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Glossary

Comprehensive Employment and Training Programs,
titles I, II, and VI of the Comprehencive
Employment and Training Act of 1973, as
amended (29 U.S.C. 80l et seg.). The
purpose of these programs 1s to provide
job training and employment for economi-
cally disadvantaged unemployed or under-
employed persons.



Community
action
programs or
CSA funds

Title VII

Title XX

vocaticnal
Rehabili-
tation

Community
Development
Block Grants

Foster
Grand-
pavents

Head Start

Community Action, Community Services Act of

1974 (formerly the Equal Opportunity Act
of 1965) title II, sections 212 and 221
(42 U.S5.C. 2790 et seg.). The purpose
of this program is to enable poor people
to participate in community activitier
and to eliminate povertv.

Nutrition 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,
counseling, 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 purpose of this
program is to enable States to provide
social services to public assistance
recinients 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 rehabilitation services to
persons with mental and physicul handicaps.

Community Development Block Grants/Entitle-

ment Grants, title I of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 (42
U.S5.C. 5301-5317)., The prrpose of this
program is to develovo decent housing and
expand economic opportunities for low-
and moderate-income persons.

Foster Grandparents, Domestic Volunteer

Service Act of 1973, title TII (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 seqg.). The purpose of this program

is to provide comprehensive health, educational,
nutritional, social, and other services to



Medicaid

RSVP

Section 3

Section 147

Section
16(b})(2)

Title ITI

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 seg.). The purpose of this program
is to previde financial assistance to States
for medical assistance to needy recipients.

Retired Senior Volunteer Program, .omestic
Volunteer Service Act of 1973, title II
(42 U.5.C. 5001-5023) (Supp. V, 1975). The
purpose of this program 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 acguire, construct, or improve
mass transit facilities.

Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstra-
tion Precgram, 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,

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

State Agencies' Activities ard Area Planning
and Social Service Programs, title III of the
Older Americans Act 1965, as amended (42
U.S.C. 3001 et seqg.). The purpose of this
program is to assist State and local agencies
develop ccomprehensive 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.
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-
pacching service, project staff, maintenance garages, and
vehicles., Little coordination existed in several of our

case study locations. We looked at places, such as Washington

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 hest 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 17 transportation case studies, we
considered the

~—geographic location in order to include a number of
different States and :-t+tandard Federal regions;

-~population density of tae service area--rural versus

urban;

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

--scope of operations, including the size of the service

area, the extent of funding, «nd ridership;

-=-sources of direct and indirect “ederal funding; and

--nature of service provided, that is, demand-responsive,

fixed-route, flexible-fixed-route, contract, and
charter.



APPALACHIAN OHIO REGIONAL TRANSIT ASSOCIATION

ATHENS, OHIO

The Apvalachian Ohio Regional Trunsit Association (AORTA)
is a private, nonprofit corporation establishzd to provide
public transportation in southeastern Ohio. «nORTA operated
fixed routes in a four-counly rural area and was expanding
into three more counties. Alsc, one city council and several
social programs cortracted with AORTA for transportation.

AORTA's objective has been to meet the transportation
needs of the poor, the =lderly, and the general public.
AORTA had the support c¢cf the community and social leaders,
but there was little coordination between AORTA and some
social programs whizl also provided transportation. AORTA
had been unable ¥~ <=ell trahsportation services to some social
programs because program officials thought AORTA's contract
rates were too bigh, its vehicles did not provide door-to-door
service, and specialized transportation could not be provided
for the elderly and handicapped.

DESLRIPTION 7)F THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

AORTA bpeqgan ac a demonstration proiject administered by
the Tri-County Community Action Agency using Office of
Economic Opportanity funds. In December 1971, Tri-County,
which served the three Ohio counties of Athens, Hocking, and
Perry, becan a fixed-route trancportation program in Hocking
County. AORTA, which began in 1974, 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
proaram 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 initial investment of Office of Fconomic
npportunity funds, AORTA's primary source of Federal funds
has been the Appalaclhian Regional Commiss:ion. Beginning
in fiscal vear 1976, the Federal Highway Administration
and the Urban Mass Trunsportation Administration (UMTA)
also became primary funding sources.

Area where the system operates

The Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965
desianated 272 of Chio's B8 counties as Apcatlachian Ohio--
th> soatheastern quadrant of the State, covering 13,735
square miles. AORTA served seven of these counties.



The estimated povulation of Avvalachian Ohio i~ 1974 was
1,179,400 persons or 1! percent of the State total. 1Its
pooulation density of 86 persons per sgiare mile wa less
than one-fourth the density of the rest of -2 State.

Appalachian Ohio is characte:ized by small isolated
urban areas which serve the surrourding small towns, villages,
and rural communities. Peogrlie living ‘n this area are iso-
lated because ¢f poor wpuwvlic trarsportation between tne
Appalachian recion--over 17 percent of the total households
do not own 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 v.pan
centers.

Approximately 63.5 percent of the 193,000 perscns
residing in AORTA's seven-county servic: area--Athens,
Hocking, Perry, Vinton, Gallia, Jackson, and Meigs--live 1in
rural communities of less than 2,500. The largest city 1in
the area is Athens, which has a population of about 30,000,
The seven--county arca covers 3,072 sgquare miles anrd 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 that 17
percent of the families in AORTA's service area earned an
income below the 1970 poverty level. 1In 1974 the median
income for those who 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
percent, and the seven counties had an unemployment rate
cf 9.1 percent. Of a total laber force of 75,853 people,
almost 7,000 were unemployed.

Operations of the system

AORTA's bus system was managed by its Exe utive
Director, with policy formulated by the AORTA Board of
Trustees. ~.2ae ACRTA board had representatives from county
commissions, city governments, Ohio University, and several
local social service programs. As of August 31, 1976,
AORTA provided:

[#)



--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 AQRTA's ridership, fleet
mileage, and operating costs for calendar year 1975 and the
first half of 1976.

January to

1975 June 1976
Ridership:
Senior citizens service - 1,560
Charter service 6,495 3,445
Athens rural routes 10,778 5,216
Hocking rural routes 13,920 7,483
Vinton van service 48 851
Athens city routes 138,424 63,648
Total 169,665 82,203
Fleet mileage 235,300 126,723
Operating expenses $159,022 $ 96,600
Cost per passenger 0.54 1.17
Cost per vehicle-mile 0.68 0.76

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 cowmunities in Hocking County. The bus
operated 5 davs 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 1ts five rural routes. FEach route



was served 1 day a week. AORTA also provided daily service to
a senior citizen nutrition site just outside of Logan.

In Athens County, rvral 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.

In the city of Athens, AORTA oSfered fixed-route ser-
vices 12 hours a day, 5 days a week and 10 hours a day on
Saturday. AORTA operated on five ioutes 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 B2ging to lease the commission's two vehicles
and to transpo:t 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 cne driver's salary from Comprehensive
Employment and Training 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 for 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 citizens
could ride free in the city of Athens cr to the senior
citizen nutrition site in Hocking County.

Transportation in the city of Athens and the services
irr 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 in Athens County and (2) a
dial-a-ricde service which began in November 1976. For

[E———



senior citizens who were eligible under the title XX
program, AORTA offered free door-to-door services 4 days

a week between their homes and a day living center. The
center provided AORTA a li~t of people to be picked up.
Dial-a-ride service was also provided free for these senior
citizens between their homes and other social services,

buat reservations had to be made 48 hours in advance. As
people called in, the names were checked against a list of
title XX eligibles 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 receints and expenditures for
each Federal social program that purchases transportation
servicas. 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.



AGRTA FUNDING SOURCES

Sources

Direct federal grants:

Federal Hignway 3daminlstra-
tion (section 147)

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

UMTA (section 16{(b}(2)}
ACTION (Mini-grant Program)

Federal funds received indirectly
through local goveinments and
social service agencies:

Revenue sharing (city of
Athens)
CETA Programs

Revenue sharing (Athens and
Hocking Counties)

Title XX, (for contract
services to be provided)

Title VII

State funds received through
participating local
governuen*s:
Ohio Elderly Bus Fare

Assistance Program
{Athens, Hocking, Perry, ana
Vinton Countles and the city
of Athens)

period

Mar. 1976 o Mar. 1479

Fiscal year 1975
Fiscal year 1976
Culy 1976 to June 19377

Fiscal year 1976
Oct., to Dec. 1975

Calendar vear 1976
Calendar year 1975
Calendar year 1976
Calendar vear 1975
Calendar year 1976

Fiscal year 1975

vet, 1975 <0 Nov. 1976

Amcunt

$369,548

35,000
34,906
30,000

21,595
3,500

$40,000

84¢
18,000
8,472

6,000

{maximum)
2,245

$32,776



Accauntability to funding sources

The Appalachian Regional Commission was one cof 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 grznts provided administrative funds on a
cost~reimbursement basis. AORTA submitted a guarte.ly progress
report and an administrative expense list to the commission,
which reviewed it and made payments directly to ACRTA.

AORTA 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 Pregrams. The progrem 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, tlLe
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
citv bus service for $8.75 an hour for each bus. All fares
collected by AORTA on the city routes belonged to the city.
The city bus drivers kept records of the number of passengers,
the 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.



OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED
TRANSPORTATION IN THE AREA

No other public tremzcoortation 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 local funrds.

The types of transportation services provicé.d 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 AQRTA's

presert or planned service area, and their reasons tor not
using AORTA.

HOwW THE SYSTEM DEVELOPED

The rural trarsportation project evolved from the
expsriences of Tri-County Commuaity Action Agency's outtieach
workers. These community worketrs 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. TIri-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 syscem. 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 Commicssion.

In March 1974 AORTA was formed to administer the
transportation program because Tri-Countv believed that a
broad-based public transpouitation 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 coutinued 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 c¢n
Aging.

According to AQORTA officials, the creation of the
transit association was important because it furnished a

| -
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Agency or program

Athens Mental Health
Center serves six
counties and 145 ex-
panding to nine
counties

Mcigs County Council
on Aging Senior
Citizens Center

Jackson Gallia Meigs
Mental Health Center

Veterans Adminise-
tration Hospital,
Chillicothe, Oh.io

Burcau of
Vocational
Pehabilitation

Retired Senior
Volunteer Program
(Athens and Hocking
Counties)

Client usage

Transports patients
for recreational
field trips and to
specral clinics
Patients:

-309 psycholog~
ically handi-
capped

-150 mentally
retarded

Transports 400
elderly persons
a month

Mentally i1l in
service area are
transported 1f
part of treatment
plan

Agency did not have
data on the number
of clients from
AORTA service area
traveling to VA
hospital

Depends on clients!
treatment plan

Transportation to
volunteer sites

Estimated

annual cost

$38,800

15,600

Unknown

Unknown-
suspected
high

Not
available

5,000

Source
of funds

State of Ohio

~--No Federal

funds are re-

ceived for

transportation

Title III
and RSVP

Title XX

VA Hospital
budget appro=-
priations

Ohio Rehabil-
itation
Services
Commission

RSVP

Transportation

provided by

Reasvns for hot
using AORTA

Twelve State-
owned rehicles

Three center-
operated ve-
hicles

Reimbursements
to stoff for
use of personal
vehicle and
client tr.vel

arranged through

social service
agencies

Re imburscements
to patients
for mileage

Reimbursements
to clients or
providers of
transportatioa
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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 IN 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 potential problem. Also, some local
social service officials did not believe that AORTA could
meet their program's transportation needs.

State problems

ACRTA 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, they would not
be able to coordinate with other programs.

The commission did not regulate transportation systems
operating within city limits; however, 1t revulated 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 recons:der
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, loss of personal service, and
higher costs.

Officials of those agencies which served thre elderly

and handicapped believed that ACRTA could not : .vide door-to-
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door service. According te 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-
aily would not provide this service.

Some local officials said that AOKTA'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 exzpenses 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
groJps on a contract basis and provide more efficient trans-
portation through consolidated management and vehicle
maintenance.

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS

Cffice 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-
inghouse 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 Environmcntal Affairs.

The State clearinghouse and the Bureau keot mailing
lists of State agencies interested 1n 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. 1Instead, comments centered on the delivery of
social services and on the 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 rhould 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
ptocessors 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 programrs. The reqional 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 Commission,
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~uter runs
for industrial workers to and from major employment centers
and (2) provide transportation to the University Hospital in
Columbus and to Holzer Medical Institute in Gallipolis.

Many residents already made trips to these hospitals for
special treatment. 1In addition, AORTA intended to provide
transit service to the students at Ohio University, Rioc
Grande College, Hocking Technical Ccllege, 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 ia
Athens and Hocking Counties and would serve small urban
centers and county seats.

Although AORTA started a dial-a-ride sézvice 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 divide the cost of the
service between the public and the local welfare depart-
ments and to continue to provide the 30-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 program, and (3)
seek contractual arrangements. AORTA hoped eventually to
cover all costs with fares and contract revenues. Tt these
revenues were sufficient, AORTA might not recuirec future
Federal grants or subsidies to continue 1ts operation.

16



- v en t

In June 1975 AORTA received a section 16(b) (2 rant of
$21,595 to purchase two vehicles. The vehicles wer to be
equipped with wheelchair lifts and lower steps for the elderly
and handicapped. 2ORTA expected delivery of Lhese two
vehicles in late 1976.

The city of Athens had requested $132,000 under UMTA'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.

OJR_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 cupport of
local organizatiors, such as city and county governments
and social service agencies, To get this support, they must
show that their tra:sportation 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-MERRIMACK

COUNTIES, INC., CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE

The Community Action Program of EBEelknap-Merrimack Counties,
Inc., (BMC) was the major social service provider in its area.
In support of 1ts prog. ‘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 praject 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 1965. BRMC was designata2d 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 cof low-1income persons.

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

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

--Involve lecw-income persons in decisionmaking.

BMC sponsored ard operated a cumprehensive range of
antipoverty ard related services, such as vocational re-
habilitation, nutririon, and Head Start programs, for ar=a
residents. BMC oprerated six multipurpcse neighborhood centers
as points for ccorlination and delivery of services to every
community iu the two countlies.

BMC's major funding sources were Head Start, title XX,
title III, section 16(b)(2), vocaticonal rehabilitation,
Community Services 2dministration (CSA), Community D=velop-
ment Rlock Grant, ard local ~overnment funds.

Lrea where the <v3t=2" operat-2s

BMC, headguartered in Concord, served 2 of New Hanpshire's
10 counties--Relxnar and Merrimack. The Belknap and Merrimack

18



County area is a rural and semirural area of 35 towns and
three cities encompassing 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 servicecs, such as welfare offices,
employment security, social security, doctors, hospitals,
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 l0-year period, BMC expanded to a 19276 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.

BMC had a 24-member board of directors--one-third
appeointed 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 was used
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 were picked up in rural areas and
brought to the cities of Concord and Laconia to visit
medical facilities and senior centers or to shnp. These
people accounted for about 1,200 one-way passeng=ar trips a
month. £Each town received service once or twice a week
between HMonday and Friday. A 35-cent donation was re-
quested from these raiders.
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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 Program 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 Belkrap County.

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

--Transportation funded by the C3A and local contribu-
tions to take low-income persons on shopping trips
in the city of Franklin.

--Transportation funcded 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 Hampschire's Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation to take groups of
handicapped persons to training and work sites,

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

--pDaily transportation for about 80 children to Head
Start centers, about 10 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 BRMC had a fleet of 16 vehicles. At that
time BMC was operating nine vehicles which had a capacity of
from 10 to 16 passengers. Cne of the vehicles not being
operated was to be put incto 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 vehicles. Three of the four agencies and one addi-
tional agency providedl 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 onerating funds under title III, which
were handled through State aagencies. HEW's Office of Child
Development provided operating funds directly to BMC for
Head Start programs.

CSA was another source of transportation operating

funds for BMC. The majority of the funds were used to support
BMC's general and administrative functions, but some were

also used to fund the operation znd maintenance of trans-
portation prcgrams. The city of Laconia provided some of

its HUD Comnunity Development Block grant funds to BWC for
tcansportation service. BMC 3also received donations from
cities, towns, ard private individuals.

BMC's vehicles were obtained tihrough Head Start and title

1II programs, CS8A funds, tre seccion 16(b)(2) program, and the
General Services Administraticen Excess Propertv Progran.
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The following table shows BMC's sources of transportation
funds.

Grants/contract Funds for
Agency Program period transportation
HEW Head Start 1/1/7€-12/31/76 $ 20,000
CSA Csa funds 3/1/16-2/28/77 2,000
State of New Hamp-
shire:
Division of Title XX 1/1/76=-12/31/76 26,000
Welfare
Council on Title III 4/1/76-3/31/77 25,009
Aging
Transportation Sec. 16(b)(2) awarded 51,000
Authority 10/€/75
Division of Individual
Vocational contracts ongoing 2.00/trip
Rehabilita-
tion
Merrimack County Budget 1/1/76-12/31/77 5,000
Appropria--
tions
City of Laconlia Community 7/1/75-6/30/77 10,000
Development

Block grants

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 ridership to the State Council on Aging.
BMC also submitted monthly ridership and guarterly financial
reports to the council. BMC's title III financial system
was fubject to monitoring by the Council on Agina. BMC was
required to keep local donations in a Sseparate 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
andit of BMC's title I1I 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 negotiated a per-ride rate for
reimbursement. BMC was responsibie for maintaining a file,
which had +#- be 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 wellare
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 TRANSPGRTATION
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 officeé-type job training ané 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 l15-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 vears, and some
had to be carried on and off the van. The center's director
believed that for this reason BMC 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 traasportation 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 acguired through the General Services
Administration Excess Property Program. This bus was used
on an irregqular 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 venhicle tc support a home-~
bound version of Head Start. Two qonths later the New
Hampshire Council on Aging funded the purchase of a van
for a pilot transportation model project to provide
reqularly 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
Laconia State School. BMC expected this vehicle to be re-
turned to it 1n May 1977.
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PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPOF 1 ATION RESOURCES

administering agency and project officials could not
identify any Federal resirictions 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 eligibility, 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 cit:izens re-
garded the verification procedure as an assault on their
integrity and privacy.

A State official stated that he bzlieved that there
was no effective way to coordinate rural transportation 1in
New Han»>shire. He said that, in part, this was because
funding and authority came from a number of State and Federal
agenci... He also stated that better cervice to low-income
peorte might resul: from increased coordina:ion.

Local problems

BMC's director noted that agencies tended to protect
their own interests and that they were reluctant to share
resources with others, making coordination more diffaicult.
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 ajencies to work together to meet their trans-
portation needs,

BMC'~ 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) 1its ability to work at Federal, State, county,
and local levels.

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS

The State had a central clearinghouse and eight local
or regional clearinghouses. When an agency applied for
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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 ag<ncies
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. Additionally, he
stated that other social service agencies had a role in
meeting transportation needs of their clients.

PROJECT PLANS
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vehicles on the road It had suff1c1ent financial re ources
to continue transportation services through April 1977, but
if additioncl sources of operating funds were not forth-
coming, BMC would have to curtail its transportation
activities. BMC's director hoped that Federal legislation
would be enacted to provide operating subsidies for trans-~
portation (i1 rural areas.
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BMC is a social service agency that provided trans-
portation to its clients primarily as a means of carrying
out its own missions. It had not developed a fully coordin-
ated or integrated transportation system. Although BMC
applied for a section 147 grant in March 1976 to further
the coordination and consolidation of federally assisted
transportation in the two- county area, the appllcatlon was
not aDp“oveu. Therefore, BMC's coordination with other
agencies was limited to a contract to provide transportation
for a day care center.



WENATCHEE, WASHINGTON

The Chelan-Douglas Council on Aging (COA) operated a
transportation system, funded in part tarough several Federal
programs, solely for the elderly in the Wenatchee, Washington,
area. In addition, there were six other organizations 1in
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 did not have enough
funds to meet all the needs of the elderly and did not
receive any additional funds to serve the 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 Necessity. 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 10-mile radius of the COA office 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
Qutreach Program and a Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP)
funded through ACTION. COA's transportation system also
provided services to participants in these programs.

Area where the system operates

The services of CCA 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 cities had a population of
about 26,000,
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In Chelan County, Wenatchee is the largest city, with a
population of about 17,700, Wenatchee is the major trade and
commercial center in nortn-central Washington. Just across
the Ceolumbia River is the largest city in Douglas County,
East Wenatchee, with a population of about 1,109.

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 pcopulation, 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. 1In 1970 the
median family income was $8,508 in Chelan County and $7,929
in Douglas County.

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 transportation office of COA operated a radio-
dispatched point-to-point transportation system for all
ambulatory senior citizens, 60 years old or older, living
within a 10-mile radius of Wenatchee, Washington, including
East Wenatchee. Citizens under 60 vears of age were not
allowed to use the service unless their spouses met the
age criteria, 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.x., 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, rides were provided to the meal
program participants from 12 noon teo 1 p.m. and from 2 p.m.
to 3 p.m. and to Retired Senior Volunteer Program partici-
pants. Advance reservations were not required for service
within the 10-mile radius of Wenatchee.



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 trips,
one in the morning and one in the afternoon, between
Wenatchee and any locstion in the city being served. Suggested
donations for these iides 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 thesz cities,

During calendar year 1975, COA used four vehicles which
traveled 45,457 miles to provide 16,933 rides. During
calendar year 1976, COA used five vehicles which traveled
7?2 816 milag +n nrovide 26 108 ridac
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As of December 1976, COA had 20 volunteer drivers--3

whose salaries were paid by title III. Through October
1976 it had a CETA-paid driver.

Funding of the system

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
IIT funds had been used to purchase and lease vehicles for
the system, and UMTA section 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 transportation office reported the

following resources, excluding carry-over funds from pre-
vious years.

First half
1975 of 1376
Title III grant $11,948 $14,649
RSVP 942 600
Cash contributions 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 IITI 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 fcurth 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 1t trans-
ported non-meal riders. 1In December 1975 COA returned the
vehicle to the Senior Meals Program Office for use 1n the
Leavenworth, Washington, senior meals program.

Tn 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 Wenaichee 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 1ts 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 cffice i1n October 1976 and was agair used for the
title VII transportation program,

Accountability to funding sources

The transportation system's principal funding source
was title III. Under COA's title III transportation program,
participants eligible for the title VII or the RSVP programs
also rcde the vans because they were elderly. The RSVP pro-
gram had paid COA a fixed mounthly rate of $100 a month since
January 1976 for transportation. Before Januarv 1976 RSVP
paid 50 cents a ride for each of 1ts volunteers riding COA's
vehicles. Actual RSVP reimbursements for the &§-month period
prior to January 1976 averaged $103 a month. &n »>fficial
of the transpvortation office advised us that the change was
made orimarily 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 traveled.

Also, monthly reports on the use of section 16(2)(2)
vehicles were submitted to the State of Washington.
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OTHER FEDEPALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION

s e e e

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
provided recreational trips. The center operated three
vehicles to provide =ervice 5 days a week from 7:45 a.m. to
2:30 a.m., and from 2:30 p.m. to 4:45 p.m.

A center official estimated that in calendar year 1975
1t cost about $14,537 to provide 15,654 rides, and in the
first 6 months of 1976, about $7,823 to provide 9,778 rides.
The center used Federal funds it received through the State
from the title XX program and from the Vocational Rehabil-
itation Program for client transportation.

An official saic the center had discussed a coordinated
transportation system with COA, but so far COA 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 Wenatchee Valley

The "nited Cerebral Palsy of Wenatchee Valley operated
one vehicl to transport handicapped children living within
an 18-mile cadius 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. 1In January
1976 the center started receiving title XX funds, through
the State. The program director told vs that part of this
grant money was used to ray the operatincg 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 operating cost was about
$2,465. This included the cost for a driver, 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, ths two groups had not nelé a meeting
to discuss coordinating their services.

Chelan-Douglas County Head Start proaram

The Chelan~Douglas County Head Start program operated
one vehicle to transport children to the proaram site in
East Wenatchee and contracted with the Wenatchee School
District fcor bus service to the other Head Start site in
Wenatchee. The Head Start procram 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 Head Start funds, the trans-
portation service for East Wenatchee had been purchased from
the scheol district., The director also stated that the
program purchased the bus primrmarily 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 from November 1975
through May 1976, the program p2id the school district
$1,631 for transportation in Wenatchee, while it cost only
$661 to operate its own bus in ZTast Wenatchee. However,
the cost figures for the Head Start-operated bus do not
include depreciation for the venicle nor cost for the
driver. The director stated thzt the driver was paid by
the CETA prouram. He also saiZ that all transvortation
costs were budaeted from the HEW Head Start grant.
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The Head Start director was not aware of any restrictions
prohibitirny the program from coordinating transportation with
ary other group in the Wenatchee area. He had discussed
conrdination 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 steted that in calendar year 1975,
abou*t 197 patients were transported and the estimated cost
for the peviod was $1,058. 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 income 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 anyv volunteer aroups
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 Douclas Counties
for transporting Medicaid recipients to medical facilities.
Approximstely $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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Economic and Social Services Office

The State's Economic and Social Services Office in
Wenatchee used case workers and volunteers to provide trans-
nortation t¢ individuals eligible for title XX social services
benefits. The director of the Wenatchee office said that the
transportation provided by the office was limited and could
best be provided by the case workers as part of the client's
program. For this reason, no attempts had been made to
coordinate with other transportation providers in the
Wenatchee area.

The volunteer program coordinator stated that for
the first 5 months of 1376, the volunteer received $22 for
transporting Economic and Social Services Office clients.
The cost of client transportation by the case vorkers 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 mee* the needs of the elderly and handicapped in Wenatchee.
The system proviaded unlimited rides to senior citizens and
handicapped persons for $2 a month. All other persons were
charaed 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 ceficit ¢f $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 venicle that had been purchased with title VII funds to
orovide riaes to the elderly, 55 years cf age and over
{(later changed tc¢ 60 years and cover). For the first 5
months of the program, service waz provided by the title
VII venicle 5 davs a week from 8 a.m. tc 5 p.m., except
between the hours of 11 a.m. and 3:20 p.~. when the vehicle
was used colelv for the title VII real program 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 transportation program were obtained from
50-cent a ride donations from nontitle VII riders, donations
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 applica-
tion was not approved by the Washington State Office on
Aging. Subsequently, a title III grant application was
approved in January 1975.

Our discussions with local transportation providers or
purchasers, Washington State officials, and Federal officials
administering Federal programs providing transportation funds
in the Wenatchee area indicated that they were not aware of
any Federal restrictions to coordinating transportation 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 Public Convenience and Necessity which limited 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.

The official in the Washington State Office of Community
Development responsible for administering the section 16(b)(2)
program stated that to avoid any possible lawsuits from public
and private transit operators, the Office 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-
portation 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 regulations, certificates are required only when the
transportation is for compensation. However, in 1975 at
the request of an official in the Office of Community
Development, the commission included a provision in its
rules and regulations that allcws a certificats to be issued
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to private, nonprofit organizations solely for the
transportation of the elderly and/or handicapped.

The commission believed that organizations receiving
Federal funds were a service for compensation. Commission
officials also stated that it was the commission's under-
standing that UMTA reqguired 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
jurisdiction to regulate private transportation companies
with neither fixed routes nor schedules, The commission
has yet to rule on this matter, although it agreed before
an administrative law judge that it did not have juris-
diction.

s e it T e e e e e

The executive director of the Council on Aging advised
us that COA applied for a certificate to transport only the
elderly because North-Central Washington Supervised Skills
was planning to obtain a section 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 arivers to provide service to other
groups, such as the handicapped.

Az95_CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW _PROCESS

The State of Washington had a split A-95 review process,
The Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management was the
State clearinghouse for State agencies' requests. The
Oifice of Community Development was the State clearinghouse
for local governments' requests. On July 1, 1976, the
primary responsibility for the local governments' Ah-95
process was trancsferred from the Office of Community Develop-
ment to the district clearinghouses. In the Wenatchee area,
the district clearinahouses were the regional planning coun-
cils, one in Chelan County and one in Douglas County,

Officials of the Chelan and Douglas Counties' Regional
Planning Councils advised us that they sent out the local
requests for review to interested local governments and
organizations. The comments they received were then
forwarded to the State. Both planning councile had elected
not to review the applications. We were also advised that
no local government or organization hed ever commented on
the coordination of transportation services.
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Officials from the State clearinghouses stated that
although they checked for the coordination of transportaticn
services, they were unaware of any comments ever being made
on transportation coordination. We were also acdvised that
transportation to clients may not be specifically 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
............... the Council on Agi 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 vars in the outlying area, if they have sufficient
vehicles. COA planned to start a volunteer program 1in
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 arez 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 coordineacion.
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WILMINGTON, DELAWARE

The State of Delaware developed a statewide human services
transportation syvstem 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 varicus

social service agencies on a reimbursable basis, but the

SOCLaL Sl Vil THLATS VIl 4 solididuioQualt Yas Loy

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 hasis, the State provided sufficient funds
to assure continuity of operations.

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

NACM woa ~rraatead 1n 1074 +A meoot + S8 trananart a-
vaor wados CLcaceld 4in a7 TCur © aoz2l Tiarn Ccrc

Stl «“
tion needs of people with physical, mental, or economic handi-
caps. It provided basic transportacion services for medical
care, nutrition, vocational rehabilitation, recreation, and
education. Except for JMTA 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, 1is 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 financial, manufacturing,
and service 1industries.,

--Kent, the State's middle county, had 15 percent of
the population and 30 percent of the State's land
area. It 1s a rural area wlth about 58 percent
farmland. The predominant employers in Kent County
were Dover Air Force Base, light manufacturing firms,
retall trade businesses, and the State government.

-~5ussex County, the State's southernmost and largest
county, had 48 percent of the land area but only 16
percent of the vopulation. Although a larger than
normal number of families 1n Sussex County were 1n
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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 Transpnrtation Authority, a division
of the Delawaras 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. 1Its 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 iispatch, 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 Diviiions.
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DAST normally operated from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding ho'. Jays. 1Its services were
available during off-schedule nours at the request of client
agencies,

DAST provided transportaticn 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 1/ for the
user agencies. DAST exvected the number of trips and
overating 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 Health.

DAST operated 38 vehicles--24 owned by DAST and 14
leased from client agencies for S1 a year. Six of the

vehicles could carry wheelchairs.

DAST vehicles were obtained from the following
sources:

1/Tor contract and recordkeeping purposes, a trip was
c¢afined as one passencar transported one way from one
zoint to another within the same county. If the
cassenger was transported across a county line, it was
counted as an additionzl trip.
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Source Owned or leased Number

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

Delaware Department of Owned 5
Transportation
Kent County Office on Aging Leased 4
Sussex Home Services Leased 9
Easter Seals ~ Sussex County Leased 1
Total gg

Funaing of the sysﬁem

In 1975 DAST received funds totaling about $526,000~-~
$298,000 from agencies under contract and $228,000 fr-. a
Delaware Department of Transportation direct grant. The
grant included $166,000 for operations and $62,900 for new
vehicle purchases. Major sources of Federal funds for DAST's
client agencies included revenue sharing, CSA funds, title
ITI, title VII, Medicaid, title XX, vocational rehabilitation,
and Veterans Administration Outpatient Care FProgram.

In July 1976 DAST was awarded a $56€,240 UMTA section
3 capitai grant. The State's share of the 3707,800 project
was $141,560. The funds were to be used to replace wornout
equipment and to expand operations by purchasirg 17 vans
with wheelchair 1ifts, 15 small buses with wheelchair lifts,
36 two-way radios, a base station with antennas, and &
maintenance shop and office equipment.

Accountability to funding sources

Each social service agency that used DAST's services
was billed monthly for transportation provided 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 thcce agencies.

The agencies receiving transportation were responsible

to the agencies suppl,ing the funds; however, this had no
impact on DAST, other than that DAST'c records had to be
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available for audit. The social service agencies that
received the grants had to satisfy the reporting requirements
imposed in the grant agreements.

Because DAST was a <tzte 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 quarte:.ly progress reports. In
addition, DAST was subject to zudit 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 d4id not
have the capacity to handie 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.

-~5taff members of the social service agency accompanied
clients on trips and also drove the vehicle. An
emergency shelter for neglected and abandoned children
reguired 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 DEVELGCPED

Before 1971 specialized transvortation 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 persoanel using private cars transported some people
to needed services, Other people who lacked transportation
did aot make trios and thercfore 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 (DIMS), to f£ill this gap
in New Castle County. Tsing agency vehicles, DIMS made
about 600 trips a month in New Castle County from June to
Augqust 1971. Vehicles were borrcwed from the Red Cross,
and driver salaries were paid from privately donated funds.
The large number of trios demonstrated the need for such
service, and in September 1971, New Castle County provided
a $12,000 grant to ~ontinue 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 purchas=-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 DIMF 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 $171,000 grant to purchase 19 vehicles,
office furniture, and fixtures. By Julv 1872, DIMS was
operating statewide with offices and services in the three
counties and with approximately 30 agercies 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 scecial vehicles for
wheelchair-restricted clients. During this pericd, agencies
under contract grew to 35, with 6,000 individual clients
served each month,

DIYS' greatest irpact was in the Jower counties where
alternative transportat.ion was virtually nonexistent.
Transportation to nutrizion centers, redical appointments,
recreation, social activities, and shezping was available
by calling DIMS. Deperience on relatives, volunteers, and
social workers was reduced or eliminated, and many elderly
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persons who previously were virtual shut-irs now had a
neasure cf indeperdence and mobility. DIMS provided regular
and wheelchair-accessible transportation to sheltered work-
shops. Vocational rehabilitation counselors no longer had
to serve as drivers. These counselors could satisfy the
special transportation needs of clients by calling DIMS,

Throughout DTMS'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,
Medicaid, vocational rehabilitation, and opublic health con-
tracts. The balance of revenues came from private agencies
through purchase-of-service contracts. Private foundations,
private citizens, the United Fund, and small grants frem
local governments subsidized the system.

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

--The demand for DIMS' services was outst:. igping its
resources and, without expansion, eith«r the guality
or service would be sacrificed or reguests for
for service would be denied.

--Financially, DIMS had always operxzted hand-to-mouth,
making expansion impossible due to lack of funds
for equipment and operations. A public authority
would be eligible for tax-free fuel, centrex
telephone systems, and other advantages not
available to a private, nonprofit orgarization, such
as direct supsidy of operations and a more stable
position due to legal creation by the State general
assembly.

~-A&n auvthority would provide a legislative mandate;
concurrence and support by the Governor; aid and
assistance from State, local, ard Federal acencies:
plus a sense of permanency and micsion.

With these ideas in mind, the DIMS' toard and staff,
the office of the Governor, the State Devartment of Trans-
portation, the United Fund, other interected agencies and
individuals, and several leaislators drafted leaislation
to create an authority for cpecialized transportation. The
legislation was to (1) keep the one provider, mult.user
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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 service by the
most economical means. The legislation that established
DAST was enacted in April 1974 1/. On November 30, 1474,
DIMS made its last run; the following day DAST began op¢ r-
ation, without service interruption and with no change in
the basic service format.

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES

ey were not aware of any Federal,
sotate, Or 10Cai gover al restrictions to the coordination
of transportation resources. The State, through the develor-
ment of DIMS and subseguently DAST, has been an advocate

of coordinated transportation.

ate Tneal

0

DAST officials =ai
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The DAST director had anticipated a coordination problem
regarding UMTA section 16(b)(2) funds. The director's concern
was that nonprofit organizations would ke enccuraged to operate
their own transportation systems rather thar coordinate with
DAST. Bowever, the Office of State Planning, the Delaware
Transportation Authority, and DAST formed & permanent section
16({b){(2) committee which reviewed grant applications from
private, nonprofit organizations. Part of the review consic-
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 section 16(b)(2) grants. Accordinag to UMTA,
it rejected all of the States' section 16(b)(2) aprlicavions
because the DAST seirvice was availaple, sufficient, and
appropriate and section 16(b)(2) grants to private, nonprofit
organizations would foster duplicative service.

A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS

The State Planning Office was responsible for A-95
reviews I1n the Svate of Delaware, and the designated A-95
reviewer said he fully surported a speciaiized, coordinated
transportation system, The A-95 procecss was set ur as a
tool to accormodate such coordination. ‘However, in most

l/Chapter 17, title 2, Delaware Ccde.
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cases the A-95 reviewer did not have an opportunity to comment
on the human services agency application before it went to

the grantor agency 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 compcnent 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 only 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 reviever attempted to facilitate

communication between DAST and the grant rec1p1ent by
nt 5hnn# NACT anAd 1+ Serv1c o

sdAvicing t+h " “I1rie
aavising The [ PieénTt ao DAST ana 1ts C5.

PROJECT PLANS

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

Delawarc received an UMTA section 9 plannlng grant
in 1976: the grant was to Fe used to revise the DAST 1uug‘

i
range budget projections for fiscal years 1978 through 1983.

OUR OBSERVATIOXNS

Delaware's success in coordinatin: cial service
transportation was due pri—arily to es iishing a separate
transportation entity to perform the = . ices.

€Y ve a1 oA~ t )l maerrt e sy ket oma Al m e e .

oeverai “UL.,.LGJ. bt:l.\-.l.\,"' dkjtllb}' ULL \,Ldlb LUIHHICHLCLI Lha
(1) a coordinated system is the most el ective means of pr
viding specialized transit, (2) transit -hould be left to
transportation spoecialists «wh»o can do a b tter and more
efficient job, {(3) local sccial service agencies spend hours
overating their own transit svstems which are not cost
effective due =o fragmented delivery, and (4) there are
inherent efficiencies in developing one csysten.

ES
[
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The future success of DAST depends on its ability to
adequately serve the social service agencies at a reasonable
cost. Because transportation is a suppcrt service nceded
to achieve the social service agencies' main program ob-
jectives, these agencies will seek alternative means of
fransportation if DAST fails to provide reliable service.
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THE FARE FREE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

CAPE MAY COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Cape Mav County, New Jersey, developed a countvwide
soc1zl service transopoortation systen by estatlishing a
spec-z2lized organization within the county government. The
orgarization--the Cave May County Fare Free Transportation
Systemn—--was the main social service transportation provider
in Czoe May County and also cooperated with other social
serv.ce agencies by supplementing their transportation
serv:ice.

DESCZIPTION CF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Tare Free provided service throughout the countv to
eldezly, poor, and handicapped peorle. Fare Free provided
fixeZ-route transportation for shopping trips, demand-
respcnasive service for high-prioritv needs, and daily sched-
uled service for handicapped people in a sheltered workshop
program.

Tare Free directly or indirectly received Federal funds
from zi1tle III, title XX, and vccational rehabilitation funds.

Area where the system operates

Tape Mav County 1is the southernmost, least populated,
and Tost resort-oriented area in New Jersey. Most of the
populztion is concentrated in a narrow area along the Atlantic
Coast and the remainder of the countv 1s rural. Local public
trans:t service did not exist except during the resort
seascn when a bus operated in one community. Limited taxi
service was avallable.

N

in i1mportant characteristic of the countv's population
was tne high cercentage of elderly veople. Of a total pop-
ulaticn of 64,295, there were 18,462 elderly people (60 and
older or about 29 percent (twice the State average).

n March 1976 the countv's seasonally adijusted unem-
vloy-=nt rate was 15.4 percent, higrest in the State of New
Jerse-.

I

Operz-ion of the system

Tare Frez pnrovided fixed~route znd demand-responsive
transTcortation services to elderly, low-incore, and handi-
canpsl person:z 1in Cape May County. <ocial 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 Board 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 devended 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 reguire large seating capacity.

Although other social service agencies in Cape May
County provided transportation for their clients, n~oordina-
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 avoid duplication.
Through this mechanism, two other agencles suapplemented 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 recreetional activities. The project had its own vans
to provide some transportation but did not have enough
capability to me=t all of 1ts needs. Fare Free cooperated
by transporting people to two of the project's three
nutrition sites. The agency's vans served the third site.
The project administrator believed that 1t was important to
retain some transportation capability because the project's
recreational activities were not as adaptable to advance
scheduling as were the mweals.

Another example of cooperation that fostered coordina-
tion was the relationship between Fare Free and a community
action agency. The agency received CSA funds to provide
transportation to low-incore fomilies for high-priority
needs, such as medical visits. The agency also recerved
CETA funds to transport trainees to and from jobs. Nei+her
Fare tree nor the agency alone could mzet all of the
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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 anéd from shopping 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~cf-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 & 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 putchase-of-service contract.

Fare Free's sources of income for 197% and 1976 were as
follows.
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1975 1976
Cape May County $ 86,203 $98,367

Cape May Office on Aging
{Title III grant] 20,000 20,155

New Jersey Department of
Institutions and Agencies,
Youth and Family Services
Divie "on (Title ¥X purchase-
of-service agreement) 71,454 81,500

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

Federal share 6,012 4,269
State share 1,503 1,067
Total $185,172 $205,358

Accourtability to funding sources

All records relating to courty funds were made available
to the county treasurer. Every tvo weeks, the Board of
Chogen Freeholders approved paymer.t of invoices for equipment
purchases and operating costs.

To account for its title III funds, Fare Free provided
the Office on Aging with monthly financial reports of costs
of services rendered and guarterly 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-servires contract. Every 6 months, persons
desiring title XX transportation were required to fill out
an eligibility form. Fare Free drivers recorded the names
and social security numbers of riders who said they were
eligible under title XX as they boarded the bus for the
first time. On subsequent trips, title XX clients wrote
down the last four digits of their social securitv number
on the driver's log after boarding the vehicle. Fare
Free later verified eligicility by cross-checking the numbers
>n the driver's log against a list of eligible riders. This
procedure was to satisfy State revorting requirements and
was the basis for reimbursement 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 ketween the rider's
home and the workshop. Fare Free billed the State quacterly
for iransportation services rendered.

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION
IN THE AREA

JUNCTION, a drug counseling service in Cape May County,
provided transportation for drug abuse patients to treat-
ment centers and emergency care. JUNCTION used a campet
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 program 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, doctars, and shopping centers. The board
applied 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 cverlap 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
contributed to the 1isolation of the elderly and disad-
vantaged in Cape May County. Countyv social service agencies
recognized this problem and attempted to provide the needed
transportation,

In 1968 the Cape May Agency on Aging (later to become
the county Area Office on Aging) started a demonstration
bus service project. The agency acquired a minibus and



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 frequent vehicle breakdowns caused the project to be
canceled in 1970 after 2 years of operation.

In 1970 Cape Human Resources--a community action agency--
acquired a used 35-passenger bus with a CSA grant and storted
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-
guent 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, and maintain the vehicle.

In June 1973 the county, with revenue sharing funds,
acquired a new 44-rassenger 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
demand for the bus service than could be met with two buses,
so he asked the bcard for two more buses. The board approved
his request and with revenue sharing funds acguired two
new 44-passenger buses in 3eptember 1974.

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

The 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 wvehicles. 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 purchase-of-service contract with the New Jersey
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation--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 administering a transit system was very time
consuming. He had only two staff counselors to supervise
all the workers, vet the cnunselors had to spend time schedu-
ling, dispatching, and maintaining vehicles. Occasionally,

a vehicle brcke down and--without backup vehicles--disrupteu
center operations for a whole day. 1In 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 Vocational
Rehabilitation signed a purchase-of-service agreement with
Fare Tree to transport the center's clients.

In June 1975 the Senior Citizens Resource Center, an
infor—ation ard referral service, turned over its van and
transrortation operating funds to Fare Free. The van had
been =zcquired with title III funds in January 1974 to
transcort elderly people who lived in the Cave May City

vvvvvvvv , medical appointments, and
social and recreational activities. Drivers' salaries,
high coeratine costs, and budget cuts were big problems.

In ad3dition, running the van took time that could otherwise
be dewoted to the center's primary mission. Further~ore,
no one at the center xnew how to solve transoortation-
related problews., Thus, the center's director was relieved
when fare Frees accepted transportation responsibility for
the c=nter,
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PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION
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

tthen the Dirrctor of the Cape Dia
n . r L pe D
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iagnestic Center re-
guested 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

vas 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 CLEARINGHOUSE 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 technigue worked in Cape May 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 component in a grant was not
easy because generally it was not broken out in the budget,
but a phone call usually yvielded 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, problens 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 sysicm 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 manual writing and tabulation
by drivers and clerical staff.

OUR OBSERVATIONS

Although other social service agencies continued to
operate their own transvortation 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 1ts establishing a
separate entity to provide transportation services, a forceful
project director, and the support of the county government.



OLDER ADULTS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC.

COLUMBIA, MISSOURI

The Older Adults Transportation Service, Inc. (OATS)
is nearly a statewide coordinated system se.ving 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 largsst State in the Nation in
population with 4.7 million people and a density of 68 per-
sons a sqgquare 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 croup 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 U.S. census povarty level. Of those
65 and older, 30 percent had incomes under the poverty level.

In March 1976 Missouri had a civilian labcr force of
about 2.1 million, of which about 6 percent were unemployed.
The unemployed rate for the 9C-county 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 nigh
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 Jccated within the 90-ccunty area served
by OATS, OATS did n>t serve clients living i+ St. Louis
and only served clients living in the sparsely vepulated
outskirts or Kansas City. The population of this 90-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. Fach area was administered by an area supcrvisor
who was Cesponsible for operations within the rservice area.

OAT: provided transportation only to elderly (age 55
and over) and handicapped persons who were 0TS members.
Individuals became members for a small annual contributior.
As of August 1, 1976, OATS had a total memhership of about
15,490.

NATS required that a fare contribution be collected
for each person riding its vehicles. This fare contribution
was paild for either by the rider or by a sponsoring agency
for the 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 cerson
even 1f he could not pay.

The amounts of fare contribution paid for passengers
of the OATS svstem varied devending on the trip. For ex-
ample, the one-way fare cor ribution for an in-town trip,
in a town under 10,000 popu.ation, was 50 ce1its; while
a point-to-point trip cenerzlly vas 4-1/2 cents a mile with
a minimum charge of $1.00. 0A"TS also had a 4.37 cenxts a
mile fare contributinn for tours. The fare ccntribu+ions
were a major source of revenue for OATS.



Although OATS operated its own transportation systen,
it purchased some outside services. OATS financial reports
showed that expenses for outside services through contract
mileage were 523,188 in the last 3 months of 1975 and
$27,088 for the first 3 months of 1876. This contract
mileage, incurred in St. Louils County, repre<ented 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 1n 1976 they entered into a contract
to rurchase 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 cents 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 19.5 OATS provided 133,021 passenger round trips.
A passenger round trip was counted as such even 1if a
passenger only made a one-way trip. In March 1976 OATS
began accumulating these svatistics on a one-way basis,
Estimated ridership (expressed in one-way trips) for 1976
was about 507,665,

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

First 3 months

1975 of 1976
Number of passenger-miies
{millions) 3.1 3.4
Cost per passenger-mile 10 cents 9 cents
Number of vehicle-miles
(mi1llions} 2.0 0.7
Cost per vehicle-mile 44 cents 45 cents

As of August 1976, .ATS 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 on scheduled trips on a first-come-first-
served basis. The service was a mixture of demand-responsive
and fixed-time sciedules and routes. Although destinations
ware 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 pricrity. Even though
schedules were published, they were altered if no:t enough
members regserved a ride. Scheduled runs were not made
every day of the month. On unscheduled days, OATS operated
a demand-~responsive service but asked the members to call
a week or more in advance to reserve a ride. Under both
types of service 1t 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 service 1n
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 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, for all tyves 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
workshoos., This was basically fixed-schedule, fixed-route
service. Because of a lack of money, OATS cut back on this
service 1n Auqust 1976.

Funding of the svstem

OATS was founded 1n 1971 and operated from 1971 through
1973 with title IIT funds and fare contributions collected
from 1ts ~embers. nese funds continued to be major sources
of revenue for OATS. The table on the following page shows
QATS' funding sources from 1971 through 1976, according to
OATS' January 1977 Status Report.
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After 1975, title IIT funds were funneled through the
Missouri Office of Aging to the area agencies on aging.
OATS received title III funds from seven area agencies on
33ing 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. 1In 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.

The 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 $135,000. As of August 1976 the use of Division of
Family 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 Universitv of Missouri to provide
transoortation to handicapped and elderly persons in Boone
County, Missouri. The proiject, entitled "Handicapped
Americans Transportation Service," was funded through the
Misscuri Regional Medical Program. These Federal funds
were used to pav for various operating costs but not for
fare contributions. Although funrnding from the Missouri
Reginnal Medical Prcaram ended June 30, 1976, the project
continued to operate in Boone County. OATS used other
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sources of funds to cover its costs fo. ihe 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 by 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 scurces 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 volunrtecers 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 Manac stated that OATS
had financial problems, and its expendi.ires were ex-
ceeding its revenues. He 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 4-1/2 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 Federal funding.

OATS had establiched a detailed accounting system.
For example, GATS' financial statements showed income and
expenses, as well as passenger trips and vehicle-miles
traveled, ror each of the (1) OATS 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 reirbursed at about 9 cents
a nile. OATS had established a system t. accumulate the nec~
essary data for billing 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. 1In
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 aging the number of passengers served with (itle
IIT 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 accurnulated 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 AREA

Because COATS operated in a large gecgraphic area, we
did not attempt to identify 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
vocational rehabilitation center that generally were not
coordinating theic transportation needs with OATS. 1In
addition, we contacted two private, nonprofit transportation
svstems that provided transportation in areas not serviced
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by OAT3 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 transportatiun system
should serve all clients under one administering agency.
The following charts describe the transportation provided
bv these programs and give their comments on coordination
of transportation services.
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Agency progran

Area served

Transrortation

Lafayette County
Enterprises, Inc
Extended E~ploy-
tent Sheltered
Workshop

Community
Rehabilitation
Center

Coonperative Area-
wide Transoorta~
L10on System

Central Miscour:
Counties Hairan
Development
Corp.:

Head Start

Foster
Grandosarentse
Progra-

ComTunzty
Action
proira~s

COTTT “
Food -3
Notrition
Proar -

One county

City of
Colurbia

One county

One vehacle
used to trans-
port employees
(handicapped
persons) 1f
thev become 111
or when thelr
own transporta-
tion 1s not
avatirlable.
Vehicle used to
transport work-
shop material.

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

Seven vehaicles
provide develon-

mentally disabled

clients with
docr~to~3cor
service to shel-
tered worksho~ 7,

day care cent. s,
41agnostic clinics,

etc. Also, five

more venhicles are

to be obtained.

Ei1ght counties

in centreal
Missour:

Six vehicles are

used 4 days a
week for about
9 months of

the year,.
Average usage--
2 to 3 hours
daily.

One vehicle
used 5 days a
week . Average
d4sagje--6 hours
a day.

Two vehicles
used 5 days a
week. Average
4saae 4 to 7
hours daily.

5 Jdays a
Moverage

e 4 ove 7

Wotrs darly.

Source anc
for tre

Developme:
Pasic Supg
funds qrat
and operat

CETA fund
portation
interview

Develoopme!
Basic Sup
to purcha
Section 1
future pu
vehicles,

Head Star
funds for
vehicles
expenses.

Foster Gr
Prograr
of vehicl
cxpenses,

Community
for nurch
vehicle a
anothex;

overating

CSA's Com
Nutrition
for purch
Section O
overaring



istimated annual

wperating cost for

“transportation
in_1975

$ 5,640

131,000

23,841

Agency
commnqte nn
coordination

It 1s not
feasible to
coordinate.

There 1s no
cogrdination
with OATS.

Trying to merge
with OATS, since
the agency's
vehicles are 1dle
about 4 hours a
day.

Transferred owner-
shio of a vehicle
to OATS; pur-
chased OATS' trip
tickets and mem-
bershios occa-
sionally; per-
mitted OATS dis-
patchers to use
the teleohone in
two county
offices without
charge.

Agency
reason tor not
coordinating with OATS

OATS serves thls commun-
1ty only 2 days a week
while employees need
transportation 5 days a
week, The vehicle 1is
wanted at the workshop
all day. Vehicle would
wear out scon if leased
to OATS. An OATS driver
¢couvld not serve as a
workshop supervisor as
the agency driver does.

OATS would be reluctant
to provide a vehicle for
a limited number of
clients. The center's
clients would not all be
eligible for title XX
funds, which would be
used to pay OATS fare
contribution, For those
not eligible, 1t 1s
cheaper for client taxa
service than to pay OATS
fare contributions,

QATS lacks money to
operate vehicles.

tats could not provide
transportation to cl:ients
who are not elderly or
handicapped, OATS dees
not provide service 1n
each county on a daily
basis. No evidence that
TATS could provide a less

costly mode of transoorta-

tion.

Agency
comments on duplication
of service

Service 1s not dupli-
cated because OATS
operates a vehicle
only aboutr 2 days

a week 1in the area.

No duplication of
service with OATS.

GATS generally is not
operating 1n same
area.

Transportation service
not constdered to
duplicate OATS service
except that the peovle
1n Foster Grand-
parents Program are 1n
the age qroup that 1is
eligible to ride an
OATS vehicle,
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Agency program Area served

Transportation

Serve, Inc.,
an i1ndepen-
dent agency
contracted
with to
provic.
transporta-
tion
Northrwest tive counties
Missourl tT northwest
Fconomic Missaourt:
Jeportunity
leepoiation:
Senior Op.or-
tunities and

Services
Program
Nutrition Four nutri-
Program tion sites

Head Stert
program

Community
Action Program

Central Missour:i Fourteen nu-
Area Ajency trition sites
on Aging

One vehicle
leased and
used 5 days

a week.
Average usage
4 to 7 hours
daily.

Staff outreach
workers are
re1trursed for
mileage.

Staff's private
autorobiles

and OATS 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. Stafi use
theirr personal
vebicles and
are reimbursed
for mileage.

volunteers
transoort
clients to 12
nutrition sites
and occaslonally
are reinbursed
at 15 cents a
mile. OATS
transoorts
clients for
anotrer site
under OATS
contract with
title X%
nutrition site.
Locally funded
vehicle used to

trar<cort clients

to t-e other
nutr:zi10n sites.

Source ,
for

Communii
and tat!
operatir

Communit
funds f¢
reimburs

Title VI
services
and stal

Head St¢
funds fc¢
five veb
operatir

Communi
funds t
reimbur

T.tle v
volunte
burseme
opetati
vehicle
local £



rstimated annual
operating cost for
transportation

3

OATS

for

11975

$ 624

3,692

11,270

200~--
Title VII

2,000--
Title VII

{Oct, 1975 to
Sept., .Y76)

Agency
comments on
coorai.aation

UATS provides
transportation

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

OATS provides
transportation
to one nutrition
site.

Agency
reason for not
coordinating with OATS

OATS cannot meet all the
transportation needs of
nutrition sites since
OATS has only three vehi-
cles to serve five
counties, and OATS does
not like to pick up just
one person 1n outlying
areas. The Senior Oppor~
tunities and Services
Program provides trans-~
portation to low-income
elderly persons who cannot
afford to pay OATS member-
ship fees. It 1s cheaper
to pay staff 10 cents a
mile rather than purchase
services from OATS.

Since OATS only serves
the elderly and handi~
capped, OATS could not
provide transportation
for the HEAD Start
program,

Some nutrition sites are
not 1n OATS' service area.
OATS does not have enough
vehicles to provide the
needed transportation.
The agency does not have
funds available 1n 1its
budget for transportation;
therefore 1t relies pri-
marlly on volunteers.

Agency
comments on duplication
of service

There is not much
duplication since
most passengers they
transport cannot be
setved by QATS.

Not duplicative
because OATS does not
serve these nutrition
sites and does nrot
have vehicles for the
service.
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Agency proaram
3 Y. program

Mid-America
Regional Counctl

Southeast
Missouri
Transoortation
Services, Inc.

Harrison County

Council on Agina
Retired Sentor

J»

res corad
tca Serveg

I

Five counties
15 nutrition
sites

27 counties

One county

Volunteer Progran

Tranzportation

Twelve vehicles
used to provide
transpoitation
to 1l sites,
Thiee of the
vehicles are
leased. Tians-
portation 1s
not ptovided

to four sites.

ruclye vehicles
provide service
to people 55
and older and
the hardicanoed.
System members
pay $5 annually
plus a fare of

5 cents a mile.

One vehicle
orovides
transportation
for proqgram
volunteers.
This vehicle is
alsc used for
OATS clients
for which OATS
re1mburses the
program.

Soutce and use ¢

for transpor

Revenue sharing
purchase of fiv
section 16(b)(2
purchase of fou
Title 111 fands
vehicle operati
title VI funds
operating expen

Title 11

RSVP funds fo

nurcnase v
pyrgnase, v

e
tions, and pu
transportatio



az=3 annual
t:1-3 cost for
nizortation
~ 197§
——2

515,800

LI3,780

800
DATS trie
=ts only)

T
<

<

Agencv
comTants on

Agency
reason for n=t

coor3ination  coord:inating with OAT
There have been
discussions wit~
OATS concernirs
QATS' providing
transoortation
to the rural
sites, but there
has =een no
coor3ination.

Only 3 »f the 11 sites where
transcsrtation s orovided
are leccated 1n CATS' service
areas. The courc:l wants

to gair= managerert capabili-
ty by running the whole pro-
gram. QJATS 1s rot consideresd
to nave managerent capab.lit.
1n this area anc -as not pro-
ved 1%s reliabilizy and effi1-

ciency. Counctil Zdrivers are
used as site assistants, but
OATS crivers could not be.

Co-.d1nation OATS 1s not dent free.
ex1sts with

other organizat.:zns,
such as a Cancer So-
cietw, ¢communit.s action
agencies, nutrit.on

and sheltered w::zxshop
prc3grams, and 2 Foster
Graniparent ~.cotram.
This system p.:ms to
merge with OATZ into

a statewide rurzl
transportatiorn =vstem
if CATS becomes Jebt
free.

,o

The azzncy bought 1ts own
vehici2 because CATS dad
not have a vehicle avail-
able t> meet 1ts needs.
The azency malntains con-
trol .ver the vehicle to
meet 1ts clients" needs.

The z2gency's
vehicle takes
OATS <clients u>
a sneltered
werksnop daily
and to a nutri-~
tion site on
days the OATS
vehicle 1s not
avatrlable. The
pregram also
purcnases OATS
trip tickets.

Agency
comments on dupliczi=:ion
of service

Not duslicative
tLecause OATS does rot
serve the nutriti:-
site. OATS provi.es
extensive service [~
only two of the ti.=
countles served,

Transportation needs
of other programs
could be met by this
system. (There 1s
Iittle duplaication
with OATS because CAT3
operates in only three
of the same counties 1n
which this system
operates.,)

{

T

¥o duplication of ser-
vice.

~)
p—






HOW THE SYSTEM DIVELOPED

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 November and December 1971. The
meetings were sponsored by the Missouri Department of
Community Affairs, Office 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.

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 notire 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 (0OATS) and was to have as its objective door-to-
deer transporication to doctors and dentists, drug stores,
senior centers, pleasure trips, and visits to relatives

and friends. The Misscuri Office of Aging, using funds from
the Older Americans Act of 1975, as amended, made $30,259
available to subsidize a transportaticn system fcr senior
citizens. OATS began operations in September 1971 as a pro-
ject of the Cooperative Transportatinn 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'c elderly and
handicapped citizens., OATS had grown fr-w its meager
beginning of three vehicles in four counties in 1971 to
73 vehicles in 90 counties as of August 1976 wvith a
combined membership of cver 15,000 elderly anu handicapred
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 cfficials cited nu-erous
obstacles to coordinaticn of transvortation services.
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Nrne of the prinary reasons for not coordinating was that
other organizations view the transportation needs of their
client groups as unique and believe trat the OATS system
cc:ld not provide the services needed. Furthermore, the OATS
svster was chartered to serve only elderly and handicapped
persons.

Federal problems

Officials of organizations we contacted that provide
transportation in the GATS area did not cite any Feaeral
restrictions or obstaclies as reasons for not asing CaTS
to meet their “ransportation needs.

The OATS General Manager cited the lack of funding
certaintv, continuity, and availapil:ty as major stumbling
blocks to coordinat:on or consolidat:on. For example, OATS
was not assured of title II. funaing fter October 1, 1977,
because HEW recgulations issued in 1973 for the title III
prcgram state taat no croject may be funded for longer than
3 years without the e:izroval of the Commissiorer on Aging.

Another problem . e noted was that most categorical
pragrams are desiqgned <0 serve a specific client group.
However, he sai1d that JATS was restricted to serving
on.y elderly and handicapped persons.

The OATS General Managelr Stated that he nas had
problems cobtairning title XY funds. “ne vroblsem involved
local matcenirng funds reculred to meet the Federal financial
share of tre titvle XX cTrogram. The local matching funds
DATS was proviaeing were desianated svecificaily for GATS.
Title XX rcaulat:ions d:2 not zllow th:s desianation for
-c:f1c oraanizations. The mrobler was solved by wsing
dwible non-t2cderal f.nds vrovided v area agencies on

L LWn
ey
Vo

o
»

ng.

Accorcding “u the Ceneral Manaaer, anothsr ~ropnlem had
been wvelave, due to Felsral reguiresents, in -ate
cartitication o title XX eliagibles. <~ntil . _cently, States
wers requlred re verifos potentilal elizioles' -ncomes.
Leczuse veueral requla-ions neow allicw zelf~iotarminatron of

Il3ib.ilt,, tol ocertif.cation procecs shoura Iveed |,

,-
-
Q

4 1213 210t CortIin provision
soT1Cn L vl preIrztoannicited SO0 rainatitn.
beceraloroo1ional officisl stated tooae SorSLShT It L
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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 S._ate 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 vermissible,
there was no specific criteria to help intercret 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 official stated that this might not have
been a problem for OATS, but he thought it could be an

“stacle f{or smaller operators.

Some regional HEW 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 2:xcept to hope that at the end
of a year there would be excess money with which to purchase
a vehicle. The lack of an assured 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 provided trans-

portation cerv’ = for nutrition sites commented that at

the [~ : ate levels, all officials said "coordinate,"
gt ot - how, and at the local levels, there

wa-r catttatl -~ and trained transportation managers.

‘. “tv action Agency official was of the opinion
it it the:r rehicles were turned over to OATS to operate,
2 wouid involve considerable administrative paperwork a:
the Federal level which he believed that the Federal agency
wvould be reluctant to undertake.

At the Federal reaional level we were a’vised that
funds under the Older Apmericans Act, as amended, could not
"o us2d in an Tntegrated Grant Administration grant, which
15 a pregram for pooling funds from different proarams.
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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 reskriction
to coordination was a Missouri law that prohibited the use
of school buses for carrying clients other than school
children.

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

Local problems

The OATS General Manager 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 Manager said that he viewed protection
of turf as one of the major obstacles OATS had encountered.
He stated that it was a rare program that would give up a
piece of eaguirment with its name on the side which aave that
program identity., Because oi this obstacle, ne said it
had heen difficult tc convince scme programs that it was
nore efficient for them to purchase transportation from
OATS. To overcore this obstacle OATS had to convince them
rhat it was more efficient and cheaper to have 0ATS provide
the transcortation service. This involved distributing a
detailed monthly financial staterent OATS had developed.



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 wnhere 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 does no: do.

Some Federal, regional, State, and local officials
expressed the opinion that protection of turf was a vnroblen,
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 OATS General Manager stated that OATS had a problem
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
large number of miles driven and the type of client secved.
Of the various organizations contacced, as well as Federal
and State officials contacted, some were of the opinion
that insurance rates could increase if a program transports
another vrogram's clients. One community action agency
operator stated that he has discussed the uce of the
community action agency's Head Start vehicles to service
one of the other programs administered by the comminitv
action agency, but its insurance company does not want tc
cover this,
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A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PRQOCESS

The A-95 clearinaghouse svstem in the &t ~AF Tecnnri
1ilc AT27J Llocal LIIYHUUOSTE Syouwcl PR l_llC 2L L. CL M1Ssguri
was comprised of a State A-95 offlce, Division of Budget and

Planning, Office of Administration, and 20 local substate
clearinghouses. A potential applicant for assistance under

a program covered by A-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 tc 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 local
clearinghouse, and the State agency comments, The applicant
was required to take into consideration these comments 1in
preparing the final grant proposal.

The Division of Budget and Planning determined that a
proposed transportation service did not duplicate a service
already beirg provided by an existing program serving the
same client group. This determination was made by comparing
the aoplicant's grant to each agency's State plan and also
checklng the files maintained by the State A- 95 clearinghouse,
whick showed all applicants in a particular area, for possible
duplication of services. The State A-95 clearinghouse
wanted to avoid any duplication 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 recormended that a proposed
transpmortation service be coordinated or consolidated with
an existing transportation svstem.

Stare A-95 officials advised us that the detailed
review ¢f grant proposals for potential coordination and
consolidation of transportation setvice was primarily per-
toraed by the clearinghouses.

we cortactead an area clearindhouse, “Mo-Kan Regional

Council, and were advised tha% its primary concern in
roviewing transoortation provosals was te reoview for
po=sinle dupiication of trancgortation services. When

tnhe local aroa clearinghouse raceivea 4 =reaoplication form
forr Federal assistance, it reviewed the --nlicatior with

Yoo 3agency and cornared the arolication ~1th the State plan.
TOof=RKan Perioral Jouancil of s iTilur ot ated *har there were

cmlvoeltat nroJraTs in 1ts zrea invelvint transportation,



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 the review process.

PROJECT PLANS

The OATS General Manager hoped to use section 16(b)(2)
funds for replacement of capital equiprent. 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 Commissioner on Aging to receive title
ITI funds beyond the 3-vear limit. At the time of our review,
OATS was receiving funding from title ¥X 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 trznsportation 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 Manager hoped that the state legis-
lature would approve funds for matching appropriate Federal
monies granted to OATS. He howved that fare contributions
could continue to support a* "“-~ast 40 ocercent of the bhudget.

OATS was also working . ‘aer agcreements with
Cooperative Area Wide Transpucrtacion Svstem and Southeast
Missouri Transportation Servic~s, Inc., which would expand
OATS' service area into the Kansas City, Missouri, urbkan
area and into the south=asternr part of the State. Officials
of both of these organizatvionz stated that mergers were
contingent upon OATS' financial condit:on becoming more
secure,

QUR OBSERVATIONS

OATS hz1d some success in coordinaz-ing with other
transportatisn svstems znd in sbtairir: Pederai furdinc



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
0ATS 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 if funds were

provided through one central agency which would administer
all transportation programs.
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PROGRESS FOR PEOPLE HUMAN RE3QURCE 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 managed Federal programs, such as
Community Action, Head Start, Child Development, and the
Retired Senior Volunteer Prodram. 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 transoortation ser:

with other

in the district.
For example, PFP did not have enough money to pay drivers'
salaries so it loaned one agency two vans. The agency paid

the drivers, and PFP paid for gas and vehicle repairs. The
Tennesses Department of Education and two county boards of
education had contracted with PFP for *he transportation of
handicapoed persons to special schools.

Those social service agencies which did not have roney
to buy transportation services asked clients to arrange their
own travel. These peopie might ride PFP vehicles to welfare
offices or nedical clinics. On occasion the agencies asked
PFP to pick up a client who was having difficulty getting
transportation.

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

PFP was formed in June 1974 by the merger of two con=-
munity action agencies--the Sequatchie Valley Econumic Oppor-
tunity Authority and DProgress 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 perceat of the two agencies' corbined
btudgets was used to provide transportation. Because of
this expense und the large demand for transportation, PFF
started a nine-county sys+tem in November 1974,

PFP's transpor‘acine svatem included both fixed-route
and demand-responsive services. Vehicles running on fixed-

routes transport~:! ~ronle trom rural counties to hospitals

and special sche 1 v oo s handicapped in Chattanooga,
Tennessee, PFD o' o " nri-responsive service to various
destinations := ‘' - o0t 3, Vehicles operated on derand,
picked up peopic 1t ~rir Ouwes, and took them to places, such
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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 wvas provided
by the Chattanooga Area Regional Transit Authority; PFP
did not compete with 1t, 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 donaticns.

Area where system operates

The Southeast Tennessee Development District 1is one
of nine such districts in the State. It covers 10 counties:
Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy, Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meligs,
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
Ridage Mountains. The district contains 3,811 square miles
of which over 80 percent 1s aaricultural 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 1970
census showed that the district had a total population of
420,517, and over 250,000 of these people lived 1n Hamilton
County. Fourteen percent of the total population (58,000)
was age 60 or older,

The largest city 1in the district i1s Chattanooga which
had a population of over 119,000 (1970 census}. OQOutside
of Hamilton County, the laraest city 1s Cleveland and the
next largest 1s Athens. These two cities had populations
in 1970 of ahkout 21,000 and 12,000 people, respectively.
Most communitles in tne district had populations below
2,304,

Minetzen and one-half wercent of all rersons in the
drorrict oarned annual incomes below the 1970 poverty levels.
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Of those persons 65 and older, 16,447 were poor. 1In 18970,
the median annual family income varied between $4,183

in Grundy County and $8,609 in Hamilton County. Similar
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 manufacturing indus-
+ries, 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 region's employment. The rest of the workforce is
employed in constructien, transportation, utilities, bankina,
insurance, and mining.

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

Operations of the system

Thre .gh fiscal year 1976, PFP provided transportation
for anyocne who lived in the nnine rural counties of the dis-
trict. PFP expanded its transportation program in November
1976 to include the residerts of northern Hamilton County.
People who were not served under contractual arrangements
could phone the PFP dispatcher in their county at least
1 day in advance to obtain transportation. Perscns trans-—
ported under contracts were furnished seats as needed on
a prearranged schedule. Because it was unable to fulfill all
requests for its servicass, 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 eguipped
+ith wheelchair I1fts, so PFP transported only those
hendicapped persons who could board the vehicle on their
own or with the help of the draiver.

When the dispatcher scheduled the seating, he gave
priority to persons requesting transportation to medical
treatment facilities. On occasion. when a person needed
immedlate transportation for a medical emergency, one of
the staff would use his personal automoti1le 1f PFP did
not have a vehicle available.
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Through May 1976, PFP operated 14 vehicles and owned
2 others which were oparated 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 tlovember 1976.
As of November 1976, PFP's transportation program operated
27 vehicles, all purchased in 1975 and 1976.

Through fiscal vear 1976, other PFP offices operated
vehicles which were not included in the transportation system.
PFP's Head Start program office operated 16 vehicles, and 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 PFP'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 l2-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 YcMinn
County. During days when they did not operate on fixed
routes, tne 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 transportaticn., Cn occasion,

VYFP transported personus 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
hnspitals in Nashville for outpatient care-=a distance of
about 140 miles one way.

The five fixed routes covered round trip distances
which varied between 50 and 110 miles. The =2verage round
trip for intracounty demand-responsive service was about 24
mi1les. As of Auqgust 1976, PP did not compute either the
cost ver passencer-mille or the cost per vehicle~-mile. For
the period from June 1975 to Seotember 1975, PFP esti—ated
the overating cost per vehicle-mile was $1.31. This estimate
excluided driver zalaries and overhead costs, such as rent
and utrlities,



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

PFP did not charge a fare for its daily transportation
services but requested everyone to donate 25 cents when they
rode. No ona was cen.ed transpcrtation 1f he refused tn
make a donation. Fc¢y trips to the veterans hospital, a
veteran was reizbursed 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 kert 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. Thais
person was counted as only one passenger. If, during the three
trips, he traveled 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 si1x services.

Between November 18, 1974, when the system began and
December 31, 1975, PFP carried 10,415 vassengers 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 lavn-
dries. In July and August 1976, PFP carried 3,151 passe.gers
and provided 16,457 services, including 199 services for
the handicapped. UnmelL services for these 2 months totaled
only 521. PFP nrovided 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 tl.eir transportation
resources.

Beginning with the 1974=75 school term, county boards
of education were required by the State to educate all
handicapped children between 4 and 21 vears old.



Some of the bnards contracted with special schools in
Homilton County for the education of handicapped children.
Two of the county boards of education--Bledsoe and
Sequatchie--di1d not have the mone' to operate their

own transportation services to and from the schools.
Because PFP operated vehicles from Bledsoe County,

through Sequatchie County, to Hamilton County, the
officials of the two boari 3 asked PFP to transport

the children.

Mhhn Carmsiniak~ahia CAanmEy AaarAd AF DAnimabiAan ckareead
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using PFP transportation about March 1975, The board
paid PFP $3.00 a day for each child transported to the

Orange Grove Scnool in Chatctanooga. In the 1975 to 1976
school term, both boards contracted with PFP for transpor-
tation. Each btoard awarded PFP $4,490 contracts for the
daily tvransportation of about 12 children,

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation in Chattanooga
of fered job training and other services to the hardicapped so
t}ey couid become enoloyable. Vocational rehabilitation

-1lenLg were EHLUULdg&U to d[id“ge EHELI own CLdVEl to CHE
training centers, but on orcasion some clients were unable

to get +r:nennr§~:0—1nn Tn +hoce pacoco +ha Aan-ue':r\n AagardaA
get Transporctacicon. s Tnese caceg, Tne V1isSionh awardegd

separate contracts to PFP for cach of the client’s travel
nevds.

A division official told us that be contracted with PFT
because it was the only transportatio:: system which operated
throughout the district's nine rural counties. Using
vocational rehabilitation funds, the official said he awarded
about five contracts through June 1976. The rates for these
contracts varied by destination. For cxample, one client
received eight round trips to Knoxville-~a distance of 160
miles--and the division paid PFP 5 c¢c2nte a mile. Ancther
client received 56 round trips--110 miles each--from Pi.eville
to Chattanooga. PFP charged the division $5.00 for each of

thece round trips.

From December 1974 through May 1976, the Athens Housing
Authority, a public housing programr in Athens, operated two
vans which 1t received from PTP, PEP had purchacsed the vans
with title III and RSVP fundc but di1d not have th2 money to pay
the drivers' salaries. The rfuthority operated the vehicles
for PFP 1n McMinn, “Me1gs, and Polk Counties and paid the
drivers’ sgalaries from CRTA and ti:1tle ¥¥ funds PFP paid all
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other operating costs.
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According to an authority official, the twc vans were
used to transport anyone who iived in the three counties.
About 90 percent of the passengers transported by the RSVP
van were R3VP voluntecers. Other requests for transportation
were scheduled under vrioriti=3 established bv PFP. As of
November 1976 PFP operated both vehicles and used CSA funds
to pay drivers' salaries.

During this 18-month period, the authority also operated
another van purchased with funds authorized under title 1V-2
(now title %XX) of the Social Security act, as amended, for
the children neeling day care. The day care center 1tself
was funded with title XX money. The vehicle was ~d to
transport senior citizens when 1t was not serving . e day
care center. Title XX funds were used tc pay the driver,
and PFP paid the operating costs. Because PFP provided
operating funds, the Tennessee Devartment of Human Setrvices
permitted the authority to transport pecple who were not
eligible for title XX benefits.

As of June 1976 the authoricy continued to operate *he
day care van for day care clients only but decided for two
reasons to discontinue 1ts transportation service using PFP
vans. One--the authority's board of directors believed
that only one agency should be responsible for transportation.
Two--keeping track of those riding the vans who were eligible
for title XX and prorating transporcation costs for each
client was too burdensome. The authority did not have the
same problem with the day care van because it carried only
title XX day care clients.

Another soctial service agency, the Regional Child
Development Program, used PFP transportation resources.
This program managed day care centers for children with
working mcthers in Bledsoe, Rhea, and Sequatchie Counties.
The day care progranms were funded under title XX and the
Avpalachian Regional Commission's Appalachian Child Develop-
ment Program,

Beginning abcut July 1973 the program operated twce
station waaons in Rheu and Sequatchie Counties and a 12-
passenger van in B.edsoe County. It operated the twou stration
wagons until about Februa:v 1975. The opercation ceased
because the counties could not provide their matching share

reguired by title XX. After the pnrogram discontinued
transeoirtation in the two counties, 1t asked PFP i0 transport
the children, In June 1976, a. no cost to the e 1onal Child

Development Program, 2FP hegan transporting apoit 14 chaildren.
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Beginning July 1, 1976, the program paid PFP $4.50 a day for
tnis service. The Regional Child Development Program also
operated a l2-passenger van 1in Bledsoe County. The cost

of the van and the driver's salary were shared by the program
and a title VII nutrition program. The program asked PFP

to opevate the van 1in Bledsoe, but a PFP officiai 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 Tease 1t to PFP for the same low rate.

Another agency that coordinated with PFP was the Bradley
County Health Department. Through fiscal vear 1976, it oper-
ated one l2-passenger van which was funded by the Tennessee
Southeast Regional Medical Program and HEW's Comprehensive
Public Health Services Program. The Health Department used
the van to transport anyone who lived in the county to
medical treatment facilites. According to a Health Depart-
ment official, the transportation costs were about $25,0C0 in
fiscel 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 1ts services on days that PFP vehicles were
not operating. A Health Department official said that the two
agenciles 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 1in the county, the department phoned PFP to get transpor-
tation for him. PFDP also asked the department for similar
transvortation services. Neither agency reimbursed the
other for these sgservices.

Other agencies, such as Sequatchie County Departments
of Health, Mental Health, and Welfare, Aid not have money
to provide transportation for their ciients. These zge..cies
asked their clients to arrange their own travel. When one
of their clients could not get transportation, the agencies
phoned PFP for help. Generally, PP would transport these
individuals.

Funding of the system

To begin 1ts transportation program, PFP received a
titie II grant from the Tennessee Commission on Aging. PFP
used this grant to hire a transportation director and to buy
and operate four vehicles. ULater in fiscal year 1975, PFP
Bouont another vebicle with vitie TITI funds and received
another ygrant from the Tennessee Midscuth Regional Medical
Proaram. The Regional medical Program, nanagec by Vanderbilt
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University, granted PFP money to provide transportation
so the poor and elderly could ge: health care. With the
money PF2? bought and operated three vehicles.

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

In fiscal year 1976 PFP received three more grants from
the Tennessee Commission on Aging, the Regional Medical Pro-
gram and CSA. Besides using these grants to operate 1its
system, PFP also purchased six more vehicles.

On March 16, 1976, Pr'P received a section 147 grant to
buy and operate 17 vehicles and to buy communication equip-
ment. PFP used these funds t¢ purchase 11 vehicles and the
communications equipment.

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

Fiscal vyear Fiscal year
1875 1976
Source revenues revenues
Title III (HEW) $74,917 $ 74,917
Regioral Medical Program
{HEW) 36,975 36,975
Community Services
Community Action programs
(CSA) a/34,036 a/%0,875
Section 147 ({DOT) - 243,789
CETA programs (DOL) 24,898 23,7112
Contracts and donations 1,560 14,342
Total $172,386 $484,610

a/CsSA grants to PFP totaled $603,936 for fiscal year 1975
and $500,497 for fiscal year 1976. CSA provided funds for

administration of the PFP agency, outreach, referral, and

senl1or opportunity services, as well as transportation.
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Accountability to funding 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 1ts purchase. Fcr example, vehicles numbered
one through four were purchased and operated with title
IIT funds. All costs for operating *hese four vehicles
were charged against the title TII Jrant regardless of
who rode. According to PFP officiels, the Federal gran-
tors were satigfied with the accointing method because
their clients were served by venicles funded by others.

Wwhen a person requested transpor:tation for the
first time, the 3iispatcher prepared a file card which
included the perzon's name, address, age, and 1income.
The dispatcher aiso prevared 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 and places served, 2FP hed
a « omputer service 1in Chattanooga which consolidated
ea month*s daily lists. The monthly summary showed
by vehicle (1) the location and number of times a place
was visited and {2) the age groups, annual incoumes, and
number of persons served. The summary also included a
list of people and the number of places each one visited,
as well as the totezl number of services provided by
county and destination,

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION

Through contacts with local and regional offi-
cials in the district, we identified only twn federally
funded social service transportation programs which daid
not coordinate w_th PFP. Both of these transpnrtation
services were managed by agencies in Chattanooga.
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The Human Services Department is a city office that
provides social services to residents of Chattanonoga and
Hamilton County. The Human Service Department ™anages
social programs like Community Action, Comprehensive
gmployment and Training, Child L'evelopment, and Community
Development. These programs were funded through fiscal
year 1976 by the Community Services Administration, Depart-
ment of Labor, Appalachian Regional Commission, and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development, respectiveiy.

The Human 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 dazpartment estimated that annual transportation costs
amoun:ced to about $412,000.

Accoruing to a Human Services Department official,
tre agency did not coordinate its transportation services
with PFP because the two agencies provided transportation
co 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 sz2rvices which PFP began in northern Hamilton
County in November 1976 duplicated the department's services,
the department would try to cecordinate 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
18-passenger vans and one car which it operated in Chattanooga
and in Hamilton and Bradley Counties. These vehicles trans-
ported students daily to and from the school. The school
estimated that its transportation costs in fiscal year 1976
amounted to approrimately $137,000. Oranage Grove's educa-
tion and transportation programs were funded under title XX
by the State Division of Vocational Rehzhilitation and by

“e Appalachian Regional Commission. Local funding sources
included 12 county boards of education and the United Fund
of Greater Chattancoga.

An Orange Crove official was unaware of any regqulation
which would prevent the coordination of transportation between
the school and PrP. According to this official, it would be
difficult to coordinataz 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 trivs, 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 TRANSPORTATIOM
RESOURCES

At the Federal regional level, agency directives have
limited the groups of people who may use federally funded
vehiclas. Other problewms have developed because program
managers misinterpret Federal requlations or perceive the
various programs' adminictrative requirements as too
burdensome.

Federal problems

In August 1974 the HEW region IV ruled that Head Start
vans 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 Depart-
ment 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 theirr fair share of the costs.

Before May 1975 RSVP vans were used only for program
objectives. According to an ACTION official, vehicles pur-
chased with RSVP funds could now be used to transport clients
cf other Federal programs. This use, however, was limited
to those people served by other communicy older Americans
projects. Oth=2r region IV officials were unaware of any
Federal regulations which prevented coordination.

According to DOT and CSA regional officials in Atlanta,
their agercies advocacted the coordination of transportation
resources. A CSA official said "is agency had problems
trying to coordinate with other Federal programs. For
example, many Head Start projects were not willing to share
transcortation resources. This official said that although
HEW d:d not hav~? requlatory restrictions, 1in his opinion, 1t
did not actively try to coordinate. The decision to coordi-
nate transportation services was 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 »rcgrams 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 Governrent should
establish regional transit authorities from which all

social programs could purchase transportation services.

State problems

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

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 tne grant was approved, local organiza-
tions could use the vehicles they purchased to transport
others on an incidental basis.

The Tennessee Department of Human Services 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 titie
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 gservices. Federal policy statements
and administrative burdens discussed below have hindered
PFP coordination with other social programs.

PFP had overcome many burdens by ignoring what it
perceived as Federal restrictions, For example, although
PFP viewed the elig:ibility criteria for those people who
might benefit from 1ts federally funded programs as
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restrictive, 1t transported anyone on its vehicles.
According to a PFP official, Federal agencies allowed PFP

to use the vehicles as it liked since their clients recczived
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 vrohibited. Without the approval of
Federal regional officials, PFP had used Head Start vans to
carrv ~=als to the elderly, replace other vehicles which
needs .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 should 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 RSVFP volunteers. This official believed that ACTION
would not complain so long as its clients were being served.
According to a region IV ACTION official, RSVP wvans 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 cests
of title XX services. Because of these problems, the
autrority discontinued all transportation services for PFP
in May 1976.

A~-95 CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW

To achieve the objectives of the Office of Management
and Budget Circular A-95, Tennessee =2stablished both a
State Grant Review Office and nine regional 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 jerformed A-95 reviews
of respective regional applications for Tederal loans and
grants.

Since the Grant Review Office had only three profes-
sionals, its primary role 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-
tionists 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 transportatior line item in it. Thus, a Head
Start project application coming to the Grant Review Gffice
would -~ot necessarily be reviewed for transportation coordina-
tion apportunities.

The Southeast Tennessee Development District, one of
nine regional clearinghouses, reviewed those applications
for Federal assistance which affected that region. According
to district officials, nol all applicants for Federal funds
were reguired 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 and 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.
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According to Tennessee Department of Transportation
officials, the regional A-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 should 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.

According 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 with 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 tih.e McMinn County YMCA, and the other two wculd 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 also planned to start a taxi subsidy program that
would provide a more flexible transit system for the elderly,
poor, and handicapped. It would transport these people to
bus stops in the suburbs of Cleveland, Tennessee, where
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 comnunication system
would make services more demand-responsive. Since the dis-
patchers would be able to uvse the radios for scheduling trans-—
portation requests, people would not have tc phone PFP 1 day
in advance of their travel needs.

OUR OBSERVATIONS

Aiministering agency and projects officials were unaware
of legislative barriers which would prevent the coordination
of transportation resources. One Federal agency in region
IV, ACTIOW, had a pclicy restricting the use of RSVP vehicles.
>l though the policy did not preclude transportation coordina~-
tion, it limited the amount c¢f coovdination 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 deternine a reimburse-
ment rate.

PFP had consolidated vehicles funded under different
Federal programs into a single trancsmortation system. It
coordinated the needs of the elderly and handicapped, as well
#s the public, by emphasizing the transportation mission. It
would transport anyone on its vehicles, regjardless of their
eligibility for Federal program benefits. For example, to
transport handicapped chiidren to special schools, PFFP
used vehicles bought with title III funds.
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ROANOKE AGENCIES DIAL-A-RIDE SYSTEM
ROANOKE, VIRGINIA

With vhe cooveration of State and local governments,
human servi-es agencies in the Roanoke, Virginia, area
developed a ronsolidated transportation system for human
services by ectablishing a private, nonprofit organization.
This organization, Unified Human 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 maljor 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 education.

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRAMNSPORTATION SYSTEM

RADAR was the result of consolidation of two of the
three major social service transportation providers in the
area. It providzd service on a prescheduled basis throughout
the Roanoke area for clients of severLul social service
agencies.

RADAR's resources included Federal demonstration funds,
title XX, versonnel assigned from Fedeval employment training
programs, vehicles and income from participating social
service agencies, and sales c¢f transportation services.

Area where the system operates

RADAR operated in the southw.:st Virginia counties of
Roanoke, Craig, Botetourt, and Allegheny, including the city
of Roanoke. A public bus system alsoc operated in Poanoke
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 southrestern Virginia. Popula-
tion density varied from 10.5 persons a square mile in
Craig County to 3,446 persons a sguare mile within the Roanoke
City limits. The area was considered urban because mor2 than
cne-half of its population lived in urban areas of over 2,500
pcople. In 1970, about 15 percent of the area's population
was over 60 vears old.

Most of the area was mounrtainous and undeveloped with

a limited numcer of arterial highwavs. Only 12 percent of
“he total land area was devoted to urban use,
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The area's economy was based on manufacturing, retail
and whclesale trade, and services. The unemployment 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.

peration 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-
. “s=2d of representatives of its sponsoring social agencies.
The system employed a director who reported to the board,
13 drivers, a dispatcher, a secretary, a bookkeeper; and a
clerk-typist.

RADAR cperated from 7:00 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 c3ntracts
with it.

~-~Tctal Lction Against Poverty, a community action
program that operated Head Start and other social
service programs.

-~-League of QOlder Americans, an areawide Office on
hging, 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 services
of various prog-ams.

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

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

During 1976, RADAR prcvided an estimated 106,30 one-
way passenger trips.

The agencies furniched the names, addressess, znd des-
tinations of the c¢lients, and RADAR established venicle
rouces to pick up the clirnts. Routes, once estab.ished,
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staved relatively firm because the same clients generally
used them daily. The Head Start and nutrition rcuates were
fixed to the externt that the clients did not ch .nge.

Routes for Foster Grandparents and title XX recipients
depended c¢.. the schedule of the indivicduals participating

in the service. RADAR 4did not provide any demand-responsive
service.

RADAR had 13 vehicles which were lecased to it by
merber agencies for $1.00 a year. Seven buses and one
van transported children to six Head Start centers tirough-
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 centers, (2) people from their homes, and {s)
Foster Grandparents Program and RSVP participants. The
station wajon was usel as a staff car for emergency purnouses.

Funding of the system

Most RATY - funding came from the following agencies:
Total Action "gainst Poverty, League of Older Americans,
Roanoke Depa~:wment of Social Services, and the Roanoke Valley
CETA Conscor’ um. Federal fuwnds for these agencies included:
title VII, i2ad Start, title XX, CETA, the Work Tncentive Pro-
gram, Foster Grandparents programs, and RSVP. RADAR 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.



RADAR'S PROJECTED FUNDING SONRCES

Fiscal year Fiscal year
Source 1976 1977

League of Oider Americans: $14,139 a/ $14,000
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 54,143
Purchase~of-service contract to
nprovide regulariy scheduled
transportativ.. for Head Start
children

Virginia Department cf Welfare: 24,1900 26,500
Demonstration tTuids

Roanoke Vallev CETA Consortium: 7,138 8,592
Assistance in the form of one
staff person who functions
as RADAR's dispatcner

Purchase-c¢-- ~rvice contracts to - 71,416
provide scheduled transporta-
tion se-vice for CETA partici-
pants

Roanoke Department of Social Services: 2,385 2,528
Purchase-of-~service contract to
provide transportation to title

XX clients
Assistance in the form of staff 13,023 7,726
persons under the Work Incentive
Program
Roanoke ¢~ ffice 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 parc of the State's title XX alloca-
tion (25 percent section 1115 and non-Federal funds and 75
nercent title X¥ funds). For figeal years 1976 and 1977,

FEeLT LU B B AR~ L Uiilas Ao Lisbal coi

the State used the following sources to fund demonstratlon
grants to localities participating in the project.

1976 1977

Section 1115 $120,163 $ 97,500
State appropriation and local

funds 33,333 47,087
State title XX allocation 460,000 433,761
Carryover from unused fiscal

year 1976 funds - 59,391

Total $615,496 $637,739
ADAR's share of these funds for fiscal years 1276 and

1977 was $24,100 and $26,500, respectively.

Accountability to funding sources

Agencies which provided funds 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

| PR PRI, - I S T - P iy S
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RADAK submitted quarterly financial reports to the State
showing cumulative and quarterly financial results. In addi-
tion, it submitted Juarterly progress reports to the State
showing the results of activicies for the qguarter and plans
for the following quarter.
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OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION IN THE AKREA

The Roanoke Opportunities Industrialization Center
operated employment training programs under HEW, DOL, and
CETA to improve and develop job skills. 1In 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 $100.060, using a fleet
of eight vans, one bus, and twc 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 c:nter 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 handicapped, 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 prescheduling required by RADAR. RADAR transported
some vccational 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 Assemhly proposed the develop~
ment of alternative wavs 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 berhalf of any State
agency or locality, to request any Federal agency
for exceptions to or variances from rules and requ-
lations governing the adm.nistration of the use of
Federal funds for human services programs.

--Required the supvort by resolution ol the local
government where the project was to be located.

-~Ra2quired 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 p.lot proizcts 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 Roanoke Valley Council of Community Services
discussed the issue for the next few months. The lead
agency concept, in which onz of the three major providers--
Total Action Against Poverty, the League of Older Americans,
cr the Czportun:ties Industrialization Center--would act as a
lead transportation agency and absorb the transportation
svstems 2f the cther two agencies, was considered but re-
jected for the fol.owinz 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 gove. numents.

--To promote the support of sponsors that might resist
participating in a project identified with “"welfare
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 transportatioa
resources and services into one cooperative system named
the Roanoke Agencies Dial-A-Ride system.

In December 1974 the Valley Courncil applied to the
State. The application was approved in Febrnary 1975, and
agency agreements were developed authorizing the transfer
of transportation eguipment and funds from participating
agencies to RADAR. RADAR began transporting agency clients
in December 1975.

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATINS TERANSPORTATION RESOURCES

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

Sate problemxs

I 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
regqulations would impede or prohibit coordination of the
programs of various agencies; however, the 3tate official caid
that this did not happen.

Local problems

Roanoke officials interpreted ACTION regulations 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 cocrdinated transportation system. Roanoke
officials requested the State to obtain a waiver of this
regulation. 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 clearinghcuse
representative believed that A-95 was most effective in im-
proving communications among various Government agencies
relative to grarts in process aud in resolving problems.

Except for specific transportation grants, such as a
section 16(L)(2) grant, the Scate 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 governmen:s
to coordinate.

The Roanoke areawide A-95 clearinghouse reviewed
grant applications to identify conflicts c¢f 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 nct 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
py obtaining two vehicles with 1ifts to aid the boarding of
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people in wheelchairs. Grants for the two vehicles had been
aprroved under the section 16(b)(2) program, and RADAR
expected delivery during November 1976.

OUR OBSERVATIONS

State pilot project legislation was the catalyst that led
to development ~f the consolidated transit system in Roanoke.
Before the legislation was enacted, human services agencies
believed that Federal regulations would bar coordination.
Rowever, after the State passed legislation providing that
attenmpts would pe 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 cecntinuity of funding.
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SENIGR CITIZENS TRANSPORTATION, INC.,

WARWICK, RHODE ISLAND

Senior Citizens Transportation, Inc. (SCT) provides
free transportation for Rhode Island's senio: and handai-
capped citizens. This statewide coordinated system was
created by combining the transportation components of
several local service agencies. Administering agency and SCT
officirals did not i1dentify any Federal restrictions pre-
venting coordination of transportation resources. Howeve.,
we 1dentified cther inhibitions to coordination, 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, incorporated 1in January 1972 to provide reliable,
econumical, and personalized transporcetion service to older
people of the State. In late 1975 1ts bylaws were amended
to include handicapped people. SCT's major sources of funding
were State appropriations, Administration on Aging grants
through the State Divicion on Aging, and contract service.

Area where the system operates

SCT oprerations covered the entire State. Rhode Island,
the Nation's smallest State, with a land area of 1,049 square
miles, had a 1970 population of 946,725 and a population
densitv of about 900 vpeople a sgquare mile. About 147,000
people, or 15.5 percent of the population, were 60 years of age
or older. Aabout 87 vercent of the total population live 1in
urban areas. Durin3j March 1976 the median income for a family
of four i1in hode Island was $13,208, and the State unemploy-
ment rate J/as 11.8 percent.

Operations of the svstem

SCT provided free transportation to any elderly or
handicapped citizen of Rhode Icland. An elderly person
was defined as one 6C years of age or older. A handci-
capped person had to be certified as handicapved by a local
soc1al service ageray and 1ssuad a card bv the Rhode
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Island Public Transit Authority 1/ to gualify for SCT's
service. According to 1ts director, SCT nrovided 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 reaqularly 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, choppers were picked up at their homes and brought
as a group to a market at a certal» time each weex. SCT
arranged the groups by attempting to ima2tch 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 cne-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 1t provided 340,774
passenger trips during 1976,

Because of the large demand for its services and the
need to assure that priority transiv needs of 1ts elderly
and handicapped were being met, SCT established priorities.
The priorities and the average monthly trips for each were:

1/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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Average

Priorities monthly trips
1. Health and medical 9,727
2. Meals, shopping, and food

stamp pickup 14,282
3. Recreation and social _3,44°¢°
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
1t di1d not have enough funds to operate aithough there
was sufficient demand for their use. SCT acguired 1its
vehicies from the following sources.

Rhode Island Department of Transportation 20
Donated by social service agenciles 17
Transferred from Urban League 10
Donated by local community 1
Purchased for title XX transportation 5
Leased from city or Providence 2
Acquired through a lease/purcrase agreement 1

Total 56

I

Funding of the system

SCT received Sftate appropriat=d funds through the
State Department of Trensportation and the State Division
on Aging. It rece.ved t: tle 111 2nd Model Projects on
Aging funds through the State Division on Aging, contracts,
and local institutions. The follcwing table shows 3CT's
budgeted funding serv:ices for fisczl years 1975-77.
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Operating budgets

1975 1976 1977
State appropriations:
Division on Aging $ - $ - $350,900
Department of
Transportation - 150,000 72 300
State Division on Aging:
(Older Americans Act
funds)
Title I1I 60,603 75,000 75,000
Model Projects on
Aging 268,000 125,000 -
Contract services 53,000 ¥3,400 195,000
Local contributinns 20,000 25,0090 25,000
Total $40:,000 $468,400 $717,300

Agencies that purchased transpcrtation services from
SCT received Federal s+~ ds from Community Development Block
Grants, ACTION, Senior <Ccmpanion Program, revenue sharing,
and vocational rehab>y .-t.:ion.

Accountability to funf:irc sources

The State Division on Aging reviewed and approved SCT's
budget. SCT prepared 2 monthly statistical report on rider-
ship and distance traveled and a quarterly financial report.
Both reports were sent to the State Divisicn on Aging. SCT
was also financially accountable to its board of directors.
The State Division on 2ging, the State Department of Trans-
portation, community action agencies, the knode Island Public
Transit Authority, and senior citizens were all represented on
SCT's board of directors. It was also subject to an annual
CPA audait for the State Division on Aging. -

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNDED TRANSPORTATION IN THE AREA

We identified five other federally funded transportation
providers in Rhode Islznd. Among these, three operated their
own transportation serwvices and d.d noc use SCT. One non-
user of SCT, a priva*~ health center, had three vehicles. 1Its
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spokesman believed that the best way to provide transportation
to clients was to do 1t himself. The center had transporta-
tion service contracts in effect between April 1974 and June
1975, with three other nonprofit corporations. Although

the c2nter paid for the services, two of the nonprofit cor-
porations did not provide the services 1in accordance with
centractual arrangements. '

anothe~ agency, which provided i1ts own transportation
for 1ts eiderly and handicapped clients, would not coordinate
its service with SCT until SCT hired professional union
drivers 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, 1t had to provide its own transportation because
SCT transported only elderly and handicapped persons.

Two agenices used both their own transportation systems
and SCT. One center transported any client under age 60.
It would also transport clients age 60 and older if SCT could
not handle their transportation requests. This agency
wanted to keep 1i1ts vehicle and control 1ts use because 1its
director believed that SCT could not provide thz same guality
service that 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. 1Its
director believed that the advance notice required by SCT
was too long (sometimes 2 weeks), so the center planned
to keep 1ts 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 meeting the needs of the elderly, and in
many 1instances, 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
vehicle resources should be pooled and dispatched from a
central location. As a result, ten vehicles were provided
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by community action agencies throughou -he State ard
the State Division on aging provided seven new minibuses.

In June 1972, the Urban League of Rhode Island, a
private, nonprofit agency, assumed respensibilaty for
cobrainating these vehicles with assistance and cooperation
of the community action agencies and with financing from
the Division on Aging. In February 1973 the Urban League
indicated that 1t no longer wanted to be in the trauspor-
tation business. The Division on Aging, after extensive
study, helped create Senior Citizens Transportation, Inc.,

transportation for senior citizens. However, as when the
U:ban League operated the vrogram, SCT ccntinued to sub-
contract services to the various community action agencles
for transporting the elderly.

After SCT -7as created, the Cumberland Housing Authority
in northern Rhode Island provided a dispatch station and
office space at no charge. The dispatch station and the
vehicles were radio equipped with an assigned frequency.

The radio dispatch system became operational 1n June
1973. At that time a second dispatch statiopn was also set
up in Coventry 1in southern Rhode Island with Ffacilities
provided by the Coventry Housing Authoritw.

In the fall of 1973, a consultant to the Division

on Aging conducted a major study of transoortation 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 i1n Rhode Island had transportation problems. It
recommended that all transportation serv:ces be centralized
and handled directly by SCT rather than s:bcontracted to the
varilous community action agencies. It also recormended that
such services be handled by a full-time executive director.

In February 1974 SCT's Board of Directors irplemented
the study's recommendations on advice of the Division on
Aging which provided a major share of SCT operating funds.
Community act:on agenciles did not like th= 1dea of giving
up their vehicles; however, the Divisior on Agin3 told the
agencies that 1t would n. longer provide =i1tle III funds to
them but instead would provide the mor :v 20 SCT. Therefore,
the agencies would no loncer have the -urIs to coeiate their
venicles 1f they kert them and, as a recs:o’t, wou'd be unable
to provide their clients with transportaz:on service. when



these recommendations were implemented, SCT's operations
greatly 1increased. 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, 1In addition,
the cost for a pacsenger trip was reduced from $2.31 1in
February 1973 to $1.36 in December 1975.

In Fekruary 1975 SCT underwent a major review of 1its
operations. Although the system had greatly improved since
January 1974 when program operations were no longer subcun-
tracted, the review pointed out certain additional steps
needed to continue 1mproving program efficiency and effec-
tiveness. The major recommendations were as follows:

--¢ cure operational funds which would be permanent
a, 1 orgoing from year to year.

-~-Develcp an ongoing capiltal program fce¢ vehicle
replarement.

--Consolidate and certralize SCT's headquarters,
disrstching facilities and maintenance fac:lities
under one rocf.

-~Tmprove medical dispatching by planning medical
transportation 1n conjunction with the Rhode
Island Medical Society.

The State of Rhode Island had provided some opereting
funds to SCT. 1In fiscal year 1976 the State approprizted
$150,000 to SCT, and SCT eanticipated that the State would
appropriate $422,300 for fiscal year 1977.

In June 1975 UMTA approved a sec+ion 16(b)(2) grant to
the Rhocde 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 c¢enter of Rhode
Island. The citv donated central office and dispatching
facilities to SCT. The facilities at Covertry and Cumberland
vvere closed.

During 1¢75 and 1976 the State Division on Aging and SCT
met with the Rhode Island Medical Society to i1mprove dis-
patching for medical trips. These meetings developcd doctor
and hespital cooperation in scheduling older persons for
medical transportation in garoups rather than individually,
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thus increasing the number of older perscons served and
decreasing the cost for each passenger. An SCT official
observed that medical dispatching was the most difficult
for scheduling people 1n groups and required very close
cooperation between the trancsportation service and doctors
and hospitals.

PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES

Administering agency and project officials were unable to
identify any restricitions tv coordinating transportation
resources, 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 Publaic
Transit Authority. The department had undertaken a study to
identi1fy senior citizens that use SCT between points served
by the authority during the authoraity's offpeak hours.

Local problems

Due to the lack of operating funds, SCT used only 42
of 1ts 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 State Division
on Aging, and the State Department of Trancsportation stated
that agencies tended to protect their own interests and were
reluctant to share resources with each other. This was 1llus-
trated by local commun:ity action agenciles' resistance to
giving up control of &their vahicles t3 SCT. Coordination
occurred only when the State Daivision on Aging informed local
community action agencles that operating funds would be given
only to SCT.

A private, nonprofit agency ran a transportation system
similar to SCT's 1in 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 Transporcation, and

SCT was an adverse recommendation stating that this system
should be coordinated with SCT. Howover, the agency convinced

115



o«

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 CLEARINGHGUSE 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 the Federal agency. For the process to be effective,
1t should be involved as soon as the grantee completes 1its
first draft. Second, many applicants di1d 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 1rform potential grantees of A-95 requlrements.

PROJECT PLANS

Statewide meetings were held in March and April 1976 to
discuss the future of mass 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 sought to determire the cost, revenue, and funding
scurces for the transit authority and SCT for fiscal years
1977 through 1980. Four system op*ions 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 OBSERVATI NS

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 1its
clients. The division was successful because 1t controlled
the funding for the i1nvolved agencies. Without this control,
the problem of getting the avpropriate agencies to work
together wight not have been solved.
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THE TRANSPORTATION REMUNERATION INCLNTIVE PROGRAM,

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

The Transportacion Remuneration Incentrve Program (TRIP)
ig a statewide demonstration project to establish ways for
improving transportation services for elderly and handicanped
p2rsons. It 15 administered by the West Virginia Departmenc
0f Weifare in Charleston, Although TRIP combined six Federal
fuading sources 1nto a single project, the program did nnt
consolidate or reduce the number of orgenizations provid:ng
federally funded transportation. Instead, TR.P pisnned ‘o
provide regularly scheduled public transportation with fixed
routes separate from tnose already provided by social service
organizations. According to some officials administering social
programs, they might not use TRIP facilities because (1} fixed
routes and schedules are too limiting to adequately meet
their clients' needs or (2) operating revenues for TRIP vehicles
will be inadequate.

DESCRIPTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Numerous studiec showed that elderly and handicapped
persons needed better transportation services 1n rurai
and suburban areas. With no way to get from one place to
another, these people could not participate i1n community
life. A home 1is important to the dignity, self-assurance,
and contentment of elderly and handicapred persons.
Without transportation, these people would have to give up
their homes and move into institutions. The Governor of
West Virginia proposed TRIP to permit elderly and handicapped
prersons a free choice of where to live.

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

--"Ise discounted transportation tickets to subsidize
transpcrtation costs for up toc 160,000 low-income
elderly and handicapped persons.

--Establisn a statewide public transportation network

by forming systems whers there were none and -y
improving 1nadequate systems.
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~-Experiment with other special services in selected
rural areas.

The subsidy program began in June 174, TRIP planned
to start 1ts transportation network during fiscal year 1975,
but Federal funding delavs and other problems, such as staff-
ing, caused them to postpone the pnrogram until Sep.ember
1976. As of August 1976, the experimental services program
was being develooed and would not be demonstrated until around
m1d-1977.

Area where the svstem operates

West Virginia is a rural mountalnous State. According to
the 1970 c=nsus, it had a population of ketween 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 popuiation densities of only 40 persons a square mile,

Census Gxta for 1970 showed 16 percent (280,000) of the
State's population was over age 60 and most of them lived 1in
rural communities. Thirty-nine percent of these persons 65
and older earned 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 i1ncome
for families in West Virginia was $7,415, and the earnings
of 18 percent of the State's families were below poverty
levels. Median annual family income projected for 1976 was
$11,443--forty-fourth among the 50 Sta*es.

The rate of unemplovment 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
pooulation makes getting these services both difficult and
costly. For exa:.wple, there are 75 hospitals throughout che
State, but 11 counties have no hospitals and 24 counties have
only one.

Operation of the subsidv vrogram

Or June 30, 1973, CSA awarded a Federal grant of abont
$4 million 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
starps to underwrite transportation costs and began to sell
discounted transportation tickets in June 1974. To be ela-
gible for TRIP tickets, a person had to be 60 years of age
or oldetr, or be mentally or physically handicapped, and had
to nave 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 $38.00 books and sold to eligible
recipients for $1.00 to $5.00, depending on their income and
familv 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 petson or by
mail. When the program started, mail >rders had to be accom-
panied by a certified check or money order. In July 1976 TRIP
officiais learned tha* some local welfare offices had started
accepting personal checks or cash. These offices alsoc began
selling TRIP tickets at other social service centers like
neighborho>d centers, nutrition sites, and homes f»r the
elderlv., ©No ore outside the West Virginia Department of
Weifare nad authority to 1ssue tickets.

Because TPIP expected as miny 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 qualify for
multiple books, participants had to incur higher-than-average
transportation costs, require freguent trips for medical pur-
poses, or live in 1soiated areas.
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TRIP officials estimated between 130,000 and 160,000 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 B8,850 ticket books for $113,000.
The value of these books was $711,000. In June 1976 TRIP had
13,€15 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 $79,24z2.

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 136 transportation companies--over 90 percent
of the total certified by the Public Service Commission.

Accordino 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 cor money order--might have
limited the number of participants. According to these offi-
cials, many eligible persons would have to travel too far
to purchase the tickets or to get a certified check or money
order and the cost of such travel reduced the number of
eligible persons who used the program.

A West Virginia University survey solicited reasons
why persons eligible to purchase TRIF 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. 1In 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 national average. In
addition, public transportation had steadily declined. Between
19€5 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 majoc highways which connected
urban areas. On-call feeder buses would transpc:* people from
remote areas to bus stops where they could transfer to primary
venhicles 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
could regulate the routes and schedules of public systems
within their respective regions. The transportation regionail
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 tl.rough the planning councils
to get the program started. For ccensistency. the trarsporta-
tion regions kept the same boundaries as the planning councils,
except TRIP combined two regions because they were too small
to support 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 consulting firm for starting the regional
systems and their proposed regional vehicle req:.rements
follows.
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Order Initial

of operation Primary Feeder St
Region implementation (fiscal year) vehicles vehicles vel

1 6th 1976 16 8

2 5th 1975 15 8

3 8th 1976 6 5

4 4th 1975 20 8

5 9th 1977 16 9

6 10th 1977 11 9

7 7th 1976 19 9

8 1st 1975 13 7

9 2nd 1975 6 3
10/11 3rd 1975 8 _4 ;
Total 130 70 :



TRIP's first capital grant provided funds to buy vehicles
for regions 2, 10, and 1l1. 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
regious 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 reg:.on 10 could
not receive funds under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964, as amended, because the company refused to c¢omply 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 prograt delay was staff size and inexperience. At its
inception the TRIP staff consisted o: two professionals who
transferred from other programs withi the State's Department
of Welfare. BAs 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. 1In preparing its program
budget, TRIP officials expected these grants to be apnroved
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 participat=:. TRIP officials contended,
howevar, 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 demonstratiocon
program, total costs might approach $30 million.

As of June 30, 1976, TRIP had been awarded six Federal
grants totaling about $6.8 million. 1In 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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Date Amount Total
Agency and authority approved approved expenditures

Community Services
Administration:
Community action funds June 1973 $4,039,500 $1,247,660

UMTA:
Section 3--Capital June 1975 628,680 407,797
Section 6--Demon- .
stration projects May 1975 273,730 126,712
Section 9--Tech-
nical studies Oct. 1975 262,344 172,648

Federal Highway
Administration:
Section 147--

Rural demonstration Feb. 1976 1,200,000 -
HEW, Administration
on Aging:
Model Projects
on Aging May 1975 400,000 183,266

West Virginia General
Fund (fiscal
year 1975) - 205,597 205,597

West Virginia funds--
authorized
specifically
for TRIP by the
State Legislature
(fiscal year 1976) - 1,100,000 444,394

Total $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 reaions 4, 8, and 9.

OTHER FEDERALLY FUNPED 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 about the kinds of serv-
ices provided.

The types of transportatior. assistance provided by these
agencies varied. Under some Federal programs, grantees owned
and operated their own vehicles. Other gran.ees re:mbursed
clients for travel performed, reimbursed paid and volunteer
staff for client transportation supplied with personal vehi-
cles, or purchased services from transportation comrpanies.
Besides providiny free social service transportation, some
commuriity action agencies also operated fixed~-rouce 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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Agency

Vehicles

LIST OF FEDERALLY FUNDED

TRANSPORTATION SrRVICES PROVIDED IN WEST

VIRGINIA IDEJTIFIED DURING THE REVIEW OF TRIP

Estimated

annual cost
of operation

west virginia
Dept. of Health 7

_4
Total 11
— =
~ West Virginia L
Off{ice of
Vocational
Rehaliiitation
west Virginia a/le
Commicsion -
on Aging
_5
Total 21
Pride in Logan b/6

County Community
Action Agency
(Logan County
Transportation,
Inc.)

Dept. of
Health did
not break out
costs between
the twvo pro-
grams.

$103,000

41,0 0O

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

$200,000

¢/$15,000

Source of Federal funds

Transportation
provided for

Appalachian Child
Development program

Maternal and Child
Hzalth Services
Program

Vocational Rehabili-
tation Program

Titles 111 and VI1

RSVP

Head Start/
titles IITI and VII

Child development

Maternal and child
health services

Yocational
rehabilitation
services

Elderly
transportation

Retired Senior
Volunteer Program

Head Start, elderly
secvices and nutri-
tion programs

Service area

Eight counties

Not specified

One county

Fourtecn
counties

Five counties

One county
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I

Eatimated
annual cost
of operation

a .
Agency Vebicles
FOULARTTERE KA B¢ 13
ymmiyn gty -

~Lotron
Age ey, Ine.,

MLt w‘{w[n?’yl (__]/19
Trymranity Action
Aprinct poverty,

Inc,

13

. .
Total %g
vyomrina County g/é

Oprortunity
Council, Inc.

wWesnt Central west  f/1
Yirginia Commnunity =
Acti1on Ascociration
{weent Central Rural
Trancportation
System, Inc.)

LN

Mercer County d/8
Fconomic =
Onpor' unity
Corporation

West Virginia None
Dept. of Welfare
Medical Servicen

Not available

563,000

Not available

Not available

Not available

Nnot available

$100,000

q/57,000

$200,000

Source of Federal funds

Transportation
provided for

Head Start and the
Commanity Action
Program

Community Action
Proqram

Head Start

RSVP

Title VII

flead Start

Head Start and

title I11

Medicaid

Head Starte

Public, fixed-
route trans-
portation

Head Start

Retired Senior
Volunteer Program

Elderly nutrition

Head Start

Heal scart;

elderly nutrition

Reimbursement fer
client medical
travel

Service area

Four counties

Four counties

Four counties

Four counties

One county

Ten counties in
north-central
West Virginia

Cne county

Statewide
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annual cost Transportation

Agency Vehicles of operation Source of Federal funds provided for Service area
Govoernor's None $500,000 CETA programs F imbursement for Various

Manpower travel to and from locations

Office job training sites throughout

the state

Department None Not available Work Incentive Program Reimburccment for

of mployment travel to and from

Security work under the Work

Incentive Program

a4/ Some of these 16 vehicles may also appear in the totals shown for communitv action agencies.

Estimated

b/ Two additional vehicles
c/ The $15,000 excluding drivers' salaries.

recefved from TRIP but never used,

d/ Three vans received from TRIP included in this figure.

e/ Received one additional van from TRIP via Pride in Logan County.
f/ Reccived three additional vans from TRIP.
R

/
/ Cuats shown for the period August 1 to December 131, 1975.

(See p. 132,)

{See p, 132.)



PROBLEMS 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 publ:ic
hearings, and met with various State and local officials
to coordinate transportation services. Although a number
of State and local officials 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
tickete for their clients.

Federal problems

Although officials did not i1dentify any Federal restric-
tions to coordination, State officials had to overcome an
obstacle vresented 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 transportatiocn company, 1t could not be
paid directly and thus could not qualify as a provider. State
Medicaid officials rewrote the State policy to overcome this
obstacle.

Medicaid bought TRIP tickets with money from the State's
General Relief Fund. Medicaid clients used these tickets to
pay for travel -o med:ical facilities. After transportation
comranies redeemed the tickets, Medicaid reimbursed the Gen-
erai Relief Fund account with Federal Medicaid funds.

State and local problewms

Other State agencies besides Medicaid were considering
sore form of coordination with TRIP, For example, the State
Office of Vocaticonal Rehabilitation considered purchasing
TRIP tickets. The State Commission on Aging encouraged local
grantees to supplement TRIP's feeder system and advertised
the TRIP program.

TRIP officials believed that coordination would improve
when 1ts transportaticn network was estatlished. According to

I}
<
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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 availilable.

Regional transit authorities would be responsible for
contacting local social service agencies. According to TRIP
officials, region 10 planned to contact thes: agencies once
its system becan operating and other regional transit author-
iit1es took similar action.

Some State and local 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 young to ride public vehicles, (2)
vehicles had to be readily available 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 nutrition programs.

Drivers operating vehicles under social programs often
help elderly and handicapped 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 Commurity Services Administration reguired
TRIP to orovide abcut $70,000 of that amount to s1x comrunity
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 tickets.
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In June 1974 one of the community action agencies, Praide
in Logan County, received 2 of 17 vehicles purchased with the
$70,000. Befcore 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 reguest 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 must be kept separate from thcse licensed under
a Ccntract 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 Certificate of Ccnven-
ience and Necessity. Because Pride could not operate the
vehicles, TRIP transferred one to the Wyoming County Oppor=-
tunity Council. VPride stored the other vehicle, with only 186
miles on the odometer, until July 1976 when TRIP repossessed
it.

The Wyomina County Opvortunity Council operated the trans-
ferred vehicle for about 8 months. The Councili'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 overation, the Council had lost about $57°0 and asked
TRIP to subsidize the operation. TRIP officials suid that they
refused because providing overating subsidies for community
action agencies was not in their plans and because they thought
the communitv action agencies had their own resources to oper-
ate the vehicles. In early 1976 the Wyoming County Oppor-
tunity Council stopned using the vehicle, and TRIP repossessed
it in July 1976.

Multi County 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 exoenses, Multi
CAP reduced its trancsovortation services, and West Central
terminated its operation. In retrospect, TRIP cfficials
acknowledged that if State funds had been used to subsidize
the overations these agencies could have continued the coordi-
nated services.

Within its subsidv program, TRIP avthorized only county

welfare offices to 5211 TRIP tickets. ©n several occasions
after June 1974, Mul+-i CAP asked for au-hority 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 1875 TRIP told Multi
CAP that the low volumne of ticket 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 *o provide the scheduled ser~
vices TRIP proposed because it believed that operating revenues
would be insufficient. 1Instead, 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 cfficial:
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 aud feeder
requirem=ants., 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 State 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 regional clearinghouses. The State
clearinchouse operated under the direction of the Governor's
Office of Federal and State Relatiu.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 was 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 cl=aringhouse
could only comment on the applications and had no voice in
whether proposed plans were actually implemented. According
to this official, the regional clearinghouse reviews cf the
TRIP proposal ifentified 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. But they said
improvements could be made in at 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 provide services in another community
action agency's geogravhic 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 week. ©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.

According to TRIP officials,., the original plan (see
p. 121) had to be altered because initial requirements data
on the State's population, transportation patternc, 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. 1ncluded 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
use Federal and State funds awarded but not spent before
June 30, 1976. Also for these purposeuy, TRIP asked for addi-
tional “unds from the State, UMTA, and the I'ederal Highway
Adminis.ration. The amcunts of these requests follow.

Date
Source Amounts 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 l1l47--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 U«TA to help
meet operating and capital costs. In September 1976 UMTA

awarded TRIP $720,000 under section 6 and $303,920 under
gection 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 zfter June 30, 1977. They said that
DOT officials had verbally assured them of funding through
September 1978; the level of funding was not yet decided.

As of Augqust 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 vostsal 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.

Because specialized medical centers were concentrated in
urban areas, many rural West Virginians 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. 1In fiscal year 1973 about 200 such trips were made
to Charleston and other cities like Huntingten 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 plarned. It planned to buy seven
vans for the postal bus project and five station wagons to
be used as health transporters. UMTA, Federal Highway 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 OBSERVATIONS

Administering agency and project officials were unaware
of any Federal regulations which would prevent coordination
between TRIP and other social cervice transportation 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, TRII must
be more flexible in scheduling itf service. 9n their part,
social service program managers ne .d to be more flexible
in scheduling their respective services in orier 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 spvecial act of the State of Connecticut in May
1971, The district was authorized to establish, operate, and
maintain a svstem of transportation within its service area
or between that area and any 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
n

Tidv e

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 cgrants from UMTA
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 kivers. The Valley, with a total land area of about 58
square miles, consists of four municipalities-~Ansonia, Derby,
Seymour, and Shelton. 1In 1970 the Valley had a total popu-
lation of 73,509 people of which 9.2 percent were either elder-
ly or handicacped. The State estimated the Valley's 1975
population to be 75,100, The median family income, based on
1970 census figures, was $11,452. 1In March 1976 the Valley's
unemployment rate was 13.3 percent.

The Valley is a highly industrialized area having over
150 manufacturing firms. Most of the industrial activity is
centered ain Ansonia, Cerby, and Shelton, with most of new
industrial construction in Shelton. Ansonia and Derby
are the most censely ropulated and have the smallest land
areas. Their porulations have remained stagnant over the
past cecade, znd they have the largest number of elderly
persors,

Seymour has some industrv but it is developing into a

"bedroom community” for the rest of the area. Its population
has been 1ncreasiny 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 svystem

VTD provided fixed-route. contract, demand-responsive,
and charter transportation secvices. 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 serviceo--
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-in 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 who 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 denand-responsive patrons to physically
handicapped persons ard to limit subscription rides to places
of employment and to areas not 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 Wovember 1975 offpeak fixed routes were initiated
throughout the district in the form of shopper shuttles,
Each wmunicipality 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-
Before November
1975 all fares were handled by means of a credit card, but

incluoion of cash fares was instituted with the fixed routes.

portation companies serving the core areas.

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.
the fixed-route service had recently been initiated, rider-
ship figqures were minimal. For the months of November and

December 1975, 1,500 riders were logged on these routes

Because

with projected ridership 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-docr 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 ridership statistics for

the 6-month periods ending December 31,
1975.

One-way trios by type

Contract:
Senior citizens
Handicapped persons
Youth programs for underpriviledged
Demand-responsive:
Rides to work
Health trips
General
Fixed routes
Total passenger trips
Hot meals deiivered to homebound seniors

Total trips including meals
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1974,

July to
Dec.
1974

12,263
18,142
1,579

12,000
4,286
857

49,127
4,191

53,318

and December 31,

July to
Dec.
1975

13,404
27,248
1,706

12,493
4,301
859
1,514
61,520
4,430

65,950



For the 12-month period ending May 30, 1976, VTD provided
about 130,000 trips. About 94 percent c¢f these trips were
made by elderly, handicapped, or ather 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 was $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:

Number of

Operating hours vehicles Purpose
6 a.m. to 8 a.m. Five Subscriotion rides to work
8 a.m. to 9 a.m. Five Contract routes for handi-

capped persons

Four Sukscription and demand-
responsive ridas to work,
medical facilities, and
other destinations

Y a.m., to 10 a.m. Four Contract coutes for senior
citizens

Four Demand~-responsive for medical,
shopping trips, and cther
destinations

10 a.m. to 3 p.m. Five Fixed routes for the general
putlic

3 p.m. to 5 p.m. Eight Contract routes for handi-
capped persons and senior
citizens

6 a.m. to 6 p.m. Eight Subscription rides and con-
tract routes for senior
citizens

9 a.m. to 1 p.m. One Shelton route for church
(Sunday)

141



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.

VT" leased vehicles when demand created the need or when
its own vehicles were incperable. It also infrequently sub-
contracted jobs tc other transportation providers when it
could not meet the needs of valley residents. For example, it

si+h a acar~rhnnl a ANno
had subcontracted with a schocl hus ope

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 ard designated
the FAIRTRAN systen, 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 »ther
pertinent infornation (such as time, day, and origin point)
on a magnetic tape cassette. The other component, the compu-
ter software, transformed the records intu monthly billings.
A special feature of FAIRTRAN 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. FPAIRTRAN 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 obtained funds from sales of transportation services,
Federal capital and demonstration grants, Federal ani State
overating subsidies, and local communities. The taktle on the
following page cshows funding sources from 1971 through 1976.

VTD sold transportation services to 20 social service
agencies and to about 4C0 individuals each month. The Lower
Waugatuck Valley Community Council assisted in paving for
some of these services. The community ccuncil was awarded
“w3 erants for this vurpose. HEW's Sociat and Rehabilitation

rvice awarded the first arant under section 4(a)(1l) of the
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VALLEY TRANSIT DISTRICT--FUNDING SOURCES

Lower Naugatuck Valley
Community Council:
Title IV Older Americans Act
(Health transportation
project)
Title III (project mobility)

UMTA:
Section 3, capital grant
Section 6, demon<tration graut

Lncal communities
Billings to social service
aqencies and individuals

ahd fare box revenues

State of Connecticut:
Operacing subsidies (note c¢)

Matching funds for Federal grants

. Department of Social Services
(Medicard)
Othet

Total

FISCAL YEARS

1971 TC 976

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
s - $ - a/s 29,476 34,330 $ 48,604 § 76,454
- - - - - 10,500
- - - 301,312 - -
384,000 117,100 123,950 494,500 - -
40,000 - - 37,750 - -
- - b/12,500 Db/40,000 104,756 140,048
- - - - 56,083 115,854
24,667 - - 75,738 - -
- - - - - 600
3,033 - - - - -
$451,700 $117,107 $165,926 $983,220 $219,443 $343,456

a/ First year of nealth transportation project was funded under section 4(a)(l) of the Vocational

Rehabilitation Act.
b/ Estimated by VTD;

exact amounts not readily available.

¢/ Includes reimbursement to tne State by UMTA's section 5 {ormula grant program; $32,140 for
fiscal year 1975 and $57,966 (anticipated) for fiscal year 1976.



Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 1954 to coordinate
and fund transportacion for elderly, handicapped, and some
other disadvantaged 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 tt's grant the community cvouncil pro-
vided subsidy assistanc2 for VTD transportation to social
service 2qgenciec serving various varget groups. The subsidy
rate was set at 50 percent of VID's charge for service. The
community council also provided subsidy assistance to indi-
vidual elderly consumers for general trip-imaking purposes.
This individual subsidy, set at 20 percent 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 perscons.

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 or older that was not paid for by the
demonstration grant. 1In effect, the community council paid
100 percent of VID's service charge for transportation for
these clients.

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

UMTA awarded two grants to VID. The first, a section 6
deronstration grant awarded in 1971 and amended in 1972,
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,
servicc development, and development of an automated fare
collection system. The second grant was a $301,312 section
3 capital graait awarded in 1974, 1It, with several technical
amendments to modify the scope, provided funds to purchase 17
veticles, radios, and other related eguipment. The Connecticut
Department of Transportation provided the non-Federal share.

Finally, VTD received operating subsidies from the State
of Connecticut. The State was reimbursed in part by UMTA
under its section 5 formula arant program.



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.

1 3 1
d each social service agency on a mon

v
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.

m 3 W1
VTD also niLy

VID had to account to UMTA for the two grants it received
directly from UMTA, For the section 6 demonstration grant,
VTD submitted guarterly svatus 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 operating subsidy provided by the State. The
vouchers showed operating revenues and expenses by budget
line item on a prescr.bed State form. The voucher, required by
the State to be audited by a certified public accountant,
also showed certain other operating statistics.

HOW THE SYSTEM WAS DEVELOPED

Limited 1atra-valley public transportation was available
to the residents of the valley before the Valley Transit Dis-
trict service was initiated. Private 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 ketween the business dis-
tricts of Ansonia, Derby, and Shelton. Neither the taxi ser-
vice nor the bus companies provided specific service tc¢ health
and social service agencies,.
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As early as 1967, a local hospital headed a committee ¢n
local health and social service agencies which began to form-
ulate sclutions to a primary problem in the delivery of social
services--transportation. The committee found that some of
the hospital's patients were not returning to the hospital
for required treatment after their discharge. The hospital
began to work with local and regional health, social service,
and planning agencies to devize 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 econcr:c 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 acti ities in the Valley.
The council also identified transportation ac 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 7alley Regional Planning
Agency for technical assistance on ' 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 ¢f 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 estatlish a bus trans-
portation system.

In January 1971 the Valley Council of Governments sub-
mitted an aoplication to UMTA 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 legisiators from the valley, sponsored lec’islation whi
led to the establishment of VTD in May 1971 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 evaluate 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 modifica-
ticns 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 cnllection system, (2) new combinations of service modes
to serve a wide clientele, (3) centralization of ths fare/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
frnding was provided for the project by the Administration on
Aging under title IV of the 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 Federal funds and provided transportation.
Ten of these agencies used VTD, but three do not use VTD
exclusively. A drug rehabilitation center which did rot use
VTh at all indicated that it had to travel outside the valley,
and VID could not »rovide 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 otaer 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, fnr 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 wvalley.

PRUBLEMS IN COORDINATING; TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES

We contacted Federal, State, and local social service
officials. They could not identify any Federal restrictions
tc 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 enerqy 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 resideats were unable to use
VTD to visit agencies, such as Bridgeport Cerebral Palsy.
Because they could not use VID, Shelton residents contributed
tc Cerebral Pelsy's planninag 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 Haven is not in
the Valley, the drug rehabilitation agency could not use VTD
and was therefore leasing vehicles. In addition, residents
in towns outside the Vvalley 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 pvroblem
through negotiation with the commission or bv State legis-
lative action. 1In commenting on the report, however, VTD's
director advised that the commission, effective March 1,
1977, awarded temporary authority to the district to trans-
port elderly and handicapped vassengers 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 Federal
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 III 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 f{rom
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,uU00 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 be feasible. The
Valley Regional Planning Agency had apvlied for a $60,000 UMTA
planning grant to study the transfer svstem.
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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
for periods after October 31, Additionally, the valley munic-
ipalities had budgeted funds for social service transporta-
tion. The community council had continued to seek grants and
negotiate reimbursement contracts for Medicaid and t1t1e 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

ie ahlas o ah+ain anthari ty 0o operate out of the U':1'|au and
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to convince the remaining human services agencies to use its
services, it may be able to develop a fully integrated system.
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FEDERALLY FUNDED TRAMSPORTATION 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, State, or local restrictions that prevented coordina-
tion of their services, in most cases, they operated indepen-
dantly of each other and with little coordination. These offi-
cials offered a variety of reasons why more cocrdination 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 csystem for the elderly
and handicapped in the eastern part o. 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 HEW and section 3 and 5 funds
from 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 with Federal funds. The majority
of the ¥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 Beaverton and Tigard
and borders on the city of Portland; the central part is
sti1ll a rural area iut 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. A map of Washington
County is shown on the following page.

In June 1976, 7.2 percent of Washington Countv's wo
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force was unemployed. Much of the eastern part of the county's
work force was employed primarily in Portland. 1In 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. As of July 1974 Washington
County had a population of 189,400, with 128,792 living in the
eastern part of the county--an area comprising only one-fifth
of the land area. 1In 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 pogrulation. The highest
concentration of elderly was in the Hillsboro, Cornelius,
and Forest Grove areas.

Operations and funding of the four
transpor tation systems

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. ‘Tri-Met received
Federal funding through various programs administered by UMTA.

The three remaining transportation systems in Washington
County received Federal funds through titles III and VII,
revenue sharing, and Tri-Met ass‘istance; they provided
transportation to the elderly and handicapped. 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 funding is discussed in the followina sections.

Tri—-Met

Tri-Met was created 1in 1969 by the Oregon State Legis-

lature to provide a mass transit system in Clackamas, Multnomah,
and Washington Counties.

The majority of services in Washinuton County were concen-
trated 1n the eastern part, which i1ncludes the cities of
Tigard, Beaverton, and Tualatin. A single bus line provided
service to the cities of Hillsboro and Forest Grove in cen-
tral Washingten County. No Tri-Met bus line operated west
of Forest Grove.

During 1975 and 1976, Tri-Met operated a fleet of 431
buses on 52 routes 1n 1ts service area. Most of the buses
were climate controlled and averaged about 5-1/2 years old.
Nine of the 52 routes served residents of Washington County.

Eight of these nine routes also provided service 1n areas
outside of Washington County, and seven provided service to
Portland, Oregon. One route i1n Beaverton provided weekday
service only, and two other routes serving cities 1in eastern
Washington County provided nn Sunday service. The remailning
s1x routes provided service 7 days a week. Until July, 1976,
a flat fare of 35 cents was charged to riders in the trai-
county area, except for a free fare zone in downtown Portland
and lower fares that were available for students and elderlv
and handicapped persons. As of July 1976, the fare increased
to 40 cents.

buring 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, 1In May 1976 costs averaged
$1.46 for each vehicle-mile and ranged from $0.90 to $2.39
for each cone way passenger trip. During 1975 the nine routes
carried 3,146,320 passengers; during the fairst S5 months of
1976, they carried 2,111,524 passengers. From January 1975
through June 1976, Tri-Met recei1ved about $4.2 million 1in
Federal funds from UMTA for planning and research, capital
acquisitions, and operating assistance.

In 1974 the Oregon State Leglsliature 1instructed Tri-Het
to 1mprove the accessibility of 1ts svstem for the disabled,
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physically handicapped, and aged persons as eguipment became
available from two or more manufacturers. Until special regu-
lar-sized buses for elderly and handicapped persons were avall-
able from at least two sources, Tri-Met exvlorad other ways

of providing a~zcessibility for the elderly and handicapped.

It developred a 3-year special transportaticen program in March
1975, This plan was composed of si1x parts—-an urban deron-
stration project, an operating assistance program, a planning
assistance program, a rural 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 luplemented at the taime of our
review. Both are discussed on payge 169 under future plans.
The rural demonstration project, which was being carried out
by the Forest Grove Senior Center, 1s discussed on page 160.
The remaining three parts of the plan are discussed bzlow.

In those areas of the Tri-Met district outside the city
of Portland, Tri-Met prov.ded limited financial cperating
assistance on a gervice contract basis to speciel! transpor-
tation service grouds which it considered o be effective.
The purpose of the program was to maintain and improve ser-
vices 1in these areas. The special transportation coordinrator
for Tri-Met advised us that ach of three counties in the
Tri-Met service area would receive about £€20,000 a year.

In Washington County there were two contracts in effect,
one with the Forest Grove Senior Center for $1,000 a month
and the other with the Hillskoro Senior Center for $650 a
rmonth.

Tri-Met also offered technical planning assistance to
private, nonprofit organizationc that were applyina “or
section 16(b)(2) funds administered by the State of Oregon.
The special transportation coordinator for Tri-Met stated
that the planning department was assisting 3 section 16(b)(2)
applicant in Clackamas County to prepare a rcute service
plan for its vehicles.

In addition, Tri-Met had continued and expanded programs
to make service more accessible to the elder’y and handicapred
For example, 1in 1975 Tri-Met started a Senic. E:fcort Program
using senior citizens tc travel with elder’v riderc to tear'
them how to use the bus. Also, Tri-Met vlanned 2 prov:ide
sensitivity training for drivers to exple.n diificuities «n-
countered by elderly 3nd handicapped persons.



Special Mobility Services, Inc.

Specia]l Mobility Services, Inc., provided transportation
for title 1III and VII programs in the city of Portland and
two title VII senior meals programs in eastern Washaington
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 neich-
borhoods. Transportation assistance was also provided for
shopping.

Lnaves and Fistes was the title VITI grantee for a four-
county area, including Washington County, under a grant from
the Oregon State Program on Aging. In addition, the Washing-
ton County Aging office provided Loaves and Fishes with title
II1I 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 i1in Tigard and Beaverton 5 days a week, Monday
through Friday, from 9:30 a.m. to 3 p.m., at Tigard, and from
:30 a.m., to 3 p.m., at Beaverton. Each morning Spec:ial Mobi-~
lity Services drivers contacted the centers to obtain the
names, times, and addresses of individuals needing transpor-
tation that day. Each site established its geographic area
of service, and in June 1976 they were offering rides to senior
cirtizens living within thelr respective cities and the immed-
l1ate vicinity.

Specizal Mobility Services used two l2-passensger vans
and two drivers, one for each center, to provide -ransporta-
tion. The van used at the Tigard site was a Special Mobil:ity
Services van purchased with private funds. The one used
at the Beaverton site was purchased in Jahuary 1974 by the
Retired Seniors Volunteer Program with Federal funds and had
been on loan to Special Meobility Services since October 1975.
Initiallyv, the KRetired Seniors Volunteer Program charged
Special Mobility Services 12 cents a mile for use of the van.
However, starting in June 1976 the van had been furnished
free or charge since Srecial Mobility Services agreed teo pay
all costs associated with operating 1t.

Tha Director of tre Washington County Retired Seniors
Volunteer Program sald that because the van was not needed
r 1c: vrodram, 1t was loaned to Special Mobilityv Services
to nroviie 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 Tigard and 2,181 one-way rides
at Beaverton. No fares were charged for the rides; however,
the Beaverton site 4id request donations on a pay-as-you-can
basis, with moneys going into the Loaves and Fishes operation
at the center.

Special Mobiliry Services charged Loaves and Fishes
$6,445 for transporteétion at the Tigard meal sites between
March 1975 and June 1976 and $2,275 for transportation at the
Beaverton meal s:te between October 1975 and June 1976.

The Loaves and Flshes accountant said that they did not
account by county for Federal funds spent for transportation.
Eowever, for fiscal year 1276 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 Cervices advised us that
since early 1575, they had planned to operate a single, cen-
tralized radio~dispatched transportation system for the service
centers at Hillsboro, Tigard, and Beaverton. Also, tne Forest
Grove Sen:or 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
operational, other transportation purchasers, such as the
Welfare Department, were to be contacted to see if 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 mob:ile
radios, and three additional vehicles with wheelchair 1ifts.
The start of the system was dependent on the receipt of the
equipment.

An official of the Oregon State agency responsible for
administering the section 16(b)(2) program told us that deliv-
ery of the vehicles had been delayed uatil about October
1976 because of delays encountered in determining whether the
State of Oregon could legallv purchase the vehicles and retain
title as suvggested by the Federal regulations. By the time
this matrer had ~een resolved, the manufacturer had stopped
delivery of the 1976 models, and the State had tc wait for
the new price lists to be 1ssued. The vehicles were delivered
in October 1976 and put into service. The radio eguipment
had not been deliverea because Special Mobility Services
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delayed submitting equirment specifications and because of
technical problems with the choice of radio equipment and
Federzl radio licensing regulations. No final delivery date
had . -1 set, although all paperwork had been submitted

by the State to TIMTA.

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 citizens 50 vears 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. Transportati.n was alsoc 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 Hillsboro. The director of 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 1ts cost to the center, and (Z) 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 i1nsurance 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
annu3zl membership, which entitled the member to ride on
the bus at any time, could be purchased for 38 a year.
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As of June 1976, the center was uring three vans ani two
privately owned rars to provide rides., One of the vans was
purchased wich 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. Duraing
1975 and the first 6 months of 1976, the center reported the
following resources for transportaticn:

Calendar January to June
Categories year 1975 1976
Resources:

Beginnring cash balance $ 616 $ 273
Washington County (title III) 508 3,560
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 fuv.as) 2006 -
City cf Banks

(non-Federal funds) - 250
Tri-Met (financial assistance,

see p. 155) 10,000 6,000
Donztions:

Organizations and inrdividuals 2,584 772

Transportation users 4,249 1,326
Fund raising 949 511
Miscellaneous 450 -
Tualatin Valley Workshop - 717

Total cash available $21,704 $13,409
Noncash revenue:

Employment salaries pa*Zd by

CETA 3,915 6,264

Total resources $25,619 $19,673
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The Fcre~t Grove Senior Center transportation coordinator
stated that for accountability of funds, thev provided monthly
financial statements, including data on total rides and
vehicle-nileage, to Washington County, Tri-Met, and the cities
of Cornelius, Banks, and Gaston. In addition, thev submitted
guarterly narrative reports on the system's operations.

The transportation coordinator said that in July 1976,
the center started operating a section 147, Rural Demonstra-
tior. Grant, to test the feasibility of using vans to vrovide
a demanc-responsive feeder system in rural areas not currently
served bv Tri-Met bus lines. The system connected to the
regular Tri-Met system and served all residents in western
Washina-on County. Service to the elderly and handicapped
was to D2 provided thrcugh transfer connections to the coordi-
nated transportation system being planned by Special Mobility
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-Met worked together on the grant appli-
cation and that Tri-Met would act in an advisory capacity and
offer roate planning assistance as reguired. Under the grant
agreemenz, the Federal Highway Administration, Department of
Transportation, was to rvrovide $92,360; Tri-Met and the
senlior center wer=s to ovrovide the local match of $40,000 and
$10,700, respectively, »ver a 2-vear period.

Cormunitv Senior (enter of Hillsboro

The Community Senior Center of Hillsboro in Hillsboro
provided hot meals as a neighburhood center of Loaves and
Fishes, Inc., and an information referral system for senior
citizens. The Senior Center also operated a point-to-point,
demand-respunsive transportation system for senior citizens
60 years of age and olcer and the handicapped of any age,
in the central part of Washington County. Rides were oro-
7ided fo: such purposes as meals, medical, and shoppirg.

The bulk of the system's funding came from Tri-Met, the city
of Hillszoro, and title TII through Loaves and Fishes, Inc.

Rides were provided 5 days a week, Mondav through Friday,
from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., in the Hillsboro, Orenco, and Aloha
zreas. In addition, or Tuesdayv, rides were provided in the
Yorth Plzins area, and “onday and Thursday, rides were given
<0 peopls living in the Scholls and Laurel areas.

o
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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.
Eowever, if service were needed beyond this point, they would
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 Srove 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 wes 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 were 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 local 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 wheelchairs 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.

Juty 1975-
Resources June 1976
Beginning cash balance $ 5,657
Loaves and Fishes (title III) 509
City of Hillsboro
(Federal revenue sharing funds) 5,000
Tri-Met
{financial assistance, see
P. 155) 7,800
Fares 2,863
Donations 362
Total funds available $§22;181
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The acccuntant “or Loaves and Fishes told us that the
above costs reported by Hillsboro for 1976 did not 1include
$3,302 1in title III funds and about $4,575 in title VII runds
used by Loates and F:shes to pay some of Hillsboro's trans-
portation costs. Also, about $2,855 in title VII funds was
budgeted 1in 1976 to pay the Hillsboro transportation system's

share of Loaves and Fishes administration consts.

Operations and funding of organizations
providing or purchasing transportation

In addition to the four transportation systems in Washing-
ton County, there were nine organizations that received Federal
funds during the 18-month period ending June 30, 1976, to
proviie rides for their clients. Of these nine organizations,
S1X were private, nonprofit corporations and the remaining
three were Oregon State agencles. None of the organizations
was charging a fare for transportation and only the clients of
each 1ndividual organization were being served. The transpor-
tation providers were

--Washington County Community Action Organization, Inc.;
~-Edwards Activitv Center;

--St. Mary's Home for Boys;

-=Centro Cultural;

--West Tuality Day Care, Inc.;

--Washington County Child Development Commission;

-State V

t ional Rehabilitation Division, Department
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~--State Public Welfare Division, Department of Human
Resources; and

--State Children's Services Division, Department of
Human Resources.

Detailed 1nformation on the operation of the transpor-~
tation service provided or purchased bv these organizations
1s shown 1n the following charts. This information was given
to us by aporoonriate agency officials and no verification of

the cost data was made.
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Organizution:
program name

Washington County
Community Action
Organization Inc.:

Head Start
program

Edwards Activity
Cencer

St. Mary's Home
For Boys

Centro Cultural

West Tuality
Day Care, Irc.

Washington Countw
Chi1ld Develooc~ent
Comrission:

SaTrer Miqra-t
Day Tare Pro-
gram (note ¢,

Geoaraohical

area served

Hillsboro,
Forest Gtove
Beaverton, and
otter rural
communities in
the county

Washinagton
County

A l0-mile
radius from
the center 1in
Beaverton with
occasional
trins to sale
and Portland.

The communi-
t1 s of
Cornelius,
North Plains,
Hillstoro, and
Gaston

Washingron
County

About a 30-
mile radius
fror the cen-
ter of
Hillsroro

Owned

Transportation

service to as o

School, to take
children and their
parents to and

from a Head Start
center, 4 days a
week, 9 months each
year. The service
was provided from
7:45 a.m. to 9 a.m.
and 12:15 p.m, to
1:14 p.m.

Activities which
enable 1ndividuals
to learn how to
fanction on their
own in the commun:
Transportation was
not provided from
home to the center
or vice versa.

vy
Y.

Allow the boys to
ao home on the week-
ends, &nd go to

and from medical ds2

and dental facilai-
ties, and other
locatiouns as required.

And from meal sites
5 davs a week, 6
hour. each day for
senior citizens.

And from public
school, 5 days a
week during the
school year and

on field trips 4a/1

for kirdergarten
aged children,

Transport chil-
dren of mobile
migrant and
seasonal workers
hetween migrant
camps and the dav
care center, 5
days 1 week, 6 a,r .
to 7 a.n. and

3 p.m, to 5 pLm,
«or the syrrer
months, €School
fases wore used
nart of “he sum-
rer and two Head
Start vins ant
aNe van traw
west Tu 1ty Dav
Sare, Irc., were
1503 fur 1 mont:
darirs a,a, and
ot 147s,

Ro
ot
za
vel



Cost of
ansportation

§12,242 (for the
‘-month period
ding May 31, 1976}

b/$3,758 (for the
‘B-month period
nding June 30,
976)

2,¢,/81L,303 (for
“"the 18-month
June 30,1976}

b/%$1,587 (for the
the 6-month
period ending

‘ 30, 1976)

2/54,7(. (for the

18-month period
ending June

30, 1976)

/ 83,356 (for the
" l-month period
ending Sept.

8, 1976)

Federal sources
of funds for
transportatiun

Head Start

Washington County
Renue sharing

The Vocational
Rehabilitation
Prigram

The Developmental
Disabilities
Program

Title XX
Titles IV and XX
of the Social

Security Act, as
anended

Title VII

Titles IV and XX
of the Social
Security Act

Washington County
revenue sharing

CETA

Head Start,
trtle XX

One-way
passenger trios
13,524 (for the
17-month period

ending May 31,
1976)

Not available

Not availaéle

Not available

Not available

4,048 (for the
l1-month period
ending Sept. 1,
1976)

Vehicle miles

31,700 for the 17~
month period ending
May 31, 1976) -

29,850 (for the 18-
month period ending
June 30, 1976)

Not available

Not available

Not available

5,398 (for the 1~
month period ending
Sept. 1, 19876}
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Organization: Geograpnical Transportation
program name area served service to as
State Lorational Wash:i~3ton Vocational Cl
Rehartilitation coumry rehabilitation ol
Division clients to and ol
from training s3]
facilities. Tri- ve

Met tickets were
purchased or the
clients used pri-
vately owned
vehicles.

State Public

Welfare Division:
Medical Assistance wWas*hington And from medical C
Proaram (titie XIX) Couanty facilities for <]

MaAt 1A rarmimisand
neGicaila recipient

ur
.

51
a

lic Welfare Divi-
sion and tue
Childrer.'s Services
Division. Service
was previded S days
a week, % a.m. to

5 Tl

[LIR)
M
D
ToMmELN

T St
the p!
ve

T Q0w
T

< -

=0 "~ o«
wn
"oEnN

ow

a/The organizat:ion did not allocate transportation cost among spe
Federal fundi=ng sources or retween Federal and non-Federal sou

b/Does not include the cost €or drivers.
¢/Does not include insurance for vehicles owned by the home.

d/The funds received by West tlitv Dav Tare, Inc., f.om the Chi
Coordination Jouncll tn pirchase thuic vehilcle was a combinatior
Federal and non-Federal f:o-3s.

e/The cost allocation between Federal and non-Federal sournes of
was ot maintained,
£/This summer proaram operate3 for the first time in 1976.

g/Cos* 1s only t*e amount pa:3 to the vnlunteers when nrivatel:
veh

b ~Ya P E e
ehicles were used.

h/Does not 1nclide ary cost f-r the operition of the State-owned
ol a

v
n



Cost of
transportation

a/$56,822 (for
the 18-month
per ‘od ending
June 3G, 1976)

$18,612 (for
the feriod
ending May 31,
1976)

/$297 {for the
18-montin period
ending June 30,
1976}

1/$901 {for the

18~-month period
ending June 30,

1976}

Federal sources
of funds for
transportation

Vocational Rehabi-
litation Program

Title II, section
222 and title xVI
of the Social Se~-
curity Act, as
amended

Medicaid

Medicaid,
title XX

Title XX

One-way

Dassenger trips

Not available

Not available

Not available

Hot available

Vehicle miles

Not available

Not available

Not available

Not available
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PROBLEMS IN COORDINATING TRANSTORTATION
RESGURCES

Federal and State officials responsible for administering
Federal programs providing transportation in Washington County
were unaware of any Federa’, State, or local restrictions to
coordinating transportation servicz2s. Also., officials from
the 13 organizations and a‘encies that wrovided or purchase:
transportation were unaware of any Federal, State, or loc-l
rectrictions preventing coordination of their transportation
services. Several programs 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 3tated tuat
they had coordinated or were planning to coordirnz:te their
services with each other and with other programs. The Director
of Special Mobility Services said that the real probloms to
coordinating transportation cervices were (1) Federal ag: .ciex
did not require coordination of their zransportation progyranms,
(2) some agencies, such as public welfare, did not know how
much money they were spending on transportation, and (2, in
many cases, agencies were not sure how much money wouls be
available for trangsportation until after the fiscal '~ r
started, making it difficult to budget a coordinated «.peration.

Officials from tue remainirg nine organizations that were
providing or purchasing trarnsportation offe--? a variety of
reasons why more coordination had not taken place. For example,
the Director =f the Head Start program stated he w:3 reluctant
to let other programs use the vehicles because «f additional
wear and tear and the uncertzinty of funds in .ater y ars to
replace the vehicles., He said also that if diiferent pro-
grams needed vehincles during the came time of day, coordination
would be limited. The Head S-art program's routes changed fre-
quently, which made cocordinat. j.fficulc., During the summer
vehicle 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 to continue using its own vehicles because the vehicles
were nzeded to provide emergency traasportation for the center's
clients.

At St. Mary's Home for 2ovs we were told that coordination
was ncc feasible because direct supervision of the boys was
requised while they were being transported and at their
destination. Other transporcation providers could not provide
this service.
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Staff at Centro 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 Frogram 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 Discrict refused t¢ prouvide transportaticn to
the dar care center because the children would have to be
picked up at 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 Rcolations Division at the State level and by dis-
trict clearinghouses at the local level.

The district clearinchouse for Vashington County was the
Columbia egion Ascociation of Governments. Clackamas and
Multnomah “ounties were also included in this district.

State officials said that when an 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 examole, on a provosed special transportation project
in the Portland area, the Orecon State Mass Transit Division
commented that there could be duplication of existing services.
A meeting was then held with the proposed project grantee and
State officials to resolve the problem, As a result, the
State clearinghouse recommended Feceral aporovil of the pro-
ject if certain cenditions desiagned to eliminate duplicarion
in transportation services were ircluded in the project agree-
ment, However, an official of the Mass Trancit Division stated
that the urantee went ahead with its original plans and no
cyordination of transvortation services took place. An offi-
cial from che grantee oraanization advised us that 1t was
unsuccessful 1n its effort to coordinate transoortation
services.

t clearinuhouse official advised us that as par:
ncess, one ~f the tnings they checked for in
cte was +the coor fination of trarsvortation



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

Snecial Mobility Services and the senior centers in Hills-
boro, Tigard, and Beaverton were planning to operate a single,
centralized radio-dispatched transoortation system in central
and eastern Washington County, as discussed on page 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 cf the city of Portland's
Bureau of Human Resources, plannea to demonstrate the via-
bility of transit company-operated, demand-recsponsive special
transportation in a medium-sized urban area of approximately
400,000 people. Although this projezt was not in Washington
County, it illustrates an effort by Tri-Met to coordinate
transportetion services for the elderly and handicapped.

The Tri-Met project planned to use Dial-A-Bus (taxi-
type service) and subscription service to provide transpor-
taticn to those handicapped and elderly persons who were
physically or mentally unable to use the regular transit
system. An additionazl 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 cdata on
the major patterns and travel desires of elderly and handi-
capped persons,

In July 1975 UMTA approved Tri-Met aopplicatiorcs for a
section 6 demonstration grant to carry out this project,
and Tri-Met started project planning in October 1375, The
oroject was scheduled to start in July 1976; howe.=r, delays
in equipment delivery postponed the start of the oroject until
early 1377. The project was one of the elements 1n Tri-Met's
six-part plan for increased service to the elderlw and handi-
capped, as discussed on pages 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-Mev'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 the Tri~Met district, including Washington
County.

While Special Mobility Services was planning a single,
coordinated system in c2ntral and eastern Washington County,
we believe that only Tri-Met has sufficient funding and
expertise to operate a countywide coordinated transportation
system,
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