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The Transportation Disadvantaged Commission regularly reviews the legal, administrative and policy mandates governing the TD program and make suggestions to the Florida legislature regarding changes. Recommended changes are generally related to consistency and/or streamlining.

The Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) conducted a more thorough review of the laws, rules and regulations governing Florida’s Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) Program to determine barriers, compliance, and consistency, and to identify opportunities for program improvements.
A few noteworthy findings for suggested changes are indicated below.

1.) It is imperative that eligibility for funding under the non-sponsored trip-equipment grant be clearly defined.  Currently, the definition of “transportation disadvantaged” is broad and vague.  The original intent was to include all individuals eligible under all social service programs participating in or coordinating with the TD program.  

Every county has differing eligibility standards and many do not include income as a factor.  The TD program was established as a social service, and falls under the heading of “Social Welfare” in the Florida Statutes.  This clearly suggests that funding under this program is for individuals who are unable to afford transportation.  

Under TD, a person who may qualify in one county may not be eligible in another county.  This creates a barrier to inter-county coordination.  

2.) The Annual Budget Estimate and Annual Expenditure Report remains a source of contention.  It is nearly impossible for planners to get the information, and when they do, the figures are, at best, an educated guess and not very reliable.  The figures are derived from many agencies that do not keep track of transportation costs and/or do not have separate line items for transportation in their budgets. 

3.) Counties do not know whether or not their service standards are reasonable, or what standards other counties have in place.  It would be helpful to compile information from all service plans.  In addition, if there are nationally accepted standards, that could be incorporated.  This would give counties a basis for determining reasonability.  

Service plans contain other information that could be useful to planners, CTCs, and boards.  A periodic summary of elements would be an invaluable resource tool.

4.) The ongoing issue of trips outside of the coordinated system needs to be addressed.  A possible resolution would be to gather consensus among agency heads to remove the loophole which allows this activity.  The argument on behalf of going outside the system has always been cost effectiveness, yet coordination costs are higher because of quality assurance standards and reporting requirements.  

5.) The use of faith-based organizations is an area that has not been largely used or recognized in the provision of TD services.  This has been successful in areas that do not have coordination, and could be used in conjunction with coordination.

6.) A few counties operate programs that allow customers a choice of transportation providers.  For those counties operating a fully brokered or partially brokered system, this is a great tool for customer satisfaction, and assists the CTC in trip scheduling.  Some CTCs, Local Coordinating Boards (LCBs), and planners are not even aware of this option; others may need assistance with implementation.

7.) The distribution of funds from the Non-Sponsored Trip-Equipment Grant Program to each county consists of a base amount, plus need and performance factors.  The need factors include county size (total square miles as a percentage of the statewide total) and county population (total population as a percentage of the statewide total).  Performance factors include total system passenger trips (as a percentage of total annual trips reported in the annual operating report) and total system vehicle miles (as a percentage of total vehicle miles reported in the annual operating report).

On the surface, this distribution formula seems equitable.  Service area and population play a significant role in service delivery and the number of trips and vehicle miles traveled are also recognized as primary measures of service productivity. 

However, given the large variation of county size and population, it may be appropriate to incorporate population density as an additional factor in the distribution of funds.  
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