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ONE

TRODUCTION

Improving the mobility of older Americans has beeti a major goal 'of

transportation and elderly programs and policies at both the federal and
_ r _

local levela. Ond of the strategies designed to acheive this goal has been

the development and funding of numerous special transport derVicestas .

alternativeS and/or ancillary travel modes for t be elderly in urban-and

rural areas.

Although there has been a proliferatiofi of speCial transport sere ces

during the last'five years, there yemains a gappetween,;aervice goals

service Moat eligible elderly are riot having their travel needs

met through the use of special transport services,. While many elderly who

are eligible to participate in these programs have other alternaiive modes

of travel, a significant number of urban elderly are still handicapped by

lack of transportation.

this study examines the demand-side of special transportation for the

elderly. Several recent studies have examined the supply-side issues
_

revolving around coordination, vehicle design and maintenance and insurance.

Rowel/6r, there is a needfor more researchfocused on how to identify And"

service elderly and other' transportation handicapped popuiatioits. '

slUDY OBJECTIVES

.

Th'fi'study examines reasons w eligible elderly do not utilize avail-

_ ._-
able special transpotkIjservices. Th pecific objectives of;Ahis research

project were to:

1. Analyze in detail problems and/or reasons given by eligible

elderly lor not utili;ing special transport services; .

2 Determine the extent to which eligible elderly populations

utirize speciaX transport services;

11



3. Construct :a socio-economic profile of eligible elc4rle y who do/do#
r.

not utilize special transport services;

4. Identify problems encountered by providers-of special transport

services in reaching eligible elderly populations; and

5. Formulate recommendations and guidelihes foriol-Ving the problema

identified.

*1-

In carrying out thead specific objectives, the research team reviewed

relevant literature, used data from an existing needs assessment survey,

completed telephone and field interviews with providers and users, res-
.

pectively, and held focused group discussions with D,C. elderly.

APPROACH

This research project used a case study approach to examine and analyze

reasons why eligible.elderly do'not use available special transport services.,

Several prithary and secondary data soutces provided the base of information

used by the researchers to assess problems and formulate recommendations.

An extensive review of literature focusing on the elderly as users

of special transportation was coMOleted. This review-included materials

on methodologies for needs assessments and. demand estimation techniques

utilized in predicting latent travel demand and coOrdination'of services.

Data for the socio-economic profile were obtained through cross tabu--

Cations of data sci4i*ained in the raw data files of the Elderly Needs Analy-

sis Survey done by the Bureau of Social'Science Research (BSSR) for the-
A

D.E. Office on Aging in 1978. The Office On Agihg, responsible for-the

city's special efforts in transportation for the elderly, contracted with.

BSSR to conduct a'telephond survey -15/2 noninstitutionalizect elderly with=

in the District of:Columbia. Results from the survey were used 'in develop-
.

ing the needs assessment component of the District of Columbia Plan on Aging,

1981-1983.

-Current .iPventory listings of special transportation services put out
)

the D.C. Office on Aging and,the Directory of Special- Transportatino

-2-
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Serv-ices published by the Metropotitan Washington Council of Governments

(1981 revised edition) were use to identify providers for i'A -depth inter=

yiews. A telephone survey of 27 of the 43 providers of special transport

services was conducted to determine characteristic* of services available,

methods of identifying and reaching target populations, demrpd for services,

problems encountered in services delivery and participation in coordinated

services. 0

A statified random sample of 140 elderly were interviewed at trip

destination points. Typical trip destinatiompoints of the elderly (i.e.,

senior centers, churches, clinics, etc.), were identified and selected.

Survey sites were stratified acc'ording to the locationS ofresidenced of

'elderly who need, but do not' use,spe iai transportation services by wards.

Field nterviews investigated rea ns for non utilization 0f-special trans-'

port tion and mode choice of no users.

A series of six focuSed 1gr up didcussi ns with a total of 65 elderly

persons were planned-and held at various locations throughout the community.

Information obtained through the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, telephone

survey of providers and field intsrViews were used as a guide in the conduct

of these group sessions... The discuseions were gutted at gaining insight into

solution methodologies as perceived by users and/or potential users of sod=

cial transport services.
.

Preliminary research findings and. potential problem solutions were

discussed duiing interviews''with staff of the D.C. Offied on
Aging and with

staff of, the Institute of

Columbia. Additions

through these sessiOns

rontOlogy-of the University of the District of

'012
4tation strategieS was gained.4444

CASE STUDY SITE

Data collection and interviews for this study focused on the city of

Washington, D.C. The 1980 censuS,;reporti Washington's population as 6.38;
r

333, of which 103,655 (16.2%) are age 60 and over:



Using data froth the Suimary_Report_ of Data from. National Survey of
,

Transportation Handicapped People (Oiei .1978) as a basis for comparison;

the composition of the urban population of Washington is typical in some

respects and atiPical in Otheri. While 11 percent of the, total urban

populat4on are 65 and'over and 52 percent are female; 11.6 percent of

Washington's population are 65 and over-and 53.7 percent are female. The

total urban population is 81 percent wh4te, hoWever, whttes comprise only-,

26.9 percent of Washington's total population:

According to the 1980 census, the elderly population in the District

of Columbia is 61.6 percent female and 38.4 percent male. The racial
_

composition of the elderly population is 37.5 percent white, 60.9 percent

black and 1.6 percent other races.

On October 29, 1975othe Council of the District of ColUmbia passed

D.C. Law No. 1-24 establishing an OffiCe on Aging. Title II, Sec. 201 (d)

defines the term "aged", in the District of Columbia, to mean aiperson 60

years of age or older. Title III, Sec. 301 establishes the Office on

adminivtrative unit,-tesponsible to the mayor, to

he provisions of the Older Americans t (P. L. 89-73, as
_

Such other programs as shall be delegated to it brthe Mayor or

Aging as "

administer

amended),

the Council of the District of Columbia, and to promote the welfare of the

Aged."

In keeping with its mandate, the D.C. Office on Aging is the sole

agency within the District of Columbia responsible for the coordination

of transportation and social services for the elderly. The Office on Aging

has recently implemented, throph a public/private partnership with the

United Planning Organization, a consolidated,. eentrally dispatched trans-
,

portation system for the elderly and handicapped.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report is divided into seven chapters and appendices. The net

five chapters (2=6) present the resul?s and analysis of the fiVe components

re

-4-
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of the project': Chapter two provides Vire background to the study through

the exploration and analysis of.existing literetnre on the elderly as users

of special transportation services; chapter three identifies the target

population and socio-economic characteristiOs of users and nonusers of

special Vansport.services; chapterour presents the survey reaults from

telephone interviews with providers of special transport services; chapter

five examines reasons for nonutilization of services based on results

_field interviews with - elderly nonusers; and chapter six summarizes the re-.

snits of the focused:,itoup discussiOns held in the community. t

The final chapter to the report highlights the major findings and
.

presents recommendations for problem solutions and guidelines for implemen-
.

cation. The eppendices; contain: complete lista of groups and organize-

tions participating in the study and interview sites; and aUrVeY'instru-
_

ments used in the- study;

F
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CHAPTER TWO

SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES FOR THE ELDERL
f

OVERVIEW

Passage of the following legislation hai,codtributed t

Strets-ible transportation for the Nation's elderly, and handica

he push for

d:

1. Older. Americans Act Amendments of 1978 - establishing t sporta-

'tion as one of the priority areas and increasing funds to Spent

on priority services to 50 percent of allocations under this ct;:,

Section 16(a4 of the Urban Masa Transportation Act 'of 1964, as.

amended; mandating special efforts in transportation planning and
_

'design to assure effective utilization of !iilass transit by the

elderly and handicapped;

3. Section_16(b) of the Urban Mass-Transportation ACt, amended,

prOViding capital assistance, grafits to non-profit organizations to

provide transportation services which meet the needs of the elderly

and handicapped; and

Department of Transportation Regulations mandating implementation

of Section 504 of the Rehabilition Act of 1973's anti - discrimination

provision.

_

Ifi response to the congressional demand for improvements in meetifig

the mobility needs of the elderly; therehas'beena tremendous growth in

the number of special transport services throughout the United States.

However; the limited capacities of the systems as well as funding restric-

tions limiting eligibility and trip purpose have proven to be barriers to

use of special transportation (IPA; 1980; Cutler; 1979).

The 1976 report of the Select Lommittee on Aging; Senior_ Transportis-

tion-Ticket to Dignity, states that transportation or mobility problems

confronting the elderly are multifadeted. Not only must the limitations of

the transportation network itself be surmounted, but the factors which;. imit:

=64
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of the elderly

-ddressed..

themselves -15f existl tion

g 'factors which and providers, this

rly is divided...into 'threottation services

serves as a gene

cial transportatio

frjS
latent_ dema \

popul

discussion of major issues iffr'.
,

the elderly;

essment methodologies and,,,

lized in-identifying target

11';

examines needs

mation techniqueS.

-COOpera

constraints in

reviews ature on barriers and

ery of special tran

extensive review of

is of information-c 1

The'insight gained thro

strengthened the framework f

infpurveysan& primary data

tACKGROUNII

rtation services:;

evant 4terature

dted from exis

, _

The conceRt-of special-trAnSportsti ices-for tranaportatio

hAndicapped pers6ns hAs,existed,for some

service .agencie,s an& VOluntary_orgAnizations

t the local'leVel, soc

een providLng for some'
- \

WEhe transportation needs Of the elderly and apped,for manydecades.

This. has frequently been in the form of volunteers

.;itransporting elderly persons to and from a medical feaC
N...

,I used to take the elderly on A recreational outing. Wh
Ir..

. .

, -

.

g their privatecars,

of a church bus

ew in the con-

cept of special transportation is the scope andiextent o

- i. zationai and managerial formality and the extent of,Coordida
,

1

ices, organi-

and int9-'=

gration with otherisystems.

rr While programi and:spedial transportation services aimed at aging

the mobility of the,eIderly andiandicappa have been expanding at,a.rapid

rate, a gap has developed between service goals and service levels. The

-7,-
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Urban Consortium's Transportation Needs and Program suditAty (Public Tech-

logy, Inc, 1978) COnClUd6S that any'solutions
.

considered in -Closing that.

gap must include: examination of,problems posed by Federal Regulations;
,

:methodologies to piediCt detand for special transportation; and exploration

of .ways to reach elderly, hindicapped.and transit=dependent persons to de-

scribe available transportation aerViCeS.1

The multiplicity of federal- regulations' whiCh govern special trandporta-
_

tiOnSer;.;ices at the local level have often perplexed both the transportatid6

- pro4,iderS'and the Administrative Agencie6 og Aging (AAA); charged with imple-

' 6entig programs. Eight different federal agencies-administer More't,han 30

programs providing significlit:aMounwof money f6rtranaportation services

(Select.Committee on Agihigt 1976). However, a determination of the true

,level Of edetal funding for special transportation services is at present

a speculative venture. MOSt of the funds used to provide .Special transpor-

tation services are blended with funds for other kinds of activities (DHEW,

1975): \

The dup'icative nature of the special transportation

evolved through\the various federal funding sourices has generally been rec-

ognized (IPA, Ecosometrics, 1980 DREW; 1975). The numerous program fund-.

ing sources for special transportation services have created a plethora of

criteria for determining eligible userigroups and expendituresexpendituresvr Different

programs have differing definitiona of elderly and handicapped (e.g age), .

e_

user eligibility requirements; permissable expendltureS; etc. (These differ-

ing program requirements are discussed further in the section on coordina-

services which

tion and cooperation). The nature of the present,system has resulted in the

overlapping of services to one client goup while often excluding other pop-

ulation groups in need of transportation

sometrics, 1980).

services. (Cutler, 1979; IPA, Eco-

of

SOCial service.agencies have been at the fOrdfrOnt of special transpor-,

tat ion services for-the elderly. 271-08t special transportation services have *-

beeh run, either ddrectly or indirectly through referiala, as-one tomponent

the multi-purpose social service center. How very whi e s
.

I
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programs seem to meet the needs of clients Served, not all persons-requir-
,

ing tranaportation,asSiStance are served_ by these programs (Browtv, 1972) .
.

Insufficiency of funds threatens the Survival of some special transpor-

tation projects A differing interpretations of.eligible expenditures limits

coverage of trans riation services (RHEW; 1975). Current attempts to al-

leviate these problems focua on coordination and cooperation in the operatiOn

of special transportation systems.- In general,-barriers to coordination

cleated by federal regulation inclUdes'age differentials between programs,
t.

incote restrictions,. health and physical condition, and geographical area of

4 coverage°. 'Franchiaeoreatrictions and labornegotiations on wage level dif-

ferentials at the local level have-alao iimited attempts at coordinating

systems (DREW, 1975);

The inherent weakness in demand forecaSting, in terns of, accuracy, has

also contributed to the gap between service goals and service levels. Cur-
-

rent planning: techniques; often =inadequate, .may-result in the underestiMii

tion of dgmand levels and consequently insufficient service Ca-Oddity to

meet trinsportat.ion needs (IPA; EcoSometricn, 1980). Any attempt to narrow

the gap between demand and supply must examine issues surrounding demand

estimation methodology.

Central to any discussion of methodologies for prediCting demand,for

special transportation an underdtanding of what constitutes demand for

services. -While there is,general agreement that demand represents a market

expression of actual trips Made:al:id need reflecti-soms fixed amount: of

.travel necessary to obtain, the minimum necessities, the area of desire fOrl

travel; expressed: as latent demand, lacks the same conbensils. It is extreme=

ly dirr5444.t.to objectively 'differentiate betWeen need,, and desire for travel

(IPA, 1975); Since. constraints. and /or 'ampedence" values restrict the nuttier:

of -trips people can and will make; it is difficult to forecast demand be

cause of the many variables that impinge(Popper, NocessiZapatmTT9-76).

Estimates of demand'for special transportation services for the

elderly have evolved as a comptement to traditional modelling approachea

(Rosenbloom, et. al.. 1481). Wbile most urban Area/J-124Am models for estimat-

-9-
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ing travel behavior, the modals are'not usually disaggregated sdfficiently to'

isolate travel demand6 of sub-population groups-such as the elderl5A(Millef,.

1976). This fragmented approach-to understanding the nature of user demand

has led to the application of methods with little modificaelon for the

speCial characteristics of older people (IPA; Ecosometiics., 1980).

Travel behavior does not alter substantially as one gets older. It is

thequalityasopposed to quantity-that deteriates with age (Paasweiii-
*

Edel.q.ein, 1976). Therefore, the provision Rf spebial transportation ser-

vices to meet the qualitative needs of.the elderly lakes on added importance.

Elderly and handic4pedtravelters are also mOre like others in the socio-

economic -group than they are like others in the age or disability group

(Rosenbloom, et. al. 1981). 4imilar variables affecting other population age

groups, e.g. income; vehicle ownership, residential location:-and avaiiabiIT

ityof public transportation, also influence elderly trip rates (IPA; 1975).

Improved methodologies for predicting travel demand-for population sub-groups

should focus on the special aracteristics of'these groups.

The third-area of consideration for closing the gap between service

goals and service levels focuses on identiging and servicing elderly popu-
*

iationS:, Although special transportation services have been expanding rap-

idly, many elderly are still unaware of their aVailability. Older persons
*

who are awareia)f special progres, frequently appear to be those who need
-14

the services less (Brogkway, Brockway, 1980). Many elderly *ho are vaguely

aware of Uh:e existence of such programs donot know where or how to get the

s6rvices; Hkce, some form of a community outreach program would increase

utilization rates among the eligible elderly who need transportation assis-

tance.

Publicity weaknesses, where no relevant group
4
is-adequately apprised of s..4.

It

program information, are bound to lead to'service gaps (Reder, et. al., 1980).

Merely disseminating data on servis through the usual media or organiza-

tionaI channels may-not be the most effective way of reaching-target popu-

lations. Although individuals may hear about information from one communica=

tion channel (e.g., mass media), information received by a different com-

munication channel (e.g., personal contact) may motivate them to use the

services (Arnold, Bley, French, 1980).

1
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While community outreach is. a necessary and desirable goal, disincen-

tives to vigorously pursuing that goal exist in many communities with limit- .

ed.reSourceS. Many special transportation systems acknowledge that they

have empty seats on demand responsive trips. However, they feel thatthe

unused capacity does not necessarily constitute excess capacity for project

expansionAbdt rather is,a natural consequence of the inherent )inefficiency

of derInd=reSponSive trartsport,OIPA, 1976).

Where'there is an x ss 4f- 'demand over supply, there is little incen-
.

tive to deliberately tinde take activities to increase that level of excess

demand. Motivating older persons to use a system which cannot accompdate

them may'well be peceived by local agencies as inviting frustration and

resentment. Outreach efforts aimed dtAdentifying and actively servicing

additional persons are Npre likely to be expanded'when increased service

capacity or alternatives become available.

DEMAND ESTIMATION

The extent .of latent demand among elderly and handicapped perSqnd fOr

transporLtion services is subject to varying interpretations.. TheIack of,

consensus on travel Aesired among these sub-groUps is found concept lief-
,

initiona AS well as technique. While it is gtperallfdagreed that latent

(Inland is represented by some measurement of the difference between actual.

trips taken and thoad that might
-

be- taken under differing conditions, it is

still subject to debate whether the resulting figures represent deiired de-

\AFignd for travel or for Participation in other aOtivities;

A study on elderly and hah44.caPped ridership patterns (Rosenbloom,-
et al. 1981) concludes that there is littaeseyidence-that.the current

_

travel needs of the elderly. and handicapped areirnoiibeing met, The authors-

state that the need for transportAtiod that is sometimeasexpressed by these

groups is more likely an'exPressidn of their desire to-1:more mobile, more

a
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' + of lifestylesIndependent and mor active- GiIlan.an (1975) st
If

and!tran;portation r)eede f the 'elderly concludes that latent dilWand fot

improved transportation services is eicpressed by the large number of elderly

.

.

in all income groups rhe 'are not travelling. However, the authors point out

that impro ng transportation alone will'not increase the mobility of the
-

elderly.( ,.

An darliekstudy on transpo ation needs of the elderly (Markovitz, 1971)

concludes that reduced physical capacity and liek'Of. income to participate in

more activities resulted in a low level of demand for public transit. This

study suggests that rather than providing a,high level of transit services,

' other needed services should be brought closer to thelelderly.

Miller (1976), in "Latent Travel Demands of the Elderly and Handida0064"$

and Hoel,:dt; al. (1968), in Latent demand for Urban Transportation -, attempt to

classify latent demand by type. Miller presents a hierarchial apOkoadbito

lapent.deMand. 'He states, that in order for a person to participate in an
4

activity, hefshe must be aware of the activity, be abIe.to participate and

desire to pattitipatt; Latent demand is the difference between existing pdr-

.N
ticipation rates and those that would come about through a different set

, .

-ofcircumetandea;. Therefore; latent transportation demand exists whenever

c there is latent demand fot activity pail4icipation; Miller's model die=

tinguishfs demOnd for non-transportation'activities (implied latent demand)

from latent demand for transportation (direct latent demand_Miller'S

approach iate disaggreate the populatiOn acCording to professed desire

for transport participation and then to determine thepotential for increased

travel by the sub-groups:
_

Hoel (1968), et ,al., identified four different types of latent demand.

.The two which are of interest to this study differentiate between two types

of tresited but unfulfirled travel. One type of demand comes about beCautie

demand cannot be met -by the existing transportation system. The second

exists because of other socio - economic characteristics.

Another technique for estimating travel demand uses characteristics of

r
the services provided at the social service agency as the basis for detimat-

WI
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ing Participation rates (Po ikt. et. al., 1976); The "attractiviness"of the
1

Services becomes the basis for demand foreCaSta. The planner develops es-
,* 1. _

timates of trips; by .butbotO, using existing data and comparable data; Once

the number of trips for each purp iadetetMined; planning the'n becomes!i
_ _- ___ _____

process of alltiCating trl.ps by mo-e and esti ipg;numbers that Would switch

modes.

' The aSSUMpticiti, by aindial*sei'JviCe agencies that wLderLiIization of

socialservices_is a transportatiion prObleM is not suppOrted!by objective".
-..

evidence (ROSefiblOOM, et.'a1;, 181) /Rosenbloomridership'a study on rership pat-

terns concludes that with tihe exception. -of congregate *al services; the

provisidh of transportati willInot bring an influx new social service
, 1 .

clients 'ill

j

'

"

Bodiner and Stuart e 1977 studyli conclude that latent travel
,,..

demand appears to concentt ong transit dependent persons living in
__..-

I.

househOlda With no autbaiii 0 or*With ,dne auto, and three cm more adult's.

Car ownership and,availabilitrre the key difference-betiieen.9iose who
L_ _

have latent demand for travel a-d those who do not. (Grey*- 4/18).

While low levels of pirCeied demand may .represent an acceptance of.

;preSenttonstraints (Bochneri Stuart; 197+3eptesied deSire to travel does
/

...: ; ;1 , _ _

not necessarily reflect.whatO7e WOUld do if ide41 transportation were
. _,

onlyavailable. Techniques of demnd forecasting:offer only rough approximations
..e

.' -'!1,' ,

-of-travel-need or deSire.r--ktfiay'be:more.appropriate---th-an-anot-her--for---a
_i..._

particular situation; If:prop
I

r caution is not exercised. in the use of
i to

demand estimateSi"theii;OVerinVattent in services and equIpment may be the

costly result; -/T. ..

_ _i_-
Since expressed deSire far travel does not necessarily-translate direct-

...

.

e_ ti ' 1
fy into teed; local cpmmuhitieemst develop Methindblogies for assessing

::-

need for transit," li-oCal Opulatiohs; Current needs assessment methd=

idologies include: i
I

I. Surveys /

1

2. Citizen Participation 4

3. Secondary data analy1 Sis
..___

t.iany communities use a combination of two or three techniques to develop

their needs assessment ptojecitions.
i

-13-
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The.principal methgds of surveying utilized in the elderly needs.as-

40isessment studies are the hOuSehol rvey and the social service agency -

Co

survey. The surveying techniques generally used include home irterviews,

telephone suryeys and mail Surveys.' The survey instruments have focused on

two areas, socio-economic 'characteristics of the,target population and

travel behavior.

flO of the surveying techfiiques used has intrinsic wealcheSses. The

home interview is a telatiVely high cost method, panic u iy when a large-
,

sample' Spread, over a wide.geographical area is involved. thejtele-
. _

phone interview offers, may of the advantages of a hole interview at re ;

4Uted COsts, it excludes p ople without telephones, many of whOM ate to -

:income and inneed of terV'tea. AlthbUgh mail surveys can be sent to a

'-v-ty large sample of the:target group, response rates are frequently vety

low (Middendorf, Hass 1980). Motivation factors,which influence who re-

(-.sponda to the mail survey may. also increase adtple bias..

Surveying social `service agencies and/or their.- clients does not yield'

a respresentative ple of.the elderly in an ur an area: Many elderly who

are in neecIlhf trait pdrtation.aatiStance are not cIientS-afthe organila-°.

tions and agencies ontacted. However, surveys of these agencies nay pro-

vide a starting point fOr identifying eligible elderly populations.

Citiien participation mechanisms often uSed in needs asSesiment in-

clucle: information diSieMination4 public hearingsi; community forums:,

citiidn adVisory comisittees and workshops.`' Many communities use a coin-

bihationof inforMatiOn diasemination and feedback mechanisms in.conjunC7

'tWn with surveys to determine travel needs of thOIderly. While citizen

participation is effective when 4Sed'in conjunction wiChviheeteOhniquesi'

it cannot be used effectivel as;the'stole cleterMinant of trWvel needs.

The third technique oft* id needs assessment issecondarydata.

'analySiS. Although the secOn ty data.were,generallycollected for another
_ , _

purpose, the data seta are often useful in identifying target populations

and some elements of travel behavior. Secondary sources'frequehtliused in

-714-
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needs assessment imciudet U.S :Census reports; local studies and surveys;

UMTA's National' Survey ofrTra sportation Handicapped PeOple; and, registka-
As., 4 ;

tion;files for social perviC Sagenefea and departments of motor vehicles.
.

Although no siflgle secoridU source provides' complete and accurate_ infor-
_

1

mation.on.tranOppitation handicappedpeople in a particUlar urban area,

use of this in orMatiOn can reduce the cost oecollecting primary data

(iliddendort, HOssam, 1:40;
)

4

i )
-',.. . i , i '

. cooly ILgib 1111:6 tk

'Fragmentation in the delivery of special transportation services,haa

Ne'sulted in t#e inefficient tide- of limited resources. The consequences.of

such a fragmepted approach inc/u4 duplication of effort, underutilization

of services and higher service costs (Cutler, 1979). While interagency

cooperation and coordination have been'required by most federal agencies
- .

providing fding for transportation services, the multitude of retjuire-
i

ment.4 amongithe agencies. has created barriers to effective implementation'

of coordinaiion activities ('TPA, 1976).

Barriers to effective coordination of transportation services revolve

around funding, planning and service delivery. Cutler (1979) identified

several harriers within'these areas:

1F igi.bility requirements;

ellklition of elderly and handicapped;

Services identified or defined;

Geogiaphicalcoverage;

Methods of payment;

le; Fees or _contributions; and

* Service restrictions.
- /

The various regulatory and leg alative requieements of diffe rent agen-

cies and'programi.have created many potential and perceived barriers to co-

ordinationof services at the .local level. Cutler (1979) indicates that

'MD



most programs providing special transportation services consiker such ser

vice to be a means of access to their primary service provided, e.g.,

health, rehabilitative and social services to client populations. Thus,
/

while,most federal programs have mandated coordination, it cannot always.

be readily implemented or achxeved.

Although potential barriers to coordination of special transportation

services ,do exist, they can often be overcome if there is a strong com-

mitment to do, so at the state and local level (IPA, 1976; Cutler, 1979).

Still, ratheritfian surmount perceived barriers, social service agencies of-
4

ten'fina it easier or more expedient to provide their own transportation to

agency clientele (Burkhardt, 1977).. Theoretically coordination may sound

like a "good idea", however, implementing the concept mawthreaten the social

service agency's control of funds, client loyalty, and visibility ift the

community (Cutler, 1979).

Wilingnets to cooperate in the coordination of speciAltransportation

services can be influenced by agency size and financial stability. Saltzman

(1980) reports that 4gencies with long term finahcial security hate

barrier.to coordinatiOp than those agencies.eeking such security. oten

loss Of control over any source of funds-MAY be more critical-for agencies

devoting much of their time to seeking giants and/or financial security.

The small social-service ency with no regularly operating transpor

tation project is more enthusiastic about coordination than the large agency

with 4's-40A-established transportation progra& (IPA, 1976). However, IPA

also indicated that agencies with. transportation services apt to become the

nucleus of a consolidated system are generally;supportive of coordination;
_

Since coordination would result in an expansion of services by the agencies4

less of a

they are less concern about protecting their "turf".

"TUif" issues 4r not often cited as a barrier,-,to coordination by local

agencies involved in the provis4on of special transportation serviOes; How-
.

ever, SaltiMan (19W/indicates that rather than expose local conflict6 on .

"turf", many agencies/ emphasize externally imposed barriers (e4;, lack of'

funds. service restrlictions, etc.) as the hindrance to coordination.

-16
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The hiStorical development of eliecialransportatian services for the '
1p

elderly as an adjunct to the provision of Social services rather than to

public transit haS alSo fragmented planning for the transportation needs

of the elderlc% Transportation planning for the eneral population usually

occurs in the local tranSportation agencies and ional planning bodies;

planqPig for the transportation needs of elderly is often done by social Ser-,

vice agencies and/or the local agency on aging. Adequate considerationWflIr

not be given to the transportation needs of the elderly unleqs all grogOd aftd

agencies involved participate in a coordinated transportation planning process
.

(IPA,1976). Only then can the desirable extent of linkages to and balance

between,special transportation ter-Vices and traditional' transportation be

determined.

Information on reasons for not using particular types of traniit can be
. - .

useful in establi ing a proper balance between special transport, services

and other modee:Cd'intraurban travel. Reasons for -nonutilizatiOn or3transi

services, in conjunction with.oEher data, can indicate the,extent to which

lack of use is or is .not related to specific variables (e.g. need, disability,

eEc.); it can also suggest possible changes to maximize the effectivg_use

of differeht transit options (Middendorf, Hassam; 1980).

.r The remainder of this' paper focuses on reasons and issues involved in the

hdniitiiization of- special transportation services by the urban elderly; the
.

extent to, which lack of use relates to specific variables; and, suggested

changes to improve _service delivery to the elderly wha are transportation

handicapped.



CHAPTER THREE

CHARACTERISTICS OF USERS AND NONUSERS OF
SPECIAL-TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

In this chapter, a socio-economic profile of elderly users and nonusers

of special transportation services is presented. This profile includes the

osition of the population, social contacts and transportation problems.

METHODOLOGY

The socio-economic profiles are constructed from data contained in

the raw data files for the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey completed by the

Bureau of Social Science Research(BSSR) in 1978. The BSSR was contracted

by the D.C. Office on Aging to collect and analyze data from a survey of

the noninstitutionalized elderly, age 60 and over, living within the Dis-

trict of Columbia.

Using a random-digit-dialihg technique, BSSR completed interviews with

1572 elderly residents in the. District of-Columbia. The Sampling error

given .for this survey is approximately three percent at the 95 percent con-
.

fidence level and approximately four percent at the 99 percent confidence

level. A further note of caution is given by the BSSR that because of

elements of pride and desired independence among the 'elderly, their needs

may be understated.

Three questions crucial to this study were asked in the Elderly Needs

Analysis Survey:

I. Does lack of transportation keep you from doing things you need or

would like to.do?,

Do you have need of the kind of services offered by the trandpor-

tation_for the___elderly programst_

3.
.

Are you participating in the transportation for the elderly pro-

grams at the present time?

Survey forms with affirmative responses To need or participation, questions

2 and 3 respectively, were used to identify the socio-economic characteris-

tics presented in this chapter There were 225 respondents who indicated a

-18-
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need.for special transportation servies and 3i who said that they partici-
, .

o ,

pated IA Sua programs ._ While ',die precision- of the sample subset has de= ;

.

creased sOmewhat, the responses are sufficient to-construct the. socio -eco-

nomic prpfile. Because of the small- sample for users of special transpor=.

tatxon, the-measurement e'r;.or la over seven percent,

Using- selected sooio- economic variables, a series of cross tabulationi

,was.completed for:

(I) Geneial Population - respondents indicating neither a need for

nor use of Special transportation services.

-(2). Users - respondents indicating both the need for and use of-
.

transportilon services.

Nonusers - respondents indtCating a need for but not using ape-

cial transportation services.
I

\I*4- 'W
These profiles have been- further analyzed to determine the Specific

variables, within these groups, which relate to the use or nonuse of special

transportation service§.

COMPOSITION OFTHE-POPUUTION
. .

..

The 1980 Census ,gures pUbrishdd by Vie U.S..1)epazment of Commerce,,
..

Bureau of .Censor , rtthe. D.C. Npulation age 66 and over ab,103,655..

This fiimpeig 1.:5p4tednt.less.efran'ehe 1976test*mated pOpulation figures

publisAll by .theMunicipal Plantiing Offige;in the Distri'ct of Columbia. .
.

The 1976 popdlatio, estimadds were utilized in.4tba.ElderlyNeeds'Analysis'

SUrvey 40:k0y.tliite Bureau df Social Science Research:

Thd erilerly population .in the District of tolumbia,age.60 and °Are; i

represent ;1(::'2 percent of the total pitopulation. The population age.45 and

. :over "is' 1J.6 percent of the total. Of those persons age 60 and 04er, 61.6
;

,
..,. --

percept are'fiiaIe and 38,44ercent°are male (TABLE-3-1). As the-popUllfelidiri
. .

geEs;older, thePercentage.of females increases from 57.1 percent tp,.7:4'-
.

, .

'percent of the total.
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TABLE 1-1:

Distribution of D.C. Population 60 \and

Over by Age and Sek

. MALE , /'(2) .FEMALE -TOTAL

60-4,'

65-69

70-74
,

7580

0-85 . .

.85+
.

Total

12,632

10,757

7,590
-

4,657

1T-493

1,696

39,825

(42.9)

(40.8)

(38.3)

(34.7)

(30.4)

(26.6)

(38.4)

16,821

15,594

11,253

8,760

5,716

4,686

63,830

(57.1)

(59.2)

(61:7)

(65.31

(69.6).

(73.4)

(61.6)

29.452

26,351

19.843

13,417

8;209

6,382 1

103,655.

4

(28.4)

(25.4)

(19.1).

(12.9)

( 7.9)

Source: U.S. DIpartment of Commette, Bute uof Censusi 1984.

MFRS AND NONUSERS

Of the total respondents to the Elderly Needd.Anaiyais Survey,'13.6

N,.......) ercent reported,a need for special transportation programs and 2 percent

(sported participation ln such programs
(TABLE 3=2)t This study assumed ..4

that 98 percent of the D.C. Population age 60 and over,d6 not use special
w

.:-transportation services. This assumption was necessary since only respon.'

dents" indicating a
need'for"specialtiansportaticin were asked if they par-

ticipated in the programs; The utilization rate for those eligiblF e34-er=

ly who need special tran5brtation services is 14.7 percent.
. f.

RACE-AND__SEX

The composition of the general population, age 60 and overT.who do not

use special transportation services is 62.5 percent ranWhite and'37,5

cent white. The distribution by sex is 61.6 percent female snd 38.4 percent

-20-
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male. This distribution by race and sex approximates that found im the

total elderly population.
-c

'

Users of special transportation in Washington, D.C. are 95.3 percent

nonwhite. While only 4.7 percent pf the users, are white, 17.5 percent of

'

nonusers who need transportation assistance are white (TABLE 3-7-3). The

white population in the-District of Columbia is heavily concentrated in the

more affluent wards in the city where social services.Ain(general are lei:Hi

focused.

As reported in the data from the National Survey of Transportation

Handicapped People <Grey, 1978) and other studies, transport ion handi-

capped people_aremore likely to be female. The majority of users and non=

users Who need special transportation services the District of Columbia

are female, A higher percentage of, men who nee transportation assistance

use4pcial transport services (18.4 percent) than women who need and use

such services (13.6'percent).

HOUSEHOLDCOMPOSITION.,

Most of ,the general population that does not use special transports-
_

tidn live either Alond'(30.5'peicent) dr'with a spouse only (30.5 percent).

Both users tnd nonusers who- need special transportation serviceBoth mote

likely to live alone, 38.5ipercent and 38.0 percent respectively, and less,

likely to live with spouse only, 10.3 percent aid 15.4 percent respectiVe-_,

1y, than the elderly populafion ingeneral. Users of special transports-
.

tion are much more likely to live with relatives other than children than

either the general population (17.1 percent) or-nonusers who need special

: _transportation (19.2 percent). Ai indicated in TABLE 3-4, very few elderly

in any of the groups live with unrelated individuals. Institutionalized

_elderly ar res-.
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Total

(N)

TABLE 3-2

Population 60 and Over in the District of Colu

by Use of Speciiiil TransportatiOn Service

ger:Prsil Population Ugerg, Nonugiig,

(N) 2 (N) % (N)

Elderly
Needs,
Survey

1978-
105,200 (lop)

1980 -

103,655b ;(100)

103,081,,(9g4) 2,110 (2.0)

N
101,582-08;0) 2,073 (2.0)

2,201 (11.0 .

12,024.(11:6)

I a Source: tal population figure = Municipal Planning Office, 1976
Estimates

b Source: Totarpopulation figure = Department of Commerce, 1980 Censug

Note: Proportional distributions based on Survey df%tributions of

Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research.

TABLE 3-3

Percentage Diatribution of Elderly Users .and Nonusers of

Special Transportation Services by /ace and Sex

group Race Seit

Nonwhite White Male Female

General Population 61.8 38.2 38.7 61.3

Users 95.3 4.7 23.3 76.7

Nonusers 82.5- --17.5 17_9 _ 82.2

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Sotial_Adience Research.
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TABLE

Household Composition For. D.C.,.POpulation 60 and Over

.General"HousehOld
Composition

.0etera
sera
%

Nonusers

Live Alone

Spouse ,Only

With Children

With Other Relatives

With Unrelated Persons
or Other' Combinations

16!..4

5.4

38.,5

10.3

12.8

35:9

2.6

1,5.4

2?,.2

19.2

5.3

e;

Source: /Elderly,Ndeds Analysis-Survey, Bureau Of Social Science Resear

EDUCATION

/Both users and nonusers who need special transportationhave lower.eduJ

cational levels than the general elderly population. While 47.7percent

of,ihe general population have not completed high school, 90.2 percent and'

68.6 pgrcent of users and nonusers who need special transportation respec-,

tively, have not completed bi4h school. As indicated in Figure 3-1,

two - thirds of the users of special tranSportation have not gone beypnd'8th

igrade. Tranaportation handic4pped persons in general have lowei education

-levels than .the total polulation (Grey, 1978);

a .

HQUc1NG

4

While Washington, D.C. is 'predominantly a city.of r nteri,

ly are more likely to_own their dwelling unit. A slight -jor

percent). of the general elderly pdpulatidn on their homes, w

special transportation rent (65.0 percent) or'live in subsidize

the elder==

y 02.7

e Users of

slag

-23-7



(10 percent). As Shown in TABLE 3-5, nonusers who need speCial transpqrta-

tion have a higher percentage of homeownership (36.1 percent) than users,

and are less likely to live in subsidized housing (3.2 percent). Many

subsidized buildings for the.elderIy are serviced regularly by special trans-

por ation programs. (

The elderly pop lation.in D.C. also tends to be rather stable. Most

have lived in their present neighborhood for 10 years or more. The general

elderly population has been the most stable with 72.4 percent living in their'

present neighborhood over 10 years. This probably reflects the higher ratio
w

of home ownership. About half of users (48.7 percent) and 59.7 percent of

minusers, have livtg in their present neighborhood over 10 years.

EMPLOYMENT

Respondents to'the Elderly Needs Analysis Survey were asked if they were

employed at the time of the interview and, if so, tiler their eMployment

-was full-time or Just over 21 percent of the, population
, : . -

and 22.0 percent of users repO5Sed WOrking' at a. job pay, while only 6A.
_

percent of nonusers who need Special:transporiation reported with employment.

Of those reporting working at a job for_pa , Slightly more than one-half

(51:3 percent) of-the general population wor full-time, while virtually all

'of the users (99 percent) and nonusers who need special transpOrtationser-

viCes (94.1 percent) work part-tiMe. The National Survey of Transportation

HandiCapped People (Grey, 1978) reports that 12 percent' of the general ppercent'

ration 65 and over and percent of transportation handiapped are employed.

The.higher, percentage of employed elderly in D.C. probably 'reflects the in-

aldSicin of persons 60 -64 yeat.of age;

The Needs Analysis"Survey asked respondents for theii yearly household

1
income, but 23.5 percent either didn't know or refused to answer: Since very ,
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Figure 3-1

Estimated D.C. Population Age 60 and Over

Who Have Not Completed High School

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social (Sckience Research,

1978.

TABLE 3-5

Housing Financial -Arrangement for D.C. Population 60 and Over

Housing Financial Geheral Users Nonusers

Arrangement Population
%

Own 52.7 25.0 36.1

Rent 44.9 65.0 60.8

p0.0 3.2'Rent Free or Subsidized-- 2.37---

Source Elderly Needs Analytis Survey, Bureau oUBocial Science Readarch.



few responses to this question were found in survey daea for users and non-

users who need special transportation, a diproportionate share of the non -

-responses %lust hai.re come from these groups. Therefo4e, estimated yearly in-

come for these groups cannot be provided. However, the Sur, did ask a ques-

tion onthe adequacy of income to meet needs. Responses to this question
0

should provide a fairly accurat-e-pidture of the elderly popuration's percep-

tion of their financial status.

When asked how well their income t their nen*: only 14.9 percent of

the general population responded not very welt " or not at all". However r'

36.9 percent of users and 48.1 percent of nonusers who need special trans-

portaticin services indiscated that their incomes were inadequate to meet the%r

needs. As seen in TABLE 3-6, a large percentage of elderly in all three

groups perceive tgeir.incomes as .fairly adequate.

TABLE 3-6

Adequacy of Income to Meet Needsfor 1:.C. Population 60 and Over

Adequacy General Population
r

- Users Nonusers
%

Very well -
36.9 18.4. 13.5

Fairly well 47.3 441j' 38;2

Not very well 12.9 31.6 40.5

Not at all 2:0 5;3 7.6

Source-: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Sciedce Research.

While a majority of the elderly perceive their incomes as adequate to

meet needs, when asked whether money w a problem important to them person-
.

ally there Was a substantial increase 'in the percentages. TABLE-3-7 'show

the percentage of elderly identtfying money as either a very important or

somewhat important probleth. Although only 14.9 'percept -1;f ,511e general
,;(.17
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population, 36.0 percent cif users and 48.1 percent of nonusers who need spe=

cial transportation indieatIld that their incomes were inadequate to meet

needs, 30.9 percent, 60.5 percent and 67.9'percenLi respectively, stated

that money was an important problem'to them. A significant number of those

who perceive their incomes as4sirly adequate are apparently still having

some financial difficulties.

TABLE 3-7

Estimated D.C. Population 60 and Over Identifying Money as a

Problem Important to Them,personany

Degree,df Importance ' feneral Population Users Nonusers

Very Important 12.8 26.3 43.3

Somewhat'IMportant 113.1' 34.2 24;6

Total 30.9 60.5.. 67.9

7 '

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Siciat Science Research. .

IMPORTANT PROBLEMS

Reapondents to the Needs Analysis Survey were asked to identify verioud

problems Important to them personally. lily pioblems identifiedby at least

27percent of the elderly were, included in the survey results. TABLE 3=8
1

shows the rankings for problems identified by each group. While money and

crime are the two molt important problems for' the'4eneral population, money

and transportation are the most importplent problems for users and nonusers

who need special transportation. A larger perceniage of nonusers who need

special transportation identified each prOble-milia-impOttant to them-person-

ally, with transportation heading ehe Iist. Lack of transportation and

miller have appafently reduced access to medical and dental care.
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'TABLE 3-8

EstiMated D.C. Population 60 and Over Identifying Various Problems

Important to Them Personally

SERIOUS

MO00

Crime

Transportotion

Dental Care

Health Care

Housing

General' Population
7 2

Users
4 2

Nonusers
2

30.9 60.5 67.9

)6.1 18.4 23.2
Y4

12.5 33.4 69.9

12.0 , 10.2 41;0

10.3 23.1 27.3

6.3 12.9 18.1

Source: -Eldeil Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research.

8OCIAL CONTACTS

The elderly in the District of Columbia do not perceive themselves lip

isolated. direr 80 percent reiulariy participate in religious services,

;72.9 percent are registered to vote and only 8.9 percent report' need for

assistance with recreation And socialization activities: However, if we

take a closer look at users and nonusers of special transportation a

slightly different picture emerges.

Figure 3-2 shOws that while only 8.2 percent of the general population

report a need forassistance with recreation and socialization activities,

44.9 percent of users and 43.0 percent of nonusers who'need-ipeciaI trans-

portation services report a need for such assistance. -Virtually all res-

pondents who need istetce in Socialization and recreation are trans-

portation handicapped. Wit4out such assistance they =y very wel/ ,be iso-

late.
,
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.Figure 3-2 '

Estimated Percentage of D.C. Populatioh 60 and Over

Who Report a Need For Recreation and Soialization Activities
v

qb.

Source: Elderly Needs AnalOis Survey, Burea of Social Science Research.
cj :

The percentage of DX.' elderly who bel g to clUbs and organizations

Zs shown in Figur&3=3: 'Thera Of special t ansportation show the highest

Membership in ciubS4and organization at 41..5 percent., Nonusers who need

!
ecial transportatiOn are only half as 1 kely (21.8 percent) to belong. to

Icl s and organizations as users of spec al transportation. The elderly in

general have a membership rate of 29.9 -ertent.
r_

Water registratiOn.rates are gen rally:higher among the elderly than-in

the poillation_sh a Whole. While voter registration is relatively, high among

teoondefirg.-ra-the-surveri there-are-signilicant-diffe-tente6Hin rates hetween---

users and-nonusera-of-Spetial transportation As shown in_Figure 3-4,:users'

Of special transportation have the highest rate of voter tegistratitin at.

82.5:percent versus 64.2. percent for nonusers who need special transportation

and_72:7 percent for the elderly'in general.
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Figure 3=73

Estimated Percentage of D.C. Eiderly

Who Belong to Organizations and Clubs('

Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Scienceitesearch,

1978:

Respondents to the ,survey we t also asked if!thgy have a_physic

handicap iihiCh prevents thgm f doing averythingthey would like: o do.

The'types.of handicaps Cited by respondents ,to thgaurVey include*

Arthritit

High Blood Pressure

Poor Eye Sight

Heart Trouble

Diabetes

Broken Bone

Operation

unspecified

A COmbiiition

Siroke
_

Old Age jnfirmities
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Figure 3-4

Estimated Percentage of D.C. Elderly

Who Are Registered to Vote

5ource: ElderIyNeeds Anaiysis Survey,' Bureau of Social Science Research.

4

- Figure 3-5 gives the percentages of elderly in each group who gave an

affirmative response to the question on physical handicap. Nonusers of

special transportation reported the highest rate of physical handicap at

68.6 percent,-while 53.7 percent of users and 30.8 percentiof the general

elderly population reported-a physical handicap.

TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS

.

Respondents to the Elderly Need's Analysis Survey were asked several

transportation Specific questions. As indicated earlier in this chapter,

survey forms with:affirmative responses to .questions on the reed for special

transportation programs and participation in special transportation programs

were cross-tabula qd with.the variables presented here.

-3
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Figure 3-5

Estimated D.C. Population 60 and Over

Who Say They Have a Physical Handicap Which Prevents Them From

Doing Everything They Would-Like to Do

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research,

D.C. eldetly were asked whether the lack of transportation keeps them

from doing things they need or Would liitic to do. As illuatrated in Figure

!

3-6, there is a high level of perceived latent dmid among users and non-
.

uSerS Who need special transportation sevices4 !Of the general.population

who do not use special transportation, 15.8 perEadt indicated lack of

,
trithaportation plat an impediment to activities; while 36.6 percent of users

and 59.1 percent o nbnusers who need special transportation so stated:

'While some of the t avel demand of users have been satisfied by.:special

transportation service, a significant level of perceived demand is ap-

parently still unmet.

-32-
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Figure 3-6

EstimateePe;centage of D.C. Elderly Who Say Lack of Traniportation

_Keeps The From Doing Things They Need or Would Like Tyl_Do

Source: Elderly Needf; Analysis Survey, Bureau of SocialScience Research.

Respondents to the survey were also asked whether tiansportatio was

a problem important to them personally and, if so, liow-imporfant. There

was a slight decrease (3.3 percent and 3.21percent espectively) between

the percentage of elderly in general and users w o lack transportation

and those who view transportation as a problem important to them personally.

However, as seen in TABLE 3=9, there was a significant increase/(10.8 per-
'.

cent) in nonusers who need special transportation who view transportation'

as a problem important to them personally. Those nonusers who need service

but have been: able to find alternatives have apparently done so with some

difficulty.



TABLE 3-9

Estimated Percentage'of D.C. Elderly Idedtifying Transportation

as a Problem Important to Tbdm Personally

Degree of Importance General Population Users Nonusers

% % %.

Very Important 4.0 . 10.3 26.9

Somewhat Important 8.5 23.1 42.9

Total 12.5. 33.4 69.9

Solirce: Elderly ,Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Scienbe Research.

In order to assess the adequacy of public transportation for the

elderly in D.C.,'reapondentS were asked whether or not they could get to

-most of the places they wanted to go using.public transportation (exclud-

ing taxis). As indicdted'in Figure 3-7, many of the elderly cannot get to

most of the places by using public transportation. While public transpor-

tation is inadequate for 17.8 percent of the general elderly population,,

31.7 percent of users and 39.9 percent of nonusers who need special trend-
.

portation cannot -use this mode.

Respondents who indicated that they could net get to most places they';

wanted to go.,paing public transportation were asked to give reasons; As

shown in. TABLE 3-10, inability to access Imises and subways is still the

major reason cited for nonusref public transit bythe elderiy. Sepohdar,

reasons Vary according to the group of responsents.with "Buses or iubwa

don't go where you want to gar ranking second mongthe general population;

"Buses and subways are too far from home" ran 'rig second among users of

special transportation; shdalides too dahgerous or'too xough" ranking

second among nonusers who need special transportation services.-

-34=
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EStimated D.C. Elderly Who Cannot Get To Most of The

Places 'They *Want To Go Using Public Transportation

Source: Elderly Needs Analysis Survey, Bureau of Social Science

Research.
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r
"SABLE 3 =10

Reasons D.C. Elderly Cannot,Get Where

They Want. To Go Usirig Public Transportation

Reasons General Population

Public Transportation is

to Expensive 14.3

Buses or Subways: are too

far from Home 21.8

Buses or Subways Don't go

Where you Want to go 35.2

It's too Difficult to get

on or off Buses or Subways 48.8,

The Rides are too DangerouS or

it's'too Rough 23.4

Don't Know how to ifse the System 13.5

Users Nonuserp

=
24;2

21;9

31;6

. 7540 75.8

27.3

23.1

39.4

14.7

Source: Elderly Needs Andlytit Survey, Bureau of Social Science Research.



SUMMARY PROFILE

The relationah/ipS between variables-wie"analyzed for those persone.4-'

age 60 and over Oho indicated a.need for special transportation services;'
_ _

for the general population age60 and over who do not use special trans-

__pditation; and for users nonusers who need special transportation ser-
.

vices. The following lists provide selected summary profiies,of:

--(44--$Ocio=economic characteristics of those who need special trans-
/ It

portation compared to the general elderly population;

(2) Socio-economic characteristics of nonusers compared to users'; .'and

(3) Socid-economic characteristics of-users compared to nonusers.

In comparison with the genera/ elderly-population -those persensaged

60 and over whot need special transportatiorr services are more like to:

* Be a minority and femake;

Live alone or with related individuals of Espouse;

* Have lower education and employment level ;

* . Have inadequate' income and money problems;

* Rent their dwelling'unit;

o

Have lived in the neighborhood less than i0 years,.;

Be in need of social contacts;

Be a nonvoter;

Be handicapped;

Lack transportation;

* Be unable to qad-public transportation;

Consider-public transportation too dangerous or too ough.

,However, in comparison to users of special transportation,-the pro-

file of nonusers changeS. USers and nonusers of special transportation

are both just as likely to be minority, female, live alone, consider money

a problem and have difficulty getting on oroff buses and subways.

=37=.
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Nonusers of special transportation services areliort likely than

users to:

Live with children;

Own their dwelling unit;

Have lived in the neighborhood Over .10, years;

Have:inadequate income to meet their needs;

Consider transportation a serious problem;

* Be physically handicapped;

Lag transportation;

* _,Be unableAlto. use public transportation;

Have unmet health and dental needs;

* :ConSider publi6ttospttation too dengerbus or too roagh.

A

Users of specialtransportation services are more likely than non-
,

users. fro:

* Live with relatives other than spous and/or children;

* LO.ve in subsidized hoUding;,

Be employed part -time;

Have lów education. level;
, . ,s

Belong to'a club or organization;

Vote;

* : Live to far from buses and subways..
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CHAPTER FOUR

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROVIDERS OF.
SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

N

Oetial-transportatot services in the District of :ColuMbie are provid-
____-

ed.through private nonprofit organizations, pUblic agenciesi-eAucational
.

institutions and private-for-profit groups:. Redearth Objectives for thi

study included the identifitatiOn of problems encountered by these Otovid rs

ins reaching araLseivicing the eligible elderly population in the city; Th

_
chapter presents the analysis tif_survey-results;

METHODOLOG

, .

..-. The city' current inventory listing*Of. special transportation services-
.., :

:.____

And the Direttory___o_f_Special_ Transportation
SerVices pUbliphed in 1981 by the

_____
iMetropolitan Washington CoUntil of Governments were used to identify provi-

d er for indepth interviews; All providers identified'wereinitially con -

tacted')bi. }etter explaining the nature of 'tti: .atudy and requedkng their co-

o peration. ,
Followf-up telephone c4l1s were de toocontace:persons at;each

service to.saedule A date and time lorthe 'telephone interview. :

A survey form was designed-, by project Staff, to ascertain why eligible

,.elderly; in the aggregate, UnderUtiiize available special transportation
4 7

Se?vices. The survey instrument-(see Appendix A) was designed to examine

three crucial areas

1. Oharacteristic6 of the service 'eider (public, private non-profit,

private-for-profit) and nature of derviceprovided (trip purposes,

type of scheduling, etc.);;*

Whether the service is underuttlized or not and possible reasons

for underutilization; and

0 0,
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3. Problems encountered in providing special transportation services

to the elderly and efforts that are being taken to solve problemle

In addition,'the 1981 COG directory contains service provision charac-
,

teristics for each provider._ Project staff verified the accuracy, of the

listed information before conducting each interview.

The drift survey instrument was,pretested to determine

the form. Two of the forty=three providers identified were

lected for the pretest. Based on results prom the pretest,

cations were madeto the survey instrument before proceeding

maining interviews.. The final survey form contained 25 questions

survey was conducted over the telephone between November,

1982.

;he adequacy of

randomly se

slight modifi-

with

RESPONSE

the

and

re-

the

1981 and January,

Twenty -seven of the remaining forty-one providers identified gartici-
,

pated in the telephone survey for a response rate of 65.4 percent*, At 1018t

two additional folloa-up calls had to be made to eight of the 27, providers in

order to schedule interviews. .Contact was not made in the'emaining114 cases

for the following reasons:

I. The organization no longer provides special transportation service

for the elderly;

2. Project staff decided not to pursuecOntact, with the organization

because the thrust of its services was for groups other than the

. elderly (e.g. educational institutions; D.C. Society for Crippled

Children); and

3. The orginization could not be reached by telephone.

7---\ There were no.cases where contact was made and the organization's"re-

presentative refused to cooperate. In many cases cooperation was strongly

evident and interest in the fiAl project report was expressed. However,

there were several cases where 'respondents were clearly reticent to respond

-40-



fully and gave only marginally acceptable answers. Since the questionnaire

sought opi lona and thoughts from respondents, in an open - ended format,'

any retice ce had the effect ocinipring the efficacy of the instrument.

Fortunately such cases were few (only ehree).

ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESULTS

.

The majority of proyiders of special transportation s ices. 'in the

District of Columbia are'private non profit organizations (58.1 percent)

followed by private -for-profit groups-(23.3 percent), public agencies (9.3

percent) and educational institutions (9.3 percent). Respondents to the

survey were fairly representative Of the universe of providers (TABLE 4 -I).

Less than ohe percent of the clientele of the two educational institutions

not included in the survey were elderly. Private-for-profit groups were the

most difficult to contact. Operators of such organizatiOns were frequently

drivers also.

TABLE 4-1

Organizations Providing Special Transportation

Service In The District of_ Columbiii

(.by TYPe)

Type of Organization Respondents Total

1. Private Non-Profit -16 (59.3%) 25 08.1%)

2. Educational Inititution 2 ( 7.4Z.) 14 (' 9.3%)

3. Public Agency 4.(-14.8%) 4 ( 9.3%)

4.. Private-For-Profit 5 (18.52) 10 (23.3%)

Total 27 (100.0%) 43 (100.0%)

sourcel Directory of Special Tranapo-rt-a-tion-Sexvices, Metropolitan Waiihing=

-ton Council of Governientsi' 1981.

-41-
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USER RESTRICTIONS

Whtle. tahy organizations esovide ppeciaItransportation services in

the DistriCt of dolumbia; all services are not available to all users. A:

varying set of users restrictions are appiied by different organizations
-

interviewed to determine drier eligibilitY"(TABLE 4-2). Only 11;1 percent
--,

Of the providers report no specific restrictioni on users eligible fpr ser-

vice. OVer 55 percent of providers require that transportation users be

ClientS 04 the agency or programs; 51.9 percent impose age restrictions;

one-third require residency in a specific neighborhood; 18;5 percent restrict

use to disabled persons; and 3.7 percent.impose income limitations;a0 a

condition for-use. The majority of private- for - profit group's serve; ex-

clusively; clients of speicificsocial;service agenciei.
?. ,

TRIP-PURPOSE

The primary trip purposes of providers of special transportation varies

according:to the type of organization. The primary trip purpose of private

non-profit organizations and educatiOnal institutions is to and from activities

scheduled by the organization (TABLE 4-3). The primary trip purpose for

public agencies and private-for=pyofit groups is to.medical or rehabilita-

tion facilities. The predominantesecondary trip purpose is to recreational

or her community based' activities. Only 7.4 percent of providers, pri-

)mari private-for-profitgroups, offer services with unrestricted trip

purposeSt

SERVICE _UTILIZATION

Respondents to the survey were asked if their special transport services

was operating at full capacity. Fifty-two percent responded "yes",
_

cent indicated 'silo" and seven percent did not respond. All private -for-

profit organizations that provide service on demand for a fee (tyiically

$15,00-$35.00) responded hat they were operating at less than full capacity:

-42-



TABLE 4-2

User Restrictions For Special Transportation

Services in the District of Columbia

(by Type of Restriction)

Organizatien Age. Disability Agency
Client

Neighbor':
hood

In-
karma

None

Resident

Non-Profit 13 2 9 9 I

Base (16) (81.1%) (12.5 %) (56.3%) (56.3%) (%) (6.32)
e

Education. A) 1
1 0 0 Q.

Base i2)

''

Public

Base (4)

(0)
.

(25i)'

(50%)

2

750%)

(50%)

2

(50%)

(0%)

0

(0%)

. (%)

(25%)

(0%)

0

0%)

For Profit 0; 0 3 0 0 -2-----

Base (5)

Total

(Base 27)

(0%) (0%) (60%)

14 5 15

(I5.9%)' (18.5Z_

(0%) "(4) (49%)

9 1 3

(33.3%) (3.7%)(11.1%)

Source: Diteetorv-9-USnegial Transportation Metropolitan

Washington Council of Governments, 1981:
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TABLE 4-3

Primary Trip Purpose Provided For

By D.C. SRecial Transportation Services

.(by .Trip Type)

Organization To and From
Agency

Medical/
Rehabili-
tion

Recreation Community All
Based Types
Activi-
ties

**profit )1 2 1

(Base: 16) (68:8%) .(12.52)' (6.3%) (12..5) (02)

Education
2

0 0 0 0

(Base: 2) (100%) (0%)
(2) (2) LA%)

Public 0 3 1 0 0

(Base: 4) (0%) (75%) (25%) (0%) (0%)

For Profit 0 3 0 0 2
---'t

(Base: 5) (0%) (60%) (02) (0%) (40%)

Total 13
,1

8 2 2 2

j((Pase: 27) (48.1%) (29.6%) (7.4%) (7.4%) (7.4%)

Source:. DirectoTy of Special Transportation Services, Metropolitan

Washiogton4Counci1 of Governments; 1978.
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This group represents 18.5 percent of the Sample population and 45.5 perc,nt

of those responding "no". Of the remaining providers operating -at less than

full capacity: one is a university that shuttles students, but'very few

elderly, on a scheduled university route; one organization carries mostly

children; one would carry full capacity if its van was not out 'of service;

another begins service when its vehicle is'partially fdll;:inOther, with con-

siderable unused capacity, has no program to make its services known; and,

lastly, a-senior center mutt limit ridership to maximum bdildingr occupancy,

thereby reducing ridership.

The main characterittic'Of service's that operate at full capacity Are

services that are part of an institutional or activity focus for the elderly.

Transportation services for senior citizen centers,hich bring qd elderly

to and from the centers for socialization, educaticT,Ahopping, recreation,

and, in soie
,

cases to health related fac"litiei, generally reported that their

services are unable to meet.the demand. ive senior citizen centers res-

ponded that they are operating at full capacity.

A cursory examination of the survey results might indicate underutili=

zation of special transportation services by the elderlY in the Dittrict-tif------*

Columbia. However, upon closer examination, if we assume that profit- ,

oriented services do not tightly fit the major thrust of this research,F.

different picture emerge. MnderutilizAtion, while it exists, is not a per

vasiveproblein in the city. ' Given the financial status of elderly who need

special trafisportation services, the fee structure for private-for-profit

grodps render their services unavailable to the individual elderly needing

assistance. Ina general, survey responses reveal that 'there is sizeable

unmet demand for special transportation services in the Disiritt of Columbia;

Respondents were asked what percentage of vehicle capacity is utilized

on a daily basis. The median rare of utilization for all providers is 82

percent eat occupancy. Of thOte providers who indicated that they were not

opetating_'at full- capacity., the range of seat occupancy.is from 15 percent.

to 75 iiercent

_ -45-



Respondents were also asked how many additional ridera they could Ser-
...

vice per day. Those services not operating at full capacity indicated the

number of additional passengers that would bring them up to-full caPicity..

Figures, given ranged from 5 to 200, dependingupon equipment available and

whether service is provided to ambulatory or non-ambulatory clientele. For

most services, available unused capacity is about 15,passengers. This is

because equipment is normally a seven passenger van or small bus capable of

making several trips per day.

WIiLINGNES.STOEXPAND_

Respondents were questioned on their ability and willingness, respec-

tively, to expand transportation services for the elderly. Four dimensions

of service were included in each queation: trip purpose, hours of operation,

eligibility of users, and service boundaries. Priirate for profit organizes'' -

tions, which are not functioning at full capacity,f-a weied ararmatively to

all parts of the pertinent eit e ability or willing-

.

l.

0 _ _

mess- r- -that, there currently are) no rttrictions in a particular service di-
.

mension. Responses from private nori4Aprofit organizations were mixed. Essen-:

Xially all expressed AwillingneSA to expand services in certoin relevant

areas, such as expanded service boundaries or hours of operation (the organi-

zation may already be serving. all trip-purposes), but expressed an inability

to expand due tp resource limitations. Financial limitationawere most, widely
_

expressed; funds fbr additional vehiclits or to pay drivers is,'

not available. The 'abiVity-ito expand service, especially by organizations,

which are_operating at full capacity, is virtually. norvnxistent.

Non=profit organizations which are not operating At full capacity ex-

pressed a willingness to expand Service. 'Here again resource limitatiard

may prevent the ability t-o expand services. Of course,,` some service dimen-

sions, such as trip purpose, are currently served for agency atientele.

ReSpondents were asked under what circumstances transportation service

could be rendered at.other than operating hours. Many private non-profit

-46-



organizations stated that this is currently done for special recreation

strips scheduled for evenings or weekends,

will normally provide service,at any hour

vance.

Private-for-profit organizations

if the trip is tcheduled in ad-j

Expansion of some service diminsions for some organizations is

vant. An example of this would betexpanding hours of transportation service

Tor a senior center that only has limited hours. Or expanding trip purpose

for a hospital vehicle-that picks up elderly passengers for-clinic appoint-
.

ments.

Conclusions f.rom,

are that, in general,

vices for the elderly,

so is lacking.

responses on the willingness and

there is a willingness to expand

but due to resource limitations

fOORMNATION OF SEMCES

ability to expand,

transportation ser-

the ability to do

About one - third of the organizations surveyed work, on an informal

baSia, with other agencies

of-them work with the D.C.

the D.C. Office on Aging.

engaged in transportation for the.elderly. Most

Dep 'of Recreation-ortranspor
These public agencies provide buses for special

recreation trips ane there is no formal agreement betwe!n the parties.

Willingness and abil#y to enter into cooperative arrangements with

other agencies was thL subject of ,two additional questions. Nearly all or-'

ganizations said.they would and tooald, if the option were available and ad
.

vantageous. Two agencies, and Several resIn4ents stated that they couldn't

answer for their agency'. (Since these intit4te%iiii,vere undertaken, the D.C.
.

Office on Aging has implemented the initial phase of a tRordinated, cen-

trally dispatched, system called the Washington Elderly and Handicapped

Traneportation.Service,WEHTS).

CLIENT IDENTIFICATION

Providers were asked how their orgaization informs the elderly that its

services are available. .Organizans whose services are used io capacity



normally make no special effort to let the elderly know that services are

available. Because there is considerable unfilled demand, it is assumed

that through "word=Ofmouth" such services are widely known. Other organi-

zations have free,public service announcements on the radio,? use posters,

or the service may be referred by another organization. Most reported that

word -of -mouth is one of the most effectivelways. Private-for-profit organi-

zatidns report Xat one of the reasons that they are underutilized may be
-

their low visibility t the elderly. They may not be effectiVely using

promotional techniques.

How the organization' tdentifieS potential clients was also asked.

Criteria for service is normally defined by another organizaqpn or by a

parent organization of which the transportation service is-but one subunit.

Senior citizen centers and hospital outpatient services a transportation

own transpor-branchea. Disability related organizations often have t

tation service.
.Criteria oeligibility vary; some of those used range from the single

criteria of age, for example, to single or cumulative criteria, such as

place of residence, income, handicap, lacking alternati ve transportati on,

or membership in an'organization: Senior citizen centers surveyed use

membership in the center as their primary criterion. (see TABLE 4-2)

elderly are not required to complete a form for most transportation

'.services surveyed. Again; 11nbership in, or activities related to, a parent

organization will include the one-time completion Opforms,,in some cases

including a form for transportation; consequently, forms are not completed

per ride. For medicaid related services,.a physician may complete%a form

for an elderly rider. Private-for-profit special transportation services

may require a form for medicaid reimbursement and some organizations require

one for insurance/purposes.

eir

COMPLAINTS,ZPROBLEMS_AND_SOLUTIONS

Respondents weretasked several questions related to complaints, problems,

and solutions. One question asked what mechanisms were used to get feedback
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an transportatiofi service from the elderly. The most frequently mentioned

(by one-third of respondents) is an open - discussion which is regularity

scheduled as part of an organization's program. Here transportation is a

part of the agenda and complaints, suggestions, or praise can-be offered'by .

the clientele. Five organizations (18.5 percent) formally or informally

survey ehtiridera for feedback. Other providers report that telephone orqb

face-to-face complaints, are received or that drivers provide

ever only one provider received frequent complaints from the
1-
i third have never.received a complaint and 63 percent received

"sometimes". The foci of complailts covers a gamut of issues

feedback. How-

clients.Z One-

complaints

Providers

were asked to list the three most commonly received complainta.

isted in order of frequency, providers have stated that scheduling and

lateness are the most serio problems, -The next is that the elderly are

frustratedby service limit tions which may be related to trip purpose, hours

of operation, or service boindaries. The elderly want more transportation

and more assistance from transportation staff members: ddipIaints rece

b'y providers are summarized inTABLE 4==4.'

ProviderS Were asked what they, do to deal with the- problems identi
IP

One-third indicated that they try to solve the problem through better main-
.

tenance of equipment, better scheduling, changing personnel (drivers) or

-through mollifying the client through personal tonVersation or offering'a

free ride. In some cases, Aluelions are not attainable without new equip-

ment or other costly action,

Respondents were asked-whether drivers make suggestions for imp7ving

services. lilkccording to 44.4 percent of the providers, drivers ofEmake

recommendations; one-third indi6ated that drivers do not Make suggestionS.

Providers were then asked to state the three most common recommendatiohl

tkde by, drivers.

For the twelve providers receiving driver recommendations, the order of

q elecy of mention isas
w

1. ImpfLe uipment

4

fdIIows:

(add lifts, betteilmaintenanqe, etc.) - mentioned

1



TABLE 4=4

Types of,ediplainta Received'By Providers of

Speeial Transportation-Services

Nature of Complaint Respondents Receiving Complaints

I. DtiUpr late

2.. Don't offer enough services/ Don't'
,

help on of off vebiclei

3. Scheduling (often return trip)-

4. Ride is Rough/Driving too EaSt

5. Client not picked up

6. Driver rude

7. Equipment unreliable

8. Bus dirty

9., Waiting in bus for other passengers

6 (22.2%)

5 (113;5%)
5 (18.5%)-

4 (14.8%)

3 (11.1%)

3 (11.1%)

2 (7.4%)

1 (3.7%),

1 (3.7%)

.Source:, Telephone Interview With Providers of Special Transportation

Services. ikt
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Bette'r scheduling coupled with stressing the importance of.kclieniS"'

being ready on time - mentioded 8 times.

3. Better pay and reduced hours -'mentioned, 3. times.

4: Reduce coverage - mentioned once.

5. N d an aide to help clients = mentioned once.

Drive are most frustrated by vehicle limitations,. scheduling and wait-
- / I

.

ing/latenes oblems. They alms feel that they are underpaid for the hours,

and effort they expend. Only 7.4 percent of providers indicated that they re-

ceived frequent complaints-trom,drivers, whiIe'2.9 percent stated that they-[[

receive complaints sometimes.

Providers were asked how they respond to driver OoMplaints. Talking'

with the driver, improving scheduling and efforts to reductttrritorial

coverage were the responses given most frequently.

Respondents were askedLtb State the three most common problems they en-

counter in providing special transportation services to the elderly. The

most frequent responses are summarized id TABLE 4-5./

Equipment problems are the most severe., followed by a related' issue ;'

having another vehicle apd driver or a larger vehicle. An organization with

more than one vehicle can continue to provide services during down time for

one vehicle. Alai:), several providers expressed -the need, for a lift-equipped

vehicle in order to be able to provide services to handicapped elderly.

.10 Costs and scheduling problems are equally sevee:

Providers were asked what they are doing.to salve problems mentioned

above. Five expreSAdd little hope; money would solve their problems, such

as,purchasing a new. van or better maintenance. Five indicated they will

keep trying to solve the problem and three indicated that they will Con-

tinue talking to peopIe/they'feel can influence the finSncial environment a d

make changes.



TABLE 4-5

j:robIems'Encolintered Ey Providero of,

Special Transportation Services
, .

f4r0Oems!'Encounternil

1: Poor-Equipment/Unreliable

Equipment;

2. Too few4thicles/Vehicles too Small/
0

To few' Drivers

Vehicle Operation/Maintenance Costs

4. Poor Booking/Scheduling/Clients for-

get to cancel

5. Client not, ready
A _

6. Unreliable Staff

7. None

8. Serving all who need' it

9. Medicaid payment slow

12 (44.4%)

7 (25.9%)

5 Q8.5%)

45 (18.5%)

.0 3 (11.1%)

2 (7.4%)

2 (7.4%)-

1 (3.7%)

1 (3.7%) s

Source: Telephone Interview With Providers of Special Trandportation

Services.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NONUTILIZATTON OF S ECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES

The transportation'a ternatives available to the urban elderly have ex-

pancled considerably. over the last decade. Stilt, the travel needs of a

significant number of the elderly are not being met by either public,or

-special trinspor,tation.

Several recent stc4..tes bave examined the limitation4 of the, transpor7,----. ti

tation-network affecting the availability and/or.ofieratiOn ofiservICes-.

However., asetated in SPn.tor.,-TransportAtion -- Ticket to' Dignity 1976),

factors limiting the capaci.t of the elderllorto titiVize the existing,netOdrk--'

must, also be considered. TOts chapter e amines such'limiting facEbrsthrohgh

the identification and analysis of reasons the elderly do not utilize the '

existing 'network of special ttansport iervices

Icsocs for4the\nonutilization of available special transport services

-by the eligible elderly were obtained through intervaews with a Stratified .

random sample of 140 elderly persons at trip destiaation points throughoue '',.,!-

1
0

J

the city. Two limitations to this survey approach should be noted here:
. _.

(1) By interviewing at trip destination points the isolated 'elderly,

hlt se un 131e to travel, were excluded from the survey; and

(2) The_type of destination points selected- as survey tits influenced.

the representativeness of the sample population.

The intent of, this Stirvey was to obtain, descriptive data, to betused

in conjunction with other data sources, on reasons for the nonutiIization of

special transport ,services: Therefore, the researchers felt that the above .

limitations were within reason and that the data obtained would provide a

fairly accurate description of factors influencing the nonutilization 'of

transportation services.



tSurvey sites were according to thelocation.of residences
,

,

-.,

the elde 15,--;AO---need, but do not use,' speoiaI transportation serviegs. T e

Elderly eeds Analysis Survey (BSSR) was used to determine the distributiOn4f

the elderly need. g tranappztation assistance in wards throughout the oity.
3.

9

21.1hile overall 3.d percent of the elderly reported a need for speciartrans-

portation services, the percentage of elderly in each ward needing such AS=.

ranged from a low oOour percentin)WardThree to a high of 26 per-

cent in Ciard Eight. The-stratification of suryey sites was designed toin=

creaie the repr entation of the elderly need4ng transportation assistance /4

in the sample pop

A Iisttof typi al trip destination pointa-TOf theelderly was.compilet

for each. wad in th

tion p

r
graMa, churches, educAihnal programs,- elsderly day care centers and

.A ).

,
_

,

BecadV of the length'.of thel Stirvey-nnd the44ei,Wd reticence of the- :.

elderly approached by strangers, sites where the elderly were likdlnY to be

engeked-in business and/or financial transactions were eliminated from con-
_

sideration-(i.e., shopping.ficiIities, banks, segi 1 security offices, etc.).

Fourteen of the clestination points were selected s(survey sites. inter- .

_

viewers typically spent three to four hours,at e te until the predeter-

ation.

icity. Sitei identified included senior center/3,r nutri-

mined number of surveys were to-ileted; Only the,: IderIy freely volpnteer=
-1%

ing to participate in the study were interviewed.

A sdrvey form was designed, by project staff, to ascertain reaso

the nonuti4zation of special transport services by eligible elderly. The
.

for

stAveY instrument (set Appendix B) was' designed to examine four crucial' areas.:

'

-

if 4. Characteristic a of users and nonusers of social transport services
I -,.

and their awareness and upe of special traisportation,services;

2% Mode choices of users and nonusers of special transportation ser-

-Videa,
9

0

3. The need for special,transportation services and reason for non-

utilization; and

,-54-
i



_

'General perceptions aimut special tranaportation se*icag.

The draft Survey instrument Was pretested to determine the adequacy of
_

the form.- The final survey form contained 19 questions and the iIterviews

were conducted Overa two to three month period. An interpreter was

rsed at one site where seniors were predominantly Spanishseaking.

There were a total of 136 usable'survey forms out ofa total 140 inter-
o.

views.' Approximately 23.5 percent of the aurvey.participtints drove them-
e

selves to the interview Site or arriVed by specikltransportAion. Theta

participants were only asked questions relating to their sex, age and mode of

travel. ,MO'se in-depth .interVtees.vere conductedwith respondents who neither

drove nor used special transport serviceetc .arriVa: at the destination poi ;
ZP.N. d

CHABACTERISTIC.S__OFSURVEY PARTICIPANA

''The composition of t e 86rvek popUlation by sex was 71 percent female

and 2'9 percenrinald (TAB S-1). The gene-tea elderly population in.the

District of Columbia-ii 61.6 perdtnt female and 38.4 percent male. However,

- .

on'thdae.elderly:needing special transportation services 81.4 percent are

'female and 18.6 Percent are male. ,The larger percentage of females.in,the

samplespopulation, in' comparison to tffe general. icippUlation7 is a donsequence

of the stratification designed to increase the percentage of thosecelderly .

heeding transportation assistance. Also, of thos4-parficipants, identified 1

as users of special,transportation, rougkly one-fourth.were Male-and thred=-
,

fourths were 'female. ThislOproxlmates the distribution by Sex 4f.the user.

population identified in the Elderly Needs Analy is Survey discussed id .

Chapter three-. 4

Survey participants who were' identified as nonusers of special'trani-

port services were on the average two years older-than those identified as

-users of the services. The; median age of 'nonusers wits 69.8'yeafs in w

parison to 67.9 years for users. fi'little over half (53.7%) of the nonusers

in the sample population were under-70;xears of Age. This compares almost

exactly with the 53.8 percent of the gelleral elderly population who are
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TABLE 5-1

Distribution of Survey Participants BY.

Sex and Use of Special Zransportation Services

1
-Ok

°Iota]. Users Nonusers~

Male

Female

38 14 24

(29.0%) (26.4Z) (30.8%)

4

93 .39 :54

(71,0%) (73.6%) (69.2i)

total* 131

(100%)

53; '78
,

(.lam (Iimu .

P

Source: S dy:Of Nonusers of Special transportation Services, 1982:

*Note: e survey forms aid not indiEat,i sex of respondents.
44 14*
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under 70 yearsi.Of age. Two - thuds, of the users of special transpottation,

were between 60 and 69,yeara of age; (see TABLE 572)
4

TABLE 5=2

Age Distribution of gbrvey Particip

Age Total

60-64 37_

N65=69. 44

70-74. 32

75479 14

80+ ,.. 9,

To Cal
136

:Z

67.2Y

(32.4)

(23.5)

- (10.3)

( 66)'

(100.0)

User Z Nonuser

1.7 (30.4) , 20 (25i0)

: 21 (37;5). . 23 (28.7)
. --.

10 (17.8) ;22 (2775)-,

7 (12.5) 7 ( 8.8)

1
8:

'(10.0)

56

X1.8)

(100.0) 80 (100.0)

S'orce: Survey of Nonusers of, Special Transportation Services, 1982.

Respondents were asked what'mode oftranspotation they vied to arrive

at the interview site. There was an, Almost even split among three travel

modes: private auto (32.a percent)3 walked,(31.6 percent); and, metro bus

Or subway (30.1 percent).. Only 1.5 percent, arrived by taxi and 2.9 percent,/

by a qpeciaI transport'service. :Illustrated in TABLE 5-3, 20.6 percent

of the 'eldetly drove.liemselsoex eig,4rEtt° were passengers in a' household*

member's car 'and .8 4 percent weili iikesaiiieek,14-43. tar .driven,by a non-house-
. *

hold member'. 41
.. r

THre were significant diffenences at the travel modes of the elderly
, .

.
_,

identified as users and nonusers 'cir4special transportation. Uderly were

classified as users if they either arrived by special transportation.ser-

viceS or identified themselves as users.(in a later question); they were
(

classified as nonusers if they either drove themtelves or identified them4
+/-

selVes as nonusers in the survey. oor half of the nonusers
P.

-57
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41-
oo.

TABLE 5-3

Mode of Travel to Destination Point

Mode,

Drove a car.

Passenger in Household
member's car.

Passenger in Noi-household-
, poe4e r ' s -car

,

Taxi

Metro (Bus/Subway)

Special Transportation s
Service.

Walked

Total

Total. X ,Userd NopUsers:

28 '(20.6) 0 (0) 28 (35.0)

6 (4.4) 2 (3.6) ; 4 (5.0)

(8.8). 3 (5.4) 9 (11.2)

2 (1.5), 1 (1.8) 1 (L:2)

-28.8)'41 (30.1) 18 (32.1) 23

4 ( 2.9) 4 ( 7.1) 0 (0)

43 (31.6) 28 5,q.01 15 (18.8)

136 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 80 (100.0)

Source:
fi

sutvey of Nonusers of Special Transportation .SetVitei) 1982.
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arrived at the interview site by private auto, while only 9 percent of Ustrs,

traveled by that mode. Differences between users and nonusers arriVing By'

taxi (1.8 percent and 1.2 percent, respectively) and between those using

metro (32.1 percent, and 28.8 Oercent, respectively) ere net tat significant.

One-half of the users of special transportation Services walked to tke survey

site:indicating a close proximity the loCatiop. Only 18.8 percer4 of the

nonusers walked to the site. Of th se persons idetitified as users,'just 7.1

percent arrived at theirdestination point by special transportation services.

Interviews w e terminated at this point with respondents who either

ltdrove themselvei arrived by special, ransportation services. The remaining

104 participants were evenly divided between users` aild nonusers of special

transporttransport services. These respondents were questioned about their housing

arriepherr-
The vase thajoiity,of these elderly lived alone (49 percent) or

relatiVe other than a spouse (29.4 percent). While 11.8 perdent of the res-

poadents 1,eived with unrelated persbn(s), only 9.8 percent indicated that

with a

thdy lived with their spouse:. (TABLE 5=4).. .
While users and nonusers were most

likely 'to: live alone or-with other f members, nonusers were more likely

to live4iAtfiWSpouse ( rcent) than, were users (5.9 percent) of special

ktranspvWiee

As noted slier, is, predominantly a 'city of renters
)4'

NondthelZts, sti,ihtly'bver'haIf of the elderly own the dwelling unit. How-
-

ever, accptdin4. 46 0e-Needs Analysis Survey (BSSR); those who need special

transpprtitiservices are less Iikely,to own and those Who use special

services aid the least'l:ikeiy to own,. 'Atillustrated in. Figure 5-1, among
=. .

surve .tiCipants,.nonusfr:s Also more likely t.0 be hoMeowners (30.6,

at) than were usprq (1!$,T:pexcent.

''',"11,1hile there wag. 4, Ai-0;4;e 01

wen usere.and nor

Mooting unit (Figyref
. -

Vets, 3912_percenn,
:

0.41 transportation services.

ership/rental ratio be-

,..
uce in their type of

.24e f
.,'.;" ,.

y,, inghtly more likely than

ely,.to'Iive in a single family



TABLE 5=4

Household Composition For Participants Who Neither

Drove Nor Uted Special Transportation Services

1Ousehold Composition Total Useri ''.NdnUSert

1

Live' Alone

41)

50 26 24

(49.9%0 (51.0. (47.1%)

7

(11.7%),

14

(27.5%)

6

,(11.8%) (11.8%) (11.8%)

102 51 51

(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
f

.

With'§pouse 10 3

0 ; ( 9.8%) ( 5.9%)

Live With Other Family
Member, 30 16

(29.4%) (31.4%)

Live With Other Unrelated
Person(s) 12 6 e.t,

L'
,f.

Source: Survey of Nonusers of Special Transportation Services, M2.
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TRAVEL PATTERNS -,

Survey participants appeared to be a fairly mobile group with over three-
..

fourths indicating that they take five.or more trips outside of the home in

a typicesa. week. However; ag illustrated in Figure 5-3, nonusers of special

traiiipOrtation services were somewhat less mobile than-VSers. While none of

the users indicated &hat they took fewer than three trips per week, almost

percent of the nonusers take only 1-2 trips per week.

100

90

80
P
4.) 70

60:

14i 50

40

k 30

.20

10

0

.1*

*MMW-
1Mit.

-Users

-HonaSer's

1 - 2 , -3 - 4
(no; of trips)

5 or more

AveragelNuMber of T Zer Week r-

_ .

Respondents were agked to indicate the types of'trips they usually take.

Shopping,.church, medical; and recreational were the predomir nt trip types

indiCated by both users and nonusers of special transporta n services
4 _. .

(TABLE 5-5). Nonusers of special transportation serVides were 'iomewhat

more likel. y than users to take shopping trips; 94;1 percen nd 90.4 percent

respe.ctively; and to take church trips, 92.2 percent and percent respec-

-62--
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tt Usersi
%

LE 5-5

Types l Trips T en By Users and Nonusers

44,

tively. However users of special transportat on servicestwere somewhat more

likely to take medical trips; 84.6 pOcent and 80.4 Isrcent respectively, and

almoSt Wise as likely to take reacreationaI trips, 82.7 percent to 43.1 per-

cent respectively.

Trip Type' No users

shopping
Work

Medica.

90.4

2h6:

84;6

. SO-cid' .,!,' i.25 '

:i-

' - Kecreat ion l q
-'

112/.7

84.;6Church

Other 5.9

94.1

21.7

80.4

27.5

ff 43.
92.2

ourcen Survey of NonuterS of SpecialTransOortatioh.Services,

Users al special transportation services were asked for at trip types

they used the special services. As illustrated in ){figure 5-4, the preddm*

%nant trip type for which %pecial,transportation services were used is re-

creation (78.8 percent) followed by trammel to and from church (25 percent).

Only 5.8 percent'of.2,the elderly group used special transportation services

for shopping and,2.4percent used the"services fokr medical-trips. A signi-
4',;

ficant number'of theoaSer group (17.3 percent) indicated use of special
_

transportation .services for woric trips. A Akjority of the work trips were .

to volunteer jobs.

The predominant useof special transportation services for recteational

trips is reflected in the 2:1 ratio in the recreation trip participation..

)
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rates of the users and nonusers of special transport.

.L.100
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!V
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u
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.1"
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4

.

So.

. , pj 'Nfedioal Social

. Figure 5-4
4

-d:A0- .Use .of Special Transportation Servides

by Trip Type

Recreation Church.

d
Availability of transuratiOn is A key, to mobility for the elderly as

well as ather population groups. Therefore, yespondentS were asked how.often
.c.

they h transpcirtation available tixtray
---el

where the- Y wanted aito go. As shown
. .. . sc.

in,Figure 575, users of special transOortation
(servioes were more lik Y

than nonusr,s
.),

to have transportiqion-0,0431e when deairil and/or need d

'for travel theyile 88 percent .of users 1 ,cited thap they aWays or uSua

have transportation . available,. Just ovt4F
.

4 ;perteht of_nonusers enjoyed the-
..

4- ,.,-.

same access to transit desire for:trOpl,'Wtille-treater-among nonusers

who do not drive, still affectsa significant number Qf users'.4 spetial trans-

t



portation services (16 percelatlit.
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4-4
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Q
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Always Usually
Available Available

Sometimes Seldom.
Available Avairable

Figure 5-5

Availability of Transportation For

Users and Nonusers

a,

Source: Survey of NonuSera of Special Transportation ervices, 1082 :°

The usual mode of travel forusers and nonusers of special transportation

servicesi,differs sigtificantly in only two areas: 'Use Of Metro (bus /subway)

y
and travel as a passenger in a;priVate-Aiitia ( Table 5-6); While nonusers are

atmost twice"as likely users to trayerasa passenger in a private auto, users

are Mdre.likely to traveI.by public transit.. .The rate of utilization of the

taxi as a prima6 mode Of travel is virtually' identical for bot, users a d non-
.

-
users of special transport service, 9.6 percent and 9;8 percent respeCti ely.

) -65-
'
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Although twice as many uterS walked tothe survey site, walking as a chief

mode of travel is equally common among both users and nonusers of special

transportation, services. LesS than two percent of the users indicated special

transportation as their usual mode)of travel.

TABLE 5-!6

Usual Mode of Travel for Users and Nonusers

of Special Transportation Services

p

-

.Modie)of Travet Users Nonusert

(25 (%),

Private Ato Driver

Private Auto Passenger.

Taxi

Metro (Bus/Subway)

Walk

Special Transportation
Service.

4

k

4_5.8

17,
9.6.

78;8

25.0

1.9

7.8

31.4

64.7

23.5

.

Source: Survey of Nonusers of Special Transportation Services, 1982.

Note: Percentaget exceed 100e0 because some respondents gave mote than

one mode.

I
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INF. of SPEetAL_TiludiN ()ET. cgERVIcgs

In order to use .special transportation services the elderly must first

be aware that such servicet ex' The majority of nonusers"participating

in the indepth inter 'ew .-(56' percent) were.unaware of the existence of any

particular special. transportatiOservice (Figure 5-6).

Nonuser4 who did not drive' to the survey site, were also asked if they

had a need for spetial transportation services (Figure 5 7). Approximately

one -third indicated that they did have a need' for such services. The majority

of the nonusers indicating a need for sery *es (56.3 percent) were aware of

the existence of especial, transportiation -programs ; however; a Arrnificant mi-

nority (43.7 percent) were not aWare...

Both users and nonusers who were aware of the existence of special trans-
.

poitation programs were asked how they learned about the 'services (Figure 5-9).

The primary sburce ofinformation abopt special transport services for both

users and nonusers was a club. or organization. However, while 84.4 percent of

users learned aboUt services through this channelA communication, only 60

percent of nonusers found about services through this source; °Nonusers

were more likely th n users C have_learned about,special transportation'

. services through eith a friend or relative or through some,form of adver-

ti'sement.
.4_

'Nonusers whO were are eciaI transportation services were asked

if they had ever used such vies: Approximately 18 percent indicated that- - . k

,

they had, at some point in'the past,-uted a special transportation service
r.

(Figure 5-8). However, that was generally a one -time use for a medical or

recreational purpose.
. .

Special transportation aervies enjoy a high degree of,support and satia-

factiop 'among both current eind past users. Only five percent of an' respond-

'ents whO'hd'ever used the sPegial transportation'serVies indicated any
4 .

typef dissatisfaction with the services;



Figure 5=,-6 "c.' 

Percentage of Nondsers Who Are 
Aware 

of,Special Transportation $ervices 

ounce: Survey of N nuserl-of Special Transportation Services: 

0 

.Figure 5-7 

Percentage of Nonusers Indicating 
A Need 

_ 

For. SpeciaI,Transportaion Servicea -", 

Source; Survey of NonuSerg of Special Transportation Services. 
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'REASONSFORNONUTILIZATt011

As s -tad earlier in

users depend on s

Therefore, both_users well as nonusers interviewed were asked to give

/
.

reasons for the onutilization of ,special transport services. Interviews with

the elderlyrwh depend on special. transportation services as-their chief mode

arrived at thAinterview site by special transportation

'rove themselves to the site were terminated elikier in the sur-
-

,opinionsiwere not sought and are not included'in the analy-

`4?

.+J-. 6

this Chapter, lesd:t an twopercent of the ,e

services as their usu mode` of tial iransportation

of travel`; wh

vice's,' or wh

Thos., th

sis presented be

ser-

r_

Rea#oha given for the nonutilization of special trans
t,

by th0441derly users And no s can be ,grouped into fOur

.(sep TABLE 577):

. 1. 4Alternatives - other odes of transportati

adequate;

. Knowledge 7 lack of ihformation on wh .

4:

qualifies and' h6W to apply;

ortation services

general categories

are' available and

to get the service, who

Service Characteristics specific attributes of services available

da not meat specificneedi of potential users; an

PridA use of serviced diminishes independence'an /or self-esteem.

;';The prtdbminant ieason for, nonutilization of special trantportation ser-
.

, -..
.. -

.

vices isthetqwvailabiIity Of other alternatives. Approximately 60 percent'ofo
.

.

thd survey participants indicated that other adequate modes oftravel were
. .,

rl:railable tk them. Nonusers df special transportation were more khan twice
.

..?

as 'likely astuder to havetheir own transportation; users were more likely:Ao
.4 ,w.

feel that public transportation -is adequate. Nonusers oflapecial\transpor=
1

tation, by a margin of 65.1 percent to 54.9 percek over apers, felt that

they had Other preferable options when they deeded di desired to travel,

Lack of, knowledge about sPeCial'tralisportation'services was another

j.wportant factor in "nonutilization of services, particularly for nonusers.



TABLE 5-7

:Reason Give By .Users and Nonusers- For. ,
,

NonutiIizaiir of Special Tran§Port Services

Total Users .

%

Alterbative_c
1Public tranoportition is adequate

Have my own transpOrtatin

Cah walk Where I want tclk.go

.

Someone_ elSe-takes me

knowledge

Don't know where to get the set-Vice

Total
(

20;6

29
58.9

Nohusers

35.3 30.6
2E16

359

2.'0

54.9 r .1

_13;7

3.9

D'oft't think ='I qualify ^.

Toocomplicated to apply for

Total

Charatters-stTcs

does not go to go

t operate on their s hed

No §pace_:aVailablet 1 .

-4,,, 0.

I Like to go .sev places. when

2.0 2.0

.....-, ...e. .. \_-/
El.

. f

.
Z ,

Piople, at -the services are not he p 1.0 i 4.:90 t.O.

20,.0

2:0
30.8

9;8

-

28.6

14.3

4.1,

47.0

'---. -4
4'.9 " 3.9 i 6..1

.4.9
:. ,.!'

4' 5;8 ,..-4..,t..' 4.1

.0 '1 2.0
.v...74.,,-,.

Pride

Want to, independent

Ron: t diit free services
Vin' c

vices

4.

vailabIe when I like t

. °Source: Survey of Nonusers of:Special TianhportatiOn SetVices,

.

.8 17;7. ,I4.2

'Total 12:

0;0 5.9

.2.0 ;

-

.

.

9_.8 ;15.6

h. re



While only 13.7 pertent of:iisere lacked information on services, almost ;half

(47; 7-percent) of the nonusers stated this,as a reason for nonuse. Users of

.special transportation servias are often aware of only one service con-
_

netted to a particular senior.cenioer. They lack knowledge of alternative

servicei when the one they're familiar with cannot meet a specific travel-
,

need.(e.g. personal business). t

A

Attributes of servic were cited as reason for nonutilization of spe-
-

cial trahsportation by/15. percent of the respondents. Scheduling and ser-

vice boundaries were the characteristics limiting the use of services by

both.osers and nonusers' of spoiicial transArtation. Scheduling was more often

a'problem for users and service area was more of a problelobfor nonusers.

Pride is an important factor in the nonutilization of special services

by th- -lderly. The desire to be independent and in'charge:bf one's own

affars is still strong among senior ditiiens; When nonusers were, asked,

t , .

under what circumstances they would use special traneportation_services,

14.9 percent stated nondand. Another 25.5 RA41,4 responded cul* 'in' an tmer-

geneY (When asked for reasons for nonutilization -15.6 percent of the non -

users gave reasons related to pride.
,

Some -users of .specialtransportation services strive to maintain their

independence by.limriecing their use of apecial transport services (7.8' per-
- , -

74;74. ,While ihey'use this:Option, the 3i- not-yet prepared to accept spe-

-cial transport services as their principaiode of travel.
,

.

Virtually all seniors interviewed felt that specigd transpoioition ser-

vices are necessari, and that they should be free for those who need.them. '

-.. _. c
.

Nonusers 47 e r e evenly divided over IWhether they felt seniors in general were

aware 4, the avaifability of "special transportation services. While 70 per-

cent of the nonusers said they themselves did not need/sPecial transportation ,

services at the. present tine, they- want to see the services continued,

-7





.%PNAMIR.SIX

IMPROVING 'SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES;

- ELDERLY PERSPECTIVES

,

A seriei'ok. six foused grouwdiscubsions were held, over a two month

period, at vnAous locations thrdWghOut theo006unity; The purpose of these;

.1

cussions was to learn morn about)speciaI transportation needs, problems,

and services Wperceived by users- and/or potential users of special trans--

port services. 4W

The exploratory nature opt the group divussi ,-lins was designed to provide

additional insight into solution-methOdolOgies from the perspective of the

elderly. Combined with the other elements of the study, these discussions

were also intend #d to fill in knowledge gaps that-still remained, clarify

areas of confusion, and provide additional understanding of the transports-

tion probj.ems of tte elderly.

METHODOLOGY.

Pr s eot staff compiled lists of potntial sites for focused group dis-
,

cussions Ohroughout the community': i oits were made to include varying
, .

.

,
-

ihes OT sites and/or grOtips ,t4e listing. Several different potential,.
s..

4 .

sites, representing a mixture Of troup)types, were contacted. Based upon

responses received, seven sif 'Were selected to host the focused group dis-

cussions with homogenous group anticipated at each individual site. The

SevkAlth schedpled meeting had been. cancelled when project staff arrived.

The host site director became seriously ill and participants were notiff&I,

by 'sites-personnel, that the meeting would not bb hbld.

-aff requested the assistance of therhost-site personnel in

identifying niors who were relatively active and in contact with othe
.. -

fors. -,1wenty seniors Wert invite* to each group pscussion'with the

pectation Of,bading an average of ten partitipahtS.per.sroup. Site per-

__
;sonnel invited participAtitS-tbSiX of the sites:and projebt staff issued the

/ ..
.+

.1 _ .

.

,invitatiams. .to. the,geventh group. AttefidahOe was Wrest at the groqp re-
.

; 41



-ceiving invitations direct]y fro projett.staff.
- v 1,4

ed' as exploratory, h set of

Wall areas of interest were

r. While the discussions were i

was- prepared as a guide to ashuro.
r.

Not all questions-were raisecat all sessions. As the discussions prOgressed,

questions

covered:.

certain'qUestions were.covired or were render ?d inapplicake; .The.guide-
,

lines for the focused group discussion (hee A00endix C) contained sixteen

questions. It covered topics grouped in the following ,categories:

Majcir means of iriiraurbarr travel and travel problems

* Utilization oU,special,transportation services,

- for, .

for elcierly in generar..

- for special groupyi Of seniors (e.g. d 'capped)'.

'Methods-10 teaching seniors

Perciftion bf design forp.special transpor Lion services.

A high level of #greement occured withinjgxoups. However,.different
r-.

4.-

senior citizen groups expressa considenble variation in all categbrr4s

listed above." Variation between groups may be attributable to the following

factors:: .q., .

* group purpose
0

* group socio- economic status

.* group level of4Gansportation_dependency
.- "

3hese factors'are discussedfurther in tge analyhis
A

discussions.

. -

GROUP TYPES

Five types_ 6f it the dis

';ionsistedkof ,seniors who rived in various scitte

of the fodised group

I

-41
p

ssion se stuns. ,Grou
'NT-)

dweiling-arrangemenei.,

general .?the same-nriaghhiprhood, who Ateon a regular basil*.i;t7
.

..ac .organization for senior citizens le.g. neighborhood`chapter of
..,

11P

organization for seniors) j t 4 1+.\ A

t of

ational



Group II .Rted peseniors who lived in various scattered dwelling

units who. attedadea tpe apre'tichurch a d garqeipated in senior Activities-*

4
Ehere. Seniors in Groups A 12. ap ared-to be independent in. general,

including ti-ortation; a re th refOre low utilizers'(ifrat

special ttarsportation services. The appeared to be financially indepen-

dent as well, in good health, aware of. Senior. Citizen iss , and active.

While 4tenerally non-utp.i4rs of -spec 41 traeiporiatlon, eir civic-minded=

ness OVinierest in issues related tithe tilde blished them as strimg.

-supporters of special transportatios.zierovicei, iderly (btitca6Checes-

sakili}for themselves).
. e : ,

. , . .
,. .

Group C was composed of senioraloo4lived?in vd'rious scattered dwelling

% 0 _
aarrangements wh may or tday not have met ec 3ther before. 'Twenty such

.
t 170.4/ , .-.

seniors were identified, through an-institu gerontology at a local 1
,

university, and wire invited oject staff'to joinvthe group discussion..:_
LT

This was the only group of rticipants invited tr," projectWStAff And

4

,4.attendance was poor. The group conti#ted of only fitr mekbers; therefore, 1.-'

iWrie,', ...

'general statements concernigg utilization and a-VI fides are 'hot conclusive.
,

-IF
4

Tart Ants,in this grOup'did not use special trans rtatio .sfevices.
' , .

p D cofisisteeof seniors.wffdaived
,

in 'various scattered .dWellirig

t4a » lbagic

hou-si

ikixwere dii4t/pAtitiiipants ofp a senioreeneer.7This group

ly sit depenide users of 46-CialitanSPOreatioe7.
ti 4

E and.GtOup F were.compOsed orSnlors lied .in ederay group',.
.

. , -.,,,La.,:i

in Lion -ale- specific 9AltiLfam y dousing. Apae additional 1 .'

dentialbsite-was schedule fw grouproup Wcussion, howeVe ,,as noted
* Iv - ,

theyseasion was cance

I, It apAle d th tubers of Group D, GiOlip E and Grop F wiore somewhat'

siepende th y 1.-giving ',Privelf arta d, 43catiered hotising i.4-

ere c erabl more renelirtAtion dependent. tkpeKons in the

oups
., ,.,

d speciltransportation services, which d their,housing , N
ld 4)* fot at -locations of /VI-fn

d by public Lransportation,

0*

cos

by site persownel..I
- _

1

oplem., n avaii*of arrangemedts. It-sh

the wo'housink compleiceS, while in areas, se



,are removed from major activitilMes, such as shopp.Og ,health, and 'govern-
tilAnt centers. Members oft these groups 'appeared lesAnamfortable financially

..=,
):than the; Volga mentioned, earlier, less healthy., ancP, axis active. Addition-

-0s. ,
--.- : ., ,ally, these groups were self-fOcused. in terns. of.,Fs rt3tion;...-..that is,

they explored SpecVal 'transpArtation in terms ditilie'..n edij of i'he discus
..- , ....

sants present tarid Others- livin' in the:xoniplex) rather thap in teams of
T

what "other" seniors need.
- ,

For the sakejf..br vity and .cIsrity die first three coups Vt, B and C)
, r

analysis 'as Nonusers of special tyansportion--, A_
.9

ree groups
,

(Di- g and i')".wii be .1. r0ered to as
. ..

ers of ,special. transpor tation' services. These descriptive%categories
scribe only the'ruse or non-ass of special tanaPOrtation on a: up haAirs.. -

. ...
..- , , . 4

Character4,it ions of ,,groups.. as independent of: dfinendev04-4 ("lily
'1,7

appear
,... ,

. -,

siscce of relative, average =d ,fferences,, as observed 3ect staff=
should not be conside*ed., as . atisolute differences or at ignpirically.es

i

will be referred to' in
-Services andithe latte

data
Oisithssko,n'-grOup tires and

summary :which if i

. .

caf data a e provi. ded 3-n
a

a

ocat ions and -individuals ire, not, dopFi-
fied here lo protect group confidentiality. . ,

'MBA 6=1, deicribes the number*ed taktilipAts sual .e

cifigfor each group. , In the igintring of the p cussions, p ticip
*e asked to identify t
percent? Of he senioIs nor

jr -A*

eir mode of travel. As the table'
).y travel by .pr Ogfi autcenoti

1riveldreor p
private a only

Only I ; 5- pel'q

rs; a 53.i75Etceniu of the nonusers us

2.9.percent of the users do so.

their usual m of tra

dicat , 26.2
ether as

travel'

t of enior icated public tVeansport
nasull all of tholte so indica

bars of, groups sera of special tihnsRorration
mordn half (52. percent) of the 'lenio
tation, .1 percent' of the members of groups who. are

ation ndiCated this as their usual 10°de:of tray

usually

-tatio servic
seniors at.. Eh

s are provided, ei$
-

for tt'cialir

mem-

tly
Po

Oltifamily and° seni4 sites.
v.'''. f- *....

pecial tranS-
trinspor-

eational ne
'55



7'-`1` TABLE 6-1
414

litiiitteitvof Participants and Venial Mode Choice
. .

) .ppi y group):

Group No. of .

Partitiiagts
Usual* Transportlition opde ,., :.--ei.

. ;, ; . - '.... .

..is-:-..,.. ;
Ts. -, z 1

... : :-. ') ''' .Specx ..'i.;_i_
',Prikgspor.a.7.
tion .7' '4,;.,, . ,v,

-. --4 .- ,

Auto_ ":Public
OWn Passenger Twppor-,,

Eat ion

Nonusers

Group A.

Group B

Group.0
Subtotal

2

2

'1

'11 5
06.7%) (16.7%)

Usixs

Group D,
p%

Group E
41,

Group' 16ie-
`St Al 35 .1

Total 65 :

ft

7.

_....- rt. .....

wor



The, average age' of the group,, for whieh data iai,, V3/4101 (TABLE. .67-2)
,

.

k is appr-oximately 79 years . This was d by adsti rig, that .cafegories
.> ,, _

Within an age group are the means: for that group (e .g..:' .60-644I462 ye-ai);,

There is nb 'Abstab-tial difference between average ages oft users; and non-'

users of special. ,4ransportation services.

va 4

TABLE O:

Average Avt of Participants in
''Focused Group,,DisCussions

N 4,

No useis nieri

°Number - Per£en Percent

C00-64e 4

65-69 7-*%lik"

70-74 6'.

/5-7 ?

Tot41.s : 22
J

31 5

'27 3

14 a 5

30
,

25 ? 704,

100

15

25 .

5

100%.
-

*Note : Totals do Jiot match prior totals- becauqii several lderly'"dici
4** completie the-identification sheet -

t
---,

c/1460. tWs c, re dominaUed ,,in nuMher4. by women bus a breakdown by se was

not con ined in 019gidentificationS054;As .rioted in ear lielompliaptert ,.

eerWoim represent a. ajiii-ityr.' the elderly and- are mprt likely tube transit
Jo, Illw

liandicapped and usera of 'special trbilitortalipion.
- -

iiiik41fr

4

'EFtAN SPO'llkkr ION PRO

mobiIity is ver

tthey; an the elder!

A410.1.At* 10



take cateof day-to-day needs, such as ppingmedical visitg,)and social

needs. Moat ritOns take care of their needs with public mass traria-porta-
.

tion (bUs, subway, or both). large number of the nonuser group,partici-'

//pants aiive their own car. Several from both groups (users and nonusers)

were-driven by otherpersons. 1.11.1y of.t osid living in congregate housing

used public transportation and extensively used speciaLASran#Vortation.

Multi-unit,hgusing for the'eIderly is . served by special transportation. _

* i
Discussion participanfa who were noiusers of special transportation did

not indicate that they have a tranaiOrtation pi5Tem. They expOsed40, ., _ _,

,,,; ''' .

s

_ .

faction with their transportatiOn choicesj, usually private auto or public .

if

transportation; Only alet.1 have ever used special transportaticin andythet.

, 7

was during.an illness.4f Other.Special condition. They express4iconceril. .
.

4

fez. aged citizens less,fortunate than themaelvda; the liery poor, confused,_

.
.

,0isslated, sickly citizens who have,no meins to.get-around and.are unable t

care for all ot their needs. ge374a1 of the nonusera xibo drive help Their

isplated neighbors .or fellow seniors by prOliiding transportation or runnio

errands. The extent of=such urban "netWorking" -4thati614,'deveIopAng a,Arim- .

i. I,' ;I

inanity otasaistance 7,is. nOtiunusdli, hOwemer, it is unlikel thaf ywhere

near the level of need is being met.

group parlticipants:-Were' divi4edei perc tions, transpor
..

.

.

.
,i ,

'oblems. In those housieg, deyelopmeets whicivare4w 'served by, sl

speCia.transpOr Arlon services, there were frw probletA. eilS ease.d.' Servi
.,..

-might .,rnvo everal pping and other triOs- per ions 'living . c

Vel mdntawhicii 2 e less,weII §e?ved hy.spial ,. tion services
r ,v

ne t ip.s,atery tr2W eks, ftlr exampldf complained ab
0 ! 0 '1

limited services:

the deeire for* gidaier frequenCy and4v.. r. ostrips..
0i .,....

FOR NONUTILIZATION: - ,,

, . -;<.N
6

'were

440 .

Distuesants-who=were n ers o ;special- transportation
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iervic:EW ar--,--taliS--timei they expresSed a concern that.. they:might need such
.%.:

service-1i, either temporarily or yerpaStntly) at )some paint in the fufure. i .
.Other reasons cited for-nonutilization of-special transportation iny.-*

... 44.
c aide : --:__ ' ..

* Lack of knowledge about such services for in
I
Ividuals ;

* Boundary limitations 'aid service `in single amily neighboi--
.

hoods' and
-* Pride 'Ad_ lack. 'of acceptance of life- style phanges (some, seniors-

't4rant, to feel that they're acce iting charity).-
, 44

Wiese participffita da'riot presently need speciaC-Ninsportation,
they expressed frt hand knowledge of seniors itv'their IneigiviYorhOodp and/
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tion programs;4 *
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#'11% The nondsers of special transit felt that the publia.transpOrtation sys-
,

vA

te0 in WaShington, D.1t. was a very good one and served the needs of 'Many of

the,eldariy. Problems cited for Senior 'using public transportation included:
rez__

7

Wovercrowding and lack of seats; rudeness and disrespectful behavior by other.

passengers; and, sometithes, long waits between buses. Still, most partici-
...,

'pants felt that Special transportation should be an ancillary service for

those who need it,,particularly the handicapped senior.-
4,n-

DiscuSSants also expressed t eir perceptios of problems with the present

:Astern of special transportati on. Some partici.panta feit that the present

system mainly serviced senior multi-family buildings and that the' elderly'
,

living in scattered site single family housing was -often forgotten. Other

problems identified centered around driver sensitivity to the needs of the

)
lik .

elderly, 'waiting times for return trips tespecially medical trips), and
'711"

adequately eiuipped vehicles to 'Serve the needs of the handicapped senior.

Given the groblems identified, theialor suggestions for an ideal or

improved'spegal transportation system are listed below:
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_ -.'''''''housing - this Might inclUd e a fixed route sc eduie with designa d
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,_

* AterACtive, e' Vehicles with sofeer seats and handrailS
I o

that extedd-to; the s i walk; ant * f;

"'"1/4'
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CHAPTER SEVEN
1.4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,
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Nonusers whcf"-'need special transportation services have somewhat dif.=-

ferent living arrangements than dae-tn-of npecial transpo tion services. Non-
- .

Pul4e likely than users to live with tlagir spouse children, ousers ar

their the

Users- are more likely
K,housing.

elling u and have longer tenure in theliwpresent neighborhood.

live with other relatives and to livein subsidized

services tend to be older than users

users is 69.8 years in comparison to

nly half of-the nony§ers are under 70

Nonusers of special transportatio

of the services. The median.age of

67.9 years Jor users. However, while
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reasons related to pride as a barrier to utilization of special transpor-
,

tation services, many elderly persons camouflage this reason by emphasizing

other barriers to use. The lack of acceptance of life style changes as one

gets older and perceived notions of charity often prohibit seniors from

seeking a service which they feel diminishes their self-esteem and self-

reliance.

SERVWI IP' _NONUSERS_

The service capacity of'the existing network of special transportation

services is inadequate to meet the travel needs of the nonusers who need

special transportation services. The median rate of utilization for all

providers is currently 82 percent seat occupancy. Since 85 percent of the

nonusers who need special transportation services are not currently being

served, the remaining ei ghteen percent seat occupancy, i f utilized fully,

would not begin to satisfy the perceived latent demand for services.

Using the trip type estimate of latent demand identified in the National

Survey of Transportation Handicapped People (Grey, 1978), 29 percent of the

transportation handicapped people would take more trips if the ideal type of

transportation were available. This case study identified 12,073 nonusers

who need transportation services as transportation handicapped. (The 2,073

users participatingin programs were excluded from this total). Applying

the 29 percent estimate of latent demand, an additional 3,487 persons, at

minimum, need to be serviced by'special transportation at any given point in

time. This represents 168 percent increase over current service levels.

Service characteristics which relate to fullutilization of special

transport services are cost of service and purpose of the organization pro-

viding transportation. The main characteristic of services which operate at

full capacity is that they are part of an institutional or activity focus

for the elderly. There is considerable unmet demand (i.e. waiting lists)

for transportation services for senior centers providing socialization, ed-

ucation, shopping and recreation activities for the elderly.
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On the other hand, profit oriented transportation services are often

underutilized. However, the fee structure used for these services2(often

$15.00=$35.00 per trip) renders them technically unavailable options to the

individual elderly in need of transportation assistance. These services

primarily rely. on service contracts with social service agencies to provide

transportation to health related or rehabilitation facilities. However, thiS

is not the predominant reason for utilization of special transportation ser-

vices by the elderly in urban areas.

The D.C. Office on Aging has recently implemented a consolidated, cen-

trail)? dispatched transportation system for the elderly and handicapped

through a public/private partnership with the United Planning Organization.

The Washington Elderly'and Handicapped Transportation Service (WEHTS) will

provide, additional vehicles for meeting the travel needs of the elderly.

However, this increased capacity will not be sufficient to close the gap

between supply and demand for special transportation services.

Given the excess of demand over supply for special transportation ser-

vices, there is little incentive to vigorously pursue a program of community

outreach. MoSt providers of special transportation services follow a pas-

sive marketing approach; mainly, "word-of-mouth" and agency referrals. The

D.C. Office on Aging uses mahouts to senior clubs and organizations,

churches, senior centers and individual senior citizens on its mailing list

and public service announcements of a telephone number to call for all

senior related services.

While there is a heavy reliance on getting in touch with senior citizens

through clubs and organizations the majority of seniors do not belong to

such groups. The elderly who need transportation assistance most are the

leas-t likely to belong to any club or organization. However, participation

in religious activities is very high among the elderly in general and even

more so among the low income elderly who are likely to need transportation

assistance. Therefr,re, the church may serve as a focal point for reaching

the target population.
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Users of special transportation services overwhelmingly learn about

those services through a club or organization. Users are also twice as

likely as nonusers to belong to these groups.

Perceptiona of weaknesses in the present service delivery system of

special transportation services in urban areas were expressed by the elderly.

Some seniors feel that the present system focuses on delivery of services to

seniors living in senior multi-family buildinga at the expense of seniors

living in scattered site single family housing. However, the empirical data

indicate that only a small percentage of the users live in such accomodations.

Other perceptual problems centered around driver sensitivity to the needs

of the elderly, waiting times for return trips and adequately equipped ve-

hicles to serve the needs of the physically handicapped senior.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Service delivery agencies in urban areas must explore alternative and/or

additional methods of reaching elderly persons who need trans lrtation as-

sistance.

Community outreach programs must move out of the passive phase which is

essentially comprised of information dissemination to standard program or

agency mailing lists and informal "word-of-mouth" netwprks. While these

methods may be effective in reaching a large segment of the target popula-

tion, they are ineffective in reaching a large segment of those who need

services most.

One such method which should be explored is the strengthening of the

churc4-based network of contacting seniors in need of services. The church

plays an important role in lives of the urban elderly. Between 80 to SQ

percent of the elderly users and nonusers who need transportation.a§Sittance

actively participate in religious activities. Additionally many churches

maintain outreach programs for members unable to attend regular services.

The present system of mailing notices of services available to churches

on a mailing list is not sufficient. Such notices are often posted on

church bulletin boards and not seen by the elderly in need of services.
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The Institute of Gerontology at the University of the District of

Columbia is currently involved in a project, funded through the Administra-

tion on Aging, to help persons who provide care, support and/or assistance

to elders in need through church-based programs. The objectives of this

particular program are... to find out the extent to which members are pro-

viding help for elders in need and to strengthen and expand helping net-

works on an ongoing basis through the leadership of church members who com=

plete a training program".

The potential for reaching the isolated elderly,and those nonusers in*

need of transportation assistance can only be enhanced.by the development

and utilization of such a cadre of volunteer resource persons.

2. Service delivery agencies in urban areas should explore more effective

ways of utilizing the existing transportation network to provide transporta-

tion services to the elderly in lieu of or in addition to expanding special

transport services.

User-side subsidies should be examined as an alternative to expanding

special transport services in the District of Columbia. Negotiated service

contracts with local cab companies may provide several benefits to the local

government and social service agencies. It would reduce the need for costly

capital expenditures and associated costs for vehicle maintenance; and it

would expand service capacity at a faster rate-than could be achieved through

the purchase and operation of additional vehicles. Negotiated service con-

tracts should include service standards and the requirement for physical

assistance for elderly passengers who need it in and out of the vehicle.

Van services could focua on group oriented activities (e.g. shopping,

recreation), nonambulatory cases and other persons not able to use conven-

tional transit.

3. Cooperative maintenance agreements should be explored by providers of

special transportation services.

Bus and van maintenance problems can have a sizeable negative impact on

special transport services for the elderly. Breakdowns prevent services

from being delivered and the costs associate with proper maintenance (in the

private market) are prohibitive, especially for private non-profit agencies.
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While the local government has initiated a consolidated special transport

System, not all providers are participating. "Turf" issues. and restrictions

on user eligibility, trip purpose, etc. have not been totally eliminated as

barriers to coordination. However, Since all vehicles must be maintained,

regardlesa of funding sources, cooperation in this area is feasible, if

based on the cost of services rendered.

The following avenues might be further examined for potential in re-

ducing maintenance problems:

a. Maintenance cooperative - forming maintenance associations with

other services providing transportation for the elderly and other

groups and either

establishing a maintenance garage or

purchasing a maintenance contract from established providers.

b. Sharing local government maintenance facilities by contract.

c. Seeking provisions for low-interest loans or direct subsidies from

local government for the proper maintenance of vehicles.
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Appendix A

THE NON-UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICEiBY THE

ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

INTERVIEW GUIDE
for

SURVEY OF PROVIDERS OF Spr-TAL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

INTERVIEWER

DATE OF INTERVIEW

TIME OF INTERVIEW

Hello, my name is from the University of

the District of Columbia UMTA UniverSity Res#arch Project on special trans-

portation services for"the elderly. You should have received our letter
indicating we would be contacting you for a survey of selected service

characteristics. May we proceed at thiS time. (It non, schedule an

appointment for the interview).

First, I would like to review with you the data on your organization

found in the Directory of Transportation Services published by the Council

of Governments.- Please indicate any changes. (Read data from COG Survey).

Is your service operating at full capacity?

(All seats occupied)

(a) YeS (Go to Question )

(b) Nb

If noi Why not?

oi



What is the Average Daily percentage a) of passenger occupancy on

your vehicles?

3. How many additional elderly riders can you .service per day?

4.. Are you able to: expand the services offered by your agency for:

Trip Purpose (a) Yes

(b) °No

If no, please explain

Hours of Operation (a) Yes

If no, please explain

JO No

Expanded Service Boundaries

If no; please explain

(a) Yes

(b)



5. Other things being equal; are you willing to expand services offered

by Agency for:

Trip purpose (a) Yes

If no, why not?

(b) No

Hours of operation

If no; w y..not?

(a) Yes

(b)

Eligibility of Users (a) Yes

no, why not?

(b) No

Expanded Service Boundariet

If no, why not?

(a) Yes

(b). No

A-3
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Do you work with ar, other agency/agencies engaged in transportation

for the elderly?

(a) .YeS

(b) No (Go to Question 9)

In what capacity do you work with other agencies?

8. Is there a formal or informal agreement?

9. Other things being equal, are you willing to enter into coopera=

tive agreements with other agencies?

(a) Yes

(b) No

10. Are you able to enter,into cooperative agreements with other agencies?

(a) Yes

(b) No

If no, why not?

A-4



. Under what circumstances do you render services at hours not speci-

fied as "Operating hours".

(a) None

(b)

12. What means do you use to let the elderly know that your services

are available?

(a) None

(b)

13. If none, how do elderly clients find out about the services you offer?

(a) Don't know

(b)

14. How;do you identify potential clients?
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15. Do you require elderly riders to complete any forma as a condition of

using your service?

(a) Yes

(b) No

If yes, what types of forms?

16. What mechaniam(s) do you use to get feedback, both positive and

negative, from the elderly about your services?

.(a) Wind If none; why not?

b)

17. Do you get complaints from elderly riders?

(a) Never

(b) Sometimes

(c) Frequently

18. What are the three most common complaints in order of frequency?

(a)

(b)

(c)
S
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19. Row do you handle complaints from riders?

(a) Dc nothing

(b)

20. Do you get suggestions from drivers on improving your services?

(a) No

(b) Yes

If yes what are the three most common:

(a)

(b)

(c)

21. Do you get complaints from drivers?

(a) Never

(b) Sometimes

(c) Fr6quently

22. What are the three most common complaints from drivers in order of

frequency?

(a)

(b)

(c)

A-7
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23. How do you handle complaints from drivers?

(a) Do nothing

(b)

24. In your opinion, what are the three problems most encountered by your

organization in providing transportationservices for the elderly?

(a)

(b)

(c)

25. What are you doing to solve them?

(a) Nothing

(b)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS SURVEY.



THE NON-AITILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE.

ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

LIST OF SURVEY SITES

1. Downtown Clusters

2. D.C. General Hospital

3. The Catholic University

4. Christian Communities
Committed to Change DART

5. Barney Senior Center

6. SCAMP (Barney Senior Center)

7. Mobile Care, LTD.

8. Center City Community Corporation

9. American Red Cross

10. Area "A" Community Mental Health

11. Columbia Senior Center of Family
and Child Services

12. Friendship House Association, Inc.

13. Medico Transportation

14. Muscular Dystrophy Associations, Inc.

15. P&T Transportation

16. Southw6st Community House
Comprehensive Elderly Program

17. United Planning Organization

18. Phillip T. Johnson

19. Harvest House Senior Center

20. John A. Logan Community School
Extended Services for the Blind and

Visually Impaired Older Americans

21. First Baptist Senior Center

22.. District of Columbia Department of
Recreation - Senior Citizens

- .

23. Senior Citizen Counseling and Delivery

24. Associated Catholic Charities

25. Murrays Nets Transport Service

26. Area "C" Community Mental Health Center

27. Area Transportation
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Appendix B

THE NON=UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE

ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

LOCATION:

WARD:

INTERVIEWER:

FIELD SURVEY OF.NON-USERS OF SPECIAL
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES FOR THE ELDERLY

DATE OF INTERVIEW:

TIME OF INTERVIEW:

Hello, my name is frop the University of the

District of Columbia UMTA.University Research Project oniSpeciaI Transpor-

tation Services for the Elderly. We are conducting inte/rviews to deter=

mine the use or non-use of special transportation services by older persons

in Washington, D.C. All participants in the survey will remain anonymous

and have been randomly, selected.

May. Linterview you for this project?

(Is Respondent male Female

1. Are you a senior citizen, aged:

a. 60-64 d. 75=80

. 65-69 e. 80over

c. 70-74

2, What type of transportation did y,u use to arrive here today?

a; Drove a car

b. Passenger in a car

c. Passenger in a car

Taxi Did you

Metro (Bus/Subway)

OVn Yes _ _ No

driven
/
by member of household

by non-member of house hold

receive voucher? Yes No1110

Do you have senior discount

Yes No

f. Special Transportation Service Identify

card:



g. Walked

h. Other

(If response is a- or Thank and terminate interview).

3. Do you live:

a. Alone

b. with spouse

c. with other family member

d. with other unrelated person(s)

4. Do you rent or own your housing unit?

a. Rent b. Own

Type of unit?

(1) Apartment

(2) Single family house

(3) Senior citizen housing

5. Which of the following trips do you take :. (check all that apply).

a. Shopping

b. Work Paid Volunteer

c. Medical

d. Social

e. Recreational

f. Church

g. Other

..

6. How many trips do you usually take outside the home in a week?

a; 1-2 b. 3-4 C. 5 or more

B=2



7. Do you use Special Transportation Services for the Elderly for any

of these trips?

a. Yes

(I) Shopping

(2) Work _

(3) Medical

b. No

( ) Social (7) Other

(5) Recreational

(6) Church

3.. How do you usually get where you want to go? (Check all that apply)

a. Private auto Driver

b. Taxi

c. Metro

d. Walk

e. Special Transportation Services

f. Other

S

Passenger

(If response is or includes e; Thank and terminate interview).

Do you have transportation available to travel where you want to go?

a. Always c. Sometimes

b. Usually d. Seldom

Are you aWart of any special tranaportation.services that are

available to the elderly?

a. Yes

b. No (Go to Question 14) -

If yes, which one(s)
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11. How did you learn about the availability of special transportation

services?

a. An advertisement

b. From a friend or relative

c. Thru a club or organization

d. Other--

12; Have you ever used special transportation services for the elderly?

a. Yes

If yes, which service

No (Co to Question 14)

13. Were you satisfied with the Special transportation services?

a. Yes

b. No

If No, please explain

14. Do you need a special transportation services program?

Yds

. No

15. Under which of the following conditions would you. use special trans-

portation services? (Check all that apply).

a. If I knew where and when it was available

B-4'
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b. If its schedule met my needs

c. If it was free

d. If 'it was subsidized

d. If it was at full cost

f. None

g. Other

16. Which of the following reasons deScribe Why you don't use special

transportation services for the elderly? (Check all that apply).

a. Have my own transportation

Public transportation is adequate

c. Don't know where to get the service

d. Service does not go where I want to go

d. I can't operate on their schedules

f. Service takes too long

g. Too expensive

h. Too complicated to apply for

i. I don't think I qualify

I feel that its a welfare program

k. Service not available when I li ke to travel

1. Services ask too many personal questions

I like to go several places when I'm out

n. People at the services are not helpful

o. I don't want free' services

p. Other

B-5
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17. With which of the following statements do you agree?

a. Special transportation services programs are necessary for others,
but not for me.

(I) Agree (2) Disagree

If disagree, please explain

b. Special transportation programs are necessary and should be
continued.

(1) Agree

If disagree, please explain

(2) Disagree

Senior Citizens are generally aware of available special trans
portation services.

(1) Agree (2) Disagree

If disagree, please explain

d. Special transportation services should be free for those who need

to use them.

(1) Agree (2) Disagree

If disagree, please explain
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18; Do you live in:

a. N.W., D.C.

b. N.E. D.C:

c. D.C.

d. S.E. D.C.

19. What is the nearest intersection to where you live?

a. Streets

4

Thank you very much for your help in this research effort.

D7



THE NON-UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE

ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

LIST OF SURVEY SITES

1. Barney Senior Center
1737 Columbia Road, N.W.

2. Spanish Senior Center
1842 Calvert Street; N.W.

3. .S .W: Senior Center
900 4th Street, S.W.

4. First Baptist Senior Center
715 Randolph Street; N.W.

5. Columbia Senior Center
4121 13th Street, N.W.

6. Harvest House, Senior. Center'
150 Rhode Island Avenue, N.E.

7. Catholic.Charities
2800 Otis Street, N.E.

Senior CitiZen Counselling and
Delivery

2500 Martin Luther 'Ring Avenue, S.E.

9. Greater S.E. Community Service
Center

1350 Southern Avenue, S.E.

10; Downtown Cluster Day Card,
Mount Vernon United Methodist Church
900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.

Saint Coluibia!s Episcopan 7.1nitCh
4201 Albermarle Street, N.W.

12. ASbury United Methodist Church
926 11th Street, N.W.

13 Senior Companion _Program'
14th and Harvard Street, N.A.

14. Mayors Breakfaat for Senior Citizens
Shoreham Hotel, N.W.

B-8



Appendix C

THE NON-UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE SPECIAL TRANSPORT SERVICES BY THE

ELDERLY IN URBAN AREAS: A CASE STUDY OF WASHINGTON, D.C.

GUIDE FOR FOCUSED GROUP DISCUSSION

1. How many of you drive your own car?

How many are driven where they want to go by relative or friend?

How many use public transportation?
Is this a good arrangenent?
Dc you prefer friends or relatives to drive you wherever you have to go

2. Is It important that senior citizens be able to travel on a daily basis?

Why?
Where do they have to go?

Is it as important for older people to travel as it is for younger

people?

3. I'll bet that sometime you have' wanted or needed to go somewhere but

couldn't because of some transportation problem.

Is this true?
What did you do?
What did you wish for?



4. Should the D.C. Government or other organizations provide special

transportation services for the elderly?

Why?
Does anyone feel that special transportation services should not be

provided?
Why not?

5. What do we mean by special transportation serviCes?

How many of you use Special. transportation services fcr seniors?

How many do not?
How many need special'transport services?

7. Ard there important differences among the different transpottation

services?
Are some better than others?
Which ones?
Why?

8. NoW I would like reasons. Of those who uSe,_pleage tell us why?

Now of those who don't use it; why not?

C-2



Do you use special transportation services, which services do. you use?

'HoWsoften?
'Why?
For what kinds of trips?

9. We have establiShed earlier that there are important reasons for el-

4erly citizens, to be able to get around. Some people have their own car

or 'have friends or relatives with cars. Some of you use special trans
portation services and others do not. In all cases, however, there is
probably some fruStration4; you haie to get somewhere and cannot. If

you could deSign a transportation program for seniors, what would you de

sign? IndiVidual chauffer service is out; it would be too expensive.

What would it consist of?. What kind of service? To whom would the

service be provided? What kind of vehicles? What kind of schedule?

etc. How much would it cost to ride? Would there be an attendant

beside a driver? You get the idea. Who wants to be first? Can we

agree that this would be a desireable service? If anyone disagrees,

what would you recommend? What changes would you make?

10. How do you reach unions to let them know that this special transporta
tion system exists?' How did you know that services already exist?

C-3
.

121



11. One thing we
group. What
need special
What are the
elaboration?

know from our research is that seniors are a very mised

do you feel are the characteristics of elderly people who

transportation services? Can we have more elaboration?
characteristics of those who do not? Can we havemore

12. Is it an embarrassment to need or use special transportation services?

Can we have more thinking on, this? '

.
13. Has anyone in this group changed their mind about using-special trans

portation services?, What will you do? Wfiy? Has anyone changed their

minds about whether special transportation services should exist or nest ?.

Why? What do you think now?

14. Are there any other feelings or opinions that have not been dealt with'?

Are we leaving anything out? One thing we're leaving out. What about

the isolated elderly? How do we reach them?

c4
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15. One important thibg I'd like to understand. Who are you? Would each

person state his or he'r background? Who would like to- begin?

16. Who would like to briefly summarize what we discussed and what conclu-

sions we have reached? Is there any disagreement?

C-5
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This study is an examination of reasons why eligible elderly in urban i-.At

-.a not utilize available special transport services. The objectiveS of the re=

search project -were to: (1) Analyze_easons given by eligible elderly_fOr_fiat_Uti-
lizing_avdilable transport services; (2):determine the extent of utilizationby
the elderly; (3) construct _socio-economic profiles of eligible elderly Whei_dOidd

not utilize special transport services; (4) identify problems encountered by pro=
viders in reaching elderly populations;. and (5) formulate recommendatiOhS fat
solving the problems identified. , .

ktate study- approach was used -to analyze and examine reasons for nonUtiii2a7

tian of services and included: A field survey of 140 elderly persons; a telephone
survey of 27 providers of special transport services; focused group discussions;

and secondary data sources.

Less than 15 percent of the urban elderly who need special transport services

use them. Reasons for nonutilization can be groupedinto foUr areas: (1) Alterna-

tiVet available; (2) lack of knowledge; (3) service characteristicS; and (4) pride;

NahUterS who teed special transport services are often_less active, lesS ih=:
dependent 'and less healthy than the elderly who need and utilize such services.

Providers of- special services rely on agency referrals and 1,!word-of-7mouth!'_tO

identify and service elderly populations; Community outreach must move froM thit

passive to a more aggressive phase; . .
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INTRODUCTION:

Improving the mobility of older Americans has been a major goal of trans-

portation and elderly program and policies at both the federal and local

levels. One of the strategies designed to achieve this goal has been the

development and funding of numerous special transport services as alterna-

tives and/or ancillary travel modes for the elderly in urban and rural areas.

Although there has been a proliferation of special transport services

during the last five years, there remains a gap between service goals and

service levels. Host eligible elderly are not having their travel needs met

through the use of special transport services. While many elderly who .are

eligible to participate in these programs have other alternative modes of

travel, a significant number of urban elderly are still handicappedeby lack

of transportation.

This study examines the demand-side of special transportation for the

elderly. Several recent studies have examined the supply-side issues re-

volving around coordination, vehicle design and maintenance and insurance.

However, there is a need for more research focused on how to identify and

service elderly and other transportation handicapped,populationS.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

This study examines reasons why eligible elderly do not utilize avail-

able special transport services. The specific objectives of thiS research

project were to:

1. Analyze in detail problems and/or reasons given by eligible elderly

for not utilizing special transport services;

Determine the extent to which eligible elderly populations utilize

special transport services;

3. Construct a socio-economic profile'of eligible elderly who d /do not

utilize special transport services;

4. Identify problems encountered by providers of special transport

services in reaching eligible eIdeily populationa; and

5. Formulate recommendations and guidelines for solving the problems

identified.

In carrying out these specific objectiveS, the research team reviewed

relevant literature, used data from an existing needs assessment survey,

completed telephone and field interviews with providers and users, respec-

tively, and held focused group discussions with D.C. elderly.

APPROACH

This research project used a case study approach to examine and analyze

reasons why eligible elderly do'ndt use available special transport services.

Several primary and secondary data sources provided the base of information

used by the researchers to deiess problems and formulate recommendations.
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An extensive review of literature- focusing on the elderly as users of

Special transportation was completed. This review included materials'on

methodologies for needs assessments and demand estimation techniques utilized

in predicting latent travel demand and coordination of services.

Data for the socio-economic profile were obtained through cross tabula-

tions of data contained in the raw data files of the Elderly Needs Analysis

gurvey done by the Bureau of Social Science Research (BSSR) for the D.C.

Office on Aging in 1978; The Office on Aging, responsible for the city'

special efforts in transportation for the elderly, contracted with BSSR to

conduct a telephone survey of 1572 noninstitutionalized elderly within the

DiStrict of. Columbia. Results from the survey were used in developing the

needs assessment component of the District of Columbia Plan on Aging, X1981-

1983.

Current inventory listings of special transportation services put out by

the D.C. Office on Aging and the Directory of Special Trans -portation Services

published by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (1981 revised

edition) were used to identify providers for in-depth interviews. A telephone

survey of 27 of the 43 providers of special transport services was conducted

to determine characteristics of services available, methods of ident4lying

and reaching target populations, demand for services, problems encountered

in services deliverly and participation in coordinated services.

A stratified random sample of 140 elderly vere;intarviewed at trip desti-

nation points. Typical trip destination points of the elderly were identified

and selected. Survey sites were stratified according to the locations of

residences of elderly who need, but do not use, special transportation services.

Field interviews investigated reasons for non-utilization of special transpor-

tation and mode choice of nonusers.

A series of six focused group discussions with a total of 65 elderly per-__

sons were planned and held at various locations throughout the community. In-

formation obtained through the Elderly Need6 Analysis Survey, telephone survey

of providers and field interviews were used as a guide in the conduct of these

group sessions. The discussions were aimed at gaining insight into solution

methodologies as perceived by users and/or potential users of special transport

servicea.-

Preliminary- research findings and potential problem solutions were dis-

cusSed during interviews with staff ()Utile D.C. Office on Aging and with staff

of the Institute ofGerontology of the University of the District of Columbia.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report in divided into seven chapters and appendices. The 'chapters

present the results and analysis of the five components of the project:

Chapter two provides the background to the study through the exploration

and analysis of existing literature on the elderly as users-of special trans=

portation services; chapter three identifies the target population and socio=

economic characteristics of users and nonusers of special traniport services;
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chapter four presentd the survey results from telephone interviews with pro-

viders of specialctranaport services; chapter five examines reasons for non-

utilization of services based on results of field interviews with elderly

nonusers; chapter six summarizes the results of the focutdd_group discussions

-held in the community;_and chapter seven
reports the major findings and pre-

sents recommendations for problem solutions and guidelinet for implementation.

FINDINGS_

Special transportation programs are presently reaching only 14.7 percent

of the urban elderly who say they need the services that such programs provide.

Therefore, in urban areal; with large elderly populations, a sizeable number

of the transportation handicapped elderly are still unable to travel by

private, public or special transportation. _In order to adequately examine

the reasons for nonutilization of special transport services, the population

of elderly nonusers must be further segmented to include only those persons

who are both eligible and in need of the services provided.

Empirically based data have demonstrated that the principle reasons for

lack of utilization of special transport services is the lack of a need for

thesservices by a large number of eligible persons., However, since the elderly

population with available transit options are not the primary concern here,

we must further segment the elderly population to identify the characteristics

of those persons who need the services provided.

Among the elderly who need special transportation services, both users

and nonusers are just as likely to be female, minority, live alone, consider

money a problem and have difficulties accessing public transpdrtation. How-

ever, there are identifiable differences between those elderly who need and

use special transportation and those who need butdo not use the services.

Nonusers who need special t portation serviceS have Somewhat different

living arrangements than users of pecial transportation Services. Nonusers

are older and more likely than u- rs to live with their spouse_ or children,

own their dwelling unit and have longer tenure in their preSent neighborhood.

Users are more likely to live with other relatives and to live in subsidized

housing.

In general, users of special transportation services appear to be healthier,

more active and more independent than nonusers who need such services. While

they have a lower education level than nonusers, users of special transporta-

tion services are more apt to be employed part-time, vote, and belong to a

club or organization. NonuSers who need special transportation services are

more likely thafi users_ to be physically handicapped, have unmet health and

dental needs and have inadequate incomes to meet their needs.
41,

Reasons given for_the nonutilization of special transportation services

by the elderly generally fall into four categorieS: Alternatives available,

Iack of knowledge, 'reStricti4e service characteristicS,sand pride.

4.

The service capacity of the existing network of.special transportation

service is inadequate to meet the travel needs of the nonusers who need
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special transportation services. The median rate of utilization for all
providers is currently 82 percent seat occupancy. Since 85 percent of the
nonusers who need special transportation - services are not currently being
served, the remaining eighteen percent seat occupancy, if utilized fully,
would not begin to satisfy the perceived latent demand for services.

Given the excess of demand over supply for special transportation ser-
vices, there is little incentive to vigorously pursue a program of community
outreach. Most providers of special transportation services follow a passive
marketing approach; mainly, "word-of-mouth" and agency referrals. The D.C.
Office on Aging uses mailouts to senior clubs and organizations, churches,
senior centers and individual senior citizens on its mailing list and public
service announcements of a telephone number to call for senior related ser-
vices.

While there is a heavy reliance on gettihg in touch with senior citizens
through clubs and organizations the majority of seniors do not belong to such
groups. The elderly who need transportation assistance most are the /east
likely to belong to any club or organization. However, participation in
religious activities is very high among the elderly in general and even more
so among the low income elderly who are likely to need transportation assistance.
Therefore, the church may serve as a focal point for reaching the target
population.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Community outreach programs must leave the passive phase which is essen-
tially comprised of information dissemination to standard programs or agency
mailing lists and informal "word-of-mouth" networks. While these methods may
be effective in reaching a large segment of the target population, they, are
ineffective in reaching a large segment of those who need services most. One
such method which should be explored is the strengthening of the church-based
network of contacting seniors in need of services.

Service delivery agencies in urban areas should explore more effective
ways of utilizing the existing transportation network to provide transporta-
tion services to the elderly in lieu of or In addition 'to expanding special
transport services. User-side subsidies should be examined as an alternative
to expanding special transport services in the District of Columbia.

Cooperative maintenance agreements should be explored by providers of
special transportation services. Since altvehicles must be maintained,
regardless of funding sources, cooperation in this area is feasible, if

based on the cost of services rendered.


