs for which they also had review responsibilities. To 
improve coordination and to permit independent regional 
reviews, these officials felt that reviewers shoul\d stop 
administering Federal programs. 

PROJECT PLANS 

Tc operate its expanded system for the year beginning 
July 1, 1976, PFP received funds from the Tennessee Commission 
on Aging, the Community Services Administration, Bradley 
County, and the Federal Highway Administration. PFP also 
requested more money under section 147 to continue its rural 
demonstration program, buy three vehicles and operate them 
in two Georgia counties, and start a taxi subsidy program 
for the elderly and handicapped in Cleveland, Tennessee. 

Accordinq to PFP officials, only $120,000 of the second 
section 147 application had been approved. The funds would 
be combined with $107,000 not spent in fiscal year 1976 to 
(1) operate the 11 vehicles purchased in June, (2) operate 
two vans with special equipment for the handicapped, (3) 
start a rural commuter transit service, and (4) start a 
taxi subsidy program. 

Using section 147 funds, PFP bought two vans which were 
being equipped uith ramps for wheelchairs. It would also 
participate in the operation of three other vehicles with 
similar ramps. One of the three vehicles had been purchased 
by the McMinri County YMCA, and the other two would be pur- 
chased by the Sequatchie County Emergency Medical Service. 
Each vehicle would be assigned to two counties and would 
serve them on alternating days. 

PFP intended to use section 147 funds to begin a commuter 
transit service. It planned to buy four 15-passenger vans to 
make daily runs from Marion County to places of employment in 
Chattanooga. 

PFP ;;lso planned to start a taxi subsidy program that 
would provide a more flexible transit system for the elderly, 
poor, and handicaoped. It would transport these people to 
bus stops in the suburbs of Cleveland, Tennessee, wherd 
they would transfer to taxis and pay a reduced fare for inner- 
city travel. The taxi service would free PFP vans from 
inn-r-city transportation so they could return more quickly to 
rural areas. 
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Finally, PFP planned to install two-way radios in 
all vehicles. According to PFP, the communication system 
-would make services more demand-responsive. Since the dis- 
patchers would be able to use the radios for scheduling trans- 
portation requests, people would not have tc phone PFP 1 day 
in advance of their travel needs. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS 

Administering agency and projects officials were unaware 
of legislative barriers which would prevent the coordination 
of transportation resources. One Federal agency in region 
IV, ACTIOX, had a policy restricting the use of RSVP vehicles. 
?.lthough the policy did not preclude transportation coordina- 
tion, it limited the amount cf coordination that could be done. 
HEW's Region IV Head Start policy, whiie not restricting 
coordination, implied that some accurate accounting of vehicle 
costs had to be established in order to deter!?ine a reimhurse- 
ment rate. 

PF? had consolidated vehicles funded under different 
Federal programs into a single trancoortation system. It 
coordinated the needs of the elderly and handicapped, as well 
as the public, by emphasizing the transportation mission. It 
would transport anyone on its vehicles, regardless of their 
eligibility for Federal program benefits. For example, to 
transport handicapped chiitiren to speciai schools, PFF 
used vehicles bought with title III funds. 
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ROANOKE AGENCTES DIAL-A-RIDE SYSTEM 
ROANOKE, VIRGINIA 

With \-he coooeration of State and local governments, 
human services aqencies in the Foanoke, Virginia, area 
developed a .:onsolidated transportation system for human 
services by establishing a private, nonprofit organization. 
This organization, Unified Humall Services Transportation 
System, Inc., was formed as a pilot transportation coordina- 
tion project under State legislation enacted in 1974 and is 
informally known as Roanoke Agenices Dial-A-Ride System 
(RADAR). RADAR became a major transportation provider to 
social service agency clients--primarily the elderly, handi- 
capped, and poor --who needed transportation to participate 
in programs such as nutrit:on, training, and educatron. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRAp!SPORTATION SYSTEM 

RADAR was the result of consolidation of two of the 
three major social service transportation providers in thd 
area. It provided service on a prescheduled basis throughout 
the Roanoke area for clients of sever-Al social service 
egencies. 

RADAR's resources included Federal demonstration funds, 
title XX, personnel dssigncd from Federal employment training 
programs, vehicles and income from participating social 
service agencies, and sales cf transportation services. 

Area where the system operates 

RADAR operated in the ;outhw,:st Virginia counties of 
Roanoke, Craig, Botetourt, and Allegheny, including the city 
of Roanoke. A public bus system also operated in Roanoke 
City but did not serve the rural countryside. 

Most to the area's 241,433 people resided in the Roanoke 
valley, the commercial hub of south.:estern Virginia. Popula- 
tion density varied from 10.5 person; a square mile in 
Craig Courity to 3,446 persons a square mile within the Roanoke 
City limits. The area was considered urban because more than 
cne-half of its population li*zed in urban areas of over 2,500 
p:aole. In 1970, about 15 percent of the area's population 
was over 60 years old. 

"lost of the area was mountainous and undeveloped with 
a limited number of arterial kiqhways. Only 12 percent of 
'he total land area was devoted to ur:?an use. 
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The area's economy was based on manufacturing, retail 
and whclesale trade, and services. The une?~ploymer!t rate 
was 5.4 percent in Marc': 1976, and according to the 1970 
census, 9.4 percent of the families had incomes below 
$3,000. 

Operation of the system 

RADAR was a private, nonprofit organization whose primary 
objective was to provide a more efficient and less costly trans- 
portation service to social service agency clients. 

It was administered by a 25-member board of directors com- 
-sod of representatives of its sponsoring social agencies. 

?he system employed a director who reported to the board, 
13 drivers, a dispatcher, a secretary, a bookkeeper, and a 
clerk-typist. 

R4DAR cperated from 3:00 a.m. to 4:3C p.m., Monday 
through Friday, and served clients of the following organi- 
zations which nad entered into formal year-to-year contracts 
with it. 

--Tctal Iiction Against Poverty, a community action 
program that operated head Start and other social 
service programs. 

--League of Older Americans, an areawide Office on 
Wing, which operated title VII, Retired Senior 
Volunteer, and Foster Grandparents programs. 

--Roanoke Department of Social Services, which used 
title XX funds to transport clients for ser;lices 
of various prog:cms. 

--Roanoke Valley CETA Consortium (a CETA prime sponsor) 
to transport CETA participants. 

--Roanoke Office of the Commission ftir the Visually 
Handicapped. 

Ducing 1976, RADAR prcrlided an estimated 106,?30 one- 
way passenger trips. 

The agencies furnished the names, addresses, c?d des- 
tinatior,s of the clients, and RADAR establ Fshed vesicle 
rnuces to pick LIP the clirnts. ROUC es c , ooze establ ;shed, 
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stayed relatively firm because the same clients generally 
used them daily. The Head Start and nutrition rc‘dtes were 
fixed to the exter,t that the clients did not ch .nge. 
Routes for Foster Grandparents and title XX recipients 
depended c.. the schedule of the individuals participating 
in the service. RADAR did not provide any demand-responsive 
service. 

RADAR had 13 vehicles which were leased to it by 
member agencies for $1.00 a year. Seven buses and one 
vail transported children to six Head Start centers ti.rough- 
out the Roancke Valley. A daily maximum of 250 Head Start 
children were transported 5 days a week.. Four vans trans- 
ported (1) meals from the Total Action Against Poverty to 
the nutrition renters, (2) people from their homes, and l.5) 
Foster Grandparents Pr )gram and RSVP participants. The 
station wagon was use: as a staff car for emergency purqsea. 

Funding of the system 

Most RA’S’ - . . funding came from the following agencies: 
Total Action . gainst Poverty, League of Older Americans, 
Roanoke Depa,-,:ment of Social Services, and the Roanoke Valley 
CETA Consor ’ urn. Federal flllds for these agencies included: 
title VII, ti?ad Start, tit12 XX, CETA, the Work ?nccn+ive Pro- 
gram, FOS+ZP!I Grandparents programs, and RSVP. SADAH also re- 
ceived Federal demonstration funds through the State. 

RADAR’s projected funding sources in fiscal year 1976 
and 1977 are shown in the table on the following page. 
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R4DAR'S PROJECTED FUNDING SOrJRCES 

Source 
Fiscal year Fiscal year 

1976 19?7 

League of Older Americans: $14,139 a/ s14,oocI 
Purchase-of-service contracts 

to provide direct, scheduled 
transportation to agency 
clients under title VII and 
the Foster Grandparents and 
Retired Senior Volunteer 
Programs 

Total Action Against Poverty: 30,106 
Purchase-of-service contract to 

provide regularly scheduled 
trasaJportatlu.. for Head Start 
children 

Virginia Departmer,t cf Welfare: 
Demonstration fu'lds 

24,100 

Roanoke Valley- CE':A Consortium: 
Assistance in the form of ant: 

staff person who functions 
as RADAP's dispatc:lec 

7,138 

Purchase-r,<-- -rvice contracts to 
provide scheduled transporta- 
tion se*?ice for CETA particl- 
pants 

Roanoke Department of Social Services: 2,385 
Purchase-of-service contract to 

provide transportation to title 
XX clients 

54,143 

26,500 

8,592 

71,416 

2,528 

Assistance in the form of staff 13,023 7,726 
persons under the Work Incentive 
Program 

Roanoke cffice of the Commission 110 
fcr the Visually Handicapped 

Purchase-of-service contracts 
to provide specialized transpor- 
tation to Commission clients -- 

Total $90,891 $185,015 

a/Contract was for 6 months only and to be renogotiated at 
the end of the 6-month period. 
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In July 1975 HEW's Social and Rehabilitation Service 
awarded a grant to the Virginia Department of Welfare for 
an integrated human services project. The 3-year project 
required the State to request a separate Grant for each 
year. The grant, authorized by title XI, section 1115 of 
the Social Security Act, permitted the State to match 
section 1115 funds with par; of the State's title XX alloca- 
tion (25 percent section 1115 and non-Federal funds and 75 
percent title XX funds). For fiscal years 1976 and 1077, 
the State used the following sources to fund demonstration 
grants to localities participating in the project. 

1976 1977 

Section 1115 $120,163 $ 97,500 

State appropriation and local 
funds 33,333 47,081 

State title XX allocation 460,000 433,761 

Carryover from unused fiscal 
year 1976 funds 59,391 

Total $612,496 _-- -m $637,739 

RADAR's share of these funds for fiscal years 1976 and 
1977 was $24,100 and $26,500, respectively. 

Accountability to funding sources - 

Agencies which provided ftinds to RADAR also submitted 
Lists of eligible clients to be served. RADAR prepared 
monthly summaries for member agencies showing vehicle use and 
ridership by agency and vehicle. It kept track of riders 
through the lists provided by the agencies 

RADAR submitter3 quarterly financial reports to the State 
showing cumulative and quarterly financial results. In addi- 
tion, it submitted quarterly progress reports to the State 
showing the results of activities for the quarter and plans 
for the following quarter. 



OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION IN THE AREA 

The Roanoke Opportunities Industrialization Center 
operated employment training programs under HEW, DOL, and 
CETA to improve and develop job skills. In addition, it had 
a CETA contract to transport students to jobs and training 
programs. 

The center provided about 37,500 passenger-trips 
a year, at a cost of about $lOO,OGO, using a fleet 
of eight vans, one bus, and two cars. The center employed 
a transportation supervisor, a dispatcher, five full-time 
drivers, four part-time drivers, and a mechanic. 

At the time of our review, the cjnter had not 
consolidated its transportation system with RADAR, 
although the center was a member of the planning committee 
that established it. The center's director stated 
that his organization had not consolidated immediately 
because he wanted to observe RADAR's operations to 
assure himself that it could handle the added burden 
of the center's clients. RADAR and the center agreed 
to consolidate operations in November 1976, with the 
center's vehicles and drivers being transferred to 
RADAR. 

A sheltered workshop for the ha:idicapped, operated 
by the Roanoke Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
and funded under section 110 of the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act, was a small transportation provider in 
the Roanoke area. However, the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Administrator stated that consolidation with RADAR 
would not be more efficient because the workshop had 
only one vehicle used for staff purposes and client 
transportation. Staff use of the vehicle was not adaptable 
to the psescheduling required by RADAR. RADAR transported 
some vczational rehabilitation clients but was reimbursed 
by the Roanoke Welfare Board through title XX of the 
Social Security Act. 

HOW RADAR DEVELOPED 

Before RADAR started operations in December 1975, 
social service transportation was provided by three 
major agencies-- Opportunities Industrialization Center, 
League of Older Americans, and Total Action Against 
Poverty--and, to a certain extent, by other social 
service agencies. 
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At its 1974 session, the Virginia General Assembly 
enacted legislation aimed at improving the efficiency 
and effectiveness of human services delivery and program 
administration. Recognizing the complexity of the pro- 
grams involved, the General Assembly proposed the develop- 
ment of alternative ways to provide services, including 
health, welfare, aging, mental health, and vocational 
rehabilitation. The legislation: 

--Empowered the Governor to authorize up to five 
counties or cities to develop and implement pilot 
programs for the delivery of human services and 
the administration of such systems to provide 
for the most efficient and economical manner of 
delivering human services. 

--Empowered the Governor and State agencies to revise 
the rules and regulations of any State agency to 
assure the proper functioning of the pilot programs. 

--Empowered the Governor, on behalf of any Stat? 
agency or locality, to request any Federal agency 
for exceptions to or variances from rules and regu- 
lations governing the administration of the use of 
Federal funds for human services programs, 

--Required the support by resolution of the local 
government where the project was to be located. 

--Required all State agencies to cooperate with the 
Governor and the local government in carrying out 
the act's purposes. 

The State's role in the pilot projects was to (1) 
assist local projects, (2) define and clarify rules and 
regulations, and (3) act as a liaison between local 
agencies dealing with various State and Federal agencies. 

The Roanok? Vallev Council of Community Services I 
discussed the issue for the next few months. The lead 
agency concept, in which ona of the three major providers-- 
Total Action Aqainst Poverty, the League of Older Americans, 
or the C;portun:ties Industrialization Center--would act as a 
lead transportation agency and absorb the transportation 
systems of the other two agencies, was considered but rc- 
3ected foi the fo1,owir.g reasons: 
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--To avoid the appearanc. of a project associated with 
only the lead agency. 

--To better identify the project with local gnq,e.-r:lnents. 

--To promote the support of sponsors that might resist 
participating in a project identified with "weifare 
agencies." 

Instead, the Valley Council, in close cooperation with 
the State's Fifth Planning District Commission, Total Action 
Against Poverty, the League of Older Americans, and other 
human services agencies in the Roanoke Valley jointly develcped 
a plan for an integrated project-- the Unified Human Services 
Transportation System. The project proposed to integrate 
or combine participating agencies' existing transportatio.1 
resources and services into one cooperative system named 
the Roanoke Agencies Dial-A-Ride system. 

In December 1974 the Valley Council applied to the 
State. The application was approved in Febrl!ary 1975, and 
agency agreements were developed authorizing the transfer 
of transportation equipment and funds from participating 
agencies to RADAR. 
in December 1975. 

RADAR began transporting agency clients 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATINS TFANSPORTATION RESOGRCES 

RADAR officials said they had not encuuntered any Federal, 
State, or local governmental restrictions to coordination 
of transportation resources. 

S';ate problems 

F State official said that the actual problems encountered 
in developing RADAR were not as significant as had been antic- 
ipated. It had been expected that many Federal or State 
regulations would impede or prohibit coordination cf the 
programs of various agencies; however, the state official said 
that this did not happen. 

Local problems 

Roa,ioke officials interpreted ACTION regulation; to 
prohibit vehicles acquired to transport the elderly from 
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being used to transport anyone else, such as Head Start 
children, in a coordinated transportation system. Roanoke 
officials requested the State to Jbtain a waiver of this 
regalation. A State official told us that a waiver was 
not necessary because ACTION's General Counsel advised the 
State that the regulations did not prohibit the intended 
coordination. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

The Virginia State A-95 Clearinghouse processed grants 
and solicited review by independent agencies, such as planning 
commissions and State departments. A State clearinghouse 
representative believed that A-95 was most effective in im- 
proving communications among varrous Government agencies 
relative to grants in process arld in resolving problems. 

Except for specific transportation grants, such as a 
section 16(b)(2) grant, the Siate clearinghouse did not 
review transportation components in human services grants. 
Such transportation components, in the opinion of the State 
official, were not large compared to the total amount in 
State grants and were usually left to local governments 
to coordinate. 

The Roanoke areawide A-95 clearinghouse reviewed 
grant applications to identify conflicts cf purpose 
and duplication of service and to be sure that the grant 
was consistent with county plans. The regional A-95 reviewer 
considered one of his functions to be that of a coordinator 
of transportation. He reviewed all grant applications having 
a major transportation component to determine if the grant 
met the goal of the county transportation plan. However, 
if transportation was a small component of the grant, such 
as a nutrition program which needed a van to deliver meals, 
the application was net reviewed for the purpose of coordi- 
nating transportation. 

PROJECT PLANS 

In October 1976 RADAR expected to receive a CETA 
contract that in previous years was awarded to the Oppor- 
tunities Industrialization Center. This contract would add 
about $72,000 to RADAR's operating budget. To perform 
this contract, vehicles would be obtained from the center. 

RADAR planned to increase service to handicapped people 
my obtainin? two vehicles with lifts to aid the boarding of 
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people in wheelchairs. Grants for the two vchitles had been 
approved under the section 16(b)(2) program, and RADAR 
expected delivery during November 1976. 

OUR 0BSERVATIO-S 

State pilot project legislation was the catalyst that led 
to development qf the consolidated transit system in Roanoke. 
Before the legislation was enacted, human services agencies 
believed that Federal regulations would bar coordinat;Lln. 
Rowever, after the State passed legislation providing that 
attempts would be made to waive regulatory barriers, agencies 
felt that restrictions would be lifted so they could proceed 
to coordinate. 

Loanoke's large social agencies are either present or 
future participants in RADAR, and so long as it can perform 
satisfactorily, contracts with these agencies will probably 
be renewed, assuring continuity of funding. 



SENIGR CITIZENS TRANSPORTATION, INC., 

WARWICK, RHODE ISLAND 

Senior Citizens Transportation, inc. (SCT) provides 
free transportation for Rhode Island's senio: and handl- 
capped citizens. This statewlde coordinated system was 
created by combining the transportation components of 
several local service agencies. Administering agency and SCT 
officials did not identify any Federal restrictions pre- 
venting coordination of transportation resources. Howeve., 
we identified cLher inhibitions to coordlnatlon, such as 
the difficulty of getting agencies to work together and a 
lack of operating funds. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

SCT is a private, nonprofit social service transportation 
provider, ;ncorporated in January 1972 to provide reliable, 
econtimlcal, and personalized transportation service to older 
people of the State. In late 1975 its bylaws were amended 
to include handicapped people. SCT’s major sources of funding 
were State appropriations, Administration on Aging grants 
through the State Dlvrsion on Aging, and contract service. 

Area where the system operates 

SCT ooerations co,;ered the entlro State. 
the Nation's smallest State, 

Rhode Island, 
with a land area of 1,049 square 

miles, had a 1970 population of 946,725 and a population 
density of about 900 people a square mile. About 147,000 
wale, or 15.5 percent of the population, were 63 years of age 
or older. About 87 percent of the total population live in 
urban areas. During March 1976 the median income for a family 
of four in ihode Islana das $13,208, and the State unemploy- 
ment rate Jas 11.8 percent. 

Operation5 ~ti the svstem --- - 

SCT provided free transportation to any elderly or 
handicapped citizen of Rhode Island. An elderly person 
was defined as one 6C years of age or older. .9 handl- 
capped person had to be certified as handicapoed by a local 
social service agency and issued a card by the Rhode 
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Island Public Transit Authority 1,' to qualify for SCT's 
service. According to its director, SCT provided two- 
thir s of the specialized transportation in Rhode Island. 

. SCT operated a "reserve-a-ride" door-to-door transpor- 
tation system with 42 vans, 7 of which were equipped to handle 
wheelchairs. The system operated 5 days a week from 8:30 a.m. 
to 4:30 p.m., except for certain medical trips requiring 
early morning runs to serve such people as kidney dialysis 
patients. 

SCT had seven regularly scheduled routes transporting 
clients to sheltered workshops throughout the State. In 
addition, it operated nine regularly scheduled routes taking 
elderly people in groups to different nutrition centers 
throughout the State. 

SCT also provided advance-reservation, demand-responsive 
service throughout the State. Generally, persons had to 
call 4 or 5 days in advance for medical transportation. All 
other trips were usually on a prescheduled group basis. For 
example, shoppers were picked up st their homes and brought 
as a group to a market at a certail' time each week. SCT 
arranged the groups by attempting to ,zatrch system resources 
with the needs of people who wanted the service. It. required 
a minimum of five participants to make a shopping trip. 

SCT averaged 27,458 one-way passenger trips a month 
between October 1975 and March 1976 at an operating cost 
of $1.63 for each trip. During this same period its vehicles 
traveled 433,836 miles at a cost of 64 cents a m!le. The 
above computations do not include capital costs or deprecia- 
tion. An SCT official estimated that it provided 340,774 
passenger trips during 1976. 

. 

Because of the large demand for its services and the 
need to assure that priority transit needs of its eiderly 
and handicapped were being met, SCT established priorities. 
The priorities and the average monthly trips for each were: 

. 
- 

l-/The Rhode Island Public Transit Authority, a quasi-public 
organization, provides regularly scheduled, fixed-route 
mass transportation service throughout the State. 
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Priorities 

1. Health and medical 

Average 
monthly trips 

9,727 

2. Mt?FilS, shopping, and food 
stamp pickup 14,282 

3. Recreation and social 3,449 

Total 27 458 --‘--- ---- 

As of November 1, 1976, SCT owned 56 vehicles, 
including 6 backup and 8 reserve. The reserve vehicles 
were generally SCT's older, high-mileage vehicles whxch 
it did not have enough funds to operate aithough there 
was sufiicient demand for their use. SCT acquired its 
vehicies from the following sources. 

Rhode Island Department of Transportation 20 

Donated by social service ag?ncies 17 

Transferred from Urban r,eague 10 

Donated by local community 1 

Purchased for title XX transportation 5 

Leased from city or Providence 2 

Acquired through-a lease/purc?zse agreement 1 - 

Total 56 = 
Funding of the system 

SCT received State appropriated funds thiough the 
State Department of Trensportation and the State Division 
on Aging. It rece,ved t:tle ii1 and Model Projects on 
Aging funds through the State Divr;ion on Aging, contracts, 
and local institution>. The follcxing table shows ,3CT's 
budgeted funding ser\/.r.ces for fiscal years 1975-77. 
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Operating budgets 

1975 
. 

State appropriations: 
Division on Aging $ - 
Department of 

Transportation 

State Division on Aging: 
(Older Americans Act 
funds) 

Title III 60,G03 
Model Projects on 

Aging 268,000 

Contract services 53,000 

Local contributions 20,000 

Total $49i,OOO -- 

1976 1977 

$ - $350,900 

150,000 72,300 

75,000 75,000 

125,000 - 

33,400 195,000 

25,003 25,000 

$468,400 $717,300 -- -- 

Agencies that purch.-trjed transpcrtation services from 
SCT received Federal il--:ds from Communitv Development Block 
Grants, ACTION, Senior Cznpanion Program, revenue sharing, 
and vocational rehabl -:t,: Ion. 

Accountability to fun<:ng sources 

The State Division on Aging reviewed and ap-croved SCT's 
budget. SCT prepared a monthly statistical report on rider- 
ship and distance traveled and a quarterly financial report. 
Both reports were sent to the State D1visic.n on Aging. SCT 
was also financially accountable to its board of directors. 
The State Division on Aging, the State Department of Trans- 
portation, community action agencies, the hnode Island Public 
Transit Authority, and senior citizens were all represented on 
SCT's board of directors. It was also subject to an annual 
CPA audit for the State Division on Aging. 

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION IN THE AREA 
. 

We identified five other federally funded transportation 
providers in Rhode Island. Among these, three operated their 
own transportation ser-:ices and dxd not use SCT. One non- 
user of SCT, a priva+= health center, had three vehicles. Its 
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spokesman believed that the best way to provide transportation 
to clients was to do it himself. The center had transporta- 
tion service contracts in effect between April 1974 and June 
1975, with t!-.ree other nonprofit corporations. Although 
the center paid for the services, two of the nonproflt cor- 
poratluns did not provide the services in accordance with 
ccntractual arrangements. 

Anothev- agency, which provided Its own transportation 
for its eiderly and handicapped clients, would not coordinate 
its service with SCT until SCT hired professional union 
driyTers and provided the same level of service that the 
agency provided. The third agency which did not use SCT 
served clients other than elderly or handicapped persons. 
Therefore, it had to provide its own transportation because 
SCT transported only elderly and handicapped persons. 

Two agenlces used both their own transportation systems 
and SCT. One center transported any client under age 60. 
It would also transport clierrts age 60 and older if SCT could 
not handle their transportation requests. This agency 
wanted to keep its vehicle and control its use because its 
director believed that SCT could not provide the same quality 
service tLat the center provided and did not know the 
geography of the area served. The other agency, a community 
health center, required all of its clients, who were mostly 
senior citizens, to contact SCT first fo, transportation. 
The center transported clients only when SCT could not. Its 
director believed that the advance notice required by SCT 
was too long (sometimes 2 weeks), so the center planned 
to keep its transportation service. 

HOW THE SYSTEM DEVELOPED - 

Before June 1972 the State Division on Aging was funding 
a number of disjointed transportation programs for senior 
citizens through individual community action agencies. In 
early 1972 the Division on Aging and the community action 
agencies determined that the individual minibuses, operated 
through the separate community action agency programs, were 
not effectively meetinq the needs of the elderly, and in 
many instances, were not being used to their full capacity. 

The Division on Aging and other organizations for the 
aged held numerous meetings and concluded that available 
veh!cle resources should be pooled and dispatched from a 
central location. As a result, ten vehicles were provided 



c 
by community action agencies throughou -he State and 
the State Division on aging provided seven new minibuses. 

In June 1972, the Urban League of Rhode Island, a 
private, nonprofit agency, assumed responsibility for 
cdoroinatinq these vehicles with assistance and cooperation 
of the community action agencies and with financinq from 
the Division on Aging. In February 1973 The Urban League 
indicated that it no longer wanted to be in the transpor- 
tation business. The Division on Aging, after extensive 
study, helped create Senior Citizens Transportation, Inc., 
a private, nonprofit corporation, to provide specialized 
transportation for senior citizens. However, as when the 
Urban League operated the program, SCT continued to sub- 
contract services to the various communit:z action agencies 
for transporting the elderly. 

After SCT -pas created, the Cumberland Housing Authority 
in northern Rhoc'e Island provided a dispatch station and 
office space at no charge. The dispatch station and the 
vehicles were radio equkpped with an assigned frequency. 

The radio dispatch system became operational in June 
1973. At that time a second dispatch station was also set 
up in Coventry in southern Rhode Island with facilities 
provided by the Coventry Housing Authority. 

In the fall of 1973, a consultant to the Division 
on Aging conducted a major study of transportation problems 
of older persons and the methods by which transportation 
services were being delivered by SCT. This study of over 100 
people working with the elderly indicated that 57 percent of 
the elderly in Rhode Island had transportation problems. It 
recommended that all transportation servrzes be centralized 
and handled directly by SCT rather than subcontracted to the 
various community action agencies. It also reco-mended that 
such services be handled by a full-time executive director. 

In February 1974 SCT's Board of Directors i?plemented 
the study's recommendations on advice of the Di;lrsion on 
Aging which provided a major share of SC': operating funds. 
Community action agencies did not like t:'.e idea of giving 
up their vehicles; however, the Divisron on Agin? told the 
agencies that it would nb longer provide title III fclnds to 
them but instead would provide the mor ::.' :o SCT. Therefore, 
the agencies would no lonqer have the :c,:r.ds to cfie:ate their 
vrnicles if they keo: them and, as a res:lt, woli?d he unable 
to provide their clients wrth transportat:on ser'.'lce. dhen 
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these recommendations were implemented, SCT's operations 
greatly increased. For example, passenger trips Increased 
from 14,556 in January 1974 to a monthly average of 29,838 
for the period July 1975 to December 1975. In addition, 
the cost. for a passenger trip was reduced from $2.81 in 
February 1973 to $1.36 in December 1975. 

In February 1975 SCT underwent a major review of its 
operations. Although the system had greatly improved since 
January 1974 when program operations were no longer subcdn- 
tracted, the review pointed out certain additional steps 
needed to continue improving program efficiency and effec- 
tiveness. The major recommendations were as follows: 

--L?cure operational funds which would be permanent 
aI '1 orgoing from year to year. 

--Develop an ongoing capital program fci vehicle 
replar:Cment. 

--Consolidate and centralize SCT's headquarters, 
d\sc;tching facilities and maintenance facilities 
under one roof. 

--?mprove medical dispatching by planning medical 
transportation in conjunction with the Rhode 
Island Medical Society. 

The State of Rhode Island had provided some operating 
funds to SCT. In fiscal year 1976 the State appropriated 
$150,000 to SCT, and SCT anticipated that the State would 
appropriate $422,300 for fiscal year 1977.. 

In June 1975 UMTA approved a section 16(b)(2) grant to 
the Rhcde Island Department of Transportation. As a result, 
the State provided 20 vehicles to SCT. 

In August 1975 SCT began to operate out of the city of 
Warwick, the geographic and communications Center of Rhode 
Island. The city donated central office and dispatching 
facilities to SCT. The facilities at Coventry and Cumberland 
leere closed. 

During 1'75 and 1976 the State Division on Aging and SCT 
met with the Rhade Island Medical Society to improve dis- 
patching for medical trips. These meetings developed doctor 
and hospital coooeration in scheduling older persons for 
medical transportation in groups rather than ind:vidually, 
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thus increasing the number of older persons served and 
decreasing the cost for each passenger. An SCT official 
observed that medical dispatching was the most difficult 
for scheduling people in groups and required very close 
cooperation between the transportation service and doctors 
and hospitals. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RZSOURCES - 

Administering agency and project officials were unable to 
identify any restricitions tti coordinating transportation 
res3urces. Other problems and limitations are discussed 
below. 

State problems 

The State Department of Transportation was concerned about 
possible duplication between SCT and the Rhode Island Public 
Transit Authority. The department had undertaken a study to 
identify senior citizens that use SCT between points served 
by the authority during the authority's offpeak hours. 

Lor31 problems -- 

Due to the lack of operating funds, SCT used only 42 
of its 56 vehicles. A local social service agency official, 
whose clients needed transportation, stated that because the 
agency and SCT lacked sufficient operating funds, the agency's 
clients were not being served. 

SCT's executive director, officials of the S%ate Division 
on Aging, and the State Department of Transportation stated 
that agencies tended to protect their own interests and were 
reluctant to share resources with each other. This was illvs- 
trsted by local community action agencies' resistance to 
giving up control of 2hei.r vehicles to SCT. Coordination 
occurred only when the State Division on Aging informed local 
community action agencies that operating funds would be given 
only to SCT. 

A private, nonprofit agency ran a transportation system 
similar to SCT's in one Rhode Island city. The city funded 
all the agency's operating costs, but the agency submitted 
an applicatron for a HUD grant to purchase three new vans. 
The first reaction tc the application by the A-95 clearing- 
house coordinator, State Department of Transportation, and 
SCT was an adverse recommendation stating that this system 
should be coordinated with SiT. Howel/er, the agency convinced 
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the A-95 coordinator that its system was more comprehensive 
than SCT's and that coordination could mean a reduction in 
service to the city. 

A-95 CLEARINGHCUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

A Rhode Island A-95 official stated that he favored 
and encouraged coordination of social service transportation. 
He stated that two problems hindered the A-95 process in 
Rhode Island. First, many applicants were not aware of the 
A-95 process until after they submitted their final applica- 
tion to tne Federal agency. For the process to be effective, 
it should be involved as soon as the grantee completes its 
first draft. Second, many applicants did not spell out the 
support services, such as transportation, that were needed 
to implement their projects. To resolve these problems 
the A-95 coordinator planned a program of preapplication 
conferences to inform poterttial grantees of A-95 requirements. 

PROJECT PLANS 

Statewide meetings were held in March and April 1976 to 
discuss the future of rrass transit In Rhode Island. Tne 
Rhode Island Public Transit Authority, the State Department 
of Transportation, the State Division on Aging, SCT, and the 
State‘s planning agency were represented at these meetings. 
The group souqht to determine the cost, revenue, and funding 
sources for the transit authority and SCT for fiscal years 
1977 through 1980. Four system op+lons were developed. From 
these options, the Statewide Planning Program recommended 
that SCT act as a feeder system for the transit authority. 
This would require SCT to expand its operating fleet (ex- 
cluding backup and reserve) to 49 vehicles. State officials 
stated that the ultimate goal was for SCT to become an all- 
inclusive, statewide social service transportation system. 

OUR 03SERVATIJNS .- 

A coordinated transportation system was achieved in 
Rhode Island due to the State Division on Aging's deter- 
mination to coordinate the transportation needs of its 
clients. The division was successful because it controiled 
the funding for the involved agencies. Yithout this control, 
the problem of gettiny the aopropriate aqencies to work 
together 'Ilight not have been solved. 
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THE TRANSPO-RTATION REMUNERATION INCLNTIVE PROGRAM, 

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

The Transportation Remuneration Incent!ve Program (TRIP) 
- . s a statewide demonstration project to establish ways for 
iaprovir,g transportation services for elderly 2nd handicapped 
persons. It is administsred by the West Virginia 3epartmenc 
of Weifare in Charleston. Although TRIP combined six Federal 
fu.idlng sources into a single project, the program did not 
consolidate or reduce the number of orgdnizatlons provid?ng 
federally fun*ed transportation. Instead, TRIP plsnned :o 
provide regularly scheduled public transportation with fixed 
routes separate from those already provided by social service 
organizations. According to some officials admlnisterirrg social 
programs, they might not use TRIP facllitics because (I) fixed 
routes and schedules are too limiting to adequately meet 
their clients' needs or (2) operating revenues for TRIP vehicles 
will be inadequate. 

3ESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Numerous studies showed that elderly and *handicapped 
persons needed better transportation services in rural 
and suburban areas. With no way to get from one place to 
another, these people could not participate in community 
life. A home is important to the dignity, self-assurance, 
and contentment of elderly and handicapped persons. 
Without tra;!sportation, these peopie would have to give up 
their homes and move into institutions. The Governor of 
West Virginia proposed TRIP to permit elderly and h;ndlcapped 
persons a free choice of where to live. 

TRIP began in June 1973 with an Office of Economic 
Opportunity grant (now the Community Secvices Administration) 
and later received other Federal funds from UMTA, the Federal 
Highway Administration, and the Administration on Aging. As 
separate projects in the demonstration program, TRIP planned 
to: 

--'lse discounted transportation tickets to subsidize 
transpcrtatron costs for up to 160,000 low-income 
elderly and handicapped persons. 

--Establish a statewide public transportation network 
by forming systems where there were none and ?y 
improving inadequate systems. 
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--Experiment with other special services in selected 
rural areas. 

The subsidy program began in June 12-4. T!?IP planned 
to start its transportation network during fiscal year 1975, 
but Federal funding delays and other problems, such as staff- 
lw , caused them to postpone the program until September 
1976. As of August 1976, the experimental services program 
was being developed and would not be demonstrated until around 
mid-1977. 

Area where the system operates 

West Virginia is a rural mountainous State. According to 
the 1970 census, it had a population of tetween 1.7 and 1.8 
million persons. Although the population density was above 73 
persons a square mile, 33 of the State's 55 counties had 
average popuiatron densities of only 43 persons a square mile. 

Census i>ta for 19713 showed 16 percent (280,000) of the 
State's copulation was over age 60 and most of them lived in 
rural communities. Thirty-nine percent of these persons 65 
and older easned annual incomes below U.S. census poverty 
levels. About 150,000 handicapped persons lived in West 
Virginia, and approximately one-third of them were poor. 
According to this same census data, the median annual income 
for families in West Virginia was $7,415, and the earnings 
of 18 percent of the State's families were below poverty 
levels. ?!edian annual family income projected for 1976 was 
$11,443--forty-f ourth among the 50 States. 

The rate of unemployment has risen 2 percent since 1970. 
As of March 1976, 7.3 percent of the State's work force was 
unemployed. According to 1972 census data, manufacturing and 
mining activities generated over one-half of the State's pay- 
roll and over 40 percent of its employment. 

Medical and social service centers are concentrated in 
urban areas. West Virginia's mountainous terrain and sparse 
population makes getting these services both difzicult and 
costly. For exa:;,ple, there are 75 hospitais throughout ihe 
State, but 11 counties have no hospitals and 24 counties have 
only one. 

Operation of the subsidy nrogram 

Or J:ne 30, 1973, CSA awarded a FeZera grant of abollt 
$4 n1111on to the- West Virginia Department of Welfare under 
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its section 221 program. To meet the grant's requirements, 
TRIP hired a consulting firm to develop an implementation 
plan which was completed in May 1974. 

The ticket program 

TRIP selected a ticket subsidy program similar to food 
stan.ps to underwrite transportation costs and began to sell 
discounted transportation tickets in June 1974. To be eli- 
gible for TRIP tickets, 3 person had to be 60 years of age 
or older, or be mentally or physically handicapped, and had 
to have an income not greater than that allowable under CSA 
poverty guidelines. The number of tickets a person could 
purchase depended on his monthly income. 

Tickets were packaged in $8.00 books and sold to eligible 
recipients for $1.00 to $5.00, depending on their income and 
family size. The tickets could be used on any form of author- 
ized transportation, to go anywhere, so long as the fare was 
paid in West Virginia. The transportation company accepting 
the tickets redeemed them at the State Department of Welfare 
for their full value. 

Perscns wanting to participate in TRIP applied at county 
welfare offices. After eligibility was established, TRIP 
issued a card showing the number of tickets each eligible 
family member was entitled to purchase. Although the author- 
ization card was valid for only 1 month, the tickets could be 
used anytime. 

Individuals could purchase TRIP tickets in person or by 
mail. When the program started, mail Trders had to be accom- 
panied by a certified check or money order. In July 1976 TRIP 
officials learned that some local welfare offices had started 
accepting personal checks or cash. These offices also began 
selling TRIP tickets at other social service centers like 
neighborhood centers, nutrition sites, and homes f7r the 
elderlv. No ore outside the West Virginia Department of 
Welfare rlad al;thority to Issue tickets. 

Because TPIP expected as m>ny as 54,000 participants by 
the end cf fiscal year 1976, it allowed persons to buy only 
one ticket book a month. The ticket program did not achieve 
this level of participation. In April 1976 TRIP permitted 
eligible persons to buy three books a month. To cjualify for 
multiple books, participants had to incur higher-than-average 
transportation costs, require frequent trips for medical pur- 
poses, or live in isolated areas. 
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TRIP officials estimated between 130,000 and 160,nOO low- 
income elderly and handicapped West Virginians were eligible 
to purchase TRIP tickets. For the 18 months ending June 30, 
1976, TRIP sold a total of 88,850 ticket books for $113,000. 
The value of these books was $711,000. In June 1976 TRIP had 
13,E15 case files. Each file identified one person or family 
of persons eligible to participate in the program. During that 
month, these persons purchased 9,905 ticket books for $10,785, 
at an average cost of $1.09. The total value of the books 
was $79,242. 

Transportation companies that accepted TRIP tickets had 
to have a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity from the 
West Virginia Public Service Commission, and they had to meet 
the commission's regulations for insurance, vehicles safety 
inspection, and fares. Each company also had to apply 
to the West Virginia Department of Welfare and receive a Cer- 
tificate of Authorization. As of June 1976, TRIP had granted 
authorization to 135 transportation companies--over 90 percent 
of the total certified by the Public Service Commission. 

According to TRIP officials, participation by eligible 
persons remained low because the statewide transportation 
system was not operating and those accepting TRIP tickets 
were mostly small urban taxi companies. Local officials in 
West Virginia believed that the methods of purchase--in person 
or by mail using a certified check or money order--might have 
limited the number of participants. According to these offi- 
cials, many eligible persons would have to travtl too far 
to purchase the tickets or to get a certified check or money 
order and the cost of such tra-lel reduced the number of 
eligible persons who used the program. 

A West Virginia University survey solicited reasons 
why persons eligible to purchase TRIP tickets did not buy 
them. The university found that either transportation was 
unavailable, people thought the tickets were too expensive, 
or tickets were not received when ordered.. In another sur- 
vey the university assessed TRIP's impact on people who used 
social service centers and found that over one-half of the 
individuals contacted (1) preferred personally arranged 
transportation, (2) were ineligible to purchase tickets, 
or (3) were unaware of the program. 

Operation of the statewide 
public transportation network 

In west Virginia, private and public transportation sources 
were limited. For example, automobile ownership in 33 rural 
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counties was 21 percent below the nationA average. In 
addition, public transportation had steadily declined. Between 
1965 and 1974 one-third of the licensed bus operators went out 
of business. As of May 1974 two-thirds of the licensed buses 
were concentrated in just 4 counties, and 37 counties con- 
tained none. 

TRIP proposed to establish a statewide public transporta- 
tion network of primary and feeder routes. Primary vehicles 
would run regular schedules over major highways which connected 
urban areas. On-call feeder buses would transpc;+. people from 
remote areas to bus stops where they could transfer to primary 
\-ehicles and continue their trip. 

TRIP's role in this transit development was to establish 
regional transit authorities and to furnish them with vehicles 
and operating funds. The regional concept was based on two 
assumptions: most travel takes place within limited geo- 
graphic areas, and regional planning and development coun- 
cils can establish transit authorities. 

Under West Virginia law regional transit authorities were 
independent of the State's Public Service Commission and 
couid regulate the routes and schedules of public systems 
within their respective regions. The t'ansportation regional 
boundaries proposed by the consulting firm which planned the 
network did not conform to the 11 planning councils' boun- 
daries, but TRIP decided to work t:,rough the planning councils 
to get the program started. For crnsistency. the transporta- 
tion regions kept the same boundaries as the planning councils, 
except TRIP combined two regions because they were too small 
to sclpport a network within themselves. 

TRIP planned to establish its network in all but two of 
these regions by the end of fiscal year 1976. The schedule 
proposed by the consultir,g firm for starting the regional 
systems and their proposed regional vehicle req*;,rements 
fol.lows. 
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Region 

Order Initial 
operation 

impleZEntati*n (fiscal year) 
Primary Feeder Spare 
vehicles vehicles vehicles 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1.0/11 

Total 

6th 1976 
5th 1975 
8th 1976 
4th 1975 
9th 1.977 

10th 1977 
7th 1976 
1st 1975 
2nd 1975 
3rd 1975 

16 
15 

6 
20 
16 
11 

1’1 
6 

8” 
5 
8 
9 
9 

s 

2 

‘10 
- 

.l mm 



TRIP's first capital grant provided funds to buy vehicles 
for regions 2, 10, and 11. Regions 2 and 11, however, had 
decided not to participate since they believed that there 
would not be enough money to operate the vehicles. As of 
August 1976 the schedule had changed, and regions 6, 9, and 
10 were to begin operations first. TRIP selected regions 
6 and 10 to start the program because both regions were 
nearest to completing their operating plans. 

In March 1976 TRIP purchased 38 vehicles with its capital 
grant. Region 6 received 21 of these vehicles, and region 10 
received 13. The remaining four vehicles were to be used in 
other regions. These two regions began operations in September 
1976. Region 9 began operating in November 1976 with seven 
vehicles, including the four purchased earlier. 

Accord:ng to TRIP officials, getting the system started in 
regions 6 and 10 was delayed because (1) TRIP did not provide 
the two regions with funds for a full-time planner, (2) the 
consulting firm's proposed routes had to be revised to meet 
regional transit needs, and (3) the Department of Labor ruled 
that the transportation company selected in regron 10 could 
not receive funds under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, as amended, because the company refused to comply with 
section 13(c) of the act which required assurance of priority 
reemployment of employees who were terminated or laid-off. 
The past issue was resolved by the region 10 transit authority 
and the union. The authority was receiving urban mass trans- 
portation funds. 

TRIP officials stated that another element contributing 
to progri:: delay was staff size and inexperience. At its 
inception the TRIP staff consisted 0; t,do professionals who 
transferred from other programs withi the State's Department 
of Welfare. As of November 1976, the 'RIP staff had increased 
to seven professionals. None of the staff had a background 
in transportation planning, and most of their experience came 
from on-the-job training. TRIP officials acknowledged that 
the proposed schedule may have been unrealistic because of 
their inexperience. 

Finally, TRIP officials also were concerned about the 
delays in receiving grant approvals and blamed the delays 
for some program slippage. For example, it took about 1 
year to get approval on grant requests from UMTA and the 
Federal Highway Administration. In preparing its program 
budget, TRIP officials expected these grants to be approve3 
more quickly. 
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Funding of the TRIP program 

According to TRIP officials, the total program would cost 
about $25 million through September 1978. This estimate ex- 
cluded vehicle costs (purchase and operation) for regions 2, 
5, and 11. As in regions 2 and 11, region 5 officials believed 
that fares and TRIP subsidies would not cover operating costs 
and they did not plan to participata. TRIP officials contended, 
however, that region 5 was taking a "wait and see" attitude 
and might participate after the system was established in other 
regions. If all regions participated in the demonstration 
program, total costs might approach $30 million. 

As of June 30, 1976, TRIP had been awarded six Federal 
grants totaling about $6.8 million. In addition, the State 
had approved $205,597 from the General Fund and specifically 
authorized another $1.1 million for TRIP. A breakdown of 
the grants and total expenditures through June 30, 1976, 
follows. 
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i Agency and authority 

Community Services 
Administration: 

Community action funds 

UMTA: 
Section 3--Capital 
Section 6--Demon- 

stration projects 
Section g--Tech- 

nical studies 

Federal Highway 
Administration: 

Section 137-- 
Rural demonstration 

HEW, Administration 
on Aging: 

Model Projects 
on Aging 

West Virginia General 
Fund (fiscal 
year 1975) 

West Virginia funds-- 
authorized 
specifically 
for TRIP by the 
State Legislature 
(fiscal year 1976) 

Total 

Date 
approved 

June 1973 $4,039,500 $1,247,660 

June 1975 

May 1975 

Oct. 1975 

628,680 407,797 

273,730 126,712 

262,344 172,648 

Feb. 1976 

May 1975 

Amount Total 
approved expenditures 

1,200,000 

400,000 183,266 

205,597 205,597 

1,100,000 444,394 

$8,109,851 $2,788,074 
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. TRIP used CSA funds to cover ticket subsidy costs, as well 
as for personnel, administration, planning, and consultants. 
It used section 3 capital funds to buy its 38 vehicles and used 
section 6 demonstration funds and section 9 technical studies 
funds to cover administration, planning, and consultant costs. 
Model Projects on Aging funds were used for administration, 
a West Virginia University evaluation project, and experimental 
services planning. 

The Federal Highway Administration section 147 demonstra- 
tion funds had not been used as of June 30, 1976. TRIP antic- 
ipated the $1.2 million would be used in fiscal year 1977 to 
purchase capital equipment for regions 4, 8, and 9. 

aTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE AREA 

In West Virginia, the Federal Government supports trans- 
portation services under various social programs. We con- 
tacted Federal, State, and local officials working with some 
of these programs to get information abodt the kinds of serv- 
ices provided. 

The types of transportation assistance provided by these 
agencies varied. Under some Federal programs, grantees owned 
and operated their own vehicles. Other grailLees reimbursed 
clients for travel performed, reimbursed paid and volunteer 
staff for client transportation supplied with personal vehi- 
cles, or purchased services from transportation companies. 
Resides providilry free social service transportation, some 
community action agencies also operated fixed-route systems 
and charged the public to ride. The following charts summa- 
rize some of the federally funded social service transpor- 
tation which operated in West Virginia during 1976. 
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LIST OF FEDERALLY FUNDED 

TRAJJSPORTATION Sr:RVICES PROVIDED IN WEST 

VIRGINIA IDEdTIFIEil DURING THE REVIEW OF TRIP 

Agency 

Estimated 
annual cost 

Vehicles of operation Sob::rce of Federal funds --- ---- 

WGst Virginia 
Dept. of Health 7 

4 - 

Total 
F-” 
N 
4 West Virginia 

Office of 
Vocational 
RehdLii itation 

Dept. of 
Health did 
not break out 
costs between 
the t\lo pro- 
grams. 

11 $103,000 
= 

41,6 0 

West Virginia 
Commirsion 

a/1; 

on Aqinq 

5 - 

Total 21 - 

The commission 
did not break 
out the cost 
bftween the 
two programs. 

Appalachian Child 
Development program 

Maternal and Child 
Rzalth Services 
Program 

Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Program 

Titles 111 and VII 

RSVP 

$200,000 

Transportation 
provided for Service area 

Child development Eight counties 

Maternal and child Not specified 
health services 

‘Jocat ional 
rehabilitation 
services 

Elderly Four teen 
transportation counties 

One county 

Retired Senior Five counties 
Volunteer Program 

PrlJc in Logan b./fJ 
County Community 
Action Agency 
(Loqan County 
Transportation, 
Inc. I 

gs15,ooo Head Start; 
titles III and VII 

Head Start; elderly One county 
services and nutri- 
tion programs 
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VI ’ t- 1 c 1 .’ .n 0 f ol,crt ion Source of Federal ftlnds -- - - -- provided for - Service area 

I :i Not av;ri!at,le Head Start and the Hcsd Start Four counties L Cnmm,inity Action 
Proqram 

Community Action 
Program 

13 No: available Head Start 

I Not av.3ilable -- RSVP 

Total 33 Not available 
= 

%‘y,8minn County e/l Not available Title VII -- 
Oi,r.ortunity 
Couv&ci 1, Inc. 

init,:;: c‘~~lltrJl Weot f/14 - -- s100,000 liead Start _- 
Vir’lrnia Cominunrty 
net l,Irl Asr.oclat :01i 

(h’e.:,t Cl.ntral Rural 
‘I’rdnpporeat ion 
Syr,tcv, Inc.) 

Ycrser County 
Erorromic 
~n:mr ‘Jr7 i t y 
Corporation 

d/8 -- q/$7,000 - 
Head Start and 
title III 

West Virqinia None $200,000 
D*ut. of We1 fare 
Y 8’ fl i c ;1 1 Sf-radices 

Medicaid 

Pub1 IC, fixed- 
route trans- 
port3tion 

Four counties 

Head Start Four counties 

Retired Senior 
Volunteer Program 

Four counties 

Elderlv nutrition One county 

Head Start Ten counties in 
north-central 
West Virginia 

Heal siart; One county 
elderly nutrition 

Reimbursement Err Statewide 
client medical 
travel 
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Estimated 
annual cost Transportation 

Agqncy -- Vehicles of operation Source of Fedrral funds provided for -- get-vice area 

None $500,000 CETA nrograrrs P Imbur srmcrrt for V:lr IOUA 
travel to and from locat ions 
job training sites throughout 

the state 

IIepsr tmc‘nt 
of I‘lnploymcnt 
Security 

None Not available Work Incentive Program Reimburzcment for 
travel to and from 
walk under the Work 
Incentive Program 

,, / ‘:rBllll’ shown for communitv ,jction nqr&ncicn. 
,,, 

111 thfl:;c‘ 16 vrbhiclln7 may ,~lr;n ,?rq~~-,ar In the t.otnln 
‘I’w Jllrii t lon~l vrhiclcs ret-c, Ivctl f tom ‘1’141 I’ bul. ncvcr u!lf!~l. (See p. 132.) 

c/ The $15,000 excludinq drivers’ salaries. 
“1 Three vans received from TRIP included in this fiqure. 
e,’ Received one additional van from TRIP via Pride in Logan County. (See p. 132.) 
I/ Fec.>ived three additional vans from TRIP. 
cji i-1l~t-i shown for the period Auqust 1 to December 31, 1975. 



PROSLEMS IN COORDINATING 
TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

None of the Federal, State and local program officials 
we contacted were aware of Federal regulations preventing 
coordination of transportation between TRIP and other social 
service providers. 

TRIP had established an advisory board, held public 
hearings, and met with various State and local officials 
to coordinate transportation services. Although a number 
of State and local off!.cials believed that locally operated 
transportation was needed because of the unique character 
of certain social services, some benefits had been realized 
from these meetings. For example, West Virginia officials 
administering the Medicaid program planned to purchase TRIP 
tickets: for their clients. 

Federal problems 

Although officials did not identify any Federal restric- 
tions to coordination, State officials had to overcome an 
obstacle presented by Medicaid regulations. Originally State 
Medicaid officials would not buy the tickets because Medicaid 
regulations define transportation as medical assistance only 
when furnished by a company that could be paid directly. 
Since TRIP was not a transportati@n company, it could not be 
paid directly and thus could not qualify as a provider. State 
Medicaid officials rewrote the State policy to overcome this 
obstacle. 

?ledicaid bought TRIP tickets with money from the State's 
General Relief Fund. Yedicaid clients used these tickets to 
pa); for travel 110 medical facilities. After transportation 
comzanles redeemed the tickets, Yedicaid reimbursed the Gen- 
eral Relief Fund account with Federal Medicaid funds. 

State and local problems 

Other State agencies besides .Yedicard were consideriny 
soTe form of coordination wrth TRIP. For example, the State 
Office of Vocational Rehabilitation considered purchasing 
TRIP tickers. The State Commission on Aging encouraged local 
gra ntees to supolement TRIP's feeder system and advertised 
the TRIP program. 

TRIP officials believed that coordination would improve 
w h e z :ts transportation network was established. According to 
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them, a successful operation would eliminate much of the 
skepticism of social service program administrators. They 
hoped to persuade other State agencies to purchase TRIP 
tickets in blocks. TRIP's administering agency, the State 
Department of Welfare, asked its program administrators to 
have its clients use TRIP tickets for nonemergency medical 
transportation when a TRIP provider was available. 

Regional transit authorities would be responsible for 
contacting local social service agencies. According to TRIP 
offir-ials, region 10 planned to contact these: agencies once 
its system began operating and other regional transit author- 
iLIes took similar action. 

Some State and locai officials administering social pro- 
grams believed that scheduled, fixed-route, public transpor-. 
tation generally did not meet social service program needs. 
For example, the nutrition program for older Americans was 
cited to illustrate some of the problems. Nutrition sites 
could be located several blocks from the fixed-route bus 
stops. The elderly are generally unable to walk very far 
without help. 

Administrators of Head Start projects related the fol- 
lowing problems: (1) the 3- to 4-year old children which the 
program served are too yoclng to ride public vehicles, (2) 
vehicles had to be readily avallable for Head Start uses, 
such as field trips or medical emergencies, (3) project sites 
might not be near fixed routes, and (4) school class times 
might conflict with fixed routes. Managers of other programs, 
such as Maternal and Child Health and Child Development proj- 
ects said they may also have had the kind of difficulties 
cited for Head Start and nutritiorl programs. 

Drivers operating vehicles under social programs often 
help elderly and handicappad people get on or leave vehicles. 
According to the local officials, union practices might not 
permit TRIP drivers to provide similar aid. 

TRIP had also experienced problems in attempting to 
coordinate part of its transportation network and ticket 
subsidy systems. As a condition for receiving the $4 million 
Federal grant, the Community Services Administration required 
TRIP to provide abcut $70,000 of that amount to six community 
action agencies for vehicle purchases. Instead of granting 
the funds, TRIP purchased the vehicles, leased them to the 
agencies, and required them to accept TRIP t!ckets. 
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In June 1974 one of the community action agencies, Pride 
in Loqan County, received 2 of 17 vehicles purchased with the 
$70,000. Before Pride could operate the vehicles and accept 
TRIP tickets, its transportation company had to get a Certi- 
ficate of Convenience and Necessity from the West Virginia 
Public Sarvice Commission. According to a State official, 
the commission denied the company's request because it planned 
to use vehicles licensed under a Contract Carrier Permit for 
public transportation. This official said vehicles operated 
for public transportation under a Certificate of Convenience 
and Necessity rrust be kept separate from th;se licensed under 
a Contract Carrier Permit. 

According to a Pride official, his agency did not want 
to void its contract permit and lose that business on the 
assumption that it would receive the Cerkificate of Ccnvcn- 
ience and Necessity. Because Pride could not operate the 
vehicles, TRIP transferred one to the Wyoming County Oppor- 
tunity Council. Pride stored the other vehicle, with only 186 
miles on the odometer, until July 1976 when TRIP repossessed 
it. 

The Wyoming County Opportunity Council ooerated the trans- 
ferred vehicle for about 8 months. The Councii's transporta- 
tion director said that he needed only three to four passengers 
a day to break even, but he did not get that number. After 8 
months of ooeration, the Council had lost about $570 and asked 
TRIP to subsidize the operation. TRIP officials s-lid that they 
refused because providing operating subsidies for community 
action agencies was not in their plans and because they thought 
the community action agencies had their own resources to oper- 
ate the vehicles. In early 1976 the Wyoming County Oppor- 
tunity Council stopped usinq the vehicle, and TRIP repossessed 
it in July 1976. 

Multi Cocntv Community Action Against Poverty, Incorpor- 
ated (Multi CAP) and West Central West Virginia Community 
Action Association also received TRIP vehicles. Because 
revenues from fares -would not cover operating expenses, Multi 
CAP reduced its trancoortation services, and West Central 
terminated its operation. In retrospect, TRIP cfficials 
acknowledged t'lat if State funds had been used to subsidize 
the owerations these agencies could have continued the coordi- 
nated services. 

Within its subsidv program, TRIP authorized only county 
welfare offices to sell TRi? tickets. ;3n sever-31 occasions 
aftor June 1974, Y:ilc_i CAP asked for authority to sell these 
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tickets so TRIP ridership could be increased. At first 
TRIP delayed the request because its accounting staff did not 
know how to process the sales. In July 1975 TRIP told Multi 
CAP that the low volu,ne of trcket sales did not warrant out- 
side distributors. Then, in February 1976 TRIP told Multi 
CAP that it could issue tickets after a routine inspection 
of its facilities: but by then Multi CAP had already decided 
to reduce its public transportation system. 

Officials of Mingo County Economic Opportunity Commis- 
sion, Incorporated said they wanted to operate TRIP vehicles 
but had not been given the opportunity in their county. How- 
ever, the agency did not plan to provide the scheduled ser- 
vices TRIP proposed because it believed that operating revenues 
would be insufficient. Instead, they wanted to provide a 
demand-responsive type service. Furthermore, they said they 
could not obtain a Certificate of Convenierce and Necessity 
to operate as a transportation provider. The agency cfficinl: 
said that they would fight any other group who tried to imple- 
ment TRIP in their area. 

TRIP officials considered urban and intercity public 
transportation when they established primary-route aild feeder 
requirements. Vehicles operated under social programs were 
not always included. According to TRIP officials these 
:ehicles seldom operated on scheduled fixed routes and many 
were not certified by the Stats for public transportation. 
TRIP officials neither accepted the vehicles as legitimate 
sources of transportation nor weighed their potential contri- 
butions to the feeder system. 

TRIP officials acknowledged that they would have to be 
more flexible in coordinating transportation planning and 
so should the social service agencies. Instead of recommen- 
ding that public transportation schedules be changed to meet 
social needs, they felt that some agencies should locate 
their service centers near bus stops or change their schedule 
of services so clients could ride public vehicles. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

To achieve the objectives in the OMB Circular A-95, West 
Virginia had established two types of clearinghouses, the 
State clearinghouse and 11 rc?gional clearinghouses. The State 
ciearinghouse operated under the direction of tne Governor's 
Office of Federal and State Relatjd..s. The regional clearing- 
houses were comprehensive regional planniny organizations 
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recognized by the State and designated by the Governor to do 
the A-95 review of respective regional applications for 
Federal loans or grants. 

The principal role of the State clearinghouse wds to send 
applications to State agencies for reviews. It was not neces- 
sarily concerned with application subitems, such as trans- 
portation. Thus, a Medicaid or Head Start project application 
coming to the State clearinghouse would not necessarily be 
reviewed by the State for transportation coordination. The 
State clearinghouse had an individual who was responsible for 
coordinating the review of applications for UMTA funds. How- 
ever, it had no transportation specialists. 

According to a regional clearinghouse official, all ap- 
plications were reviewed for duplicate services at the regional 
clearinghouse level. However, the regional clearinghouse 
could only comment on the applications and had no voice in 
whether proposed plans were actually implemented. Accordin 
to this official, the regional clearinghouse reviews cf the 
TRIP oroposal if’entified some problems with the plan, but 
these had no apparent affect on the project. This official 
also said that some agencies managed to circumvent the A-95 
review process. 

State clearinghouse officials said that the review system 
was effective because State and local agencies applying for 
Federal assistance under Circular A-95 faced State legal sanc- 
tions if they tried to circumvent the system. Rut they said 
improvements could be made in it least two areas. First, to 
evaluate innovative projects, the clearinghouse needed access 
to specialists who could identify the strengths and weaknesses 
in each aoplication. Second, some Federal grants were tied 
to specific geographic areas, such as a city or county. For 
example, community action agencies often covered several 
counties and could not orovide services in another community 
action agency’s geographic area. CSA grants were made to 
specific community action agencies and therefore were geo- 
graphically restrictive. These geographic restrictions pre- 
vented the State from pooling different Federal grants to 
serve a larger area, like a regional development district. 
In a time of scarce Federal funds, this kind of restriction 
becomes critical. 

PROJECT PLANS 

TRIP began its regional transit demonstration program 
in regions 6 and 10 in September 1976 and in region 9 in 
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November 1976. By June 1977 all regions should have started 
providing transit services. Under TRIP's plan, the regions 
would offer services 8 hours a day, 5 days a tipreek. No sub- 
sidized weekend service was planned. They would operate 
vehicles on Saturdays and Surdays if revenues covered operat- 
ing costs. TRIP officials estimated that ticket program 
participants would increase to 23,000 by January 1977. 

Accordinq to TRIP officials, the original Plan (see 
p. 121) had to be altered because initial requirements data 
on the State's population, transportation patterns, community 
needs, and highway conditions changed as the program slipped. 

These officials said that over $8.7 million would be 
spent between July 1, 1976, and June 30, 1977. included were 
funds for ticket subsidies; program evaluation; 111 more 
vehicles for regions 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, and 9; operating subsidies; 
and experimental services. (See p. 126.) TRIP planned to 

e Federal and State funds awarded but not spent before 
i&e 30, 1976. Also for these purposes, TRIP asked for addi- 
tional =unds from the State, UMTA, and the federal Highway 
Adminis,ration. The amounts of these requests follow. 

Source Amounts 
Date 

requested - 

State matching funds $ 500,000 

UMTA: 
Section 3 --Capital 1,279,286 Dec. 1975 
Section 6 --Demonstration 1,949,336 Mar, 1976 
Section 9 --Technical studies 305,383 Dec. 1975 

Federal Highway Administration: 
Section 147--rural 

demonstration 3,215,692 Mar. 1976 

In July 1976 the Federal Highway Administration approved $1.3 
million of the $3.2 million TRIP requested. Because the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration did not approve the full amount, 
TRIP planned to ask for supplemental funding from UliTA to help 
meet operating and capital costs. In September 1976 UMTA 
awarded TRIP $720,000 under section 6 and $303,920 under 
section 9. 

TRIP officials said that they needed additional funds to 
buy vehicles and operate the system in regions 2, 5, and 11 and 
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to continue the program after June 30, 1977. They said that 
GOT officials had verbally assured them of funding through 
Seotember 1978; the level of funding was not yet decided. 
As of August 1976, the budget for the year beginning July 1977 
and other future funding plans had not been developed. 

Experimental services 

TRIP officials investigated two unique concepts for 
rural transportation-- combined postal and transportation ser- 
vice and transportation between remote areas and urban medical 
centers. These officials said that because they lacked expe:- 
ience in these concepts, they did not include them in the 
statewide system but believed that these concepts, which are 
discussed below, should be demonstrated in separate projects. 

Rural oostal vans were used in Scandinavia and Scotland 
to deliver the mail and to haul passengers. TRIP had con- 
sidered a similar system in West Virginia and discussed it 
with the Postal Service. 

In rural West Virginia mail is often delivered by private 
individuals under contract to the Postal Service. TRIP 
believed that some of these rural contract routes were suit- 
able for postal bus service. It planned to begin this type 
of service about mid-1977 in region 4. 

Recause specialized medical centers were concentrated in 
urban areas, many rural West lirginians had to travel to get 
treatment. The West Virginia Office of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation used an automobile to carry its clients from Webster 
County to medical centers in Charleston--a round trip of 200 
miles. In fiscal year 1973 about 200 such trips were made 
to Charleston and other cities like Huntington and Morgantown. 
Beginning in mid-1977 TRIP planned to demonstrate a special- 
ized service that would transport people from remote areas to 
medical clinics in Charleston. 

As of August 1976 TRIP’S postal bus and transporter 
projects were still being planned. It planned to buy seven 
vans for the postal bus project and five station wagons to 
be used as health transporters. UMTA, Federal Hiqhway Admin- 
istration, and State funds would be used to purchase these 
12 vehicles. TRIP would use Administration on Aging grants 
to operate the two projects. 
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OUR OESERVATIONS 

. Administering agency and project officials were unaware 
of any Federal regulations which would prevent coordination 
between TRIP and other social service transportatron providers. 
If TRIP wants a coordinated system, it will have to recognize 
social service agencies as legitimate providers and provide 
them financial and technical assistance. Further, TRIT must 
be more flexible in scheduling it: service. 3n their part, 
social service program managers nt .d to be more flexible 
in scheduling their respective services in order t'> take 
advantage of TRIP's available transportation service. 
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VALLEY TRANSIT DISTRICT, DERBY, CONNECTICUT - 

The Valley Transit District !VTD), a public, nonprofit 
corporation in Connecticut's lower Naugatuck Valley, was 
created by a special act of the State of Connecticut in May 
1971. The district was authorized to establish, operate, and 
maintain a system of transportation within its service area 
or between that area and a.?y municipality contiguous with its 
service area. VTD was coordinated in that many valley 
health and social service agencies used its services. Federal 
demonstration grants funds played a major role in its develop- 
ment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

VTD operated in the valley towns of Ansonia, Derby, 
Seymour, and Shelton, and it provided a variety of transportation 
services to valley residents. VTD received qrants from UYTA 
and benefited from grants by HEW. 

Area where the system operates 

The lower Naugatuck Valley is in south-central Connecti- 
cut, extending about 10 miles along the Housatonic and Nauga- 
tuck Rivers. The Valley, with a total land area of about 58 
square miles, consists of four municipalities--Ansonia, Derby, 
Seymour, and Shelton. In 1970 the Valley had a total popu- 
lation of 73,bC9 people of which 9.2 percent were either elder- 
ly or handicapped. The State estimated the Valley's 1975 
population to be 75,103. The median family income, based on 
1970 census figures, was $11,452. In March 1976 the Valley's 
unemployment rate was 13.3 percent. 

The Valley is a highly industrialized area having over 
150 manufacturrng firms. Most of the industrial activity is 
centered in Ansonia, Cerby, and Shelton, with most of new 
industrial construction in Shelton. Ansonla and Derby 
are the most densely populated and have the smallest land 
areas, Their populations have remained stagnant over the 
past decade, and they have the largest number of elderly 
persons. 

Seymour has some industry but it is developing into a 
"bedroom community" for the rest of the area. Its population 
has been increasing moderately. 
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Shelton, the fastest growing city in the region, with 
much industrial, commercial, and residential development, 
contains the largest population of the valley communities. 

Operations of the system 

VTD provided fixed-route. contract, demand-responsive, 
and charter transportation seivicea. Contract services were 
the most important and productive from a ridership and finan- 
cial standpoint. VTD charged $14 an hour for contract ser- 
vice. 

VTD provided two types of demand-responsive servico-- 
subscription and call-in. The subscription service provided 
the rider with door-to-door service on a regular basis (rang- 
ing from daily to weekly service) without the necessity of 
telephoning VTD for each trip. The service provided pick up 
at prescheduled times and might or might not be tied in with 
prescheduled destinations. Most of the subscription trips 
were work trips. 

The call-: ,n service provided rides with demand-responsive, 
door-to-door service with a 2- to 3-hour delay. The call-in 
service was staffed by two dispatchers wha handled calls from 
the riders, scheduled the pick ups, and communicated with 
drivers via two-way radio. Buses carrying subscription riders 
were diverted to pick up riders receiving call-in service. 

Demand-responsive ridership had reached a saturation 
point considering the number of vehicles available. VTD 
had been selective in its demand-responsive clientele, giving 
priority to employment and health trips. Although there had 
been a minimal increase in this type of service, many of the 
prospective demand-responsive patrons had been encouraged to 
use the offpeak fixed routes. VTD*s long-term goal was to 
limit the selection of derland-responsive patrons to physically 
handicapped persons ard tl> limit subscription rides to places 
of employment and to areas net served by fixed routes. 

During evenings and weekends, VTD also offered charter 
service which could be arranged as late as 1 day in advance, 
depending on the competition among groups for use of this 
service. Charter service was billed at $14 an hour. 

In November 1975 offpeak fixed routes were initiated 
throughout the district in the form of shopper shuttles. 
Each municipality was served by a shuttle loop from the out- 
lying areas to its downtown or core area where connections 
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could be made to a VTD connector, or to the other two trans- 
portation companies serving the core areas. Before November 
1975 all fares were handled by means of a credit card, but 
inclu,ion of cash fares was instituted with the fixed routes. 
Each vehicle was equipped with a cash vault. Fixed-route 
fares were set at 50 cents a ride. Each of the four munici- 
palities represented a zone, and an additional 10 cents was 
charged when a rider crossed at least three zones. Because 
the fixed-route service had recefltly been initiated, rider- 
ship figures were minimal. For the months of November and 
December 1975, 1,500 riders were logged on these routes 
with projected rider-ship increasing to 2,000 rides a month 
by June 30, 1976. 

In attempting to meet all the needs of valley residents, 
VTD offered door-to-doer service to a State and federally 
sponsored title VII project--Meals on Wheels. This entailed 
daily delivery of hot lunches to approximately 35 to 50 bed- 
ridden persons who were unable to provide for themselves. 
The service was provided under contract and had been carried 
on successfully for 3 years with a very gradual increase in 
users. 

The following table shows VTD’s ridershi? statistics for 
the 6-month periods ending December 31, 1974, and December 31, 
1975. 

One-way trips by type 

Contract: 
Senior citizens 
Hand icapped per sons 
Youth programs for underpr iviledged 

Demand-responsive: 
Rides to work 
He‘ll th tr ips 
Ge.ler al 

Fixed routes 

Total passenger trips 

Hot meals delivered to homebound seniors 

Total trips including meals 

July to July to 
Dec. Dec. 
1974 1975 

12,263 13,404 
18,142 27,248 

1,579 1,706 

12,000 12,493 
4,286 4,301 

857 859 

4,191 

53,318 

1,514 

61,520 

4,430 

65,950 
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For the 12-month period ending May 30, i976, VTD provided 
about 130,000 trips. About 94 percent cf these trips were 
made by elderly, handicapped, or .>ther people on medical 
and social service trips. The average operating cost for 
each vehicle-mile during this period waz $1.07, while the 
average cost for each passenger trip xas $1.97. These cost 
figures do not include capital costs or depreciation. 

VTD operated its scheduled services from 6 a.m. to 6 
p.m., Monday through Friday, with miscellaneous contract 
service during evenings and weekends. Its vehicles were used 
to provide services as follows: 

Operating hours 

6 a.m. to 8 a.m. 

8 a.m. to 9 a.m. 

9 a.m. to 10 a.m. 

10 a.m. to 3 p.m. 

3 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

6 a.m. to 6 p.m. 

9 a.m. to 1 p.m. 
(Sunday) 

Number of 
vehicles -- 

Five 

Five 

Four 

Four 

Four 

Five 

Eight 

Eight 

One 

Purpose - 

Subscription rides to work 

Contract routes for handi- 
capped persons 

Subscription and demand- 
responsive ridl?s to work, 
medical facilities, and 
other destinations 

Contract routes for senior 
citizens 

Demand-responsive for medical, 
shopping trips, and ether 
destinations 

Fixed routes for the general 
putlic 

Contract routes for handi- 
capped persons and senior 
citizens 

Subscription rides and coil- 
tract routes for senior 
citizens 

Shelton route for church 
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VTD had 17 vehicles in operation including 3 with wheel- 
chair lifts. One vehicle was obtained from the Valley Associ- 
ation for Retarded Children and Adults, and the other 16 
vehicles were obtained with UMTA demonstration grant and 
capital grant funds. 

VT0 leased vehicles when demar!d created the need or when 
its own vehicles were inoperable, It also infrequenizly sub- 
contracted jobs tc other transportation providers when it 
could not meet the needs of valley residents. For example, it 
had subcontracted with a school bus operator to transport a 
group of senior cit'zens. 

A unique aspect of VTD's operation was the development 
of a computer-processed, credit card fare system. The fare 
system, funded by an UMTA demonstration grant and designated 
the FAIRTRAN system, consisted of two elements. One element, 
a service recorder, was carried on the bus instead of a farebox 
and recorded data from the rider's credit card and other 
pertinent infornation (such as time, day, and origin point) 
on a magnetic tape cassette. The other component, the compu- 
ter software, transformed the records intJ monthly billings. 
A special feature of CAIRTRAN was the FARESHARE option. This 
feature allowed third parties (health, social service, and 
governmental agencies) to share the cost of an individual's 
transportation to varying degrees, thus enabling a person to 
make trips he or she might otherwise be unable to afford. The 
FAIRTRAN system had not been operational since July i975 
although the third-party billings had been continued on a 
manual basis. F4IRTRAN was scheduled to be re-introduced in 
1977 when additional service recorders for an expanded fleet 
would be available and new computer hardware and revised soft- 
ware would be incorporated into the recording and billing 
system. 

Funding of the system 

VTD obtai!;ed funds from sales of transportation services, 
Federal capital and demonstration grants, Federal an1 State 
operating subsidies, and local communities. The table on the 
following page shows fundrng sources from 1971 through 1976. 

VTD sold transportation services to 20 social service 
agencies and to about 4CO individuals each month. The Lower 
‘:azrlatuck Valley Comlmunit: Council assisted in paying for 
so-e of these services. The community cc,lncil was awarded 
f 'A‘ 3 -rznts for this 3urlcose. HEX's Social and Rehabilitation 
>;pr.., -e _L .&C iwarded the first r:rant under section 4(a)(l) of the 
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VALiEY TRANSIT DISTRICT--FUNDING SOURCES -- 

!- 
In. 
W 

Lower Naugatuck Valley 
Community Council: 

Title IV Older Americans Act 
(Health transportation 

project) 
Title III {project mobility) 

UMTA: 
Section 3, capital grant 
Section' 6, demonctration gra.lt 

Local communities 

Billings to social service 
agencies and individuals 
ahd fare box revenues 

State of Connecticut: 
Operating subsidies (note c) 
Matching funds for Federal grants 74,667 
Drpsrtment of Social Services 

i Mtvl I (‘$3 1 d ) 

FISCAL YEARS 1971 TC '.976 .-I_ 

1972 1973 -- 1971 

$ - s - a/S 29,476 $ 34,330 $ 48,604 

384,000 
301,312 

117,100 123,950 494,500 

40,000 37,?50 

OChc21 3,033 -- 

Total $451,700 

b;12,500 k/40,000 104,756 14O,OC8 

66,093 
75,738 - 

. 

$117,10? $165,926 $983,220 $219,443 $343,456 

1976 -- 

$ 76,454 
10,500 

115,854 

boo 

‘i : 

a/ First year of health transportation project was funded under section 4(a)(l) of the Vocational 
Rc>habiliration Act. 

tb/ h’:,tlmdtcd by V’1’1); exact amounts not rcadlly available. 
E/ Includes reimbursement to tne State by UMTA's section 5 formula grant proqram; $32,140 for 

fiscal year 1975 and $57,966 (anticipated) for fiscal year 1976. 
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Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 1954 to coordinate 
and fund trxnsportacion for elderly, handicapped, and some 
other disadyantaqed individuals in the Lower Naugatuck Valley. 
HEW's Administration on Aging provided funds to continue the 
project beyond the first year under title IV of the Older 
Americans Act. With this grant the community council pro- 
vided subsidy assistance for VTD transportation to social 
service agencies serving various earget groups. The subsidy 
rate was set at 50 percent of VTD's charge for service. The 
community council also provided subsidy assistance to indi- 
vidual elderly consumers for general trip-making purposes. 
This individual subsidy, set at 20 Fercent of VTD's charge, 
was also funded by this grant. 

The other grant, a title III grant funded through an area 
agency on aging, had objectives similar to the demcnstration 
project but was specifically targeted to elderly persons. 
The community council used the grant to subsidize the other 
50 percent of VTD's charge for transportation provided to 
persons 60 years of age OK older that was not paid for by the 
demonstration grant. In effect, the community council paid 
100 percent of VTD's service charge for transportation for 
these clients. 

Both agency and individual trips were subsidized through 
a VTD billing of the community council. The nonsubsidized 
porticn of VTD's service charge was billed to either tha 
sponsoring social service agencies or to the individuals. 
Federal funding to the agencies inclu3ed titles III, VII, and 
XX; Medicaid; vocational rehabilitation: and CETA. 

UMTA awarded two grants to VTD. The first, a section 6 
demonstration grant awarded in 1971 and amended in i972, 
1973, and 1975, totaled about $1.1 million. The four valley 
municipalities provided an additional $40,000 for the project. 
The section 6 provided grant funds for vehicle acquisition, 
project administration, research, evaluation and engineering, 
service development, and development of an automated fare 
collection system. The second grant was a S301,312 section 
3 capitai gra:lt awarded in 1974. It, with several technical 
amendments to modify the scope, provided funds to purchase 17 
vehicles, radios, and other related equipment. The Connect icut 
Department of Transportation provided the non-Federal share. 

Finally, VTD received operating subsidies fro,> the State 
of Connecticut. T5e State was reimbursed in part by UMTA 
under its section 5 formula grant program. 
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Accountability to funding sources 

. 

Each month VTD billed the community council for each 
social service agency and individual whose transportation was 
subsidized by the community council. These statements showed 
the dates of service, client agency, total cost, and cost to 
the community council. In addition, VTD was subject to audit 
by the community council, and it maintained detailed records 
to support the statements. 

VTD also billed each social service agency on a monthly 
basis for the cost of transportation services provided to 
their clients but not subsidized by the community council. 
The statements showed dates of service, total cost, and cost 
to the agency. 

VTD had to account to UMTA for the two grants it received 
directly from UMTA, For the section 6 demonstration grant, 
VTD submitted quarterly scatus reports to UMTA and was sub- 
ject to audit by it. In addition, VTD had to be able to iden- 
tify and document all expenditures claimed for reimbursement. 
The section 3 capital grant had similar accountability re- 
quirements. VTD had to submit documentation to UMTA to support 
requests for reimbursement for eligible project expenditures. 
Finally, VTD was subject to audit by both UMTA and the State 
(because the State provided the non-Federal share of the 
project budget). 

Each month VTD submitted a voucher to the State account- 
ing for the operaking subsidy provided by the State. The 
vouchers showed operating revenues and expenses by budget 
line item on a prescribed State form. The voucher, required by 
the State to be audited b> a cebrtifjed public accountant, 
also showed certain other operating statistics. 

HOW THE SYSTEK WAS DEVELOPED 

Limited l,ltra-valley public transportation was available 
to the residents of the valley before the Valley Transit Dis- 
trict service was initiated. ?rivate bus transportation was 
provided by the Valley Transportation Company and the Con- 
necticut Company (now State-owned). The valley also had a 
taxi service operating primarily between the business dis- 
tricts of Ansonia, Derby, and Shelton. Neither the taxi ser- 
vice nor the bus companies provided specific service to health 
and social service agencies. 
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As early as 1967, a local hospital headed a committee cn 
local health and social service agencies which began to form- 
ulate solutions to a primary problem in the delivery of social 
services--transportation. The committee found that some of 
the hosDital's patients were not returning to the hospSta1 
for required treatment after their discharge. The hospital 
began to work with local and regional health, social service, 
and planning agencies to devise a means of dealing with this 
problem. 

A committee study indicated that people needing health 
and social services were people who, because of age, handicap, 
illness, or economic condition, were unable to provide their 
own transportation. The study concluded that available 
public transportation'in the Valley was either too expensive 
or inadequate to meet the needs of these people. A pro- 
posal for a modest minibus operation was submitted to the State 
but was not approved because of a lack of detail and justi- 
fication. 

In 1969 the Lower Naugatuck Valley Community Council was 
created to plan, coordinate, and establish programs in health, 
and social service, and recreational act1 ities in the Valley. 
The council also identified transportation ar a major problem 
and submitted another proposal to the State. This proposal 
was not seriously considered due to a lack of detail and 
justification, and it did not fit in+.o State plans at the 
time. In 1970 the council asked the 'ralley Regional Planning 
Agency for technical assistance on 1 transportation proposal. 
The planning agency undertook a survey to determine what, in 
fact, were the transportation needs. The results of this 
survey, conducted at the hospital and other agencies, indi- 
cated the potential for a minimum ci' about 1,000 riders a 
day to, between, and from social service agencies as well 
as rides for other purposes. On the basis of the survey, the 
planning agency drafted a proposal to establish a bus trans- 
portation system. 

In January 1971 the Valley Council of Governments sub- 
mitted an abolication to UKT4 for a grant for a demonstration 
project dealing with door-to-door demand service for the 
"transit disadvantaged users." The Council of Governments, 
with assistance of the Regional Planning Agency staff and 
State leqislators from the Valley, sponsored 1eg;slation whi 
led to the eqtablishmcnt of VTD in May 1972 as the first 
transit district in the State. 
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The 3-year UMTA demonstration grant was approved by UMTA 
in June 1971. The general purpose of the grant was to (1) 
develop and evalcate a flexible transit system for residents 
of a "deep suburban" type community with the primary concern 
of transportation to health and social services and (2) de- 
sign, fabricate, and experimently test several bus modiflca- 
tic?s to aid elderly and handicapped persons. In June 1972 
the grant was amended to provide for the initiation of the 

. FAIRTRAN fare collection and billing system. 

In June 1974 UMTA extended the grant for an additional 
3 years to demonstrate (1) integration of a coin credit card 
fare collection system, (2) new combinations of service modes 
to serve a wide clientele, (3) centralization of *ho care/bill- 
ing system, and (4) revised fare structure, evaluation of 
expanded system, and training and marketing programs. 

In the spring of 1972, the Lower Naugatuck Valley 
Community Council applied to HEW's Social and Rehabilitation 
Service for a grant for funds to provide transportation 
assistance to clients, coordinate human services, and study 
the impact of transportation on health services, Additional 
funding was provided for the project by the Administration on 
Aging under title IV of tne Older Americans Act for fiscal 
years 1974 through 1976. The title IV funds terminated on 
October 31, 1976. 

In June 1974 VTD was awarded a section 3 capital grant 
to purchase vehicles and other equipment to continue and 
expand its transit service. 

In 1975 the State of Connecticut began to provide oper- 
ating subsidies to VTD. 

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION 
IN THE AREA 

We identified 13 valley health and social agencies 
which received Federai funds and provided transportation. 
Ten of these agencies used VTD, but three do not use VTD 
exclusively. A tirug rehabilitation center which did not use 
VTn at all indicated that it had to travel outside the Valley, 
and VTD could not provide that service. A second nonuser, 
a nursing home in Derby, said that when it needed to trans- 
port a client it contacted the State Welfare Department which 
leased a taxicab. The third nonuser, a day care center, 
formerly used VTD but found ot;ler means of transporting cli- 
ents because it believed that VTD was too costly. 
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One of the three agencies, a center for retarded children 
and adults, used VTD, but not exclusively, for about 95 per- 
cent of its transportation. The center had two vans which 
picked up clients outside the Valley. A second nonexclusive 
user, an alcoholism service center, needed transportation 
during the hours VTD did not operate, but it used VTD when it 
could. The third agency, a boys' club which received a trans- 
portation subsidy from the community council required trans- 
portation outside the valley. 

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

We contacted Federal, State, and local social service 
officials. They could not identify any Federal restrictions 
to coordination. However, we identified other problems re- 
lating to the efficient coordination of the Valley's social 
service transportation. 

State problems 

In March 1974 the Connecticut Public Utilities Commission 
forbade VTD to operate outside the Valley. This ruling came 
during the energy crisis when VTD was providing shuttle ser- 
vice for valley workers to industrial facilities outside the 
Valley. The ruling also kept VTD from providing certain 
charter operations. 

The commission's riling terminated service to valley 
residents needing special medical services not available in 
the Valley. For example, valley reside.lts were unable to use 
VTD to visit agencies, such as Bridgeport Cerebral Palsy. 
Because they could not use \7TD, Shelton residents contributed 
tc Cerebral Pi.lsy's planning for its own specialized trans- 
portation service. A drug rehabilitation agency located in 
the Valley needed to transport clients daily to a New Haven 
hospital for methadone treatment. As New Yaven is not in 
the Valley, the drug rehabilitation agency could not use VTD 
and was therefore leasing veh'cles. In addition, residents 
in towns outside the Valley could not use VTD to go to human 
services facilities in the Valley. 

At the time of our review, VTD stated that it planned to 
sue the commission if it was unable to resolve this problem 
through negotiation with the commission or by State legis- 
lative action. In commenting on the report, however, VTD's 
director advised that the corr.Tission, effective March 1, 
1977, awarded temporary authority to the district to trans- 
port elderly and handicapped passengers to health and social 
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sevices outside the Valley. This authority was made permanent 
effective June 30, 1977. 

Local problems 

A State official noted that agencies tend to protect 
their own interests and tend to be reluctant to share with 
each other. Some agencies preferred the flexibility of having 
their own vehicles. He believed that joint Federal, State, 
and local agreements on what agencies would receive Federai 
transportation funds would motivate people and agencies to 
work together in meeting transportation needs. 

Another local problem occurred when the community coun- 
cil sought title 111 fund: to replace and expand services 
made possible by the HEW demonstration funds that were to 
be terminated in 1976. The community council was informed 
by the Area Agency on Aging that title III funds could not 
be used to replace existing funding for services--they 
could be used only to expand existing services or create 
new ones. The community council sought assistance from 
the Connecticut Department on Aging which finally obtained 
a decision from the Administration on Aging in Washington, 
D.C.. that demonstration funds did not constitute existing 
funding in the context of the title III regulation. With 
that problem resolved, the title III grant was ultimately 
approved. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS 

An official of State Office of Intergovernmental Programs 
said that their A-95 review process was working well and that 
they had had excellent cooperation with A-95 coordinators of 
the various State departments and regional planning entities. 
He said that there had been no duplication of transportation 
services within the State. 

PROJECT PLANS 

VTD was planning to build a new garage and administrative 
facility at an existing train station in Derby. It had applied 
to UMTA for a section 3 grant for about $375,UOO to build the 
facility. This was part of a larger project to turn the old 
train station into a central transit site where several transit 
modes would converge and transfers would he feasible. The 
Valley Regional Planning Agency hdd apylied for a $60,000 UMTA 
planning grant to study the transfer system. 
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VTD was expanding its fleet of vehicles. As of July 1976 
it was awaiting delivery of three new vehicles in,late 1976 and 
was expecting to receive two vehicles in 1977. 

As of July 1976 VTD's revenues were about 50 percent of 
its expenses. Under a State subsidy payment formula, VTD would 
break even if it could generate revenues equal to 60 percent 
of its expenses. If VTD could achieve this revenue/expense 
ratio, the State subsidy would be adequate to cover all of 
VTD's operating deficit. 

Many valley human services agencies received transportation 
subsidies from the Health Transportation project. The project 
funding ended on October 31, 1976. The agencies were being 
encouraged to include estimated VTD charges in their budgets 
fcr periods after October 31. Additionally, the valley munic- 
ipalities had budgeted funds for social service transporta- 
tion. The community council hari continued to seek grants and 
negotiate reimbursement contr&zts for Medicaid jnd title XX 
clients. 

VTD planned to start transporting title XX clients in 
1977 although specific details had not been worked out with 
the State at the time of our review. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS 

Through various programs, the Federal Government has 
provided substantial funds for social service transportation 
in the Valley. 

VTD had successfully coordinated its program and had 
served many client groups because of the support it had 
received from about 20 social service agencies, the community 
council, and the Valley Regional Planning Agency. If VTD 
is able to obtain authoricy to operate out of the Valley and 
to convince the remaining human services aqencles to use its 
services, it may be able to develop a fully integrated system. 
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FEDERALLY FUNDED TRA1‘JSPORTATION IN 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

As of June 1976 there were 13 organizations and agencies 
that arranged transportation in Washington County. Although 
officials from these organizations and agencies that provide 
or purchase transportation services were unaware of any 
Federal, S%ate, or local restrictions that prevented coordina- 
tion of their services, in most cases, they operated indepen- 
dently of each other and with little coordination. These offi- 
cials offered a variety of reasons why more coordination had 
not taken place. Several officials believed that coordination 
of their transportation services with other organizations was 
not feasible or it would result in less service to their 
clients. 

Although there was no single coordinated transportation 
system in Washington County, attempts were being made to 
coordinate some services. The major provider of transporta- 
tion in the county was exploring various methods for coordi- 
nating the funding and operation of special transportation 
services. Also, a special transportation provider in western 
Washington County was testing the feasibility of using demand,- 
responsive vans to provide public transit for senior citizens 
and the handicapped in rural areas. In addition, another 
provider planned to start a single, centralized, radio-- 
dispatched special transportation system for the elderly 
and handicapped in the eastern part oL the county. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

Within Washington County, Oregon, there were four trans- 
portation systems that received Federal transportation funds. 
Titles III and VII funds from HEd and section 3 and 5 funds 
frnm UMTA were the primary sources of Federal funds for these 
systems. From January through June 1976, these tour transpor- 
tation providers carried over 2 million passengers. Most 
of the passengers were carried by the public transit system. 

In addition to these transportation providers, we iden- 
tified nine organizations that either provided or purchased 
rides in Washington County w!.th Federal funds. The majority 
of tt,e Federal funds were provided by titles XIX and XX, 
the Vocational Rehabilitation Program, and the Community 
Action Program. 
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Area where the systems operate 

The 720 square mile land area of Washington County, 
Oregon, is divided into three population areas: eastern, 
central, and western. The eastern part of the county encom- 
passes the rapidly urbanizing cities of Eeaverton and Tigard 
and borders on ihe city of Portland: the central part is 
still a rural area Lilt is increasing in population. This 
area includes .he cities of Forest Grove and Hillsboro. The 
western part constitutes more than half of the county land 
area and is largely uninhabited forests. 
County is shown on the following page. 

A map of Washington 

In June 1976, 7.2 percent of Washington County's work 
force was unemployed. Much of the eastern part of the county's 
work force was employed primarily in Portland. In the areas 
immediately surrounding the cities of Forest Grove, Cornelius, 
and Hillsboro, much of the rural area is farmland; however, 
the number of Washington County farms has steadily decreased. 

Although the central and western parts of the county have 
grown rapidly since 1970, they continue to be far less populated 
than the urbanized eastern parts. 
County had a population of 189,400, 

As of July 1974 Washington 
with 128,792 living in the 

eastern part of the county-- an area comprising only one-fifth 
of the land area. In 1974, 30 percent of the population in 
western Washinaton County was low income, while only 6.3 per- 
cent of the total county population was low income. 

Washington County's 1975 elderly (over 60 years old) 
represented ‘*bout 11 percent of the population. The highest 
concentration of elderly was in the Hillsboro, Cornelius, 
and Forest Grove areas. 

Operations and funding of the four 
~ransportatioXsySEms 

--- 
-- 

The Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of 
Oregon (Tri-Met), a public transit system which operated in 
the city of Portland and in two other Oregon counties besides 
Washington County, was the primary provider of transportation 
to the general public in Washington County. 'I'ri-Met received 
Federal funding through various programs administered by UMTA. 

The three remaining transportatian systems in Washington 
County received Federal funds through titles III and VII, 
revenue sharing, and Tri-Met assistance; they provided 
transportation to the elderly and handrcapped. These pro- 
viders were the Forest Grove Senior Center, the Community 
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LOCATIONS IN WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON, 
SERVED BY THE VARIOUS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
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Senior Center of Hillsboro, and the Special Mobility Services, 
Inc. Detailed information on each provider's transportetion 
services and fundinq is discussed in the followina sections. 

Tr I-Met 

Tri-Met was created in 1969 by the Oregon State Leqis- 
lature to provide a mass transit system in Clackamas, f$ultnomah, 
and Washington Counties. 

The majority of services in Washinqton County were concen- 
trated in the eastern part, which includes the cities of 
Tiqard, Beaverton, and Tualatin. A single bus line provided 
service to the cities of Hillsboro and Forest Grove in cen- 
tral Washington County. No Trl-Met bus line operated west 
of Forest Grove. 

During 1975 and 1976, Tri-Met operated a fleet of 431 
buses on 52 routes in its service area. Most of the buses 
were climate controlled and averaged about 5-l/2 years old. 
Nine of the 52 routes served residents of Washington County. 

Eight of these nine routes also provrded service in areas 
outside of Washlnqton County, and seven provided service to 
Portland, Oregon. One route in Beavert'>n provided weekday 
service only, and two othei routes serving cities in eastern 
Washington County provided no Sunday service. The remaining 
six routes provided servict ? days a week. Until July, 1976, 
a flat fare of 35 cents was charged to riders In the tri- 
county area, except for a free fare zone in downtown Portland 
and lower fares that were available for students and elderly 
and handicapped persons. As of July 1976, the fare increased 
to 40 cents. 

Durrnq calendar year 1975 the average cost for each 
vehicle-mile for the nine routes serving Washington County 
was $1.26 and the average cost for each passenger trip (one 
way) ranged from $0.84 to $2.38. In Yay 1976 costs averaged 
$1.46 for each vehicle-mile and ranged from $0.90 to $2.39 
for each one way passenger trip. During 1975 the nine routes 
carried 3,146,320 passengers; durrnq the first 5 months of 
1976, they carried 2,111,524 passengers. From January 1975 
through June 1976, Tri-Met received about $4.2 million rn 
Federal funds from UMTA for planninq and research, capital 
acqursltlons, and operatlnq assistance. 

In 1974 the Oregon State Leqrslature instructed Trl-Met 
to Improve the accesslbrllty of Its system for the disabled, 



physically handicapped, and aged persons as equipment became 
available from two or more manufacturers. irntll special regu- 
lar-sized buses for elderly and handrcapped persons were avall- 
able from at least two sources, Tri-Met explored other ways 
of providing accessibility for the elderly and handicapped. 
It develooed a 3-year special transportation program in March 
1975, This plan was composed of six parts--an urban demon- 
stration project, an operating assistance program, a plsnning 
assistance program, a rurai demonstration project, an honored 
citizen program, and a coordinated regional service program. 
The urban demonstration project and the coordinated regional 
service plan had not been inplemented at the time of our 
review. Both are discussed on page 169 under future plans. 
The rural demonstration project, which was being carried out 
by the Forest Grove Senior Center, 1s discllssed on page 160. 
The remaining three parts of the plan are dlscus;ed below. 

In those areas of the Tri-Met district outside the city 
of Portland, Tri-Mtt provided limited financial operating 
assistance on a service contract basis to specie' transpor- 
tation service groups which it considered C-o be effective. 
The purpose of the program was to maintain and improve ser- 
vices in these areas. The special transportation coordinator 
for Tri-Met advised us that ach of three counties in the 
Tri-Met service area would receive about $20,000 a year. 
Tn Washington County there were two contracts In effect, 
one with the Forest Grove Senior Center for $i,OOO a month 
and the other with the Hillsboro Senior Center for $650 a 
month. 

Tri-Met also offered technical planning assistance to 
private, nonprofit organization: that were applying for 
section 16(b)(2) funds adminIstered by the State of 3rctgon. 
The special transportation coordinator for Trl-Met sta<sd 
that the planning department was assisting a section 3.6(b)(2) 
applicant In Clackamas County ta prepare a rcute service 
plan for its vehicles. 

In addition, Tri-Met had continued and expanded programs 
to make service more accessible to the eider'y and handicapped 
For example, In 1975 Tri-Met started a Senio: Ercort Program 
using senior citizens to travel with elder'y riderr to tear' 
tk,ern how to use the bus. Also, Tri-Met planned '3 orovlde 
sensitivity training for drivers co exp1e.n djLFicl2ities Gfn- 
countered by‘elderly and handicapped perssns. 
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Special Mobility Services, Inc. 

. 

.5, 

Special Mobil ity Services, Inc., provided transportation 
for title III and VII programs in the city of Portland snd 
two title VII senior meals programs in eastern Washington 
County at Tigard and Beaverton. These transportation ser- 
vices were provided under an agreement with Loaves and Fishes, 
Inc., a private, nonprofit corporation established to provide 
nutriticus hot meals for sen,or citizens in their own neigh- 
borhoods. Transportation assistance was also provided for 
shopping. 

Loavts and Fistes was the title VII grantee for a four- 
county area, including Washington County, under a grant from 
the Oregon State Program on Aging. In addition, the Washlng- 
ton County Aging office provided Loaves and Fishes with title 
III funds for transportation services at the title VII meal 
sites in Hillsboro, Beaverton, and Tigard, Oregon. 

The Director of Special Mobility Services stated that 
in June 1976 they were providing point-to-point, demand- 
respcnsive transportation for senior citizens at the two 
meal sites in Tigard and Beaverton 5 days a week, Monday 
throurfh Friday, from 9:30 a.m. to 3 p.m. at Tigard, and from 
8:3O a.m. to 3 p.m., at Beaverton. Each morning Spec:al Kobi- 
lity Services drivers contacted the centers to obtain the 
names, times, and addresses of individuals needing transpor- 
tat.ion that day. Each site established its geographic area 
of service, and in June i976 they were offering rides to senior 
citizens living within their respective citres and the immed- 
iate vicinity. 

Special Mobility Services used two 12-passenger vans 
and two drivers, one for each center, to provide xransporta.- 
ti3n. The van used at the Tigard site was a Special Mobilltv 
Services van purchased hit11 private funds. The one used 
at the Geaverton site was ourchased in January 1974 by the 
lietired Seniors Volunteer Program with Federal funds and had 
been sn loan to Special Xobility Services since October 1975. 
Initially, the hetired Seniors Volunteer Program charged 
Special >lob:llty Servicer 12 cents a mile for use of the van. 
Hows$‘e r , startxng in June 1976 the van had been furnished 
free or charge since Sceclal Mobility Services acrecd tc pay 
ail costs associated wit’5 operating it. 

rni&a _ .- Director of t?e Washington County Retired Seniors 
y.‘c,l,n:eer program said that because the van was not needed 
- i‘ r 1 - L _ _ ?r3Gram, it was loaned to Special Mobility Services 
t<, =‘yq.-3 :F, c. ,.._ transportation to seniors at the Beaverton site. 
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From January through June 1976, Special Mobility Services 
provided 2,273 one-way rides at Tiqard and 2,181 one-way rides 
at Beaverton. Na fares were charged for the rides: however, 
the Beaverton site did request donations on a pay-as-you-can 
basis, with moneys going into the Loaves and Fishes operation 
at the center. 

Special Mobility Services charged Loaves and Fishes 
$6,445 for transportation at the ,Tigard meal sites between 
March 1975 and June 1976 and $2,275 for transportation at the 
Beaverton meal sate between October 1975 and June 1976. 

The Loaves and Fishes accountant said that they did not 
account by county for Federal funds spent for transportation. 
However, for fiscal year 1976 they did budget $3,196 in title 
III funds for operations at Tigard and Beaverton and $54,149 
in title VII funds for operations in Washington County and 
the city of Portland under their contract with Special Mobi- 
lity Services. 

The Director of Special Mobility Zervices advised us that 
since early 1975, they had p!.anned to operate a single, cen- 
tralized radio-dispatched transportation system for the service 
centers at Hillsboro, Tigard, and Beaverton. Also, tne Forest 
Grove Sentor Center planned to participate in the radio- 
dispatched portion of the system, but it would continue to 
operate its own vehicles, In addition, after the system was 
operationai, other transportation purchasers, such as the 
Welfare Department, were to be contacted to see ic they would 
pay for their clients to use the system. 

An approved UMTA section 16(b)(2) grant application was 
to be used to purchase the base radio station, nine mobile 
radios, and three additional vehicles with wheelchair lifts. 
The start of the system was dependent on the receipt of the 
equipment. 

An official of the Oregon State agency resoonsible for 
administering the section 16(b)(2) program told us that deliv- 
ery of the vehicles had been delayed uiltil about October 
1976 because of delays encountered in determining whether the 
State of Oregon could legally purchase the vehicles and retain 
title as suggested by the Federal regulations. By the time 
this matter had been resolved, the manufacturer had stopped 
delivery of the 1976 models, and the State had tc wait for 
the new price lists to be Issued. The vehicles were delivered 
In October 1976 and put into service. The radio equipment 
had not been deli:Terea because Special Mobility Servlcec 
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delayed submitting equipment specifications and because of 
technical problems with the choice of radio equtoment and 
Federal radio licensing regulations. No final delivery date 
had .- '-:? set, although all paperwork had been submitted 
by the State to TJMTA. 

Forest Grove Senior Center 

Forest Grove Senior Center officials stated that In June 
1976 the center was operating a point-to-point, demand-respon- 
sive transportation system funded in part with Federal funds 
for senior citizerrs 50 years of age of older and handicapped 
persons of any age living in the western and central parts 
of Washington County, including the cities of Forest Grove, 
Gaston, Cornelius, and Banks. Transportatitn was also pro- 
vided for medical appointments in Portland. 

In addition, transportation was provided to the handi- 
capped clients of the Tualatin Valley Workshop in Aloha, 
Oregon, which is in the eastern part of Washington County 
between Beaverton and Yillsboro. The director ot the work- 
shop told us that he wanted to get out of the transportation 
business, and the Forest Grove Senior Center was willing to 
transport the workshop clients. 

The center and the workshop had the following under- 
standing: 

--The workshop would (1) supply the van, (2) sell gaso- 
line at its cost to the center, and (2) collect 
various fees from its clients for transportaticn and 
forward the fees to the center. 

--The center would (1) provide all transportation 
required by the workshop clients, (2) maintain the 
van, and (3) provide insurance for the van. 

Five vehicles were used for transportation, 7 days a 
week, 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. The center operated a demand-respon- 
sive service that did not require advance notice except on 
weekends. During calendar year 1975, the center provided 
22,124 one-way rides to 863 participants. No fares were char- 
ged for the rides, but a donation was suggested. Also, an 
annual membership, which entitled the member to ride on 
the bus at any time, could be purchased for $8 a year. 
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As of June 1976, the center was using three vans an3 two 
privately owned cars to provide rides. One of the vans was 
purchased with title III and local funds; the second was pur- 
chased with only local funds, and the third was loaned. The 
owners of the cars served as drivers and were reimbursed for 
mileage. 

Tri-Met, title III, and donations provided the majority 
of the center's operating funds for transportation. During 
1975 and the first 6 months of 1976, the center reported the 
following resources for transportaticn: 

Calendar 
Cateyories year 1975 

Besources: 
Beginning cash balance $ 616 
Washington County (title III) 508 
State of Oregon 

(first aid training) 148 
Washington County 

(revenue sharing funds) 1,500 
City of Cornelius 

(revenue sharing funds) 500 
City of Gaston 

(revenue sharing fu 1.~3) 208 
City of Banks 

(non-Federal funds) 
Tri-Met (financial assistance, 

see p. 155) 10,000 
Donations: 

Organizations and individuals 2,584 
Transportation users 4,249 

Fund raising 949 
Miscellaneous 450 
Tualatin Valley Workshop 

Total cash available $21,704 

Noncash revenue: 
Employment salaries pa'.: by 

CETA 3,915 

Total resources $25,619 

January to June 
1976 

$ 273 
3,560 

250 

6,000 

772 
1,326 

511 

717 -- 

$13,409 

6,264 

$19,473 
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The Fr.re.-t Grove Senior Center transportation coordinator 
stated that for accoLntabrlity of funds, they provided monthly 
financial statements, including data on total rides and 
vehicle-Tileage, to Washington County, Tri-Met, and the cities 
of Cornelius, Banks, and Gaston. In addition, thev submitted 
quarterly narrative reports on the system's operations. 

The transportation coordinator said that in July 1976, 
the center started operating a section 147, Rural Demonstra- 
tier. Grant, to test the feasibility of using vans to provide 
a demand-responsive feeder system in rural areas not currently 
served 5-J Tri-Met bus lines. The system connected to the 
regular Tri-Met system and served all residents in western 
Washington County. Service to the elderly and handicapped 
was to 3t provided through transfer connections to the coordi- 
nated transportation system being planned by Special ?Iobility 
Services. 

This demonstration project was one of the elements in 
Tri-Met's six-part plan for providing increased service to 
elderly and handicapped persons. We were also told that the 
Senior Center and Tri-Let worked together on the grant appli- 
cation and that Tri-Met would act in an advisory capacity and 
offer route planning assistance as required. Under the grant 
agreemenf, the Federdl Yighway Administration, Department of 
Transportation, was to provide S92,360; Tri-Eet and the 
senior center vern to provide the local match of $40,000 and 
s10,700, respectively, >ver a 2-year ptriod. 

Corr:unitv Senior Center of Hillsboro L_- --- 

Tiie Community Senior Center of Hillsboro in Hillsboro 
provided hot meals as a neighborhood center of Loaves and 
Fishes, Inc., and an information referral system for senior 
citizens. The Senior Center also operated a point-to-point, 
demand-responsive transeortation system for senior citizens 
60 years of age and older and the handicapped of any age, 
in the central part of washington County. Rides were pro- 
vided for such purposes as meals, medical, and shopping. 
The bul:: of the system's funding came from Tri-Met, the city 
of Pillszoro, and title 111 through Loaves and Fishes, Inc. 

Rides were provided 5 days a week, Monday throuah Friday, 
from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., In the Uilisboro, Orenco, and-Aloha 
areas. :n addition, o.r Tuesday, rides were provided in the 
I:orth Plains area, and >!onday and Thursday, rides were given 
to peoplr iiving in the Scholls and L,aurel areas. 
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The director of Senior Center advised us that to the 
west their service generally went up to the city limits of 
Cornelius, which was served by the Forest Grove Senior Center. 
[lowever, if service were needed beyond this point, they rqould 
provide it. To the east, they picked up people up to the 
dividing line between the Hillsboro and Beaverton transporta- 
tion services. 

The Senior Center director also told us that they went 
into Forest Grove to pick up wheelchair clients, since the 
Forest Grove Senior Center vans did not have wheelchair lifts. 
In addition, they would transport people to Portland, Beaver- 
ton, and Forest Grove for medical appointments. 

Phone service to request rides wzs available 9 a.n. to 
4 p.m., Monday through Friday. One-day notice for rides was 
suggested, but if someone needed a ride immediately, the center 
would try to provide it. No fares tdere charged: however, 
rides were given on a "pay as you can" basis. From July 1975 
through June 1976, the center provided 17,250 one-way rides. 

The director of the center stated that in June 1976 it 
was using two vehicles--a van donated by a loca: service 
organization and a bus purchased with title III and local 
funds-- to provide the transportation services. The bus 
was equipped with a hydraulic lift for whcelchairs and had 
space to carry two passengers in wheelchairs. 

During the 12-month period ending June 30, 1976, the 
Hillsboro transportation system reported the following 
resources. 

Resources 
July 1975- 
June 1976 

Beginning cash balance $ 5,657 
Loaves and Fishes (title 111) 509 
City of Hillsboro 

(Federal revenue sharing funds) 5,000 
Tri-Met 

(financiai assistance, see 
p. 155) 7,800 

Fares 2,563 
Donations 362 

Total funds available $22;191 
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The acccuntant for Loaves and Fishes told us that the 
above costs reported by Hillsboro for 1976 did not include 
$3,302 in title III funds and about $4,575 in title VII runds 
used by Loares and F:shes to pay some of Hillsboro's trans- 
portation costs. Also, about $2,855 in title VII funds was 
budgeted in 1976 to pay the Hillsboro transportation system's 
share of Loaves and Fishes administration costs. 

Operations and funding of organizations 
providing or purchasing transportation 

In addition to the four transportation syctems in Washing- 
ton County, there were nine organizations that received Federal 
funds durinq the 18-month period ending June 30, 1976, to 
provi-le rides for their clients. Of these nine organizations, 
six were priJate, nonprofit corporations and the remaining 
three were Oregon State agencies. None of the organizations 
was charginq a fare for transportation and only the clients of 
each individual organization were being served. The transpor- 
tation providers were 

--Washington County Community Action Organization, Inc.; 

--Edwards Activity Center; 

--st. Mary's Home for Rays; 

--Centro Cultural; 

--West Tuality Day Care, Inc.; 

--Washington Countv Child Development Commission; 

--State Vocational Rehabilitation Division, Department 
of IIuman Resources: 

--State Public Welfare Division, Department of Human 
Resources: and 

--State Children's Services Division, Department of 
Human Resources. 

is shown in the following c-harts. 
to us b:~ apsrooriate agency offic 
the cost data was made. 

Detailed information on the operation of the transpor- 
tatlon service provided or purchased by these organizations 

This information was given 
ion of ials and no verificat 
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Orqaniz~tion: Geoaraohical 
program name area served 

Washinqton County 
Community Actlon 

Hillsboro, 
Forest Grove 

Orqanization Inc.: 
Head Start 

Beaver ton. and 
ott.er rural 

proqram communities in 
the county 

Edwards Activity Wash Inqton 
Center County 

St. Mary’s Ho-e 
For Boys 

Centro Cultural 

West Tuallty 
Day Care, Ire. 

A IO-mile 
radius from 
the center tn 
Reaverton with 
OCCJS IOnal 
trios to jala 
and Portland. 

The communi- 
t1 s of 
Cornelius, 
North Plains, 
Hillshoro, and 
Gaston 

Washl?q*on 
county 

hhout a 30- 
7111e radius 
fro7 t!le wn- 
tcr of 
Hllls?oro 

Owned 
Transportation V 

service to as 0 _____ 

School, to take 2 
children and thelc 
oarents to and 
from a Head Start 
center, 4 days a 
keek, 9 months each 
year. The service 
was provided from 
7:45 a.m. to 9 a.m. 
and 12:15 p.m. to 
I:14 p.m. 

Activities which 
enable Individuals 
to learn how to 
function on their 
own in the comlnunity. 
Transportation was 
not provided from 
home to the center 
or vice versa. 

2 

Allow the boys to 2 
ao home on the week- 
ends, rnd qo to 
and from medlcal d/2 
and dental faclll- 
ties, and other 
locatltins as required. 

And from meal sites 
5 davs a week, 6 
hour, each day for 
senior cltlzens. 

And from public 
school, 5 days a 
weeK durinq the 
school year and 
on field trios 
for klrderqarten 
aqad ch 1 Idren. 

1 

1 

e/I 
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cost of 
ansportation 

$12,242 (for the 
‘-month period 
lding May 31, 1976) 

b/$3,758 (for the 
x-month period 
nding June 30, 
976) 

> c /$11,303 L-c (for 
the la-month 
June 3O,1976! 

biS1 ,567 (for the 
ihe 6-month 
period ending 

30, 19761 

;!/S4,76- (for the 
IO-month oerrod 

ondinq June 
30, 1976) 

.; $3,356 (for the 
l-month period 
endinq Sept. 
5, 1976) 

Federal Sources 
of funds for 

transportati?n _- 

Head Start 

Washington County 
Renue sharinq 

The Vocational 
Rehabilitation 
Pr >gram 

The DeveloQmental 
Disabilities 
Program 

Title XX 

Titles IV and XX 
oE the Social 
Security Act, as 
amended 

Tit le VI I 

Titles IV and XX 
of the Social 
Sccur‘lty Act 

Waspington County 
revenue sharinq 

CETA 

Head Start, 
title XX 

One-way 
passenger trips 

13,524 (for the 
17-month Qeriod 
endlnq May 31, 
1976) 

Not available 

Not available 

Not available 

Not available 

4,048 (for the 
l-month oer iod 
endlnq Sept. 1, 
1976) 

Vehicle miles -----_ 

3i,7GO {for the l:- 
month period ending 
May 31, 19761 

29,650 (for the 18- 
month period ending 
June 30, 19761 

Not available 

Not available 

Not available 

6,398 (for the l- 
month oeriod ending 
Sept. 1, 19761 
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Orqanizarron: 
program ,ame - 

Geoqcapllcal Transportation 
area served service to 

<tare : ).-at 1*rn.i1 
Heha’rlltatlon 
DlYlSlOn 

Vocational 
rehahrlrtatlon 
clrents to and 
from train174 
facilitres. Tr i- 
Yet tickets were 
purchased or the 
clients used pri- 
vately owned 
vehrcles. 

State Pabl ic 
Welfare Drvislon: 

Yedrcal AsslstJnce Was”.~noton 
Pro3ram ItItLe YIX) c 0 .I 2 ‘. Y 

Volunteer Program Washlnqton 
COJr.ZY 

State Children’s Wds%:naton 
Services Divrsron: CoJTt:J 

Social Servrces 

And from medical 
facrlities for 
Yedicard recipients. 

Provide medical 
and socral ser- 
vices for clients 
of the State Pub- 
lic Welfare Divi- 
slon and t:le 
Childcer,‘s Services 
Divisron. Service 
was prcvrded 5 days 
a week, 8 a.m. to 
5 c.m. 

Servrce providers 
as required in the 
case work plan. 
The service was 5 
days a week, 9 a.m. 
to 4 p.m. 

ow1e 

as 

Cli 
pub 
par 
pr 
veh 

Con’ 
area 

stat 
and 
ObKtC 

stat 
pr 
vehi 

a/The orqanrzatron drd not allocate transoortation cost among speci 
Fede:al fundr7q sources or cetween Federal and non-Federal source 

b/Does not include the cost far drivers. 

c/Does not include Insurance for vehicles owned by the home. 

d/The funds received bv West rlitv D3i. Core, Inc., f,.r.m the Child 
Coorjlnatlon ;ouncil t? p-rzhase this vehicle was a combination 
Federal and non-fedpral fz-2s. 

g/The cost allocstron betwee? Federal and non-Federal sources of 
was -ot malntatned. 

z/Thts summer oroqram opera:+3 for the first tine in 1976. 

q/Cos: 1s only t&e amount pa:5 to the volunteers* when prlvatel. 
OWfl?’ vehlclcs were used. 

h/Does not inclr-?e Amy cost f-r the operation of the State-owned 
vehl ::es. 



cost Of 
transportation 

Federal sources 
of funds for 

transoortation 

b2/556.~22 [for Vocational Rehabi- 
the 1 Gmonth lltatlon Program 
per’od ending 
June 3C, 1976) Tl:le II, section 

222 and title XVI 
of the Social Se- 
curity Act, as 
amended 

$15,612 (for Hed icaid 
the r.e r lad 
endlnq May 31,. 
19’6) 

/S297 (for the Medicaid, 
Ia-month period titie XX 
ending June 30, 
19761 

i/$901 (for the Title XX 
18-month period 
ending June 30, 
1976) 

One-way 
Passenger tr :os 

Not avaxlable 

Vehicle miles 

Not available 

Not available Not aviizable 

Not available Not available 

Not available Not available 
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PROBLEYS IN COORDINATING TRANSFORTATION 
RESOURCES 

Federal and State officials responsible Fcr administerin 
Federal programs providing transportation in Washington County 
were unaware of any Federa.', State, or local restrictions to 
coordinating transportation services. Also, officials from 
the 13 organizations and s<encies that t:soviJed or purchase,i 
transportation were unaware of any Fede;al, State, or 10~~1 
restrictions preventing coordination of their transportation 
services. Several proqrams were coordinating their services; 
however, in most cases the programs operated independently 
of each other and with little coordination. 

Officials from the four trarsportaticn systems :tated t!lat 
they had coordinated or were planning to coordln=:e their 
services with each other and with other programs, pllhc L)ircctor 
of Specic;l Mobility Services said that the real problc>ms :o 
coordinating transportation services were i!) Federal age xi+:> 
did not require coordination of their zransportation procJrans# 

(2) some agencies, such as public welfare, did not know how 
much money they were spending on transportation, and (3, in 
many cases, agencies were not sure how much money soul; be 
available for transportation until after the fiscal se' r 
started, making it difficult to budget a coordir,ated c,peration. 

Officials from t.le remainirg nine o:sanizatior,s that were 
providing or purchasing transportation offc-:+ a variety of 
reasons why more coordination had not taken place. For example, 
the Director cf the Head Start program stated he WC; reluctant 
to let other programs use the vehicies becaust- tf additional 
wear and tear and the uncertainty of funds in .ater y ars to 
replace the vehicles, He said also that if dlIEerent pro- 
grams needed vehicles during the same time of day, coordination 
would be limited. The Head S-art orogram's routes changed fre- 
quently, which made ccordinat. -f,fficul?. During the summer 
vehicll: insurance was canceled. -r programs which wanted 
to use the vehicles during this time may not have had the funds 
to pay the insurance cost. 

Staff at the Edwards Activities Center said that the center 
needed t> continue using its own vehicles because the vehicles 
were nseded to provide enl?rgency tra,>sportation for the center'; 
clients. 

At St. Mary's Home for ?oys we were told that coordination 
was ncc feasible because direct supervision of the boys was 
requi;ed while they were being transported and at their 
destination. Other 
this service. 

transportation providers cotild not provide 
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Staff at Csntro Cultural believed that because their 
clients were the Spanish-speaking population, other programs 
would not want to provide transportation for them. 

West Tuality Day Care, Inc., staff was told by the 
Washington County Senior Program that the age restriction 
in the title III program prevented them from providing trans- 
portaticn to the day care center. Also, the Forest Grove 
Public School District refused ti orvvide transportation to 
the da:7 care center because the children would have to be 
picked up dt the center. Legally, the district's transpor- 
tation contractor did not have to pick up children unless 
they were at the corner of the block where they lived. 

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS -- 

The A-95 process in Oregon was carried out by the Inter- 
governmental R dlations Division at the State level and by dis- 
trict clearinghouses at the local level. 

The district clearinghouse for li>sh;ngton County was the 
Columbia itegion Association of Governments. Clackamas and 
Multnomah "ounties were also included in this district. 

State officials said that when bn application was received 
they determined which State agencies should review the applica- 
tion and make comments. They also said that although the A-95 
process could identify duplication of services, including trans- 
portation, it could not always eliminate such duplication. 

For examale, on a proposed special transportation project 
in the Portlano area, the Oregon State Mass Transit Division 
commented that there COllld be duplication of existing services. 
A meeting was then held with the proposed project grarltee and 
State officials to resolve tne problem. As 3. result, the 
State clearinghouse recommended Federal approv31 of the pro- 
ject if certain conditions designed to eliminate duplication 
in transportation ser-Jices were ircluded in the project aqree- 
nlent . HOI&ever , an official of the Mass Transit Division stated 
that the urantee went ahead with its original pians arid no 
cJordinat;on of transportation services took place. An offi- 
cial from the qrantee oraanization advised us that It was 
uns~~ccessfzl 1.n its effort to coordinate transDortation 
:; e r 7". i c 2 7 . . 



services. However, this was very difficult to do since a 
complete listing of special transportation providers did 
not exist. To overcome this problem, the clearinghouse began 
developing a regional special transportation plan which would 
identify special transportation providers in its district 
and show what special transportation services were needed. 

PROJECT PLANS FOR THE SYSTEMS 

Special Mobility Services and the senior centtirs in Hills- 
boro, Tigard, and Beaverton were planning to operate a single, 
centralized radio-dispatched transportation system in central 
and e.sstern Washington County, as discussed on pace 157. 
Start of the system was dependent on receipt of the radio equip- 
ment being funded by an approved grant from UMTA. 

Tri-Met, with the cooperation of t.he city of POKtland’S 

Bureau of Human Resources, plannea to demonstrate the via- 
bility of transit company-operated, demand-responsive special 
transportation in a medium-sized urban area of approximately 
400,000 people. Although this projorrt was not in Kashington 
County, it illustrates an effort by Tri-Met to coordinate 
transportation services for the elderly and handicapped. 

The Tri-Yet project planned to use Dial-A-Bus (taxi- 
type service) and subscription service to provide transpor- 
tation to those handicapped and elderly persons who were 
physically or mentally unable to use the regular transit 
system. An additions1 aspect of the demonstration project 
was to be a computerized billing system for social service 
agencies whose clients use the special transportation ser- 
vice. The billing system would provide detailed data on 
the major patterns and travel desires of elderly ar,d handi- 
capped persons. 

In July 1975 UMTA approved Tri-Met applicatlors for a 
section 6 demonstration grant to carry out this project, 
and Tri-Met started project planning in October 1975. Tk,e 
oroject was scheduled to start in July 1976; however, delays 
in equipment delivery oostponed the start of the 2roject unti? 
early 1977. The project was one of the elements ~7: Tri-;-let's 
six-part plan far increased service to the elderly and handi- 
capped, as discussed on pa3es 154 and 155. 
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The final part of the plan was to be an evaluation of 
the first five parts to determine the best method for coordi- 
nating the funds and operations of special transportation 
programs throughout Tri-MeL’s entire service district. This 
evaluation was scheduled for 1978. 

OUR OBSERVATIONS 

We believe that future coordination of transportation 
services in Washington County is dependent on the success 
or failure of Tri-Met’s six-part plan. If the plan is success- 
ful in providing services to the elderly and handicapped, 
including social program clients in the city of Portland, it 
seems likely that this service will be continued and expanded 
within all of tile Tri-Met district, including Washington 
County. 

While Special Mobility Services was planning a single, 
coordinated system in c.?ntrnl and eastern Washington County, 
we believe that only Tri-Yet has sufficient funding and 
expertise to operate a countywide coordinated transportation 
system. 




