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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2005, eight (8) organizations came together spurred by their common interests to identify,
initiate and/or promote mobility solutions for low-income residents of Connecticut’s Lower
Naugatuck Valley (“ the Valley” ) and low-income wage earners who commute to the Valley to
improve their access to employment that is available in theregion. Thisled to a successful award
of Joblinks Grant Funds from the Community Transportation Association of America (CTAA) in
February 2006. The Valley study area consists of four (4) major towns - Ansonia, Der by,
Seymour and Shelton —in the southwestern part of Connecticut. This area has a population of
approximately 84,500 residents.

The organizations that applied for the grant (referred to as “the Partners’ or “Consortium”) had a
collective vision that this Joblinks project will be a catalyst to: 1) initiate changesin
transportation services options available to low-income workers, 2) identify where changes could
be made to reduce transportation barriers the unemployed face so they can seek and retain work,
3) distribute the project report widely so that it can be used by |eaders, advocates and concerned
residents to proceed with action steps, and 4) encourage the development of at least two (2) pilot
projects that can be implemented by members of the community after the planning funds from
the grant come to a close. The Consortium is comprised of a diverse set of entities, representing
employers, transit management entities, and organizations that provide services to low-income
community members. These organizations have been involved in avariety of different attempts
at one time or another to develop transportation solutions. However, these efforts have been ad
hoc, lacked funding, were limited in their ability to conduct thorough analysis, and lacked staff to
implement action-oriented plans.

This grant has provided the vehicle to continue these earlier efforts in a more structured way with
adequate funding to collect constituent feedback to help guide future transportation planning
efforts. The Consortium is comprised of the following Partners:
- Birmingham Group Health Services (BGHS)

Coordinated Transportation Solutions (CTS)

Greater Valley Chamber of Commerce (the Chamber)

TEAM, Inc.

Valley Council for Health and Human Services (the HHS Council)

Valley Council of Governments (VCOG)

Valley Needs and Opportunities (VNOP)

Valley Transit District (Valley Transit)

Area Congregations Together (joined after the project started)

The Partners want to acknowledge the significant contribution of the Valley United Way through
its support of the VNOP and other community organizations that provide services to low-income
Valley workers.

142000 Dicennial USCensus’, US Census Bureau/US Department of Commerce.
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Ms. Adsitt filled the role as the Grant Project Coordinator and was responsible for devel oping
and implementing the Outreach Plan, maintaining communication with CTAA to provide
updates on the project’s progress, and bringing the Partners together to make decisions about the
direction for upcoming project activities. To implement the Outreach Plan required a significant
amount of personal contact with representatives of the five (5) groups targeted for participating
in the surveys and discussing transportation services issues. Contacts that occurred included
attendance at meetings to present information about the project, arrangements to distribute and
collect surveys, and followup with organizations and businesses to encourage them to complete
the survey. Staff of CTS was responsible for survey development, data analysis, and report
writing. The Grant Project Coordinator and CTS staff prepared materials for presentations
conducted by one or more of the Partners to update the community and interested parties on the
progress of the project during the months of September and October 2006, and the final public
outreach session in November 2006.

The genera findings of the grant project is the culmination of input gathered through outreach

activities, and feedback from written surveys/interviews of the following target groups:. low-

income Valley residents, bus riders, employers, employees, and social services providers

(organizations). Thefollowing list summarizes the four (4) general findings that emerged from

the analysis:

1. Transportation and Employability
Public transit services are important to the employability of many Valley residents and
individuals who cometo the Valley for work. Lack of available Public Transit has been a
factor leading to residents turning down employment opportunities and leaving jobs. If it
should come to pass that Public Transit is not available in the future many individuals
would not be able to continue working at a job, while others would rely on family/friends
or walk.

2. Sources of Transportation Information
To find information about Public Transit routes and services the majority of ridersturn to
family or friends, followed by referring to aflyer on bus. The Internet was identified in
only afew instances as a source for information for low-income workers, bus riders and
consumers. Most respondents preferred to get information about services in English.

3. Public Transit Schedules
The most frequent reason for using Public Transit after employment is for medical
appointments. Many current transit riders traveling to and from work reported a lack of
early morning and later evening routes, a need for buses to run more frequently (most run
hourly), the reduced service on weekends, and problems with bus schedules to
accommodate workers that need to work overtime.

4. Hiring and Retaining Employees
Most Employers cited transportation as being very important to their efforts to hire and
retain hourly wage earners. The Employers represent businesses throughout the Valley with
workforces that range from 7 to 250 workers. These businesses represent various types of
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industry including manufacturing, finance/insurance, and information
technology/communications and retail/wholesale.

The suggestions for improvement of transportation services in the Valley were consistent across
target group responses, and the information gathered at outreach functions. The key topics
identified fall into the following two (2) categories:

Modifying bus schedules by adding more routes earlier in the mornings, later in the

evenings, and on weekends

Expanding routes to drop off/pick up closer to sites where riders work

This Summary Report includes three (3) maps to provide readers with an orientation to the
geography of the Valley as awhole, the location of business centers, existing Public Transit
routes in the Valley, and estimated income levels of low-income Valley residents. These can be
found in the Appendix.

The final goal of the grant project was to identify two (2) Pilot Projects with the following
characteristics: 1) identify a scope of work that is not too complex so that is can be designed and
implemented in arelatively short timeframe, and 2) recruit interested parties amongst the
Partners and/or from other entities within the Valley to help design and implement the Pilot. For
each Pilot Project, Partners held at |east one meeting to review scope of the project, and as
appropriate, invited other entities to participate in the discussion. A more detailed discussion of
each project is presented in Section 1V. Pilot Projects. The good news isthat the Valley is
currently served by three (3) Public Transit systems and arail system so the focus of the Pilot
Projects is to identify opportunities to make improvements within a reasonable timeframe and to
keep the scope reasonable so compl eting the Pilots have a high likelihood of success. The
following topics are proposed as the Pilot Projects:

1. Pilot Project #1 —Communication Improvements - Improve the content and availability of
information about existing Public Transit services that can be used by Valley residents
working in the Valley and others coming into the Valley to work

2. Pilot Project #2 — Service Improvements - Increase coordination of Public Transit
services among the different Public Transit Agencies serving the Valley and modify route
schedules to better meet the needs of Valley workers

The Summary Report for “Linking Low-Income Workers with Transportation in the Valley”
Joblinks grant project contains the following sections:

a. Section| — Characteristics of the Valey

b. Section Il — Data Gathering

c. Section Il — Summary of Responses

d. Section |V —Pilot Projects

e. Appendix

For additional information or to followup on this project, contact the Valley Council of
Governments [VCOG] (Derby, CT) at: 203-735-8688.
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. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VALLEY

The Executive Summary provided information about the scope of the grant project, introduced
the Partner Consortium responsible for obtaining the grant and completing the project, and
presented an overview of the general findings. In this Section we describe additional
socioeconomic and geographic characteristics of Valley and the population that is the focus the
grant project.

In March 2006 the Partners met to kickoff the grant project. Following this meeting we began
development of survey and interview instruments for the different target groups. The outreach
and survey process began in April 2006 with the Consumer Survey; the data collection process
concluded with the completion of Bus Rider Interviews in August 2006. Data analysis and report
preparation took place between September 2006 and November 2006. Details about outreach
activities and the survey process for each of the target groupsis described in Section 111.
Summary of Responses.

Socioeconomic and Geographic Characteristics of the Lower Naugatuck Valley

The four (4) town area of the Lower Naugatuck Valley (Ansonia, Derby, Seymour and Shelton)
comprises a 58 square mile region located northwest of the City of New Haven and south of the
City of Waterbury, situated midway between Waterbury and Bridgeport. The most common
travel routes within the Valley are described below:

State highway Route 8 is the primary transportation spine in the Valley running and connects the
region to Waterbury (to the north) and Bridgeport (to the south).

Route 34 runs northwest to southeast and connects the Valley to New Haven (12 miles southeast)
and to interstate Route 84 to the northwest (an east/west Interstate). Both Routes serve as major
commuter routes and both provide links to other routes such as the Merritt Parkway that leads to
[-95 (Boston to Philadel phiathrough NY City) and Route 684 in NY State.

Bridgeport Avenue, alocal two-laneroad, runs parallel to Route 8 from Shelton to Bridgeport.

The distance from downtown Ansoniato downtown Derby is approximately 3 miles; 5 miles
from downtown Ansoniato downtown Seymour or Shelton; and approximately 7 miles from
downtown Ansoniato the middle of Bridgeport Avenue. Most of the towns (except Shelton)
span both sides of at |east oneriver; seven bridges need to be traversed within this region.
Shelton is the growing major employment center in the region. The Valley is served by four (4)
transit systems — Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority (GBTA) and Connecticut Transit District
(CT Transit) running fixed route buses, Valey Transit providing on-demand transportation, and
Metro North Rail.

In 2000, 4.8% of families in the Valley had reported incomes below the federal poverty level,
slightly lower than the 5.6% average for the State of Connecticut asawhole. > Reporting by
town, the poverty rates in 2000 were reported as follows:

Ansonia- 6.2%  Derby-6.9%  Seymour - 3.6%  Shelton - 2.5%

% 1bid.
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Outside of the Valley is the neighboring city of Bridgeport which had afamily poverty rate of
16.2%.

Recent employment data from the Connecticut Department of Labor for September 2006
describes the following unemployment rates for townsin the Valley and statewide ® :
Ansonia- 5.6%  Derby-5.1%  Seymour - 4.3% Shelton - 3.1%
Average for the Valley - 4.4% Statewide Connecticut - 4.5%

Within each town there are pockets with larger concentrations of low-income residents and
higher rates of unemployment than the reported average rate for each town. Poverty rates
reported in the 2000 Census are shown on Map #2 in the Appendix.

Residents of the Valley often work in towns that are not the same as where they live. Some
commute within the Valley; others head to Bridgeport, Milford, Stratford, New Haven, and
Waterbury. Shelton isthe areawithin the Valey that is the location for many of the larger
employers in manufacturing and non-retail business sectors. In addition, the Slvermine
Industrial Park islocated in Seymour, and other retail and manufacturing businesses are located
along Route 34 through Derby. Retail businesses are spread throughout the Valley ranging in
size from small, family owned enterprises to businesses that employ hundreds of people (such as
Wal-Mart). Map #3 inthe Appendix also illustrates the general locations of businesses within
the Valey.

Targeting I nput from Low-Income I ndividuals

The focus of this CTAA grant project was to collect information about the transportation needs
of low-income individual s — currently employed, unemployed, or seeking work — that live in the
Valley, or cometo the Valley to work. Getting input about transportation issues from this
socioeconomic target group has its challenges because the individuals are not aways easy to
identify and/or contact. Reasons for these challenges include: job-seeking low-income Valley
residents are often not engaged with social/human services organizations, there are alimited
number of organizations that tailor their employment services to low-income, job-seeking
individuals, and employers do not target employee communications based on income. Despite
these challenges the Partners were able to devel op and implement an Outreach Plan that
incorporated cregtive strategies to seek input from low-income individuals.

The “Consumer Survey” was the tool that generated the greatest number of responses from
individuals that are considered to be in the low-income category. This large response was
possible because of the cooperation we had from community-based and/or non-profit
organizations that target their services to low-income individuals, such as The Spooner House
(Food Pantry), TEAM Head Start, and the Valley Social Club (Birmingham Group Health
Services). We also wanted to learn about the challenges faced by organizations that provide
services to low income residents so we developed a survey targeted at social/human service
organizations.

3 Office of Research/Connecticut Department of Labor, http://ww.ctdol.state.ct.us
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In the “Employee Survey” and “Bus Rider Interviews’ we used a“proxy” to identify low-income
respondents rather than directly ask them to report their income levels. Based on the Partners
familiarity with travel patterns and transportation usage behaviors of Valley residents, the proxy
used reflects the following situation: if the respondent indicated he or she did not own (or lease)
avehicle, theindividual was categorized as* low-income” for purposes of dataanalysis.

The culmination of project activities between March 2006 and August 2006 resulted in receipt of
292 completed surveys. Thefollowing Section |1 (Data Gathering) includes a summary of the
outreach activities that took place, a description of the different target groups that received
surveys, and input gathered from discussions with residents and business representatives in the
Valley about transportation services.

II. Data Gathering Overview

The project was designed to gather input from a cross-section of sources that would provide
information about current transportation usage and services, and ideas for improvements. The
composition of the Partner Consortium and their established relationships with businesses,
service providers, and community organizations was leveraged to make arrangements to conduct
and/or distribute the surveys. The following chart presents the five (5) sources for input and the
number of completed surveys of each source:

Sour ce of Input Number of
Completed Surveys
Low-income Valley residents identified through their 167

affiliation with community based service
organizations (referred to as the “Consumer Survey”)

Public Transit bus riders traveling to and from the 24
Valley (referred to as the “Bus Rider Interviews”)

Workers at local businesses (referred to asthe 66
“Employee Survey”)

Employers located in the Valley (referred to as the 13
“Employer Survey”)

Social Services organizations that provide servicesto 22

low-incomeindividualsin the Valey (referred to as
the “ Social Services Provider Survey”)
TOTAL 292

We used two methods for gathering input: 1) written surveys, and 2) outreach presentations and
discussions.

1. Written Surveys
The surveys were devel oped using examples from other transportation survey instruments,
consultation from the CTAA project consultant, along with questions developed by the Partners.
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The written surveys contained similar questions, tailored to each audience. Surveys focused on
the following general topics:
- Geographic location of residence and work
Time of travel to, and from, work
Utilization of existing public transportation systems serving the Valley
Sources of information about transportation services
Availability of transportation services for job seekers and job retention
Suggestions to improve transportation services in the Valley

Questions were primarily multiple-choice with some that were open-ended allowing the
respondent to include written text answers. A separate database was compiled for each survey.
Most of the survey responses were scanned into the database using in-kind resources provided by
the Women's Health Coordination Center at Griffin Hospital. The remaining surveys were
entered manually into a database using MS Excel.

For respondents who needed to compl ete the survey in Spanish, the following accommodations
were made:
A Spanish trandation of the survey for “low-income Valley residents identified through
thelir affiliation with community based service organizations’ was available for use. It was
observed that having a bilingual person on site was important to explain the purpose of the
survey and to help increase participation in the survey. -
When conducting survey interviews on the Public Transit buses, the interviewer was fully
bilingual in Spanish and English. Answers were recorded in English.
Surveysin Spanish that were returned and contained written answers were translated into
English and then manually entered into the database.

2. Outreach

Outreach activities were an important component of the project. The Partner Consortium
believed it was necessary to personalize the request for input whenever and wherever possible.
To increase the likelihood of getting completed surveys from the low-income target population,
our Outreach Plan included phone calls, emails, and presentations to social/human services
organizations. It also included outreach to local businesses to encourage them to distribute the
survey to their workers. Plus, the Outreach activities provided an opportunity to gather input
from informal and formal discussions among attendees at various meetings. Outreach plans for
each target group described in the Grant Application was implemented during the project.

Outreach activities consisted of the following strategies. The Grant Project Coordinator
summarized comments shared during these meetings and where relevant, these are incorporated
into the data analysis and recommendations.
First, to reach low-income recipients of community-based social/human service
organizations, the Grant Project Coordinator arranged to distribute surveys on-site herself at
anumber of these locations. The Coordinator had informal discussions with some of the
respondents and staff of these community-based organizations.
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Second, to meet with local businesses representatives the Coordinator participated in three
events when we could take advantage of meetings that were already occurring in the
community with the following groups:

o Valey School to Career Advisory Committee

o Valey United Way's Corporate Volunteer Council

o Birmingham Group Health Services' Business Advisory Council

A brief description of the process to collect information from each of the five input sourcesis
described below. For each source we describe: 1) the organization(s) we worked with to
distribute the survey, and/or to hold a meeting, and 2) the survey/outreach process.

Outreach and Survey of Low-Income Valley Residents
This survey isreferred to as the “Consumer Survey”. To reach low-income individuals directly
we worked through community-based organizations that provide social/human services to these
individuals. In some instances the Grant Project Coordinator took advantage of existing times
when individual s came to the facility to receive services and she was on-site to explain the
purpose of the survey and to handout (and collect) surveys. In other instances we contacted the
organizations and sent the survey (or emailed it) to a contact at the organization who handled
distribution and collection. The organizations that agreed to cooperate with the survey are:
- TheValley Social Club (Birmingham Group Health Services)

Salvation Army

Valley YMCA

Head Start (TEAM, Inc.)

Spooner House/Area Congregations Together Food Pantry located at the Ansonia

Community Action facility

One Stop Center

Spooner House/Area Congregations Together Shelter

Valley Transit District also agreed to distribute surveys.

To encourage participation in the survey the Grant Project Coordinator was able to arrange “give
aways’ to individuals who completed a survey as described in the following list: For example,
Through arelationship with Hallmark the Salvation Army donated several gift basket items.
W.E. Bassett Co. provided manicure sets that were included in gift baskets and distributed
separately as give away items.
At the Salvation Army, respondents received a free cake and were entered into a drawing for
agift basket. The gift basket drawing was aso included at the Ansonia Community Action
center.
At the Valley YMCA (provides men with a place to sleep) the respondents received aman’s
manicure set and snacks.
At the Valley Socia Club free lunch was provided for all participants (donated by
Birmingham Group Health Services)

In another effort to encourage participation at some sites it was necessary to assist the
respondents by reading each question as they were filling out the survey. At Head Start the staff

10
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there helped out by trandlating the Coordinator’ s explanation of the reason for conducting the
survey into Spanish and a Spanish-version of the survey was distributed.

The Consumer Survey resulted in the greatest number of completed responses with 167
representing amix of working and non-working low-income individuals.

On-Board I nterviews of Bus Riders

Interviews of bus riders using services of the Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority (GBTA) were
conducted in August 2006. The routes selected and the specific time-of-day are typically used by
individuals traveling to the Valley for work, and returning after the workday. GBTA staff was
very helpful when setting up the survey logistics and want to receive a summary of the survey
results. To show our appreciation, riders who took the time to compl ete the survey received a bus
token (provided at no-charge by GBTA). A bi-lingual staff member from Coordinated
Transportation Solutions conducted the on-board surveys and documented the responses. A total
of 24 in-person interviews were conducted.

Survey of Employers

The Employer Survey was distributed to 75 businesses in the Valley. The magjority of businesses
were identified through membership in the Valley United Way' s Corporate Volunteer Council.
Additionally, geographic clusters were identified along the western end of Rt. 34 in Derby,
focusing on manufacturing and light industrial, and businesses in the Sivermine Industrial Park
in Seymour. Birmingham Group Health Services has strong connections with local supermarkets
through its Business Advisory Council. Letters sent to local supermarkets referenced their
partnership with Birmingham Group Health Services.

To increase awareness of the project and to encourage employer participation in the survey the
Grant Project Coordinator gave a brief presentation at three (3) meetingsin the Valley during
May and June 2006 where employer representatives were already planning to attend for other
business purposes:

- Valley School to Career Committee: Thisisaregional committee comprised of for-profit
and non-profit employers, school representatives, parents and students which helps establish
“job shadow” and “school to career” job positions for High School students and teachers.
The Committee also provides a networking and information sharing forum between
employers, school representatives, parents and students.

Valley United Way' s Corporate Volunteer Council: Representatives from area corporations
who meet to discuss, plan and implement corporate volunteer opportunitiesin the Valley
Birmingham Group Health Services' (BGHS) Business Advisory Council: This Council was
created to provide a setting where BGHS clients who are entering (or re-entering) the
workforce can meet with employers, share their résumé and job history, and obtain feedback
about employment strategies. The goal isto assist the clients gain employment.

All surveys were mailed to employers with a cover letter. Employersidentified through the
Corporate Volunteer Council received aletter signed by Patricia Tarasovic, the Director of
Volunteer Center through which the Corporate Volunteer Council operates. Mr. Frank Osak, a
community leader and co-founder of Derby Cellular, a manufacturing business in Derby, signed

11
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letters that went to businesses along Rt. 34 in Derby plus other businesses that are not members
of the Corporate Volunteer Council. Supermarket representatives received letters that referenced
their relationship with Birmingham Group Health Services.

Follow-up contact was made with businesses that received the surveysin two different ways.
Mr. Osak contacted the ones that received aletter signed by him. Members of the Corporate
Volunteer Council received an e-mail from the Volunteer Center Director with a copy the
surveys attached. Supermarket follow up was informal and not al supermarket representatives
received follow-up contact.

A total of 75 employers were targeted with the Employer Survey. Surveys distributed at these
employer outreach sessions are included in thetotal. Thirteen (13) completed surveys were
returned, aresponse rate of about 17%.

Survey of Employees

The Employee Survey was distributed by employersto their employees. Employers were also
asked to collect and return the completed survey forms. With the exception of one company the
employee responses were received from the same companies that responded to the Employer
Survey. Through these employers we received 66 completed Employee Surveys.

Survey of Social Services Providers

The Socia Services Providers that were asked to complete a survey were identified at a meeting
of the Valey Council for Health and Human Services. This membership group isaPartner in
thisproject. The Valley Council for Health and Human Services holds monthly meetings for the
full membership. In addition, subcommittees working on specific projects or focus on specific
topics and meet in addition to the monthly meetings. The Grant Project Coordinator presented
an overview of the grant project at the April 2006 Valley Council meeting. Surveyswere
distributed following the presentation. A follow up e-mail which included a copy of the survey
was sent to members. In addition to the initial presentation and receiving the surveys, regular
updates on the project were made at the group’ s monthly meetings.

Social Services Providers either completed the survey on the spot or completed it and sent it in
later. Thisgroup included Social Services Providersthat: 1) manage vehicles and provide
transportation, 2) provide clients with information about transportation services but do not
provide transportation services, and 3) do not provide information about transportation services
to their clients. The majority of these organizations provide their clients with information about
transportation services but do not directly manage vehicles. A total of 22 completed surveys
were received.

3. Data Analysis Process and Report Preparation

Data analysis was performed for each survey by CTS staff using “Pivot Tables’” in MS Excel and
manually reviewing the written (text) answers. Pivot Tables provide away to calcul ate the
distribution of answers within a question and to perform cross-tabulations of two or more sets of
data. From these chartsit isrelatively easy to create visua graphs of the data and to make other
calculations about the data.

12
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Once the data from each survey was tabulated, the answers to similar questions were compared
across the different surveysto look for common trends or differences. CTS staff also worked
with the Transportation Planner from Valley Council of Governments (V COG) who produced
three (3) mapsto provide visual pictures of the geography of the area and other illustrations of
relevant information. After the initial data analysis was compiled, the information was presented
to the Partner group for review and discussion, followed by additional data analysis and
compilation of this Summary Report. The draft Summary Report was circulated to all Partners for
comments before finalizing the document. CTS, VNOP and VCOG worked together to develop a
brief presentation to update interested entities in the community about the progress of the project
that was presented at the September 2006 meeting of the Valley Advisory Committee (through
VNOP). Highlights of the presentation were reported in the local paper. A copy of the news
articlesisincluded in the Appendix.

A copy of each of the five (5) survey formsisincluded in the Appendix. The data collected was
not intended to represent a statistically valid response rate. However the content of the feedback
and the cross-section of respondents offer useful and relevant information for entities interested

in improving transportation services for low-income workers, and Valley residents and workers,
a large.

4. Distribution of Survey Results and Building Consensus

The culmination of the project is acombination of 1) dissemination of this survey report and 2)

an opportunity to build consensus among interested parties in the Valley about the need for

transportation improvement, setting priorities, and building awareness about the two (2) Pilot

Projects. We accomplished the goal to build awareness and consensus with the following events.
2006 Annual Event of the Valley Advisory Committee (September 2006). The Valley
Advisory Committee was established by The Community Foundation for Greater New Haven
in 1993 to advise The Foundation on assessing charitable needs in the Valley, and in
proactively soliciting Valley applications to The Foundation. The Valley Needs and
Opportunities Project is the implementation vehicle for the Committee. In an effort to
further support this effort, the Valley Advisory Committee agreed to host a presentation of
the project which was awonderful opportunity for community awareness building for this
study. Meeting invitations were sent to the companies and organizations that participated in
the survey and in outreach meetings. Clergy from the four (4) town areawere invited to
attend the meeting, and a notice was sent to area newspapers announcing the event. The
meeting was free of charge and open to the public. Attendees represented a cross-section of
representatives from different types of businesses and community organizations throughout
the Valley. Rick Dunne, Executive Director of the Valley Council of Governments, and
member of the Partner Consortium, provided an overview of the project and presented some
preliminary results from the surveys.
Valley Council for Health and Human Services (October 2006) — Ms. Adsitt, the Grant
Project Coordinator, made asimilar presentation as that conducted by Mr. Dunne.
People to Jobs Committee (October 2006) — Bill Purcell, President of the Greater Valley
Chamber of Commerce, and one of the Partners, is Chair of the People to Jobs Committee,
and was responsible for making these arrangements. Ms. Adsitt and David White, President
of Coordinated Transportation Solutions and one of the Partners, reviewed the initial survey
findings and the potential pilot projects, which was followed by alengthy discussion with

13
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the attendees who represented: the Norwalk Transit District, the Director of Planning for the
Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority, Regional Office of the Connecticut (CT) Department
of Socia Services (DSS), the WorkPlace, the CT Department of Labor, and the CT
Department of Transportation (CONNDOT). Much of the discussion centered on the scope
and content of the topics suggested for the two Pilot Projects.

Community Review/Discussion Meetings (November 21 and 22, 2006) — The Grant Project
Coordinator emailed an invitation to each Socia Services Provider and Employer that
responded to the survey, and community organizations that hosted our outreach activities, to
discuss the findings described in the Summary Report. The primary transportation concerns
discussed by attendees were consistent with the four (4) genera findings of this project and
were supportive of the two Pilot Project topics described in the Executive Summary.
Additionally, attendees commented that the Easy Street service (avanpool transportation
option) appears to be underutilized and suggested the organization that offers this service
should work with other local employersto increase use of Easy Street.

1. Summary of Responses

The survey design included questions that al respondents were asked to answer, and some
guestions that were only answered by a subset of respondents based on the answer to a specific
screening question (e.g., do you use Public Transit to get to/from work?). The number of
answers to some questions exceeds the number of respondents when asked to “check all that
apply”. Surveys were designed to solicit free-form input through text answers as well asto
gather responses to pre-determined answer sets. Individual respondents were not required to
provide personal contact information, however, we did ask employers and socia/human services
organization to provide contact information so we could notify them when the results became
available.

General Findings

Responses to the surveys when compared with the information collected through discussions at
survey sites, meetings in the communities, and other outreach activities are consistent. The key
findings from the grant project are described below:
Transportation And Employability
Public transit services are important to the employability of many Valley residents and
individuals who cometo the Valley for work. A number of respondents indicated they have
turned down employment opportunities and had to |eave jobs due to problems with the
availability of transportation services. This situation is more common for individuals who
use Public Transit than for individua who do not. If it should come to pass that Public
Transit is not available in the future many individuals would not be able to continue
working at ajob while others would rely on family/friends or walk.

Sources Of Transportation Information
To find information about Public Transit routes and services the majority of ridersturn to
family or friends, followed by referring to aflyer on bus. Low-income employees expect to
find information about transportation services at their place of work, while consumers will

14
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turn to community organizations and the local newspaper. The Internet was identified in
only afew instances as a source for information for low-income workers, bus riders and
consumers. Most respondents preferred to get information about servicesin English,
however when cited, Spanish was suggested most frequently to provide information in a
non-English language.

Public Transit Schedules
The most frequent reason for using Public Transit is employment followed by medical
appointments. About one-forth of transit riders traveling to and from work reported that
buses do not run on schedules that coincide with their work schedules, such as lack of early
morning and later evening routes, need buses to run more frequently (most run hourly),
reduced service on weekends — particularly Sundays, and the problem with bus schedules to
accommodate workers that need to work overtime which does not match typical work
hours.

Hiring and Retaining Employees
70% - amost three-fourths — of Employers cited transportation as being very important to
their effortsto hire and retain hourly wage earners. The Employers represent businesses
throughout the Valley and reported having from 7 to 250 workers. These businesses
represent various types of industry including manufacturing, finance/insurance, and
information technol ogy/communications and retail/wholesale. Among the Employers
surveyed, they varied significantly in the percentage of hourly wage earners among their
workforces, ranging from zero to 90%. The “hourly wage earner” description is another
way we tried to estimate low-income workers without directly asking for salary
information.

Suggestions to Improve Transportation Servicesin the Valley
The areas suggested for improvement of transportation servicesin the Valley were consistent
across the responses from the different target groups, and the information gathered at outreach
functions. The key topicsidentified fall into the following two (2) categories:
1. Bus schedules— adding more routes earlier in the mornings, later in the evenings, and on
weekends
2. Expanding routes to drop off/pick up closer to sites where riders work

Maps of the Valley
During the process to summarize the results we created a number of mapsto help visualize some
of the characteristics of the Valley and current arrangements of Public Transit in the Valley
relative to the locations of businesses and residential areas. The maps combine information from
existing public sources The three maps included in the Appendix are described below:
Map #1 — This map shows the four (4) townsin the Valey (Ansonia, Derby, Shelton and
Seymour), plus a number of other surrounding towns. The surrounding towns reflect
locations where Valley residents travel to work and the source of additional labor for Valley
businesses. Note the location of Bridgeport which is the home of the bus routes that we used
for the Bus Rider Interviews.
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Map #2 - Thismap coversthe four Valley towns only. It shows graphically datafrom the

2000 US Census describing income levels of Valley residents as a percentage of the federal

poverty level, or ‘low-income”.

Map #3 — The two main features of this map are: 1) existing bus and train routes through the
Valley, and 2) locations of businesses.

0 Public Transit bus services in the Valley are provided by three (3) transit systems:
1) Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority (GBTA), 2) Connecticut Transit, and 3)
Valley Transit. Routes of al three systems areillustrated on the map.

0 Thelocation of businessesis presented by showing the geographic area, or
“business centers’, not individual businesses. A “business center” represents a
composite of the official Zoning Districts (Industrial, Commercial, Business,
Retail) together with other overlay districts such as Downtown Redevel opment
Zones and Business Enterprise Zones. Additionally the map includes a symbol to
show the location of the largest employersin the Valley with greater than 55
employees. The identification of these employersis not limited exclusively to
employers that responded to the survey.

Summary of Results from Each Survey

Highlights of the responses from the surveys completed by each of the five target groups are
presented. Response percentages are presented as rounded values, that is“44.9%” and “45.3%"
would both be presented as 45%. Also incorporated into the summaries are verbal comments
documented by the Grant Project Coordinator (and other Partners) from discussions at meetings
and community sites after a presentation about the project was given and/or surveys distributed.

1. Consumer Survey

“Consumers’ represent individuals that are receiving services from community organizations
that assist individuals with financial, health and/or family challenges and would typically be
considered “low-income”. Organizations that teamed with the Partner Consortium to distribute
and collect the surveys are: TEAM Head Start, Salvation Army, the Valley Socia Club (GBHYS),
Valey YMCA, Spooner House/Area Congregations Together, One Stop Center, and the Valley
Transit District.

A total of 167 completed surveys were received for the Consumer Survey with the following
characteristics:
44% did not currently have ajob
51% use Public Transit (bus, train or Dial-A-Ride), 45% did not (4% did not answer)
59% own avehicle, 41% did not

80% of respondents that do not own a vehicle, do use Public Transit. Public Transit is used for
medical appointments by over 75% of the respondents, followed by shopping, to be with other
people (e.g., adult day car centers, visiting friends, etc) and human/social services appointments.
The respondent could choose as many answers as applied. Thisinformation is presented in the
chart on the following page.
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Consumer Survey - Reasons to Use Public Transit

Medical appointments 76.7%
Shopping

To be with other pople
Human/social services appts

My job

Job training

Travel to/from school (K-12)
Childcare/after-school programs
Other

12.8%
9.3%

0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 75.0% 100.0%

Over 50% of Consumers use their own car to get TO and FROM work. For the remainder of
individuals that do not use a car, at least 60% use Public Transit, followed by walking by about
30%. Eleven Consumers, or less than 7%, report they have special needs or disabilities that
require special arrangements to get to and/or froma job.

The mgjority of Public Transit users were satisfied with the convenience of places it goes and
timesit runs. For the individuals who are not satisfied, they reported the following reasons:
Places inconvenient: Services does not go to many employment locations including Shelton
Industrial Parks; need for additional bus stops; and distances to bus stops too far

Times inconvenient: Need to extend services to start earlier and end later; add weekend runs
especially on Sunday; and change schedule to reduce time between buses more often than once
an hour

The two primary methods the 64 Public Transit riders use to learn about bus routes are: 1) a
friend/family member, and 2) flyer on bus. Each method was selected by one-third of
respondents. All answers to this question are presented in the following chart:

Main Ways Transit Riders Learn About Bus Routes

Case mgr/job
placemt

Poster in town 6%

6%~_

Flyer on bus
35%

Combined:
radio/TV,
newspaper, travel
trainer, info at
worksite
3%

Other
16%

Friend/family
member
34%
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In addition to the information presented above, some respondents described more than one way
they get bus route information. Eleven out of twelve of these respondents also indicated
friend/family member, followed by six that used aflyer on bus. Amongst all responses to this
guestion, 20% report using the Internet to look for information about transportation services
(such astaxis, public transit, rail schedules, etc).

Consumers were asked to identify (one answer only) how they would get to their jobs without a
bus or Dial-A-Ride. Approximately 25% indicated they would not be able to get work and 25%
would walk. Some respondents described more than one way they get this information in their
answer to “other” indicating 25% that would walk followed by 14% that would not be able to get
to work.

Approximately one-third of the total number of respondents provided information on the days
and hours they typically travel to and from work:
TO work

0 Between 70% and 80% of respondents travel to work between 7am and 9am
Monday through Saturday. This drops to around 55% on Sunday.

0 Approximately 20% of respondents that work on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday
and/or Friday travel to work before 7am; on Monday and Sunday this number
increased to 27% and 33%, respectively.

0 Another group of respondents travel to work after 9pm on the following days:
Monday, 3.6%, Tuesday 1.8%, Wednesday 3.6%, Thursday 5.5%, Friday 3.6%,
Saturday 10%, and Sunday 11%.

FROM work

0 Approximately 80% travel from work between 3pm and 7pm Monday through
Friday. This declines to 38% on Saturday and 57% on Sunday.

0 Approximately 20% of respondents travel from work Monday through Friday
before 3pm. On Saturday and Sunday this increases to 50% and 43%,
respectively.

0 Monday through Friday approximately 70% travel from work between 3pm and
7pm; Saturday this decreases to 38%, and on Sunday it increases to 57%.
Saturday is the highest volume of travel from work after 7pm with 12.5% of
respondents.

Public Transit services are important to the employability of many Valley residents and
individuals who cometo the Valley for work. 77% of respondents answered that having
transportation services to get to and/or from work was important or very important when seeking
ajob. For these respondents 39% turned down a job, and 22% quit a job because transportation
services were not available.

Only 8% of al respondents indicated a preference to obtain information about transportation
servicesin a language other than English. The top non-English language choice is Spanish.
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Consumers were asked to identify the three (3) most likely sources they would contact to get
information about transportation services today or in the future. There were slight differencesin
the top three (3) choices when the consumers are divided between: 1) Public Transit users and
non-users, and 2) whether or not they owned avehicle. Respondents were asked to identify three
(3) sources out of alist of six (6) choices. The tables on the following page presents this
information.

Top Three Places To Contact To Get Information About Transportation Services
Today Or In The Future

Do not own a car Own a car
Community Organization (like TEAM) -56%  |Community Organization (like TEAM) - 42%
Loca Newspaper - 56% Place of work - 39%
Library - 38% Loca Newspaper - 39%
s
Do not use Public Transit Use Public Transit
Local Newspaper - 47% Community Organization (like TEAM) - 61%
Community Organization (like TEAM) - 37% Local newspaper - 49%
Place of Work - 32% Library - 33%

Ideasto improve transportation servicesin the Valley were generally consistent with the
information documented by users of Public Transit that were not satisfied with the conveniences
of places nor with times as described above. The most frequent comments involved suggestions
to extend the hours, days and routes of the services, running the buses more frequently than each
hour, and increasing the number of (bus) stops. Others commented on the financia burden they
face with some of the fees, and the cost to pay for taxisif they work late and cannot ride the bus,
and the fees for Valley Transit Dial-A-Ride (if not disabled). In addition, some respondents
recommended to increase “ advertisement” of services.

Assessing the input from all of the outreach meetings, consumers’ comments about
transportation services were consistent with the survey results, such as expanding servicesto run
later in the evening, and the lack of availability of transportation in the Valley. Consumers
knowledge about how to use Public Transit to get to different destinationsis variable. For
example, one consumer said she knows there is public transportation to get to Milford, but does
not know how to go about accomplishing it; another consumer asked for information about
updating aCT Transit ID card.

The written suggestions and ideas provided by consumers through the survey and at outreach
meetings question isincluded in the Appendix.

2. Bus Rider Interviews

Bus Rider Interviews were conducted on Route 15 of the Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority
(GBTA) that travels between Bridgeport and Derby. We surveyed riders boarding the busin
Derby in the morning and afternoon and then road the route into Bridgeport and back. The
interviewer, a staff member of CTS, is bilingual in English and Spanish. A tota of 24 surveys
were completed from Bus Riders that comprised of the following characteristics:
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88% were employed
62% of the employed individuals worked full time
Only 1 rider owned a car

The Town of Residence and Town of Work of busridersis spread throughout the Valley, for
instance, seven (7) riders live in Bridgeport and work in Shelton, and one (1) livesin Stratford
and worksin Fairfield. The following chart shows the information on the 21 riders who provided
an answer to both the town of residence and the town of work (3 did not provide answers to both
guestions):

TOWN OF WORK

TOWN OF Grand

RESIDENCE | Bridgeport | Derby | Fairfield | Shelton | Stratford [Trumbull] Total
Bridgeport 1 1 7 3 12
Derby 1 1
Seymour 2 2
Shelton 1 1 2
Stratford 1 2 3
Ansonia 1 1
Grand Total 4 1 1 9 5 1 21

Additional insights about use of transportation services by bus riders includes the following:
Riders were asked to identify the three (3) main reasons they use Public Transit. The most
frequent reason cited by approximately one-third (33%) of ridersiswork, followed by medical
appointment, social services and leisure activities (15% - 20% of responses).
- 33% of the respondents with ajob stated they have had a problem finding or keeping a job
because transportation was not available.
22 of the 24 riders use Public Transit during the typical work week (Monday — Friday). On
the weekends the number of users decreases but is still significant — over 55% - with 16
users on Saturday and 14 users on Sunday.
Five of the respondents preferred to receive information about transportation in Spanish.
The most frequent source of information about transportation is friend/family member for
approximately 40% of riders, followed by 25% getting information at the station/calling the
station/bus schedule. No riders selected the following sources. newspaper, at the job,
radio/TV, travel trainer, or case manager/job placement. The chart on the following page
shows the breakdown:
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Sources for Finding Information
About Transportation Identified by Bus Riders
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21 out of 24 riders shared their suggestions for improving transportation in the Valley. Two
riders expressed their satisfaction with existing services. Consistent with the comments made by
Consumers, Bus Riders ideas included: extend the hours, days and routes of the services, and
running the buses more fregquently than each hour. They also commented on the need for the
buses to be more punctual. A list of the suggestionsisincluded in the Appendix.

3. Employee Survey

Employers who were asked to compl ete the “ Employer Survey” were also asked to distribute the
“Employee Survey” to their workforce. This resulted in 66 completed surveys. The vast mgority
of employees own their own car (80%) and approximately 70% of these respondents use their
own car to get to and from work, followed by 8% who use Public Transit and another 8% who
rely on friends/family to get to and from work. The individuals who responded work for
businesses in the following sectors: financial services, insurance, manufacturing, information
technology/ telecommunications, and retail/wholesale.

Many Employees who work in the Valley must travel to work at 7amor earlier and travel from
work at 3pmor earlier. Over 15% of employees who responded go to work on Saturday and/or
Sunday. The majority of employees who work on Sundays travel to work from 9pm to midnight
and return home after 3pmybefore 7pm. Public Transit does not offer many servicesto the
weekend workers or employees who do not work typical workday hours. The chart on the
following page presents a summary of workers' travel hours.
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TIMES OF TRAVEL TO and FROM WORK

Monday -
Thursday (65 [Friday (59 [Saturday (16 [Sunday (11
employees) |employees) lemployees) lemployees)
TRAVEL o o o o
1O 7am OR EARLIER 48% 48% 65% 21%
WORK |AFTER 7am/BEFORE 9pm 29% 38% 6% 0%
STARTING AT 9pm TO MIDNIGHT 23% 14% 29% 79%
TRAVEL |3pm OR EARLIER 35% 31% 94% 77%
Q%OR'\Q AFTER 3pm/BEFORE 7pm 59% 61% 6% 23%
AFTER 7pm 6% 8% 0% 0%

17% (11 out of 65) of Employees who use Public Transit (buses or Dial-A-Ride) to get to/from
work were in the minority, with 11 out of 65, or 17%. Characteristics of these Public Transit
usersis described below:

The reasons for using Public Transit were distributed evenly among the following choices:
work, shopping, medical appointments, appointments at human/social services offices,
attend job training; take kids to/from childcare and/or after school programs, travel to/from
school for children (preschool, K-12).

About half of the time users were satisfied with the convenience of the places Public Transit
goes, and thetimesit runs.

When asked how the employee would get to and/or from work if Public Transit was not
available, 4 out of 13 would drive own car or use friend/family member, and 2 out of 13
would not be able to work.

A greater percentage of employees who use Public Transit than ones who do not useit had
to turn down a job or quit a job because transportation was not available as shown in the
charts below (the number of respondents is shown in parenthesis):

% Quit Job % Turned Down Job
Use Car (54) 3.7% Use Car (54) 3.7%
Use Public Transit (12) | 9.1% Use Public Transit (12) | 36.4%

Employees were asked to identify sources —today and in the future — they would contact to find
information about transportation services. Responses differed when employees were divided
based on car ownership (total number for each category is the same as the charts above). Of
note, more individuals who do not use a car would seek out information from afood bank,
religious program, community-based organizations, and place of work, while car owners more
often would turn to the local newspaper and library in addition to place of work. Proportionately,
the percentage of employees that would use the Internet was about even, as shown in the
diagram below.
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Source of Information About Transportation Services
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Unique to the Employee Survey was a question about a specific transportation alternative — “van
pooling”. Thisisaconcept that is used in numerous communities around the country. “Van
pooling” works like this; workers who live in the same neighborhood, travel to jobs at the same
place (or close to each other), and have the same work schedules shareavan. Thevanis
provided at no cost to workers (by the employer and/or local transit authority) except that riders
split the cost of gas. Among the Employees who responded, 87% of non-cars owners and 30% of
car owners were interested in this transportation alternative.

The employees that provided suggestions to improve transportation services had comments
consistent with Consumers and Bus Riders, focusing on extending bus hours in the mornings and
evenings, and increasing the frequency the buses run. The written suggestions and ideas
provided by Employees are included in the Appendix.

4. Social Services Provider Survey

Thetarget for the “ Social Services Provider Survey” included organizations that operate
programsin the Valley to provide human services and socia servicesto residents of the Valley,
including municipal socia services departments. The funding for these organizations comes from
donations, local government, state government, and donation/gift cards. A total of 22 responses
were received.

One-half of the responses received came from organizations that did not provide any of the
following servicesto their clients: 1) provides transportation services directly, 2) provides clients
with referral to transportation providers and/or 3) provides clients with assistance to make
transportation arrangements. These 11 respondents were asked to describe the biggest challenge
faced by their clients the organization serves, which concluded their answers to the survey. The
most common descriptions of challenges are: 1) lack of available transportation at the right
times and to the destinations they need, and 2) cost. Written descriptions of the biggest
challenges faced their clientsisincluded the Appendix. The other half of the Social Services
Providers provided responses on the following topics.
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Vehicle Fleets

Of the 11 remaining Social Services Providers, 5 of the 11 manage their own fleet of vehicles.
Amongst the 11 respondents, the characteristics of their clients cover al of the categories listed
in the survey with the majority serving low-income individuals (children, adults and/or seniors):

- The greatest percentage of clients served by al of these organizations combined are low-
income children and adults (under 65 years of age) who are not disabled or mentally
challenged. Thisisthe sole client group for two (2 ) organizations and it is 50% of the
clientele for three (3) other organizations.

The next most prevalent client base for all organizations fall into the following two
categories. 1) Seniors (65 years of age and older) who are not low-income/ not disabled or
mentally challenged, and 2) Low-income Seniors (65 years of age and older) who are not
disabled or not mentally challenged.

Over 80% of the client base for two organizations reported the following client base: 1)
Low-income children and adults (under 65 years of age with disabilities and 2) Children and
adults (under 65 years of age) who are not low-income/not disabled or mentally challenged
represent. However the frequency of these two client groups ranks in the middle when data
from al of the socia services organizations is combined.

10% or fewer of any organization’s client base is represented by: 1) Children and adults
(under 65 years of age) with disabilities/ not low-income or 2) Children and adults (under 65
years of age) who are mentally challenged/not low-income.

Transportation Services
Respondents were asked to rank the three main reasons (*1” most frequent to “3” least frequent)
the organization either provides transportation services directly and/or assist individuals with
transportation arrangements. Medical appointments showed up ranked #1 and #2, consistent with
Consumers and Bus Riders as main reason for using Public Transit. Thelist of reasons ranked as
follows:
Ranked #1 most often: medical appointments, appointments with human/socia services
offices
Ranked #2 most often: medical appointments, appointment at human/social services offices,
travel to/from school (combination of adult ed/GED, preschool and K-12)
Ranked #3 most often: employment, shopping

Geographic Coverage Areas
The geographic area covered by the providers that manage their own fleet is mixed with regard
to whether or not they stay within the four (4) town area of the Valley or travel outside this area
Some organi zations pickup clients from their homes and transport them to their destination;
others transport the clients to destinations from the organization’s site. The following isalist of
the most common routes they travel:

Ten (10) individuals are transported from their homes to Bassett in Shelton 5 days aweek;

from clients@omes to Birmingham Group Health Services.

Route 34

From Shelton (riders must be Shelton residents) to Griffin Hospital area and also to White
Hills Shopping area. Many riders request rides along the Route 8 corridor; destinations such
as Family Health and Corporation Towers.
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Tol/from Senior Center in Seymour
Shopping in Seymour and other areas of the Valley
Medical appointments throughout the Valley

Type Of Vehicles Used

The types of vehiclesthat are operated by the 5 organizations vary in the passenger capacity.
The most common is a"passenger van" used by four ( 4) of the five (5) respondents. Thisis
followed by three (3) respondents that reported using a 21-passenger wheelchair bus, and staff
also transport clientsin their own cars. The busiest transportation hours for four of the five
operators are from is 9-10am (one until 11:30) to 2-3pm (one from 12:30 - 3pm) and one
provider indicated from 2pm to 6pm.

Three out of the five Social Services Providers that operate vehicles reported that sometimes they
do have to decline trip requests due to the following situations:

3 out of 3identified "not in organization®service area’

2 out of 3identified "lack of drivers' and "lack of vehicles'

1 out of 3identified "budget" as the reason

|deas For Service Expansion
If they could expand their services, the providers would make the following changes (some
respondents had more than one suggestion):
- Transport home at night Monday through Thursday
Pickup and drop-off 7pm - 10pm, Monday through Friday
Add larger vehicles (from current 15 passenger vans to 25 passenger minibuses) that would
allow us to transport more children with fewer runs
Increase the number of paid drivers
Add weekend hours for jobs and social activities and to clinically recommended services
Add transportation in evenings and on weekends
Get more vehicles and hire more drivers to provide services to towns outside of the Valley

Information Assistance

All of the organizations that operate vehicles, plustwo (2) that did not operate vehicles, provide
their clients assistance with information about transportation servicesin the Valley. They provide
information about: the Public Transit systemsin the Valley (Valley Transit, CT Transit, Greater
Bridgeport Transit Authority, Valley Transit, Metro Rail), taxis (3 identified Valley Cab
specifically), Valley Interfaith Caregivers, and the Medicaid transportation broker. One
organization also encourages use of “natural supports’.

Unfortunately, providers are not always able to match and/or refer clients to transportation
services. Four(4) respondents provided comments on why this may occur:
- Client cannot afford (one specifically cited cost of Valley Transit rides)
Hours of transportation and/or routes don®meet need
Lack of money (not clear if this applied to the organization’s budget or the client®income)
Child under 12 needs escort with medical transportation that is not available
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The Socia Services Providers were amost evenly split on whether information in alanguage
other than English was needed. For those that did identify other language needs, they suggested
the following:

All reported the need for Spanish

All but one included Polish and Russian

Other languages cited by one organization included: Korean, Chinese, Vietnamese and

Albanian

5. Employer Survey

Thirteen (13) Employersin the Valley responded to the survey with seven (7) of the thirteen (13)
located in Shelton. They represented seven (7) different industry categories with manufacturing
most prevalent, and ranged in size from very small (7 employees) to relatively large (250
employees). Rather than ask the Employers to describe the number of employees at a“low
income” salary level, we chose to us the percent of hourly workersin the workforce as a proxy.
The percentage ranged from zero to 90 among the respondents. The use of “% of hourly
workers’” may not be completely accurate for all industries depending on the skill level required
of certain jobs. The characteristics of Employers are shown in the chart on the following page.

EMPLOYER CHARACTERISTICS
# of Employers # of % of Workforce
Industry Category in Industry Employees | Represented by Hourly
Category Workers
Info Technology/ 2 13- 86 1% - 50%
Telecommunications
IManufacturing Production 4 50-158 65% - 90%
Transportation/Warehouse 1 147 75%
Paper Goods Wholesale 1 120 90%
Retail 1 NOT NOT PROVIDED
PROVIDED

Finance, | nsurance, and/or 3 9-250 10% - 95%
Real Estate
[Manufacturing Corporate 1 44 NONE

Employers report they consider transportation important in their worker hiring and retention
processes with 70% reporting this as very important. Their responses are illustrated in the chart
on the following page.
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Importance of Transportation in
Hiring & Retaining Employees
100%
0 15.4% 15.4% ' Very
80% 1 Important
60% !
]
0,
40% 69.2% 69.2% . Somewhat
20% 1 Important
0% - 4
Importance of Importance of I:I Not Important
Transportation in the hiring Transportation for worker
process/hourly wage retention/hourly wage
workers? workers?

Although Employers recognized the importance of transportation to the workforce, 70% (9 out of
13) did not believe that their company could benefit form more available Public Transportation
for their workers. Thefour (4) employers who did believe they would benefit plus three (3)

empl oyers who did not provided the following comments:

In poor weather would help get more employees to work

Need flexibility for later hours employees work all different hours and work one day until
6:30pm

Possibly

Better transportation allows other family members to work and lessen reliance on sole
support of my employee

It would help if Bridgeport buses could get employees here to Shelton by 7am

There are alot of people out there who simply don®drive or can®afford to drive

Some empl oyees take bus to stop and walk remainder

Employers estimated that about one-third of their hourly workers use Public Transit to get
to/from work. The maority of Employers stated they provide information about Public Transit,
carpooling, or other transportation methods to get to work; three (3) provided the following
comments. The Employer:

Provides bus schedules and had a representative from Connecticut Department of
Transportation (DOT) to the worksite to explain ride-share

Tried calling various bus transit companies but none came here at the time; | do notice a bus
here in the afternoon now

Noted that routes and schedule isn’t convenient

The Employers reported varying start and finish times for their worksites:
- 2 businesses have 24 hour operations

5 businesses start before 7am

6 businesses start between 8am to 9am

2 business end the day between 2:30pm and 3:30pm

6 businesses close between 5pm and 6pm
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1 business closes at 11pm

2 businesses operate on Saturday and Sunday in addition to Monday through Friday; on the
weekend, 2 run 7am to Noon, and one runs 7am to 11pm

In June 2006 the Grant Project Coordinator attended a meeting of the Business Advisory Council
of the Birmingham Group Health Services to present information about the project. Following
the presentation, the group exchanged concerns and comments about transportation servicesin
theVaIIey These are listed below:
There is an issue with employees from Bri dgeport being able to arrive on time for a 7am
shift. For example, at Chromium Processing, employees who use the bus arrive at 7:25am -
an earlier busis needed.
Employers commented that there have been several studies and they have not see responses
to the needs they have stated.
There isn't any transportation from residential areas in Shelton to the Seymour Industrial
Park (Silvermine).
Nu Ride did not offer much
Valley Transit (VTD) does not organize its schedule to meet the needs of employees, the
needs of seniors are put first. Valey Transit is not always available, for example library
staff was not able to use VTD because of aVARCA picnic. Thereisaproblem with the
need to be ready one hour before the scheduled pick up time and up to one hour after the
scheduled pick up time.
Rural areas have the most issues.
There may be opportunities for a shuttle, such as for second shift at WE Bassett. Thereisa
considerable up hill walk for employees.
Extended hours for transportation services are needed.
Employer sees transportation as impacting employment
Timing is an issue for shifts
$8 or $10/day is high for transportation costs.

The following comments were collected from other times when Partners had to the opportunity
to with employers about the issue of adequacy of transportation servicesin the Valley. Their
comments are presented below:
One businessman commented that the lack of convenient transportation to the workplace
creates turnover among employees. That is, individuals will take ajob knowing they don’t
have adequate transportation and keep looking for other work. When they find a different job
with more accessible transportation they leave the less convenient job.
One Valey employer helps some of its low-income workers with transportation by having
one of its employees shuttle them from home/to work and back again at the end of the shift.
Oneretail employer commented that the ability of a prospective hire, or current employee, to
be able to work different shifts or stay late after aregular shift, is an important factor in the
hiring and retention process. For many of the low-income workers this employer hires,
accessing transportation services is often the key to meeting this requirement.
Latex International is moving 30 jobs from its Shelton plant to its Georgia plant; operations
in Shelton will continue. The company cited the lack of transportation as areason for alot of
employee turnover.
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Lastly, Employers provided their ideas about improvements in transportation servicesto help
people in who work in the Valey get to/from work. These thoughts are listed below.
A shuttle from bus stop to business (employer is located in Derby).
Transportation to Murtha Industrial Park in Beacon Falls where many Valley residents are
employed (general comment - not tied to employer’ s workforce/office location).
My company’swork is often in NY C. The train schedule is not compatible with early
morning meetings at job sites - we are in construction - currently we have executives travel
into the city along with adelivery truck and return by train to Bridgeport where they are
picked up by the company driver to complete the trip to the office (employer islocated in
Derby).
| believe more bus services are needed. | am happy to see Valley Transit delivering people
to various places on my way to work (employer islocated in Shelton).
Often our employees work one hour overtime until 4:30pm (employer in Shelton).
Get information/brochures out to the companies. Let us know how we can utilize the
services available. The employee that is no longer with us had been trying to commute from
Waterbury to Seymour for the last year of his employment and it was frustrating trying to
get from the train station to the Industrial Park (employer islocated in Seymour).

V. Pilot Projects

One of the goals of the Joblinks Valley Grant Project was to identify two (2) Pilot Projects that
addresses some of the areas for improvement identified from the findings of the surveys. In
developing these Pilot projects we had three (3) objectives:
Identify a scope of work that is not too complex so that is can be designed and implemented
in arelatively short timeframe.
Recruit interested parties amongst the Partners and/or from other entities within the Valley
to help design and implement the Pilot.
Identify in-kind resources and existing sources of funding that may be available. Additional
funding to support the Pilot Projects may be needed which will need to be addressed by each
Pilot Project team.

The Partners brainstormed about approaches, the types and names of organizations that would
should be contacted to discuss the Pilot Projects, possible funding mechanisms, and keeping in
mind that “success breeds success’. We wanted to identify opportunities for small improvements
that could be accomplished in relatively short timeframes. The two (2) areas for Pilot Projects
that were identified are:
Pilot Project #1 — Marketing/Communication I mprovements - Improve the content and
availability of information about existing Public Transit services that can be used by Valley
residents working in the Valley and others coming into the Valey to work
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Pilot Project #2 — Service Improvements - Increase coordination of Public Transit services
among the different Public Transit Agencies and modify route schedules to better meet the
needs of Valley workers

A brief summary of each of these ideas for Pilot Projectsis presented below.

Pilot #1. Marketing/Communication | mprovements - | mprove the content and
availability of information about existing Public Transit services that can be
used by Valley residents working in the Valley and others coming into the Valley
to work

Survey respondents indicated consistently the most common way they obtain information about
transportation services is a friend/family member:

- Consumer Survey: the Public Transit riders learn about bus routes through a friend/family
member and flyer on bus (each method was selected by one-third of respondents). One-third
of all respondents (transit rides and non-transit riders) selected friend/family member.

Bus Rider Interviews: the most frequent source of information about transportation is
friend/family member for approximately 40% of riders, followed by 25% getting information
at the station/calling the station/bus schedule. No riders selected the following sources:
newspaper, at the job, radio/TV, travel trainer, or case manager/job placement.

Employees:. individuals that do not own a car would seek information from community-
based organizations and local newspaper (20% chose each category); individual that do
own acar seek information from place of work, local newspaper and the Inter net
(approximately 20% chose each category).

Written comments. written comments received from all survey responses suggested a need
to improve “advertising” about transportation servicesin the Valley.

The Partners held a meeting in October 2006 to discuss the goals of, and direction for, the

Mar keting/Communication Pilot Project. Participants at this meeting included Partners from
VNOP, CTS, the Valley Chamber of Commerce, Birmingham Group Health Services, TEAM,
and Area Congregations Together, along with two other invitees — one from Greater Bridgeport
Transit Authority (GBTA) and one from an organizations called “Rideworks’. The GBTA was
the host for the Bus Rider Interviews and operates Route 15. Rideworks is aregional, non-profit
company helping people to commute to work by carpool, vanpool, bus, train and telecommuting.
Based in New Haven, Rideworks serves commuters and employersin a 39 town region of south-
central Connecticut.

The discussion resulted in the following two goals for the Pilot:

1. Pull together Valley-specific public transit information that provides current and potential
riders with an easy reference guide to the routes, bus stop locations, transfer points and
times that combines info from all the transit agencies (GBTA, CT Transit, Valley Transit,
train, etc) into a“guidebook” and “ easy reference guide’. These materials should include
at least one map showing the Public Transit routes serving the Valley, information about
“getting the most” out of using the systems, and contact information.
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2. Conduct educational (training) meetings for staff of different organizations (private,
governmental and non-profits) that have contact with low-income workers so they can
disseminate the written materials and train their clients/constituents about the materials.

The three Target Audiences for the Guidebook/easy reference guide are:
Employment agencies, social services providers, etc,
Employers
Low-income Valley residents

The steps to accomplish the two goals were outlined as follows:
Develop a Valley-specific “ Guidebook” modeled after the SouthWest “ Getting on Board”
guidebook that is available today. This Guidebook is the result of a collaborative effort of
the Jobs Access Marketing Committee that includes GBTA, CT Transit and Rideworks.
Attendees noted that Valley Transit has not been involved in these type of effortsin recent
years and that we need to reach out to get arepresentative of Valley Transit involved in this
Pilot.
Use the “PT101” training program as the basis for implementing Goal #2. Thisis a program
that was devel oped by Rideworks and has been provided in northeast CT and other areas of
southwest CT. We will need to modify the area-specific content for the Valley. Typically
this has been directed at community organizations with clients who are disabled, but it can
be used for a broader audience to include private, government and non-profit agencies.
Distribute posters and flyers, and run adsin local paper to “get the word out” when the
Valley Guidebook/ easy reference guide is available. Thiswill include locations within the
Valley and in towns that are sources of workersfor Valley businesses. We will need to
figure out the phone number/contact that we will publish so people can call for additional
transit information.

The following tasks were identified as the “next steps’ to move this Pilot Project forward:
Investigate with the management of Rideworks if this organization would consider taking a
lead role in the development of the Guidebook for the Valley
Discuss the possibility of integrating this project with the People to Jobs Marketing
Committee to avoid creating a separate (new) committee that may be duplicative
Bring Valley Transit representation to this project by working with the Valley Council of
Governments (VCOG).

Continue discussions that the group started to identify and pursue possible funding sources.

Pilot #2: Service | mprovements - I ncrease coordination of Public Transit
services among the different Public Transit Agencies serving the Valley and
modify route schedules to better meet the needs of Valley workers

The good news is that the Valley already has a number of Public Transit agencies providing
transportation services to Valley residents. The opportunity we have isto improve these services
through better coordination and modified route scheduling to meet the needs of Valley workers.
These changes should result in increased ridership from low-income workers.
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The Partners held a meeting in November 2006 to discuss the goals of, and direction for, the
Service Improvements Pilot Project. Participants at this meeting included: Partners from VNOP,
CTS, and the Valey Council of Governments (VCOG); representatives from CT Transit and
Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority; and the planner for the Valley Transit District (VTD) who
isaVCOG employee (VCOG represents VTD in the Partner Consortium for this grant). The
meeting topics discussed included the following:

The service providers should include the information collected through this grant project to

support projects to modify services they may be proposing. CT Transit conducted its own

survey recently that also identified the need for Sunday service. GBTA has proposed

starting its Sunday service earlier (currently it starts during the 10am hour in Bridgeport and

then comes up to the Valley).

Increase coordination of schedules between transit agencies. For example, CT Transit has a

correction every 4 hours, however GBTA does do the same on Route #15.

Agreement that CT Transit should: 1) mention coordination and support from GBTA and 2)

incorporate the findings of this Summary Report in its proposal for Sunday service.

VCOG will help with facilitation of this Pilot effort to improve coordination between the

Public Transit agencies.

Attendees at the meeting requested that a representative from VTD Operations attend regional
transportation meetings to avoid missing out on opportunities to improve servicesto Valley
workers (VCOG does not represent VTD operationaly).

The identification of the Service Improvement Pilot Project isvery timely. Earlier this year,
Congress passed a transportation bill referred to as“ SAFETEA-LU”. One of the new
requirements of this legislation isto increase coordination planning for all forms of
transportation servicesin alocal or regional area. The goal isto have each local/regional area
develop a unified comprehensive strategy encompassing planning and delivery of servicesto
reduce duplication, increase coordination, and improve services. To achieve this goal requires
local/regional areas to conduct an assessment of the transportation needs of individuals with
disabilities, older adults, and individuals with limited income and then identify strategies to meet
these needs. This Valley Joblinks grant project fits nicely into the scope of the assessments that
SAFETEA-LU requires.

SAFETEA-LU recommends involvement of organizations that isinclusive of: transportation
providers (public, private and nonprofit); human/social service agency representatives from the
public, non-profit and volunteer sectors; and local representation from other publicly financed
programs through other agencies such as education, housing, labor, and veterans' affairs. Inthe
region that encompasses the Valley, without some kind of centralized/coordinated process there
would otherwise be at |east three standal one planning efforts.
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APPENDIX

SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

This provides achart listing all comments collected on the surveysfor:
Consumers
Bus Riders
Employees
Human/Social Services Providers

Comments from Employers were included in the content of the survey summary in Section I11.

NEWSPAPER ARTICLE

Coverage of the September meeting of the Valey Advisory Council (through VNOP) in the
Shelton Weekly.

MAPS

Map #1
Location of the four Valley towns—Ansonia, Derby, Seymour, Shelton - aong with other

surrounding towns mentioned in the Summary Report as locations of employment for Valley
residents, or sources of labor for Valley businesses.

Map #2
2000 Census data illustrating the reported residential locations of Valley residents with incomes

relative to the federal poverty level in the four Valley towns.

Map #3
A combination of the Public Transit routes in the Valley with the location of local businesses.

The “Business Center” classification as shown on the map represents a composite of the official
Zoning Districts (Industrial, Commercial, Business, Retail) together with other overlay districts
such as Downtown Redevelopment Zones and Business Enterprise Zones. The map identifies
employers with more than 55 employees, which reveals that some locations of the larger
employers are not located near Public Transit routes.

SURVEY FORMS

Consumers
Bus Riders
Employees
Employers
Human/Social Services Providers
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SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

CONSUMERS’ COMMENTS

Asterisk(*) means the comment was documented during outreach meetings at: Valley Social
Club, Salvation Army, Valley YMCA and Head Sart..

| deas to | mprove Public Transportation — Hours, Routes, Days

More hours available
The Valley can use more busesto go alittle

further inthe Valley. The Valley hasalot of jobg -

to offer people but they only have two buses
Later hours and more convenient places to pick
up and drop off

They should have a bus route for people who

work and go to school they should have a bus that| .

runs every hour
Have the buses and cabs run later

If they can run alittle more often than every hour | -

or CT Transit buses come to Derby

Have bus routes that run overnight or even just
later than 9pm

Add more stops to the Valley and try to run the
bus until 12 midnight

They should run at night all jobs are not in the
day or not on Sunday

Better transportation for weekends no bus on
Sunday

Come alittle early between times and also come
at evening for people to get home other than that
they run on time

Buses need to run more frequently and more
hours

From people that | know that useit. Itisthe
connections that are difficult to arrange

Y ou need buses that run frequently and doesn®
stop so early you also need the buses to run on
different mgjor area near shopping areas

More transportation to more places

They need to have the buses to run alittle long
Mon - Fri 5:30am to 9pm and Saturday and
Sunday 5:30am to 8:30pm. | feel like house

arrest because | have to be rush to do things |

| think that the bus that comes through the Valley
should run longer hours

Get buses to run in places areas and streets where
none are running now

Be on time and for them to run on Sundays
Sunday routes and later times

Increase Sunday service

It appears that Seymour and Shelton have worse
transportation issues although not too many buses
run up Route 15

Have transit buses travel from the Valley to new
haven on Sunday because some jobs start the
week on Sunday

Earlier buses and Sunday services would be nice
people work on Sunday also and not just to get
around

Run buses on Sundays

Need to run 7 days aweek and after 4pm on
Monday to Friday need to be on time (bus) not 15
min. Early or 15 min. Late. Also, need to run on
a Saturday and Sunday and go throughout the
entire Valey. Shouldn®have to schedule an
appointment need to hire more drivers

Upgrade current transportation system so people
get dropped off and picked up on time

If i had ajobinthe Valley | and many people
would like it to be direct and not have to take 2 or
3 hoursto get to job

More direct routes off set peak hours, increase
runs (non-holiday hours) improve lay over and
connections at bus stops improve schedules on
weekends

An earlier morning route and later evening routes
for late night workers

Improve services to areas they do not provide
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arrest because | have to be rush to do things |
need to do and caught the bus before the last bus
leaves downtown New Haven

More buses coming frequently

More buses from Shelton to downtown Derby
and Ansonia mental health services

More frequent Ansonia bustimes availableand a| -

Sunday bus that runs from Ansoniato New
Haven

M ake the shuttles come more often. If | missthe | -

5pm shuttle or work late | have to pay a $20 cab
fareto the train station

Run more times

Buses running more often on time and to more
locations like Bridgeport

Buses on the half hour in the am till 10am buses

on the hour in pm until 9pm Saturday on the hour | .

until 9pm Sunday every other hour until 9pm
More vans and bus

For bustorunto 10

Have CT Transit on Sunday and at night
More use of Valley Transit

Expand bus routes run CT Transit on Sunday bus
routes closer to shopping areas and corporate
parks

Lack of Sunday bus servicein the Valley (this
was the concern most often raised during the
discussion)*

Need later evening service.*

Can't find a bus on Sunday.*

Routes and schedules are not direct.*

longer hours and service for buses (survey was
done last two years no response)
Less than 24 hours (VTD) because we might need
it sooner
More frequency running buses go to the projects
to help single moms
More bus stops go through neighborhoods run
hourly more trains hourly Bridgeport —
Waterbury
More buses going early to all areaslike
Bridgeport
More hours
Sunday bus service on New Haven route
Weekend buses to run longer and holidays so we
can get to work
Have buses run later to Derby from New Haven
Have CT Transit run on Sundays
Valley Transit buses you should not have to make
an appointment a day ahead there should be more
buses for people to go places locally every day
Lack of afixed route system in most areas of the
Valley (thiswas discussed in the context that on
weekends a $6.00 (note: not sure if thisisone
way) taxi cab ride is needed for a particul ar
consumer to go grocery shopping).*
Transportation is needed for overnight shifts.*
One resident commented that he works at night.
His girlfriends or afriend will drop him off, or he
will walk (job isin Seymour — YMCA isin
downtown Ansonia). A busisavailablefor his
return in the morning.*

| deas to | mprove Public Transportation — General

More public transportation destinations available | -

(trolley)

More buses stops every hour

Need to run the hours that people need or get out
of work not enough buses some people haveto
wait around for aride or bus

Make better bus routes

More transportation to more places

More public transportation and more
advertisement

Employers who offer transportation work only
shuttle bus, cars for low income people, gas
vouchers for people returning to work. | want to

start looking for work i have to find out how i am| -

going to get to work

35

More buses running to the Valley

Rides to and from jobs in another town where
work is available

With gas high bus around town would be
wonderful it would be nice for avehicle incase of
emergency rather than a bus

| think there should be more trains running out
more often, provide more buses, better benefit for
employment

The Valley desperately needs a more
comprehensive transportation program to meet all
client needs

Moretrains

More room on buses

More shelters available
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| think there should be more trains running out

more often, provide more buses, better benefit for| -

employment

More van and bus
A smaller vehicle amost like ataxi but with the
same price as a bus

One resident mentioned that he relies on walking
rather than public transportation.*

Some commented that bus drivers can be rude
and drive past customers waiting for pick up.*
Discussed that VTD is hot always on time.*
One person got ajob offer and is now trying to
find transportation.*

Not enough transportation to get around.*

Door to door handicap accessible

Make it more accessible

Vans

One man commented that he only works at jobs
that he can walk to.*

One woman commented on how difficult
transportation was before she was able to buy a
car.*

The need for 24 hour advance planning for Valley
Transit District (VTD) Dial-A-Ride was an issue
for some. One participant noted that sheison a
regular schedule with VTD and no longer needs
to call to schedule (sheis pre-schedul ed).

24 hours notice for Valey Transit isan issue (two
people commented on this).*

$2.00 for Valley Transit is expensive, will select
to walk.*

More advertisement in schools
More information about connections between
buses and trains the hours and routes more
frequently and expanded hours

| deas - I nformation, Advertisement

Put pertinent information such as brochures about
how this transportation works around the valley
areas such as stops, pick ups.

More public transportation and more
advertisement

| deas — Satisfied Customers

So far it’s ok for me

One participant spoke highly of CT transit and
the ability to pay $.60 per ride with by showing
her social security disability card.*

Thank you this transportation system immensely
helps some and | appreciate it very much
Looks ok to me
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BUS RIDERS’ COMMENTS

Ideas to Improve Public Transportation — Hours, Routes, Days

Need early bus - 5am - 7am

Early run - 5:30am - 6:30am

Later runs after 6pm; run every 1/2 hour
would be good

More often on Sundays, more frequent
Keep #15; earlier run

Need later runs 10pm - 11pm

Need later bus - 10pm or 11pm

Need to be on time — late

Every 1/2 hour runs would be nice (2
answers)

Earlier run

Later run

Ideas to improve Public Transportation — General

Sometimes bus leaves early, especially last
bus - cost $30 to return

On time, late buses

Cost

Need to be on time —late; busto train
Needs to be on time

Needs to be on time, too early

Bigger buses

Ideas - Information, Advertisement

No bus signsin Shelton |

Ideas — Satisfied Customers

No, okay (2 times) ‘

EMPLOYEES' COMMENTS

Ideas to Improve Public Transportation — Hours, Routes, Days

To have reliable transportation to go to work
at 6:30am and 3:30pm

If you drive 8am to 8pm more than half the
number of workers can®use your buses. But
the on the other hand if somebody works 8 or
12 hours; 6 days aweek, that one doesn®
have time to wait 15 minutes for the bus. No

24 hour notice (Valley Transit)

Add more bus lines and advertise them.
Most people don®know about valley transit.
| would like the train system to improve. If
this happened i would be more likely to use
this type of transportation to get to and from
work

Ideas to Improve Public Transportation — General

Figure our away to lower the cost of taxi fare| -

other than that there isn®much more you can
do

| dso fedl carpooling isavery good ideaas it
aids people in dealing with the high cost of

fue

My ideas or ideas would be car pooling for
the third shift it is very difficult or any shift
for that matter and carpooling makes it alittle|
easier than some of the other methods such as
taxi or bus

Build amonorail through the Valley
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If | haveto pay adollar or more for afew

miles, the price isthe sameif | drive. People |-

who have to use your buses are not rich
enough.

Mopeds they are cool and conserve gas
No comments - | really don’t use public
transportation

Ideas - Information, Advertisement

Cheaper Transit costs would be encouraging
gas prices are high

If the available transportation services for the
Valley were advertised more | think they
would be more accessible

Ideas — Satisfied Customers

In my personal opinion the best
transportation is the Valley Transit becauseis
door to door and its affordable

| have no ideas as | feel there are many ways
of transportation necessary for Valley
residents.

| have no problem with the public
transportation. |Is okay

SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDERS' COMMENTS

The following descriptions are in response to the question, “ What is the biggest transportation
challenge faced by clients your organization serves?’

| deas to | mprove Public Transportation — Hours, Routes, Days

who use buses to take the bus to the
daycare to bring their child and then wait
for the next bus to get to their job (Buses do
not run often enough in the Valley). Also a
problem for staff who use buses

Clients report transportation barriers have
increased since changes at the Valley
Transit District have taken place.

Bus schedules - it is difficult for our clients| -

Scheduling times for transport -1) transportation
for shopping;

Cannot get from point A to point B due to no
transportation offered (l.e., from Ansoniato
Orange)

Buses to Huntington Center on aregular basis
Getting home from groups at night. Last group
ends @ 9:00pm

Ideas to Improve Public Transportation —

General

Getting parents to drive on camping trips
The biggest problem isaflexible,
affordable mass transportation system that
isreadily accessible.

Getting clients to court in Milford - no
direct public transportation

Obtaining predictable and timely
transportation to our facility, and return

transportation to patron®homes, idealy

Public transportation to areas of high job
concentration that are made fixed routes (and not
subject to grant funding reduction/elimination). We
have been able to obtain some state funding to
augment fixed routes, but because it©grant funded,
it is not guaranteed beyond any given grant period.
It also istargeted to TANF recipients so if the
routes are predominantly used by non-TANF
riders, the funding will be eliminated.
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without 24 hour notices - Avallability

None during evening hoursto takethemto |- No $ for bus fares

job support groups or pleasuretripstovisit | .  Some cannot read bus schedul es
family . Cost

Fees for transport

(remainder of page left blank intentionally)
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NEWSPAPER ARTICLE
Shelton Weekly, September 15, 2006
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MAPS
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Survey Forms

Survey formscan bereviewed
by referring to the two (2) separate
electronic PDF files.



