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INTRODUCTION

Getting around is easy for most of us who own a 
personal vehicle or can easily access public transit. But 
many Americans lack workable transportation options 
due to age, income, disability or—for one reason or an-
other—because they do not have a valid driver’s license. 
In rural, sparsely populated areas, choices are more 
limited. The aging of America makes these issues even 
more pressing. According to the Administration on Ag-
ing, by 2030, 19.1 percent of the population (about 72.1 
million people) will be over age 65—more than twice 
their number in 2000.1 Of Americans over age 65, 21 
percent do not drive for reasons that include lack of ac-
cess to a vehicle, declining health and safety concerns.2

This reduced mobility has a direct and often debilitat-
ing effect on older Americans’ independence. More 
than 50 percent of non-drivers over age 65 normally 
do not leave home most days, due in part to a lack of 
transportation options.3

The good news is that many public and private entities 

have stepped up to provide specialized transporta-
tion programs and services to people with mobility 
challenges. By one estimate, tens of thousands of 
government agencies, nonprofits and private compa-
nies provide or pay for transportation services in the 
United States. Federal, state and local agencies provide 
or support specialized services for transportation disad-
vantaged populations. Government, nonprofit and for-
profit programs serve rural and urban communities, 
low-income and indigent populations, veterans, people 
with disabilities, older adults and Medicaid recipients.

With so many organizations in the mix, however, 
problems can arise. In what has become a complex and 
often fragmented system, services can be difficult for 
real-life users to understand, access and navigate. Public 
and private agencies that administer or refer clients 
to human service transportation programs may have 
different goals, serve different populations, and receive 
funds from different sources, each of which may have 
its own rules and restrictions. Eligibility and account-
ability standards, vehicle needs, operating procedures, 
routes and other factors may also vary greatly across 
organizations. At the local level, programs can differ 
across city or county boundaries. The large number, 
diversity and dispersion of transportation programs can 
lead to underutilization of resources, inconsistent safety 
standards and customer inconvenience. Services can 
overlap in some areas and be entirely absent in others. 
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Funding shortfalls, policy and implementation fail-
ures, and lack of coordination can leave many who 
need transportation with few or no options. The sad 
result is that many who need transportation to ac-
cess essential services and participate in community 
activities may be left unserved or underserved.

To combat these problems, governmental bodies, 
human service organizations and transportation 
planners have advocated improved coordination 
among human service agencies, providers of public 
transit and specialized transportation services, and 
other stakeholders. This process, called “human 
services transportation coordination,” generally 
means better resource management, shared power 
and responsibility among agencies, and shared 
management and funding.4 When key entities work 
together to jointly accomplish their objectives, they 
can achieve more effective, efficient and accessible 
transportation options for those who need it most: 
effective, in that they get people where they’re going; 
efficient, in that they use public dollars economi-
cally; and accessible, in that services are easy for 
travelers to navigate and use.

To achieve these goals of coordination, coordinat-
ing councils have been established at all levels of 
government—federal, state, regional and local.5 
These councils provide a forum for interagency 
collaboration and coordination. At the federal 
level, the Federal Coordinating Council on Ac-
cess and Mobility (CCAM), which consists of 11 

federal departments and coordinates more than 60 
federal programs, has been active since 2004. The 
council’s strategic goal is to “continue to improve 
mobility, employment opportunities, and access to 
community services for persons who are trans-
portation disadvantaged,” largely by helping to 
expand coordinated human service transportation 
infrastructure at other levels of government.6 Many 
councils at other levels of government were created 
under CCAM’s United We Ride initiative, which was 
also launched in 2004 specifically to support state and 
local coordination efforts. Other coordination efforts, 
however, pre-date the United We Ride initiative. For 
example, a number of local coordinated efforts were 
undertaken by local transit providers and human ser-
vices agencies in the 1970s and 1980s, in some cases 
with other state or federal support. 7

For more than a decade, the National Conference 
of State Legislatures (NCSL)—largely under coop-
erative agreements with the Federal Transportation 
Administration and the U.S. Department of La-
bor—has tracked state efforts to improve transporta-
tion options for people with mobility challenges. In 
2005, NCSL published a groundbreaking analysis 
of coordination efforts across the states8, and in 
2010, NCSL released a study of all state coordi-
nating councils then known to exist.9 In the years 
since, however, NCSL has observed (and received 
reports from the states) that state coordinating 
councils have undergone many changes. New 
councils have been formed, others have expired 
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or become dormant, and long-standing councils 
have engaged in new activities and endeavors. 
This report presents the most up-to-date, thorough 
information available about these councils across 
the states.

To produce this report, NCSL reached out to 
contacts at state human service transportation 
agencies and state coordinating councils with a 
questionnaire asking about state councils and their 
activities.10 These findings were supplemented by 
statutory and legislative research. The resulting re-
port provides a synthesis of state-level coordination 
efforts nationwide, including lessons learned in 
state stakeholders’ own words. This is followed by 
individual profiles for every U.S. state and territory, 
each of which identifies the agency that responded 
to the questionnaire for that jurisdiction, as ap-
plicable.

STATE COORDINATING COUNCILS:  
A WORKING DEFINITION

One key strategy toward coordination has been 
the establishment of “coordinating councils” at 
all levels of government. These councils provide 
forums where government agencies—and, in some 
cases, other stakeholder groups—work together 
to make specialized transportation services more 
effective, efficient and accessible to the people 
who need them. Coordinating councils are, in the 
simplest sense, groups of diverse organizations that 
actively work together on an ongoing basis to better 
coordinate and provide transportation services to 
people who have mobility challenges. 

Coordinating councils operate at all levels of gov-
ernment—federal, state, regional and local.11 State-
level councils can provide a needed bridge between 
federal initiatives and local efforts that focus on the 
provision of services on the ground. State councils 
typically involve state agencies, focus on state-level 
policies and programs, and make recommendations 
concerning state policy to improve transportation 
service delivery and efficiency. 

Because of the diversity of state coordinating 
councils, no common definition exists. For the 
purposes of this report, the working definition of 
state coordinating councils is that they are multi-
disciplinary, in that they coordinate among diverse 
transportation and human services providers; 
statewide, in that they coordinate across the entire 
state and typically focus on state agencies, policies 
and programs; and ongoing, in that they engage in 
active, ongoing coordination, not just intermittent 
or annual activities. 

All state councils coordinate across stakeholders 
and agencies, but they do their work in many ways. 
Most commonly, they inventory existing transpor-
tation programs and resources, identify inefficien-
cies or gaps in service, participate in coordinated 
planning efforts, and work toward meaningful 
solutions that improve mobility for system users.

STATE COORDINATING COUNCILS  
AS A KEY STRATEGY FOR  
IMPROVING MOBILITY 

State coordinating councils are a critical strategy for 
improving human service transportation services 
and programs. Councils build working relationships 
between agencies and other stakeholders that help 
provide transportation to many different popula-
tions. By coming together to solve common, state-
wide challenges, these organizations can help make 
state policies and programs more consistent, help 
address service gaps or duplication, identify oppor-
tunities for collaboration and streamlining, widely 
disseminate information and best practices, and 
recommend policy changes. Coordination also can 
raise awareness of available funding and other assets 
across member agencies and can foster discussions 
and policies to efficiently use limited resources.

The common goal of these coordinated efforts, 
ultimately, is to achieve effective, efficient and 
accessible transportation options for those who 
need it most: effective, in that they meet the goal 
of getting users to where they want and need to go; 
efficient, in that taxpayer dollars are used economi-
cally and with minimal waste; and accessible, in 
that services are easy for users to navigate and use. 
Councils may help promote accessibility through 
customer-oriented approaches such as centralized 
complaint lines or one-call/one-click resources that 
help a user understand all available travel options. 

State Coordinating Councils Are:
•	 Multidisciplinary		

They coordinate among diverse 
transportation and human services 
providers. 

•	 Statewide 
They coordinate across the entire 
state and focus on state agencies, 
policies and programs. 

•	 Ongoing  
They engage in active, ongoing 
coordination, not just intermittent or 
annual activities.



© 2015 7 NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

By helping make transportation services readily 
accessible to people who need them, states can pro-
vide the best experience for users across the state. 

STATE COORDINATING COUNCILS 
ACROSS THE STATES

At present, 20 states and the Northern Mariana 
Islands report having at least one active state-level 
coordinating council (Figure 1). Because Idaho has 
two separate councils, there are, in fact, 21 active 
councils in the states, plus one in the Northern 
Mariana Islands, for a total of 22 active state 
coordinating councils nationwide. Another six 
states have established a council in state law or an 
ongoing executive order, but those councils are 
now inactive. In addition, Wyoming has created a 
council through voluntary coordination that also is 
currently inactive.

State coordinating councils, although they have 
broadly similar goals, vary widely across the states. 
They differ in terms of formality, complexity, size 
and activities, as they respond to their states’ priori-
ties and circumstances. Three key ways in which 
state coordinating councils vary is by their mem-
bership; their core duties and responsibilities; and 
whether they were established by a legal mandate.

Membership

State coordinating councils typically have state 
agencies as their core members. The specific 
agencies that participate, however—and any other 
members that may be included—differ from state 
to state. The most common state agencies on these 
councils include departments of transportation, 
disabilities, health, and aging or independent liv-
ing. Many state councils specifically involve one or 
more state legislators, and several require a member 
from the governor’s office. Transit agencies and 
other service providers, nonprofit organizations 
and individuals that represent key populations may 
also be included. Council membership often re-
flects particular state needs or demographics. Coun-
cils in Arkansas and New York, for example, have 
state agencies that handle rural issues among their 
members, and Oklahoma’s council must include 
at least one member who represents an Oklahoma 
Native American nation or tribe. Figure 2 shows a 
breakdown of state council membership. 

Duties and Responsibilities 

The most common responsibilities and tasks across 
state coordinating councils include assessing cur-
rent statewide transportation needs, identifying 
gaps and duplication of services, and maximizing 
the efficient use of resources. Many states require 

Figure 1. State Coordinating Councils

* Idaho has two separate state coordinating councils. 
Source: NCSL, 2014. 
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that the council publish an annual report that is 
sent to the legislature (or key legislative commit-
tees) or to the governor.

Many state councils also have a critical planning 
role. Some states have required that their coordi-
nating council develop a strategic plan that would 
include solutions to challenges it has identified. At 
least Georgia and Vermont involve their coordinat-
ing council in transportation planning and alloca-
tion of funding. State councils also may play a key 
role in federally mandated planning processes. For 
example, the federal Enhanced Mobility of Seniors 
and Individuals with Disabilities grant program (49 
U.S.C. §5310) will fund only projects that have 
been included in a “locally developed, coordinated 
public transit-human services transportation plan.” 

Current federal law (the Moving Ahead for Progress 
in the 21st Century Act, or MAP-21) further requires 
grant applicants—including states—to develop and 
approve their coordinated plans through a process 
that includes participation by older adults, people 
with disabilities, transportation and human services 
providers, and other members of the public. State 
coordinating councils can play a key role in this 
process, which represents a significant amount of 
coordination, especially if the state is the primary 
recipient of funds.

The express intent of this planning requirement, 
as with coordination generally, is to “bring the 
right people to the table to discuss human services 
transportation issues and identify opportunities to 
assist more people, reduce service gaps and overlaps, 

Figure 2. 
Membership 
of Active State 
Coordinating 
Councils

This chart shows how 
many active state 
coordinating councils 
either require these 
members (for states 
with a legal mandate) or 
include them among their 
current membership (for 
states without a legal 
mandate). 

Source: NCSL, 2014. 
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and increase the cost effectiveness of the services 
provided.”12 The requirement seems, at least to 
some extent, to be achieving its goals; 55 percent of 
survey respondents in a 2011 National Cooperative 
Highway Research Program study reported that coor-
dination was better in their jurisdictions as a result of 
having gone through this planning process.13

Legal Authority 

State councils also differ in terms of whether they are 
operating under some form of current legal mandate. 
Every council that currently is active was originally 
created either through an act of the legislature or by 
an executive order or other initiative of the governor, 
although in some cases that authority has expired. 

Of the 22 active state coordinating councils, 12—
including both of Idaho’s councils—are operating 
under the requirements of current state legislation 
or statute. Iowa’s council, unusually, was created 
in response to a broad coordination mandate in 
state statute, but was actually established in state 
administrative code. Five active councils are operat-
ing under a governor’s initiative or executive order. 
Four are coordinating with no legal mandate or 
authority of any kind, relying instead on the vol-
untary participation of their members. Of interest 
is that all four of these originally were established 
by the legislature or governor, although the legal 
mandate has since expired. Figure 3 shows active 

state coordinating councils by legal authority.

DO LEGAL MANDATES HELP 
COORDINATION EFFORTS? 

Respondents to NCSL’s questionnaire offered con-
flicting views about whether legal authority helps or 
hinders coordination efforts. In some cases, having 
a mandate in state law can help encourage coordi-
nation. In other cases, though, legal mandates may 
be ineffective or even perceived as a hindrance to 
ongoing coordination. 

State stakeholders identified several benefits of a 
legal mandate. According to one respondent, an 
appropriate mandate “serves as the ‘stick’ to getting 
state agencies and organizations to participate in 
the process, especially those with many other prior-
ities where transportation could become lost in the 
shuffle. Having it in [state law] keeps transportation 
coordination in the discussion on a regular basis.”14 
A mandate also “gives the group a sense of standing 
and purpose, knowing that there is an expecta-
tion that they perform to standards established in 
statute and that their efforts are intended to create 
efficiencies and improve services for people.” Many 
respondents noted that a legal mandate can add 
to a council’s authority and credibility and, as one 
respondent noted, “can serve to get recommenda-
tions and actions codified more quickly.” 

Figure 3. Legal Authority for Active State Coordinating Councils

* Iowa’s council was created in response to a broad coordination mandate in state statute, but was actually 
established in state administrative code. 
Source: NCSL, 2014.
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In some cases, however, legal mandates have not 
been sufficient to effect continued coordination. 
At present, at least six councils that are established 
in a current state statute or executive order have 
become inactive, with no ongoing activities. In 
Illinois, for example, with the implementation of 
local and regional coordinated planning, the state 
coordinating council reportedly became less of a 
driving force for coordinated services and ceased 
its activities. In Tennessee, it was reported, no 
“action items” came out of the council, and the 
participants agreed to discontinue meeting, despite 
a requirement in state law.

Meanwhile, active coordinating councils exist in 
Louisiana, Massachusetts, New Jersey and Washing-
ton without any current legal mandate. Although 
each was first established by the state legislature or 
governor, they now rely on the voluntary participa-
tion of their members. Stakeholders in these states 
attribute their continued success to various factors. 
One respondent identified “the development of 
a robust agenda, the creation of committees, and 
the production of detailed meeting summaries that 
educate those [members] not in attendance” as sig-
nificant success factors, and even noted a concern 
that “legal authority might cause the council to 
be ‘too formal’ and remote and result in mem-

bers being unwilling to take formal positions.” In 
Washington, although the council is challenged to 
“push forward a well-developed, progressive agenda 
with members who are volunteering their time,” an 
identified advantage of not having requirements in 
law is that “the council can set its own work plan.”

The formal mandate for New Jersey’s council expired 
in 2010, but it regrouped as a voluntary working 
group. This group has reportedly “elevated the state 
participation in the working group from lower level 
governmental relations department staff to having 
the division director and bureau chiefs who actually 
manage the community transit program dollars 
actively involved in these quarterly meetings.” New 
Jersey found that the new working group functions 
at least as well as the prescribed council did because 
they are “getting the people who control the actual 
transportation program funding and who deliver the 
service to the table,” according to a respondent, who 
adds that the legal mandate “should have given [the 
council] more priority within state government,” but 
that the working group is “actually now getting more 
active state participation.” 

Nevertheless, it is not always easy to continue coor-
dination efforts without legal authority in place. In 
Washington, for example, although the voluntary 
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council is going strong now, its progress relies on 
hardworking volunteers. One respondent expressed 
that statutory authority, which the council no 
longer has, was a “statement that coordination is 
important that created an ’official’ place at the table 
for special needs coordinated transportation.” 

Although four states have continued their coordi-
nation efforts after a mandate has expired, many 
others have not. At least Alabama, Arizona, Rhode 
Island and Wisconsin discontinued their councils 
when their mandate ceased—and in states where 
their current legal authority has a built-in sunset, 
council members fear that their efforts, too, will 
end. A respondent from a state where the mandate 
is an executive order that is guaranteed only during 
the current governor’s term feared that “the new 
governor and his cabinet may have different priori-
ties in the future, so all the effort that has gone into 
building a coordination framework at the state and 
regional levels could be wasted.” A few states that 
began their councils without any mandate in place 
have stalled in their efforts, in one case because 
“lack of legislative standing led to discontinuation 
of the [coordinating council]” and little “senior 
management involvement led to [the] inability to 
implement many recommendations.” 

BENEFITS OF STATE-LEVEL 
COORDINATION

Regardless of how coordinating councils are 
established or mandated, stakeholders noted many 
benefits of the coordination activities that result. 
The goal of coordination is to achieve effective, 
efficient and accessible transportation options 
for those who need it most. Services should be 
efficiently delivered, easy for users to navigate, and 
take people where they need and want to go. 

Many stakeholders noted that these results of 
coordination naturally build on each other. Several 
respondents, for example, said that interagency 
coordination strengthened communication across 
agencies that provide human service transporta-
tion services and programs. In particular, they 
noted that greater access to information was a key 
advantage. Sharing information with other agencies 
helped solve mutual challenges; that, in turn, made 

service delivery better and more efficient, resulting 
in improved access and mobility for system users, 
and also provided other benefits for the broader 
community (Figure 4). 

Access to Information

Access to information was identified as a primary 
benefit of coordinating councils that could act as a 
starting point for other positive outcomes. By com-
ing together to discuss transportation needs, trans-
portation agencies are able to increase awareness 
in other agencies “of public transit, its availability 
statewide, and the need to coordinate services,” said 
one respondent. As another respondent expressed, 
when agencies coordinate, they are better able to 
“identify the needs and gaps in service areas, as well 
as [learn] about previously unknown transit provid-
ers and funding opportunities that may assist in 
expansion of transportation in local communities.” 

Solving Mutual Challenges

Having agencies “meet regularly to discuss trans-
portation issues and … develop strategies that will 
address those issues,” as one respondent put it, is an-
other key benefit. By coming together and discussing 
a problem that one agency is having, another agency 
may have a solution. One respondent, for example, 
described a situation where the state Office of the 
Commissioner of Insurance was able help solve a 
problem for other agencies by clarifying insurance 
requirements for volunteer drivers around the state.

Better Service Delivery 

As mutual challenges are addressed, services are 
enhanced. In the words of a respondent, a coordi-
nating council provides a forum for transportation 
providers and funding agencies “to build on exist-
ing coordination strategies and best practices” and 
“promotes more efficient and expanded mobility 
services.” 

Improved Mobility

Coordinated, enhanced service delivery results in 
improved personal mobility for system users. “The 
highest benefit,” said a respondent, “is … having 

Figure 4. Identified Benefits of State-Level Coordination
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transportation available around the state. With 
coordination activities, trips to medical appoint-
ments, employment and other necessary trips occur 
and are available.” Another respondent noted that 
coordination had resulted in “more seamless rider 
experiences.” 

States that include system users as full participants 
on their councils can benefit from those real-life 
perspectives when working to improve mobility. 
For example, since the inception of Washington’s 
council, three spots have been designated for 
people with special transportation needs. Accord-
ing to a respondent, because transit users have 
the opportunity “to impact and influence the 
conversation,” these members can provide a “valu-
able ‘reality check’ on policy outcomes” and help 
develop important tools for system improvement. 
In Washington, these tools have included a new, 
required customer complaint process.

Several respondents noted that coordinated out-
reach to key user groups, in particular, had helped 
improve those users’ mobility. Councils have 
helped facilitate outreach to key populations—such 
as veterans—who previously were not aware of avail-
able transportation options. In addition, by pooling 
information from various ride providers, some 
states have created “one-call/one-click” phone and 
Web assistance that helps users obtain information 
about all available trip options from one source. 
This can be especially helpful in states with rural 
populations who may need to cross jurisdictional 
boundaries when traveling.

“Mobility management” can be a specific result of 
coordination. Mobility management is a strategic 
approach that aims to create a diverse range of 
well-synchronized, customer-oriented transporta-
tion options within a community.15 The approach 
may include providing easy-to-understand informa-
tion about the available options, such as through 
one-call/one-click centers. By creating partnerships 
among agencies and transportation providers, 
coordinating councils can work toward expand-
ing the range of effective transportation options 
and coordinating information and referral services 
about those options.  

Other Community Benefits

State-level coordination can benefit not only 
transportation system users, but also the commu-
nity at large. As one respondent said, coordinating 
services can “offer benefits beyond traditional 
‘people mover’ operations; the economic impact 
to local business and the employment opportuni-
ties for transportation disadvantaged citizens can 

be tremendous when embraced and exalted. Those 
benefits, along with many others, enhance commu-
nity development and drive personal independence 
and growth.” Because effective, navigable travel op-
tions are the key to accessing other critical services, 
broader benefits could include improved health, 
employment and other outcomes as transportation 
services to health care facilities, job opportunities 
and other community resources are improved.

BENEFITS OF MULTI-LEVEL 
COORDINATION STRATEGIES

Because coordinating councils can operate at all 
levels of government, some states have councils 
only at the state level, others only at the regional or 
local level, and yet others have incorporated mul-
tiple levels of coordinating councils as integral to 
their overall coordination strategy. Of the 20 states 
with an active state coordinating council, 13 have 
reported also having regional coordinating coun-
cils.16 Fifteen states, however, had only regional 
councils, and 15 had neither regional councils nor 
active state councils (Figure 5). 

A multi-level coordination strategy can offer several 
advantages. First, state and regional coordinating 
councils typically involve different stakeholders 
and can focus on the issues and tasks that best fit 
those members’ overall roles and responsibilities. 
State councils, in particular, provide a needed 
bridge between federal initiatives and local efforts 
that focus on the provision of services on the 
ground. Often, state councils include state agencies 

STATE COUNCILS MAY:
•	 Create an environment supportive 

of coordination through state policy 
and the regulatory framework

•	 Have state agencies as core 
members

•	 Ensure consistent statewide 
requirements

 REGIONAL COUNCILS MAY:
•	 Focus on program implementation 

and service issues within the region

•	 Have transportation providers and 
community organizations as core 
members

•	 Take the unique needs of diverse 
regions into account
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as core members and are better placed to address 
statewide policy. Regional and local councils, on 
the other hand, usually include transportation 
providers and community organizations as core 
members, and their knowledge of local issues al-
lows them to better attend to service issues.17

Many states have benefited from having councils at 
both state and regional levels. A recent report from 
Georgia, for example, recommended a “top down” 
and “bottom up” approach to “facilitate successful 
coordination within the state, recognizing the dual 
efforts required at the state and regional levels to 
implement sustainable coordination strategies.”18 
According to the report, “top down” strategies are 
actions that state agencies can take to ensure that 
coordination requirements are established and 
implemented consistently throughout the state, 
while “bottom up” strategies are “steps that can be 
taken at the regional level, recognizing that each 
region is unique and these regions vary in the cur-
rent state of coordination.”19 

CHALLENGES TO  
STATE-LEVEL COORDINATION

Respondents identified a wide variety of challenges 
and barriers to effective coordination of programs 
and funding across many agencies to provide ser-
vice for a diverse population. 

Competing Systems

One significant challenge to coordination is when 
an important partner is not at the table. In some 
states, the Department of Health and Human 
Services remains isolated from other transportation 
providers because of ongoing contractual com-
mitments to Medicaid transportation providers. 
Without the agency facilitating Medicaid, funding 
and service coordination opportunities are missed, 
ultimately creating “a barrier to long-lasting system 
improvement,” according to one respondent.   

Lack of Funding 

Across the board, respondents mentioned lack of 
funding as a barrier to coordination. Only a few 
states—Colorado and Florida, for example—have 
dedicated, ongoing funding for the activities of 
their coordinating councils. Most councils are not 
funded, and the lack of financial resources has cur-
tailed participation by agencies in many states. 

No Mandate to Coordinate 
Resources

Many states do not mandate that the agencies 
coordinating transportation services also coordi-
nate the funding they receive. As one respondent 
noted, “The lack of a mandate for state agencies to 
coordinate resources has been a major obstacle to 
meaningful coordination.” Without the require-

Figure 5. State and Regional Coordinating Councils
Source: NCSL, 2014
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ment to use their funds efficiently across agencies 
for transportation services, many do not, blocking 
further coordination attempts.

Agency Attitudes

Some respondents noted that their council had dif-
ficulty gaining participation and buy-in from all the 
required agencies. In some states, the mandate to 
coordinate seemed to “strengthen the competitive 
nature of the ‘turf wars’” that can occur. Another 
respondent noted that, “Too often, specifically in 
the shadow of a legislative mandate, representa-
tives enter coordinated planning discussions in 
a defensive or obligatory posture: ‘What are you 
trying to take away from me?’ or ‘Can we just get 
this over with so I can get back to my real job?’” In 
some cases, agencies may stand back because they 
feel coordination is not their responsibility. For 
example, because coordination efforts are transpor-
tation-focused, they may be seen as the department 
of transportation’s job, and some agencies may fail 
to participate as a result. 

Lack of Understanding

Lack of understanding about “how the coordina-
tion process works, [lack of] clear and concise 
expectations of all stakeholders, and [lack of] clear 
and concise ownership of various components of 
service” prevents many councils from coordinat-
ing successfully, respondents said. There may be 
various reasons for lack of understanding, including 
poor access to information, miscommunication be-
tween departments about expectations, or turnover 
in key positions. 

Clarity in the coordination process can help 
councils avoid losing institutional knowledge as 
turnover in key leadership positions occurs. Some 
leaders may be champions of coordination who, as 
one respondent said, “can engage other local part-
ners in collaboration.” If these leaders leave their 
organization, however, it may be difficult and time-
consuming to bring new leaders up to speed. In a 
few states, coordination has been put on the back 
burner as new leaders change priorities. Especially if 
no legal mandate exists for new leaders to become 
involved, there may be little incentive to maintain 
the coordination others had achieved. 

Cultural Differences

“Early on,” said one respondent, “we discovered 
that transportation people and human services have 
different languages, objectives and motivators.” 
These cultural differences can lead to difficulties in 
the coordination process. At least one state has ad-

dressed this challenge by hiring an outside facilita-
tor who is familiar with both cultures and was able 
to “bridge that gap.”

CONTRIBUTORS TO SUCCESS

Several respondents noted that there is no “one 
size fits all” recipe for success when it comes to 
coordination. “Each state is different,” said one, 
and another stated, “There is no one best practices 
model for states to use.” Nevertheless, respondents 
identified a few contributors to success that might 
be helpful to counterparts in other states who are 
pursuing coordination efforts.

Buy-In from Key Decision Makers

Whether they called it “buy-in,” “support,” “vi-
sion,” “championing,” “agreement” or “leadership,” 
many respondents agreed that having key decision 
makers on board with coordination efforts is an im-
portant contributor to success. Respondents identi-
fied governors, executive and mid-level managers 
(and the staff who control program funding) at 
participating agencies, and regional or local leaders 
as some of the stakeholders who can help.

Keeping Members on Track

Another identified contributor to success was keep-
ing members engaged and on track. One respon-
dent recommended keeping members informed 
through preparation, organization and ensuring 
that meetings were accessible. Another advised, 
“Have a plan and work the plan. It is important to 
focus on a single subject for review and possible 
renovations.” 

Building on Past Successes

Many respondents agreed that, in order to have a 
successful coordinating council, the group should 
first focus on a smaller, attainable goal to create 
buy-in and momentum for further coordination. 
Councils that were able to focus on a single issue 
and possible solutions and then solve the issue 
and celebrate the success then were more likely 
to move on to the next topic to work for another 
success. Celebrating early wins can help decision 
makers embrace the spirit of collaboration, creating 
momentum for further coordination. Without a 
clear outcome, agencies may not be interested in 
participating—or, if there is no concrete success, 
they may simply lose interest. 
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State Profiles
Profiles are provided here for all 50 states and the other jurisdictions that responded to the NCSL  
questionnaire asking councils about their activities.

 
Alabama

Alabama does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Alabama Department of Transportation, the state’s previous coordinat-
ing council—the “Alabama United We Ride Commission,” first established in 2005 by Executive Order 28—
no longer exists because the executive order expired. 

 
Alaska

Alaska has a state coordinating council, the “Alaska Community and Public Transportation Advisory Board 
(C&PTAB),” within the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities. See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Alaska Stat. §§44.42.085 et seq., first enacted as 
House Bill 131 in 2012). 

 The C&PTAB continues the work of the governor’s Coordinated Trans-
portation Task Force (GCTTF), which was established by executive order 
(Alaska executive orders 243 and 252) and expired in Jan. 2012. 

Does This Authority Expire? Yes. The authorizing statute is due to expire on Dec. 31, 2016.

Stated Purpose From state statute: The Alaska Community and Public Transportation 
Advisory Board may issue reports and recommendations and shall, in 
cooperation with the Department of Transportation and Public Facili-
ties, prepare and submit to the department and the governor for review 
a strategic plan that includes the mission, objectives, initiatives and per-
formance goals for coordinated community and public transportation in 
the state. 

 The board shall analyze community and public transportation services 
in the state and make recommendations for improved agency coordina-
tion and combining of services to achieve cost savings in the funding 
and delivery of community and public transportation services. The 
board shall assess the community and public transportation needs of 
Alaskans and recommend means for the removal of barriers that prevent 
coordination of services to meet those needs. 
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 The board shall annually review funding available:

 (1) to state, federal, and local government agencies and private enti-
ties that administer or support community and public transportation 
services and recommend to the governor and the legislature changes to 
improve effective use of that funding; and,

 (2) from federal sources for the expenses of the board and report that 
information to the governor, the chairs of the senate and house finance 
committees, and the chairs of the senate and house transportation com-
mittees. 

 The board may establish volunteer regional or local advisory committees 
to provide recommendations to the board to address concerns of the 
regions and local areas of the advisory committee members. The board 
may receive information from the department as the board considers 
necessary to carry out its duties. The board shall analyze the use of alter-
native fuels in community and public transportation vehicle fleets and 
make recommendations for the use of alternative fuel vehicles where 
cost effective.

Required Membership State statute requires the board to include these members, who serve at 
the pleasure of the governor:

• The commissioner of transportation and public facilities or the com-
missioner’s designee;

• The commissioner of health and social services or the commissioner’s 
designee;

• The commissioner of labor and workforce development or the com-
missioner’s designee;

• The chair of the board of trustees of the Alaska Mental Health Trust 
Authority or the chair’s designee;

• The state co-chair of the Denali Commission or the state co-chair’s 
designee;

• Three members with expertise in the transportation needs of senior 
citizens, persons with disabilities or special circumstances, individuals 
of low income, or transit-dependent individuals;

• One member who represents municipalities that operate modes of 
public transportation;

• One member who represents nonprofit organizations that operate 
modes of public transportation;

• One member who represents transportation providers that receive 
federal funding available to Indian tribes; and

• Two members of the public at large.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities provides 
staff for the board.

Reporting Requirements See “Stated Purpose.” The board is to annually review and make recom-
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mendations concerning funding available to entities involved with 
transportation services, and to report funding from federal sources for 
board expenses.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

• Creation of a strategic plan for the coordinated community and 
public transportation in the state;20

• Assessment of public transportation needs and barriers to coordina-
tion;

• Work to generate a better understanding of medical transportation;

• Development of tools to effectively communicate to communities 
the benefits of investing in coordinated transportation; and

• Generation of a common methodology for measuring transportation 
and coordination.

Notes More information is available on the board’s website at www.dot.state.
ak.us/stwdplng/cptab/. 

Responding Agency Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities.

 
Arizona

Arizona does not have a state coordinating council. 

A respondent from the Arizona Department of Transportation reported that the state had a coordinat-
ing council called “Arizona Rides” that was composed of representatives from state agencies engaged in 
transportation. That council was established in 2005 by Executive Order 2005-16 and, according to the 
respondent, sunset in 2007.21 The department’s Coordinated Mobility Program is looking at the possibility 
of establishing a new statewide council, although its current focus is on regional coordination efforts.

 
Arkansas

Arkansas has a state coordinating council, the “Arkansas Public Transportation Coordinating Council 
(APTCC).” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Ark. Stat. Ann. §§27-3-101 et seq., first enacted 
in 1993). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

www.dot.state.ak.us/stwdplng/cptab
www.dot.state.ak.us/stwdplng/cptab
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Stated Purpose From state statute: The Arkansas Public Transportation Coordination 
Council, by and through the Arkansas State Highway and Transporta-
tion Department, is to accomplish the coordination of transportation 
services provided to the general public, particularly the transportation 
disadvantaged. 

 The goal of this coordination shall be to assure the cost effective provi-
sion of public transportation by qualified transportation operators. 

 In carrying out this purpose, the council shall serve as a clearinghouse 
for information relating to public transportation services, funding 
sources, innovations, and coordination efforts; establish statewide objec-
tives for providing public transportation services for the general public, 
particularly the transportation disadvantaged; develop policies and 
procedures for the coordination of federal, state, and local funding for 
public transportation facilities and services; identify barriers prohibiting 
the coordination and accessibility of public transportation services and 
aggressively pursue the elimination of these barriers; assist communi-
ties in developing public transportation systems available for public 
use, with special emphasis on serving the transportation disadvantaged; 
assure that all procedures, guidelines, and directives issued by state agen-
cies are conducive to the coordination of public transportation services 
and facilities; develop standards covering coordination, operation, costs, 
and utilization of public transportation services; review, monitor, and 
coordinate all funding requests for state and federal grants to be used for 
the provision of public transportation services; and coordinate all public 
transportation programs with the appropriate local, state, and federal 
agencies and public transit agencies to ensure compatibility with existing 
transportation systems.

Required Membership State statute requires the council to include these members:

• Three members appointed by the governor (of these, one shall be 
appointed to represent the transit operators and shall be directly in-
volved with the management of a public transit system; one member 
shall be appointed to represent the consumers of public transporta-
tion services; and one member shall be appointed as a member at 
large);

• One member appointed by the speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, who is not a member of the General Assembly;

• One member appointed by the president Pro Tempore of the Senate, 
who is not a member of the General Assembly;

• The director of the Department of Human Services or his or her 
designee;

• The director of state Highways and Transportation or his or her 
designee;

• The director of the Department of Health or his or her designee;

• The director of the Arkansas Economic Development Council or his 
or her designee;

• The director of the Department of Rural Services or his or her desig-
nee;
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• The director of the University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension 
Service or his or her designee; and

• The chair of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Oversight 
Board or his or her successor or designee.

Dedicated Funding No dedicated funding has been found for the council itself, although 
the Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department may 
choose to put some of its own funding toward the administrative sup-
port it provides to the council.

Dedicated Staffing Administrative support is provided by the Arkansas State Highway and 
Transportation Department, within the limitations of the department’s 
annual appropriations act. The department may use any state-appropri-
ated funds or federal funds available for the administrative support.

Reporting Requirements None.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

	 • Adoption of the Arkansas Statewide Public Transit Needs Assess-
ment;

 • Adoption of the Arkansas Statewide Transit Coordination Plan in 
2012; and

 • Administration of a non-emergency medical transportation study.

Responding Agency Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department.

 
California 

California does not have a state coordinating council. 

Several respondents from the state department of transportation, Caltrans, stated that coordination in Cali-
fornia occurs on a regional basis through metropolitan planning organizations and rural transit planning 
associations, with the technical assistance of “social services transportation advisory councils” as mandated 
in state law (Cal. Public Utilities Code §99238). 

Caltrans does, however, participate as a state-level partner on the Olmstead Advisory Committee. This 
committee, among other things, works to support strategies to improve human service and social service 
transportation options that enhance mobility for older adults and people with disabilities.22 
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Colorado

Colorado has a state coordinating council, the “Colorado Interagency Coordinating Council for Transporta-
tion Access and Mobility.” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Governor’s initiative.23 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to the 2006 State Action Plan,24 the council’s originally stated 
purpose was to complete the first phase of the state’s strategic planning 
process:

• Assess the status of transportation coordination in Colorado;

• Examine possible ways of addressing coordination;

• Improve communication among organizations providing and fund-
ing human services transportation; and

• Develop a strategic action plan for the next steps to be taken to 
improve coordination.

Required Membership The governor named the Colorado Department of Transportation as the 
lead agency and asked representatives from a full range of key stake-
holder groups to participate on the council, including local, state and 
federal government agencies; transportation providers; and nonprofit 
organizations, including representatives of persons with disabilities, 
seniors, nursing homes and transit agencies. Human services, transporta-
tion, health, veterans and workforce development agencies are members 
of the council.

Dedicated Funding Funding for the initial strategic planning process when the council was 
formed came from a $35,000 United We Ride planning grant, from oth-
er Colorado Department of Transportation federal planning funds, and 
approximately $70,000 spent for research and analysis by HealthONE 
Alliance and Rose Community Foundation. 

 On an ongoing basis, the Colorado Department of Transportation 
expends approximately $160,000 per year on council-related activities, 
mainly using Federal Transit Administration funds. This consists of 
about $30,000 for a facilitator, $110,000 for seed funding grants for local 
and reigonal coordinating councils, and $20,000 for a consultant to as-
sist the local and regional councils.

Dedicated Staffing The Colorado Department of Transportation dedicates approximately 
0.5 FTE to council activities and contracts for about 400 hours of con-
sultant and facilitator assistance.

Reporting Requirements None.
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Recent Activities Recent activities include:

• Formation of three task forces—on Veterans, Workforce Development 
and Medicaid—that meet monthly and carry out much of the work of 
the council;

• Formation of an association of mobility managers;

• Funding local and regional coordinating councils to take on local 
and regional coordination issues (given that, as the respondent said, 
“Colorado is a ‘local government state’ with many human services 
decisions made at the county level”);

• Development of a handbook for local transportation coordinating 
councils;25 and

• Annual updates to the council’s action plan.

Responding Agency Colorado Department of Transportation.

 
Connecticut

Connecticut does not have a state coordinating council.26

According to a respondent from the Connecticut Department of Transportation, the department has “been 
active in United We Ride activities and other collaborations in-state and nationally to promote coordina-
tion.” Some coordinated planning also takes place at the regional level.

 
Delaware

Delaware does not have a state coordinating council. 

A respondent from the Delaware Transit Corporation reports, however, that a “TANF team” composed of 
the directors of the state Division of Social Services, the Department of Labor and Economic Development 
Office and the Delaware Transit Corporation (part of the Delaware Department of Transportation) is work-
ing to establish long-term solutions to the transportation barriers that are faced by low-income people who 
are seeking employment. Recommendations from this team and from local coordination efforts are incorpo-
rated into the Delaware Authority for Regional Transit’s service change proposals.
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Florida

Florida has a state coordinating council, the “Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged 
(CTD).” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Fla. Stat. Ann. §§427.012 et seq. for the council; 
Fla. Stat. Ann. §320.03[9] for funding sources). The commission was 
established in 1979 within the state Department of Transportation, then 
became an independent agency with a dedicated trust fund in 1989. 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: The purpose of the commission is to accomplish the 
coordination of transportation services provided to the transportation 
disadvantaged. The goal of this coordination is to assure the cost-effec-
tive provision of transportation by qualified community transportation 
coordinators or transportation operators for the transportation disadvan-
taged without any bias or presumption in favor of multioperator systems 
or not-for-profit transportation operators over single operator systems or 
for-profit transportation operators.

Required Membership State statute requires the commission to include seven voting members, 
appointed by the governor. Members are intended to represent the 
diversity of the state’s business community and general population, 
and each shall represent the needs of the transportation disadvantaged 
throughout the state. Of these seven voting members:

• Five must have significant experience in the operation of a business;

• Two must have a disability and use the transportation disadvantaged 
system;

• Each must be a resident of the state and a registered voter; and

• At any given time, at least one must be at least 65 years of age.

 The commission also is required to include these ex officio members:

• Secretary of Transportation;

• Secretary of Children and Family Services;

• Executive director of the Department of Economic Opportunity;

• Executive director of the Department of Veterans’ Affairs;

• Secretary of Elderly Affairs;

• Secretary of Health Care Administration;

• Director of the Agency for Persons with Disabilities; and
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• A county manager or administrator who is appointed by the gover-
nor, or a senior management level representative of each.

 Members may not have a financial relationship with, or represent as a 
lobbyist, certain specified transportation and planning stakeholders dur-
ing their tenure on the commission or in the previous five years.

Dedicated Funding The Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund, established within the 
state treasury, is administered by the commission. Revenues from the 
trust fund are legislatively appropriated to the commission and must 
be used to carry out the commission’s responsibilities and to fund its 
administrative expenses. The trust fund receives revenues from a nonre-
fundable fee of $1.50 on car and light truck registrations and registration 
renewals.

Dedicated Staffing The commission shall appoint an executive director who shall serve 
under the direction, supervision and control of the commission. The 
executive director, with the consent of the commission, shall employ 
such personnel as may be necessary to perform adequately the functions 
of the commission within budgetary limitations. Employees of the com-
mission are exempt from the Career Service System.

Reporting Requirements The commission is required to submit an annual report to the governor, 
the president of the Senate, and the speaker of the House of Representa-
tives by Jan. 1 of each year.

Recent Activities The Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged serves as the 
policy development and implementation agency for Florida’s well-estab-
lished coordination system, with many statutory responsibilities.27 A few 
specific recent activities include:

• An Annual Best Practices and Training Workshop;28 and

• Administration of the Florida Toll Permit program, which waives tolls 
for people who have disabilities that substantially impair their ability 
to deposit coins in toll baskets.29 

Notes More information is available on the commission’s website at www.dot.
state.fl.us/ctd/index.htm. 

Responding Agency Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged.

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/ctd/index.htm
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/ctd/index.htm
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Georgia

Georgia has a state coordinating council, the Georgia Coordinating Committee for Rural and Human Ser-
vices Transportation (RHST). See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Ga. Code Ann. §§32-12-1 et seq., first enacted 
in 2010). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to a respondent, the committee examines methods to coordi-
nate public and human services transportion in order to assist in achiev-
ing economies of scale in purchasing resources and operating service, to 
better serve the state’s taxpayers, and to ensure the most cost-effective 
delivery of services. This is achieved by annually evaluating the follow-
ing factors, as required by state statute, and making recommendations to 
address key findings:

• All programs administered by participating agencies, including capital 
and operating costs and overlapping or duplication of services among 
such programs, with emphasis on how to overcome such overlapping 
or duplication;

• The means by which transportation services are coordinated among 
state, local and federal funding source programs;

• The means by which both capital and operating costs for transporta-
tion could be combined or shared among agencies, including, at 
a minimum, shared purchase of vehicles and maintenance of such 
vehicles;

• Those areas that might appropriately be consolidated to lower the 
costs of program delivery without sacrificing program quality to 
clients, including shared use of vehicles for client trips, regardless of 
the funding source that pays for their trips;

• State of the art efforts to coordinate rural and human services trans-
portation elsewhere in the nation, including, at a minimum, route 
scheduling to avoid duplicative trips in a given locality;

• Any limitations that may be imposed by various federally funded 
programs and how the state can manage within those limitations as it 
reviews possible sharing opportunities;

• How agency programs interact with and impact state, local or 
regional transportation services performed on behalf of the general 
public through state, local or regional transit systems;

• Potential cost-sharing opportunities available for clients served by 
committee agencies to maximize service delivery efficiencies and to 
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obtain the maximum benefit on their behalf with the limited amount 
of funds available; and

• Possible methods to reduce costs, including, but not limited to, 
greater use of privatization.

Required Membership The committee is comprised of five board members of the Governor’s 
Development Council, each appointed by the governor. 

 State statute requires the committee’s advisory subcommittee, known as 
the State Advisory Subcommittee for Rural and Human Services Trans-
portation, to include these members:

• Commissioner of the Department of Transportation or designee, who 
shall serve as chair;

• State School Superintendent;

• Commissioner of the Department of Human Services or designee;

• Commissioner of the Department of Behavioral Health and Develop-
mental Disabilities or designee;

• Commissioner of the Department of Community Health or designee;

• Commissioner of the Department of Public Health or designee;

• Commissioner of the Department of Labor or designee;

• Commissioner of the Governor’s Development Council or designee; 
and

• Commissioner of the Department of Community Affairs or designee.

 The committee may establish such additional advisory subcommit-
tees as it deems appropriate to fulfill its mission. These shall consist 
of a representative of each metropolitan planning organization and 
representatives from each regional commission in the state. They also 
may include other local government representatives; private and public 
sector transportation providers, both for-profit and nonprofit; voluntary 
transportation program representatives; public transit system representa-
tives, both rural and urban; and representatives of the clients served by 
the various programs administered by the agencies represented on the 
State Advisory Subcommittee for Rural and Human Services Transporta-
tion. 

Dedicated Funding Administrative expenses of the committee are to be borne by the Gover-
nor’s Development Council. No member of the committee shall receive 
funds for his or her participation.

Dedicated Staffing No additional staffing was created when the committee was established. 
Existing Governor’s Development Council staff oversee the program.

Reporting Requirements On July 1 of each year, the Governor’s Development Council shall sub-
mit the preliminary report of the Georgia Coordinating Committee for 
Rural and Human Services Transportation to the members of the State 
Advisory Subcommittee for Rural and Human Services Transportation. 
Comments and recommendations may be submitted to the Governor’s 
Development Council for a period of 30 days. No later than Sept. 1 of 
each year, the Governor’s Development Council shall submit a final 
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report to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for review and 
consideration. The report shall address each of the committee’s statuto-
rily required duties and such other subject areas within its purview as the 
Governor’s Development Council shall deem appropriate.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

• Revision of surplus vehicle procedures to increase availability of used 
vehicles for rural human service transportation providers, helping to 
reduce capital costs;

• Integration of rural public transportation and Medicaid software plat-
forms to reduce administrative costs and improve data accuracy; and

• Publication of the annual report on Coordinating Rural and Human 
Service Transportation in Georgia.30

 In addition, the council conducts a statewide assessment of the level of 
rural and human services transportation via a template that is updated 
each year. Results show that, in 80 percent of the counties where rural 
public transportation services are offered, human service transportation 
agencies have coordinated their services with those providers—indicating 
a significant level of coordination statewide. A comprehensive survey 
of all those rural public transportation systems that do not coordinate 
services with human service transportation agencies has been conducted, 
and specific challenges preventing greater coordination have been identi-
fied.

Notes More information is available on the Georgia Regional Transportation 
Authority’s website at www.grta.org/index.php?option=com_content&ta
sk=view&id=28&Itemid=75. 

Responding Agency Georgia Governor’s Development Council.

 
Hawaii

Hawaii does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Hawaii Department of Transportation, a task force is looking into 
mobility management. 

http://www.grta.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=28&Itemid=75
http://www.grta.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=28&Itemid=75
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Idaho

Idaho is the only state that has two state coordinating councils. One is called the Interagency Working 
Group, and the other is the Public Transportation Advisory Council. Details about both are below.

Idaho Interagency Working Group

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Idaho Code §40-514, first enacted in 1992). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: To advise the Idaho Transportation Department on 
issues and policies regarding public transportation in Idaho. The council 
shall participate in planning activities, identify transportation needs, and 
promote coordinated tranportation systems. Before setting programs 
and priorities, the council shall seek pertinent information, facts and 
data from local governments, agencites and providers regarding rural 
public transportation issues.

Required Membership State statute requires the working group to be composed of a representa-
tive from the office of the governor and one staff representative from 
each of the following:

• Idaho Commission on Aging;

• Idaho Head Start Association;

• Two representatives from the Idaho Department of Health and Wel-
fare, one of whom shall represent the Division of Medicaid;

• Idaho Department of Education;

• Idaho Transportation Department;

• Community Transportation Association;

• Idaho Council on Developmental Disabilities;

• Division of Vocational Rehabilitation; and

• Idaho Department of Labor, Workforce Development Council.

	 Ex officio members may also be appointed as deemed necessary.

Dedicated Funding None found.

Dedicated Staffing The Idaho Transportation Department shall provide the administrative 
support required by the working group.

Reporting Requirements None found.
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Recent Activities Although no specific recent activities of the working group were found, 
one recent product of state-level coordination, administered by the 
Community Transportation Association of Idaho, is FindMyIdahoRide.
org, a statewide one-call/one-click transportation directory.The new 
service—funded by the federal Veterans Transportation and Community 
Living Initiative—was primarily designed to aid veterans and their fami-
lies with transportation to medical appointments, work, education and 
other services, but it also is available to the general public.

Responding Agency None.

Idaho Public Transportation Advisory Council

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Idaho Code §40-514, first enacted in 1992). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: To advise and assist the department in analyzing 
public transportation needs, identifying areas for coordination, and de-
veloping strategies for eliminating procedural and regulatory barriers to 
coordination at the state level. The group shall undertake detailed work 
assignments related to transportation services which promote coopera-
tion and collaboration among systems.

Required Membership State statute requires the council to be composed of six members ap-
pointed by the Idaho Transportation Board, one from each of the six 
transportation department director districts. Appointed members shall 
be representatives of local governments and agencies, private organi-
zations, citizen groups and private providers that have an interest in 
public transportation, and people with disabilities and the elderly who 
use public transportation. The board shall appoint said members from 
recommendations submitted by said organizations, groups, providers, 
users and state agencies in each district. 

Dedicated Funding None. According to state statute, members of the advisory council are 
entitled to receive $35 per day and to be reimbursed for actual and 
necessary expenses, but the funding source for this is unclear.

Dedicated Staffing The Idaho Transportation Department shall provide the administrative 
support required by the council.

Reporting Requirements None found.

Recent Activities According to the respondent, recent activities include “acceptance of the 
[Federal Transit Administration] projects that are balanced to budgets 
on a statewide basis. The acceptance is forwarded to the Idaho Trans-
portation Board for approval.” In addition, another recent product of 
state-level coordination is FindMyIdahoRide.org, a statewide one-call/
one-click transportation directory (see “Recent Activities” under the 
Idaho Interagency Working Group).

Responding Agency Idaho Transportation Department.

FindMyIdahoRide.org
FindMyIdahoRide.org
directory.The
FindMyIdahoRide.org
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Illinois

Illinois has a state coordinating council, the “Interagency Coordinating Committee on Transportation 
(ICCT),” established in state law, but it is inactive. See details below.

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Ill. Rev. Stat. ch. 20, §§3968/1 et seq., first 
enacted in 2003).

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to state statute, the purposes of the committee are to:

• Coordinate a state process within federal guidelines to facilitate 
coordination of community-based transportation programs. This 
process should include: developing objectives for providing essential 
transportation services to the transportation disadvantaged; providing 
technical assistance to communities that are addressing transportation 
gaps that affect low-income populations; developing a process for re-
questing federal funds such as the Job Access and Reverse Commute 
(JARC) grant program that is based on input from communities state-
wide; assisting communities in identifying funds from other available 
sources for projects that are not an eligible use of JARC funds; and 
developing a plan to identify and recruit potential stakeholders in 
future community transportation initiatives to the committee.

• Develop goals and objectives to reduce duplication of services and 
achieve coverage that is as complete as possible.

• Serve as a clearinghouse for information about funding sources and 
innovations in serving the transportation disadvantaged.

Required Membership State statute requires the committee to include these members:

• The governor or his or her designee, who shall serve as chair;

• The Secretary of Transportation or his or her designee;

• The Secretary of Human Services or his or her designee;

• The Director of Aging or his or her designee;

• The Director of Public Aid or his or her designee;

• The Director of Commerce and Community Affairs or his or her 
designee; and

• The Director of Employment Security or his or her designee.

 The committee must also include these members, to be appointed by 
the governor:
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• A representative of the Illinois Rural Transit Assistance Center;

• A person who is a member of a recognized statewide organization 
representing older residents of Illinois;

• A representative of centers for independent living;

• A representative of the Illinois Public Transportation Association;

• A representative of an existing transportation system that coordinates 
and provides transit services in a multi-county area for the Depart-
ment of Transportation, Department of Human Services, Department 
of Commerce and Community Affairs or Department on Aging;

• A representative of a statewide organization of rehabilitation facilities 
or other providers of services for people with one or more disabilities;

• A representative of a community-based organization;

• A representative of the Department of Public Health;

• A representative of the Rural Partners;

• A representative of a statewide business association; and

• A representative of the Illinois Council on Developmental Disabili-
ties.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The Secretary of Transportation and a representative of a community-
based organization involved in transportation or their designees shall 
serve as co-vice chairs and are responsible for staff support for the com-
mittee.

Reporting Requirements No current reporting requirements found. The committee was required 
to submit a report not later than Feb. 1, 2006, to the governor and the 
General Assembly that outlined the progress made by the committee 
and made recommendations for statutory and regulatory changes to 
promote coordination.

Recent Activities None. According to the respondent, the committee currently is “dor-
mant.” No meetings have been scheduled and no anticipated schedule 
or agenda has been published or presented for review. At the regional 
level, however, each of the state’s 11 planning regions develops a co-
ordinated human services transportation plan. Combined with locally 
developed service coordination planning, these regional activities have 
resulted in access to public transportation in 98 percent of Illinois coun-
ties. These successes at the local and regional levels may have contrib-
uted to a perception that the state council no longer is needed.

Responding Agency Illinois Department of Transportation.
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Indiana

Indiana does not have a state coordinating council.

According to a respondent from the Indiana Department of Transportation, coordination in Indiana is car-
ried out at the regional level through metropolitan planning organizations and, in rural areas, a coordinated 
planning process. The department also requires all applicants for federal grants under the Enhanced Mobili-
ty of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities program (49 U.S. Code §5310) to be part of a “Transportation 
Advisory Committee” that is composed of local social service organizations and transportation providers.

 
Iowa

Iowa has a state coordinating council, the Iowa Transportation Coordination Council (ITCC). See details 
below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute, plus state administrative code. State statute first 
enacted in 1976 mandates coordination (Iowa Code Ann. §324A.5), but 
does not specify a structure or process. In response to the legislation, the 
governor formed an Ad Hoc Interagency Advisory Committee in 1985 
to develop administrative rules for coordination. The committee eventu-
ally evolved into the Iowa Transportation Coordination Council, which 
was officially established by administrative code in 1992 (Iowa Admin. 
Code §761-910.3[324A]).

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose State statute requires all organizations that apply for or receive fed-
eral, state or local aid for providing transit services to coordinate and 
consolidate funding and resulting service, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, with the urban or regional transit system. Criteria for compliance 
include: 

• Elimination of duplicative and inefficient administrative costs, poli-
cies, and management;

• Utilization of resources for transportation services effectively and 
efficiently;

• Elimination of duplicative and inefficient transportation services;

• Development of transportation services which meet the needs of the 
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general public and insure services adequate to the needs of transporta-
tion disadvantaged persons;

• Protection of the rights of private enterprise public transit providers;

• Coordination of planning for transportation services at the urban and 
regional levels by all agencies or organizations receiving public funds 
that are purchasing or providing transportation services;

• Management of equipment and facilities purchased with public funds 
so that efficient and routine maintenance and replacement are ac-
complished; and

• Training of transit management, drivers, and maintenance personnel 
to provide safe, efficient, and economical transportation services.

 State administrative code establishes the council and requires it to assist 
in reviewing transportation providers for compliance with the coordi-
nation requirement in state statute, as well as to help create guidelines 
and criteria for the review process. Upon request of a member agency, 
the council also is to review all transportation components of funding 
applications or plans submitted to that agency. The council duties also 
include advising and making recommendations to the Office of Public 
Transit within the Iowa Department of Transportation concerning public 
transportation policy.

Required Membership State administrative code requires the council to include, at minimum, 
one representative from the Department of Human Services, one from 
the Department on Aging and one from the Department of Transporta-
tion. Other state agencies, federal agencies and statewide private agencies 
that fund local transportation services also may be granted membership.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing Staff support for council activities is provided by the Office of Public 
Transit within the Iowa Department of Transportation.

Reporting Requirements Although no reporting requirements were found for the council specifi-
cally, state statute requires the Iowa Department of Transportation to 
submit a report to the state legislature and the governor before Dec. 
15 of even-numbered years. The report shall recommend methods to 
increase transportation coordination and improve the efficiency of fed-
eral, state and local government programs used to finance public transit 
services and may address other topics as appropriate. 

Recent Activities Iowa is a pioneer in transportation coordination and has engaged in 
many different activities over its lifespan.31 A few specific recent activi-
ties include:

• A survey of volunteer transportation providers in 2013;32 and

• A Passenger Transportation Summit held on May 15, 2014.33

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.iowadot.
gov/transit/itcc/index.html. 

Responding Agency Iowa Department of Transportation.

http://www.iowadot.gov/transit/itcc/index.html
http://www.iowadot.gov/transit/itcc/index.html
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Kansas

Kansas does not have a state coordinating council.

According to a respondent from the Kansas Department of Transportation, the state’s former council—the 
“Kansas United We Ride: Governor’s Committee on Human Service Transportation Coordination,” estab-
lished under a governor’s initiative in 200434—ceased its activities more than two years ago. More informa-
tion is available on the committee’s website at www2.ku.edu/~kutc/cgi-bin/uwr/index.php.

 
Kentucky

Kentucky has a state coordinating council, the Coordinated Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC).35 
See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Ky. Rev. Stat. §281.870, first enacted in 2000). 
Further requirements for the council are in administrative code (Ky. 
Admin. Code tit. 603, §7:080).

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose State administrative code identifies the committee’s duties as:

• Providing information and assistance to the Transportation Cabinet;

• Reviewing and recommending policies and operating procedures to 
the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet; and

• Serving on broker evaluation committees.

Required Membership State law requires the committee to be composed of designated mem-
bers of:

• The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (two voting members);

• The Cabinet for Health and Family Services (two voting members); 
and

• The Education and Workforce Development Cabinet (one voting 
member).

Dedicated Funding None found.

http://www2.ku.edu/~kutc/cgi-bin/uwr/index.php
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Dedicated Staffing State law requires the staff of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet’s Of-
fice of Transportation Delivery to provide administrative support to the 
committee. 

Reporting Requirements None. Although the committee does not have its own reporting require-
ments, the respondent noted that committee members do report to their 
respective cabinets on the status of human service transportation. In ad-
dition, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet’s Office of Transportation 
Delivery reports to the State Department of Medicaid Services.

Recent Activities Recent activities include ongoing committee meetings.

Responding Agency Kentucky Transportation Cabinet.

 
Louisiana

Louisiana has a state coordinating council. From 2011 to 2013, Louisiana had a formal council that was 
mandated by the Legislature, which was called the “Human Services Coordinated Transit Work Group.” 
Although that group’s legal authority has expired, its work is continuing with a smaller, core group. See 
details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority None. A formal council was first established in 2011 by House Concur-
rent Resolution 131, then continued by 2012 House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 181. This authority has expired, but some members of the original 
work group are actively continuing its work. This ongoing group does 
not have formal recognition.

Does This Authority Expire? NA.

Stated Purpose The 2011 resolution formed the work group to improve mobility, opti-
mize efficiencies, and manage costs of transit and paratransit services for 
both able-bodied and disabled people. Its specific duties were to review 
best practices in other areas in the nation and relevant reports and 
information that help to establish existing conditions, forecast needs, 
identify gaps, control costs and make existing services more effective 
and prepared for the future, and to report its findings and recommenda-
tions for systemic changes to the Legislature before the convening of 
the 2012 legislative session. The 2012 resolution continued the work 
group to further study and recommend any changes necessary to make 
services more effective in meeting future transportation needs of able-
bodied and disabled citizens of the state, and to report its findings and 
recommendations to the Legislature before the convening of the 2013 
legislative session.

Required Membership The 2012 resolution required the work group to be convened by the 
secretary of the state Department of Transportation and Development 
and to consist of these members:
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• A representative of AARP;

• A representative of the Center for Planning Excellence;

• A representative of the New Orleans Regional Planning Commission;

• A representative of the South Central Planning and Development 
Commission;

• A representative of a Council on Aging;

• A representative of the governor’s Office of Elderly Affairs;

• A representative of the Louisiana Public Health Institute;

• A representative of the ARC;

• A representative of VetTrans;

• A representative of Catholic Charities of New Orleans;

• A representative of PACE—New Orleans;

• A representative from the private sector providers of human services 
transport;

• A representative of the Area Agency on Aging;

• Representatives of the Department of Health and Hospitals, who will 
collectively have one vote and include the Office of Aging and Adult 
Services, Office of Behavioral Health, Office of Citizens with Dis-
abilities, and Medicaid;

• A representative of the American Planning Association, Louisiana 
Chapter;

• A representative of the Louisiana Association of Social Workers;

• A representative of the Greater New Orleans Foundation;

• A representative of the Louisiana Public Transit Association;

• A representative of the Statewide Independent Living Council;

• A representative of the Louisiana Workforce Commission;

• A representative of Louisiana Rehabilitation Services; and

• A representative of the Imperial Calcasieu Regional Planning and 
Development Commission.

 According to the respondent, the working group is now a smaller core 
group composed of the state Department of Transportation and Devel-
opment and other organizations that are implementing action items 
derived from the work group meetings.

Dedicated Funding According to the respondent, the state Department of Transportation 
and Development funds all coordination activities. This includes funds 
that are provided to regional working groups and consultant services.

Dedicated Staffing According to the respondent, a task in the state Department of Transpor-
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tation and Development’s on-call contract is dedicated to coordination 
activities.

Reporting Requirements No current reporting requirements. 

Recent Activities According to the respondent, the group is actively pursuing coordina-
tion activities. Specific recent activities include pursuing a group vehicle 
insurance pool and gas card pool.

Responding Agency Alliance Transportation Group, Inc., under contract to the Louisiana 
Department of Transportation and Development.

 
Maine

Maine has a state coordinating council, the Interagency Transportation Coordinating Committee (ITCC). 
See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute. State coordinating efforts began through volun-
tary efforts in 1993. They were formalized and increased by an executive 
order on Dec. 20, 2004,36 and then enacted in statute (Me. Rev. Stat. 
Ann. tit. 23, §4209) in 2009. 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: The committee is established to promote efficiency, 
cooperative effort and strategic planning for public transportation be-
tween the Department of Transportation, the Department of Labor and 
the Department of Health and Human Services. The committee shall 
act to coordinate purchase of service contracts and serve in an advisory 
capacity to the department in matters concerning public transportation.

Required Membership State statute requires the committee to consist of the:

• Commissioner of Transportation or designee;

• Commissioner of Labor or designee; and

• Commissioner of Health and Human Services or designee.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The Department of Health and Human Services and Department of 
Transportation provide staff support for the committee.

Reporting Requirements The committee shall submit a report on its deliberations and any recom-
mendations by Feb. 15 each year to the governor and the joint standing 
committee of the Legislature having jurisdiction over public transporta-
tion matters.
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Recent Activities According to the committee’s 2013 annual report,37 recent activities 
include:

• Participation in the Statewide Transit Strategic Plan;

• Working on transitioning the state’s non-emergency medical transpor-
tation services to a fully brokered system; and

• Developing a training schedule for providers.

Notes More information is available on the committee’s website at www.
maine.gov/mdot/ptp/itcc.htm.

Responding Agency Maine Department of Transportation.

 
Maryland

Maryland has a state coordinating council, the “State Coordinating Committee for Human Services Trans-
portation.” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order (Executive Order 01.01.1997.06, enacted in 1997; 
Executive Order 01.01.2006.09, enacted in 2006; and Executive Order 
01.01.2010.10, enacted in 2010). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From 2010 executive order:

• Examine the transportation needs of citizens who are elderly, who 
have disabilities, and individuals requiring transportation to access 
jobs, medical and health appointments, senior citizens programs 
and other programs requiring the transportation of individuals who 
qualify as transportation-disadvantaged;

• Coordinate Maryland’s efforts to provide quality human services 
transportation services by working with appropriate federal, State 
and local agencies, transit customers and transportation providers to 
develop a cooperative, coordinated, and human services transporta-
tion system;

• Devise a five-year human services transportation plan, which sets 
goals and objectives to help transportation-disadvantaged citizens 
access jobs, education and training programs, healthcare services and 
other activities by providing cost-effective, affordable, high capacity, 
high quality, easily understood, safe and accessible transportation; 
and

• Serve as the clearinghouse for human services transportation coordi-
nation issues throughout the state of Maryland, identify and facilitate 
a resolution to local and statewide issues regarding human services 

http://www.maine.gov/mdot/ptp/itcc.htm
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/ptp/itcc.htm
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transportation, participate in the identification of possible allocations 
of human services transportation resources during emergency evacu-
ations, evaluate cost-saving measures, investigate the need for the 
establishment of standards for vehicles and drivers within the human 
services transportation program, and examine other appropriate areas 
that facilitate the development of a quality human services transporta-
tion system in Maryland.

Required Membership The 2010 executive order requires the committee to consist 
of the following members:

• The Secretary of Transportation, or designee, who shall chair the 
committee;

• The Secretary of Human Resources, or designee;

• The Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene, or designee;

• The Secretary of Aging, or designee;

• The Secretary of Disabilities, or designee;

• The Secretary of Housing and Community Development, or desig-
nee;

• The Secretary of Planning, or designee;

• The state Superintendent of Schools, or designee;

• The Secretary of Veterans Affairs, or designee;

• The Director of the governor’s Office for the Deaf and Hard of Hear-
ing, or designee;

• The Secretary of Labor, Licensing and Regulation, or designee;

• The Executive Director of the Maryland Developmental Disabilities 
Council, or designee; and

• Additional members recommended to the governor by the chair-
person of the committee as needed to provide input from local 
governments, employers, agencies and organizations serving targeted 
populations, transportation providers, and consumers from targeted 
populations.

Dedicated Funding None. According to the 2010 executive order, the members of the 
commission may be reimbursed for reasonable expenses incurred in 
the performance of duties, in accordance with the standard state travel 
regulations and as provided in the state budget. The funding source for 
this, however, is unclear. The members may not receive any compensa-
tion for their services.

Dedicated Staffing Staff for the committee is to be provided by the Maryland Department 
of Transportation.

Reporting Requirements The committee shall provide an annual report to the governor outlining 
its progress on Sept. 1.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:38

• Development of a uniform document that each agency in the Bal-
timore metropolitan area will use as the application for paratransit 
eligibility certification under a new pilot program; and 
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• Oversight of the Regional Coordination of Specialized Transporta-
tion Study, sponsored by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the 
Metropolitan Council of Governments. The primary objective of 
this study was to develop an action plan for an alternative specialized 
transportation service model for suburban Maryland that would use 
resources more cost effectively while better meeting agency needs. 

Notes More information is available on the state website at msa.maryland.
gov/msa/mdmanual/26excom/html/21hum.html and on the Maryland 
Coordinated Community Transportation website, maintained by the 
Maryland Department of Transportation in conjunction with the com-
mittee, at www.kfhgroup.com/mdcoordinationplans.htm.

Responding Agency Maryland Transit Administration (a division of the Maryland Depart-
ment of Transportation).

 
Massachusetts

Massachusetts has a state coordinating council, the “Statewide Coordinating Council on Community Trans-
portation (SCCCT).” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority None. The council was formed in 2013 and is meeting voluntarily under 
a Memorandum of Understanding between MassDOT and the Execu-
tive Office of Health and Human Services (EOHHS). It replaced the 
Community, Social Service and Paratransit Transportation Commission, 
which was established by executive order in 2011 (2011 Executive Order 
530) and expired in 2012. 

Does This Authority Expire? NA.

Stated Purpose According to the council’s operating principles document,39 its mission 
is to advance responsive, comprehensive, coordinated, and efficient 
community transportation systems by providing collective leadership in 
supporting the recommendations put forth in the report of the Com-
mission for the Reform of Community, Social Service and Paratransit 
Transportation Services. It is also to identify future opportunities for 
policy, administrative, and procedural reforms to improve public access 
to more transportation services. 

Required Membership The operating principles require council membership to consist of the 
following, at a minimum:

• Secretary of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation or 
designee, who shall serve as co-chair;

• Secretary of the Executive Office of Health and Human Services or 
designee, who shall serve as co-chair;

• Secretary of Elder Affairs or designee;

http://msa.maryland.gov/msa/mdmanual/26excom/html/21hum.html
http://msa.maryland.gov/msa/mdmanual/26excom/html/21hum.html
http://www.kfhgroup.com/mdcoordinationplans.htm
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• Secretary of Veterans’ Services or designee;

• General Manager of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
or designee;

• Secretary of Labor and Workforce Development or designee;

• Secretary of Administration and Finance or designee;

• Secretary of Education or designee;

• Two representatives from regional transit authorities;

• One representative from regional planning agencies;

• One representative from the Councils on Aging;

• Two consumer representatives;

• One representative from the Massachusetts Office on Disability; and

• Two advocate representatives.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing Staff support is provided by the Statewide Mobility Manager in the 
Transit Division of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation and 
staff at the Human Service Transportation Office of the Executive Office 
of Health and Human Services through the MassMobility project.

Reporting Requirements No formal reporting requirements. According to its website, however, 
the council is expected to generate meeting summaries and reports, 
develop a two-year plan for implementation of the recommendations, 
report on the status of implementation and develop an annual report, 
among other duties.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

 The formation of voluntary regional coordinating councils in 2013, and 
ongoing support for their work to address paratransit and community 
transportation service gaps at the local level; 

 Creation of a statewide mobility manager position at the Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation; and

 Other activities emerging from the recommendations in the final report 
of the Commission for the Reform of Community, Social Service and 
Paratransit Transportation Services.

Notes The Commission for the Reform of Community, Social Service and 
Paratransit Transportation Services (which was established by executive 
order in 2011 and expired in 2012) was charged to develop detailed 
recommendations for reform and introduce efficiencies in the provision 
of community and social services transportation in Massachusetts. In 
2012, the commission published its final report40 with recommendations 
for organizational reforms to address coordination and efficiency. The 
report’s overarching policy recommendation was to create a state coordi-
nating council to implement the commission’s other recommendations; 
facilitate coordination of all paratransit services in the state; and moni-
tor all paratransit services, activities and funding. More information is 
available on the council’s website at www.massdot.state.ma.us/transit/
StatewideMobilityManagement/SCCCT.aspx. 

Responding Agency Massachusetts Department of Transportation.

http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/transit/StatewideMobilityManagement/SCCCT.aspx
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/transit/StatewideMobilityManagement/SCCCT.aspx
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Michigan

Michigan does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Michigan Department of Transportation, the department works with 
the state Department of Human Services and the state workforce development agency on an ad hoc basis, 
but there is no formal, ongoing coordinating council.

 
Minnesota

Minnesota has a state coordinating council, the “Minnesota Council on Transportation Access (MCOTA).” 
See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Minn. Stat. Ann. §174.285, first enacted in 
2010). The council replaced the Interagency Committee on Transit 
Coordination, which had been established in 2005 by a governor’s 
initiative.

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: The council is established to study, evaluate, oversee, 
and make recommendations to improve the coordination, availability, 
accessibility, efficiency, cost-effectiveness and safety of transportation 
services provided to the transit public. “Transit public” means those 
persons who utilize public transit and those who, because of mental or 
physical disability, income status or age are unable to transport them-
selves and are dependent upon others for transportation services.

Required Membership State statute requires the council to be composed of these members:

• One representative from the office of the governor;

• One representative from the Council on Disability;

• One representative from the Minnesota Public Transit Association;

• The commissioner of transportation or designee;

• The commissioner of human services or designee;

• The commissioner of health or designee;
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• The chair of the Metropolitan Council or designee;

• The commissioner of education or designee;

• The commissioner of veterans affairs or designee;

• One representative from the Board on Aging;

• The commissioner of employment and economic development or 
designee;

• The commissioner of commerce or designee; and

• The commissioner of management and budget or designee.

Dedicated Funding An amount was appropriated to the Metropolitan Council in 2009 for 
the administrative expenses of the Minnesota Council on Transporta-
tion Access and for other costs related to the preparation of required 
reports, including the costs of hiring a consultant. This funding was 
administered by the state Department of Transportation. No other or 
more recent dedicated funding was found.

Dedicated Staffing The Department of Transportation and the Department of Human 
Services are to provide necessary staff support for the council.

Reporting Requirements The council is required to report its findings, recommendations and 
activities to the governor’s office, the chairs and ranking minority mem-
bers of the legislative committees with jurisdiction over transportation, 
health and human services, and to the Legislature, by Jan. 15 of each 
year.

Recent Activities The council has many statutory responsibilities and ongoing activities. A 
few specific recent activities include the publication of these reports:

• Vehicle Sharing Among Human Service Providers in Minnesota: 
Steps to Address Barriers;41

• NEMT Coordinators in Minnesota;42 and

• Calculating Benefits of Transit Coordination: Minnesota Case Stud-
ies.43

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.coordi-
natemntransit.org/MCOTA/. 

Responding Agency Minnesota Department of Transportation.

http://www.coordinatemntransit.org/MCOTA/
http://www.coordinatemntransit.org/MCOTA/
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Mississippi

Mississippi does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Mississippi Department of Transportation, coordinated planning is tak-
ing place through six regional coordinating councils.

 
Missouri

Missouri has a state coordinating council, the “Interagency Committee on Special Transportation,” estab-
lished in state law, but it is inactive. See details below. 

Note that, until 2014, Missouri had been one of two states (along with Idaho) that had two coordinating 
councils. The second council, which was first enacted in 1985, was called the “Coordinating Council on 
Special Transportation.” This council was reportedly inactive for many years and, in the 2014 legislative 
session, its authorizing statute (Mo. Rev. Stat. §208.275) was repealed by House Bill 1245, effective Aug. 28, 
2014. 

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Mo. Rev. Stat. §226.805, first enacted in 1988). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: 

• Jointly designate substate special transportation planning and service 
areas within the state.

• Jointly designate a special transportation planning council for each 
special transportation planning and service area. The special trans-
portation planning council shall be composed of the area agency on 
aging, the regional center for developmental disabilities, the regional 
planning commission and other local organizations responsible for 
funding and organizing special transportation designated by the inter-
agency committee. The special transportation planning councils will 
oversee and approve the preparation of special transportation plans. 
Staff support for the special transportation planning councils will be 
provided by the regional planning commissions serving the area with 
funds provided by the Department of Transportation for this purpose.

• Jointly establish a uniform planning format and content.
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• Individually and jointly establish uniform budgeting and reporting 
standards for all transportation funds administered by the member 
agencies. These standards shall be adopted into the administrative 
rules of each member agency,

• Individually establish annual allocations of funds to support special 
transportation services in each of the designated planning and service 
areas.

• Individually and jointly adopt a five-year planning budget for the 
capital and operating needs of special transportation in Missouri.

• Individually develop administrative and adopt rules for the substate 
division of special transportation funds.

• Jointly review and accept annual capital and operating plans for the 
designated special transportation planning and service areas.

• Individually submit proposed expenditures to the interagency com-
mittee for review as to conformity with the areas special transporta-
tion plans. All expenditures are to be made in accordance with the 
plans or by special action of the interagency committee.

Required Membership State statute requires the committee to consist of these members:

• The assistant for transportation of the Missouri Department of Trans-
portation or designee, who shall serve as chair;

• The assistant commissioner of the Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, responsible for special transportation, or 
designee;

• The director of the Division of Aging of the Department of Social 
Services or designee;

• The director of the Division of Family Services of the Department of 
Social Services or designee; 

• The deputy director for mental retardation/developmental disabili-
ties and the deputy director for administration of the Department of 
Mental Health or their designees; 

• The executive secretary of the Governor’s Committee on the Employ-
ment of the Handicapped; and 

• Other state agency representatives as the governor deems appropriate 
for temporary or permanent membership by executive order.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing Staff for the committee are to be provided by the Missouri Department 
of Transportation.

Reporting Requirements None.

Recent Activities None.

Responding Agency Missouri Department of Transportation.
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Montana

Montana does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to respondents from the Montana Department of Transportation and the Montana Department 
of Human Services, however, the state does convene a multidisciplinary committee annually to review 
requests for capital assistance for transit projects. This “Capital Assistance Review Committee” consists of 
representatives from the state Department of Aging Services, the state Department of Disability Services, 
the Montana Transit Association, a metropolitan planning organization, a consumer, tribal government, the 
Department of Health and Human Services Transportation Coordinator and rural public transportation.

 
Nebraska

Nebraska has a state coordinating council, the “Transportation Access Working Group,” established by an 
executive order, but it is inactive. See details below. 

According to the respondent, some coordination activities are taking place at the state level under the direc-
tion of the Nebraska Department of Roads. These include two ongoing, federally funded mobility manage-
ment pilot projects—which may eventually entail organizing regional and statewide coordinating councils—
and working toward implementation of a statewide mobility management plan. The department intends to 
expand these efforts with the objective of identifying coordination opportunities and offering incentives to 
providers to coordinate their activities. 

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order (Executive Order 04-01, first enacted in 2004). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to the executive order, the working group shall: 

• Participate in the federal United We Ride program and apply for 
grants offered through that program;

• Inventory existing state and federal transportation funding programs 
to determine the most effective and efficient use of transportation 
resources, including the coordination of transportation services and 
funding; and

• Study ways to eliminate duplicated services, identifying opportunities 
and barriers for improved transportation services.
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Required Membership The executive order requires the working group to include these mem-
bers:

• A representative of the Nebraska Department of Roads;

• A representative of the Nebraska Department of Labor;

• A representative of the Nebraska Department of Health and Human 
Services;

• A representative of a nonprofit, community action agency;

• The governor’s Transportation Policy Advisor;

• A representative of the Department of Education, nominated by the 
Commissioner of Education;

• A representative of the Public Service Commission, nominated by the 
Executive Director;

• A representative of an advocacy group representing transportation 
disadvantaged persons, nominated by the League of Human Dignity;

• A representative of a private nonprofit transportation provider, nomi-
nated by the Director of the Nebraska Department of Roads; and

• Ex-officio members as determined necessary and nominated by the 
working group.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements The executive order requires the working group to present a report of 
its progress to the governor, the Nebraska Legislature and participating 
agencies before Dec. 31 each year of its existence.

Recent Activities None.

Responding Agency Nebraska Department of Roads.

 
Nevada

Nevada does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the Nevada Depart-
ment of Transportation. 
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New Hampshire

New Hampshire has a state coordinating council, the “State Coordinating Council (SCC) for Community 
Transportation.” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§239-B.1 et seq., first 
enacted in 2007). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute:

• Develop, implement, and provide guidance for the coordination of 
community transportation options within New Hampshire so that 
the general public, in particular citizens in need of access to essential 
services and activities, can access local and regional transportation ser-
vices and municipalities, human service agencies, and other organiza-
tions can purchase shared ride coordinated transportation services for 
their citizens, clients, and customers;

• Set statewide coordination policies for community transportation, 
establish community transportation regions, encourage the develop-
ment of regional coordination councils, assist other regional efforts as 
needed, and monitor the results of statewide coordination;

• Approve the formation of regional coordination councils and the 
selection of regional transportation coordinators, according to such 
criteria and guidelines as the council may establish; and

• Solicit and accept donations for funding to implement and sustain 
community transportation.

Required Membership State statute requires the council to consist of these members:

• The commissioner of the Department of Health and Human Services 
or designee;

• The commissioner of transportation, or designee;

• The commissioner of the Department of Education or designee;

• The executive director of the Governor’s Commission on Disability, 
or designee;

• The chair of the New Hampshire Transit Association, or designee;

• A representative of a regional planning commission, appointed by the 
commissioner of transportation for a term of three years;

• A representative of a philanthropic organization, such as the Endow-
ment For Health or the United Way, appointed by the commissioner 
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of the Department of Health and Human Services for a term of three 
years; and

• Eight representatives from transportation providers, the business 
community and statewide organizations, such as Granite State 
Independent Living, AARP, Easter Seals and the University of New 
Hampshire Institute on Disability, appointed by the governor and 
council for a term of three years.

 A list of current members is available on the council’s website at www.
nh.gov/dot/programs/scc/about.htm and in the council’s 2013 annual 
report.44 

Dedicated Funding No funding is dedicated to the council itself. State law establishes a 
regional transportation coordination fund within the state treasury, 
which is to be administered by the council and from which the council 
can make grants to regional entities to improve community transporta-
tion (N.H. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§239-B.5). According to the respondent, 
however, this fund was never implemented.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements The council must annually report its findings, progress and any recom-
mendations for proposed legislation to the governor, the speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and the president of the Senate by Nov. 1 of 
each year. The report shall cover the state fiscal year ending June 30 of 
the same year.

Recent Activities The council has engaged in many different activities in recent years. 
According to the council’s 2013 annual report,45 a few specific recent 
activities include:

• Participating as a formal stakeholder in the state’s United We Ride 
data management system implementation project;

• Helping to spearhead statewide and regional discussions about com-
mon concerns and the effects on non-emergency medical transporta-
tion as the state transitions to Medicaid managed care; and

• Re-visioning the council’s structure.

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.nh.gov/
dot/programs/scc.

Responding Agency Easter Seals New Hampshire and New Hampshire Department of Trans-
portation.

http://www.nh.gov/dot/programs/scc/about.htm
http://www.nh.gov/dot/programs/scc/about.htm
http://www.nh.gov/dot/programs/scc
http://www.nh.gov/dot/programs/scc
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New Jersey

New Jersey has a state coordinating council, the “New Jersey Council on Access and Mobility (NJCAM) 
Working Group.” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority None. The New Jersey Council on Access and Mobility was first estab-
lished in 2007 by Executive Order 87, which expired on Jan. 1, 2010. 
The council was then formally terminated in September 2010 by Execu-
tive Order 40.46 It has regrouped, however, as the voluntary New Jersey 
Council on Access and Mobility Working Group.

Does This Authority Expire? NA.

Stated Purpose According to the respondent, the working group’s stated purpose is 
to serve as a coordinating body to facilitate more efficient delivery of 
human service transportation involving state funding agencies, county, 
municipal and nonprofit community transit providers and to identify 
emerging priorities by human service transportation advocates.

Required Membership No required membership, but the working group suggests the participa-
tion of key state agencies involved in funding human service transporta-
tion. Agencies are asked to be represented by a division director or a 
bureau-level manager of transportation funding within their organiza-
tions. Other core members include county coordinated community 
transit providers, statewide senior and disability advocacy agencies, and 
providers of county coordinated community transit.

Dedicated Funding The working group receives funding from NJ Transit to provide staff 
support. The working group also is involved with a $250,000 study—
funded by the New Jersey Department of Transportation and managed 
by NJ Transit—focused on the expansion of existing pilot programs to 
improve coordination and more efficient delivery of human services 
transportation.

Dedicated Staffing The NJ Transit Office of Local Programs provides administrative staff.

Reporting Requirements None.

Recent Activities The working group is active and meets regularly. Recent activities, ac-
cording to the respondent, include expanding the participation of county 
community transit providers as contractors with the statewide Medicaid 
broker, Logisticare. This has lowered costs for the broker and the state and 
has raised revenues for the providers. Pilot programs are now underway 
that apply a similar model to the state Department of Human Services’ 
Division of Developmental Disabilities and the Department of Labor’s 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services, again with the goal of re-
ducing state transportation costs and generating new revenues for county 
community transit providers by leveraging existing resources.

Responding Agency NJ Transit.
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New Mexico

New Mexico does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the New 
Mexico Department of Transportation. 

 
New York

New York has a state coordinating council, the “Interagency Coordinating Committee on Rural Public 
Transportation,” established in state law, but it is inactive. See details below.

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (N.Y. Transportation Law §§73-A to 73-P, first 
enacted in 1986). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: 

• Identify programs and the annual amounts and sources of funds from 
such programs that are eligible to be used to support a coordinated 
public transportation service, and the annual amounts and sources of 
such funds that are actually used for client transportation or for trans-
portation of persons in connection with agency-affiliated programs or 
services; such data shall be provided on a county basis;

• Identify restrictions on existing programs that inhibit funds from such 
programs being used to pay for a coordinated public transportation 
service in rural counties;

• Recommend changes in state or local laws or regulations that would 
improve the coordination of funds, facilities, vehicles or equipment 
and other resources used for transportation at the local level; and

• Upon request, compile and forward to the commissioner any data or 
other information required by state law.

Required Membership

 State statute requires the council to include these members:

• The commissioner of transportation or designee, who shall serve as 
chair;
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• The director of the Office for the Aging or designee;

• The commissioner of education or designee;

• The commissioner of labor or designee;

• The commissioner of health or designee;

• The commissioner of the Office of Mental Health or designee;

• The commissioner of the Office of Mental Retardation and Develop-
mental Disabilities or designee;

• The commissioner of social services or designee;

• The state advocate for the disabled or designee;

• The secretary of state or designee;

• The commissioner of agriculture and markets or designee;

• The director of the Office of Rural Affairs or designee; 

• The director of the Division for Youth or designee; and

• Six additional members, all of whom shall be transportation provid-
ers or consumers representing rural counties, to be appointed to 
three-year terms. Two are to be appointed by the president pro-tem-
pore of the Senate, two by the speaker of the Assembly, one by the 
minority leader of the Senate, and one by the minority leader of the 
Assembly. Efforts shall be made to provide a broad representation of 
consumers and providers of transportation services in rural counties 
when making such appointments.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The commissioner of transportation is to cause the Department of 
Transportation to provide staff assistance necessary for the efficient and 
effective operation of the committee.

Reporting Requirements State statute requires the committee to submit a report to the governor 
and the legislature every Jan. 1.

Recent Activities None.

Notes Three bills are now pending in New York’s legislature concerning the 
committee. One would change its duties and members (Senate Bill 
7222). The other two would repeal it altogether (Senate Bill 4511 and 
Assembly Bill 7568).

Responding Agency None.
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North Carolina

North Carolina has a state coordinating council, the “North Carolina Human Service Transportation Coun-
cil (HSTC),” established by an executive order, but it is inactive. See details below.

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order (Executive Order No. 21, first enacted in 2002). This 
council replaced the North Carolina Human Service Transportation 
Council, which was created by Executive Order No. 78 in 1991. 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From executive order: 

• To undertake studies and demonstration projects that will enhance 
the coordination and delivery of human service transportation ser-
vices in the safest, most cost-effective, efficient and customer-focused 
means possible;

• To advise and make recommendations to the Department of Health 
and Human Services, the Department of Transportation and other 
state agencies concerning human service transportation policy;

• To identify opportunities and barriers and recommend solutions to 
improve community transportation services; and 

• To develop and present an Annual Executive Summary of the Status 
of Human Service Transportation in North Carolina.

Required Membership The executive order requires the council to be composed of representa-
tives from:

• The Department of Health and Human Services;

• The Department of Corrections;

• The Employment Security Commission;

• The Department of Administration;

• The Department of Public Instruction; and

• The Department of Transportation.

 The secretaries or chairpersons of these departments may designate alter-
nates to represent them on the council. Representation shall include any 
division that administers state or federal funds used to provide human 
service transportation, but the council shall be composed of no more 
than 25 members.

Dedicated Funding No funding is dedicated to the council itself. The North Carolina De-
partment of Transportation and other state departments, however, pro-
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vide financial support from their departmental funds for various costs 
associated with the provision of local human service transportation.

Dedicated Staffing The Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of 
Transportation are to provide administrative support for the council.

Reporting Requirements The council is required to submit the Annual Executive Summary of the 
Status of Human Service Transportation in North Carolina.

Recent Activities None. This council is inactive, although the respondent noted that the 
state Department of Transportation has expressed its intent to start it up 
again at some point.

Responding Agency North Carolina Department of Transportation.

 
North Dakota

North Dakota does not have a state coordinating council, based on NCSL research. No state stakeholder 
responded to confirm this.

 
Ohio

Ohio does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the Ohio Department 
of Transportation. 

 
Oklahoma

Oklahoma has a state coordinating council, the “Governor’s Oklahoma United We Ride Council.” See 
details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order. The council was originally enacted in 2006 through 
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Executive Order 2006-20. In 2008, Executive Order 2008-31 continued 
the council, with some changes. The council was continued with no ad-
ditional changes in 2011 by Executive Order 2011-10. 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to the 2008 executive order, the goal of the council is to 
provide a comprehensive assessment of existing state and federal human 
service transportation funding programs. The council shall evaluate 
the most effective and efficient use of human service transportation 
resources, including the coordination of transportation services and 
funding. This shall include assessing: 

• Opportunities for and barriers to improved human service transporta-
tion; 

• Overlap caused by duplicated agency efforts; and

• Service gaps to enhance citizen access to all available transportation 
resources. 

 The council shall review the transportation policies of state agencies 
that provide human service transportation to identify the most efficient 
methods for facilitating the coordination of human service transporta-
tion services. The council shall make recommendations addressing the 
standards and methods of activity reports; the contents of interagency 
agreements, including service assurances, financial commitments, 
monitoring and compliance plans; and the most appropriate and cost 
efficient service that can be accomplished through the coordination or 
consolidation of human service transportation resources.

Required Membership The 2008 executive order requires the council to be composed of at least 
26 but no more than 27 members, which shall include:

• The director of the Oklahoma Department of Commerce or designee;

• The director of the Oklahoma Department of Rehabilitation Services 
or designee;

• The commissioner of health or designee;

• The director of the Oklahoma Department of Human Services or 
designee;

• The commissioner of the Oklahoma Department of Mental Health 
and Substance Abuse Services or designee;

• The director of the Oklahoma Department of Veterans Affairs or 
designee; 

• The director of the Oklahoma Department of Transportation or 
designee;

• The director of the Oklahoma Office of Disability Concerns or 
designee;

• The chief executive officer of the Oklahoma Health Care Authority 
or designee;

• The director of Oklahoma Employment Security Commission or 
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designee; 

• The state superintendent of public instruction or designee;

• At least four members representing the transportation disadvantaged 
population, to be appointed by the governor;

• At least three members representing transportation providers, to be 
appointed by the governor;

• At least four members representing transportation disadvantaged 
organizations, to be appointed by the governor;

• At least three members representing community government organi-
zations, to be appointed by the governor; and

• At least one member representing an Oklahoma nation or tribe, to be 
appointed by the governor.

 Other members may be appointed, at the discretion and pleasure of the 
governor, representing each of the appropriate agencies involved in the 
coordination or use of human service transportation resources.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The Oklahoma Department of Rehabilitation Services provides adminis-
trative support.

Reporting Requirements The 2008 Executive Order required the council to report to the gov-
ernor annually starting Jan. 1, 2009; before this, the council had been 
required to make a report every six months.

Recent Activities The most notable recent activity is the launch of MyRide at www.
MyRide.ok.gov/. An information clearinghouse for public transporta-
tion resources, the site received more than 10,000 visits between its 
launch in 2013 and July 2014. The council partnered with the Okla-
homa Association of Regional Councils, Heartline 2-1-1 and the state’s 
transit providers to coordinate and host 11 half-day informational 
events—one in each region served by a regional council of government. 
More than 150 individuals attended, and evaluations indicate an interest 
in more events like this in the coming year. 

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.MyRide.
ok.gov/.

Responding Agency Oklahoma Department of Rehabilitation Services.

http://www.MyRide.ok.gov
http://www.MyRide.ok.gov
http://www.MyRide.ok.gov
http://www.MyRide.ok.gov
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Oregon

Oregon does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the Oregon Depart-
ment of Transportation. 

 
Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania does not have a state coordinating council.

According to a respondent from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, the state has a long his-
tory of coordinating specialized transportation services, with oversight from the department and input from 
other state agencies and stakeholders, to reduce duplication of efforts and incompatible policies. Coordi-
nated services in the state include the Shared Ride Program for Senior Citizens, which is available in every 
county in the state. Several state agencies also completed a collaborative, comprehensive study of human 
service transportation in 2009,47 as required by 2007 Penn. Laws, Act 44. 

 
Rhode Island

Rhode Island does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Rhode Island Public Transit Authority, the state had a governor’s task 
force from 1987 to 2009 that was established by an executive order and functioned similarly to a coordinat-
ing council. Since that time, there has been no entity with a function similar to a transportation coordinat-
ing council in the state. 
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South Carolina

South Carolina has a state coordinating council, the “South Carolina Interagency Transportation Coordina-
tion Council.” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order (Executive Order 2009-13, first enacted in 2009). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From executive order: 

• To encourage the efficient development, implementation, operation, 
evaluation and monitoring of mass transit systems, both public and 
private; and

• To increase coordination between the resource agencies in order to 
maximize the efficient use of public transportation.

Required Membership The executive order requires the council to be composed of the follow-
ing members or their designee:

• Secretary of Transportation;

• Director of the Department of Social Services;

• Director of the Department of Heath and Human Services;

• Director of the Department of Disabilities and Special Needs;

• Director of the Employment Security Commission (now the Depart-
ment of Employment and Workforce);

• Director of the lieutenant governor’s Office on Aging;

• Director of the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation;

• Director of the Commission for the Blind;

• Director of the Department of Mental Health;

• Director of the Department of Commerce;

• Executive Director of the Budget and Control Board;

• Executive Director of the Office of Regulatory Staff;

• Director of the Department of Veterans Affairs;

• Chairman of the Senate Transportation Committee; 

• Chairman of the House Education and Public Works Committee; 
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• President of the Transportation Association of South Carolina; 

• Chairman of the Commission for Minority Affairs;

• Representative of the Councils of Governments; and

• Governor-appointed at-large community representative.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing The South Carolina Department of Transportation is to provide admin-
istrative support for the council.

Reporting Requirements The council is required to submit these reports to the governor, the 
legislature, the Senate Transportation Committee, the House Education 
and Public Works Committee, and all member agencies:

• Quarterly progress reports;

• A five-year plan detailing future goals and needs for the state as it 
relates to coordinated statewide transportation;

• An annual report by Jan. 15 of each year that includes the council’s 
actions, recommendations and accomplishments in the past year; a 
plan for funding coordinated statewide transportation and receiving 
federal matching funds or other funds as may be available; opportuni-
ties and barriers in coordinated statewide transportation; and recom-
mendation of solutions to improve local transportation services.

Recent Activities Under the auspices of an update to the statewide multimodal plan, the 
council is spearheading a review of the human service transportation 
infrastructure within the state. The focus is on non-emergency medical 
transportation, work-related transportation, and transportation needs of 
older adults and people with disabilities.

Responding Agency South Carolina Department of Transportation.

 
South Dakota

South Dakota does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the South 
Dakota Department of Transportation.
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Tennessee

Tennessee has a state coordinating council, the “Transportation Coordination Committee,” established in 
state law, but it is inactive. See details below.

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Tenn. Code Ann. §4-3-2311, first enacted in 
2011). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to state statute, the committee is to study:

• The improvement of the methods of delivery and coordination of 
transportation services by state departments and agencies, as well as 
transportation provided by local government and nonprofit agencies 
that are funded by state departments and agencies; 

• The effectiveness of existing services and the need for new types of 
services; 

• Improvements in the effective use of existing funding by state depart-
ments and agencies to maximize financial efficiency;

• Reduction of barriers to the effective funding of transportation 
services; 

• Identification of new sources of transportation funding; and

• Improvement of universal mobility for Tennessee citizens and visi-
tors.

Required Membership State statute requires the committee to consist of these members:

• One member of the Transportation and Safety Committee of the 
Senate and one other member of the Senate, each to be selected by 
the speaker of the Senate;

• One member of the Transportation Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives and one other member of the House of Representatives, 
each to be selected by the speaker of the House of Representatives;

• Two representatives of the Department of Transportation;

• One representative of the Department of Human Services;

• One representative of the Department of Children’s Services;

• One representative of the Department of Finance and Administra-
tion;
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• One representative of the Tennessee Department of Veterans Affairs;

• One representative of the bureau of TennCare;

• One representative of the Commission on Aging and Disability;

• One representative of the Tennessee Public Transportation Associa-
tion; and

• A representative from each department or state agency as deemed 
necessary by the Department of Transportation.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements State statute requires the Department of Transportation to present an 
executive summary for the committee to the Transportation and Safety 
Committee of the Senate and Transportation Committee of the House 
of Representatives annually.

Recent Activities None. 

Responding Agency Tennessee Department of Transportation.

 
Texas

Texas does not have a state coordinating council, as confirmed by a respondent from the Texas Department 
of Transportation. 

Past NCSL research indicates that the state has pursued a distinctly decentralized approach to coordination 
planning, with regional bodies taking the lead and state entities maintaining a strong supportive role.48

 
Utah

Utah does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Utah Department of Transportation, the state’s previous coordinating 
council—the “Utah United We Ride Workgroup,” which was a voluntary group that first started meeting in 
2004—has disbanded. The state Department of Transportation now leads a group of regional mobility man-
agers who meet quarterly to share information and work on human service transportation trip coordination. 
This group coordinates as needed with state agencies, local representatives, public transit providers and the 
state transit association, but there is no state council at this time.
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Vermont

Vermont has a state coordinating council, the “Vermont Public Transit Advisory Council (PTAC).” See 
details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute (Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 24, §5084, first enacted in 
2000). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose From state statute: The advisory council shall serve as an advisory group 
to the Agency of Transportation on all matters relating to public transit 
service (including any fixed route, paratransit, transportation brokerage, 
user-side subsidy or rideshare/ride-match program that is available to all 
members of the public, including those with special needs).

Required Membership State statute requires the council to consist of these members: 

• The Secretary of Transportation or designee, who shall serve as chair;

• Three representatives of the Vermont Public Transportation Associa-
tion; 

• A representative of the Chittenden County Transportation Authority;

• The Secretary of Human Services or designee;

• The Commissioner of Labor or designee;

• The Secretary of Commerce and Community Development or desig-
nee;

• A representative of the Vermont Center for Independent Living;

• A representative of the Community of Vermont Elders;

• A representative of private bus operators and taxi services;

• A representative of Vermont intercity bus operators;

• A representative of the Vermont Association of Planning and Devel-
opment Agencies;

• A representative of the Vermont League of Cities and Towns;

• A citizen appointed by the governor;

• A member of the Senate, appointed by the Committee on Commit-
tees; and

• A member of the House of Representatives, appointed by the speaker.
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Dedicated Funding Legislative members of the council are entitled to per diem compensa-
tion at the rate in effect for legislators during a special session, plus 
expense reimbursement. Council members who are not state employees 
are entitled to a $50 per diem for each day devoted to their official 
duties, plus expense reimbursement. The revenue source for these pay-
ments, however, is unknown. No other dedicated federal or state fund-
ing was found.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements None. The original legislation included a requirement that the advisory 
council would report on its activities to the House and Senate commit-
tees on transportation each year on or before Jan. 15, but this require-
ment was repealed in 2004.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

• Advising on the 2014 update to the statewide Human Service Trans-
portation Coordination Plan;

• Advising on the recent bidding of the new intercity routes;

• Reviewing the annual Route Performance Report and the budget 
priorities for the upcoming year; and

• Reviewing various transit planning studies from the University of Ver-
mont, the Governor’s Commission on Successful Aging, the Agency 
of Human Services, the Division of Disability and Aging Services’ 
transportation program for older adults and people with disabilities, 
and the go!Vermont trip planning initiative.

Responding Agency Vermont Agency of Transportation.

 
Virginia

Virginia does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to a respondent from the Virginia Department of Transportation, however, there are ongoing 
coordination initiatives. These include several state-level bodies with representatives from various state agen-
cies and, in some cases, other stakeholders that work to coordinate transportation services across programs. 
Also, guided by the findings of the 2010 State Agencies Coordinating Transportation (2010) Work Group,49 
the state Department of Rail and Public Transportation continues to work regularly with other state agencies 
and stakeholders that have key roles in providing and coordinating transportation, including the Depart-
ment for the Aging and Rehabilitative Services; the Department for the Blind and Vision Impaired; the 
Department of Medical Assistance Services; the Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental 
Services; the Department of Social Services; and the Virginia Board for People with Disabilities. In addition, 
the Department of Rail and Public Transportation promotes coordination of human service transportation 
by participating on state-level multidisciplinary study, policy and planning initiatives and by supporting and 
promoting regional and local coordination efforts.



© 2015 63 NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

 
Washington

Washington has a state coordinating council, the “Agency Council on Coordinated Transportation 
(ACCT).” See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority None. The council was previously authorized by state statute (Wash. 
Rev. Code Ann. §§47.06B.010 et seq., first enacted in 1998), which ex-
pired in June 2012. The council has continued to meet voluntarily since 
that time.50 

Does This Authority Expire? NA.

Stated Purpose The expired state statute identified the council’s purpose as to advance 
and improve accessibility to and coordination of special needs transpor-
tation services statewide.

Required Membership The expired state statute required the council to include these voting 
members:

• The superintendent of public instruction or designee;

• The secretary of transportation or designee, 

• The secretary of the Department of Social and Health Services or 
designee;

• One representative from the Office of the Governor;

• Three persons who are consumers of special needs transportation 
services, which must include one person designated by the executive 
director of the Governor’s Committee on Disability Issues and Em-
ployment and one person who is designated by the executive director 
of the Developmental Disabilities Council;

• One representative from the Washington Association for Pupil Trans-
portation;

• One representative from the Washington State Transit Association;

• Either a representative from the Community Transportation Associa-
tion of the Northwest or a representative from the community action 
council association;

• One person who represents regional transportation planning organi-
zations and metropolitan planning organizations;

• One representative of brokers who provide non-emergency, medically 
necessary trips to persons with special transportation needs under the 
Medicaid program administered by the Department of Social and 
Health Services;
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• One representative from the Washington state Department of Veter-
ans Affairs; and

• One representative of the state association of counties.

 The respondent noted that the list above should now also include one 
representative from the Washington State Health Care Authority.

 The expired statute also required these four nonvoting members:

• Two members from the House of Representatives, one from each of 
the two largest caucuses, appointed by the speaker of the House of 
Representatives, including at least one member from the House Trans-
portation Policy and Budget Committee or the House Appropriations 
Committee; and

• Two members from the Senate, one from each of the two largest cau-
cuses, appointed by the president of the Senate, including at least one 
member from the Senate Transportation Committee or the Senate 
Ways and Means Committee.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements None.

Recent Activities According to the respondent, recent activities include:

• Producing the statewide human services transportation plan in 
2013;51 and

• Active work groups on veterans’ transportation; human service 
transportation planning; cost sharing; emergency management; and 
mobility management.

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.wsdot.
wa.gov/acct/.

Responding Agency Washington State Department of Transportation.

 
West Virginia

West Virginia has a state coordinating council, the “West Virginia Transportation Coordinating Council.” 
See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority Executive order (Executive Order No. 5-04, first enacted in 2004). 

Does This Authority Expire? No.

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/acct/
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/acct/
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Stated Purpose From executive order: The council shall study issues pertaining to the 
effective and efficient use of transportation resources, including but not 
limited to:

• Coordination of transportation services;

• Elimination of waste and overlap caused by duplicated agency efforts; 
and

• Elimination of service gaps to enhance citizen access to all available 
transportation resources.

Required Membership The executive order requires the council to include these members:

• The state Coordinator, Americans with Disabilities Act;

• A representative of the Bureau of Senior Services;

• A representative of the Department of Education;

• A representative of the Workforce Development Division, Develop-
ment Office;

• A representative of the Department of Transportation, who shall serve 
as chair;

• A representative of the Bureau for Public Health, Department of 
Health and Human Resources;

• A representative of the Bureau for Medical Services, Department of 
Health and Human Resources;

• A representative of the Bureau for Children and Families, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Resources;

• A representative of the Office of Behavioral Health, Department of 
Health and Human Resources;

• A representative of the Fair Shake Network, a state advocacy program 
for the disabled;

• Two members representing the public transportation community;

• A member representing the emergency medical transportation provid-
ers’ community;

• A member representing Perdidos, a state transportation advocacy 
organization; and

• Two members representing public transportation consumers with 
disabilities.

 The governor, at his or her discretion, may appoint additional members. 
According to the respondent, Governor Manchin appointed two mem-
bers from AARP representing older adults and another private citizen 
representing the general public as additional members of the council.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing None found.
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Reporting Requirements The executive order requires the council to present a report of its prog-
ress to the governor, to both houses of the Legislature, and to the Joint 
Committee on Government and Finance before Dec. 1 each year of its 
existence.

Recent Activities The council meets twice per year. A notable activity identified by the 
respondent was the publication of a coordination toolkit in 2006.52 

Notes More information is available on the council’s website at www.transpor-
tation.wv.gov/publictransit/Pages/WVTransportation.aspx. 

Responding Agency West Virginia Department of Transportation, Division of Public Transit.

 
Wisconsin

Wisconsin does not have a state coordinating council. 

According to respondents from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation and the Greater Wisconsin 
Agency on Aging Resources, the state’s previous coordinating council—the “Interagency Council on Trans-
portation Coordination (ICTC),” which was established by a governor’s directive in 200553—disbanded in 
2008. The council’s final report recommended that it be made a more permanent body through an execu-
tive order,54 but this has not yet occurred.

 
Wyoming

Wyoming has a state coordinating council, its name still to be determined, but it is inactive. See details 
below.

Status Inactive (established but has no ongoing activities).

Legal Authority None. State agencies and other stakeholders first started to develop the 
council in 2011 as a voluntary effort.

Does This Authority Expire? NA.

Stated Purpose According to the respondent, the goal of the council is to coordinate 
various existing programs and resources to make transportation more 
readily accessible to the citizens of Wyoming.

Required Membership No required membership. According to the respondent, the majority 
of current members are representatives of state agencies who convene 
voluntarily to address issues at the state level that have been identified 

http://www.transportation.wv.gov/publictransit/Pages/WVTransportation.aspx
http://www.transportation.wv.gov/publictransit/Pages/WVTransportation.aspx
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by their respective clients.

Dedicated Funding None.

Dedicated Staffing None.

Reporting Requirements None.

Recent Activities The council so far had one meeting in 2013, but most of the participants 
have since taken new positions. The council currently is inactive but 
regrouping.

Responding Agency Wyoming Department of Transportation. 

Profiles for Other U.S. Jurisdictions
Only data for the Northern Mariana Islands, from which NCSL received a completed questionnaire, is 
included below. NCSL does not have data for American Samoa, the District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto 
Rico or the U.S. Virgin Islands.

 
Northern Mariana Islands

Northern Mariana Islands has a state coordinating council, the “Commonwealth Public Transportation 
Advisory Board,” located within the Office of Transit Authority. See details below.

Status Active (established and meeting regularly, with ongoing activities).

Legal Authority State legislation/statute. The council was first created by Pub. Law 17-43 
in 2011, then amended by Pub. Law 18-51 in 2014.

Does This Authority Expire? No.

Stated Purpose According to the respondent, the board has an advisory role wherein, in 
conjunction with the Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority, it is 
to assess the commonwealth’s transportation needs and develop a viable 
public transportation system.

Required Membership In 2014, Public Law 18-51 reduced the membership of the board from 
10 members to these six:

• The special assistant for public transportation;

• The secretary of the Department of Public Works;

• A representative from the public school system;

• A representative of the mayor of the first and second senatorial 
districts; and

• A representative from the business community.
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 One member must be female and one must be of Carolinian descent.

Dedicated Funding None. The respondent notes, however, that although the enabling 
legislation did not dedicate separate funding to support the board’s func-
tions, the Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority provides financial 
support to the board for carrying out its mandated responsibilities. For 
example, this financial support has helped defray travel expenses for 
board members who are traveling from the other two islands to Saipan 
and other meeting expenses when the board meets on the other two 
islands once per year.

Dedicated Staffing The Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority designated its adminis-
trative officer to assist and provide support to the the board.

Reporting Requirements None. The board takes part in deveopment of the Commonwealth Of-
fice of Transit Authority’s Annual Performance report, which is due each 
Jan. 10 to the governor and presiding officers of the Legislature.

Recent Activities Recent activities include:

 Actively advising the Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority on 
issues and matters affecting its enabling legislation; and

 Participating in the Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority’s Ad 
Hoc Committee on Bus Stop Designation. The committee’s report will 
be used to design and build 180 bus stops for the Saipan Fixed-Flex 
Route System.

 In addition, the new six-member board was just appointed by the gover-
nor and so is undergoing a reorganization process that includes attend-
ing a new board membership orientation, conducting its first meeting, 
electing a new chair and amending its bylaws.

Responding Agency Commonwealth Office of Transit Authority.
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