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• Housekeeping Items

• Other States’ Experiences

• Alternatives Evaluation Discussion

• Public Comments

Today’s Presentation
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Other States’ Experiences
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• States Commonly Compared with Pennsylvania
• Maryland
• Minnesota
• New Jersey
• New York
• North Carolina
• Ohio
• Washington State
• Wisconsin

• Other States Provide Some Examples of Applying Alternative Concepts
• Many States Manage and Fund Senior/PwD Service as a Human 

Service (i.e., non-profits, volunteer networks, local services)

Other States’ Experience



6

State Comparisons- Seniors and PwD Service (Non-ADA)

State Annual State 
Funding (2024) Primary Funding Eligibility Requirements Trip Purpose 

Limitations Passenger Fare Noteworthy Practices

Pennsylvania 
Shared Ride

$85m+ DOT
$35m+ DHS Lottery, MATP, 1513, 1516 65+/ Registered PWD None in practice, 

except PwD $3-$10 Any resident or visitor, 1-day 
advance reservation

Maryland Non-ADA 
Senior $4m 25% local match, Grant 

from Aging

Low to moderate-income 
seniors (60+) who have 
difficulty accessing or using 
other existing transportation 
services

Ambulatory only Donation of $10-
$50

Volunteer drivers, 3-day advance 
reservation min., 5-day out of co.

Minnesota $Unknown FTA, local property taxes, 
state appropriations

Varies, based on eligibility 
for a program

Varies by 
Program

Donation or 
varies by 
provider, 

income-based

Statutory operating standards, No 
single senior transportation program 
statewide

New Jersey $53m
State casino revenues, FTA 
grants, and local county or 
municipal budgets

Varies on trip type and 
disability

Varies by 
Program

Varies by 
township

Statewide Travel Independence 
Instruction, county-based services

New York $52m
FTA, county and local 
governments, and 
volunteer organizations

Varies by town

Separate 
providers & 

programs by trip 
purpose

Varies by town No single program statewide, 
County-level volunteer drivers

North Carolina $19m FTA, state match, local Varies by funding source Varies by 
provider $2-$3 Rural designated scheduling days, 

rural general public
Ohio $11m FTA, local, state match Varies by funding source Varies by provider $2-$4 Mobility management via non-profits

Washington State $Unknown

Consolidated grants(5310, 
5311, 5339), state climate 
commitment act and 
multimodal fund

60+, special needs, rural 
mobility

Varies by 
provider $5-$20 Volunteer driver networks, blends 

formula and competitive grants

Wisconsin $16m+ State, 5310 Formula Grant 55-65+, no bus service 
available

Rural, 10 trips / 
month , varies

Mandatory or 
Optional

Mobility Managers, trip prioritization 
in law, copay waiver option

https://brevy.com/caregiver/minnesota/senior-transportation#why-minnesota-has-no-single-senior-transportation-program
https://brevy.com/caregiver/minnesota/senior-transportation#why-minnesota-has-no-single-senior-transportation-program
https://www.threeriverscap.org/support/volunteer-transportation-program/
https://www.threeriverscap.org/support/volunteer-transportation-program/
https://www.threeriverscap.org/support/volunteer-transportation-program/
https://www.dot.state.mn.us/cvo/sts/regulations.html
https://www.dot.state.mn.us/cvo/sts/regulations.html
https://www.dot.state.mn.us/cvo/sts/regulations.html
https://www.nj.gov/humanservices/dds/hottopics/transportation/
https://www.nj.gov/humanservices/dds/hottopics/transportation/
https://www.nj.gov/humanservices/dds/hottopics/transportation/
https://www.nj.gov/humanservices/dds/hottopics/transportation/
https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/grants/public-transportation-grants/public-transportation-grant-programs-and-awards/paratransit-special-needs-and-rural-mobility-grants#:%7E:text=The%20competitive%20grants%20cannot%20be%20applied%20for,about%20the%20CCA%20is%20available%20at%20www.climate.wa.gov.
https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/grants/public-transportation-grants/public-transportation-grant-programs-and-awards/paratransit-special-needs-and-rural-mobility-grants#:%7E:text=The%20competitive%20grants%20cannot%20be%20applied%20for,about%20the%20CCA%20is%20available%20at%20www.climate.wa.gov.
https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/grants/public-transportation-grants/public-transportation-grant-programs-and-awards/paratransit-special-needs-and-rural-mobility-grants#:%7E:text=The%20competitive%20grants%20cannot%20be%20applied%20for,about%20the%20CCA%20is%20available%20at%20www.climate.wa.gov.
https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/grants/public-transportation-grants/public-transportation-grant-programs-and-awards/paratransit-special-needs-and-rural-mobility-grants#:%7E:text=The%20competitive%20grants%20cannot%20be%20applied%20for,about%20the%20CCA%20is%20available%20at%20www.climate.wa.gov.
https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/grants/public-transportation-grants/public-transportation-grant-programs-and-awards/paratransit-special-needs-and-rural-mobility-grants#:%7E:text=The%20competitive%20grants%20cannot%20be%20applied%20for,about%20the%20CCA%20is%20available%20at%20www.climate.wa.gov.
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/RuralRiders.aspx
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/RuralRiders.aspx


• Pennsylvania
(unique, relatively 
unfragmented, per-trip 
reimbursement)

Shared Ride Service Concept Examples

7

• No examples

• New Jersey, 
Wisconsin

• No trip prioritization 
for ADA trips

    Title 49 CFR § 37.131(d)

• Michigan
• Ohio
• Many other states 

managed through 
AAAs, non-profits, or 
transit agencies



Shared Ride Service Concept Examples

8

• Ohio
• Other States

• Arkansas
• Georgia
• Kentucky
• Vermont

• Maryland 
(county-based)

• Wisconsin 
(county-based)

• No examples

• Maryland
• Minnesota
(operator and safety standards, 
not level-of-service)
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• County-based mobility information and some services
• Some have the following characteristics:

• Volunteer drivers with their own cars and insurance
• Passengers must be lower income, pay incidentals (e.g., tolls), have no other 

public transportation options, and sign a liability release
• Wheelchair access varies by location
• Medical limited to the closest and most appropriate provider
• Limited number of rides/month (e.g., 4 in St. Mary’s County)

• St. Mary’s County Example
• St. Charles County Example

Maryland

https://www.stmaryscountymd.gov/aging/seniorrides/
https://www.stmaryscountymd.gov/aging/seniorrides/
https://www.charlescountymd.gov/services/transportation/vango-public-transportation/vango-specialized-services
https://www.charlescountymd.gov/services/transportation/vango-public-transportation/vango-specialized-services
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• Varies by Transit Provider, City, or County
• Local Match of 5310/5311
• Twin Cities Metro Mobility (ADA variant, $30m+ state subsidy)

• Peak Pricing ($4.00 vs. $3.50)
• Premium Non-Shared Ride (TNC)

• Customer pays the first $5
• Agency pays the next $20
• Customer then pays everything above a $25 cost 

• Arrowhead Transit Senior via Microtransit Example

Minnesota

https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Services/Metro-Mobility-Home/Riding-Metro-Mobility.aspx/#Premium
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Services/Metro-Mobility-Home/Riding-Metro-Mobility.aspx/#Premium
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Services/Metro-Mobility-Home/Riding-Metro-Mobility.aspx/#Premium
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Services/Metro-Mobility-Home/Riding-Metro-Mobility.aspx/#Premium
https://arrowheadtransit.com/seniors/
https://arrowheadtransit.com/seniors/
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• Township-based
• Disability and age-based eligibility vary by township
• Generally, only for medical, and sometimes food
• Wheelchair accessibility varies by township
• Many townships do not offer the service
• Pre-scheduling requirements vary by township
• Funded through a combination of state casino revenues, federal transit 

grants, and local county or municipal budgets
• Morris County Example

New Jersey

https://www.morriscountynj.gov/Departments/Aging-Disabilities-Community-Programming/Dial-a-Ride
https://www.morriscountynj.gov/Departments/Aging-Disabilities-Community-Programming/Dial-a-Ride
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• Town, county, and non-profit-based
• Disability and age-based eligibility vary by town
• Wheelchair accessibility varies by township
• Many towns do not offer the service
• Funded through a combination of state grants, federal transit grants, 

and local county or municipal budgets
• Towns and counties must supplement, or directly sponsor, localized 

community shuttle or dial-a-bus capital and operating costs using local 
funds

• State Funding Example
• Dutchess County Example

New York

https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-hochul-announces-521-million-enhance-transportation-services-older-citizens-and
https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-hochul-announces-521-million-enhance-transportation-services-older-citizens-and
https://www.dutchessny.gov/Departments/Aging/Transportation-for-Seniors.htm
https://www.dutchessny.gov/Departments/Aging/Transportation-for-Seniors.htm
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• 98 public transportation systems across 100 counties
• Section 5310 cost sharing 

• Operating = 50% federal / 50% local
• Capital = 80% federal / 20% local

• State-funded Rural Operating Assistance Program (ROAP) has three 
programs with a mix of federal and state operating funds

• Elderly and Disabled Transportation Assistance Program (EDTAP)
• Employment Transportation Assistance Program (EMPL) – One Year per Client
• Rural General Public Program (RGP) – Payer of Last Resort- 10% local match
• Annual formula funding - $18.7 million
• Administrative costs are ineligible expenses

• Madison County Example
• Statewide Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan

North Carolina

https://www.madisoncountync.gov/uploads/5/9/7/0/59701963/overview_of_mcta_.pdf
https://www.madisoncountync.gov/uploads/5/9/7/0/59701963/overview_of_mcta_.pdf
https://www.ncdot.gov/divisions/integrated-mobility/public-transit-services/statewide-locally-plan/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.ncdot.gov/divisions/integrated-mobility/public-transit-services/statewide-locally-plan/Pages/default.aspx
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• Mobility Ohio Initiative Goals (In Development)
• Establish one agency to coordinate and oversee all providers, funding 

programs, and rules
• Create a one-stop hub where clients and customers can conveniently schedule 

trips by phone or online for multiple trip purposes
• Determine cost allocation and set rates
• Create regional mobility management centers
• Enforce uniform driver and vehicle standards
• Promote local investment in human services transportation
• Maintain a comprehensive database of all transportation providers, drivers, and 

vehicles
• Laketran Example

Ohio

https://www.ccam-tac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/Effective-Strategies-final-2.pdf
https://www.ccam-tac.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/Effective-Strategies-final-2.pdf
https://laketran.com/dial-a-ride/
https://laketran.com/dial-a-ride/
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• Funded through federal and dedicated state climate action funds
• Service varies significantly by location
• Can combine paid and volunteer drivers
• Klickitat County Example
• State Overview

Washington State

https://www.klickitatcounty.gov/363/Mount-Adams-Transportation-Service-MATS
https://www.klickitatcounty.gov/363/Mount-Adams-Transportation-Service-MATS
https://brevy.com/caregiver/washington/senior-transportation
https://brevy.com/caregiver/washington/senior-transportation
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• County-based annual formula grant that is a function of the number of 
elderly and disabled persons + competitive grants

• County determines copayments (fares) and method (i.e., mandatory or 
voluntary)

• Oshkosh Example and Brochure
• Winnebago County Example
• Underlying Wisconsin Statute

Wisconsin

https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/SeniorRiders.aspx
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/SeniorRiders.aspx
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=1235430
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/RuralRiders.aspx
https://www.oshkoshwi.gov/transit/GoPlusParatransit/RuralRiders.aspx
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/85/21
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/85/21


Alternatives Evaluation Discussion
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Review of Shared Ride Today
• All revenue is on a per-trip basis.
• Transit providers set a fare structure 

to balance projected costs.
• Riders/sponsors pay 15% of the fare 

per trip.
• Providers are reimbursed for the 

remaining 85%.

Current: Per-Trip Reimbursement

REVENUE EXPENSES

Funding Partners Service Providers Customers

Maximum accountability; hard to 
accurately budget.

Unreliable revenue; co-
payments can discourage 
ridership, unsustainable. 

Co-payments can be expensive; 
may be unaffordable to citizens 
not in a program.

Perspectives
Institutional Technical & Legislative

Requires compliance 
verification.

Need to balance agency 
funding against customer and 
sponsor co-payments.

Challenges

85% Per-Trip Fare
Reimbursed by:
• State (Lottery & 

Transportation 
funds), and/or 

• Third-party sponsor
depending on rider 
and region

15% Per-Trip Co-Pay
A “pay for trips” model that is extremely 
vulnerable to decreases in ridership and 
increases in costs.

Fixed Costs

Variable 
(Per-Trip) Costs

19
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Closing the Gap: Subsidy Sources

21

37%

60%

3%

Federal State Local
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• Q: What is the Commonwealth's overall budget on Shared Ride? Could we 
examine a few provider budgets/metrics from the Annual Report? What does 
“Other” mean in a provider's revenue?

• 2024 statewide Shared Ride program cost: ~$199M; 

• The Annual Report profiles every provider individually

• “Other” in a provider's revenue is generally purchase-of-service contracts with local 
social service agencies that pay for group trips

• Local non-profits

• MHID

• Revenue from local contract service

Committee Question: Budget & “Other” Revenue
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2025 Susquehanna (SRTA)
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2025 Washington (FT)
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• Q: How often does the general public use shared ride? 
• Does a provider generate revenue on a trip provided to a general-public 

rider? 
• How do fares/costs per trip compare for a general-public rider vs. a typical 

(program-eligible) customer?

• Shared Ride is open to the general public 
• However, most users are sponsored by a funding source (Lottery, PwD, MATP)
• The cost and revenue for general public trips are the same as a sponsored trip

Committee Question: General Public’s Use
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Example of Shared Ride Fare Structure
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• Q: Is Shared Ride only provided with paratransit vehicles? Could 
smaller vehicles be dispatched to serve most riders?

• Most Shared Ride trips are provided on 12-passenger cutaway 
"paratransit" vehicles 

• Where appropriate, agencies do dispatch mini-vans and sedans — but 
mainly for geography, not cost 

• Labor is the biggest cost factor for an agency, so there isn't a significant 
cost savings between a mini-van/sedan trip and a cutaway trip

Committee Question: Vehicle Types
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Handout and Workbook
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• No single model has emerged as the preferred solution.
• The strongest direction is to modernize and strengthen the existing 

program, rather than replace it.
• Combine the strongest components of Models 1–5 into a coherent 

policy framework.
• Move incrementally: improve first, invest strategically, then expand 

mobility coordination.
• Use pilots and phased implementation before major statewide 

structural changes.

Stakeholder Input Is Pointing Toward a Hybrid Approach
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• Protect Customers - Maintain essential mobility, particularly healthcare access 
and transportation for seniors, persons with disabilities, and vulnerable riders.

• Predictable Funding - Provide a more stable operating foundation while protecting 
against funding becoming an artificial service ceiling.

• Local Flexibility - Allow providers to select the most appropriate transportation 
solution for individual mobility needs.

• Strategic Investment - Invest in technology, AI, scheduling, fleet, workforce, and 
administrative improvements that produce measurable benefits.

• Better Coordination - Improve cross-county, healthcare, and human-service 
transportation coordination.

• Accountability - Pair increased flexibility with clear financial, performance, and 
customer-outcome expectations.

In addition to long-term sustainability, reform should improve mobility—not 
simply change the organizational structure of the program

Strong Common Ground Has Emerged
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What We Heard Concern Emerging Direction
Predictable funding is strongly 
valued

A formula grant requires strong 
management to a budget Explore a hybrid funding structure

Funding should recognize the cost 
of maintaining service availability

Inflation and demand can erode a 
fixed allocation

Build in adjustments for inflation, 
growth and operating conditions

Providers need flexibility to manage 
mobility

State could be exposed when 
allocations prove insufficient

Pair flexibility with financial 
accountability

Strategic investment has broad 
support

Investment funding balance with 
core operating resources

Make investments supplemental to 
core funding

Funding Is the Central Design Question
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Technology & Operations
• AI-assisted scheduling
• Better trip grouping/routing
• Advance scheduling
• Automated reminders
• Cancellation/no-show management
• Better customer communications
Managed Mobility
• Match customers with the appropriate mode
• Shared Ride
• Fixed route
• Microtransit
• Smaller vehicles
• Other transportation options

Strategic Investment
• Technology
• Fleet
• Workforce
• Training and leadership development
• Shared procurement/resources
• Financial dashboards
Coordination
• Cross-county mobility
• Healthcare partnerships
• MATP/human-service coordination
• Provider-to-provider trip coordination
• Shared statewide resources where beneficial

Modernization Before Major Structural Change
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1. STRENGTHEN: Improve the existing Shared Ride program and protect 
essential mobility.

2. STABILIZE: Establish predictable, sustainable operating funding with 
protections for inflation, demand, and rural/urban differences.

3. INVEST: Fund technology, AI, fleet, workforce, and efficiency initiatives 
with measurable returns.

4. ENABLE MANAGED MOBILITY: Give providers flexibility to match 
customers with the most appropriate transportation option while 
establishing stronger accountability.

5. EXPAND COORDINATION: Progressively integrate regional, healthcare, 
and human-service mobility where it produces measurable benefits.

The emerging direction is not Model 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5—it is a Pennsylvania 
framework built from the strongest elements of each.

An Emerging Path Forward for Pennsylvania
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• A Funding Cap That Drives Service Reductions
• Mandatory Consolidation or Statewide Brokerage
• A One-Size-Fits-All Statewide Model
• Structural Change for the Sake of Structural Change
• Strategic Investment That Takes Money Away from Service
• More Administrative Complexity

The message from stakeholders
Modernize the program—but do not sacrifice service, affordability, 

local knowledge, or customer relationships in the process.

What Stakeholders Do Not Want in the Future System
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• Define What to Quantify and Evaluate in More Detail 
• Short and long-term impacts

• Operating and capital costs
• Staffing and resources
• State and local budgets
• Sustainability (i.e., funding, cost, customer out-of-pocket)

• Level-of-service
• Ease of implementation (e.g., technically, politically)
• Degree of regulatory oversight required
• Opportunities to better leverage the shared ride system
• Cost-effective ways to improve service to the community
• What do you think we can quantify that would help your assessment?

Alternative Refinement and Testing Process
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• Q1: Funding Model: Trip, Block Grant, or Mix?
• Performance Incentives (similar to FTA STIC program)?
• Living within Available Resources?
• Potential Roles of Private Market, Non-profits, and Volunteers?

• Q2: Rules/Regs: State, Local, or Mix?
• Fare Policies?
• Sponsorships?
• Core LOS+?
• Means Testing or Discounts?

• Q3: Management Support: Toolbox, Technical Support, or Ad Hoc?
• Trip Prioritization or Limits?
• Mobility Management (TNC, Move to Fixed-Route where Possible)?
• Span of Service?
• Transit Development Plan (TDP)?

• Q4: Short-term, Incremental, and Long-term Change Strategies?

Exploring Alternatives in More Detail
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Alternative Funding 
Changes

Service 
Changes

Rule/Regulation 
Changes

Demand 
Changes

Other Changes / 
Considerations

A: Min. Change
B
b.1
b.2

C
D
E: Max. Change

Scenarios to Evaluate (Define in Meeting)
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SRAC Meeting Schedule

May 29, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Reconnect and build a 
common understanding

1

May 29, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Reconnect and build a 
common understanding

July 22, 2026
12:30 pm – 3:00 pm

Identify and refine 
alternative models

2

July 22, 2026
12:30 pm – 3:00 pm

Identify and refine 
alternative models

August 31, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Discuss the impacts of 
alternative models

3

August 31, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Discuss the impacts of 
alternative models

October 22, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Advise actionable 
strategies

4

October 22, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Advise actionable 
strategies

November 23, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Input & review the 
executive summary and 

draft

5

November 23, 2026
9:30 am - Noon

Input & review the 
executive summary and 

draft

6

January 21, 2027
9:30 am - Noon

Final advice, wrap-up, 
and next steps



Public Comment Opportunity
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