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Executive Summary 
The Sioux Falls Metropolitan Planning Organization surveyed a group of transportation users and 

transportation service providers to identify certain descriptions of users and providers, the potential for 

gaps in services, and factors characterizing coordination. The paragraphs that follow represent an 

executive summary of the findings of the survey of providers and the survey of users. 

A substantial portion of transportation users have transportation services arranged by others (User 

Question 2). This data, although limited in representativeness of the target clientele (elderly, disabled, 

and low income), suggests that educational efforts on accessing transportation services should be 

expanded from users and potential users to also include the individuals who and organizations that 

arrange for transportation services. 

Transportation users and transportation service providers have identified gaps between what 

transportation services are provided and available and what is wanted. More research must be 

performed to identify whether what is wanted is what is needed by users. More research must be 

performed or accessed to examine the cost of expanding access to more times of day, days of the week, 

and locations. Educational efforts on the services available might be expanded to address 

misperceptions of the services available. An expanded use of on-demand services may close the gap 

between what is wanted and what is available. 

More coordination occurs between providers than might be expected. This coordination seems to be 

occurring among those who provide services to the target clientele. Those who have other clientele see 

more barriers to coordination than those whose primary clientele is the target clientele. This creates the 

possibility for more coordination between those who provide transportation services in terms of one-

call help, one-call scheduling, dispatch, and trip sharing (Provider Question 25). 

The focus on transportation users’ general perceptions should be refocused on trips taken by 

transportation users. More qualitative experiences can be obtained from speaking with providers 

(including drivers, schedulers, and arrangers) as well as with those who work in professions that provide 

services ancillary to transportation services. These include friends, neighbors, family members, home 

health aides, and others identified in User Question 2.  

Discussion 
Nearly half (47 percent) of the user respondents, although limited in terms of their representativeness, 

have indicated that they depend on others to access transportation services. This suggests that 

increasing utilization of transportation services depends on not only educating transportation users and 

potential users but also educating those who assist riders by scheduling rides on how to access 

transportation services (User Survey question 2).   

Continuing on this line of providing access, transportation system users and transportation service 

providers each separately indicated that there are ”gaps” in services demanded and service times and 

locations provided. Slightly more than 80 percent of users surveyed indicated that there are places that 

they cannot “get to” because of the transportation services available to them. 
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User Q7B: Is there a place you would like to go in the area that you cannot reach with the transportation 

services available to you? If so, where? 

 

 

Further, 90 percent of users surveyed indicated that there were times of day when they could not “get 

to” their destination because there were no transportation services available.  

User Q8: Is there a time of day that you cannot get to where you need 

to go because there are no transportation services available? If so, 

when? 

 

Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive 

rather than representative of the target populations of interest. 

User-respondents indicated that their perception was that services are not provided; this does not 

necessarily mean that transportation services are demanded, nor does it mean that they are actually 

“not provided.” More research would need to be conducted to indicate potential demand before 

expanding coverage times and locations, and to make decisions regarding the cost of providing the 

services in mind. One option is to review the efforts to educate ridership and potential ridership on how 

to access the transportation services available, and to educate those who provide assistance in 
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scheduling services for transportation users. Another option to be explored might include expanding the 

on-demand services to “fill in” the gap between services provided and the places where user 

respondents indicated they cannot get to because there are no transportation services available.  

Transportation providers recognize that there is a gap but estimate the size of the gap to be somewhat 

smaller. In the two following charts, transportation service providers indicate that morning and 

afternoon transportation services are “overprovided” and that evening and weekend services are 

“underprovided,” relative to the difference between services provided and provider-respondent’s 

perceptions of what their clients “need.” 

Provider Q11a: What are your peak hours of 

providing or utilizing transportation services? 

Provider Q11b: What are the peak hours that your 

clients need transportation services? 

  

 

In short, evidence exists to pursue a more definitive analysis of whether there is sufficient demand to 

expand services, or whether on-demand services could meet the differences between what is provided 

and what is “needed.” 

Substantial coordination already occurs among transportation service providers.  

The responses to Provider Question 20 include the following:  

“Vehicle sharing” is conducted between respondents and South Dakota State University (SDSU), YMCA, 

Paratransit, School Bus, Inc., Yellow Taxi, Sioux Falls Transit, Project CAR (named by two organizations), 

and Sunnycrest.  

“Maintenance” is shared between respondents and Transition, Children’s Care Hospital and School, 

Volunteers of America, Sunnycrest, and South Dakota Achieve (named twice).  

“Scheduling and vehicle tracking” is coordinated between respondents and Wheelchair Express (named 

by two organizations), Sioux Falls Transit (named by two respondents), Paratransit, taxi (named by two 

respondents), and School Bus, Inc. Odd entries included “1 Person Coordinates” and a response of “1.” 

“Vehicle purchasing” and “purchasing of fuel” are coordinated between respondents and ADVANCE, the 

“Director Maintenance,” and Sunnycrest.  
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“Training” was mentioned as being coordinated by two organizations, including Staff Supervisor and 

South Dakota Rehabilitation Center for the Blind. 

No provider-respondents identified coordinating “marketing” or “public information services.” The lack 

of a mention of “marketing” and “public relations” represents an opportunity for coordination because 

the amount of training needed to assist clients with obtaining rides was identified as a priority in the 

2008 Human Services Transportation Plan and continues as a primary challenge for coordinating 

transportation services. 

Transportation services providers indicate that they provide services in the Sioux Falls Metropolitan area 

to the target population as a substantial portion of the total population. Question 4 of the provider 

survey indicates the perception of the transportation inventory respondents who serve the three target 

populations as their primary clientele. This situation creates the possibility for high levels of 

coordination among transportation service providers, as a large percentage of the clientele that is 

provided transportation services is already in their pool of clients. Further, 52 percent of the 

respondents indicated “cost” and “limited resources” as reasons why respondents who do not currently 

provide transportation services do not provide those services (Provider Question 21).  
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Provider Q4: For which types of clientele do you provide, coordinate, or purchase transportation 

services? 

 

Note: the survey item encouraged multiple responses from respondents. 

 

Although only seven respondents noted that they charged their clients for transportation services 

(provided, scheduled, or arranged) (Provider Question 16), three of the seven indicated that the charges 

“covered their costs” (Provider Question 16d). This suggests that there is room for coordination to occur 

as cost data are part of the decision-making process. Of course, since cost is a major barrier to user 

survey respondents accessing transportation services, costs of providing transportation services may be 

a “transfer cost” within the organization providing services to the target clientele. However, voluntary 

coordination often occurs when financial issues are at stake in terms of preventing the provision of 

services. 

Another finding that suggests that higher levels of coordination could be achieved is that only  percent 

of transportation service provider-respondents prepare daily transportation schedules. 
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ProviderQ14: Is the daily transportation schedule prepared by your staff? 

 

The relatively low level of transportation schedules being provided suggests that coordination could be 

accomplished among agencies providing transportation services so long as the providers’ primary 

mission were not impeded by the scheduling of transportation services.  Alternatively, it could also 

suggest a relatively small number of trips so that scheduling the trips is not a requirement.  

Transportation service providers who do not provide coordinated transportation services, when 

grouped according to their self-identified target clientele (Provider Question 4), indicate substantially 

more reasons to “not coordinate” when serving “all others” than do the organizations that identify the 

three target clientele, plus veterans. This suggests an examination of whether transportation service 

providers are coordinating to the greatest extent possible, or whether they could benefit from sharing 

information with those who are serving target clientele and coordinating services.  

Count of Transportation-Provider Identified Reasons for not Providing Coordinated Transportation 
Services, by Provider-Identified Clientele  

q21 Reasons not providing 
coordinated transportation 
services 

Target Population 

Total Persons with 

Disabilities 

Adults 
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Low 

income 
Veterans 

All other 

responses 

 

lack of organization 0 0 0 0 3 3 

limited resources 1 2 0 0 2 5 

no wheelchair access 0 0 0 0 1 1 

not in government guidelines 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Independence from Institute 0 0 0 0 1 1 

costs 0 3 0 0 3 6 

lack of users 0 0 0 0 1 1 

No professional drivers 1 0 0 0 0 1 

focus on clientele (undefined) 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Total 2 5 0 0 14 21 

Source: 2011 Sioux Falls Metropolitan Transit Provider Inventory, Provider Q21 Reasons not providing 
Transportation * Provider Q4 Target Population Crosstabulation 

 

Finally, surveys have been conducted with respect to surveying transportation users and asking them 

about their needs. Human biases suggest that our ability to remember past events is limited to those 

events that are most recent and most memorable. As such, the focus of the questions on a respondent’s 
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general experience may be misdirected to some extent. We propose focusing future user surveys on 

trips.  More than 1,400 trips are provided, and sampling the trips would be a cost-effective manner of 

determining current demand (from the options available) and describing the users of transportation 

services. We also recommend capturing users’ and potential users’ general experiences by utilizing focus 

groups and by having more specific, directed conversations with professional staff (drivers, schedulers, 

arrangers, home health aides, and others who provide services, arrange services, etc.). We recommend 

educating them about the transportation system and inquiring about the barriers to accessing 

transportation services that users and potential users experience.  

The benefits from coordinating transportation services suggest several steps to pursue that would 

increase those benefits to users. First, steps might include working to establish a one-call help line, one-

call scheduling, reservations, dispatch, trip sharing, and sharing vehicles and drivers. 

Provider Q25: If all barriers were removed and services were coordinated, which of the following would 

be of the greatest benefit to your organization and clientele?  Rank the services below with 1 being the 

most beneficial and 11 being the least beneficial. 
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Project Scope 
The University of South Dakota (USD) Government Research Bureau (GRB) agreed to compile and 
analyze the results of transportation provider and user surveys. The Sioux Falls Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) designed and collected the data upon which this report was based. The provider 
survey results were collected and entered into a spreadsheet by the Sioux Falls MPO and delivered to 
the GRB for analysis. A user survey was administered, and the completed surveys were delivered to the 
GRB for coding, data entry, and analysis. 
 
The analysis will result in a final report for the Sioux Falls MPO, which will summarize all available data 
as well as make recommendations for policy change and future surveys. This final report will include 
appropriate text, charts, graphs, and/or other formats as appropriate in order to make the information 
as assessable and as useful as possible for the Sioux Falls MPO.  
 

Analytic Approach 
In March 2011 the Sioux Falls MPO contacted USD’s GRB about conducting an analysis of data collected 
from area non-profit transportation providers that might be used to assist in development activities. The 
Sioux Falls MPO also requested that the GRB make recommendations for future data collection efforts. 
These surveys were conducted as a part of a more comprehensive effort to coordinate public transit in 
the Sioux Falls area. The survey instruments are contained in the final report’s Appendix 2. 
 
GRB research staff met by telephone conference call with Sioux Falls MPO staff member Amber Gibson 
to identify the desired analysis for the report. The contract called for the following deliverables:  
 
The GRB will provide Sioux Falls MPO with a comprehensive report summarizing the results of 
the transportation provider and user surveys in both electronic (PDF) and hard copy format. Two 
bound and printed copies of the final report will be sent directly to the Sioux Falls MPO. A 
revised survey instrument in electronic format (PDF and Microsoft Word) and a complete 
database of analyzed survey results in electronic format (Microsoft Excel) will also be provided.  

 

Data Collection 
The GRB received from the Sioux Falls MPO an ExcelTM file with the responses from the “provider 

survey” on April 25, 2011. GRB staff arrayed the data from the providers to conform to questions on the 

questionnaire and separated each question for analysis and presentation. Unfortunately, no information 

was provided on how the data were collected, or on what data were recorded, so little can be said with 

respect to the reliability of the data (e.g., how representative of a sample was the survey obtained), nor 

can the data entry be verified for accuracy. To this extent, the GRB is not able to speak to the biases in 

the survey. Specifically, there is the possibility of “coverage error.” Coverage error occurs when 

members of the survey population do not have an equal or nonzero chance of being selected for 

participation. Since some are selected into the sample, and others are sampled “out,” there is the 

possibility that those who are surveyed have different opinions than those who did not receive surveys 

or who did not respond. There is also a greater possibility of a “sampling error.” Sampling error occurs 

when there is a gap between the sampling frame (the list of all members whose perspectives are desired 

as part of the survey) and the actual sample drawn. Sampling error often occurs as a result of sending 

surveys to some but not all elements of the survey population and doing so in a systematic manner. The 

most famous sampling error was in the 1936 presidential election. A magazine sent surveys to owners of 

telephones, asking respondents whom they would vote for in the presidential election. As you may 
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suspect, at the time, the entire pool of voting public did not have telephones, and, in fact, only those 

predisposed to vote for the Republican presidential candidate were likely to have telephones, which the 

poll results showed. The election results were quite different from the poll results. The difference is 

usually cast as “sampling error.” Furthermore, some providers might have chosen not to respond or 

were not contacted provide clarification of unusual responses, etc. We do not know whether there is a 

difference in the responses of who responded and the potential responses of those who did not respond 

(non-response bias). The most likely source of bias occurs because of sample bias. Sioux Falls MPO staff 

indicated in a June 13, 2011, meeting that they believe the respondents to the provider survey are fairly 

representative of the total population of providers. 

 
The user population suffers from sample bias to an unknown and inestimable extent because of the 

manner in which responses were collected, as respondents were limited to those at four locations on 

four different days. In this manner, the extent to which the sample opinion captured by the user 

population represents the entire population of users is highly questionable. The small sample size 

relative to the entire population also reduces the validity of the user study and creates a larger 

confidence interval than would be desirable.   

 
A couple of validity concerns exist with the data that was gathered and the meaning of responses. 

Several of the question items had multiple subjects, which may have confused the survey respondents in 

both the user survey and the provider survey. “Missing data” may have resulted as respondents 

completed parts of the questionnaire and specific questions but did not complete other parts of the 

question or the entire questionnaire. We do not know if this was by choice or if they completed parts 

that represented strong opinion areas but did not complete areas that represented their perceptions on 

less controversial or important-to-the-respondent issues.   

 
The GRB received user surveys sorted into four user groups. GRB staff coded the responses and 

developed an ExcelTM  spreadsheet to facilitate the analysis of survey data. GRB staff reviewed the 

surveys, the provider survey spreadsheet data, and developed a method to capture the user survey data 

from the completed surveys. Still, the user survey data are highly suspect because of the convenience 

sample taken (individual responses taken from those who attended meetings at four organizations). As 

such, our inability to determine the method of sampling from within the four locations leads us to 

suspect the results because of the lack of knowledge as to how particular individuals were chosen for 

responses. As will be noted later, the sample taken seems to represent the low-income target 

population, and the results may be representative of this group. However, the results from the 2010 

Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the target populations of 

interest. 

Notes on the Naming of Titles and Charts 
Data are displayed noting whether the data were derived from the provider survey (survey of non-profit 

transportation service providers) or from the user surveys provided to the GRB. Each table and graph 

currently provides a notation of the survey and question number from which the data are derived. For 
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example, data from Provider Survey Question 16 would be noted as <ProviderQ16> and data from the 

User Survey Question 16 would be noted as <UserQ16>. 

 

Who Responded to the Surveys 
The provider survey garnered thirty-eight (38) responses from providers. These providers are listed in 

Appendix 1, along with the contact person, the self-described general operations function, and the 

population served.  

Table 1 
Clientele Served by Transportation Service Provider 

Respondents 
(Provider Question 1) 

Clientele Total 

  disabled (physical & developmental) 6 

adults (usually senior citizens) 5 

attendees/clients 4 

everybody 3 

veterans 2 

SF area 1 

homeless 1 

job seekers 1 

agencies and churches 1 

victims of violence 1 

Total 25 

 

The disabled and adults (mostly senior citizens) tend to be the most represented clientele groups 

served, as noted by the provider-respondents. These data were collapsed into categories representing 

the target clientele for the transit providers: disabled, adults (senior citizens), low income, veterans, and 

all others. These four categories will be used to analyze the provider surveys in terms of meeting 

clientele needs. 

Research Questions Used to Guide Inquiry  
The initial focus for the study was the goals identified on pages I-1 and I-2 of the 2008 Sioux Falls MPA 

Area Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Plan. These goals were identified as 

follows: 

 To improve the availability, safety, accessibility, ease of use, quality, and affordability of 
transportation services. 
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 To increase the cost-effectiveness of transportation services. 

 To maximize the resources available for community transportation through coordination in 
planning, service delivery, and reporting. 

 To ensure eligibility for funding through Section 5310, Job Access and Reverse Commute, and 
New Freedom programs. 
 

In a May 18, 2011, telephone conference call between Sioux Falls MPO coordinator Amber Gibson and 

GRB staff, Ms. Gibson identified three goals for the survey analysis:  

 To use it as a reference tool:  To be able to look at the survey and easily see that a certain 
service is available to fulfill a certain need. 

 To give us an indication of where the greatest needs are and, if possible, to suggest available 
services to fulfill those needs and better coordinate services to fulfill those needs, such as 
sharing of vehicles/drivers. 

 To have the survey data in useable formats for use in other documents, discussions, and 
presentations, such as lists, graphs, tables.   

 

Through discussion, three research questions were identified as the basis for the data analysis in the 

document that follows: 

 (1) What are the existing services offered by provider survey respondents and their eligibility 

requirements as reported on the surveys? 

(2) What are the existing needs of users, ranked by type of eligibility requirements they meet, as 

reported on the surveys?   

(3) Is there evidence of duplication of existing services or evidence of gaps in services, such as why 

certain users feel they cannot use existing services, that was captured by the surveys? 

As noted above, our ability to speak to issues regarding the user population is limited in its 

generalizability (the respondents’ ability to represent the total transportation user population). 

However, the GRB was able to use responses from transportation providers and respond to these 

questions. 

Existing Services Provided 

Providers surveyed identified themselves as being transportation operators, transportation 

schedulers/coordinators, or transportation purchasers. Documentation from the Sioux Falls MPO 

indicated that the provider-respondents were representatives of nonprofit organizations providing 

transportation services.  

Question 2 on the provider survey asked respondents to identify the transportation services they 

provide on a regular basis. Almost one-half (47 percent or 20 respondents) identified themselves as 

being transportation operators, 28 percent (12 respondents) identified themselves as being schedulers 

or coordinators, and 26 percent of respondents (11 respondents) indicated that they were “purchasers” 

of transportation services. 
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ProviderQ2: Does your organization provide transportation to your clients on a regular basis as a: 

 

 

The most direct look at the transportation services provided can be sorted to demonstrate the types of 

services provided (by operator), scheduled and coordinated, or purchased by respondents to this survey.  

 Types of Transportation Services Provided By Provider Role 

(providerQ2 by providerQ3)  

ProviderQ3: What types of transportation services does your organization provide or utilize? 

 

Operator 

Scheduler/ 

Coordinator Purchaser Totals 

On demand/demand responsive 12 8 4 24 

Deviated (flexible) fixed routes 6 3 2 11 

User-side subsidy 1 4 3 8 

Fixed route/fixed schedule 6 3 6 15 

Subscription 9 4 4 17 

Other 4 1 5 10 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this question, resulting in 

a number larger than the total number of respondents. 

 

Graphically, we can see these responses more easily. User-side subsidized services are the area where 

schedulers/coordinators had the highest response rate. Otherwise, operators responded to the survey 

at higher levels than did schedulers/coordinators and purchasers. 

 

 

47% 

28% 

26% 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Operator

Scheduler/coordinator

Purchaser of service

ProviderQ2: Does your 
organization provide 

transportation to your 
clients on a regular 

basis as a: 



Sioux Falls MPO Transit Coordination Survey Analysis, page 15 

ProviderQ3: What types of transportation services does your organization provide or utilize? 

 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this question, resulting in a 

number larger than the total number of respondents. 

 

These services are supposed to accomplish something, and the respondents to the provider survey 

supplied the following information about the purposes of their trips. The most frequently occurring 

response was for medical appointments (13.8 percent). Other high-percentage responses indicated that 

the respondents are going to social services (9.7percent) and employment (11.7percent). Nearly one 

quarter of the respondents indicated that they are going to programs at the transportation-provider’s 

organization (12.4 percent) or at another organization (12.4 percent). Trips to congregate meals 

constituted the smallest percentage of responses (5.5), while shopping and other personal business 

constituted just under 12 percent (11.7) of the responses. Field trips and recreation constituted just over 

12 percent (12.4) of responses.  
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ProviderQ6: Please indicate the purpose of the trips provided for your clients, either by your 

organization or for your organization; mark all that apply. 

 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this question, resulting in a 

number larger than the total number of respondents.  

 

Provider Survey Question 7 asked about the top four destinations for services, which are reported in the 

following table. Medical destinations (20.8 represent the highest response category, while pre-planned 

stops (16.7percent; unknown response term to GRB staff; original surveys not provided), home (15.3 

percent) work (12.5 percent), shopping/recreation (11.1percent), and school (9.7 percent) follow closely 

behind.  

Seven of the 13 respondents to the provider survey indicated that they charge for their services, while 

six indicated that they do not charge for their services (Provider Question 16). For five of these seven, 

the rate is trip-dependent (flat rate per trip), with the most commonly occurring charge of $2/trip, with 

one at $5/trip, and one at $10/trip, for an average of $7/trip. One respondent charges a subscription 

fee, and two others base their charges on distance and destination (mileage, perhaps the area of town). 

Of the seven who charged for services, three responded that the fees paid for the costs, while four said 

they did not recoup costs of providing the services (Provider Question 16d).  
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ProviderQ7: What are the top four destinations for which you provide transportation or to which 

your clientele travels? 

 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this question, resulting in a 
number larger than the total number of respondents. 

 

Existing Needs Identified by Users and User Groups 

The analysis of the user survey is limited because the survey did not specifically ask whether the 

respondent was a member of any of the target population groups: older adults, persons with disabilities, 

or persons with low income.  

The 2008 Sioux Falls Coordinated Public Transit – Human Services Plan (pages I-2) defined the target 

populations as follows: 

Elderly individual: Refers to, at a minimum, all persons 65 years of age and older.   

Individual with a disability: Refers to an individual who, because of illness, injury, age, congenital 

malfunction, or other incapacity or temporary or permanent disability (including an individual who is a 

wheelchair user or has semi-ambulatory capacity), cannot use effectively, without special facilities, 

planning, or design, public transportation services or a public transportation facility. 

Low-income individual: Refers to an individual whose family income is at or below 150 percent of the 

poverty line (as that term is defined in Section 673[2] of the Community Services Block Grant Act [42 

USC 9902[2], including any revision required by that section for a family of the size involved). 

These target populations are also the populations required for coordinated planning under SAFETEA-LU. 

The user survey asked respondents to identify their status with respect to the target population in 

Question 4. However, the question was open-ended, and few data points captured whether the user is a 

member of the target population, which can be seen from the responses below. 
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UserQ4: Is there anything that keeps you from using certain types of transportation such as a physical 

disability, your age, developmental disability, your income? 

 

Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the 
target populations of interest. 

 

The data do not directly translate into target-group membership categories. First, the response category 

of “cost” might link to the low-income category and when taken in response to other questions might 

help the reader identify the respondents as members of the target population. Likewise, the user 

responses of “confusion of system,” “accident,” “disability,” and “anxiety” might link to the target 

population category of developmental disability, but that evidence is based largely on speculation. At 

best, we have evidence from where the surveys were collected that the respondents were “low income” 

but are unsure of the extent to which the respondents to the survey represent the population of low-

income transportation users or potential users. 

The most likely category of the target population, “disability” is linked to Question 5 in the user survey. 

From this listing, approximately ten of the 19 respondents (53 percent) in this survey need assistance, 

and one could reasonably conclude that these respondents are  persons with disabilities.” 
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UserQ5:  Can you move around on your own or do you need to 

use a walking aid like a cane, walker or wheelchair? 

  Frequency 

Percentage of 

Responses 

Need an aid 10 52.6% 

Able to move about on 
own 9 47.4% 

Total 19 100.0% 

Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are 
suggestive rather than representative of the target populations 
of interest. 

 

The user survey provided 68 responses, and nineteen of those responses (28 percent) do not add 

confidence to these findings. However, the survey responses were labeled with the name of one of the 

following four organizations: Good Shepherd Center, Mobile Food Pantry, Necessities for Neighbors, and 

Project Connect, suggesting that the data had been collected there. 

 

Figure 1: Associated Identify of User Survey Responses 

A majority of the respondents to the user survey (59 percent) were bundled and labeled as being from 

Project Connect, a program sponsored by the Sioux Empire Homeless Coalition.1 Project Connect links 

                                                           

1 Callison, J. (2011) “Project Connect delivers services to residents in need,” Sioux Falls Argus Leader, 

May 10, 2011. Retrieved online June 1, 2011 from 

http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110511/VOICES/105110317/Project-Connect-delivers-services-residents-

need?odyssey=nav|head  
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http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110511/VOICES/105110317/Project-Connect-delivers-services-residents-need?odyssey=nav|head
http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110511/VOICES/105110317/Project-Connect-delivers-services-residents-need?odyssey=nav|head
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individuals in need to 57 organizations and occurs twice a year. As such, it is nearly impossible to identify 

specific characteristics of the survey respondents identified with Project Connect, other than they are 

likely to be low-income individuals. Approximately one in five (19 percent) of the respondents were 

labeled as being from the Good Shepherd Ministry Center, an organization that focuses on the homeless 

population, though it is not clear which services the respondents access. Nearly the same number of 

respondents (18 percent) were identified as being from the Mobile Food Pantry. Officially titled “The 

Food to You Mobile Food Pantry,” the mobile food pantry is a Sioux Falls area service sponsored by 

Charis Ministry Partners, a non-profit organization of 13 local congregations of the Evangelical Lutheran 

Church in America. The mobile food pantry supplements existing food assistance in the Sioux Falls area 

in order to decrease hunger and poverty through greater availability of food and household items. Food 

to You Mobile Food Pantry does not perform “needs assessments.”2 As such, we cannot deduce target 

population characteristics other than they are in need of food assistance, and, as such, we can assume 

that they are “low income.” One in 20 user survey respondents (4 percent) were identified as being from 

Necessities for Neighbors, a program operating out of Peace Lutheran Church in southwestern Sioux 

Falls.3 Necessities for Neighbors distributes diapers, laundry detergent, feminine hygiene products, and 

toilet paper to about 200 families per month. Based on this information, we have evidence that would 

support the assumption that all respondents to the user survey represent low-income individuals or 

individuals who filled out the survey at a location that serves low-income individuals. We can determine 

that a smaller number of respondents are disabled, yet we cannot determine the number of 

respondents who are elderly. In addition, we cannot assume that the respondents to the user survey are 

representative of the users of the Sioux Falls Metropolitan Transit system. 

Provider Survey Question 4 supplies evidence that providers believe they are serving a large percentage 

of the target population. The provider survey indicates that slightly over 22 percent of the respondents 

to this question serve  low income, slightly over 20 percent are disabled and/or impaired (while another 

7.8 percent of the population are mental health clients, and perhaps impaired, according to Department 

of Transportation program eligibility criteria). Almost 20 percent [18.2] of the clients served are elderly 

(note: the user survey did not ask a question that required the respondents to identify themselves as 

“elderly”).  

  

                                                           

2 Retrieved June 1, 2011, from Food to You Mobile Food Pantry, Sioux Falls, SD. http://mobilefoodpantry.org/.  
3
 Callison, Jill (2011) “Diaper bins serve growing need,” Sioux Falls Argus Leader, April 27, 2011. Retrieved on-line 

from http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110428/VOICES/104280307/Diaper-bins-serve-growing-

need?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|Home|p  

http://mobilefoodpantry.org/
http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110428/VOICES/104280307/Diaper-bins-serve-growing-need?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|Home|p
http://www.argusleader.com/article/20110428/VOICES/104280307/Diaper-bins-serve-growing-need?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|Home|p
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ProviderQ4: For which types of clientele do you provide, coordinate, or purchase 

transportation services? 

 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this question, 
resulting in a number larger than the total number of respondents. 

 

Provider survey respondents indicated that slightly over 83 percent of their clients are “ambulatory,” 

suggesting that 17 percent are not ambulatory (Provider Question 5). 

Needs by Time of Day 

The user survey asked when respondents needed transportation the most. The following table (User 

Question 10) indicates that the users’ needs are fairly split during the workday, but a significant percent 

of users need transportation services before the start of the 8-5 workday (either for early morning 

starting times or for early morning finishing times). If early morning and late evening services were 

combined, it would be the second-largest transportation need category (behind the 8-10 am time slot). 

Eleven respondents indicated “morning,” and seven indicated “afternoon.” 

 

 

 

User Q10A: In a typical day, when do you need transportation the most? 
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Time of Day 

Respondent Specifying 

Time of Day 

Percent of Item 

Responses 

5-8 am 6 6.6% 

8-12 pm 40 44.0% 

Noon hour 
  

1-3 pm 27 29.7% 

Supper hours 9 9.9% 

7-10 pm 5 5.5% 

Sunday 4 4.4% 

Note 1: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this 

question, resulting in a number larger than the total number of respondents.  

Note 2: Some respondents gave responses such as being "morning" or 

"afternoon" and have been included here in each of the time periods for 

“morning” or “afternoon,” as appropriate. 

Note 3: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive 

rather than representative of the target populations of interest. 

Note also that some responses were given as "morning" or "afternoon" and have not been included in 

the following table.  

UserQ10B: In a typical day, when do you need transportation the most? 

Time of Day 
Respondent Specifying 

Time of Day 

Percent of Item 

Responses 

5-8 am 6 9.0% 

8-10 am 13 19.4% 

10 am - Noon 10 14.9% 

Noon hour 
 

0.0% 

1-3 pm 10 14.9% 

3-5 pm 10 14.9% 

Supper hours 9 13.4% 

7-10 pm 5 7.5% 

Sunday 4 6.0% 

Note 1: Respondents were encouraged to provide multiple responses to this 

question, resulting in a number larger than the total number of respondents.  

Note 2: This table describes the users’ specific listings of times, and does not 

include “mornings,” “afternoon,” or “evening” as times to be charted. 

Note 3: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive 

rather than representative of the target populations of interest. 
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Respondents indicated that they use services almost five times per day on the weekdays (4.5 average) 

and just over three (3.4) times per day on weekends (User Question 11).  No responses were recorded 

that indicate the number of wheelchair-accessible vehicles used per day.4 

Fourteen user survey respondents also indicated that they ride the bus or use other transportation 

services (other than family or friends). When we tried to identify why, six respondents indicated that 

cost is a major issue, three indicated that they have no other option, three indicated that they have 

other options (taxi, walk, or friends), two walk, and two indicated that the service is not available when 

needed.   

User Q12: Do you currently ride the bus or use other transportation services (other than 

family or friends)?  Please give some reasons why or why not? 

 

Responses Percent of User Responses 

No 8 36.4% 

Yes 14 63.6% 

Total 22 100.0% 

Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than 

representative of the target populations of interest. 

 

When asked to rank which services from among several options would be most beneficial, user survey 

respondents did not actually rank their responses, even though the question asked them to do so.  

However, “expanded service times” (30 percent) and “expanded service areas” (almost 23 percent) 

accounted for a majority of the responses (25 and 19, respectively). The third highest response rate (17) 

was for an “increased frequency of stops” (20.5 percent). These top three items accounted for three-

fourths of the responses regarding services that would be of greatest benefit to users. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           

4
 One respondent noted an average of 75 trips per weekday. Another, or the same, respondent noted an average 

of 19 trips per weekend day.  Both figures were dropped as statistical “outliers.” 
5
 ProviderQ25: If all barriers were removed and services were coordinated, which of the following would be of the 
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User Q13: Which of the following services would be of greatest benefit to you?   

 

Note 1: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the target 

populations of interest. 

Note 2: The question was designed as a "rank order" question but respondents did not rank options. 

 

 A majority of respondents (56 percent) indicated that they do NOT have a valid driver’s license. Twenty-

one percent of the respondents indicated that they drive, and 35 percent indicated that they own a car. 

Only 9 percent of respondents who do not have a driver’s license also own a car.  

Possible Duplications of Services and Gaps in Services 

Duplication of Services  

It is difficult to identify specific instances of duplication of services. The following table shows the 

population served (columns, Provider Question 3) by type of provider (rows, Provider Question 2). The 

numbers in the table represent organizations that identify the population served as their primary 

clientele and that also provide fixed-route, fixed-schedule transportation services. As such, one needs to 

look at the individual level before reaching the conclusion that there is a duplication of services to 

individuals. However, when there is a number greater than one for a clientele group, there is the 

possibility for coordination of services and for duplication of services.  
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Count of Transportation Providers By Function and by Provider-Identified Clientele for Providers 

Providing Fixed-Route/Fixed Schedule Transportation Services 

Fixed route / fixed schedule 

Target Population 

Total 
Persons with 

Disabilities 

Adults 

(usually 

senior 

citizens) 

Low 

income 
Veterans 

All other 

responses 

 Operator 1 1 0 0 2 4 

Scheduler 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Purchaser 1 1 1 0 2 5 

Operator & Scheduler 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 4 2 1 1 4 12 

Source: 2011 Sioux Falls Metropolitan Transit Provider Inventory, (target population, providerQ3) by the 
type of provider (Fixed route/fixed schedule rows, providerQ2). 
* Target Population Crosstabulation 

 

Gaps in Services 

Gaps in service are likely to occur in several conditions. Gaps in services can be derived from user 

surveys of places the respondent would like to travel but cannot because of time of day, day of the 

week, or cost. Further, gaps in services can be identified in terms of the services provided (see Provider 

Survey Question 3). 

In identifying gaps in services, we used User Survey Question 7 to determine whether there are 

locations that the respondents would like to go but are unable to do so because of the transportation 

services available to the respondent. 

User Q7A: Is there a place you would like to go in the area that you cannot reach with the transportation 

services available to you? If so, where? 

 

Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the 

target populations of interest. 

 

The specific responses to User Question 7B were also informative. They suggested that medical 

appointments and work are the top two locations where respondents would like to go but cannot reach 

with available transportation services. 
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Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the 
target populations of interest. 

 

Time of day is also important. Question 8A indicates that 27 of the 30 user-survey respondents (90 

percent) indicated that they cannot go where they need to go because transportation services are not 

available. Six of the 20 user-survey respondents who specified a time (30 percent) indicated that 

“evenings” are the most common time when they cannot get to where they want to go because of the 

lack of available transportation services. Five users (15 percent) responded “early morning,” while four 

users (20 percent) indicated “early morning” or “late evening.”  

User Q8A: Is there a time of day that you cannot get to where you 

need to go because there are no transportation services available? 

If so, when? 

 

Frequency Cumulative Percentage 

  Yes 27 90% 
  No 3 10% 
  

 

30 
100% 

  Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are 
suggestive rather than representative of the target populations of 
interest. 

User survey Question 8b deals with small numbers (total of 13 responses), but the responses suggest 

that the primary times when services are available is during the morning, noon, and afternoon hours.   

User Q8B: Is there a time of day that you cannot get to where you need to go because there are no 

transportation services available? If so, when? 
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Note: Results from the 2010 Transportation User Survey are suggestive rather than representative of the 
target populations of interest. 

 

By contrast, responses to provider survey Questions 10 and 11 suggest provider-respondents believe the 

proportion of “peak hours of service provided” is less than the “peak hours of service needed,” day for 

day. This gives support for the suggestion from the User Survey Question 8B, where user survey 

respondents suggested a much higher level of service is needed and not available in the early morning 

(before work) and a much higher proportion of evening hours (after 6 p.m. according to the specific 

comments). 

ProviderQ11a: What are your peak hours of providing or utilizing 

transportation services? 
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ProviderQ11b: What are the peak hours that your clients need 

transportation services? 

 

 

Respondents to the provider survey Question 10 also suggested that their peak transportation days 

were “weekdays.” Provider survey responses suggest that respondents believe that weekdays are peak 

transportation days, relative to Saturday and Sunday.  

Provider Q10: What is your peak transportation day(s)? 

 

Number of 
Responses 

Monday 16 

Tuesday 16 

Wednesday 15 

Thursday 15 

Friday 16 

Saturday 2 

Sunday 4 
 

It is also important to note that only four providers use a scheduling software program (Provider 

Question 15). Fourteen of the 15 providers noted that their scheduler has other duties, with an average 

of 16.4 percent of their time spent on scheduling (Provider Question 14). The lack of use of scheduling 

software produces a situation where human respondents are subject to the “recency effect” (i.e., the 

most recent events are in the conscious memory, while events occurring earlier are not as easy to 

recall). With the transportation schedulers spread across other activities, this recency effect is likely to 

be exacerbated. We find little confidence in stating that there is no gap between services demanded and 

services provided.  

31.3% 

31.3% 

18.8% 

18.8% 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

Morning

Afternoon

Evening

Work rush

Q11b: What are 
the peak hours 

that your clients 
need 

transportation 
services? 



Sioux Falls MPO Transit Coordination Survey Analysis, page 29 

The GRB suggests that the differences in user surveys and provider surveys represent a difference of 

opinion that is worth exploring further. Certainly, a coordinated service system would need to know the 

number of individuals who cannot be served by the system. There are several methods to accomplish 

this task. One method is asking providers to identify “denials of service” and to keep track of denials of 

service or calls in a systematic manner. This might produce a record keeping problem in terms of finding 

a common method for identifying trips, requests for trips, and denials of service for trips. There are 

several reasons for denials of service, including time of day, day of week, user did not “show,” etc. This 

would be a better estimate of demand than a “once-a-year” survey. Further, vehicle trip computers 

would also provide a more accurate count of trips and destinations.  

Nine respondents to the provider survey indicated that they have times when their vehicles are idle 

(Provider Question 13). Two of the respondents indicated that they have idle times on weekdays, while 

all nine indicated that idle time occurs on Saturday and seven on Sunday.  

ProviderQ13: If you have vehicles for providing transportation services, are there days or times your 

vehicles are idle? 

 

The provider survey asked respondents to indicate the top three reasons why they did not provide 

transportation for their clientele. “Cost” and “limited resources” constituted over half (13) of the 

responses (52 percent), while “lack of organization” (4) was also a significant response (16 percent). 

“Independence” and an undefined “focus on clientele” (each 8 percent) were followed by single 

responses suggesting a lack of equipment (no wheelchair-accessible vehicle), lack of users (demand), no 

professional drivers (supply and cost), and not in the government guidelines (4 percent each). 
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ProviderQ21:  If you currently do not provide transportation for your clientele, 

provide the top three reasons why you do not: 

 

Note: Respondents were encouraged to identify the top three reasons for why 
they do not coordinate, enabling the possibility that there are more responses 
than respondents. 

 

However, when we cross-tabulate the responses of those who identify their target population as the 

target population of a federally required coordination program, we see that those whose organizations 

target other groups (i.e., “all others”) list more barriers to coordination. This calls attention to the level 

of coordination that is currently occurring. 
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Count of Transportation-Provider Identified Reasons for not Providing Coordinated Transportation 

Services, by Provider-Identified Clientele 

 Target Population 

Total 

q21 Reasons not providing 

Transportation Services 

Persons with 

Disabilities 

Adults 

(usually 

senior 

citizens) 

Low 

income 
Veterans 

All other 

responses 

 

lack of organization 0 0 0 0 3 3 

limited resources 1 2 0 0 2 5 

no wheelchair access 0 0 0 0 1 1 

not in government guidelines 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Independence from Institute 0 0 0 0 1 1 

costs 0 3 0 0 3 6 

lack of users 0 0 0 0 1 1 

no professional drivers 1 0 0 0 0 1 

focus on clientele (undefined) 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Total 2 5 0 0 14 21 

Source: 2010 Sioux Falls Metropolitan Transit Provider Inventory, 

(q21_1, 21_2 and 21_3 manually combined) Reasons not providing Transportation * Target Population 

Crosstabulation (Provider Question 4) 

 

In order to understand the factors that led transportation provider respondents to not coordinate or 

share transportation services with another organization, they were asked to provide the top three 

reasons why they did not provide these services (Provider Survey, Question 23). Cost considerations 

(“cost” and “limited resources”) together constituted 30 percent of the responses. Fewer provider-

respondents indicated the challenges of “losing independence” and “scheduling conflicts” (13.3 percent 

each), “liability” (10 percent), and “convenience,” “not having a specific transportation coordinator,” 

“not having management support,” “existing contracts,” “types of vehicles,” “new projects,” and “lack of 

knowledge” (between 3.3 percent and 6.7 percent each) 
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ProviderQ23: If you do not currently coordinate or share transportation services with another 

organization, provide the top three reasons why you do not: 

 

Note: Respondents could give up to three responses. 

 

The pragmatic side of the provider-respondents becomes clear in provider survey question 26, where 

almost one fourth of the providers noted that the barrier that stands in the way the most, prohibiting 

users from utilizing a coordinated transportation system, is the “lack of a coordnated transportation 

system.”  Also notable are the “lack of money” and “a limited [coverage] area” constituting over 25 

percent of the responses. 

ProviderQ26: What are the perceived or real barriers that may keep your organization or clients from 

using a coordinated transportation system? 
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Although the questionnaire asked whether respondents would coordinate if the barriers to coordination 

were removed (Provider Question 24), no clear answer could be obtained from the responses. Nine 

respondents indicated that they would, with more than half saying they would to “assist clientele” (56 

percent), depending on “availability” (22 percent) and for “contracted services” and “social 

opportunities” (22 percent). 

ProviderQ24b: If so [barriers to coordination were removed and coordinated 
services were available, would you use them], why or why not? 
“Why” 

Why? 

Number of 

Responses 

Percentage of  

Responses 

Assist clientele 5 56% 

Contracted services 1 11% 

Availability 2 22% 

Social opportunities 1 11% 

Total 9 100% 

When responding to “why not,” two respondents indicated “R3” (a term whose meaning is unknown to 

the GRB staff), one respondent indicated that coordination services were “better performed by SAM,” 

and one respondent indicated that coordination was “not needed.” 

 

ProviderQ24b: If so, why or why not? 

(Why Not)   

Why not? 

Number of 

Responses 

Percentage of  

Responses 

Better provided by SAM 1 25% 

Not needed 1 25% 

R3 2 50% 

Total 
4 100% 

 

The provider survey asked respondents to rank 11 items that would involve coordination services, with 1 

being the “most beneficial” and 11 being the “least beneficial.” The results are displayed in following the 

table.5  According to the responses, the most beneficial rankings were for a “one-call help line” and 

“one-call scheduling, reservations, and dispatching.” After that, the rankings were reduced to “trip 

sharing,” “shared drivers” (see item K, “eliminated need for your organization to provide drivers and 

                                                           

5
 ProviderQ25: If all barriers were removed and services were coordinated, which of the following would be of the 

greatest benefit to your organization and clientele?  Rank the services below with 1 being the most beneficial and 
11 being the least beneficial. 
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deal with associated issues”), “shared vehicles,” “joint training of staff,” “joint training of clientele,” 

“joint training for drivers,” “joint purchasing of vehicles, fuel,” and “joint procurement of services.” 

ProviderQ25: If all barriers were removed and services were coordinated, 
which of the following would be of the greatest benefit to your organization 
and clientele?   

 Ranked items Average Rank 

 One Call Help Line 3.2 

 One Call Scheduling, Reservations, Dispatching 3.7 

 Trip sharing 4.6 

 Shared drivers 4.8 

 Shared vehicles 5.2 

 
Eliminated need for your organization to provide 
drivers and deal with associated issues 5.6 

 Joint training of staff 6.2 

 Joint training of clientele 6.4 

 Joint training for drivers 6.5 

 Joint purchasing of vehicles, fuel 6.8 

 Joint procurement of services 6.8 

Note: Preferences were ordered using the most preferred as a “1;” Lower 
numbers thus represent a higher preference by the respondent.  

 

The results are displayed graphically in the following chart. The obvious suggestion is that a one-call help 

line and one-call scheduling, reservations, and dispatching would be more desirable than other options.  

This does not mean that all providers would participate, but it does suggest areas where coordination 

could be increased with the opportunity to provide better services to clientele. 
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Note: Responses graphed are the average of the ranked preferences, with lower numbers representing 
the more preferred options. That is, the “One call help line” is the most often ranked with more 
preferred (lower) rankings. 

 

Finally, respondents were asked to identify the real and perceived barriers that keep their organization 

or clients from using a coordinated transportation system (Provider Survey, Question 26). The most 

commonly occurring response was the most obvious—“it is not available at this time” (23.1 percent). 

“Lack of money” and “lack of time” represented about fifteen percent (15.4 percent) of the reasons 

each. Other reasons why clients were perceived as not using a coordinated transportation system 

included a “limited [service] area” (11.5 percent), unspecified “clientele” issues (7.7 percent), “mobility” 

issues (7.7 percent), and “lack of knowledge” (7.7 percent).   
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ProviderQ26: What are the perceived or real barriers that may keep your organization or clients from 

using a coordinated transportation system? 

 

 

Several providers responded to a question suggesting that they were already coordinating services and 

that the coordination was successful. The most commonly occurring reason was “availability” (of 

partners, we assume), followed by three financial reasons (“affordability,” “shared maintenance,” and 

“cost”). “Success” was identified as a reason why the coordination was successful, as was recognition of 

limitations. 

Responses to Provider Question 20 included the following levels of coordination:  

“Vehicle sharing” is conducted between respondents and South Dakota State University, YMCA, 

Paratransit, School Bus, Inc., Yellow Taxi, Sioux Falls Transit, Project CAR (named by two organizations), 

and Sunnycrest.  

“Maintenance” is shared between respondents and Transition, Children’s Care Hospital and School, 

Volunteers of America, Sunnycrest, and South Dakota Achieve (named twice).  

“Scheduling and vehicle tracking” is coordinated between respondents and Wheelchair Express (named 

by two organizations), Sioux Falls Transit (named by two respondents), Paratransit, taxi (named by two 

respondents), and School Bus, Inc. Odd entries included “1 Person Coordinates” and a response of “1.” 

“Vehicle purchasing” and “purchasing of fuel” are coordinated between respondents and ADVANCE, the 

“Director Maintenance,” and Sunnycrest.  

“Training” was mentioned as being coordinated by two organizations, including “Staff Supervisor” and 

South Dakota Rehabilitation Center for the Blind. 
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No provider-respondents identified coordinating “marketing” or “public information services.” This 

represents an opportunity for coordination because the amount of training needed to assist clients with 

obtaining rides was identified as a priority in the 2008 Human Services Transportation Plan and is a 

primary challenge for coordinating transportation services.  

ProviderQ22: If you do currently coordinate or share transportation services with another organization, 

provide the top three reasons or factors that make the relationship successful: 

 

  

Providers were also asked open-ended questions to identify the reasons why their clients might not 

benefit from a coordinated transportation system. They had some interesting responses suggesting that 

a few efficiencies could be gained from coordinated services. It is interesting to note that “mobility” and 

“clientele issues” seem to be related to clientele issues.  
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ProviderQ26: What are the perceived or real barriers that may keep your 

organization or clients from using a coordinated transportation system? 

 

 

Again, it should be noted that those respondents whose target clientele is not one the four major groups 

(disabled, senior citizens, low income, or veterans) have strikingly different views than those who serve 

all groups. 
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Count of Transportation Provider Responses to Question as to Why they Don’t Intend to Coordinate 

Transportation Services in the Future by Provider-Identified Clientele Population 

Question 26: Barriers to 

Coordinated Transportation 

Services 

Target Population 

Total 
Persons with 

disabilities 

Adults 

(usually 

senior 

citizens) 

Low 

income 
Veterans 

All other 

responses 

 lack of funds 0 0 0 0 3 3 

lack of knowledge 0 0 0 0 1 1 

availability 1 0 0 0 5 6 

mobility 0 0 0 0 2 2 

clientele issues 1 0 0 1 0 2 

ensure safety 0 1 0 0 0 1 

for profit 0 0 0 0 1 1 

lack of time 0 0 1 0 3 4 

 independence 0 0 0 0 1 1 

 limited area 0 0 0 0 2 2 

Total 2 1 1 1 18 22 

Source: 2011 Sioux Falls Metropolitan Transit Provider Inventory, 
q26_1, 2, 3 barriers to CTS * Target Population Crosstabulation. 
Respondents were offered the opportunity to respond multiple times. 

 

Summary of Findings and Recommendations 
A substantial portion of transportation users have transportation services arranged by others (User 

Question 2). This data, although limited in representativeness of the target clientele, suggests that 

educational efforts on accessing transportation services should be expanded from users and potential 

users to the individuals who and organizations that make arrangements for transportation services. 

Transportation users and transportation service providers have identified gaps between what 

transportation services are provided and available and what transportation services are wanted. More 

research must be performed to identify whether what is wanted is what is needed by users. More 

research must be performed or accessed to examine the cost of expanding access to more times of day, 

days of the week, and locations. Educational efforts on the services available might be expanded to 

address misperceptions of the services available. An expanded use of on-demand services may close the 

gap between what is wanted and what is available. 

More coordination is occurring between providers than might be expected. This coordination seems to 

be occurring among those who provide services to the target clientele. Those who have other clientele 

see more barriers to coordination than those whose primary clientele is the target clientele. This creates 

the possibility for more coordination among those who provide transportation services in terms of one-

call help, one-call scheduling, dispatch, and trip sharing (Provider Question 25). 
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Data gathering activities currently focused on transportation users’ general perceptions should be 

refocused on trips taken by transportation users.  At this point, speaking directly with users would be 

much more beneficial.  However, to improve coordination, more qualitative experiences can be 

obtained from speaking with providers (including drivers, schedulers, and arrangers) as well as with 

those who work in professions that provide services ancillary to transportation services, including 

friends, neighbors, family members, home health aides, and others identified in User Question 2. These 

conversations would allow the identification of the range of barriers that the target population faces, as 

well as some suggestions on removing those barriers to access to transportation services.  

We also recommend that staff compile successful coordination stories.  There are plenty – describing 

and obtaining information on what works and what has not work so well would be beneficial to others 

who are considering coordination. 
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Appendix A. Respondents to Provider Questionnaire 

Agency Name 
 

Contact General Operations 
Population 

Served 

Avera McKennan 
Hospital 1 

Stacy Reitmeier/Social 
Services Manager Medical services Everybody 

Brookings Area 
Transit Authority 2 Brenda Schweitzer Demand-response public transit Everybody 

Carroll Institute 3 Christina Barnes Halfway house Attendees 

Charis Ministry 
Partners 4 Rev. Paul Stjernholm Meet needs of others Sioux Falls area 

Children's Inn 5 
Tara Camp/Program 
Supervisor 

Domestic violence shelter/ non-
profit organization 

Victims of 
violence 

City of Harrisburg 6 

Albert Schmidt 
/Planning and Zoning 
Administrator Government  

Citizens of 
Harrisburg  

Comfort Keepers 7 
Katherine Herreid 
/Manager 

Non-medical, in-home assistance 
for adults 

Adults (usually 
senior citizens) 

Cross Courier and 
Dispatch Services 8 

Linda Carmody  

/Part Owner 
Services for clients and transport 
materials Clients 

DakotAbilities 9 

Bob Bohm  

Executive Director 

Residential and vocational 
services for developmentally 
disabled 

Developmentally 
disabled 

Day Break Adult Day 
Services 10 

Molly Keegan/Program 
Director Healthcare services, socialization 

Senior citizens 
(60+) 

Department of 
Human Services 11 

Julie Johnson Dresbach 
/ Director of 
Development, 
Disabilities/Resource 
Coordinator 

Vocational 
rehabilitation/information and 
referral/ job counseling 

People with 
disabilities 

East 
Dakota/Transition 
Advantage 12 Lisa Doyen 

18- to 21-year old special 
education/ students 

Special 
education/ 
students 

First Presbyterian 
Church 13 Kathy Kemp/Volunteer     

Glory House 14 
Nicole Dvorak  

/Human Resource 
Transitional facility Attendees 
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Agency Name 
 

Contact General Operations 
Population 

Served 

/Compliance Officer 

Good Shepherd 
Center 15 Helen Koneal/Director Provide basic essentials Homeless  

HELP!Line -211 16 

Chad Olson 

/Call center Director Provide information and referral 

People in the 
Sioux Empire 
area 

Presentation Sisters' 
Hispanic Ministry 17 Sr. Sheila Schnell     

Project CAR 18 Kate Heligas/Manager 
Transport system for four 
agencies and eight churches 

Agencies and 
churches 

Resource Center For 
Native Americans 19 Heather M. Keeler 

Serve with connection to culture, 
finance 

Native 
Americans 

Sanford Health 20 
Orlen Tschetter / Vice 
President-Facilities Healthcare Everybody 

School Bus, Inc. 21 

Steve Hey 

/President 
Transportation services to the 
Sioux Falls school district General public 

South Dakota 
Achieve 22 Jean Crowe 

Services for developmental 
disabilities 

People with 
developmental 
disabilities 

South Dakota 
Rehabilitation 
Center F/T Blind 23 Ardell Fiedler Rehabilitation to work 

Blind and other 
disabilities 

Sioux Area Metro 
(SAM) Paratransit 
Services 24 Karen Walton 

Bus Service for those who can't 
use the fixed-route system   

Sioux Empire 
Homeless Coalition 25 

Melanie Bliss 
/Coordinator Advocacy for homeless  

Those in 
extreme poverty 

Sioux Empire 
Wheels To Work 26 

Karen A. Hattervig 

/ Board Chair 
Provide cars to low income/ single 
parent families 

Minnehaha and 
Lincoln Counties 

Sioux Falls Good 
Samaritan Center 27 Jennifer Becker/RHIA     

Sioux Falls School 
District 28 

Dr. Bill Smith 

/Director of 
Instructional Support 

Transport to school Students 
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Agency Name 
 

Contact General Operations 
Population 

Served 

Services 

Siouxland RSVP 29 

Taryn Sietsema  

/Project Director 
Provide volunteers to area 
organizations 

Four-county 
area 

South Dakota 
Advocacy Services 30 

Robert Kean 

/CEO   Everybody 

South Dakota Dept. 
of Labor 31 Greg Johnson 

Transport to work or job 
interviews Job seekers 

St. Francis House 32 Julie Becker Emergency/transitional housing 

Homeless 
individuals and 
families 

Sunnycrest Village 33 Katie Warrington 
Senior housing for independent 
living Senior citizens 

Trail Ridge 
Retirement 
Community 34 

Dawn Patton  

/Director of Res. 
Services Transport for the elderly Senior citizens 

The Inn on Westport 35 

Cherilyn Dykstra 

   

Residents of the 
facility 

 

VA Medical Center 36 

Brenda Stevens 
/Voluntary Services 
Officer Medical services for veterans Veterans 

Volunteers of 
America, Dakotas 37 

John Hart  

/Vice President of 
Strategic Development 

Counseling/treatment 
services/childcare/affordable 
housing 

Children and the 
disabled 

YWCA 38 

Karla Johnson 

Director of Childcare 
Services 

Childcare and recreation 
programs 

Children, 
females, 
immigrants 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire Revision 

Changes to Provider Inventory 
We recommend several changes to the survey and inventories based on our review of the data and the 

themes that tend to emerge from the data. We caution that these revisions should be used carefully. 

First, the new instruments should be tested with respondents. Staff should listen to those who agree to 

“test” these instruments and respondents should say out loud what they are thinking as they complete 

the questionnaire or are asked the questions in an interview format. After testing the survey by listening 

to the thoughts of the respondents, the survey should be revised again to account for 

misunderstandings by changing words, question order, etc. At this point, the survey can be 

professionally typeset using available software to take less space and to appear more professional. 

2010 Provider Survey 

The provider survey had a high degree of reliability in that the responses to questions were related to 

the questions asked and the data were amenable to analysis. 

Proposed Changes and Comparison to 2010 Provider Survey: 

The first change is to the data collection instrument, to allow for more “white space.” The high degree of 

“white space” allows for the respondent or interviewer to utilize the paper copy as a working document. 

The survey also appears less “daunting” to complete. Only a few more numbered questions were added 

(39 rather than 27). However, this survey labels each question with either an Arabic numeral or with a 

letter, and the 2010 provider survey did not, reducing the actual number of questions added to the 2010 

survey/inventory.  

A discussion of the specific changes we recommend follows: 

The name and contact information for the respondents are now numbered 1-4.  

The 2010 inventory asked for the organization’s general operations and the population that is served. 

This general description is useful in describing to the reader what the organization does. However, the 

purpose of the inventory is to identify various provider-stakeholders to the provision of transportation 

services and not of the other services. These general services are known to staff. An argument could be 

made for keeping the question since it allows the respondent to “ease in” to the inventory.  

Proposed question 5 corresponds to question 2 on the 2010 provider inventory. This results from 

numbering the questions obtaining the respondent’s name and contact information.  

Proposed question 6 allows the respondent more than one option to describe with whom they schedule 

or from whom they purchase services (question 2 on 2010 provider inventory). In short, if the transit 

system is moving toward a model of coordinated services, those who can achieve competitive 

advantages by scheduling or purchasing services should see more organizations with whom they are 

coordinating. 

Proposed question 7 is similar to the 2010 inventory question 3. However, the latter provides for 

responses to be written in a small space and the opportunity to mark three choices. Further, the 
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instructions call for the respondent to “check” all that apply. The proposed revision allows for fewer 

coding mistakes and should be more clearly understood by the respondent. 

Proposed question 8 is designed to clearly identify the target clientele for the survey. In this manner, 

eligibility criteria can be matched and compared to “user” data. This is a revision of question 4 on the 

2010 provider inventory. 

Proposed question 9 asks the respondent to identify the percent of clientele who are ambulatory. This is 

or can be done in two ways: by marking the general percentage or by directly entering the percent of 

clients who are ambulatory. This is similar to 2010 provider inventory question 5. 

Proposed question 10 asks respondents to identify the purpose of trips that are provided for their 

clients. There are separate check boxes for indicating whether the organization provides the services for 

which transportation is being provided, or whether some other organization provides the 

transportation. The question also asks the respondent to name the provider if the trip is provided by 

another organization. This is similar to question 6 in the 2010 provider survey. However, few 

respondents marked B (“by respondent’s organization”) or F (“for the respondent’s organization”). 

Proposed question 11 is similar to 2010 question 7. Improvements included identifying location and 

cross streets/address and providing more space to list the top four destinations. The 2010 survey often 

included obscure places, places for which there is more than one location, etc. With a more specific 

address, distance can be calculated more accurately and geographic information systems can be used to 

identify coordination possibilities and calculate efficiencies in riding. 

Proposed question 12 asks respondents to identify which services, from among the list of the top 

responses to the 2010 survey are needed by clients or are available (timing, questions d1, d2, d3, d4). 

The item provides for “fill-in-the-blank” entries if the top responses do not sufficiently capture the 

variation of respondents’ experience. This adds to the space taken up by the revised questionnaire. 

Proposed question 13 takes the items most commonly identified as barriers that keep transportation 

services from being offered, according to the 2010 provider inventory, and lists them in an array where 

the respondents are asked to indicate their level of agreement. The 2010 survey (question 8) asked 

respondents, “Which transportation services, needed by your clients, are not currently being provided in 

the metropolitan area?” The 2010 provider inventory also listed a second part to question 8, asking 

respondents to identify the barriers that keep those services from being provided. Essentially, the 

revision combines both parts of 2010 question 8, although the number of open-ended entries is reduced 

to one, and “scheduling,” which garnered one response in 2010, was dropped. 

Proposed question 14 and several following questions attempt to clarify the time of day and the day of 

the week for services demanded and needed but not provided, the times that vehicles are idle, etc. The 

proposed method of listing specific time blocks takes up much more space, but if the time blocks are 

carefully selected to correspond to the actual service times of transit providers, then more information 

will be available to plan the availability and delivery of transportation services. 

Specifically, proposed question 14 asks for the times of day and days of the week that the particular 

respondent’s organization provides or schedules transportation services. The contrast for this question 
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is 2010 provider inventory question 9 (page 3), which was open ended and asked in a de-facto “third 

column” to identify the number of service hours. Proposed question 14 asks respondents to write the 

number of vehicles operating (allowing the analyst to calculate the average hours of service) and 

simplifying data entry for the hours of operation and vehicles in operation. 

Proposed question 15 asks respondents to identify the busiest day of the week for three forms of 

service: operating, scheduling, and purchasing transportation services. This is similar to 2010 

transportation inventory question 10 (“What is your peak transportation service day?”) and question 11 

(“What are your peak hours of providing or utilizing transportation services and what are the peak hours 

that your clients need transportation services?”). Responses to this question were captured on the file 

provided to the GRB as “morning,” “afternoon,” “evening,” and “work rush.” If this level of specificity is 

acceptable, we recommend sticking with the current wording. If receiving more precise enumeration of 

the days of the week is required, we suggest the wording noted in the proposed questionnaire. 

Proposed question 16 asks respondents to identify the days of the week and the hours of the day when 

the respondent’s organization provides transportation. It also contains a “fail safe” box immediately 

below the grid indicating that the respondent’s organization does not provide (operate) transportation 

services. If the hours selected are done carefully, the information will assist planners from all agencies in 

coordinating services more efficiently. Of course, one could also ask for the number of trips requested, 

scheduled, and operated by time of day. This information would be difficult to analyze, but with time-

based functions in software, this is not prohibitive of exacting analysis, and this information would be 

most helpful in determining staffing and scheduling according to demand. An additional caveat is that 

the times must be adjusted to correspond to times users would need services (e.g., just after Sioux Falls 

Transit (SAM) ends service, etc.). 

Proposed question 17 asks about the peak hours of scheduling transportation services. The arguments in 

favor are similar to those for proposed question 16, including the identification of the best information 

for planning--actual trips requested, scheduled, and operated by time of day and day of the week. It is 

not known whether this information is logged or accessible from logs (paper, software demands, etc.). 

Proposed question 18 asks for the peak hours of day and days of the week for client needs for 

transportation services. Better data could be taken from transportation service provider logs, if 

accessible. Again, the time of day should be adjusted to match corresponding policies by SAM and other 

entities. 

Proposed question 19 asks the respondent to identify the hours of the day and days of the week when 

their vehicles are idle. Knowing this information could help to identify benefits for coordinating vehicle 

sharing. With this information, if the other barriers to vehicle sharing could be eliminated, then this level 

of service could be coordinated. The usual caveats involved with identifying actual logs of transportation 

services provided, scheduled, and delivered by vehicle would be the best information possible. Certain 

amounts of “idle time” should be spent on maintenance and other activities (e.g., training drivers, etc.). 

Proposed questions 20 and 21 repeat 2010 transportation provider inventory question 14 (page 3). The 

hope is that, by splitting the question, a higher response rate can be obtained. The value of the question 

is to identify possibilities for coordination—having one person schedule transportation services would 

enable one-call options for transportation services, along with several other changes. Asking for the job 
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title provides a proxy for whether that position could be covered elsewhere if services were to be 

coordinated. In addition to clarifying these assumptions, there would be a need for common software, 

schedule sharing, and a host of other coordinated issues. Proposed question 22 asks respondents if their 

organization uses scheduling software. Currently, four organizations use scheduling software, and two 

different brands are used. Astute analysts should identify when the licenses for the software expire if 

this option for coordinating services is to be followed up.  

Proposed questions 23 to 26 asks respondents about issues related to charges that correspond to 

question 16 of the 2010 provider inventory. Question 23 asks if the organization charges clients for the 

services that it provides. In 2010, seven of the 13 providers indicated that they do charge. Proposed 

question 24 is an attempt to capture how clients pay for services. The 2008 Human Services 

Transportation Plan identified the need for facilitating payment to ensure efficiency of the system. In 

addition, payment systems provide accountability for third-party payers to ensure that funds are used to 

provide for transportation services. Coordination of payment systems would ensure competition among 

providers, benefitting consumers. Proposed question 25 asks about charges and upon what basis the 

charges are figured. Finally, question 26 asks if the charges cover the cost. Actual cost of the trip by 

vehicle, in conjunction with labor cost data from each organization, would be the best data to answer 

pricing questions. The conundrum is that nonprofit organizations typically undercharge for services, 

while, at the same time, clients are less able to afford to pay for services. 

Proposed question 27 corresponds to 2010 provider inventory question 17. At present, the percentage 

of total budget in the proposed question is not identified as “optional.” The purpose of the 

transportation budget is quite useful for coordination purposes in terms of identifying costs to be 

covered by charges and system overhead. Otherwise, coordination decisions would be “in the dark” 

because organizations that decide to coordinate would be “flying blind.” 

Proposed question 28 is the same question as 2010 provider inventory question 18. Respondents 

identified the following as funding sources, with the most identifying only a couple of sources: 5311, 

New Freedom, Contracts, State General Fund, South Dakota Department of Transportation, 

miscellaneous local grants, special education fund, federal Headstart fund, federal money/rural 

outreach, city/court, South Dakota Department of Human Services, United Way, Medicaid, and 

donations. The data obtained from the 2010 inventory do not allow for tracking revenue, as the 

question format did not suggest that respondents complete either the dollar figure or the funding 

source. If the information is desired, then this question will need to be revised based on the “test cases” 

described above. Simply put, we are not sure what data collection will achieve better results than what 

was used in 2010 survey (very few and very incomplete returns).  

Proposed question 29 asks the same question as 2010 transportation inventory question 19, except in a 

different format. Proposed question 30 replaces the open-ended portion of 2010 question 19 with the 

responses given in 2010 and asks for the number of volunteers for these functions. Several organizations 

had large numbers of volunteers, and it was not clear from the context that this was the total number of 

volunteers for the organization or for providing transportation services. 

Proposed question 30 is a reworking of 2010 provider inventory question 20. The proposed question 

makes the same inquiry but adds structure to the answer. In the proposed question, columns have been 
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added to indicate whether the named service is coordinated with another organization and leaves space 

for the name of the coordinating agency (assuming one, by virtue of the amount of space). The goal of 

this question is to name the current coordination partners and the level of coordination. 

Proposed questions 32-35 are similar to questions in the 2010 transportation provider inventory. The 

responses given to open-ended questions in 2010 are used as item response categories with several 

open-ended response blanks in case the responses given in 2010 are not exhaustive (a complete listing 

of possible responses). Scoring of the top three responses with numbers allows the ranking of the 

relative strength in addition to listing the reasons for not providing transportation services for their 

clientele. 

Proposed question 32 takes the responses give in the 2010 administration of the transportation provider 

inventory (question 21) and uses them as options for respondents. This question is also at the heart of 

obtaining information to identify possible coordination partners. Exclusivity of responses has not been 

tested (exclusivity meaning that the responses are exclusive of each other—no responses mean the 

same thing or something very similar). 

Proposed question 33 is a reworking of question 22 in the 2010 transportation provider inventory. This 

item is important because it asks respondents to identify what makes coordination or coordinated 

services possible. This would be important to furthering coordination. 

Proposed question 34 is similar to question 23 in the 2010 transportation provider inventory. This 

question is important for coordination because it identifies reasons for not coordinating from those 

organizations that have decided not to coordinate or that have responded as if they do not coordinate. 

Question 24 of 2010 transportation provider inventory asks respondents if the barriers to coordination 

were removed and coordinated services were available, would the respondent’s organization use 

coordinated services? This is an important question because it gets at the heart of whether the 

organization would coordinate services at all. Unfortunately, there are no recorded responses to this 

question. However, a few responded to the “why would you” question (24a) and the “why not” question 

(24b). With respect to the “why they would coordinate” question, the following responses were 

obtained: to assist clientele (5), contracted services, availability (2), and social opportunities. Responses 

to the “why not coordinate” question involved the following four responses: better provided by SAM 

and [coordination is] not needed. 

Proposed question 35 is a repeat of the 2010 Transportation Provider Inventory question 25. It asks 

respondents to rank eleven specific options for coordination. The question has been slightly reworked 

for clarity of data entry and possibly for respondent clarity. This question is important because it 

identifies whether the items listed are within the range of possibilities for coordinated services. These 

items can be compared to the actual coordinated services in question 20. 

The responses in question 20 include the following:  
“Vehicle sharing” is conducted between respondents and South Dakota State University (SDSU), YMCA, 
Paratransit, School Bus, Inc., Yellow Taxi, Sioux Falls Transit, Project CAR (named by two organizations), 
and Sunnycrest.  
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“Maintenance” is shared between respondents and Transition, Children’s Care Hospital and School, 
Volunteers of America, Sunnycrest, and South Dakota Achieve (named twice).  
 
“Scheduling and vehicle tracking” is coordinated between respondents and Wheelchair Express (named 
by two organizations), Sioux Falls Transit (named by two respondents), Paratransit, taxi (named by two 
respondents), School Bus, Inc. Odd entries include “1 Person Coordinates” and a response of “1.” 
 
“Vehicle purchasing” and “purchasing of fuel” are coordinated between respondents and ADVANCE, 
the “director maintenance,” and Sunnycrest.  
 
“Training” was mentioned as being coordinated by two organizations, including “staff supervisor” and 

South Dakota Rehabilitation Center for the Blind. 

No one identified “coordinating marketing and public information services.” This is challenging to 

coordination because the amount of training needed to assist clients in obtaining rides has been listed 

as a primary challenge for coordinating transportation services. 

Proposed question 36 reworks the responses from question 26 of the 2010 transportation provider 

inventory. In the proposed revision, the respondent is asked to identify the extent to which he or she 

agrees with the items as a real or perceived barrier to achieving a coordinated transportation system. 

Higher levels of agreement suggest that the barrier must be overcome. The responses given in 2010 to 

the open-ended question are used as item response categories; however, no open-ended response 

blanks were provided to the respondent. That is, if the responses given in 2010 are not exhaustive (a 

complete listing of possible responses), then data are lost. Scoring of the top three with numbers allows 

the ranking of the relative strength in addition to listing barriers to be overcome before transportation 

services can be coordinated. 

Proposed question 37 is a duplicate of 2010 transportation provider inventory question 12, with the 

addition of asking respondents to identify the average cost per trip. Most of these questions vary 

between total and average, and a more informed decision-maker can argue whether these should be 

average or total. The total number of vehicles could be changed to represent the average number of 

vehicles in service at a given time. The total number of wheelchair-accessible vehicles could be changed 

similarly—average over a specific period of time. The average cost per trip would have to be calculated 

over all trips and all expenses. The remaining items are repeated from 2010: total number of eligible 

clients, average number of wait-listed clients, total number of daily trip denials (with the added phrase 

“for any reason”), and number of schedulers/dispatchers.  

These questions may provide readers and analysts with a false sense of security because the 

respondents are likely to differ on the definitions of “trip” and what goes into “cost” (how much 

overhead, direct costs only, etc.), and so on. Likewise, the total number of daily one-way trips depends 

on agreement among providers as to how to define a “trip.” That is, answering whether one trip is one, 

one-way journey from one place to another for one person who intended the journey, three trips for a 

two-stop trip prior to arriving at the intended destination, etc. In any event, coordination will require 

common definitions. 

Proposed question 39 is a repeat of the actual vehicle inventory, with a slightly different example entry 

used and a minor clarification of the seating quantity. A 2001 vehicle with only 39,000 miles would be 
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rare, and so a vehicle with higher mileage was used. Further, the clarification on seating reflects that the 

driver is not counted. 

Proposed question 38 is a new question that asks about the events and circumstances leading to daily 

trip denials. A questionnaire is not the best format for this question. Individual interviews with service 

providers who interact at the point of contact are the best source: schedulers, drivers, coordinators, etc. 

However, there will be more on this as we discuss the user survey.  

 Changes to the User Survey 
The GRB recommends that individual interviews be held with direct service providers— schedulers, 

coordinators, and drivers—to identify service quality issues. If you want to know someone’s opinion, you 

have to go to the source—both directly to those whose opinions you want (transportation users) and to 

those who work with them (transportation providers). The user survey is one method of obtaining 

feedback. Service delivery (system) issues are often best identified by personnel who interact with 

clients/customers and are members of the organization. One would schedule a meeting of service 

providers—those who work with people whose behaviors you want to change or whose opinions you 

want to understand—and ask questions.  Fear has to be taken out of the conversation, so management 

will want to know the issues that will be discussed ahead of time. The discussion focuses on what 

barriers there are to service delivery and what causes daily trip denials.  

Another set of questions would address those who assist in making transportation arrangements. Since 

47 percent of service requests are made by someone other than the service recipient (2010 

transportation user survey), much about educating the target population about service delivery options 

and needs could be accomplished from two-way sessions (training and listening). Likewise, the locations 

where transportation service recipients (clients and direct customers) travel to might be determined in a 

systemic manner to identify barriers to using the transportation system and to identify costly behaviors 

for providers (trip “no-shows,” etc.). 

User Survey Questionnaire Changes 

One major goal of the user survey questionnaire is to ensure that the questionnaire fits on one page and 

can be completed within five minutes. Two other goals involve identifying the existing needs of users, 

ranked by type of eligibility requirements that they meet as reported on the surveys and examining 

evidence of duplication among existing services and evidence of gaps in services such as why certain 

users feel they cannot use existing services.  

The focus on the user survey is changing from being focused on the respondent—the client or 

customers of the transportation system—to the “trip.” Arguably, efficiency and effectiveness are the 

goals to be reached through coordination. One major logistical reason for focusing on the trip instead of 

the individual is the sheer number of questionnaires that would be needed to identify a set of 

perspectives in which the decision-maker could be confident of the estimates. For technical reasons 

discussed in an appendix to this report, large sample sizes are needed to confidently describe a 

population. If we are to sample all potential users, including the sample frame of those who do and who 

might use transportation services, and we consider the category of the "elderly" (and “low income” and 

“physically and developmentally disabled” separately), the 2010 Census tells us that, for the Sioux Falls 

Metropolitan Statistical Area, 36,354 residents are aged 60 and above (15.9 percent) and 25,524 are 
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aged 65 and above (11.2 percent). Sampling elderly respondents from this distribution with a 95 percent 

degree of confidence would involve obtaining nearly 400 completed questionnaires. Since not every 

survey distributed will be returned, and professional survey researchers consider a 40 percent response 

rate to be good (sufficient that the non-response bias is minimized), then nearly 1,000 surveys would 

need to be sent or distributed randomly to members of the target population to achieve the 400 

responses. This is quite costly. On the other hand, if we have 1,400 one-way trips, and we can access a 

randomly drawn sample of the data from the logs of the transportation schedulers and providers, we 

can draw a sample of 300 from whom to survey to obtain the same accuracy of results.  

A second reason for focusing on the trip instead of the individual customer is to enable Transit System 

staff to converse with users, representatives of organizations assisting transit system users, and direct 

service providers to more closely examine comments made by participants and to understand the 

process of how individuals come to access the transit system. The transit system user questionnaire will 

examine the needs of users with respect to accessing services—trips. 

We recommend adding a brief introduction to the user survey, so the respondent knows who is 

conducting the survey and why. Specific contact information should also be identified. 

Proposed question 1 on the user survey identifies the starting point of the trip. The listing of places is 

followed by item 1a, which asks for the place name of the origin, and 1b, which asks for the cross-streets 

or address of the place of origin. Cross streets are identified because respondents may not feel 

comfortable giving their home address or the location of the origin of the trip. They may not know the 

physical address, and, if the place name is common enough, it can be ascertained. What we want to 

know is the purpose of what they were doing in order to identify possible eligibility for funding from the 

place and to identify geospatial information (from the name of the place, cross streets, or address). 

This would replace the first question on the 2010 user survey. Question 1 on the 2010 user survey reads 

as follows: “What part of the Sioux Falls area do you travel from or what is the name of the house or 

residence where you live?”  We recommend removing this question or substituting it with another. 

Knowing where the trip originated is important. We have asked the respondent to identify their home 

address or the nearest cross street for this purpose. Since trips do not all originate from home, we are 

asking for the identification of the origin of the trip rather than the home address of the traveler. We 

expect that the loss of the “home address” will be double edged. We might gain a small increase in 

responses by increasing the privacy of the respondent but lose the location of the traveler, which could 

be useful in planning fixed routes. Again, we may gain responses when respondents do not know their 

street address but are able to name the location (e.g., “Glory House”) or the nearest cross-street. 

Proposed question 2 on the user survey identifies the purpose of the trip being sampled. It asks for 

parallel information to the first question (Q1) and has the same set of advantages and a slight 

disadvantage. The value of this approach is that by sampling a trip, we are able to generalize to the 

entire population of trips and not deal with client projections or memory biases (problems such as the 

“recency effect,” where we are more likely to remember the most recent thing that happened to us, and 

other biases such as the tendency to overweigh negative information).  

Proposed question 3 asks respondent to identify a place where they would like to go in the area that is 

not available to them with the current set of transportation services. When combined with interviews 
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with service providers who can identify “denials of service,” we can be fairly confident that we can 

identify from current users what places are inaccessible. Interviews with other stakeholders who deal 

with our target population might be able to identify other destinations that are inaccessible. 

Proposed question 4 asks if there is a day of the week or a time of the day when respondents cannot get 

to where they want to go. First, the focus is on the place they want to go (“What is the place name or 

cross street for the most important place you cannot go?”). Then, for question five, the focus turns to 

the day of the week and the time of day that are inaccessible. The key is to separate the issues when 

they can be separated or to combine them when they can be combined. A grid of days of the week and 

times of day are used to identify temporal issues. It is important to adjust the times of day so that they 

correspond to regularly scheduled available transportation services (e.g., the starting and ending time of 

metro transit).  

Proposed items 6-11 deal with demographic information to determine eligibility. Item 6 could be 

reworded to identify whether mobility is the issue or whether the Section 5317 definition of an illness or 

injury, which means that a person cannot use the transportation system without accommodation (the 

specific definition can be found in the law or on page IV-5 of the 2008 Sioux Falls Coordinated Public 

Transit—Human Services Transportation Plan), applies. Age ranges can be used to identify populations 

that are eligible for services. Certainly, age groups can be used to identify the preferred age category 

and to determine whether it is eligible for services (i.e., based around 60 or 65). Household income and 

number of individuals living in the household are used to identify “low-income” eligibility criteria. 

Questions 10 and 11 identify whether an automobile is available to make the trip or whether the 

respondent is licensed to drive a car. 

Proposed question 12 is used to rank high-priority items identified in the 2008 Sioux Falls Coordinated 

Public Transit—Human Services Transportation Plan. The 2010 user group respondents did not rank the 

items. That is, in the survey discussion, the items are discussed in terms of counts as the respondents 

identified the top three (usually). 

Proposed question 13 is the final question we recommend be added to the transportation user survey. 

Customer service experts identify that the number one question to ask about service quality is “How 

likely is it that you would recommend (this service) to your friends?” While this item may need to be 

edited, the question stem has been shown to identify highly recommended goods and services across a 

wide variety. Certainly, this question can be modified to capture a customer preference item. However, 

two good candidates are currently in the “recommend to eliminate from the study” group. These may 

overrule the inclusion of this item. 

Items We Recommend Eliminating from the User Survey 

Question 2 of the 2010 user survey (“Who helps you set up a ride? Check all that apply.”) is the most 
difficult question to justify removing. The response items from the question are as follows:  

___ You _____ Friend _____ Other (please specify 

below) 

___ Caretaker _____ Employer  

___ Family member _____ Home coordinator, activities 
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director 

 

The 2010 findings indicate that nearly half (47 percent) of the user-respondents depended on someone 
else to make transportation arrangements for them! This finding is significant in that, if it is indeed true, 
marketing efforts designed to make transportation services available need to be directed to a larger 
group of people than just those who receive transportation services.  

The second item recommended for exclusion from the study is Question 3 from the 2010 transit system 
user survey. The question is worded as follows: “How do you usually get around? Check all that apply?” 

□ Bus/transit fixed route 
□ Bus/transit deviated (flexible) schedule 
 

□ Paratransit 
□ Church sponsored vehicle (church name): 
 

□ Taxi 
□ Housing-sponsored vehicle (e.g., Inn at Westport) 
Please name: 

□ Walk 
 

□ Employer-sponsored vehicle (e.g., John Morrell, South 
Dakota Achieve)  
Please name:  
 

□ Bike 
□ Other nonprofit or facility-sponsored vehicle (e.g., YMCA) 
Please name: 
 

□ Family or friends 
□ Other  
Please name:  

 
The rationale for removing this question is that a specific trip, not a specific client, is the focus of the 
study. To focus on clients would require a sense that the clients are representative of the needs of all 
people in a similar situation. Such a focus would require the establishment of a sampling plan and the 
obtainment of a random sample of clients sufficiently large enough to generate confidence that the 
responses are representative of the larger population from which the sample is drawn. The contrast to 
sampling from the population is to draw a random sample of trips, ensuring that all trips have an equal 
chance of being selected (which is the true definition of “random”). Since provider-respondents to the 
2010 survey indicated over 1,400 separate one-way trips, a sufficient number of trips could be sampled 
with confidence rather than relying on a sampling from among multiple responses and individuals, 
which results in a high margin of error. 

In short, sampling by trip would allow for surveys to be identified by trip, not by person/client. With a 
larger number of trips, more confidence could be gained in the results. One caveat is that for every trip, 
there needs to be some identifier of the mode of transportation or the provider. This question may be 
worded to reflect the mode of transportation service or the provider. 

 
The third item recommended for exclusion from the transit user survey involves question 4. It is worded 
as follows: “Is there anything that keeps you from using certain types of transportation such as a 
physical disability, your age, a developmental disability, or your income?”The responses are open-
ended. The information from this single question has been replaced by separate questions (questions 6-
9) identifying the respondent’s eligibility for grant programs (in conjunction with the 
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purpose/destination of the trip, question 2). It may be that the definition of Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) eligibility conditions requires more filtering questions. 
 

The fourth item selected for exclusion from the 2010 transit user survey is question 9. The question is 
worded as follows: “Describe the four trips you take the most.” Response categories are open-ended. 

This question is recommended for removal because it takes the focus off of the trips that the person 
takes and places it on specific individuals. While this wording would identify specific locations that the 
particular trip-taker might want to go, the loss of information has to be weighed against the gain in 
information based on the focus on trips and the generalizability to all trips rather than to the individual. 
Again, the focus is to be on trips rather than on individuals.  

Further, the focus on trips that the respondent takes the most may be subject to unintended bias. That 
is, the respondent’s memory fade; they may remember the most painful experience, etc. Focusing on 
trips, asking about their experience and where they are going on the trip, is much more valid and 
reliable. 

The fifth item recommended for exclusion from the 2010 transit user survey is question 10. The 

question is worded as follows: “On a typical day, when do you need transportation the most? Please be 

specific.” The question prompted responses like the following: “Monday-Friday, 6 a.m. to 1 a.m. and 4 

p.m. to 6 p.m., to get to and from work; “Sunday, 8 a.m. to 10 a.m., “to get to church.”  

We recommend substituting the graph for time of day and day of the week with one for the most recent 

week when the person took a trip. Respondents to the 2010 survey (question 8) identified various times 

that could not be reduced beyond “evenings,” “weekends,” “early mornings,” and “late evening.”  

Using the grid helps respondents prospectively identify the times of day when transportation services 

are needed but not provided. The 2008 Sioux Falls MPO Area Coordinated Public Transit—Human 

Services Transportation Plan identified the time of day when services are unavailable as being a major 

need to providing mobility services (as does the 2010 provider survey).  

The time blocks for proposed survey item 5 may need to be adjusted for actual transit operations and 

transportation service provisions in order to cover times around the clock and to have the end of a time 

block occur just after transit services end.  

We also recommend excluding question 11 from the 2010 transit user survey. The question is worded as 

follows: “If you use transportation services, please answer the following about the trips you take.” Here 

are the response categories: 

_____ Number of trips per day on a weekday           ___ Number of trips per day on a weekend 

_____ Number of wheelchair-accessible vehicles used per day 

We recommend removal of this question because the respondent’s memory is likely to be subject to 

bias. One major bias is the “recency effect.” That is, respondents to surveys report the most recent 

experiences because those experiences are in their memories. We are all subject to this bias. However, 

if this question is to be inserted into the survey, the survey should ask respondent to identify the trips 

they take or have taken in the past week or a more near frame of reference. 
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We believe that the proposed revision of the user questionnaire will greatly enhance the data collection 

of user needs, especially in conjunction with conversations between transit system staff and staff of 

agencies and organizations that provide these and other transportation services to clients.  

The goal has been to design a user survey questionnaire that fits on one page and can be completed 

within five minutes. The second goal has been to identify the existing needs of users, ranked by type of 

eligibility requirements they meet as the user reported on the survey. Questions 6-11 identify eligibility 

criteria, enabling sorting of the needs by eligibility criteria. The third goal has been to design an 

instrument that identifies valid and reliable evidence of duplication among existing services and 

evidence of gaps in services, such as why certain users feel they cannot use existing services. Questions 

3, 4, and 5 should provide this evidence on a per-trip basis. Finally, question 12 identifies transportation 

system users’ perspectives on whether they would prefer specific coordination mechanisms over others.  
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Proposed User Survey
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Proposed Transit Provider Coordination Survey
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Appendix 3:  Sample Size Issues 
The best result is to survey all possible responses. However, this is not practical because of time and money. 

Therefore, we resort to sampling. There are several steps in this process, and the first step is to identify the 

population from whom we are trying to obtain information. In a June 13, 2011, meeting between GRB staff and 

Sioux Falls MPO staff, the target group was identified as all members of the three target populations (elderly, 

low income, and disabled) who are using or who might use transit services. From this group, a sampling frame 

was identified. The sampling frame is used to find a source from which the members can be drawn. Randomly 

drawing a sample is the “gold standard,” as sampling by other means introduces the possibility of bias into the 

results. Without knowing the method of drawing the sampling frame from the target population or of drawing 

the sample from the sampling frame, the amount of bias is unknown. Randomization is the procedure used to 

draw the sample where all members of the population have an equal chance of being selected. The sampling 

frame consists of all possible individuals from whom a sample can be drawn.  When the individual respondents 

are drawn randomly from the sample frame, errors and biases are likely to be “normally distributed,” and this 

level of distribution allows for probability and statistics. This method is also called “probability sampling.” Non-

probability sampling introduces a degree of bias into the sample and likely into the statistics. Unfortunately, the 

level of bias is unknown. Convenience sampling is one method of non-probability sampling, where responses are 

gathered from a group of individuals who are members of the target population and who tend to gather. One 

can obtain data, but one does not have confidence in the statistics unless one has a large sample size from 

which to base confidence (nearing 50 percent of the size of the target population).  

The most recent census of the Sioux Falls metropolitan area was used to identify the number of individuals by 

age in the metropolitan statistical area (MSA). These age groups are included in the following table.  

Number and Percent of Individuals in Census Bureau  Age  Groups, 

2010 Census: Sioux Falls Metropolitan Area 

 

Number of People in 

Age Group 

Percent of 

Population for Age 

Group 

Percent of Population 

for All Persons in Age 

Group and Older 

60 to 64 years 10,830 4.7 15.9 

65 to 69 years 7,430 3.3 11.2 

70 to 74 years 5,456 2.4 7.9 

75 to 79 years 4,632 2 5.5 

80 to 84 years 3,911 1.7 3.5 

85 years and over 4,095 1.8 1.8 

Source: 2010 US Census, downloaded from American Factfinder, 6/23/2011 from 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&prodType=table  

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&prodType=table
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If we are to sample all potential users, and this includes the sample frame of those who do and who might use 
transportation services, and we consider the category of the “elderly,” the above table suggests that, for the 
Sioux Falls MSA, 36,354 residents are aged 60 and above (15.9 percent), and 25,524 are aged 65 and above (11.2 
percent). Sampling from this distribution with a 95 percent degree of confidence would involve almost 400 
respondents completing the survey. Since not every survey will be returned, and professional survey researchers 
consider a 40-percent response rate to be good, nearly 1,000 surveys would need to be sent or distributed 
randomly to members of the target population to achieve the 400 responses. This is a very high standard.  
 

The confidence interval (also called margin of error) is the plus-or-minus figure usually reported in newspaper or 

television opinion poll results. For example, if one uses a confidence interval of 4, and 47 percent of the sample 

picks an answer, one can be “sure” that, if one had asked the question of the entire relevant population, 

between 43 percent(47-4) and 51 percent(47+4) would have picked that answer. 

The confidence level indicates how sure one can be. It is expressed as a percentage and represents how often 

the true percentage of the population who would pick an answer lies within the confidence interval. A 95-

percent confidence level means that one can be 95 percent certain; a 99-percent confidence level means that 

one can be 99 percent certain. Most researchers use the 95-percent confidence level.  

Sample Size calculator. 

The equation to predict the sample size is  

Sample size =  

Z 2 * (p) * (1-p) 

 

c 2 

Where: 

Z = Z value (e.g., 1.96 for 95-percent confidence level)  

p = confidence interval percentage, expressed as a decimal  

(0.5 used for sample size needed) 

c = confidence interval, expressed as a decimal  

(e.g., 0.04 = ±4) 

 

Sampling from this distribution with a 95 percent degree of confidence would involve almost 400 respondents 
completing surveys. To obtain 400 valid surveys, nearly 1,000 surveys would have to be sent or 1,000 telephone 
calls would have to be made, in order to achieve a 40 percent completed survey rate.   
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Low-Income Sample Statistics 

  
The Economic Research Services of the U.S. Department of Agriculture has 90-percent confidence that the 

poverty threshold for Minnehaha County is between 9.0 and 12.0 percent of the population. Thus, if the 2008 

Coordination Report used 150 percent of the poverty rate, we can estimate the total population as being within 

9.0 and 12.0 percent of the Minnehaha county population (2010 census, 169,468) and as being between 15,252 

(90-percent confidence level, lower end, or 9 percent) and 20,336 (90-percent confidence level, upper end, or 12 

percent). A sample of 375 surveys would be needed to have a 5-percent confidence interval (+/- 5 percent of the 

responses) for a population of 15,252 (http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm).  

2011 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines 

Persons 

in Family 

48 Contiguous 

States and D.C. 
150% of Poverty Level 

1 $10,890 $16,335  

2  14,710 22,065 

3  18,530 27,795 

4  22,350 33,525 

5  26,170 39,255 

6  29,990 44,985 

7  33,810 50,715 

8  37,630 56,445 

For each additional 

person, add 
   3,820 5,730 

Source:  Federal Register, Vol. 76, No. 13, January 20, 2011, pp. 3637-3638, also available from 
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/11poverty.shtml (6/23/2011)  

 

  

http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/11poverty.shtml
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Population by age of the Sioux Falls, SD, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2011 Estimates 

Age 
Sioux Falls MSA 

Population 
Percent 

Total population 228,261 100.0 

Under 5 years 18,271 8.0 

5 to 9 years 16,573 7.3 

10 to 14 years 15,258 6.7 

15 to 19 years 14,799 6.5 

20 to 24 years 15,281 6.7 

25 to 29 years 18,660 8.2 

30 to 34 years 16,897 7.4 

35 to 39 years 15,037 6.6 

40 to 44 years 14,818 6.5 

45 to 49 years 16,729 7.3 

50 to 54 years 15,795 6.9 

55 to 59 years 13,789 6.0 

60 to 64 years 10,830 4.7 

65 to 69 years 7,430 3.3 

70 to 74 years 5,456 2.4 

75 to 79 years 4,632 2.0 

80 to 84 years 3,911 1.7 

85 years and over 4,095 1.8 

Source: 2010 US Census, downloaded from American Factfinder, 6/23/2011 from 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1&prodType=table  
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