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" and incurring unnegessary costs. User-side subsidies offer. @ means for te-

’

° « : ) . Py T . o " ~

Elderly and handicapped persons currently receive special tramsportation
VPR ' * .
, £, At . .

assistance through a variety of programs at federal, staté,_and local levels ¢ .
. , ' ”~

© A} P N

of government. [The different agencies ddminfstering these programs tend to
. . N ) . - 'f\ .

-

« v

work ind%pendeﬁtly of qhe'another, ofteh duplicating transp&rtation facilities

~ L -

2o st \
ducing thefcosts of .current transportation programs for the elderly and handi-

\ A N N
.capped by placingathe subsidy funds’'directly in the hands of the users awd

. ’ % A3 ' . ) - N . ) = ¢
encduraging them to select the providers ofktheiréqhoice% r This paper {escribes
3 , .- , . P N

r=gidesubsidy approach in selected qrban’are;s, and

. [y

the application-of-the-use

. .

discusses. some of the obstacles ;? more widespread use of this gechhique. It

-
- N v .
L] o

is concluded that by earﬁh}kﬁdg‘gundg'fof certain provider tyﬁes and fot certain.

types of transportation expendityres legislators have created sgrious barriérs

‘ .
' .

to the provision of efficient transpoftation services for the elder1§ and . .,
) " 4 . . .

handicapped. Even with these legislative-constraints, however, agenciés ad-
- v . . ¥
.. ) RN .

transportation costs signifi-

v . . f
ministering ‘transportation programs could”reduce
- [ S N " s
‘ ‘ L4 . >
cantly through greater use of the user-side subsidy technique.
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Numerous public programs\at‘federal state_and'looal levels of govern-
) 7 : e s X
“'ment currently provide funds which can be used “Eor . mer0V1ng the mob111ty of

elderly and handicapped persons. These programs typxcalIy\earmark trans-

portation fumds in four dlfferent “ways: . .

]
~
, \

° by the client group which can receive assistance,\
N J
by the particular services the c11ent group can obtaln with
the-assistance,

by the organizations which can provide theﬁﬁﬂd
" _ by the transportation capital or'operatﬂng éxpenses for which,
“the -assistance can be used. .
P

Unfortunately, the criteria nised " for earmarking funds vary greatly between

.

/ 7

L3

programs, apd the agencies administeriné the programs often work independ8ntly

v \ * * s s . *
of one another with little coordination of objectives and resources.

. +

-
- . Ry -
- MERERN R -

The General Accounting Offiéé‘recently informed the .Select Committee on

L

_Aging of the U.S. House of Representatives Fhat at the federal.level alone,

-— e
4 Y

there are oVer‘lOO programs that provide assistance to the elderly. L State'

.. - Sl .-

and local governments have a variety of additional programs of thelr‘ownc'““

. r &

\ “‘&s 3*9
- «Many of these programs prov1de for" transportation assiftance to 1mprove ‘ac~

\
EY -

cess for the elderly to part1cu1ar serkices such as medical care -and recrea-

tion. Since improved mobility is an impliecyt rather than explicit objectfbe

of thege programs, "the actual expenditureswon anspgrtation services under
" N :. A ] .

\

.
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' the ‘prdgrams are rarely-accumulated as a separate item. As a result, it i

!

virtually impossible at present to estimate the level of public expenditure \ .

v & ] '

.on transpbftation for the elderly and hgndfcapped: There }s no doubt, how-

. ever,_qhaq:tﬁése expenditures are sdbstFntial and growing,

»

. .
-

¢

5 . ’
. : T

. One federal program: for which imprdved mobility for tHe elderly and

. - -

: handiéapﬁed is an explicit objective is that administered by the Urban Mass

Transportation Administration (UMTA) and jthe Federal Highway Administration -

!

[y

(FHWA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). The regulations for
this program use the term "elderly and handicapped persons" to mean:

"those individuals who, by reason of (illness, injury, age, congenital
. malfunction, or other permanent or temporary- incapacj disability,
including those with semi-ambulataqry capabilities, Are unable with~ .
out special facilities or special planning or design to utilize massg
transportation facilities and serviges as effectively as persons who
are not so gffected.'2/ - -

. 3

The client group for this program, thén; is composed of persons who have dif-

L
’

fiyulty using mass transportation facilities, because of disabilifies. By

comparison, certain other federal programs: define the‘eiderly as those persons
S ) - )

above a certain age, such as 60, or 65, while still other programs limit as- .,

a ¢+ & +#

sistance to those elderly and handicapped below a\ certain income level.= _ _
. - - \ L "

\

The DOT.program for the eldexly hn@ handicapped provides assistance only

~

! . . - .
' for those transportation services which qualify as '"mass transportation';
N e —_— -"a -

L

° -

B » h
@

serviees which -are shared-ri@é _and available to the public on a regular and

.

e A - . . . . Yl
. continuing basis. Exclusive-ride taxicab services and services restricted

- o
3 - . PR
.
. *
. -
a - . “ »
- - . '

2r U.S.~D§pértmed§ of Transportation (1976). ) ‘
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to a particular. organizational or institutional clientele apparently could :

) &
. not receive DOT assisqance, for example. Other federal pregrams restrict .
q£anspo£;at10n as;}%tance to certain klnds of trips, “such gs those to_ and from . .ﬂ\
medical or educatiopel fac111tles.4! - - ’ . ’

. -
v’ .e

S

In addition to restricting the public transportation servites eligible . _
for assistance, the DOT program has certain reStrictions on the kinds of of=

|
H

PR S : . j . . . s
ganizations which can receive the dssistance and provide the services. Section

Y
- R
.

, 16(b)(2) of the Urban Mags Transportation Act provides for ass@stance to pfi:
\ — -——— +

}
vate non-profit corporations and associations without the labor protection

conditions which are required under other sectio%f\jf/the Act. During fiscal
‘ .‘ ‘V\ 3 0
year '19757over $20 million Was disbursed under Section 16(3)(2) to' 1,031 non-

‘profit agencies throughout the U.S.-for equipment to be used in providing -

. . . ‘- - L ° "‘.i .
_transportation services to elderly and handicapped persons:é/ ?915 agsistance

o pl

is not available to public trghsitAsystems or to private, for-profit taxicab

) ‘ ‘ . .« -
operators, though these and other mass transportation providers can recgive °*

~ .

assistance under Sections 3~-and 5 of the Act., '

-
.

a
! -

Programs funded by DOT and othep-agencies also restrict considerable

v

'

f}nanc1a1 assistance to cagital as opposed to oEeratlng expenses 1ncurred by

\iransportatlon providers. ‘Under Section l6(b)(2) of the Ufban Mass Transpor-A ‘

s

tation Act, for example a non~prof1t agency can obtain f1nanc1a1 a531stance

. - . LX)
- . B 7

for vehicles.and other gquipment, bu; canqpt obtain assistance fqr expenﬁa%_

. . .t > . [ > Ll . B ,
- ’ . Y . > a
- 1\ P . e s . _y. O N
L o S s ‘ . . - . , .‘ . N
N 4/ - Ty L . t - ) . .
. % o=, 'Ibid. , =~ . . e g .- ) B o<
’ "5/ o ’ -0 b o ' ’ oy
W) =:, U.S. House-of Representatives, Committee on Appropriatiens (1976).°
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- ) .1ncurred in operatlng the equlpment. ‘The Nedicaid program (Title XIX of the

’ 5

y . Socmal Securlty Act) on the other hand prohlbits the use of funds for equip-

¢ -
- t . -

ment purchase, but allows the purchase of tax1 or trans1t services for medical
' - . P .,

; 6 '.° o

trlps.—{ . o .

LS s

L o o _ \ D
, - o - - . . l_
* « The variations in criteria for farmarking transportation assistance dis-

- e’
! <

d . ’; ’ . ' L ) ) \ ' . ~ .
cussed above are merely illustrative of,the enormous rangeé of statutes,and

Id

tegulatlons which govern public programs concerned with 1mproving the moblllty
) e ¢
“of the elderly and handlcapped These complex constralnts create a number of
\ . ’
. Dpbstacles to the efficient and effective delivery of‘transportation assistance

.

-

to those in need of it. An analys1s by Tye (1973) COncluded that restricting-

e

transportation assistance to capltal expenditunes eﬁcourages premature ﬁeplace-
 ment of capital equlpment and 1nadequate malntenancg Kirby (1975) 3uggests

that earmarKing funds for non proflt prov1ders undér. Section 16(b) (2) of the
&
\ . 7

Urban Mass Transportation Act““méy jeopardize the financial viability of for-"

> -

profit providers currently ser(ing'the elderly -artd handicappEEzj__And the-

- ’r
; tendency of the different administrdtive agencies to establish independent
5 . * . ) . . , .. m—
transportation services for their particular client groups often leads to un-
. 1. o . - . '_..
¢ * L[]

e necessary duplication of facilities and services.~ - . -
- - . .

-
LI
.
-

, » . (' '
¢ ; . . . , = .
There is widespread recognitiom that greater efficiency and efféctiveness

. - N - L.

’)_ 4 are badly. needed in programs providing transportationnassistance‘to the elderly
- . v
and handlcapped and a number of agencies have a1ready 1n1t1ated efforts to --

~

4 ‘\‘l

.
N . < - @

& streamllne adm1n1strative procedures and elzmlnate unnecessary dupllcathn

. .
] [N

-, - . -
- o . - .

b -
N —_— R -_ - '

) ‘U.3. Depdrtment of Health, Education, and Welfare (1976) . )
L . - o ‘ .
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In our judgment, the crucial element for efficiency and effeétivehess in .

.

transportation asgistance programs is the subsidy technique used to disburse
A

-

X N / T -
_ the program- funds. This paper is concerned with ‘the relative merits of dif-

-
.

- - i -—
ferent subsidy techniques which can'be employed to improve the mobility of
‘ . . . . . . . .. . ¢
g . -
the elderly and handicapped, and with the various restrictions on arblio pro~
gra?s which influence or dictate the techniques chosen by local agentcies.
. Y A l . ~ ' . ’ ."
- . « 7 ’ o™ ' )

_ . - . .
3

The paper distinéuishes between two*general categofies of subsidy tech-

. -

niques: "provider-side subsidies" paid directly to transportation providers
; l : ' ;

fof the provision of certain specified services, and ”user-side subsidies"

- paid directly to transportation users,in the :form of transportafion tickets N

B Ll
kar

or, vouchers sold at a discount. It is argued that‘in general the user-side

category of techniques offers’ greater efficiency andnfleXibility,than the -
- A . . [

providet-side category, and that, to the extent permitted by statutes' and regu-’
lations, administrative agencies should éndeavor to disburse funds?through user-
T e ! < - - <
side techmiques. It is fyrther argued that statutes and, regulations which pre-

. ) A A .

’ * -

’

~w

clude user-side subsidies by, restricting, financial ‘assistance to certain classes

N . ‘\ - ‘ " . [3 -

of providers or to tertain types of Eransportation expenses are major barriers
] SRS

’ . ! hd

-

\ o . v .
.+ to efficient use of- the assistance;’dnd should be relaxed through régulatory re- .

.

v o vision or, where necessary, legislative amendments. - . ,?

. ~

.

\\L\
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USER-SIDE SUBSIDIES. FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES °
v

: /2. !
. . . !, AERN »
- ~, k

The subsidy techniques‘available to agencieés administering transportation

!
assistance prpgrams can be classified into two genéral categor1=S° provider-

r\
P

side subsidies_ and user-side SubSldleS. ProVider-side Subsidie; are¥y,

Mthose for which the subsidy is paid directly to the trans ortq;ion'
provider (such as a transit- rauthority or-a taxicab operatox), for
offering certain specified services at' fares which produce|insufficient
total revenies to cover the provider's costs.". 8/ - & 77

~

User~side subsidies are

- .

J
a

"those for %hich certain target group' users are permitted to pur-
‘chase transportation 'vouchets' af a price substantially bellow the
value of the. vouchers to the transportation providers. Th¢ users
" exchange these vouchers for transportation services, and the trans-
portationvprov1ders then redeem. the/vouchers from the publilc agency
at values agreed to in ad¥ance.. " 9/ . , .
z . |
- r
. |
The "vouchers" associated with the user-side subsidy catngry may be any
- ’ - <
kind  of ticket, stamp, or credit card which can be used to provbde evidence that

-

trips'have been made. The purpose of the vouchers is s1mp1y to provide the in-.

formation ‘needed by the funding agency to determine the correc payment due to_

[y

~ -

the providers. (In fact, if some other means such as an on-boj-d counter, can

.
N N s

be reliedaupon for recording th1s 1nformation, it may be possiblle to do without
C
any physical voucher altogether. ) The price the users pay “for transpprtation

~

serVice can be a fixed amount per «trip or a percentage of the egular fare, and
can range from zero up to the full fare. The users will normally make”theirl

payments either by purchasing ticketé in Ydvanée and handing them to the
;‘;J ) - "y. / K 5t
A . i | rw
. . . .

8/ . Kirby and MeGillivray (1975)"
. 9 / N &

Ibid,




B

prbvide&s at the time"a trip\is made, or by paiing cash at the time of the ' .

trip and signing a charge slip or voucher for the remainder of the fare, ‘

A N
t N >
. a i
~ . - . N P

N - . , &

Ensuring that subsidy funds paid to the prb&iders cofrespond to trips ac-

. ’ » .
~ ~ ’

tually made by members of the client‘group'is a major administrative concern,

- .
. . v

. M & -
for user-side subsidy schemes. Fraud can arise, of course, if reduced rate ,

<

tickqts ar\ used by'iheligible‘ﬁ%rsons or if providers find some way of ob- }

' e - . . [ . »
taining and rpdeeming unused tickets. qIt' is well knéwn that some government -
. » s . .

programs such as Medicaid and the food stamp program which'employ the user-side

.

subsidy technique have encountered some aifficuhpy in this regard. However,
. . ~ ‘ v N

. * - . ~
‘experience to date with user-side suQsidies for public transportation suggests

-

. . ~
that, for the folldwing reasons, fraud is unlikely to be a serious problem: :

° programs can be administered at t local level with close

\ . " . gérutiny over ticket use by each ividual member of the
- client group ' '

. y . . - .
° providers are usuaily reTatively small, compéting buSLnesses ' s
and highly dependent oy local "good will" for their liveli-
hoods. They can ill afford to jeopardize their std%dlng in .
. ‘ . the community by assoglatlon with fraudulent activity.
.0, . J ’ - - s
: . O 4
\ ' . . - ) )

The uSer-side rsubsidy approégh'is not as common in transportation programs

(3

. as in other social service areas such as megical care, nutrition, and even

L 'housing. If proper administrative procedures can be developed, however,\gser- i
A 4 ‘ M ! ' ) ’

‘'side subsidies offer many important advantages over the more traditional pro- ° :
v 1 . .

vider-side approaches of capital grants, deficit coverage, and. purchase of

-

‘4 - . I ° v -
service contracts. r . .
. " . — S ’
> e
r ‘? \ -
N A "pure" user-side subsidy is based on the economic tenet of supply and -

ﬁémand operating in a freé-entry, competit%&f matket. By lowerin% thé cost of
3 s o, . ] j "»" . ) .
. ' R “
o 4 - - 100
ERIC L | .
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service to certain users,’it stimulates demand and relies on this increased
demand to generate a response in the supply of services. Providers are ex-
peoted to compete to attract users in order to "earn" their suLsidy, Unlike
nany provider;side subsidy schemes, the transportation providexrs cannot take

user-side subsid%esifor granted and wfve an incentive to operate as efficiently

as,possible: In a totally €ree market situation, the usep-side subsidy should
result in the providers: offering \high quality service at the lowest cost pos-

sible. Where public transportation fares are fixed by public regulatory bodies;'

.
-~

the user-side subSidy should generate a healthy service-oriented competition
- - * B

N ~ .

among providérs.' = :

.

[ 4

‘ '
*

The user- -side subsidy also offers admlnlstratlve flexiblllty to program
agencres it specifying the uses of subsidy funds: { who will be.SubS1d1zed, at
what level, and for what kinds of trips. By \lim;'.ti'ng‘ the sale and use of
trckets to memters of a particufer client .group, rdentified by means of a specral

identification card, an agency can limit the use of‘!ts funds-to trips made by
. ¢ R P

members of that group., Overall program costs can be dontrolled by limiting the

total number of ?&ckets sold._ Bouhds can also be placed on use by individuals

14

: \
in the Cllént group by limiting the number ‘of "tickets sold to each person

- . M « "wd

(possibly codlng the tickets wrth the person s 1dent1f1catlon number to ensure

;
- " 9

that tickets are not passed from one individual‘to”another). Some cities have

-

also limited the use of tickets to.certain trip pdrposes, such as shopping or

- ‘) o N . .
medical trips, though restrictions of this type may be difficult to enforce.

o * - - ) \\
™~ . y
.

3 s

[
. . . .

» Perhaps the'major’advantage of user-side subsidies over provider-side, sub-
Vo ° -~

Stdlés for programs aimed at particular-client groups is that the resources of

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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tion\?f transportation faciiities, It is difficult to limit funds to one

’ j . _
\ 7 pértic lar client group through provider-side subsidies without establi§hing
-, N : )
.. - or eontraQting for services designed exclusively for that - group. Through user-

hd ’\ a . B
side subsigiiz, however, a certain level of subsidy can easily be provided for

one client gr RP o’ services which may be available,at a different level of

. 5 [34

R " subsidy to a sec d client group and at no subsidy at all to thé community at

Lo \

ncy can 51mp1y d1§tr&bute tlcketa,to its own particular client

S

large. Each a

group under c qdltions consistent Y}th e agency S program obJectlves.' An ‘
/ / ' :

N ¢ .
. * N . \ .
elderly person might use a ticket to obtain a” shared taxi ride éq half fare,
. / , , . L3 v .

} , s

for example, and share the cab with a disabled person ;hOTTTTS a different

[ ° : )
;

s A
_ticket and pays nc\fize at all. ", .
- // .
, ' y
/ ’
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" APPLICATIONS OF USER-SIDE;SUBSIDIES/TO DATE.
¢ ~ ’ . ) . . M~
. et . . - . .
- . . ? . . . -~

S

User~-side subsidies” have been employed to sohe degree in public transpor-

.

tation, though few appllcatLons have beén monitored carefully enough. to permlt

.
‘ LA 4 S -

- comprehensive evaluatlon of the admlnlstratlve costs and of the quality of

A ¢

'fserv1ces obtained by c11ent groups }Edm the providerss The’ Medlcald program

. *o'}p . = -
c© R

has been subs1dlalng taxicab r1des for its cllents for some tlme and several

; s a & .-

communltles have usedndlscret1onar flinds to 1nst tut -é%d% subsj schemes
y @ er Y

for” lﬁnlted.gpblllty groups. 'More recently, the U.s. Urbau Mass Transportatlon

0 -v»g(

8
Admlnlstratlon has been dgveloping a series of demonstratlon proJects des1gned~.
© N - i A
4 .»wr'i'

to test the usér-side sub31d§*techn1que iT a varlety of Lnstltutlonal a/d op--.v~

- Ins
"

' T RN ; C S .. v
eratlonal sett1ngs. : PP N Fedr

~ w4 s
N

e

L
4.

.

' In Los Gatos Callfornla, a Small cigy of 23,735 perle elderly and 3%3-

abled res1ﬁents may- purchase a maximum of lO taxicab-tickets a montﬁsat a cost
- . >

of SOc per tlcket. They can.use one tlckég\per trip anywhere‘q}thln the city

llmltS. For each ticket used the clty relmburses the taxi operator 32.10.0ut )

©, -
-

¥ of revenue sharlng funds. In order to obviate potential cash flow problems for

. the taxicab- pperator, the c1ty pays. the operator a monthly advance based on,

average t1cket usage. The program seems to have wofked well though no, formal

evaluation has been carrled out,

P 5-.'?‘ L . . p & )
::iln December 1974, the'Clty-ofLbaktRidge,‘Iennessee, started, selling tickets™

for 25% each to persods 60 years of age and over, Each ticket can be used in

v omRL nr

"’/;,—\ lieu of up to $1.00 of the fare for-a taxi ride, w1th the user paying anyrre-'

.
o

£




- ~

1

’ Clty pays '90¢.» On those r1des with iares less than 90¢ the taxl operator mékes ,

avZTlable to low income res1dent§ at a 70 percent disecount.

malnder over $1 00.

For each tickét turnad in by éhe tax1cab operator, the

v

~

,-J

"a small profit, wh11e on those over 90¢ he sustains a small loss.
B [ 3 ) ;

. ' . ' }). 8 ‘ . ~ :.
dpparently considers the program ampng its most successful. S
) g .

The.City

. a
, P 3 - . ~

.’\‘
T It s 1mportant to note that sale of tickets to users at reduced rates do%s,

; IN

not in itself const1tute a user-side‘Subsidy scheme ‘In E1=CaJon, California, o

for example, users buy 50¢ tickets and use them to purchase tax1cab rldes "o 4%

4

1 ; .

¥ -~

costing argund $1.50, but the taxlcab operato;rls paid by,the-Gity a&cof&ing

to the occup1ed tax1cab miles

’ v,

Thus the taxi

‘.
° ‘

'operator gets paid for the Fickets whether or not they are actually used.

~

’

Slnce\the payment to the taxicab operator is not xelated directl to each
o X y

perSon:trlp actually made in these examples, these subsidy techn1ques WOU1§
: 1

fall 1ntg’the categpry of provider-side. subsidies. 9

oI

or wr Tan

R ‘ [ ' ) .
The statew1de Traqsportatlon Remunerative Incentive Program (TRIF) in West »'
e <.
ergld;a comblnes both

»

user-gide” and prov1der -side subsidies-to 1mprove the mo-

. — . * ~
2 L o .

b111ty of\Tow income elderly persons. Theruser-side subS1dy portlon enables ot

v

low 1ncome elderly to purchase $8. do worth of tickets monthly on a sliding fee

s - 2

* v

scale dependent on income. Agreements have been worked out w1th public and

3 v

. private .transportation providers ‘across the state iﬁcluding transit and'taxicab

operators, Greyhound bus line

[

and AMTRAK ra11 service to accept these t1ckets

0

pibe?

at face value as payment of fares.

capital and operating expenses for certain providers.

The provider-side subsidies.will cover

TRIP is being funded

14 ' B . _’ P

N
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e T : £12- . ..
. - . "-. ' . g" ! b R _' . ’
301nt1y by the Department of Transportatlon and tge.Department of Health,.Edu-*
. .. ) ""\\‘ " .
" scation, and Weffare. ’ C Tk, . ' ;
T A o LT S R

. , M Y “ . s
A user-side subs1dy program was adopted Ain May 0£.1975 by the State of
‘New Jersey to allow elderly and hand1capped persons to travel for haf%zfare o

during off peak'EErlods on 1ntra-$tate'bus and-rall lines, Tickét books con-
. / A

] tarhlng 50 tickets are d1str1buted free to e11g1b1e persons through banks."

When‘m;klng a trip, the user gives'%he prov1der the half fare in cash along

-

with one ticke;. The provider then submits t 2 tlcket to the State for paymenggg; -t

Pags>- )
Lok

of the remhinder of the fare. _ e ’ -

) . . [ . /\/..,

«
. - . P

Demonstratlon proJeots funded by the Urban Mass Transportation Adnnnlstram

N o .
e

. ! -

tion (UMTA) bave' been des1gned to permrt a comprehenS1ve evaluatlon oﬁ the usér-

gide subS1dy tschnlque as app11ed to. public transportatlon. The first. demon-
e Ve i

stration project, initiated in December of 1925, provides shared taﬁi sexrvices

' .

at reduced fares for the handicapped and elderly in the City of°anville,
- \ LF
Illinois_(population 45,000): An e11g1b1e user pays 25¢ percent of the taxi S

Al i

fare in- cash, and slgns a voucher for the remainder of the fare which the pro-"'-
. - ~ .. < ~ \
vider subsequently receives from the City, )

A ]

) c -,
. P .
. A . v . :
. - .
. .

14

. 0f the 7, 500 Gesidents of

-~ .

Danville who gre eligible'for ;he user-side

subsidy program,Kroughly one-third have registered with the c1ty to obtain
\ .
1dent1f1catlon cards., (About half of those receiv1ng cards have’ yet to use _

.

. them -- apparently keeplng them for occaS1ona1 or emergency use only ) A max1-

’

mum of $20 worth of taxi service per month is permitted any one individual under

the program,’and'the\sity acbsmulates costs incurred by eachteligible person

AN .
"to check fdr overuse. \gesponseuto the scheme has exceeded‘expectations; to the

. . . . <
. ’ . . s n
\ ) N )

A

]
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p01nt where over 20 percent of the qadershlp on the c1ty s taxi system is
:, l ) 9
" currently supported by the user-side subs1dy program. , Service levels have
L A
been high, and the twe taxicab providers have placed additional vehiclgs in

.
] . [N . * A

service as the need has arisen. There have been no seridu%}administrative .

problems - payment to, the providers by the City appears to, proceed smoothly, «
B /- S

,and there has been no evidence of fraud " A detailed evaluatlon of the project

~‘6 - ne ﬁ N

\

{

currently belng-conducted will be available as a guide to other c1t1es on ad-

. , .
mrnlstratlve procedures, costs,' service levels, and/ridership.

- . -~

™

Two other UMTA demonstration projects are curréntly under development in

somewhat *larger cities. In Montgomery, Alabama Zpopulation 133,471), elderly and
Y o
handicapped res1dents w1ll be \able to use shared r1de taxi or conventlonal bus

serV1ces for half-fare through a user-side subsidy program. Four’ large taxi- SN

- companles and several Smaller operatofs.are ‘expectéd to~p¢r§icipate\in<the pro-
. R . . ' - ’
' gram,'along_with‘the ublicly-owned Montgomery Area Transit System. For.shared

.,.\ ) a4 \ . . ’; )
taxi.rides, eligible useni%will pay half the fare in cash and sign a voucher for
’1%‘ R . \ - - f, B »

the remainder -- the;procedure used in Danville. For bus rides, however, the"

7 ¢ ’ ‘ . .
users will pay half the fare in cash, and each half, fare trip will be recorded

by the driver. The transit system will then receive the remainder of thetfares

from the City based on’the trip records maintained by the bus drivers. Special .
efforts are being made by the planning staff in Montgomery to involve several

El N ~

soc1al agenc1es «in the program with an eye to 1dent1fy1ng and coordinat1ng\ ) ’
. -4 ; ""\(\"__ o
:dfundlng togsupport the program after the demonstration period.. !
Vo Lo . . . L
. < e . .c
\ N ‘3!‘ ~
P ;5} demonstration project in Lawrenge Massachusetts (populatlon\66 915),
. . 3

e RN S : . .
ransportation tickets’ as a user-side subsidy mechanism to provide

“

. ‘ ~ k] . ' N (24
. . .
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& \ s 3 ‘: R

transit sefvicss. Books of’2%g tlckets w1ll e sold at half price.to the Ve 2“‘

: e11g1ble uséfs, w1th a monthly lnnit by 1nd1v1d . Usérs will be able té 1f‘) i -
' . n W

* - -obtain a bus r1de for one\ticket (co'sting the pser 1.-5¢) d.a sharedntaxi ‘ ‘~',;Q *
::.de for four or five tickets, depending%ns.ct;e‘cr.ié lehgth. The taxi and bus

. . . . PRI ) R

« operators will submit used tickets to the City-for payment)\ This pnoject in

Lawrence will provide an opportunity for eéxamination of the adwinistrative, ' A»¢fi

effort assod&ated with the distribution.an? collecthn‘of<tickets -- asmprocedure -,

L

atiQn: Serv1ce levels for the client

B - S . ﬁ’l &g{% . _ . Al
group ‘have been good and adm1n1stra&:1ve -requlrements ﬁave not been too burden- . '
. ’ - ' ’ ﬁ"’“

o

vsome.’ Furthermore‘&lt has been poss1ble to 1nvolve ex1st1ng transportation pro-

b < 1 .o

videfs in offerlng sub31dlzbd sérvices in a way which preserves the.level of —

EOmpetition between them;‘ All the providers hdve an opportunity to serve the -

o

cllent"ioup, and the c1ty 15 not totally dependent on any one prov1der. Demon-

N % R -

stratLon pro;ects currently planned or underway will permit B detailed evaluation

., ? M

t bf-this"approach qnde; a variety of conditions when resilts become available.
. : . . L3N
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x Applications of the userkside subsidy to date im public transportation
" T ’ .

o

prm'nidiqg reduced fares for tlderly and

. Yoy hand1capped grot_{ps on shared taxi and fixed route bus’services. A number
)‘) \t&hh .

“of other prom1s1ng appllcations which apparently have not yet been tr1ed
3

R

W111 i:e d1scussed ‘brlefly :Ln th::s sect;.oah ”ﬁ'&»‘*- o o : -

. ,..4» o
. , ”

8 ¢ o .‘.; . i R - * ’

» LIS g -+ :" ; : . ' v ‘ '

Sl Coo. : e
Serving?ﬁhe Sem1 ambulatory and‘ the Wheelchalr-bbund \ R

0}1; sub-group of’ the transportatmn dfsadvantaged not prov1ded for to
RS . date in user-side subs:.dy! proJects is that: of persons requiring special as-
SN t . N
S glstance or epec1a1},yj /m.p’ped veh1c1es such ‘as s.emi-'am'bulatory persons

L] s o ’ ‘"“r-

AN

.
.»A

4 2 ai.\’
) and those confined to wheelchalrs.,, Regulatlons recently 1ssued by the U.S.
! o 3

Department of Transportation re_qhire that the transpor.tation needs of these

} persons be addre‘ssed Transportzg.tlon rmprovement plans submltted to UMTA )

s ' w
o bd

after September 30 1976 are requlred ‘to -contaln "L projects or pro_]ect

ay

o [
3
14

. elements designed o benef1t elderly a!d hand1capped persons, spec1f1ca11y
s - itst - :,3@ "

including- ‘Wheelcha1r ugers and those w1th sem:.-ambulatory capab111t1es . .' ,.LQ/

. -
% . . : RO 3

VAR The gulielmes 1nc1ud’e few examples of efforts wh1ch woulrsatlsfy the re-

- , ~quirements one of wh1ch employes' tke user-s1de subsidy approach

[

»

R YA ;System, of any designf “that would,,assure that every wheelchair

" - _usér or semi-am‘bulato person-in the urbanized, area would have
f“’:wﬂ“‘-':\ “ Rublic transportation avallable 1f requested for 10° round trips
b per week at fares-éomparable to those which are charged on stand~ . .
: A ard transit.buses. for’ trips ofsimilar J?ength within the’service
area of the public transportatlon author’ity. .The system could,
for example, provide, tr1p coupons to 1nd1V1dua1s who would then
purchaSe the needed serV1ce ", 11/ ‘ £
. . s v .- . ~
.10/ : ’
= 1.s. Department of Transporta\t.lon (1976) T - .
. . ! ) N , ‘ﬂ.;t }Q» ‘ . " R - . .
T }'-1'-/‘, Ibid. ' T ﬂ’ ' c i o
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_.Surveys taken recently in a number'of state have revealed a surpris-

1ng1y large number of independent prov1ders equlpgfd to serve the semi-

\

‘ambulatory and the wheelchalr bound. _ Some taxicab 'perators have a few

»

specially equipped vehicles$ in their fleets; and a number of private opera-

§ [

_groups with special needs. The'major problem fcr cfienc

-

o

Aserv1ces is that, because costs to the prov1ders are high, fares are usually

B
Y

very high (perhap fnurngzufiye tlmes the prevaillng'tax1 f res) THe user-

\
side subsidy approach could reduce ‘the costs to the users whlke ensuring

~ - / \
that the prov1ders are adequately compensated,‘_n?/
-

e &,

-
~ v B v -

N s

- -

" ‘v
s

,Coordinating Several Funding,Sdurces‘

| N

tance funds to disbursé, ‘the user-side. subsidy approach provides a means for

~

would encourage providers,

-

énsuring efficient and effective use of each agency's resources. One centxal

H

office could be established to administe
- - . . ~

’
t

v« ¥
the user-side subsidy program'for

public transportation. This office would be responsible for issuing .numbered

*

e

conditions consjistent with their partigcular program objectives. Members of -
. \‘ .

tickets in to the cencral office for| reimbursement. Finally,.the central

I3

transportation tickets to the.various finding agencies. The agencies Would




been responsible for distributing, ) ) A

T4

- A

- ‘ - LS nor P '

) - oy E Y S

~ ) L e L, . i ' . ~t :
. ¢ LI

Channeling'ali of the transportation ticFets-and transportation assis~

- . h *
. 4 v . s w !

tance iunding ‘through one centralioffice vould'permit‘a variety of cost-i 5

sharing arrapgements petween different .funding agencies As par?”?f_f“?itﬁefv¢

wide publi¢ transportation ‘programf’ for example, a city, mlght'wﬁshi?o ??ég@ﬁv” ";

general funds to paylng half of the fare for bué services for- algfﬁi nzgi§?4~‘
. ;i§'

for its client group. The central office could develop the‘appropriateﬁ‘

. [ 't

dents. A senior citizens home might wish to cover the rema:.ndezéoﬂ the; ‘fagegz
< - X
f¢

4

]

billings to the city and the senior citizens home based on the used trans-‘

’ “(
e,

portation tickets turned in by the prov1ders.

- ~ . ,ot

N

A wide,raqge of providers could be 1nvolved in such a coordinated user-

s1de subSidy program: private taxrcab and 11mous1ne operators, conventional

transit systems, specialized profit and non-profit prov1ders with vehicles
equipped for the semi-ambulatory and wheelchair-bound,.and even private

indjividuals operating in voluhteer capacities Rates of- fare and §erv%&\
4 ¥,
standd{ds wquld be establiﬁped for the different prov1ders, and’q&ght vary .
- L= - .
from 1nexpensxve volunteer services available onlysinfrequently to quite

expensive and high quality shared taxi services Users” cou1d be given a "

certain budget of reduced rate tickets.per month afhd be free to u%e them in

whatever manner best met their needs. | Some users such as the wheelchair-

\ ~

b0und who need ghe more expensive services with specially equipped vehicles

mlght be given larger budgets than those able to use conVentional services,

v
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Comb1n1ng Prov1der side and User-side Subsidies ' " )

— . . L .. .

N tures-ih ways’'which preclude the disbursement of these funds through !user- R

. ! -~ K : . R
side subsidy mechanisms. Earmarking funds for capital equ;pment.is common. o,

il

IS
.

N ~. . :
‘ .
Some of the maJor tran§portat10n assistance programs currently ava11-. ]
¢ TN 1
able, such as the UMIA Section 3 and Section 16(b) (2) programs, earmark . ¢ ’

/

Ly ‘ .
- '

funds for par;}éular types of providers ‘or types of transportation expendi- |
- cwon

in transportation assistande programs, for example. While the wisdom of
’ Y

nd of earmarking is somewhat ‘doubtful (as will be dlscussed 1ater), : A

s
’ A}

from a practical pointlof view cities are likely tq ‘have to deal with~it

- - S N 4 " L. e’
as best they can for at least the next few years: . ' ) S
) ) R ’ ‘ o ! .
. .

~ ' "‘ R - ; ‘ ,
One approach which offers some prospects for avoiding the major’fnef-
AN ““

.~

f1c1enc1es of earmarklng by cap1ta1 equlpment is, to comblﬂe this typefof e N

e \ - LAy -
prOV1der-§1dé subsidy w1th a user -side sub51dy schem\\\iA city ¢ould estab- .

* - e - .

llSh a céntral vehicle fleet with the aid of UMIA state, or_ other funds,. -': e W

'. - ——

(g
and‘lea§e the vehicles at nominal rates to prov1ders operatlng in the c1ty
Y \ -

Agreements could be developed along the Ilnes dsed by the lar ge car rental .

and 1easlng companles such as Hertz and Avis, w1th the city being. the lessor

.

" and the providers the lessees. . Vehicles could“pe @ade available t0gany and . .,

all providers willing to meet the city's regulatory requirements. -

*
~e ¢ 4 . t
2 . . - . . ] N
:L% [ / - \ N .~ . . b
. ’ .
- : . Lt

2

Making cap1ta1 equlpment avalﬁﬂmla”to prov1ders at nom1na1 rates would - :

e s
» N e R -
reduce the1r casts to some extentaﬁnd permit them to operate with. somewﬁat
¢ . - 4 ) *
lower‘fares. Should thiése’ fares st111 prove too high for some purpeses, ‘a. ' .
. - : s
=~ user-side subsidy technlque could be employed to permlt various funding -
. . o
-agencies to sub51d1ze r1dersh1p for’ their particular ¢lient groups. . .
. . . - , ;
. \ \ M - AN 5 '
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One particular application of the user-514e sub51dy in. combination ith
—

prcv1der-51de subsidies might be of 1nterest in large metr?politan areas
* LY

w1th regional transit systems supported by "a number of different Jurisdic-

tions. . The preva111ng fare structure might be publicly suppdrted for a11 . “
‘1A N LY °
residents of the region (as is common) by prov1der7 ide subsidies in fhe . . .

/

“form of cap1ta1 grants and additional subsidy funds to cover operating'deficits.

Suppose one gurisdictlon in the region wished to institute % further fgre re=-

. ) . -
-, duction for eldeély and'handicapoed residents, but that other Jurisdictipnsb~_ .
: - 2 o
v I 1 p A
" were not w111¢ng to sup ort the 1dea regionWide The one Jurisdiction coyld* ’
. - / ,.«r/ ’ ¢

institute a user-side ‘s bsidy" scheme for its elderly and hand1capped resi-' N

. o

dents by making reduced rateétickets ava11ab1e for use on the regional tnan51t

N . K . L

rd

' system. The transit ma agement could "then obta1n reimbursement for tbe tackets

. > » N e
L3 3 . s . “"“‘
from the Jurisdiction, ithout hav1ng to 1nvolve other” Jurisdictions in the N
e :
g scheme at all. Such a approach wocld a’ conven1ent~way of’ giv1ng 1ndiv1dua1-

4 L2

-

Jurlsdlctions some discretion over the use of their sub51dy funds w1thout

. - . Ay
| e
.getting’involved in highly.comgiex "deficit-splitting" for:mulas.a el
W . ' . ‘. - Ce b‘ M
«, * 1] @ oo
) . —_ N \] M S
ge - St;mulating New Services e i N .8 -
4
-

The user~side subsidy concept is'a relatively Smele one where the aim is

€ "‘ *

. $ .
"to offeghreduced fares to.certain client groups on existing services. Suppose$

however, that a city w1shed to.provide low fares on scheduled fixed route ) zt B

Y

_serV1ces for all city residents, but that no fixed route services currentl

i“

ex1sted in the city. Could the user-side subsidy technique be applied in_t

Pl - - -

A

. - P,
~ situation? In principLe,it could, though we know of no cities whith have. "

taken this

EMC - o s‘,,.«

s . ‘ . iy . . S
. 1 - “ .

- . N ’ L . L
~ ~ . o R ) 8
e - P . .
\)‘ - \’I“a:“ R f M .: .. , a -
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.

The city could announce that tickets wquld be available to all residents -

at #5¢ each, say, for use on fixed route services, and that providers.who - .

offered such servié®s could Tedeem used-tickets from the ¢ity for some higher

.7 ) } . : 1 :
value such as 50 ,or 60¢. If the ticket redemption value weré set high enough,
some transportation proéiders in’ﬁhe_city or in nearby cities couldobe ex-«

, N - ’ =3
pected .to show interest in offering the servicbs.«-Agreements'coﬁld be de-
. /. T

.

" veloped between the city and responsible providers on routes and schedules

- - - ’ . - -
_ to béspffered, agéithe city could control service coverage and fare levels
- ~ " s . *

through the -zedemption yalue of the tickets. . oot S

. . o
Vo \.

. . :
»

: Thizybteﬁtial of the user-side subsidy as a means of stimulatipng new

«
¢

s 2 R . - - - Y ) .,
services is §§xy uncertain at present. It may be- that the administrative ,éf
D) A4 - . .

‘complexity_inﬁp;yed would more than offﬁet‘the potential advantages\Pf this

*

. approach oves tfaditionéI’providerjside subsidf'schemes. The idea seems “to

2 *
S

have enough promise, howeVer3*&o wérrantya test in a city seeking to establish

T -

A

new publit tranmsportation‘servicés. ' -
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BARRIERS Td EMPLOYING USER-\;,IDE SUBSIDIES o ' .
r - } . ° . - Y
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An assessment Sf experience to date with user-side subsidies and a review
of promising new applications together argue for wider application of this..-

technique for subSidizing public transportation services. Where client groups

-~ v

from several different assistance programs can use tHe same public transportatiOn

f » o

‘services arrd facilities, user-side subsidy techniques provide a convenient means °

-
4 a -

for pooling resources from the different programs and avo din unnecessary duprl
i, 18

\

lication,of SngIC@S;' This feature of the user-side subsidy technique is of
particular interest at present when ‘different govermment agencies are .seeking

&
ways to coordinate their obJectives and resources. There are a number,of leg-

is1ative and administrative barriers, however, which inh%bifiwider application —J_

of user-side .subsidy techniques”and generally militate against efficient use

. - . P

of transportation assistance funds, -

I . ' ' - ’ *
.-

.VP; Programswsuch as that administered under Section 16(b) (2) of the Urban Mass.

TranSportﬁéaon;ﬁct which earmark funds for capital expenses preclude the delivery

D 4

“%
of assistance&through user-side subsidy techniques -- all of the assistance must
- -

X be delivered in the form of vehicles or other capital equipment This kind -of

L

earmarking is usuh&iy justified on the grounds that allowing funds to be used

-

%
for operating assistance invites inefficient operating practices and increased

-

labor costs. It can equally we11 be argued however, that capital assistance

encourages’over-expenditure on new Eapital eduipment and neglect of preventive

»

maintenance. And since capital assistanc2 allows more stgge and local funds . Co
b o~ .o .
and farebox 'revenyes to be ysed for operating expenses, operating inefficiency and
. ‘ A

labor cost escalatfon are still possible outcomes, In thel case of programs l
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with earnarking by client group, restriction of funds to capjtal assistance
encograges the establiéhment of separate transportation faciiitfge and servicee
"~ for each group; buses bufchased for use by the handicapped under a certaln 1n-
come level may remain idle while a separate fleet serves'a broaner

gro#p of elderly and handicapped persons, for example. ‘ : ,

[ ' .
;/ Of the, dimost $12 billion provided for mass transportation over the 6- -year
\ [ 4
perléd through_i980 uhder the Urban Mass Transportation Act, roughid two-thirds.

~ v 7 :

is earmarked by the Act for capital expendltures under Section 3, while the

W » ,

) . . i o
' remaining one-third can be used under Section 5 for either capital or operating -

(

. afford to operate. In attempting to guard against operating inefficiency an

{

~ - %

expenditnres. Interestingly enough, the'adminietraﬁiOn in mid-1976 has been
attempting to limit the use of half of the Section 5 funds to capital expendi-

tures, citing the fam111ar concerns abbdut operatlng inefficiencies .and labor
AN

cost escalation. Continuation of this policy of encouraging vehicle purchases

but withholding operating assistance raises the spectre of humerous large and

small agencies around the country with shiny new vehicles which they cannot
4 Y

y ) R , ’/ .

labor costs, the capital restriction is clearly. creating severe problems of .its .
> ’ ) ‘ . % ' .

own. In our judgment it is time to re-examine the wisdom of earmarking funds

° \ * °s,

for capita11a851stance, particularly for programs aimed at certain. client groups

such as the elderly and handicapped. .l,~ ‘ ) ’

ki

Earmarking of tramsportation:assistance funds by provider-type is also a

RN -

troublesome constraint on efficiency in service provision. The UMTA Section

-

16 (b) (2) program which earmarks funds for capital equipment as disEussed above

also earmarks funds for a particular group of providers, non- proflt agescies.
Lo ¢«
The language of the Urban Mass Transportation Act appears to sanctlon léYb)(Z)

w*n iv -
.
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expenditures oniy after existing providers such as bus and taxicab operators

©

‘have been -found gnaole,to provide adequate services for the elderly an% handi-

capped. In-practice, however, funds have been disbursed under 16(b)(2) directly

RN

to ‘the states for use in assisting non-profit agencies without adequate inves-
r <

tigation of the capabilities of existing providers.

. v .

. R ) .
The expenditure of over $20 million in fiscal year 1975 on vehicles for

Y

P

non-profit agenc1es brought cries of protest from tax1cab and transit operators .
- A *: ‘r\'I

who claimed that they had not been given an opportunity to offer sub51diZed Rt

e - *

services to the elderly and handicapped and that the newly outfitted nGn-

profits were cutting into existing taxicab and transit business, - Several cases

K -

. have been reported of non-profit agencies receiving vehicles which they were

.

unable to maintain and operate, while ex1st1ng taxicab and tran51t operators

-

w1111ng and able to offer sergice ‘to_the elderly and handicapped were denied

’

sy

access to public financial &§§1stance. Clearly, this kind of prOV er-side sub-_

sidy earmarked for non-proflg'providers,leads to inefficiency in service pro-i

L

¢ T Y -
vision,'and may well jeopardize the finameial viability¢of one group, of providers

especially suited to serving the elderly»and handicapped; the taxicab operators,
’ - » 4 - i !
The user-side Subsidy-tecﬁniqué, on the .other hand, would give all the existing .

and potential providers, profit and non~profit an opportunity to offer Subsi- "

LS

dized service‘to the .elderly and Hgndicapg@d. . -

7 . -
Y . 5y

\

-

If it is accepted that earmarking of.fundg for® one provider group leads to

. “~ +*

inefficiency in service provision, ode may ask Ghy,so much assistance has been

~

disbursed in_this way oyer the last few years, adg why in partieular the states

+
- .
: -

proceeded<with‘so'much 16 (b)(2) assistance to non-profit"agencies in fiscal

year~3975. ﬁyen tnough these funds could’ not have been disbursed through user-

y et
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‘,s . ) '~ ’ ) - -
side subsidies because of earmarking for capital expenses, could they not have .

-

’ ’ ~ A .
been used to purchasé equipment for lease to private bus,!taxicab and limousine

/'—providere already serving the elderly and handicapped?” The answer to this

.

question is that it is much easier ‘g‘disburse funds to non-profit agencies

.

under 16(p)(2) than to assist other providers, because section 16(b)(i) pro-

. . . . -

— jects can be funded without the labor protegdfon assurances usually required
1 prot y req

-~ *,
~—

under section 13(c)'oflthe Act;

[y @ ~ °

4

Section 13(c) specifies that the §ecretary of Labor must be satisfied that

for each project- funded under the Act (except those funded %pder section l6(b)(2))

arrangements have been made* "to protect ‘the interests of employees affected by .such

wl2/
gss;stance. -—'Ihe development of such arrangements often involves complex labor

v
1

negotiations which_can delay and even pteclude funding of pa)ticular projects.

Thus the administrative hurdle of 13(c) labor protection currently encourages .

- )
' -~

the disbursement of ands under section 16(b)(2), which contains the two tyﬁes-;

1 Lt

of earmarking most detrimental to efficient service provision; by capital exs=
N Y . A M
penses, and by provider-type. /\”‘Z

-

One section of the Urban Mass Transportation Act which offers significant

-
®

hope for efficient service’ provision is section 5.

’

As discussed earlier, this

section provides funds which can be uséd to cover capital or operating expenses. ~ >

These funds could presumabl& be disbursed through a user-side subsidy technique

. ’\ ) . '
to support low fares for any services which qualify as "mass transportation;"
. e . \

shared-ride taxicab services as well as fixed,route transit services, for
. . . . ¢

Though\no section 5 funds have been used to date to fund user-side

<

example.

N ~

. A &

' "

1 N 1 ’
2/ JU.S. Department of Transpontation (1975).
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funded within a few months. 2

I3 . .. ‘ .~
. . - - - . =

- . : : : ®
Ihgfabove discussion identifies two kinds-of earmarking of transportation

fugds'as the major barriers to efficient service provision; by capital expenses, -

and by provider type. - One otherfpréd}ical impediment to efficiency apparentlyQ P
arises\fhrough the "turf protecbion% attitude taken by some program agencies .

. .

when pooling of resdurces with the} agencies is Suggested: .

- -

"Frequently attitudinal barriers among human resources agency staff
at the service delivery level grow in the name of Earget group 'ad-
vocacy (or éiederal restrictiveness') when, in truth, selfishness
is the real cause of a transportation provider's unwilllngness to
share vehicle space for a fea."13/ -

t .
For some local agencies, the desire to have separate transportation services >

* .

for their owm.client groups apparently outweighs concern for efficient use of .

> -

program funds. To overcome this problem, those authorizing and administering

’ M . - , 5 -

; ¢ .
transportation‘%ssistange programs at the state and federal levels may have to -

.
< ’ ¥ o

develop regulations which require local agengies to take advantage of worth-

o . . v & X
while opportunities to pool their resources.: -

R . .,
¢ .

‘ Programs which earmark funds by client group or by transportation serwice
‘ .. ' - ’ .

type present no inherent barriers to eff1c1ent service provision, particularly
’ 4

1

: 4 . ;
where the user-side subsidy technique is used. (Whether or not sgph?earmarking
is cénsistent"wi;h program objectives is openvto qqeétién, of course,!an& must
be debated by those responsible for degigning the programs in the’first_place.)

It seems likely that a variety of federal, state, and Tocal agencies in the

\ ' . . b ' e . .
U.S. will continue to assist different client groups,to obtain various types ’
; . % \‘ A . ’ . . \ . . % P
T @’% . - ’
,l—/’_U:S. Depértment of Heaiﬁh, Educat;on,‘and Welfare (19762. . @
. . \ & ) .

-
Al




of 'transporta'tion services. The concern of the present paper is that these
. . - » . .
‘ N 1 > -. > \ > > >
services be provided in an eff1c1exj$: manner. If agencies administering the

e d A ‘ '

programs have the optiort of disbursing funds through user-side subsidies, they ~

. . _q ; . N - 0 *::‘ 57 _‘
will be gble to take advantage of existing transportation providers when Eﬁﬁ(e

- pa

providers can meet the needs of their client groups efficiently. When.the

~ -
< CL .

-agencies can best serve their client groups by e'stablfshing a separate trans-

. > e -

" portation service (often the case when volunteer servicesi\a‘re available, 4fzor

-~ -

example), they should, of course, still be f’,e to do so,

'd

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Where local agencies are able to use transportation aséistance funds to

ey
g e

,Suppogt lower fares on existing services, the user- -side subsidy-technique has

-

n\"\
‘much to recommend it, All ex1st1ng (and potential) providers can have an op-'

«

portunity to serve the client group\, 'and those ,which provide the,best service

L)

’
, to particular users will presumably be: rewarded with increased patronage. The , --

business generated by the client roups of different agencies should contribute

" to the financial heatth of the providers and result'in improved service for Aall

N
the, traveling public in the community. ‘

, N . "
. , . ) o
»

- -~

Py ) c

1

Experience with tle user-side subsidy in a number of small comﬁunities

T

. suggests that administrative costs are not. part1cularly burdensome. Further;

. no indication of fraud»or Jof other abuses It has been possible to control

Iy

. \ .
with the rélatively small-npmber of providers involyed to date there has been

- .
<

o

. costs of the user- 31de“subsidy programs by varylng the eligibility cr1teria for&.

i ~

the client group, the fraction of the total fare to be paid by the user, and '
the maximum Subs1dy%payment available to one 1ndividual per month. Further

o+
demonstration projects under development by UMTA's Service and Methods Demon-

N

‘\_\.‘ *
stration Program n will” test the user-side subsidy te nique in larger communities

L.

un&er a variety of different institutional arrangements and should provide -

e

usefulsinformatiOn for agencies admidistering transportation assistance programs.

- v o
< . N
, [N
PEC -
R m. - i -

wf%f?nograms which earmark funds by type of transportation expensés (capital




_ 7 . -28- _

dlscourage or prohibit local agencies from adoptlng the user- side subsidy ap- :

M e - -

. - e~ -

proach and often_lead the agenc1es ‘to dupllcate existing transportation ser -
y y .

vices-at high cost. espite thesé legislative apd administrative impediments

.

. to wider application of usér-side subsidies, a great many transpo¥tation assise

L @
D)

tance programs currently do have the flexlbillty to use this technique. Hope- ..

fully, agencies 3dm1nzster1ng transportaflon assistance programs will give
N serious’ con51derat10n to this dpproach in~de51gn1ng and modifying the delivery
s .
+ ‘systems for their programs. : .
L] * * ’ \
. . , '
L3
. . - - (3 - ~ . <
- . . I ~\
. . . . "
1 P . 4 )
_ < N ’ R . -
Lo b ?
4 - N 4
. 1
* »
s * ‘ -
3 .
- - - \ & ¥
. .- ¢ - ) s . .
‘ N a,
[ N\ ?
[ . /. . © - b
. » - b Yo B
< [ N
oy X - . &
. ) i . - .-
. . .
» ) t »
. - }
) . <, ) . ] S
) -
. . . :
? -
A3
=S ‘ ‘ '

ERIC

PR A 1701 Provided by ERIC -




© e

'f\\l". Kirby, Ronald F. (1975), "Paratrans:.t' A State-of- the-Art Overview," in

B . Sing — ’
% . R
- . . s N X REFERENCES - v Sl
. o F
N e ‘ :,‘ . . “ »
N

Paratransit, Transportatlon Research’Board Spec1al Repott 164, Washlngton,
D C.: Natmna‘]fA’cadémy of Sc1ences\._v ] ,

2. KJ.rby, R F., and Mccllllvray,, R. G (1975), ."Alternative Subsidy Technlques

s - for Urban Pubilc Transportation," Worklng Paper 5050-4-1, Washington, D.C.
The*Urban Instltute. P - .

) ‘\“ ) S - . ’ F&‘\

3. Tye, \ﬁllliam B. (1973), "The Cap1ta Grant -:as a Sub51dy Device: -The Case
Study of Urban Mass T portation foi'h U.S. Congress Joint Economic Com-
mitfee, The Economie§ of-Rederal Su’b”s&’tdy PrOgrams Part 6 -- Transportation
- Subsidies, February 26, 1973, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office. s

. ¥ ( :
PO L

by W S. House of Representati\;es Comm1ttee on Appropriations (1976), Depart- -

-3 ment of Transportation and RelatedﬁAgencies Appropriations for 1977, Wash-

“-ington, D. C.. u.s. Government Printing Office.

. U.S. Department of Health, Educatlon"and Welfare (1976) Transporgtion

gthorrtles in Federa’]’Human Serv:.ces Programs, Atlanta Ga.: Office of -
h ' AN

e Regional)Directors .- -

3 : . N . .
S. Departmient of Transportation (1975)s, Urban Mass Transportation Actz of
64 and

lated Laws, Washingten, D.C.: T.S. Department of Transportation.

Q
. U.s. Depa ent of Tr portatlon (1976), "Transportatlon for lderly and
Handi¢apped\Persons," deral Register, Vol 41 No. 85 -- Friday, April 30,




