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Purpose

House Bill 277enacted on July 1,2010, f f & F2NJ 6 KS D2@SNYy 2NRa 5S@St 2 LI
assistance from the Georgia Coordinating Committee for Rural and H8eraites Transportation

Owl {¢ /2YYAGGSSOS (G2 LINPOARS GKS D2@SNYy2NRa h¥FTFAO
ARSYUGAFTeAYy3d YStya (2 AYyONBIFraS (KS O22NRAYylFGA2y 27
(RHST) system. The purpose of théslatjon and the resulting report is to ensure the most eost

effective delivery of RHST services in Georgia and to best serve the clients utilizing the system. This

report is to be providedo OPBno later than September 1, 2011

This report ighe secondf two productsdeveloped by the GDi@ the 2011 reporting yearThe first
documentSY G A Gt SR a! t NAYSNI 2y wdzNJ fprovideRbadkgodndy { SNIIA O
information on what RHST is, how it is administered and what coordination entails.

Thisreport provides an examination of the nine reporting taslkesn HB 277 that werassigned to the

GDdn O.C.G.A. 8322-5. Consistent with agreements made between the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT) and the GDC at the beginning of the 2@bitirey year, this report relies on

D5h¢ Q& DS2NHAF wdzNFf FyR 1dzYky {SNBAOSa ¢ NI yaLkR NI
YR NBO2YYSYRIFI(GA2yao ¢KAa&a FAINBSYSyid st+a YIRS G2
report, as well as tprevent redundant work efforts. Where the GDC has determined that additional
information is needed to fully meet the reporting requirements containe®i€.G.A. §322-5, such

areas are identified as areas of focus for the 2012 reporting year.

Upon conpletion of a final drafof this reporton or befoe September 1, 2011, bothis documentand
the primerOF Yy 6S I O0OS&aaSR GAlF GKS wl {¢ /2YYAGGSSQa o6Sol

http://www.grta.org/rhst home/rhst home.html
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Executive Summary

Analysis of RHSTrégramsin O.C.G.A. 8322-5(1)

Legislated Task: An analysis of all programs administered by participating agencies,
including capital and operating costs, and overlapping or duplication of
services among such programs, with emphasis on how to overcome
such overlappig or duplication.

Results:

Total RHST fundirfgr programs in the state of GeorgimFY 201@as over $137.&illion. The

majority of these fundsamefrom federal sources (66%), of which there are more thap®@rams

that supportRHST. State doltaprovide 23% of annual fundirand for the most partare used to

match federal funding sourcésCounty or local funds provide the remainder of annual fundifige

primarystate agencies that administer RHST delivery in Geangithe Department of Transportation

(GDOT)the Department ofHuman Services (DHSand theDepartment ofCommunity Health (DCH),

although there are other state agencies that play a role such as the Department of Labor and the

Department of Behavioral HealttKey funding soug&&d Ay Of dzZRS 5 /-EntefgeneySRA OF AR b 2
TranspdNIi I G A2y 0b 9 ¢ 0 Zonrsah ttatsd assstancem® MMQodH AdzZA S 2 F KdzYt
funds. Appendix A provides a list of all potential RHST funding sources, while Appendix B provides a
summary of he major RHST sources and their funding amounts. At this time, a-thogakof capital

and operating costs by program and/or agency is not available and will be an area of focus in the 2012
reporting year.

Overlap and duplication in RHST delivery igatfriby he abundance of RHST feddraiding streams

and the fact that several state agencies are responsible for administering them. The result is three
unique RHST delivery systems among the three primary agencies that administer RHST in Gedrgia.
result is three unigue RHST delivery systems among the three primary agencies that administer RHST in
Georgia. This results in certain inefficiencies, such as multiple vehicle inspections for the same vehicle,
and (in lesser coordinated regions) threef@iént networks of providers covering similar ground (and

similar types of tripsj.

While most of the recommendations at the end of this report aim to address the overlap and duplication
in RHST delivery, several domsore directly, including the develapent of a unified reporting manual
and the development of consistent contracts and contracting processes.

! Georgia RHST Coordination Plan 2.0, presented to the Georgia Behavioral Health Coordinating Council (GDOT Consultant
Team, March 24, 2011). Additional RHST funds over this $137.8 million are difficult if not impossible to quantify since many
federal programs allowdST transportation as an eligible expense, but transportation budgets are not tracked separately.
2GDOT RHST Plan 2Abernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAFT)
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The Current State of Coordinatian O.CG.A. § 32-12-5(2)

Legislated Task: (An examination offthe means by which transportation services are
coordinated among state, local, and federal funding source programs.
Results:

No mandate for coordination can currently be found at the federal or state level, yet, coordinated
STF2NI & FNB GF1Ay3a LI OS Ay OSNJI bokdifiatdd]r NIia 2F DS2 N
transportation system provides a positive example of coordinating multiple funding streams in order to
achievemore cosB FF SO0 A PSS ASNIBAOS LINPDAAAZY O 51 {Qa SF¥T2I
transportation systems by placingtip 2y (KS&d4S @OSKAOf Sa RSY2yaidN}iSa 2
examples of statéevel coordination. At the regional level, the Coastal, Three Rivers and Southwest
Georgia regional commissions have helped lead coordination efforts by administering nfuhigileg

streams and ensuring a sharing of resources. Further, some transportation providers have been
successful in winning contracts from more than one, or all, of the three predominant funding agencies,
thus, making possible the mixing of servicesweler, this coordination is informal. As a result, major
programs can be, and at times are, administered in isolation of one another. Additionally, most regional
commissions play a small role in coordination, leading to fragmented delivery systemsyroma
DS2NHAII Qa4 MH NBIA2Yy&D CNRY (KA&X 2LILRNIdzyAiGASa

(s}

Combining and/or Consolidating RHST Resouiogd.CG.A. § 32-12-5(3) and O.CG.A. § 32-12-5(4)

Legislated Task: (An examination of) He means by which both capitaind operating
costs for transportatiorcould be combined or shared among agencies,
including at a minimum shared purchase of vehicled maintenance of
such vehicles; and

An analysis of those areas which might appropriately be consolidated to
lower the costs of program delivery without sacrificing program quality
to clients, including shared use of vehicles for client trips regardless of
the funding source which pays for their trips.

Results:

There are myriad ways to coordinate RHST delivery, but sétie onost successful RHST coordination
efforts in the country have been led by a state coordinating entity and complemented by local and/or
regional coordinating councils responsible for coordinated service delivery. State coordinating councils
with their own funding source or the power to control the disbursemefitunds have exhibited
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substantial success in coordinating RHST delivery. Examples of this can be found in a number of states,
including Florida and North Carolina.

Beyond control over thdisbursement of funds, state coordinating councils achieve success by bringing
decision making and funding sources together, offering independent technical expertise and overseeing
RHST policy development.ocal and regional councils provide a chamgarthe coordinated

provision ofservices and allow the flexibility to deliver services in a manner that recognizes unique local
and/or regional needs.

Many areas beyond funding can be combined or consolidated to improve RHST delivery. These areas
includecall center functions, reporting and paés, and vehicle purchase, maintenanaseand

insurance. A review of federal coordination guidaand best practices from around the country

suggess that there are few, if any, federal regulations that pueld these areas from being combined

or consolidated.

While many of the recommendations at the end of this report provide means to combine or consolidate
agency/program resources, several donsore directly. These recommendations include:

e The estab8hment of an RHST Office led by a state coordinating council together with the
establishment of a formal regional coordination structure;

e The development of a unified reporting manual;

e The development of a uniform ceatlocation/costsharing model; and

e The development of a ongoint telephone number.

Best Practices in Technology UtilizatiomnO.CG.A. § 32-12-5(5)

Legislated Task An analysis of state of the art efforts to coordinate rural and human
services transportation elsewhere in the nation, utthg at a minimum
route scheduling so as to avoid duplicative trips in a given locality.

Results:

Route scheduling software, also known as compuatsisted scheduling and dispatching (CASD) has

been shown to increase efficiencies and lower costs, eafpgedor demand response providers. A

paratransit operator in Santa Clara, CA was able to increase the number of shared rides from 38% to
55% and reduce the number of active vehicles in service by 35% after implementing a CASD package. In
WinstonSalemNC the deployment of CASD reduced costs per vehicle mile by 8.5%.

¥ GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAFT}.
4 Coordirating Council on Access and Mobility, Report to the Presigéhtman Service Transportation Coordination, 2005.
® Dennis L. GoeddeBenefits Assessment of Advanced Public Transportation System Technologies Upd@@addidge, MA:
John A. Volpe Nati@h Transportation Systems Center, 2000), p.27.
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DS2NHAI R2S& y2i OdNNByife RSLX2e& /1{5 2y | aidl ds
rural transit providers use some form of technoldg¥he level of use of technologynong private and

non-profit RHST providers is not known. However, the significant costs associated with its

implementation typically preclude smaller providers from deploying it. To this end, GDOT is in the

process of implementing a CASD package aedbasral transit providers in the State. This will

substantially increase the use of CASD in RHST delivery, though neither the expected savings, nor the

total percentage of RHST trips that would be provided with the assistance of CASD, is currently known

Federal Funding Limitationgs O.CG.A. § 32-12-5(6)

Legislated Task: A review of any limitations which may be imposed by various federally
funded programs and how the state can manage within those
limitations as it reviews possible sharing opportuasti

Results:

Coordination is encouraged at the federal level and federal guidance from the entity responsible for
increasing federal coordination among human services and public transportation programs indicates

that few, if any barriers exist that precla@ne of the ultimate goals afoordination mixing clientele via

the shared use of vehiclésHowever, coordination is not easy. With over 60 federal funding sources,

each with their own sets of requirements, coordinating RHST delivery is a challergy ftate. In

particular, the federal requirements associated with the Medicaid NET program make coordinating this
significant program (59% of all RHST funding in FY 2010) a challenge. Yet, other states, and even regions
within Georgia, have shown thabordination can be done and that savings can be achievidee State

of Georgia can manage within those federal impediments that do exist by applying the lessons learned
from peer states and regions within the State that have implemented successfdlication models.

RHST Program Interaction with Public TransportatiorO.CG.A. § 32-12-5(7)

Legislated Task: An analysis of how agency programs interact with and impact state,
local or regional transportation services performed on behalf of the
generalpublic through state, local or regional transit systems.

Results:

Coordinating human service agency tripshagublic transportation is beneficial to both parties, and for
this reason, it takes place often throughout Georgia. Overiw A NR& 2F DS2NHA L Q& NIzNJ

®KFH Grougvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Bptil 9, 2004.

! Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility, Report to the Presidéntan Service Transportati@oordination, 2005.
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provide human service agency tripsor the human service agency, public transieofoffers a low

cost structure, or is the only option for service in some parts of the state. For the public transit provider,
these trips provide a source of revenue that has been shown to @wvast 50% of operational costs

for one rural system in Gegia’® Medicaid trips are less frequently placed on public transit providers,

yet the reasons for this have not been fully explofédhe overall interaction between the Medicaid

NET program and public transportation will be an area of focus for the r2itizt.

Cost Sharing Among PrograrmsO.CG.A. § 32-12-5(8)

Legislated Task: An evaluation of potential cost sharing opportunities availabbe
clients served by committee agencies so as to maximize service delivery
efficiencies and to obtain the maximum benefit on their behalf with the
limited amount of funds available.

Results:

Mixing clients from different RHST funding programs is a kdygeal of coordination because of the
efficiencies that can result. However, without a eskaring or cosallocation approach, there is no
guarantee that human service agencies will be able to take the steps necessary to capture the
efficiencies gainedly this increase in vehicle utilization. A esbaring model also ensures that each
funding agency or program pays its fair share and does not-sudssidize clients from other programs.
In summary, a cost sharing model ensures fairness and allotesagjancies recoup the benefits of a
coordinated system®

At present there is no such cesharing policy or model in Georgia. GDOT has offered a statewide cost
sharing model as a potential pilot projeamdit is included as a recommendation at the erfdtis
report.

Analysis of Methods to Reduce CositsO.CG.A. § 32-12-5(9)

Legislated Task: An analysis of possible methods to reduce costs, including, but not
limited to, greater use of privatization.

Results:

Previous sections in this report anadymany methods that can be employed to reduce costs. At this
time, no additional methods to reduce costs have been analyzed. Also, information on the current

8 KFH Grougvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Bptil 9, 2004.
°GDC analysis March 2011, data from Coastal RdgBomamission.
OKFH Groupvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Bptil P9, 2004.
' GDOT RHST Plan ZAdgernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAFTY.
8| Page
D2@PSNYy2NRa 5S@St2LIYSyid [/ 2dzy OAf
House Bill 277 Report: Coordinating Rural and Human Services Transportation in Georgia (DRAFT)
Report 2of 2 for the 2011 reporting year
June2011



status of privatization in RHST delivery is not fully known at this time. These two aldiaisnal
methods to reduce costand an assessment of increasing privatization, witih@rea ofocus in next
@Sk NRa NBLR NI
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Analysis of RHST programs

O.CGA. §32-12-5(1)
An analysis of all programs administered by participating agencies, inclgdiapital

and operating costs, and overlapping or duplication of services among such programs,
with emphasis on how to overcome sucherlapping or duplication.

RHST Program Funding

The State of Georgia spent approximately $137.8 million (FY 2010) naffestate, and local resources
funding RHST providers and supportive administration. These funds are distributed to GDOT, DCH and
DHS as reflected in Table 1 on the following page.

The Department of Community Health funding includes Medicaid fundedpatation services. The
Department of Transportation funded services includes the FTA 5311 Rural Public Transportation
Program. The Department of Human Services funding includes FTA 5310, Division of Aging, and the
5SLI NIYSYy(d 27F Cl Wikds prograyiskas ivédl st fURdidg ffothdoth{ tie Department of
Behavioral Health and Developmental Disabilities and the Department of Labor.

There are additional federal and state progratiat include transportation as an eligible expense.
TheseinclRS +SGSNI yQa !'aaAradlyoOoS LINPINXYYE FdzyRSR oé
Department of Education, and the Department of Housing and Urban Developmtedse refer to

Appendix A for a full listing of federal programs with potential RHST fundimgonents and Appendix

B forfunding amounts for the primary RHST funding sources in FY 2010.
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¢l ofS& MY DS2NHAFQ& wl{¢ tNBINIY hLISN

Pays on a “fully

Payment Approach allocated” eligible Pays on a” cap:ltated Paysona .per trip
. rate” basis basis
cost basis
Number of Regions / 5 Brokers, 100+ 12 regions, 100+
. 114 . .
Providers providers providers
Agency Staffing 7 2.25 27
Program Cost $26,853,058 $80,869,944 $30,064,842
Number of Trips 1,924,007 3,104,756 2,491,373
Average Cost per Trip $13.96 $26.05 $13.91

(statewide average)

*-includes Aging, Department of Behavioral Heath and Developmental Disabilities (DBHDD), Department of
Family and Children’s Services (DFCS), & Department of Labor

Source: GDOT RHST Transportation Plan 2.0, Implementation Plan (DRAFT), p.3. Data on providers and trips are nafusiveailg.ex
trips under GDT are also counted under DHS since DHS purchases trips on 5311 vehicles.

The section below provides a brief overview of the different programs, functions and procedures
required by the three primary state agenciespessible for the provision of ST services.

Georgia Department of Transportation(GDOTJunding

The GDOT Division of Intermodal supports and manages the General Public Transportation program and
thus is responsible for administering and implementing fadléunds from the Federal Transit

Administration (FTA) to supportHST (i.e., Séon 5311, 5316, and 5317.Y.hese funding sources

provide mobility options for citizens in Georgia in rural areas, including those who are elderly, disabled,
and lowincome

One of the most widely used funding sources to assist GDOT in improving access in rural areas/small

towns to shopping, medical, employment and activity/educatiarenters are FTA Section 53Thmgs.

These funds are allocated to states on a formwai® and can be used for capital, operating, planning

and administrative functionsThe program is intended to be available to all members of the public as
11| Page
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long as they are using service during operating hours. FTA provided 5311 grants to approxirdately 11
jurisdictions in F2010. These funds can also be used for:

e Capital costs to provide a match of up to 90% for a siprgervice (with a 10% local match); and

e Pays 50% of theet operatingdeficit (after fare revenue is takenoutD5 h ¢ Q& Fue N NB OSy
policy requires thafl0%of operational costs be paid via fares or other subsidies. This causes
the state to paya maximum o#5% of the costs for operations. This requires the remaining local
match to be paid by local funds or n@OT federal fund¥

Department of Human Srvices(DHS)}undingand the Coordinated Transportation System

The DHS CoordinatddansportationSystem provides transportation for various human services

programs Funding is provided by numerous sources within DHS (such adromad$eir Division of

Aging or Division of Family and Child Services) and funds contracted though DHS via the Department of
Behavioral Health and Development Disabilities (DBHDD) and the Department of Labor (DOL).
Examples ofpecific programs includéne Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program,

Title 1IB Older Americans Aaendthe FTA 3510 Elderly and Disabled progfaee Appendix A for a full

list of DHS administered programs and Appendix B for total funding from the major fundirngspu

DHS may contraetith regional agenciesuch as regional commissions or community service boards

who then oversee subcontracting within the DHS region for transportation sendicdigu of, or in

addition to this, DHS may directly contract withnsportation providers. Since DHS administers many

RHST funding sources, sonfaheir programs have different trip rated-or example,@ame pay on a

WLISNJ GNA L) LISNJ K2dzNR o0l aArAa oKAES 20 gelidghoukehddS TSI { dz
reporting. Some of the DHS transportation providers also perform as contractors for other programs

(i.e., Medicaid brokers or rural public transportatidf).

Department of Community HealttDCH)unding

DCH is the state agency in Georgia respon$ibleeceiving and administering Medicaid funding to

eligible recipients. Service includes transporting Medicaid participants to and from specified health care
services. The primary HST funding sowvitkin the Medicaid program is thon-Emergency Medal

Transportation (NET) progranvhich provides transportation for those participants who have limited

means of mobility to activities such as medical appointments (treatment), medical evaluatiortsipand

to obtainequipment and prescriptions. In Gedrgt 1 KS & S NGIADOSR @ &l yaro NBNISINY A T SF
regions across the state. N2 { SN& | NB O2YLISyal GdSR @Al | &GOFLAGH (S
(PMPM) basis. Umdthis system, brokers are provided a negotiated sum of money at the begiofing

2GDOT RHST Plan 2riplementation Plan, (DRAEFP)4.
¥ GDOT RHST Plan 2rBplementation Plan, (DRAFP)4.
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each month that is based on an estimate of the number of Medicaid participants enrolled in the region.
Typically brokersglo not directly provideservices* Primary dutiesof the DCH brokersiclude:

¢ Recruiting transportation providers and negotiatitnigp rates;

e Making trips reservationassignmentsvith approved NET providers

e Payment administration;

e Confirming the eligibility of and coordinating with participants within their respective county for
trips (i.e., noremergency medical appointments);

e Ersuring transportation providers meet health and safety standpadsl

e Administrative oversight and reportitig

In each region a vendor is selected through a bidding psoCBse broker can purchase trips in a variety

of ways including from approved NEyiders (private, nosprofit and community service

organizations) or from others such pgblic transit systemdn Georgia there are currently three brokers
GKIFG 62N] Ay FAGBS NBIA2ya | ON@ditentieKBpullid 6 S (62
governmental agency is the broker in the Southwest Retion.

Capital and Operating Costs by RHST Program

Refer to Appendix A for a complete listing of possible RHST funding sources in Georgia. Refer to
Appendix B for total RHST program funding i@ for all major programsAt this time, a breakdown
of capital and operating expenses by ageang/or programis not available. This will be an area of
focus for the 2012 report.

Program Overlap and Duplication

Overlap and duplication in RHST deiwvis driven byhie abundance of RHST feddtaiding streams

and the multitude of state agencies that are responsible for administering them. The result is three
unique RHST delivery systems among the big three administering ageicies specificallyoverlap

and duplication occur at both the state level in the administration of RHST programs and at the
transportationprovider level whee trips are eventually providedSpecificareasof overlapinclude

e Overlap and duplication in staieveladminigration

GDOT, DHS and D€&th haveaheir ownuniqueRHST delivery systems. One of the results of
this is three different sets akporting requirements For providers with multiple funding

1 GDOT RHST Plan 2fplementation Plan, (DRAEH)4.
15 Georgia Department of Community HealdonEmergency Transportation Broker Services and Program Requirements
March 30, 2011.
®GDOT RHST Plan 2riplementation Plan, (DRAEP)5.
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sources, this means filling out multiple reports when one répould potentially satisfall
requirements. This also requires administrative personnel within each agency to implement
such procedures. Undoubtedly, differing federal requirements for the funding sources each
agency administers causes some of the$etinces. Nonetheless, opportunities exist to
streamline reporting requirements.

In addition,GDOT, DHS and DE€&th have theiown administrativeprocedures An example of
agency overlap resulting from this is seewvémicle inspections.A transmrtation provider that
contracts with each of the agencies is likely to have a single vehicle inspected by all three
agencies

e Overlap and duplication at the provider level

In the public outreach process of the GDOT planning effort, it became cléan#my regions

had transportation providers with overlapping service areas. Often tirntldés,was the result of
each transportation provider serving trips under one program; hence, in uncoordinated regions,
you might have three (or more) providers sexyirural public transportation trips, DHS program
trips, and Medicaid NET trip5.

In the Northeast Georgia Region, for example, there are four distinct networks of providers: one
for rural public transportation, one for DHS transportation, one for senamgportation and

one for Medicaid NET, with several providers covering the same servic€areaa result,
economies of scalare not taken advantage of givéimat so many providerpurchase their own
vehicles and insurance and maintaive vehiclesndividually. Further, with so many providers

there are instances where capital resources are underutilizédsmay result inow vehicle
utilization ratesor may mean thatapital resources lay dormant when another program could
utilize them.

OvercomindgOverlap and Duplication

Please refer to the Recommendations section for means to overcome overlap and duplication in RHST
delivery.

Conclusion

Total RHST fundirfgr programs in the state of GeorgimFY 201@vas over $137.&illion. The
majority of these fundscamefrom federal sources (66%), of which there are more thap®e@rams

Y GDOT RHST Plan 2Alernatives Aalysis Technical Memo (DRARY)28.
¥ GDOT RHST Plan 2Alernatives Analysis Technical Mef@RAFT).3
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that supportRHST. State dollars provide 23% of annual fundimdjfor the most partare used to

match federal funding sourcé$.County or local funds provide the remder of annual fundingThe

primarystate agencies that administer RHST delivery in Geangithe Department of Transportation

(GDOT,)the Department ofHuman Services (DHSand theDepartment ofCommunity Health (DCH),

although there are other stategeencies that play a role such as the Department of Labor and the

Department of Behavioral Heath Y S@& Fdzy RAy 3 & 2 dzND SBmelgsh®f dzZRS 5/ 1 Q3
TranspdNIi I G A2y 0b 9 ¢ 0 Zonrsah ttatsd assstahcem® MMQoH AdzZA S 2 F KdzYt
funds. Appendix A provides a list of all potential RHST funding sources, while Appendix B provides a
summary of the major RHST sources and their funding amounts. At this time, adorealof capital

and operating costs by program and/or agency isavatilable and will be an area of focus in the 2012

reporting year.

Overlap and duplication in RHST delivery is driveméwabundance of RHST federatding streams

and the fact that several state agencies are responsible for administering themresthigis three

unique RHST delivery systems among the three primary agencies that administer RHST in Gedrgia.
result is three unigue RHST delivery systems among the three primary agencies that administer RHST in
Georgia. This results in certain ifieiencies, such as multiple vehicle inspections for the same vehicle,

and (in lesser coordinated regions) three different networks of providers covering similar ground (and
similar types of trips§°

While most of the recommendations at the end of thipoet aim to address the overlap and duplication
in RHST delivery, several do so more directly, including the development of a unified reporting manual
and the development of consistent contracts and contracting processes.

19 Georgia R/HST Coordination Plan 2.0, presented to the Georgia Behavioral Health Coordinating Council (GDOT Consultant
Team, March 24, 2011). Aiional RHST funds over this $137.8 million are difficult if not impossible to quantify since many
federal programs allow HST transportation as an eligible expense, but transportation budgets are not tracked separately.
*GDOT RHST Plan 2AlernativesAnalysis Technical Memo (DRARTY.
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The Current State of Coordiniain

O.CGA. §32-12-5(2)

(An examination of) he means by which transportation services are coordinated
among state, local, and federal funding sourceggrams.

FederalLevel Coordination

At present there is no formdéderalmandate for RHST prograntsbe coordinated While

coordination of resources is often encouraged at the federalllg@aeticularly via the sharing of

vehiclesthere is only one knowRHST coordinatiorequirement. This stipulates that projects selected

for funding from FTA 83 Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities, FTA 5316 Jobs Access and
Reverse Commute, and FTA 5317 New Freedom programs must deriveddoomdiated public

transithuman services transportation pl&h.From the funding details in Tablgsee page 1)1
FLILNREAYLFGSt& mm LISNOSyild 27F DS 2 NBthesedordi@ated H nmn wl {
plans.

More recently, the federal government has taken a more proactive stanamordinatingthe delivery

of human services transportationin 2004 the federal government created the Coordinating Council on
Access and Mobility (CCAM). CCAM is tasked with seeking ways to simplify access to transportation for
HST populations and with causing federal agencies to work together to provide ausivefervices

within existing resource€.

StatelLevel Coordination

Like coordination at the federal level, there is no state mandate that coordination take place. Despite

this, both GDOT and DHS have succeeded in coordinating resources in manythegiaytsout the

State. Tie DHS coordinated transportation system merges numerous funding streams, including those

received by the Department of Behavioral Healtid Developmental Disabiliti@gd the Department of

Labor, into one funding streaadministeed by DHS This reduces the need for multiple contracts and

assists in obtaining economies of scale by streaming more futaingividualtransportation

providers. Further, in many parts of the state DHS places HST clients on public transit systems, th

combining their resources with local transit agencies and making fuller use of system caphisty.

demonstrates a significanamount of coordinatio® SG ¢SSy D5h¢Qa C¢! pomm NIHzNI |
51 {Qa O22NRAYIl G§SR { NI onzDHR NE nuniekosfegiandlzdordivatng LYy | RRA

# http://ww.fta.dot.gov/funding/grants/grants_financing_8193.html
% http://www.unitedweride.gov/1_3_ENG_HTML.htm
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O2YYAGGSSa GKIFIG RA&AOdzaa O22NRAYIGA2Yy STF2NIia Ay S
51 {Qa wl{¢ O22NRAYIFIGA2Y STF2NIa®
At present, the Medicaid NET program is generally administered sepafiaten DHS and GDOT funding

streams. The exception to this is in southwest Geogwgiere the regional commission coordinates all
three major fundingsourcét 6 C¢! pommI 51 { GadzaidSé 2F FdzyRazX aSR

Regional_evel Coordination

RHST coordination at thhegional level varies from gegonal commissions that have mole at all to full

oversight of coordinated transportation delivery. An example of the latter is in southwest Gedhgia.

Southwest Georgia RC (SWGR®@)e prime contractor for all threefdhe majorRHSTunding streams.

SWGRC administers all RHST funds together allowing them to have fewer, and larger, contracts and

service providers. This type of delivery model makes possible the achievement ofreesmd scale in
administration and ghicle purchasahaintenance and serves to increase volume on transit vehicles.

l RRAGAZ2YyLFEt@Y Ay (KS ¢KNBS wasBdrnd trahsgorationdyistanisl £ w/ Q
have been consolidated into regional systems serving all or part séthegionsandreducing overall

administrative costs and overlapping services.

ProviderLevel Coordination

At the providerlevel, some RHST transportation providers successfully coordinate by winning contracts
for multiple RHST funding streams. Thesatt@ztsare generally good for one year. Hilé in receipt of
multiple contracts providers have the ability to mix clientele from different funding streams and
different HST populations in order to provide more eeffective service.

Conclusion

No mandag for coordination can currently be found at the federal or state level, yet, coordinated
STFF2NIa INB GFlAy3 LXFOS Ay OSNIFAY LI NIa 2F DS2N
transportation system provides a positive example of coordinating mulliplding streams in order to
achievemore cosB F F SO A PSS aASNIIAOS LINRPOAAAZ2Y D 51 {Qa STF2I
GNI YyaLRNIIFGAZ2Y aéadSya oe LI IFOAYy3I GNARLEA 2y (KSas
examples of statdéevel mordination. At the regional level, the Coastal, Three Rivers and Southwest

Georgia regional commissions have helped lead coordination efforts by administering multiple funding
streams and ensuring a sharing of resources. Further, some transportabwidgrs have been

successful in winning contracts from more than one, or all, of the three predominant funding agencies,

thus, making possible the mixing of services. However, this coordination is informal. As a result, major
programs can be, and at tes are, administered in isolation of one another. Additionally, most regional
commissions play a small role in coordination, leading to fragmented delivery systems in many of
DS2NHAI Q4 MH NBIA2Yyao CNRY (KAanz 2LIRNIdzyAdGASa S
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Combiningand/or ConsolidatingRHSTResources

O.CGA. §32-12-5(3)and O.CG.A. § 32-12-5(4)

(An examination of) he means by which both capital and operating costs for
transportation could be combined or shared among agencies, including at a minim
shared purchase of vehicles and maintenance of such vehiales;

An analysis of those areas which might appropriately be consolidated to lower the
costs of program delivery without sacrificing program quality to clients, including
shared use of vehiek for client trips regardless of the funding w@e which pays for
their trips.

Transportation coordination has many forms as Figure 1 shows. Coordination can range from the
sharing of information and policies to consolidating functions and/or opemataf different agencies

into a single coordinated system. However, states that are considered best practices in RHST
coordination have one thing in commpa state coordinating council or state entity with broad powers
and/or responsibilities governingpordination®® The sections below address a number of options from
coordinating funding or call center functions to consolidating the purchase of vehicles and insurance.

Methods forCombiring and/or Consolidating Funding

Many stateshave coordinatingouncils witha _
multitude of coordinating functionsWhile all Figure 1

providec either directly or indirectly The Coordination Continuum
significant technical assistance, it is the

* Providing information and referrals

councils that provide incentive/seed funding ) . ) Simple
_ o ) * Sharing policies and practices

and/or require coordination (with the power + Sharing staff resources
to withhold fundng for norcompliance) that + Sharing vehicles, software
have successfully overseen the establishment * g‘l’l‘”t F_’mcireme”t.anl‘?' CO‘?PO_”SOVSF”P

. . . . owing the co-mingling of trips
of coordination efforts on the local/regiah & A s

* Informally swapping trips
level. Peer state examples of * Purchasing service from another operator
combined/consolidated fundingt the state or * Consolidating functions and/or operations
local/regioral levelinclude: into one coordinated system Complex
 lowa: lowa legislation state that all SourceGDOT RHST Consultant Team.
agencies spending public funds for
B GDOT RHST Plan Negeds Assessment Technical Memo (DRARDS.
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passenger transportation (including Medicaponsored noremergency medical transportation
but excluding school transportation) must coordinate or consolidate that funding with the lead
coordinator in their rgion.

¢ North Carolina: TheNorth Carolina DOT created a block grant program that consolidated
community transportation funding aneequiredthat each county have in place a coordination
plan in order to be eligible for those block grants. Three additipre&tequisites for block grant
eligibility are: (1) a transportation advisory or governing board must be established; (2) there
must be a lead coordination agency designated; and (3) the lead agency must have a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) withea@iff FA @S G O2NB I 3ASyOASa¢ gl
Departments of Social Services, Aging, Mental Health, Health, and Vocational Rehabilitation.

¢ Florida: By legislative statute Florida created the Commission for the Transportation
Disadvantaged (CTD), a public stktvel entity which now coordiates much of the funding for
RHST in FloridaThis includes some FLDOT funding, AHCA (Medicaid) funding, some other state
level human service agency funding, and funding dedicated to the CTD to help sponsor
customers whos¢rips are not subsidized by one of its funding partnefee CTD then contracts
directly with the Community Transportation Coordinator (lead coordinating agency) in each
region/county.

e Massachusetts:t KS / 2YY2y St GK 2F al &dfHedlk dodl Bumdra Q 9 ESO
Services (EOHHS) established a Human Service Transportation (HST) office in 2001 to manage
and coordinate human service transportation through a network of regional brokerages
managed by Regional Transportation Authorities (RTHRs2three funding agencies are (1)
MassHealthwhich funds Medicaid NET and transportation associated with day habilitation
(DayHab) programs; (2) the Department of Developmental Services, (iS) funds
transportation associated with supported employmenbikshops and residential supports; and
(3) the Department of Public Health (DPWhich funds transportation associated with early
intervention programs for children and familieg/hile there is no MassDOT funding that runs
through the HST office, the riemal brokerages are all MassD@ifided regional transit
authorities, and hence, with the HST office contracting with each regional RTA/broker, the
coordination of HST funding occurs at the state level while the coordination of rural public
transportationand HST service delivery occurs at the regional fével.

#GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernativesAnalysis Technical Memo (DRART)318.
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Methods forCombinngand/or Consolidating Call Center Functions and Services

GDOT has identified three potential models for consolidating call center and/or RHST delivery functions.
It is notad that both of the first two approaches involve first consolidating funding from dtatel
agencies with one regional entity (e.g., the Regional Commission)

e Decentralized ConsolidationThis design model involves the responsible regional entity (e.g.,
the Regional Commission) contracting with one primary carrier for each county or set of
counties (a subregion) to serve all trips from different funding programs. decentralized
environment there is typically one carrier responsible for the tripsustomers living in a
geographic zone. Thus, if a customer lives in a particular county or subregion, the customer
would call the carrier assigned ocontracted for that county or subregionEach carrier intakes
trips requests for customers from their rieg, checks on client/trip eligibility as needed by the
funding programand performs scheduling, dispatching, operations, maintenance (although this
could be subcontracted), reporting, invoicing, etc.

e Centralized ConsolidationThis design model involsehe responsible regional entity (e.g., the
Regional Commission) establishing a-st@p call center for the entire region, in comparison
with the above where there is one number to call for each subreginrsuch an effort the
reservations and scheduatj (and sometimes the dispatching as well) are centralized on a
regional basis with one entityOrganizationally, these functions could reside with the Regional
CommissiorfRC) with the RC in effect acting as a broker (in contracting with carriershedrR€
could retain a broker or a call center maysa to perform these functionsr(ithe latter case, the
difference between a brokerage manager and a call center manager is that the broker contracts
with the service providers, while in the case of the caliter manager, the RC coatts with
the service provideds Regardless of the organizational options, the reservations intake and
scheduling are centralized for the region with the RCbrokerageor call center manager.
Because of this, there wadihot have to be zoned carrier assignments as there isin a
decentralized environmentThus, two compatible trips that would be called into two different
entities under a decentralized environment and scheduled onto two different vehicegd
likely wird up on the same vehicle in a centralized environment.

e Statewide OneCall Number ! ¥ dzNJi K SNJ O2 y a 2af (A2R el ACRIyE £2 FO SiyKiISS N9 24y
development ofa single number for the entire&e of Georgia that anyone could call from any
locationwithin the state to access information about available transportation resources if not to
access the transportation services themselv&le former would involve staffing an
information and referral line, possibly harnessing the 511/211 program thatgad} in
existenceas an initial point of contactYet another model would be to provide one 800 number
that auomatically distributes callased on the area d& and exchange of the calldo) the
reservations intake point of the region that the calie calling from.Creating this kin@f
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system would simplify theHRST services from a consumer perspective, allowing people to easily
schedule a trig®

As of the initial writing of this report, GDOT is currently considering implementing one or mitie of
three models mentioned above as part of their pilot project evaluation. GDOT has proposed twelve

projects for consideration and intends to select a total of three for implementation.

Methods for Consolidating Policies, Practices, Rates and Reporting

One of the most common concerns voidadtransportation providers, brokers and administratorghis
administrative challenge of fiéring reporting requirementsThis burdenis particularly problematic for
providers who hold multiple contractg-or example, throughout the regionthere areproviders who
are contracted by a county to provide rural public transportatity DHS to provide HST trips and at
times, are also contracting with the NBokerto provide Medicaid trips. Vth three contracts, that
provideris faced with three different sets of reporting requirements (requiring the tracking and
collecting of different data points as will

GDOT is proposing a potential pilot project to assist in the development of common sets of definitions,
policies, contractingjinvoicing rates, sets of data to be tracked, and reporting requirements among
transportation programs of th®OT DHS and DCHT he pilot project itself would involve a review of the
departmental manuals and guidelines related to alldheontractual provisions and reporting, aad
determination ofhow those could be streamlined and organized into one report for transportation
providers to complete that would collectively provide all information needed by each of the three state
agencies By focusing one pilot on lessening this administrative burden, providers can concentrate more
attention and resources on providing more trips and can potentially increase their hours of operation or
the locations they serve.

Methods forCombinngand/or Consolidating Vehicle Purchase, Maintenance and Use

Federal research and guidance regarding the shared use of vehicles shows that there are few federal
impedimentsto the shared purchase and/or use of vehiclégcording to the federal interagency

council established to improve RHST coordination, the Interagency Transportation Coordinating Council
on Access and Mobility (CCAM):

& /' aQa LINB A gshidentifieB approkimately 2@daraldtograms that
support the purchase and/or operation aghicles for human service transportation.
Most of these programs do not impose restrictions on the use of these vehicles for

% GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAKZY-28.
GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAF3536.
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consumers obther federally supported programs, provided that such use does not
compromise services to th&wn program participnts. Yet the practice of sharing
vehicles among grant recipients of thggegrams appears to be minimé’

Examples of shatepurchase, maintenance and usem around the countrynclude:

¢ Vehicle Sharingin Dakota County, MN, a private, nonprofit sptor called DARTS shares the
operatonof aFTApomn @SKAOE S gAGK GKS /Ade 2F CIFN¥YAy3Q
Church.DARTS applied for the 5310 vehicle, paid the local match, and pays insurance and
maintenance costsDARTS operates the veleidvionday through Thursdaylhe City of
Farmington Senior Center operates the vehicle on Fridays and for special after hours and
weekend events, providing the driver and paying for fuel and a maintenance and insurance fee.
{Gd aiOKLI St Qahe veKidehDweekerndiSusihg vduateetidrivers; they pay for the
FdzSt o 't f RNAGSNE 2LISNFidAy3I GKS @GSKAOES Ydzald O
certified by DARTS.

¢ Fuel: The Kanawha Valley Regional Transit Authority (KRT) in Charleston/iyesa
implemented a bulk purchase fuel program that allowed tax exempt private and public
nonprofit entities receiving FTA funds to purchase lower cost fuel from KRT.administers
the program for qualified eligible recipients.

¢ Insurance:In Waslington State, the Nonprofit Insurance Program (NPIP) administers a Joint
Insurance Purchasing prograldPIP members jointly purchase insurance and claims
adjustment, risk management consulting, and loss prevention servit@sary benefits are
lower insirance premiums and stable access to the insurance market.

e Maintenance: DARTS (from above) also established a Vehicle Maintenance Services (VMS)
subsidiary that maintains vehicles for-80 organizationsDARTS recognized the need for
reasonably pricedhigh quality maintenance services and in an effort to offset internal
maintenance costs, marketed maintenance services to other community transportation
providers®

Conclusion

There are myriad ways to coordinate RHST delivery, but some of the most $ulcRetST coordination
efforts in the country have been led by a state coordinating entity and complemented by local and/or
regional coordinating councils responsible for coordinated service delivery. State coordinating councils

z Coordinating Council on Access and MobilRgport to tle President Human Service Transportation Coordinatiagf@05,
p.25.
“ GDOT RHST Plan 2Alernatives Analysis Techniddeémo (DRAFT)p.37-38.
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with their own funding souwre or the power to control the disbursement of funds have exhibited
substantial success in coordinating RHST delivery. Examples of this can be found in a number of states,
including Florida and North Carolifia.

Beyond control over the disbursement ainfds, state coordinating councils achieve success by bringing
decision making and funding sources together, offering independent technical expertise and overseeing
RHST policy development. Local and regional councils provide a champion for the codrdinate
provision of services and allow the flexibility to deliver services in a manner that recognizes unique local
and/or regional needs.

Many areas beyond funding can be combined or consolidated to improve RHST delivery. These areas
include call center funans, reporting and policies, and vehicle purchase, maintenance, use and
insurance. A review of federal coordination guidance and best practices from around the country
suggests that there are few, if any, federal regulations that preclude these amrad&ing combined

or consolidated”

While many of the recommendations at the end of this report provide means to combine or consolidate
agency/program resources, several do so more directly. These recommendations include:

e The establishment of an RHSTfice led by a state coordinating council together with the
establishment of a formal regional coordination structure;

e The development of a unified reporting manual;

e The development of a uniform ceatlocation/costsharing model; and

e The development of ane-point telephone number.

 GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAKT3.

% Coordinating Council on Accesslaviobility, Report to the PresidetHuman Service Transportation Coordination, 2005.
23| Page

D2@PSNYy2NRa 5S@St2LIYSyid [/ 2dzy OAf

House Bill 277 Report: Coordinating Rural and Human Services Transportation in Georgia (DRAFT)

Report 2of 2 for the 2011 reporting year

June2011



Best Practices in Technology Utilization

O.CGA. §32-12-5(5)

An analysis of stateof-the-art-efforts to coordinate rural and human services
transportation elsewhere in the nation, including at a minimum route schedulirgas
to avoid dupliative trips in a given locality.

This section focuses on the applicatiorradite schedulingechnology in RHST coordination. For other
0Said LINY OGAOSa StaSoKSNBE Ay (KS O2dzy iNEBZatihngS FSNI G2
wl {¢ wS&az2dNOSaé o

Route Schedulingiechnology Overview

Computerassisted schedulingnddispatching (CASD) software is utilized in the assignment of demand
response transit riders to individual vehicles based on origination, destination, time neeels, etc

The softwareprovides an advantage for transportation service providdsy makinghe complex and

time consuming effort of scheduling trip requesimpler and more efficient

CASDBystems increase the utilization of vehicle fleets, reduge-revenuevehicle miles (vehicle hours)
and reduce the costs of fleet dispatchingormany demaneresponsive transit operation§ASD
systems validate passengdeip requests for transportation services, certify pgpproved or subsidized
fare paymentsand record andill agencies or passengers for the services provided.

Benefits of Route Schedulidg@chnology

As an examplef CASD deploymena paratransit operator in Santa Claga switched to a CASD
software solution for schedulingAs a resultit was able tancrease the number of shared rides from
38%to 55% andeduce the number of vehicles in service from 200 to 1BBis resulted in an

operational savings of nearly $500,000 in the first year of service. As a further example, senWin
Salem Transit AuthoritfNC)implemented a CASD system on its paratransit fleet of 19 vehicles. The
results showed a 12% increase in ridership together with a 5.6% reduction in vehicle hours. theerall,
operating cost per vehicle mile was reduced B%8.and the operating cost per passenger was reduced
by 2.4%"

% Dennis L. Goeddeenefits Assessment of Advanced Public Transportation System Technologies Upd@iabdidge,
MA: John A. Volpe National Transportation Syst@aster, 2000), p.27.
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The following list provides some of the opportunities and functional capabilities that may be derived
from the application of CASD software and other related technologies that are interfattedugh
software.

e Trip schedule optimizatign

e Operations management;

e Cost management;

e Automated vehicle location (AVL) in reizhe;

e Dispatching control (in regime with AVI;

e Centralized client database

¢ Centralized provider/vehicle database

¢ Clent eligibilitydeterminatiorn

e Centralized call intake and trip booking

o Direct and purchased service delivery management

e Automated and computer assisted reporting and bitliagd
e Costconscious and goateighted decisiomaking in trip assignmenf$

Comparison ttManual Route Scheduling

Manual route schedulingthe alternative to CASDOLt is primarily performed by an individual(s) taking
trip requests by phone and scheduling a pigkdrop-off 24-48 hours in advanceA paper schedule is
typically developedhe night beforeand provided to a driverFrom this itis clear that same day or last
minute changes can be difficult, if not impossible to accommod##ghout the benefit of CASD
software, routing is not likely to be optimized, espdgi#l same day changes are accommodated to a
schedulei(e., thedriver would determine best route based on knowledge of the area or a paper map).
The inefficieries that resulfrom manual route scheduling include significant staff time to develop
schediles, a lack of flexibility in changing schedules, routing that is not optinaredexcessive down
time between trips, to name a few.

Current Georgia Efforts tDeployCASD Software

In Georgia, CASD is not universally utiliz&dtudy conducted by GDI in 2004 found 43.5% 5811
providers use someariety of technology for trigcheduling®®> Where such technology is not used,
programs likeMicrosoft Excelor simply the use of pen and paperay be employedA significant

barrier to upgrading to £ASD software package is the cost. While no data is immediately available,
CASD software implementation is widely considered-poshibitive for small providers (such as
individual rural counties).

¥ GDOT RHST Plan 2rplementation Plan, (DRAFF)2728.
% KFH GroupEvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Btilp9, 2004.
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In an effort to increase CASD deploymdbOT is currdly engaged in an effort to let a statewide
contract for transit scheduling software. It is expected that this will both foster moreeftesttive and
efficient transit operations and provide an important tool necessary to effectively achieve
transportaion service coordination at the regional level. While the specifics of the DOT effort are not
yet known, in generic terms the benefits described above will likely accrue to transportation service
providers in the state, and more significantly, for regibproviders who are engaged in coordinating
transportation service deliver/.

Evaluation of Additional Statef-the-Art Technologies

Theanalysiof additional relevant and beneficial RHST technologi#$e an area of focushere
necessary ithe 2012 report.

Conclusion

Route scheduling software, also known as compatssisted scheduling and dispatching (CASD) has

been shown to increase efficiencies and lower costs, especially for demand response pro¥iders
paratransit operator in Santa Clarad @as able to increase the number of shared rides from 38% to

55% and reduce the number of active vehicles in service by 35% after implementing a CASD package. In
WinstonSalem, NC the deployment of CASD reduced costs per vehicle mile b{ 8.5%.

GeorgigR2 Sa y2i Odz2NNBydGte RSLIXz2e /1 {5 2y | &adlFiSsARS
rural transit providers use some form of technold§yThe level of use of technology among private and
non-profit RHST providers is not known. However, the gt costs associated with its

implementation typically preclude smaller providers from deploying it. To this end, GDOT is in the

process of implementing a CASD package across all rural transit providers in the State. This will
substantially increasehe use of CASD in RHST delivery, though neither the expected savings, nor the

total percentage of RHST trips that would be provided with the assistance of CASD, is currently known.

3 GDOT RHST Transportation Plan [apjementation PlatDRAFT)p.27.
% Dennis L. GoeddeBenefits Assessment of Advanced Public Transportation System Technologies Upd@iabdidge,
MA: John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, 2000), p.27.
% KFH GroupEvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transgtah Program (Section 531,%pril 29, 2004.
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Federal Funding Limitations

O.CGA. §32-12-5(6)
A review of any limiations which may be imposed by various federally funded
programs and how the state can manage within those limitations as it reviews

possible sharing opportunities.

Federal Funding Limitations

Perhaps the most significant federal funding limitation isstesheer number ofundingsources thadrive
RHST delivery. Since most sources have differences in client eligibility, trip purposes atirayrepo
requirements, it is noar simple exercise to administer all funding sources togetivet. it is critical to
note that there is no known federal law or regulation that precludes federal funding sefrore being
coordinated.

Perhapghe most difficult federal funding source to work with is the Medicaid NEgrpra. For
example, to qualify as a broker, an gptmustpost a $1,000,000 letter afredit or performance bond
and hold $5,000,000 in liability insurance. Medicaid brokers also perform a call center function and
federal requirements state that 92% of all calls must be answered within two minutelssarediess

than 2 minutes of talk timé&” Further, once an entity becomes a broker, all tripsdiigible clients must
be provided, anddome Medical trips can become lengthy amkpensive. For example, if a Medicaid
eligible member is referred by a doctivom Camilla to a doctor in Macon, or even Atlanta, the broker
must provide that trip.

Working Within Limitations

It is critical to note that there is no known federal law or regulation that precliRtéSTederal funding
sourcesfrom being coordinated In fact, according to the Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility
(CCAM), most federgkograms do not impose restrictions on the use of vehicles for consumers of other
federally supported programs, provided that such use does not compromise setwitieeir own

program participants® Given that one of the primary goals of coordination is increasing volume on
transit vehicles and mixing clients from different programs, this federal guidance demonstrates that
substantial progress can be made witktire existing federal regulatory framework.

37 Coordinated Transit in Southwest Georgia, presented to the Georgia Coordinating Committee for Rural and Human Services
Transportation (Dan Bollinger, December 8, 2010).
% Coordinating Council on Access andhility, Report to the PresidemmtHuman Service Transportation Coordinatiag@05,
p.25.
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Further, successes across the nation and in Georgia indicate that a significant amount of coordination is
possiblehy S 2F DS2NHAI Qa Yz2aid O22NRAYIFIGSR NBIA2YyaE Aa
(SWGRC)SWGRC has been successful in winning contracts to broker all three of the major RHST

Fdzy RAy3d &2dz2NDSao /] fSIENI @ RYAYAaUiUSNAYy3I DS2NHAIQ

Conclusion

Coordination is encouraged at the federal level ardefal guidance from the entity responsible for

increasing federal coordination among human services and public transportation programs indicates

that few, if any barriers exist that preclude one of the ultimate goals of coordination, mixing clientele via
the shared use of vehiclés However, coordination is not easy. With over 60 federal funding sources,

each with their own sets of requirements, coordinating RHST delivery is a challenge for any state. In
particular, the federal requirements associatediwthe Medicaid NET program make coordinating this
significant program (59% of all RHST funding in FY 2010) a challenge. Yet, other states, and even regions
within Georgia, have shown that coordination can be done and that savings can be achievedateéThe S

of Georgia can manage within those federal impediments that do exist by applying the lessons learned
from peer states and regions within the State that have implemented successful coordination models.

% Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility, Report to the Presidenman Service Transportation Coordination, 2005.
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RHST Program Interaction with Public Transporbat

O.CGA. §32-12-5(7)

An analysis of how agency programs interact with and impact state, local, or regional
transportation services performed on behalf of the general public through state, local,
or regional transit systems;

Human Service Agencieand Public TransportatioBystems

Human services transportation trips typically have a positive impact on public transit systems. For fixed
route systems, HST trips provide an additional source of revenue. For the purchasing human service
agency (e.g., D& DCH), the cost of a fixed route ftftipe public fare) is substantially lower than that of
ademand response girivate provider. An area of emphasis for any state attempting to reduce the
costs of human services transportation is to maximize the @i$eed route transit systems wherever
possible.

For demandresponse system&.g., rural systems on which trips are reserved ahead of time and
provided door to door)human services trips are often a substantial portion of total revenlies.
Georgiatiis currently estimated that as much as-80% of ridership on rural transit systems that are
coordinating with human services agencies are HST4ip#is is likely why 68% of rural transit
systems provide at least one type of human services agencyThijs data com&from a 2004 GDOT
survey that also revealed that 10.6% of the rural transit providers carried Medicaid NE¥ tTips.
reason for this discrepancy is not known and will be an area of focus for the 2012 report.

An example of the fiscahipactof HST trips on rural systems t@snes from theCoastal Regional
Commission. In FY 2011, the rural system serving tenties in the regiotis projected to receive
47. 7 of its total operational costs from DHS and other human service agency faamtrast, just
under 6% of total operational costs were received from general public fares. Overall, 53.6% of
operational cots were paid for though user fare*? This compares quite favorably the average
fareboxratio (percentage of operationabsts paid via user fares) nationwide in FY 200@18%"

This highlights the importancnd value of coordination between rural public transit systems and
human service agencies. Human service agencies utilize rural transit sgstextensively duto their
low cost structures relative to many private providemiblic systemg&an becheaper due to the fact
that capital costs are alreagaid for primarily through FTA 5311 capital assistance.

““Three Rivers Regional Commission, 4/7/11.
*LKFH Groupvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Bptil P9, 2004.
*2GDC analysis March 2011, data from Coastal Regional Commission.
3 National Transit Databasblational Transit Summaries and Trends for the 2009oNat Transit Database
Report YeafWashington DC: Federal Transit Administration, 2010), p.34.
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Conclusion

Coordinating human service agency tripshaypublic transportation is beneficial to both parties, and for

this reason, it takes place often throughout Georgia. Overiw A NR& 2F DS2NHA I Q& NIzNJ
provide human service agency trifisFor the human service agency, public transieofoffers a low

cost structure, or is the only option for service in some parts of the state. For the public transit provider,

these trips provide a source of revenue that has been shown to @wvast 50% of operational costs

for one rural system in Gegia® Medicaid trips are less frequently placed on public transit providers,

yet the reasons for this have not been fully explof@d:he overall interaction between the Medicaid

NET program and public transportation will be an area of focus for the 2Qtit.

*“KFH Grougvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Bptil P9, 2004.
“>GDC analysis March 2011, data from Coastal Regnramission.
“*® KFH GroupEvaluation of the Georgia Rural Public Transportation Program (Section Btilp9, 2004.
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Cost Sharing Among Programs

O.CGA. §32-12-5(8)

An evaluation of potential cost sharing opportunities available for clients served by
committee agencies so as to maximize service delivery efficiencies and to obtain the
maximum benefit on th@ behalf with the limited amount of funds available

Cost Sharing Opportunities viommon Cost Allocation Models

The importance of cosdllocation and cossharing policies to coordinated transportation programs

cannot be underestimatedAll participants (and especially funding organizations) must have a common
understanding and agree upon a fair way to share the costs of a coordinated syafiémout such a

methodology prospective funders with a choice may not be inclined to participate in suctemsgs

GKSNB g2dzZ R 20KSNpBAAS 06S FSg | aadNIyoOSa (KFd (KSa
adzoaARAT S |y 2 ( Kn®shvhi hadtyaolinaled sysiehd, 4dd abfew states/e

developed some policy or practice to split or apporttbe cost of providing shared service to customers
sponsored by different organizationsAt this time, no such model exists in Georgia.

Note that costsharing applies more to dedicated service, where a vehicle is exclusively used in the
coordinated systm for a certain period of time during the day, and less to-dedicated service

providers (such as taxis and most volunteer drivers), which are used to augment the dedicated service
and typically provide exclusive rideslso, it is important that a sta-wide cost allocation and cost

sharing policy/model be flexible enough to accommodate regional differences andaanod common

rate structurespoth for invoicing agencies and paying service providers.

A statewide rather than regiorby-regionpolicyfor costsharingmakes senséor two practical reasons:

e Agency Buyin: Rather than have each region develop its own model, it makes sense to have a
model thathas been approved tgach state level funding partnerhis will also facilitate any
state agency auditing that may be requiredConversely, if eaclead regional coordinating entity
has its own way of costharing, it will be a challenge for state officials to validate the accuracy
of costs.

e Software Support:GDOT is in the process of a softevaystem procurement to support
coordinated paratransit and mobility management. It would be easier and less costly for the
software vendor to develop/support one cost allocation/cost sharing approach as opposed to 12
different approaches (one for each thie 12 regions}’

“"GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAFTY.
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Examples of Statewidéommon Cost Allocation Methodologies

Both Florida and North Carolina have a statewide model that is used by regional/local coordinated
systems to develop a unit cost and rate pertinent to each sponsoring agEimeye are described
below. New Hampshire is also currently considering the adoption of a statewide model.

e Florida. Cf 2 NStatewid® &ost allocatiomodelis based on grant accounting principles used
in the TransportationDisadvantagedProgram. The ®thod is built upon three years of both
historical and projected budget data, and provides fully allocated rateslogtd ability to
adjust ratesat specified times

¢ North Carolinaln North Carolina the statewide cost allocation model is based on grant
accounting principles used for the Coordinated Transportation Program, and is built upon
historical data (from an analysis of servieeyl projected budget data. Thend product is a fully
allocated rate for demandesponsive service, noting that treisalocalability to adjust the
rate based on subsidy considerations.

Both ofthese similar models enables a lead regional coordinating emtiservice provider to (1)

itemize all of its costs; (2) apportion those costs to each funding sponsor basestamic ridership of

that sponsor and the extent to which those trips aremingled with trips sponsored by other
organizations; and (3) develop a unit cost per each sponsor (e.g., a rate per trip, per hour, vehicle mile,
or passenger mile) for invoicimmirposes. Either the Florida dlorth Carolina cost allocatiooost

sharing model could be adopted by the State of Georgia. This alone should eliminate anthissues

state agenciebave about crossubsidizatiort?

Conclusion

Mixing clients from differat RHST funding programs is a key end goal of coordination because of the
efficiencies that can result. However, without a eslkaring or cosallocation approach, there is no
guarantee that human service agencies will be able to take the steps necessapture the

efficiencies gained by this increase in vehicle utilization. Astwaing model also ensures that each
funding agency or program pays its fair share and does not-sidssidize clients from other programs.
In summary, a cost sharing el ensures fairness and allows state agencies recoup the benefits of a
coordinated systend?

“8 GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Mem&@&FT,)p.20.
*GDOT RHST Plan 2@ernatives Analysis Technical Memo (DRAFTY.
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At present there is no such cesharing policy or model in Georgia. GDOT has offered a statewide cost
sharing model as a potential pilot project and it is ineldds a recommendation at the end of this
report.
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Analysis of Methods to Reduce Costs

O.CGA. §32-12-5(9)

An analysis of possible methods to reduce costs, including, but not limited to, greater
use of privatization.

Previous sections in this repomalyze many methods that can be employed to reduce costs. At this
time, no additional methods to reduce costs have been analyzed. Also, information on the current
status of privatization in RHST delivery is not fully known at this time. These tvg) adefitional
methods to reduce costand an assessment of increasing privatization, will be receive focus in next
€SI NRA NBLRNI®
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Recommendations
The recommendations provided belase derived¥ N2 Y D5 h ¢ Q&AO. Wheyfhave dednl y
summarized and aabe reviewed in greater detail once the RHST Plan 2.0 is finalized by GIOT.

recommended that the reader refer periodically to the GDOT website for updated information.

Overview of GDOT Recommendations

The recommendationbelowinclude a miof actionsthat should take place at the state level and
regional leveln recognition of the dual efforts required aaichlevel to increase coordinatiorState
levelstrategies refer to direction or guidance the State of Georgia can take to ensure cdimaina
requirements are established and implementedsitently throughout the state. Regional level
strategies refer to steps that can be taken at the regional level, recognizing that each region is unique
and these regions vary in their current statecobrdination®

Both the state level and regional level recommendations include the formation of coordinating councils
with mobility managers to staff themlt is important to note that these recommendations are not
intended to create an additional levef administration nor additional costsFor example, the

coordinating council at the state level wouldrgely)consist of staff from agencies that currently
administer RHST deliverfhe state mobility manages expected to be paid for witturrentRHST

funds, thus representing a repurposing of existing funding, not an infusion of new furidimndper, the
proposed regional community transportation coordinators are envisioned to be regional commissions
and would be directed by existing regional coiesion leadershipRegional mobility managers are also
expected to be paid for through existing RHST funding streams.

This proposed coordination infrastructure is similar to other states that are considered successes in
RHST coordinatiorBased on infanation provided by the GDOT consultant team, it is expected that the
proposed coordination infrastructure will help the state lower its costs of service delivery and maintain
or improve levels of servicelhis is due to the fact that coordinating couneildoth the state and

regional level make the joint management of resources possible; resources that are currently managed
independently by each of the big three administrative agenciasecdotal evidence from peer states
indicates that the joint manageent of resources helps lead to the creation of economies of scale in
administration and the provision of services (among other benefits), both of which lead to more cost
effective service delivery. For a summary of the outcomes expected of each recontimangiease

refer to Appendix D.

0 GDOT RHST Plan 2Bplementation Plan, (DRAEP)L
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GDOTState Level Recommendatioa$Short Term

D5h¢Qa f 2y 3 (S NuEntidpletieestadligHlent of @yREST Office, led by a State
Coordinating CoundiBECCand staffed by a state level mobility manag@herecommended short term
structure would create an RHST Office to facilitate the recommended SCC which in the interim would be
constituted by the existing HB 277 RHST Advisory Subcommittee and expanded to include broader
representation by entities and orgaations with a stake in the provision and use of public

transportation servicesThe State RHST Office would be the entity for whom the State Mobility

Manager works and the entity that sponsors the S@Qhe interim, the existing RHST consulting team

will be used to facilitate the transition, provide technical assistance and function as and train the State
Mobility Manager that is hired"

GDOTState Level Recommendatioasong Term

The following represeribng term recommendations on RHST governaaru projects that the GDOT
study identifiesas work items for the State Coordinating Council and/or State Mobility Manager.

e TheState should designate an RHSfic® and statdevel mobility manager;

e The State should create an authorized body (theppised State Coordinating Council) to
facilitate coordination of programs and requirements of GDOT, DHS, DCH, etc;

e Empower Regional Commissions to become Regional Mobility Managers througloadidan
RHSTnfrastructure;

e Delineate uniform boundarie®f multiple program service areas consistaith Regional
Commission boundaries and the DHS boundaries;

e Develop streamlined and consistent reporting/program requirements across programs while
fulfilling federal requirements;

o Develop a standardized set pfogram policies and procedures across programs while fulfilling
federal requirements

e Establish a common cost allocation methodology across programs

e Develop consistent contracts and contracting process for third party opetators

e Allow greater flexibity to bundle program and neprogram funds for transportatian

e Provide technical support in the form of scheduling software (this is currently being
accomplished through an effort by the DOand

e Provide technical support to the Regional Commissians.

L GDOT RHST Plan 2plementation Plan, (DRAFP)11
2 GDOT RHST Plan 2plementation Plan, (DRAFB)L2-13.
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Regional evel Recomendations

An RHST Mobility Manager or Regional Community Transportation Coordinator (RCTC) approach has
been selected for implementation at the regional level. It is proposed that a Regional Coordinating
Council (RCC) be created &ach Regional Commission to serve the purpose similar to the SCC at the
State level. The RCC would be the body of representatives engaged at the regional level in the RHST
programs and services amdll function through the RCT@\t this point it is reommended that the

RCTC be the Regional Commission.

A Mobility Managetr(at the regional levelvould be the lead staff person who provides operational,
administrative and financial oversight in mobility management functidriee RCTC would be
designatedby the Regional Coordination Council (RCC) in conjunction with the(Riatdination
Council (SCC) oHRT OfficeThis Regional Mobility Manager/RCTC would be the focal point of
organizing the coordination ofHEST service delivery in the regidn.

GDC Comments on GDOT RHST Plan 2.0 Recommendations

GDC staff supports the above recommendations with the following additional stipulations:

e AllGDOT RHST Plan 2.0 recommendations should have clearly identified outcomes. Such
outcomes should be connected:to

0 Increased coseffectiveness in RHST delivery; and

0 Maintained or improved levels of service.

e State Coordinating Council (SCC) and State Mobility Manager:

0 The objectives and success of the State Mobility Manager/SCC should be stated and
understood and shald be connected to increased cost effectiveness in RHST delivery
and a maintenance or improvement in levels of service;

0 The objectives and success of the State Mobility Manager should be defined by the SCC;

0 The SCC should clarify who leads meetings,aggtadas, and how deaisis are made,
includinghow direction is provided to the State Mobility Manager; and

0 Projects of the State Mobility Manager/SCC should be prioritized based on ability to
achieve objectives and should have a date cer@aircompleton.

e Recommendations of the State Coordinating Council:

o Policy recommendations necessitating legislative changes or executive orders should be
routed through the RHST Committee for consideration in their annual report. The
purpose is to avoid two sets cdcommendationstéil KS D2 SNy 2NRa& hFFAOS
and Budget.

3 GDOT RHST Plan 2plementation Plan, (DRAFP)14
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Appendix A

Key Federal Programs with Transportation Components

Office/Administration

Programs with Major Transportation Components

Primary Transportation Services Funded

Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid

Medicaid

Medical Trips

Administration on Aging

Grants for Supportive Services and senior centers.
aka: OAA, Title lll, Part B

Program for American Indian, Alaskan Native, and
Mative Hawaiian Elders

Contract for 3ervices

Purchase and operate vehicles

Administration for Children
and Families

Community Service Block Grants

Taxi Vouchers, transit tokens/passes

Social Services Block Grants

Any transportation use

Head Start

Purchase and operate vehicles, contract with
transportation providers, coordinate with
local education agencies

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

Any transportation use to accomplish a
purpose of the TANF program and the
allowable matching portion of JARC grant

Refugee and Entrant Assistance Discretionary Grants

Transit passes

Refugee and Entrant Assistance State Administered
Programs

Transit passes

Refugee and Entrant Assistance Targeted Assistance

Transit passes

Refugee and Entrant Assistance Voluntary Agency
Programs

Transit passes

Developmental Disabilities and Protection and
Advocacy Systems

Transportation projects or collaborate in
improving transportation for people with
disabilities

Dewvelopmental Disabilities Projects of National
Significance

Transportation information, feasibility studies,
planning

Child Care and Development Fund

Very restricted purposes only. Rarely used

Health Resources and
Services Administration

Rural Health Qutreach, Rural Health Network,
Development Program

Purchase vehicles. Transit tokens

Community Health Centers

Bus tokens. Transportation coordinators and
drivers

Healthy Communities Access Program

Improve coordination of transportation

D2 SNY 2 NRa
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