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COORDINATING HUMAN SERVICES
TRANSPORTATION

Thursday, May 1, 2003

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEES ON TRANS-
PORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, AND EDUCATION AND
THE WORKFORCE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Thomas Petri [acting
Chairman of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure]
presiding.

Mr. PETRI. According to the prepared statement, a quorum is
present. The joint hearing of the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure and the Committee on Education and the Workforce
will come to order.

I would like to thank my colleague from Ohio, Chairman of the
Committee on Education and the Workforce, Mr. Boehner, for
agreeing to hold this joint hearing on ‘‘Coordinating Human Serv-
ices Transportation.’’

So that we get to our witnesses, we have agreed to limit the
opening statements to the Chairmen and the Ranking Minority
Members of each committee. With that, I would ask unanimous
consent that the record remain open 14 days to allow members to
insert exchange material into the official hearing record. Without
objection, so ordered.

The subject of today’s hearing of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and the Committee on Education and the
Workforce is coordinating human services transportation. I would
like to extend my sincere gratitude to the governmental witnesses
from the Departments of Labor, Education, Health and Human
Services and Transportation who have made time in their busy
schedules to appear before the committees this morning. Also, I am
very grateful to our witnesses who have traveled from Florida,
Pennsylvania and Alaska to participate in today’s hearing.

The General Accounting Office has identified 62 different Federal
programs that provide funds for specialized transportation services
for special needs populations. In most cases, transportation services
are not an end in itself but provide access to other services, health
and medical services, education, job training, elderly nutrition and
employment opportunities.

These multiple Federal programs each have unique requirements
and criteria but share a common goal of transportation for their eli-
gible clients. Coordinating these transportation services would en-
courage efficiency, reduced costs through the shared use of person-
nel, equipment and facilities, and thereby improving the level of
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services for current clients and making an expansion of services
possible.

We spend a lot of money on providing transportation services at
the Federal, State and local levels. It is not possible to put an exact
dollar amount on the Federal investment in human services trans-
portation expenditures because 34 of the 62 programs that provide
transportation services do not require that data be kept on trans-
portation expenses.

Just the 28 Federal programs that do track transportation ex-
penses spend a total of $2.4 billion each year. Most of these pro-
grams require a State or local match for the Federal funds, many
of them at 50 percent. So the best we can estimate is that the com-
bined Federal, State and local annual investment in human serv-
ices transportation is at least $4 billion a year and probably much
more.

The Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has been con-
cerned for some time about the need for coordination of transpor-
tation services for special needs populations. In fact, the House
Public Works and Transportation Committee, our predecessor com-
mittee, held hearings in March 1977 on improving transportation
services for the elderly and the disabled. At that hearing, then Sec-
retary of Transportation, Brock Adams, testified that ‘‘Any program
addressing transportation needs of the elderly and disabled should
include some mechanism for coordinating the wide variety of feder-
ally assisted transportation services currently provided under a
number of social service programs.’’

Part of the reason we are still talking about the need for greater
coordination 26 years later is that coordination can’t be done alone.
In the 1998 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, TEA-
21, Congress directed the Department of Transportation to coordi-
nate with other human service transportation providers. However,
if that same message is not sent to other Federal agencies that pro-
vide transportation services, who will DOT coordinate with? A sin-
gle department trying to coordinate alone is like playing a game of
catch with yourself.

Many States have agreed that coordination is a desirable goal.
Approximately one-half of all U.S. States have a coordinating body
of some kind, though the level of support for such coordination and
the degree to which coordination is required varies widely. So the
potential benefits of coordination are eliminating inefficiencies,
achieving economies of scale, stretching limited funds and person-
nel resources, reducing the operating costs for transportation pro-
viders, expanding services to people not currently being served, im-
proving customer service and simplifying the process of getting
transportation services.

I hope that when we complete this hearing we will all have a
clear picture of what is meant by coordination of human services
transportation, why it is a desirable goal, what some of the obsta-
cles are that impede a more coordinated transportation system and
what some potential options might be to improved coordination.

As the second Ranking Republican Member on both these com-
mittees I look forward to working with the Department of Trans-
portation, Health and Human Services, Labor and Education, and
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with my colleagues to make this a higher level issue for everyone
involved.

I would now recognize Mr. Ruben Hinojosa for an opening state-
ment.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Thank you very much, Chairman Petri.
I want to address something very important and speak on a criti-

cal issue that is of great concern to my constituents. My Congres-
sional District in south Texas is very diverse. It is both urban and
rural. While Hidalgo County is the poorest urban county in the Na-
tion, it leads the great State of Texas in job creation. Despite this
job growth, we still have double digit unemployment rates. Many
of the poorest residents live in Colones which are unincorporated
areas with limited or no services like water, electricity and paved
roads. These residents have great difficulty in finding work because
of the limited transportation options available to them. They also
have little access to health care and other social services.

Hidalgo County with a more than 600,000 population has an
urban and rural bus transit system operated by the State’s legisla-
tively created Council of Governments, known as the COG. The
COG works hard to meet the needs of the residents with the lim-
ited funding it has. It is the fiscal agent for Department of Trans-
portation transit funding.

However, at the same time, transportation services are being
provided by a number of other entities. For example, Region I Edu-
cation Service Center provides transportation for Head Start stu-
dents; the VA provides limited transportation for our veterans, and
we have approximately 75,000 veterans in my congressional dis-
trict. The State provides transportation through Medicaid and
State welfare services and the Federal Government is providing
transportation through TEMF and other programs.

This patchwork of services is duplicative and wasteful. It is also
confusing for people who need the transportation service. I will be
interested to hear what the panelists recommend to better coordi-
nate Federal transportation services. However, I hope we will also
consider ways to allow more coordination at the local and regional
level.

In Texas, there are 24 councils of government who could serve
this function and be the conduit for information about every avail-
able transportation service through Federal or State programs. A
one cost source for referrals would allow people for these programs
are designed to actually get the help they need. I am sure other
States have similar entities that could serve this coordinating func-
tion.

Again, thank you for holding this important hearing and I look
forward to hearing from the witnesses.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
As I indicated, statements by the Ranking Democrat, Mr. Ober-

star and the Chairmen of our respective committees, will be made
a part of the record when submitted.

The first panel consists of The Honorable Jennifer L. Dorn, Ad-
ministrator, Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation; The Honorable William F. Raub, Acting Assistant
Secretary, Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services; The Honorable David Dye, Deputy Assistant
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Secretary, Employment and Training, U.S. Department of Labor;
and The Honorable Loretta Petty Chittum, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services,
U.S. Department of Education.

We welcome you all. As I indicated in my opening statement, we
are grateful for your attendance and appreciate the effort you and
your staffs have put into your full written statements. We would
invite you to summarize in approximately five minutes beginning
with Ms. Dorn.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JENNIFER L. DORN, ADMINISTRATOR,
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION; HON. WILLIAM F. RAUB, ACTING ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES; HON. DAVID
DYE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR, EMPLOY-
MENT AND TRAINING, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; AND
HON. LORETTA PETTY CHITTUM, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITA-
TION SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Ms. DORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and a sincere note of grat-
itude for your leadership in this very important and complex issue.
As reflected in the opening statements, it is important because
transportation is indeed the lifeline for all of us, particularly for
those most vulnerable. The elderly, persons with disabilities, the
low income populations desperately need the means to get to criti-
cal services, to education, to work, to health care.

As you indicated, more than 60 Federal programs in 8 Federal
departments provide funding to meet these transportation needs of
individuals. Each program has unique eligibility requirements,
unique administrative requirements and unique funding streams,
which is not a bad thing. However, these programs growing as they
have over the past years have given rise to a myriad of human
service transportation models in our communities. I liken it to a
jigsaw puzzle of services and providers, not just a jigsaw puzzle at
the national level but it is duplicated and replicated in very dif-
ferent ways at the local level. Even within each local community,
fitting those jigsaw puzzles together making sure there aren’t gaps,
there aren’t overlaps is a very, very complicated system that needs
to be developed.

It involves in each local area local transit agencies funded by the
public, funded by private sector that provide both fixed route and
paratransit services, non-profit agencies operate transportation ex-
clusively for their own clients, human service agencies provide
funds to individual clients to purchase transportation services.

FTA alone funds more than 600 transit agencies and through
State agencies over 1,200 non-profit organizations. That is a good
thing because that means locally they are planned and developed
to meet the local needs. If you multiply that number by 60 other
Federal programs that fund some aspect of human service trans-
portation and you end up with a 10,000 piece, 3-D puzzle that our
elderly, people with disabilities and low income customers are ex-
pected to put together themselves. Those barriers as well as solu-
tions exist and we are making progress, I am pleased to say.
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At the Federal level, the two agencies that represent the largest
source of funding are the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices for transportation and the Department of Transportation. I am
pleased to say with my sister agency, HHS, we have worked to-
gether through the Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility
and we have made some substantial progress.

I have two notes on this that my colleagues will describe further.
The use of Medicaid passes for public transportation to serve the
Medicaid population is a growing utilization amongst 23 of our
States, and the aspect the Ranking Member mentioned about bro-
kerage services where scheduling can occur on a combined effort.
We have also made some real breakthroughs on that.

With respect to our Local Jobs Access Program which was men-
tioned earlier, we have forged partnerships with the Department of
Labor and an important system of sharing funding and so forth so
we can get those critical welfare to work populations to work and
to other important services.

In the future, we think it is terribly important to not only con-
tinue our efforts at the Coordinating Council but also to step up
our activities. I am very pleased that under this Administration
that has focused on customer orientation and results, that level of
effort that is shared by my colleagues has already shown some im-
portant advancements.

Two other quick comments. We do have some opportunities that
I think are very important with the Surface Transportation Reau-
thorization effort that is coming before your Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure and there are a number of proposals
that the President has given to Congress we believe would substan-
tially improve our ability to coordinate.

First and foremost is to encourage partnerships and coordination
with other State level human and health service programs by mak-
ing the new Freedom Program for Disabilities and the Job Access
Program State administered and funded by formula. We believe to
put those programs along with the elderly and disabled in a single
arena run by the State administered programs gives many opportu-
nities for funding partnerships with Health and Human Services.
So that is a very important piece of the President’s proposal.

We also have under the proposal required coordination, man-
dates, if you will. We have said if you want to get the Federal
money from Transportation, you need to have local coordinated
plans in place. We feel that is where the Federal Government and
the customer will get the most bang for the buck.

With the understanding that coordination is not cheap, it is not
free, it is difficult, we have made eligibility by increasing the funds
for planning purposes, for coordination and also allowed technical
assistance to be an eligible expense.

Finally, I would just like to make a comment about coordination
and how it happens. Effective coordination, in our view and I be-
lieve our stakeholders who have been very active in this would
agree, will only happen if local communities make it happen. That
doesn’t absolve the feds from responsibility for clearing the way so
that kind of thing can happen. Ultimately, coordination is a politi-
cal process, not a partisan process but a small political process. It
requires building trust, building relationships, building partner-
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ships. Otherwise people and organizations will be unwilling to
share vehicles, to broker schedules with their partners, to develop
common billing policies, all of which serve to be an impediment.

An important prerequisite of that is that all provider groups sit
down at the table locally, transit, human service, not for profits,
private businesses, local government leaders, and they need to put
the jigsaw puzzle pieces together. In many communities across the
country, and you will hear from them today, they have already
done that. I am very proud that locally generated spirit has really
been working. I would commend the stakeholders for their strong
interest in this.

The Council at the Federal level has helped make some real
progress as well. I hope with encouragement from this Congress
and with my colleagues, I hope we can make better and faster
progress because I think it will make a difference for hundreds of
thousands, if not millions of these vulnerable populations.

Thank you very much. I look forward to answering questions at
a later point.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Raub?
Mr. RAUB. Good morning. Thank you for the opportunity to

present testimony on behalf of the Department of Health and
Human Services.

In accord with your request, Mr. Chairman, I will now present
a summary statement and with your permission, submit my full
statement for the record.

Mr. PETRI. It will be a part of the record.
Mr. RAUB. HHS administers over 300 programs which collec-

tively touch the lives of almost every American almost every day.
Medicaid, Head Start and senior centers are three examples. For
the vast majority of HHS programs, participants must travel to a
designated location to receive the health or human services for
which they are eligible. Thus, transportation is often an indispen-
sable means to achieving the ends we seek. Expenditures for trans-
portation typically are eligible costs under our awards.

Ensuring appropriate transportation is a continuing challenge for
awardees and program managers alike. First, the transport offered
must be tailored to the specific mobility needs of individual clients.
Diverse requirements require diverse approaches.

Second, to be fully effective, transportation must enable clients
to arrive at and depart from the service site in a timely manner.
For some clients, access to services is a daily necessity.

Third, the requisite transportation must be acquired at reason-
able cost, otherwise imprudent transportation expenditures will di-
minish the resources available for the health or human services
that the transport is meant to serve.

HHS recognizes the critical need to coordinate transportation
services. To that end, HHS staff collaborates actively with their
counterparts in the Department of Transportation and in the Co-
ordinating Council on Access and Mobility. Since its formation in
1987, the Council has met many times to share information, pro-
vide direction and oversight to the technical assistance resource
network and address real or apparent impediments to coordination.
HHS also contributes to the work of the National Consortium on
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the Coordination of Human Services Transportation which consists
of representatives from State and local government associations,
human services organizations and public transportation providers.

HHS funds the Community Transportation Association of Amer-
ica to provide training and technical assistance to States and local-
ities on transportation and coordination issues. Now in its 13th
year of funding, CTAA receives $1 million annually to assist HHS
in enhancing transportation coordination across the Nation.

Our experience working with States and localities on transpor-
tation coordination strategies has demonstrated that the relation-
ships developed through coordination efforts can extend far beyond
work on transportation.

In the President’s plan to strengthen welfare reform, the Admin-
istration has proposed new authority for States to seek waivers for
integrating funding and program rules across the broad range of
public assistance and work force development programs. Increasing
the efficiency and administration of multiple programs under this
new authority will greatly enhance the States’ ability to coordinate
transportation services for low income clients.

We have provided the committees copies of the action plans for
the Coordinating Council and Access and Mobility for fiscal years
2002 and 2003. Working with the Federal Transit Administration
as well as with the National Consortium on the Coordination of
Human Services Transportation, HHS looks forward to increasingly
productive outcomes from the coordination efforts. In particular, we
feel confident the Council will continue to enhance communication
to the field through our individual programs, through the Council
website, and through the relationships developed within the Con-
sortium.

We applaud your leadership, Mr. Chairman, in highlight the im-
portance of transportation coordination and in encouraging us to
make our investments as productive as possible.

I would be pleased to respond as best I can to your questions or
comments.

Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Dye?
Mr. DYE. Good morning. I too would like to thank you for invit-

ing our department to this joint oversight hearing.
We agree with the committees that access to transportation is ex-

tremely important for Federal program participants. This is par-
ticularly true for recipients of employment training services since
training and job opportunities often are not located where partici-
pants reside.

The Department of Labor employment and training programs
provide transportation assistance to its clientele and includes 12
programs administered by the Employment and Training Adminis-
tration under various laws such as the Work Investment Act, the
Older Americans Act, and the Trade Act. It also includes the
Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program and the Veterans Work-
force Investment Program administered by DOL’s Veterans Em-
ployment and Training Service.

Of the 12 ETA programs, only the Job Corps is administered di-
rectly by ETA. All the other programs are formula funded grants
to States and localities or discretionary grants to not for profit enti-
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ties. Many of these programs make funds available to cover the
cost of transportation services most often in the form of mileage re-
imbursement and/or public transportation fares but also through a
variety of other mechanisms.

Although many of the employment and training related laws per-
mit transportation services, funds are generally disbursed to State
and local areas that exercise a high degree of discretion in design-
ing transportation policies to meet the needs of their communities.
Consequently, the amount and type of coordination varies from
community to community.

Although we do not collect data nationally, there is undoubtedly
more informal, unreported coordination going on at the local level
than has been recently documented. We need to build on those ef-
forts.

I would like to briefly describe a couple of coordination efforts in
which we have been involved most recently. We have been finding
ways to partner with other Federal agencies, including the depart-
ments sitting at the table, as well as service providers to enhance
local coordination for transportation services.

In addition to the previously mentioned programs, for many
years, ETA and the Federal Transit Administration have jointly
provided grant funds to the Community Transportation Association
of America for Job Links, a program designed to help communities
overcome transportation barriers that prevent low income people
from getting and keeping jobs.

With these funds, CTAA addresses vital employment transpor-
tation issues through demonstration projects, technical assistance
and conferences. The demonstration projects are aimed at integrat-
ing transportation services into the DOL funded, one-stop career
centers operated by States and local boards.

Speaking of technical assistance, I brought with me today and
hopefully the Clerk distributed to you this CD ROM which we
funded with CTAA. It is essentially a tool kit to help local work
force agencies understand and respond to their transportation chal-
lenges. The tool kit includes sections describing the relationship be-
tween jobs and the transportation they need. I hope you and your
staff get a chance to take a look at that.

In addition, the President’s new Freedom Initiative demonstrates
the Administration’s commitment to the full inclusion of people
with disabilities into the American work force. Once again, the De-
partment of Labor and the Department of Transportation have
partnered to help implement this initiative. Last summer, the De-
partment’s new Office of Disability Employment Policy and FTA co-
sponsored a national summit on employment transportation for
people with disabilities. The purpose of the summit was to explore
strategies for integrating transportation into local employment net-
works and to identify opportunities for Federal transportation pro-
grams to be more responsive to the employment needs of people
with disabilities.

The overarching conclusion of the summit was that there was a
critical need for increased coordination of efforts at all levels and
not surprisingly beginning with our own agencies.

One of the most important activities of this Administration and
one of the areas in which we have had the most success is to pro-
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mote interagency collaboration at the Federal level that can be
transferred to the State and local levels. To this end, the Depart-
ments of Labor, Transportation and HHS issued a Joint Inter-
agency Guidance on Transportation Services funded by TANF, Wel-
fare to Work and DOT’s Job Access and Reverse Commute Pro-
gram.

Through the Joint Interagency Guidance, we encouraged our re-
spective agencies to jointly plan and develop systemic transpor-
tation solutions and provide guidance to State and local areas to
establish collaborative regional approaches to job access challenges.
Ongoing collaboration and coordination among multiple agencies at
all levels of service, Federal, State and local, is essential. We sim-
ply cannot expect local agencies and providers to coordinate their
services if we do not do the same at the Federal level. A number
of Federal agencies obviously have already begun to work coopera-
tively including DOL.

By way of conclusion, let me say through coordination, it is pos-
sible to leverage resources by realizing cost savings and eliminating
duplication for the efficient delivery of services for all of our cus-
tomers. The Department of Labor is committed to working with all
of our Federal, State, local and not for profit partners to improve
the coordination of transportation services.

We recognize that accessible and affordable transportation is a
critical component of the successful employment of people with dis-
abilities and age related conditions or an income constraint.

That concludes my remarks. I would be happy to answer any of
your questions.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Ms. Petty?
Ms. PETTY. Thank you also for the opportunity to appear before

you today to discuss the issue of transportation coordination for
human services programs.

The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services with-
in the U.S. Department of Education is responsible for administer-
ing several vital Federal programs dedicated to improving the lives
of individuals with disabilities from birth through adulthood. Our
programs range from early intervention services for infants and
toddlers and special education services for pre-school and school
age children to employment and independent living programs for
adults with disabilities.

Transportation for individuals with disabilities is important
across the life spectrum. Without transportation services, including
specialized services tailored to their needs, children with certain
disabilities would not have access to crucial medical care and would
not be able to participate in school and in the community. Without
adequate means of transportation, many adults with disabilities
would never be able to achieve competitive, integrated, meaningful
employment or to fully participate in the community.

For many individuals with disabilities, reliable, appropriate, ac-
cessible and timely transportation is not just a luxury, it is a vital
link to education, employment, independent living, health care and
community integration.

Some of the programs we administer within OSERS allow for the
provision of limited transportation services consistent with the
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goals and purposes of the program. For example, the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act requires that transportation and
other related services be provided if necessary to assist children
with disabilities to benefit from special education. Students with
disabilities are regularly provided transportation services by school
districts and other transportation entities.

Also, under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, transportation ex-
penses or services are an allowable expense in order to allow voca-
tional rehabilitation consumers to access the rehabilitation and
training services listed in their individualized plan for employment.

The provision of transportation services under programs adminis-
tered by OSERS varies from contract for services arrangements to
referral assistance and training for individuals with disabilities on
the use of public transportation. Through efforts such as referral
and training, our programs help individuals with disabilities learn
how to access existing transportation resources or how to obtain
necessary special transportation services. In some instances, these
services mean the difference between leading a life with few op-
tions for personal and professional growth and leading a life of
meaningful and significant integration within the community.

For children with disabilities, transportation is often a key factor
in ensuring that a free, appropriate public education is provided to
them. The IDEA is based on the premise that children with disabil-
ities should be able to participate fully in the educational experi-
ence along with their non-disabled peers.

School districts may use any one or a combination of methods to
provide services to children with disabilities. These methods in-
clude using the district’s existing school transportation program,
contracting for special transportation services, or using the public
transportation systems. A child with a disability receives transpor-
tation as a part of their individualized education program.

Regardless of the means of providing transportation services, we
know that without these services, many children with disabilities
would not be able to participate in either the educational or social
experiences of school.

Because of the nature and variety of the programs we administer
within OSERS, it is difficult to determine with specificity the cost
of transportation services. In many instances, school districts in-
clude the cost of transportation for students with disabilities within
the general cost for transportation for all students and do not re-
port these costs separately to the Federal Government.

However, we do have transportation cost data for special edu-
cation from a national study of transportation costs for school year
1999 through 2000 conducted by an OSERS contractor as part of
the Special Education Expenditure Project. This project found that
during that time, school districts spent nearly $3.7 billion on spe-
cial transportation services.

For other programs such as the Vocational Rehabilitation Pro-
gram, States provide some data on transportation costs. For exam-
ple, in 2001, State vocational rehabilitation agencies reported
spending $69.4 million on transportation to assist customers.

Many children with disabilities in their families and many adults
with disabilities need and receive services through multiple pro-
grams funded by the Federal Government. It is not uncommon, for
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example, for a child with a disability to not only receive special
education services but also Medicaid services, SSI payments, com-
munity mental health services, or other services sponsored in part
by the Federal Government.

In some instances, there may be strong collaboration at the local
or State level to ensure that transportation services are coordi-
nated or even provided through a central source. In many cases, co-
ordination may be difficult. For example, coordination of transpor-
tation services for both children and adults with disabilities in
rural settings is likely more difficult than in urban settings.

Also, a person with a disability who uses multiple transportation
service providers for different purposes may be compelled to deal
with different policies and procedures. Nonetheless, given the im-
portance transportation plays in the lives of millions of individuals
with disabilities, both children and adults, it is important that
those of us who are responsible for developing policy and providing
those services cooperate and collaborate in ways that will ensure
that needed transportation services are provided in the safest, most
reliable, appropriate and timely manner and that those services are
accessible to the individuals who need them.

Although coordination and collaboration for the provision of
transportation services for individuals with disabilities is most ef-
fectively done at the local level where the need exists, it is clearly
important that we at the Federal level ensure that our programs
recognize this important need.

We at the Department of Education look forward to achieving
these goals by working with our Federal partners in any way we
can.

Thank you for having me here today and I look forward to an-
swering any questions.

Mr. PETRI. Are there any questions? Mr. Oberstar?
Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.
First of all, I want to congratulate you on launching this hearing

in your dual role as Vice Chair of our committee and the Commit-
tee on Education.

I would like to say that this is a new subject and new ground
we are exploring, but it is an old subject and old ground that we
are plowing once again. It was first explored in this committee in
1977 as the Chairman may have pointed out, I regret having
missed the opening, with then Secretary of Transportation, Brock
Adams who said, we need to have a coordinating mechanism to
bring together all these several Federal Government programs that
provide transportation to people in various categories.

That lumbered along for quite some time and a few years later,
I chaired the Investigations and Oversight Subcommittee and with
our former colleague, Bill Clinger, as the Ranking Republican on
the subcommittee, we looked into that matter in May 1985 and
brought together the same assemblage of agencies to give us pretty
much the same testimony, a plethora of Federal Government pro-
grams. At the time, there were 137 different Federal programs that
provided transportation services and they weren’t talking to each
other in performance of their duties and the cost collectively was
some $980 million. Eighteen years later and it is $2.5 billion, 62
million people affected, 62 separate programs, 8 departments, 23
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programs in Health and Human Services, 15 in the Labor Depart-
ment, 8 in Education, 6 in DOT.

Then I said at the opening of our hearing, ‘‘Federal Government
operates 32,000 vans and small buses to serve a population group
dependent upon transit. Yet no safety or driver training is provided
for those who do the driving. There is no coordination among those
who are providing the services.’’

The witness from Urban Mass Transit Administration said,
‘‘Clearly, we need to coordinate activities of the several agencies.
We need to coordinate rural programs with those of Health and
Human Services, with those of the Department of Education and
our own Department of Transportation.‘‘

The Coordinating Council was set up as a consequence of those
hearings.

It doesn’t seem to me that much has improved in the years since
we launched those first hearings. I would like to know, do you folks
meet regularly? Do you ever get together and talk to each other
about performance and delivery of transportation services and co-
ordinate and have common values and common standards for deliv-
ery of services, and training of personnel to deliver those services?

Ms. DORN. I would like to respond on behalf of the Transit Ad-
ministration with respect to your very good points. Certainly this
has been a continuing problem but there is good news and bad
news in that respect. Because the Congress and the Executive
Branch has increased its commitment towards these vulnerable
populations, the growth in the number of programs has grown ex-
ponentially. So each time we make progress in coordination, an-
other branch of the government creates another program for very
good reasons. So this is going to be a continuing problem as we
grow the number of programs.

We share part of that responsibility in the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration. We have three or four different pots of money
through various pressures from our own Administration or through
stakeholders we continue to create specific requirements for eligi-
bility, for reimbursement, for tracking, for billing. So we all share
in the creation of the problem, yes. I can say by the data that we
do have, we have also substantially improved the transportation
services to the eligible population over the years.

Yes, a short answer in terms of our meeting together across the
agencies. I think there is a renewed commitment towards that and
with the Coordinating Council, we have specific action plans with
specific outcomes that will help clear the way so that at the State
and local levels, they will be freer to coordinate.

I mentioned earlier this is a very, very tough and complicated
nut to crack, not only on the Federal level, we can provide as much
technical assistance and best practices for the States and the com-
munities that are doing it, but ultimately there also has to be a po-
litical will at the local level amongst all these agencies whether the
Alzheimer’s Association, the Medicaid transportation provider, the
public transportation provider, that they want to share resources.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. I appreciate your enthusiasm. You al-
ways bring a great deal of energy and enthusiasm to your service
in the public sector. I welcome that.
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In TEA-21, we directed the establishment of an assistant sec-
retary position for intermodalism. That would be the appropriate
place it seems to me to start with coordination. Maybe we ought
to put you in that position because you have that energy and en-
thusiasm and excitement about your work.

I would suggest you go back and all of you coordinate with Jeff
Shane who understands this issue and who was the first
intermodalist in a previous Administration, in the first Bush Ad-
ministration and find some ways through perhaps his intercession
all of you can come together, bring together these three depart-
ments of Government.

It has grown from the cost of the service and the investment we
are making in rural America has grown from $980 million 18 years
ago to $2.5 billion today. There ought to be common standards, we
ought to be able to eliminate overlapping authorities and see who
can deliver services the best.

A great deal of good has been accomplished and some of it by ac-
cident. It ought to be done on purpose. I think you will achieve that
goal if you do as was promised this committee 18 years ago, the
Coordinating Council would be set up, we will meet regularly, we
will establish standards, see that everybody has common training,
safety and delivery of services, not only at the Federal level but to
the State and local levels as you just said, Ms. Dorn.

That would be my message and my urging to this panel and to
the DOT and several departments of Government.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Pearce?
Mr. PEARCE. Thank you for having this hearing. My question is

for Mr. Raub.
In your transcript, you talked about checking the cost of services.

Don’t you have a couple of large either regional or national con-
tracts for providing services?

Mr. RAUB. I am not sure which you are referring to.
Mr. PEARCE. I am asking don’t you have a couple, it is not scat-

tered taxi services around the country but you have providers that
you contract with?

Mr. RAUB. Not to my knowledge, sir.
Mr. PEARCE. My question would be how do you provide those

services?
Mr. RAUB. Typically they are provided through either the States

or the local agency that is the recipient of our funding and arrange-
ments are worked out in the community. One of the challenges for
coordination as Ms. Dorn indicated is to take advantage of the local
transit planning in a way of ensuring that our funded activities are
not entering into transport services that duplicate what might be
provided by fixed route transportation, for example. The Medicaid
Program is a special example of that.

Generally, these decisions are at the State or local level in asso-
ciation with carrying out whatever particular block grant or activ-
ity there might be.

Mr. PEARCE. My question would be if you have providers, how do
you cross check that cost because I hear some extreme costs?

Mr. RAUB. Each of the programs differ in terms of its reporting
requirements. As a general rule, one of the concepts around the
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block grants has been to keep to the minimum necessary the re-
porting burden for the particular recipient States. Often the trans-
portation cost is included in a larger aggregate such as supporting
services. We in the States then have to work to tease out what sub-
set of that is actually a transportation specific cost.

One of the needs in improved coordination is finding better ways
not only to simplify reporting burden but to standardize it such
that we can capture this kind of information consistently not only
across HHS programs but with our colleagues in the other depart-
ments.

Mr. PEARCE. My final question would be if you could provide me
some of the cost detail structure, if you put that as one of your ob-
jectives to be able to identify the costs are definitely not too high
for a give service and if you have that, I would appreciate it.

Mr. RAUB. Yes, sir. We would be happy to provide it.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Hinojosa?
Mr. HINOJOSA. I would like to ask Ms. Dorn how often does the

Coordination Council meet?
Ms. DORN. Up to this point in this Administration, we have had

one meeting. I would like to emphasize, however, that the number
of meetings is really not reflective of the continued and aggressive
activities that we have undertaken as a group and individually,
particularly with our colleagues at HHS.

Under the Administration on Aging, we have a very refined out-
come oriented action plan for 2002 which we have already accom-
plished a number of things which we would be happy to provide to
you. We have done a number of other coordinating efforts on a bi-
lateral basis.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Let me interrupt you because my time is going to
get away from me.

If you have only met once in two years, I understand that only
HHS and the Department of Transportation have been meeting.
When are the other organizations going to be invited to the table?

Ms. DORN. From my perspective, I am very pleased to include
other agencies. I would hope you and your colleagues would judge
our efforts by the outcome rather than whether or not we have had
a meeting. I can sincerely ascribe to the fact there have been very
aggressive efforts on this coordination effort and we made a con-
scious decision a year and a half ago with some of the senior lead-
ership at HHS that we would not have a meeting amongst all these
partners until we had some solid accomplishments and models to
demonstrate so that we could motivate all partners at the table. I
feel we had a very successful meeting, it was very motivating to all
partners.

We are not going to make progress on a group grope kind of
basis, it has to be targeted to each of these programs. I feel that
with the firm commitment of my colleagues, we will continue to
make progress and we are eager to show you what we have done
to date and our action plans for 2003.

Mr. HINOJOSA. If all due respect, I come from the world of busi-
ness and when something is not working, I think we need to try
something different.

Let me tell you about the region of South Texas from Brownsville
to McAllen to Laredo. That area has almost 1.5 million people. We
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have been neglected so long, we have never been to the table, we
have never had transportation addressed for so many of the
Colonias and so many of the people who are unemployed and they
can’t even get to the training much less get a job.

If some of my constituents need service, who are they supposed
to call?

Ms. DORN. That is part of the problem. I would like to say it de-
pends on the agency. That is why the working groups that are sub-
groups of this Federal Council have been meeting regularly over
two years. We would be very pleased to provide for your area tech-
nical assistance and plans and models about how they can coordi-
nate. This has to be the level of effort at every different agency.

Mr. HINOJOSA. These areas that I am talking about are growing
faster than most other regions of the country because of NAFTA,
so we need for areas like ours that have been neglected for three
decades where we have had double digit unemployment rates com-
pared to the State of Texas or nationally, we need them in higher
priority and have some meetings with the five Congressmen who
represent that area and see if we can bring some solutions to this
problem like you have given other regions of the country.

Neglect is something that needs to go into the record because let
me tell you, there is a lot of potential if they would just be given
an opportunity to get to the training and to their jobs.

Ms. DORN. I totally agree with you, Congressman, and that need
is recognized by this President and that is precisely why he sup-
ported a 20 percent increase in rural transportation funds because
of those very important unmet needs in rural areas. I completely
agree with you.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Boozman?
Mr. BOOZMAN. I guess I share similar concerns. We have 62 Fed-

eral programs that perform these types of functions. Only 32 of
them, we actually know how much they spend, so it appears we
really don’t know how much money we are spending on this. Does
the Council have any authority?

Ms. DORN. It has no statutory authority.
Mr. BOOZMAN. I guess I am saying is there anybody with any

real authority that is trying to coordinate this thing?
Ms. DORN. Not from a 30,000 foot perspective. Each congres-

sional committee and each departmental agency has its own statu-
tory mandates and regulations.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Do we need to change that?
Ms. DORN. Speaking from the Department of Transportation per-

spective, there are several things the President and the Secretary
have proposed in our reauthorization.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Like what?
Ms. DORN. One of which would be the mandate to a local commu-

nity that if in fact you want Federal money that players at the
local area need to sit down and coordinate a plan. We believe fun-
damentally the more flexibility we can give to the local agencies too
coordinate, and there are some regulatory barriers we are working
through, but from the Department of Transportation perspective,
we don’t see any statutory impediment.
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Mr. BOOZMAN. That is the local level. What about coordination
between the 62 Federal entities providing transportation?

Ms. DORN. I think we need to take on those problems as we have
program buy program. That is the kind of progress we are making.

Mr. BOOZMAN. But if there is nobody with any authority to do
that, how do you do it with the turf battles?

Ms. DORN. You do it by focusing on the customer and the out-
come. That is what each of my colleagues and their agencies have
been doing. When we sit down in the working group with the Ad-
ministration on Aging, we ask what is preventing more service for
more riders? It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to see when you have
billing requirements that seem to be different, we can sort them
through.

Mr. BOOZMAN. The council only meets with a small group. You
only represent a small group of the 62 entities providing this, cor-
rect?

Ms. DORN. Yes, sir.
Mr. BOOZMAN. My question is how do you get those 62? I am sure

the areas you are visiting, you are doing some good. I don’t dis-
agree at all. My question is how do we get those 62 we have cre-
ated, I am not saying it is your problem, but since we have this
problem being in the situation you are in, how do we fix that? I
think you would agree there is duplication of services. We don’t
even know how much money we are spending on this. How do you
coordinate that?

Ms. DORN. In this case, creation of a Department of Homeland
Coordination would not do the trick. We have so many different
missions that are appropriate. Transportation is an important com-
ponent and if we can get all to recognize on a one by one basis as
we continue to do.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I didn’t say we needed to create a department,
you said that. I guess I am saying give me some help, what do you
think is the answer? You have the Council that represents just a
little bit. The vast majority of these people aren’t even represented.
How do we change that? What do we do?

Ms. DORN. First of all, the major programs that would yield the
biggest bang for the buck for our customer are at the table. We are
happy to make that a broader group. There is no substitute for an
individual Secretary making this a priority. I can speak for Sec-
retary Mineta who has made it a priority. Each Secretary in turn,
if and when they do, and I feel confident in my working relation-
ship with many of these program leaders, it is a priority. I don’t
see any short circuit way to make this problem go away. It requires
goodwill from the stakeholders which we have and the National
Governors Association, AARP. That is the only way you can crack
the nut.

Mr. BOOZMAN. The other side of that is Mr. Oberstar said basi-
cally this has been going on since he can remember. Do the rest
of you have any comments?

Mr. RAUB. Picking up on the earlier comments, the Council has
spawned activities in four areas for special emphasis recognizing
that one size doesn’t fit all and one has to hone in on the specifics.
The collaboration with the Administration on Aging and the De-
partment of Transportation is proving to be very valuable in terms
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of understanding the opportunities for coordination and making
sure that not only the agencies but in the community levels there
is the right information and the right kind of technical assistance
being provided.

A similar story plays out in the Medicaid Program of making
sure of fixed route transportation. In one community alone, getting
only one percent of the Medicaid eligible individuals covered by a
transit pass produced a $6-$7 million per year savings. We think
that can be replicated and extended in other areas but one needs
to have the specific knowledge and specific involvement of those
program leaders. These are all high priorities for Secretary Thomp-
son.

An emerging area in the disability community, the new Freedom
Initiative, involves a number of activities including the opportunity
for waivers that would allow greater discretion and flexibility
among the recipients of the awards and how they spend them for
transportation.

Last but not least, the Department has identified a number of
the special needs in the rural area, health and human services and
the special subset of those problems that are transportation de-
pendent.

I am optimistic that there are a number of ongoing efforts that
have the strong support of the two Cabinet officers and you will see
some action and there doesn’t need to be new legislative authority
for that to occur.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Ms. Norton, any questions?
Ms. NORTON. No, thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Van Hollen, any questions?
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. No.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Porter?
Mr. PORTER. Thank you and I reiterate the comments from ear-

lier that this is a great meeting to have to coordinate the efforts.
Being one of the members that serves on both committees, Trans-
portation and Education, it is an opportunity for me to talk a bit
about some of our challenges in Nevada.

As you may know, Nevada is one of the fastest growing States
in the country. In some areas in Nevada we can grow 5,000 or
6,000 people a month. To add to that fact we are one of the fastest
growing school districts in the country being the sixth largest in
Clark County. We need to hire about 2,000 plus new teachers a
year, which is a challenge, believe me. We need to build one and
a half to two new schools a month to stay in front of the massive
growth.

We are proud of what we have done in Nevada. However, from
a key perspective of funding education, including transportation,
for a fast growing State, and I know one of my colleagues from
Texas mentioned it earlier, a lot of the Federal funding takes three
to five years to follow the child. In fairness to my colleagues in the
northeast, in Iowa or the midwest, as children are moving to Ne-
vada and California and Texas, their funding remains in those
States. So it creates a major challenge for us. If you were to take
27,000 new students a year, which is what we have, times three
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or four years, that is 100,000 plus kids that Federal funding is re-
maining in other States.

Having said all that, we also have some very, very small school
districts. We have a total of 17 school districts in Nevada, one per
county, somewhat over 1,000 kids and some with almost 300,000
kids. So imagine the frustration of some of our school board mem-
bers whether in White Pine County or in Humbolt County, Iowa
trying to chart their course.

I know we have talked about coordination this morning, but I
know how difficult it is with 62 programs in 8 Federal depart-
ments. However, I would ask if maybe we could have one of those
departments or one of those agencies help facilitate for these dis-
tricts as they try to chart a course to get help with their transpor-
tation needs. I know it was in your testimony and I appreciate it.
I see moms and dads here today and we could talk about individual
children that need transportation, but can’t we just find one of
these agencies to help be a one-stop shop for one call by a school
board member from Humbolt, Iowa or White Pine, Nevada who is
struggling? Some of these school board members are the chief cook
and bottle washer, they do everything. If you mention the Federal
Government, they panic because they have no clue who to call.
Can’t we find one of these 62 agencies to at least be the contact
point to make it easier for our moms and dads and school boards
to take care of transporting these children that desperately need
our help?

Ms. DORN. If I may, I think it is an excellent point. The concept
of one-stop shopping has become a very important one in I think
at least 18 States where instead of having the parent or the cus-
tomer have to sort through the many varied approaches of locally
driven transportation, which I think is a good thing because it can
be community-based, they have set up transportation brokerages
where you as a parent, consumer or Medicaid recipient can call a
specific number and indicate your need. All of the behind the
scenes sort of what are the needs, what are the billing require-
ments are done behind the scenes, so it is more customer friendly.

Those brokerages, as Mr. Raub indicated, the Medicaid Transit
Pass Program, the Brokerage Program are two very prominent suc-
cess stories we would be eager to model throughout the country. It
is nothing that we believe is appropriate to mandate, nor is it pos-
sible but if there are ways we can give to local communities and
to States permission and eagerness to do this, that would be a good
thing.

Mr. PORTER. How many employees are there at the Department
of Transportation? Thousands?

Ms. DORN. Yes, thousands. There are 700 in the Federal Transit
Administration.

Mr. PORTER. Can we find one department in the Administration
without legislative mandate to coordinate and at least be a one-
stop for transportation?

Ms. DORN. Speaking for Transportation, the fundamental prin-
ciple of locally driven transportation needs is imperative. If we
start layering the Federal solution, I just don’t think that would
work.
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Mr. PORTER. I think the local governments should take care of
it. I don’t know the last time you were all sitting in a small school
district in rural United States of America and trying to chart a
course through the Federal bureaucracy - it is a nightmare. I agree
they should do it on the local level but they don’t know who to talk
to, who to ask or they may not get a phone call. Can’t we find
someone in the Department administratively just to help coordi-
nate this so that Mary Bescow, a school board trustee from Nevada
can call one number and that person can help point her to the
agency to call? Can’t you find ten people?

Ms. DORN. Certainly we make every effort to do that in the De-
partment of Transportation. I am sure we can be a resource but
where the rubber hits the road literally is the local transportation
where it is provided. If we can make it easy for the customer to
find out where that is and be responsive, we are all about that. Our
stakeholders have helped us do that.

Mr. PORTER. Who do I need to talk to?
Ms. DORN. We are talking now and I would be very happy to fol-

low up personally with anyone you suggest.
Mr. PORTER. I appreciate that. Please understand, I am not try-

ing to be adversarial, I am trying to make it simple. I appreciate
your comments this morning and I know you are responsible for a
huge agency, but Mary Bescow, the school board trustee in Nevada,
is worried about those kids, as you are, but they don’t know who
to call. If maybe you could put together a plan or a few of your
folks could spend a little bit of time just being a clearinghouse tell-
ing people where to call, I would appreciate that.

Ms. DORN. I would be happy to work with my colleagues from the
Education Department.

Mr. PORTER. I appreciate that.
Mr. PETRI. I think you are trying to help in that area somewhat

with the idea of having coordination at the State level with the
locals in this bill. I have a specific question of all of you which you
don’t need to respond to at this point but I have repeatedly been
urged to ask it by our staff because as we work on this legislation,
we need some specific assistance in a number of areas.

We would ask you to review the General Accounting Office’s tes-
timony from today and determine of the recommendations and ob-
stacles to coordination, which can be implemented or overcome
under your current regulatory authority and which require a
change in law? That is our department here.

Please send this analysis to both committees. Upon issuance of
the final report by GAO in June, if any new or additional obstacles
or recommendations are made, please update your analysis accord-
ingly. We are trying to do our job and we need your help. We would
appreciate your making this a priority within the congressional
schedule.

Thank you all for appearing before us today and we look forward
to working with you.

Mr. PETRI. The second panel consists of Ms. Kate Siggerud, the
Acting Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, U.S. General Ac-
counting Office to which I just referred.
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We appreciate the effort that went into your prepared statement
and we look forward to your summarizing it in approximately 10
minutes.

TESTIMONY OF KATHERINE SIGGERUD, ACTING DIRECTOR,
PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES, U.S. GENERAL AC-
COUNTING OFFICE

Ms. SIGGERUD. I would like to start today by thanking the Chair-
men and members of both committees for holding this hearing. I
was very pleased to see so much quoting of our research and our
statement. I feel like I may be repeating a bit of what you heard
but I will try to reinforce it.

As the other witnesses have emphasized, certain segments of the
American population have limited mobility because of difficulties
they face in providing their own transportation or in accessing
transportation provided by others. The Federal Government has a
long history of improving mobility for these populations but has
faced a challenge in coordinating transportation services the Fed-
eral agencies provide even when these services are similar in na-
ture.

Accordingly, my statement today will address three questions.
First, which Federal programs provide transportation services;
what type of services do they provide; and how much is spent on
them? Secondly, what are the effects of coordination or lack of co-
ordination on programs and their clients. Third, are there any ob-
stacles to effective coordination and if so, what are some options for
overcoming them?

I would like to start with some context before answering these
questions. We focused our work on the transportation disadvan-
taged, those who have difficulty providing their own transportation
usually due to a disability or an income or age related constraint.
These populations are sizable and growing, especially the elderly
population.

For example, in 2001, there were 35 million people over the age
of 65, 45 million adults with a disability and 34 million below the
poverty line. Coordination of transportation services is a growing
focus among human service agencies because the aging population
coupled with Federal and State budget constraints are challenges
for these agencies. As a result, it is important to ensure that trans-
portation services are provided in a high quality and efficient man-
ner so that these program resources can be focused on their pri-
mary mission.

Coordination of transportation services across Federal programs
through approving resources, consolidating transportation services
under a single agency or provider or sharing information among
these programs can increase the quality and cost effectiveness of
transportation services.

Starting with my first question, we found that 62 Federal pro-
grams located in 8 Federal agencies can fund transportation serv-
ices for the transportation disadvantaged. These have their origin
in more than 20 Federal statutes. The Department of Health and
Human Services has the greatest number of programs with 23,
Labor has 15, Education has 8 and Transportation has 6 such pro-
grams. The other programs that have transportation services as a
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component include Agriculture, HUD, Interior and Veterans Af-
fairs.

The Federal programs we reviewed funded transportation serv-
ices provided in several different ways. Typically, these services
were provided through State or local governments using a combina-
tion of Federal, State and local funds. Some Federal programs sim-
ply enable clients to use existing systems through providing transit
passes or taxi vouchers. Others contract for service with transit
systems or private companies who own appropriately equipped ve-
hicles such as vans or small buses.

Finally, some programs provided funds to directly purchase, mod-
ify and/or operate vehicles for their clients. Several programs, such
as TANF, provide a considerable leeway for States to use any of
these options.

The cost of providing these services can be substantial but the
data on costs are poor. Twenty-eight of the 62 programs we identi-
fied spent a total of at least $2.4 billion on transportation in 2001.
Even for these 28 programs, we believe this is a low estimate be-
cause several of the programs provided only partial estimates.
However, the primary reason these estimates are low is that 34
other programs do not distinguish spending on transportation from
other spending. This is mainly because the recipients or grantees
are not required to report such information to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Several of these programs, such as the Department of Labor’s
Work Force Investment Act Program, are known to have transpor-
tation as an important component but could provide no information
to us.

The amount of State and local spending is also unknown but
likely significant. For example, most of the programs we reviewed
require States and local governments to match from 5 to 50 percent
of program expenditures, including for transportation.

Turning to my second question, we identified several States and
localities that had taken steps to coordinate the transportation
services provided by at least a portion of the Federal programs we
reviewed. These include activities such as sharing vehicles, consoli-
dating some services under one provider, using a brokering service
or simply sharing information about overlapping services.

Several localities we visited had experienced significant benefits.
Starting with quality improvements, in a New York county collabo-
ration and cost sharing led to service improvements for clients of
Medicaid and elderly programs, including being able to transport
additional clients for the same number of resources.

With regard to financial benefits, a South Dakota transit agency
reduced average cost per trip by approximately 20 percent by co-
ordinating and as a result was able to extend its hours of service.

We also found that States or localities that have not imple-
mented a coordinated system sometimes experienced problems. Let
me start with overlapping services. We found that multiple vehicles
operated on similar routes at nearly the same time as shown in
this map of South Falls, South Dakota. Among the seven agencies
portrayed on this map are two vocational rehab programs, as well
as agencies serving low income clients and clients with disabilities.
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Based on these findings, the local agencies hired a consultant to
recommend opportunities for collaboration and how to improve
service.

With regard to fragmentation, providers must often establish
separate accounting and dispatch systems to comply with different
Federal reporting and eligibility requirements, even though clients
are receiving similar services.

Finally, with regard to confusion, users can be overwhelmed by
the sheer number of programs. For example, a senior citizen faces
the prospect of making different arrangements for medical, senior
center and personal trips. In addition, providers sometimes have
difficulty knowing who is eligible for which kind of service.

Turning now to my final topic, we identified a number of obsta-
cles to improved coordination. Starting with eligibility, Federal pro-
gram rules specify the eligible populations that each program can
serve. Therefore, there may be liability issues when a vehicle trans-
ports individuals from other programs. In addition, there are differ-
ing safety standards. These differences hinder schools, human serv-
ice agencies, and public transit providers that have an interest in
sharing vehicles.

With regard to funding streams, some Federal program funds
flow through the State, others to local government and others di-
rectly to grantees, causing difficulties in coordination. In addition,
funding cycles differ among these programs.

Finally, I will cover accounting and reporting requirements. Fed-
eral agencies require grantees to report different types of informa-
tion. The paperwork can be considerable. For example, a provider
may be required to provide many different types of documentation.

Program administrators also expressed concern about losing con-
trol over the quality and convenience of transportation services
they provide. In addition, some clients fear having to change pro-
viders or type of service. There are also concerns over mixing popu-
lations such as sick and healthy clients. Officials and experts also
noted that coordinating transportation requires time, effort and re-
sources but also noted it can result in savings.

Limited guidance and information on coordination at the Federal
and State level is available. The Coordinating Council on Access
and Mobility, which the previous witness referred to, is expected to
coordinate among Federal programs including guidance and infor-
mation to States and localities. However, it has limited visibility
and includes only two of the eight agencies we identified that pro-
vide transportation services. For example, State officials said they
sometimes had difficulty finding the Council’s guidance.

At the State level, only about half the States have any kind of
counselor organization for sharing information and working
through problems. Officials in many of the local areas we visited
said a lack of State leadership was the major obstacle.

Finally, I will wrap up on a more positive note with some options
for improving coordination. We identified several options that
might be appropriate at the Federal, State or local levels, some
combination of these options may be appropriate depending on the
program in question.

Harmonizing standards for eligibility, reporting and safety and
establishing compatible funding cycles would make a difference.
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Any changes in standards has to be balanced against the needs of
the specific populations these programs serve.

With regard to communication and guidance, options include ex-
panding the membership of the Coordinating Council to include
other agencies, linking the Council’s website to additional agency
web pages and providing guidance to States and other grantees re-
garding allowable use of funds.

Finally, incentives and mandates are an option that conclude
providing funding incentives that give priority to agencies that take
steps to coordinate their transportation services, requirements to
coordinate transportation service could also be built into program
guidance and rules.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. As you know, we
plan to issue a report with additional information and rec-
ommendations at the end of next month through this committee.

I would be happy to answer any questions.
Let me also introduce Rita Grieco sitting next to me who so kind-

ly operated my slides today and may in fact help me answer some
questions.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Are there questions? Ms. Millender-McDonald.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am

sorry that I am late but I am leaving another committee coming
here.

Let me first complement you on the importance of this issue, Mr.
Chairman, because I just left a group of educators talking about
transportation. It is so critical when we talk about transportation
and the reauthorization of TEA-21 or TEA-3 that we look at the
educational aspects of transportation. That was one that was really
not a part of my physic until I read the material here today.

I appreciate the testimony of Ms. Siggerud and physical infra-
structure issues because it is so critical to this whole thrust of
transportation infrastructure. When we see the veterans, getting
veterans from their homes to rehabilitation, community centers
and as we look at councils of governments who are left with the
whole notion of trying to transport the disabled, and parents leav-
ing work to come to schools for a visit with the teachers and that
type of thing, and even more critical, the welfare to work. I have
said often that we need to look at transportation with reference to
that.

I suppose it is not so much a question but just agreeing with
what the lady has said in terms of the physical infrastructure and
all of the human service aspects of it as we move into this whole
notion of reauthorization of TEA-21. Coordinating those human
services along with all other aspects of this issue is very critical to
the well being of communities that make up regions that make up
States that make up this country.

I am very pleased to be here to hear at least the testimony of
our witnesses and look forward to the other testimony. I do have
a written statement for the record.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Boozman?
Mr. BOOZMAN. You gave examples of how things are done a bit

better and there was a direct correlation between providing better
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service and also some monetary rewards. My question is, is there
room for a lot of savings out there, a lot of efficiency or does this
need to be tweaked a little bit?

Ms. SIGGERUD. I think there are really two issues. There is the
issue of efficiency and the issue of quality of service. In most of the
localities that we visited, we did visit five States and a number of
localities in those areas. We found agencies were able to eventually
provide more efficient transportation through coordination of the
variety of services they provide at a local level. In most cases, they
had used that savings to provide additional or better service for ex-
ample to additional clients or to offer longer hours or additional
types of service.

We were not able to quantify a specific savings, a particular
amount. In one county we visited, we did see a 20 percent drop in
the per trip cost after a coordinated system was in fact imple-
mented.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Are the monies given to the States block granted?
Like Leave No Child Behind, we have done that and said here is
the money but we want some accountability and some results. Do
we do that with these programs for the most part or is the account-
ability not there as much as you would like to see?

Ms. SIGGERUD. There are a variety of ways these monies are pro-
vided. There are block grants as you noted, there are also grants
specifically to transit agencies for the purpose of improving trans-
portation and providing paratransit improvements. So it is hard to
generalize about the way the Federal funds are provided. In fact,
that is one of the issues we raised. We see them provided to State
levels, local levels, to area administration on aging, to workforce in-
vestment boards, that type of thing. So it is difficult to generalize.

With regard to accountability, I did note that we were only able
to obtain any useful cost information from 28 of these agencies.
Therefore, it is fairly difficult for the Federal Government to have
a good understanding of how the money is being spent or if it is
being spent inefficiently in terms of provision of these services.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Other questions? Mr. Isakson?
Mr. ISAKSON. No thank you.
Mr. PETRI. I am going to ask not that you do a lot of paperwork

and use a lot of peoples’ time but if you could supply us with sort
of a best estimate. We can’t find hard numbers for a lot of the pro-
grams for transportation. If you could give us the best estimate of
the total spent at the Federal, State and local levels on human
services transportation, I think it would help us to draw attention
to the opportunities for better quality, better communication, better
coordination and more actual provision of services on the ground to
real people and less overhead.

I suspect if we were to divide one number into another, we would
say, these people are not getting this much in terms of bus trips,
taxi help and you name it, so what are we doing? We are feeding
some large entity that is not very well coordinated and as a result
it is somewhat dysfunctional. Maybe that is wrong but if that is
true, this figure would help us to make that case and might help
drive some better coordination and improvement in quality of serv-
ices for real people in the real world.



25

The actual specific number is less important than the order of
magnitude and the range and some confidence that it is roughly in
the ballpark. Do you think you could do that for us?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Let me make two responses to your question. You
raised the issue of whether in fact this is an important amount of
money. I think regardless of the amount of money we are talking
about here, in fact it can be fairly large. In Medicaid it is $1 billion
alone in a year. However, as you pointed out when you sort of add
all that together across the Nation, you end up with a pretty big
number that I can’t put a number on right now but we are willing
to work with you on one.

The second issue is that the provision of transportation services
for the purpose of accessing human services is one of the most im-
portant points and one of the most important areas that everyone
talked to us about when we went out and did our case study. The
provision of the service itself is extremely important regardless of
the amount of money.

With regard to your request for sort of a ballpark figure, my staff
has already done a fair amount of inquiry at the Federal level. We
have some information on general ranges that human service agen-
cies have typically spent, even though these human service agen-
cies couldn’t tell us the actual amount they have spent, so I can
share that with your staff at a later time.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
One last question. As you have reviewed the Federal programs

with some care, which Federal programs among the 62 you have
identified do you think could most easily be coordinated? Are there
obvious programs that serve similar populations where the trans-
portation services could be combined? If you don’t want to do it off
the top of your head.

Ms. SIGGERUD. I think I can do it off the top of my head. There
are really two answers to that question.

All of the witnesses who came before me talked about the impor-
tance of local situations in terms of dictating the type of coordina-
tion that is provided. Each regional government or local agency
may be facing a different type of situation with regard to its geog-
raphy, with regard to the type of clients it serves. To some extent
the actual coordination needs to be driven by local needs.

However, if you look at the Federal Government programs we
have provided, there are several programs we know have substan-
tial expenditures that also serve similar client populations. Start-
ing with the unemployed or low income, the TANF Program, the
Job Access Program and the Work Force Investment Act Program
have similar clients and are attempting to provide some similar
types of transportation services. I think that is an obvious place to
start.

There is also the Medicaid Program along with the elderly pro-
grams who are serving some similar types of clients and also pro-
viding similar types of human services, for example, medical trips
and nutrition trips. That is another obvious place for coordination.

Finally, there is the service to persons with disabilities, provided
for example through the vocational rehabilitation programs and the
Department of Education as well as the Department of Transpor-
tation. For example, its 5310 Program provides funds specifically
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for the purpose of transporting persons with disabilities. I think
that is another group of programs that could obviously be looked
at for coordination.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you very much. I think we will proceed to do
that.

With that, we thank you for the testimony and look forward to
your final report.

Mr. PETRI. I would now like to call the final panel which consists
of Mr. David Winzel, Council Member, National Council on Disabil-
ity; Joann Hutchinson, Director, Florida Commission for the Trans-
portation Disadvantaged, Florida Department of Transportation;
Patrick Reinhart, Executive Director, Alaska State Independent
Living Council; and Jon Burkhardt, Senior Study Director, Westat.

We will begin with Mr. Winzel.

TESTIMONY OF DAVID WENZEL, COUNCIL MEMBER, NATIONAL
COUNCIL ON DISABILITY; JOANN HUTCHINSON, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, FLORIDA COMMISSION FOR THE TRANSPOR-
TATION DISADVANTAGED, FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION; PATRICK REINHART, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, ALASKA STATE INDEPENDENT LIVING COUNCIL; AND
JON E. BURKHARDT, SENIOR STUDY DIRECTOR, WESTAT

Mr. WINZEL. Good morning.
My name is David Winzel. I live in Scranton, Pennsylvania.

From 1986 to 1990, I served as Mayor of the City of Scranton. Be-
fore then, I served in the United States Army as a platoon leader
in Vietnam. In 1971, I stepped on a land mine and lost both my
legs and left hand. I have been disabled for the last 32 years.

Last year, I was appointed by President Bush to the National
Council on Disability. I am here as a spokesman for that organiza-
tion.

The National Council on Disability is an independent agency
charged with making recommendations to the President, Congress
and Federal agencies on issues involving equal opportunity for dis-
abled Americans. We welcome the opportunity to share our rec-
ommendations with you on the reauthorization of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act.

Access to transportation is critical for Americans with disabilities
in order to participate in the job market and community activities
that most of us take for granted. According to a Harris poll funded
by the National Organization of Disability, approximately 30 per-
cent of Americans with disabilities have a problem with adequate
transportation compared with only 10 percent for the general popu-
lation.

Also, the National Center for Health Statistics reports that 5.5
million Americans never drive and automobile because of impair-
ment or health problems, one or the other.

For America to achieve the goals of the Americans with Disabil-
ity Act, the United States must expand its investment in com-
prehensive, accessible and affordable transportation systems. To
this end, the National Council on Disability offers the following rec-
ommendations.

The Bush Administration under the new Freedom Initiative in-
cluded $145 million for innovative transportation solutions for peo-
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ple with disabilities in its fiscal year 2002 and 2003 budgets. The
funding did not survive the appropriations process. NCD asks that
Congress authorize the funding for fiscal year 2004 to remove
transportation barriers.

Two, set aside 5 percent of service transportation program funds
and congestion mitigation air quality known as CMAQ funds for
implementation for the recommendations of the Public Rights of
Way Access Advisory Committee. Despite the availability of STP
and CMAG funds, many States expend little funding for improving
sidewalks, crosswalks, signals and curb cuts for people with dis-
abilities just to be able to get to the bus stop.

Third, authorize significant funding increases for rural and small
rural transportation services to address the serious lack of trans-
portation options for disabled Americans in rural communities. One
of our previous members of Congress mentioned the problems he
was having with rural communities receiving transportation.

Approximately 12.5 million Americans in rural areas have dis-
abilities and 6 million have severe disabilities. People with disabil-
ities make up 25 percent of non-metropolitan population centers
compared to 18 percent in metropolitan areas. There are more peo-
ple with disabilities in the non-metropolitan population centers.

In conclusion, let me leave you with one last statistic. On Janu-
ary 1, 2011, 10,000 baby boomers will cross the threshold of retire-
ment. That is, they will turn 65 years of age and every day for the
next 10 years, 10,000 people a day will continue to turn 65. Over
those 10 years, 80 million Americans will reach retirement age and
with old age comes increased disability. When you add to that the
children who are burn with disabilities and accident victims, we
will need a comprehensive State and accessible transportation sys-
tem and have to build on what we have right now.

Thank you very much.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you, sir.
Ms. Hutchinson, would it be all right if we asked Mr. Reinhart

to seat because his Representative is here and I know he wants to
hear the testimony and ask a question.

Mr. REINHART. My name is Patrick Reinhart. I am the Executive
Director of the State Independent Living Council in Alaska.

Briefly, all of our States and U.S. Territories have State Inde-
pendent Living Councils that are responsible under the Rehabilita-
tion Act to develop a network of centers for independent living and
to promote independent living services for people with disabilities
in our respective States.

We are counting on you guys to help us deliver our mobility
needs. When organizations and programs such as ours work with
individuals with disabilities in ways to gain independence, we run
against a lot of obstacles such as access to personal attendant care,
lack of accessible housing, public attitudes and few employment op-
portunities.

The lack of transportation is consistently among the top barriers
reported by people with disabilities and those that serve them. Re-
liable, accessible, public transportation is necessary if people with
disabilities are going to go to work and participate in the commu-
nity.
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We believe our Nation’s investment in transportation services for
people with disabilities is still inadequate and as the previous
speaker mentioned, it is going to grow with the issue of more and
more services needed.

You have made some great strides with TEA-21 in the last six
years and we need to continue in the efforts to improve services.
We need to not forget the millions of seniors who do not, cannot
and in some cases, probably should not be driving and the addi-
tional 50 million people with disabilities that identified themselves
in the last census.

We know you plan on spending hundreds of billions of dollars on
roads, bridges and other infrastructure in this next reauthorization
and we ask you not to forget this. I think it is important you have
recognized the human service transportation side of the ledger. We
need to improve our public and coordinated transportation systems
in this country if we are going to meet the growing need.

For someone with a disability to get around in this country, it
is difficult in our most well endowed transportation systems. You
have fully accessible buses or subway systems, you have para-
transit services that go door to door for people who can’t make it
to the bus system, you also have 24-hour accessible cab service but
that is not most of America right now.

Most of rural America, States like Alaska which as Congressman
Young knows, there is a whole new definition of rural when you
come to Alaska. We don’t have the advantages of huge public tran-
sit systems, so we do rely on the fact we have to build coordinated
systems wherever we can. We have done that in a number of our
communities in our States. We have cobbled together different
funding sources, getting through the myriad of Federal require-
ments and reporting requirements and literally adding them to one
pot to get a system going in a number of different communities.

It has worked and it is a headache in terms of the paperwork
that we have to fill out but it can be done and we have done it in
a number of communities.

In our State we feel we have dozens more to go to develop in
some of our smaller rural areas. We need the funding streams in
place to do that. The bottom line is we are not spending enough
on public transit. I have attached to my testimony a policy brief by
the Association of Programs for Rural Independent Living which
are councils across the country voted to support.

We also need more flexibility in the use of Federal funds. For ex-
ample, buying a lift equipped van for a village on the Yukon River
is absolutely useless to us but giving a grant to that village so they
can buy a landing craft style boat to get somebody with a wheel-
chair on or off that boat and down the river to where they might
have a fish camp is important. So we need to have some local con-
trol to define what transportation means for us using these Federal
programs.

We believe these new coordinated systems take time to develop,
take subsidies, take years. We have had some programs that would
start and fail but after several attempts, we have been able to get
them going.

We think there are some real problems with the current rules
with the 5311 Program. This comes from my friends in Wisconsin
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that rural transportation services. They say it caps the population
that the rural transit program can serve to 25,000 and discourages
multijurisdictional collaboration, this despite the fact the program
envisions an integrated cost effective transit system for small to
medium size rural areas. We need to take off the caps and encour-
age close group communities to pool applications and allow funding
for rural planning organizations kind of analogous with the munici-
pal planning organizations funded currently.

We believe Congress should demand that State and city govern-
ments who are getting the bulk of these billions in highway and
transit dollars begin including people with disabilities, seniors and
other stakeholders in the planning process. For the most part, our
experience has been they are not involved, they are not at the table
at those MPOs and we need to get them involved.

Finally, I want to say that transportation is one of those major
dilemma issues. Without it, independence fails. With it, the free-
dom to participate in America’s dream becomes a real possibility.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Young?
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you for having these hearings. I think they

are very, very important. As mentioned, we addressed this in the
last TEA-21 and we will probably be addressing it this time also.
I think you bring out some very good points.

I do want to thank you for coming all the way from Anchorage
to participate in the hearing.

What is the status of Alaska Mobility Coalition efforts to estab-
lish coordinated community transportation systems in Alaska? You
mentioned it in your testimony but what is happening there?

Mr. REINHART. The Alaska Mobility Coalition is really a starting
organization. We just developed it after having a summit of getting
all the disability and senior transportation service providers to-
gether in our attempt for coordination and we decided we needed
a statewide organization to help promote coordination. We are real-
ly getting started and recently received some JARC funding to do
that and that is going to be partially to do some of the planning
efforts to get some of these new coordinated systems going in com-
munities that don’t have them. That will be the emphasis of the
Alaska Mobility Coalition in the next couple of years.

Mr. YOUNG. What is the response from those communities? Are
they with you, for you, akin you or what are they doing?

Mr. REINHART. As far as the human service transportation pro-
viders in those communities, they are all for it. I think the thing
we run up against is the fact that local officials, municipal officials
don’t really look at transit issues as importance as the new road
they need developed or the bridge they need across a river, so that
is part of the Alaska Mobility Coalition’s plan, to raise the status
of human surface transportation needs in each one of these commu-
nities to the point of getting their local support as well as State
support to fund some of these things.

Mr. YOUNG. The flexibility you are asking for, would that flexibil-
ity go through your organization or how would that work? I like
your concept because you are absolutely right. I have watched the
chairlifts being delivered to some of the villages and they are not
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really of any value. Would that money go directly to the village or
how would that work and who would supervise it?

Mr. REINHART. We talked about the 5310 and 5311 programs
where it comes to the State DOT. That money gets put out in
grants that local governments as well as local nonprofit organiza-
tions can apply for and they do but there are a lot of rules and re-
strictions as to some of those funding sources.

I bring up this example because I was on a review team for 5310
grants and we couldn’t fund a village request for a boat I was de-
scribing. We couldn’t do it with the existing funding source.

Mr. YOUNG. Can you do us a favor and give us some suggestions?
Not right now but in writing about what flexibility would curtail
and what we could do with it because I know what you are talking
about. A lot of times we try to do what is right and because of regu-
lations and positions, we don’t achieve the goals we are seeking.
We probably need some suggestions in writing from yourself so we
can make this program work in the rural areas of Alaska because
you are right.

For the rest of those on the panel, I know there are other rural
areas in America but we are about as rural as you can get other
than the fact we all fly somewhere but there are very few roads
and those we do have are quite dusty. We are going to try to take
care of that.

I think you can give us some good advice.
Mr. REINHART. I would be happy to do that.
Mr. YOUNG. I want to thank you for your testimony and I appre-

ciate the panel.
Again, thanks for having this hearing.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Ms. Hutchinson?
Ms. HUTCHINSON. Thank you so much for the invitation to come

here and talk to you about my favorite subject, coordination in the
State of Florida.

I am Joann Hutchinson, Executive Director of the Commission
for the Transportation Disadvantaged. We are housed in the Flor-
ida Department of Transportation for the sole purpose mandated
by our legislature to coordinate all the human services transpor-
tation. We are one of the few States charged to do that at the State
level.

Serving on our commission to help us do our job at the local level
are consumers that use the transportation, all the different agen-
cies that fund the transportation services, providers who provide
and coordinate the transportation and others who represent state-
wide organizations. So we have a diverse group of people helping
us set the policies and procedures to move coordinated transpor-
tation forward.

The history of our program started in the late 1970s even before
there was a State law that required it with concern over duplica-
tion and fragmentation of services, so they created a coordinating
council and you can see on the chart that it has grown. We have
dedicated funding at the State level for more transportation to be
provided to those transportation disadvantaged in our State who
are the elderly, persons with disabilities, low income and children
at risk. We have quite a bit of history.
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Coordination is defined in our State law as the arrangement for
the provision of transportation services to the transportation dis-
advantaged in a manner that is cost effective, efficient and reduces
fragmentation of services.

You asked in your letter for the benefits of coordination. It can
increase service levels. We have done that in every year except for
last year and I will explain that in a bit. You can reduce expendi-
tures in many areas, increase efficiency, reduce duplication and
fragmentation of services. By doing all that, you stretch limited tax
dollars. You build community support by bringing all the different
groups together and provide good public awareness.

There is tax dollar accountability which is very important for all
of us who want to make sure our tax dollars are spent wisely. You
also eliminate the fraud and abuse by having a gatekeeper concept.
It is very important you ensure safety and welfare of our most vul-
nerable citizens. You save dollars in other programs. Nursing home
care in Florida is approaching $40,000 on average a year. Certainly
if you can keep someone healthy by giving them that transpor-
tation to go to the doctor on a regular basis, you save a lot of
money and it goes on and on in the employment, health care and
other areas. It is very important.

You asked for the barriers of transportation. I like to call them
the challenges to coordination. There is inadequate budgeting for
transportation across many funding programs. Medicaid does have
a line item in our budget. Some of the other programs do not, so
there is a need to show your support as the previous speaker men-
tioned of why transportation is so important. How good is a pro-
gram if you can’t get there and help these people get what they
need to maintain an acceptable quality of life.

Funding is not consolidated in one entity. In areas like our State
where there is a commission that is responsible, we could save
more money by consolidating some of the funding sources. I think
that could be done in a lot of other areas.

There is often conflict in purchasing agency policies that create
a lack of uniformity in safety and operating standards. There is du-
plicative monitoring and reporting by several agencies and we are
working on some of those solutions.

Also, the Federal Medicaid law requires that transportation shall
be provided. However, there is not necessarily the available budget
to go along with that requirement. At our State level, we have a
Medicaid co-pay that is required but yet the recipient is not re-
quired to pay that co-pay, putting the burden on our transportation
businesses which results in higher cost.

This slide shows the accountability and the money spent in the
State of Florida, State, Federal and local dollars. We know how
much we are spending in Florida. We didn’t know 23 years ago
when I got involved in the program but now we are spending close
to $300 million a year of actual expenditures.

You will see a five year trend from 1998 to 2002 of the average
trip cost and you see it has pretty much stayed the same. It did
go up last year and there is a good reason. It wasn’t because of co-
ordination. Insurance costs in Florida and gasoline, insurance alone
went up in many Florida counties as much as 400 percent, some-
thing outside anyone’s control. This is a growing problem and a
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process for transportation. We are working with our insurance de-
partment on that.

For cost savings, from 1995 to 1998 our coordinators reported a
savings of over $154 million by maximizing coordination through
these different methods, the bus pass programs, multiloading,
changing schedules. Florida was given two awards for this
progress, so we are very pleased with that.

In Miami Dade County, the bus pass program diverting people
from door to door expense of transportation to a bus ticket on a
monthly basis is saving Dade County alone over $600,000 a month.
I caution though there is only 23 of the 67 counties in Florida that
have a bus system, so those savings are limited to those areas. The
other counties are small urban and rural counties.

In Florida, we also show you who is being served. This was a big
issue in our State. You can see the types of trips and types of indi-
viduals being served. This is part of our accountability of having
a coordinated transportation system.

Is the program perfect? By no means. We are always looking for
ways to improve and here are some examples of what we would
like to do. We plan to modify our coordination statutes to require
all the agencies to request budget authority for this type of trans-
portation, we are also going to allow, not mandate the transfer or
contracting with our commission to do their transportation services
for them reducing administrative costs, also some consolidation of
monitoring of all the purchasing agencies for transportation instead
of eight or nine agencies monitoring and asking the same ques-
tions, we can do it with no additional personnel.

We also want to go outside the box and implement some alter-
native delivery methods like use of faith-based organizations, vol-
unteer programs and provide more customer choice within our co-
ordinated transportation system. We want to eliminate the co-pay
for Medicaid I mentioned that has to be done at the State level,
and we want to continue to look for funding opportunities to in-
crease the million trips that are documented as not being provided.
Even with all these wonderful savings and the dedicated revenues,
we still have significant unmet trips.

We also want to look at developing a methodology for improved
rate structure.

This is what Florida is doing and we are very proud of it. I will
be available for questions.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Mr. Burkhardt?
Mr. BURKHARDT. My name is Jon Burkhardt. I work for Westat,

an employee-owned research company in Rockville, Maryland. I
have been looking at transportation issues for many years.

I have two points I would like to make today for the committee.
One is that coordinated transportation has very significant eco-
nomic benefits. The second point is that we need congressional help
just to maintain but also to increase this level of benefits.

In many communities, transportation services are not perfect.
They sometimes overlap and duplicate each other. They don’t run
cost effectively. Better vehicles are needed, better customer services
are needed, services customers want to use are needed, and trans-
portation providers could cooperate more. Coordination can help.
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We need to understand coordination if it is really going to work
for us. We have been working to achieve greater coordination for
more than 25 years and are not finished yet. We should understand
that coordination is a resource management strategy that involves
shared power. This means no one person is in control, but people
together work on quality issues, funding issues and management.
Indeed, coordination is about power and control of resources, so
some of the issues that Congress deals with daily are really impor-
tant.

It is also important to understand coordination’s significant eco-
nomic benefits because when these benefits are understood, coordi-
nation will be recognized as more attractive. Access to more funds
from more sources, more efficiency, such as lower cost per mile or
lower cost per hour, increased productivity, which means more pas-
sengers per hour or more passengers per mile, greater economic de-
velopment in communities, and improved service quality, are
among the very significant economic benefits of coordination.

How do you achieve these benefits? You need strategic ap-
proaches. We have looked at five major strategies. The benefits of
these five major strategies could add up to $700 million per year.
That is a conservative estimate. If transit agencies could provide
trips for Medicaid as being done in the Miami area, that would be
a significant strategy. Non-transit agencies providing ADA services
could help considerably. Shifting paratransit riders to fixed route
services, human service agencies coordinating and expanding
transportation services through coordination, all could add up to
$700 million or more.

If we are going to improve our transportation services, there are
many ways to do that. As you see, coordination is one of them, but
not the only one. Others are customer orientation, consumer choice
and technologies. Coordination is a very important transportation
service improvement strategy.

On the next several slides, the green lines indicate specific strat-
egies. For example, the generation of new revenues in the Miami
area, Dade County, Florida, led to an additional $2.3 million per
year for the transit authority. Saving costs by contracting with
school districts provided $100,000 a year in Mason County, Wash-
ington which is a small area. Saving costs when non-transit agen-
cies provide ADA paratransit services in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
created savings of about $26 million a year. In Minnesota in Da-
kota County, benefits of almost $400,000 a year were created
through their coordination efforts.

Saving costs by shifting ADA riders to fixed route services, both
Charlottesville and Sacramento, saved $1 million a year in each
community, evan though they had different strategies. When
human service agencies coordinated in Kearney, Nebraska, their
brokerage system saved $400,000 a year.

Coordinated dispatching and vehicle sharing in Seattle, a dem-
onstration program which is no longer operating, they coordinated
ADA services with Medicaid and saved $100,000 a year. Also, look-
ing at increasing mobility, in California, Riverside County, they
used volunteer drivers for the frail elderly. Outside of Detroit, they
saved $2 million a year in a regional property tax program.
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How can Congress help? There are a variety of ways. I have list-
ed four in my written testimony: Medicaid and Medicare are really
the big issues because they are the large dollar programs. I didn’t
list number five: number five is to give the USDHHS/USDOT Co-
ordinating Council on Access and Mobility some real status. This
could be done through a line item with specific dollars for the Co-
ordinating Council to give them real staff and real capabilities.

I would like to talk a bit more about Medicaid and Medicare.
Medicaid is the largest non-emergency transportation program in
the United States. In fiscal 2001, Federal expenditures were nearly
$1 billion. This is a State run program, so there is great variability
in program administration. On average, States spend almost 1 per-
cent of their Medicaid budgets on transportation services.

There has been good coordination to date with the Medicaid pro-
gram, but some of this coordination is now in jeopardy and Con-
gress needs to understand this problem. There are activities in
terms of capitated rates and managed care organizations which will
get in the way of coordinated transportation services. This is al-
ready happening in several States. I just came from California and
the Governor there is talking about eliminating transportation as
an allowable medical expense entirely.

We haven’t been talking about Medicare today because it is not
a non-emergency transportation program: Medicare transportation
is supposed to be an emergency program provided by ambulances.
Medicare spends about $2.2 billion a year transporting clients. We
know that Medicare transports many people who are not in an im-
mediate medical emergency situation. These trips can be provided
more cost effectively.

Community transportation providers could offer the trips and the
Medicare Program would save millions of dollars and community
transportation would benefit. The initial estimate of cost savings is
$300 million a year by not using ambulances and not using emer-
gency departments.

The real benefits would be in better health care. Just two ill-
nesses, heart disease and kidney failure, cost the United States of
America $375 billion a year. If we had a medical transportation
partnership, coordinated, transportation could improve access to
primary medical care. If this created one tenth of one percent in
annual savings, $375 million would be saved. Savings of $3.8 bil-
lion could be realized on a 1 percent savings.

If Congress would look at Medicare and open up the ambulance
transportation to non-emergency services, we could get much better
health care and substantial long run savings for the United States.

There are many tasks before us and we hope Congress will help
us with some of these challenges. We are counting on it.

I would be happy to answer questions.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you all.
Mr. McCarthy, any questions?
Mr. MCCARTHY. No.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Boozman?
Mr. BOOZMAN. Want to thank all of you for coming.
I have a question for the whole panel. The GAO tells us that we

have 62 programs that provide transportation services. Some are
small, some are much larger. If we had to concentrate and focus
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on a few of the programs, I would like to know where you rec-
ommend we begin?

Ms. HUTCHINSON. I would think with the largest funding pro-
grams like Medicaid and I do think Medicare needs to be looked
at as well, dealing with the ambulance transportation. This is
something that is being discussed more and more, the misuse of
ambulance transportation when it could be performed by our com-
munity transportation and transportation providers. Medicaid and
Medicare transportation would be probably the top one within
human services and the Federal Transit Administration funding
which puts in substantial dollars as well.

I personally think you have to look at all of it because you need
more than just a piece for it to work effectively. That is why we
have everyone at the table from all the different agencies at the
State and local level. They learn from each other even though they
may have a small pot of money. They may have some resources the
big agency might be able to take advantage of.

I would urge you not to piecemeal it if you can, to try to do it
for all.

Mr. BURKHARDT. I would also like to mention TANF as a specific
program that would be very good to coordinate and all the pro-
grams of the Federal Transit Administration.

Mr. WINZEL. I was going to mention in my testimony I mentioned
the $145 million that the Bush Administration put forward for the
new Freedom Initiative. The whole idea of that is to come up with
new pilot projects and new ways of looking at how we can trans-
port disabled. Through that you would save money and also maybe
combine some of the programs you talked about.

Mr. BOOZMAN. You mentioned Medicare transportation. I am an
optometrist, an eye doctor, so I have a lot of friends in various pro-
fessions in health care. It did happen occasionally that Medicare
people were transported by ambulance when that just didn’t need
to be the case at all and were billed subsequently. Are you saying
that happened somewhat or hearing reports of those kinds of
things?

Ms. HUTCHINSON. We hear reports of it and we read the GAO re-
port on that particular issue and felt it was going on probably in
most every State. I think with some better coordination, especially
having people like in our area where we have local coordinating
boards. We just added to the board a member of the medical com-
munity. By having those people at the table, we will probably learn
more about that. That way we can get into it.

A lot of our counties who used to contract with the ambulances
are now using the community transportation coordinator to do
some of that ambulance transportation. So it could work both ways
but it needs to be brought to the table.

Mr. BURKHARDT. One of the issues we are dealing with is some-
thing like 40 percent of rural America has either very poor or no
transportation services at all. An ambulance may be the only op-
portunity to travel. Particularly for conditions requiring dialysis, if
someone misses three or four appointments, then it really becomes
a medical emergency. So the doctors have been certifying ambu-
lance transportation for dialysis and sometimes the ambulance pro-
viders don’t get paid for these trips because they are not really sup-
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posed to be reimbursed unless the trip is for a medical emergency.
This is a key issue that needs to be looked at.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Winzel, I think your presence here today indi-

cates the answer to this question but I thought I would ask any-
way. The National Council on Disability obviously has the author-
ity and responsibility to make recommendations to the Congress
and the White House on issues affecting the disabled community.
Does the Council consider the transportation challenges of the dis-
abled Americans an issue worthy of recommendations for improve-
ment?

Mr. WINZEL. Definitely. As a matter of fact, we had our new
council just get together about two months ago and we set our ini-
tiatives we are going to concentrate on in the future and transpor-
tation was right among the top five. Naturally the chief program-
ming of the National Council on Disability is we are kind of the
overseers of the Americans with Disabilities Act. We monitor and
see what is going on both in the Supreme Court and also in the
Government and throughout the entire United States. Transpor-
tation is really a big portion of that.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you all very much. We appreciate your testi-
mony and look forward to continuing to work with you on making
our transportation more accessible and useful to our country.

This hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:12 p.m., the committees were adjourned, to re-

convene at the call of the Chair.]
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