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STATE AGENCY TRANSPORTATION COORDINATION PROJECT

The Coordination Challenge

Executive Summary

Senator Robert F. Kennedy once observed that, "Some men see things as they are and

ask, 'why?' I dream things that never were and ask, 'why not?'"1. Seeing what could be

and wondering why not is a hallmark of leadership. Governor Kitzhaber has brought

this approach to state government. He asks managers to approach their tasks as

problem solvers rather than as people who run programs. In this spirit he created the

State Agency Transportation Coordination Project described in this report, to make

sense of the many programs of state government aimed at providing transportation

options and alternatives to Oregonians in need of transportation assistance.

Development of a State Agency Transportation Coordination Plan grew out of

recognition that State efforts to provide special transportation assistance are

insufficient to meet existing needs, and that service increases may be attained with

existing resources through improved coordination. Although numerous examples of

coordinated transportation service exist in Oregon, there is a need to institutionalize

these efforts by providing a mechanism and establishing an expectation that

transportation services will be comprehensively and systematically coordinated and

improved in Oregon.

This report describes the recommended approach to coordination of state

transportation programs. Included in this document are descriptions of the need for

coordination, the benefits of coordination, a vision for transportation coordination in

Oregon, barriers that stand in the way, a strategy for overcoming those barriers, and a

discussion of the next steps in the process of achieving widespread coordination of

state agency transportation services in Oregon.

Human Service Transportation in Oregon

Today, most Americans enjoy an extraordinarily high level of personal mobility,

relying on their own resources to meet most of their travel needs and benefiting from

huge public investments in roads and highways. But many people currently have no

choice in their transportation decisions. They are either not licensed to drive, cannot

afford a car of their own, or are unable to drive and are not served by public transit.

Nearly one third of all Oregonians—primarily the elderly, people with disabilities and

lower income families—have trouble getting around. They are considered to be

"transportation disadvantaged," meaning that they must depend on others to meet their

daily transportation needs. In just 20 years, as the "baby boomer" population becomes

1 This quote was originally said by George Bernard Shaw as “"You see things as they are and ask, 'Why?' I

dream things as they never were and ask, 'Why not?'".
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"elderly", the number of Oregonians lacking transportation alternatives will grow by

another 50%.

Failure to meet basic transportation needs restricts individuals' access to jobs,

education, and basic social services. It results in isolation, economic dependency, and

the loss of independence. Today, the transportation disadvantaged in 20 of Oregon's

36 counties do not have access to public transportation, and must depend on a

patchwork of family, neighbors, friends, and human service agencies to get where they

need to go.

Survey of State Agencies

In some ways, no one is responsible for transportation. In others, everyone is. In

Oregon today, responsibility for transporting agency clients, students, and the general

public is scattered among a dozen state agencies and 22 separate programs.

Collectively, these agencies spend almost $175 million a year on vehicles and a

variety of transportation services. However, there is very little conscious coordination

of transportation services among state agencies, which results in gaps in coverage,

fragmentation and duplication of services, and inefficient use of public resources.

A Plan is Developed

To address current needs in this state, project participants crafted a vision statement to

help guide the formation of a coordination plan:

“To maximize independence and productivity, people in Oregon will have

universal access to coordinated transportation services.”

Key goals of the plan, which is described in detail in this report, include the following:

... Do more with limited public resources

... Utilize state transportation investments more efficiently

... Enhance mobility of the most needy Oregonians

... Preserve individual independence and enhance the overall quality of life

Barriers and Outcomes are Identified

The specific outcomes to be achieved will challenge state agencies and their local

partners to overcome numerous barriers to coordination, including problems of turfism,

conflicting federal and state mandates and rules, differing perceptions of need and

practical solutions. It is clear that administrative functions need to be better integrated

and that state agencies need to cooperate more in planning how their funds will be

allocated and services delivered. It is also clear that throughout state government, a

common language is needed to measure mobility needs and performance, report on

accomplishments and plan for the future. These steps are essential if the following

outcomes are to be achieved:
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Increase the number of people served and the number of rides provided

with existing resources.

Increase options for travel within and between Oregon communities.

Improve access to education opportunities, medical services, social

supports and jobs.

Reduce duplication and fragmentation in administration, planning,

funding and delivery of transportation services.

Increase and sustain the safety of state-supported transportation

services.

Increase local efforts that maximize the use of existing resources.

Recommended Implementation Strategies

A series of actions are needed to create the institutional framework required to achieve

this vision. They fall into the following several categories:

Initial Actions Needed by the Governor—Governor Kitzhaber should meet with

key state agency heads, announce Coordination Policy Initiative and outline

expected outcomes. The Governor should charge the agencies with implementing

the coordination initiative and hold them accountable for achieving results. The

Governor should also encourage state agencies to seek the maximum involvement

of local communities and stakeholders in the transportation coordination process,

including the creation of local structures for coordinating state-supported

transportation services.

State Activities to Achieve Outcomes—A specific action agenda for state

agencies is presented in the report's final chapter and enumerated below. In

general, an ongoing system needs to be put in place that can accomplish the

following objectives: identify new coordination barriers and obstacles as they

emerge; identify gaps in the current delivery system and opportunities to improve

the coordination of services; integrate administration of major agency programs;

provide policy solutions and technical support; collect and disseminate common

information about activities and outcomes; design and implement innovative

projects and initiatives; and provide financial incentives to support coordination.

The following are the priority coordination activities identified by the Working

Group:

1. Efficiency increases are possible from mixing clients served by special

transportation programs and volunteer drivers. Unfortunately, mixing client

loads may increase insurance costs. To make this strategy effective, steps will

be taken to:

_ Create a mechanism to reduce the risks associated with mixing clients

in transportation, such as an insurance risk pool.
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2. In order to eliminate barriers to the development of shared-use, inter-agency or

intergovernmental agreements, leverage resources, improve safety and

minimize concerns related to equipment, providers and people using systems:

_ Develop consistent standards for transportation services and

planning among DHS, ODOT, ODE, Veterans and others.

_ Develop uniform operating, safety and vehicle standards/

specifications (such as, child restraints, special licensing) and

training.

3. To simplify and clarify local transportation services, to provide a mechanism

for evaluating billings and to update information on the "state of public transit"

in Oregon:

_ Condense existing rules where practical and develop a consistent set

of state agency policies, administrative rules and standards to govern

eligibility.

_ Coordinate transportation programs of ODOT, DHS, ODE, Veterans

and other agencies involved in transportation services.

4. Because passengers of transportation services have multiple problems and

needs and coordination has proven to be an effective means of increasing the

amount of service that may be obtained from a given resource level:

Make available a brokerage or other locally appropriate

transportation coordination mechanism in each county or region.

Create incentives that encourage local jurisdictions to integrate

transportation services.

_ Establish a method to reinvest coordination savings into the

community to increase transportation service and improve quality.

_ Assist communities in identifying and overcoming barriers to

coordinated transportation services.

5. Fragmented systems foster opportunities for gaps to exist and assumptions to

be based on misinformation. In order to streamline transportation planning and

grants to local communities and to encourage strategies that serve a variety of

needs:

_ Coordinate transportation funding and planning (both generalized

and specialized) among ODOT, DHS, ODE, Veteran's and their local

partners.

_ Develop consistent transportation billing and tracking systems among

state agencies.

_ Where appropriate, consolidate fragmented funding and

transportation reimbursements from all state agencies including
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ODOT, DHS, Veteran's and ODE into a single transportation

coordination grant to local communities.

6. In order for transportation providers to focus on services and to provide best

practice examples, technical assistance and peer-to-peer resources throughout

the state:

_ Develop and maintain a consolidated inventory of transportation

funding resources, providers and coordinated services within Oregon.

_ Establish a single point of contact for local communities to call for

assistance and "barrier busting".

7. Because both the purchase and maintenance of rolling stock consumes a large

amount of available resources for special needs transportation:

_ Maximize the use of existing vehicles in community programs

through shared use programs. Establish a capital asset management

plan to identify when vehicles need to be replaced, maximize vehicle

utilization, and avoid redundancy.

8. In order to make transportation services more easily accessible and user

friendly:

_ Create and offer funding for local jurisdictions to integrate

transportation services and consolidate funding.

9. In order to create closer links among education, social support and workforce

outcomes:

_ Create incentives in the school transportation allocation for school

districts to participate in coordinated transportation services (e.g.

allow districts to keep savings in state allocation from coordinating

services).

10. In order to ensure that desired coordination improvement outcomes are being

met

_ Develop a performance monitoring and tracking system to assess the

effectiveness of agencies in implementing these directives, and in

achieving desired outcomes.

_ Develop a uniform tool to evaluate local transportation coordination

efforts, including quality attributes such as avoided healthcare costs,

etc.

Monitoring and Reporting—State agencies should measure and report progress

in improving coordination. Quarterly reports should be made to the Governor's

Office on goals, objectives and accomplishments. Implementation assistance
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should be provided to state and local agencies to accomplish coordination goals.

Support should be provided in the form of technical and financial assistance.

Next steps—present this report and implementation plan to the Governor (June,

2000); convene meeting between the Governor and Agency Heads to launch

initiative (July); conduct series of regional public forums to rollout initiative

(Summer 2000); and convene Statewide Coordination Summit (Fall 2000).
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The Coordination Challenge

I. INTRODUCTION

For many years, efforts to coordinate specialized transportation have been a priority

for federal agencies, the Congress of the United States, and the governors of most

states. For example, as early as 1977, the federal General Accounting Office

identified 114 federal human service programs that either provided or paid for special

transportation services to program clients.

In 1986, the federal Secretaries of Health and Human Services and Transportation

signed an interagency agreement to form a Joint DOT/HHS Coordinating Council on

Human Services Transportation. The two agencies agreed to work in concert to

remove barriers to coordination and to ensure the most cost-effective use of federal,

state and local transportation resources. In recent years, the Congress has endorsed

increased transportation coordination, as reflected by several provisions in the

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (known as TEA-21) that encourages

substantial levels of coordination in the planning, design and delivery of transportation

services at the state and local levels.

In most states, there are overlapping responsibilities among state agencies for ensuring

access to needed human services and numerous public, nonprofit and private providers

of specialized and paratransit services. Often, these local transportation services are

funded by multiple funding sources. All too often, state and local agencies are

unaware that they may be providing transportation services identical and parallel to

those of another agency. As a result, there has been a growing movement in state

government over the past decade to better manage federal, state and local

transportation resources and the delivery of specialized transportation services.

Today, 45 states have some type of coordination structure in place, usually in the form

of interagency coordination councils. Many have also established local transportation

coordination districts as well.
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II. STATE AGENCY TRANSPORTATION COORDINATION PROJECT

Background: In the spring of 1996, Governor John Kitzhaber developed a Human

Investment Framework. This Framework set the goals and tone for Oregon's approach

to investing in people. It said that our approach would be one of shared investments--

among state, local, public and private partners. It said that Oregon's approach would

recognize the inter-connected relationship among education, workforce development

and social supports. The Framework held that in order for children to be successful in

school, and in order for adults to be successful at finding and maintaining

employment, certain social supports must be present in their lives. The overall goals of

the Framework are to empower Oregonians to be as independent, productive and selfsufficient

as possible.

The Governor appointed a special "Social Support Investment Work Group" (SSIWG)

to define the critical social supports necessary to ensure success with the education

and workforce goals. This work group delivered its report to the Governor in April

1997. SSIWG identified social supports core to education and workforce success,

identified where state government has a primary responsibility, outlined the most

appropriate manner for the state to fulfill its responsibility, and identified opportunities

for strategic investment to achieve the availability of the core social supports. Access

to transportation was among the top 10 priorities identified under this initiative.

This coordination report represents a continuation of this work, now known as the

Oregon Strategy for Social Support. Governor Kitzhaber asked the heads of agencies

to appoint representatives to a Transportation Coordination Working Group. As such,

senior representatives from all state agencies that provide or purchase human service

transportation and many of their local partners participated throughout the project.

These stakeholders formulated the elements of a draft plan. This working group was

charged with analyzing the gaps and redundancies and recommending the most

efficient means of coordinating and delivering state transportation services.

The report fulfills the Governor's directive to analyze Access to Transportation

Services as part of the Oregon Strategy for Social Support. The Transportation

Coordination Working Group met over an 18-month period that included twice

monthly meetings. The Working Group picked up where the 1996 federallysupported,

region-wide coordination effort left off. This project leverages both of

these efforts and reflects input from numerous state and local participants.
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A. Governor’s Charge

In order to establish clear direction and clarify expectations for the State Agency

Transportation Coordination Project, Governor John A. Kitzhaber, M.D. provided

the following charge to the project participants:

Maintain or improve transportation services.

Eliminate program and administrative duplication.

Leverage more from what we are currently doing.

Target services and resources to people at-risk.

Allow for flexibility based on local community strengths and needs;

Coordination benefits should be applied statewide, and not limited to

pilot or demonstration efforts.

Meet mandates of the American with Disabilities Act.

B. Process

The work plan for this project included two parts. The first part documented the

human service transportation environment in Oregon. It also described

coordination models used in other states, and formulated a transportation

coordination action plan for Oregon. The second part involves assisting state

agencies in implementing the adopted action plan, assisting local stakeholders to

develop strategies for executing recommended actions, and monitoring

performance during implementation to ensure success.

Specific products from the first part of the project include:

a coordination vision statement.

barriers to coordination.

characteristics of a coordinated human service transportation system.

coordination framework and action strategies.

coordination implementation plan.

The success of this project hinged on the participation of state and local human

service transportation stakeholders. As a result, key stakeholders were engaged

throughout the project.2 This process began with a kickoff meeting in September

1998 with state agency directors to gain their support and commitment of senior

staff. Since that time their designated representatives and local stakeholders have

participated on a Working Group to prepare project products. Participating

organizations include:

2 See Appendix Item 2 for list of Working Group members.
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Association of Oregon Counties

Cascades West Council of Governments

Lane County Council of Governments

League of Oregon Cities

Oregon Association of Area Agencies on Aging and Disabilities

Oregon Department of Corrections

Oregon Department of Education

Oregon Department of Human Services

Oregon Department of Transportation

Oregon Department of Veteran’s Affairs

Oregon Disabilities Commission

Oregon Governor’s Office

Oregon Housing and Community Services

Oregon JTPA and Community Colleges

Oregon Transit Association

C. STATE AGENCY SURVEY

In November 1998, Governor John Kitzhaber asked Directors of key State

Departments to complete a survey of existing transportation programs and

services administered by their agency. They were asked to help document current

funding levels and state resources available for public and client transportation

purposes. In all, letters from the Governor and surveys were sent to 13 agency

heads, who collectively administer between 30 and 40 categorical programs

providing transportation services to the general public or specific client groups.3

In addition to seeking information about transportation expenditures and service

levels, the project team sought to identify how individual programs were

structured and administered, and to document any statutory or policy

requirements mandating the coordination of transportation and other services.

The following state agencies and programs were reviewed:

3 See Appendix Items 1 and 3 for samples of Governor's letter and Transportation Survey.

Bureau of Labor & Industries

Job Corps

Department of Consumer &

Business Affairs

Workers Compensation Program
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Department of Corrections

Inmate Transportation Assistance

Department of Education

Regular K-12 Pupil Transportation

Head Start

Migrant Education

Special Needs School Transportation

Department of Human Services

Adult and Family Services Division

JOB/JOBS Plus Program

Food Stamp Employment Transition

Office of Medical Assistance Programs

- Medical Transportation Services

Community Partnership Team

- Volunteer Transportation

Senior and Disabled Services

- Title III, Older Americans Act

- Home & Community Based

Services Waiver

- Adult Foster Care Services

Services to Children & Families

- System of Care Program

- One-time Payments

- Medical Transportation

Alcohol & Drug Abuse Programs

Health Division

- County Health Services

- Maternal and Child Health Program

- WIC Nutrition Program

Mental Health & Developmental

Disability Services

- Services for People with

Developmental Disabilities

- Services for People with

Mental Illness

- Oregon State Hospital

Transportation Program

- Fairview Training Center

Vocational Rehabilitation Division

- Voc Rehab Transportation Services

JTPA & Community College Services

Job Training Partnership Act Programs

Workforce Development Act Programs

Department of Housing & Community

Services

Community Action Transportation

Services

Economic Development Department

Community Development Block

Grants

Department of Transportation

Special Transportation Fund Program

Urbanized Areas Transit Assistance

Small City and Rural Areas Public

Transportation Program

Intercity Bus Program

Community Transportation

Discretionary Assistance

Rail Program

Department of Veterans Affairs

Beneficiary Travel

Outpatient Transportation

Oregon Disabilities Commission

Oregon Commission for the Blind

Oregon Children & Families

Commission
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D. SUMMARY OF STATE TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

The survey was able to collect information about the transportation

components of two dozen separate state programs administered by seven

Departments. Collectively, state agencies in Oregon spend almost $175

million each year on client and public transportation. Pupil transportation is

the major component of the overall state transportation system. The

Department of Education accounts for three-fourths of the total on student

transportation, making it by far the largest transportation provider in the state.

The Department of Human Services (DHS) provides transportation assistance

to its various client groups through a dozen separate programs, with an overall

transportation budget that exceeds that of the Oregon Department of

Transportation (ODOT). A table summarizing identified state sponsored

transportation programs and funding is included in Appendix 4.
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III. COORDINATION FRAMEWORK

In order to establish a State Agency Transportation Coordination Plan for

Oregon, the Working Group first developed foundational elements of the plan.

These elements included a vision statement, characteristics of a coordinated

transportation system, expected outcomes of achieving the vision and a system

that embodied the identified characteristics. These elements are documented in

this section of the report.

A. Vision Statement

The transportation coordination vision statement crafted by the Working

Group is stated below.

“To maximize independence and productivity, people in Oregon will

have universal access to coordinated transportation services.”

B. Characteristics of a Coordinated Transportation System

As part of the Oregon Transportation Coordination Project, the Working

Group identified the characteristics of a coordinated transportation system

for Oregon. These characteristics are described below.

Access to All: Passenger transportation services should be available

statewide, and designed to ensure that all Oregonians, not just specific

client groups, have access to basic services, education, employment

opportunities, and social activities.

Transportation that is Accessible, Affordable and Safe: All

passenger transportation services in Oregon should be fully accessible

to people with disabilities; affordable for people with limited incomes;

and consistent with acceptable safety standards.

Travel Within and Between Communities: A balanced passenger

transportation system is needed, one that addresses local mobility needs

as well as travel between Oregon communities.

Public Education is Essential: All Oregonians need to have

information about public and specialized transportation services,

including how to access, use, and navigate the transportation system.

Responsive to Individual and Community Needs: Operating under a

state policy framework, coordinated transportation services should be

locally designed and run—flexible and responsive to community and

individual service needs, conditions, and priorities.
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A Seamless System: The connectivity between different modes of

passenger transportation (surface, rail, and air), as well as between

service providers (fixed route, paratransit, taxi, etc.), should be as

transparent as possible.

Cost Effective and Efficiently Run: Publicly supported passenger

transportation services must be fully accountable and operated on a

professional, businesslike basis to ensure the maximum return on the

public investment.

Use Full Range of Resources: Coordinated passenger transportation

systems depend on several factors: blending federal, state, community,

and individual resources; integrating public transit, medical, social

service, and pupil transportation services; and developing networks of

public, private, non-profit, and volunteer transportation providers.

Dependable Funding Necessary: Developing and sustaining a

coordinated transportation delivery system requires the commitment of

adequate resources from dedicated or dependable sources.

C. Goals and Objectives

The experiences of many communities within Oregon and other states

indicates the need and benefit of moving quickly and deliberately to

establish a coordinated transportation plan in Oregon. The objectives of

this initiative are quantifiable, and can be used to measure progress in

meeting common goals. The objectives of the transportation coordination

plan include:

Doing More with Limited Existing Resources: A key to coordination

is tapping the underutilized capacity of existing transportation assets.

For instance, different clients sharing space on agency vehicles enables

more people to be served by current resources.

Utilize Transportation Investments More Efficiently: Investing in

efficient transportation strategies makes sense. In Florida, where

transportation is highly coordinated, the state estimates that it gets back

$7 for each $1 invested in community transportation through increased

productivity, improved access to health, and decreased costs associated

with social isolation.

Enhancing Mobility Within and Between Communities: Mobility

has always been a critical element in our economic growth and

wellbeing. Reducing individual isolation and improving the

connectivity of people and communities around the state and region can

have important economic and social benefits.
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Increase Access to Jobs and Job Training: Virtually every national

and state study has documented transportation barriers facing the

unemployed and working poor. Coordinated transportation can improve

self-reliance and productivity by helping to overcome existing spatial

mismatches between where people live and need to work.

Preserve Individual Independence: The lack of transportation

alternatives contributes to increased dependency, especially among

seniors and the disabled. But the mobility of all citizens can be

enhanced through practical state transportation policies coupled with

local practices designed to assure independence and freedom of

movement.

Enhance Quality of Life: Livability is a well-established virtue in

Oregon. Improving people's ability to get to basic services and jobs and

meet other daily needs can have major impacts on their overall quality

of life.

IV. BENEFITS OF COORDINATION

Coordinating state transportation programs in Oregon has the potential for realizing

more efficient and cost-effective transportation services. While it will not increase

resources, it can produce better results from the resources that are available. By

limiting duplication, existing resources can be used more efficiently to meet existing

and future needs. Improved coordination of state agency transportation efforts can

improve clients' access to needed services by making the system less complicated and

more user friendly, reducing eligibility barriers, and focusing resources where the need

is greatest.

Nationally, it is estimated that client transportation costs could be reduced by 15-25%

by eliminating unnecessary regulatory barriers and actively promoting coordination at

the state and local levels. One coordination study pointed to the potential for more

than doubling client transportation services with existing dollars. The State of Florida,

for instance, has documented over $150 million in savings to taxpayers because it

implemented a statewide, fully coordinated transportation program.

In a comparison of the costs of transportation before and after coordination, a 1992

study by the Community Transportation Association of America,4 funded by the

federal Departments of Health and Human Services (HHS) and Transportation (DOT),

showed dramatic reductions in passenger trip and vehicles-hour costs in five states

4 The Community Transportation Association of America (CTAA) is a national research and assistance

organization that concentrates on improving the coordination and delivery of specialized transportation

services. CTAA Senior Associate is a member of the consulting team implementing the Oregon State Agency

Transportation Coordination Project.
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after coordination activities were undertaken.5 In addition, the study showed an

increase in all five states studied in the number of trips provided and number of

passengers served per vehicle hours -- while the actual number of vehicles remained

constant or was reduced. The table in Appendix 12 shows the results of the CTAA

study.

Many communities have achieved similar savings and service increases. In Pittsburgh,

where all paratransit service is coordinated through a transportation broker, the local

public transit authority was able to reduce the average cost per trip by 43% over a

three-year period. Oregon’s regional Medicaid transportation brokerage system has

been cited as a model approach to coordinating medical transport services. It has not

only increased use of existing public transit services in the Portland area where it

operates, but it has resulted in documented cost savings of 15%.

According to the federally-funded Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, the

Pittsburgh and Portland models are examples of savings that can be achieved when

Medicaid recipients and other human service clients are able to take advantage of

existing public transit services. For example, in Dade County, Florida, Medicaid

clients can use a Metro Pass, which gives them unlimited access to Miami's fixed

route transit system at a monthly cost of $38. Before the coordinated medical trip

program was introduced, Medicaid paid more than $15 for each doctor visit. Today,

the state saves over $600,000 in transportation outlays each month.6

According to the Volpe Center, a key principle in successful coordination strategies is

the "joint identification of clients' [transportation] needs". Once participating state and

local human service agencies have information about the types of transportation

needed, the origins and destinations of trips, and the timing and frequency of required

trips, they are able to adjust existing transportation services or create new services that

achieve efficiencies by co-mingling clients or integrating dispatching services. The

Volpe study cited the example of a school district and public transit authority in

Michigan where school children were commingled with the general riding public,

resulting in a per-pupil savings of nearly two-thirds to the school district.7

Oregon’s special transportation needs will continue to outpace available transportation

funding. Therefore, developing a coordination strategy is necessary to stretch state

resources, increase the cost effectiveness of existing services, reduce unnecessary

duplication of services, and increase the number of clients served. Coordination

initiatives also can provide a focal point for organizing and planning transportation

services and mobilizing community resources. By helping to integrate administrative

functions, coordination can streamline the delivery of state services while maintaining

accountability in the management of public resources.

5 An analysis of Human Services Transportation: America's Other Transit Network, CGA Consulting Services,

Inc., Community Transportation Association of America (Feb. 1992).

6 Current State and Local Practices in Planning for Coordinated Transportation, Volpe National Transportation

Systems Center, Department of Transportation (May 1999).

7 Actual costs to the school district decreased from $660 per student per year, to $264.
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V. COORDINATION BARRIERS

A. Identified Federal Barriers

Client transportation coordination efforts begin by identifying factors that state

agencies and their partners believe are barriers to coordinating transportation services

across program lines. When the federal Departments of Transportation and Health and

Human Services formed the Joint DOT/HHS Coordinating Council on Human

Services Transportation in 1986, one of the primary objectives was the elimination of

barriers to the coordination of transportation services. From a policy standpoint, these

federal efforts have identified numerous barriers resulting from policy issues that

usually fall into one of the following major categories:

Uncertainties Regarding Federal Responsibilities for Transportation

Fragmented Accounting and Reporting

Uncertainty About Mixing Program Resources and Clients

Prohibition Against Charging Fares Under the Older Americans Act

B. Institutional Differences

There are substantial differences in the way state agencies approach transportation

planning. For example, the Oregon Department of Transportation has a relatively

formal process for allocating funds, developing and approving transportation projects,

and reviewing decisions across several layers of government. Transit agencies

approach planning from a system design, route structure, and capacity limitation

perspective. Human service agencies on the other hand focus primarily on individual

needs and access to services.

There is a fundamental difference in approach. Client transportation is usually viewed

as an ancillary service. That is, transportation is a means to gain access to a primary

service. As such, costs and performance are generally measured in terms of

improvements in the client's basic condition or overall wellbeing. Transportation

agencies think in terms of infrastructure, that is, building the system capacity to

maximize the number of trips it can provide. That's why they've established

performance measures that count such things as the passenger-carrying capacity of

vehicles, number of trips per hour, loaded vehicles miles, cost per passenger mile, etc.

C. Identified Barriers in Oregon

Some barriers to coordination can be brick walls; others are smokescreens.

Sometimes people think that coordination can not occur for reasons that have no basis

in fact. These are perceived barriers. Sometimes people have explored all the options

and can find no solution to their problem through coordination. They have

encountered real barriers. Either way, whatever keeps you from achieving a
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coordinated solution to a transportation problem is a barrier. The following obstacles

to coordination were identified by the project Working Group.

Turfism: Some agencies strongly believe that only they know their clients' needs

and can provide the necessary personalized service. Others feel that their clients

would not be feel comfortable riding with someone else. Some providers have

indicated that their buses or vans can not or should not be used to serve customers

other than those for whom the vehicle was purchased.

Duplication of Services: Lack of attention to coordination can lead to an overlap

in limited transportation resources within the same community. An example

would be two human service agencies providing similar client transportation

services in the same geographical area.

Under Utilization of Vehicles: Vehicles sit idle during certain portions of a day

or week when agencies serving the same community purchase vehicles to serve

separate client groups. This can lead to an oversupply, or under-utilization of

vehicles. For instance, a human service agency purchased vehicles to bring clients

in for meals at mid-day. Another agency needs to transport clients to its program at

9:00 am and 4:30 pm. Because of a lack of cooperation, the second agency had to

purchase its own vehicles. Some redundancy may be necessary to meet urgent

needs, but unessential redundancy should be eliminated.

Fragmented Funding: An agency serving seniors claims it can not share it’s

vehicles because they were purchased with Older Americans Act funds, which they

think means that the vehicles must be used exclusively by seniors. For example,

some recipients of STF and FTA Section 5310-funded vehicles are uncertain

whether those vehicles may participate in shared use arrangements with non-STF

(elderly and disabled) riders.

Policy Vacuum: The absence of Executive or Legislative leadership on

transportation coordination issues has contributed to a policy vacuum. This policy

void has resulted in the fragmentation of existing resources, uneven levels of

services between urbanized and rural areas, and the complete absence of publicly

accessible transportation services in some parts of the state.

Coordination Structure: The absence of any centralized structure (interagency

coordinating council or clearinghouse) to review state agency programs, policies

and practices has resulted in ineffective resource utilization.

Public Perceptions: Specialized transportation services are sometimes viewed by

the general public as being restricted to agency clients even when they aren't.

These perceptions inhibit efforts to create a community-wide transportation

system.
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Funding Distribution: There is no coherent mechanism to target available state

transportation funds in unserved areas or to integrate funding streams. Certain

DHR and ODOT funds are distributed by formula. Some formulas are populationbased,

while others are need based. Many assistance programs are competitive or

based on established planning criteria.

Inconsistent Administrative Standards: Client eligibility, recipient guidelines,

accounting and reporting requirements, and billing rates vary among state agencies

and programs. This environment has led to barriers in designing unified

transportation delivery systems, fully integrating transportation resources,

achieving service continuity from county to county and town to town, gaining

consistency in reimbursement rates, and eliminating service gaps. Examples

include confusion over ability to charge fares to riders, and differing ways of

measuring transportation services, i.e., one-way vs. round-trips.

Inadequate Resources and Incentives: The lack of facilities, funding, and

rewards for coordinating have impeded the development of integrated

transportation services. The lack of state funding to support coordinated

transportation approaches and to pay for the "real" costs of planning starting-up,

and operating transportation services is a major obstacle cited by local agencies.

There are few financial or professional rewards for coordinating transportation

services. Usually, coordination initiatives are taken on as "extras" to existing

workload. The absence of suitable hub facilities to support transfer of passengers

between providers, also serves as an obstacle to coordination.

Insurance Requirements: Insurance issues can have a significant impact on

coordination efforts. For example, transporting non-agency clients and combining

pupils and general public passengers is viewed as a greater insurance risk.

Planning Issues and Processes: The Oregon Transportation Plan delineates

strategies for addressing mobility needs and establish investment goals. However,

it is a product of the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Oregon

Transportation Commission and is developed without much input from social

service agencies, the education community or advocates for those in need of

mobility assistance. Similarly, public transit agencies are seldom consulted

regarding where to locate social service facilities or how to implement client

transportation services.

Lack of Information: The lack of information about what transportation

resources are available prevents clients, agencies, and general public from fully

utilizing existing transportation services and resources. Frequently, state agencies

and their local partners are not familiar with other agencies' programs and

resources, organizational structure, and client needs.

Vehicle Specifications: Special construction, licensing, and safety standards for

school buses make coordinating pupil and public transportation difficult. While
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occasionally controversial, differing standards for roof strength, roll over

protection, seat belts and child restraints, and driver standards pose problems for

school, human service, and public transit providers interested in using each other's

vehicles.

Rural/Urban Differences: The needs of rural and urban areas present unique

coordination challenges. In rural areas that lack public transit service, the

challenge is to coordinate or consolidate human service agency transportation to

fill major service gaps. In urban areas, the challenge is to adapt transit services to

meet the special needs of human service clients and encourage cooperation

between local human service agencies and transit providers.

The challenge for Oregon's transportation coordination plan will be to bridge

numerous programmatic, planning and conceptual differences between state agencies

and even within some departments. Listed below are a few of the differences that

need to be addressed:

Federal program guidelines,

Eligibility restrictions,

Program organizational structures,

Legislative requirements,

Service focus (multi-purpose or not; transportation or not),

Funding flows,

Funding cycles,

Formal planning requirements,

Report, monitoring, oversight and review procedures, and

Service focus (the ultimate client: community, agency or individual).
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VI. COORDINATION STRATEGY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to achieve the vision, characteristics, expected outcomes, and

overcome barriers to this vision, the Working Group defined a

coordination strategy for Oregon. This strategy is described below. It

identifies the actions necessary to establish the framework, achieve

immediate coordination opportunities, and carry out longer term,

ongoing responsibilities.

A. Initial Actions Needed by Governor

To be effective, any transportation coordination strategy must be

practical and coherent. It must also be taken seriously by state agency

officials, community partners, other stakeholders and the general

public. This will take concerted effort on the part of the Governor's

Office, the Department of Administrative Services, and State Agency

Heads.

In addition to executive leadership, a sustained effort will require an

institutional framework consisting of a recognized entity with

responsibility to oversee the successful integration of policy and

practice.

Finally, the coordination initiative must be made accountable for

specific and measurable goals and objectives, and then monitoring

whether or not they are achieved in a timely fashion. The Working

Group has responded to these challenges by developing a Coordination

Plan consisting of the following elements:

Policy Initiative: The Governor should meet with state agency

heads to announce the State Transportation Coordination Policy

and outline expected outcomes. The Governor should charge state

agencies with implementing the coordination initiative, and hold

them accountable for achieving results.

Means: 1) State agencies should be responsible for implementing

the framework in this report and determining the means for doing

so. This may include identifying needed legislative initiatives,

federal waivers, and state-level coordination mechanisms. 2) The

Governor and state agencies should encourage creation of local

coordination entities to provide community level structures for

continuous improvement of coordination for all state-supported

transportation services.

Report Progress: State agencies should measure and report

progress in improving coordination. Quarterly reports should be

made to the Governor's Office on goals, objectives and
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accomplishments. These reports should also be disseminated to all

state Boards, Commissions and other bodies that establish or

influence state transportation policies or set transportation funding

priorities.

B. Outcomes

The following are envisioned as expected outcomes of the coordination

process. In accordance with the policy established by the Governor, the

Department of Administrative Services (DAS) should be charged with

ensuring that the outcomes outlined in this section are achieved by state

agencies in a timely and efficient manner. Quarterly progress reports

should be provided to the Governor.

Increase the number of people served and the number of rides

provided with existing resources.

Increase options for essential travel within and between Oregon

communities.

Improve access to education opportunities, medical services, social

supports and jobs.

Reduce duplication and fragmentation in administration, planning,

funding and delivery of transportation services.

Increase and sustain the safety of state-supported transportation

services.

Increase local efforts that maximize the use of existing resources.

C. State Activities to Achieve Outcomes

Ongoing Responsibilities: Because there is no "quick fix" to the problem

of continuously improving coordination , a successful strategy requires

sustained effort and on-going work by state leaders and participating

agencies at all levels. A system needs to be established that accomplishes

the following activities, on a continuing basis:

Identify new coordination barriers and obstacles as they emerge;

Monitor agency initiatives to address problems;

Identify gaps in the current delivery system and opportunities to

improve the coordination of services;

Integrate administration of state agency programs;

Provide policy solutions and technical assistance;

Collect and disseminate common information about activities and

outcomes;

Define and implement innovative projects and initiatives;

State Agency Transportation Coordination Project - The Coordination Challenge

Provide financial incentives to encourage coordination;

Ensure a coordination mechanism exists for the OTN; and

Report to Governor on progress based on common service

measures (benchmarks)

Specific Coordination Activities: The following are the priority

coordination activities identified by the Working Group:

1. Efficiency increases are possible from mixing clients served by special

transportation programs and volunteer drivers. Unfortunately, mixing

client loads may increase insurance costs. To make this strategy effective,

steps will be taken to::

_ Create a mechanism to reduce the risks associated with mixing

clients in transportation, such as an insurance risk pool.

2. In order to eliminate barriers to the development of shared-use, interagency

or intergovernmental agreements, leverage resources, improve

safety and minimize concerns related to equipment, providers and people

using systems:

_ Develop consistent standards for transportation services and

planning among DHS, ODOT, ODE, Veterans and others.

_ Develop uniform operating, safety and vehicle standards/

specifications (such as, child restraints, special licensing) and training.

3. To simplify and clarify local transportation services, to provide a

mechanism for evaluating billings and to update information on the "state

of public transit" in Oregon:

_ Condense existing rules where practical and develop a consistent set

of state agency policies, administrative rules and standards to govern

eligibility.

_ Coordinate transportation programs of ODOT, DHS, ODE, Veterans

and other agencies involved in transportation services.

4. Because passengers of transportation services have multiple problems

and needs and coordination has proven to be an effective means of

increasing the amount of service that may be obtained from a given

resource level.

_ Make available a brokerage or other locally appropriate

transportation coordination mechanism in each county or region.

_ Create incentives that encourage local jurisdictions to integrate

transportation services.
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_ Establish a method to reinvest coordination savings into the

community to increase transportation service and improve quality.

_ Assist communities in identifying and overcoming barriers to

coordinated transportation services.

5. Fragmented systems foster opportunities for gaps to exist and

assumptions to be based on misinformation. In order to streamline

transportation planning and grants to local communities and to encourage

strategies that serve a variety of needs:

_ Coordinate transportation funding and planning (both

generalized and specialized) among ODOT, DHS, ODE, Veteran's and

their local partners.

_ Develop consistent transportation billing and tracking systems

among state agencies.

_ Where appropriate, consolidate fragmented funding and

transportation reimbursements from all state agencies including ODOT,

DHS, Veteran's and ODE into a single transportation coordination

grant to local communities.

6. In order for transportation providers to focus on services and to

provide best practice examples, technical assistance and peer-to-peer

resources throughout the state:

_ Develop and maintain a consolidated inventory of transportation

funding resources, providers and coordinated services within Oregon.

_ Establish a single point of contact for local communities to call for

assistance and "barrier busting".

7. Because both the purchase and maintenance of rolling stock consumes

a large amount of available resources for special needs transportation:

_ Maximize the use of existing vehicles in community programs

through shared use programs. Establish a capital asset management

plan to identify when vehicles need to be replaced, maximize vehicle

utilization, and avoid redundancy.

8. In order to make transportation services more easily accessible and

user friendly:

_ Create and offer funding for local jurisdictions to integrate

transportation services and consolidate funding.

9. In order to create closer links among education, social support and

workforce outcomes:
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_ Create incentives in the school transportation allocation for school

districts to participate in coordinated transportation services (e.g. allow

districts to keep savings in state allocation from coordinating services).

10. In order to ensure that desired coordination improvement outcomes are

being met

_ Develop a performance monitoring and tracking system to assess the

effectiveness of agencies in implementing these directives, and in

achieving desired outcomes.

_ Develop a uniform tool to evaluate local transportation coordination

efforts, including quality attributes such as avoided healthcare costs, etc.

D. Implementation Support and Performance Monitoring

It is one thing for agencies to determine how transportation coordination

can improve resource utilization, service quality and safety. It is another

to implement coordination solutions. Implementation assistance should be

provided to state and local agencies to accomplish coordination actions.

Support should include technical assistance to agency management and

staff as well as facilitation of implementation meetings.

Performance monitoring plays a critical role in determining whether

implementation actions are achieving the intended results. Monitoring

should address both program delivery and service performance. Program

delivery monitoring compares what was actually implemented with what

was expected to be implemented. This monitoring answers the question,

are we doing what we said we would do (the right thing)? Service

performance monitoring compares the actual effect of implementing

coordination improvements with what was anticipated for them. This

monitoring would answer the question, did the planned action achieve the

desired result? A performance monitoring structure and tracking system

should be developed to assess the effectiveness of implementation

activities. It would provide the feedback needed to identify if any "midcourse"

corrections are needed to improve performance.

E. Early Successes

As a result of this coordination project, state agencies have already begun

to inventory action steps they can take now to better integrate

administrative functions. The following is a preliminary list of immediate

opportunities that state agencies are pursuing, in order to improve the

coordination of transportation services.
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The Department of Human Services (DHS) and the Department of

Transportation (ODOT) are deploying joint technical assistance

teams to assist agency partners and local communities in

identifying and overcoming coordination barriers.

Transportation brokerages are high-level coordination activities

that efficiently connect clients to service providers. One DHSOMAP

brokerage is currently working in three counties. DHS and

ODOT are actively working with local government and agencies

representatives to promote additional transportation brokerages in

five additional Oregon communities.

ODOT has committed OTN grant funds to support local

coordination improvement efforts.

ODOT and DHS are working together with local governments and

providers in planning, developing and submitting Job

Access/Reverse Commute federal grant applications in seven

communities.

ODOT and the Department of Education are actively identifying

and seeking resolution of barriers to coordinating pupil and general

public transportation, including review of provisions of Motor

Carrier Regulations.

A meeting will be held in late summer 2000 with up to 16 agency

heads, federal program managers and local officials dealing with

all activities related to veterans, dependents, and survivors. An

agenda item will include transportation and related issues.

Interagency working teams have been developed to identify

existing state transportation resources and to design a "virtual

transportation network". This statewide system will make more

and better information available to agencies and individuals about

transportation choices, enabling people to plan, book, pay for

travel, and then move seamlessly among transportation modes

within and between cities.
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VII. CONCLUSION

Examples of effective transportation coordination exist throughout Oregon.

However, most are ad hoc and informal arrangements worked out at the local

level. They reflect the largely spontaneous efforts of communities to address our

piecemeal approach to mobility, which can be characterized as a patchwork of

transportation programs, policies, governmental regulations and funding

priorities. This project set out to identify barriers to effective coordination and to

build on those informal local initiatives by urging a comprehensive and more

formal statewide approach.

Introducing and implementing changes to create an effective coordination

program will take time and a lot of interaction between stakeholders and state

agencies. But it should be kept in mind that effective transportation coordination

begins at the state level. Regional and local coordination efforts are limited

unless and until a solid foundation has been established by the state. As

administrators of federal and state programs, state agencies can establish and

implement policy and administrative procedures needed to support coordination

initiatives.

As demonstrated by this State Agency Transportation Coordination Project, and

by similar efforts throughout the country, coordination offers a significant

opportunity to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of our specialized

transportation delivery system, and to extend state transportation assistance to

those who need it most. While the full benefits may not be achieved overnight,

implementing the recommendations contained in this report can be an important

first step toward reaching those goals.

Appendix 1

STATE CAPITOL, SALEM 97310-0730 (503) 378-3111 FAX (503) 378-4863 TDD (503) 378-4859

JOHNA. KITZHABER

GOVERNOR

November 5, 1998

Gary Weeks, Director

Department of Human Resources

500 Summer Street NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Gary:

My office recently launched the State Agency Transportation Coordination Project. The purpose of

this project is to enhance the mobility of Oregonians--especially the elderly, disabled and others who

are transit dependent--by improving coordination of the transportation elements of existing human

services and public transportation programs. This initiative seeks to develop a statewide

transportation coordination policy that benefits individuals served by state agencies, and to identify

strategies that will help integrate state human service transportation programs into a seamless

network of transportation services.

As you know, I am deeply committed to improving state agency coordination in Oregon. Public

transportation is one of the critical supports where we can have an important impact on both the lives

of individuals and the well-being of communities. I am aware of many instances where state

transportation efforts have been successfully coordinated locally, but I am convinced we need to go

beyond isolated examples by developing and implementing a framework for systematic

coordination. In order to do so, we must document existing transportation resources and coordination

efforts. We must also identify existing barriers and gaps that prevent efficient use of public and

private transportation resources and restrict access by Oregonians to jobs, education, training

opportunities and basic social services.

I ask that you assist in this effort by completing an important inventory of major state agency

programs and expenditures involved in the transportation of clients and other citizens. The attached

State Agency Transportation Survey has been developed by ODOT and the coordination project

consultant team headed by Moss Adams LLP and the Community Transportation Association of

America (CTAA). I urge you to give its completion your highest priority and cooperate fully with

members of the project team when they contact you and your staff. Individual summaries will be

completed for the transportation elements of each major program administered by your agency.

Thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

M.D.
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State Agency Transportation Coordination Project

Composition of Working Group

State Agencies Name Phone Region

ODOT Martin Loring 503-986-3413 Salem

ODOT Jean Palmateer 541-296-2602 The Dalles

ODOT Dinah Vanderhyde 503-986-3885 Salem

DHS Luis Caraballo 503-945-5999 Salem

DHS-AFS Michael Buckley

Kevin Aguirre 503-945-6127 Salem

DHS-Community

Partnership Team Georgena Carrow 503-945-2097 Salem

DHS - SDS Lee Girard 503-947-1199 Salem

DHS - OMAP Larry Daimler 503-945-6493 Salem

Education Deborah Lincoln 503-378-3600

x2664

Salem

Education Anita McClanahan 503-378-5585

x665

Salem

Veterans Tom Cowan 503-373-2387 Salem

Corrections Scott Taylor

Everette Dawes 503-373-7810 Salem

JTPA Bret West 503-378-8648

x361

Salem

Housing Victor Smeltz 503-986-2000 Salem

Disabilities Commission Eugene Organ

Gary Boley 503-378-3142 Salem

Governor's Office Pam Curtis 503-378-5885 Salem

Private Organizations Name Phone Region

Assn. of Oregon Counties Bill Penhollow 503-585-8351 Salem

League of Oregon Cities David Barenberg 503-588-6550 Salem

Oregon Assn. Of Area Agencies

on Aging & Disabilities Jacqueline Zimmer 503-364-7395 Salem

Washington Co. Dept. of Aging

& Veterans Mary Lou Ritter 503-640-3489 Portland

Lane Co. COG Terry Parker 541-687-4380 Eugene

Cascades West COG Bill Wagner 541-924-8470 Albany

Oregon Transit Association Roger Martin 503-636-8188 Lake Oswego
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State Agency Transportation Survey

1. Organizational Identification

A. Department:

B. Transportation Program/Service:

C. Administrative Agency:

D. Agency Survey Contact: Title:

Phone: Fax: Email:

2. Policy Framework and Coordination

A. Identify state and/or federal statutory authority(ies) for this transportation program or service:

B. Identify target population for this program:

C. Describe Transportation Program/Service Goals & Objectives:

D. Is coordination with other state/federal transportation programs required? Yes No

Describe:

E. Provide examples of current transportation coordination efforts:

F. Identify barriers to transportation coordination:

G. Identify opportunities for improving transportation coordination and effective strategies:
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3. Program Description, Structure and Resources

A. How is client transportation assistance currently provided? (check one):

Directly by agency Purchased Both Other

B. Describe type(s) of transportation assistance provided (check all that apply):

Type of Assistance

Volunteer Drivers

Staff Drivers

Mileage Reimbursement

Gas Vouchers

Van Service

Scheduled Bus Service

Bus Tickets/Passes

Taxi Vouchers

Vehicle Leasing/Purchasing

Other

C. Are transportation services currently administered on a ___statewide, ___regional, ___county, or

___other basis? Explain

D. How are those services planned? Statewide plan Region/area plan

County level Other

E. Are vehicles purchased or leased under this transportation program/service? __Yes __No

If yes, please use the following table to identify the number, type, capacity and condition of any state

vehicles currently in operation that were purchased or leased to transport this program's clients.

Table 3e: Vehicle Inventory

Type of Vehicle Number in Operation Passenger Capacity Average Age

Passenger Car

Van

Small Bus

Mid-sized Bus

Large Bus

Other

Total

State Agency Programs with Major Transportation Services

Page 3

E. What percentage of vehicles identified above need to be replaced within next 12 months?

%

F. What percentage of vehicles identified above are accessible (meaning they are equipped with

wheelchair lifts or ramps)? %

4. Expenditures, Revenues and Levels of Service

A. Provide breakdown of annual expenditures for this transportation program/service:

Direct Transportation Services $

Purchased Transportation Services $

Total Annual Expenditure $ FY _____

B. Funding Sources: (Please identify in the following table the funding source(s) and amounts for these

transportation service expenditures.)

Table 4b: Transportation Funding by Source - (FY ____)

Source Amount

Federal $$$

State $

$$

Other $

$

Total $

C. Levels of Service: (In the table below, please estimate the number of clients receiving transportation

assistance under this program/service and the units of service (one-way trips) provided annually.)
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Table 4c: Utilization of Transportation Services by Type of Assistance

(FY ____)

Type of Assistance Clients Served One-Way Trips

Volunteer Drivers

Staff Drivers

Mileage Reimbursement

Gas Vouchers

Van Service

Scheduled Bus Service

Bus Tickets/Passes

Taxi Vouchers

Leased Vehicles

Vehicle Purchase

Other:

Other:

Total

D. Estimate percent of total transportation need of this target population that is currently being met:

%

E. Describe and quantify to the extent possible identified gaps in transportation services (demographic,

economic, geographic, etc.):

ADDENDA

1. Please attach map or list identifying regional service areas.

2. Please identify and attach current client transportation policy manual or guidelines if available.

3. Please attach any budget/funding reports related to transportation services.

4. Please identify and attach any published evaluation of transportation services or analysis of transportation

barriers clients face in obtaining primary human service.

5. Please attach list of contractors from whom you purchase transportation services, if available.

Mail or fax completed survey to:

David Raphael

State Agency Transportation Coordination Project

2311 Southeast 58th Avenue

Portland, OR 97215

Phone: 503.235.7840 □ Fax: 503.235.7846

Email: raphael@teleport.com
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Administering Agency Program Target Population Transportation

Type of Assistance Clients

Served

Annual

Trips

Amount Expended

Department of Human Services

Office of Medical Assistance

Programs (OMAP)

Non-Emergency Medicaid

Transportation

Medicaid Recipients Bus passes & reimburse-ment

for medical trips

25,000 2,000,000 $ 19,263,856

DHS Volunteer Program Volunteer Transportation Clients of state human service

programs

Mileage reimbursement for

volunteer drivers

40,900 199,390 1,984,300

Senior and Disabled Services

Division

Title III, Older Americans Act

Transportation Services

Senior Citizens (55+) Purchased and direct services purchased by Area Agencies on

Aging

400,000

Long-term Care Waiver Individuals at risk of being

institutionalized

Reimbursement for non-medical trips 1,200,000

Adult and Family Services

Division

JOBS Transportation TANF recipients in transition to

employment

Bus passes, mileage and purchased transportation services 4,900,000

Food Stamp - Employment

Transition Program

Food Stamp recipients in

transition to work

Mileage and gas reimbursement, bus passes & cash stipend 675,844

Vocational Rehabilitation Divison Vocational Rehabilitation

transportation services

Disabled individuals seeking

vocational skills

Bus pass, auto assistance,

purchased transportation services

4,081 2,768,000

Mental Health & Developmental

Disability Services Division

Transportation for

developmentally disabled

individuals

Developmentally disabled

making transition to community

care

Bus passes, purshased

transportation services, staff

drivers

1,809 262,555

Transportation for individuals

with mental illness

Patients making transition to

community care

Bus passes, purshased

transportation services, staff

drivers

2,695 265,860

Services to Children & Families

Division

System of care Program 60% of agency clients Mileage reimbursement, purchased transportation services, staff

drivers

56,718

One-Time Payment Special needs transportation for

children in foster care

Bus passes & purchased transportation services 254,513

Office of Community College Services

JPTA and Community College

Services

Joint Training Partnership Act

(JTPA)

Economically disadvantaged and

unemployed workers

Mileage reimbusement, gas

vouchers, bus passes, taxi

vouchers

2,471 $ 320,208
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Administering Agency Program Target Population Transportation

Type of Assistance Clients

Served

Annual

Trips

Amount Expended

Department of Education

Office of Pupil Transportation Regular K-12 Pupil

Transportation

Public School Students Reimburse local districts for

school bus service

243,786 $ 122,685,742

Head Start Transportation Low income children (ages 3-5)

and their families

Mileage reimbursement to staff

and volunteers, van & bus

passes, purchase of vehicles

9,422 5,607,692

Migrant Education

Transportation

Migrant farmworker children

and parents

Mileage reimbursement to staff

and volunteers, van & bus passes

10,000 30,620

Department of

Transportation

Public Transit Division Elderly & Disabled

Transportation Assistance

Seniors and disabled individuals Capital assistance grants to eligible agencies $ 894,600

Small City and Rural Transit

Assistance

Nonmetropolitan communities

(<50,000)

Operating and capital assistance grants to public bodies & tribal

organizations

2,445,800

Intercity Passenger

Transportation Assistance

Nonmetropolitan communities

(<50,000)

Operating and capital assistance grants to public bodies 300,000

Urbanized Areas Transit

Assistance

Cities with populations between

50,000 & 200,000

Operating and capital assistance grants to public bodies 4,308,000

Special Transportation Fund

(STF)

Seniors (60+) and disabled

individuals

Formula funding to counties & transit districts-75%

Discretionary grants-25%

5,750,000

Department of

Corrections

Community Corrections Division Inmate Transportation

Assistance

Inmates of Oregon correctional

institutions

Purchased transportation

services

600 $ 15,000
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State of Oregon

State Agency Transportation Coordination Project

Oregon Transportation Fact Sheet

"Access to service and commercial centers is inadequate,

particularly for people who do not have, or cannot drive, cars.

This problem is growing as the average age of the population increases."

Oregon Transportation Initiative, July 1996

The Need

_ The mobility of nearly 1/3 of Oregon's citizens is limited either because of age, disability or

poverty. This translates into roughly 1 million Oregonians as follows:

_ People who are elderly (age 65 and over)……………..338,760

_ People with low incomes (100% of poverty)………….371,370

_ People with disabilities……………………………….. 246,270

_ According to a recent ODOT survey, the mobility-impaired population is fairly evenly

distributed throughout Oregon. However, rural Oregonians have fewer transportation

alternatives.

_ By the year 2020, as the "baby boomer" generation ages, the number of people at risk of

being transportation disadvantaged will grow to 1.5 million adult Oregonians.

_ Today, the elderly population is already over 20% (almost double the state average) in seven

of Oregon's most rural counties.

_ The need for transportation assistance has grown rapidly over the past decade, reflecting both

the aging of our population and increased public expectations for accessible and affordable

transportation. Although public and community transportation services have expanded in

recent years, mobility needs continue to outpace available funding.

_ The consequences of failing to meet these basic transportation needs include lost

productivity, increased isolation and economic dependence, and disenfranchisement of large

segments of the state's population.
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The Current Transportation Environment

"A public transportation system that improves the livability and economic

And economic prosperity for Oregonians, and a system that

enables those who do not drive to meet their daily needs."

Vision Statement

Oregon Public Transportation Plan, 1996

_ Preliminary estimates indicate that over $200 million was spent in Oregon last year to meet

public, pupil and client transportation needs. Despite this unprecedented level of support,

unmet transportation needs are cited by virtually all demographic groups and in all parts of

the state.

_ General public transportation is not available to county residents in 20 of Oregon's 36

counties, where over 40% of the state's rural population resides;

_ It is estimated that current specialized transportation efforts meet less than 50% of the

actual need;

_ The need for travel between communities in Oregon is increasing, while intercity bus

service has declined throughout the state.

_ In Oregon, 35 programs, administered by 13 separate state and federal agencies, have been

identified as having transportation components and serving transportation disadvantaged

populations. The State Agency Transportation Coordination Project has surveyed 27 of the

largest state programs that collectively spend almost $200 million each year on client and

public transportation.

_ Pupil transportation in Oregon is a major component of the overall public transportation

system. The Department of Education spends nearly $130 million on student transportation,

making it by far the largest transportation provider in the state.

_ The Department of Human Resources (DHR) provides transportation assistance to its various

client groups through 20 separate programs, with an overall transportation budget that more

than doubles that of the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT).

_ While an estimated 200 public and nonprofit transportation agencies operate in all 36 Oregon

counties, most are private and do not serve the general public. There are only seven transit

districts in the state that operate in portions of the eight most urbanized counties.

_ Funding for the Special Transportation Fund (STF), the only designated transportation

program in the state budget, has been flat since its inception, and is projected to decline

dramatically during the next few years. When adjusted for inflation, STF funding has

already experienced a 25% decline.

Moss Adams LLP and CTAA _ Final Project Report 3

_ According to a recent ODOT inventory of its fleet of 450 passenger buses and vans, nearly

40% are in need of replacement.

Coordination, A Part of that Vision

"ODOT should support efficiencies through coordination of transportation services

by encouraging local providers to coordinate senior and disabled service and,

where feasible, open those services to the general public…"

Oregon Public Transportation Plan, 1996

_ Coordinating existing transportation resources is essential. Coordination alternatives mean

increased efficiency, accountability and responsiveness.

_ Most states today have adopted mechanisms to help coordinate their human service and

public transportation programs. The most widespread strategy is the creation of a State

Agency Coordination Council. Where they exist, State Coordination Councils provide a

forum for the review of client and public transportation policies and practices, and an

opportunity to reduce duplication and fragmentation.

_ The experiences of the Coordination Project team, supported by the insights of local agency

officials and state agency representatives suggests that Oregon can move quickly to support

coordinated human service and public transportation.

Sources

1. Population Demographics, State Facts, The Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured,

February 1998

2. Funding Needs of Senior and Disabled Transportation Services, an unpublished paper attributed to

the Oregon Department of Transportation, June 26, 1998

3. Directory of Public Transportation Services, ODOT, January 1996

4. Atlas of Public Transportation in Rural America, the Community Transportation Association of

America, 1995

5. Preliminary results of agency surveys from State Agency Transportation Coordination Project,

collected by Project Team Member David Raphael, Winter 1998/99.

6. Elderly and Disabled Transportation in 1999, paper published by the Advocacy Coalition of Seniors

and People with Disability, August 1998.

7. Inventory of Buses, Vans [and] Other Vehicles, Plus Needed Replacements and Cost, ODOT Public

Transit Division, December 1998.

8. Meeting the Transportation Needs of Seniors and Mobility Impaired, Report to House Interim Task

Force on Transportation, November 12, 1998.
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Comparative Analysis of State Coordination Approaches

This section offers a review and evaluation of various state coordination models that are

currently in use around the country. They are put forward as State level initiatives or

actions, and therefore are not intended to replace coordination initiatives at the local or

community level. At the outset, it may also be useful to clarify the concept of

"coordinating public and client transportation services" since it can cover a wide variety

of options. Coordination can vary between the actual blending of funding streams into a

single program and the consolidation of transportation services into a single system with

a single provider of all transportation services for all client groups on the one hand, to

simply a sharing of resources and selected functions such as vehicle purchasing or

maintenance or driver training and certification on the other.

There are also significant differences between rural and urbanized areas that can

influence the approach to coordination. In rural areas that lack public transit service to

serve the transportation needs of the general public who don't drive or own a car, human

service agencies often assume the role of transportation provider, at least for their

clients. As a result, efforts to coordinate or consolidate human service agency

transportation in rural areas are often seen as a means of enhancing the mobility for the

entire community as well as improving the efficiency of existing services. In urbanized

areas, by contrast, conventional public transit services are more available and accessible

paratransit services are expanding. The coordination challenge is not so much

increasing travel opportunities for the general public, but adapting those existing transit

services to the special needs of human service clients, and to encourage cooperative

relationships between local human service agencies and existing transportation

providers.

There are numerous examples of states that have successfully encouraged or mandated

coordination of state-administered transportation programs. It is clear from the

examples reviewed that no one model can or should be copied in Oregon. However,

most state efforts to date have focused on certain basic issues or themes that are relevant

in developing an Oregon coordination plan. In the sections that follow, we have tried to

summarize some of these major elements as optional approaches for addressing

transportation challenges that are common to most states. They can be categorized as

follows: 1) Structural Models; 2) Funding Models; and 3) State Agency Coordination

Strategies.

STRUCTURAL MODELS

While there are many ways to structure the actual delivery and coordination of

transportation services, four major models have emerged from our review. In each

instance where these approaches have been implemented, their adoption has evolved out

a general mobility vision and reflect specific state transportation plans that outline core

values and specific policy objectives. In most cases, state enabling legislation such as

Maryland's Statewide Specialized Transportation Assistance Program (SSTAP), New
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York's Rural Public Transportation Coordination Assistance Program (RPTCAP) or

California's Social Services Transportation Improvement Act is necessary to focus state

energies and implement policies. A pre-requisite also seems to be the creation of a state

level transportation coordinating or interagency advisory committee, which will be

discussed in a later section of this report. The following is a summary of the three major

operating models, with brief examples of each.

1. Single Local Agency for Public Transportation

In this model, each local jurisdiction designates a single agency to provide all public

transportation services and to receive all federal and state transit assistance, including

transit funding similar to Oregon's Special Transportation Fund (STF). Service areas

vary according to local needs and conditions, but may reflect county, metropolitan area

or regional boundaries. Designated agency may be nonprofit corporation, public entity

or specialized transit district. Under such an arrangement, local human service agencies

are encouraged to coordinate with each other and the public transit operator in their

service areas. Incentives for coordination include planning requirements for use of

federal Sec. 5310 funds for vehicles and state funding for special transportation services

to elderly, medically indigent and persons with disabilities, who often overlap with

agencies' client groups. This approach is used in a number of states including North

Carolina, Maine, California and Kansas.

_ Maine: The state of Maine has established eight regional transportation service

districts around the state and designates a single agency as the sole recipient of

federal Sec. 5310, 5311 (in rural areas), and 5307 (in urban areas) funds. The

regional transportation agency is also the eligible recipient for state transportation

funds and, in many cases, the regional entities have contracts to provide human

service transportation as well. The regional coordinating agencies operate as either

direct providers or brokers of transit services. The Maine program is implemented

through legislation that established an administrative framework for the coordination

of state and federal transit funds.

_ North Carolina: North Carolina also designates one agency to receive all federal

transit assistance in each of its counties. These "lead agencies" also are the

designated recipients of state specialized transportation funds similar to Oregon's

STF program. In rural areas, the lead agency often is a local private nonprofit

agency monitored by a local Coordinating Committee (discussed later) that includes

representatives from local human service agencies and transit dependent groups.

_ Kansas: The state of Kansas has created 15 Coordinated Transit Districts (CTDs) to

cover the entire state. State enabling legislation designates that all federal transit

funds flow through the CTDs. Thirteen of the CTDs were newly created private

nonprofit corporations, essentially consolidating services in areas formerly served by

many local agencies, while two of the coordinating districts were formed through
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intergovernmental agreements, both in areas where transportation services had been

provided by public bodies.

_ California: California's approach is slightly different. While it does not require that

all public transit funds be channeled through a single entity, state funding for

specialized transportation is coordinated by each local jurisdiction through

designation of a Coordinated Specialized Transportation Agency (CSTA). Each

local agency is responsible for coordinating all human service transportation. The

CSTA is the designated recipient of specialist transit funds under California's

Transportation Development Act (TDA).

2. Single Local Agency for Both Public and Human Service Transportation

Under this model, a single agency is designated by each jurisdiction to receive all public

transit and client transportation funds. Public transit responsibility is coupled with

responsibility for providing client transportation needed to support human service

programs. Service boundaries usually cover a county or multi-county region.

Designated agencies include nonprofit corporations, public bodies or regional transit

authorities. Generally, the states do not mandate specific local coordination

mechanisms, so that local communities are free to set up a variety of alternate

approaches ranging from brokerages to consolidated operating systems. This model has

been implemented in Florida, Iowa and Massachusetts.

_ Florida: Florida has implemented one of the most comprehensive state coordination

strategies. Under its Transportation Disadvantaged program, the state has designated

49 Community Transportation Coordinators (CTCs) as the focal points for delivering

and coordinating all transportation. CTCs serve as county-level lead agencies for

receiving all public and human service transportation funds and in contracting with

public and private transportation providers for the delivery of actual services. In

some instances, the CTC is a direct provider of transportation services. State

enabling legislation established the Florida Commission for the Transportation

Disadvantage as an independent agency to oversee the operation of the program.

_ Iowa: Outside of Des Moines and other major cities, responsibility for public

transportation in Iowa is handled by 16 multi-county, regional transportation

agencies (RTAs). Of the 16 RTAs, seven are councils of government, six are singlepurpose

agencies (two public and four nonprofit), two are community action

agencies (CAAs), and one is an area agency on aging (AAA). Any organization that

provides transportation assistance with public funds, other than school districts, must

coordinate with RTAs. The designated RTAs may be the operator of consolidated

transit services, a broker of services, or a combination. All transportation services

must maintain an open-door policy that allows the general public and agency clients

to use the same system. Penalties have been established for non-compliance.
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_ Massachusetts: Massachusetts has established a similar network of regional transit

authorities (RTAs). Under the state plan, RTAs are responsible for orchestrating all

public transit services in their areas. Each RTA operates as an administrative unit

only, contracting with and coordinating services between actual local transportation

providers. State policy encourages human service agencies to "buy-into" this

regional transportation approach. For instance, all state Medicaid transportation now

must be coordinated through individual RTAs.

3. Regional and Statewide Brokerages

Under this approach, one organization serves as a broker for certain human service and

public transportation trips within a region or an entire state. The broker receives all state

and federal transportation program funds for a designated area, and is responsible for

assuring that passenger receive the most appropriate, least costly mode of transportation.

Some brokers only coordinate the services of local transportation operators, while others

are also direct service providers. The regional brokerage model is becoming increasing

popular as a mechanism for coordinating non-emergency medical transportation for lowincome

groups, and has been implemented in Arkansas, Kentucky, Oregon, and

Washington State. Statewide brokerages have been established in smaller states such as

Rhode Island and Vermont.

_ Oregon: All Medicaid transportation in the Portland metropolitan area is

coordinated by Tri-Met, which serves as a regional transportation broker under a

contract with the state's Office of Medical Assistance Programs (OMAP). All

requests for Medicaid transportation in the three-county area are directed to the

brokerage, which in turn assigns trips to more than 30 taxi and other private

providers who have contracted with Tri-Met. Trips are assigned to the lowest cost,

available provider for a particular trip. Through this arrangement, the state also

maximizes the use of existing Tri-Met bus and rail service to meet the needs of

Medicaid clients.

_ Washington State: Washington's brokerage operation is similar to Oregon's except

that it has been extended to cover the entire state. The state has established 13

medical transportation service districts throughout the state and contracts with a

network of regional transportation brokers. Many of the regional agencies in rural

areas that broker medical trips also provide public transportation services in their

service districts. The state departments of transportation and human services have

set up a pilot program to improve transportation coordination by using a single

agency to broker trips for a variety of clients sponsored by multiple agencies.

_ Vermont: The state of Vermont has established a statewide brokerage to coordinate

all medical and public transit services in the state. This unique partnership between

the state and local transit agencies allows the state transit association to serve as a

broker for most human service transportation provided by its local, member

agencies. Vermont relies heavily on the use of local volunteer drivers to provide
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medical and other needed transportation services, but within the framework of an

organized, statewide system. The approach adopted by the state also reflects a

conscious effort to combine limited public resources to assure universal access to

jobs and basic services in the largely rural state.

FUNDING MODELS

Two of the most significant elements in any state coordination strategy are the

following: 1) what funds have been designated to cover coordinated transportation costs;

and 2) how do transportation funds flow from the federal/state level to the local level.

Some states have tried to pool funds at the state level in an effort to promote efficiencies

in the delivery of transportation services to both agency clients and the general riding

public. Consolidating funding streams at their source, it is believed, will help to

establish a seamless network of coordinated transit services. Others have designated

specific transportation funding programs for inclusion in their coordination strategies,

and/or may have established specific revenue sources to encourage and promote

coordinated transportation services. The following is a brief summary of how other

states finance transportation services, along with a few of the most effective approaches.

Sources of State Funding

State General Revenues: The most common source of support for public and

specialized transportation services are not dedicated but come from appropriations

from state general funds. (Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Michigan, New York and

North Carolina)

Motor Fuels Taxes: A growing number of states (Michigan, South Carolina) use a

portion of the revenue generated from their state gasoline taxes to support transit as

well as highway improvements. Several states have had to overcome constitutional

prohibitions against using gas taxes for transit purposes.

Vehicle Licensing Fees: In Arizona, Florida, Iowa and Washington State, a portion

of the state automobile registration and licensing fees is used to fund statewide

coordination efforts as well as local public and specialized transportation services.

Iowa has established Public Transit Assistance Fund with 1/20th of the proceeds

from Motor Vehicle Use Tax.

License Plate Fees: Annual fees charged motorists for license plates help support

specialized transportation in Florida. In Florida, $2 from each license tag fee helps

support the state's Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund.

Cigarette Tax: In Oregon, a portion of the state's taxes on cigarettes is used to

support the Special Transportation Fund.
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Taxi Licensing Fees: Connecticut supports assistance to the Transportation

Disadvantaged through of combination of state general funds and a dedicated portion

of the fees generated through the licensing of livery vehicles such as taxis.

Toll Road Revenues: In Delaware, Turnpike Revenue Trust funds are used to pay

for specialized transportation services for the elderly and disabled.

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax: Tax revenues generated by the sale of automobiles are a

funding source for public transit in Iowa.

Disabled Parking Permit Fees: At least one state, Florida, uses a percentage of the

revenue received from temporary parking permits for persons with disabilities to

support specialized transportation activities.

Lottery Revenues: State lottery funds are available for specialized and public transit

purposes in Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi and Pennsylvania. In Louisiana, a

portion of local matching funds is raised through "pull-tab" lottery & bingo

revenues.

Casino Revenues: In New Jersey, dedicated portions of gaming and casino revenues

are used to support specialized transportation for the elderly and disabled.

General Sales Taxes: Specialized transportation services are supported by sales

taxes in California, Illinois, Nevada and Utah. In Washoe County, Nevada, 1/8th of

county sales tax is dedicated to elderly & disabled transit. Utah permits local option

sales tax. In California, 5% of local sales tax receipts are set aside for coordinated

transportation. In Illinois, a 2/32nd share of state sales tax revenues goes to the

Public Transportation Fund which support rural transit programs.

Property Taxes: Public transit agencies in several states (Illinois, Kansas, Michigan,

Montana and Washington State) can use local property tax levies for operating

revenues.

Payroll Taxes: In at least one state, Oregon, local transit districts in the Portland area

rely on financial support generated by a regional employment or payroll tax.

Oil Overcharge Funds: State energy offices in Iowa and Oregon, for example, have

used revenues from Oil Overcharge Funds to support public transit services.
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SUMMARY OF STATE TRANSPORTATION COORDINATION STRATEGIES

STATE LEGISLATION STATE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMENTS

OR EXECUTIVE ORDER OR TASK FORCE STATE-TO-LOCAL

ALABAMA 1989: Executive Order 29

Establishes Alabama Interagency

Transportation Review Committee)

Alabama Interagency Transportation Review

Committee

RTAP funds used to promote

improved marketing and training in

vehicle specs & business

approaches.

Regional Consortium formed in 1996, looks

at transportation issues. Legislation

addressing transportation coordination is

being considered.

ALASKA None None FTA Rural Transit Assistance

program (RTAP) funds used for

passenger assistance techniques

training.

State DOT implementing coordinated

transportation grant program to provide

public transportation for welfare recipients

to get to work. Alaska's DHSS & DOT

promoting coordinated transportation

planning in local communities to address the

needs of welfare recipients.

ARIZONA 1980: Arizona Older American Act

(Requires coordination of services to the

elderly.)

Social Services Transportation Coordinating

Committee (Involves DOT, DES, DHS, Council

on Aging and Governor's Rural Development

Council.)

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services, including

guidelines for coordinating transit

services.

Arizona has allocated $2 million to assist in

coordinating transportation for welfare

recipeints. State lottery funds available to

support transit.

ARKANSAS 1977: Act 192

(Expanded the role of Arkansas Department

of Transportation in coordination process.)

State Agency Transportation Coordinating

Council

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services. State

transit association is recipient of

RTAP funds.

Transportation Coordinating Council meets

quarterly. SE Arkansas Transportation

system uses senior center vans during offtimes

to service residents needing

employment transportation.

CALIFORNIA 1989: California Code Statute 4500 (extends

requirements from 504 regs to contractors)

1979: Social Service Transportation

Improvement Act (requires coordination of

all social services transportation & establishes

taskforce to monitor implementation.)

1971: Transportation Development Act

(Allows counties to use 5% of retail sales tax

receipts for community transportation

services.)

Interagency Social Services Public

Transportation Committee (Aids CALTRANS in

reviewing Sec. 5310 and human service

transportation grant applications.)

Social Services Transportation Task Force

Provides direction in implementing AB 120. (12

agencies, consumers, transportation providers)

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services, including

management techniques.

Has dedicated a portion of the retail sales tax

for TD services. Designates Consolidated

Transportation Services Agencies (CTSAs)

to consolidate funding resources at local

level and provide coordinated transportation

services.

COLORADO 1991: Executive Order establishing

Colorado Human Services Transportation

Coordinating Council.

1983: Legislature authorized Colorado's

DOT to conduct transit planning in areas

under 200,000 pop.

Colorado Human Services Transportation

Coordinating Council

Interagency Advisory Committee

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services. State

transit association is recipient of

RTAP funds.

In 1994, Coordinating Council published

Colorado Human Services Transportation

Coordination Study, which lays out plan for

improved coordination.
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STATE LEGISLATION STATE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMENTS

OR EXECUTIVE ORDER OR TASK FORCE STATE-TO-LOCAL

CONNECTICUT 1987-88: General appropriation of $3 mil.

To fund development of E&D coordination

plans in each region of state.

None Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services.

Dedicated portion of taxi license fee &

general fund for TD services. Prepared

Disabled Commuter Handbook.

DELAWARE 1979: Delaware Transportation Authority

Act (Authority vested with the power to

create statewide specialized transportation

administration.)

Paratransit Advisory Committee and Governor's

Council on the Coordination of Services for the

Disabled

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services, including

vehicle procurement, planning,

sensitivity & safety training.

Centralized vehicle maintenance. DE

Turnpike Revenue Trust Funds used to

support TD Services.

FLORIDA 1990: Senate Bill 1316 (established Public

Transit Block Grant Program, 15% of which

is distributed to TD Commission.)

1979: Florida Statute Chapter 427 (established

Coordinating Council for the Transportation

Disadvantaged (CCTD) & set up

statewide coordination program for TD pop.

(amended in 1989 to include dedicated

funding source & to upgrade CCTD to

Transportation Disadvantaged Commission.)

Transportation Disadvantaged Commission (TDC) Driver safety, CPR, first aid. TDC

policies & procedures, driver

sensitivity, passenger assistance

techniques, maintenance, drug testing,

program management, federal

guidelines.

Dedicated a portion of the auto registration

and license tag fees for TD

services. Public Transit Block Grants

and fees for disabled parking permits

also available for specialized services.

Operates under statewide five-year TD

Plan.

GEORGIA Senate Bill 457 (requires coordination of

transportation services.

Interagency Coordinating Council

(Meets only when issues arise that need to be

resolved.)

Application process, scheduling,

dispatching, Roadeos, marketing.

Interdepartmental Work Teams have

been created throughout state to address

transportation issues. The state is

starting bid process for private and nonprofit

providers, including churches.

HAWAII None Rural Public Transportation Advisory Council

Advises DOT in management of Sec. 5311 funds.

Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services. .

IDAHO None Consolidated Transportation Plan which has

resulted in informal interagency agreement

between DOT, Headstart and Office of Aging

Regs, planning, troubleshooting

assistance, participation in a

coordination program at a local level.

Centralized vehicle purchasing

established. Interagency Working

Group coordinates WtW efforts with

public transit providers, including

inventorying public transportation

capital & operating resources.

ILLINOIS 1993 Downstate Transportation Act

Provides funding formula for rural transit

districts.

1984: Res. 1299 (established the Illinois

Task Force on Coordination of Public

Transportation)

Illinois Task Force on Coordination of Public

Transportation Service

Using RTAP funds to set up a

technical assistance program.

Local match comes from state general

funds. DOT reimburses transit

agencies up to 53% local fares for E&D

and student discounts.
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INDIANA None Transportation Advisory Group (Section 5310

Review Committee)

Interagency Cooperation Group (Section 5311

Review Committee)

Interagency Council on Specialized

Transportation

Funding sources, planning,

passenger assistance techniques,

workshops on management

techniques, driver training,

maintenance & insurance.

Welfare reform has resulted in ongoing

coordinating efforts with Councils on Aging,

Rehabilitative Services, and other social

service agencies within the state.

IOWA 1984 Code IA Chapter 6013 Authorizes

single grant recipient in 16 transportation

regions, & requires coordination of services

through regional transit agencies (RTAs)

1976 Transportation Coordination

Demonstration Project Funded

State Transportation Coordinating Council

Monitors compliance review process & serves

as forum for inter-agency policy discussion.

Statewide Transportation Advisory Committee

Provides input to DOT for regional transit

agencies.

Regulations, marketing. planning,

passenger assistance techniques,

training, grant application,

schedules, routing, manageremployee

training.

Iowa has established Public Transit

Assistance Fund with general fund

appropriations, Motor Vehicle Use Taxes

and old overcharge funds.

KANSAS 1992 KS Coordinated Transit Districts Act

Seeks to improve coordination and

management of federal/state transit funds.

1989 Legislature appropriates $390,000 for

coordination and operation of transportation

for the elderly and disabled.

Statewide Advisory Taskforce on Coordinated

Transit Districts

Statewide training & technical

assistance program offered through

Transportation Center at University

of Kansas with RTAP funding.

Adopted Kansas Passenger Transportation

State Coordination Plan in 1995. DOT

requires proof of coordination for receipt of

TD funds. Transit Assn. has risk-purchase

group for nonprofit & public transit

agencies.

KENTUCKY 1998 Empower Kentucky Initiative

(Consolidates transportation funding and

delivery systems for Medicaid and TANF

recipients.)

None Regulation, planning, annual vehicle

inspections through RTAP

Empower Kentucky adopts capitated

brokerage system of payments to regional

contractors to coordinate transportation and

extend services to unserved areas and

populations.

LOUISIANA None Section 5310 Interagency Committee Vehicle specifications. RTAP

program and procedures.

Under Welfare Reform initiative, Louisiana

has an interdepartmental group working with

the DOT, Council on Aging, Community

Action & other social service agencies to

coordinate WtW transportation services.

MAINE 1993 Sensible Transportation Act Requires

establishment of Regional Transportation

Advisory Committees.

1979: LD 1556 (established framework for

coordinated, regional allocation of state &

federal transportation funds.

Regional Transportation Advisory Committees

Interagency Cooperative

Includes representations from DOT, DHS and

MH/MR

Full range of training and technical

support under RTAP. Special

assistance to meet state coordination

mandates.

Some local matching funds raised from

auctions, dances, lawn sales and bingo.

Portion provided by DOT. Operating

subsidies requested from local communities.
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MARYLAND 1985: Transportation Article Sec. 2-103(3)

(Statewide Special Transportation

Assistance Program. (SSTAP) provides

funding for all counties for transportation for

elderly & disabled.)

1975: Article 77, 97A of Maryland Code

(Permits the use of school buses to transport

elderly)

Interagency Committee on Specialized

Transportation

Interagency Committee an Specialized

Transportation (Coordinates allocation of Sec.

5310 vehicles to local nonprofit agencies.)

Training for transportation needs of

the disadvantaged, driver training &

planning.

Published Maryland Transportation

Coordination Manual in Jan. 1998.

Exploring creation of insurance consortium

through state transit association. $2.4

million in funding for SSTAP in FY 97.

Counties serve as brokers for Medicaid

transportation services.

MASSACHUSETTS

Accessibility Improvement Program

Funded under Biennial Transportation Bond

Program provides capital assistance for TD

service.

Interagency Advisory Committee Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services

Utilizes system of Regional Transit

Authorities (RTAs) to assure universal

coverage and coordinate services.

MICHIGAN Specialized transportation assistance

program funded at annual level of $3

million.

Ad Hoe Committee for Specialized Service Full range of RTAP training and

technical support services.

Local jurisdictions have taxing authority to

levy millage for public transit services.

State designates portion of gas tax for

matching federal transit funds.

MINNESOTA 1983: Minnesota Human Rights Law

(amended to include public transportation

criteria for disabled persons.)

1979: Senate Bill 405 (established state

policy on coordinating public and private

transportation.)

1978: Paratransit Grant Program (promotes,

demonstrates and evaluates effectiveness,

cost & efficiency of paratransit services for

the public, including TD population.

1978: Capital Assistance Program (enables

eligible recipients to meet matching

requirements for federal capital grants.)

Interagency Task Force on Coordination of

Special Transportation Services

Coalition for Statewide Coordination

Driver safety training, passenger

assistance techniques, establishing

brokerage services, monitoring local

programs & vehicle inspections.

Portion of local match raised through "Pulltabs"

lottery & bingo proceeds. Under

Welfare Reform, legislature authorized

funding of transportation for child care and

coordination with non-profit organizations.

MISSISSIPPI None Interagency Transportation Committee Driver training, monitoring

programs, developing grant

applications.

MISSOURI 1986. Senate Bill No. 676 (creates an Interagency

Committee that is staffed by DOT

and provides for planning and coordination

activities.

Coordinating Council developed plan to

establish regional specialized transportation

districts to coordinate transportation, implement

uniform record keeping & accounting systems.

Full range of technical assistance,

including defensive driving. CPR,

video library, info on operating

systems with multiple special needs

clients and funding sources.

State Medicaid agency has established rural

medical transportation brokerage to better

coordinate transportation providers.
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MONTANA 1983: Senate Bill 21

(Established local government authority to

levy up to 1 "mil" of property tax to provide

special transportation for E&D population.)

Coordinating Committee Project/Solution

Committee

Provides forum for state agencies to jointly

review vehicle request.

Marketing, planning, safety training,

passenger assistance techniques,

driver training, annual conference &

quarterly newsletter for general info.

Exploring establishment of statewide

insurance pool.

NEBRASKA I.R 136

Established the Public Transportation

Advisory Committee (PTAC)

Public Transportation Advisory Committee

Advisory group to DOT on legislative issues

affecting human services coordination.

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program,

including Passenger Assistance

Techniques training.

Under Welfare Reform, a statewide Guiding

Group has been established to study

transportation & coordination issues.

NEVADA None None Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Washoe County (Reno area) has designated

1/8th of sales tax revenue for E&D services.

A prison industry modifies all Sec. 5310

vehicles.

NEW

IIAMPSHIRE

None Coordination Working Group Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

NEW JERSEY 1983; Senior Citizen and Disabled Resident

Transportation Assistance Act (dedicates

7.5% of Casino Tax Revenues for senior &

disabled transportation). 75% of transportation

funds earmarked for coordinated

county operations. 25% for accessibility.

Council on Special Transportation

Task Force on the Elderly

Governor's Task Force on Services to the

Disabled

Management information systems,

Scheduling, reporting, routing,

funding, driver training, information

sharing and newsletters.

Countiy brokerages coordinate transit

services for elderly, disabled, TANF &

Medicaid recipients. Under Welfare Reform,

DOT & DHS are working together to catalog

transportation resources &identify barriers to

coordinating of services.

NEW MEXICO None Governor's Committee on Services

Sec. 5310 Advisory Group All state human

service agencies advise DOT on grant awards.

Full range of technical assistance,

including driver safety & defensive

driving training, first aid, CPR,

passenger assistance techniques and

training in transit coordination.

Taxi companies in Santa Fe, Denning &

Gallup offer user-side subsidy to provide

50% fare discount.

NEW YORK 1991 Executive Order establishes

Interagency Policy Committee for Statewide

Study to Coordinated Human Service

Transportation.

1990 Chapter 61 Sec. 15c (amends law of

1984 that required NY City to coordinate

accessible TD service by requiring other

urbanized areas to do the same.)

1986 NY State Rural Transportation

Coordination Assistance Program

Provides financial assistance to rural

counties to help in coordination of human

services transportation.

Interagency Policy Committee (IPC objective is

to develop statewide policy on coordination of

transportation services.)

NY Interagency Coordinating Committee on

Rural Public Transportation

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

State can transfer Sec. 5310 vehicles to

another agency in order to enforce

transportation coordination reporting

requirements. NY has 58 local districts that

are coordinating efforts on the regional level.

Appendix 8

STATE LEGISLATION STATE INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMENTS

OR EXECUTIVE ORDER COMMITTEE OR TASK FORCE STATE-TO-LOCAL

NORTH

CAROLINA

1997 Transit 2001 Commission (Established

to identify how basic mobility can be assired

for all citizens.)

1991 Executive Order No. 150 (Authorized

the NC Human Service Transportation

Council.)

1988: Establishment of E&D Transportation

Assistance Program ($2 million annually in

state operating assistance for TD service.)

NC Human Service Transportation Council:

(Reviews planning and grant applications,

policy implementation, approves vehicle

purchases, & provides policy advice on human

service transportation.)

NC Interagency Transportation Review

Committee (meets monthly)

Training for managers, drivers, dispatchers,

mechanics & computer

operators, management performance

reviews, annual workshops on

changes in regulations and other

relevant issues.

Under innovative WtW program,

participants provides transportation on

school buses. Some riders then work in the

school and return home by school bus.

Others ride the bus to get to fixed-route

service..

NORTH

DAKOTA

None Section 5311 Advisory Committee

(Advises DOT)

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Exploring establishing insurance pool.

OHIO None Elderly & Disabled Transportation Committee

Informal Committee on Aging and Disabled

Transportation Coordination

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Special attention given to coordinating work

trips for disabled population.

OKLAHOMA None State Transportation Task Force (outgrowth of

welfare reform efforts and includes DOT,

DHHS, Dept. of Commerce and other state &

local agencies)

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Welfare reform legislation mandates that all

services be coordinated. The state

appropriated $2 million for community

transportation.

OREGON 1985 Special Transportation Fund (STF)

(Raises $4 million annually for state

assistance to E&D transportation.)

None Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program,

including publication of RTAP

Journal.

Dedicates a portion of the cigarette tax for

TD services. Launched State Agency

Transportation Coordination Project in 1998.

PENNSYLVANIA

1976: Rural and Intercity Common Carrier

Act (funds public transportation in rural

areas.

Interdepartmental Sec. 5310 Review Task Force

Transportation Coordination Task Force

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Dedicated portion of the lottery funds for

senior transportation. Established regional

Medicaid transportation brokerage. Altoona

has successfully integrated its school pupil

and general public transit programs.

RHODE

ISLAND

1994: Legislation established statewide

Paratransit Brokerage System.

1989: Legislation approved funding for a test

Paratransit brokerage.

Interdepartmental Review Committee

Reviews applications for Sec. 5310 & Sec. 5311

funds.

Full range of technical assistance

under the RTAP program, including

driver safety & passenger assistance

techniques training.

State has established coordinated statewide

brokerage utilizing RI Public Transit

Authority to provide Medicaid transportation

under RIte-Care program.

SOUTH

CAROLINA

1981: Amendment to Interagency Council

Legislation (adding specific members)

1977: Established Interagency Council

S.C. Interagency Council on Public

Transportation (Makes recommendations

regarding applications for federal & state transit

funds.

Full range of technical assistance

including driver safety & defensive

driving training, first aid & use of

mobile vehicle simulator.

Uses state gas tax to fund public &

specialized transit. Operates state-wide selfinsurance

reserve fund.

SOUTH

DAKOTA

None State Agency Transportation Planning and

Coordinating Task Force

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program.

Regional providers eliminate problem of

inter-service area coordination.
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TENNESSEE None Interagency Working Group an Public

Transportation

Full range of RTAP sponsored

training & technical assistance.

All rural counties served by network of

Human Resource Agencies (HRAs)

TEXAS 1995 Rural & Urban Transit Act: (Created

statewide system of transit districts.)

1991 House Bill 7 (Created Office of

Community Transportation Services (OCTS)

in the Texas Governor's Office.)

Office of Community Transportation Services

Agency Transportation Coordinating Council

Full range of technical assistance

including driver safety training,

marketing (brochures & logos), and

transit planning.

"Rural Connection" is program that provides

access from rural areas to Greyhound and

other intercity bus connections in Austin &

elsewhere.

UTAH None Utah Rural Development Committee

Utah Council for Handicapped and

Developmentally Disabled Persons

E & D Evaluation and Selection Committee

Full range of technical assistance

provided under RTAP program

including preventative maintenance

training, defensive driving, safety

training.

A funding source is a local option sales tax.

Exploring statewide purchasing pools for

vehicles and insurance.

VERMONT 1987-88: General Appropriations (mandated

a state coordination study)

Sec. 5310 Advisory Committee Full range of technical assistance &

training provided under RTAP

program.

Statewide Medicaid transportation brokerage

assures universal coverage and coordination

of resources.

VIRGINIA 1986: Senate Bill 29 (mandates development

of a plan to provide coordinated

transportation services to the disabled.)

"Plan of Cooperation" Committee Circuit riding technical assistance

service under RTAP program plus

full range of training.

Vehicle purchasing pool developed through

state contract.

WASHINGTON None Sec. 5310 & Sec. 5311 Advisory Review Panels

Review funding applications and develop state

management plan.

Technical Advisory Committee

State DOT sponsors annual technical

training and issues conference for

operators

Established extensive regional Medicaid

brokerage program. Uses local millage and

portion of vehicle registration fees to finance

public transit betterment districts.

WEST

VIRGINIA

None Interagency Coordinating Committee

Sec. 5310 review. Includes representatives from

16 state agencies.

Full range of technical assistance

under the RTAP program, including

passenger assistance training, safety

planning & marketing.

Under Welfare Reform, DHR, Health and

Human Services, DOT and other community

agencies coordinate transportation activities.

WISCONSIN 1981: State Law Section 85.23 WI

(authorized " DOT to make capital grants for

public & specialized transit to supplement

federal funding.

Inter-Department Transportation Coordination

Committee

(Includes representatives from 18 state

agencies.)

Full range of technical assistance

under the RTAP program, including

workshops on safety & use of

volunteers.

Under Employment Transportation

Initiative, DOT & Dept. of Workforce

Dev.coordinate transportation planning and

share staff.

WYOMING None Coordinating Committee Full range of technical assistance &

training under the RTAP program,

including DOT sponsored annual

conference and bus roadeo.

No state transit funding. DOT promotes

coordination of public and tourist

transportation near national parks.

Sources: Oregon State Agency Transportation Coordination Project, June 2000

Transportation Coordination Handbook, Community Transportation Association of America, 1992, updated in 1998 by CTAA.

Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR), 1990 National Experiences Survey

Social Services Research Institute report of 1981, updated in 1986 by Council of State Governments, updated in 1988 by Carter Goble Associates, Inc.

Working Together: 1999-2000 Directory of State Coordination, Federal Transit Administration
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Source of State Transit Funding Coordination Strategies

State

State Population

State Transit Funding

Fundiung Per Capita

General Fund

Special Fund

Sales Tax

Fuel Tax

Property Taxes

Lottery

Other

Interagency Council

Legislative Initiative

Executive Order

Local Coordinating Boards

Brokerage

Consolidated Funding

Consolidated Delivery

Coordination Planning

Alabama 4,253,000 $0

Alaska 604,000 $0

Arizona 4,218,000 $10,793,500 $2.56

Arkansas 2,483,769 $1,222,800 $0.49

California 31,589,000 $771,955,246 $24.44

Colorado 3,747,000 $0

Connecticut 3,275,000 $122,733,600 $37.48

Delaware 717,000 $0

DC 554,000 $134,744,000 $243.22

Florida 14,166,000 $88,990,597 $6.28

Georgia 7,201,000 $255,845,100 $35.53

Hawaii 1,241,000 $0

Idaho 1,163,000 $0

Illinois 11,830,000 $239,877,100 $20.28

Indiana 5,803,000 $28,340,000 $4.88

Iowa 2,842,000 $9,076,900 $3.19

Kansas 2,565,000 $1,000,000 $0.39

Kentucky 3,860,000 $601,900 $0.16

Louisiana 4,342,000 $6,000,000 $1.38

Maine 1,241,000 $392,000 $0.32

Maryland 5,042,000 $25,914,971 $5.14

Mass. 6,074,000 $676,407,581 $111.36

Michigan 9,549,000 $131,897,948 $13.81

Minnesota 4,610,000 $51,066,800 $11.08

Mississippi 2,697,000 $415,500 $0.15

Missouri 5,324,000 $2,943,700 $0.55

Montana 870,000 $75,000 $0.09

Nebraska 1,637,000 $1,533,526 $0.94
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State

State Population

State Transit Funding

Fundiung Per Capita

General Fund

Special Fund

Sales Tax

Fuel Tax

Property Taxes

Lottery

Other

Interagency Council

Legislative Initiative

Executive Order

Local Coordinating Boards

Brokerage

Consolidated Funding

Consolidated Delivery

Coordination Planning

Nevada 1,530,000 $417,100 $0.27

New Hampshire 1,148,000 $0

New Jersey 7,945,000 $534,065,000 $67.22

New Mexico 1,685,000 $0

New York 18,136,000 $1,461,378,116 $80.58

North Carolina 7,195,000 $18,204 $0.00

North Dakota 641,000 $771,400 $1.20

Ohio 11,151,000 $31,098,787 $2.79

Oklahoma 3,278,000 $1,350,000 $0.41

Oregon 3,141,000 $5,750,000 $1.83

Pennsylvania 12,072,000 $624,500,000 $51.73

Rhode Island 990,000 $19,033,675 $19.23

South Carolina 3,673,000 $4,570,100 $1.24

South Dakota 729,000 $329,740 $0.45

Tennessee 5,256,000 $13,715,000 $2.61

Texas 18,724,000 $20,500,000 $1.09

Utah 1,951,000 $4,815,500 $2.47

Vermont 584,771 $0

Virginia 6,618,000 $102,701,692 $15.52

Washington 5,431,000 $182,581,556 $33.62

West Virginia 1,828,000 $1,510,000 $0.83

Wisconsin 5,123,000 $80,511,900 $15.72

Wyoming 480,000 $974,500 $2.03

Nationwide 262,807,540 5,652,420,039 $ 21.51 $
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State

General Fund

Motor Fues Taxes

Property Tax

Local Sales Tax

Vehicle Registration Fee

State Sales Tax

Special Trust Funds

Lottery Revenues

Business Surcharge

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax

Oil Overcharge Funds

Cigarette Tax

Taxi Licensing Fee

Toll Road Revenues

Disabled Parking Fees

Casino Revenues

Bond Revenues

Employeers Payroll Tax

Public Utility Tax

Other

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
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State

General Fund

Motor Fues Taxes

Property Tax

Local Sales Tax

Vehicle Registration Fee

State Sales Tax

Special Trust Funds

Lottery Revenues

Business Surcharge

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax

Oil Overcharge Funds

Cigarette Tax

Taxi Licensing Fee

Toll Road Revenues

Disabled Parking Fees

Casino Revenues

Bond Revenues

Employeers Payroll Tax

Public Utility Tax

Other New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming
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Comparison of the Costs of Transportation Before and After Coordination in Five States

Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After

Average Cost per

passenger trip 7.92 $ 4.06 $ 6.11 $ 5.70 $ 28.46 $ 6.25 $ 6.31 $ 2.01 $ 7.13 $ 3.59 $

Average cost per

vehicle hour 12.83 6.89 26.27 18.94 22.24 13.28 21.36 12.15 10.66 12.06

Average trips per

month 2,236 4,713 12,180 54,762 2,800 6,300 12,558 15,850 3,880 5,126

Average

passenger per

vehicle hour 2.1 3.4 4.3 12.8 2.9 9.1 2.4 6.0 1.5 3.4

Number of

vehicles 12 12 132 132 N/A N/A 65 12 41 15

Community Transportation Association of America (Feb. 1992)

Source: An Analysis of Human Services Transportation: America's Other Transit Network, CGA Consulting Services, Inc. for

Grand Rapids/Kent

County, Mich.

Wasington County,

Pa. Greeville County, S.C. Measure Howard County, Md. Pitt County, N.C.

Appendix 12

Moss Adams LLP and CTAA_

State of Oregon

State Agency Transportation Coordination Project

Survey to Identify Components of a Coordinated Program

We have identified six basic components of a comprehensive transportation coordination

program for Oregon. They include 1) State Coordinating Body, 2) Local Level Coordination, 3)

State Agency Outreach and Support, 4) Management Information and Reporting Requirements,

5) Demonstration Projects, and 6) Funding issues. For each component, we have provided a brief

description and posed a series of questions for you to answer to help us determine what types of

strategies within each component should play a role in a transportation coordination program for

Oregon. Please respond to each question.

We will use your input to develop a discussion draft transportation coordination program for

your consideration during the July 28th Working Group meeting. Ultimately, a recommended

transportation coordination program will be forwarded from the Working Group to agency

directors and the Governor. See the last page of this document for where to send completed

forms. You may respond by mail, email, or fax. Please return responses by July 16, 1999.

1. State Coordinating Body: Virtually every state has some interagency body for reviewing

state transportation policies, programs and procedures, usually with the objective of

improving coordination between human service and public transit agencies. These state

agency coordinating committees, boards, and councils can have a broad range of functions

and operate under a variety of mandates. In previous Working Group discussions, it has

generally been agreed that a state coordinating body is needed in Oregon. However, its

structure, authority, and composition need to be considered. The following questions are

illustrative of the types of issues that need to be addressed as we move forward on this topic.

Please feel free to add others that come to mind.

Implementation Mechanism: How should the proposed body be established? Three

mechanisms have been identified, ranging from simple Memorandums of Understanding

(MOUs); to directives from the Governor, usually in the form of an Executive Order; and

ultimately to statutory language enacted by the legislature. Which of these (or other)

approaches do you think would work best, and why?

Roles and Responsibilities: Participants at the Working Group meeting on June 23rd

generally felt that the state coordinating body should be action-oriented, and primarily

focused on problem-solving, rather than policy oriented, and serving as an information

clearinghouse (gathering and disseminating information) Do you agree? What functions

do you see this entity having?
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Authority: Should the interagency council have the authority to require coordination

activities of local grantees, or is it merely advisory? Some state coordination councils

have been empowered to allocate special transit funds, provide financial incentives to

encourage coordination, and fund pilot or demonstration projects promoting coordination

techniques. Other interagency groups have authority to review individual agency funding

decisions or, for example, the allocation of vehicles. And still other states see the entity

primarily as a forum to promote innovative practices and eliminate barriers, rather than

make funding decisions. Please describe your vision for this group:

Accountability: The most successful state transportation coordination initiatives involve

strong executive leadership -- usually from the Governor's Office. Several states, for

example, require the interagency committee to submit a formal annual report to the

governor, identifying unmet transportation needs, reviewing accomplishments, and

making policy recommendations. Others treat these reporting requirements more

informally. Which system would work best in Oregon?

Composition: Who should be invited to participate in a state coordinating body? Should

membership be limited to state agency representatives, or should it include other

stakeholders and partners of state government? Please indicate your preferences below,

along with illustrative examples of groups you'd like to see included.

2. Local Level Coordination: Some states promote the use of local coordinating councils to

foster collaboration and enhance communication between human service agencies, clients,

and transportation providers. Structures and functions vary widely. They range from

legislatively established of Transit Coordination Districts (TCDs) or Community

Transportation Coordinators (CTCs), which in some cases is a prerequisite for receiving
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certain state and federal transit funds; to local bodies that play a role in reviewing individual

agency funding decisions and/or the assignment of vehicles; to less formal entities designed

to identify unmet needs, reduce duplication of services, and promote cooperative planning.

In Oregon, Special Transportation Fund (STF) Boards already exist in all counties, and might

play an important role in any coordination program.

Are local coordinating bodies a useful component of a state transportation coordination

strategy, and if so, what is an appropriate coverage area—community, county, or region?

Do you see their creation as being a mandatory element in a state plan, strongly

encouraged by state policy, or entirely optional and why?

What type of roles and responsibilities would you envision such bodies having, and what

would be their relationship to a state coordinating council, the Governor's Office, and

individual state agencies?

Do you believe that the existing STF Boards or other existing bodies might be adapted to

serve these objectives? Please explain.

What would be the ideal composition of local or regional coordinating bodies?
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3. State Agency Outreach and Support: To help implement a transportation coordination

program, there is a great deal that individual state agencies can do in the way of providing

guidance and outreach support to assist local communities establish coordinated

transportation services. Some of the activities along these lines that states have adopted

include the following: inventorying available transportation resources at both the state and

community level; disseminating resource assessments and directories; establishing common

vehicle and other specifications between agencies; assisting with service design and

planning; establishing centralized and accessible sources of information about existing transit

services and resources, such as 800 numbers and internet sites; providing technical assistance

and training to local agencies and officials; and offering financial or other incentives to

communities willing to pool their resources in a coordinated effort.

Please identify specific outreach and support activities that you feel would be most

effective in advancing the transportation coordination vision in Oregon. Are some

activities unique to certain state agencies or are they appropriate for all participating

departments and agencies?

Please identify up to three barriers to local coordination that state agencies could

eliminate administratively in order to "jump start" the process.

4. Management Information and Reporting Requirements: Most states have discovered

that the challenge of coordinating transportation services is made more difficult because of

the lack of a common language and accounting system for dealing with transportation issues

across state government. For instance, many state human service agencies do not use a

common definition of mobility needs, nor do they identify transportation as a separate line

item in their budgets. Generally, there are no uniform transportation planning requirements

between state agencies. In addition, there usually are no standards across state government

for what to include in measuring client mobility needs, calculating transportation costs, or

counting services provided to clients. Another major issue is the lack of uniform reporting

requirements among state agencies that fund transportation services.

Is there a need for a common set of transportation data elements and definitions, a

uniform data collection system, and a standardized reporting mechanism among state

agencies in Oregon?
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Is there a need to collect uniform, base-line information at the outset of this coordination

process in order to be able to document and measure outcomes over time? Please

identify areas (need, spending, services, etc.) where such base-line data would be

beneficial.

Are there existing sources and types of information currently being collected by state

agencies in Oregon that could be utilized more effectively to determine client

transportation needs and set state priorities?

5. Demonstration Projects: Before implementing a comprehensive, statewide program to

improve the coordination of human service and public transportation, some states have

decided to demonstrate various techniques and potential cost savings or service

improvements through a series of pilot initiatives. Demonstration projects have been used to

test innovative concepts, approaches, and technologies. They have also been used to

experiment with certain coordination models, such as integrating pupil and public

transportation services or consolidating funding streams and merging clients into a seamless

transportation initiative. A possible drawback to demonstrations is that they can delay

implementation of general coordination strategies or, in some instances, become substitutes

for reform and statewide solutions.

Do you support the funding of pilot projects to demonstrate the feasibility of specific

coordination approaches and in order to assess potential benefits? Y__ N__

Please rank in the order of importance to you the following coordination issues and

challenges (#1 is the most important), which could be addressed through demonstration

projects:

_ School and General Public Transportation 1 2 3 4 5

_ Head Start Transportation 1 2 3 4 5

_ Medical & Non-Medical Medicaid Transportation 1 2 3 4 5

_ Tribal and General Public Transportation 1 2 3 4 5

_ Consolidation of Service Providers 1 2 3 4 5

_ Limited Cooperation (insurance, maintenance, fuel, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5

_ Intercity and intra-community transportation 1 2 3 4 5

_ Veterans Medical & Medicaid trips 1 2 3 4 5

_ Medical & Non-Medical Transportation Brokerages 1 2 3 4 5
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Please identify any other coordination challenges that you would like to see tested.

Are coordination issues in Oregon sufficiently diverse to warrant piloting different

approaches in urbanized and rural areas? How might urban and rural demonstration

projects differ?

6. Funding: This component has at least three parts, including 1) how state- and local-level

coordination activities should be funded; 2) whether or not to adopt strategies that would

merge or consolidate existing funding streams in order to facilitate coordination; and 3)

identifying possible new sources of revenue to support expanded community transportation

activities. It is important to keep in mind that while the implementation of effective

coordination policies can result in better service and increased efficiencies and productivity

(i.e., doing more with existing resources), coordination cannot make up for the lack of

adequate resources.

The state coordinating body will need staff support to do its work. How should they be

funded?

Should funding be sought to cover the organizational and planning costs of local level

coordination activities?

Would you be in favor of seeking federal waivers to eliminate existing eligibility barriers

and permit the consolidation of certain categorical funds for client transportation

purposes? Please explain.
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Would you support the creation of a special trust fund or other dedicated funding source

to serve as a local incentive to coordinate transportation services? Please explain.

7. Other Issues: Please identify other elements that you feel should be incorporated in a

comprehensive transportation coordination program for Oregon.

Submitted by:

Name Organizational Affiliation Date
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GLLOSSSSAARRYY OFF TTEERRMSS && AABBBBRREEVVIIAATTIIONNSS

AAA: Area Agencies on Aging. Nonprofit and public agencies responsible for providing

transportation and other services to seniors under the federal Older Americans Act (OAA).

Accessibility: The extent to which facilities and services are barrier-free and can be used be

people with disabilities, including wheelchair users.

Ambulatory Passengers: Persons capable of walking

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Congress passed this act in 1990, mandating equal

opportunities for persons with disabilities in areas of employment, transportation, housing and

public accommodations. Under ADA, most transportation providers are obligated to purchase

lift-equipped (accessible) vehicles for their fixed-route services. For persons unable to use fixed

route service because of a disability, supplemental paratransit services must be provided.

Brokerage: Entity that manages the use of transportation resources (usually on a regional level)

by matching riders with a variety of transportation providers and generally coordinates the

utilization of transportation resources and providers. (See "Gatekeeper".)

CAA: Community Action Agency. Nonprofit and public agencies responsible for administering

federal poverty funds and providing transportation and other services to low income people.

Capital Costs: Costs associated with purchase or long term use of property, buildings, vehicles

and other equipment.

CDL: Commercial Drivers License. Under federal law, CDLs are required for drivers of certain

passenger vehicles.

Client Transportation: See "specialized transportation" below. Term used to designate

transport services provided to human service agency clients, usually designed to assure access to

agency programs and services.

Community Transportation: Designation given to set of specialized transportation services

tailored to meet specific community or neighborhood needs. Family of services includes pupil

transportation, human services or client transportation, medical transportation and conventional

public transit.

Connectivity: The extent to which people and communities are have access to or are connected

to each other or to other destinations.

Consolidation: The ultimate step in the transportation coordination process. Refers to the

merging of separate transportation providers into a single service.

Cost Per Passenger Trip: Method of measuring or comparing transportation service costs.

Calculated by dividing total operating costs by number of trips provided.
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Cost Per Vehicle Hour: Method of measuring or comparing transportation service costs.

Calculated by dividing total operating costs by the number of service hours of all vehicles.

Cost Per Vehicle Mile: Method of measuring or comparing transportation service costs.

Calculated by dividing total operating costs by the number of "leaded" vehicle miles.

CSTA: Coordinated Specialized Transportation Agency. Local agency designated by the state

of California to receive and coordinated all state transit assistance funds.

CTC: Community Transportation Coordinator. Local and regional agency designated by the

state of Florida as focal point for delivering and coordinating transportation services.

CTD: Coordinated Transit District. Regional agency established by the state Kansas to receive

and coordinate all federal transit funding.

Demand-Response Service: A mode of transportation designed to carry riders to specific

destinations upon request. Individual riders can request door-to-door or point-to-point

transportation from a specific location at a certain time. Usually, these services (which are also

called "dial-a-ride") require advance reservations.

DHS: Department of Human Services. State agency in Oregon responsible for administering

variety of social and human service programs, including health, nutrition, job training and

vocational rehabilitation services, usually to designated populations made up of seniors, people

with disabilities, unemployed workers, children and low income people of all ages.

Dial-A-Ride: See "demand-response service" above.

Fixed Route Service: A transportation service where vehicles run on regular, designated and

scheduled routes. Features of fixed-route service usually include printed schedules or timetables,

designated bus stops and the use of larger transit vehicles.

FTA: Federal Transit Administration. This agency is responsible for administering federal

transit programs authorized under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA 21).

Gatekeeper: An entity that controls utilization of services and coordinates service providers.

ISTEA: Refers to federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, national

transportation legislation enacted in 1992.

Motor Carrier Regulations: Set of administrative rules and regulations establishing certain

vehicle safety requirements and procedures for certifying and licensing public and private

transportation providers or carriers.

OAA: Older Americans Act. Federal statute authorizing and funding special services to the

nation's elderly, including transportation services.

ODE: Oregon Department of Education. State agency responsible for public instruction and

support of public school system in Oregon.
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ODOT: Oregon Department of Transportation. State agency responsible for administering state

and federal transit programs.

OMAP: Office of Medical Assistance Programs. Agency within the Oregon Department of

Human Services (DHS) responsible for administering federal Medicaid assistance program in

Oregon, including non-emergency medical transportation services.

Operating Costs: All costs associated with operating a transportation service, including labor,

fuel, maintenance and administration. Does not include vehicle or capital costs.

OTN: Oregon Transportation Network. Designation given to Governor's successful

transportation funding initiative in the 1999-2000 biennium that includes support for senior and

disabled transportation services.

Paratransit: A transportation service that is more flexible than conventional fixed route transit,

but more structured than the use of private automobiles. Paratransit services include dial-a-ride,

shared taxicab service, jitneys, subscription service, car and van pools and other services tailored

to meet specific mobility needs.

Public Transportation: Transportation services that are open and available to the general

public. Traditionally, public transportation has been limited to fixed route bus riders in urban

areas, but increasingly public transit services are now available in smaller cities and rural areas,

and include a variety of fixed route and demand response modes.

Ride Sharing: A technique for coordinating transportation services by allowing clients of two

or more agencies to share a vehicle, thus allowing for great cost efficiency and improved vehicle

utilization.

Rolling Stock: Refers to buses, vans and other passenger vehicles used to provide transportation

services.

RTAP: Rural Transit Assistance Program. State-administered federal program that provides

training and technical support to rural transit providers and smaller communities. RTAP funds

can also be a resource to enhance coordination activities.

Seamless System: Usually refers to a set of inter-connected and coordinated transportation

services in which transfers between modes are transparent, smooth and "seamless".

Section 5307: State-administered federal transportation program providing operating and capital

assistance to support public transit services in cities > than 50,000 population.

Section 5310: State-administered federal transportation program providing funding for the

purchase of vehicles or services to transport the elderly and disabled

Section 5311: State-administered, federal transportation program providing operating and

capital assistance to support local and intercity transit services in small towns with population <

50,000and rural areas.
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Specialized Transportation Services: See "demand response services" above. Usually refers

to transportation services designed for agency clients or other "special needs" passengers.

STF: Special Transportation Fund. Unique Oregon program providing financial assistance to

local communities to improve transportation services to seniors and people with disabilities.

Funding for STF program is generated by state cigarette tax.

TEA 21: Refers to Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, national transportation

legislation adopted in 1998.

Transportation Coordination: Continuum of activities designed to improve the efficient and

cost effective use existing transportation resources. Continuum ranges from simple cooperative

activities such as information sharing and joint training, through more complex stages such as

joint use arrangements for sharing equipment and staff, assigning lead provider agency

responsibilities, creating transportation brokerages to manage multiple providers and, finally,

consolidation of services into single transportation provider.
