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Executive Summary

In 1996, federal welfare reform legislation created a new emphasis on
moving individuals from welfareto work. The Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act replaced the Aid for Familieswith
Dependent Children program with block grant funding and mandatory work
requirements. As states and localities began to implement their welfare-
reform programs, it quickly became apparent that providing reliable and
affordabletransportation to jobs, to job training, and to other employment
support services was critical to the success of these programs.

Thisisthefinal report for Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)
Project H-15A, Welfare to Work: Integration and Coordination of
Transportation and Social Services. The project’s goal was to examine the
role of transportation in supporting welfare-to-work initiatives and to
identify practical strategiesto improve access to job opportunitiesfor
former welfare recipients making the transition to work.

Research activitiesto support this project included an extensive literature
review, focus groups with stakeholders in welfare-to-work activities, and a
series of on-site case studies. The research team identified traditional and
innovative approachesto welfare-related transportation, including
modificationsto existing masstransit services, better coordination and
integration of available transportation services, ride-sharing programs,
automobile ownership programs, and subsidiesfor transportation costs. Of
particular interest were the new collaborations between socia service and
transportation providers, involvement of faith-based and community-based
organizations, and creative use of public and private funding sourcesto
support improvementsin mobility.

Issues and Needs

Welfare reform legisl ation changed the structure of the American welfare
system. The strengthened emphasison moving individualsfrom welfareto
work has had significant implications for awide range of support services,
from child careto job training to transportation. Some of the transportation
barriers that welfare recipients encounter:
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Nationally nearly three out of four welfare recipientslivein center
citiesor in rural areas, while job growth has focused on the suburbs.

» Jobsintheretall and service industries typically require entry-level
employeesto work at night and on weekends.

* Most welfare recipients do not own cars.

* Whileurban residents generally have convenient accessto transit
services, those systems were never intended to get city dwellersto the
suburbs — especially at night or on weekends.

 Morethan half of rural residentslivein areas with minimal transit
service or none a all.

*  Women with young children—especially single mothers— are especially
likely to incorporate multiple stopsinto their work trips.

* Many welfarerecipients have difficulty using abus schedule because of
limited basic skills.

States, counties, and local communities have responded to these concernsin
traditional and innovative ways. Thisreport explores some creative
approachesto planning, operating, and funding new servicesfor the
growing market of welfare-rel ated transportation.

Planning Initiatives

New planning initiatives have been established to develop welfare-related
transportation programs.

Partners in Planning

Welfare-to-work transportation programs have called upon the expertise
and resources of diverse participants, many of whom are new to the
transportation planning process. These stakeholdersgenerally include
representatives from agencies and organizations that have avested interest
in the outcome of the program and may include any or al of thefollowing
participants:

e Trangportation providers, including public and privatetransit and
paratransit operators serving the general public and agency clients,
vanpool programs, private shuttle operators, and taxi services

e Social serviceproviders, including agenciesadministering TANF
program benefits and support services (e.g., training, placement, child-
care)
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e Departmentsof transportation, which may oversee multimodal
planning and operations at a state, regional or local level

e Planners, including representatives from metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs), councils of governments (COGs), or state,
county, or local planning departments

e Community- and faith-based or ganizationsthat work with members
of the targeted popul ation and may have transportation resources
available

e Employersand job developers, including representation fromthe area
private industry council or workforce investment board

e Elected officials, who can play akey rolein obtaining community and
political support for recommended programs

Many of these stakehol ders may not have worked together before, and may
not be familiar with the special challenges of welfare-to-work
transportation. Through the planning process, stakeholderscan sharetheir
specialized knowledge asthey devel op transportation strategies that
incorporate the best elements of their differing disciplines.

Needs Assessment

Before devel oping new transportation services, many states and localities
have conducted studiesto document gaps between transportation needsand
serviceavailability. Many of these used geogr aphic infor mation systems
(GIS) toillustrate the residential location of TANF clientsin relation to
available transit services and potential jobs.

Learning from Welfare Recipients

Asthetarget customersfor transportation services, TANF participants
know their transportati on needs better than anyone el se and involving them
in the planning process has yielded enormous benefits. Strategiesfor
assessing the transportation needs of welfare recipientsinclude surveys,
guestionnair es, and focusgroups.

Service Strategies

Therange of service strategiesthat have been devel oped to support
welfare-related transportation needs include the following:

e Maodificationsto existing services, including changesin route alignment
or schedule to serve job sites, meet work shifts, or minimize transfers

e Shuttles, circulators, and feeder servicesto improve mobility withina
local areaor to provide connectionsto the regional transit network
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e Night owl servicesfor late-night workers
e Coordination among existing public and private transportation services

e Mobility manager to coordinate the delivery of arange of
transportation programs and services

e Ridesharing and subscription services

e Automobile-based strategies, including vehicle donation and purchase
programs

e Trave information, including multilingual materialsand computerized
trip planning services

e Child-caretransportation
e Faresubsidiesandincentives

e One-stop centersthat consolidate transportation and support services
for welfare recipients

e Entrepreneurial servicesthat train welfare recipientsto provide
transportation servicesto other community members

Funding Sources

Service providers have turned to awide variety of funding sources—from
federal grantsto donated labor. Three major federal funding programs may
be used to support welfare-to-work transportation programs. These are: the
Temporary Assistanceto Needy Families (TANF) block grant program,
administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the
Welfareto Work formulaand competitive grant program, administered by
the U.S. Department of Labor; and the Job Accessand Reverse Commute
grant program, administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation.
Several states have used federal formulaor block grant funds to support
local or regional welfare-to-work transportation programs, often on a
competitive basis. Some programs have received grants or donationsfrom
private funding sources, including foundations, faith-based organizations,
and nonprofit community organizations.

Focus Groups

Focus groups were held with transportation stakeholdersin Michigan,
Cdlifornia, and South Carolina. Participants were especially clear in their
believe that the transportation aspects of welfare-to-work extended well
beyond transportation and included an array of societal issues. Problems
associated with accessto jobs are linked with issues of urban form, public
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policy, and public services; any attempt to address transportation needs
must al so examinethese other concerns.

Participantsindicated that typical transit isnot well suited to meet many
needs, even when services are reasonably extensive. Consumers often have
long tripsto work, some that crosstransit jurisdictions where the fit of
schedules, routes, and faresisan issue. Chained transit trips—including
child-care and school stops, work, and shopping —are particularly
complicated for motherswith young children. Safety, accessibility, and
affordability are persistent issues.

Finally, both social service and transportation providers stressed that they
need to learn to speak each other’slanguage, understand each other’s needs,
and devel op shared goals and agendas

Case Studies

Thefollowing programs were profiled through case studies; all used
creative strategies to address customer needs.

e ACTransit Neighborhood Circulator, which providesnight-time
connections between rail stationsand aresidential community in North
Richmond, California.

e AdVANtage, in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which trainswelfare
recipients to operate van services.

e AdVANtagell, at Sojourner-Douglas Collegein Baltimore, Maryland,
which hel ps students at this community-based collegeto provide
transportation services as van operators.

e ContraCostaCounty Social ServicesDepartment, in Martinez,
Cdlifornia, which ismaking vans available to TANF participantsto
provide transportation servicesfor community organizationsand child
care facilities.

e Good NewsGar age, in Burlington, Vermont, afaith-based program that
refurbishes donated automobiles and turnsthem over to low-income
residents.

e Lower San Antonio Transportation Support Project, in Oakland,
California, which providestrip planning and support servicesto give
community-based organizationsin thismulticultural neighborhood.

e Metropolitan Transportation Commission, in the San Francisco Bay
Area, Cdlifornia, which isfacilitating a county-based planning process
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and devel oping transportation resource guides.

e PindlasCounty Metropolitan Planning Or ganization, in Clearwater,
Florida, which administersamenu of transportation optionsfor TANF
recipients.

e San Diego Wor kfor ce Par tner ship, which coordinates resourcesfrom
church groups and nonprofit organizationsto provide work-rel ated
transportation.

e Santee-WatereeRegional Transportation Authority, in Sumter, South
Carolina, which coordinated new flexible work-related transportation
serviceswith existing services for clients of human service agencies.

e State of New Jersey, which devel oped a comprehensive county-based
transportation planning process

e Stateof South Carolina, which developed an interagency planning
program to support local efforts.

e Transit Authority of River City, inLouisville, Kentucky, whose
servicesinclude aone-stop center and alate-night subscription shuttle
to support second- and third-shift workers.

e TransPacinPleasant Hill, California, aregional planning agency that
providestransportation incentives and traveler information.

Program Evaluation

A limited cost-benefit analysis was conducted to assess program activities
and outcomes at four sitesusing availableinformation. The selected sites
were AdVANtage |1, Good News Garage, Pinellas County Metropolitan
Planning Organization, and Transit Authority of River City. Fromthese
observations, the research team derived some conclusions regarding
strategiesthat could be effectivein other communities. Benefitsassumed
annual earningsfor newly employed TANF participants along with
reductionsin public support. Costs were based on information received
from the programsthrough the case studies. Three of the programs
reviewed showed benefitsin excess of costs, with benefit-to-cost ratiosin
therangeof 2.5t0 1.0. Thefourth program showed benefits equaling costs.

Lessons Learned

Because traditional transportation approaches often do not addressthe
complex needs of welfare recipients, communities have developed awide
range of creative strategies. Although the program detailsvary, the lessons
from these programs are quite similar and are summarized here.
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The challenges of welfare reform extend well beyond transportation.
Welfare clients have complex transportation needs.

Welfare reform has created new roles for transportation and social
service providers.

Welfare reform hasfostered new cooperative relationships and
collaborations among organizations. Of particular noteisthe
participation of private sector organizations, especially nonprofits,
community-based organizations and faith-based groups.

Stakeholders stressed theimportance of teamwork and flexibility in
building successful partnerships.

Transportation programsincorporate innovative solutions. Despitetheir
diversity, these programs share one common trait: Program planners
were “ thinking outside the box.”

Automobiles are part of the solution.

The committed |eadership of anindividual or organization can help to
carry aproject from planning to implementation.

Successful programs maintained ongoi ng communi cation among program
staff, participants, and stakeholders.

Progress has been slower than expected.

Many communities have not collected sufficient datato evaluate their
progress.

Successful programs have incorporated strategiesto ensure that results
can be sustained over time for targeted TANF clients and in some cases
the general public.
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Introduction

In 1996, federal welfare reform legislation created a new emphasis on
moving individuals from welfareto work. The Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act replaced the Aid for Familieswith
Dependent Children program with block grant funding and mandatory
work requirements. The new welfare program, which shifted many
administrative and policy responsibilitiesto the state level, imposed afive-
year lifetime limit on welfare benefits and atwo-year deadline for placing
most recipientsin jobs, job training, or vocational education programs.

As states and localities began to implement their welfare-reform programs,
it quickly became apparent that providing reliable and affordable
transportation to jobs, to job training, and to other employment support
services was critical to the success of these programs. Because the
transportation needs associated with welfare reform are difficult to serve
with traditional transit services, state and local governments began to
develop creative solutions to serve this new market.

Report Description

Thisisthefinal report for Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)
Project H-15A, Welfare to Work: Integration and Coordination of
Transportation and Social Services. The project’s goal was to examine
the role of transportation in supporting welfare-to-work initiatives and to
identify practical strategiesto improve access to job opportunities for
former welfare recipients making the transition to work. Research
activities to support this project included an extensive literature review,
focus groups with stakeholders in the welfare-to-work activities, and a
series of on-site case studies. The research team identified traditional and
innovative approaches to welfare-related transportation, including
modifications to existing mass transit services, better coordination and
integration of available transportation services, ride-sharing programs,
automobile ownership programs, and subsidies for transportation costs. Of
particular interest were the new collaborations between socia service and
transportation providers, involvement of faith-based and community-based
organizations, and creative use of public and private funding sources to
support improvementsin mobility.
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Thisreport is presented in three parts.

Part 1 documents the challenges of providing welfare-to-work
transportation and highlights some of the new partnerships and creative
implementation strategies identified through the literature review and the
field research. Chapter 1 summarizes the issues and needs associated
with welfare-to-work transportation. Chapter 2 describes the noteworthy
planning initiatives and associated partnerships participating in welfare-
related transportation programs. Chapter 3 describes the range of
transportation approaches that have been developed in response to the
travel needs of TANF participants. Chapter 4 identifies maor funding
sources available for welfare-to-work transportation and describes specific
strategies that some service providers have used to support their programs.

Part 2 documents the field research elements of this project. Chapter 5
describes the focus groups conducted with transportation stakeholdersin
three locations. Chapters 6-16 detail the case studies that profile
exemplary welfare-related transportation programs.

Part 3 synthesizes the findings from the literature review and field work.
Chapter 17 includes a framework for evaluation the success of welfare-
to-work transportation strategies, and Chapter 18 summarizes the
elements common to successful programs.

Appendices include relevant resources and contacts.
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Issues and Needs

Welfare reform legisl ation changed the structure of the American welfare
system. The strengthened emphasison moving individualsfrom welfareto
work has had significant implications for awide range of support services,
from child caretojob training to transportation. Transportation plays akey
role in meeting the goals of welfare reform. While welfare recipients face
numerous obstacles on the path to employment, transportation has
consistently been identified asamajor barrier to finding and keeping ajob.
Without reliabl e transportati on options, many welfare clients cannot make a
successful transition to work.

Solving the transportation problem has required new collaborations among
public agencies and private organizations, innovative services, and creative
funding strategies. This section summarizesthe provisionsof federa
welfare reform legidlation, the demographic characteristics and travel
patterns of welfare recipients, the unique challenges of welfare-related
transportation, and theimplications for service strategies.

Welfare Reform Legislation

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (PRWORA) created a series of goals, incentives, support systems,
and sanctions designed to move welfare recipientsinto jobs. The
legislation shifted responsibility for welfare from the federal government to
the states and replaced the Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children
(AFDC) program with ablock grant program. The block grants, known as
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), were designed for
states to provide eligible families with time-limited cash assistance. States
were required to submit aplan for the TANF block grant by July 1, 1997.

Key provisions of the federal welfare reform law include the following:

e Work requirements. Adultsarerequired to work after receiving
TANF assistance for 24 months, with some specific exemptions
alowed. (Twenty-one statesintroduced shorter timelimits.) Thelaw
sets specific participation goals for work activities.
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e Work activities. TANF recipients are required to participate in
unsubsidized employment, subsidized employment, on-the-job training,
work experience, community service, vocational training, or provide
child care servicesto individuals participating in community service.
Some job search activities also count toward the work requirements.

e Transitional support. Increased funding isavailablefor child careto
help more mothers moveinto jobs. In addition, the law guaranteesthat
women on welfare continue to receive health coverage for their
families, including at least one year of transitional Medicaid when they
leave welfare to work.

e Timelimit. Individuals may not receive TANF assistance for more
than five years; the 60-month clock is cumulative, not consecutive.
States have the discretion of imposing shorter time limits, and 18 states
have chosen to do so. States may exempt up to 20 percent of their
caseload from the time limit and have the option of using non-cash
assistance or state funds to assist families that have reached the five-
year limit.

Whilewelfare policy and administration had previously been afederal
responsibility, welfare reform has shifted many of the traditional
responsibilities of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) to
the states. Thispolicy change meant that the nation has moved from asingle
centralized welfare program to 50 separate programs — each with aunique
set of transportation concerns and requirements.

The following sections describe the characteristics of welfare recipients
who are making the transition to work and their special transportation
needs.

Characteristics of Welfare Clients

Welfare clients are overwhelmingly single women with children.?
According to the U.S. Department of Labor, only 13 percent of welfare
mothers were married, with husbands present in the household; nearly half
(48 percent) never married and others were widowed, divorced, or
separated.2 Most of these women have only one or two children (the
averageis 1.9), consistent with patterns in the genera public, but these
children tend to be young. About 44 percent of children in welfare
families are five years old or younger, and nearly 38 percent are between
six and twelve yearsold. The average age of children receiving welfare
benefitsis 7.6 years. The mgjority of parentsin welfare familiesarein their
twenties (42 percent) or thirties (35 percent). Only 6 percent are
teenagers. Finally, welfare families are diverse. About 37 percent are
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Characteristics of Welfare Recipients

Marital Status of Welfare Mothers

Married, Married,
Husband Husband
Absent Present

Widow ed/
Divorced

Never
Married

Ethnic Background

Other

African

Hispanic .
American

White

Age of Parents in Welfare Families

19 years

40years g4 or less
old or
more

20-29
years old

30-39
years old

Age of Children on Welfare

13-18
years

5years
and under

6-12 years

Source: U.S. Department of Labor

African American, 36 percent are white, and 21 percent Hispanic. (The
figure above presents a series of demographic characteristics.)

More than half of welfare recipients have, at a minimum, a high school
degree or GED; 16 percent have at |east some college experience. About
42 percent never completed high school.® Additionally, while 61 percent
of welfare mothers reported prior work experience, many have worked only
inlow-wage, low-skill jobs.* For example, the Institute for Women's
Policy Research reported that 37 percent of AFDC mothersworked as
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maids, cashiers, nursing aides, child-care workers, and waitresses. Most of
these jobs were in the service industries, including restaurants, bars,
nursing homes, private households, hotels and motels, department stores,
hospitals, and temporary help firms; these industries employed 40 percent

Cathie J. was a single
mother in Vermont who
raised three children on
welfare after her
divorce. When her
children were grown,
she enrolled in a
training program and
was hired as a
pharmacy technician in
Burlington. For a while
she was able to drive a
car that a friend had
given her. But after
the car broke down,
she had to rely on her
retired uncle to drive
her to work - a forty-
minute round trip twice
a day.
|

of welfare mothers, compared to 19 percent of all women.®

Welfare recipients overwhelmingly livein the nation’s
metropolitan areas, but not necessarily the center cities. Among
individualsreceiving AFDC or General Assistancein 1992, 48
percent lived in central cities, 28 percent in suburbs, and 24
percent inrural areas.® The pattern isdightly different for women
with children. In 1993, the Census Bureau looked at the
characteristics of women of childbearing age (defined as 15-44
years) receiving AFDC benefits. Among these women, who make
up the mgjority of people on welfare, 56 percent lived in center
cities, 25 percent in suburbs, and 19 percent in rural areas.’

Transportation Barriers for
Welfare Recipients

The commuting difficulties of individuals making the transition
from welfare to work have been widely documented. Stories
highlight the transportation challenges that many welfare recipients
face in finding and keeping jobs— multiple bus trips, incompatible
schedules, long walks to suburban job sites, concerns about safety,
reliance on friends and relatives, and expensive taxi rides. In
addition to this anecdotal information, survey data and statistical
analyses have also documented the challenges associated with
providing transportation to welfare recipients. Thefollowingisan
overview of these various transportation barriers that welfare
clients face.

Access to Transportation Services

Most welfare recipients do not own automobiles. The U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services has estimated that, on

average, about 7 percent of families receiving TANF benefits own an
automobile and that these vehicles have an average reported value of
$895.8 Asthetable indicates, this national average shows significant local
variation. California aone accounted for more than half of the reported
automobiles, and ownership rates exceeded 20 percent in Kentucky,
Kansas, and Hawaii. In contrast, fewer than 1 percent of TANF families
reported autosin states like New York, Maryland, and Michigan. While
these statewide averages can provide a snapshot of automobile availability,
the numbers should be interpreted with caution. Until recently, families
receiving welfare benefits were limited to one car valued at less than
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TANF Families Reporting Motor Vehicles
October 1996-June 1997

TANF TANF
State Families Vehicles [Percent | State Families Vehicles |Percent
Alabama 36,728 46 0.1%|Montana 9,442 802 8.5%
Alaska 12,312 na n/a|Nebraska 13,481 165 1.2%
Arizona 56,020 456 0.8%|Nevada 12,120 421 3.5%
Arkansas 21,405 345 1.6%| New Hampshire 8,280 186 2.2%
California 832,009 | 160,255 19.3%New Jersey 102,034 na nla
Colorado 31,182 245 0.8%|New Mexico 29,256 2,065 7.1%
Connecticut 56,051 599 1.1%|New York 391,000 638 0.2%
Delaware 9,900 146 1.5%| North Carolina 101,783 1,137 1.1%
District of Columbia 24,508 na n/a|North Dakota 4,331 526 12.1%
Florida 179,170 5,278 2.9%| Ohio 191,437 4,892 2.6%
Georgia 111,924 2,555 2.3%| Oklahoma 31,750 185 0.6%
Guam 2,279 28 1.2%|Oregon 25,310 1,500 5.9%
Hawaii 22,487 5,480 24.4%|Pennsylvania 167,933 3,940 2.3%
Idaho 7,710 135 1.8% |Puerto Rico 48,143 na nla
lllinois 202,290 8,043 4.0%|(Rhode Island 19,903 274 1.4%
Indiana 45,813 6,145 13.4%South Carolina 35,895 540 1.5%
lowa 29,365 247 0.8%South Dakota 5,264 324 6.2%
Kansas 21,066 4,504 21.4%| Tennessee 73,763 4,492 6.1%
Kentucky 66,623 | 16,750 25.1%| Texas 222,162 2,639 1.2%
Louisiana 58,665 132 0.2%|Utah 12,613 282 2.2%
Maine 18,961 184 1.0%| Vermont 8,401 406 4.8%
Maryland 60,950 635 1.0%|Virgin Islands 1,298 nla nla
Massachusetts 79,686 751 0.9%| Virginia 55,260 2,769 5.0%
Michigan 154,816 1,585 1.0%| Washington 94,619 8,138 8.6%
Minnesota 54,276 9,146 16.9%| West Virginia 34,747 839 2.4%
Mississippi 40,646 3,164 7.8%| Wisconsin 44,345 1,071 2.4%
Missouri 73,635 6,217 8.4%| Wyoming 3,084 109 3.5%
Total 4058131\ 271412 6.7%
Source

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program

First Annual Report to Congress
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

August 1998
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$1,500. Most states have increased this asset ceiling, but participants may
still under-report the number and value of household automobiles.

Without cars, welfare clients must rely on other modes of transportation —
walking, bicycling, sharing rideswith friends and relatives and, when
available, masstransit. Urban residents generally have access to mass
transit services. For example, in Essex County, New Jersey, which
includes Newark, it has been estimated that 98 percent of welfare clients
live within afive-minute walk of a bus route (calculated as one-quarter
mile) and all live within amile of bus service.® In rura and suburban
areas, however, the picture changes noticeably. Some 38 percent of rural
residents live in areas without any public transit service and another 28
percent livein areas with negligible service.’® Suburbsfall somewherein
between. Looking thistime at some of New Jersey’s suburban counties, it
has been estimated that 50-70 percent of welfare clients live within afive-
minute walk of transit in places like Somerset, Gloucester, and Middlesex
Counties.*

Asthe next sections show, however, living near transit isonly part of the
solution. Given changesin employment and commuting patterns, thetransit
services available to welfare clients may not take them where they need to
go or when they haveto get there.

Suburban Employment Trends

Growth in America' s suburbs has had profound impacts on transportation
and land-use patternsin the last several decades. Residents and jobs have
both moved from the nation’s center citiesinto surrounding suburbs, while
transit systems have not kept pace. Between 1980 and 1990, the nation’s
suburbs gained 17.5 million people while the central citieslost 500,000.%
Suburban employment has also grown in the last few decades, again at the
expense of central cities. Between 1967 and 1987, Philadelphialost 64
percent of its manufacturing jobs, and Chicago, New York City, and Detroit
each lost morethan half. In many cases, these jobs were rel ocated from
center city to the suburbs. In Detroit, for example, the city lost 100,000
jobs during the 1980s, while the surrounding suburbs gained 250,000 jobs.*®
Nationally, nearly two thirds of new jobs created during the 1980s were
located in the suburbs.** And by 1990, the suburban share of jobs grew
from 37 percent to 42 percent.’®

Spatial Mismatch

Many of these suburban jobswould be quite attractive to welfare recipients
—if they could get there. Unfortunately, most transit systemsfocus on urban
transportation needs, placing many of thesejobs out of reach for
prospective employees without cars. Even when suburban employersare
located within walking distance of transit —and transit schedules match
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work shifts — trips tend to be long and may require transfers, and the walk
from transit to job site may not be pedestrian friendly.

In Ohio, Case Western Reserve University’s Center on Urban Poverty and
Socia Change, in collaboration with the Cuyahoga County Departments of
Entitlement and Employment Services, was among the first to document
this gap between suburban jobs and available transit services. Using
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software,

researchers examined transit routes serving

Cleveland neighborhoodswith high

concentrations of public assistance recipients. In Louisville, Kentucky, a woman worked
The study found that residents from these areas in a suburban hospital on the 3:00 p.m. to
could not easily reach jobs that matched their 11:00 p.m. shift. While she could take

skill levels. Inner-city residents with cars could
reach about one-third of the available jobsin
about 20 minutes; doubling their travel time gave
them access to about three-quarters of the job

the bus to work in the afternoon, no
public transportation was available for
her return trip at night. Instead, she had

openings. For those without vehicles, however, to choose between walking for four hours
access worsened significantly. With a40-minute or riding a bicycle for two hours — both of
commute on transit, inner-city residents could which required travel on suburban roads
reach 8-15 percent of the appropriate jobs in the with limited visibility.

metropolitan area. Doubling their commute time .
to 80 minutes, these residents were only ableto

reach 40-44 percent of the appropriate job
openings.

Other studies have identified similar examples of the “spatial mismatch”
between suburban job opportunities and concentrations of unemployed
city residents. Joseph Coughlin, Director of the New England University
Transportation Centers Program at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, and Michael Rich, Associate Professor of Political Science at
Emory University, used GIS to document asimilar situation in the Atlanta
metropolitan area. Using GIS, they plotted the locations of entry-level jobs
in Cobb County, support services such as day care and training, and
available masstransit. Their analysis determined that only 43 percent of
entry-level jobs in Cobb County were accessible by the Metropolitan
Atlanta Regiona Transit Authority (MARTA), and most of these required
a 1-2 hour commute.Y

Similarly, Annalynn Lacombe documented conditionsin Waltham,
Massachusetts, a high-growth suburb west of Boston. Oneareain North
Waltham ishometo 77 employers with about 3,000 entry-level workers.
Although theregional transit system serves Waltham, none of the existing
bus routesiswithin walking distance of these employers. Lacombe
determined that welfare clientsliving in Boston could reach just 14 percent
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of these employers within 60 minutes by transit — and none within 30
minutes. Even more discouraging, nearly half of these employers could
not be reached by transit within two hours.

It isimportant to recognize that these analyses of spatial mismatch generally
reflect the availability of fixed-route transit. When more flexible forms of
transportation are considered, including ridesharing and demand-response
services, access may improve considerably. For example, a study of two
disadvantaged communitiesin the Los Angeles
area showed that more workers used carpools than

transit for their work trips.’® Such analyses
In rural Virginia, a public assistance indicate the importance of considering the role of
recipient takes transit to her job at flexible servicesin providing welfare-to-work
a day care center — one way only. transportation in addition to conventional fixed-
Because the local transit system route transit.
offers no midday service she must Temporal Mismatch

walk home from work, take a taxi,

According to the U.S. Department of Labor, about

or depend on relatives. Her three 15.2 million people— comprising 16.8 percent of
children use a cab to reach their full-time adult workers — normally worked a shift
day care at a cost of $70 a month; other than aregular daytime schedule in 1997.%°

a relative picks them up in the (See accompanying table.) Nontraditional hours
evening to save the cab fare. are particularly prevalent in the service industries,

= where many welfare recipients are expected to

find employment. Theseindustriestypically

operate around the clock, 24 hours a day, seven

days aweek (popularly referred to as “24/7”), and
many entry-level employees are assigned to the second and third shifts
and/or weekend work. For example, 42 percent of full-time workersin
bars and restaurants worked nontraditional shiftsin 1997, asdid 35
percent of employees in the entertainment and recreation fields and 28
percent of those working in retail establishments.® While theseindividuals
were not necessarily welfare recipients, this employment patternis
illustrative of the kind of challenges many welfare clients face.

These work schedules are particularly difficult to serve with transit. Most
systems do not operate 24 hours a day, and many offer limited weekend
and evening service —especialy in rural and suburban areas. Thistemporal
mismatch leaves many welfare recipients without the benefit of public
transportation to travel to and from their places of employment.

Trip Chaining
Another challenge of providing transportation service to the welfare
population is the need to serve multiple stops. As discussed earlier, most

Page 1-8



Welfare to Work

Shift Workers by Demographic Characteristics

Percent of Workers with Alternative Shifts
Characteristics May-85 May-91 May-97
All Workers, 16 years and over 15.9 17.8 16.8
Gender
Men 17.8 20.1 19.1
Women 13.0 14.6 13.7
Race/Ethnic Background
White 15.3 17.1 16.1
Black 19.9 23.3 20.9
Hispanic origin 15.5 19.1 16.0

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

welfare recipients are single mothers. Women workersin general —and
working mothersin particular — are likely to link trips together, by
dropping off children at school or day care on the way to work or stopping
at the grocery store on the way home. According to the National Personal
Transportation Survey, about 39 percent of working women incorporate
one or more stops between work and home; this increases to 56 percent of
single mothers with young children (lessthan 6 years old). # (Seefollowing
table.)

Thisaction of linking one or moretripstogether, known as“trip chaining,”
has significant implicationsfor transportation. Transit passengers cannot
easily make multipletrips, given the need to coordinate several schedules
and possibly pay morethan onefare. Accordingly, trip chaining has been
associated with increased auto use. Not surprisingly, working women are
especialy likely to drive to work —low-income women in particular.
According to Sandra Rosenbloom: “Poor central city residents may also be
disproportionately dependent on the private car, given their low wages.
Probably because many tripsfrom the central city to the suburbs are so
difficult to make using public transit, in 1990, urban women with household
incomes between $5,000 to $15,000 were more likely to use acar for their
work trip than comparable men.”? While she was describing travel
patterns among the general public, theimplicationsfor welfare clientsare
clear. Working women with young children, especially single mothers, have
transportation needsthat are especially difficult to serve with conventional
transit.
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Urban Trip Chaining by Gender and Household Characteristics, 1990

Number of Additional Trips
Workers
Who Link
Trips 1 2 3 4+
All Workers Men 28.7% 49.5% 28.8% 11.6% 10.1%
Women 38.8% 46.1% 28.8% 13.4% 11.7%
Single Adult with Young Children |Men N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Women 56.1% 50.0% 22.7% 13.6% 13.7%
Single Adult with Older Children  |Men N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Women 47.4% 47.2% 25.0% 13.9% 13.9%
Two Adults with Young Children  |Men 29.8% 53.5% 27.5% 11.5% 1.7%
Women 40.6% 51.5% 25.7% 14.5% 8.4%
Two Adults with Older Children ~ |Men 26.7% 46.7% 31.8% 10.3% 11.2%
Women 36.4% 43.1% 33.5% 12.5% 11.0%

Source: TCRP Report 28

Information Gaps

Information about transportation services may be difficult for welfare
clients and their caseworkersto obtain or to understand. Such difficulties
may arise when welfare recipients have trouble reading bus schedules or
route maps because of literacy or language problems. Sometimes
information gaps result from the need to travel between jurisdictions or
service areas or to understand complicated fare arrangements. This may
be a particular problem for welfare participants traveling between city and
suburb where transit services and fare structures are not coordinated.

Although the majority of welfare recipients have completed high school,
many lack the basic skillsthey need to address day-to-day problems at
home or at work. According to arecent survey, welfare recipients had a
lower level of basic skillsthan their counterpartsin the general population.
The survey asked participants to complete basic tasks, likefilling out ajob
application, totaling abank deposit slip, or using a bus schedule. About 60
percent of welfare recipients were considered to have low or very low
basic skills, compared to 31 percent of surveyed full-time workers.
Differencesin educational attainment explained only part of thisgap.%
Another study showed much the samething: two-thirds of welfarerecipients
scored in the bottom quarter of women their age on atest of basic skills,
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and one-third of all recipients had basic skills lower than 90 percent of
other women their age.?*

Other welfare recipients may not be fluent in English, further hindering
their ability to understand basic information about transit services. While
the ethnic and linguistic background of welfare recipients varies by
location, non-English speakers can make up a significant portion of the
welfare population in some communities. A study examining barriersto
employment among TANF participants classified 7 percent asnon-native
English speakers; this estimate is assumed to be low because it reflects only
those participants who chose to conduct the interview in Spanish.? In
Alameda County, California, welfare clients came in speaking more than 20
languagesin arecent month; English wasby far the most common, at 79
percent of the cases, but other major linguistic groupsincluded Spanish
(6%) and Vietnamese (5%). While many transit agencies aready provide
materialsin multiplelanguages, especially maor urban systems, telephone
and face-to-faceinquiriesmay bedifficult and linguistic minorities many
not have accessto information at all.

Implications for Transportation

These, then, are some of the transportation barriers that welfare recipients
encounter:

* Nationally nearly three out of four welfare recipientslivein center
citiesor in rural areas, while job growth has focused on the suburbs.

» Jobsintheretall and service industries typically require entry-level
employeesto work at night and on weekends.

* Most welfare recipients do not own cars.

* Whileurban residents generally have convenient accessto transit
services, those systems were never intended to get city dwellersto the
suburbs — especially at night or on weekends.

* Morethan half of rural residentslivein areas with minimal transit
service or none a all.

*  Women with young children—especially single mothers— are especially
likely to incorporate multiple stopsinto their work trips.

* Many welfarerecipients have difficulty using abus schedule.

It should come as no surprise, then, that transportation isamajor barrier to
getting or keeping ajob. Inarecent survey of former welfare participants,
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onein four identified transportation as one of the greatest obstaclesto job
retention.® States, counties, and local communities have responded to
these concernsin traditional and innovative ways. The following chapters
explore some creative approaches to planning, operation, and funding new
servicesfor the growing market of welfare-related transportation.
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1 These descriptions are based on characteristics of participantsin the AFDC program; it
isassumed that TANF recipients have similar characteristics.

2 Unless otherwise noted, all data are based on statistics presented by the U.S.
Department of Labor in “About Welfare — Myths, Facts, Challenges and Solutions.”
February 1998.

3 Tabulations of 1995 AFDC Quality Control Survey Data. Prepared by Demetra
Nightingale, The Urban Institute, DOL Contract F-5532-5-00-80-30.

4 U.S. Department of Labor. “About Welfare — Myths, Facts, Challenges and
Solutions.” February 1998.

5 Institute for Women's Policy Research. “Welfare to Work: The Job Opportunities of
ADFC Recipients.” Available at www.iwpr.org/wtwrib.html.

6 U.S. Census Bureau. Dynamics of Economic Well-Being: Program Participation,
1991 to 1993. Available at www.census.gov/hhes/progpart/dewb9193/pp91tl.html.

7 Bureau of the Census. “Mothers Who Receive AFDC Payments — Fertility and
Socioeconomic Characteristics.” Statistical Brief 95-2. March 1995.

8 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program: First
Annual Report to Congress. August 1998. Table 7:16, “TANF Families with
Countable Assets by Type of Asset, October 1996 — June 1997.

9 Richard K. Brail, Jeffrey Doshna, Sudha Maheshwari, Graciela Cavicchia, and Jia
Wei. Assessment of Public Transportation Opportunities for WorkFirst New
Jersey Participants. Prepared for the Office of Policy and Planning, New Jersey
Department of Human Services. July 1997.

10 Jon E. Burkhardt, James L. Hedrick, and Adam T. McGavock. Assessment of the
Economic Impacts of Rural Public Transportation. TCRP Report 34.
Transportation Research Board, 1998.

11 Richard K. Brail, Jeffrey Doshna, Sudha Maheshwari, Graciela Cavicchia, and Jia
Wei. Assessment of Public Transportation Opportunities for WorkFirst New
Jersey Participants. Prepared for the Office of Policy and Planning, New Jersey
Department of Human Services. July 1997.

12 Bureau of Transportation Statistics. Transportation Satistics Annual Report. 1997.

Page 1-12



Welfare to Work

13 Scott Bogren. “Work Trips Take New Routes,” Community Transportation.
November 1996.

14 Urbitran Associates, Inc., with Multisystems, Inc., SG Associates, Inc., and Robert
Cervero, Ph.D. Improving Transit Connections for Enhanced Suburban Mobility.
TCRP Project B-6. Phase | Interim Report: A Review of Current Practices to
Enhance Suburban Mobility. August 1995.

15 Bureau of Transportation Statistics. Transportation Statistics Annual Report. 1997.

16 Claudia Coulton, Laura Leete, and Neil Bania. Housing, Transportation and Access
to Suburban Jobs by Welfare Recipients in the Cleveland Area. Mandel School of
Applied Social Sciences, Case Western Reserve University. Prepared for the Fannie
Mae Foundation Policy Research Roundtable, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore,
Maryland. July 22, 1997.

17 Community Transportation Association of America. Access to Jobs: A Guide to
Innovative Practices in Welfare-to-Work Transportation. Prepared pursuant to a
grant from the Federal Transit Administration. January 1998.

18 Jim McLaughlin and Jim Sims. “Integrated Rideshare Information Services with
Public Transportation Resources To Meet the Transportation Needs of Welfare to
Work in Los Angeles County.” In Proceedings of the 1998 Bus Operations,
Technology, and Management Conference. American Public Transit Association.
May 1998.

19 Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Workers on Flexible and Shift Schedules in 1997
Summary.” Press release issued on March 26, 1998.

20 Bureau of Labor Statistics. “Workers on Flexible and Shift Schedules in 1997
Summary.” Press release issued on March 26, 1998.

21 sandra Rosenbloom. Transit Markets of the Future: The Challenge of Change.
TCRP Report 28. Transportation Research Board, 1998.

22 Sandra Rosenbloom. Transit Markets of the Future: The Challenge of Change. TCRP
Report 28. Transportation Research Board, 1998.

2 Hans P. Johnson and Sonya M. Tafoya. “ The Basic Skills of Welfare Recipients:
Implications for Welfare Reform.” Copyright 1999 Public Policy Institute of
California, San Francisco, CA. All rightsreserved. Report available at www.ppic.org.

24 Julie Strawn. “Beyond Job Search or Basic Education: Rethinking the Role of Skillsin
Welfare Reform.” Center for Law and Social Policy, April 1998. Report available at

www.clasp.org.

% SheilaR. Zedlewski. “Work Activity and Obstacles to Work among TANF
Recipients.” The Urban Institute. Assessing the New Federalism, Series B, N. B-2,
September 1999. Report available at www.urban.org.

% Anu Rangargjan. “Keeping Welfare Recipients Employed: A Guide for States
Designing Job Retention Services.” Off Welfare and Into Work: A Report Series of
the Postemployment Services Demonstration. Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
Princeton, N.J. June 1998. Report available at www.mathematica-mpr.com.

Page 1-13



Transit Cooperative Research Program

Page 1-14



CHAPTER 2

Planning Initiatives

Asstate and local governments have begun to address the challenges of
welfare reform, new cooperative relationships have emerged. Partnersin
these new collaborations have included transportation providers, human
service agencies, regional planning associations, community-based

organi zations, faith-based groups, workforce devel opment agencies,
employers, and educational institutions. Some states, like New Jersey and
Ohio, have mandated alocal coordinated planning process; localities must
prepare awritten transportation plan in order to receive state funding
assistance. Othershave set up state coordinating committees; Pennsylvania,
Montana, Kansas, Indiana, and South Carolinaare among the statesthat
have established interagency task forcesto oversee planning activities.
Many states and localities have initiated their planning process with aneeds
assessment in order to identify the particular travel requirements of welfare
recipients, some have used geographic information systems (GIS) to
develop detailed mapsthat document these needs. Finally, many program
planners have solicited input directly from TANF clientsto help identify
needs and to develop practical responses. For example:

* InNew Jersey, the state coordinated a transportation planning process
that was built around county-based steering committees. Steering
committee membership varied among counties, but typically included
representation from transportation agencies, social service
organizations, and workforceinvestment boards.

* TheEast Bay Asian Loca Development Corporation, anonprofit group
in Oakland, California, is coordinating awelfare-related transportation
program that trains counsel ors at community-based organizationsto
providetrip planning services for neighborhood TANF recipients.

* TheGood News Garage refurbishes donated automobiles and makes
them availableto community residentsin Burlington, Vermont. The
program was created and managed by L utheran Social Services of New
England and relies heavily on volunteer support.

* InSanDiego, Caifornia, aninnovativetransportation program takes
advantage of the transportation resources of the American Red Cross
and area churchesto provide accessto jobs for inner-city residents.
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This chapter identifiesthe partnersin these new collaborative efforts and
describes some noteworthy planning initiatives.

Partners in Planning

Welfare-to-work transportation programs have called upon the expertise
and resources of diverse participants, many of whom are new to the
transportation planning process. These stakeholders generally include
representatives from agencies and organizations that have avested interest
in the outcome of the program. In Hartford, Connecticut, job access
planners coined a phrase to describe their partnership. They referred to
themselves as a BORPSAT — a bunch of the right people sitting around
thetable. Whatever they call themselves, program stakeholders may
include any or all of thefollowing:

e Trangportation providers, including public and privatetransit and
paratransit operators serving the general public and agency clients,
vanpool programs, private shuttle operators, and taxi services

e Social serviceproviders, including agenciesadministering TANF
program benefits and support services (e.g., training, placement, child-
care)

e Employersand job developers, including representation fromthe area
private industry council or workforce investment board

e Community- and faith-based or ganizationsthat work with members
of the targeted popul ation and may have transportation resources
available

e Planners, including representativesfrom metropolitan planning
organizations (M POs), councils of governments (COGs), departments of
transportation (DOTS), or state, county, or local planning departments

e Elected officials, who can play akey rolein obtaining community and
political support for recommended programs

Many of these stakehol ders may not have worked together before and may
not be familiar with the special challenges of welfare-to-work
transportation. Transportation providers, for example, may not have direct
experience with serving the changing needs of welfare participants asthey
make the transition from support servicesto employment. Caseworkers, on
the other hand, may not be familiar with the costs and operating
characteristics of different transportation alternatives. And participants
from the private sector may have limited experience working with public
funding sources. Through the planning process, stakeholders can share
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their specialized knowledge as they devel op transportation strategies that
incorporate the best elements of their differing disciplines. Some of the
potential stakeholdersin the transportation planning process are described
inthefollowing sections.

Transportation Providers

Transportation providers often have the technical expertise and the
resources needed to plan and implement awelfare-rel ated transportation
project. In some areas, transit operators have taken the lead. For example,
the Transit Authority of River City (TARC) operatesalate-night
subscription servicein Louisville, Kentucky. Asaregional transit operator,
TARC aready had much of the organizational and management
infrastructure required to introduce thisnew service. Similarly, the Santee
Wateree Regional Transportation Authority was ableto expand itson-going
service for Medicaid clients to serve low-income workers at no additional
cost by using existing vehiclesand drivers. In New Jersey, the Department
of Transportation and NJTRANSIT were among thelead agenciesina
coordinated planning process. Sometransit agencies have provided key
support by donating technical assistance or physical assets. In Baltimore,
for instance, the Maryland Mass Transit Administration (MTA) donated
threevansto thefleet for the AdVANtage Il program, which helped low-
income individuals operate transportation services. The MTA staff also
provided technical adviceto project staff asthey purchased additional
vehiclesfor their fleet.

Social Service Providers

Asthe agenciesthat work most closely with TANF recipients, social
service providers have a clear understanding of the issues and obstacles of
welfare-related transportation. Some social service agencies have taken
the lead in developing welfare-related transportation programs. In
suburban Maryland, the Anne Arundel County Department of Social
Services hel ped devel op and implement the AdVA Ntage micro-enterprise
program to train and subsidize public assistance recipients to offer
transportation servicesto other DSS recipientsfor employment-related
activities. The ContraCosta County Socia Services Department, in
California, isadministering asimilar program designed to train welfare
participantsto provide community transportation services, including
transportation to school and child-care.

Departments of Transportation

Departments of transportation (DOTS) can bring to thetabletheir detailed
understanding of areatransportation conditionsand resources. At the state
level, DOTs may oversee planning and operations for multiple transporta-
tion modes, including transit, highway, and ridesharing programs, which
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givesthem aunique perspective on the potentia opportunitiesfor developing
coordinated strategiesfor welfare-related transportation. DOTsa so have
accessto variousfunding sourcesthat may have applicationsfor welfare-related
programs. Findly, inrurd areas, DOTscan serveasregiona planning agencies
and provide support and coordination for local communitiesand agenciesto
develop wefare-related transportation programs. For example, theWisconsin
Department of Transportation worked with the Department of Workforce
Development to create an Interdepartmental Task Force on Employment and
Transportation to encourage on-going dia ogue between departments, coordi-
nateactivities, and identify issues associated with welfare-rel ated transportation.
Similarly, the South CarolinaDepartment of Transportation hasestablished an
I nteragency Steering Committee on Coordinated Transit withagod of improv-
ing transportation servicesthroughout the state. Among other activities, the
committeeuseditsinfluenceto allocatefedera
program fundsin Kershaw County to support the

uﬁi’nlit“" Py, local Flex Routesystem.

,ﬁq ’@g | _.-ﬁ‘?% Planning Agencies

Regiona andloca planning organizationsoften have

(<)
g; T % experience coordinating complex projectsand
g don) % frequently participatein welfare-to-work planning
"i &  dforts. Metropolitan planning organizations

,—_-l-: ' E‘ (MPOs), in particular, haveacentral roletoplay in

devel oping welfare-related transportation programs.
MPOs, which consist of elected officialsand

Helping You Get Around! trangportation providerswithin ametropolitan area,

arerespons blefor adopting regiona transportation
plansand improvement programs. |nmany partsof the country, MPOs
maintainregional databaseswith Censusinformation and other relevant
satistical data. Moreover, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has
required M PO participationin the Job Accessand Reverse Commute program.
Inlarge urban areas (with more than 200,000 people), MPOsareresponsible
for selecting applicant programsfor federal consideration; insmaller areas
(between 50,000 and 200,000 people), M POsrecommend projectsto the
state, which selectsthefinal applicants. Inaddition, al projectsreceiving
federal fundsunder thisprogram must beincluded inthe MPO’ s Transportation
Program beforereceiving thegrant.

Thisregional perspective and planning experience often makesthese
organizations well-qualified to lead welfare-to-work programs. For
example, the Pinellas County Metropolitan Planning Organi zation
administersthis Floridacounty’swelfare-to-work transportation program.
With state designation asthe Community Transportation Coordinator for the
county, the M PO became responsi blefor managing the county’sservicesfor
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transportation disadvantaged residents. Asthe cooperativetransportation
planning committeefor six jurisdictionsin Central ContraCosta County,
Cdlifornia, TransPac hasimplemented aseriesof trip planning activitiesand
ridesharingincentives. Findly, in Massachusetts, the

Metropolitan AreaPlanning Council iscoordinating welfare- 6
related transportation activitiesinthe Boston region; programs '
include expanded job counsdling, transit incentives, and an f"
| nternet-based trangit trip planner.

AN CIEDDT

. . I, WORKFORCE
Private Industry Councils B e I
Organized under thefederal Job Training Partnership Act, )
privateindustry councils(PICs) werecharged originaly with W YEARS g
planning and overseeing education, jobtraining, and T ——

employment programsfor low-incomeindividuas. Recently

they have emerged askey playersin welfare-to-work planning

and programs. Congressawarded PlCsalmost $3 billionto overseelocal
welfare-to-work efforts, and the U.S. Department of Labor hasidentified PICs
asone of the organizationseligibleto receive Welfareto Work funds. PIC
membership isdrawn from both the public and private sectors, but private
employersmust make up the majority of PIC membership. Becausethey are
representative of al sectorsof the community, these public-private partnerships
can hel pfacilitaterel ationshipsamong transportation providers, social service
agencies, and employers.

Community-Based Organizations

Community-based organizationsare especidly well-positioned to participatein
welfarereformactivities. Thesegroups, with closetiestotheir congtituents, can
hel p bridge the gap between welfare consumersand the sometimesfaceless
bureaucraciesthat deliver servicesand benefits. The East Bay Asian Local
Development Corporation (EBALDC), anonprofit group in Oakland,
Cadlifornia, iscoordinating awelfare-rel ated transportation program that trains
counsglorsat community-based organizationsto providetrip planning services
for neighborhood TANF recipients. Thetransportation counselorssharea
languageand culturewith their clients, many of whom arerecentimmigrants,
creating an atmosphere of trust and support. The San Diego/Imperial Chapter
of the American Red Cross madeitsfleet of buses, which areowned and
operated by regiona socia servicesagencies, availableto providewelfare-
related transportation. InMaryland, the Anne Arundel County Department of
Socid Servicescollaborated with local branchesof the Young Women's
Christian Association (Y WCA) to develop and implement atransportation
micro-enterprise program that trained public assi stance reci pientsto operate
community-based transportation services. The Y WCAS, with their long history
of supporting womenin thecommunity, provided training, socia support
structure, and follow-up with program participants.
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Faith-Based Organizations

Likecommunity groups, faith-based organi zationshave along tradition of
supporting peoplein need. Welfarereform has brought new opportunities
for religious congregations and groups such as Catholic Charitiesand
Jewish Family Servicesto work in partnership with communities and
government organizationsto provide support servicesfor TANF
participants. InVermont, Lutheran Social Servicesof New England
provided start-up funding and on-going support for the Good News Garage,
which makes automobiles available to low-income residents. The program
grew out of the organization’s commitment to transportation equity, and its
faith-based origin hel ped facilitate accessto start-up funding, donated
goods and services, and program volunteers. In San Diego, the churches
comprising All Congregations Together are making their church vans
available for work-related employment. This program was ableto take
advantage of the “helping mission” of its member churchesto provide
leadership and stability.

Employers

Needless to say, employers play akey rolein supporting welfare reform.
But, with afew notable exceptions, most have focused their effortson
recruiting, training, and hiring participantsrather than providing them with
rides to work. United Parcel Service (UPS) has played an activerolein
welfare reform from the start and has hired 20,000 people off welfare since
1997. Through programs acrossthe country, UPSworkswith local
government agencies, faith-based groups, and nonprofit organizationsto
develop, train, and mentor qualified candidates for suitable positions. In
some areas, UPS has worked with local transit agenciesto transport
workersto thejob. For example, in Camden, New Jersey, UPS contracted
with NJTRANSIT to provide late-night service to itsHog Island facility at
the Philadel phiaInternational Airport. InLouisville, UPSworked with the
State of Kentucky and three area collegesto establish the Metropolitan
College. Studentsare eligiblefor freetuition and receive ajob at UPS.
Class schedules and work shifts are coordinated, and local bus routes
connect schoolswith work sites. Students can use their identification cards
asabus pass, Metropolitan College reimburses Transit Authority of River
City, thetransit operator, for half the price of each student pass.

Needs Assessment

Several states have conducted needs assessments as part of their
coordinated planning activities. Asdiscussed in Chapter 1, many areas
have identified a spatial mismatch —and often atemporal gap aswell —
between avail ablefixed-routetranst systemsand areas of concentrated
employment. Beforedevel oping new transportation services, anumber of
statesand localities have conducted their own studiesin order to document any
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existing gaps between transportation
needsand serviceavailability. Aspart of
itsmandated statewide planning process,
the State of New Jersey provided each of
its21 countieswith technical assistance
for completing aneedsassessment. This
county-level transportation review

cons sted of thefollowing:

* Inventory of existing publicand
private transportation servicesin each

county

¢ |nformation about thetravel needs of
wedfareclients

» Edtimatesof trip-making activity
amongwefareclients

~—=#i] Temrinll Hus Rowle
# Clissmd Hok 'Wikkin Cir @1 of ®f
& Clissd Weihis Ot W) of ML

] 3 ] L
— —

«  |dentification of service gapsbased on 7
serviceavailability and travel needs —
Froparsd iy Mulispsfams, fac

The statedeveloped aseriesof GIS-

based mapsto represent the homelocations of
wefareclients, employers, child-carefacilities, training
sites, and existing fixed-route public and privatetransit
services. Thesemapsprovided avisua indication of
the gapsbetween available servicesand key origins
and destinationsfor welfareclients. Thisinformation
guided the devel opment of servicedternativesfor each county.

The State of New Jersey used GIS analysis to
identify welfare recipients who lived beyond
walking distance of available transit services.

TheWisconsin Department of Transportation conducted astudy to assessthe
issues associated with linking Wisconsin Works (W-2) participantsfrom
Milwaukee County to employment opportunitiesthroughout the seven-county
southeastern Wisconsinregion.! Thestudy documented theresidential
locationsof welfarerecipients, locationsof likely job opportunitiesand existing
transportation services. Qualitative and quantitative measureswere used to
identify unmet transportation needs and to assessthe cost and benefits of
providing additional transportation servicesto meet theseneeds. A GIS-based
analysishad three components: (1) comparewelfare participant resdential and
employment locationswith existing trangit services, (2) identify trangt needs,
and (3) develop transit improvement options. Proposed solutionsfromthe
analysisincluded expansion of existing busroutes, local route extensionsand/or
aregiond expressnetwork. Costswere estimated and implementation issues
evaluated for each option.
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Similarly, the Southern CdiforniaAssociation of Governments (SCAG)
conducted an“ opportunity analyss’ inorder to determinewherewelfare
recipientslived and where they might find employment.2 Using GISanalysis,
SCAG mapped thelocations of welfarerecipientsand likely job locations.
Potentid job locationswerefurther refined to include only those empl oyment
opportunitiesthat met threecriteria: (1) they requiredlittletraining, (2) they had
potential for futuregrowth, and (3) they wereinreevantindustries. Finally the
distribution of residentsand jobswas overlaid with information about fixed
route publictrangt services. Thisanayssdetermined that 36 percent of welfare
clientsin Los Angeles County had reasonabletransit avail able on both ends of
their work trip. Additional analysisshowed ahigh potentia for ridesharing as
well. It wasestimated that nearly 20 percent of welfarerecipientsinLos
Angeles County had acar and that targeted originsand destinationswere both
served by SCAG'sridesharing program.

Learning from Welfare Recipients

Asthetarget customersfor transportation services, TANF participants have
auniquerolein the planning process. Program participants know their
transportation needs better than anyone else and involving themin the
planning process has yielded enormous benefits. Thelr experiences
juggling the complexities of their own commuting tripswith thetravel
requirements of one or more children has provided detailed and practical
guidanceto those devel oping service strategies.

Surveys and Questionnaires

Surveys have been used as a cost-effective strategy for assessing
transportation needs of TANF participants. For example, staff at county
welfare officesin New Jersey distributed a brief written survey to their
Work First clients. The survey asked seven simple questions about access
to vehiclesand transit and provided a quick snapshot of current
transportation needs. Survey findingswere used to complement other needs
assessment strategies, including focus groups and GlSanalysis, and hel ped
planners design new service strategies.

Focus Groups

Inthe San Francisco Bay Area, the Metropolitan Trangportation Commission
(MTC) included CaWORK srecipientsin the planning processfor its county-
level welfaretransportation plans. Welfarerecipientswereinvited to participate
infocusgroupsin somecounties, whilein othersthey reviewed and prioritized
proposed servicestrategies. AlsointheBay Area, EBALDC developed an
extensveoutreach effort to identify barriersto employment inthe Lower San
Antonio neighborhood. Sixteenfocusgroupswereheldinsevenlanguages,in
order to assessthe needsof residents of thismulti-ethnic and multilingual
neighborhood.

Thenext chapter describes some of the service strategiesthat have emerged
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from cooperative planning programs and needs assessments.

Notes

1 BRW, Inc. Public Transportation, Jobs and Welfare Reform Study. Prepared for the
Wisconsin Urban Transit Association. July 1997.

2 Jim McLaughlin and Jim Sims. “Integrating Rideshare Information Services with Public
Transportation Resources to Meet the Transportation Needs of Welfare to Work in Los
Angeles County.” In Proceedings of the 1998 Bus Operations, Technology and
Management Conference. American Public Transit Association. May 1998.
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CHAPTER 3

Service Strategies

Historically, welfare offices met the transportation needs of their clients by
reimbursing them for transportation costs; typically they provided bus
passes, taxi vouchers or mileage allowances. Welfare reform has
complicated the transportation needs of welfare recipients considerably,
however, and states and localities are struggling to servetheir clientsin this
new environment. Because welfare recipients do not always live near job
opportunities—and most do not have access to an automobile—transit has
become acritical link in the welfare-to-work process. Unfortunately, as
described in Chapter 1, this new transit market is not an easy oneto serve
for anumber of reasons.

e Spatial mismatch. Welfarerecipientstend to livein central cities,
while recent job growth has been concentrated in the suburbs. At best,
this spatial mismatch requireslong reverse commuting trips, often
involving multiple transfers. At worst, individuals and jobs are located
in areas without any transit service at all.

e Temporal mismatch. Many welfare recipients are expected to find
employment in theretail, service, and health-careindustries. These
jobsfrequently have evening and weekend shifts, which are not well
served by traditional transit schedules.

e Tripchaining. Thetypica welfarerecipient isasingle mother with
young children whose work trip may need to include stops at one or
more schools or child-care facilities.

e Information gaps. Welfare clientsmay have difficulty accessing and
understanding travel information because of literacy problems, minimal
basic skills, or limited command of the English language.

Compounding these challenges, thewelfare-to-work transit market is
dynamic. As TANF participants progressfrom training programsto
permanent employment, their transportation needs arelikely to change over
time. Statesand local governments have devel oped awide range of
implementation strategiesto support welfarereform. In densely populated
areas, it has been possible to modify existing bus routes to serve new
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employment centers or off-peak work shifts, with a special focus on the
needs of reverse commuters. Inlower density areas service strategies may
include coordinated transit and human servicestransportation programs,
brokerages, ridesharing, and programsto sell or lease donated vehiclesto
welfare clients. Some localities have devel oped programs to enhance
accessto travel information, and some have introduced child-care
transportation programs. The following sections describe a number of
demonstration programs aswell asarange of service implementation
strategies, including new and modified transit services, service
coordination and brokerages, ridesharing, automobile ownership programs,
and one-stop centers.

Modifications to Existing Services

Many localities have introduced new transit services or modified existing
routes to provide welfare-related transportation. Frequently these services
are designed to serve specific employment centers, to meet work shifts, or
to minimize transfers. Many were developed to serve reverse commuters —
city residents who work in the suburbs. The Transit Authority of River
City (TARC) introduced an express bus service between inner-city
Louisville, Kentucky, and amajor industrial park. The Southeastern
PennsylvaniaTransportation Authority (SEPTA), which servesthe

Philadel phia metropolitan area, has extended bus routesto serve business
centersand industrial parks, introduced reverse commute express services,
and added service to routes serving workers on late shifts.

Shuttles, Circulators, and Feeder Services

These services are designed to improve mobility within alocal areaor to
provide connectionsto theregional busor rail network. By extending the
reach of existing busroutes and train lines, shuttles and feeders can serve
ridersinlow density areas or at times of low demand. Often these routes
use vans or minibuses, which have greater flexibility than full-size busesto
enter parking lots and driveways; thisis a particular advantage when
serving employersin suburban office parks or shopping malls. For example,
SEPTA hasintroduced new busroutesthat use small busesto serve
suburban office parks and shopping mallsin metropolitan Philadel phia.
Herethetransit agency contracts with private operatorsto serve employers,
and employers participate in the funding arrangements. 1n San Diego, All
Congregations Together isaconsortium of areachurchesthat uses 16-
passenger church vansto transport TANF participantsto acentral hub
wherethey board busesthat take them to work; the American Red Cross
operatesthework routes. Inthisexample, community- and faith-based
organi zations are working together outside the conventional transit
environment to provide acombination of fixed and feeder routesto serve
work trips. Outside Detroit, SMART introduced several shuttlesthat

Page 3-2



Welfare to Work

providelinksbetween line-haul busroutesand suburban job sites. Passengers
taking SMART routesto acentral location can board avan that serves
otherwiseinaccessiblelocationsin shopping malsand employment centers.

TheBridgesto Work demonstration program, funded
by theU.S. Department of Housing and Urban lrtl's [;..-. T.
Development, hasused various service dternativesto
provide accessto suburban jobsfor low-incomeurban :&T&?Lﬁﬁmm O

Efaciten Masch 2 1550

SUBURBAN BUS ROUTE

resdents. Program sitesare Baltimore, Chicago,
Denver, Milwaukee, and St. Louis. TheBridgesto
Work project in St. Louiswasdesigned to provide
transportation for residentsin portionsof north St.

L ouis County, whichincludesalarge part of thennorth
sideof theCity of St. Louis. Thetargeted destination
wasaportion of thel-64 corridor inwest St. Louis
County, thesurrounding Chesterfield Valley region,
anchored by the Spirit of St. LouisAirport with 2,000
jobs. Another 2,000industrial, hotel, healthand T —
businessservicejobsarelocated inthel-40 corridor it “f SIT ROLTES
west of the City of St. Louis. Red Crossvans
provided serviceto theemployment corridor; Bi-State
Deve opment Agency, which providesbusservicein
St. Louis, transported participantsto and fromvan
pick-up and drop-off pointsat the origin point.

In Baltimore, the Bridgesto Work program, operated

by the Historic East Baltimore Community Action
Council (HEBCAC), providestransportation between
East Bdtimore and the Batimore-Washington
International Airport (BWI1), about 15 milesaway.
Although city busserviceisavailableto theairport, the
first busarrivestoo latefor employeeson most

morning shiftsto get towork ontime. After identifying
job-ready individualsin East Batimore, the program

hel psthem preparefor and obtain employment inthe
airport corridor, and providesthem with transportation
toand fromwork. HEBCAC aso providesfreevanrides
for jobinterviewsintheairport district. HEBCAC usesa
fleet of eight vansto providedaily door-to-door
trangportation for each of its200 clients. Vanspick up
clientsin themorning and takethem homein the evening.

In Philadelphia, SEPTA has introduced
shuttles to serve suburban work sites.

In Denver, the Bridgesto Work program used acombination of public and
private transportation resourcesto serve suburban employment sites: express
buses operated by the Denver Regiona Trangit District and aprivately owned
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shuttlevan service. Servicedecisionswere based onthework sitelocation or
shift times. Pick up and drop off pointswerelocated throughout the origin area
near specially designated bus stopsand other essential services.

Suburban Job-Link Corporation, aprivate not-for-profit employment service
and transportation program, has been serving unempl oyed Chicago residents
snce1971. Theprogram focuseson developing reverse commuting strategies
between inner-city Chicago neighborhoods and thejob-rich suburbs. Onekey
element of itsprogramisthe Job Oasis, in suburban Bensenville, Illinois, which
providessupport facilitiesfor job seekers. Transportation servicesincludea
seriesof expressroutesand shuttles, many of which arefocused around the Job
Oasis, asdescribed here.

e Expressroutes. Suburban Job-Link operatesexpressbusservice
between neighborhoodsin Chicago’s West Side and employersinthe
city’s northwest suburbs. Passengers pay up to $2.00 per ride; Job-Link
coverstheremaining costs. In someinstances, Suburban Job-Link has
turned some routes over to Pace, the region’s suburban bus operator. By
turning over established bus routesto apublic carrier, complete with
built-in ridership, Job-Link can devote its resources to developing
additional routesfor its constituents.

e Shuttle services. Suburban Job-Link provides free transportation
between inner city neighborhoods and its suburban Job Oasis, as well
as transportation between the Job Oasis and employersfor job interviews.

e Ridesharing. Suburban Job-Link isworking with Pace to develop a
vanpool program to support reverse commuting.

Finally, in Milwaukee, the Bridgesto Work program focused on providing
400 job-ready inner-city residents with transportation to suburban jobs.
Once accepted into the program, applicants received free transportation to
and from interviews with Bridges to Work employers; once hired, they
became eligible to receive 18 months of free transportation to and from
their Bridges to Work job. Targeted destinations were not served by public
transportation during the hours that Bridges to Work transportation isin
operation. Bridgesto Work contracted bus and van service to private
operators.

Night Owl Services

Whether by choice or necessity, many TANF recipients work |ate at night,
when transit service may be minimal. To address this gap, some transit
agencieshaveintroduced specialized late-night routes, of ten dubbed “ night owl”
sarvices. InLouisville, Kentucky, the Transit Authority of River City operates
Night Owl subscription shuttlesto provide servicefor late-night workerswho
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liveor work inthe L ouisville Empowerment Zone. Shuttlesoperate seven days
aweek from 11:00 p.m. to 5:00 am. and provide door-to-door transportation
between homeand work. InNorth Richmond, California, AC Transit
introduced acommunity-based circulator to provide connectionsto arail station
and commercia digtrict between 7:00 p.m. and 2:00 am., after thefixed-route
servicestopped running for theevening.

Service Coordination

Some states and localities have begun to make use of existing systemsto
provide welfare-related transportation. Programs may already be in place
to serve seniors, persons with disabilities, school children, clients of human
service agencies, and religious congregations. Many of these programs may
be able to maketheir vehicles available for employment transportation.
Using existing vehicles can be a cost-effective approach to welfare
transportation, but it requires considerabl e coordination among agencies
and organizations. The Santee Wateree Regional Transportation Authority,
which serves several rural countiesin South Carolina, combined its
existing door-to-door transportation for agency clients with anewly
designed fixed-route service to provide access to jobs for low-income
workers. In San Diego, a coalition of churches made its vehicles available
to providework-related transportation for TANF recipients.

Mobility Manager

Somelocditiesoffer multipleoptionsfor providing
wefare-related trangportation; thesemay include
travel vouchers, bus passesor tokens, and
contracted services. Withthisapproachthe

service agency may serveasamobility manager
or broker, handling the administrative detail sfor
obtaining and ddlivering transportation services.
For example, the Pindlas County Metropolitan

P anning Organization managesthe provision of
wefare-rel ated transportation servicesthroughout
itsservicearea. Case managerswork with
program participantsto determinethe most
appropriate transportation options; the menu of
strategiesincludes buspasses, ridesharing
incentives, andtaxi vouchers. Similarly, through the Massachusetts Accessto
JobsInitiative, the state’ strangit authoritieshave hired Trangportation
Coordinatorsto work with welfare case managersto help recipients make
transportation arrangementsfor work and child care. Thecoordinatorsrefer
clientsto existing publictrangit serviceswhenever feasibleand otherwise
arrangefor demand response service, organi ze vanpool sand carpools, and
provide one-timetrangportation subsidies.
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Ridesharing and Subscription Services

Ridesharing programs can be acost-effective and practica solutiontowelfare
transportationin somearess, filling the gap between fixed routeand demand
response services. Ridesharing optionscan rangefrom casua carpoolsamong
coworkerstoformalized vanpool arrangements. InDallas, the Texas
Workforce Commission funded avanpool program that provides selected
program participantswith transportation for athirteen-week period.
Passengers pay aweekly fare, whichisheldin escrow; after completingthe
program, participants use the accumulated fundsfor adown payment ona
personal automobile. King County Metro, in Sedttle, developed amore
conventional vanpool programfor TANF clients. Theagency entered into an
agreement with an employer and amunicipality to devel op avanpool program
to servethismanufacturing plant, whichislocated in an areawithout transit
service. Whilethevanpool programisopentothefacility’sentirework force,
the program provides participating TANF clientswithamonthly subsidy to
offset thevanpool fare.

Automobile Strategies

Driving isstill the most convenient mode of transportation for many welfare
recipients, especially thosein rural areas with limited transit options or
those dropping off children ontheir way towork. Many states have devel oped
programsor policiesdesigned to hel p welfarereci pientsusethe carsthey
already have or to acquire new ones. Some communitieshavetried to offset the
out-of-pocket costs of driving by subsidizing gasoline, repairs, or
auto insurance, whileothershaveincreased thea lowed val ue of
an automobileunder welfareasset limitations. Under federd rules
for AFDC digibility and benefits, familieswerealowed to have
onevehicleworth upto $1,500. Inorder to encourage TANF
reci pientsto becomeself sufficient, many stateshaveincreased
thiscash dlowanceto alow welfarerecipientsto own more
Good News Garage reliable automobileswithout jeopardizing their benefits. The
following table summarizeschangesin thisalowance. Findly, a
number of localitieshave devel oped programsto enablewelfaretolease or
purchase automobiles. 1nVermont, the Good News Garage accepts donated
vehicles, fixesthem up, and sellsthemto low-incomeres dentsfor the cost of
therepairs. In Forsyth County, North Carolina, the Wheels-to-Work program
provides selected TANF recipientswith areliableautomobileat anominal cost.
Thevehicleisreleased totheindividuasafter ayear if they meet certain
conditions.

Vermont
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Asset Limit on Automobiles

State Limit State Limit

Alabama No statutory change Missouri Value of one vehicle
Alaska Up to $5,000 Montana Value of one vehicle
Arizona No statutory change Nebraska Value of one vehicle
Arkansas Value of one car Nevada No statutory change
California Up to $4,500 New Hampshire Value of one vehicle
Colorado One vehicle New Jersey No statutory change
Connecticut Value of one vehicle New Mexico Up to $4,500
Delaware To be determined New York Up to $4,650

District of Columbia |No statutory change North Carolina Counties to determine
Florida Up to $8,500 North Dakota Value of one vehicle
Georgia Up to $4,500 Ohio Same as food stamp program
Hawaii Value of one vehicle Oklahoma Up to $5,000

Idaho To be determined Oregon Up to $5,000

lllinois No statutory change Pennsylvania Value of one vehicle
Indiana No statutory change Rhode Island $1,500 or same as food stamp program
lowa Up to $3,889; increases with CPI|South Carolina Value of one vehicle
Kansas Value of one vehicle South Dakota To be determined
Kentucky No statutory provision Tennessee $4,600

Louisiana To be determined Texas Up to $5,000

Maine No statutory change Utah Up to $8,000
Maryland Up to $5,000 Vermont Value of one vehicle
Massachusetts Up to $5,000 Virginia Up to $4,500
Michigan Value of one vehicle Washington Up to $5,000
Minnesota Up to $7,500 West Virginia No statutory change
Mississippi No statutory change

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures
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Travel Information

Limited accessto information can beasgnificant barrier towelfare

DE: El Noreste De recipients; somemay havedifficulty reading English-language

Phﬂadelphﬂ materiadsand othersmay havedifficulty using busschedules. In

Oakland, bilingua gaff from community organizationsareserving
« Beklaghaet, astravel counsdorstoalargely immigrant population. SEPTA is

Frankford o . . i g .

Northwood producing brochuresin Spanish, Russian, and Viethamesethat
summarizetrangt connectionsfrom sl ected Philadel phia

A: Empleog neighborhoodsto regional employment centers.

S

SEPTA

Computerized trip planning servicesarean increasingly popular
responseto welfare-rel ated transportation programs. For example,
inthe San Francisco Bay Area, welfare counselorsand clients—as
well asthegenerd public—with Internet access will beabletouse
aninteractive programto plantrangit trips. Thissystem, whichis
already availableintheLosAngeesarea, providesdetailed
information about busor rall routes, travel time, stops, and fares.
Similar trip planning resources arein development in Boston, New
York, and Detroit, among other places.

TheMetropolitan Transportation Commission hasa so devel oped
aseriesof Transportation Resource Guidesfor countiesinthe San
Francisco Bay Area. Each guideincludesan overview of bus, rail

SEPTA has developed

and paratrangit services, ridesharing resources, trangit ticket
programs, subsidiesand incentives, bicycle programs, and taxi
sarvices. A “Quick Reference Guide” summarizesaternativesfor

informational materials in reaching jobsoutsidethecounty. Instructionsareincluded for

several languages.

obtaining more detail ed information by phone, in person, viathe

Internet and by mail. Theguidesareintended for staff membersat

social serviceand community-based organi zationswho provide
direct assistanceto welfarerecipients. They areavailablefromMTC and
posted on-line at www.mtc.dst.ca.us.

Child-Care Transportation

Severd organizations havetackled the complicated needs of providing child-
caretrangportation. The ContraCostaCounty Social Services Department
(SSD) isoverseeing aprogramto train welfarereci pientsto provide community
transportation services, including transportation to school and child-care. The
M assachusetts A ccessto Jobs program provides child-caretransportation if no
other dternativeisavailable. AlsoinMassachusetts, the Lowell Regional
Transit Authority operatesavanthat fillsinthe gapsfor parentswho do not
have other dternativesfor child-caretransportation. Theauthority’svancan
carry six children plusamonitor and operatesfive daysaweek, seven hoursa

day.
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Subsidies and Incentives

TransPac, the cooperative transportation planning committeefor six jurisdictions
in Central ContraCostaCounty, California, offers TANF partici pantsincentives
to support approximately 60 daysof transit use or ridesharing activities.
Recipientsmay receivetrangit passes, gasoline vouchersfor carpool or “ school-
pool” participation, or vanpool fare subsidies.

Similarly, thecaseworkersin Pinellas
County, Florida, can offer their clients
transit passes, gasoline credit cards, and
mileagereimbursementsfor driverswho
transport TANF participants.

M assachusettstransportation
coordinatorsmay provide one-time
subsidies, including payment of auto
insurance, driver’slicensefees, car loans,
leases, and repairsfor donated vehicles.

One-Stop Centers

Somelocalitieshave devel oped integrated one-stop centersthat consolidatea
variety of servicesfor welfarerecipients, including transportation TheNia
Travel and Employment Center housesempl oyment services, atrandgt center,
and anumber of small businessesin West Louisville, Kentucky. Asaresullt,
patrons can work with ajob counselor toidentify potential employersand then
consult atrangit staffer acrossthehall for personalized bustrip planning. In San
Diego, welfare-related transportation servicesoriginate at acommunity center
that al so provideschild care.

Suburban Job-Link Corporation operates anumber of reverse commuting
servicesfor inner-city Chicago residents. In addition to the reverse
commuting services described earlier, Job-Link maintainsthe Job Oasis
support facility in suburban Bensenville, Illinois, to house its employment
services, transportation, and client amenities. Program literature describes
the Job Oasis as follows:

Asahome-away-from-home between interviews, the Job Oasis
support facility isaplace to rest and relax, to have ameal or snack,
and to usetherest rooms. Ingeneral, thefacility providesa
supportive, welcoming environment for West Side Chicago

resi dents seeking suburban employment.

Employment servicesinclude staff job devel opers, job coachesto help prepare
participantsfor interviews, and aseriesof workshops stressing skillsfor getting
and keeping ajob. Freetransportationisavailablefor job applicants.
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Suburban Job-Link uses passenger vans and busesto provide service between
city neighborhoods and the Job Oasis, and shuttlesare available at the center to
take gpplicantsto and fromjob interviews.

Entrepreneurial Services

Some programstrain welfare recipientsthemsel vesto providetransportation
servicesto other community members. Such programs support the broader
godsof helping welfarerecipientsto become sdf sufficient whiletill addressing
day-to-day transportation needs. The AdVANtage Van Micro-Enterprise
program, in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, isperhapsthe best known
example. Theprogram trained and subsidized public ass stancerecipientsto
become entrepreneurs; they, inturn, offered transportation servicesto other
welfarerecipientsfor job searches, job training programs, and work trips.
Sojourner-Douglass Collegein Batimore and ContraCostaCounty in
Cdliforniahave set up similar programs.

The next chapter identifies strategiesfor funding welfare-to-work
transportation programs.
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CHAPTER 4

Funding Strategies

Welfare-related transportation can be expensive to provide. Many
services operate in low density areas or at times outside traditional
commuting hours. These service characteristics often restrict the
economies of scale that allow efficient provision of transit service in more
traditional settings. To cover costs, service providers have turned to a
wide variety of funding sources —from federal grants to donated labor.
This section describes available federal funding programs, aswell as
innovative programs on the state and local levels.

Federal Funding Sources

Three major federal funding programs may be used to support welfare-to-
work transportation programs: (1) the Tempor ary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) block grant program, administered by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services; (2) the Welfare to Work
formulaand competitive grant program, administered by the U.S.
Department of Labor; and (3) the Job Access and Rever se Commute
grant program, administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation.

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

Block Grants

After passage of the federal Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act, several separate federal welfare programs (Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, Job Opportunitiesand Basic Skills
Training, and Emergency Assistance) were combined into asingle new
block grant to states called Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF). The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families administersthe program.

States may use the new TANF block grants to finance transportation and
other support services that will make it easier for welfare recipientsto find
and retain employment, or help to achieve other goals of the welfare
reform effort. TANF funds may be used for the following transportation
purposes:

* Reimbursement or a cash allowance to TANF recipients for work-
related transportation expenses
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* Contractsfor shuttles, buses, carpools or other services for TANF
recipients

* Purchase of vehiclesfor the provision of service to TANF recipients
* Purchase of public or private transit passes or vouchers

» Loansto TANF recipientsfor the purpose of leasing or purchasing a
vehicle for work travel

* Programsto obtain and repair vehicles for use by TANF recipients

*  One-time payments to recipients to cover expenses such as auto repair
or insurance

*  Payment of “necessary and reasonable” costs for new or expanded
transportation services for use by TANF recipients

* Assistance to TANF recipients with the start-up of atransportation
service

» Transfer to aSocial ServicesBlock Grant to provide transportation
services for disadvantaged residents of rural and inner city areas

» Payment of TANF agency expenses associated with planning
transportation services for TANF recipients

Certain restrictions apply to the use of TANF funds. TANF funds may not
be used to construct or purchase buildings or facilities. Furthermore,
TANF funds may not be used to subsidize transportation services for
individuals who are not receiving TANF benefits. If such individualsuse a
TANF-funded service, or if the TANF agency participates with another
agency to provide transportation services, only the expenses associated
with eligible TANF recipients’ use of those services may be allocated to
the TANF program.

TANF funds also may not replace other federal funds that normally would
be used to provide those services. If funds from another federal agency,
such asthe Federal Transit Administration, are currently used to provide
transportation services that will be used by TANF recipients, TANF funds
may not be substituted for those other funds. Funding for the TANF
program was authorized at $16.5 billion annually through FY 2002.

Welfare to Work Grants

In FY 1998-1999 the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) awarded a series of
formula and competitive Welfare to Work grants to states and communities
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designed to benefit the hardest-to-employ TANF recipients. Eligible
participants were defined asfollows:

* Long-term recipients faced with two out of three significant barriersto
employment (lack of ahigh school diplomaor GED and poor reading
or math skills, a substance abuse problem requiring treatment, and an
unsatisfactory work history); or

* Recipients scheduled to lose TANF benefits within 12 months; or

* Noncustodia parents of aminor child whose custodial parent falls
within one of the categories above.

Funds were available for job readiness and employment activities, job
placement, post-employment services, and job retention and support
services such as child care, substance abuse treatment, housing assistance,
and transportation. A local match of one dollar for every two dollars of
federal grant funds was required; up to 50 percent of matching funds could
be in the form of third-party in-kind contributions.

Eligible activitieswere similar to those authorized under the TANF block
grants, with the following restrictions. Welfare to Work funds could be
used only for transportation services not otherwise available to the
participant and only for individuals participating in an allowable welfare-
to-work activity. Welfare to Work funds cannot be used as alocal match
for other federal programs with the exception of the Job Access and
Reverse Commute Program. Finally, Welfare to Work grants could not be
used as loans or down payments for individuals to lease or purchase a
vehicle for work-related travel.

Grants totaled $3 billion for the two-year period; DOL is seeking
reauthorization of the program.

Formula Grants

Seventy-five percent of the program funds (excluding some set-aside
programs) were distributed as formula grants to states. Formula
allocations were based on (1) the percentage of the national TANF
population living in the state and (2) the percentage of national poverty
population living in the state. Each state was guaranteed a minimum
alotment of 0.25 percent of the available amount.

States were required to prepare a plan for approval by the Secretary of
Labor that included strategies to promote and encourage coordination with
the state department of transportation, metropolitan planning
organizations, transit operators, and other transportation providers. States
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were required to pass at least 85 percent of their alocationsto Private
Industry Councils (PICs) or Workforce Development Boards (WDBS)
established by the Job Training Partnership Act. Half of a state’s funds
were to be spent in areas where 7.5 percent or more of the population is
living in poverty. Not more than half was to be allocated to areas within a
state with a high concentration of adults who have been receiving TANF
assistance for 30 months or more and a high number of unemployed
individuals.

Competitive Grants

Twenty-five percent of the $3 billion in Welfare to Work funds were
distributed on a competitive basis to cities, counties, or PICs; private for-
profit and nonprofit organizations, community-based and faith-based
organizations, educational institutions, and workforce devel opment
organizations were eligible to apply in conjunction with these entities.
Priority was given to urban areas with high concentrations of poverty and
rural areasin the grant award process.

The competitive grants were distributed through three rounds of an
application process during FY 1998-1999. Organizations selected had up
to three years to spend the grant funds. The grant funds were awarded as
follows:

* InRound 1 (May 1998), $186 million was awarded to 51 competitive
programs.

* InRound 2 (November 1998), $273 million was awarded to 75
programsin 44 states and the District of Columbia.

* InRound 3 (September 1999), 64 programs in 34 states and the
Digtrict of Columbiareceived $222 million.

The grant awards were split approximately 70/30, with 70 percent of the
grants going to urban areas with high concentrations of poverty and 30
percent of the grantsto rural projects. Successful applications combined
innovative, collaborative and sustainable welfare-to-work strategies
designed to enable recipients to obtain employment, increase earnings, or
receive support services while making the transition from welfare to work.
Several of the projects selected pertained solely to the transportation needs
of welfare-to-work participants, or had transportation included as one
facet of the support services provided by the program.

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century, referred to as TEA 21,
authorized the Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) grant program

Page 4-4



Welfare to Work

to help devel op transportation services to link welfare recipients and
others with jobs and support services.

Projects must be the result of a coordinated human services/public transit
planning processin order to be eligible for funding and may include:

» Capital, operating or associated capital maintenance expenses

* Promotion of transit use by employees with non-traditional work shifts
* Promotion of use of transit vouchers by digibleindividuals

* Promotion of employer-sponsored transportation

» Subsidy for addition of reverse commute services

» Subsidy for purchase/lease of vehicle(s) by nonprofit organizations for
dedicated employment shuttles

» Other activitiesto facilitate the use of transit for access to jobs for
welfarerecipientsand eligiblelow-incomeindividuals

Funds may not be used for planning or coordination activities.

Funds are awarded on a competitive basis. The federal share of the costs
of projects funded under this program will be 50 percent. However, other
federal funds (e.g., TANF or DOL grants) may be used for the local share.

TEA 21 authorizes $150 million annually for the Job Access program for
fiveyearsstarting in FY 1999. Guaranteed funding levels began at $50
million in FY 1999 and increase to $150 million by FY 2003. In each year,
$10 million isto be set aside for reverse commute projects that provide
access to suburban jobs for peopleliving in inner city or non-urbanized
areas.

In thefirst round of JARC grants, FTA awarded more than $70.8 million to
167 projectsin 42 states and the District of Columbia. Californiareceived
the largest number of grants (18), followed by New York (13), New Jersey
(12), Maryland (11) and Ohio (11). Transit agencies sponsored the majority
of successful applications. However, funding also was awarded for projects
sponsored by other agencies, such as state departments of transportation,
city and county governments, metropolitan planning organizations, social/
human service agencies and other nonprofit organizations.
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Other Federal Resources

In addition to these federal programs, which specifically target welfare-to-
work activities, other federal programs are available to support
transportation planning, capital expenditures, and operating assistance.

For example, transportation is an allowable support service under Social
Services Block Grants, Community Services Block Grants, Medicaid, and
the Workforce Investment Act. A detailed list of other federal resourcesis
included in the appendix.

State Funding Programs

Some states have used federal TANF block grants or Welfare to Work
formulafunds to support local or regional welfare-related transportation
services. In New Jersey, for example, the state Department of
Transportation set up a Transportation Innovation Fund (T1F) to provide
seed money for local or regional transportation programs. Any county,
municipality, public agency, private entity, or nonprofit organization may
apply to the fund for seed money to initiate innovative transportation
solutions. Multi-agency, multi-county or regional projects are encouraged.

Thefirst round of TIF grants served as the required match for the FTA's
Job Access and Reverse Commute Competitive Grants. The TIF grants
were awarded in two separate categories: TIF Community Transportation
Grants, funded by state transportation funds; and TIF Welfare to Work
Grants, funded by U.S. Department of Labor Welfare to Work grants. Total
funding for TIF grantsfor FY 1999 was $2 million for both grant
categories. The DOT encourages funding applicationsto fall in the range
of $100,000 to $150,000, with a maximum grant amount of $250,000.
Eligibility criteriafor the grantsincluded thefollowing:*

* Proposed project must cite evidence of coordination with the local
County Transportation Coordination Steering Committee.

» Proposa must describe an ongoing process for identifying and
prioritizing transportation needs.

* Proposed project must be part of a coordinated system that includes
“to work” transportation services.

* Proposal must describe how a demonstrated gap in transportation
serviceisbeing met.

* Proposa must include an ongoing funding strategy which explains how
theinitiative will be fully funded after TIF dollars are exhausted.
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* Proposa must embrace a deficit-funding approach, using TIF dollarsto
fill ashort-term funding gap not met using existing funding sources.

TIF Community Transportation Grants are available for projects serving
the general population. TIF Welfare to Work Grants are restricted to
helping the hardest-to-serve target populations as defined by the U.S.
Department of Labor and the New Jersey State Employment and Training
Commission (SETC).?

Proposals are expected to combine funds from multiple sources. The
Innovation Fund will not fund more than 50 percent of any initiative, and
preference will be given to programs obtaining more than 15 percent of
their funding from sources other than state and federal programs. Grant
recipientswill have up to 24 monthsto spend program funds. Additional
information on the TIF grant program can be found at www.state.nj.us/
transportation/workforce/TIF.

Other states have set up similar competitive programs, including Michigan,
Connecticut, and California.

Private Funding Sources

Private funding sources are playing amajor rolein supporting welfare-to-
work transportation. Programs have received grants and donations from a
wide range of private sources, including foundations, employers, nonprofit
community organizations, and faith-based organizations. Some examples
are cited below.

* InVermont, the Good News Garage is affiliated with the Lutheran
Social Services of New England with the assistance of volunteersfrom
the area Lutheran churches. To support its transportation-rel ated
programs, the Garage received grants from Wheat Ridge Ministries,
the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod World Relief Fund, Aid
Association for Lutherans, Lutheran Brotherhood, as well as the
support from the Gift Fund of Lutheran Social Services of New
England, the sponsoring agency.

*  Goodwill Industriesis participating in auto ownership programsin
Colorado and North Carolina, while United Way of Greater Tucsonis
assessing area transportation needs and resources.

* The San Diego/Imperial Chapter of the American Red Cross joined
forces with acoalition of local churches to provide transportation
servicesin southern California.
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* TheMcKnight Foundation of Minneapolis, Minnesota, initiated the
Family Loan Program in 1984 to help family members pay for
unexpected expenses that could interfere with their ability to keep a
job or stay in school. In 1994, Family Service Americaentered into a
partnership with the foundation to replicate the Family Loan Program
nationally. In addition to 12 programsin Minnesota, pilot programs are
underway in Indianapolis, Kansas City, Milwaukee, and Akron, Ohio.
Most of the loans have been for cars, which have helped individuals
better achieve their work and education goals. In fact, while some
three out of four loan recipients were receiving government assistance
at the time of their loan application, their use of public assistance
dropped by 40 percent within two years.

* United Parcel Service subsidizes transportation services to a number of
itsfacilities, including sitesin Philadelphia, Hartford (Connecticut),
and Louisville (Kentucky).

* InMissouri, more than 30 banks are participating in the FUTURES
automobileloan program.

Although the role of the private sector in supporting welfare-related
transportation is still evolving, these programs show potential areasfor
participation.

Combining Funding Sources

Many programs have adopted a creative approach to funding by
combining multiple funding sourcesto support asingle program. The
federal government in particular has taken specific steps to ensure that
programs reflect collaboration in planning and implementation. The
Departments of Health and Human Services, Labor, and Transportation
have jointly issued guidance on the use of federal funding sourcesto help
states and communities take “full advantage of existing resourcesto
develop seamless, integrated services addressing the transportation
challenge of moving people from welfare to work.”® The FTA's Job
Access and Reverse Commute grant program, in particular, isintended to
support coordinated regional programs. According to the Training and
Guidance Letter:

All projects funded under this program must be the result of a
collaborative planning process that includes transportation
providers, agencies administering TANF and Welfare to Work
funds, human services agencies, employers, metropolitan planning
organizations, States, and affected communities and individuals. In
addition, the program is expected to leverage other local funds that
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are eligible to be expended for transportation and encourage a
coordinated approach to transportation services.

The dligibility requirements and program parameters of each funding
source further encourage such collaboration. For example, DOL Welfare
to Work grants have targeted a narrowly defined group of hard-to-serve
TANF recipients, while the FTA Job Access and Reverse Commute
program extends its reach to welfare recipients and other low-income
individuals. And while TANF funds may be used to provide loansto lease
or purchase vehicles, the Welfare to Work program specifically excludes
thisapplication. Accordingly, many welfare-to-work programs, including
those profiled in this guidebook, have woven together multiple funding
sources. For example, the State of New Jersey used formula Welfare to
Work funds to match grants awarded through the FTA Job Access and
Reverse Commute program.

Others have pieced together federal, state, local, and private funds to
support their programs.

* AC Transit, for example, funded service expansion on alate-night
shuttle with a combination of agency operating funds, county sales tax
revenues, and an FTA Job Access and Reverse Commute grant.

* TheTransit Authority of River City obtained an FTA Livable
Communities Initiative to provide start-up capital funding for the Nia
Center and Night Owl Service and uses its own operating budget,
supplemented with federal Congestion Management and Air Quality
(CMAQ) funds, to operate the Night Owl. A federal Job Access and
Reverse Commute grant will allow the Night Owl to expand its service
area.

* InPhiladelphia, SEPTA operates the Horsham Breeze, which serves
severa suburban employers. Montgomery County funds weekday
service on the route, while individual employers support evening and
Saturday service.

» Sojourner-Douglass College launched its AdVANtage || program with
funds from the Baltimore County Department of Social Servicesand
technical assistance from the Maryland Mass Transit Authority.

* Sinceitsinception in 1996, the Good News Garage has combined
funding from numerous public and private sources, including its
sponsoring organization Lutheran Social Services of New England, the
federal government, private donations, and revenues from the sale of
refurbished cars.
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* The Contra Costa County Department of Social Services combined a
Welfare to Work grant from the U.S. Department of Labor with
matching TANF funds distributed through the State of Californiato
support its shuttle van program.

These examples show the range of approaches to funding welfare-to-work
transportation programs — from federal grants to private donations. While
federal funding programs (including those disbursed through state
agencies) are amajor source of support, many programs have assembled
multiple funding streams for this purpose. Some of these coordinated
approaches responded to the federal requirements to demonstrate
collaborative planning efforts. Otherswere practical responses to funding
constraints or limitations on use. Regardless of the reason, this
coordinated approach to funding welfare-to-work transportation programs
has come to typify the spirit of cooperation associated with welfare
reform.

Notes

1 New Jersey Department of Transportation Office of Workforce and Community
Transportation and New Jersey Department of Human Services Office of Policy and
Planning. “Proposed Guidelines: Transportation Innovation Fund.” Draft. January 12,
1998.

2 New Jersey Department of Transportation Office of Workforce and Community
Transportation. “FY '99 Transportation | nnovation Fund Program Guidelinesand
Application Procedures’ November, 1998.

3 U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration. Use of TANF, WAW,
and Job Access Funds for Transportation. Junel, 2000. Available at www.fta.dot.gov.
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Field Research

The Research Team met with stakeholdersin order to learn first-hand
about the challenges of welfare-to-work transportation and to profile
exemplary programs. Focus groups were held with transportation
stakeholdersin Michigan, California, and South Caroling; findings are
summarized in Chapter 5. Chapters 6-16 summarize case studies
describing exemplary programs that provide transportation services to
welfare recipients and, in some cases, other low-income workers. The
profiled programs used a variety of creative strategies to address customer
needs. They include the following:

e ACTransit Neighborhood Circulator, which provides night-time
connections between rail stations and aresidential community in North
Richmond, California.

e AdVANtageVan Service, in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which
trains welfare recipients to operate van services.

e AdVANtagell, at Sojourner-Douglas Collegein Baltimore, Maryland,
which helps students at this community-based college to provide
transportation services as van operators.

e Contra Costa County Social Services Department, in Martinez,
California, which is making vans available to TANF participantsto
provide transportation services for community organizations and child
carefacilities.

e Good News Garage, in Burlington, Vermont, afaith-based program
that refurbishes donated automobiles and turns them over to low-
incomeresidents.

e Lower San Antonio Transportation Support Project, in Oakland,
California, providestrip planning and support servicesto give
community-based organizationsin thismulticultural neighborhood.

e Metropolitan Transportation Commission, inthe San Francisco Bay
Area, Cdlifornia, which isfacilitating a county-based planning process
and devel oping transportation resource guides.
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e PindlasCounty Metropolitan Planning Or ganization, in Clearwate,
Florida, which administersamenu of transportation optionsfor TANF
recipients.

e San Diego Workforce Partner ship, in San Diego, California, which
coordinates resources from church groups and nonprofit organizationsto
provide work-related transportation.

e Santee-WatereeRegional Transportation Authority, in Sumter, South
Carolina, which coordinated new flexible work-related transportation
services with existing services for clients of human service agencies.

e State of New Jersey, which devel oped a comprehensive county-based
transportation planning process

e Stateof South Carolina, which developed an interagency planning
program to support local efforts.

e Transit Authority of River City, in Louisville, Kentucky, whose
services include a one-stop center and a late-night subscription shuttle
to support second- and third-shift workers.

e TransPacin Pleasant Hill, California, aregional planning agency that
provides transportation incentives and travel er information.

These programs were selected because they approached the transportation
needs of their clientsininnovative ways.

A list of individuals contacted for the case studies appearsin Appendix D.
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Focus Group Findings

A series of focus groups was convened to identify and discussissues
associated with access to jobs and potential solutions. The focus group
technique is aresearch method borrowed from the market research and
product testing fields. It isaqualitative method for eliciting people’s
perspectives, opinions, feelings, and thoughts about atopic. Inresearch
applications such asthis, the method has been modified to fit with
discussions of public policy and practice issues. Some noteworthy
modificationswere made. In particular, participants are chosen because of
their involvement in some aspect of thetopic, rather than being “ordinary”
citizens. The elaborate one-way mirrors and other physical aspects of
product testing are omitted. Incentive paymentsare used sparingly, if at all
(inthiscase, only for consumer participants, for whom an incentive might
defray the out-of -pocket costs of participating).

Focus groups were convened with transportation stakeholdersin three
locations to assess the issues and challenges associated with welfare-
related transportation:

* Detroit, Michigan
* Oakland, California

e Columbia, South Carolina

The research team set up and facilitated each focus group; local agencies
provided assistancein recruiting participants. (Local agency information
and focus group schedules are presented in the appendix.) Overall, the
focus groups drew participants from social service agencies, transit
providers, employers, private nonprofit organizations, and welfare clients.
While each group included amix of individuals, not every focus group
included representation from every category. Because thefocus group
participants were assured of confidentiality, more detailed information
about the group composition isnot presented in thisreport.

Thefocus groupselicited information about employment transportation
needs and exemplary planning, service operation, and financing strategies.
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They were designed to help the research team identify potential case study
sitesand develop a useful evaluation methodology. Hearing directly from
practitioners about their day-to-day concernswill help ensure that the
research results from this project remain relevant. Discussion topics
included thefollowing:

* What istherole of transportation in supporting welfare reform?

*  What kind of information and resourceswould be hel pful in meeting the
transportation needs of your agency?

* What arethe barriersto providing employment-related transportation?

* How would you evaluate the success of your transportation program?
How would you compareit to others?

Thefocusgroup findings are summarized in thefollowing sections.

Overall Themes

The mgjor themes of the three focus groups complement and support the
findingsfrom the literature review and are summarized bel ow.

Focusgroup participantsfelt clearly that thetransportation aspects of
welfaretowork werebigger than just thetransportation link. They
saw the need to create strong, effective coordination between transportation
and social service providers— real working partnerships around consumer
needs and shared provider goals and agendasiif they are to successfully
solve the complex problem of welfareto work. But they stressed that the
problem must be seenin an even larger context.

Thiscontext hasto do with land use and devel opment patterns and extent
and location of affordable housing — conditions and dynamicsthat makea
challenging problem even more difficult to solve. It aso hasto dowiththe
nature of poverty in thiscountry and how it affects poor people seeking
jobs, the challenges and needsthey face, and the requirements and demands
this creates for social service and transportation providers seeking to find
solutions. Unless planners see the problem in this holistic way, they will
miss essential links and context and will beless effectivein finding
solutionsfor the transportation component.

Discussion of thetransportation aspects of welfareto work centered
almost entirely on publictransit. They stressed that thisisessentially a
public issue and specifically a public transit issue. Transit isthe only
realistic option for most consumersin most locations. Other modes of
transportation are not viable aternatives for most people, either because
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they are not available (van services, free employer shuttles), because of
distances between work and home (say, for bicycle or pedestrian trips), or
because they cost too much (taxis and autos).

Participantsfelt that consumers needsvaried by wherethey lived and
wor ked — and the distances between home and jobs, the urban or rural
character of the area, the availability of transportation services and
options. The experiences and skills of welfare clients, both in the realm of
seeking and keeping ajob and in using transit, were a'so key ingredientsin
the mix. They commented that the farther social agencies go in reducing
welfare rolls and getting consumers into the work force, the more difficult
the problems are in meeting the needs of those remaining clients still in
need of work. These individuals often have an array of problems and
needs that reach well beyond access to jobs.

Participants repeatedly addressed an array of gaps between the needs

of consumersinvolved in welfare-to-work programsand available

public transit services. Typical transit is not well suited to meet many

needs, even when services are reasonably extensive. Routes are often

oriented to core areas, they often do not serve outlying areas

such asindustrial complexes, where there might be jobs for

consumers, and rural areas are sparsely served. Transit schedules [
do not fit well with the job hours of many individuals making the

transition from welfare to work — weekends, early hours for Transit trips can be
service workersin hotels and restaurants, as well as late-night especially complicated
shifts. for mothers traveling

with young children.
Consumers often have long trips to work, some that cross transit [T

jurisdictions where thefit of schedules, routes, and faresisan

issue. Chained transit trips—including stops for child care and

school, work, and shopping — are particularly complicated for

mothers with young children. Safety, accessibility, and affordability are
persistent issues.

Both social service and transportation providersstressed that they
need to learn to speak each other’slanguage, under stand each other’s
needs, and develop shared goals and agendas. They are not accustomed
to working together, and they are driven by different program mandates
and needs. They fedl that they are tackling the same problems, but from
different angles. Their approaches are most often not well known to one
another or well coordinated, much lessjointly developed to yield mutual
support and shared efficiencies and effectiveness. There are some
instances in which they have devel oped good working relationships, and
rare cases where they see themselves and act as true partners.
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Participantsfelt that the major stakeholders—consumers, social
service and transportation providers, and employer s— shared common
goals and had much the same definition of success. to have convenient,
efficient, reliable, affordable, accessible and safe transit to work.
Participants thought that some stakeholders had different perspectives on
costs and the challenges and difficulties of linking consumerswith their
jobs. Employersvary in the depth of their understanding of the
issues and their degree of flexibility. Their capacity to be important

I contributors to solutions depends on their willingness to be flexible
Stakeholders defined partners, the pool of jobs they have to offer, and the state of the

success in much the
same way —

convenient, efficient,

reliable, affordable,
accessible, and safe
transportation to
work.

economy which shapes their ease or difficulty in getting and
keeping employees.

Almost all of the participants expressed the feeling that
politicians mandating welfar e-to-work programswer e not
realistic about what it would take to accomplish a successful
program. They expressed frustration and stress at the pressures of
trying to solve the problem, help meet consumers' needs, and

I achieve mandated results. Many felt they Werejug: gettl ng to know

their counterparts on the social service or transportation sides, and
they expressed the desire to work together.

Perspective of the Participants

The following summary presents the major points made by participantsin
all six focusgroups. One central goal isto highlight the strong, shared
agreements and emphatic opinions that emerged from the overall
discussion. Inaddition, significant differences of opinion are highlighted.
This summary distills the shared perspectives of participantsandis
intended to capture the essence of the comments, rather than to present a
detailed record of all points raised.

Stakeholders and Their Needs

As might be expected, focus group participantsidentified social service
providers, transportation providers, and consumers as the major
stakeholders. Employers were also cited asimportant stakeholders.
Others mentioned included elected officials; governmental agencies (in
addition to transportation and socia services) who fund, program and
regulate public policies and services; education and training organizations;
economic development organizations; churches and other community-
based groups; and labor and industry.

Issues and Obstacles To Overcome

The discussion of issues and obstacles to be overcome consumed the
greatest amount of time and engaged participants’ energy and interest the
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most. This clearly was abroad topic of real concern to everyone present,
and participants had alot to say about all aspects of the subject.

Participantsfelt strongly that a broad view of this subject isvital. They
stressed that the essence of the problem will be missed if it isdefined
simply and narrowly, focusing just on the transportation link between
workers and their jobs. The topic must embrace awide array of
stakeholders, alarge set of core and ancillary problems and issues, and
integrated strategiesin order to lead to successful solutions. The subject
and the solutions are cross-disciplinary by definition.

Participants said that the problems associated with consumers’ accessto
jobs are linked with other key issues of urban form, public policy, and
public services. Many of these are familiar topicsto transportation
planners and social service providers alike, though they are not aways
addressed together when considering issues like welfare

towork. Participants saw critical links with land use

and development patterns, including the affordability of I —
housing and its distribution in urban areas and theill fit Focus group participants placed
between sprawling urban areas and transit service welfare-related transportation in
patterns. They commented regularly on the imbalance the larger context of poverty in
between funding for highways and transit, common American society.
perceptions that transit is for the poor, and lack of

|

concern by the wealthier about transportation needs
other than their own. Some also noted perceived
inequitiesin funding between large regional transit
systems and smaller operators within the region.

Links between poverty and ahost of other factors were the subject of
considerable discussion; theseincluded race, single-mother families,
generational poverty, age, multiple physical and social problems, lack of
education, lack of work and life skills, and inadequate cultural and
experientia supports. Multiple challenges of rural poverty were noted,
including its broad distribution and itslinkswith familiesliving in an area
for along time but no longer able to support themsel ves off the land.
Participants noted the added difficultiesin serving people who are often
widely scattered in sparsely populated areas, far from job concentrations,
transit services, and socia service locations.

Theseinterlocking networks of problems were seen to create great demands
on all the key playerstrying to link people with jobs. Thisalso creates
difficultiesin integrating and coordinating transportation and social
services. They makethejob of transportation providers more challenging
because customers often have different mobility patterns than core
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oriented, nine-to-five work trips. Also, customers may be unaccustomed
to using public transit, particularly if trips have many links that cross
transit jurisdictions. Multiplejurisdictionswithin aregion also complicate
the task of coordination, both among transportation providers and between
transportation and social service agencies.

These problems also complicate the job of social service providers.
Participants noted that they were called upon to develop and use new sets
of information, to interact with new partners, and to help their clients make
what could be atremendously challenging transition into the workplace.
They also cited issues associated with making all the * pieces of the puzzle”
fit together: training, social service coordination, job seeking, employer
recruiting, coordinating transportation to work (and, for many clientschild-
caretrips), transitioning from financial support for transportation to having
clientsassume responsibility for their transportation costs, and so forth.

Quite unanimoudly, participantsfelt that public transit services

I were the foundation and the practical service choice for the vast
Transportation services magjority of welfare-to-work clients. Typical transit services may

should provide seamless
connections, especially
for the complex trips

serve their traditional riders well, but gaps can be significant for
welfare-to-work passengers. Schedules and routes of existing

services often need to be modified to fit the origins, destinations,
and work schedules for workers and the entry-level jobsthey are

that are typical formany  |ikely to secure — at least initially. In addition to basic

welfare clients.

accessibility, TANF clients need services that are reliable and

I safe. Participants also felt that transportation providers need to

make their services more interconnected and “ seamless,”
particularly for thelong, multi-leg transit tripsthat are typical for
many welfareclients.

Flexibility (the ability to vary a set trip pattern, if necessary) was aso
considered important, though perhaps not possiblefor many consumers.
Such flexibility could result from more frequent service, service options,
and back-up provisions (such as emergency rides home for consumers, or
back-up vehicles for small-scale operators in case of breakdowns).

Finally, focus group participants flagged transit affordability as an issue,
both with regard to overall fare levels and the cash outlay generally
required for prepaid passes. They aso noted that costs can jump if working
mothers have small children to drop off and pick up at school or day care.
Some participants also believed that longer-term support for transit costs
was needed, particularly given the high percentage of their incomethat
some recipients paid for transportation. Finally, participants commented
favorably on an example cited in onefocus group, where the job program
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purchases tokens so that welfare consumers do not have the stigma of
paying fare differently (viavouchers or chits) than other riders.

There waslittle discussion of options other than transit, such astaxi or
subscription services or autos. A few participants commented strongly that
auto options are not realistic. If consumershaveacar, it is often not
availableto them for work trips or vehiclestend to be run down and

unreliable.

When the idea of autos for welfare clients was raised, participants

scoffed at the idea that this was a viable or practical approach to I
implement in any significant way. They doubted that it would Participants stressed

make areal dent in solving the need for accessto jobs, or that it
would prove financially sound and effective for consumers over
time. One socia service provider commented wryly that, after
getting a donated car, she would then need to get donated repair
services, and would have to figure out ways to deal with insurance. I
When the car died, she continued, she would have to figure out a

way to get it towed away.

the importance of
communication and
collaboration.

Participants said clearly that transportation providers and social service
providers share the need to understand each other. They noted that evenin
the focus group discussions, people often did not understand one another’s
vocabul ary, programs and mandates, and constraints on what they can or
cannot do. Furthermore, people commented on thelack of communication
channels between stakeholderslike themselvesthat are unused to working
with each other, and many social service providers said they lacked
sufficient, clear information about FTA programsthat could assist them.

In addition to the communi cation aspects of coordination, participants
stressed the need for collaborative partnerships, where flexibility isan
essential dynamic among all parties. One participant described it asthe
fingers of ahand needing to all be coordinated and flexible—transportation
providers, employers, social service agencies, and clients. Everyone needs
to bewilling to help accommodate the needs of all partners. Inone
example, ajob placement and transportation team had worked effectively to
identify aconcentration of job opportunities with aparticular employer.
However, the employer was unwilling or unable to adjust work hoursto
start and end fifteen minutes|ater, even though the transit provider would
adjust schedules at the end of the day to makethiswork. Intheend, the
wholedeal fell through.

Team approaches were cited as working well, though in general people
indicated that transportation and social service agencieswere still going
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their own way a much of the time, rather than working in coordination
with each other — much lessjointly. Disconnects were also noted between
levels of government within a given area— between states and regions, for
example, having to do with different interpretations of mandates or roles,
different priorities, conflicting schedules, and poor communi cation.

In the discussions, there was a sense that implementing welfare to work was
afast, huge, new, different, complicated, high pressure, high stress
proposition. There was also the sense that people were working so hard, in
thethick of the problems, that they did not havethe“luxury” to step back
and engage in coordinated, team planning and implementation.

Social service staffers believed that transportation providers needed to
understand that their typical serviceswould not work to meet the needs of
many welfare-to-work consumers, no matter how good the services may be.
They also believed that everyone involved needed to appreciate consumers
life circumstances, and the demands and stresses
they faceevery day. They needed to understand the
degree to which welfare consumers were prepared
to undertake work and the logistics of the work trip.

Most welfare recipients had very little They also said that most consumers have very little,
margin for error when making if any, margin for error (i.e., if awork trip is missed,
transportation arrangements. if transportation delays cause day care pick-up

= problems, if thereis no extramoney to take a cab, or

move to alocation better served by transit, and so

forth). Aswelfare agencies meet their mandatesto

move clientsinto the work force, the people
remaining on welfare become harder to serve. Theseindividualsfacing
multipleissues are the hardest challenges — those with substance abuse
problems, mental health issues, family responsibilities, physical
disabilities, and the like.

A number of participants also commented on the costs and inefficiencies
facing social services agenciesthat attempt to institute their own
transportation services, through running vans or having social workers
drive consumersto their jobs. The participants sensed that many of these
attempts, while well intentioned, involved social service providers doing
things beyond their areas of expertise. Several transit providers commented
that social service agencies often set up these types of van services without
asking local transportation providersif they might be ableto offer aservice
to meet consumers needs. They added that van serviceslikethisfrequently
fail when sponsors encounter problems and that these issues often could be
avoided altogether if local transit operators were in the loop. They further
thought that such services operated at higher costsor lower efficiency than
those offered by transportation providers; and such approaches often make
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use of staff and vehiclesin ways that are not a cost-effective use of these
social service agencies resources.

Both social service and transportation providers commented on issues of
turf getting in theway of meeting client needs. Someturf battlesinvolved
jurisdictions of neighboring transit providers, where one provider cannot or
will not pick up riders, even if it makes the most sense from a service and
rider standpoint to do so.

Other turf issuesinvolve regulatory agencies that do not

want to give up control of service approvals, even |
though this hampersthe providers' ability to be timely
and responsive to user needs, particularly for new users. to build on existing services rather
Service modificationslag well behind the schedules and .

needs of consumers, employers and social service than create entirely new ones.
agencies attempting to get people into the work force I
and meet welfare-to-work mandates. Another turf issue

was implied in discussions, as noted above, of social

service agencies running their own vans or similar transportation services.

While thiswas not stated explicitly as aturf issue, it can be directly

interpreted as such.

Some successful programs chose

Suggestions for Success

Participants cited the features of successful programs and the cooperative
relationships necessary to produce them. Theseinclude building on existing
services, rather than creating wholly new ones. In addition, effective transit
services will often need to be modified to address the needs of welfare-to-
work consumers. Thisincludes modifying schedulesand routesto better fit
consumers’ needs and the hours and locations of jobs.

Creating working partnerships between social service and transportation
providers and employersis also key. Transportation and social service
providers need to understand each other’slanguage, programs, goals, needs,
and constraints. Also key is allowing each service provider to do what it
does best, rather than having socia service organizationsalso try to be
transportation operators, for example. These partnerships extend to
employersaswell. Employers need to regard themselves as teammates.

All key stakeholders need to show some flexibility in order to arrive at
solutionsthat meet all their requirements, constraints, and needs.

Focus group participants cited afew specific examples of highly successful
programs. Onein particular isthe close collaboration and joint action
efforts of the South Carolina Department of Social Services Marion County
Office of Job Development and Pee Dee Regional Transportation Authority
in Florence. Thispartnership has successfully targeted employment
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concentrations in the Myrtle Beach area and devel oped integrated
employment and transportation strategiesfor consumersfrom adjacent rural
areasin Marion County.

Some of the key features of thisexample areavery close working
partnership between the two key playersin the social service and transit
agenciesrespectively. They approach employerstogether when seeking
jobsfor consumers. They work together to identify necessary transit
schedule modifications, and together they lobby potential employersto seek
modest changes in work schedules so that al of the pieces of the program fit
together. Thetransit property provides vehiclesto take consumerson job
application tripsto agroup of potential employers. Job program ads
appear on the sides of buses. They help organize and sponsor job fairsto
promote workersto jobs and jobsto workers. Ashe sumsup the underlying
dynamic of their partnership, the transportation manager quips“my jobisto
keep Paula (his social services counterpart) happy.” The nature and extent
of this coordinated effort struck other focus group participants asareal-
world application of the more general points and principles made
throughout the discussions.
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Case Study:

AdVANtage Van Service

Anne Arundel County islocated in central Maryland, approximately 27
milesfrom both Washington, D.C., and Baltimore. 1n July 1996 the Anne
Arundel County Department of Social Services (DSS) collaborated with the
Young Women's Christian Association (YWCA) of Annapolisand Anne
Arundel County and the Y WCA of the Greater Baltimore Areato develop
and implement atransportation micro-enterprise program to addressthe
region’sunmet transportation needs. The programwasdesignedtotrain

and subsidize public assistance recipients to become entrepreneurs; they in
turn would offer transportation servicesto other DSSrecipientsfor job
searches, commuting to approved job training programs, and work trips.

The specific program goals were to:

Train and capitalize twelve cash assistance applicants or recipients as
van company ownersin Anne Arundel County

» Contract with the new entrepreneursto provide transportation services
to other public assistance recipients

» Developa“how to” guideto help other jurisdictions replicate the
welfare-to-work entrepreneurial model

* Expandtheentrepreneurs’ client baseto include other low-income
residents, private employers and the general public

Theresulting program was funded in 1997-1998 by the Federal Transit
Administration and sponsored by the Community Transportation
Association of America(CTAA).

Transportation Barriers to Employment

Annapolis Transit, the local transit operator, provides general purpose
fixed-route service and route-deviation paratransit service, and coordinates
withthe Maryland Mass Transit Administration (M TA) and other private
service providersfor limited service to urban areas of the county. Taxicab
operatorsfill gapsinthe overall transportation service. Although nearly
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every community in the county has sometype of transportation service,
existing serviceiseither limited or available only to agency clients. A
1994 study conducted by the Maryland Department of Human Resources
indicated that approximately 40 percent of Anne Arundel County residents
stated that transportation was the major barrier to employment.

Two major hospitals, auniversity, a college, anaval academy, Baltimore-
Washington International (BWI1) Airport, Westinghouse and Fort Mead
military base arelocated in Anne Arundel County. These employersoffer a
variety of entry-level jobswith multiple shifts, including late night shifts.
However, the job sites are located five miles or more from residential
neighborhoods and areinindustrial areas aong long stretches of highway.

Planning Process

DSSdesigned the AdVANtage program to addressthe local transportation
barriers. The Y WCA of Annapolisand Anne Arundel County and the
YWCA of the Greater Baltimore Area contracted with DSSto devel op the
training curriculum. TheYWCAswereresponsiblefor designing a
businesstraining curriculum for transportation providers; conducting the
training; providing socia supportsthroughout thetraining period, including
group therapy and individual counseling; and follow-up with the
entrepreneurs during and after the project period. The CTAA provided
technical assistance, relevant transportation information and contacts, and
assisted the Y WCASsin devel oping the transportation provider curriculum.

DSS Job Counsel ors hel ped market AdVANtage by advising recipients of
itsavailability during initial Job Search enrollment and during appointments
to re-determine the recipient’s continuing eligibility for public assistance.
Caseworkerstold public assistance recipients about the AdVANtage
program when they requested transportation for employment purposes. The
program was al so advertised through community presentations, brochures,
Web sites, media and major newspaper coverage and word-of-mouth.

The AdVANtage Model

The AdVANtage project isavehicle ownership program that trained and
capitalized four DSS clients as entrepreneurs. The entrepreneurs contracted
with DSSto provide welfare-to-work employment transportation:

» To provide feeder service to public transportation, taking DSS clientsto
bus stops or park-and-ride lots

» To provide an alternative means of travel for DSS clients who need
transportation for work, job training, or job search activities
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After twomailingsto nearly 2,000 welfarerecipientsand four months of
marketing to hundreds of welfare applicants during their intake
employability assessments, 80 interest formswere obtained. Of these, only
seven were considered suitable candidates for the AdDVANtage project. The
selected participants were screened based on credit history, criminal
background, health, and general interest in starting their own business. Six
of the seven recipientswere selected for enrollment in the AdVANtage
program.

Following the sel ection process, the parti ci pants began afour-month
training and development program. Thetraining curriculumincluded
computer training, bus nessdevel opment, professiona development, financid
planning and management, communication, safedriving, and marketing. Six
membersfrom the Service Corpsof Retired Executives (SCORE) served as
mentorsand advisorsto the

participants. Local businessmen
served as speakerson avariety of _
topicsthroughout the project. Support " AdVANtage

and guidancewasaso availablefrom
the AnnapolisRegiond Transportation _
Management Associationandthe : ,
Public Service Commission. Other -
community support and recognition
camefrom the County Executive, who
honored the participants at abusiness A d VA N ta ge
reception attended by over 200
community members.

Van Service
Although six participantsentered the Micro-Enterprise Program

training and development program,
only four wereultimately capitalized as

entre%r_ene_ugdﬁwoofhthepartici?ants A “How-To” Guide for
weredismissed from the processfor -

undisclosed reasons. WhileDSS Plannlng and
anticipated that one empl oyee-owned Implementatlon

corporation would beformed, each of
the participantsstarted hisor her own
transportation business. Thispresented asignificant challengefor the project
team, since each business plan required adifferent approach. Nonetheless, the
project team hel ped the entrepreneurswith various aspects of setting up and
operating abusiness, including obtai ning bank loans, purchasing, leasingand
repairing vehicles, purchasinginsurance, and bidding on contracts.

In December 1997, thefirst entrepreneur began transporting DSSclients, and
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the other three began operating in early 1998. Theentrepreneursoperateas
sole proprietorsassigned to acoreregiona county area, but not limitedtoa
specificjurisdiction. Oneof theoriginal four entrepreneurs stopped operations
immediately after start-up, but anew entrepreneur began another operationin
early 1999.

The AdVANtage Service

The entrepreneurs own and operate 15-passenger vans. DSS does not
maintai n records on the number of clientsusing the AdVANtage service, but
estimatesthat 500-700 monthly tripsare provided during theweekday peak
hours. A total of $2,000ispaid to thefour entrepreneursmonthly.

AdVANtage farecards areissued to recipients who have no other means of
transportation. DSS encourages job counsel orsto consider other
alternatives first because of the cost of this service. Eligible clients

I areissued an “intelligent” farecard, which pays for 40 one-way trips;

County staff
described the
AdVANtage
programas a
“rest stop to the
top.

n

each AdVANTtage vehicleis equipped with afarecard reader. The
client isresponsible for reserving AdVANtage service 24 hoursin
advance. AdVANtage entrepreneurs are paid $10 per trip up to 10
miles, $13 per trip for 11-20 miles, and $18 per trip for more than 21
miles. They receive an additiona $3 for each child riding with a
parent. DSS does not provide ongoing financial or mentoring
support to the entrepreneurs, but micro-grants of approximately

] $3,500 will be available for service improvements and expansion.

Program Evaluation

DSS stated that the AdVANtage program hasincreased accessto transit
from the hometo job sites, and “ has eliminated the client’s excuse that lack
of transportation makesthem unabletowork.” DSS could not indicate the
number of clients who have obtained or retained jobs because of the
AdVANtage program but reported a 75 percent decrease in its caseload due
to welfare reform initiatives.

DSS considers the program a success and describesit as “arest stop to the
top.” The project has successfully:

» Trained and capitalized four cash assi stance recipients as van company
ownersin Anne Arundel County

» Contracted with the new entrepreneursto provide transportation
services to other public assistance recipients

» Developed a“how-to” guideto help other jurisdictions to replicate the
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AdVANtageprogram, whichisavailablefreeof chargefromthe Anne
Arundel County Department of Social Services

» Developed areplicable business training program combined with a
transportation component!

» Expanded the entrepreneurs’ client base to include contractsto provide
transportation service for private schools, United Cerebral Palsy,
Department of Occupational Rehabilitation Services, Fresh Air
Accessible Services (non-emergency), and Baltimore Washington
International Airport

CTAA hascommissioned aformal evaluation of the program, whichis
currently underway.

The Entrepreneur’'s Perspective

Entrepreneurs had adifferent perspective of the challenges and success of
the AdVANtage program, summarized here. The entrepreneurs operatetheir
business out of their homes as sole proprietors. Each isresponsible for
scheduling, dispatching, driving the vehicles, insurance costs, vehicle
maintenance, repairs, soliciting contracts, writing proposals, and all other
aspects of the business.

Contact was possible with only three of the entrepreneurs, who described
thefourth entrepreneur as“having ahard time,” “given up,” “not doing
well,” and * has not operated for more than three months.”

e Vendor A ownstwo vans, one 7-passenger and one 15-passenger
vehicle. Serviceisoperated during the morning and evening peak
hours, Monday through Friday. The vendor reported transporting 549
DSSclientsin thefirst month of service, 394 clientsin the second
month, and 353 in the third month. DSSreferrals have dwindled to 30
trips per month. The entrepreneur attributesthis declineto the fact that
DSSgivesitsclientsonly onefarecard. After thefirst month, the DSS
client must find another way to travel.

The entrepreneur reported transporting an average of eight passengers

per day. InJuly 1999, the entrepreneur was awarded a contract with a
YWCA for 30 trips per month at arate of $2.50 per mile. In addition,

to the management and operational responsibilities of the business, the
entrepreneur also hasto find new contracting opportunities.

The entrepreneur reported that no ongoing support from any sourceis
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available. Thementor assigned from SCORE is“too busy to help” with
problems encountered.

e Vendor B described the assigned core area as “remote and isolated.”
She uses one 15-passenger van, fraught with mechanical problems, to
provide service. Initially the entrepreneur scheduled and drove the
vehicle, 10-12 hours Monday through Friday, but now receives
occasional assistance from arelative. During thefirst year of
operation, the entrepreneur earned $40,000, but only netted $15,000 to
cover the living expenses for afamily of four, including three young
children.

The entrepreneur emotionally reported struggling to

stay in business because of expensive overhead, high
I — cost of insurance, vehicle maintenance and repair costs.
One entrepreneur is struggling to Vendor B isnot eligible for child support payments and,
stay in business despite high dueto her precariousfinancial situation, it ishighly

operating costs because the likely that she will apply for food stamps.

community needs transportation The entrepreneur wants to stay in business because of

services. the community’s need for some source of
| transportation. She receives support from a staff
member at the YWCA.

e Vendor C operates one 15-passenger vehicle and isin the process of
obtaining a second vehicle. The entrepreneur reports earning a small
profit which covers personal expenses. In February 1999, the
entrepreneur earned over $11,000, but netted $2,000 due to vehicle
repairs.

Vendor C averages 177 DSS trips per month and is paid an average of
$1,860- $2,000 monthly. The entrepreneur is licensed to provide pre-
scheduled pick-ups at BWI Airport. (A BWI employee distributes the
entrepreneur’s business card to airport customers.) Airport customers
are charged $1.50 per mile for service. Vendor C averages 350 trips
per month.

The entrepreneur currently receives no cash support from DSS, but
doesreceive Medicaid for the children and half of the original amount
of food stamps. The entrepreneur reports receiving ongoing support
and guidance from the YWCA trainer and mentor.

All entrepreneurs reported that the greatest challenge was the fact that the
“cards are stacked against them” from the start due to bad credit, lack of
transportation knowledge, lack of business expertise, low self-esteem, lack
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of confidence, and thevery real challenge of havingtotrangitionfromwelfareto
work.

The challenge of afour-month training and

development program proved to be overwhelming for
the entrepreneurs, causing one of the original Entrepreneurs faced challenges in
entrepreneurs to fold within one month of start-up. starting their own businesses
They reported that it wasimpossible to learn all that because of bad credit, lack of
they needed to know to operate a businessin afour- business experience, lack of
month period. Once the “glamour” of the project : '
dissipated, so did ongoing support for the businesses. transportation k"OWIeigff' :gtdet]r;\l

Lessons Learned I

Social services departments need to be awar e of

thereal lifeissuesof public assistancerecipients.

The issues should be resolved prior to enrolling them in aprogram such as
AdVANtage.

Participant recruitment wasdifficult, because caseworkerswere not
trained to recognize the characteristics of successful entrepreneurs.
Caseworkers also had difficulty locating participants who met the project’s
criteriaof “good” credit and “forgivable’ criminal charges. Asaresult,
DSS strongly advises that participants be screened closely to ensure that
they do not have suspended driver’s licenses or poor driving records, are
physically able to operate 12-15 passenger vans and do not have serious
criminal histories or bad credit ratings.

Recipientsfaced multiple problemsasthey transitioned from welfareto
owning and operating abusiness. Thefollowingbarriersto self-
sufficiency of entrepreneursin vehicle ownership programs were
identified.

* Inadequate screening of prospective participants, including educational
and skillslevel, and personal circumstances prior to enrollment in the
education and training program

» Lack of sustained transportation support for the recipientsusing the
service

» Lack of ongoing support for the entrepreneursin the form of funding,
counseling, education and training, moral support

» Entrepreneurs’ inability to market serviceto others; i.e., to employers,
community organizations, public transportation providers
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» Lack of support from public transportation providers

» Limiteddistribution of farecardsto potential DSSclients

Finally, all of theentrepreneursreported a need for ongoing emotional
and professional support from social services, local businesses,
transportation associations, and local public transportation providers.
Neither Annapolis Transit nor the Maryland Mass Transit Administration
(MTA) offersany coordination with the AdVANtage service.

Notes

1 Copies are available from the YWCA of Annapolis and Anne Arundel County, 1517
Ritchie Highway, Arnold, MD 21012, at a cost of $100 per copy.
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Case Study:
AdVANtage Il:

Sojourner-Douglass College

Recognizing that many job opportunities are located in the outlying
suburban areas, the Baltimore City Department of Social Services
(BCDSS) formed partnershipswith several agenciesand community-based
organizations to help bridge the gap between available jobs and eligible
employees. BCDSS worked with Sojourner-Douglass College (SDC) and
the Maryland Mass Transit Administration (MTA) to initiate avan service
and entrepreneurial micro-enterprise program. The goal wasto train public
assistance recipients as entrepreneurs who, in turn, provided transportation
servicesto other recipients asthey searched for employment, attended job
training and commuted to and from work. Sojourner-Douglass Collegeis
the State of Maryland’sonly predominately African-American, urban,
baccalaureate institution and specializesin educating the“ non-traditional
student.” Theaverage age of the student body isthirty-eight. Most students
work or volunteer full-time, in addition to raising families.

In collaboration with BCDSS, SDC launched the AdVANtage |l program.
Thisinitiative was closely modeled after the AdVANtage Van Service
project in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which successfully produced
four entrepreneursinitsfirst year. The Community Association of America
(CTAA) provided technical assistance, relevant transportation information
and contacts.

The AdVANtagell program was devel oped to meet the following
objectives:

» Train and capitalize BCDSS benefit recipients as self-employed
transportation service providers

» Contract with AdVANtage Il providersto provide affordable
transportation servicesfor other BCDSS participants

» Expand the customer base of AdVANtagell providersto include other
low-income residents, private employers and the public
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* Develop acomprehensive manual for other jurisdictionsto implement
an AdVANtagell program

Service Area

Inner city Baltimoreis hometo over half of Maryland’s welfare casel oad,
with the state’s highest unemployment rate of 6.7 percent. Sojourner-
Douglass Collegeislocated in East Baltimore, which has one of the city’s
highest rates of unemployment, crime, and drug abuse. East Baltimoreis
one of theimpoverished areasthat make up the Empowerment Zone; a
federally funded community-driven planning process designed to rebuild
and revitalize the city’smost neglected neighborhoods. Once acity whose
primary employers were factories, Baltimore has |ost over 63,000
manufacturing jobsfrom 1970 to 1990. The metropolitan area has added
hundreds of thousands of jobs, the majority of them in the serviceindustry.
Many of theselow-paying jobs arein the suburban communities, making it
difficult for city residentsto gain access.

TheMass Transit Administration (MTA) isthe public transportation
operator inthe Baltimore areaarea. Although the MTA waswilling to
contribute to the welfare to work initiative, the agency was not able to meet
the needs of transitioning welfare reci pients who obtai ned employment
beyond established routes. The MTA isrequired to cover 50 percent of its
operating expensesthrough fares, and suburban routes are too expensiveto
operate.

Planning Process

AdVANtagell beganitsfirst phasein 1997, with the difficult task of
participant recruitment. Caseworkersfrom the Baltimore City Department
of Social Serviceswere responsible for referring clients to the program
during initial job search enrollment and eligibility screenings. However,
most caseworkers were unfamiliar with the new program, aswell as
criterianecessary to identify future entrepreneurs. Asaresult, caseworkers
gave priority referralsto job devel opment/placement programswith which
they were familiar. AdVANtagell received no applicantsfor thefirst two
months of operation.

Inresponse, AdVANtage Il staff devel oped an aggressive marking campaign
targeting caseworkersand potential candidates. AdVANtagell staff
conducted workshops, devel oped a procedural manual and promotional
materials, and visited case mangersto familiarize them with the project.
They aso marketed the program heavily to TANF recipients, often hand
delivering flyersand promotional materials.
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The AdVANtage Il Model

Funded with agrant of $650,600 from BCDSS, AdVANtage Il intended to
provide transportation services for up to 500 welfare to work recipients as
they conducted job searches and traveled to training sites and job
assignments. I1n addition, 24 selected welfare recipientswould train as
self-employed transportation providers, as well as certified Minority
Business Enterprise (MBE) owners. The goals of the program were: (1) to
transform welfare recipients into entrepreneurs and (2) to obtain capable,
reliableand affordabl e vehiclesto transport other transitioning empl oyees.

Once applicantswereidentified, they wererequired to .
completeatwo-step application process. After their @ :
basi ¢ reading, mathematical and comprehenson skills er- .
weretested, applicantsinterviewed with two membersof ﬂugl‘m Cﬂﬂ@
theproject team. Twenty-five candidateswere selected

. . SOLUTIONS FOR SUCCESS
for thefirstincoming class, N MIGHER EDUCATION

Becausethe programwasoriginally designed for
applicantsto lease vansthemseal ves, applicantswere

required to be creditworthy. When the participants 1t's been yaars since
could not obtainindividua bank loans, AdVANtagel| koo d b i
had to acquirethevans. The project bought ::“.. ::::n: L:I:;
decommissioned sedansand station wagonsfrom public Gl e sl
and privatecompanies. All of thevansareaccessibleto my tight budget?

passengerswith disabilities. Thetax-exempt statusof the
collegedso allowed the acquisition of somevehiclesat
no cost. MTA helped launch the program by donating thefirst threevansof the
fleet, aswell asingpecting and refurbishing others. Inaddition, MTA technicians
served astechnical advisorsto the project staff whilethey purchased five other
vehiclesfromauctions.

Entrepreneurs participated in an intensive one-year training curriculum that
covered basic business, transportation, and marketing skills, along with
assistance with incorporation as MBES. Experienced transportation
industry consultants designed the curriculum specifically for the program.
Members from the Service Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE) also
served as consultants and mentorsto the participants, hel ping them refine
their business plans.

After itsfirst year, AdVANtage || transformed 18 former welfare recipients
into transportation owners/operators.
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The AdVANtage I
program provides
reverse-commute
services to low-
income Baltimore
residents.

AdVANtage Il Service

AdVANTtagell providesaffordabletransportation ass stancefor low-income
individualsand welfarereci pientstraveling tojob training, job searchesand
work sites. Ninety-five percent of the serviceisreversecommute. A fleet of 28
vans (including 10 spares) serves scheduled routesto Anne Arundel County,
Cecil County, District of Columbia, Harford County, and Howard County.
AdVANTtage services operate on fixed route schedulesand are designediin
conjunctionwith MTA tofill in service ggpswithout competing with existing bus
routes.

Baltimore City riders can access the service at five origination points
throughout the city. Eighty-five percent of the riders are transitioning
welfare recipients who use public transportation to reach the pick up
points. Passenger fares range from $4.00 to $9.00. Actual costs average
$4.00 to $11.00 daily, but may be subsidized by TANF or employers. The
TANF assistance is temporary, usually terminating after two months of
full-time employment. Employers occasionally contribute transportation
costs, also on atime-limited basis.

AdVANtage Il operates an average of 240 tripsdaily. Using a manual
scheduling and routing system, service begins as early as 4:00 am.
Monday through Friday and runs until 12:30 am. Weekend service begins
operates between 10:30 am. and 9:00 p.m. During the summer, the drivers
also carry an average of 60 children per day to recreational activities and
fieldtrips.

Page 7-4



Welfare to Work

AdVANtage Il has proven to be a successful venture, with 18 van
enterprises still in operation. An evaluation process and customer
satisfaction survey arein development. Staff isworking to transition the
training program into a business beyond the initial funding period.

Lessons Learned

After careful review of the project, the AdVANtage Il staff recognized
several problems and issues that needed improvement and tried to continue
program devel opment accordingly.

e Unrealistic Start-Up Budget. After assessing the needsof the
program, the project staff realized that amore realistic budget would
have been closer to $1.5 million for thefirst year of operation. They
based their funding need on the experiences of asuburban Maryland
Department of Social Services program that managed a paratransit
operation. Originally, they did not consider the geographic and
demographic differences between urban Baltimore and suburban
Baltimore County.

e Institutional Support. The projectisstill in partnership with Sojourner
DouglassCollege. After theinitial grant expired, AdVANtagell formed
acompany with SDC to keep the business afloat. AdVANtagell,LLC,
isfunded by Sojourner-Douglass College; drivers are subcontractorsto
AdVANtagell. “Thisproject would not have been morethan apipe
dream without the extensive support from Sojourner Douglass,” notes
AdVANtagell Project Director Jamal Mubdi-Bey.

e Subsidized Wages. The college, aswell as other outside sources,
providesfundsto supplement thedrivers revenue. Through thelimited
liability corporation, operators are guaranteed an hourly wage of $8.00
per hour and 20 hours per week, regardless of the number of tripsthey
provide.

e Business Development. The project now marketsthe serviceto
vendors (hired by BCDSS), economic development directors and
employers, and negotiates contractsfor the project. AdVANtagell staff
devel ops reverse commute fixed route servicein response to employer
needs, and subcontractswith AdVANtagel van driversto manage and
serveaparticular route. The MTA co-hosts monthly vendor meetingsto
discuss operational issuesand business devel opment with AdVANtage
Il and employers.

e ContinuousTraining. Asthe AdVANtagell servicecontinuesto
expand, the project staff understands the need for additional driver
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training and education. Driverswill beretrained in computer and customer
serviceskills, especialy when dealing with senior citizensand personswith
disabilities. Whereasdriverscompleted some accounting training, the staff
realized the need for more advanced computer training.

Challenges

Themost demanding obstaclesfacing the project wereby far, financial.
Acquisition of vehiclesremained the most difficult challenge, dueto the
unsatisfactory credit histories of the clients. Financial constraints also
forced the staff to reduce the number of entrepreneurs, but they were ableto
work moreefficiently and effectively withasmaller, morequdified

group.

Entrepreneurs need

Workingwith former welfarerecipientsalso presented some
cultural obstacles. BCDSS counselssomevery difficult, “hard

ongoing financial support toplace” clients. Baltimore City hasthe state’s largest number
during the transition from of residents who have remained on welfare for more than five

welfare to work.

years, making thetransition even moredifficult. Compared to

[ therest of the United States, M aryl and ranks lowest with the

percentage of residents who are transitioning off of welfare by
actively job-hunting and working.

Stayingin touch with van driversalso proved to beachallenge. Inthe
initial stages of recruitment, many of the candidates were difficult to reach
because they did not own cellular telephones. Project staff quickly
understood the importance of supplying van operatorswith tel ephones.
Time management became an issue with some of thetransitioning clients,
since being at work regularly and on time was a departure from their normal
routine.

Finally, driver sneed an ongoing sour ce of financial support duringtheir
transition to self-sufficiency, perhapsfor aslong asthreeyears. Asa
result, the AdVANtage I staff anticipatesthat it will expand thetypes of
servicesit offersthe van operatorsin the future, aswell as continue the
financial, training and mentoring support it currently provides.
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Case Study:

Contra Costa County

Contra Costa County islocated in the San Francisco Bay Area, in
California. Thissuburban county received funding from the U.S. Department
of Labor to develop a series of strategiesto help participantsin
CaWORKSs, the Californiawelfare reform program, overcome the barriers
associated with work-related travel. These include coordinating trips
involving multipletransit operators (often with different fare structuresand
schedules) and lack of weekend and late-night service. The Department of
L abor funded the following program elements:

» Traintrip plannersin one-stop centers (TransPac)
» Create owner/operator shuttle program
» Createchildren’stransportation and fare voucher program

* Conduct GISmapping analysis

TransPac Travel Information and
Incentive Program

TransPac, the cooperative transportation planning committeefor six
jurisdictionsin Central Contra Costa County, isusing DOL funding to
support a series of trip planning activities and ridesharing incentives. Five
desktop kiosks (similar to computer terminals) will be installed at One-
Stop Centers. These kiosks will allow caseworkers to access information
on the I nternet about transportation programs and services, including
incentive programsto encouragetransit use and ridesharing. Inaddition,
through the grant, three welfare recipientswill be trained to use the
computer terminalsand to serve astravel planning assistants at the One-
Stop Centers.

The program also includes a series of incentives to support approximately
60 days of transit use or ridesharing activities. Recipients may receive
transit passes, gasoline vouchers for carpool or “school-pool”
participation, or vanpool fare subsidies.
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Shuttle/Children’s Transportation

The Contra Costa County Social Services Department (SSD) is
administering both the shuttle program and children’stransportation
program. The program was designed to eliminate two of the biggest
barriers preventing parents from getting jobs: transportation and child care.
Through the van/shuttle program, CalWORK s participants aretrained to
operate vansto provide community transportation services, including
transportation to school and child-care. The program was modeled after
AdVANtagein Anne Arundel County, Maryland.

SSD contracted with a private transportation operator to lease 15-passenger
vansfor CalWORKSs clientsto operate. (The grant cannot be used to
purchase capital equipment.) SSD caseworkersidentify and refer candidate
clientsfor the program, based on SSD and DOL criteria (under
development). The private operator has responsibility to screen and train
shuttledrivers. Screening isintended to identify those with felonies,
outstanding warrantsor DUI tickets. The operator fingerprints candidates,
conducts drug and alcohol tests, and hel psthem obtain acommercial
driverslicense (CDL).

SSD used aGlS analysis and inventory of available transportation services
to identify potential transportation service areas. Potential markets
included social service agencies, public housing authorities, and Head
Start. (Although Head Start already operates some transportation, this new
program can complement existing service and address some unmet needs.)

Theprograminitially focused on East County: Brentwood, Antioch,
Pittsburg, and Oakley. Thisareahasahigh concentration of Hispanic
welfareclients, and the fewest transit opportunitiesin Contra Costa County.
In addition, many of the county’s social service agenciesarelocated in East
County. With success, the program will be expanded to West County, which
hasthe highest concentration of welfare clients. Eventually, the program
would be expanded to Central County aswell.

SSD is setting up avoucher system to cover faresfor van passengers. Fares
may be subsidized with funds from the participating community agencies
and from CalWORKSs. An evaluation program, not yet fully designed, may
track thefollowing:

* Cost per passengers
*  Number of passengers

* Increased employment opportunities (GIS)
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= Join a Vanpool and have 1,/2
of Your Costs Paid (for 3 Months)

B TRANSIT

= Try the Bus or Bart and
Receive Free Transit Tickets

B GUARANTEED RIDE HOME
= Join any of the above Programs,
Work in Contra Costa and Receive
Taxi Vioucher 6 Times a Year for

Emergencies

m SCHOOLPOOL
- Request a Ridematch List to
Carpool Your Students to School
(Addresses Remain Confident)
all Elementary, Middle and High
Schoals in Contra Costa
by TRANSPAC/ TRANSPLAN

Epunsoted
.A.ma. Air Quality Management District
h“ﬂr-l Gnntjrra Costa Tmns;grmlaﬂnn Authority

TransPac offers county
residents incentives to use
transit and ridesharing
alternatives.
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* Changesintravel time

* Changesin out-of-pocket costs.

The goals of the children’stransportation component of this program areto
carry at least 85 children (of hardest to serve clients) on the children’s
shuttlein thefirst year, and another 85 children. SSD will be able easily to
track program use because children will be required to register for the
transportation services.

Lessons Learned

Program staff believed that therestrictions of DOL funding, limiting
program participation to anarrowly defined group of hardest to serve
clients, “tied their hands.” They questioned whether creating 10 jobsand
transporting 85 children, out of the pool of “hardest to serve clients’ was
providing enough help for the community.

In retrospect, SSD would have prepared amarket analysis earlier in the
planning stages (“ Know the market in advance.”): (1) needs assessment, (2)
understand the client base; and (3) identify markets. With thisinformation
in advance, SSD could haveincorporated more detailed performance
specificationsin the request for proposal for avan operator.
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Case Study:

Good News Garage

The Good News Garage, located in Burlington, Vermont, isavehicle
ownership program created and managed by L utheran Social Services of
New England, Inc. (LSSNE). The Good News Garage refurbishes
automobiles donated by individualsfrom New England, New York, and
New Jersey and sellsthem to eligible Vermont residents for the cost of the
repairs. The concept of “transportation equity” for low-income families
and individualsis central to the mission of the Good News Garage.

The Good News Garage began operation in July 1996 with a start-up grant
of $35,000 from Wheat Ridge Ministries. The garage was originally located
in donated space in the Chittenden County Transportation Authority’s
(CCTA) bus maintenancefacility, but was moved to aformer motorcycle
repair facility in downtown Burlington. The program currently hasan
annual budget of $415,000 and began to break last year. Funding for the
Good News Garage comesfrom avariety of sources, including LSSNE,
grantsfrom private and public agencies, private donations, and revenues
from the sale of refurbished cars. Administrative expenses are minimized
and the program continuesto rely on the help of anumber of volunteer staff
members. LSSNE provides payroll and other support services. Most of the
program budget covers staff salaries, the expenses associated with
operating the garage itself and related expenses such as vehicle transport.

Recipients

The Good News Garage's donated wheel s program targets low-income
residents of Vermont. When the program started, individualswith avalid
driver’slicense, amonthly incomethat did not exceed 225 percent of the
federal poverty level, and aneed for transportation to work, training,
medical care, or child care, were eligible to apply for avehicle. Because
of the growing waiting list for vehicles, however, éigibility is now limited
to those with amonthly income that does not exceed 150 percent of the
federal poverty level, and applications from individuals with aneed for
transportation to work are given priority. Inthe near future, accessto
public transit service (to the places and at the times that the applicant needs
to travel to work or training) will also be considered as applications are
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evauated. TheVermont Department of Social Welfare (DSW) alsorefers
participantsin Reach Up, the job-readiness component of Vermont’sTANF
program, to the Good News Garage. In asatellite program in Vermont’s
Northeast Kingdom, the Good News Garage provides vehiclesfor
individualstrained and hired through a program funded with afederal
Department of Labor (DOL) competitive grant; in that region, the recipients
of the Good News Garage vehicleswill meet the more stringent DOL
requirementsfor difficult-to-serveclients.

Todate, 244 individualshavereceived carsfromthe
Good News Garage. About 300individualsare
currently onthewaitinglist, with an averagewait of
about six months. Whilethe program does not track
00 d N CWS  ehnicorracia background of vehiclerecipients,
ara gc staff believesthat program clients probably mirror
theethnic/racia make-up of theBurlington

TRANSPORTATION EQUITY CENTER population, of which about 4 percent consistsof

peopleof color. Most vehiclerecipientsaresingle
white mothers. Over time, the Good News Garage has seen more applicants
and recipientsintougher financia circumstances, and agrowing number of
refugees, particularly fromBosnia

Vehicle Donation Process

The Good News Garage has no shortage of vehicles, most of which are
donated by private individuals. The Good News Garage is a not-for-profit
charity, so donors are entitled to receive atax deduction for the retail value
of their donated vehicle, as determined by the donor. The Good News
Garage acknowledges recei pt of each donation with aletter that can be used
to claim the charitable deduction.

Only about half of the vehicles donated to the Good News Garage are worth
repairing. Initially, all donated cars were accepted, but now only carsten
yearsold or less are considered (with some exceptions). Since the Good
News Garage istypically responsible for transporting the vehicles to
Burlington at an average cost of $75%, aninitial assessment of the vehicle's
conditionismade, if possible, beforeit is accepted. About 5 percent of the
vehicles donated to the Good News Garage are older model imported or
luxury cars. Since such vehicles would not be economical for recipientsto
operate and maintain, they are reconditioned and sold to the public at
market pricesto generate additional revenue for the program.

A mechanic thoroughly evaluates each donated vehicle; the assessment may
take severa hoursto complete. The Good News Garage recently began
contracting with several local garagesto conduct vehicle assessments, in an
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effort to increase the efficiency of scheduling repairsand matching carsto
applicants. (Plans areto begin outsourcing repairs, aswell.) Whilethe
condition of donated carsvaries, it takes an average of seven hoursto make
each vehicle reliable and to pass inspection. To keep repair costs low, no
body work isincluded, and radios or air conditioning systems are not
repaired. On average, repairs cost $773; no mark-up for administration is
added. The average length of time between avehicle' sinitial assessment
and delivery to arecipient is about one month.

The vehiclerecipient gets adetailed, itemized repair bill. Since many
recipients have never owned a car before, they aso receive a packet
devel oped by the Good News Garage’s Shop Manager with information
about proper operation and maintenance of an automobile, tips about
dealing with repair shops, and suggested garagesfor ongoing maintenance.

In addition to the cost of repairs, vehicle recipients are expected to pay for
registration, title, state inspection, salestax, and insurance. Aspart of the
Reach Up program the DSW can provide up to $400 per client for
assistance with transportation, which may be applied toward Good News
Garage vehicle repairs.

Program Feedback

Several vehicle recipients offered the following comments about their
experience with the Good News Garage.

» Areliablecar, obtained at an affordable price, relieved a great deal of
stressfrom their lives and made it much easier to take children to
school or doctor’s appointments, attend meetings, or get to work or
training.

» All would recommend the Good News Garage without hesitationto a
friend who needed transportation.

» Althoughthe CCTA bus system could meet local Burlington travel
needs, the serviceisneither extensive nor frequent enough to makeit a
useful alternativefor traveling outside of Burlington. Without their
Good News Garage cars, individuals would not be able to make
necessary tripsto other cities, including the state capital in Montpelier.

» Participants appreciated the inspection checklist and itemized bill they
received with their vehicles. They felt they could trust the Good News
Garagein away they had not been ableto trust mechanicsor garagesin
the past. Thiswas especially important to femal e recipients, who may
lack the technical knowledgeto deal confidently with automotive
mai ntenance professionals, and to all recipientswho do not have the
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resourcesto replaceor repair itemsunnecessarily or repeatedly until a
problemisfixed.

*  Onerecipient noted the need for agaragethat low-incomefamiliescan trust
and expressed adesireto take her car to the Good News Garage for
routine mai ntenance.

» Participantsunderstood that the Good News Garage staff plainly wantsto
help them solvetheir transportation problems. That themission of the
programisso clearly communicated to applicantsand vehiclerecipients,
and so sincerely felt by the Good News Garage staff, appearsto have much
to dowith the personality of Director Hal Colston and thetone he setsfor
theorganization.

Participants only had one suggestion for improving the program. They
asked to betold where they stood on the waiting list and how long it would
take to obtain avehicle.

Program Planning

The Good News Garage emerged from an LSSNE social ministry outreach
effortin New England. L SSNE organized agroup of congregantsto identify
unmet community needs and to devel op services and programsto address
them. During this process, the assistant director of the Chittenden County
Community Action Agency proposed theideaof acommunity garage that
would make safe, reliable cars available to individuals and families in
need. The primary goal of the program would be to provide people with
basi c transportation that they could useto get to work and other important
destinations.

The congregants were enthusi asti ¢ about the concept, and asmaller group
was charged with conducting afeasibility study and finding alocation for
thegarage. Thegroup then proceeded to enlist the support of the Vermont
congregations, L SSNE and state and local organizations. A program
committee meets monthly to provide guidance and advice. The committee
includes members of the original task force that oversaw the planning and
implementation of the program, representatives of DSW and the public
housing authority, and volunteers. Vehiclerecipientswereinvolved
initially, but are now represented by agency staff members.

Program Evaluation

In order to measure and evaluate the program’ s success, asurvey
guestionnaire was distributed to thefirst group of vehiclerecipientsin
January 1999. Nearly 90 percent of the 26 survey respondents had agross
monthly household income of $1,500 or less. Nearly 70 percent needed a
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Tips for Garage Operation

Plenty of parking space on-site for storage of donated vehicles
and used parts is essential.

Be selective about the donated vehicles that are accepted. The
ideal vehicle still has useful life remaining in it, has been properly
maintained prior to donation, does not require substantial
reconditioning, and is economical to operate and maintain.
Individuals who need transportation may not be able to fill out an
application or speak to program staff because they cannot
communicate in writing or do not have telephones; drop-in
centers may provide a means for reaching these potential
beneficiaries.

Ironically, the better the condition and quality of the car, the
lower the cost to the recipient, because fewer repairs are
needed.

Many vehicle recipients have never owned a car, so providing
information about the cost of properly maintaining a vehicle and
tips for operation and maintenance is important.

Private donations have proven more successful for the Good
News Garage than fleet donations. Fleet vehicles tend to be
newer than those donated by individuals, but they may not have
been as carefully maintained

The Good News Garage's waiting list is not due to a lack of

donated vehicles; reconditioning donated cars and getting them
to recipients has been more time-consuming.

Good publicity in local, regional or national publications or
broadcasts can help to inform not only potential vehicle
recipients about the program, but also vehicle donors and funding
sources. Active outreachis also necessary, however. A public
service announcement can be a very effective means of soliciting
vehicle donations.
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vehicleto get ajob, keep ajob, or find abetter-paying job, and 46 percent
were single parents who needed a vehicle to transport children (multiple
responseswere allowed). When asked about the single most important
benefit that they gained from having their Good News Garage car, over 63
percent identified accessto ajob or training. Other benefitsincluded
increased income and better accessto medical care, child care, affordable
housing, and economical shopping opportunities The survey will be
distributed to new recipients every six months, and the results accumul ated.

Program Lessons Learned

Staff offered the following observations, which may apply to avariety of
welfare-related transportation programs.

» Theassistance of volunteers, both during start-up and ongoing operation
of the program, isinvaluable.

» Starting anew program or non-profit venture isa slow process with
many logistical problems. Takethetimeto doformal planning. Start on
asmall scale and quietly, so that any issuesthat are likely to cause
resistanceto the program are not highlighted from the beginning. Give
local support achanceto build.

» Collaboration among public agencies, the state legislature, and faith-
based, community and non-profit organizationsin Vermont was amajor
factor intheimplementation of the Good News Garage and continuesto
beimportant to the program’s growth. Gaining public support and
funding has enabled the program to hire acritical mass of staff, whichin
turn generated and more opportunitiesfor successful outcomes.

* Choosetheright peopleto staff the program.

» Thefaith-based origin of the Good News Garage was important
because of L SSNE’s emphasis on devel oping and supporting programs
to help people live meaningful lives, and the accessto critical start-up
funding, donated goods and servicesfor start-up and a pool of
volunteers.

* Theprogram director’s personal faith in the program’s concept; his
dedication toitscreation, and his clear communication of itsmission to
program staff, vehicle recipients, agency partners and funding sources
have been major factorsin the success of the program.

» Thesimpler and more understandable the programis, the easier it isto
implement and the more successful it will be.
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» Theresultsof aformal program eval uation processthat measures success
and tracksoutcomesisvery useful when approaching potential funding
sourcesfor support.

Notes

! Donors sometimes transport vehicles themselves or make a tax-deductible
contribution to help defray towing costs, but the Good News Garage usually pays a
volunteer’s one-way travel expenses by bus or train, or pays a private transport
company $1.50 per loaded mile to pick up vehicles from around New England and

bring them to Burlington.

Page 9-7



Transit Cooperative Research Program

Page 9-8



Case Study:

Lower San Antonio
Transportation Support Project

The East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation (EBALDC), created
in 1975, workswith community based groups, nonprofit organizations,
churches, schools, and merchant associationsin Oakland, California, and
neighboring communities. In 1998 EBALDC convened the Lower San
Antonio Welfareto Work Partnership, acollaborative of community-based
organizations, interfaith organizations, and public agenciesworking to
develop awelfareto work plan for this Oakland neighborhood. Lower San
Antonio, which hasalarge concentration of Asian and Mexicanimmigrants,
has one of the highest levels of unemployment inthe area.

Program Description

Aspart of theinitial needs assessment for the welfare to work plan,
EBALDC coordinated 16 focus groupsin and around the Lower San
Antonio neighborhood. Focusgroupswere designed to identify both thejob
interests of TANF recipients and the barriersto employment that they
encountered. Focusgroupswere heldin seven languages. Cambodian,
Chinese, English, Low Lao, Mien, Spanish, and Vietnamese.

EBALDC sdlected twel ve community-based organi zations to host the focus
groups. EBALDC provided these organi zations with technical assistance
and the following research tools:

e Screener instrument to ensure that focus group participantswere
representative of the neighborhood popul ation.

*  Survey instrument to collect information about each participant’sjob
interests, barriersto employment, and work experience.

» Focusgroup discussion outlineto gather qualitative information about
job interests and barriersto employment.

The focus groups consisted of 6-8 individualswho lived in the Lower San
Antonio community and who had received TANF benefitsfor morethan two
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years. Thecommunity organizationswereresponsiblefor recruiting and
screening participantsto ensurethat they met the criteria, using the brief
questionnaire provided by EBALDC. Each community organization provided a
bilingual meeting facilitator and recorder, meeting space, and refreshmentsfor
participants. EBALDC provided training for meeting facilitatorsand recorders.
Thehost organization was expected to prepare aset of English-language
meeting noteswithin aweek of each focusgroup. Each host organization
received astipend of $900 for itsefforts; every focusgroup participant received
$30for hisor her time.

Program Findings

Focus group participantsidentified three magjor barriers to employment:
language, child care, and transportation. About half said that
transportation kept them from finding ajob. Among the transportation
issues cited were cost, safety, and routing/scheduling problems, as
highlighted below.
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» Participantswerefrustrated with busand rail schedules—especially lack of
servicefor graveyard and swing shifts—and long travel times. Somefocus
groupssummed it up neatly: “ Jobsaretoo far away.”

*  Somefocusgroup participantsindicated that commuting costsweretoo
high (although others considered transit affordable).

» About 40 percent of the women in focus groups did not know how to
drive or did not have avalid driver’slicense.

* Women, in particular, were concerned about safety, especialy when
travelling at night or early in the morning. Some women recounted
prior bad experiences. “Onetime, | was waiting for abus for one and a
half hour. Another time, | was waiting for the bus with my two small
children and | got robbed.”

Transportation Support Program

Based on these focus group findings, EBALDC devel oped
the Lower San Antonio Transportation Support Project.

Working in collaboration with RIDES for Bay Area ==,
Commuters, EBALDC is providing transportation support

to five community-based organizations. Each organization Women were concerned about
designated a transportation counselor to provide trip their safety — especially when
planning servicesfor C WORK s clients. traveling late at night or early

in the morning.

RIDES providestraining for the counselors, administers .

incentivesfor clientsto use transit or ridesharing (e.g.,
vouchers), and tracks program use. The program also
provided funding for computers with Internet access to
support trip planning.

Counselors work with clientsto identify transportation alternativesto help
them move into the work force. Resources available to the counselors,
who are bilingual, include area transportation resource guides, transit maps
and schedules, fare information, regional telephone travel information, and
—in the near future — Internet-based transit trip planning services.
Counselorswill be available to assist clients with new transportation needs
when they change jobs.

What To Expect

The program’s goal isto remove transportation as a barrier to employment
and to help community residents become self-sufficient. This program was
designed to serve at least 35 clients per year; additional incentives were
available to the community organizations for increasing their annual client
base to 45.
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EBALDC isconducting aqualitative assessment of the programto track the
“rhymeand reason of success.” Anintakeform andlogweredevelopedto
track client progress. For example, did clientsmisswork because of
transportation? Aspart of theeva uation, counselorswill track origin-
destination pairsthat clients cannot make.

Lessons Learned

For EBALDC, an established nonprofit community devel opment
organization, working in transportation was anew experience. For
RIDES, the Bay Area sridesharing organization, the challengewas
learning about welfare-related i ssues.

For both organi zations, however, one of the major challenges of this
project was understanding the complex requirements of available
funding sources—the strings attached — and finding creative waysto tap
into these resources.

One of the advantages of working with community-based organi zations
istheir responsivenessto their clients. These organizations are not
constrained by bureaucratic requirements and “will not lose clientsin
the shuffle.” Moreover, members of thetarget population typically do
not speak English, rarely leave their community, and find transit
intimidating. But the transportation counselorsat community
organizations speak the same language astheir clientsand are sensitive
to their cultures, increasing the level of comfort and trust. Clients, in
turn, may find it easier to seek transit information from amember of
their community than to call the bus company. And because community-
based organizations are local, clientsdon’t have to leave their
neighborhood to obtain hel p and support.

Community organizations may have more leeway to combine funding
sourcesthan public agencies. But because the project took advantage of
county and federal funds, planners had to respond to the challenges of
coordinating effortswhen funding arrived at different —and not always
predictable — rates.
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Case Study:

Metropolitan Transportation Commission|
AC Transit

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) isthe transportation
planning, coordinating and financing agency for the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area. Created by the state legislaturein 1970, MTC
functions as both theregional transportation planning agency and asthe
region’smetropolitan planning organization (MPO). Assuch, itis
responsible for the Regional Transportation Plan, acomprehensive
blueprint for the development of masstransit, highway, airport, seaport,
railroad, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The Commission also screens
requestsfrom local agenciesfor state and federal grantsfor transportation
projectsto determine their compatibility with the plan.

MTC has undertaken anumber of initiativesto address transportation issues
facing participantsin the CaliforniaWork Opportunity and Responsibility to
Kids program (CaWORKS). MTC hasworked with transportation
planners, social service agency staff, Private Industry Councils, community-
based organi zations and other stakeholdersto identify transportation-rel ated
barriersfor the CalWORK s population and to develop practical solutions.
MTC projectsinclude the following:

e Regional Transportation Working Group. MTC has created astaff-
level working group comprising transportation providers and county
social service agencies from each of its nine counties. Members of the
working group review the status of welfare-to-work transportation
planning at the county level, shareideasfor local implementation, and
identify planning and implementation activitiesthat may be best
approached from amulti-county or regional perspective. MTC has
disseminated information on state and federal welfare-to-work funding
opportunitiesrelated to transportation to members of the working group
for useintheir local planning.

e Transportation Resource Guides. MTC isdeveloping Transportation
Resource Guidesfor each of its nine counties. The guides provide
detailed information on al available transportation servicesin each
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Welfare recipients, potential employers, and transit
services in northern California.

county, including highway, transit, employer and private shuttles, and bicycle
programs. Theguidesare designed to be used by CalWORK s program
staff to hel p program parti cipants make decisionson their transportation
options.

e County-Level CalWORK sTransportation Plans. MTCisfunding
county-based activitiesto devel op transportation plansfor CalWORKs
programs. The planning processis designed to bring together the key
participantsinvolved in implementing welfare reform in each of the
counties (e.g., social service agency staff, private industry councils, and
job training and education providers) with their counterpartsin
transportation and with CalWORK s participantsto identify potential
transportation-related barriers to obtaining and retaining ajob and
develop workable options to eliminate these barriers.

e GISMapsfor CalWORKsPlanning. To support county planning
activities, MTC is creating Gl S-based maps showing the homelocations
of welfare recipients, potential job sites, licensed child care facilities,
subsidized housing sites, job training locations, major medical facilities
and transit routes and bus stopsin each county. These mapsillustratethe
extent of trandt coverageand highlight service gaps.
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e Regional Transit Trip Planning System. TheRegiona Transit Trip
Planning System will provide a computer-generated itinerary for
reaching any destination served by publictransitinthe Bay Areabased on
origin, destination, timeof day, andfare. Thisuser-friendly tool will help
CaWORK s participantsplan public transit tripsto jobs and programs and
alsoidentify tripswheretranstisnot aviableaternative.

County Transportation Plans

MTC used planning fundsto support county-based transportation plans:
$150,000 was budgeted in FY 99 and $200,000 for FY00. Asafirst step,
an advisory committee was established for each county with representation
fromthefollowing:

» Transportation operators

» Paratransit operators

* Ridesharing coordinators
* CaWORKSsprogram staff
* Childcareagencies

» Jobdeveloperg/trainers

* Privateindustry councils

The planning effort relied heavily on public invol vement and made special
effortsto involve Cl WORK s clientsin the process. In Alamedaand San
Francisco Counties, for example, MTC held focus groups with Cal WORK s
clients. Meetingswere scheduled during the day and lasted two hours.
Clientsreceived $30 for participating in Alameda County and “ good
marks’” were noted in their Cal WORK sfiles; in San Francisco County they
received a supermarket gift certificate and child care was provided during
themeeting. Accordingtoan MTC planner, “I’m paid to attend these
meetings; so shouldthey.” In Santa Claraand Alameda Counties, clients
helped identify transportation barriersto employment and participated in
brainstorming sessionsto find solutions. MTC considered appointing
clientsto project Advisory Committees, but the required time commitment
was too burdensome; instead, community-based organizations represented
theclient voice on the Advisory Committee. Throughout the process, MTC
considered client participation “invaluable.” Clients offered very practical
solutions (“They cut to the chase.”), asking for telephones at bus stopsand

identifying language barriersin gaining accessto transportation information.
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For each county, MTC prepared GISmapstoillustrate transit services,
employment, and welfaretransportation needs. To protect client confidentidity,
information about thelocation of CaWORK sclientswas aggregated tothe
street level and mapped by quarter-milegrid. Employment informationwas
screened to eliminatejobsthat were not appropriatefor CalWORK sclients,
most of whom arewomen; theana ysisdid not present information about heavy
industrial and construction jobs, aswell asjobswith no permanent address

(e.g., temporary jobs, landscaping).

Not only did the maps support the analysis of transportation needs and
service gaps, but it helped gain political support for the project. MTC
distributed the mapsto various stakeholdersin the planning process, which
helped build good will and support. In addition, AC Transit, which
provides service in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, was able to use
GIS mapsto build a case to restore 24-hour service on key busroutes.

AC Transit Neighborhood Circulator

The Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) serves Western
Alamedaand Contra Costa Countiesin the San Francisco Bay Area.
Representativesfrom the community of North Richmond approached AC
Trangit to ask for additional servicein thislow incomeareanear Oakland.

In responseto thisrequest, AC Transit worked with the Richmond Jobs
Collaborative to design Route 376. The route ran once an hour from 7:00
p.m. to 2:00 am. and provided location circulation with limited route
deviation in aresidential neighborhood. Connectionswere provided to the
Bay AreaRapid Transit (BART) rail station and to amajor commercial
district. Ridership started at about 200 trips per night, and decreased to
about 150.

AC Transit received an FTA Access to Jobs grant for $143,000, allowing
the transit agency to increase service to 30-minute headways. AC Transit
allocated $300,000 in operating funds, and county sales tax revenues
covered the local match for the federal grant. The federal grant also
supports additional route planning and evaluation and marketing efforts.

Challenges

One of the biggest obstaclesin the planning process wasthe lack of
information on employment placementsfor CalWORKSsclients. Job
developers, including thosein the private industry councilsand
municipalities, proved to be the best source for thisinformation.

One of the biggest challenges was engaging employersin the process.
Employerswerewilling to participatein transportation programsif it benefited
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all their employees—not just Cdl WORK sclients. MTC found that themost
receptive employerswere those who were already providing benefitslike

transportation vouchersand transit passes. But
frequently, transit agenciesencountered a“redlity gap”
whenworking with employersontrangt aternatives—
employerssimply did not understand how muchit cost
tomodify existing trangit services.

Traditiona servicefrom atrandt operator isone
solution, but not the only one. Participantshaveto be
receptiveto other peopl€ sideasand not summarily
dismissthem becausethey arenot fixed route solutions.
Therehasto beflexibility —give and take—on both
Sdes.

Issues/Sustainability

Looking toward thefuture, plannerswere debating the
advantagesof subsdizingindividudsversusfunding
systemsimprovements. Should MTC advocatepolicy
changesinthe CalWORK slegidation that addressthe
difference between asystemsand anindividua
approach? Transportation isonee ement of this
debate, but it extendsto other support systemsaswell,
including child careandjobtraining. “Doyoufocuson
providing trackableindividua subsidiesor openthe
process up to fund amore enriched servicefor
everyone?’

A magjor concern among plannerswas sustai nability of
the program benefits. What happenswhenthetargeted
CalWORK spopulation movesoff welfare. Asthe
“working poor” theseindividuastill need
trangportation and other support services, but thereare
no funding programsto support them.

MTCisworking with the countiesto help movethe
planstowardimplementation. In AlamedaCounty,
transportation plannersareworking with socid service
agenciestoidentify potentia funding sourcesfor the
recommended strategies. |n ContraCosta County, the
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fina planincluded commitment lettersfrom key players. Inaddition, the county
socia service agencieshave hired transportation coordinators, which has hel ped
provided acentralized source of information and establish amechanismfor

following through with recommendetions.
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Lessons Learned
Program plannersand staff offered thefollowing advice.

Agencieslearnedto build on what they have. No onewantsthe social
service agenciesto take the lead on transportation. It has been abenefit
for the social service agenciesto see the transportation options
available—transit, ridesharing, commuter check. MTC has developed
resource guidesto provide thisinformation.

The process should err on the side of inclusion. Invite individuals even
if they are not expected to participate. People cometo thetable
throughout the process; until the process begins, no one knowswho they
are. Haveclientsasintimately involved as possible. Use any
mechanism — pay them —to encouragetheir participation.

Expect to encounter both alack of information and misinformation. The
job of the group isto ferret out the truth—on how to get information,
how to get involved, and demand and need.

In many urbanized areas, fixed route services have been cut back over
theyears, especially at off-peak times. Intheselocales, people may not
want innovative services—they just want to get their bus back. Fixed-
route service has apermanence that jitneys or shuttles do not have, and
riders are looking for something that will be around after their first
entry-level job.
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Case Study:

New Jersey Statewide County and
Community Transportation Plans

The State of New Jersey conducted ayear-long planning process to address
the transportation needs created by the Work First New Jersey welfare
reforminitiative. With coordination and direction at the state level, each of
the state’s 21 counties devel oped acommunity-based transportation plan.

The project included four major phases. (1) Develop goals and objectives,
(2) Conduct inventory of existing transportation services; (3) Identify
transportation needs and service gaps, and (4) Develop service
aternatives. At the conclusion of the planning process, the state
incorporated selected county-level plansinto its application for FTA
Accessto Jobsfunding.

Planning Process

A Project Oversight Group (POG) was convened at the state level.

Original representation included New Jersey Department of Transportation,
New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ TRANSIT, the statewide transit
operator), and New Jersey Department of Human Services. Asthe project
moved forward, the New Jersey Department of Labor and the State
Employment & Training Commission joined thecommittee. The state hired
aconsultant team to facilitate the planning process and to provide technical
assistance to the county steering committees.

Each county set up alocal steering committeeto overseethe planning
activities. Steering committee membership varied among counties, but was
intended to include representation from county and local transportation/
planning offices, social service agencies, transportation providers, child-
care providers, workforce investment board staff, and major employers.
Committees met periodically throughout the planning processto set
direction and to review technical materials prepared by the consultant.

Two statewide * transportation summit” meetingswere convened during the
course of the project. Meetingswere intended to disseminate information
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about the progress of the project and to build county-level support. The
first summit served asthe project kick-off meeting and was designed to
introduce the project to county planners. At thisall-day meeting,
representatives from the state summarized the overall goals of the project
and asked each county to compl ete, with the assistance of the consultant
team, thefollowing four tasks:

» Establish acounty steering committeeto oversee the planning process;
adopt planning goals and objectives; identify barriersto service
coordination.

» Prepareaninventory of existing transportation services; identify Work
First and transit dependent popul ations; identify major originsand
destinationsfor these groups.

» ldentify transportation service gaps, estimate demand for transportation
Services.

» Develop transportation service design and service delivery aternatives,
prepare final plan for selected aternatives.

Thesewould form the basis of each county’s coordinated transportation
plan.

Needs Assessment

Aspart of the planning process, local steering committees evaluated the
mobility needs of Work First New Jersey clients, along with other transit-
dependent groups, including seniors, personswith disabilities, and other
clients of human service agencies. This project incorporated several
strategiesfor identifying these transportation needs, including extensive use
of geographicinformation systems (Gl S) software to map the location of
welfare clientsand travel destinations, surveys and focus groups with Work
First participants, and interviews with transportation stakeholders.

GI S software was used to map locations of welfare clients, mgor
employers, support services, and day care facilities, along with public and
private transit routes. This provided avisual and statistical comparison of
travel patternsand transit availability that enabled countiesto identify
transit needs and potential solutions. Of particular value were the computer-
generated maps showed differencesin service availability by time of day or
day of week; thisinformation helped target areas with limited accessto
jobswith non-traditional shifts.

Several counties distributed brief written surveysto Work First clientsto
assesstheir transportation needs. In Atlantic County, for example, asurvey
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was distributed over afour-week period at two county welfare offices with
thefollowing questions:

* Doyouhaveavalid driver’s license?

* Doyouown acar that you can useto travel to work or program
activities?

» If you do not own acar, does someonein your household own acar that
you can useto travel to work or program activities?

* Ifyouownacar,isitingood working order?
* Ifyouownacar, isit registered and insured?

» Isthereabusstop or train station within a5-10 minute walk of your
home?

*  Will you need transportation to child care for more or al of the days
you will be working?

GIS analysis highlighted
inter-county commuting
patterns.
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Survey findings were used to help estimate demand for new transit
servicesin each county. Among these individualsin Atlantic County, for
example, about one in five had access to a road-worthy vehicle and more
than 40 percent said they would or might need child care transportation.

When steering committees compared the avail ability of existing transit
servicesto theidentified mobility needs, a picture of transportation service
gapsemerged. Although New Jersey has an extensive network of bus, rail,
and paratransit services, especially in the state’'s urbanized areas, the needs
assessment showed service schedules and frequencies did not necessarily
accommodate the travel needs of Work First New Jersey participants.
Major service gapsincluded the following:

* Lack of transit servicesin rural and suburban communities
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Lack of service at night to accommodate third shift work trips

Lack of weekend servicein somecommunities

I nadequate service frequency

Long travel times, especially for regional trips

In addition, existing paratransit or human service agency transportation
systemswerewidely used, but often operating at capacity and unableto
meet the growing demand for services. Other concernsincluded the high
costs of transportation and limited information about transportation
aternatives.

Service Recommendations

Steering committees devel oped awide range of services and programsto
respond to theidentified service gaps. Typical strategiesincluded the
following:

* Modificationsto existing bus routesto increase frequency, add
destinations, or provide connections to other services

* New services, operating on fixed or flexible routes and schedules, to
link county residents with regional transit services or major destinations

* Increased coordination of existing paratransit services, including
establishment of transportation brokers

* Expansion of paratransit systemsto offer service to new user groups or
during additional hours

* Programsto help low-incomeindividuals purchase and operate
vehicles

* Employer shuttles

* Increased distribution of public transportation information to
passengers, including trip planning services

* Introduceincentivesfor using transit passes

* Encourageridesharing

Each county plan summarized the projected demand for each service
recommendation, estimated costs, and implementation issues.
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Lessons Learned

Onekey factor inthe success of the program wasthe strong support from the
Governor. Her support meant that commissionersand senior policy staff
memberswere at the table from the beginning and met regularly throughout
the course of the project. At the sametime, finding or developing local
leadership was critical. Some places aready had a strong local |eader and
vision. But for some, the process created the structure to build
leadership at the county level. 1naddition, the most successful

I |ocal programs developed areal partnership between

The support of the

transportation and social services.

Governor was key to the

success of the project.

Whilethe state did not encounter turf issues at the department
level, some counties did not welcome state involvement. It took a

long time to overcome local resistance to this project in several

counties. Oneincentivefor participation wasfinancial. The state

established a Transportation I nnovation Fund to support selected
programs devel oped through the planning process. Countieswererequired
to complete their local transportation plansin order to apply for those
funds. Peer pressure was another incentive. Eventually, even the most
reluctant counties participated in the process once it became clear that their
colleaguesin other counties were on-board.

The state identified the following conditions for success:

» Establish avery specific —and not too lengthy — product-oriented
process.

» Establish clear goals.
* Nurturerelationshipsto support the devel opment of |eadership.

»  Set up parallel management structures at state and local levels(i.e., the
state-level POG and county-level Steering Committees had
representation from the same types of agenciesand organizations).

Finally, welfare reform was a very visible issue with a diverse constituency
and thetiming wasright to support this planning initiative.
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Case Study:
Pinellas County

Transportation Disadvantaged Program

Pinellas County is anarrow peninsulalocated on Florida's west coast.
TampaBay bordersthe County on the east and the Gulf of Mexico onthe
west. Pinellasisthe second smallest county in Floridaand the most
densely populated; mgjor cities are St. Petersburg and Clearwater. WAGES
clientsare concentrated in St. Petersburg, along with areas of Seminole,
Largo, Clearwater, and Tarpon Springs. Jobs tend to be scattered
throughout the county, with concentrationsin Clearwater and Oldsmar inthe
northern part of the County; someresidents commuteinto Hillsborough
County/Tampa.

The Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA) provides extensive route
coveragein St. Petersburg, but service outside the city ismore limited.
Moreover, commercia sites aretypically designed with the buildings set
back toward the rear of the property with no access for pedestrians
traveling from anearby bus stop or sidewalk. The lack of adequate
pedestrian access, such as sidewalks or walkways connecting bus stopsto
nearby buildings, presents a considerable mobility challenge.

Pinellas County
WAGES Transportation Program

In 1996, Floridaenacted the Work and Gain Economic Self-sufficiency Act
(WAGES). Like many statewide agenciesin Florida, WAGES operatesin a
decentralized fashion and WAGES coalitions are free to develop and
implement local plans and programs, subject to the approval of the State
Board.

The Pinellas County WAGES Coalition el ected to use aone-stop approach
for providing welfare-reform services. WAGES clients are referred to one
of three WA GES One-Stop Centerslocated in the county. WAGES case
managers are responsible for developing a plan for each client including
support services such as transportation and childcare. Case managersare
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programmed to have about 75 active clients; however, they have been
overloaded with more than 100 clients apiece. As of June 1999, there
were 1,200 active WAGES clientsin Pinellas County.

During the intake process, case managersinterview WAGES beneficiaries
to determine their needs. According to one of the One-Stop Center case
managers interviewed as part of this case study, about 80 percent of
Pinellas County’s WA GES recipients have transportation needs,
particularly involving daycare transportation. Many of

opolitan p, the problems relate to schedul e conflicts between work
1&?‘3 y hours and available transportation. Others have no
_f‘ﬂ e 3\1; ﬂ??ﬂ vehicle available for transportation or have travel
¢ R — % patterns that make it difficult to use the bus.
-] -]
5, ﬂM Po ‘ § According to al three One-Stop Center directors, the
g i T3 . 5 biggest transportation issue relates to coordinating
' daycare and after school transportation with work trips.
Helping You Get Around! In many cases single mothers with several children might

have to make two or more drop-offs and pick-ups related

to childcare or school before and after work. These
multiple stops make makesit virtually impossible to use public
transportation, particularly in an area as spread out as Pinellas County.

The One-Stop Centers al so reported problems with the available
transportation services. Some of the issues relate to the spatial mismatch
between where people live and where the jobs are. In some cases, a bus
might be available to get to work, but does not run late enough to get home
from work. Is other cases, jobs are available across the Bay in Tampa;
however, there is limited transportation available between the two
counties. Finaly, the Pinellas Suncoast Transportation Authority (PSTA)
system focuses around timed transfers, often centered at area shopping
malls. Whilethis route structure makes it convenient for shopping trips,
the multiple layovers for timed transfers (sometimes two or more on a
single run) can add 20 minutes to the route, making bus service aless
attractive option for workers and those coordinating multiple trips.

Transportation Disadvantaged Program

The Pinellas County Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) Program was
established in 1979. In 1990, the Florida Commission for the
Transportation Disadvantaged designated the M etropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) as the “Community Transportation Coordinator” for
Pinellas County. In addition to its planning role, the MPO then became
responsible for managing the County’s TD Program and for coordinating
the provision of all TD servicesin Pinellas County.
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In 1992, the MPO contracted with Greater Pinellas Transportation
Management Services (GPTMYS) to broker transportation servicesfor the
TD Program. Under the contract, GPTM Sbrokers TD transportation
services provided by 10 local taxicab companies and other private for-
profit and non-profit transportation providers. Later that year, thelocal
Medicaid office started to place its clients through the brokered system as
well.

In 1997, the local WA GES Coalition became the second agency, along with
Medicaid, to purchase transportation through the GPFTM S service
brokerage. The Pinellas County WA GES transportation allowance covers
the cost of the following transportation services for program participants
for up to ayear (unless otherwise indicated):

e PSTA BusPassProgram. Free 31-day bus passes are provided
through the PSTA Bus Pass Program. The passesare good for unlimited
trips on any of more than 40 local fixed routes operated by PSTA.
About 100 passes amonth are distributed to WAGES clients.

e GasCredit Cards. A $50 per month gas credit card is provided for
eligible WAGES clientswho own cars. These gas cards may be used at
Shell service stations. About 210 gas cards a month are distributed to
WAGESCclients.

e Vanpooling. Bay AreaCommuter Services (BACS), anon-profit
organization based in Tampa, has been working to develop vanpooling
asan option for WAGES clients. One of the difficulties has been
finding qualified driverswho are able to pass the required credit check.
Another issue has been whether the vanpools may transport children.
There were no active vanpools serving WAGES clients at the time of
this case study. During the summer of 1999, three vanpoolswere
started: two for employment trips and onefor training trips. Two
additional vanpoolswere planned for training trips.

e Mileage Reimbursement. Under thisprogram, owners of vehicles
used to transport WAGES clients are reimbursed at the rate of 29 cents
per milefor employment-related transportation. Before June 1999, the
reimbursement was only 13 cents per mile and few participated. There
currently are no participantsin this program; however, once the new
reimbursement rates are advertised the MPO expectsto seeindividuals
take advantage of thisoption.

¢ Ridesharing Allowance. Ridesharing allowances of $50 per month are
provided to drivers who rideshares (this allowance may be provided in
addition to the mileage reimbursement described above). Initially, this
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program was only funded for $15 per month and few persons took
advantage of it. Asisthe casefor mileage reimbursement, there
currently are no participantsin this program; however, once the new
reimbursement rates are advertised the MPO expectsto seeindividuals
take advantage of thisoption.

Taxi Transportation. Taxi transportation is provided for employment-
related trips (including job interviews and day care and after-school
transportation). At thetime of the site visit, taxi servicewas being
granted for up to 30 days. After 30 days, additional trips may be
authorized on acase-by-case basis. During the summer of 1999, the
Pinellas County TD Program negotiated an agreement with the
Hillsborough County Community Transportation Coordinator to allow
Hillsborough taxicabsto be reimbursed for returning Pinellas County’s
WA GES clientshomefrom work. WAGES clients currently make about
500 taxi trips per month.

Charity Cars. From August 1998 until June 1999, 55 Charity Cars?
were provided to WAGES participants who needed an auto. Fifty-
three are still on the road (one was returned and one broke down and
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was not repaired). The vehicles were particularly useful for persons
working second shifts who needed transportation at night. Although
the program was well received in Pinellas County, the Charity Cars
contract ended in June 1999 and this option was withdrawn from the
list of available transportation services included under the WAGES
program. Charity Carsisno longer participating asa WAGES
contractor anywherein Florida. Since Charity Cars ceased operating
in Pinellas County, the TD Program has been exploring ways to
develop a new vehicle voucher program and hopes to implement a
similar program in the near future.

e New Service: Tri-County Initiative. One of the fastest growing
employment hubsin the TampaBay region isthe Oldsmar area, located
in northeastern Pinellas County. Including theincorporated City of
Oldsmar and the area extending two miles north and one mile east of it,
are approximately 1,200 companies and 7,500 employees. The area
includesthe Tri-County Business Park where the largest concentration
of employersislocated. Inresponseto the area’s need for workers, in
June 1999, the M PO launched a Tri-County Initiativeto establish
express van and bus servicesto Oldsmar from lower income urban
centersin Pasco, Pinellas and Hillsborough counties. The service,
which began in November 1999, will transport newly trained clients of
the region’s WA GES programs from these areasto job siteswithin the
Oldsmar area. TheTri-County Initiativeisbeing funded by grant funds
drawn from a state appropriation intended to support welfare-to-work
initiatives such asthisone.

Program Planning

In Florida, the stated goal of the WAGES program isto promote “ self-
sufficiency.” That goal has served as a cornerstone for the devel opment of
the WA GES transportation program in Pinellas County. In 1999, thelocal
WAGES Coalition received $6.5 million through the state for the provision
of WAGES-related services. About $400,000 was earmarked for
transportation.

The Pinellas WA GES Transportation Program results from the combined
efforts of anumber of people and agencies working together to plan and
implement adiversified strategy of providing transportation resourcesto
WAGES clients. The group included representativesfromthe MPO’sTD
Transportation Program, GPTMS, the WAGES coalition, Lockheed-Martin
(which provides case management), and others. The Pinellas Program
closely follows common transportation planning model s that:

* ldentify goals (to promote self-sufficiency)
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» Establish the transportation needs (for a variety of transportation
programs)

* Develop programs to meet those needs (through cooperation and
flexibility)

The Pinellas WAGES coalition selected the MPO’s TD Transportation
Program for several reasons. First, the TD Transportation Program had
been in existence since 1990, and GPM TS had been the broker since 1992.
Both had aproven track record of working with the TD Program and
Medicaid. Second, the coalition waslooking for aprogram that was
broader than the PSTA bus service, which provides only fixed-route and
ADA complementary paratransit service for persons who have disabilities.
Finally, the program offered flexibility and awillingnessto adjust asthe
needs became apparent.

The WAGES transportation program continuesto evolvein Pinellas County.
Programs are modified and added, as needed. For example, when the
ridesharing allowance failed to attract WAGES clients, the MPO, in
consultation with the other stakeholders, decided to increase the incentive
from $15 per month to $50 per month in order to pique interest. When
Charity Cars dropped out of the program, the MPO began looking for
other options and is in the process of developing a vehicle voucher
program modeled after Charity Cars.

Program Evaluation

In 1998, the MPO was awarded the “Innovation of the Year Award” from
the Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged for itswork
with thelocal WAGES Program.

Although there has been no formal evaluation, on thewhole, those
interviewed agreed the Pinellas WA GES Transportation Programisvery
successful. Much of the credit was given to David McDonald of the MPO
staff for hisongoing effort to make the program work for the agenciesand
WAGESCclients.

Therealso isaTransportation Subcommittee of the WAGES Coalition that
includes representativesfrom L ockheed-Martin, Goodwill Industries,
BACS, PSTA, and socia service agencies. There also is participation by
WA GES Program clients representing transportation and childcareissues.
The subcommittee will be working with the MPO to further evaluate and
monitor program successes and problems.

A few problem areas have already been identified, such as poor taxi driver
attitudes; these are being addressed. Some other programs are
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underutilized; however, modifications have been made to stimulate interest
and participation. The MPO isactively working with BACS to develop
vanpool opportunities, both for training and employment transportation.
The five areas most in need of attention, according to

McDonad, include:
]

* Need to implement vanpools (in process). Case managers can draw

+ Need to develop more commuter express routes. from a variety of strateg_ies
to address transportation

* Need for more employer involvement (e.g., supporting needs for their clients.
vanpool programs). This gives them an

advantage over programs

that rely on a single

approach.

* Need to replace Charity Cars with a new vehicle voucher [
program (in process).

Lessons Learned

Providing transportation choices has been a key element in the success for
the Pinellas County WAGES Program. Developing and implementing a
variety of transportation programs rather than a one- or two-dimensional
approach to providing service has proven very effective. According to the
WAGES Coalition, case managers have agood set of tools from which to
draw on for providing transportation services. Other coalitionsthat rely on
simple solutions — such as gas credits or vehicle fix-up programs — appear
to be at a disadvantage because they can only offer one type of strategy,
according to a One-Stop Center director.

* Needto raiseincentivesfor rideshare and mileage
allowances (in process).

Another key element in the success of the Pinellas County WAGES
Program appears to be the ability of the program to reinvent itself on an
as-needed basis. According to everyone interviewed for the case study,
the keys to success in Pinellas County center on the cooperation and
flexibility exhibited by all of the agenciesinvolved in the process of
developing and implementing the transportation program. When a strategy
does not work, such as the rideshare allowance, staff works to make
improvements. When a service provider drops out of t he program, like
Charity Cars did, staff develops an equivalent approach to provide a
comparable level of service.
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Notes

1 Chapter 427, F.S., defines “ Transportation Disadvantaged” asthose personswho

because of physical or mental disability, income status, or age are unabl e to transport
themselves or purchase transportation. These individuals are dependent upon othersto
obtain access to health care, employment, education, shopping, social activities, or
other life-sustaining activities. Transportation disadvantaged, asdefined in Statute,
also includes children who are disabled or high-risk or at-risk as defined in Chapter
411.202, F.S.

Charity Cars, based in Florida, was founded to provide fixed-up automobiles to
persons who were economically disadvantaged and needed a car. It precedes the
WAGES programs. When WAGES began, Charity Carswas under contract to several
WAGES coalitions to provider Charity Carsto eligible WAGES clients. According
to Charity Cars found, David, the experience was an “abysmal failure,” asit was
difficult to work within the WAGES program guidelines. Charity Carsis no longer a
vendor for the WAGES program, although it continues to provide fixed-up
automobiles to persons who are economically disadvantaged.
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Case Study:

San Diego Workforce Partnership

The San Diego Workforce Partnership, Inc., was created in 1974 through
an official agreement between the City and County of San Diego. Serving
as San Diego’'sregional Private Industry Council, the Partnership provides
comprehensivetraining, placement and career planning for individuals
throughout San Diego.

In July 1998, the Partnership collaborated with several |ocal faith-based,
community, and state organi zationsto develop awelfare-to-work program
to address child-care and transportation issues, devel op employment
opportunities, and enhance the community’s capacity to support residents
who are transitioning from welfare to the workplace. Theresulting
program received $5 million from the U.S. Department of Labor Welfare
to Work competitive grant program. The 18-month project was initiated in
October 1998.

The project targets residents of an impoverished inner city areain
southeastern San Diego. Nearly 15,000 residentsin the service area
receive public assistance, of whom about 5,000 are eligible for the project.
About 60 percent of theresidentsin thisdiverse community are Hispanic,
23 percent are African American, 11 percent are white, and 5 percent are
Asian. The community isalso hometo asignificant percentage of refugees
from Central Africaand East Asia. Mg or employment centers are at |east
fivemilesfrom the targeted neighborhood and are difficult to reach without
specialized transportation. Limited near-by job opportunities, alack of
adequate culturally appropriate child-care services, and inadequate
transportation servicesfurther compound the barriersto employment among
targeted program participants.

The San Diego Regional Welfare to Work Transportation Coalition was
formed to address these transportation needs. Coalition membersinclude
the City and County of San Diego, the American Red Cross, regional
transportation planners and operators, San Diego Department of Health
and Human Services, San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
and the San Diego Workforce Partnership, Inc. The Coalition developed a
transportation network to support the Work First Community Resource
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Center, using theresources of two experienced transportation providers: San
Diego/Imperia Chapter of the American Red Crossand All Congregations

Together (ACT).

The San Diego/Imperial Chapter of the American Red Cross has provided
trangportation for morethan 60 yearsand driver training for the past 19 years.

All Congregations
Together (ACT)

UNITED TO SERVE THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

L
@:ﬂ"‘ W T
"*;:.-a.._.f'?.,:' _
¥ .

Asthe Coordinated Transportation Services
Agency for San Diego (CTSA), theRed Cross
maintainsafleet of 80 busesthat areowned and
operated by regional socia servicesagencies,
and usesacomputerized scheduling and
dispatch systemto coordinate theregiona
paratrangt services.

Recognizing the potential powerful roleof the
faith community, the San Diego Hedlthand
Human ServicesAgency collaborated withloca
churchesto establish All Congregations
Together (ACT) in1996. Thisnonprofit
organization wasestablished to develop and
implement community projectsthat promote
sf-sufficiency. Amongitsprograms, ACT
established Community Link (ComLink) to meet
thetransportation needsof welfarerecipients

who are making thetransition to theworkplace. In the program, member
churchesleasetheir vansto ACT during downtimesto transport recipientsand
their children to and from childcare, training, and/or employment.

Service Description

The collaborating organizations worked to devel op non-traditional
transportation services that would build on ACT’s existing ComLink
service. The member churches were eager to help and learn how their
contributions could be best utilized. Research through local census data
and maps indicated that fixed route service would be the most efficient
and effective way to transport workers from the target community to the
region’s major employment areas. The Red Cross and other Coalition
members designed fixed routes to three major employment centers:

» Factory jobs aong the Mexican border

»  Ship-building, manufacturing, and service jobs along the Pacific Coast

» Manufacturing, hightech, entry-level corporate and servicejobsinthe

centrd city
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Routesoriginateat the
Community Resource
Center at ChollasView,
whichservesasa
transportation hub. The
Red Cross uses 20- oAl
pessenger busesto | Wy i Sl
providetransportation proe.. | g

24 hoursaday, seven ﬁ‘" i

daysaweek - !iE y CHOLLAS 1 T Cenlen

The Red Cross/CTSA

ﬁ!“fﬁﬁ " |
worked with ACT to !

integratetheexisting

ComLink trangportation
serviceswith thenew M
program. ACT

transports program
participantsand their
children to and from the hub in 16-passenger church vans. For some, child-
careservicesareavailableat the ChollasView site; for othersthe ACT van
servicetransportschildrento their designated caretakers. At thehub,
recipientsboard their respective busesfor work. The ACT van feeder service
operatesfrom 6:00 am. Monday to 10:00 p.m. Saturday. The Red Crossfills
inwith curb-to-curb or public trangit feeder servicewhenthevansareinusefor
church purposes. Funded as part of the DOL grant, thetransportation serviceis
provided at no cost to thereci pientsuntil they have successfully maintained
unsubsidized employment for sx months.

Transition to Public Transportation

To encourage self-sufficiency after thegrant funding period, the Red Cross
providesmonthly seminarsat ChollasView covering theregion' stransportation
options, including vanpoolsand carpools. Session attendeesa solearn how to
accesstransportationinformation. Project staff also attend in-servicetraining
seminarsthat focus on accessi ng transportation information and providing
transportation information to project participants.

Project staff will approach the public transit operator about transportation
sustainability inthetarget community after the programends. Itisanticipated
that the project ridership will establish on-going demand for public transit
service, enabling the operator to view welfareto work transportation asa
opportunity for increasing ridership.
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Training for Transportation-Related Jobs

In addition to providing transportation services, project staff intend to place 100
recipientsin unsubsidized jobsin transportati on-rel ated occupations, including
ddivery, shuttle, and busdrivers. Jobswill bedeveloped at aregional shuttle
van operator, the American Red Cross, San Diego Transit, and United Parcel
Service (UPS).

TheRed Crossistraining qualified participantsto obtain Commercial Driver
licenses(ClassB Driver). BoththeRed Crossand ACT areproviding
participantswith paid work experience (subsidized by the project) inashuttle
service setting. Participants|earn how thedriver dealswith multiple stopsand
handling passengers. Participantswill aso obtainwork experiencein clerical
and community settingsto learn how to dispatch and track shuttlerunsand
schedules. Participantswith Class C licensesand good driving recordsare
being trained to drive ACT vansto transport recipientsand their childrento and
from the hub or public transportation routes. ACT will also provide post-
employment and job retention services at the Community Resource Center.

Lessons Learned

Although the Community Resource Center will open later than anticipated,
transportation serviceiscurrently operating asplanned. Thusfar theproject
appearsto be asuccess, thefollowing pointsand lessonslearned are offered as
adviceto others seeking to establish similar programs.
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Thekey component for successiscollaboration. The Codlition evolved
into agroup with ashared mission because of therelationshipsthat developed
between theindividual srepresenting thevariousorganizations. Accordingtoa
Coalition member, “ It' speople and rel ationshi ps, not organizations. ..”

I nthe beginning therewas cons derable overlap of servicesamong the
providers, and numerous turf issues had to beresolved. The partners
had to learn to “own” the project and how to cooperate as agroup to
achievetheintended goals. This process required alot of team-building
exercises. The Workforce Partnership was able to help many of the
other organizationsto sort out their turf issues, by focusing not only on
what each group wanted but also what each group could contribute.

Thelearning processis dynamic and ongoing. Not every issue can be
anticipated at the start.

Some partners will play alarger role than others, but ownership is still
shared among all participants.

At the sametime, however, it isimportant to recognize that liability is
also shared. Accordingly, itisimportant to review arrangements and
agreements to ascertain liability (such asinsurance and |leases).

The participation of the churcheswasakey ingredient for success.
Consistent with their “helpingmission,” the churches wanted to participate
inwelfarereform efforts and al so sought to make more efficient use of their
vans. They were eager to contribute as well aslearn about efficient
transportation service delivery.

When meetings got alittle off kilter, “the reverendswere ableto stepin
and calm everyone down.” In addition, the churches are willing to
accept trainees as potential employeesthat traditional employers may
not accept. In several instances, participants seemed more comfortable
with the mentoring style of the churches.

It can be difficult for secular organizationsto work with faith-based
groups. The challengefor the church groups wasto move beyond
“thinking and acting from the heart” to deal with therealities of grant
rulesand regulations.

Because many agencies do not want to fund religious groups, some
church organizations have attached themselves to a collaborative or
formed anonprofit corporation to create an umbrellaorganization for
community service. For example, ACT isanonprofit, public benefit
organization. Themgority of the membersof itsboard of directorsare
community representatives, rather than religious|eaders.
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Programsmust betailored to meet the unique needsof each community.
Efforts should be concentrated in an areawhere everyone wantsto participate.
Itiscritica to haveacommunity that really caresabout itsfuture and sharesa
core set of goals. For example, theintent of the Work First project wasnot to
takethe participants out of the community, but to build thecommunity’s
capacity to better serve and redevel op their own community.

» Itisimportant tolisten to the community residentsand reci pients; they have
first-hand knowledge of concernsand needs. Thisproject had to beredity-
based, taking into account the concerns, fears, and issuesof therecipients,
recognizing that many individual swere unaccustomed to travel ling outside of
their own community.

» Early involvementiskey; thecommunity must bebrought beforecritica
decisions are made.

»  Communication with community residentsand neighborhood
organizationswas honest and straightforward. The Workforce
Partnership had worked previously to develop trust within the
community, making it easier to obtain community buy-in and support.

Build on existing programsand relevant initiatives. Learn how to
leverage other funding sources. The project was built on an existing
community initiative, Healthy Start Project, which wasfamiliar tothe
community. It had established collaboration with community organizations
and the school system. In addition, the Healthy Start officeislocated
directly acrossthe street from the Chollas View complex.

Sustainability should betheultimate project goal. It isextremely
important to build alasting infrastructure to continue service delivery
beyond the term of the project. Itiscritical to build capacity withinthe
community for sustainability. For example, Metro United Methodist Urban
Ministry will continue project management and solicitation of funding
sources. The Childcare I nstitute has capacity for 36 placements. Theincome
from paid childcare services will serve as program operating revenue. The
public transit operator will be approached for continuing support of the
fixed route service, and consumerswill be educated to identify other
transportation options.
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Case Study:
Santee Wateree

Regional Transportation Authority

The Santee Wateree Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) servesfour
countiesin central South Carolina: Clarendon, Kershaw, Lee, and Sumter.
The service areais predominantly rural, with the exception of the City of
Sumter. The RTA providesfixed route, demand response, subscription, and
commuter services; thefixed route systemisoriented around the City of
Sumter. Inaddition, the authority has contracted with state and local human
service agenciesto provide client transportation throughout its four-county
area. Finally, implementation of the Family Independent Act (FIA), South
Carolina' swelfare reform initiative, has allowed the RTA to serve new
markets.

In an effort to reduce costs and to serveits markets more efficiently, the
RTA introduced aFlex Route system. Theseroutescombinethe RTA's
traditional door-to-door transportation for eligible agency clients with
newly designed fixed-route service for the general public. Thefixed route
component, which required no additional resources, allowsthe RTA to
serve the work transportation needs of low-income area residents.

Although they are adjacent, Kershaw and L ee counties have different
economic and demographic characteristics. Kershaw County’seconomic
makeup closely mirrors state averages, and lessthan 1 percent of the
workforceis participating in the Family Independence welfarereform
program. Lee County isfar less affluent, however, with higher rates of
unemployment, food stamp use, and participation in the state’swelfare
reform program. Finally, only 18 percent of L ee County’sresidentswork
within the county. Thus, not only are the jobs|ocated outside this small
county, many of the county’ slow-income residents may not havethe
resources to access those jobs.
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The Santee Wateree Regional
Transportation Authority
introduced three flex routes
that combined work trips and
medical transportation
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Service Description

Threeroutesare currently in operation:

e Kershaw Connection, which servesthe county’sRoute 1 corridor and the
county seat in Camden

e LeeCounty Connection, which servesthe corridor from Lynchburgto the
county seat in Bishopville

e ColumbiaConnection, aninter-county route, which providesservicethree
daysaweek to Bishopville, Camden, and the state capital in Columbia.

ThisKershaw Connection began operation in July 1998 after six months of
planning and design. The system providesdemand response servicefor clients
of human service agencies, including Medicaid transportation, in combination
with scheduled servicefor thegeneral public at designated busstops. In
addition, thereislimited curb-to-curb demand response servicefor thegenera
public with 48-hour advance notice. Agency-funded participantsstill receive
curb-to-curb transportation service, but they now must conform to scheduled
transportation times; previoudy servicewasavailableondemand. Human
serviceagency recipientsresiding outs dethe Kershaw Connection service
zones continueto recelve demand response service asthey dwayshave. In
emergenciesor unusual instances, where program parti cipants cannot makethe
time scheduled arrangements, the system has promised to provide demand
response service (the* old fashioned” way); thishastaken away the concerns
that some agenciesand recipientsmay have. Four round tripsoperatedaily,
Monday through Friday, from approximately 7:00 am. to 6:00 p.m.

The Kershaw Connection did not require any additional resources. The
demand response and Flex Routes are operationally integrated viathe
scheduling and dispatching system so that driversand vehiclesare
intermixed between the two types of service.

Servicewas expanded to Lee County and to Columbiain 1999. Four
weekday round trips were established in Lee County, and three daily round
trips serve Columbiaon Mondays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays.

Design and Implementation

Santee Wateree RTA began its planning process for flex route services by
observing asystem in Putnam and Flagler Countiesin Florida. Back in
South Carolina, they began to discuss potential service with their member
counties. After Clarendon County failed to provide needed local support, the
RTA initiated discuss onswith Kershaw County. Discussonswiththeinitia
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county, Clarendon, failed to providethe needed |ocal support, sothe system

initiated discussionswith Kershaw County. The county had already expressed

interest in better interagency serviceand took astronginterest intheflex route
approach. InJanuary 1998, the K ershaw County
Collaborative, including the County Department of

I — Socia Services(DSS), formally requested that their
The Kershaw County Transportation county becomeaypilot project for the Santee Wateree

Subcommittee worked with medical
service providers to coordinate
appointments with scheduled bus

arrival times.

Flex Route System. Aninteragency transportation
subcommittee wasformed to work with the RTA onthe
detailed service gpproach.

TheRTA used aGI S system to locate the residences of

| the human serviceagency recipientsusing theexisting

transportation system and found that most werelocated
alongthe Route 1 corridor.! A systemwasdeveloped
that enabled one vehicle on afixed route scheduleto provide both:

* Resdence-to-destination agency funded trips, withthetermina destination
located in Camden, the county’ slargest town, on Route 1 near the center of
the county

» Time- andlocation-specific busstopsaong the Route 1 artery, consisting of
four inbound and four outbound routesterminating at Camden

The Kershaw County Transportation Subcommittee participated fully in
this process, working to establish routes and schedules, inform recipients
and medical service providers, involve the community, and so forth. The
Subcommittee even took on the unusual task of getting medical service
providers, and other agencies, in Camden to schedul e appointments within
15 minutes after scheduled busarriva at the nearest stop. Thiscollaborative
planning effort facilitated asmoothimplementation of thesystem.

Role of Interagency
Transportation Subcommittees

All partiesto the Kershaw Connection’s development believe that the
leadership and direction provided by the Transportation Subcommittee
were crucia to the system’s development. Further, the Kershaw County
DSS Director and the Santee-Wateree planner were instrumental in
soliciting Lee County’sinterest in participating in the system.

Human service agency collaboration hasbeen underway in Kershaw County for
several years. Thiscollaborativespirit and process hashelped to facilitate the

K ershaw Connection planning and implementation process. In 1992, some of
the county human service agenciesinitiated the K ershaw County At-Risk
Collaborativeasacommunity coalitionto assst childrenand familiestoimprove
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thequality of life. Over time, thiseffort grew anditsinteragency activities
increased. InFebruary 1996, four county staffersfrom four agencies
participated inamonthlong Primary Prevention Conferencein Columbig;
following this, they returned to Kershaw County and applied the skillslearned
to human service agency planning. Oneof thefirst thingsthat they discovered
wasthat lack of transportation wasamajor barrier to servicedelivery.

Simultaneoudly, the Santee-Wateree RTA wasinterested in devel oping the Flex
Route approach. Joint meetings between the Kershaw human service agencies
and Santee-Wateree RTA led to agreements between RTA and the

agenciesto pursueaFlex Route system to better meet the human

service needs of K ershaw County. Inthisway, the Kershaw I
Connectionwasbornin January 1998. The RTA added fixed
_ r ri ing the same
The Kershaw Connection was nurtured fromthe start by a OUt: ts teprsnurZsc?utrcz: that
Transportation Subcommittee comprising key officidsfromthe y iousl di
Department of Social Services(DSS), theBoard of Disabilitiesand were previously usedin
Special Needs, Vocational Rehabilitation, other human service this county for demand
agencies, and Santee Wateree RTA. Thissubcommittee met response agency service
monthly; it wasareal working subcommitteewith homework only — essentially creating
assignmentsthat contributed to progressaong atimeline. a “free” benefit.
|

The Director of the Kershaw DSS and the SWRTA Planner met

withthe Director of Social Servicesin Lee County to promotethe

K ershaw Connection and to advise her on devel oping aflex route

for Lee County. L ee County adopted and implemented the human servicesand
community approach suggested; servicefor the Lee County Connection began
inJune1999. At thesametime, service began to Columbia, the state capital
and aprincipa destination for medical trips, including amajor medica center
and the Veterans Administration Hospital .

Operating and Service Characteristics

Inthefirst 10 months of service (August 1998 through May 1999), the
Kershaw Connection provided 39,743 agency trips and 3,634 fixed route
trips. The fixed route trips were achieved using the same system resources
that were previously used in this county for demand response agency
serviceonly —essentially a“free” benefit from the Flex Route system.
Ridership isexpected toincreaseto 4,500 or 5,000 trips per year. At
approximate system costs of $10 per trip, thisisasavings of $36,340inthefirst
year to county residents. The second year’s savings promiseto beeven

gresater, with anticipated ridership increases.

The RTA hasnot collected detailed information about its Flex Route riders.
Accordingly, itisnot known how many of these fixed route trips represent
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additional travel by existing clientsof human service agenciesand how many are
new tripstaken by thegenera public. Also, whiletheoveral level of usefor
welfare-rel ated travel isnot known, agency personnel know that two FIA
“graduates’ now ridethe Flex Routefor work trips. Future on-board surveys
maly be needed to identify characteristicsof fixed-routeriders.

The State’s Constructive Role

The State of South Carolinahas undertaken anumber of activitiesthat
provide support for thelocal coordination demonstrated between K ershaw
human service officialsand the SWRTA. Inthemid-1990s, the South
CarolinaDepartment of Transportation initiated the I nteragency Steering
Committee on Coordinated Transit. The goalsof this Committeewere“to
enhance transportation servicesthrough improved, cost efficient and stable
transportation delivery; to promote coordinated transit through the provision
of transit services by a public transportation provider or a designated
human serviceagency.” The Steering Committee represents aconsortium of
state governmental entities and statewide organi zations formed through
mutual agreement with the purpose of analyzing “ critical issues affecting
public transportation services and, through cooperative action, seeking to
promote and encourage astabl e transportation environment.” The Steering
Committee meets monthly to share activitiesand concerns. It provides
recommendationsto the state Department of Transportation on
demonstration coordination projects aswell asrecommendationson
legislative action affecting coordination of transportation resources. The
Committee has been instrumental in getting support for coordination
demonstrations and in getting | egisl ation to encourage and support
coordination.

The state Steering Committee has specifically recognized and supported the
Santee Wateree RTA Flex Route project. The Transportation
Subcommittee, in December 1996, requested that K ershaw County’sfederal
program funds be used to devel op the Flex Route system — particularly the
GIS mapping and other technol ogy to be used —instead of the usual use of
these funds for vehicle purchase. The Steering Committee supported this
request and the funding change was made.

The South CarolinaDepartment of Social Serviceshasestablished a
Transportation Resource Officewhich hasbeeninstrumenta in developing
information and policy to support welfare-to-work transportation, statewide
transportation coordination, and other transportationissues. Using aNationa
Governors Association grant, this office devel oped The Sate of South
Carolina Final Progress Report and Work Plan on Transportation
Coordination for Welfare Reform. Among other items, thisdocument includes
acounty-by-county directory of qualified transportation providers, formsand
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proceduresfor Family Independence Program transportation service

authorization and payment, and acounty-by-county presentation of best

practicesin welfare-to-work transportation (including adiscussion of Flex

Route servicein Kershaw County). The Resource Office

director has served on the state Steering Committee and

has strongly supported transportation coordinationin ]

genera and the Flex Route gpproachin particular. Aggressive local leadership helped

Vanpooling move the project forward quickly

The Vocational Rehabilitation Counsslor for Lee County and efficiently.
participated in the planning processfor the Lee County I —
Connection. Hestrongly supported thistransportation

approach, and saw aneed for inter-county employment

transportation to serve several major employersin

adjacent Sumter County. Determining that vanpool swould meet some of the

transportation needs of hisVocational Rehabilitation clients, the counsel or met

with Santee Wateree RTA and amgjor employer. The RTA agreedtofurnish

thevan to support employment tripsfrom Bishopville, in Lee County, tothis

employer’splant on ademonstration basis, providing that sufficient ridership be

developed to support the van (about 12 employees). Vocationa Rehabilitation

had four of the needed participants; the otherswould haveto comefrom other

employeesviabulletin board noticesand word of mouth at theindustria plant.

Initia resultsindicatethat about 10 personsare now paying to ridethevan ($2

each way towork), so that thisvanpool appearsto be ontheroad to self-

sufficiency. Thenext stepistotrainoneof theridersto drivethevanin order to
reducetransportation costs. Other industrial employersarebeingidentified and

asked to participatein vanpools.

Lessons Learned

Implementation of the Flex Route system in Kershaw and Lee Countieshas
shown that, when local conditionsfavor interagency participation and when
all parties participate, system development can be expedited and efficient.
In Kershaw, aggressive local leadership spearheaded by the Director of the
Department of Social Services and the Director of the Board of Disabilities
and Special Needstook actionsthat seemed to say: “We will do thisin the
best interest of our clients and our community and we will accept no
excuses.” The Santee Wateree planner’s GI S mapping and technol ogy
enabled agency staff to plan the system from the ground up inonly six
months. (Drawing on the Flex Route experience of the Floridacounties
further gave the plannersfeeling that thiswasfeasible and theright thing to
do.) So strong werethe commitmentsand interest that the DSS Director
hel ped the RTA to sell the system to adjacent L ee County.

The Flex Route has limited potential for contributing to welfare-to-work
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transportation in Kershaw County because there are so few employable
Family Independence Program participants (only about 17in 1998). The
potential ishigher in Lee County, however, where there are far more
participants and agreater incidence of poverty, low income, and
dependence on out-of-county jobs. The new Connection to Columbiawill
provide even more opportunities particularly if and when this connection
expands from threeto five days per week.

Notes

1 In the summer of 1999, DSS moved its facility to a location near the terminal point
of this new transportation service.
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Case Study:

Transit Authority of River City

The Transit Authority of River City (TARC), in Louisville, Kentucky, has
been involved in numerous effortsto serve low income residents by
providing public transportation resourcesin support of community goals.
These efforts preceded the national welfare reform initiative and were tied
to local programsto aid families at risk and support economic
development. This case study focuses on two specific programs:

e NiaTravel and Employment Center, inthe West Louisville
empowerment zone, which isaone-stop center with employment
resources, small businesses, and transit services

e NiaNight Owl Service, which provides door-to-door service between
11:00 p.m. and 5:00 am. in the empowerment zone

Both programs build on the concept of coordination among organizations.
The Nia Center putsrelated agencies under oneroof, offering “one-stop
shopping.” After obtaining ajob through Career Resources, for example, an
individual can walk acrossthe hall and get information on TARC bus
service or apply for the NiaNight Owl.

Service Area

TARC wasformed in 1974 and is the primary provider of transit servicesin
thefive county Kentuckianaregion: Jefferson (including the City of
Louisville), Bullitt and Oldham countiesin Kentucky and Floyd and Clark
countiesin Southern Indiana. TARC serves approximately 15 million
people ayear on 67 routes. Its network includes express and local service
to suburban job locations, and special routesin cooperation with United
Parcel Serviceto serveitshub in Louisville and its Metropolitan College
Program.

Transportation Barriers to Employment

TARC hascommitted itself to collaborating with the community to eliminate
the lack of transportation as abarrier to accessing job opportunitiesin the
metropolitan area. Asisthe casein many urban areas, thereisamismatch
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You should use the Nia Center . . .

If you have a business or are preparing to start a business

If your business has outgrown your garage, basement, or spare room

If you are in need of some professional business advice

If you are an employer wanting to identify potential employees

If you are a job seeker looking for employment

If you are an Empowerment Zone resident interested in training for a career path
If you work late and typical bus services do not meet your needs

If you are dreaming of owning your own home

between workers and employment opportunities. The Louisville
metropolitan area has decentralized to the point that traditional transit
approaches are limited in their ability to meet all needs. Thisisextremely
evident in most of the outlying portions of the region where service hours
on regular routes have been reduced, due to low density resulting in low
ridership. These areas were prime candidates for non-traditional
approaches to the delivery of transit services such asthe Nia Night Owl.
In addition, the better paying jobs tend to be on the night shift. Often the
shift differential will be enough to enable the person to become self-
sufficient, but individuals may not be able to take these jobs because bus
schedules do not match work hours.

Nia Travel and Jobs Center

The NiaTravel and Jobs Center is aone stop facility in the West Louisville
Empowerment Zone that provides public transportation connections, job
training, small business development, and access to capital funding. The
word Niameans “purpose” and is one of the seven principles of Kwanzaa.
The purpose and mission of the Nia Center is:

* To provide a seamless one-stop environment that builds on the
strengths of arearesidents

* To enhance business growth and development
* To cultivate a marketable workforce

» Toimprove mobility through increased access to public transportation
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Thecenter isopen from early morning until 12:30 am. Some of the current
tenantsinclude smal businessand employment resource centers, the Louisville
BusinessResource Center (U.S. Small BusinessAdministration), Service Corps
of Retired Executives, TARC, and alocal recruitment officefor United Parcel
Service.

TARC operates a customer service center in the Nia Center, which
provides pass and ticket sales, transit routing and service information. The
NiaNight Owl service also ismanaged from thislocation. Thefacility
includes asmall transit center and an interior waiting lounge. Seven fixed
routes serve the Nia Center, including two of TARC's most heavily
traveled fixed bus routes, two other fixed-routes, two circulator routes,
one express route, and Nia Night Owl buses that transport pre-registered
passengers directly from their homesto their places of employment.
Approximately 20 percent of TARC's ridership uses the routes that serve
the Nia Center.

Passengers also can find TARC bus schedules and other informational
materials at the customer service center, purchase monthly passes and
discount tickets, and obtain identification cards. A TARC Coordinator and
Transit Center Specialist are on site and serve as aliaison to other tenant
partners and the community, including employers and government
agenciesserving thesurrounding area.

Nia Night Owl Service

TARC began operating the NiaNight Owl servicein
May 1997. TheNight Owl providesdoor-to-door
servicefor work tripsfor peopleliving or working
within the boundaries of theempowerment zonein
West Louisvillewho cannot rely onaTARC bus.
Serviceoperates seven daysaweek from 11:00
p.m. to 5:00 am., when few or no other TARC
busesareonthestreet. TheNiaNight Owl is
intended for second- and third-shift workers, many
of whom can usethebusfor only part of their trip.
Thefareis$1.50 per trip.

Tripson the NiaNight Owl are available through application. To date,
virtually all trips have been accommodated if they met the parameters of
the program. The coordinator has the ability to add vehicles to the service
when capacity warrants. Once thetrip is entered on the schedule, TARC
treatsit like a standing order. Passengers call the TARC staff at the Nia
Center only when their work schedule changes. Otherwise, thetripis
operated as scheduled.
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Nia Night Owl
Scheduled and Actual Trips, 1997-1999
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Source: Transit Authority of River City

Night Owl ridership turnsover frequently and hasbeen described asa“fluid”
population. Some changetheir schedulesfrom week toweek. Otherschange
joblocationsand may no longer need the program (e.g., thenew locationis
served by aTARC bus). TARC staff indicatesthere are about five new riders
eachweek. Between threeand four ridersdrop out of the program each week,
primarily because of achangeinjob or accessto an automobile.

The NiaNight Owl does not serve those with jobs that start earlier than the
prescribed hours, those who lack convenient home to child care to work
connections, or those living outside the boundaries of the Louisville
Empowerment Zone. TARC isexpanding the program with an FTA Access
to Jobs Grant, which was awarded in May 1999. Beginning in September
1999, TARC began accommodating requestsfor origins and destinations
throughout Jefferson County. An expansion of service hoursis planned next
year.

Drivershbid on the NiaNight Owl like any other routein the TARC system.
It has attracted the system’s most senior drivers, and no regular or substitute
driver haslessthan 20 years of experience. Thedriversinthe program like
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thework hours, aswell asthefact that therunisan “eght-hour straight.” They
enjoy theinteraction with the passengers, the satisfaction of knowing how much
their servicesare appreciated, thelack of traffic, and theindependencethey
have operating ademand-responsive service.

When the Night Owl service was planned, TARC needed to extend
dispatcher shiftsto provide coverage during the additional service hours. It
also now keepsthe operating division open at all hours. Thisexpansion
also wasrequired for TARC service to UPS during these hours. The
dispatchers are available to assist drivers and take calls regarding
cancellations. The service policy specifies 24-hour advance notice for
cancellations, though emergency cancellations will be accepted by
midnight prior to service pick-up. Since the scheduleisfixed each night,
thereislittle flexibility to respond to riders who finish early or have to stay
late. The operating policy in effect isthat the driver will wait up to five
minutes for a passenger. The vehicleis considered “on-time” using a 15-
minute window around the scheduled pick-up time. Staff and riders
indicate on-time performance has not been a problem.

Ridership

TARC devel oped the NiaNight Owl to serve transit dependent individuals
who had no aternatives during the overnight period when buses were not
running. Today, nearly 100 individualsuse NiaNight Owl servicenightly to
get toand fromwork. For thetwelve monthsending August 1998, TARC
provided 16,395 trips on the NiaNight Owl. Asthe figure shows, monthly
ridership hasincreased steadily, though the rate of increase has slowed.
This reflects the constant turnover of the ridership base.

Not counting the first month of operation, the passenger productivity levels
for the NiaNight Owl have ranged from 1.3 to 2.5 passengers per hour and
0.12 to 0.20 passengers per mile. More recent performance has been
around 2 passengers per hour and 0.18 passengers per mile. With the
expansion to al of Jefferson County, thiswas expected to drop somewhat.

Operating Expenses

TARC incurs on-going costs for both itsrole as a tenant at the Nia Center
and its operation of the NiaNight Owl service.

o Staff for Nia Center. A total of $99,180 isincurred per year for the
salaries and fringes for two positions.

e NiaCenter Operating Expenses. TARC pays $18,972 per year for its
share of the operating expenses of the center. This covers services such
as utilities, maintenance, and security.
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e NiaNight Owl Operations. TARC'smargina cost per hour is$43. Inthe
twelvemonthsending August 1999, TARC operated 8,643 hoursof service
ontheNiaNight Owl. Thus, itincurred operating expenses of $371,649.

e Operational Supervison. TARC had to createanew night supervisor
position to cover Nia Night Owl road operations and UPS contract
service, aswell as early fixed-route service. The Night Owl is
estimated to be approximately 40 percent of these expenses, or $22,496.

Night Owl expenses total $394,145, or less than one percent of TARC's
annual operating expenses. Operating costs were $24.04 per actual trip
and $20.65 per scheduled trip. Thisisdlightly higher than TARC'sADA
paratransit service, which is contracted out to a private firm. However,
TARC chose to operate the Nia Night Owl service in-house because it
afforded more control over this experimental program and because it would
help send aconsistent message to customers.

Although the NiaNight Owl servesarelatively small number of people, it
makes amajor contribution to thelives of thoseit serves. The NiaNight
Owl enablesindividual s without transportation optionsto take jobs during
the more lucrative night and swing shifts, in locations throughout the region.
Moreover, it providesthis critical service whileincurring only incremental
coststo thetransit system.

Project Planning

TheNiaTravel and Jobs Center resulted from ten years of community-
based planning to address the needs of the Louisville's poorest residents.
TARC was one of the many agencies and individual sthat participated in the
effort to obtain an empowerment zone designation and associated funding in
Louisville. Jobs and transportation, supported by training and child care,
were identified as critical in thisprocess. Through this grass-roots
approach, the City of Louisvilleidentified the need for asingle entity to
respond to these concerns. The concept of bringing multiple agenciesinto a
single physical location, serving as aone-stop employment and economic
development campus within the target community, grew out of this project
planning.

Despiteits extensive planning and foresight, Louisvill€ s application was
not successful inthe empowerment zone competition. Locally, adecision
was made to continue referring to the empowerment zone, even without
formal designation. Soon thereafter, the Federal Transit Administration
announced itsLivable Communitiesinitiative (LCl). The City of Louisville
and TARC, in particular, were well-positioned to pursue thisfunding and

Page 16-6



Welfare to Work

Nia Night Owl
Operating Statistics, 1997-1999

Month Riders Revenue Hours Miles Pax/Hour Pax/Mile
May-97 125| $ 188 225 2,206 0.56 0.06
Jun-97 451] $ 677 345 3,912 1.31 0.12
Jul-97 621] $ 932 363 4,643 1.71 0.13
Aug-97 602| $ 902 433 4,605 1.39 0.13
Sep-97 823| $ 1,235 519 5,804 1.59 0.14
Oct-97 1,037| $ 1,556 h34 6,349 1.94 0.16
Nov-97 889 $ 1,334 513 5,630 1.73 0.16
Dec-97 998| $ 1,497 h34 5,377 1.87 0.19
Jan-98 1,025| $ 1,535 521 5,494 1.97 0.19
Feb-98 1,021] $ 1,632 484 5,048 2.11 0.20
Mar-98 1,202| $ 1,803 h34 6,112 2.25 0.20
Apr-98 1,125] $ 1,688 526 6,238 2.14 0.18
May-98 1,279| $ 1,919 506 6,654 2.53 0.19
Jun-98 1,204| $ 1,806 526 7,368 2.29 0.16
Jul-98 1,338| $ 1,961 731 8,056 1.83 0.17
Aug-98 1,245| $ 1,865 697 8,317 1.79 0.15
Sep-98 1,248| $ 1,872 681 7,704 1.83 0.16
Oct-98 1,338/ § 2,007 702 8,200 1.91 0.16
Nov-98 1,365 § 2,048 676 7,549 2.02 0.18
Dec-98 1455 ¢ 2,183 718 7,526 2.03 0.19
Jan-99 1,319| $ 1,961 676 7,964 1.95 0.17
Feb-99 1,265| $ 1,844 844 1,772 1.50 0.16
Mar-99 14421 § 2,162 723 8,581 1.99 0.17
Apr-99 1,334| $ 1,983 694 7,670 1.92 0.17
May-99 1,373 § 2,031 684 7,701 2.01 0.18
Jun-99 14141 ¢ 2,070 702 8,140 2.01 0.17
Jul-99 1,367 § 2,051 788 7,681 1.73 0.18
Aug-99 14751 ¢ 2,213 755 7,966 1.95 0.19

Source: Transit Authority of River City

received a$3 million grant. Thisallowed TARC to purchaseand restorean

buildingintheheart of West Louisvilleinto the NiaCenter. Also aspart of the

grant, TARC purchased 10 shuttle vehiclesto provide neighborhood accessto

the center and to link the center to outlying employment areasthrough the Nia

Night Owl service.
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TARC staff planned the NiaNight Owl service. Theneed for theservice
became apparent aspart of TARC's participation in community activities, both
on-going and specifictothe NiaCenter. Staff received many requestsfor
serviceto outlying growth areas, where most of the entry-level jobswere, and
for servicefor later shifts, which paid higher wages. Thefinal catalyst for the
service camewhen staff heard about arider who could not leave hisjob when
hefinished around 3:00 am. becausetherewasno bus service. Hewould
deep at thework sitefor afew hoursuntil the buses resumed operation, then
travel homeand continuehisdeep. After hearingthis, the TARC Executive
Director responded, “everyoneis entitled to a one-pillow sleep.”

Introducing the NiaNight Owl servicewasoneway for TARC to beginto
reinstate late-night servicefor trangt dependent passengers.
Likemany transit systems, TARC wasforced to cut serviceto

I meet budget constraintsin 1994. Theagency followed

“Everyone is entitled to a traditiona service planning methodol ogiesand €liminated
one-pillow sleep.” serviceontripsand routeswith thelowest productivity levels.

Many of the cutswereto late night or weekend service.
|

Though thesetripscarried only afew passengers, they were
passengerswithout transportation aternatives. Sowhileonly a
relaively smal number of individua swasinconvenienced, the
impactson eachindividua werelarge. With the NiaNight Owl, accesswas
reintroduced in acustomized door-to-door manner, providing amore secure
ridefor itstransit-dependent riders.

TARC isexpanding theNiaNight Owl, with fundsmadeavailablefroman FTA
Accessto Jobsand Reverse Commute Job. Welfare-to-work grant funds
received by thelocal Workforce Investment Board fromtheU. S. Department
of Labor will support thisprogram aswell, providing aportion of thelocal
matching funds. The serviceareawas expanded in September 1999 and an
expans on of servicehoursisplanned.

Funding Sources

TheFTA Livable Communities|nitiative grant provided the start-up capital
funding for the NiaCenter and NiaNight Owl Service. The$3 million project
received $2.4 millioninfederd funding, which wasused to acquirethebuilding
that becamethe NiaCenter. Thegrant asoincluded $1.4 millionto reconstruct
thebuilding and to build thetransit center. Thegrant aso provided $610,000to
purchaseten smal vehicles.

TARC haspaidfor the operating costsfor the NiaNight Owl servicethroughits
operating budget and federal Congestion Management and Air Quality

(CMAQ) funds. TARC'slocal funding comesfrom anincreaseinthelocal
payroll tax of one-fifth of one percent.
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TARC isexpanding serviceusing an FTA Accessto Jobs Grant. The project
totals$2,065,876, of which thefederal funding covershalf. Matching fundsare
being provided from severd sources, including $300,000 from the Workforce
Investment Board as part of itsgrant for infrastructureimprovement (not
specifically welfaretowork) fromthe U. S. Department of Labor.

Program Evaluation

Though all involved judgethe NiaCenter and NiaNight Owl serviceto be
successful, there have been no formal eval uations of these programs. Most of
thewritten material sabout the programs have been
prepared primarily aspromotional piecesor for grants
seeking additiona funds.

TheNiaCenter providesawiderange of services
under oneroof. While many welfare-related programs
have created one-stop centers, they rarely include
trangt staff who can provide one-on-onetrip planning
information. Thisprovidesafar higher level of service
than ingtalling aschedul erack and expecting potential
workersto plantheir ownitineraries.

Individua tenantsare pleased with their roleinthe
center and their individual successes. Thetenants
would liketo see more people use the center and to

have more of the space occupied. Tothisend, there

may beaneedfor further publicity and outreach. The

NiaCenter was set up asapartnership, with all

participantshaving equal roles. Niapartnersattend

monthly meetings, TARC'son-site coordinator attends

on behalf of thetrangit authority. Inretrospect, some ( E \\] T E

participantsbelievethat alead organization or
individua should have been charged with the overall
management and promotion of the Center. Presently,
each programis promoted separately to the extent theindividual program can.
Most advertising isword of mouth. Therelationship among thetenantsis
described ascasual and neighborly.

Thereisno centra point of intake at the Nia Center. Instead of areceptionist,
thereisadirectory of tenants. Sincethe TARC customer service counter and
officesare closest to the center of thefirst floor, TARC staff often interceptsand
assgtsvistorswho areunfamiliar with the building.
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Prior to expanding the service areain September 1999 to all of Jefferson
County, the NiaNight Owl was ableto accommodateall trip requeststhat met
the service parameters (within the operating hourswith either origin or
destination in the empowerment zone). Staff anticipates a need to
establish trip by trip eligibility in the future to ensure that the serviceis
carrying only trips that cannot be made on transit.

As noted earlier, the NiaNight Owl service has a profound impact on the
lives of those who useit. Jobsin outlying areas on shifts with the highest
differentials now are available. For someone living in the empowerment
zone, virtually any job in the TARC service areanow isapossibility. With
the expansion of the program, other City of Louisville and Jefferson
County residents will have the same opportunities. The availability of
reliable transportation also enhances job retention. lronically, the greater
job retention may lead to fewer Night Owl riders. Asridersachieve
financia self-sufficiency, many purchase an automobile. Others may
move on to better paying jobs in locations or hours that are served by
TARC fixed-route buses, again obviating the need for the Night Owl
service.

TARC hasidentified both short-term and long-term

I congtraintsto the Night Owl operation. Intheshort term, the
The grass-roots planning authority haslimited flexibility to respond to unplanned

approach helped build a
sense of ownership among

changesinwork schedule(e.g., finishing early or staying
later). Asaprescheduled standing order, the Night Owl has
limited ability to change apick-up timeoncethe schedule has

community participants. been established. Over thelong term, the agency needsto
I identify funding sourcesto sustain theoperation. Intheearly

stages, TARC relied onthe FTA Livable Communities

Initiativesgrant for the capital fundsfor both the center and
thesmall vehicles. Operating support for the NiaNight Owl hascomefrom
CMAQ funds. Expansion of theprogramissupported withan FTA Accessto
Jobsgrant. TheWIB’sUSDOL Welfareto Work grant isproviding some of
thematching funds.

The NiaNight Owl service costs TARC less than one percent of its
operating budget to provide. The current program demonstrates
performance that istypical among demand-responsive services,
particularly those serving scattered sites during off-hours. The Night Owl
carries about 2 passengers an hour and is operated at TARC's marginal
operating cost of $43 per hour. With the additional costs for operations
supervision, the Night Owl costs approximately $24 for each passenger trip
completed.
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Lessons Learned

Participantsview theprogramsas successful, primarily becausethey were
conceived by thecommunity for thecommunity. Thisgrassrootsstylewasvery
appealing and created asense of ownership by al involved. Whiletheemphasis
has been on coordination among the many parti cipating entities, some say that
communication was more essential than cooperation. Onekey to successwas
getting peopl e at thetablewho wereinterested in hel ping, not just thosewho
wereat thetablejust to bethere. Atthesametime, TARC citesthecritical

need to implement new programsthoughtfully and to make surethat they are
sugtainable.

TARC strives to be an active participant in many community activities.
Through their extensive networking, the staff membersare ableto hear and
respond to comments regarding thelack of transportation. 1n some cases,
erroneous statements have to be corrected. For example, transportation
ofteniscited asthe reason acompany has difficulty attracting employees.
Sometimes, transportation is available but the jobs may not be attractivein
terms of wages, hours, and responsibilities. It iseasier for these employers
to use transportation as a scapegoat rather than assessing their own
characteristics and competitiveness. By being present in the community,
TARC has the opportunity to correct and counteract these misconceptions.
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Project Findings

Thefirst two parts of this report summarized the challenges of providing
welfare-to-work transportation and highlighted the experience of service
providers and program stakeholders. This section synthesizes that
information, reviewing the data gathered through the literature review and
field research to identify indicators of successful enterprises. Chapter 17
discusses aspects of program evaluation and presents cost-benefit analyses
for four of the programs profiled through the case studies. Chapter 18
identifies lessons learned from the experience of the stakeholders and
service providers contacted throughout this study.
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Program Evaluation

This chapter discusses general approaches to evaluating welfare-to-work
transportation programs and analyzes the benefits and costs of four case
studies presented in previous chapters. This research project was originally
intended to evaluate each profiled programin order to identify elements of
program success and to extrapol ate those findingsto other ssimilar
programs. Unfortunately, the detailed datato needed support that level of
anaysis was not available, so this review focuses on amore limited
assessment of program activities and outcomes at four sitesusing available
information about program costs and benefits. From these observations, the
research team derived some conclusions regarding strategiesthat could be
effectivein other communities. The next chapter complementsthisanalysis
with aqualitative assessment of the resultsthat welfare-related
transportation programs have achieved thusfar and what others might learn
fromtheir efforts.

An evaluation of welfare-to-work transportation can be atwo-stage
process. Theprimary goal isto determinethe extent to which
transportation helps TANF clients obtain and keep jobs. This phase of the
evaluation would use information that tracks the success of welfare clients
over time. The secondary goal ismore specific and isintended to
determine what particular strategies are most effectivein moving
individuals from welfareto work. This approach to program evauationis
summarized in thefollowing sections.

Assessing the Role of Transportation

The primary goal of evaluating these programsisto determine the extent to
which transportation access helps TANF participants get and keep jobs. An
evaluation of therole of transportation access would likely include, at a
minimum, thefollowing elements:

e TANF population without reliable transportation options
e Percentage of TANF clients served

e Overdll program costs
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» Transportation program costs

» Perceptions of service quality (from clients, employers, and
counselors)

* Ease of implementation
» Barrierstoimplementation
e Sability of funding sources

e Impacts of other program elements on transportation performance

Information noted by italics was almost always unavailable from the
programs contacted through thisresearch; other information was sometimes
unavailable as well.

Very few states and communities have followed their program participants
to determinelong-term employment results. Most of those that have done so
have collected data at a broad level independent of the transportation
services provided. Whilethisinformation no doubt hel psthese programs
assess overall success, on apractical level, program evaluators cannot
isolate the costs and benefits of transportation elements.

In order to assesstherol e that transportation has played in supporting
overall employment goals, programs would have to incorporate participant
follow-up into their evaluation efforts. Oneway to achievethisisthe
following:

* Inform program participantsthat they will be contacted asto job status
and transportation access on aregular basis after they “ graduate” from
the welfare-to-work program so they need to keep program appraised of
their contact information

* Follow up to determinejob status and the contribution of transportation
access (positive and/or negative) to that job status, including accessto
child care

To assessthe contribution of transportation to continued employment, the
participant would be asked the following:

* Do you have adequate transportation access to work and child care?

» If so, what isthe transportation access and how does it support your
need for access to work?
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* If not, what is your work access requirement and how do you fed it
can be met?

» Aretransportation alternatives available in the case of emergency or
do you have to rely on a single approach for access?

Thisfollow up survey should be very short and can be conducted at low
cost, by telephoneif that alternative isavailable to participants. Making
surethat former TANF clients keep their contact information up to date will
contributed substantially to the success of the survey.

Assessments of Specific
Transportation Strategies

The secondary evaluation goal looks at different types of transportation
aternativesto identify the specific approaches and strategies that are most
effectivein providing access to work. Those responsible for directing
welfare-to-work projects need to know what approaches or strategies work
in other communities and whether they are adaptableto their situation.

To assess particular transportation strategies at aregional or national level,
local approaches being pursued across the country need to be defined and
grouped into reasonably defined categories. Thosethat would actually be
incorporated into the evaluation would likely be those that are believed to
be exemplary or most successful in each of these categories. The category
definitions should include not only the types of transportation strategy being
applied but also the principal elements of the community approach
accompanying thetransportation strategy, such as collaboration among
agencies (including faith based agencies and local governments) in planning
and implementing transportation services. To make these categoriesmore
definitive, they would a so need to reflect differencesin local settings such
as community size, job market characteristics, poverty levels, and other
geographic/demographic features.

After identifying the transportation approach categories and the apparent
exemplary projectsin each, the evaluation of theimpacts of projectsin each
category would follow the approach outlined above for the general
assessment of therole of transportation. Some of the specific elementsto
measure should betailored to the program and may include trends and
changesinthefollowing.

» Percentage of jobs|ocated within one-quarter mile of fixed route transit

*  Number of bus passesissued
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e Passengers per revenue-hour

*  Operating costs per passenger

*  Number of transit itineraries prepared by caseworkers
* Number of carsdelivered to TANF clients

* Averagelength of jobretention

*  Number of passengerswho requiretransfers

* Average out-of-pocket transit costs

* Averagetrangit travel timefor work trips

*  Number of individualsto operate van services

Theresults of abenefit-cost analysis conducted for four of the profiled case
studies are presented in the following section.

Benefit-Cost Analyses

The research team was unabl e to fully evaluate the costs and benefits (or
effectiveness) of theinitial welfare-to-work projects because they neither
werethey designed to facilitate evaluation structure, data collection, and
anaysis. Also, they have not been formally evaluated (and may never be).
In the absence of detailed information about program results, ageneral
benefit-cost analysiswas conducted, using the available program data.
Whilethisisnot the only possible approach to eval uating program benefits,
it allows comparison among programs using limited data.

These benefit-cost analyses require some additional data on benefits. Since
the principal benefits measureisincome from employment, these data
would be obtained from participants as part of the follow-up information
obtained through afollow-up survey, as described earlier. The benefit
obtained from reduced government payments after peoplefind jobswould
be obtained from special studies, combined with asking people at follow-up
what government benefitsthey still receive. On the cost side, thetotal costs
of the project (both reimbursed and donated) would be tallied for each
project assessed. It isimportant that al costs be included since otherwise
the costs would be “ skewed” in favor of the projects with the greatest
donations. Finaly, based on the above, benefit-cost ratios could be
obtained for all projects enabling aranking of projectswithin and between
groups, enabling an assessment of which achievethe greatest benefits
(relativeto costs) for each of the transportation approaches/strategies that
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have been defined.

The general methodology to be used in estimating benefitsand cost isas
follows:

» Estimatethe number of personsusing transportation assistance from the
local program to access work or work-related activities, annually.

» Estimatetheannual value of that benefit per person.

*  Multiply number of personsby benefit per person to obtain total benefit
estimate.

» Estimatethetotal cost of providing thisbenefit and compare total costs
with total benefits achieved.

Using these steps, it is possible to make some at least initial estimates of a
program’simpactsin relation to its costs.

Approximate Benefit-Cost Estimates

Program costs and benefits were estimated for four welfare-to-work
transportation programs: Pinellas County Transportation Disadvantaged
Program, Good News Garage, AdVANtage || (Sojourner-Douglass
College), and the NiaNight Owl.

Pinellas County

Transportation Disadvantaged Program

Four types of transportation services have been used to provide
transportation service under this program. Services under each started in
April 1998, but it was not until October 1998 that they reached alevel
closeto equilibrium. For October 1998 through May 1999, the number of
clients receiving transportation services were:

e Taxi —Average 1,254 trips per month for October 1998 - May 1999.
Assuming 40 round trips per month equal afull timejob; thesetrips
would provide work-related transportation for 31 clients.

e GasCredit Cards— Average of 181 gas cardsissued each month
(October 1998 - May 1999) to 181 WAGES clients.

e BusPasses— Free 31-day bus passes to average of 94 WAGES clients

e Charity Cars—53 cars provided to 53 WAGES clients since beginning
of program.
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Pinellas County Transportation Disadvantaged Program
Program Participation, 1998-1999

Taxi Trips Gas Cards  |Bus Passes
Month Clients Trips No-Shows  |Number Number
Apr-98 1 1 0 0 0
May-98 3 10 19 33 13
Jun-98 7 129 43 84 32
Jul-98 10 262 34 91 24
Aug-98 16 268 34 104 30
Sep-98 26 787 356 127 65
Oct-98 43 1,171 169 151 79
Nov-98 64 1,038 158 162 a3
Dec-98 95 1,230 285 157 107
Jan-99 96 1,209 204 151 91
Feb-99 109 1,658 182 182 103
Mar-99 111 1,759 225 202 109
Apr-99 88 1,348 128 214 93
May-99 59 616 52 231 79

Source: GPTMS

Thus, 359 clientsare receiving transportation service under the WAGES
Program on an average monthly basis. Since these clients are, by
eigibility, welfare-to-work clients, it can realistically be assumed that 100
percent of these clients are eligible for, and using transportation for,
welfare to work.

In all of the cases, the average annual earnings of awelfareto work client is
estimated at $10,000 per year. Thisis calculated as 200 eight-hour work
days times $6.25 per hour (per hour wage based on several surveys of
actual earnings of thispopulation). To thisan estimate of the reduced
benefits from public support (all types) is added, conservatively estimated
as $6,000, for atotal benefit of $16,000 per person per year from the
overall WAGES program. Further, the analysis assumesthat, for those
persons needing transportation service for jobs and job related activities
(including child care), 50 percent of this benefit is attributable to the
transportation service and the remainder attributable to the rest of the
WAGES Program. Thus, the benefit per client is estimated to be $8,000
per year (50 percent of $16,000).
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The case study indicates that $400,000 was earmarked for transportation
servicesin FY 1999. To this amount, an additional $600,000 was added to
cover the costs of case manager services associated with tailoring available
transportation resources to the needs of clients. Total costsfor the
transportation program are estimated at $1,000,000 per year.

Total benefits were provided for 359 transportation-assisted clients. At
$8,000 in benefits estimated per client, the total benefit is $2,872,000. The
costs of achieving this benefit were conservatively estimated at
$1,000,000. Program benefits exceed costs by $1,872,000 — for a benefit
to cost ratio of 2.87 to 1.00.

The Good News Garage

To date, 244 low-incomeclientshave
received donated carsviathe Good News
Garage Program.

ood News
Asfor St. Petersburg, Florida, it can be a

arage
estimated that low-income clientsobtain jobs

earning $10,000 per year and that reduced TRANSPORTATION EQUITY CENTER
government paymentsfor welfareand other

programs are $6,000 per year for atotal benefit of $16,000 per person per

year. Further, it may be assumed that some of these personsmay have been

ableto obtainjobswithout their cars—say 40 percent. Thus, Good News
Garagereceivescredit for 60 percent of thesejobs. The average benefit per

client receiving acar isthen estimated to be $16,000 times 60 percent, or

$9,600 per client per year. Further, if itisassumed that the average Good

Newscar hasathree-year life span, thetotal benefit per client is$9,600 per

year for each of threeyearsor $28,800 per client, per car. Total benefitsfor

all 244 clientsare estimated as $28,800 multiplied by 244 clientsreceiving cars,

or $7,027,200.

The costs of administering the garage were $415,000in FY 1998.
Assuming that the administrative costs were $300,000 in FY 1997 and
$200,000in FY 1996, total administrative costs for the three years would
total $915,000.

Costs associated with the carsinclude the following:

o $773 per car to repair and place cars in operating condition after
donation

* Anestimated $1,250 per year to operate each car for employment
related purposes (including linked day caretrips), which is derived
from an estimate of 5,000 miles driven back and forth to work per year
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times$.25 per mileto operate. (Thiscostisborneby thedriver of the
vehide)

For the assumed three-year life of these vehicles, thiscost would total $3,750
for each vehicle. Since 244 vehicleshave been provided to date, thetotal cost
would be $915,000.

Thus, total costs are estimated to be $915,000 administrative costs plus
$915,000 vehicle costs, or $1,830,000.

Total benefits of $7,027,200 compare favorably with total costs of
$1,830,000, giving a benefit to cost ratio of 3.84 to 1.00.

AdVANtage ll: Soujourner-Douglass College

For thiscase study, two categories of benefitswere cal culated: transit
entrepreneur benefits, for thoseindividua strained asentrepreneurs, and
transit user benefits, for TANF clientsusing van serviceto get to and from
work.

(i

SOLUTIONS FOR SUCCESS
1N HIGHER EDUCATION

L

AdVANtagell operatesand average of 240tripsdaily.
Sincetheareout-of-city tripsat commuting times, we
can assumethat 90 percent of thesetripsarework or

er-
;gfﬂgs Cﬂﬂ%g ' work related. Dividing by 2 to account for adaily

round-trip, we obtain an estimate of 108 low-income
personsusing thissystemdaily. If weassumethat 80
percent aretranst-dependent personswhowould likely
not havejobswithout thetransit access, weget an
estimate of 86 personswho get accesstojobsviathis
It's betn phars since sysem.

I"'vil i, b @ i A trgain]

e Eighteen persons have been trained to be entrepreneurial
e Job? Howw albat driversthrough thisprogram. If weassumethat two-
vy HENE Disdget? thirds of thesewould not havejobswithout thisprogram,

then we get an estimate of 12 personswho owetheir
jobsto thisprogram. However, sincethesepersonsare
trained and invested by the program, the benefit to theseindividualswould be
expected to accrueover severa years, wewill assume4 yearsasthe benefit

period.
e Users—$16,000in benefitsper person per year for 86 transit-dependent
usersprovidesauser’sbenefit of $1,376,000.

e Entrepreneurs—$16,000in benefits per person per year for 12
entrepreneurs for afour-year benefit period equals an entrepreneur’s
benefit of $768,000.
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e Total benefit —$1,376,000 (users) plus$768,000 (entrepreneurs) totals
$2,144,000.

Thetotal costs of this program were not clear since the start-up grant of
$650,600 was supplemented by several additional activitiesfor which costs
werenot avallable (including M TA techniciansserving asadvisors, threeM TA
vansdonated to the program, and apparent college support provided). Ifitis
estimated that these additional coststotal $200,000, we obtain $850,600 asan
estimate of thetotal costsof thisprogram.

Total benefits are estimated to be $2,144,000 relative to total costs of
$850,000; the benefit to cost ratiois 2.52 to 1.0.

Nia Night Owl

Nightly serviceviatheNight Owl reached 1,237
tripsby May 1999. Thisanaysiswill assumethat )
100 percent of thesetripsarefor employment. '-'.
Dividing 1,237 tripsby twenty work days per '
month, yields 62 one-way tripsper night. If each
individua makesoneroundtrip, 31 personsusethis
serviceto accessemployment nightly.

Using the same assumptions asthe benefit

calculations described earlier, each passenger isassumed to generate $16,000
in benefitsper year. With 31 system users, total benefitsare $480,000. Thisis
aconservative estimate, Since some passengersuse availabletrangt servicesfor
half of their work trip and rely on the Night Owl for the segment of their shift
that fallsoutsideregular busservicehours.

Estimated annual costs are $474,392 as detailed below.
e Staff —$99,180

e NiaCenter Rent —$18,972

* Night Owl Operations—$300,000

e Operationg Administration —$56,240

Total benefits are estimated to be $480,000 relative to costs of $474,392
for abenefit to cost ratio of 1.01 to 1.00 —a break-even proposition. If
the estimates of individual passengers (rather than trips) is conservative, as
suggested above, then the calculated benefits along with the benefit-cost
ratio would be higher.
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Challenges

Therearetwo magjor evaluation questionsin thisproject regarding welfareto
work projectsthat coordinate and integrate transportation and social services:

* How effectiveare such programsin getting peopleto work and keeping
them employed?

* How can the programs examined be adapted to other settings?

Theanalysisfor selected sites suggested that benefit-cost ratiosin therange
of 2.5t0 1.0 were possible. Furthermore, it was clear from reviewing the
case studies that data collection poses a set of challenges for welfare-
related trangportation programs. Many communities—including most of
those profiled in this guidebook — do not collect sufficient datato evaluate
their progress. Organizations may chooseto target limited staff and funding
resources on providing transportation and related services rather than
documenting their efforts. In some cases, theinformationresidesin
different agenciesin different formats, making analysisunwieldy. When
programsdo collect information, they tend to focus on documenting specific
elements of program performance, such as customer participation and
servicecosts. They arelesslikely to collect dataabout the employment
status of program participants over time, which limitstheir ability to
answer questions about overall benefits of their program.

Neverthel ess, the case studies provided many valuable lessons that should
assist trangportation components of welfare to work programs el sewhere.
Theselessons are summarized in the next chapter.
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Communities have responded to the challenges of moving peoplefrom
welfare to work with awide range of strategies, from modest bus route
extensionsto creative coll aborations with community-based organizations.
Approachesto welfare-related transportation generally reflect the
characteristics of TANF participants and the community, the complexity of
the transportation barriers encountered, and sometimesthe requirements of
thefunding sources. Many citiesaready have extensivetransit networks; in
these locations programs have often focused on transporting individual s
from urban neighborhoodsto suburban job sites. Rural and suburban
programs have faced a different challenge: providing ameansfor people
living in widely dispersed locations to access urban and suburban job
centers. Irrespective of operating setting, many programs have a'so
addressed the specialized transportation needs of shift workers and parents
with young children.

Because traditional transportation approaches often do not addressthese
needs, communities have devel oped creative transportation strategies.
Innovations, as discussed throughout thisreport, range from late night
subscription shuttlesto automobile donation programsto transportation
servicesoperated by TANF clientsthemselves. Although the program
detailsvary substantially, the lessonsthat have emerged from these
programsare quite similar. This chapter summarizesthe magjor findingsand
themesthat have emerged from thisresearch and reflect the current state of
the practice.

Thechallenges of welfar er eform extend well beyond transportation.
Whilethisresearch project by definition examined the role of transportation
in moving peoplefrom welfareto work, stakeholders emphasized the need
to review the problem in alarger societal context. Certainly they saw the
importance of creating strong, effective coordination between transportation
and socia service providers—real working partnerships around consumer
needs and shared provider goals and agendas— if they are to successfully
solve the complex problem of welfareto work. But they further stressed the
importance of understanding theinfluence of land use and devel opment
patterns and the nature of poverty in this county —conditions and dynamics
that make a challenging problem even more difficult to solve. Stakeholders
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saw links between poverty and ahost of other factors, including race,
single-mother families, generational poverty, age, multiple physical and
socia problems, lack of education, lack of work and life skills, and
inadequate cultural and experiential supports. Moreover, aswelfare
agencies successfully move clientsinto the workforce, those
remaining on welfare become harder to serve. These

s individual s facing multipleissues are the hardest challenges—

those with substance abuse problems, mental health issues,

Unless planners see the family responsibilities, physical disabilities, and the like.
transportation problemina Unless planners see the problem in this holistic and cross-

holistic and cross-

disciplinary way, they will miss essential links and will be

disciplinary way, they will lesseffectivein finding solutionsfor the transportation

miss essential links.

component.

Welfareclientshave complex transportation needs.
Individuals making the transition from welfareto work often
have different mobility patternsthan those with traditional
nine-to-five work trips. TANF recipientstend to live in center cities, while
job growth has been in the suburbs. Most do not have cars, athough the
percentage varies greatly by location, which meansthey must rely on transit
or alternativesto get to work activities. Yet most transit systems were not
designed to serve suburban trips and instead are oriented around urban
travel or suburb-to-city commuting. Furthermore, many of the entry-level
jobsthat welfare recipients are likely to obtain require work at night or on
weekends, when many transit systems operate minimal service or none at
al. Women with young children, who make up the mgjority of welfare
recipients, are especialy likely to incorporate one or more stopsinto their
work trip, further straining the capability of transit to addresstheir
transportation needs. Also, welfare clients may be unaccustomed to using
public transit, particularly if trips have many linksthat crosstransit
jurisdictions. TANF recipients may have difficulties accessing and using
availableinformation about transit services because of language or literacy
limitations. Finally, most TANF participants have very littleif any margin
for error; they risk losing their jobsif they arrive late at work because of
transit delays, day-care problems, or mechanical problems.

Welfarereform hascreated new rolesfor transportation and social
serviceproviders. Fromthefederal government to thelocal welfare
office, welfare reform has shifted responsibilities and redefined roles. The
federal government, which historically defined national welfare policy, has
transferred that role to the states. The result is 50 separate welfare
programstrying to respond to differing local conditions. Increasingly this
new environment has created great demands on all the key playerstryingto
link people with jobs. Social service providers have been called upon to
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develop and use new sets of information, to interact with new partners,
and to help their clients make what could be atremendously challenging
transition into theworkplace. They are also facing the challenges of
coordinating all elements of welfare reform: training, social service
coordination, job placement, employer recruiting, coordinating
transportation to work (and, for many clients child caretrips), and financial
support. Transportation providers, too, are exploring new roles. Many are
testing services designed to serve the new market of welfare clients,
including reverse commute options, expanded hours of service, and more
flexible services.

Welfarereform hasfostered new cooper ativerelationshipsand
collabor ationsamong or ganizations. While some of these rel ationships
have been mandated, others have emerged as creative responsesto the
challenges of welfare reform. These collaborations are frequently a
practical necessity. |n many areastransportation planners and human
service providers might as well speak different languages—if they
communicate at al. After al, transportation providers may be well-versed
intheintricacies of TEA-21 and its predecessor ISTEA, but social service
staffersunderstand TANF eligibility requirements and mysteriesof SDAS.
New partnerships are particularly common at the planning stages when
representativesfrom various agencies may meet for thefirst timeto identify
transportation needs and funding sources. Oftentimes agency representatives
could serve as guidesto the regulatory and programmatic elements of their
respective fields. Joining forces has enabled social service and
transportation programsto translate their agency-specific experienceinto
cooperative efforts.

Of particular note isthe participation of private sector organizations, o i ot
especialy nonprofits, community-based organi zations and faith-based =

groups. The“helping” mission of these organizations guided program = L
development and allowed program staff to tap into aready-made network of

volunteers, donations, and supporters. Community-based organizations, like
Soujourner-Douglass College or the East Bay Asian Local Development P
Corporation, often shared acultural or linguistic background with their ‘4
clients, facilitating close connections and understanding.

The new spirit of cooperation associated with welfare reform has spilled
over into thefunding arena. Onthefederal level, both DOL and DOT
require grant recipients to demonstrate collaborative efforts, and DOT
allowslocalitiesto usefedera fundsfrom non-transportation programsfor
their local match. Similarly, on asmaller scale, welfare to work programs
are assembling funding from anumber of public and private sources,
including municipalities, foundations, and acombination of state and
federal grant programs.
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Stakeholder sstressed theimportance of teamwor k and flexibility in

building successful partner ships. Program participants need to work

together — transportation providers, employers, social service agencies, and

clients—to see projects move from concept to implementation.

Unfortunately, much of thetime, transportation and social service agencies

were perceived as not working in coordination with each other — much less
jointly. Disconnects were also noted between levels
of government within a given area— states and

=, regions, for example, may have had different

interpretations of mandates or roles, different

Disconnects were sometimes noted priorities, conflicting schedules, and poor

between levels of government communication. Insome casesturf battlesgot in the
within a given area. States and way of meeting client needs. Some stakeholders noted
regions, for example, may have had the problemsinvolved with neighboring transit
different interpretations of jurisdictions, where one provider cannot or will not

mandates or roles, different

priorities, conflicting
poor communication.

pick up riders, evenif it makes sense from a service
standpoint to do so. Other turf issuesinvolve
regulatory agencies who do not want to give up control
of service approvals, even though this hampersa

schedules, and

I provider’s ability to be timely and responsive to user

needs, particularly for new users. Service

modifications lag well behind the schedules and needs
of clients, employers and social service agencies attempting to get people
into thework force and meet welfare to work mandates.

Building coordination into the process has the potential to eliminate some
of these disconnects. For example, state TANF plans could be modified to
require supporting transportation plans. California plannerslobbied
vigorously for this approach; the result was arequirement for each county to
develop awelfare-to-work transportation plan. New Jersey as well re-
quired each county to develop atransportation plan to support the needs of
welfare recipients and other low-income residents and — perhaps more
important — provided the technical assistance to support their efforts.
Beyond the purely practical benefits—facilitating data collection and
expanding funding opportunities among others— such collaboration encour-
ages creative and holistic approaches to addressing the needs of welfare
recipients.

Transportation programsincor por ateinnovative solutions. Because
traditional transportation services do not easily meet the transportation
needs of welfare recipients, many communities devel oped innovative
responsesto welfare reform. The strategies profiled in this report
exemplify the best of these creative approaches. Theseincludethe
following:
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*  New broad-based planning efforts

» Programsdesignedto providewefarerecipientswith the skillsthey
need to operatetheir own transportation services

* New or modified transportation servicestailored to servereverse
commutersand late-night shifts

»  Servicecoordination to take advantage of the capacity of existing
services

* Ridesharingto providelow-cost flexibletransportation
»  Automobiledonation programs
» Faresubsdies, especially to easetheinitia trangtion fromwelfaretowork

»  One-stop centersthat concentrate support services, including
transportation, in aconvenient location

» Child-care transportation to support the needs of working parents

* New sources of information about transportation services

Service providers have moved beyond the traditional transit and human
service agencies and include community organizations, houses of worship,
and even welfare participants themselves. Despite their diversity, these
programs share one common trait: Program plannerswere “thinking outside
the box.”

Automobilesarepart of thesolution. Not only were new collaborations
forged among unlikely partners, but aso in many casesthe concept of
publicly supported transportation services was redefined to include new
modes — specifically automobiles. Despite the wide range of transit
solutions developed in response to welfare reform, driving to work will
aways be the preferred mode of choice for some welfare recipients. For
those living in areas without transit, for women with child care
responsibilities, and for those working late-night or weekend shifts,
automobiles can provide the flexibility and accessto make thetransition to
work. Inrecognition of thisfact, some communities have developed
automobile-based programs. 1n addition to the more conventional
ridesharing programs found in placeslike Pinellas County, Florida,
automobile ownership programs have been devel oped to makelong-term
transportation available to welfare recipients. These programs are
especially well-suited to rural areas with few transit alternatives and
provide anideal opportunity for public/private collaboration. Programscan be
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administered by nonprofit agencies, and they may accept donated vehiclesor
labor. Asoneof themost successful automobile donation programs, thefaith-
based Good News Garage provides persona mobility toasmall but growing
group of welfarerecipients.

Thecommitted leader ship of an individual or organization can help to
carry aproject from planningtoimplementation. While steering
committees and advisory groups play acritical rolein planning welfare-
related transportation, astrong leader can motivate diverse stakeholders
and ensurethat their differences enrich the planning process. Sometimesan
individual hasinspired and encouraged program participants to work
toward acommon goal . The Good News Garage attributes much of its success
toitsdirector, citing hispersonal faith and dedicationtothe
program and itsmission. And, on aday-to-day basis, some

T — programsfound that religious|eaderswerewd | positioned to

A strong leader can motivate resolve conflictswhen meetingsran off course. Committed
diverse stakeholders and institutional |eadership can also encourage broad-based program
ensure that their differences participation and at the sametime garner political and financia

enrich the planning process.
|

support. In New Jersey, the governor’sstrong support ensured
participation from senior policy staff throughout the course of the
project, and smilarly in Kershaw County, South Carolina,
aggressivelocal leadership from county agencieshelped move
the project to implementation and expand itsserviceareatoa
neighboring county.

Successful programsmaintained ongoing communication among
program staff, participants, and stakeholders. Clear communication
startswith consensus on program goal s and extends throughout planning and
implementation. Thanksin part of itsdirector’s clear communication of the
program mission to all involved, the Good News Garage was able to build
support for itsinnovative approach to welfare-related transportation.
Besides building support, clear communication can address
misunderstandings and correct misconceptions. AC Transit viewed the
planning process as an opportunity to “ferret out the truth” about
transportation services, information, and needs. And TARC used its
extensive community network to address concerns and comments about
work-related transportation asthey arose.

Communication with potential participants allows plannersto tailor
programs to address real-life concerns and challenges. To maximize client
participation in the planning process, some programstailored outreach
effortsto the specific needs of their clients. EBALDC, for example,
conducted focus groupsin multiplelanguagesand MTC made child care
available during its meetings; both groups compensated focus group
participantsfor their time. Maintaining on-going communication with
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program participants can identify areas of strength and weakness. For

example, some of the entrepreneurs capitalized through the AdVANtage

program werelessthan positive about the program’ssuccessin contrast to the

perceptions of the sponsoring agencies. Feedback from these

individuasincluded frustration with thelack of long-term

support; such information can be animportant component of I

programreview and evaluation. Communication with program

participants allowed planners

to tailor solutions to address
real-life concerns and

Progress hasbeen slower than expected. Themyriad
challenges of moving individualsfrom welfareto work,
coupled with regulatory requirements, have slowed progress
for someprograms. For example, the AdVANtage program challenges.
in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, hasbeen ableto |
capitalize only four entrepreneurs despite an extensive

outreach effort. Some program plannershave questioned the

vaueof restricting somefunding streamsto certain narrowly defined participant

groups. In particular, programsusing Department of Labor Welfareto Work

grants havetargeted relatively few individual srather than systemsthat

could serve alarger population.

Many communities have not collected sufficient datato evaluatetheir
progress. Despitethe apparent benefits of many of these programs, formal
evaluations have been rare. For many service providers, the need to
respond to welfare reform mandates and deadlines was so immediate and
so high-pressured, they simply did not have the opportunity —or the
resources—to develop an evaluation plan. Some organizations choseto
target limited staff and funding resources on providing transportation and
related servicesrather than documenting their efforts. 1n some cases, the
information residesin different agenciesin different formats, making
anaysisunwieldy. When programsdid collect information, they were more
likely to document specific elementsof program performance, such as
customer participation and service costs. They were lesslikely to collect
data about the employment status of program participants over time, which
limitstheir ability to answer questions about overall benefits of their
program. Thissituation can be expected to change over time, asmore
programs must meet the datareporting and eval uation requirements of
federal funding sources. Nevertheless, data collection and performance
evaluation may well remain an after-thought for certain programs.

Successful programshaveincor por ated strategiesto ensurethat results
can besustained over timefor targeted TANF clients and in some cases
thegeneral public. Some programslearned that they have to extend support
servicesto clients beyond theinitial project period. The AdVANtage
programsin Anne Arundel County and at Sojourner-Douglass College both
identified the need for on-going support for entrepreneurs, including
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mentoring and financia support. The San Diego Workforce Partnership has
worked to build capacity within the community to sustain the program
beyond the start-up grant; afaith-based organization will take over program
management and someincome sources have been identified.

Someorganizations, especialy trangportation agencies,

have built upon existing servicesand capitaized on
I ovailable support services. For example, AC Transit
Successful programs have developed ~ complemented anexisting busroutewith night service;
the capacity to sustain program the Santee Wateree Trangportation Authority made more
efficient useof availablemedicd transportation services
by incorporating work tripsinto existing services. Trangit
agencies, in particular, may be ableto adapt
trangportation servicesto serve community
transportation needsbeyond welfare-to-work. Given
recent changesin thejob market —including the growth of suburban
employment, serviceindustries, and the“24/7” culture—many trangportation
strategiesdesigned for welfarerecipients can easily serve other commutersas
wdll. Reversecommuting, in particular, reflectschangesinland useand
economicsthat affect individual sbeyond welfarerecipients. Moreover, as
welfarerecipientsbecome sdf-sufficient, they losetheir digibility for services
targeted to TANF participantsand haveto rely on transportation aternatives
availabletothegenera public. Whilesomemay buy automobiles, otherswill
choosetransit. Thisnew market (sometimesreferred to astheworking poor”)
can help support trangit programsdesigned originally to servewelfare-rel ated
transportation needs. Asridership grows, transit agenciesmay beableto
integratethese new welfare-related servicesinto their agency operating plans,
providing passengerswith long-term stability.

results over time.
]
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Federal Agencies

United States Department of
Health and Human Services

Administration for Children and Families

The Administration for Children and Families administers the Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families block grants. Thissite providesinformation
and statistics about welfare reform and guidance on using TANF funds.
www.acf.dhhs.gov

United States Department of Labor

Employment and Training Administration

The Department of Labor funds workforce development activities and
administered Welfare to Work formula and competitive grants. The
Employment and Training Administration site provides information about
federal funding sources and welfare to work program support.

witw.doleta.gov

United States Department of Transportation

Federal Transit Administration
The Federal Transit Administration providesfunding to U.S. transit
systems and oversees the Job Access and Reverse Commute grant

program.
www.fta.dot.gov

United States Census Bureau

The Census Bureau is a clearinghouse for U.S. demographic and economic
data. Census statistics include population characteristics, poverty
indicators, income, employment, and commuting data; statistical filesto
support GIS analysisare also available.

WWW.CEeNsuUs.gov
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Transportation Organizations

American Public Transportation Association

APTA isamembership organization for transit systems and the
organizationsresponsiblefor planning, designing, constructing, financing
and operating them. Thissite haslinks to transportation agencies,
associations, advocacy groups, and private businesses supporting the
transportation industry.

Www.apta.com

Community Transportation Association of America

CTAA isan association of organizations and individuals committed to
improving mobility. The association offerstechnical assistance on
transportation issues through its National Transit Resource Center and has
conducted research on welfare-related transportation.

Www.Ctaa.org
Welfare and Urban Policy Organizations

American Public Human Services Association

The American Public Human Services Association isanonprofit,
bipartisan organization of individual s and agencies concerned with human
services. The organization focuses on welfare, health care reform, and
other issuesinvolving families and the elderly. (The organization was
previously known as the American Public Welfare Association.)
www.aphsa.org

Welfare Information Network

Thissite serves as a clearinghouse for information, policy analysis and
technical assistance on welfare reform. Resources includes issue papers
and links to an extensive network of organizations, current research, and
welfare-related information.

www.welfareinfo.org

Welfare to Work Partnership

This national not-for-profit organization was created to encourage and
assist businesses hiring individualsfrom public assi stance without
displacing current workers. Founded by several major employers, The
Partnership supports small, medium and large businesses hiring former
welfare recipients.

www.welfaretowork.org
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The Urban Institute

The Urban Institute is a nonprofit research organization that focuses on
economic and social policy. The Urban Institute has prepared numerous
papers and policy briefs about welfare reform that are available on-line
through thissite.

www.urban.org

Government Organizations

National Governors’ Association

NGA isabipartisan national membership organization for the governors of
U.S. states, commonwealths, and territories. The association provides an
opportunity for governors to exchange views and experiences, assistance
in solving state focused problems; information on state innovations and
practices; and a bipartisan forum for Governors to establish, influence, and
implement policy on national issues

WWW.Nga.org

National Association of Counties

NACo isanational organization representing county governments. The
association acts as aliaison with other levels of government, worksto
improve public understanding of counties, serves as a national advocate
for counties and provides them with resources to help them find innovative
methods to meet the challenges they face.

WWW.Naco.org

U.S. Conference of Mayors

The United States Conference of Mayorsisthe official nonpartisan
organization of cities with populations of 30,000 or more. Each city is
represented in the Conference by its mayor; member mayors contributes to
developing national urban policy in economic devel opment, transportation
and communications, jobs, education, and workforce development, health
and human services, and other issues.

WWW.Mmayors.org
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Federal Funding

Several federal government departments and agencies Sponsor programs
that include funding for eligible transportation projects. The Community
Transportation Association of America(CTAA) hasidentified
approximately 90 programs available from over 17 federal agencies. These
programs are detailed in CTAA's Building Mobility Partnerships:
Opportunities for Federal Funding and some are described below.!

e U.S Department of Agriculture
- Rura Community Advancement Program

e U.S Department of Commerce
- Economic Development Grants

e U.S Department of Education
- Vocational Rehabilitation Grants
- Independent Living Programs
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
- Even Start

e U.S Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families
- Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
- Socia Service Research and Demonstrations
- Refugee Resettlement Programs
- Community Services Block Grants
- Head Start
- Native American Programs
- Developmental Disabilities Grants
- Socia ServicesBlock Grants

Administration on Aging

- Supportive Services and Senior Centers

- Programsfor Native American Elders

- Research, Demonstration, Training and Discretionary Projects for
the Elderly
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Health Care Financing Administration

- Medicad

- Health Care Research and Demonstrations
Health Resources and Services Administration
- Consolidated Health Centers

- Healthy Start

- Maternal and Child Health Services Grants
- Medicare Rural Hospital Flexibility Grants
- Rural Health Services Outreach Grants

- Ryan White CARE Act Grants

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Devel opment

- Community Development Block Grants

- Housing Opportunitiesfor Personswith AIDS
Office of Housing

- Supportive Housing for Personswith Disabilities

- Supportive Housing for the Elderly Program

Office of Public and Indian Housing

- Public Housing Drug Elimination Program

U.S. Department of L abor

Employment and Training Administration

- Senior Community Service Employment
- Workforce Investment Act Programs

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

- Highway Planning and Construction

Federal Transit Administration

- Trangt Capital Improvement Grants

- Metropolitan Transit Planning Grants

- Transt Capital Grantsfor Urbanized Areas

- Public Transportation for Non-Urbanized Areas

- Capital Assistancefor Elderly and Disabilities Transportation
- Transit Planning and Research

- Rural Transit Assistance Program

- Jobs Access and Reverse Commute Grant Program

Corporation for National Service
- National Senior Service Corps

U.S. Department of VeteransAffairs
\eterans Health Administration
- Veterans Hospitalization and Outpatient Care
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Notes

! Thereport isavailable free of charge from CTAA's National Transit Resource Center at
1-800-527-8279 or www.ctaa.org. A more detailed description of these programs can
beviewed at www.ctaa.org/ct/resource/funding_resources.shtml and amatrix of
funding tables can be found in PDF format at www.ctaa.org/ct/resource/

funding_tbl.shtml.
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Focus Groups

Focus Group Locations and Dates
Detroit, Michigan

Warren Conner Development Coalition
11148 Harper Avenue

Detroit, Michigan 48213

(313) 571-2800

Monday, October 19, 1998
1:00 p.m.
Tuesday, October 20, 1998
9:00 am.

Oakland, California

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort Metro Center

101 8th Street

Oakland, California 94607

(510) 464-7700

Tuesday, November 17, 1998
9:00 am. and 1:00 p.m.

Columbia, South Carolina

Richland County Council

2020 Hampton Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(803) 748-4641

Wednesday, December 2, 1998
9:00 am. and 1:00 p.m.



Transit Cooperative Research Program

Sample Invitation Letter

Dear Transit Provider Representative/Employer/Agency Representative,

Asyou may already know from our telephone conversation, Howard/
Stein-Hudson (HSH) isworking in conjunction with the Transit
Cooperative Research Program to research and identify transportation
options for welfare to work individuals. Thisis part of the new national
welfare program Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).

Our research involves gathering information concerning transportation
issues, through focus groups in different areas around the United States.
We are interested in urban as well as suburban and rural transportation
issues. Thiswill help both to identify potential case study locations and to
develop the eval uation methodol ogy.

Two focus groups will be held at each of the following locations: Oakland,
Cdlifornia; Columbia, South Carolina; and Detroit, Michigan. The purpose
of the focus groupsisto identify and discuss issues associated with access
tojobsand to highlight potential solutions. All focus group discussionswill
be led by an HSH representative and will include a heterogeneous mix of
participants drawn from social service agencies, transit providers,
employers, private non-profits, and clients.

Two focus groupswill be held in (city) at thefollowing location:

(address)
The two focus groups will be held on (dates and times). Each focus group
session will last approximately two hours. If you can attend one of these
sessions or have any questions or comments, please contact me. Please

make every effort to attend and share your insights with us.

Thank you very much.
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Focus Group Guide

Thisfocusgroup guideisexcerpted from amemorandum to the Principal
Investigator from Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates. The guide addresses
four main areas:

» Agendaand timing guide, which presents an overview of the focus
groups and will assist the facilitatorsin conducting them;

» Topic guide for each module of the focus group, outlining the points
and types of questions to be posed by the facilitator to guide the
discussion and elicit comments and discussion from participants (The
topic guide is shown in parentheses under each major agenda item.);

» Advice and guidance to agenciesthat will be assisting project staff in
recruiting participants for the focus groups; and

» Special features of the focus groups and how they will be dealt with as
the focus groups are planned and conducted.

Agenda and Timing Guide

The focus groups are planned for a duration of three hours maximum,; the
agendais scoped for two and ahalf hoursto allow flexibility if discussion
extends beyond the time scheduled. (See Table C-1.) Whiletimesare
shown for each module, the facilitator will have flexibility in adjusting
timing to fit the circumstances in each focus group as discussion devel ops.
In particular, we don’t want to cut off fruitful discussion which may
address issues in more depth than anticipated or which may touch on sub-
topics we had not anticipated. In instances where participants do not
have as much to say as we anticipated, the facilitators will continue to
probe through rephrased and targeted questions to be sure that we get as
much comment as possible from them.

Recruiting Participants

Once locations for the focus groups were selected, the team identified the
local and regional agencies that recruited participants for the focus groups.
We identified aspecific individual in each organization who was
responsible for the recruitment. To help them, HSH prepared a
recruitment memorandum and al so talked with them by phone before and
during the period of recruitment. The following points were addressed:

» Select and agree on time and location for the focus groups.

»  Specific stakeholder types/groups and the number of participantsto be
recruited within each group.
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» Total number of peopleto beinvited to yield 9-12 participants.

* What to tell potential participants about purpose, role, and
compensation; follow up correspondence.

» Other advance preparation and troubleshooting advice.

Special Features

Heterogeneous focus groups like these have specia needs because of the
mix of participants and the sometimes very different knowledge and
perspectives they have on the topics under discussion. Having both
service providers and welfare clients in the same focus groups compounds
thischalenge. To dea with thisissue, the following modificationswere
proposed:

» Strongly emphasize the roles of participants in the focus group, and the
confidentiality of what issaid.

* Do not have providers and their current clientsin the same group.
* Consider using first namesonly.

» Consider omitting videotaping and just use the audiotaping. Ask
permission if any recording is done and if anyone objects, don’t record.
Emphasize that recordings will be used only by project team and
destroyed after the focus group report is complete.

» Offer to send all participants a copy of the focus group report on its
completion.

The topicsin the agenda are arranged so they build on each other through
the successive topics. We think thiswill help to give the discussion more
focus, specificity, and concreteness, given the very broad scope of the
discussion topics. The structure lendsitself to devel oping a giant matrix on
thewall and filling it out over the course of the discussion. We think this
visual way of organizing the information and opinions that are generated
will help participants chart their way through the discussion and keep on
thetopics. It alsowill help usidentify gaps and points not discussed, so we
can have as complete coverage as possible within ashort time. Finaly, we
think thiswill help members of the group with different levels of
knowledge and different experiences to see and build upon the insights of
others.
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Focus Group Meeting Agenda

Minutes: Topic:
0-15 Introduction of participants; purpose of the focus group;

procedures; review of the agenda

Facilitator welcomes participants

Sf introductions

Purpose of the focus group and use of results
Roles of members and facilitator; observers
Confidentiality; disposal of tapes and notes
Procedures, breaks, questions

Review of topics and timing

10-20 Role of transportation in supporting access to jobs

10-20 | dentifying key stakeholders

| dentify major stakeholder groups and sub-groups within them
(transportation providers, social service agencies, non-profits,
clients, employers, etc.)

Board on large sheets to expand in following modules

20-50 What are the needs/requirements of stakeholder groups

For each stakeholder group, list needs and requirements

Highlight critical/essential needs and requirements

Identify major distinctiong/differences between stakeholders

| dentify common needs/interests and links across stakeholder groups

50-65 What are the hallmarks of success; what criteria would we

use to judge effectiveness and usefulness of different
strategies to support access to jobs

What are the hallmarks different stakeholders might use to measure a
transportation-jobs program or service successful and effective

Are some of these criteria more important than others

Are there conflicts/contradictions between different measures for
different stakeholders
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65—95 Obstacles to overcome in meeting stakeholders' needs and

requirements

For each stakeholder group, list major obstacles that need to be
overcome to reach goals and be successful

|dentify priorities among obstacles

| dentify common obstacles across groups

95 -100 “7th Inning Stretch”

During the break, the facilitator will confer informally with observers
to get suggestions on additional questions, missed points, etc.

At the end of the break, the facilitator will ask the group how things
are going and if any changes are needed to process or content of
discussion

Agenda and procedures will be changed as needed

Schedule will be extended if needed and with okay of participants

100 -115 Examples of strategies and programs that work

Brainstorm examples of effective programs/strategies that have been
used successfully

Draw on any area, use experience of participants

How have they been used to overcome the kinds of obstacles
identified and meet similar needs

What made the particular examples work successfully

What can we learn from these examples for transportation-jobs
programs

115-145 Suggested ways to address the specific obstacles and needs

from above

Facilitator will share examples of some programs being tried in other
locations in transportation-jobs programs

What other strategies could we suggest, drawing on examples from
our previous brainstorming

Which of the strategies address particular needs and obstacles we' ve
identified (flag)

What needs and/or obstacles have we not yet addressed and what
ideas might work for them

Any other ideas
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145 -150 Closing comments and thanks

* Recap main points of discussion
* Restate next steps and how input will be used
* Thank participants

150-190 Optional time available for expanded discussion of any
pointson agenda
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Case Study C(mtacts

The following individual s were contacted for the case studies:

AdVANtage Van Service Entrepreneurs Project

Vesta Kimble, Deputy Director

Anne Arundel County Department of Social Services
80 West Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

(410) 269-4603

(410) 974-8566 fax

AdVANtage II: Sojourner-Douglass College

Jamal Mubdi-Bey, Director
Office of Community Outreach
Sojourner-Douglass College
500 North Caroline Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21205
(410) 276-0306 x241

(410) 276-1572 fax

mubdi @host.sdc.edu

Contra Costa County

Bob Patrick

Transportation Projects Coordinator

Contra Costa County Socia Services Department
Children’s Services

40 DouglasDrive

Martinez, CA 94553-4068

925-313-1702

925-313-1758 fax

rpatrick @ssd.co.contra-costa.ca.us
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Contra Costa County

Corinne Dutra-Roberts
Transportation Analyst
TRAKS

100 Gregory Lane
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
925-671-5248
925-609-8853 fax
cdutra-roberts@traks.org

The Good News Garage

Hal Colston

L utheran Social Services of New England, Inc.
One Main Street

Suite 214

Burlington, VT 05401

802-864-6017

802-864-6033 fax

gnewsg@together.net

Lower San Antonio Transportation Support Project

Margaret Galbraith

Program Associate

East Bay Asian Loca Development Corporation
310 8th Street, Suite 200

Oakland, CA 94607

510-287-5353 x425

510-763-4143 fax

mgal braith@ebaldc.com

Jeffrey Becerra

Commute Services Manager

RIDES for Bay Area Commuters, Inc.
1333 Broadway, Suite 601

Oakland, CA 94612-1906
510-893-7665

510-622-0201 fax

becerra@rides.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission/AC Transit

Ann Flemer

Manager, Transit Coordination & Access
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 9a4607-4700
510-464-7700

510-464-7848 fax

afleme@mtc.dst.ca.us

Deidre Heitman

Associate Transportation Planner
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 9a4607-4700
510-464-7700

510-464-7848 fax

dheitman@mtc.ca.gov

TinaB. Konvalinka

Manager of Long Range Planning
AC Transit

1600 Franklin Street

Oakland, CA 94612
510-891-4754

510-891-4874 fax

tkonvali @actransit.org

New Jersey Statewide County and Community

Transportation Plan

Robert Koska

New Jersey Transit Corporation
One Penn Plaza East

Newark, NJ 07105-2246
973-491-7376

973-491-7367 fax
ccafrpk@njtransit.state.nj.us
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Pinellas County

Transportation Disadvantaged Program

David McDonald

Pinellas County Metropolitan Planing Organization
14 S. Fort Harrison Ave., Suite 2000

Clearwater, FL 33756

727-464-4751

727-464-4155 fax

dmcdona @co.pinellas.fl.us

San Diego Workforce Partnership

Linda Womack, Administrative Coordinator
San Diego Workforce Partnership, Inc.
1551 Fourth Avenue, Suite 600

San Diego, California92101

(619) 238-1445

(619) 235-8105 fax

linda@workforce.org

Santee Wateree Regional Transportation Authority
SoniaB. Spivey

Executive Director

Santee Wateree Regional Transportation Authority

21 Homes Gardner Road

PO. Box 2462

Sumter, SC 29151-2462

803-775-9347

803-775-4048 fax

Transit Authority of River City

Janene Grantz

Market Development Coordinator
Transit Authority of River City
1000 West Broadway

Louisville, KY 40203
502-561-5112

502-561-5253 fax

tarc@aye.net
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G lossary

Thefollowing glossary defines commonly used transportation and welfare
reform terms.

Accessible
An accessible vehicle or facility isonethat isfully usable by personswith
disabilities, including individual swho use wheel chairs.

Access to Jobs

Access to Jobs is the name given to the current initiatives by the Federal
Transit Administration and regional transit agencies nationwide to provide
transportation to unemployed and underemployed individuals as part of
Welfare-to-Work initiatives by health and human services departments at
federal, state and local levels. (See Welfare-to-Work as well.)

Advance Request Service
Transportation service that requires individualsto reserve atrip at a
specific time, usualy 24 hours after the request.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and ADA Complementary Paratransit
The ADA isacivil rights law, passed by Congressin 1990, which makesit
illegal to discriminate against people with disabilitiesin employment,
services provided by state and local governments, public and private
transportation, public accommodations and tel ecommunications.

Under U.S. Department of Transportation regulations, public entities (or
private entities acting on their behalf) who provide fixed-route transit must
also provide “ADA Complementary Paratransit” where and when fixed-
route transit services are provided to persons who are unable to use or
access such service because of their disability. Most ADA complementary
paratransit services allow reservations to be placed oneto 14 daysin
advance of the trip date; some allow same-day reservations, but usually on
a space-available and/or emergency basis. Most ADA complementary
paratransit services provide curb-to-curb service, although some provide
door-to-door service. ADA complementary paratransit fares are typically
(and must be no more than) twice the fixed-route transit fares.
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Under the broader scope of the ADA, public entities that provide services,
including transportation services, for residents or more specialized groups
(e.g., seniors) must ensure that all personswith disabilitieswho are eligible
for those services receive “equivalent” service. For example, if a
municipality has a user-side subsidy taxi program for its senior residents, it
must ensure that this service is accessible to its seniors with disabilities, or
arrange for some other service that provides equivalent service.

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

AFDC isone of several federal welfare programs that were combined into
asingle new program called Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) by the passage of the federal Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. Under TANF, funds are
distributed to statesin asingle block grant. (See also TANF).

Aid To Families With Dependent Children (AFDC)

Provides cash grants to needy children under the age of 18 whose families
cannot meet their basic needs. When AFDC was established in 1935,
assistance was meant primarily for single mothers who had been widowed
or whose husbands had abandoned them. At that time, it was expected that
amother’s primary responsibility wasto work in the home, including
raising her children, and the AFDC cash grant allowed a single mother to
do just that.

Ambulette Service
Non-emergency medical transportation service provided by wheelchair-
accessible vans.

Articulated Bus

A bus usually 55 feet or more in length with two connected passenger
compartments that bends at the connecting point when the bus turns a
corner.

Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) System
A computer-based vehicle tracking system based on location technology,
such asthe global positioning system (GPS).

Brokerage

A coordinated transportation system in which one entity (the broker)
directly or indirectly arranges for carriers (usually under contract to the
broker) to serve trips sponsored by different organizations and/or funding
services. Consolidating tripsin this fashion and accommodating these trips
through one service delivery network often results in enhanced economies
of scale and other benefits that reduce the cost of providing service for
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each sponsor that chooses to participate in the coordinated system. The
broker provides consolidated management of the system, typically by
performing such functions as customer/client registration; contracting for
the operation of transportation services with public, private for-profit and
private non-profit operators; record keeping and accounting; and quality
assurance and customer relations. Other broker functions may also
include reservations, scheduling, dispatching, the provision or procurement
of vehicles and insurance, driver training, the provision of maintenance
services and fuel; and even the operation of vehicles. The broker may be
housed within a public or private organization, and staffed with in-house
employees or a professiona brokerage management firm.

Block Grants

A new sorting of public purposes and programs among federal, state, and
local governments. Block grants place federal funds, decision-making
authority and increased flexibility in the hands of state and local officials
and hence reduce federal regulation and oversight.

Capital Assistance

Financial assistance for transit capital expenses (not operating costs); such
aid may originate with federal, local or state governments. (See also
Section 5311.)

Capital Expenses
Costs of long-term assets of a public transit system such as property,
buildings, vehicles, computer hardware/software, etc.

Central Business District (CBD)

The downtown retail trade and commercial areas of a city or an area of
very high land valuation, traffic flow, and concentration of retail business
offices, theaters, hotels and services.

Circulator Service

A public transit service typically confined to a specific locale, such asa
downtown area or suburban neighborhood, and which providesintra-
neighborhood service, feeder service to inter-area public transit service,
and possibly connections to other local circulators. May be fixed-route
trangit, flexible transit, or paratransit.

Circumferential Network

A system of transit routes designed to transport passengers between
suburban locations without requiring travel through the central city
downtown area. Also called Crosstown service.
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Community Jobs Program

Community jobsis generally intended to describe a program in which
participants do work that benefits their community, and as such, positions
are likely to be limited to public or nonprofit entities. The use of the term
“job” in the name is intended to convey that participants will be paid
wages for hours worked, and have employee status. A participant’s wages
may be wholly financed with the welfare benefit the family is eligible to
receive, i.e., Grant Diversion (see below) or such welfare benefits might be
supplemented with other welfare funds, other public funds, or by the entity
for which work is performed.

Community Bus Service

Also known as a service route, thisis afixed-route, fixed-schedule transit
service designed to better match the common trip origins and destinations
of specific customer groups (e.g., elderly persons and persons with
disabilities) and to minimize the distance that customers have to travel to
get to and from bus stops. Smaller and low-floor, accessible vehicles are
typically used. Serviceisusually on neighborhood streets and to mall or
hospital doorways to reduce walking distances. Pick-ups and drop-offs are
typically designed so that they are as close to entryways of common
destinations as possible. While routes are designed to better meet the
needs of persons with disabilities and elderly persons, they are open to the
public. Community bus services can be planned as feeders to other fixed-
route services and can include a “route deviation” option. (See also
Service Routes.)

Community Service

Community Serviceisone of the listed work activities under Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Section 407(d)(7). Asused in
TANF, community service has generally been understood to mean an
activity involving work that benefits the community, typically at either a
public or nonprofit agency, during which the participant continues to
receive aregular welfare grant. However, asthe term is not defined in the
statute, nor by regulation, there is nothing to bar a structure in which
participants are paid wages based on the hours they work.

Community Service Employment (CSE)

Community Service Employment is generally intended to describe a
program in which participants are paid wages to perform work that
benefits their community, typically in positions at public or nonprofit
agencies. The use of the term “employment” is intended to convey that
participants will be paid wages for hours worked, and have employee
status. A participant’s wages may be wholly financed by the welfare
benefit the family iseligible to receive, i.e., Grant Diversion (see below) or
welfare benefits might be supplemented with other welfare funds, other
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public funds, or by the entity for which work is performed. Thereisno
substantive difference between the terms Community Service Employment
and Community Jobs (above).

Community Transportation

Community transportation includes services that address all transit needs
of acommunity, including general and special populations, such as persons
with disabilitiesand seniors.

Community Work Experience Program (CWEP)

CWEP, as defined in the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) statute
and regulations, was a program in which a participant performed work at a
public or nonprofit entity in exchange for his or her welfare benefits.
CWEP is frequently described as Workfare, see below. A CWEP
participant could not be required to work more hours than the number
derived by dividing the welfare grant (minus any amounts reimbursed to
the welfare agency as child support paid by a non-custodia parent) by the
higher of any applicable state minimum wage or the federal minimum
wage. (A different calculation was specified for individualsif participation
continued beyond nine months.)

Payments to participants were made through the regular welfare grant, and
participants did not typically receive any additional payment from either
the welfare agency or the entity for whom the work was performed. The
JOBS statute specified that a CWEP participant was not entitled to a
salary under any other provision of law, and that benefit payments made
were not to be considered compensation for work performed. As aresult
of these provisions, participants were generally not considered to be
employees under federal minimum wage laws, and the benefits they
received while participating were not considered to be wages for Social
Security purposes, nor taxable income for purposes of federal income tax
or the Earned Income Tax Credit.

Coordinated Transportation Services

A cooperative arrangement between or among organizations providing
transportation for customers, clients, constituents, or employees and/or
transportation providers to combine or consolidate some or all
transportation functions or activities of the different organizations, in order
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of these services. Many types
and degrees of coordination exist, from vehicle sharing or the joint
procurement of equipment or services to the performance of centralized
administration or other functions by a single entity acting asa
transportation broker. (See aso Brokerage.) One of the primary intended
results of coordination islower unit costsfor participating organizations
through greater efficiency.
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Corridor

A broad geographical band that follows ageneral directional flow
connecting major sources of trips that may contain a number of streets,
highways and transit route alignments.

Curb-to-Curb Service

A level of service provided within the context of a paratransit service in
which driver assistance (if needed) islimited to assisting the passenger into
or out of the vehicle, and does not extend beyond the boarding/alighting
point. (For “higher” levels of service, offering driver assistance beyond
the curb. (See also Door-to-Door Service and Door-Through-Door
Service.)

Deadhead
Movement of a bus without passengers, e.g. from bus yard or garage to
first pick up, and from last drop-off back to busyard or garage.

Dedicated Service

Transportation service purchased by sponsor from a carrier in which
vehicles serve only the sponsor’s clients during the designated service
period.

Demand-Responsive Transportation
See Dial-A-Ride and Paratransit.

Dial-A-Ride

Thisis often used as a synonym for paratransit, but may be used to
connote that the paratransit service is available to the general public. A
more limited eligibility criteriamay be used in conjunction with the term,
e.g., Senior Dial-A-Ride, to describe eigibility limitations. Aswith
paratransit, Dial-A-Ride servicestypically require an advance request,
although some permit same-day reservationsif not immediate reservations.
Some Dial-A-Ride systems allow ridersto request subscription trips, also
known as standing orders, for recurring service; thisis a convenience to
both the rider and the reservation/scheduling staff because these riders do
not have to place areservation for each individual trip. Dia-A-Ride
services are typically provided on a curb-to-curb, door-to-door, or door-
through-door basis. There are three basic types of Dia-a-Ride: “many-to-
one,” inwhich transportation is provided from multiple originsto asingle
destination; “many-to-few,” in which transportation is provided from
multiple originsto afew designated destinations (e.g., major activity
centers); and “one-to-one,” in which transportation is provided between
any two points within the service area. (See also Paratransit.)
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Door-to-Door Service

A level of service provided within the context of a paratransit service in
which the driver escorts the passenger between the vehicle and the front
entrance of the building at both the origin and the destination of the trip.
Sometimes, this assistance is limited to traversing a specified number of
steps and/or to carrying a specified number of packages.

Door-Through-Door Service

A level of service provided within the context of a paratransit service in
which the driver escorts the passenger between the vehicle and the front
entrance to the building at both the origin and destination and provides
assistance beyond the threshold of the building (e.g., into the hall or lobby)
if requested. Limits are often imposed regarding the number of steps
traversed, the packages carried, and how far into the building a driver may

go.

Downtime
A period during which avehicleisidle, or isinoperative because of repairs
or maintenance.

Driver Training

Instructional program designed to impart and improve the skills necessary
for bus drivers, including but not limited to knowledge of the vehicle, safe
or defensive driving practices, emergency procedures, and passenger
control.

DHHS
United States Department of Health and Human Services.

Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)

The EITCisasubsidy to low-wage workers. Thispolicy essentially makes
aminimum wage job paying $4.25 worth $6.00 an hour for afamily with
two or more children. Together with food stamps, the expanded EITC can
lift familieswith full-time workers out of poverty.

EA (Emergency Assistance)

This program is one of several federal welfare programs that were
combined into asingle new program called Temporary Assistanceto
Needy Families (TANF) by the passage of the federal Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. Under
TANF, funds are distributed to statesin asingle block grant. (Seealso
TANF)
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Express Bus Service
A bus that operates a portion of the route without stops or with alimited
number of stops. (See also Fixed-Route Transit Service.)

Employment Center Shuttle

A transportation service in which vehicle operate frequently over a short
distance between one or more employment sites and a designated locations
such as atransit center, station or stop. Typically, such serviceis
sponsored at least in part by the employer or employment center
management.

Farebox Recovery
The degree to which fare revenue covers operating cost of a transportation
service. Thisisusually expressed as a percentage of total operating cost.

Feeder Service

Feeder service provides transportation to and from a fixed-route bus stop
or train station. Feeder service might be provided by paratransit, flexibly
routed transit or fixed-route transit.

Fixed-Route Transit Service

Sometimes referred to as“main line” service, fixed-route transit service
includes public transit bus or rail service that runs on regular,
predetermined routes, usually on afixed schedule with designated,
scheduled bus stops. Different types of fixed-route transit include express,
local, owl, revenue, and skip-stop service.

Flag-Stop Service
Flag stop service allows patrons to request a bus by waving it down
anywhere along aroute. See aso Request-A-Sop.

Flexible Transit or Flexibly Routed Transit

Thisisgenerally defined as transit (as opposed to paratransit) that involve
flexibility in scheduling or routing of service. Examplesinclude route
deviation, point deviation, flag stop services, and on-call bus service.

Food Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Program is an uncapped entitlement with need-based
national eligibility and benefit provisions. Benefits are financed entirely by
the federal government, although states have to contribute 50 percent of
the program’s administrative costs. Begun as a pilot program at local
discretion in 1961, food stamps became a national program when federal
eligibility criteriaand benefit levels were established in 1970.
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Geographic Information System (GIS)

These are software programs designed to store, manipulate and illustrate
geographic and other data. GIS analysis may be used to plot data (such as
addresses or bus routes) on amap providing avisual display of community
characteristics.

Grant Diversion

Grant Diversion means the use of funds that would otherwise be paid to a
program participant’s family as awelfare grant to reimburse some or all of
an employer’s costs for the wages and benefits paid to the participant, and
in some cases, for some of the additional costs of employment-related
taxes and insurance.

Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)
HCFA isthe agency within the federal Department of Health and Human
Services which oversees the federal Medicaid program.

Headway
Timeinterval between (or frequency of) vehicles moving in the same
direction on a particular transit route.

Hub

A hub isthefocal point of atransit network, where several services meet
and passengers can make convenient transfers. Hubs include transit
centers, transportation terminals, major rail stations and park-and-ride
facilities.

Intercity Bus

A buswith front doors only, high-backed seats, separate luggage
compartments, and usually with restroom facilities for use in high-speed
long-distance service.

Jitney
Privately owned, small or medium-sized vehicle usually operated on a
fixed-route but not on afixed schedule.

Job Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) Program

The centerpiece of the 1988 Family Support Acts, its primary objective
was to enroll welfare recipientsin education and training programs. JOBS
isone of several federal welfare programs that were combined into asingle
new program called Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) by
the passage of the federal Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996. Under TANF, funds are distributed to statesin
asingleblock grant. (Seealso TANF.)
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Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) providesjob-training servicesfor
economically disadvantaged adults and youth, dislocated workers and
others who face significant employment barriers. The act, which became
effective on October 1, 1983, seeks to move joblessindividualsinto
permanent self-sustaining employment.

Light Rail

Light rail isaform of electric railway with alight volume travel capacity.
Thisform of urban rail transit typically uses smaller cars than conventional
rapid transit (singly or in multi-car trains) and is powered via overhead
catenary rather than third rail. Asaresult, light rail often operates on
surface at least for a portion of its right-of-way and may operate in
exclusive or shared rights-of-way. Also known as a streetcar, trolley car or
tramway.

Line-Haul Transit Service
Transit operations, often express service, along asingle corridor or variety
of corridors.

Local Service

Fixed-route service involving frequent stops and consequent low speeds,
the purpose of which isto pick up and deliver passengers close to their
originsand destinations.

Medicaid

A program established in 1965 by Title XIX of the Social Security Act to
provide medical assistance for certain individuals and familieswith low
incomes and resources. The program isfunded jointly by the federal and
state governments and ensures adequate medical care for approximately
36 millionindividuals, including children, seniors, personswith disabilities,
and personswho are eligible to receive federally assisted income
maintenance payments. Although the federal government has established
general program requirements, states have the flexibility to define
eligibility requirements, determine the nature and scope of services
provided, set payment rates for services, and administer their own
Medicaid programs.

Under Medicaid, transportation to and from eligible Medicaid providersis
funded. Thisissubdivided into emergency transportation, typically
accommodated by ambulance, and non-emergency medical transportation,
which includes the reimbursement of auto mileage for self-drivers, family
or friends, and volunteer drivers; reimbursement for transit trips (or the
provision of tokens, tickets, or passes); and arranging trips on taxis, livery
operators, and/or private for-profit and non-profit carriers operating
accessible vehicles (often called chair cars or ambulettes).
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Medium Size Bus
A busfrom 29 to 34 feet in length.

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

Local decision-making body charged with approving plansfor spending
federal transportation fundsin itsregion. MPOstypically have regional
planning responsibilities for transportation, land-use, and economic
development.

Minor Civil Division (MCD)
A definition used by the U.S. Census, MCD describes places that are
smaller than counties (e.g., city, town or village).

Mobile Data Terminal (MDT)

MDTs are in-vehicle hardware that are linked to the vehicle's two-way
radio system and provides a means of non-voice communication between
drivers and dispatchers. MDTstypically consist of a screen that displays
text and/or graphics and a set of keys that can be used for data entry.
Using MDTs, dispatchers can relay special instructions, notice of trip
cancellations, and other information to drivers, while drivers can transmit
information about the disposition of trips back to the dispatch center.
MDTs can also be linked to the vehicle's odometer, a card reader (for
passenger ID or fare cards), a printer, and/or an AVL receiver.

Mobility Aid

A wheelchair, walker, cane or other device, either battery-powered or
manual, that is used to support and convey a person with a physical
disahility.

Mobility Coordinator or Mobility Manager

An entity responsible for managing the transportation programs of the
organizationswith which it contracts. Also includes developing and
managing a coordinated paratransit service delivery system to
accommodate the trips sponsored by these organizations. Thiscould also
include managing local circulator services, employer-based services, and
ridesharing services. (See also Brokerage.)

Mobility Disadvantaged

Mobility disadvantaged refersto any person who cannot carry out a
reasonable level of desired activity outside the home because of alack of
available vehicle, road facility, or transportation service. These persons
are al'so sometimes referred to as “transit dependent,” or those who cannot
drive: the young, the poor, the unemployed, the carless members of
suburban families, the physically or cognitively disabled, and those elderly
for whom public transit is totally nonexistent.
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Motor Bus

A rubber-tired, self-propelled, manually steered vehicle with fuel supply
carried on board the vehicle. Typesinclude transit bus, articulated bus,
standard-size bus, medium-size bus, small bus, suburban bus, and intercity
bus.

On-Call Accessible Fixed-Route Bus Service (also called “Call-A-Bus”)

On-call accessible fixed-route bus service, also known as call-a-lift bus
service, allowsindividuals who need to use accessible fixed-route vehicles
to call in advance and request that an accessible bus be placed on a
particular route at the time they wish to travel. On-call serviceis
particular to routes that are not already 100 percent accessible.

Operating Assistance
Financial assistance for transit operating expenses (not capital costs); such
aid may originate with federal, local or state governments.

Operating Expense

Monies paid in salaries, wages, materials, supplies and equipment in order
to maintain equipment and buildings, operate vehicles, rent equipment and
facilitiesand settle claims.

Orientation and Mobility Training

Training provided for people who are blind or visually impaired, which
teaches skillsin traveling, including orienting one’s self to environment,
navigation (walking, crossing streets, recognizing landmarks), and using
public transportation.

Owl Service
Transit service provided during the late night and early morning hours.

Paratransit

Thisis often used as a synonym for dial-a-ride service, but is often used to
connote amore limited eligibility criteria, such as personswith disabilities,
seniors, low-income, clients of specific, sponsoring human service
agencies, etc. Paratransit services typically require an advance request,
although some permit same-day reservations if not immediate reservations.
Some paratransit services alow ridersto request subscription trips, also
known as standing orders, for recurring service; thisis a convenience to
both the rider and the reservation/scheduling staff because these riders do
not have to place a reservation each time. Paratransit services are
typically provided on a curb-to-curb, door-to-door, or door-through-door
basis. There are three basic types of paratransit services. “ many-to-one,”
in which transportation is provided from multiple originsto asingle
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destination; “many-to-few,” in which transportation is provided from
multiple originsto afew designated destinations (e.g., major activity
centers); and “one-to-one,” in which transportation is provided between
any two points within the service area. (See dso Dial-A-Ride.)

Paratransit is sometimes also used as an umbrellafor more personal
transportation services including any form of transportation service that
falls between the privately owned, self-operated automobile and
scheduled, routed transit services. In addition to dial-a-ride services, this
would include carpools, vanpools, subscription bus service, and other
forms of ridesharing; taxis, jitney service, livery and other private for-hire
services, including employer shuttles.

Park-and-Ride

Park-and-Ride iswhen transit users drive, park and transfer to a bus or rail
service. Theterm may be used to describe the mode of travel, the bus
service or the parking facility.

Passenger Miles

The total number of milestraveled by passengers on transit vehicles;
determined by multiplying the number of unlinked passenger trips times
the average length of their trips.

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA)

Federal law that eliminated the AFDC program and replaced it with TANF
block grantsto states. See AFDC and TANF.

Planned Demand Routes

These are routes in rural areas which do not operate everyday to the same
locations. Serviceis provided to different places on different days of the
week so as to offer more coverage at areasonable cost. Such serviceis
geared to senior citizens who do not make daily trips and can plan their
trips to match the service.

Point Deviation Transit Service

In a point deviation service, avehicle operates on a fixed schedule with
specific stops but without afixed route. Vehicleswill accommodate
requests for pick-ups and drop-offs at locations other than specified stops
or “points’ aslong as they can be accommodated within the fixed
schedule. Note that there is no designated route between specified stops.
Aswith route deviation service, point deviation service operates in one of
two ways: riders may be required to call in advance, or the service may be
drop-off only. See Flexible Transit.
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Private Industry Council (PIC)

Private Industry Councils are appointed by local elected officialsto guide
and oversee job and training programs at the Service Delivery Area. PICs
serve as key mechanisms for bringing the private sector into the active
management of job training programs. Membership includes
representatives from business, education, organized labor, rehabilitation
agencies, community-based organizations, economic devel opment
agencies and public employment services. The maority of the members
must represent business and industry within the Service Delivery Area, and
the chairperson must be a business representative.

Private, Non-Profit Corporation
A private corporation organized under Section 501(C)(3).

Public Service Employment (PSE)

Public Service Employment was the term used to describe the publicly -
funded jobs component of the CETA program during the mid and late-
1970's. The program as operated at that time was generally consistent with
the definition of Community jobs and Community Service Employment,
above.

Public Transportation

Transportation provided by or through a public entity by bus, rail, or other
conveyance that provides the general public with general or specia
service, including charter service, on aregular basis.

Purchase of Service Agreements

Agreements between a sponsor and a carrier (directly or through an
intermediary) to arrange for the provision of transportation to meet
particular travel needs.

Request A Stop Service
Reguest-a-stop service allows a person on a bus to request to get off at any
location along aroute. See also Flag Sop service.

Radial Route

Transit routes that connect the central city downtown area with outlying
locations. Generally, these routes serve trips from outlying residential
originsto destinations in the downtown.

Request-A-Stop Service
Reguest-a-stop service allows a person on a bus to request to get off at any
location along aroute.
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Revenue Service
Normal service during which paying passengers are permitted on-board, as
opposed to deadheading.

Reverse Commuting
Movement in adirection opposite the main flow of traffic, such asfrom
the central city to a suburb during the morning peak period.

Ridematching

The function of identifying and matching commuters with similar travel
patterns for the purpose of identifying prospective carpoolers, vanpoolers,
or subscription busriders.

Ridesharing

A form of transportation, other than public transit, in which more than one
person shares the use of a vehicle, such asacar or van, to make atrip.
Includes “ carpooling” and *vanpooling.”

Ridership
The number of passengers using atransportation system during agiven
time period, typically measured in one-way passenger trips.

Risk Management

Practices and procedures designed to protect against |osses from accidents,
passenger and worker injuries, vehicle damage and other losses and reduce
insurance costs.

Rolling Stock
The vehiclesin atransportation system. Also known as a fleet.

Route-Deviation Transit Service

In aroute deviation service, avehicle operates along a fixed-route, making
scheduled stops along the way. Vehicles may deviate from the route,
however, to pick up and drop off passengers upon request. The vehicle
then returns to the fixed-route at the point at which it departed to
accommodate the request. Route deviation service operates in one of two
ways: riders may be required to call in advance, or the service may be
drop-off only (with riders requesting the deviation service as they board
the vehicle). Several variations of route deviation also are possible,
including client-specific route deviation, and site-specific route deviation.
See Flexible Trangit.
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Safety Net
The concept that the federal government should unconditionally provide
for and take care of the poor.

Seating Capacity

The number of designated seating positions provided in avehicle,
including the driver’s position. In an accessible vehicle, the seating
capacity is often identified in the context of the number of wheelchair tie-
down positions and the collective number of permanent and fold-down
seats (if any) that are available if the wheelchair tie-down position is not
being used. For example, in avehicle that has two wheelchair positions,
the seating capacity might be defined as 10+0, 8+1, 6+2, where the first
number is the number of seats, and the second number is the number of
occupied wheelchair positions.

Section 5310

Formerly known as Section 16, thisfederal transportation program
provides capital assistance to agencies serving seniors and people with
disabilitiesfor the purchase of vehiclesfor transporting clients. Funding
recipients apply to the state (or designated agency) for funds, 80 percent
of which are provided by the federal government, and 20 percent of which
areprovided locally. Thereisalimit of one vehicle per agency. Section
5310isprimarily used by private, not-for-profit agencies, although public
agencies can qualify.

Section 5311

Formerly known as Section 18, this federal transportation program
provides 50% operating assistance, 80 percent assistance for capital and
administration, and 100% assistance for planning for rural public
transportation service. Funding recipients apply to the designated agency,
usually the state, for funds, which cannot be used for providing urban
transit service.

Sensitivity Training
See Disability Awareness Training.

Service Delivery Area (SDA)

Service Delivery Areas are designated by governorsto receive federa job
training funds under the Job Training Partnership Act. Areas where local
governments have populations of 200,00 or more are automatically eligible
to be SDAs.

Service Route
Also known as a Community Bus Service, thisisafixed-route, fixed-
schedule transit service designed to better match the common trip origins
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and destinations of elderly persons and persons with disabilities, and to
minimize the distance that they have to travel to get to and from bus stops.
Smaller and low-floor, accessible vehicles aretypically used. Serviceis
usually on neighborhood streets and to mall or hospital doorways to reduce
walking distances. Pick-ups and drop-offs are typically designed so that
they are as close to entryways of common destinations as possible. While
routes are designed to better meet the needs of persons with disabilities
and elderly persons, they are open to the public. A service route can be
planned to feed other fixed-route transit services and can include a “route
deviation” option. (See also Community Bus.)

Shuttle

A public or private vehicle that travels back and forth over a particular
route, especially a short route or one that provides connections between
transportation systems, employment centers, two schools, etc.

Skip-Stop Service

Transit service in which not all trains or vehicles stop at al stations or
stops along aroute; usually, “A” and “B” trains or vehicles alternate their
respective stops, with both stopping at major stops or stations.

Small Bus
A bus 28 feet or lessin length.

Specialized Transportation

Transportation designed to meet the special needs of specific market
groups, in particular senior citizens and persons with disabilities. These
transportation services are usually provided with smaller vehiclesthat are
usually wheelchair accessible. They vary in the degree of assistance
provided by the driver ranging from curb-to-curb to door-through-door
assistance.

Standing Order or Subscription Trip/Service

A trip that occurs at regularly scheduled times, either every day or on
particular days of the week or month. Subscription passengers typically do
not need to call to confirm this pre-arranged service.

Subscription Bus Service
A commuter bus express service operated for a guaranteed number of
patrons from a given areaon a prepaid, reserved seat basis.

Subsidized Employment

Subsidized private sector employment and subsidized public sector
employment are among the listed work activities under TANF. (Section
407(d)(2-3)) Although not defined in the statute or by regulation, these
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terms are general generally understood to describe programsin which
welfare funds, and perhaps other public funds aswell 1, are used to
reimburse an employer for al or aportion of the wages, benefits, and
employment-related tax and insurance payments made to or on behalf of a
program participant. Funds used to provide the subsidy might, but need not
include funds made available through Grant Diversion. The use of the
word employment indicates that participants in such positions would have
regular employee status.

Suburban Bus

A buswith front doors only, normally with high-backed seats, and without
luggage compartments or restroom facilitiesfor use in longer-distance
service with relatively few stops.

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
Provides cash benefits to low-income elderly people and low-income
peoplewith disabilities.

Supported Work

Supported Work was a program operated in the late 1970’s in various sites
as a demonstration project, and subsequently under the WIN statute and
regulations pursuant to OBRA of 1981. Theinitial demonstration and
subsequent state programs provided paid employment to long-term AFDC
recipients. (The demonstration program also served other disadvantaged
groups.) The program placed participants in wage-paying jobsin public
and nonprofit agencies as well as private companies, and in some instances
businesses were created specifically to provide jobs for program
participants. Participants received intensive supervision, with graduated
increases in workplace expectations designed to improve work habits and
job-related skills, and job search and job placement assistance to promote
transitions into unsubsidized employment. Participants generally had
employee status. The wages, benefits, and costs of employment-rel ated
taxes and insurance were paid for with a combination of funds, including
Grant Diversion, and in various instances included other welfare funds,
other public funds, funds provided by foundations, and contributions from
employers.

Standard Size Bus
A bus 35 to 41 feet in length.

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

A new federal welfare program created by the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which delivers federal
welfare fundsto statesin a single new block grant and replaces the former
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Aidto Familieswith Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance
(EA) and Job Opportunitiesand Basis Skills Training (JOBS) programs.

Transportation Management Association (TMA)/Transportation Management
Organization (TMO)

A nonprofit corporation that coordinates local commuter transportation
services(e.g., transit, ridesharing, bicycling, and walking) with trip
reduction strategies, such as alternative work schedules and
telecommuting.

Travel Demand Management (TDM)

TDM or Travel Demand Management incorporates efforts to modify travel
behavior including the choice of travel mode and travel time. The goals of
TDM are generally to reduce use of single occupant vehicles and thereby
mitigate traffic congestion and air pollution problems. Also called Trip
Reduction Strategies.

Time Limits

Timelimits are designed to convert welfare into atransitional system
designed to provide short-term financial, educational, and social support
for familiesin need of such assistance and minimum-wage jobs for families
who exhausted their transitional support.

Timed Transfers

The coordination of bus arrivals and departures and several routes so that
passengers transferring between routes can make convenient connections
and enjoy reduced wait times.

Title 11IB

Thisisaprogram for supportive service for senior citizens made possible
by the Older Americans Act and used by local area agencies on aging for
transportation.

Transit Bus

A buswith front and center doors, normally with arear-mounted engine,
low-back seating and without luggage compartments or restroom facilities
for use in frequent-stop service.

Transit Dependent

Travelers whose auto ownership, geographic or socio-economic
characteristics cause them to rely largely or fully on public transportation
for their mobility.
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Transit Mode Share
The percentage of travelers who use transit for their trip.

Transportation Related Expenses (TRE)
Daily vouchersissued to welfare recipients as reimbursement for
transportation expenses.

Travel Training

Instruction used to supply seniors, individualswith aphysical disability,
and persons with mental retardation or a cognitive disability with the
information, skills and confidence they need in order to use fixed-route
transportation services safely and independently. Individuals can receive
training that enables them to travel from a specific origin to a specific
destination (for awork or school trip, for example). Thistype of route-
specific training is often used to increase the mobility and independence of
persons with mental or cognitive disabilities. A more general form of
travel training can be used to teach an individual to utilize afixed-route
system to make any trip that meets hig/her travel needs. Personswith a
physical disability often make good candidates for general travel training.

Trip Reduction Strategies
See Travel Demand Management or Transportation Management
Association.

Trip (or Passenger-Trip)
A trip is defined as a one-way movement of one person between two
points for a specific purpose.

Trunk Route

The portion of atransit network in which high frequency service can be
provided based on demand (or where several branches of single transit
route or several transit routes would coincide).

Urbanized Areas

The U.S. Census defines Urbanized Areas as one or more places and the
adjacent densely settled surrounding territory (“urban fringe”’) that
together have a minimum population of 50,000 persons. The urban fringe
generally consists of contiguous territory having a density of at least 1,000
persons per square mile.

Vehicle Hours of Service

The total number of hours vehicles are in use to provide transportation
service. For example, if three vehicles are used to provide transportation
and each isin operation 40 hours per week, 52 weeks a year, there would
be 6,240 vehicle hours of service provided.
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Vehicle Miles of Service

Thetotal number of milestraveled by vehicles providing transportation
service. For example, if three vehicles are used to provide transportation
and they each travel 30,000 in a given year, there would be 90,000 vehicle
miles of service provided.

Wage Subsidy

Wage subsidy means the use of public funds to reimburse an employer,
public or private, for all or aportion of the wages, compensation, and tax/
insurance payments made to or on behalf of a program participant. Funds
used to provide wage subsidies might be made available from Grant
Diversion, from other welfare funds, other public funds, or some
combination of these sources. A position for which an employer received a
wage subsidy would fit within the definition of Subsidized Employment
(above) if the position was made available to a TANF participant.

Welfare to Work Initiative

The current national and local effortsto shift more welfare recipientsinto
employment, in response to the passage of the federal Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

Work Experience

Work Experience is another of the listed work activities under TANF.
(Section 407(d)(4)) Asused in TANF, work experience has generally been
understood to mean an activity in which the participant does some type of
work that provides experience designed to improve employability. Work
might be performed for any public or private agency or company. The term
isgeneraly understood to mean a program in which a participant would
continue to receive aregular welfare grant. However, as the term is not
defined in the statute, nor by regulation, there is nothing to bar a structure
in which a participant is paid wages for hours worked.

Work Supplementation

Work Supplementation, as defined in the JOBS statute and regulations,
was an activity in which funds that would ordinarily be paid as welfare
benefits were used to reimburse, in whole or in part, the wages paid to a
participant by an employer. Employers could be public, private for-profit,
or private nonprofit entities; however, in practice positions were
predominantly in the private, for profit sector. These programs were
sometimes referred to as Grant Diversion programs, because they involved
diverting the welfare benefits that would otherwise be paid to the recipient
asawelfare grant, to an employer to reimburse for wages. Welfare
agencies were also permitted to use JOBS funds for work supplementation
purposes. These programs were also sometimes referred to as Wage
Subsidy programs because the wages paid to participants were subsidized
by welfare funds.
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Workfare

Workfare is a program in which participants perform work in exchange for
their welfare benefits. Sometimes the term is used more broadly to refer to
any program in which arecipient is required to participate in employment-
related activities.
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