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PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET FOR
THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

THURSDAY, MARCH 25, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met at 2:07 p.m., in room SD-538, Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Senator Richard Shelby (Chairman of the Com-
mittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN RICHARD C. SHELBY

Chairman SHELBY. The hearing will come to order. I am very
pleased to welcome Federal Transit Administrator Jennifer Dorn,
from the Department of Transportation. Ms. Dorn, it is good to see
you here, and I know Senator Dole is always glad to see you here
because of the background you have shared. I asked Administrator
Dorn to come before the Committee today to share the details of
the Administration’s 2005 proposed budget for FTA, and I appre-
ciate her willingness to respond to the Committee’s request for her
time.

We have also assembled a distinguished panel of witnesses from
the public transportation industry who are particularly well quali-
fied to comment on the Administration’s proposal. The Committee
also values the time and effort you too have made to be with us
this afternoon.

On February 12 of this year, the Senate passed S. 1072, a bill to
reauthorize the surface transportation programs. The Banking
Committee produced the public transportation title of that legisla-
tion. It is a product that I, along with Ranking Member Sarbanes,
Senators Allard, Reed, and others have worked diligently on in
order to strike the balance between meeting the existing needs of
established transit systems and continuing to provide resources for
the growth of new systems. I do not speak exclusively for myself
when I say that it is a bill of which we are proud. Our bill ad-
vances many new ideas, increases the role of the private sector in
service provision, improves accountability, and creates funding
flexibility for rural communities nationwide.

The House of Representatives has yet to produce a companion
bill. Time constraints have been crucial, the Senate passed an ex-
tension to TEA-21, which extends the authorization of this and
other programs until April 30 of this year. I am hopeful that the
House will move expeditiously to pass a bill that provides for the
kind of record program growth that our transportation infrastruc-
ture requires.
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It is with interest today that we hear from the Administration
about their budget proposal for 2005. I must say that I am dis-
appointed to see that there is no additional funding provided for
public transportation from the fiscal year 2004 enacted level. It will
come as no surprise that I believe this level is inadequate to ad-
dress our transportation needs. I view this as a current services
budget. Certainly I would prefer to see better numbers for the sur-
face transportation programs overall than what the Administration
has proposed.

In terms of the policy initiatives accompanying this proposal, I
am chagrined to see that, once again, the Administration proposes
elimination of the bus program. Additionally, I noted with interest
that the Administration would divert dollars from the elimination
of the bus program into New Starts and would distribute the Jobs
Access and Reverse Commute Program funds by formula.

Not only from the perspective of the authorizing committee, but
also in my capacity on another committee as Chairman of the
Transportation Appropriations Subcommittee, I fail to see how
sending out grant funds based on formula creates accountability
within the program or allows flexibility on a year-to-year basis.

Having said that, I can say that one of the bright spots that I
found in your testimony, Administrator Dorn, is your Agency’s
focus on the coordination amongst human service transportation
providers. This is an area that I have been interested in for some
time and have made great efforts to address in the reauthorization
bill. It is encouraging that this issue is finally garnering the inter-
est it deserves. Administrator Dorn, I think Executive Order 13330
is a great first step, and I pledge my support to you as you work
toward establishing the Interagency Transportation Coordinating
Council on Access and Mobility.

Now, let us hear the other opening statements of our other Mem-
bers. We will start with Senator Dole.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ELIZABETH DOLE

Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Our transportation
system is obviously the backbone of our communities and one
which we must continually maintain and improve upon so that our
communities can properly function and grow. This budget contains
a number of new initiatives which seek to assist communities not
traditionally served by Federal transit funds. I especially note the
higher priority the Administration has placed on rural public trans-
portation, and area which I believe has been too long overlooked.
Our rural populations have long been challenged by a real lack of
public transportation. In fact, 40 percent of rural counties, espe-
cially in southern and western States, have no public transit today.
This is an area which deserves our attention, and I applaud the
Administration for taking steps to address this problem.

In addition, I want to again compliment you, Administrator
Dorn, and the Administration for proposing the Small Start Pro-
gram in last year’s budget. I was very pleased when this proposal
became part of the Senate-passed SAFETEA. This bill recognizes
that there is a difference between large and small transit projects,
by creating an option for smaller projects which may suit a commu-
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nity’s needs better. The less-complicated rating process that has
been proposed would go a long way toward correcting this problem.

North Carolina is truly an up-and-coming State with respect to
our ambitious public transportation goals. I am pleased to say that
the Administration has recognized North Carolina’s growing transit
needs and efforts in this budget submission by creating a special
category for the two North Carolina transit projects currently in
final design.

This special designation, while appreciated, has raised questions
in these communities due to the novelty of the special category cre-
ated for the projects. My constituents need to know that this des-
ignation provides them with the opportunity to receive a full-fund-
ing grant agreement under FTA guidelines. Because the timely
completion of the Charlotte-area rapid transit South Corridor light
rail project and the Triangle Transit Authority are so critical, I
look forward to discussing this issue with Administrator Dorn and
to working with all my colleagues as we continue to pursue enact-
ment of SAFETEA.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Reed.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing on the budget request for the Federal Transit Admin-
istration. I thank Administrator Dorn for coming here and thank
her for her great work over several years. Put simply, the Presi-
dent’s proposed flat-line budget falls short of our Nation’s needs
and the $8.6 billion level this Committee and the entire Senate
have strongly endorsed in our reauthorization bill. Mr. Chairman,
you know from your leadership here on the Committee and at your
Appropriations Subcommittee that the very real need for transit
funding far exceeds $7.2 billion. The U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation’s 2002 Conditions and Performance Report found that just to
maintain our existing transit system, total transit spending by all
levels of the Government should be $14.8 billion annually.

Unfortunately, the President’s advisors have recommended that
he veto the modest reauthorization bill this Committee produced
under your leadership along with Senator Sarbanes. The tragic in-
cident in Madrid is a reminder that public transportation remains
a prime target for terrorists. This flat-line budget is all the more
disconcerting when one considers the anemic level of funding in the
Department of Homeland Security’s budget for transit security.

My greatest concern continues to be that it will take a transit
September 11 for there to be the collective will to start meeting the
known need, a need well identified by Administrator Dorn, the De-
partment of Homeland Security, the General Accounting Office,
APTA, and others, the need for greater investment in transit secu-
rity to protect the millions of hard-working Americans who take
public transportation every single day.

I look forward to today’s testimony and to getting the witnesses’
views on the budget proposal, particularly its lack of significant
funding for transit security.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Allard.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to
thank you for holding this hearing. You have made public transpor-
tation a top priority for the Committee this year, and I appreciate
your dedication to improving American mobility.

Chairman Shelby, Ranking Member Sarbanes, Senator Reed, and
I have spent a great deal of time on reauthorization during recent
months. I am pleased that the Senate was able to pass a bill that
included many positive changes. It is my hope that our House col-
leagues will follow our lead and move quickly to get the surface
transportation programs reauthorized. It is obvious that the Ad-
ministration shares the desire to move forward toward a full reau-
thorization, as the budget proposal was primarily a restatement of
their SAFETEA proposal. But we will have extensive discussion as
to the amount of funding proposed for fiscal year 2005 over the life
of reauthorization.

I prefer to keep focused on the progress that the Senate bill
makes in a number of areas. I believe that the Senate bill provides
a good framework for distributing money and running programs,
whatever the specific amounts may eventually be determined.

First, I would like to point out the Growing States formula. Dur-
ing the last authorization cycle, I worked to achieve a fair distribu-
tion of money to the rapidly growing western and southern States.
And I am pleased that the new bill continues that effort. States
like Colorado are experiencing tremendous population booms and
they must have been access to the resources necessary to meet
their burgeoning transportation needs.

Second, I believe that the bill finally places a more proper em-
phasis on rural transit. During past reauthorizations, Members
have been seized by an inside-the-Beltway mentality, with little
understanding of the transportation needs of more rural areas. In
fact, many would have considered “rural transit” to be an
oxymoron. However, the rural citizens’ public transportation may
be the only way they are able to access jobs, health care, and other
vital services. Yet 40 percent of American counties have no trans-
portation service. I am pleased that the Senate decided to prioritize
the needs of rural citizens by growing the rural and bus programs.

I would also like to point out the expansion of the transit pro-
grams to encompass the Bus Rapid Transit. In appropriate cir-
cumstances, the BRT can offer capacity similar to rail at a fraction
of the cost. This will provide additional flexibility to States and
counties as they consider the options best suited to their cir-
cumstances. This is an especially attractive option in constrained
areas, such as Colorado’s mountain valleys.

The Senate bill makes critical progress enhancing the role of the
private sector. The private sector plays a key role in improving mo-
bility and our bill will ensure that they continue to have a seat at
the table. I was also especially pleased we were able to make com-
mon-sense reforms to the existing labor protectionist provisions.

I share the Administration’s regret that the Senate bill had to
drop some of the proposed incentive programs. Incentives are a
powerful inducement to improve programs. Fortunately, though, we
were able to retain some initiatives to encourage projects to remain
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on time and on budget. I am hopeful that as the process moves for-
ward we may be able to further utilize performance incentives.

Finally, I would like to thank you, Administrator Dorn, and all
the other witnesses for their help as we worked on reauthorization.
As we continue those efforts and move through the fiscal year 2005
appropriations process, I am certain we will continue that close
working relationship. Your comments here today will be helpful,
and I appreciate your testimony.

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to apologize in ad-
vance to Ms. Dorn because I am going to have to leave at 2:30,
since I have another Committee that I have to chair. Thank you
for helping us.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you. Senator Crapo.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE CRAPO

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Adminis-
{J)rat?r Dorn, I appreciate you being here with us today. I will be

rief.

There has been reference here already today about the difficulty
we are facing budget-wise in terms of getting the resources nec-
essary for urban transit and the many difficult pressures that we
face. I believe that I speak for all of us in the Senate and the Ad-
ministration when we say we are going to be doing our very best
to get the maximum amount of resources into this area in the dif-
ficult budget climate which we face.

As Senator Allard indicated, having said that, I believe that we
should recognize the strong effort that the Administration is mak-
ing and that this Committee made to focus our resources as effec-
tively as they can be made.

I just want to comment on one other thing, and it is frankly a
thank you to our Chairman for the good work that he and his staff
have put in to building the Senate’s reauthorization bill. As Sen-
ator Allard and Senator Dole have indicated, a needed emphasis
exists in this country for the transit needs in our rural States. In
reality, many people have thought in the past that we just did not
have those needs in rural States. But we have them every bit as
much as the urban areas do. And the bill that was crafted under
your leadership, Mr. Chairman, recognized that in very important
ways. And I just wanted to, again, commend you for that and to
indicate to you my strong support as we move this process forward
to protect and preserve the direction that we have developed in the
Senate bill, both in terms of the resources we are seeking to allo-
cate and in terms of the new formula directions and the new focus
on meeting the needs of our Nation’s rural areas in transit.

Thank you.

Chairman SHELBY. Administrator Dorn, your written statement
will be made part of the record in its entirety. You may proceed
as you wish.

STATEMENT OF JENNIFER L. DORN
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Administrator DORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
the opportunity to testify before you and other Committee Members
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on the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget for the Federal Transit
Administration. The President, as you know, has proposed $7.27
billion for transit programs, sustaining the record Federal invest-
ment proposed by the President and enacted by Congress for fiscal
year 2004.

I would like spend the next few minutes, if I may, briefly dis-
cussing three of our most important priorities, one of which you
mentioned, the coordination of human service transportation, Mr.
Chairman, as well as the New Starts piece and our continued im-
provements there, and our emphasis on helping transit agencies
protect their passengers, employees, and assets that was brought
up by Senator Reed.

First, a wholehearted thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leader-
ship and your support of our efforts to bring more common-sense
solutions to a very frustrating problem that you identified in terms
of the coordination of human service transportation. Your leader-
ship has been critical in convincing others to come to the table to
help us figure this out.

Over the last decade or more, the good news is that there has
been a growing awareness of the needs of older adults, persons
with disabilities, and people with low incomes, and that has led to
the creation of numerous new programs throughout the Govern-
ment, many of them with critical transportation components. Iron-
ically, the impressive investment of money, time, and energy de-
voted to this issue has not solved the transportation problems of
the people it is intended to help.

So over the past year and a half, FTA has reached out to other
departments and to stakeholders and to committees like this to de-
velop a focused, action-oriented plan to deal with administrative,
legislative, logistical, and “people barriers,” if you will.

As you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, on February 24, President
Bush signaled the importance of this effort to the Administration
by signing Executive Order 13330, bringing 10 Federal agencies to-
gether on the Interagency Transportation Coordinating Council on
Access and Mobility. He charged us with the tasks of eliminating
duplication and overlapping Federal programs and improving the
coordination of Federally supported transportation services at all
levels. It is the kind of activity that we had been working on; he
solidified the support with this Executive Order and brought a
nllllmber of the agencies to the table that had not already been
there.

The Executive Order was announced at the First National Lead-
ership Forum on Human Service Transportation Coordination, be-
fore an audience that included governor-appointed senior leader-
ship teams from 47 States and U.S. territories. The significance of
this was that these representatives could only attend if it was a
multidisciplinary team. So we had secretaries of cabinet depart-
ments at the State level, from human services, labor, and transpor-
tation, because we wanted to have that kind of dialogue.

At the forum, Secretary Mineta honored 5 States—two of those
are represented on this Committee, North Carolina and Maryland,;
as well as Ohio, Washington, and Florida—with State Leadership
Awards. These States have made significant progress toward build-
ing a coordinated human service transportation system and, very
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frankly, we wanted to get the competition going among governors.
And it has already begun to work.

The National Leadership Forum and State Leadership Awards
are 2 components of our 5-part United We Ride initiative. The ini-
tiative, very briefly, also includes the creation and distribution of
a Framework for Action, which is a practical and comprehensive
self-assessment tool for States and communities to be able to move
forward in this complex arena; and at least $1 million for a series
of grants from FTA for State coordination, to help address the gaps
in human service transportation.

In addition, we have a technical assistance program that will
build on the work of CTAA, Project Action, and other stakeholder
groups to provide hands-on assistance among and between all of
these programs to States and communities in coordinating their
human service transportation program.

The FTA 2005 budget request and the Administration’s
SAFETEA proposal for reauthorization of surface transportation
programs include some important elements. I want to thank you
and the Committee for endorsing those very strongly and placing
them in the Senate-passed bill. We are very grateful for that. I be-
lieve these steps, among the many others with respect to our action
pla?, will help make coordinated human service transportation a
reality.

The second important area I would like to highlight is New
Starts. The proposed $1.5 billion budget for New Starts is a reflec-
tion of the Administration’s strong commitment to continued Fed-
eral investment in major transit projects. In addition to funding
the 26 existing and 1 pending full-funding grant agreement, the
budget funds seven additional projects, five that are expected to be
ready for a new FFGA before the end of fiscal year 2005, and 2
meritorious projects. These 7 projects were among the 29 that were
evaluated and rated in the comprehensive 2005 Annual New Starts
Report.

For this rating process, FTA made no changes in measures,
break points for ratings, or weightings among measures in the de-
termination of ratings. However, we continue to focus on helping
project sponsors develop projects that are cost effective, locally sup-
ported, delivered on time and within budget, and achieve their
promised transportation benefits.

Over the last year, as we increased our focus on ensuring a good
return on investment, FTA’s attention to proactive project cost
management resulted in some significant total savings. We sent in
project management teams to assist a number of our proposed New
Starts projects, and we were able to save $673 million for 7 pro-
posed investments in order to improve the cost-effectiveness and to
improve the already good credibility of our transit investments. We
believe that every transit investment must be worth its salt, and
that will yield better results for a continued interest in improving
and increasing investments in public transportation at all levels of
Government.

One new tool we are now using is a quantitative risk assessment
that helps project sponsors identify the issues that could affect
schedule or cost, as well as the probability that they will do so.
This tool was originally developed to help manage the Federal Gov-
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ernment’s risk with regard to the 100 percent Federally funded
Lower Manhattan Recovery Project as a result of September 11. It
has given both FTA and project sponsors a new quantitative means
to manage risk more explicitly and reduce the likelihood of cost and
schedule overruns.

We are currently conducting these risk assessments for those
projects that are further along in project development, but will
eventually use this important management tool to assist sponsors
with projects in alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering.
We know that the earlier in the project that sponsors identify and
understand the ramifications of all the decisions they make with
respect to alignment, design, engineering, and other aspects of the
project, the better our projects will be and the fewer undesirable
surprises communities will face in later stages of development.

And I know, Mr. Chairman, you are very aware of a couple of
those projects, at least one where we faced those surprises because,
earlier, sponsors failed to identify these risks. We believe this tool
will be particularly useful as FTA responds to Congress’s request
that we become more involved in project assessment during earlier
stages of the project.

And finally, Mr. Chairman, in light of recent events in Madrid,
I would like to take a few moments to update the Committee on
our transit security activities.

As, of course, you and other Committee Members are aware,
transit is obviously designed and operated as an open environment.
Not all individuals understand that and appreciate its significance
with respect to the important imposition of targeted metrics and
abilities to make sure that we improve the safety and security of
our systems.

Transit is potentially a high-visibility, high-consequence target
that, if attacked, could have a significant economic impact on a
community and the Nation. Rail transit alone carries 11 million
passengers each day. In 1 week, transit moves more passengers
than Amtrak carries in a year. In 1 month, transit moves more
passengers than U.S. airlines transport in a year. And the majority
of transit riders are in dense urban environments that run under
or near major employment centers, Government operations, or cul-
tural icons.

Prior to September 11, most transit agencies focused their secu-
rity programs primarily on routine crime and vandalism. That situ-
ation has changed dramatically. The industry has responded. FTA
began conducting counterterrorism threat and vulnerability assess-
ments at 37 of the Nation’s largest transit systems within 60 days
of September 11, and I continue to be appreciative of the strong
role that this Committee and Senator Reed, particularly, have
played in bringing attention to this. It has been very helpful to us.

We deployed an aggressive nationwide security program with the
full cooperation and support of every transit agency. In addition to
the counterterrorism readiness assessments, FTA has undertaken
a number of actions. I just want to briefly tick off those to show
the scope and the depth of the work that FTA has done in partner-
ship with our transit agencies.

We have awarded 83 grants for emergency drills conducted by
transit agencies in conjunction with fire, police, and other emer-
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gency responders. We wanted to make sure that transit had a seat
at the table when these people were planning emergency response
and that the drills included transit.

We provided on-site counterterrorism technical assistance, and
continue to do so, to 29 agencies as a follow-up to our threat and
vulnerability assessments, with plans to reach all of the top 50
transit agencies over the next year.

We have conducted 18 regional emergency preparedness forums.
We have completed 4 regional transit terrorism war games in con-
junction with our partners at APTA, and we consulted with inter-
national experts who have, unfortunately, faced terrorism in tran-
sit for many years.

We provided employee awareness training to more than 46,000
transit employees. We have developed and distributed standard
protocols and guidelines for responding the chemical and biological
incidents in rail, tunnel, and transit vehicle environments.

We have championed transit agency participation in the FBI’s
Joint Terrorism Task Force, so that every major transit agency has
a connection locally with the FBI’s Joint Terrorism Task Force.
One of the key issues is, obviously, intelligence.

We have funded and worked on a daily basis with the Intel-
ligence Sharing and Analysis Center, which FTA has funded under
the leadership of APTA, and in which 160 transit agencies now
participate. They have real-time information about transit security.

We have launched a Transit Watch program, a nationwide emer-
gency response passenger awareness program, and many, many
transit agencies are very aggressively getting the message out to
the public so that they can be the eyes and ears in this environ-
ment.

We have provided and actively monitored the largest 50 transit
agencies’ actions with respect to FTA’s top-20 security action items.

We have funded research to identify and adapt security tech-
nologies, such as chemical weapon detection, to a transit environ-
ment, and we have developed and issued to transit agencies specific
recommended action steps to take at each Homeland Security Advi-
sory Threat Level.

We recognize, as I mentioned, that intelligence is our Nation’s
first line of defense in transit environments, and we rely on the De-
partment of Homeland Security and the FBI for such information.
We also know that we must continue to pursue technology solu-
tions.

But there is no technological quick fix for security concerns, nor
is there a substitute for an alert and well prepared transit work
force and passenger community. Therefore, FTA continues to focus
its primary efforts on the three key priorities I have mentioned to
this Committee in previous testimony—employee training, public
awareness, and emergency preparedness. FTA’s top action items
have helped to institutionalize these security programs by focusing
on management and accountability, security problem identification,
employee selection, employee training, security audits, and emer-
gency response drills, document control and access control.

The 30 largest transit agencies accomplished at least 80 percent
of these action items in fiscal year 2003, and in fiscal year 2004
FTA is focused on maintaining success among these 30 and ex-
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panding it to the next 20 largest agencies. And we have increased
the level of attention to this, and our senior executive performance
rating depends on whether or not we meet this goal.

Mr. Chairman, keeping our communities safe and moving is
FTA’s most important priority. We are working hard to maintain
the critical balance among security demands, mobility needs, and
the economic viability that transit provides to every community it
serves.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you. It should not be a surprise to you
that I am not in favor of increasing the Federal transit funds that
disbursed by formula. I alluded to that earlier. I find it contradic-
tory that you contend that increasing accountability is an impor-
tant goal of the Agency, but yet the Administration proposes send-
ing funds out on autopilot without year-to-year oversight or an
annual assessment of individual needs.

Can you, Administrator Dorn, explain how you reconcile the
Agency’s desire for accountability with the hands-off approach to
increasing formula spending that you advocate in your budget pro-
posal? It certainly seems contradictory to me.

Administrator DORN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, you are right. I get the
message about this Committee’s concern about Congressional dis-
cretionary funding with respect to the bus discretionary funding.
Fundamentally, the Administration believes that the predictability
and the flexibility of the formula program funding helps commu-
nities plan for and meet their transportation needs. But we under-
stand that we need to agree to disagree on that point. Certainly,
just in response to your oversight issue, all of our Federal pro-
grams have a significant amount of oversight in terms of triennial
reviews and procurement reviews, et cetera, but certainly this is a
point about which we disagree, and we understand that it is the
Committee’s will to award the program funding in a different way.

Senator SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, could I just suggest to Ms.
Dorn——

Chairman SHELBY. Certainly.

Senator SARBANES. We do not really like to agree to disagree; we
like to agree to agree.

[Laughter.]

Administrator DORN. So do I. So do I

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you, Senator Sarbanes.

Ms. Dorn, as I mentioned in my opening statement, I am sup-
portive of your efforts to coordinate human service transportation.
What are next steps, now that an Executive Order has been
issued?

Administrator DORN. We have a very serious set of action plans
to move forward to help reconcile differences in eligibility, in fund-
ing, and in other respects that seem to thwart the ability to have
common-sense transit solutions. We have found that it is far more
effective to take these problems agency-by-agency and develop
memorandums of agreement, so that we can focus on an action
plan rather than having a “group grope.” So we have very specific
action plans, and I believe we are making a lot of progress, with
many thanks to this Committee for its support.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Reed.
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Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I want
to commend the administrator again for the vigor and the serious-
ness with which she has pursued all these issues with respect to
transit security.

As you are probably aware, Administrator, within the pending
reauthorization bill, there is a requirement for a memorandum of
understanding between the Department of Homeland Security and
the Department of Transportation with respect to responsibilities
for transit security. This bill is still pending. But in anticipation of
the law and, I would argue, good common sense, do you have a
memorandum of responsibility between the two Departments out-
lining various responsibilities?

Administrator DORN. First of all, Senator, we appreciate your
keeping this issue of the MOA or MOU at the forefront of the na-
tional transportation security agenda. And I know that it is not
something we have taken lightly or set aside. Early on, we did not
know the entire scope of what needed to be done between and
among agencies, or even independently, in order to define a memo-
randum of understanding that would be useful in the long-term.
Both of our agencies have made a good faith effort. Our collabora-
tion gets better day-by-day, and we have further defined those
issues, so that now we are, I believe, productively able to define the
long-term relationship. And I hope and expect that you will see a
memorandum of agreement. I know that our two Deputy Secre-
taries have talked about that most recently, and we are on the
path to fulfill that request.

Senator REED. I get the impression the Department of Homeland
Security and the Transportation Security Administration, at least
up to this point, have refused to formally accept responsibility. And
the point I would make is that if something catastrophic happens,
everyone is responsible. And so at this juncture, worrying about
getting all the information and getting it perfect will defeat the ob-
vious need for some even rudimentary and preliminary division of
responsibilities.

Administrator DORN. Oh, absolutely. And I would want to make
it clear that we are working together on a day-to-day basis and
even in a more concerted way since Madrid. So the lack of a spe-
cific, defined memorandum has not impeded our work together. But
I do take your point. For the long-term, that document could be im-
portant.

Senator REED. Well, also for the long-term, Administrator, there
are some who would feel that legislative authority would be the
final way to settle disputes between the agencies about who should
do what. And if we were to proceed with transit security legislation
separate and apart from our overall reauthorization bill, what
major operational improvements and capital improvements would
you recommend we improve in terms of transit security?

Administrator DORN. In terms of what we have learned from the
threat and vulnerability assessments, I would certainly go back to
the very real importance of focusing, particularly at the FTA level,
on three specific things: The training of personnel, emergency pre-
paredness, and public awareness. Those are the three items that
we believe have the biggest bang for the buck, and fundamentally
are so important to enhancing security.
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In terms of other capital assets that may be required, I think
that our threat and vulnerability assessments lay the foundation,
which we have provided to the Department of Homeland Security,
so that they can prioritize the risks and the threats, not only
among and between transit agencies, but also among and between
tralllsportation modes and even other aspects of the world in which
we live.

So it is not our desire to have an increased role at the FTA, other
than the role that we now have in safety and security. I think that
we are well-served by having a Department of Homeland Security
that can help us prioritize the risks. And from the beginning, FTA
has been very serious about approaching the problem from a risk-
based assessment, and that is precisely what the Department of
Homeland Security has suggested that we continue to do and is, of
course, the foundation of all of their work. So, I believe that we
have the appropriate foundation laid to make progress.

Senator REED. Again, let me commend you because of your active
pursuit of issue of transit security, your assessments of security in
our major systems throughout the country. My sense, though, is
today we still do not have clearly defined areas of responsibility be-
tween Homeland Security and the Department of Transportation,
and Federal Transit Administration. We have these huge fissures
between the two Departments, or maybe narrowing fissures. And
our enemies exploit these types of divisions. And we have enough,
I think, evidence in other areas that unless we move expeditiously
we could have problems.

And a final point I will make, because the time has expired, is
that I think if you could share with us the results of your surveys,
it would indicate a multibillion-dollar national demand for im-
proved transportation security measures and this budget does not
reflect even a small fraction of that.

Administrator DORN. Senator, may I just respond to one piece of
this. I would not want to leave this hearing with the understanding
that there is a lack of clarity about authority for transit security.
It is very clearly in the hands of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity. We can, as partners, continue to do our work in the Transit
Administration in helping to ensure safety and security, and we
are eager to do that. But it is very clear that decisions are made
at the Department of Homeland Security.

Sel})ator REED. Mr. Chairman, may I just follow up with one
point?

Chairman SHELBY. Yes.

Senator REED. As I understand, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity budget for transit security is $50 million?

Administrator DORN. I believe that they have made available
$115 million specifically for transit security, but there is signifi-
cantly broader eligibility for transit beyond that.

Senator REED. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Dole.

Senator DOLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Ad-
ministrator Dorn, for your testimony and for the tremendous job
that you are doing at FTA. Of course, that is no surprise since I
personally know of your outstanding record in every position of
public service in which you have been involved over the years.



13

Now, as you are aware, the Charlotte Area Transit System,
CATS, and the Triangle Transit Authority, TTA, projects were
given a special designation in the Administration’s fiscal year 2005
budget. I need to understand what this special designation means
to CATS and TTA. If CATS and TTA address the specific concerns
raised by your staff about each project, please tell me whether you
expect the projects to advance in the New Starts process in this or
the next fiscal year.

Administrator DORN. Thank you, Senator Dole. Both of the New
Starts projects to which you refer, the Charlotte project and the
Raleigh project, are good projects. They received a recommended
rating in our New Starts rating process. And the question is not
one of worthiness, but of readiness. Both of these projects have un-
dertaken some design changes in order to improve ridership, and
they are working through those. And so neither project, although
both in final design, has completed those steps. We want to make
sure that we know exactly the costs and exactly the benefits before
we could move forward.

The category that we have placed these projects under, in which
they get $30 million and $20 million, respectively, between Char-
lotte and Raleigh, signals from the Administration’s point of view
that both of these projects are worthy. We have committed through
annual appropriations a fairly significant portion of the New Starts
project funding.

We want to make sure, however, before we come to Congress for
its review of a full-funding grant agreement, that we are ready be-
hind all of the dollar figures, that all of the i’s are dotted and the
t’s are crossed. I believe we have been very thorough—and that is
appropriate. And we have worked very vigilantly with both of the
transit agencies to provide technical assistance. We are really con-
scious that any delay in a project can mean money. And so we are
eager to move forward as prudently as possible. At this point, I
could not make a firm commitment as to when we would be ready
to present to the Administration and to Congress a full-funding
grant agreement, but I certainly see no show-stoppers.

Senator DOLE. Now, just to be clear, you are telling me that the
door is still open to CATS and to TTA to get their FFGA’s if they
can meet all your requirements?

Administrator DORN. In the fiscal year 2005 time period, we indi-
cated to the Administration in November that we did not see it as
likely that either of those projects would be ready for an FFGA rec-
ommendation. However, I have said to both of them that if we find
that they are able to move forward with the requirements in that
fiscal year 2005 period, I would be very eager and willing to go to
the Secretary and to the Office of Management and Budget and say
these projects are ready, we did not expect them to be ready so
quickly, but we believe it is time to move forward.

Senator DOLE. Thank you. Now, can you tell us how the con-
tinuing lack of a long-term reauthorization bill might affect the
FTA’s willingness to make long-term financial commitments to
meritorious transit projects like CATS and TTA, if at all?

Administrator DORN. Certainly. In fact, it has a very significant
impact and that is why this Administration is so eager for Con-
gress to move forward with the 6-year reauthorization bill. We are
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almost out of commitment authority, and so without a reauthoriza-
tion, many, many projects would not be able to move forward in the
major capital infrastructure account. So we need a 6-year reauthor-
ization bill.

Senator DOLE. For some time now, both Congress and the execu-
tive branch have been working to ensure that the human service
transportation activities funded in various Federal programs be-
come better coordinated, as we have been discussing today. And, of
course, we are very pleased the President recently signed the Exec-
utive Order on human service transportation that calls for the 10
Federal agencies to work together. Now, based on my years of deal-
ing with this challenge, both as Secretary of Transportation and
Secretary of Labor, we have long known that this type of coordina-
tion has been a very difficult nut to crack.

Please tell us why it has taken so long to make progress on this
human service transportation coordination problem.

Administrator DORN. It is not due primarily to lack of good will.
It is a risk-averse attitude, I think. When you have programs as
different as Medicaid and training programs in the Labor Depart-
ment, each of which have different eligibility requirements, dif-
ferent funding requirements, you have stakeholders who are eager
to get their van for their own stakeholders and not necessarily will-
ing to share the ride. There are so many issues, that sorting out
and focusing on those issues, some of which are real and some of
which are not, at all levels, is really important.

What this Committee has done in terms of a first step, or the
next step, really, is to help make this an easier problem to solve
by requiring all of the community stakeholders to sit down at a
table together. So, whether it is the Paralyzed Veterans of America,
or the Diabetes Association, or the elderly and disabled programs
funded by DOT programs, they all sit down together and say what
makes sense for this community and are able to use flexible fund-
ing to fund transportation needs in a more coordinated way. I think
we have made significant progress with a lot of good will. And
States have provided some very important leadership—including
North Carolina. They have done a terrific job, and they are very
eager to improve even on that effort, as well as helping other
States to initiate best practices, as they have done.

I feel optimistic. This is a problem that was decades in the mak-
ing. It is not going to be solved overnight, but we are already see-
ing significant improvements. I appreciate your interest.

Senator DOLE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Sarbanes.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAUL S. SARBANES

Senator SARBANES. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Ad-
ministrator Dorn, welcome back before the Committee.

Administrator DORN. Thank you.

Senator SARBANES. I am interested, first, in this issue of transit
security. In your statement, you say in fiscal year 2005 we request
$37.8 million for security initiatives, which remain a high priority.
Is that correct?

Administrator DORN. Yes.
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Senator SARBANES. It is my understanding that it is not new
money for security but simply the 1 percent take-down of the ur-
banized formula grant program for all passenger safety and secu-
rity needs, actually a program that has been in effect for many,
many years. So that does not represent a response to a perceived
transit security threat, is that correct?

Administrator DORN. That is essentially correct. If I might just
mention, we have tried very systematically to refocus the monies
that we do have in terms of educating the transit agencies and in-
forming them, really many of whom already know, about how to
make the best investments.

I would also mention that in the Department of Defense supple-
mental bill of 2 years ago, there was approximately $23 million for
transit security investments, and so we have undertaken to do the
various things that we talked about in the testimony with that
money. And there is still a very small portion of that that we are
targeting to a training program.

Senator SARBANES. Later in your testimony you mentioned $50
million for grants from the Department of Homeland Security. Is
that correct? To go to 30 different transit agencies?

Administrator DORN. That is my understanding of the proposal
for the fiscal year 2005 budget.

Senator SARBANES. And then I think, in response to Senator
Reed, you said there was $115 million worth of money for security.
Is that right?

Administrator DORN. I believe that part of that is from an earlier
year appropriation. So, I believe it is $50 million and $60 million
over 2 years. One is proposed, and one is actual.

Senator SARBANES. As I understand it, there are no specific
funds—those were for 2003 and 2004, as I understand it—$65 mil-
lion for 2003, and $50 million for 2004. Is that correct?

Administrator DORN. That is correct.

Senator SARBANES. As I understand it, there are no specific
funds for fiscal year 2005.

Administrator DORN. To my knowledge, no.

Senator SARBANES. Now, why is that? I mean, I think these mon-
ies are inadequate and I am going to go to that point in a minute.
But how, under any scenario, could you have no specific funds for
fiscal year 2005 for this purpose, given—I mean, in other words,
you have 65, 50, and zero.

Administrator DORN. It is my understanding.

Senator SARBANES. “You” being the Administration.

Administrator DORN. I understand.

Senator SARBANES. I understand it is not in your budget, it is in
the Homeland Security budget, right?

Administrator DORN. That is correct. It is my understanding
there is a well over $600 million grant program for which transit
is eligible, the Urban Area Grant Program. So there is eligibility.
It is not specifically targeted at transit.

Senator SARBANES. Well, WMATA has done a detailed analysis
of their security needs, which I assume you are familiar with.

Administrator DORN. I have not seen it, but I have been told,
yes.
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Senator SARBANES. When they estimate they need $70 million to
implement their security proposals, that is for one transit system.
Seventy million. And as I understand it, the Department of Home-
land Security is giving out $50 million for 30 systems. Now, that
does not strike me as being a high-priority item.

Administrator DORN. Certainly one point, or a couple of points,
if I may, Senator. I have been impressed with the way the industry
has responded from day one here. They have taken every step fea-
sible within existing resources, and I can certainly understand that
in a survey of funding needs you might garner such an assessment.
I do think it is important that Department of Homeland Security’s
purpose is really to prioritize the risk both among and between
transit agencies and broader risks, so that we can make sure that
we are allocating scarce resources, or allocating resources at all,
based on the highest threat and vulnerability. While I respect the
professionalism of WMATA in defining its security needs, I think
the value of Homeland Security assessing from a broader perspec-
tive where are the vulnerabilities is really important. And that is
what we found in our threat and vulnerability assessments. These
had to be done locally and then they had to be factored into a
broader portfolio.

Senator SARBANES. Let me pursue that for a moment, because
Senators Warner, Allen and Mikulski and I have written to Sec-
retary Ridge about urgent emergency preparedness in the National
Capital Region, which is to follow up on the WMATA request in
particular, pressing them to make more money available. Now,
should we have sent that letter to you as well, or are you com-
pletely out of the loop on transit security?

Administrator DORN. Certainly, we——

Senator SARBANES. And I am looking here and I realize that we
did not send it to you, and I think maybe we overlooked a fruitful
target. But the answer you just gave me would imply that you are
not an advocate for transit, that it has all been bounced over to the
Homeland Security Department.

Administrator DORN. I would not want to give that impression.

Senator SARBANES. You were very explicit in responding to Sen-
ator Reed that it was not your bailiwick. I was very struck by that.

Administrator DORN. The ultimate decision-making authority
about how we prioritize risks and resources is in the hands of the
Department of Homeland Security.

Senator SARBANES. Do you think the Department of Homeland
Security is under-prioritizing the risk and need that exists in the
area of transit security?

Administrator DORN. If I might just say the second half to the
first question is that, from our perspective, we continue to be ac-
tively engaged with the Department of Homeland Security, pro-
viding them information as we have it and continuing our training,
emergency response, and public awareness programs. We are not
getting out of the responsibility.

Senator SARBANES. Do you think that the information you have
provided, then, would lead a reasoned, objective decisionmaker to
conclude that more money is needed than what is currently being
provided for transit security?
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Administrator DORN. I am not in a position to know whether
transit is more or less at risk than port security or aviation or the
banking industry.

Senator SARBANES. Well, I am not asking you to do the balance.
Let me just ask you this question

Administrator DORN. But I think that is the key issue, Senator.

Senator SARBANES. Within the realm of transit security, do you
think sufficient resources are being devoted to that purpose?

Administrator DORN. Within the realm of transit security, I be-
lieve that we understand well at FTA what the priorities should be
in terms of the kinds of things to fund. But I do not think we are
in a position for the entire Government to be able to assess
where

Senator SARBANES. I am not asking you to make that——

Administrator DORN. Well, I would like to answer the question,
but I could not answer it clearly and objectively, because I think
that the risk assessment has to be done by experts who see the
whole picture.

Senator SARBANES. Let me concede that point to you at the mo-
ment.

Administrator DORN. Okay.

Senator SARBANES. From your perspective, from your end of the
telescope, do you think enough resources are being devoted to tran-
sit security?

Administrator DORN. I respect the decisions of the Department
of Homeland Security.

hSenator SARBANES. No, no, no. No, you cannot get away with
that.

Administrator DORN. That is what I want——

Senator SARBANES. Look, what do you think——

hAc}l{ministrator DORN. Can I not tell you what I really think? I
think it

Senator SARBANES. What do you tell the Department? Are you
telling the Department of Homeland Security that you need more
money for transit security?

Administrator DORN. We tell them that, whatever you think is
appropriate to invest based on your look at the total picture, we
think that the priorities for investment should be, one, based on
the risk and vulnerability assessments, and two, on the most effec-
tive means of protecting transit—public awareness, emergency re-
sponse, and training.

Senator SARBANES. Well, you have just gone way out on the tran-
sit line, because if something happens, this response is going to
come back to haunt you. I just observe that. And it seems to me
totally unnecessary, indeed erroneous, for you to make this re-
sponse given the challenges that you confront in transit security.
We need to know whether, as a transit administrator, you think
enough resources are being put into transit security. Now, the De-
partment of Homeland Security may say, well, that administrator,
she was looking for a lot more money but we just did not have it,
and we had a balance—transit and port and air and all the rest
of it—and this is a balance we took. But you are telling me that
you are doing that balance yourself.

Administrator DORN. No.
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Senator SARBANES. Who is the advocate for transit security of
this Administration?

Administrator DORN. The FTA has been an aggressive advocate
toward meeting the needs of transit security. And as an appointee
of the Administration, I would feel equally as guilty if, after aggres-
sively advocating a dollar amount, the next day the target was in-
stead another target, in port security or whatever. Because I have
one point of view. And I think that is why this Congress and the
Administration agreed it was imperative to have a Department of
Homeland Security to assess the risks. And I will not back away
from the perspective of being an aggressive advocate for meeting
the needs of transit security to the degree that those risks and
vulnerabilities have to be taken into account.

Senator SARBANES. So you think that enough money is being put
into transit security?

Administrator DORN. I am not in a position to judge that. That
has to be done by the Department.

Senator SARBANES. You are the transit administrator. From the
point of view of the transit administrator——

Administrator DORN. But I am not the port administrator, or the
FAA administrator.

Senator SARBANES. Do you think enough money is being put into
transit security?

Administrator DORN. I think I have answered the question.

Senator SARBANES. In other words, you think enough money is
being put in.

Administrator DORN. Senator, I am not in a position to know
that.

Chairman SHELBY. Ms. Dorn, do you not head up the Transit Se-
curity Administration.

Administrator DORN. No.

Chairman SHELBY. That is the point. Two different agencies, are
they not?

Administrator DORN. Yes. That is correct.

Chairman SHELBY. One is tasked with security.

Administrator DORN. Correct.

Chairman SHELBY. You are concerned with security, as we all
are, but that is somebody else’s bailiwick. Is that correct?

Administrator DORN. That is correct. We want to provide as
much information as possible and we want to make sure that we
have a seat at the table, so that the needs and concerns of transit
are factored into the very rigorous assessment that the Department
of Homeland Security undertakes. And that, I believe, is my job.

Senator SARBANES. Well, I sharply disagree with you. I think you
have a responsibility to indicate to us what you think the needs for
transit security are and whether adequate resources are being de-
voted to it.

Administrator DORN. Well, certainly, with the discretionary
money that we have at our

Senator SARBANES. Secretary Ridge would come in here and he
would have to say, well, look, I have these competing claims. I have
this amount of money and this is what I am trying to do. But that
is not your situation.
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Administrator DORN. It has to be based on intelligence. And I see
a significant amount of intelligence, but I do not see the whole pan-
oply, and I am not in a position to make that judgment.

Senator SARBANES. What does the intelligence you see tell you
about the need for transit security?

Administrator DORN. That certainly transit can be a target. That
is why we have aggressively pursued the mechanisms that I have
described, and that is why we are insistent that we have a seat at
the table, as those decisionmakers make the decision.

Chairman SHELBY. Senator Reed, do you have another question?
We have a vote on the floor.

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, I agree with Senator Sarbanes. 1
have great respect for the Administrator, but I think you have to
be an advocate at the table for transit, and that, I think, implies
a knowledge of the demand for additional resources. And I would
just conclude that it is insufficient. We recognize that there are
port security issues, et cetera, but as Senator Sarbanes said, Gov-
ernor Ridge could make the case that he is prioritizing, but I think
you are the expert in transit in this Administration, not just in the
commercial aspects but the security aspects. But to simply say, I
have no opinion on this, I think, leaves us without information we
need to do our job.

That is an observation, not a question. Thank you.

Chairman SHELBY. Ms. Dorn, you did not say you had no opinion
on this, as I understood it, did you? Did you say you have no opin-
ion? You are the Administrator for transit, but you are not the
head of TSA, right?

Administrator DORN. Correct.

Chairman SHELBY. Is that not what you are trying to say?

i?ldministrator DORN. Yes, but apparently I have not said it very
well.

Chairman SHELBY. And you do have some input and you should
have a voice, at least to speak with Secretary Ridge about your
transit concerns, which are also our concerns.

Administrator DORN. And we have done that.

Chairman SHELBY. We all believe that transit is vulnerable, do
we not?

Administrator DORN. Yes.

Chairman SHELBY. We have believed that a long time.

Administrator DORN. Correct.

Chairman SHELBY. Transit move millions of people in transpor-
tation systems every day. We do not want to give anybody any
ideas they have not thought of, but you are not saying that is not
a part of your responsibilities, but that is not your primary area
of expertise. Although you will try to address secutiry concerns,
will you not?

Administrator DORN. I need to bring to the table everything I
know about the threats and vulnerabilities, and I take that respon-
sibility very seriously.

Chairman SHELBY. You are concerned with security.

Administrator DORN. Absolutely. But in terms of trying to decide
where the resources go among and between competitive needs and
threats, that happens in a different department at a higher level.
And my job is to make sure that my Secretary
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Chairman SHELBY. You are speaking of Secretary Ridge?

Administrator DORN. Pardon me?

Chairman SHELBY. You are referring to Secretary Ridge, who is
the Secretary of Homeland Security.

Administrator DORN. Exactly.

Chairman SHELBY. Which is a cabinet position.

Administrator DORN. Yes.

Senator REED. Is that your reference?

Administrator DORN. Yes.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you.

Administrator DORN. And we do not hesitate to make our view-
point known and provide every piece of information, and we will
continue to do that, because we know there are competing prior-
ities there. We want to make sure the information is analyzed, so
that they can make a judicious judgment. And I believe that

Chairman SHELBY. In due respect, security of our transit system
has to be—especially in today’s environment—one of our highest
priorities.

Administrator DORN. It is for me.

Chairman SHELBY. So you agree?

Administrator DORN. Yes, absolutely.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you.

Ms. Dorn, we have a vote on the floor. We appreciate your ap-
pearance here and we appreciate the job you are doing. Please con-
tinue your good work.

Administrator DORN. Thank you very much.

Chairman SHELBY. If we can have the second panel take their
seats at the table, we can begin with William Millar, President of
the American Public Transportation Association; Dale Marsico,
with the Community Transportation Association of America; Tim-
othy Martin, who in addition to being the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for the Illinois Department of Transportation, represents the
American Association of State Highways and Transportation Offi-
cials. Finally, Rolf Lundberg, Jr., Senior Vice President of Congres-
sional and Public Affairs for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

We look forward to hearing from you. The hearing will continue
after the vote. Thank you.

We will be in recess.

[Recess.]

Chairman SHELBY. Gentlemen, thank you for waiting. The hear-
ing will come back to order. Mr. Millar.

Mr. MILLAR. Nice to see you again, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you. All of your written testimony will
be made part of the Committee record. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM MILLAR, PRESIDENT
AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. MILLAR. Yes, sir, I will be glad to. First, let me thank you
on behalf of the 1,500 members of the American Public Transpor-
tation Association for holding this hearing today, and for your con-
tinued interest and support in public transportation. I believe this
is the first time I have been able to appear before the Committee
since you passed the landmark SAFETEA Act that you referred to
in your opening statement. We are just very pleased about it.
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Chairman SHELBY. We passed.

Mr. MILLAR. That is what I say you, the Committee, passed.

Chairman SHELBY. You cannot do anything by yourself up here.

Mr. MILLAR. Yes, sir. We appreciate the bipartisan approach that
was used in that bill and hope that your friends across the Hill will
see fit to likewise move ahead. In fact, Mr. Chairman, when my
board of directors met on March 7, they passed a resolution both
endorsing the SAFETEA legislation and in praise of the hard work
of the Committee here.

We believe that having done that, we support for the fiscal year
2005 budget at least the funding levels that this Committee had in-
cluded in the SAFETEA bill. So we urge the Congress to approve
a fiscal year 2005 appropriation for public transit that is not less
than $8.655 billion. We think that investment of that level helps
advance key national goals of producing jobs, improving mobility,
expanding public transportation options across the country, reduc-
ing the dependence on foreign oil, and that there is a solid return
on investment that the Government makes.

Now in contrast with the good work of the Committee we do not
think that the Administration’s proposal of some $7.266 billion, a
freeze budget, is good policy. In fact, we think it is bad policy. If
you factor in inflation, it is not even a freeze budget, it is actually
a cut in funding. We support what the Committee has done and the
position that several Senators on the Committee today have ex-
pressed, and we are very disappointed in the Administration’s
budget.

We think that over the last several years, particularly under
TEA-21, we have seen under this Committee’s leadership, the
funding for public transit grow from some $4.4 billion per year
back in 1997 to $7.2 billion in 2003, and I think impressive results
have come back from that investment. We have seen ridership at
the highest levels in years, the numbers of new transit systems in
both urban and rural areas growing at dramatic levels, improve-
ments to existing systems, et cetera. So we think that it has been
a very good investment; and that more investment is necessary.

In fact our friends at the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials in their Bottom Line report conclude
that we really should be investing as much as $44 billion a year
to both maintain adequate public transportation and expand it
across the country. So we certainly need increased investment.

The President’s budget also is troubling in that it makes changes
to their reauthorization proposal that they announced last spring.
That proposal was modest enough and we have expressed our con-
cern about that to the Committee on other occasions. But their
budget would even cut $2 billion for transit from their earlier pro-
posal. So we just think that is not the way to go on that.

We find it somewhat troubling and really do not understand it,
because certainly the Administration, like all of us, are concerned
about improving the economy, creating jobs, and doing all the other
things that are important for our Nation. We know that the De-
partment of Transportation tells us that for every $1 billion in-
vested in transit some 47,500 jobs are created and sustained. So we
do wonder about that.
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We also know that the kind of investment that this Committee
has advocated is not only good for our public-sector members but
is also good for our private-sector members too. We know it is not
just the big cities that benefit from this investment. Beyond the ob-
vious expansion needs of rural transportation that you have al-
ready spoken of, sir, we know that buses, for example, are built in
places like Anniston, Alabama and Lamar, Colorado, and Greens-
boro, North Carolina and a number of other cities around the coun-
try. It is not only the service that accrues to the American public
from these kind of investments, but it is also the jobs, it is the eco-
nomic benefit that results as well.

We know from studies that every $10 invested in transit capital

rojects generates some $30 in private-sector business sales; every
510 in transit operations generates some $32 in private sales. So
we know these things are true.

We also know that the American public supports increased in-
vestment. A recent survey by the firm of Wirthlin Worldwide
showed a number of interesting factors. The survey was completed
in late February. Eighty percent of Americans saw quality of life
benefits and understood that increased investment in public trans-
portation was good for them and good for communities. Seventy-six
percent supported public funding for the expansion and improve-
ment of public transportation, and more than two-thirds would be
more inclined to support candidates for Congress who support in-
vestment in public transit.

The interesting thing, we have been doing these polls for a series
of years and we have seen an interesting phenomenon. These kind
of positive results we often got in urban areas, but in recent years
and particularly this year, we see these polls cut across all lines,
whether it is large urban, small urban, rural areas, suburban
areas, all parts of the country. There is now less than, I think it
is six points difference between urban and rural answers on those
questions. I think the country as a whole is understanding this and
we certainly want to work with you in this regard.

Before I close, and given the focus earlier in the meeting on secu-
rity, perhaps I could say a few words about transit security. First,
after the horrific events of September 11, 2001, Senators Reed and
Allard convened an oversight meeting of the Transportation Sub-
committee and I was privileged at that time to bring them up to
date on what some of the plans were of how transit was starting
to deal with the tragedies. Now, two and-a-half years later, I can
show you solid results.

I want to give credit where credit is due. We have had a very
good partnership with the Federal Transit Administration and we
have been very pleased with their cooperation in many areas, par-
ticularly in research, in threat assessments, vulnerability assess-
ments, and those type of things. We have worked very closely with
the Federal Transit Administration. Although, as the Committee
probed this morning, as responsibilities have been shifted to the
Department of Homeland Security, attention has not necessarily fo-
cused on transit the way we believe that it should have.

Nonetheless, we have pursued strengthening our resolve as far
as security issues go. A recent survey that we completed of our
members showed a number of interesting results. We asked our
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members, for example, how much have you been investing in home-
land security since September 11, 2001 and it came back that we
have spent and invested over $1.7 billion. That money has come al-
most exclusively out of their budgets. In other words, the fare box,
local taxes, State taxes, however it is that they might be funded
in their community. Yes, there has been some small amount of
Federal money made available in some communities, but largely it
has been a response from State and local resources.

We asked our members, now that you have been at this issue of
security for a few years, you have experience, you know what
works—I think Ms. Dorn correctly pointed out the different strate-
gies that seem to work best—what kind of funding is necessary?
From that survey we were able to produce an analysis that shows
we need both capital money, one-time money, as well as operating
money over and above what State and local governments are al-
ready spending. The overall number that we have derived is about
$6 billion, some $5.2 billion of that being additional capital and
other one-time costs, about $800 million being for increased oper-
ating costs, continuing research needs, things of that sort.

I will be happy to supply the Committee with a more complete
list. We expect the study to be

Chairman SHELBY. You can submit that for the record.

Mr. MILLAR. Yes, sir, I would be glad to, and we expect the study
to be fully analyzed within the next 2 weeks and I would like to
submit that to you. That will also have our funding priorities in
these areas.

We would ask the Committee’s help. We have been talking with
the Department of Homeland Security. We are very disappointed
that the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget proposal does not in-
clude a line item for transit security. As was mentioned earlier, in
the 2004 and 2003 budgets, the Department of Homeland Security
did set aside small amounts of money. But in the 2005 budget we
are told to compete with every other need that is in the country.
I certainly understand the point about the need to prioritize, but
our experience is, the way the urban system money in that Depart-
ment gets divided up, transit has yet to receive its first dollar that
was not earmarked for it.

So Mr. Chairman, we certainly want to work with you and the
Members of the Committee to see if transit needs can be correctly
identified, and then if steps can be taken to amend the President’s
budget or whatever the proper procedure is in the Senate to see if
we cannot make some funding available to improve security in our
systems.

In short, Mr. Chairman, we thank you for holding this hearing.
We fully support the Banking Committee’s efforts to get a good
long-term reauthorization bill. We would hope that the appropria-
tion for public transit investment in the coming year is not less
than the Committee included in the SAFETEA legislation, and we
would ask your help in getting more focus and more funding put
into transit security needs.

At the proper time I would be pleased to answer your questions,
sir.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you. Mr. Marsico.

Mr. MARrsico. Thank you, sir.
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STATEMENT OF DALE J. MARSICO
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COMMUNITY
TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. Marsico. I would like to begin be thanking you for inviting
me to be here today. There are many things in my written testi-
mony that are very supportive of the work the Committee has done
over the last several years, and especially in its efforts to reauthor-
ize the transportation programs.

I think it is very interesting that almost exactly 2 years ago this
week in this very room that the process on transportation reauthor-
ization began in the first hearings that were held by the Banking
Committee taking a look at our investments in America’s transpor-
tation future. Two years of the solid research, 2 years of hearings,
2 years of testimony have resulted in your landmark legislation
that you passed which is significant progress for all parts of Amer-
ica’s transportation systems. As you know, we have traditionally
been very supportive advocates of expanding transportation options
in the public sector for people who live in rural communities and
for our seniors. Over the last 10 years, public transportation has
reached out to provide greater levels of service to all of those peo-
ple, and your bill and your legislation recognizes that and rewards
that work.

We feel that people that live in communities, regardless of size,
all have a stake in what public transportation can do for them. And
as our country ages and as we have more older people living in
rural communities, it is essential that we expand rural transpor-
tation options for all of those people, and your bill does that.

When you look at what we heard here in this room 2 years ago
about all the good things that transit could do, all the returns on
investment that transit can provide to communities regardless of
size, it is almost like that line from the T.S. Eliot poem where we
return to the place we started and it is still the same. Everything
we knew then is true today, and everything that we said we needed
to do for transit, we needed to do.

Unfortunately, the Administration does not share our views.
Their proposals and their hold-harmless funding for transit, as Mr.
Millar so well stated, the inflation in key transit areas in terms of
cost has continued over the last 2 years so even a hold-harmless
budget is nothing more than a reduction, because the cost of meet-
ing our current obligations will not leave us with sufficient re-
sources to expand programs to benefit more seniors or more rural
communities, which is why we support what you did. When we look
at the proposals from the Administration, when we look at the
work of S.1072, there is no other choice for us than to say that
Federal funding for fiscal 2005 and 2006 should be based on your
work and not on the Administration’s projections.

In the work that lies ahead, I know that inevitably there is going
to be a House bill and sooner or later there will be a conference.
I am here to urge you to take the values that are in S.1072 and
taken them into that conference and to take them into the fight
with the Administration, because if we do not have those numbers
we will not advance to fill unmet needs; we will lose ground. I
think as we learned when we talk about September 11, or we talk
about natural disasters, we talk about what happened last year



25

when we had the energy blackout, in all of these cases transit
played a critical role in moving Americans to safety. And last sum-
mer it played a critical role in sheltering our seniors in high-rise
buildings who were then in transit buses because it was the only
air-conditioning they could find in very hot weather. These are all
the good things that transit does that do not necessarily get
factored into the statistical formulas that people like to use when
they describe our industry.

Our testimony talks a lot about people, individual stories about
individuals that transit makes an important difference in their
lives. They live in every community, big and small, and they are
the people that we should be most concerned about.

Last, on the issue of security, we did mention in our testimony
that we thought that one of the overlooked areas in transit security
remains the fact that we do not have any national reserve of buses
or rail cars for a national disaster or for a terrorist attack. We also
think that there needs to be sufficient stockpiles for fuel and other
vital resources that keep transit moving should there be a natural
disaster or a terrorist attack. We think that area does need to have
a significant review.

Last, I just want to say this. When we look at the work that you
did, I think it is very significant to note that the first transpor-
tation bill to pass in America by any House of Congress in the 21st
century is your bill, and it is a mighty good place to start for all
parts of the transportation community. But for the rural parts of
the community, for people who are interested in seniors, for people
who have unmet needs, your bill is better than that. Your bill is
the way forward for all Americans, and I want to thank you on be-
half of our 7,000 members and the people who use our transpor-
tation services and theirs. Without your work we would not have
the kind of future that we need, so thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you.

Mr. Martin.

STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY MARTIN
CHAIRMAN, STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS
SECRETARY, ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a privilege to be
here representing both the State of Illinois and the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway and Transportation Officials. On behalf of
that organization we would like to thank you for your leadership
in passing Senate bill 1072. We believe the $318 billion that you
passed serves as a wonderful floor for transportation funding as we
go forward.

As you said, Mr. Chairman, we are midway through our second
short-term extension of TEA-21. We are also entering the summer
construction season. We need to get going and we ask that every-
one involved work quickly to get a bill passed and get a bill signed
so that projects can go forward.

The Administration’s request has been documented here today as
well below all transit needs. It threatens a serious setback in fund-
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ing and it threatens a serious setback in transit throughout the
country. The work of TEA-21 led to a 22 percent increase in tran-
sit ridership throughout the country. This brings the number of
rides to a 40-year high. This is something significant and some-
thing which should be built upon rather than taken down from.

What does transit provide? Transit provides a reduction in traffic
congestion and enhances the efficiency of the highway transpor-
tation system. It also provides access to jobs to people who do not
have access to automobiles. As has been said here, it also provides
access to the young, to the old, and those who are disabled. And
most importantly, it conserves energy and reduces air pollution.

The Administration’s budget proposal would basically freeze
transit funding at the 2004 levels bringing $7.3 billion, $6 billion
from the highway trust fund drawdown and $1.3 billion from gen-
eral funds. The U.S. DOT’s most recent conditions and performance
report says that it requires an annual investment of $20 billion
simply to maintain. Now we understand that in these tough times
it is difficult to get everything that we need. But we are not even
funding at half the level of the stated needs of the U.S. Department
of Transportation.

AASHTO’s own bottom line analysis says that we need $19 bil-
lion, and as Mr. Millar said, $44 billion to improve service. We are
not even scratching the surface of those needs to improve transit
funding.

In my own home State of Illinois TEA-21 made significant
strides in improving transportation. Between the rural program
that was started, we support the common sense changes that you
have talked about here today. We support those in Illinois because
only have two-thirds of our counties have access to rural transpor-
tation. One-third does not. That is something that we need to
change.

Illinois FIRST, in combination with TEA-21, allowed us five New
Start projects. That is significant. But we will not continue to make
the gains at the current funding levels that we have proposed
today. We are talking about jobs in Illinois. Our Governor has
started jobs programs, construction programs, to provide much-
needed jobs throughout the State. The funding levels brought here
today by the Administration do not increase jobs anywhere.

State transportation officials believe that the transit program
provisions of TEA-21 have stood the test of time and should be
maintained. While guaranteeing funds from the mass transit ac-
count of the Highway Trust Fund, the Administration would not
guarantee the General Fund. That is troubling to us. States and
transit agencies need stable funding commitments to plan major in-
frastructure projects throughout the country. The Administration
calls for reducing Federal funding for New Starts from 80 percent
to 50 percent. Given everybody’s well-known funding problems
throughout the States, this will not help improve transit through-
out the country.

The Administration proposes to restructure a program so that 80
percent of the New Starts come from general revenue funds. These
same general revenue funds which they do not propose to guar-
antee. This will cause even more issues with starting New Start
project throughout the country.



27

Giving the States flexibility to fund some of the security activi-
ties out of highway trust funds is a positive. But as has been dem-
onstrated here today, there are not enough funds for security
issues.

Continuing the ability to allow States to flexibly transfer funds
between highway and transit is a good thing. Doubling Federal
rural transit assistance is also a good thing.

In summary, the Administration’s proposed flat-line funding for
transit in fiscal year 2005 is inadequate to address job access, job
creation, needs for transportation for elderly and disabled. We sup-
port the $8.65 billion you have voted on and we will do whatever
we can to help support passage of a bill in conference committee.

Thank you very much.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you.

Mr. Lundberg.

STATEMENT OF ROLF TH. LUNDBERG, JR.
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT OF CONGRESSIONAL
AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. LUNDBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good afternoon. My
name is Rolf Lundberg. I am Senior Vice President for Congres-
sional and Public Affairs at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. I am
here today representing the Chamber’s 3 million businesses as the
world’s largest business federation. I would like to address the Ad-
ministration’s proposed fiscal year 2005 budget for public transpor-
tation and the importance of public transit in our multimodal
transportation network.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is, to echo your
words, very disappointed that the Administration’s proposed fiscal
year 2005 budget which indeed freezes public transit funding at
last year’s investment levels. Our Nation’s public transportation
system is critical to our future economic growth, to our inter-
national competitiveness, quality of life, and national security. The
Chamber of Commerce has urged Congress to increase public
transportation funding. It is a proven investment that creates jobs
and generates economic growth.

We are happy that this Committee and you, Mr. Chairman, have
worked so hard to significantly increase investment in public trans-
portation in the transit title of S.1072. The Chamber applauds this
Committee’s effort to remain firm in its commitment to increase
funding for transit. With a short-term extension of TEA-21 that is
set to expire at the end of next month and infrastructure require-
ments continuing to grow, now is certainly not the time to flat line
investment in our public transportation system.

Public transportation is taking on an increasingly important role
in America’s multimodal transportation network. Over the last 6
years, transit use has grown faster than population growth. These
ridership gains are directly attributable to the significant Federal
investments in public transportation. In 2001, each American trav-
eling during peak periods wasted an average of 60 hours a year,
nearly 8 full working days, simply in traffic congestion. In that
same year, congestion cost America nearly $70 billion in wasted
time and fuel.
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Across America, investment in public transportation is paying
off. Transportation accounts for approximately 17 percent of our
GDP, and for American families transportation represents about 18
percent of household spending, the second-largest household ex-
penditure after housing.

Without the option of providing strong investment in public
transportation to State and local governments, we will feel the con-
sequences of a subpar system, congestion, decreased productivity,
more accidents, and a diminished quality of life. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation data show that a minimum of $60 billion
per year of Federal investment is needed to improve and maintain
the current physical conditions of the Nation’s highways and
bridges. DOT estimates that $20.6 billion in capital investment is
needed annually just to maintain and improve current public tran-
sit services. We currently spend about $7 billion a year. To meet
these current challenges we must invest more of our limited re-
sources in a better and more efficient manner.

Mr. Chairman, we applaud the work of this Committee for devel-
oping a package that significantly increases Federal transit author-
izations with appropriate budgetary protections. We firmly believe
that S.1072’s authorizations of $255 billion for highways and $56.5
billion for public transportation and guaranteed funding levels are
the bar minimum that should be accepted for any 6-year TEA-21
reauthorization bill. Therefore, we believe any legislation below the
Senate investment number for a 6-year bill would be unacceptable.
As the House prepares or is debating or will be debating a $275
billion bill, we urge this Committee and the Senate to continue to
insist on a $318 billion level in conference.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce will
continue to advocate for increased investment in transportation in-
frastructure. The impact of freezing public transit funding at cur-
rent levels will increase congestion, decrease safety on our roads,
and set back our ability to improve air quality. Public transpor-
tation is a critical component in a national transportation system.
Increasing capacity on modes of transportation is needed to meet
the growing passenger and cargo demands.

The U.S. Chamber, and for that matter chambers of commerce
throughout the Nation at the State and local levels and the busi-
ness community, look forward to working with you and this Com-
mittee and the President to support funding the Nation’s surface
transportation needs, and at a minimum to support the authorized
and guaranteed investment levels in S.1072. This investment in
transit will ensure that we provide a quality of life that all Ameri-
cans deserve.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy answer any questions
you or any other Member may have.

Chairman SHELBY. Mr. Lundberg, if you have the information
with you, could you tell me, what the impact would be on transpor-
tation-related businesses nationwide if we were to enact into law
a comprehensive surface transportation bill that is funded at $318
billion? What would be the impact, first on transportation-related
businesses and second, on the economy as a whole?

Mr. LUNDBERG. Mr. Chairman, the business community is, of
course, very concerned about the impact on the economy. The short
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answer is it would be extremely favorable. What we do know is
that Government investment in infrastructure stimulates the econ-
omy more than just about any other form of fiscal policy.

Ch%irman SHELBY. It would mean significant job creation, would
it not?

Mr. LUNDBERG. It would be a heck of a lot of jobs, and has been
noted at this panel, that number is approximately 47,500 jobs per
billion dollars spent. It is an extraordinary return on investment
in transportation, and it would have an extraordinarily positive im-
pact on the economy and on businesses in this sector, yes.

Chairman SHELBY. Mr. Millar, in addition to the funding, there
are several new initiatives, S. 1072, that I, Senator Allard, and oth-
ers felt were important steps towards advancing the role of the pri-
vate sector in providing public transportation services. Specifically,
we adopted the Administration’s proposal to allow private opera-
tors of public transportation to qualify as sub-recipients of grant
funds. Would APTA, like the Committee and the Administration,
agree these changes present an opportunity for positive reform?

Mr. MILLAR. Yes, sir, we do. We think that the steps you have
taken, which is really a continuation of policy directions you have
taken over the years, are very good policy directions indeed. Ours
is an industry that if we were speaking 30 years ago, people did
not see much role for the private sector. But for a variety of rea-
sons, including the investment in our industry that this Committee
has overseen over those decades, it is now a much more attractive
place for many businesses to do business. We think the provisions
you put in your bill, that we hope will become law, are a great step
in that direction, sir.

Chairman SHELBY. In your opinion, what would be the impact on
the industry and on transit riders nationwide if the Congress were
to flat-line transit spending?

Mr. MILLAR. Less service, higher fares, less ability for people to
travel, fewer people able to get to jobs, less people able to get to
job training, fewer people able to get to school, less opportunity,
more disparity in our economy. The list goes on and on.

Chairman SHELBY. Increasing rural connectivity and providing
opportunities for service in small communities nationwide was an
important goal in crafting S. 1072, as you may know. If those provi-
sions become law, can you tell the Committee what you believe the
impact will be on the communities you represent, specifically rural
communities?

Mr. MARsICO. I am think, as we said in our testimony and have
said at many times before this Committee, the dynamics have
changed in rural America, are such that we have greater numbers
of older Americans who live in rural communities, and we also live
at a time when their basic health services, their basic way of doing
business in the world has moved further from them, especially
since in health care more outpatient medication is usually located
in more distant urban areas. Consequently, rural transportation
becomes much more of a priority for them. Any lack of investment
or addressing the fact that that population in rural communities,
as you know in your own State, continues to grow older.

We have to have investment to have more flexible programs that
can be developed in the local communities and in rural States that
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can meet those needs. I think if we look around the country we will
see that these programs return huge investments in terms of the
quality of life for our older citizens in rural communities for very
small dollar investments.

I think the other thing that is very clear if you look at America’s
network of rural transportation, some of it is faith-based, some of
it is nonprofit, some of it is publicly based. When you look at that
quilt of services you also find a high degree of volunteers and com-
munity people involved at all levels as part of that process. The
special thing about rural transit is, it spans all of those organiza-
tions in a way that helps make communities stay viable. So any-
thing that contributes to that obviously makes that quality of life
better, and anything that we do in that area is going to cost us a
lot less for the returns that we are going to get.

Chairman SHELBY. Is there a nexus between public transit and
access to health care?

Mr. MARsiIco. I think in the studies that we did when we tried
to interest the Senate in taking a look at this as part of the Medi-
care issue, that we find that based on studies done by the General
Accounting Office, especially in rural communities, it cost the Gov-
ernment somewhere between $700 and $800 for an ambulance trip
for a senior to a medical facility when there is no access to public
transit. Compare $700 or $800 to the average public transit cost for
that trip was between $8 and maybe $18 at the highest level. So,
I think in terms of that it is an obvious mix, it is an obvious issue
that we tried to address in the Medicare bill, and I appreciate your
work, and that of Senator Dodd, in trying to make that a priority
in terms of programs for senior citizens in rural communities, that
we get medical transportation out front.

If we really want to make improvements in lowering the cost of
Medicare and other entitlements, it is always in outpatient medi-
cine. But outpatient medicine without public or community trans-
portation, that is not ambulance-based, is not going to be an effec-
tive way to deal with that. Again, if we maintain and improve the
network of transportation then people can stay in their home com-
munities and stay out of institution, which no one would choose for
themselves.

Anything that we do in that situation makes it better. The num-
bers are there. The GAO says it is a good idea, and your bill, your
work, the work of Senator Dodd, is exactly where we need to take
this issue.

Chairman SHELBY. Thank you. Mr. Martin, in your testimony I
was struck by a reference you made to some 37 counties in your
home State of Illinois that are devoid of any public transportation
services. That is probably true of many areas across the country.
Has AASHTO done an analysis of particular provisions in S.1072
which would have an impact on the unserved and underserved
communities that you reference, in Illinois but also in other States
across the country?

Mr. MARTIN. I think the gains in TEA-21 are continued with
Senate bill 1072 and I think that is very important. The difference,
when you look at Administration’s bill, while they talk about com-
bining things, that is very good but it is the funding that the needs
to be presented to make these things work.
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Chairman SHELBY. How many counties do you have in Illinois?

Mr. MARTIN. We have 102 counties.

Chairman SHELBY. So a third of them, more or less.

Mr. MARTIN. Yes, so a little more than a third are not served by
any transit. We believe that by combining some of these programs,
taking some common sense measures, we can make the same dol-
lars or more dollars go farther. I think that is true of many States.
In urban areas, I think as has been said, it is a little easier to get
there. But we have some counties that have no medical service so
you have to cross county to county to get to a doctor, and that is
not fair for people who cannot drive a car or cannot afford a car.

Chairman SHELBY. Gentlemen, we thank you for your testimony,
and your patience in letting us go vote but more than that, for your
substantive input in helping us craft a good Senate bill. Thank you
very much.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[Prepared statements and response to written questions supplied
for the record follow:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHRISTOPHER J. DODD

I want to commend Chairman Shelby and Senator Sarbanes for convening this
hearing on the fiscal year 2005 budget for the Federal Transit Administration.

I also want to thank Administrator Dorn for being here this afternoon. Although
I will not be able to stay for the entire hearing, it is nevertheless very important
for the Members of this Committee to hear about the Administration’s transit prior-
ities for the upcoming fiscal year.

It has been nearly 2 months since the Banking Committee unanimously approved
legislation reauthorizing the Nation’s transit programs. Thanks to the outstanding
leadership of Chairman Shelby and Senator Sarbanes, we were able to forge con-
sensus on a $56.5 billion measure for mass transit over the next 6 years.

This amount, I believe, represents a significant investment for the future. It is
especially important for States and regions like my own that rely heavily on mass
transit but whose aging infrastructure needs repair and modernization.

It is therefore troubling that the Administration’s budget proposal would flatline
transit spending at last year’s level, without even an increase for inflation or rider-
ship growth. In addition, I am deeply concerned that the transit measure approved
by the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee yesterday is $5 billion
less than the Senate level. I am well aware of the fiscal constraints that the Nation
is facing, but it makes little sense to underinvest in an area where there are so
many unmet needs.

After all, transit ridership continues to grow each year. Why then is the Adminis-
tration not recommending more resources to address this need?

In addition, highway congestion continues to worsen, especially along the North-
east Corridor. Why then is the Federal Transit Administration proposing to take
away one of our most effective congestion mitigation tools?

Finally, investments in mass transit create jobs and serves as a catalyst for eco-
nomic development. In fact, every one dollar invested in transit returns eight dollars
to the economy. Why then is the Administration not proposing new transit funds
to spur the economy?

If anybody were to argue that there is no need for additional transit spending,
I would urge them to look at Connecticut. This winter, we had severe problems on
the Metro-North Railroad New Haven Line. A combination of cold weather and
aging railcars knocked nearly a third of the fleet out of service for several weeks.
And it was not just the passengers who were left out in the cold. The economy suf-
fered as well. People could not travel to and from work. Students could not commute
to and from school. Everything was at a standstill.

Connecticut is not the only State experiencing such hardships though. Other
States, particularly in the Northeast and Midwest that rely heavily on transit, re-
quire increased investments in mass transit to ensure that their systems run effi-
cientlly. For that reason, we ca not be satisfied with the Administration’s budget pro-
posal.

With that, let me again thank Administrator Dorn and express my sincere desire
to work with her to build on the successes transit has enjoyed over the years.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JON S. CORZINE

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this hearing to discuss the Administration’s
proposed budget for the Nation’s mass transit needs in the next fiscal year. I wel-
come Federal Transit Administrator Dorn today and look forward to her testimony.

Mr. Chairman, I have strong doubts that the budget that the Administration has
proposed will be sufficient to meet the needs of our Nation’s transportation infra-
structure. The challenges posed by increased traffic congestion, poor air quality, and
an aging road, rail and bridge network require a strong level of financial commit-
ment from the Federal Government. Unfortunately, I cannot find that level of com-
mitment in this proposal.

With regards to the Administration’s fiscal year 2005 transit proposal, I am equal-
ly disturbed by the levels, Mr. Chairman. The Administration has proposed a fiscal
year 2005 mass transit budget that is $7.2 billion. That is the same as the Adminis-
tration’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget request and the same as the Fiscal Year 2004
Omnibus Spending bill that was signed into law by the President. This is clearly
inadequate.

I would also like to address transit security. In light of the tragic bombing in Ma-
drid on March 11 that took 190 lives, I am concerned that we are not doing enough
to prevent a similar attack in the United States. The Administration has only re-
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quested $37.8 million for Federal transit safety funding for fiscal year 2005. This
is also inadequate.

Finally, I would like to take a moment to address TEA-21 reauthorization. For
the past 6 months, Congress has struggled to enact a reauthorization bill that would
help fund highway and mass transit needs. The Senate passed a bill in February
that I consider a good start: We have set aside $311 billion. But the Administration
has opposed this amount and has threatened a veto. As a result, the House of Rep-
resentatives is considering a bill that only provides $275 billion. I find it disturbing
that instead of working with Congress to try to increase the funding for highways
and mass transit, the Administration is instead trying to decrease funding.

I understand that the Administration’s fiscal year 2005 proposal is subject to
change. Congress will establish different and hopefully higher highway and mass
transit levels for fiscal year 2005 and the next 6 years. I look forward to this as
a Member of the Banking Committee. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JENNIFER L. DORN
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MARCH 25, 2004

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify today in support of the President’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget for the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). We are looking forward to working with this Com-
mittee and with Congress to achieve the goals outlined in our budget request. This
budget request reiterates a number of important elements of the Administration’s
surface transportation reauthorization proposal, including predictable funding
through the formularization of most transit programs; an increased focus on results
through a ridership-based performance incentive program; and increased attention
to the needs of people who are most dependent on public transportation as a lifeline
to jobs and community resources.

The President has proposed spending $7.27 billion on transit programs in fiscal
year 2005, sustaining the record level of Federal investment in transit proposed by
the President and enacted by Congress for fiscal year 2004. Reflecting the Presi-
dent’s desire to make transit funding more reliable and more predictable, this budg-
et proposes to redirect funding to reflect an increased priority on funding for rural
communities and programs that serve people with disabilities, older adults, and low-
income individuals who need better access to jobs and training opportunities in their
communities. In addition, the President has proposed spending $1.5 billion, a 16
percent increase over the fiscal year 2004 enacted level, for the New Starts program.
As American cities continue to grow, we believe that building and expanding transit
systems through the New Starts program will be an important element of our Na-
tion’s efforts to grow our economy, promote energy independence, address conges-
tion, improve emergency preparedness, and protect our environment.

Common Sense Transit Solutions

The hallmark of this Administration has been the pursuit of common sense tran-
sit solutions for all Americans. Over the last decade or more, a growing awareness
of the needs of older adults, persons with disabilities, and people with low incomes
has led to the creation of new programs throughout Government—some are trans-
portation programs, but many are human service programs that fund transportation
services for their clients. As you know, in June 2003, the General Accounting Office
identified 62 programs run by eight different Federal agencies that fund transpor-
tation services for individuals in these groups. Local governments, community
groups, and nonprofit agencies have also stepped in to help address these important
transportation needs. This growing and complex web of transportation services is,
without question, a positive reflection of the increasing attention that community
stakeholders, the Federal Government, and Congress have placed on meeting the
needs of our Nation’s most vulnerable citizens.

Ironically, this impressive investment of money, time, and energy in public trans-
portation has not solved the transportation problems of the people they are intended
to help. Our communities have adopted a myriad of human service transportation
networks, which to varying degrees involve transit agencies that provide fixed route
or demand-responsive public transportation and paratransit services, nonprofit
agencies that operate transportation exclusively for use by their own clients, and
human service agencies that provide funds to individual clients to purchase trans-
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portation services. Unfortunately, in most communities, making sense of these com-
plicated networks is a difficult task that is still left to the customer. Typically, each
agency that provides transportation has its own rules, billing practices, customer
entry points, destinations, and routes. In some communities, two or more agencies
run essentially the same route each day; but they may be permitted to serve only
older adults or people with disabilities, not both, so they cannot pool their resources.
Sometimes, one agency duplicates another group’s service simply because it does not
know what the other agency is doing. In still other cases, common sense transit so-
lutions, such as the sharing and coordination of transit resources, are foiled by con-
flicting grant restrictions and requirements. In these situations, more can become
less for the people who need public transportation and must navigate a dizzying
array of agencies and requirements to access work, medical care, and community
events.

Improving the coordination of human service transportation is one of the top pri-
orities for the President, Department of Transportation Secretary Mineta and for
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). On February 24, President Bush signed
Executive Order 13330 bringing 10 Federal agencies together on the Interagency
Transportation Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility, and charging them
with the tasks of eliminating duplication and overlapping Federal programs and im-
proving the coordination of Federally supported transportation services at all levels.

The Executive Order was announced at the first National Leadership Forum on
Human Service Transportation Coordination, convened by Secretary Mineta and his
counterparts in the U.S. Departments of Labor (DOL), Education (ED) and Health
and Human Services (HHS)—Secretaries Chao, Paige, and Thompson—to provide
technical assistance to States and recognize those States that have already taken
significant steps to improve human service transportation. Before an audience that
included Governor-appointed senior leadership teams from 47 States and U.S. Terri-
tories, Secretary Mineta honored five States—Florida, North Carolina, Maryland,
Ohio, and Washington—that have made significant progress toward building a co-
ordinated human service transportation system.

Improving human service transportation coordination is also a key component of
FTA’s Strategic Business Plan, and I have assembled a team to work on it full-time
with our partners in agencies across the Federal Government. Already, we have
launched United We Ride, a five-part initiative that encourages the coordination of
transportation services for people to access health care, employment and employ-
ment-related services, and other community resources. In addition to the National
Leadership Forum and State Leadership Awards, the United We Ride initiative in-
cludes:

e A Framework for Action. Created by a panel of experts that convened in August
2003, this self-assessment tool will help States and communities identify areas of
success and areas where they still need to take action to improve the coordination
of transportation provided through human service programs, as well as traditional
public transportation.

e State Coordination Grants. Grants will be made available to States to help ad-
dress gaps in their human service transportation coordination efforts. FTA has
identified $1 million for these grants in fiscal year 2004.

e Help Along the Way. A technical assistance program that will build on the work
of the Community Transportation Association of America (CTAA), Project AC-
TION, and other stakeholder groups to provide hands-on assistance to States and
communities in coordinating their human service transportation programs.

The United We Ride initiative is but the latest in our efforts to make real
progress toward improving the coordination of human service transportation pro-
grams. For some time now, the Department of Transportation has been working
with its Federal partners at HHS, DOL, and ED to ease the Federal barriers to ef-
fective coordination. We have made progress. Under the leadership of the DOT/HHS
Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility, for example, we opened the door for
Medicaid funds to be used to purchase public transportation passes. Further, work-
ing with our colleagues at DOL, funding relationships have been forged between em-
ployment-related transportation programs operated by the two Departments.

The DOT/HHS Coordinating Council has also been vigorous in sponsoring tech-
nical assistance for States and communities that seek to improve coordination of
their human service transportation systems. HHS and DOT jointly fund the Na-
tional Transit Resource Center that make available experts and peer-to-peer assist-
ance on human service coordination, and disseminates best practices and other
resource materials. Earlier this year, HHS and DOT published guidance on coordi-
nated human service planning practices.
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As we did by hosting the National Leadership Forum, we have also recognized the
important leadership role that State governments must play in promoting and co-
ordinating transportation services. We have encouraged and supported the forma-
tion of the National Consortium on the Transportation of Human Services Coordina-
tion to facilitate collaboration among State and local organizations. CTAA has taken
a leadership role in the consortium. The consortium now comprises 17 national orga-
nizations with an interest in human services and transportation—including the
American Association of Retired Persons, National Governors Association, Paralyzed
Veterans of America, National Association of Area Agencies on Aging, and the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures.

The FTA fiscal year 2005 budget request and the Administration’s SAFETEA pro-
posal for reauthorization of surface transportation programs include some important
elements that will further promote human service transportation coordination. I am
pleased to note that the Committee’s reauthorization bill (S.1072), as passed by the
Senate on February 12, incorporated many of these key program components, in-
cluding provisions that require local prioritization plans for projects to service older
adults, persons with disabilities and low-income individuals; increase planning re-
sources and create a new planning capacity program; make mobility management
an eligible expense; and permit other Federal social service transportation dollars
to count toward the local match for FTA programs targeted to older adults, persons
with disabilities, and low-income individuals.

Like the States and communities that have already begun the tough work needed
to accomplish better transportation coordination, as Federal officials, we know that
this work will reap mobility benefits far into the future, helping to ensure that every
American has the transportation necessary to access community life, services, and
the economic opportunities of this great Nation.

Finally, I want to thank Chairman Shelby for his leadership and support of our
efforts to improve the coordination of human service transportation. In Alabama, he
has promoted public transportation as a vital link to employment services for indi-
viduals with disabilities and low-incomes as part of the Job Access and Reverse
Commute Program. Nationally, he has worked to keep this issue at the forefront of
the Nation’s agenda, and was an important champion of the United We Ride Lead-
ership Awards program.

New Starts

The President’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget provides $1.5 billion, a record level of
funding, for the New Starts Program. This budget is a reflection of the Administra-
tion’s strong commitment to continued Federal investment in major transit projects
that are cost-effective, locally supported, delivered on time and within budget, and
achieve their promised transportation benefits. It is a $216 million (16 percent) in-
crease over the fiscal year 2004 enacted level and reflects the specific project fund-
ing recommendations found in FTA’s Annual New Starts Report for fiscal year 2005.

In addition to funding the 26 existing and one pending full-funding grant agree-
ments (FFGA), the budget funds seven additional projects—five that are expected
to be ready for a new FFGA before the end of fiscal year 2005 and two meritorious
projects in Raleigh and Charlotte, North Carolina. These project sponsors are work-
ing on possible design changes intended to improve ridership that may have an im-
pact on project costs. They are working closely with FTA to ensure that their final
proposals deliver the most benefits for the taxpayer dollar.

These seven additional projects recommended for funding were among 29 that
were evaluated and rated in the fiscal year 2005 Annual New Starts Report. Of the
29 that were rated: 17 received “recommended” ratings (including the seven funded
in the President’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget); 7 received “not recommended” ratings;
and 5 were “not rated” because complete, accurate data needed to rate the project
was not yet available from the project sponsor.

In the fiscal year 2004 process, FTA implemented a time-savings measure to re-
place “number of new riders” in the calculation of cost-effectiveness. For the fiscal
year 2005 New Starts rating process, FTA made no changes in measures, break-
points for ratings, or weightings among measures in the determination of ratings.
However, we continue to focus on helping project sponsors develop good projects that
are brought in on time and within budget, and that deliver the promised benefits.
With an increased focus on ensuring a good return on investment, proactive project
cost management by FTA and project sponsors resulted in a total savings of $673
million for seven proposed investments. One new tool we are using is a quantitative
risk assessment that helps project sponsors identify the issues that could affect
schedule or cost, as well as the probability that they will do so.

Originally developed to help manage the Federal Government’s risk with regard
to the 100 percent Federally funded Lower Manhattan Recovery projects, this risk
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assessment tool has given both FTA and project sponsors a new quantitative means
to manage risk more explicitly and reduce the likelihood of cost and schedule over-
runs. We are currently conducting risk assessments for those projects that are fur-
ther along in project development, but will eventually use this important tool to as-
sist sponsors with projects in alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering. We
know that the earlier project sponsors identify and understand the ramifications of
alignment, design, engineering, and other decisions, the better our projects will be,
and the fewer undesirable “surprises” communities will face in later stages of devel-
opment. We believe this tool will be particularly useful as FTA responds to
Congress’s request that we become more involved in project assessment during the
alternatives analysis stage.

Enhancing Transit Security

The President’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget also reflects a continued commitment to
making our public transportation systems as safe and secure as possible. In fiscal
year 2005, we request $37.8 million for security initiatives, which remain a high pri-
ority. This reflects the 1 percent of Urbanized Formula Grant funding grantees are
required by statute to use to increase the security and safety of an existing or
planned mass transportation system, as well as FTA investments in security train-
ing for transit system employees, emergency preparedness and response activities,
and public awareness efforts.

As you know, public transportation is inherently an open, accessible system in-
tended to help people move rapidly and efficiently everyday between home and
work, shopping, medical care, and other community activities. While our Nation’s
approach to security is necessarily different in this environment than it is in the
relatively closed environment of airline security, we have pursued increased security
no less vigorously.

In light of recent events in Madrid, I believe it is particularly timely to discuss
our efforts with respect to rail security. America has some form of rail transit (for
example, some combination of subway, light rail, and/or commuter rail systems) in
30 cities and 22 States. These systems provide 11.3 million passenger trips each
weekday. The systems are locally operated and controlled, and it is important to
note that FTA does not provide operating funds for these systems.

As this Committee is aware, since September 11, 2001, FTA has undertaken an
aggressive nationwide security program with the full cooperation and support of
every transit agency. In each of these important rail cities, FTA has, in concert with
the transit agencies, conducted risk and vulnerability assessments; deployed, at no
cost to the transit agency, technical assistance teams to help strengthen security
and emergency preparedness plans; and, as part of a $3 million program involving
83 transit agencies, funded emergency response drills conducted in conjunction with
local fire, police, and emergency responders.

Based on the full complement of threat and vulnerability assessments that have
been conducted, as well as consultations with security experts around the world,
FTA has pursued a consistent strategy of promoting emergency preparedness plan-
ning, employee training, and public awareness as the best way to prevent and/or
mitigate the consequences of a terrorist attack. Among other important steps, FTA
has:

e Issued a list of the Top 20 Action Items for transit agencies, identifying the most
important elements to incorporate into their Security System Programs. These
elements formed the basis of one of four Core Accountabilities for FTA Senior Ex-
ecutives in fiscal year 2003, and I am pleased to report that the 30 largest transit
agencies accomplished at least 80 percent of these action items. This year, our
goal is to ensure that those agencies complete 90 percent of the action items and
to help the next 20 largest transit agencies complete at least 80 percent.

e Developed the ability to communicate instantaneously with the general managers
and heads of security of the 100 largest transit agencies. This communication sys-
tem is tested and used on a regular basis to provide updates on incidents, as well
as security information bulletins and advisories.

e Funded and worked on a daily basis with the public transit Information Sharing
and Analysis Center (ISAC) operated under the auspices of the American Public
Transportation Association (APTA), to provide two-way communication between
the intelligence community and the transit industry, as well as transit-specific in-
telligence analysis.

e Developed and launched “Transit Watch” in the fall of 2003. Transit Watch is a
nationwide emergency response passenger awareness program, developed and im-
plemented in partnership with the APTA, CTAA, the American Transit Union
(ATU), and the Transportation Security Administration of the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS).
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e Developed and will deliver this spring, Security Design Criteria for use by transit
agencies as they design or redesign infrastructure, communications, access control
systems, and other transit system components.

e Developed and delivered new security courses through the National Transit Insti-
tute (NTI), including Counterterrorism Strategies for Transit Police, Conducting
Emergency Drills, Passenger Monitoring and Awareness, as well as updated
versions of transit security courses and security needs assessments.

e Developed and will deliver this spring a web-based training tool for use by com-
munities to conduct table-top emergency preparedness drills to test agency proce-
dures, share best practices, and identify needs.

e Tested and provided targeted manufacturers and key transit agencies with infor-
mation on the costs and benefits of chemical and biological detection systems.

e Developed, in conjunction with Argonne National Laboratories, and distributed to
transit agencies standard protocols and guidelines for responding to chemical and
biological incidents in rail, tunnel, and transit vehicle environments.

e Issued to transit agencies specific guidelines outlining steps to take at each Home-
land Security Advisory Level.

e Have substantially completed development and will soon deliver, a passenger
behavioral monitoring course that incorporates the latest in international counter-
terrorism techniques. This course will heighten the effectiveness of the transit in-
dustry’s awareness training portfolio.

During the recent “Orange Alert,” the 30 largest transit agencies provided, at
FTA’s request, information about the specific actions they were taking as a result.
These actions include:

e Utilizing bomb-sniffing dogs to patrol bus yards and train repair facilities.

e Increasing police patrols and visibility of transit system personnel.

e Increasing frequency of public awareness messages.

e Sending reminders to all transit employees, including bus and rail operators,

about what to look for and how to respond to suspicious packages and individuals.

Maintaining all police specialty vehicles in a state of operational readiness.

e Conducting more frequent Operational Control Center critical system backup
checks.

o Assigning transit police to the local police department command center.

e Participating in conference calls with the FBI and emergency management per-
sonnel from the region.

e Notifying rapid response team members of potential for call-up.

e Issuing pager and text message alerts to operators and police.

e Checking all security systems, including lighting and intruder alarms.

Consistent with the current alert level, most transit agencies are now operating
under “Yellow Alert” guidelines. However, based on intelligence information, several
large systems continue to operate at the higher “Orange Alert” level.

Finally, as you know, we continue to work directly with the DHS, particularly in
the area of intelligence analysis. As you may know, this fiscal year, DHS is funding
$675 million in security grants through States to urban areas based on a formula
that takes into account factors including critical infrastructure, population density,
and credible threat information. These funds may be used to enhance overall secu-
rity and preparedness in order to prevent, respond to, and recover from acts of
terrorism. In addition, DHS is providing a total of $50 million to 30 rail transit
agencies to help enhance the security of their passengers and assets. Allowable uses
of these funds include the installation of physical barricades; monitoring systems
such as video surveillance, motion detectors, thermal/IR imagery, and chemical/radi-
ological material detection systems; integrated communications systems; and pre-
vention planning, training, and exercises.

Despite the complete devastation of three subway stations and over 1,500 feet of
track in Lower Manhattan on September 11, no passengers or subway personnel lost
their lives in the attacks, thanks to the training and quick thinking of train opera-
tors, dispatchers, and transit managers. Today, I am proud to say that America’s
subways, light rail systems, and commuter trains are even better prepared to help
prevent and respond to such emergencies.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, the President’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget proposal for transit pro-
grams is fiscally responsible and programmatically responsive to the needs of transit
consumers. I would be pleased to answer any questions the Committee may have.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM MILLAR
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION

MARCH 25, 2004

Introduction

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, on behalf of the American Public
Transportation Association (APTA), thank you for this opportunity to testify on the
Administration’s proposed Fiscal Year 2005 Budget for the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration (FTA).

About APTA

APTA’s 1,500 public and private member organizations serve the public by pro-
viding safe, efficient, and economical public transportation service, and by working
to ensure that those services and products support national economic, energy, envi-
ronmental, and community goals.

APTA member organizations include public transit systems and commuter rail-
roads; design, construction, and finance firms; product and service providers; aca-
demic institutions; and State associations and departments of transportation. More
than 90 percent of the people who use public transportation in the United States
and Canada are served by APTA member systems.

Background

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of APTA’s 1,500 member organizations, I want to thank
you, and the Members of this Committee, for your support of public transportation
issues generally, and in particular your successful effort to pass a long-term author-
ization bill that addresses critical public transit investment needs, the Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, and Equitable Transportation Efficiency Act (SAFETEA),
S.1072. In that regard, I am pleased to advise you that the APTA Board of Direc-
tors at its March 7, 2004 meeting during APTA’s Legislative Conference, unani-
mously approved a resolution in support of the bill and commending the Senate
Banking Committee on its outstanding leadership in crafting the legislation. I would
be pleased to submit a copy of APTA’s resolution for the record.

Mr. Chairman, SAFETEA builds and improves upon the success of ISTEA and
TEA-21, both of which helped to increase transit ridership by providing significant
investments in transit infrastructure. The Senate-passed SAFETEA bill grows in-
vestment in the Federal transit program while building on the successful structure
of the existing program. It increases investment for existing programs and address-
es unmet program needs with funding growth. Like APTA’s reauthorization
proposal, SAFETEA provides extra growth for the rural formula program, and it es-
tablishes a new tier under the small urban formula program for communities that
provide higher than usual levels of transit service. It guarantees funding for all pro-
grams, regardless of whether they are funded with general funds or trust funds, and
maintains a level playing field for modal investments by preserving the 80/20 Fed-
eral match for all Federal transit capital programs. Again, we thank you for crafting
this critically important piece of legislation.

Fiscal Year 2005 Transit Investment

APTA believes it is crucial to build on the success of TEA—21—and the Senate’s
action on SAFETEA—by continuing to provide significant investment in the Na-
tion’s transit and highway infrastructure in the fiscal year 2005 budget. That in-
vestment advances key national goals by producing jobs, providing more mobility
options to all Americans, improving the environment and reducing dependence on
foreign oil, and by providing a solid return on the investment. In short, we urge that
Congress provide no less than the $8.65 billion level included in the Senate-passed
SAFETEA bill in fiscal year 2005.

The Administration’s 2005 Budget

In contrast to this Committee’s proposal for transit funding in fiscal year 2005,
Mr. Chairman, the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget proposes to freeze
funding for the Federal transit program at the fiscal year 2004 level of $7.266 bil-
lion. Here’s why we think that is a bad policy.

Fails to Meet Capital Needs

The Administration’s proposed funding level would not even fund the transit cap-
ital costs of maintaining current service, let alone support funding levels needed to
improve the system. Communities across the country are rehabilitating and expand-
ing public transportation systems and constructing new ones. According to the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), more than 550 local public transportation op-
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erators currently provide services in 319 large and small urban areas; 1,260 organi-
zations provide public transportation in rural areas; and 3,660 organizations provide
services to the aging population and disabled individuals throughout the Nation.

Through improved mobility, safety, security, economic opportunity, and environ-
mental quality, public transportation benefits every segments of American society—
individuals, families, businesses, industries, and communities—and supports impor-
tant national goals and policies.

At the same time, the growing problem of traffic congestion continues to choke
America’s roadways and constrain community and business development. Polls con-
sistently show that most Americans view congestion as a serious problem that
continues to grow every year. Last year, APTA and the American Automobile Asso-
ciation (AAA) released the results of a poll that showed 95 percent of Americans
said traffic congestion, including commutes to and from work, has grown worse over
the last 3 years. The poll also showed 92 percent of Americans said it was important
for their community to have both good roads and viable alternatives to driving. A
separate poll by Wirthlin Worldwide found that 30 percent of respondents had used
public transportation in the last year, which means that some 86 million Americans
use public transportation each year.

Annual Federal appropriations for the Federal transit program have increased
significantly in each of the years under TEA-21. Federal funding increased from
just under $4.4 billion in fiscal year 1997 to $7.2 billion in fiscal year 2003. TEA—
21 provided predictable growth in the Federal investment in public transportation,
leading to impressive results. Service was expanded and improved, ridership
reached its highest levels in 40 years, and public demand for additional capital in-
vestment in transit projects, new transit services, and improvements of existing sys-
tems is at record levels. This demand for additional service and capital projects
comes at a time when many existing assets are nearing the end of their useful lives
and need to be improved or replaced. The American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) concludes that an annual capital invest-
ment of more than $44 billion is needed to adequately maintain and improve exist-
ing transit system infrastructure. Mr. Chairman, now is not the time to stop grow-
ing the transit program.

Fails to Grow Program; Program Structural Changes

In fact, Mr. Chairman, the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget proposal
would reduce by $103 million the funding which the Administration had proposed
for transit in fiscal year 2005 under its own reauthorization proposal that was re-
leased just last May. Inflation would further erode the purchasing power of a fund-
ing level that is already well short of addressing capital needs.

The fiscal year 2005 budget proposal also continues to include program changes
that have been consistently rejected by Congress. For instance, it calls for the elimi-
alation (ff the discretionary bus and bus facilities program, for which there is great

emand.

The Administration’s proposal also would fold the fixed-guideway modernization
program into the formula grants program and permit the use of fixed-guideway
modernization funds for nonfixed-guideway purposes. The fixed-guideway mod-
ernization program was originally designed to ensure the proper modernization of
the Nation’s older rail transit systems, and it helps ensure that as Federal new
start investment projects age they can be modernized. Rail systems in large metro-
politan areas carry billions of passengers each year and their ridership has grown
substantially in recent years. Many of these systems are approaching capacity con-
straints. The Administration proposal would allow these funds to go to urbanized
areas and be used for any transit purpose, not just modernization. We are concerned
that diverting these funds from fixed-guideway modernization, where needs far ex-
ceed available recources, would only exacerbate unmet modernization needs and
potentially result in the deterioration of some of the Nation’s most valuable capital
assets. The fixed-guideway modernization has been a critical component of the Fed-
eral transit program structure since 1982, and it is a great success.

Balanced Transportation Investment

The Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget proposal also modifies its proposed
6-year transit/highway reauthorization bill. It would increase funding for its pre-
viously proposed 6-year reauthorization bill by $9 billion, but all of that increase
would be directed at highway programs. In contrast, the proposal would actually re-
duce authorized transit funding under the six-year bill by $2.2 billion, from $45.8
billion to $43.6 billion. And of that amount, only the Mass Transit Account portion,
$37.6 billion, would be guaranteed. If only guaranteed funding were made available,
as has generally been the case under TEA-21, transit funding would only reach $6.6
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billion by fiscal year 2009, which is some $630 million less than the actual fiscal
year 2003 funding for transit!

Mr. Chairman, such a proposal would bring an end to the balanced transportation
investment between highways and transit that has been fostered under both ISTEA
and TEA-21, and has been so critical to the growth of a balanced intermodal trans-
portation system. Investment in transit makes sense because it is in demand. Na-
tionwide, many systems are bursting at the seams, with the highest ridership in 40
years and a huge backlog of capital improvements identified. In growing commu-
nities where transit has not been a priority in the past, citizens are demanding new
services and capital projects. Public transportation supports a solid and growing
economy by providing access to labor, decreasing time lost to congestion, and freeing
highway and road space for the movement of goods and people. Public transpor-
tation represents an efficient use of scarce financial resources, because it helps to
mitigate congestion in densely populated areas and provides a mobility option to
millions of Americans. Public transportation represents an environmentally respon-
sible transportation option because it uses less fuel and emits far less pollution per
passenger than the automobile. A report by economists Robert Shapiro of the Brook-
ings Institute and Kevin Hassett of the American Enterprise Institute demonstrates
that transit emits less pollution per passenger than the automobile, and if Ameri-
cans used public transportation for only 10 percent of their daily travel needs, the
United States could significantly reduce its dependence on foreign oil. But people
cannot use what they do not have. Now is not the time to shrink transit investment.

Proposal Undermines Job Creation and Economic Benefits

Mr. Chairman, the Administration says it is focused on creating jobs and improv-
ing the economy, but its budget proposal fails to recognize the role public transpor-
tation can play in meeting these key goals. It is well known that increased invest-
ment in our Nation’s transit and highway infrastructure will help the economy and
produce jobs. The Department of Transportation has demonstrated that for every $1
billior& in Federal highway and transit investment, 47,500 jobs are created or sus-
tained.

The jobs that investment in public transportation can create are high-paying, sta-
ble, and cannot be exported. The jobs created are not just those needed to operate
new and expanded transit service, which are significant, but significant job creation
also occurs in the private manufacturing sector, which supports and supplies the
public transportation industry. For instance, transit buses are built in, among other
places, Anniston, Alabama; Wichita, Kansas; Brownsville, Texas; Lamar, Colorado;
St. Cloud, Minnesota; Hayward, California; Imlay City, Michigan; Pembina, North
Dakota; and Oriskany, New York. Engines for those buses may be built in Detroit,
Michigan or Columbus, Indiana. Spending on transit also benefits hundreds of other
private sector companies around the United States that build rail cars, fareboxes,
vehicle parts, and equipment or provide software, engineering, and construction
services for the transit industry. According to a Cambridge Systematics, Inc. study,
for every $10 dollars spent on transit capital projects, $30 dollars in business sales
is generated. Every $10 dollars invested in transit operations results in $32 dollars
in business sales.

Congestion Relief and Transportation Access

Mr. Chairman, public transportation serves another important economic purpose:
Alleviating highway congestion. According to the Texas Transportation Institute’s
“2003 Urban Mobility Report,” congestion costs $69.5 billion annually—more than
3.6 billion hours of delay and 5.7 billion gallons of excess fuel consumed. The report
finds that without public transportation there would be 1 billion more hours (30 per-
cent) more delay. The average driver loses more than a week and a half of work
(62 hours) each year sitting in gridlock. The average cost of congestion per peak
road traveler is $1,160 a year. Congestion holds up more than 64 percent of the Na-
tion’s freight that moves by truck on highways, which represents annual value to
the economy of more than $5 trillion. As Paul Weyrich and Bill Lind of the Free
Congress Foundation demonstrate in their study, “How Transit Benefits People Who
Do Not Ride It,” public transportation, by alleviating congestion, brings real benefits
not just to those who use it, but also to those who do not use it.

But public transportation does not just improve the economy by taking cars off
the road—it provides transportation options to low-income workers who cannot af-
ford to drive to work. According to the Surface Transportation Policy Project, the
proportion of household expenditures devoted to transportation has grown from 14
percent in 1960 to almost 20 percent today. A recently published U.S. DOT Bureau
of Transportation Statistics Issue Brief found that Americans who commute by car
or truck spent about $1,280 per year in 1999, while those who were able to use pub-
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lic transportation to get to and from work spent just $765 per year. Clearly public
transportation provides real and needed savings for the many entry-level workers
coming into the workforce who are so critical for the Nation’s economy.

Demand for Public Transportation Service and Options

Last November, voters in several cities, including Denver, Houston, Grand Rap-
ids, and Kansas City, approved by large margins new local taxes to provide new and
expanded public transportation services. These were just a few of efforts across the
country to increase funding for transportation infrastructure, and they follow suc-
cessful actions in other cities over the past 5 years to expand transit service, includ-
ing votes in Phoenix, Charlotte, Dallas, and Minneapolis.

That these referenda have been approved should come as no surprise. Polls have
consistently shown that the American public not only supports increased public
transportation services but also supports providing the resources to pay for it. A
Wirthlin Worldwide poll taken for APTA showed that 80 percent of Americans sur-
veyed see quality of life benefits from increased investment in public transportation;
76 percent support public funding for the expansion and improvement of public
transportation; two-thirds support propublic transportation Congressional can-
didates; and a majority of Americans believe transportation investment is preferable
to tax cuts to stimulate the economy. These findings hold true across areas of all
sizes—urban, suburban, small town, and rural.

The Wirthlin Worldwide poll demonstrates that support for public transportation
has increased dramatically not only in our biggest cities but also in smaller urban
communities and rural areas as well, where 40 percent of America’s rural residents
have no access to public transportation, and another 28 percent have substandard
access. It is estimated that rural America has 30 million nondrivers, including sen-
ior citizens, the disabled, and low-income families, all of whom need transportation
options. According to a survey of APTA members, bus trips in areas with popu-
lations less than 100,000 increased from 323 million to 426 million in a recent 5-
year span.

Further Mr. Chairman, the Administration budget fails to help transit meet the
needs of the Nation’s population of persons who choose not to, or cannot, drive be-
cause of age or a disability. For many in this population, public transportation may
be the only option to living a fully independent and productive life. According to an
AARP report for instance, 32 percent of people with disabilities over 65 report that
inadequate transportation is a problem. The report states further that while public
transportation is more economically efficient in areas with high population density,
many older Americans with disabilities live “outside of central cities in communities
where public transportation is found least often.” This is becoming a growing prob-
lem, and it is clear that we need to begin to address the important transportation
needs in these areas. The Administration’s budget fails to recognize this need.

Transit and Homeland Security

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude with a brief summary of what we are doing re-
garding transit security. Transit systems around the country are working hard to
make our service more secure for the millions and millions who use it every day.
In testimony 2 days ago before the Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee, on the safety and security of passenger rail and public transportation
systems, I highlighted $6 billion in critical security needs the transit industry has
identified as necessary to keep America’s public transportation systems safe.

APTA’s recent survey on public transportation security identified needs of at least
$5.2 billion in additional capital funding to maintain, modernize, and expand transit
system security functions to meet increased security demands. More than $800 mil-
lion in increased operating costs for security personnel, training, technical support,
and research and development have been identified, bringing transit security fund-
ing needs to a total of more than $6 billion.

The Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget for the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) does not request any specific line item funding for transit security.
We think it should. To increase security, APTA is requesting that the President’s
Fiscal Year 2005 Budget request for the Department of Homeland Security be
amended to include a specific line item for public transportation and that these
funds be provided directly to transit systems so that additional security measures
can be implemented in a timely manner. Mr. Chairman, we respectfully request
your assistance and the assistance of this Committee in this regard.

Conclusion

In conclusion Mr. Chairman, the Administration’s budget proposal to freeze fund-
ing for fiscal year 2005 has many shortcomings. It does not grow the Federal transit
program. It would fail to continue the success of TEA-21 by changing the overall
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structure of the Federal transit program that has served us so well. It fails to pro-
vide adequate resources to meet current capital needs, let alone improve or enhance
service. In contrast, APTA recommends that Congress provide no less than the
$8.65 billion authorized under the Senate’s SAFETEA bill for fiscal year 2005 as
developed by this Committee. We applaud the Senate for passing this balanced and
important legislation and we look forward to working with this Committee as it
works with the House of Representatives to develop a strong 6-year authorization
bill that addresses the Nation’s need to preserve and improve the Nation’s surface
transportation system.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I would be pleased to try and answer
any questions you or other Members of the Committee may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DALE J. MARSICO
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

MARCH 25, 2004

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, let me begin by expressing my ap-
preciation to you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to be here today to discuss the
fiscal year 2005 budget proposals for the Federal Transit Administration and how
they relate to both our Nation’s transportation needs and to the Senate’s recently
passed legislation, S.1072.

The Community Transportation Association and its over 7,000 members represent
transportation providers of every type, size, and location. Some of our members
serve small rural communities, some have deep roots in the nonprofit and faith-
based service sectors, some are large more traditional transit agencies, and some
clearly characterize themselves as independent businesses. All of them—just like all
Americans—have an important stake in how we finance America’s transportation
future.

In many ways our members reflect the changing nature of transit: One that recog-
nizes that no one solution works for every community in a Nation as diverse as
ours, and one where the traditional definitions of mass transit have been replaced
by a new form of flexibility you recognized in both TEA-21 and in your recent legis-
lation, S. 1072, as public transportation.

This diversity gives us strength as we seek additional innovation and investment
to continue to meet the mobility challenges of the 21st century.

This hearing comes on the second anniversary of this Committee’s first hearing
to discuss the reauthorization of TEA-21, held in this very room in March 2002. To
paraphrase the poet T. S. Eliot, we have returned to the place we started, and know
many of the things we said then remain true and just as important today.

We knew then and we know now that Federal investment in public transportation
is an investment that returns real dividends to the American people. For every dol-
lar provided in transit spending and investment, transit returns $8 to the American
people. We also know that every dollar invested in transit creates jobs.

But there are other kinds of returns on investment that do not lend themselves
to numbers or statistics. They are the real stories of individual success and achieve-
ment that we cite later in this testimony.

Our testimony supports what we knew then and know now that investments in
public transit helped end welfare as we know it, that transit is a primary way that
millions of our fellow Americans go to work every day and will be the primary way
that Americans go back to work as part of any economic recovery.

We know that over the last 10 years public transit agencies and their services re-
gardless of their locations are powerful tools that guarantee the independence of
many of our older citizens and that strong transportation programs in rural areas
allow America’s seniors to maintain their mobility independence. Together with pro-
grams and services in urban and suburban communities, transit is the safe choice
for all of our older Americans.

We know that investments in America’s rural and small urban communities are
as essential as transportation investments anywhere else. Because these invest-
ments have all the beneficial benefits in terms of employment and economic growth
that transit provides in larger communities.

And we know that in times of great distress, whether it be what we lived through
on September 11, or the role transit played last year during the major power disrup-
tions, or assisting communities in natural disasters, transit was there doing what
it always does in such times of uncertainty, moving people out of harm’s way and
literally offering shelter in the storm.
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Despite our success, we are faced with the challenge of not just maintaining our
current level of Federal investment, but we face the larger issue of finding greater
resources that will allow transit and the communities it serves to move forward to
address our critical unmet mobility needs in this new century. Therefore, we must
respectfully disagree not just with proposals that reduce transit is current invest-
ment but those who would maintain transit is financial status quo. Make no mis-
take about it, freezing transit investment or holding transit to last year’s funding
level is a reduction in investment. Critical areas of transit is overall cost structures,
like fuel and maintenance, safety and security, as well as capital improvements, are
rising faster than the current rate of inflation.

Is the mediocrity of maintaining current conditions acceptable, given the need to
motivate people to ride community and public transportation? Or, do we encourage
a visionary approach that secures the introduction of substantial private-sector cap-
ital to be brought into the capital equipment investment formula an innovative way
to solve the budget shortfall situation? Passage of substantive TEA-21 reauthoriza-
tion law is the single most important element essential to persuading the private-
sector to commit investment dollars within the context of innovative financing that
is indeed necessary to meet the need for capital replacement so necessary in commu-
nity and public transportation. The increased use of innovative financing is the only
way to bring the Nation’s bus fleet up to safety, accessibility, and quality standards.

Faced with the growing needs of our older citizens, as well as closing the con-
tinuing unmet needs of rural communities, making further inroads in the fight
against congestion, or doing our share to improve air quality, these are all at risk
without higher levels of investment.

Although our investments and success are greater than what they were, there is
much more that needs to be done. There is still much unmet transit need, and de-
mand for public and community transportation services outstrips supply. What fol-
lows are the real success stories of community and public transportation, the real
successes.

Extending the Economic Benefit of Transit to Rural and Small-Urban
Communities

In our estimation, the success of community and public transportation ought not
to be measured in vehicle miles, unduplicated trips or even overall ridership totals,
important though they are. No, the success of community and public transportation
must be measured by its impact on the American people and on the local economy.
The impact of public and community transportation is all about moving people to
jobs, to school, to the doctor, to the mall, to social services, and anywhere else.

Our colleagues at the American Public Transportation Association have compiled
many years’ worth of statistical data that show the positive effects of public trans-
portation in our Nation’s cities and their surrounding suburbs. We commend them
on this work, and stand with them in their findings. But, you may well wonder what
value does public transportation have for that other half of our Nation’s population,
the residents of smaller cities and rural areas? To better assess the positive effect
of transit in rural areas and smaller cities, we turn to the Transportation Research
Board. The report, Assessment of the Economic Impacts of Rural Public Transpor-
tation, highlights that because of the guarantees that you and your colleagues
helped assure for our Nation, many more small cities and rural areas were able to
use to the connections made possible by transit to strengthen their communities.

Blacksburg, VA

Federal transit funding to this small, university-oriented city, the home of Vir-
ginia Polytechnic University, has yielded demonstrable benefits in reduced conges-
tion and reduced demand for parking lots and garages both on campus and in the
city of Blacksburg. Indeed, city and college officials have reported that it would cost
the community twice as much simply to construct more automobile-oriented roads,
lots, garages, and facilities than what is spent in combined Federal and local transit
investments.

Hagerstown, MD

According to Washington County, MD, officials, 80 percent of the users of the
county’s transportation services do not own a car; these same people are riding the
public transit system’s vehicles to get to and from jobs on a reliable basis. The net
impact on the county’s economy, were these hundreds of predominately lower-in-
come commuters forced to either purchase and operate automobiles, or leave their
jobs and risk return to dependence on public assistance, has been estimated at a
loss of $2.4 million a year, which is a far greater cost than the county’s annual tran-
sit budget of $1.1 million.
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Lee County, NC

This rural county’s transit program began strictly as a means of providing basic
mobility for the area’s senior citizens and medically underserved populations. The
system has grown mightily over the years, and now provides a full range of trans-
portation services to link residents with work, job training, health care, and social
services. Interestingly, one of the greatest economic benefits that this transit pro-
gram brings is the spending power of the county’s senior citizens. Thanks to the
modest, but steady, Federal transportation investment in Lee County, every dollar
spent by the transit program has yielded two dollars spent by senior citizens in local
stores, restaurants, pharmacies, and other businesses. Prior to the creation of the
transit program, these dollars were not being spent in the community.

Clarksdale, MS

The economy in this portion of the rural Mississippi Delta region has changed tre-
mendously over the past decade, and the area’s economic growth would have been
severely limited without the local public transportation network. This region’s tran-
sit program began as an offshoot of the local community health center, which need-
ed to assure access to basic health care for the large numbers of low-income and
no-income families in the area. More recently, this region has seen the sudden em-
ployment demands of newly constructed casinos, and the transit program has prov-
en vital to getting these casinos the round-the-clock workforce they need. Public
transportation cannot meet such demands for employers unless its resources are
stable and its services reliable.

Pee Dee, SC

Health care is another realm in which public and community transportation,
when it has a stable foundation, helps assure health and vitality for individuals and
local economies. For a moment, imagine the alternatives: Individuals who must ei-
ther drive themselves, even when ill or debilitated, to medical care, or who must
use ambulances as an expensive alternative for reaching hospitals and physicians,
or in the case of many seniors must otherwise contend with the choice of leaving
their homes, and even leaving their home towns, to go spend weeks, months, years,
or the remainder of their lives in nursing homes and institutional care. Public and
community transportation frequently serves as that lifeline that connects people
with critical services, such as renal dialysis. Its access to other health services also
is a central consideration in helping seniors, persons with disabilities, and others
remain in their homes as they continue leading lives in their own communities. The
regional transit program in this largely rural portion of South Carolina is represent-
ative of so many such transit systems in its role as a transporter to doctors, dialysis,
and health care facilities. Without the transit service, the annual costs of health
care just in this one region of one State would increase $5 million, a burden that
largely would fall on other Federal and State programs such as Medicare and Med-
icaid, that can ill afford such costs.

Thanks to the stable, assured transit funding of TEA-21, we have seen similar
economic and social benefits throughout the Nation over the past 5 years. Seniors
and others in rural areas of South Dakota now are able to take public transpor-
tation to health services, stores, and other places they never before could access.
Rural regions such as the Upper Cumberland area in Tennessee, the counties sur-
rounding Charlottesville, VA, and countless other areas across the country now have
24-hour transit service, linking late night workers with their jobs. Such a notion
would be unthinkable without the resources of TEA-21, and we are certain this reli-
ability of transportation helped many communities, and many individuals, weather
the most recent downturns in the economy.

Not only do we find economic progress in the traditional areas of transit funding,
but we also find it in programs like the Job Access and Reverse Commute Program.

We find in the Job Access and Reverse Commute Program the same commitment
to public transportation that one might expect in a Federally funded public trans-
portation program, and also a unique commitment to individuals, helping them
reach the first rung on the ladder of the American Dream. Community and public
transportation were instrumental in helping to end welfare as we knew it. As part
of this testimony, we have selected several communities, such as Chattanooga, TN,
and Santa Clara County, CA, to spotlight specific success stories in helping Ameri-
cans get to work.

Chattanooga, TN

The Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) used multi-
year Job Access and Reverse Commute Program funds to expand transit services
that connect low-income people with jobs in both rural and urban parts of Hamilton
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County, Tennessee. Hamilton County includes the city of Chattanooga and sur-
rounding suburban communities rich with entry-level employment opportunities.

Through the Job Access Program, and funds from the Departments of Transpor-
tation, Human Services, and Labor, CARTA sought to fill gaps identified in a re-
gional study on transportation needs, a study that incorporated many neighborhood
meetings designed to get input from riders and potential riders in low-income areas.
Job Access funds enabled the system to expand service on five fixed-route bus routes
to improve the availability of transportation to residential neighborhoods. CARTA
extended these neighborhood routes to operate up to 19 hours a day in order to ac-
commodate those working earlier and later shifts and on Saturdays.

The regional provider also was able to improve transit service to employment cor-
ridors in suburban areas. As with the neighborhood routes this service operates 19
hours a day and provides frequent service: Every 10 minutes morning and afternoon
peak, every 20 minutes mid-day, and every 30 minutes during evening hours.
CARTA also used Job Access funds to purchase vehicles for a new vanpool service
to be operated by Special Transit Services, a private nonprofit specialized provider.
These funds were also used to acquire a new vehicle for Hamilton County Rural
Transportation so it could add a flexible employment transportation route from a
suburban residential area to jobs in a neighboring city.

CARTA also initiated a travel training program at a rehabilitation hospital so
that people with disabilities could learn to ride on fixed-route buses, and imple-
mented an integrated fare and transfer fare systems with the Hamilton County
Rural Transportation Service, for service between the rural demand-response routes
that link with CARTA fixed routes.

CARTA’s Job Access expansions helped Aimee Nelligan, a mother of seven who
had been on welfare for years, to gain employment in a commercial district that was
previously inaccessible from her low-income public housing community. Prior to the
change in routing, this 15-minute trip took over an hour, was not possible past 5
p-m. on weekdays or on Sundays. The trip is now available from 4:55 a.m. to 11:45
p-m. Mondays through Saturdays and from 11:30 a.m. to 7:45 p.m. on Sundays. An-
other CARTA rider, George Bryan, a father who works in a restaurant in a regional
mall, is able to take a Dial-A-Ride Neighborhood Route with his children, see them
dropped off in front of their elementary school, and then transfer to a Main Line
route and continue on to his place of employment. CARTA’s Neighborhood Routes
were instituted after consultation with the system’s riders, job training, human
service, and employment agencies during the Job Access planning process. At least
three other sets of parents and children have ridden to work and school together
during the 3 years this route has been in existence.

As a result of Job Access-funded expansions, CARTA created 64 added stops with-
in a half-mile of employment sites with the two new routes, and 271 new stops with-
in a half-mile of employment sites during times not previously served that is, late
night and evening. The regional transit agency was also able to reach more than
2,000 employers and 20,000 entry-level jobs, add 1,400 new stops within a half-mile
of residences of welfare recipients, and reach 65 child care facilities with capacity
for 2,200 children within a half-mile of new stops.

Overall, ridership on expanded routes has increased 15 percent since the Job Ac-
cess projects began in 1999. CARTA services now reach 67 percent of Hamilton
County’s welfare recipients and their families who are within a half-mile of CARTA
services. The system has provided more than 12,000 fixed route trips on five new
and expanded routes and more than 7,000 child care demand-response trips.

Southeast Missouri

The Workforce Investment Board of Southeast Missouri is using funds from the
Job Access and Reverse Commute Program along with a match of U.S. Department
of Labor Welfare-to-Work dollars to provide transportation services in Southeastern
Missouri. This service area covers seven of the most impoverished counties in the
State, and most are very rural.

The Missouri Bootheel Transportation Program, as the project is called, creates
an opportunity for residents to go to work at sites they normally would not be able
to access. Some of these job sites are located out of State in northwestern Tennessee
and northeastern Arkansas, where the job market is richer.

Workforce Investment Board staff works with area transportation providers to set
up routes to select employment sites. Workforce staff targets employment opportuni-
ties for clients that meet strict criteria: Jobs are in the $8.00 per hour range, work-
ers receive benefits, and working conditions are safe. Staff assists their clients in
obtaining positions and guarantee them a way to reach these targeted job sites. The
Workforce Investment Board contracts to provide transportation services with coun-
ty and regional rural transit providers and one private operator. The transit pro-
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viders carry individuals from central locations convenient to their homes, such as
public housing community buildings and churches, to employment sites.

The Workforce Investment Board and the Missouri Department of Social Services
supports half of the operating budget with Federal Welfare-to-Work funds and
TANF funds, respectively. The JARC grant covers the balance of the operating
budget. In addition, the contracted transportation provider uses vehicles made avail-
able under the rural transportation program.

On the first day of work at Proctor and Gamble, one rider describes his experi-
ence: “The bus picked me up down the road from my home. This was very conven-
ient for me. Knowing that the bus would be there every morning to pick me up gave
me the will to get up and get dressed to go to work. They expected me to be there.
I would feel guilty if they came to pick me up and I did not go. I enjoyed the encour-
agement I got from others on the bus on the way to work and after a hard day’s
work. They knew exactly what I was going though because they were going though
the same thing. My family gained respect for me and supported me too. It is nice
knowing there are people behind you. I would love to see other projects like this
one so that others can be helped the way I have been. There are lots of people in
rural areas who have not worked before, and just receive assistance from the State
because the job opportunities are not good where they live. Not only has the trans-
portation helped us financially, but it has also helped my self-esteem 100 percent.
My dream is to one day be their bus driver; maybe give back a little of what was
restored in me, HOPE!” Bootheel staff undertook an intensive outreach program to
find the riders for the transportation services. This outreach program has been com-
pared to a grassroots voter registration drive in that job developers and other part-
ners set up outreach booths in public housing communities, church basements, and
anywhere else where the targeted populations spend their time. This outreach al-
lowed individuals without transportation to come in and apply for jobs and register
for transportation services.

Staff also market the program, its services and successes within the community-
at-large, communicating that this program is taking people to locations they could
not otherwise have gone and that it is creating a new opportunity for job develop-
ment and economic development. With Job Access funds, Missouri Bootheel has
been able to provide rides to over 700 individuals in the past year. It has allowed
individuals who have never worked to go to work and go off of public assistance.
Currently, about 160 people a day are riding the vans, taking workers to approxi-
mately 10 employee sites.

Bootheel’s project manager has attested to the Job Access program’s success:
“Many long-term welfare recipients have become company people with benefits, va-
cation, and an income to support their family. People who had very little hope for
the future now have an opportunity to work because of transportation.” The
Bootheel transportation program also benefits other members of the community. For
instance, area rural transit providers have increased the number of riders on their
services due to the contracts with the Southeast Missouri Workforce Investment
Board. Additionally, the transportation program has given employers an opportunity
to tap into a new job market that was not previously available to them. Since the
transportation service brings new employees from other counties and other States,
employers have found a new and valuable labor resource. For example, the Tyson
poultry plant currently employs approximately 80 of Bootheel Transportation’s par-
ticipant riders and continually gives the Workforce Investment Board orders for new
positions. Finally, with more families earning steady incomes, the Bootheel trans-
portation program has also benefited the local economy. Another success of the
Bootheel project has been tackling a challenge that comes with the territory of work-
force development: Job retention. Bootheel staff and employers created techniques
to help employees who were riding the vans stay in their jobs. Among the tech-
niques include: Free bus pass vouchers, stipends, raffles, and leadership trainings.

Santa Clara County, CA

Santa Clara County, California, home to Silicon Valley high-tech, manufacturing,
construction, trade and service industries, offers a range of employment, training
and educational opportunities to welfare recipients and other low-income people.
However, these opportunities are just out of grasp for those who cannot access them.
While there are a myriad of transportation options available in the Silicon Valley
a countywide bus and light-rail system, intercity and commuter trains, a host of
shuttle services, and connections to out-of-county transportation their routes and
schedules do not always match the mobility needs of low-income workers. A Santa
Clara public/private partnership responded to this transportation gap when it
formed the Guaranteed Ride Program (GRP). GRP offers CalWORKs (California’s
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program) participants and other low-in-
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come individuals a short-term transportation service should they need a back-up
ride. GRP is a temporary, transitional service that provides participants with up to
60 rides to work-related destinations, including childcare and school. Job Access and
Reverse Commute funds support this service, along with CalWORKSs funds from the
county Department of Social Services. GRP provides its door-to-door service 24
hours a day, 7 days a week.

Many of the nearly 2,500 enrolled Guaranteed Ride Program participants have
used the service to leave work to pick up a sick child, get home after working be-
yond the operating hours of area transportation services, access a job interview or
training site, or reach a job when one’s car is disabled. Since its inception, GRP has
pltzi)vided more than 60,000 trips to CalWORKSs participants and other low-income
riders.

OUTREACH, a private nonprofit that provides outreach and support to Santa
Clara County senior citizens and people with disabilities, operates the Guaranteed
Ride Program. As the community-based transportation broker for the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority, OUTREACH takes advantage of its expertise in
the transportation field, particularly serving people with disabilities, and the tech-
nology it routinely uses to schedule trips, track vehicle locations, and map travel
patterns and needs. Peggy was already a passenger on OUTREACH’s ADA service
when she enrolled in the Job Access-sponsored Guaranteed Ride Program. She used
the program for free rides to employment training and job interviews, saving the
monthly transportation assistance from the county for ADA service. Peggy now has
a part-time job and continues to look for additional employment. She feels that the
program served her needs very well, and in her words, this helped, “make an incred-
ible difference for people who have no other options.” Another rider enrolled in the
Guaranteed Ride Program while attending a local community college. Like all GRP
clients, she is able to take her children to school and childcare on her way to college.
Taking advantage of this program simplified transportation for her family while she
completes her education.

As part of the Guaranteed Ride Program, OUTREACH staff provides individual-
ized transportation planning service, promoting job access, retention and self-suffi-
ciency through one-on-one management of client mobility needs. County social
service and workforce development staff participate in ongoing training to under-
stand the various transportation options available, including GRP, and how to help
clients learn about and obtain long-term transportation solutions. Multilingual
transportation resource guides are available to CalWORKSs participants and agen-
cies, and transportation resource centers have been established in four of Santa
Clara County’s one-stop centers. “Simply stated,” adds OUTREACH Chief Executive
Officer Kathryn Heatley, “The Guaranteed Ride Program expands effective existing
resources to reduce transportation barriers and increase accessibility for CalWORKs
participants.”

Allegan County, MI

Lack of public transit prevented many residents of Allegan County, Michigan, a
large rural area bordering Lake Michigan, from securing jobs, and subsequently,
prolonged their reliance on welfare and other government services. The transit serv-
ice created in 2000, however, provided new connections. With investment from the
Job Access and Reverse Commute grant program, Allegan County is now meeting
employment transportation needs with benefits that have reached many of the coun-
ty’s low-income, including employees with disabilities.

The new service funded with Job Access dollars, matching funds from the Michi-
gan Department of Transportation and Family Independence Agency, and operating
dollars from a fee-for-service contract with the Allegan County Community Mental
Health and Work First offers transportation to jobs and other destinations Monday
through Friday from 5 a.m. until midnight. Allegan County Transportation rolled
out its Job Access operating with two vehicles donated by the Community Mental
Health and Allegan County Resource Development Committee. Currently, the sys-
tem runs six vehicles, four of which are lift-equipped. While the service is demand
responsive, Allegan County Transportation offers subscription service for regular
commuters, and will deviate out of its service area on request. In addition, drivers
will pick up passengers who flag down the bus at stores and other locations.

Shannon is one beneficiary of the new Job Access-funded Allegan County Trans-
portation service. Shannon gave up her driver’s license when her epilepsy started
to impair her driving abilities. As a respite from walking to and from work, she
began taking Allegan Transportation. She learned about the service from her moth-
er and her Family Independence Agency caseworker. Prior to the service, Shannon
would walk to and from her job in all weather conditions and in the early morning
darkness. After being followed by an unknown man one day at 4 a.m., Shannon
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began taking rides to work from her co-workers. Today, Shannon’s new husband
drives her to work and the Allegan bus takes her home after a stop at day care to
pick up her child. Shannon says her job provides her with steady employment and
keeps her busy.

Over the past year, Allegan County Transportation has carried an average of
1,200 passengers a month. Sixty-five percent of these riders are people with disabil-
ities, most using the service to reach jobs both in and out of the county. These em-
ployment destinations are largely in the service industry at hotels, restaurants,
stores, gas stations, and other locations.

Rhode Island

The Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA) has started an employment
transportation service for people with disabilities using Job Access and Reverse
Commute funds from the Federal Transit Administration. RIPTA has implemented
five flexible service demonstration programs in Rhode Island’s low-density suburban
and rural communities that provide disabled individuals with a reliable zoned-based
system. Called Flex Service, this program takes riders to work and other destina-
tions in their community. Passengers can also travel outside their communities
using Flex Service, then transferring to RIPTA’s specialized service.

The need for Flex Service became apparent when a statewide survey revealed the
unmet work-related transportation needs of Rhode Island residents with disabilities.
The results showed that 20 percent of the respondents lived in the five suburban
and rural areas of Woonsocket, Coventry, West Warwick, Narragansett, or Westerly;
81 percent of those people found reliable transportation an obstacle to accepting a
job. For these people, transportation services are key to employment and self-suffi-
ciency.

Maria, who is visually impaired, has been using RIPTA’s Job Access-funded Flex
Service to get to work for about a year. Flex Service picks her up in front of her
house and brings her to work at two different nursing homes. Her hours and work
location vary each day of the week, but a standing reservation with RIPTA meets
the mobility needs of a variable work schedule. Without the service, her husband
would have to drive her to work. Because their work hours do not match, Maria
would not have the flexibility her position currently requires. When asked about
Flex Service, Maria reported, “The new system is great! It costs less and the door-
to-door service is wonderful. Thanks to all who made it possible.”

As a wheelchair user, Martin qualifies for ADA complementary transit service.
His job as a customer service representative, however, is located a mile outside of
the %-mile service corridor. The situation forced Martin to take a taxi from the edge
of the corridor to work. Not only expensive, but also taxis in the area were not
wheelchair accessible, and the trip was so short that he was having difficulty get-
ting the taxi companies to provide the trip each day on a timely basis. He began
using Flex Service the day the service started, and, in combination with a ADA bus,
has been using it to get to work each day for 14 months.

RIPTA is providing 160 trips per month to people with disabilities, who use Flex
Service to get to work and other destinations such as shopping at the local mall.
Passengers take transportation from any one of the five Flex Service locations and
transfer to RIPTA’s paratransit service to go to the Amtrak station in Providence.

Voices from the Community

As mentioned earlier in this testimony, there are unique connections to individ-
uals that we do not usually find in Federally supported transportation programs.
We were able to gather information from some of these individuals to better articu-
late the different kinds of economic impact that these services make.

“People Who are Il Need Transportation”

Dorothy Bougie is 73 years old, and lives in rural Alfred, Maine. Her home, in
which she has lived for the past 50 years, is somewhat isolated in the southern-most
part of the State, about 40 miles southwest of Portland.

Three times a week, Dorothy heads to Sanford for dialysis. She has been a dialy-
sis patient for 3 years now. Up until recently, Dorothy still drove anywhere she
needed to go, including to her dialysis treatments. But then she had an accident,
toflaling the car. She bought a new car, and then had another accident, totaling an-
other car.

“I got a lecture from my son when I had the second accident,” says Dorothy. “He
made me feel like a highway menace. But I did think that, perhaps, it was a sign
that I should not be driving. Problem was, there was no other way to go.”

Dorothy does not qualify for Medicaid, as her income puts her just over the limit.
With her husband’s pension from General Electric and Social Security, her modest
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income makes her ineligible for Medicaid, which she’s come to learn is a distinct
disadvantage.

“The people who make the rules in Washington—and in Maine—they should focus
on the need and not the income guidelines,” says Dorothy. “People who are ill need
some transportation if they need it.”

Thankfully for Dorothy, just when she could not figure how to get around any-
more, she found a solution. She had begun to really hate having to ask neighbors
and friends for rides, most of whom are as old as she and experiencing their own
medical challenges. What is more, her two sons live too far away in New Hampshire
and Connecticut, and there was no church service to provide the service.

Enter the York County Community Action Agency in nearby Sanford, riding to
the rescue offering a regular trip to dialysis.

“The service is great and I was getting desperate. You know, the only good thing
about dialysis is that if you ever decide that you just cannot deal with getting there
anymore, you have only got 5 days before you lapse into a coma,” says Dorothy.

But more than anything else, Dorothy has grown to learn just as critical mobility
is to both her independence and quality of life.

“Living in my home is important to me,” says Dorothy. “It is peaceful and quiet
and the idea of moving into one of those. . . facilities where everyone just sits
around and complains, well, it is not for me.”

“How to Get Around?”

The car wreck was enough. James Mearnf, 69, of Clarksburg, WV (in the central
part of the State) recalls. “I could not feel the brake pedal, and I did not want to
kill anyone.”

So he stopped driving 2 years ago. But that raised another quandary: How to get
around? And for James, it was a matter of life and death because he is diabetic and
has been receiving dialysis treatments at the local dialysis clinic about 15 minutes
from his house.

His wife does not drive, and they both rely on Central West Virginia Transit Au-
thority (CWVTA) for much of their transportation needs.

“You cannot beat it,” says the former Sports Editor of the Clarksburg Exponent
who also spent 30 years as a social studies teacher. “I would seen the vehicles
around town for years but never really knew what they were doing. Now I rely upon
them.”

Besides allowing James to access life-sustaining dialysis treatment, the transit
authority allows him and his wife to get just about anywhere they need to in the
county.

“People who have readily available transportation take it for granted. But you like
to get out a little bit,” says James. He also adds that community transportation
services have helped him and his wife remain in the house they have lived in for
the past 36 years, which to him is crucial.

James acknowledges that they are fortunate to have such services available at a
reasonable cost. “It is a really great help to our overall quality of my life. Without
it, I could not take part in anything at all.”

“You Have No Choice”

“After four hours hooked up to that machine, you are pretty weak,” says Norman
Naimey, 72, of Cape Elizabeth, Maine, about his thrice-weekly dialysis treatments
in nearby Portland. “I used to drive, but it just got to be too much.”

Norman knows that it is hard for most people to understand what it means to
be dependent upon dialysis to stay alive. The four-hour treatments leave him weak-
legged and terribly chilled. But he knows that literally he has no choice.

Today, Norman relies on Portland’s Regional Transportation Program to get to his
dialysis. It is an agency for which he has much admiration.

“I really depend on the Regional Transportation Program; it helps my wife and
me remain independent and it is helping to keep me alive,” he says.

“When you go on dialysis, you pretty much go on for life. And you go three times
a week, period. You cannot put it off. You cannot postpone it. You have no choice,”
says Norman.

What the local transit program does three times a week, according to Norman,
is save his life and help maintain his independence.

“I do not have to worry about transit at all now. They get me there and back,”
says Norman. “I would like to see the system get some newer vehicles. The small
bus I rode yesterday had 175,000 miles on it.”
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“I Don’t Know What We would Do”

Eloise and Donald Beuhring live in Huntington, WV, not far from the Kentucky
and Ohio borders. Married since 1945, the couple had retired to Florida, but re-
turned to West Virginia to be closer to family and the help they could provide.

Eloise, 79, has been on dialysis since December 1997. “I used to drive her myself,
but I cannot do that anymore,” says Donald, an 82-year-old former postal worker
and WWII veteran. Physically, Donald can no longer manage to transport Eloise,
who requires the use of a wheelchair. They now rely on the Wayne County Trans-
portation Authority to access the treatments that keep her alive.

Unlike Medicaid, which the Beuhrings are not eligible for, Medicare does not
cover the cost of transportation to and from dialysis treatment. If it were not for
the services provided by Wayne County, Donald says he and Eloise would have few
options.

“I do not know what we would do. We would have to get help from somebody.”
Their daughter works full time, but still makes time to help out with sorting their
bills, do Eloise’s hair and “get her all prettied up,” according to Donald. But she
would not be able to take the time off from work to drive Eloise to dialysis three
times per week even if she had the physical ability, and Donald says the couple
would not feel good about having to rely on neighbors.

Donald is grateful for the service provided for his wife by Wayne County Transit
Authority. “They do it very well; there is nothing they could really do to improve.
They do it very well.”

“I would Rather Be Home”

“I would rather be home, here with my wife and family,” says Benjamin Leighton
of Windham, Maine. “Going into one of those senior homes just is not for me.”

But it seemed that remaining independent and in his own home was increasingly
not realistic for Benjamin. Already reliant on portable oxygen, last August he was
placed on dialysis treatments three times a week. At first, his wife drove him, but
she soon underwent surgery on her arm that made driving unbearable. Thankfully,
a nurse and a social worker had both spoken to Benjamin about transportation
through Portland’s Regional Transportation Program.

“Thankfully, I knew about the transportation, so they were able to set me up with
a volunteer driver in his own car, who takes me and another gentleman from
Yarmouth down to Portland for treatments,” says Benjamin. “He is an 80-year old
former World War II fighter pilot in amazingly good health.” All told, the trip is
45 minutes, one-way.

“Some people I know are able to drive after dialysis, but I really do not know how
they do it,” says Benjamin. “I am right dead after it.”

For Benjamin, the only problem he has had with his transportation is that the
ride down to Portland often aggravates his bad back, and then he has to sit in the
chair for dialysis for four-to-five hours. But he is hesitant to complain too loudly.

“Hey, I cannot complain because I had no other way to get there and their trip
is much better than nothing,” he says.

“It is Saving My Life”

When told that some areas of the country do not have the kind of community
transportation she relies on to get to her dialysis treatments, Sylvia Thompson’s
reply was simple: “Tell them to get it. It is saving my life.”

Sylvia, like many dialysis patients, suffers from diabetes and has not been able
to drive for over 2 years. She cannot get into or out of the car and receives door
through door transportation from the Wayne County (WV) Transit Authority.

Three times per week she makes the nearly 80 mile roundtrip to the dialysis clin-
ic for the three-to-four-hour treatments that remove toxins from her blood and keep
her alive. The treatments, however, take a toll.

“By the time it is done, I am ready for bed,” says Sylvia. She has been doing this
for the past year.

Sylvia is 72 and has lived in her current home with her husband Clifford for the
past 22 years. She recently became eligible for Medicaid and it covers the cost of
her dialysis transportation, which Medicare did not.

“The van service is wonderful,” says Sylvia. “The drivers are excellent. They come
no matter what the weather. . . I could not be treated any better.”

Sylvia also notes that “a lot of people rely on Wayne Co. Transit for cancer treat-
ment and things like that.” She says, “I do not know what would have happened
if they were not there.”
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“Transit is Something Great”

Randall Pierce lives 10 minutes from the dialysis center that he must visit three
times per week, but since he can no longer drive, the distance might as well be
1,000 miles.

He lives with his wife in Clarksburg, WV. A former heavy equipment operator,
Randall is paraplegic and has been on dialysis for a year and a half. He had to stop
driving his own lift-equipped van last year because of medical complications exacer-
bated by driving, and his wife tried driving him to his treatments—but that inter-
fered with her job. The Central West Virginia Transit Authority (CWVTA) now
helps Randall access dialysis.

The transit authority also allows Randall to go other places when his wife is not
available to drive him. “It is county-wide transportation,” he says. “They have many
lift-equipped vehicles.”

To Randall, and others with similar needs, community transportation is “Some-
thing great. Especially in the more rural counties.”

An Avoidable Tragedy

Our final story is too real. A veteran of the Korean War, a decorated sailor who
reached the rank of Ship’s Serviceman, Third Class, recently died in Shelburne
Falls, MA. He was 68 years old, and he was ill—his kidneys were failing and he
needed dialysis treatments three times a week.

“He’d still be alive today if he had adequate transportation,” says Leo Parent, di-
rect%r ﬁf Veterans Services with the Central Franklin County (MA) District in Turn-
ers Falls.

This gentleman—whose name we will not use out of respect for his privacy—lived
too far outside the service area of any public or community transit systems and did
not qualify for Medicaid.

The veteran used to drive himself the 10 miles, one-way, to his dialysis appoint-
ments on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. This much we know, because it was
the local police department that first notified the local Veterans Administration that
some alternate form of transportation was necessary. According to the police, he was
simply to weak to safely drive home from his four-hour dialysis sessions. A home
health care worker agreed, noting that the veteran was at-risk for automobile acci-
dents and falls. They were forced to take away his driver’s license.

“Now, I cannot go anywhere, I am stuck in this house,” says Parent, recalling the
gentleman’s reaction to having his driving privileges revoked.

The VA contracted with a driver to take him into Greenfield, MA, and for a little
while all seemed well. But officials with the VA did not realize that she, too, was
ill and uncomfortable driving in the snow and ice that is inevitable in Western Mas-
sachusetts in the winter. Sometimes, when she could not take him, Parent himself
would actually go and get the veteran and take him to dialysis.

“He did not want to call and be an inconvenience,” recalls Parent.

Tragically, the volunteer driver died of her illness, and the veteran was stranded
once again, this time with dire results. Parent estimates he missed 2-to-3 weeks of
treatments before the VA could contract with a local taxi company to reinstate the
life-saving transportation services.

He died, not long after, from complications that most assuredly arose from his
missing dialysis. He died for a lack of transportation.

“If our vets do not drive, then it is a serious transportation problem, particularly
in the rural areas of Western Massachusetts,” says George Ponte of the Veterans
Administration office in Northampton, MA. “We need to find the resources to make
sure this does not happen again.”

Dialysis patients are not the only ones in dire need of transportation. The recent
health care trend of increasing outpatient services, coupled with the overall aging
of the American population, make for a serious disconnect. How to get people to con-
tinuing and life-saving care they need? Public and community transportation are the
only answer.

There is a price for progress and there is a bottom line for transit investment.
Your number, the numbers in S. 1072, represent our bottom line for assuring transit
is robust ability to respond to our Nation’s needs.

According to the research firm Cambridge Systematics, “Every $1 billion invested
in public transit capital projects generates 30,000 jobs, and the same amount in-
vested in public transit operations generates 60,000 jobs. The return on investment
could be as high as 9 to 1.” (source: APTA, “The Economic Importance of Public
Transit,” November 2003). Another APTA paper, “The Benefits of Public Transpor-
tation: Essential Support for a Strong Economy,” cites similar work by Cambridge
Systematics, with local economic benefits ranging up to $6 billion in benefits for
every $1 billion invested.



52

In the fiscal year 2005 budget request, President Bush, Secretary Mineta, and Ad-
ministrator Dorn are requesting that Federal Transit Administration programs be
funded at $7.3 billion for a third consecutive year. During this same period, inflation
is averaging 2.0 percent a year, and the passenger Transportation Services Index,
as reported by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, has been slipping at an
annualized rate of 3.5 percent per year. Keeping the transit program on frozen
ground, as the Administration proposes to do, will only lead to further degradation
of our Nation’s public transportation infrastructure and will erode the transit rider-
ship gains that we, APTA and FTA all were so proud to share with the Banking
Committee in our past years’ testimonies.

We know it is common to attack S.1072 and legislation that seeks to close the
gap between our needs both to maintain and expand transit investment by calling
these efforts as pork barrel spending, budget busters, extravagant, or unnecessary.

These attacks ignore the information gathering of the last 2 years that started
when this Committee took its first reauthorization testimony, and it ignores the in-
formation contained in the Administration’s own Conditions and Performance Re-
port, all of which tell us that we must invest, or else we settle for the degradation
of the existing infrastructure that continues to serve the American people.

At current dollars, the Administration’s Conditions and Performance Report esti-
mates it would take a total of $89 billion over 6 years simply to maintain the cur-
rent public transportation infrastructure, or $124 billion to improve the Nation’s
transit infrastructure in ways that address its present demands. If the Federal Gov-
ernment’s share of these investments were to continue at 80 percent of project ex-
penses, the Administration’s numbers suggest that a 6-year authorization bill’s to-
tals for FTA programs should be between $71.0 and $98.9 billion.

That is why S.1072 and its proposed investment are so important. We need the
level of investment in the Senate bill to increase public transit access for America’s
rural communities. We need the level of investment in the Senate bill to expand
transit is capacity to help our senior citizens and help them cope with the con-
tinuing use of outpatient medicine for their health care. We need the level of invest-
ment in the Senate bill to help Americans return to full employment. We need the
level of investment in the Senate bill to reduce congestion and making going to work
faster and more efficient for all Americans. We need the level of investment in the
Senate bill as an incentive to encourage State and local governments to do their
share in making their commitment to transit is future. We need the guarantees for
investment that are found in your bill to give us the same kind of success we have
seen from the guarantees Congress provided in TEA-21 which are highlighted above
in this testimony. And we need the investments in S.1072 to maintain the capacity
of transit that we continue to require in light of the uncertain implications caused
by natural and unnatural disasters. TEA-21 is recognized today as a great success
in transit and in highways. Your bill builds on this success.

We know that inevitably there will be a bill passed in the House of Representa-
tives that will require conferencing with the work of the Senate. We hope that your
representatives will continue to uphold the important elements of S.1072 as those
efforts are joined.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in light of the recent events that have occurred since
S.1072 was passed, we hope that in that conference both the Senate and the House
might consider improving transit is capacity to further respond to a natural disaster
or a major terrorist attack.

Part of this improvement should include the establishment of National Reserve
Fleet of transit vehicles and rail cars, stockpiled for use in local communities should
the need arise.

This fleet, kept in a fully operational standby status would be able to respond to
emergencies as needed. We also believe that some indigenous fueling capacity for
this fleet should be developed, as well as a stockpile of common transit fuels pro-
vided for not just its use, but for transit is general use in an emergency. In light
of the New York experience, we also think that a standby reserve of ferry boats for
use in emergencies should also be given full consideration. And, we believe that this
fleet should be created in addition to and not at the expenses of the program you
envisioned in S.1072.

I want to close by thanking you for your leadership, your recognition of transit
is role and potential for our country but most of all for making S.1072 the right
first piece of transportation legislation to be passed by either House of Congress in
the 21st century.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY MARTIN
CHAIRMAN, STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION OF THE
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF THE STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICALS
SECRETARY, ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

MARCH 25, 2004

Mr. Chairman my name is Timothy Martin, and I am the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for the State of Illinois. I am also Chairman of the Public Transportation
Committee of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Offi-
cials. First, on behalf of AASHTO and its members, let me sincerely thank you and
the Members of the Committee for your leadership in developing and obtaining Sen-
ate passage of S.1072, which will reauthorize highway, transit and related funding
for the next 6 years. AASHTO is on record with its partner organizations as saying
that the TEA-21 reauthorization legislation should be funded at a minimum at the
levels approved by the Senate.

Transit is a critical component of a balanced intermodal transportation system.
It helps to provide:

e Access to jobs and economic activities;

e Mobility for the young, elderly, and disabled,;

e Reductions in traffic congestion and enhanced efficiency of highway transpor-
tation;

e Fuel conservation and improved air quality, and support for security; and emer-
gency preparedness activities.

At AASHTO, we look forward to working with you in seeking approval of
multiyear authorization legislation for the surface transportation programs. While
supporting increased transit funding, we also believe that the transit program provi-
sions of TEA-21 are working well and should be continued. The investment in tran-
sit over the past 6 years using TEA-21 has paid off with a 22 percent increase in
ridership, and the highest level of passenger trips in 40 years. Continued ridership
growth at these levels would increase passenger trips approximately 3.5 percent an-
nually, or a 100 percent increase over the next two decades.

Mr. Chairman, AASHTO has significant concerns with the funding levels in the
Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget proposal for transit. The Administration’s
Budget proposal would basically freeze transit funding at the fiscal year 2004 level
of $7.3 billion, of which nearly $6 billion would come from the Trust Fund and $1.3
billion would come from the General Fund. The Administration’s proposed funding
level for transit falls substantially short of the needs documented in DOT’s most re-
cent Conditions and Performance Report which indicates that an annual investment
of over $20 billion is needed for transit.

This need for increased transit funding has been documented in AASHTO’s Bot-
tom Line report as well, which identifies the need for an annual transit capital in-
vestment level of $19 billion over the next 6 years just to maintain the physical con-
dition and service performance of the Nation’s transit systems. An additional capital
investment of $44 billion per year is needed over the same time period to improve
the physical condition and service performance of the Nation’s transit systems, as-
suring that ridership continues to grow.

In my home State of Illinois, the Administration’s flat funding level for transit
would seriously compromise the progress Illinois has made to expand much-needed
transit service in both rural and urban parts of the State. Through TEA-21’s in-
creased operating funding, Illinois was able to provide rural transit service to 13
additional counties. However, 37 counties of the State’s 102 still do not have transit
service. TEA-21’s capital funding in combination with Illinois’s own infrastructure
funding program, Illinois FIRST, was able to initiate five major New Start projects
that will help address growing congestion in the Chicagoland area. However, the re-
gion has growing unmet transit markets such as reverse commuting and suburb-
to-suburb demand, both of which could be addressed with projects that are ready
to go right now with an increased Federal transit program. In addition, these con-
struction projects alone will create over 57,000 new jobs to spur the local and na-
tional economy.

Mr. Chairman, AASHTO is also concerned that the Administration’s SAFETEA
proposal, while “guaranteeing” funds from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway
Trust Fund, contains no similar guarantee for the General Fund component of tran-
sit funding. States and transit agencies need stable, predictable funding in order to
construct major transit projects. The TEA-21 legislation provides and Senate bill
S.1072 continues guaranteed funding for transit from both the Trust Fund and the
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General Fund. It is critical that both Highway Trust Fund and General Funds for
transit are guaranteed in the TEA-21 reauthorization.

The Administration’s SAFETEA proposal calls for a reduction of the Federal fund-
ing share for New Starts projects from 80 percent to 50 percent. In order for State
and local officials to make balanced decisions between highway and transit projects,
AASHTO believes the Federal share of 80 percent should be retained for both high-
way and transit projects.

AASHTO commends the Administration for its concern with maintaining the sol-
vency of the Mass Transit Account, but does not support its proposed program re-
structuring. SAFETEA proposes that New Starts be funded at an 80 percent level
with General Funds, rather than through the Highway Trust Fund. Since
SAFETEA does not guarantee General Funds for transit, New Starts would be vul-
nerable to funding reductions or elimination during the annual appropriations proc-
ess. Also, under SAFETEA, bus discretionary funding would be eliminated and the
Rail Modernization program would be shifted to the formula program. Other alter-
natives exist to remedy budget scoring problems that have prompted these proposals
and we would be glad to work with the Committee and your staff to find solutions.

AASHTO supports giving the States flexibility to fund some security activities
using Highway Trust Funds. However, given the magnitude of transportation needs,
some transportation related national security activities and capital needs such as
emergency response coordination and communications equipment should be funded
through Homeland Security programs.

AASHTO’s Bottom Line report documents the need to double Federal rural transit
assistance from current levels. For many rural regions, transit access can mean the
difference between isolation and inclusion. Rural transit provides residents of these
areas service to jobs, to medical facilities, and to community activities. As the Na-
tion’s elderly population increases in the coming years, more transit service will be
needed for citizens in rural areas, particularly when they are no longer able to oper-
ate an automobile.

In summary, the Administration’s proposed flat line funding for transit in fiscal
year 2005 at $7.3 billion simply would not provide the level of investment needed
to address job access, elderly transportation needs, improved transit to reduce traffic
congestion and pollutants in the air. The higher level of fiscal year 2005 funding
in the Senate bill, $8.65 billion, will provide more resources to deal with these
issues as well as provide investment in our economy and job growth. The American
Public Transportation Association estimates that every $1 billion invested in public
transportation creates 47,500 jobs. At that rate, the Senate proposal would create
60,000 more jobs than the Administration in fiscal year 2005 alone.

We look forward to working with you toward passage of legislation that funds the
highway and transit programs at the levels provided in S. 1072.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify. I would be glad to re-
spond to your questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROLF TH. LUNDBERG, JR.
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, CONGRESSIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

MARCH 25, 2004

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Sarbanes, Members of the Committee, thank you
for allowing me to appear before you today to discuss the importance of transit in
our Nation’s rural and urban areas. I am Rolf Lundberg, Senior Vice President for
Congressional and Public Affairs at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. I appear before
the Committee on behalf of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the world’s largest busi-
ness federation representing more than three million companies and organizations
of every size, sector, and region. My testimony will address the Administration’s
proposed Fiscal Year 2005 Budget for public transportation and the importance of
a national, seamless transportation network that meets the mobility needs of mov-
ing people in urban and rural areas.

The Administration’s Fiscal Year 2005 Budget for Public Transportation
The U.S. Chamber is disappointed that the Bush Administration’s proposed Fiscal
Year 2005 Budget freezes transit investment at last year’s level. For the Nation, the
importance of investment in our Nation’s public transportation system is critical to
our future economic growth, international competitiveness, quality of life, and na-
tional security. Public transportation funding is a proven investment that creates
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jobs and generates economic growth. For every billion dollars invested in transpor-
tation infrastructure, 47,500 jobs are created and businesses experience a $3 billion
gain in sales. We applaud the Committee for your hard work to significantly in-
crease investment in public transportation in the transit title of S.1072, the high-
way and transit reauthorization bill. With critical TEA-21 set to expire April 30 and
infrastructure requirements continuing to mount, now is not the time to flat line
investment in our public transportation system!

Importance of Public Transportation Infrastructure

Public transportation is taking on an increasingly important role in America’s
multimodal transportation network. Americans used public transportation a record
9.5 billion times in 2001, and transit ridership has grown 23 percent since 1995.
This represents the highest level in more than 40 years. Over the last 6 years, tran-
sit use has gown faster than population growth. Fourteen million Americans use
public transportation every day and 25 million people use transit on a regular basis.
Supplementing commuter rail, the passenger and intercity bus industry serves more
than 4,000 communities directly with scheduled service.

These ridership gains are directly attributable to the significant Federal invest-
ments in public transportation. Right now 3 out of 4 Americans do not have access
to satisfactory public transportation services. In 2001, each American traveling dur-
ing peak periods wasted on average 60 hours a year—nearly eight full working
days—in traffic congestion. Also in that same year, congestion cost America nearly
$70 billion in wasted time and fuel. Without public transportation services, conges-
tion would have increased by 30 percent. American communities nationwide are
reaping enormous economic benefits from affordable, modern public transportation
through increased property value and more tax revenue.

Across America, investment in public transportation is paying off. Transportation
accounts for approximately 17 percent of our gross domestic product, and for Amer-
ican families transportation represents 18 percent of household spending, the second
largest household expenditure after housing. Without the option of providing strong
investment in public transportation to State and local governments, we will feel the
consequences of a sub par system—congestion, decreased productivity, more acci-
dents, and diminished quality of life. The cost of road congestion to the U.S. econ-
omy was nearly $78 billion in 1999—more than triple what it was 20 years ago!

Funding Requirements Not Meeting Demand for Public Transportation

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) data show that a minimum $60 billion
per year Federal investment is needed to improve and maintain the current physical
conditions of the Nation’s highways and bridges. DOT estimates that $20.6 billion
in capital investment is needed annually just to maintain and improve current pub-
lic transit services. Inflated to 2003 dollars, and using ridership estimates consistent
with current experience, brings that number into the $30 billion range. Indeed, the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
“Bottom Line” report indicates an annual transit need of $43.9 billion to improve
the transportation system. We currently spend $7 billion a year. To meet these cur-
rent challenges, we must invest more of our limited resources in a better, more effi-
cient manner.

S.1072 Highway and Transit Reauthorization Bill

We applaud the work of the Senate Environment & Public Works, Banking, Fi-
nance, and Commerce Committees for developing a package that significantly in-
creases Federal highway and transit authorizations, with appropriate budgetary
protections. We firmly believe S.1072’s authorizations of $255 billion for highways
and $56.5 billion for public transportation, and guaranteed funding levels are the
minimum that should be accepted for any 6-year TEA-21 reauthorization bill. Many
of our State Chambers of Commerce have expressed their belief that there is no leg-
islation that will be taken up this year that will provide critical benefits to all in-
dustries, all communities, the American economy more than the reauthorization of
the Federal highway and transit programs. The Senate investment levels represent
the mid-point between the Federal share of the Nation’s documented transportation
needs and the current inadequate highway and transit funding levels. The Senate-
passed bill does not raise the Federal gas tax or user fee, nor does it increase the
Federal deficit. It continues the important principle of paying for highways, bridges,
and transit through the Highway Trust Fund. Accordingly, the U.S. Chamber would
not support any legislation below the Senate investment number for a 6-year bill.
As the House prepares to debate a $275 billion bill, we urge this Committee and
the Senate to insist on a $318 billion funding level in the conference report.
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Americans for Transportation Mobility

Three years ago the U.S. Chamber helped launch a new coalition called Ameri-
cans for Transportation Mobility, or ATM. ATM is a broad-based organization of
transportation users and providers, State and local organizations, and State and
local government officials. The coalition has more than 400 organizations whose ob-
jective is simple: To build public and political support for a safer and more efficient
transportation system. We are working to achieve our objective through a two-
pronged approach: (1) Ensuring that Congress fully dedicates Federal transportation
trust fund revenues for their intended purpose, and (2) accelerate the project review
process by removing redundancies. All the money in the world will not help if we
are not efficient in the planning and approval for much-needed improvement
projects.

Through ATM, for the first time, the business and labor communities have joined
together in educating lawmakers on the importance of improved mobility and safety
to future economic growth. Without meeting the mobility needs for the movement
of people and goods, our Nation will not achieve the economic success and quality
of life it demands. The ATM coalition looks forward to working with this Committee
in ensuring adequate investments are made over the next several years in our
transportation network.

Conclusion

In closing, the U.S. Chamber will continue to advocate for increased investment
in transportation infrastructure. We will play an active and aggressive part in ad-
vancing a transportation agenda that strengthens our national transportation sys-
tem and allows American business to compete in the global marketplace. We will
remind the Administration and Congress that infrastructure is not disposable—
rather, it is a strategic asset that must be renewed and protected.

The impact of freezing public transit funding at the current levels will increase
congestion, decrease safety on our roads, and setback our ability to improve air
quality. The U.S. Chamber, chambers of commerce throughout the Nation, and the
business community look forward to working with Congress and the President to
support funding the Nation’s surface transportation needs, and, at a minimum, sup-
port the authorized and guaranteed investment levels in S. 1072 of $56.5 billion for
transit and $255 billion for highways. This investment in our national transpor-
tation system will ensure we provide a quality of life all Americans deserve.
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR DODD
FROM JENNIFER L. DORN

New Freedom Initiative

Q.1. One of the centerpieces of the Administration’s budget pro-
posal is its New Freedom Initiative, which would increase the
availability of transportation services to persons with disabilities
for the purpose of helping them get to jobs.

How will the New Freedoms Initiative be implemented? What
will be the mandates or requirements of the new program? Are
there any real incentives or bonuses that will encourage collabo-
rative planning and implementation efforts?

A.1. The New Freedom Initiative (NFI) will be implemented in ac-
cordance with the provisions included in the Administration’s Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act
(SAFETEA) reauthorization proposal:

e Funds will be apportioned to States by a formula administered
by the Secretary. Moreover, FTA proposes to base the formula on
the number of individuals with disabilities by State with a min-
imum allocation to ensure that each State can implement a
meaningful project.

e Funds are to be used for new transportation services beyond
those required by ADA.

¢ Fifteen percent of a State’s apportionment may be used for plan-
ning, technical assistance, and administration.

e Any NFI funds may be transferred to Urbanized Area and Non-
urbanized Area programs for eligible NFI projects to be imple-
mented by recipients or subrecipients under those programs.

e Grants are subject to requirements of Urbanized Area program
to the extent the Secretary considers appropriate.

e Labor protection requirements shall apply using a Special War-
ranty. Since this warranty would contain standard terms and
conditions agreed on by Department of Labor (DOL) and Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT), these would be substituted for a
labor certification.

e The Secretary may waive the Special Warranty for private non-
profit subrecipients on a case-by-case basis.

e The State must distribute the funds on a fair and equitable
basis.

¢ Recipients must select subrecipients on a competitive basis. Re-
cipients must coordinate NFI funded activities with related ac-
tivities under other Federal programs.

e Projects selected must be derived from a locally developed, co-
ordinated public transit-human services transportation plan.

e Plans must be developed through a process that includes rep-
resentatives of public, private, and nonprofit transportation and
human services providers and participation by the public.

e Grants for capital costs shall not exceed 80 percent of the net
capital cost of the project.

e Grants for operating costs may not exceed 50 percent of the net
operating cost of the project.

e Local match for grants shall come from undistributed cash sur-
plus, a replacement or depreciation cash fund or reserve, a serv-
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ice agreement with a State or local social service agency or a pri-
vate social service organization, or new capital.

e Local match may be derived from amounts appropriated to or
made available to a department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment that are eligible to be expended for transportation.

A major incentive that will encourage collaborative planning and
implementation efforts is that to be eligible to receive funding
under the program projects must be selected from a locally devel-
oped, coordinated public transit-human services transportation
plan, developed with representatives of public, private, and non-
profit tramportation and human services providers and participa-
tion by the public. In addition, up to 15 percent of the amounts
apportioned under the program may be used to administer, plan,
and provide technical assistance for projects funded under the pro-
gram. Also, other Federal funds eligible to be expended for trans-
portation may be used as the local match to NF1 funds.

Job Access and Reverse Commute

Q.2. How will the formula for the Job Access and Reverse Com-
mute program be calculated under the Administration’s proposal?

A.2. The Secretary has the discretion to administer the program
according to a formula that considers the number of low-income
people in each State. FTA proposes to allocate the funds according
to a formula based on the number of individuals within 150 percent
of the poverty level, with a “floor” level provided to each State and
territory to ensure that a minimal level is available to each State,
including those with a low population of lowincome individuals,
sufficient to fund a meaningful program.

Q.3. Connecticut has a big concern that a straight formula by low-
income population will severely reduce the level of services it can
deliver with this program. As you may know, Connecticut’s Job Ac-
cess and Reverse Commute program was one of the first in the Na-
tion to deliver access to job services. It has since become one of the
models for other collaborative job access efforts throughout the Na-
tion. It provides about $8 million annually in services designed and
tailored in cooperation with job developers, employers, human serv-
ice agencies, and transportation providers to meet the needs of low-
income individuals. Preserving the level of funding for this program
is vital to Connecticut’s efforts to continue to provide services as
well as maintain the partnerships that enable the program to se-
cure matching funds.

I was wondering if you might consider building other factors into
the formula calculation? For example, FTA can build in a factor
that compares incomes with the general cost-of-living in the State?
Funds would therefore be allocated on the basis of need in an equi-
table fashion across the country. After all, earning the Federal pov-
erty level in Connecticut does not give a person the same quality
of life as earning the poverty level in a low-cost State. I would be
interested in any thoughts that you might have on this matter.

A.3. FTA would consider using other factors in calculating formula
allocation of JARC funding if data on which to base such calcula-
tions is readily available. As you may know, the House has pro-
posed allocating 60 percent of the funds directly to large urbanized
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areas (less than 200,000 population), 20 percent to the States for
urbanized areas between 50,000 and 200,000 in population, and 20
percent to the States for nonurbanized areas. The House has also
proposed a formula that includes density factors as well as low-in-
come population and population of welfare recipients.

Job Access and Healthcare Service Coordination

Q.4. Administrator Dorn, I want to bring to your attention an issue
that has become increasingly urgent in recent years. As you may
be aware, more and more healthcare services are offered to the
American public on an outpatient basis—services like dialysis and
chemotherapy. In addition, the population is growing older and
more people than ever are now reliant upon ongoing, continuing
care to maintain both their independence and quality of life.

These two trends are placing some unprecedented pressure on
public and community transportation. It is interesting to note that
Medicare only reimburses older Americans for transportation by
ambulances, regardless of whether or not there is an emergency. In
addition, many older Americans must fend for themselves on high-
priced private sector providers when local public transit options are
not available.

What type of information does FTA have about the needs of
Medicare clients?

A.4. The Medicare restriction on funding transportation services re-
lated to medical reasons has resulted in many nonemergency am-
bulance trips and unnecessary ambulance trips (even though the
statute forbids such trips). The funds currently used for unneces-
sary Medicare ambulance trips might be better invested in commu-
nity transportation services, which would allow increased access to
Medicare services and reduce the burden on local ambulance pro-
viders, allowing them to better respond to true medical emer-
gencies.

Although the purpose of the Job Access and Reverse Commute
(JARC) program is to provide access to jobs, assets acquired with
JARC funding may be used for broader community needs, including
access to health facilities by low-income and elderly Medicare cli-
ents, once the program related purposes of the program are met.

Besides the JARC program, FTA funds the Elderly and Persons
with Disabilities Program (Section 5310). These program funds are
apportioned to the States based upon U.S. Census data on the
number of elderly persons and persons with disabilities. State re-
cipients use these funds as they see fit to best meet the needs of
persons with disabilities and the elderly (Medicare clients among
them) throughout their State.

In addition, services provided under other FTA programs, includ-
ing the Urbanized Area and Nonurbanized Area programs, are de-
signed to meet the needs of the general public, including older
Americans. Transportation services, particularly high quality de-
mand responsive service and ADA paratransit service, can be cost-
ly, and more equitable cost-sharing among agencies would result in
increased access to Medicare and other life-sustaining and life-en-
hancing services for older Americans.
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Q.5. Can FTA work with the Federal funding agencies for Medi-
care? Is this an area for coordination?

A.5. FTA continues to work with Center for Medicaid and Medicare
(CMS), among other Federal agencies, on coordination of human
services transportation issues, Medicare transportation services
among them. An Executive Order on coordinated human service
transportation, issued by President Bush in February 2004, estab-
lished a Coordinating Council that consists of Secretaries and lead-
ers from 10 Federal Departments and is chaired by the Secretary
of Transportation. The Council is responsible for identifying and
implementing strategies to improve coordination of human service
transportation services over the next year. This includes identifying
duplication and restrictions in Federal laws and regulations. How-
ever, because the current transportation provisions identified under
Mdicare do not allow support for “nonemergency” transportation,
this limits our ability to address this issue at this time.

Federal work groups have been formed and are currently meet-
ing to achieve the tasks outlined by the President in six areas: (1)
Education and Outreach; (2) Consolidated Access; (3) Regulatory
Barriers and Relief; (4) Coordinated Planning; (5) Cost Allocation;
and (6) Useful Practice.

Earlier this year the Coordinating Council on Access and Mobil-
ity (CCAM) launched United We Ride. This is a five-part initiative
to encourage Government agencies and nonprofit organizations to
collaborate on transportation planning and to share resources in
order to provide the best service for all their customers. The United
We Ride efforts support the Executive Order in the following ways:

Framework for Action: The Framework is a tool to help States
and communities determine where they are and what needs to hap-
pen. It provides a starting point for groups at all levels to begin
the dialog needed to improve coordinated services. Needs are iden-
tified and an action plan for implementation can be developed.

State Leadership Awards: These awards recognized States for
their leadership in building and implementing infrastructures, poli-
cies, and programs that facilitate human service transportation
coordination. The winners, announced by Secretary Mineta in Feb-
ruary 2004, were Florida, Maryland, North Carolina, Ohio, and
Washington.

National Leadership Forum: United We Ride hosted a forum for
cross agency, governor-appointed, senior leadership teams to ad-
dress State initiatives, to develop action plans and identify tech-
nical assistance needs to improve human service transportation
services.

State Coordination Grants: These State grants are designed to
help address the gaps and needs related to human service trans-
portation. The award criteria are flexible and simple.

Help Along the Way: This technical assistance program provides
hands-on assistance to States and communities in the development
and delivery of coordinated human service transportation pro-
grams.
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