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AMMA Dra�, 5/1/2023 

Challenges of Implemen�ng Rural Mobility Solu�ons 

Implementa�on of the very modest, lifeline level, mobility recommenda�ons iden�fied by MCOG’s Rural 
Mobility Solutions Study presents three challenges. 

• First, no single strategy will be sufficient.  Research  clearly demonstrates that the need for 
transporta�on cuts across demographic segments, not just older adults and persons with 
disabili�es, but working age adults, young families, college students and youth.  There is a need 
to implement a mix of low-cost transporta�on services to address diverse mobility needs within 
the rural communi�es. 

• Second, finding sustainable funding, par�cularly for general public services, is not easy.  There 
are limited funding op�ons beyond those already being used by MTA. Using grant funding alone 
for pilot projects is unreliable. It has the poten�al to build expecta�ons and then not be 
sustainable. These are long-term unmet needs which will need to be addressed over �me. 

• And finally, leadership will be cri�cal for the successful implementa�on, promo�on and 
management of the recommended programs.  Who will take responsibility for this significant 
ongoing effort, both within the five communi�es of focus in the Inland Rural Mobility study and 
elsewhere in rural Mendocino County? 

 
The challenges of sustainable funding can be addressed if MCOG is willing to earmark annually a small 
por�on of Mendocino County’s LTF as seed money for Rural Transit Mobility. Five percent (5%) of LTF 
would represent $250,000.  It is highly likely that Mendocino County can secure and sustain $200,000 in 
addi�onal funding from the Caltrans-administered FTA 5310 program for transporta�on services for 
seniors and persons with disabili�es, a fund source for which it is an�cipated there will con�nue to be no 
local match.  In combina�on, this could provide an annual budget of up to $450,000 for rural mobility. 

Up to $250,000 LTF + $200,000 5310 = $450,000 annual base funding for rural mobility 
 
This base funding can then be u�lized, under one of three scenarios, to implement rural mobility 
services to meet both general public needs and those of seniors and persons with disabili�es. Following 
are three poten�al structures that address the challenges of leadership and ability to implement 
mul�ple services, to varying extents. 

Three Op�ons for Structuring a Response to Rural Transit Needs in Mendocino County 

1. MCOG would establish a Rural CTSA outside of MTA. 
An established community organiza�on (such as the Family Resource Center Network) would be 
designated as a Rural CTSA for Mendocino County and allocated a small por�on of the LTF for use in 
implemen�ng rural mobility services.  The Rural CTSA would offer leadership on the issue of rural 
mobility countywide and the LTF  alloca�on would provide a sustainable funding base, which would 
be the focal point for pursuing  addi�onal funding, including FTA 5310.  
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The responsibili�es of this CTSA would be to: 
• Foster partnerships in rural communi�es, to engage local resources and organiza�ons in support 

of mobility solu�ons. 
• Pursue relevant funding opportuni�es (5310 and others), with the support of MCOG. 
• Implement the variety of mobility solu�ons recommended by the MCOG study. 
• Ac�vely market and promote u�liza�on of those services by local residents.  

Over �me, the CTSA would also be responsible for monitoring and evalua�ng the services, 
poten�ally to recommend new or different mobility op�ons based on community feedback and 
ridership. As addi�onal funding opportuni�es arise, such as CARB funding for zero emission 
transporta�on, they would be in a posi�on to submit grants to expand on the base funding.  

A rural CTSA focused en�rely on the mobility needs of rural communi�es would be in a unique 
posi�on to provide on-going leadership around this issue. As a non-profit, it would also benefit from 
a lower cost structure and fewer costly requirements, allowing the allocated funding to go further. 

 
2. The  CTSA within MTA would u�lize the earmarked LTF funds to contract with  individual  

community organiza�ons to operate  rural mobility services.  
MTA is currently designated as a CTSA and would use that designa�on to earmark a por�on of its LTF 
funding for mobility services in rural communi�es outside the MTA served area.   
 
These funds would then be awarded to one or more community organiza�ons with the ability to 
implement specific rural mobility services, in the same way that MTA currently contracts with the  
senior centers to operate service for seniors and persons with disabili�es.  
• MTA’s mobility manager would be responsible for leadership and oversight of the program. 
• MTA, with the assistance of MCOG,  would be responsible for pursuing addi�onal funding 

sources (including  FTA 5310 and poten�ally others such as CARB, etc.)  to supplement the LTF 
alloca�on. 

• Community organiza�ons would be asked to propose mul�-year budgets and scopes of work for 
the implementa�on of services similar to those proposed in the MCOG Rural Study. 

• The contracted community organiza�ons would be responsible for opera�ng, marke�ng and 
repor�ng on services provided (including both vehicle-based services and others such as the  
mileage reimbursement programs and community ride boards) for defined �me frames.  At the 
end of the �me frame, the contract would be reviewed for poten�al renewal. 

 
This op�on would build on MTA’s exis�ng organiza�onal infrastructure, but, through contrac�ng to 
community organiza�ons, would benefit from their lower cost structures. 
 

3. MTA would directly operate rural mobility services. 
Under this structure, MTA would take full responsibility for mobility service to rural communi�es. It 
would earmark a por�on of LTF and pursue 5310 funding for use in implemen�ng rural mobility 
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solu�on.  With this designated funding, MTA would  reallocate its service offerings to provide lifeline 
service to the rural communi�es outside its current fixed route footprint,  
 
To the extent that funding allows, MTA’s would: 
• Operate and market weekly service to connect communi�es like Covelo, Laytonville and Poter 

Valley with Ukiah.   
• Secure 5310 funding for and implemen�ng a countywide volunteer driver mileage 

reimbursement program for seniors and persons with disabili�es. 
• Implement  other recommended mobility solu�ons, such as  general public service in Brooktrails 

and a rideshare incen�ve program for Mendocino College students. 
• Pursue addi�onal funding sources that become available to expand rural mobility op�ons. 
 
While this op�on would take advantage of MTA’s exis�ng infrastructure, it would also be limited by 
its higher cost of service delivery, in comparison to community non-profit organiza�ons. The 
available resources would likely result in fewer rural services. 
  

Under all three scenarios:  
• MTA would consider, through its SRTP process, offering expanded public transit service to 

Hopland and Brooktrails.  
• MCOG would support either MTA or the Rural CTSA in prepara�on of grant applica�ons to such 

fund sources as Caltrans-administered FTA Sec�on 5310 funds for seniors and persons with 
disabili�es; California Air Resource Board-administered Clean Mobility Op�ons grants to support 
rural transporta�on electrifica�on projects; and other state or federal discre�onary grant 
programs aligned with mee�ng rural mobility needs. 

• MCOG would receive regular repor�ng on each of the rural mobility projects implemented. Such 
repor�ng, no less frequently than quarterly, would enable MCOG staff to report to the MCOG 
board on an annual basis, comparing program-specific opera�ng goals with opera�ng 
experience, repor�ng on the funding mix secured, and offering general observa�ons as to how 
these modest, lifeline level mobility projects are being u�lized and mee�ng needs.  
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