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I.	INTRODUCTION
General pubic engagement for the Illinois Statewide Public Transportation Plan is intended 
to provide information that cannot easily be obtained by standard data gathering efforts 
and to gather input on what the public feels are issues and opportunities. The outreach 
has a dual purpose, i.e. to collect important data as well as to engage public officials, 
agency representatives, and residents in promoting the Plan.

The public outreach plan features a broad array of tools and approaches for soliciting 
stakeholder and public input including:

• Providing a project website

• Interviewing HSTP coordinators and transit agency providers

• Soliciting survey feedback

• Hosting public meetings throughout the state

• Interviewing agency stakeholders

• Receiving input and direction from a steering committee consisting of stakeholders

This report provides the results of each outreach effort and discusses how each is 
relevant to the project.

II.  HSTP INTERVIEWS
In April 2015, one-on-one interviews were held with each of the 11 Human Service 
Transportation Providers (HSTP) Regional Coordinators. The HSTP coordinators are 
responsible for coordination and oversight of the delivery of public and specialized 
transportation services within their region. They are the staff preparing the Human 
Services Transportation Plan for their region which defines existing services and 
identifies transportation needs, specifically the needs of those persons with disabilities, 
older adults and persons with limited incomes. 
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A. Interview Questions
The interview session followed a standardized list of questions to allow for consistency 
and comparability of information across the state. However, interviewers deviated from 
the list of questions to gather unique and individual information from each of the 
interviewees. Each HSTP Coordinator was asked the following questions:

1. What are your job duties as the HSTP Coordinator?

2. What agency employs you?

3. Are you responsible for or involved in grant writing and funding for transportation? If
yes, please explain the scope of your responsibilities in grant writing.

4. What is your role in the development and oversight of the Human Services
Transportation Plans/Updates?

5. What coordinated transportation goals from the current plans have been 
implemented/are being implemented?

6. What are the most significant challenges to implementing the coordinated
transportation goals in the study?

7. What is your next priority goal for implementation? Why is it a priority?

8. How do you identify unmet transportation demand/need?

9. Who are the transportation operators in the HSTP region who do not serve the 
general public?

10. What population do these providers serve and what are their ridership numbers?

11. (For HSTP regions that have service providers cross boundaries) How do you work
with agencies that have operations in other HSTP regions?

12. What do you perceive are the areas of gaps in transportation services in your region?

13. Are there areas of population and/or employment growth in your region, if so
where? (e.g., new industry/employment)

14. Do the future demographic trends in your region point to greater use of public
transportation (i.e., aging population, lower incomes, less vehicle ownership, etc.)?

15. What trends have you seen over the past 25 years in your region with regards to
transit usage/demand?

16. In your opinion, how does access or lack of access to transit affect the average
household’s transportation budget in your region?

17. How (or where) do coordinated public transit/human services transportation interact
with fixed route public transportation providers in your region (if applicable)?
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18. What is the relationship between health care and social service locations and a
customer’s ability to use public or human service agency transportation to access
them?

a. Are connections needed between different health care and social service location
centers?

19. What impacts do you feel that the new federal health care reforms will have on public
/human services transportation in your region?

a. In terms of employees of your operating agencies

b. In terms of an increase in demand for medical trips due to the greater availability/
affordability of health care for low-income populations.

20. Are you involved in the fleet management plan or vehicle replacement schedule?

a. If yes, please explain the process for developing it.

b. If not, who is responsible for developing said plan in your region?

B. Summary of Comments
Each HSTP Region brings a unique set of challenges, unmet needs, and gaps in services. 
Some commonalities do exist, however. The most consistently mentioned future trends 
for which HSTP Coordinators are planning for include an aging population which will put 
increasing demands on the network of transportation services, particularly for medical 
appointments and treatments. In addition to medical appointments, demand is increasing 
for convenient and affordable transportation options for commuters traveling to and 
from rural and the nearest urbanized area for employment and periodic appointments. In 
some areas, interstate travel demand is increasing for employment, although in other 
regions, employment opportunities are decreasing, reducing the potential for general 
public riders.

For most regions, the leading challenge to coordinating transportation services is the 
uncertainty of the Illinois State Budget. Agencies cannot predict future funding cuts and 
working together is not a priority when funding levels are unknown. In some regions there 
are also challenges to securing a local match for programs; local government entities are 
not required to participate.

In order to improve services, coordination and vehicle availability is important. Several 
regions are in the early stages of coordination and are working to overcome the 
challenges of vehicle or trip sharing. Multimodal and connector/feeder services and 
programs are being developed to improve regional and even statewide transportation 
options including modes of rural bus service, human service agencies, urban bus 
services, and even rail (where available). The timing of vehicle delivery to replace aging 
vehicles or to expand service is an issue that has been expressed.

HSTP Coordinator interview summaries are located in the Appendix.
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III. TRANSIT AGENCY INTERVIEWS
The transit agency interview process was conducted to collect important data as well as 
to provide the opportunity for two-way dialogue and gather insights.  The interviews were 
held over a four month period between March and June 2015.

A particularly difficult task when studying public transit is to identify where people are 
coming from and where they are going, especially for the majority of systems in Illinois 
that do not use electronic fare media. Therefore, much of the focus of the transit agency 
interviews was on gathering data on existing services, rider origin and destinations, 
coordination efforts and service gaps and needs.

A.	 Interview Questions
The interview session differed based on whether it was an agency providing fixed route 
services or an agency providing demand response services. Different questions were 
asked based on the type of services offered.

Fixed Route Systems

Service area and service specifics:

• Describe service area, routes, service hours.

• Are there regularly scheduled transfers to any other nearby transit services?

• Do you have any local issues on where buses can/cannot be routed?

• When is the last time you restructured service and why?

• Have you established route-specific performance standards for your system? How you
determine whether a new route or existing route is “working” or not?

Fares:

• How much are your fares?

• Do you offer any discounts/passes to local educational/other institutions?

• Do you anticipate any changes in the fare structure in the future?

Passenger amenities:

• Bus stop signage: How are bus stops signed? Do you have flag stops?

• How do you determine where shelters are placed?

Technology:

• What ITS technology do you use to track buses? Announce stops, etc.

a. Does the public have the ability to know when the next bus is arriving?

• Do you use scheduling software? If not, what  type of software/upgrades would make
transit and operation planning easier for you?
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Funding:

• What is your local funding source?

Riders:

• What is the general profile of your typical rider?

• Are you doing anything to attract “choice riders? What tools do you need to do this
better?

• Is there any local policy to encourage organizations with transit-dependent
populations or workers to locate near bus lines? (examples)

Fleet and facilities:

• Do you have a fleet management plan or vehicle replacement schedule?

• What are your fleet, facility, and capital needs projected to five-, ten-, and 20-
year horizon (if possible)?

• Is your maintenance done in-house?

• What is the location of all facilities?

Service gaps and needs:

• Locations not served by transit (unmet demand).

• Hours of service needed (unmet demand).

• Plans for expansion? Into exurban areas?

Demand Response Systems

Service area and service specifics:

• What is your service area?

• What type of transit service is offered: door to door or curb to curb?

• What are your service hours?

• What is the minimum advance notice for a ride?

• How are return trips scheduled? Are they scheduled with the same advance notice as
the pickup, or are they scheduled a) directly with the driver or b) a call to dispatch?

• Are your drivers contracted or are they employees? (if contract, who provides
drivers?)

• What and where are your popular destinations? (shopping, health care,
government, etc.)

• What are destinations outside your service area that you will take people to?

• Do you have subscription service?

• What is your transfer policy between adjacent transit services and do you have any
established locations where people transfer?
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• Do you combine trips on your vehicles? If so, which types of trips have the most
combined rides?

• Do you assign certain vehicles to certain zones in the county, or do they go
everywhere?

• Do any of your trips operate on a fixed schedule that requires no reservations?

• Do you have any demand response trips that operate on a specific schedule?

• What are your peak hours/days of demand?

Fares:

• Fare policy. How much, and how are fares collected? (include fare media)

• How do you dispatch? What sort of scheduling software do you use?

Fleet and facilities:

• What are your fleet, facility, and capital needs projected to five-, ten-, and 20-
year horizon (if possible)?

• What is the location of all facilities? (bus garage, maintenance facility, dispatch)

Funding:

• What is your local funding source?

Agency background:

• How long has your agency operated the service? What is the primary mission of the
agency, and how does this tie in with public transportation?

Service gaps and needs:

• What are the locations outside the service area where you will not drop off, but that
are often requested as a destination?

• Where/when do you have the most trouble fulfilling service requests? (unmet demand/
service gaps)

• What barriers do you have in serving unmet demand in your service area?

• What type of service would you offer if you had sufficient funds?

B. Summary of Comments
The results of the interview were incorporated into the Inventory and Technical Report. 
Profile sheets for all services were prepared and included in the report. The profile 
sheets depicted information on service areas, hours of service, population in service 
area, ridership, locations served, software, vehicles, funding, destinations, and facilities.  
Information on service gaps and needs will be incorporated into the Plan. 
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IV. STEERING COMMITTEE
A steering committee, composed of representatives of transit agencies and organizations, 
was established at the beginning of the Plan process to provide oversight and provide 
direction. A list of Steering Committee members is included in Appendix A-2. The 
members represent transit stakeholders from all parts of the State.

The first steering committee meeting was held on June 17, 2015 at IDOT offices in 
Springfield. A presentation on the purpose of the study, the issues raised by the transit 
agencies in terms of gaps and needs, demographic data, service gaps, a review of 
transit funding, and next steps was presented. After the presentation, the steering 
committee members participated in an interactive workshop. Four workshop stations 
were set up, and directed by a facilitator:

• Goals and Objectives

• Transit Needs and Gaps

• Funding

• Performance Measures

At the Goals and Objectives workstation, a draft vision and goals and objectives for the 
Plan were created. The vision, goals, and objectives were reviewed by additional 
stakeholders and the public. A final version is presented in the Inventory and Technical  
Report. Each Steering Committee member was asked to identify service gaps and needs 
in the State. The result indicates that there are gaps in service availability (i.e. evenings/
weekends), in intra-county connectivity, and in origin/destination accessibility.

In the Funding workshop, the facilitator asked questions of the participants in four 
broad areas: funding constraints, funding utilization, local funding, and service 
contracts/coordination. Some of the constraints related to a concern that there will be 
a reduction in the downstate operating assistance program (DOAP) funding; that most 
agencies have dependent riders and not “choice” riders; there is a large unmet need for 
a stable, predictable and dedicated source of capital funding, particularly for vehicles; 
and locally dedicated funding sources need to be identified.

At the workshop for the Performance Measures, the topic centered on how the state 
would like to incorporate performance measures as part of the Plan. Potential measures 
were presented and additional measures were added by the steering committee 
members.  There was a wide agreement that the use of the performance measures 
must compare similar things; flow from the goals and objectives; be supported by 
accurate, consistent data; make sure that per capita measures are part of the set of 
measures; and represent both the financial side and the “human side” of public 
transportation.

A full recap of the workshop station input is provided in the Appendix.
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V.  GENERAL PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
A. Project Website
The Statewide Public Transportation Plan project website provides a portal that the 
public can go to retrieve information about the project.  The website is organized into a 
series of tabs with each tab providing a page with information about the Plan. The home 
page summarizes the project background and project purpose. The Getting Involved 
page provides information on public meetings, surveys and feedback as well as links to 
other related webpages. It also provides a link to a comment form. The Map/Data form 
provides information on transit providers in the state and information that was 
presented at public meetings.  The Study Reports tab contains links to existing studies 
and reports related to transportation within Illinois. The final tab, Contact Us, provides 
contact information for the IDOT project managers, lists the steering committee 
members, and contains the Comment Form.

B. Survey
A public survey has been developed as part of the Illinois Statewide Public 
Transportation Plan to gather additional input. The aim of the survey is to ask 
respondents how familiar they are with public transportation and whether they use it. If 
they respond that they use it, they are asked to identify how often they do and describe 
trip purposes and destinations. The survey also requests background demographic data 
in order to profile riders and potential riders. The online survey can be accessed through 
the project website; a few online surveys have been filled out to date. Paper copies were 
handed out at the public meetings and approximately 20 surveys were returned.  Input 
from the surveys is reflected in the information from each of the public meetings, 
described in the next section. A copy of the survey is provided in the Appendix.

C. Public Meetings
Nine public meetings were held throughout the state in September and October 2015. The 
meetings were held in conjunction with other transportation related meetings, generally 
IDOT’s multi-year transportation plan for a particular district.  A total of 216 people 
attended the meetings. See the sign in sheets in the Appendix.

The meetings were organized as workshops, allowing participants to attend at any time 
during the two or three hour sessions. At each meeting, the public was invited to view 
maps showing information for each district (refer to the Appendix):

• Existing Transit Providers

• Fixed Routes

• Scheduled Demand Response Trips to and from the Service Area

• Transit Need Index

• Population Density and Employment Concentration

• Intercity Bus Routes

• Regional Public Transportation Connections
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In addition to the boards, a monitor was set up to show a presentation about the project 
purpose, goals, and next steps. A second monitor provided a link to the project website.

The meeting was designed to be interactive.  Meeting participants were asked to identify 
on a district map, by using different colored pushpins, where they thought there needed 
to be transit services based on the origins and destinations of potential transit users. 
This information has been reflected in the meeting summaries below and will be used to 
identify gaps and needs in the Plan.

1. District 1 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 14, 2015 at the Chicago Metropolitan Agency on 
Planning (CMAP) offices in Chicago from 1:00 to 4:00 PM. 65 people attended. Four 
surveys were filled out, mostly by attendees from the fringes of the Chicago suburbs 
(Grundy, and rural Will County). Respondents had all used transit in the past month, with 
about half using it on a daily (workday) basis. All had also used transit to travel regionally, 
rather than just locally. Their reasons for using public transit follow:

• Personal vehicle is sometimes unavailable (one respondent)

• Personal choice (all)

• Do not own a vehicle (two)

• Efficiency (one)

The destinations respondents used transit for were: work (all respondents), recreation/
social visits (all), shopping (three), medical appointments (one), and school (one). 
Respondents would take transit more often if more destinations were accessible; bus 
stops were more accessible; service ran on weekends, ran for longer hours or ran more 
frequently; and if gas prices rose. Specific locations cited as hard to access with transit 
were “church” (because of lack of Sunday service); the cities of Morris, Coal City, Palos 
Hills, Schaumburg; and the two Chicago airports. Almost all rated the service they received 
as “good”, meaning that most trips they wanted to take could be accommodated by 
transit.

Meeting attendees cited Wilmington, Morris, Channahon, New Lenox, Lockport, 
Romeoville, Plainfield, Naperville, and Wheeling as origins for transit riders. Destinations 
include Joliet and Manhattan (Will County); Oswego (Kendall County); Lisle (DuPage 
County) and Nordic Park (Cook County).
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Meeting attendees also expressed frustration that coordination between townships 
in eastern Will County was proceeding slowly, hampering efforts to get “RideWill,” a 
proposed countywide demand response service, up and running. There is also a need 
for a senior van service in Northbrook (only have taxi vouchers available now) and for 
“smart corridors” to be put in place on North Avenue, Roosevelt Road, and Cermak 
Road, the Elgin-O’Hare expressway (IL Route 390), and Interstate 55. Others suggested 
that fixed routes should be available between Medinah and Schaumburg; between Elgin 
and Schaumburg1; between Yorkville and Sugar Grove; Yorkville and Aurora; and along 
Lake-Cook Road to the North Central Metra station at Wheeling or Buffalo Grove.

2. District 2 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 29, 2015 at the Rockford Metropolitan Agency on 
Planning in Rockford from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. 29 people attended. No surveys were 
completed.

Attendees cited Rockford as an origin for transit riders. Destinations include Freeport 
(Stephenson County), Beloit (Wisconsin), Oregon (Ogle County) and Belvidere (Boone 
County); attendees emphasized these locations were unserved by a direct transit link from 
Rockford.

Attendees also requested that a bulletin board (BBS) be set up by IDOT to facilitate 
information sharing among agencies. The BBS could also be a way for agencies to dispose 
of surplus equipment.

3. District 3 Meeting
This meeting was held on September 28, 2015 at the River Valley Metro Mass Transit 
District in Bourbonnais from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. 17 people attended. One survey was 
completed. The respondent had not used transit in the past month, but had used a fixed 
route in the past year. The respondent chose transit as a personal choice to perform social 
visits, and stated that River Valley Metro had good service. The respondent wished there 
was a cheaper fare and that weekend service was available on the route he/she took. He/
she also wished there was a direct transit link between the cities of Kankakee and Chicago.

4. District 4 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 13, 2015 at the IDOT District 4 in Peoria from 4:30 to 
7:00 PM. 18 people attended. Two surveys were completed. The respondents had not 
used transit locally in the past month, but had used transit elsewhere in the past year. The 
respondents chose transit as a personal choice to perform social visits, and diverged on 
their opinion of CityLink. One respondent felt the service was good, the other thought 
it was poor. The respondents would take transit more often if there were more transit 
accessible destinations, gas prices were higher, or more frequent service was available. 
They wished there was a fixed route between the cities of Chillicothe and Peoria. 
Attendees cited West Peoria and Moline as origins for transit riders. The destination was 
Peoria (Peoria County). A scheduled demand response trip between Moline and Peoria 
was proposed.

1   This route already exists: Route 554 (Pace)
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5. District 5 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 7, 2015 at the Illinois Terminal in Champaign from 4:00 
to 7:00 PM. 35 people attended. This meeting had the highest attendance of all of the 
meetings. Five surveys were completed. All of the respondents had experience using 
transit locally; three respondents had used transit in the last month. Their reasons for using 
public transit follow:

• Work (one respondent)

• Personal choice (all)

• Personal vehicle is sometimes unavailable (one)

Attendees’ destinations were work (four respondents), and recreation/social visits (one). 
Respondents would take transit more often if more destinations were accessible; service 
ran on holidays, ran for longer hours or ran more frequently; and if gas prices rose. Specific 
locations cited as hard to access with transit were outlying areas because of lack of 
Sunday service, Mahomet, and the University of Illinois Assembly Hall (for night basketball 
games). Most respondents rated service in Champaign/Urbana to be “excellent”; they can 
use transit for all of the trips they need to make.

Attendees cited the cities of Bloomington, Urbana, Rantoul and Danville as origins for 
transit riders. Destinations include Kickapoo State Recreation Area, Westville, Georgetown, 
and Hoopeston (Vermillion County); Tolono, White Heath, Savoy, and Rantoul 
(Champaign County); and Normal (McLean County). Fixed routes are proposed between 
the cities of St. Joseph, Mahomet, Rantoul, Tolono, Tuscola (respectively) and 
Champaign/Urbana.

6. District 6 Meeting
This meeting was held on September 30, 2015 at the Springfield Housing Authority in 
Springfield from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. Eight people attended. Unlike the other meetings, this 
was held in conjunction with a public hearing regarding moving bus stops along a 
Springfield MTD route. One survey was completed. The respondent lived in Jacksonville 
and worked in Springfield, and would never use transit for any reason.

Other attendees wanted service to the Abraham Lincoln Capital Airport in Springfield, and 
Sunday service. They cited a universal fare card as something that would remove some 
barriers to riding Springfield MTD.
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7. District 7 Meeting
This meeting was held on September 29, 2015 at the Knights of Columbus in Effingham 
from 4:00 to 6:00 PM. 21 people attended. One survey was completed. The respondent 
has not used transit in the last year; however he/she has used it elsewhere in the United 
States in the past. The respondent is pleased with the local transit service on offer in 
Effingham.

Attendees cited the cities of Flora, Edwardsville, and Belleville as origins for transit 
riders. Destinations include the cities of Livingston, Highland and New Douglas (Madison 
County); Waterloo (Monroe County); Hecker and Marissa (St Clair County); and Hord, Iola, 
Sailor Springs, Greendale, and Camp Travis (Clay County). Attendees were not pleased 
with the Central Illinois Public Transportation (CIPT) service offered in Clay County, citing 
the disorganization and lack of effective leadership as problems.

8. District 8 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 8, 2015 at the Breese Community Center in Breese from 
4:00 to 6:00 PM. 10 people attended. No surveys were completed. Attendees cited the 
city of Breese as an origin for transit riders, with a destination of Fairview Heights (St Clair 
County). They proposed a fixed route between these two places.

9. District 9 Meeting
This meeting was held on October 22, 2015 at the John A Logan Community College in 
Carterville from 4:00 to 7:00 PM. 13 people attended. One survey was completed. The 
respondent has used transit locally (White County) in the last year for school, work, and 
recreational trips. The respondent rates the local transit service on operated by RIDES in 
White County as “good”. 

The respondent would take transit more often if service in White County ran for 
longer hours or ran on weekends; and if he/she could get a reservation when needed. 
Specific locations cited as hard to access with transit were employment locations in 
Carmi from outlying areas. There is also a need for better service between counties 
and between transit providers.

Attendees cited Carmi, Fairfield, Mount Vernon, and Carbondale as origins and 
Murfreesboro (Williamson County) as a destination. They recommended establishing a 
fixed route between Carbondale and Murfreesboro.2

2   JMTD operates the Yellow Route between these two communities



13Statewide Public Transportation Plan
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT REPORT

D. Listening Tours
In late April 2015, the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and Capital 
Development Board (CDB) launched a statewide listening tour to hear about the 
infrastructure challenges our residents and businesses face. Thirty-nine meetings were 
held across the state, with more than 2,730 attendees. An online survey was made 
available as well, and more than 1,250 responses were received. This dialogue, emphasizing 
what infrastructure means to quality of life, mobility, and economic growth, was designed 
to establish priorities and lay the groundwork for a realistic, sustainable plan to bring the 
state's infrastructure into the 21st century.

A wide spectrum of voices were heard over the course of this listening tour, including 
those of corporate CEOs, small business owners, school and college officials, local 
government leaders, agricultural interests, environmentalists, and other citizens. All 
agreed that infrastructure plays a vital role in their lives and is critical to making Illinois 
a place where people want to live, work, and do business.  The transportation network 
serves as arteries that connect communities with each other, and those arteries are 
facing both congestion and deterioration issues. Transportation also impacts the quality 
of life of our residents and communities by providing options for people to get to all of 
the places that they want to be. In general, residents, businesses, and local leaders shared 
these common concerns.

A variety of comments were recorded. Comments that relate to public transportation are 
as follows:

• Infrastructure concerns are multimodal. In addition to roads and bridges, our transit,
paratransit, passenger rail, aeronautics, waterways and ports, intermodal, and bicycle
and pedestrian facilities play an important part in helping our residents, workers, and
goods get to where they need to go. Transit service and access continues to be a
challenge throughout the state.

• While northeastern Illinois has the state’s most robust transit network, transit also 
plays an important role in the lives of many throughout the state. In our downstate 
communities, transit and paratransit are critical in helping residents, students, seniors, 
and veterans get to jobs, hospital appointments, training programs, and civic and 
cultural amenities. Many spoke about the critical role paratransit serves to many of 
our most disadvantaged residents who have few or no other transportation options 
available to them.

• Amtrak passenger rail service also provides a critical pipeline between many parts of
the state, especially college towns, while Chicago’s status as a regional and national rail
hub makes the rest of the country accessible to Illinoisans for business and pleasure
travel.

• While transit ridership is growing in many areas of the state, concern was expressed
over the proposed FY 2016 budget cuts to transit and passenger rail service. Many
shared their frustrations regarding lack of connectivity – while they would like to bike
or take transit to reach their destinations, there are often “last mile challenges” that
prevent residents from being able to travel without the use of an automobile.
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• Others highlighted the challenge of adequately funding transit – transit is currently
supported through the General Revenue Fund, meaning it has to compete against
social service programs and education every year. Downstate transit providers
expressed concern that they would be left behind while resources are devoted to
bigger systems or other budgetary needs.

From late April through late May, IDOT made a survey available on its website for those 
who wanted to provide their feedback online. The agency received 1,259 responses. 
Responses related to public transportation are as follows:

• Reliable and accessible public transit is important to residents across the state,
though many aren’t satisfied with the status quo and called on providers to
performance, frequency of service, and condition of equipment.

• Access to Transit. This was the second most popular local concern, with over 400 
respondents commenting on the topic. Frequently cited challenges included lack of 
available bus transit to other communities, lack of Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) rail 
interconnectivity within the City of Chicago, and lack of available and reliable Metra 
service. Others expressed concerns over the state of Metra’s infrastructure. Many 
downstate respondents spoke to the importance and lack of Amtrak service.

• High-Speed Rail.  A handful of respondents (nearly 30) cited the desire for high-speed 
rail. Of these respondents, many expressed dissatisfaction with current Amtrak service 
as a factor, as well as the need to get to major downstate hubs more quickly.
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VI. OTHER AGENCY COORDINATION
There are several government agencies that provide federal grants for the various modes 
of public transportation. There are also many governmental agencies that are not involved 
with public transportation per se but either provide funding for use of transportation to 
access agency sponsored services or serve clients who would benefit from public transit 
in general. It is important to know the roles and needs of each of the direct and non-direct 
transportation stakeholders in planning for an effective public transit network for the State 
of Illinois.

The method to understanding these needs used was internet research, conversations 
with IDOT Office of Planning and Programming (OPP) staff, and conversation with a 
former researcher at the University of Illinois Chicago’s Urban Transportation Center 
(UIC UTC).

A. Federal Transit Administration
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) serves as funder, compliance office, and technical 
assistance agent to state and local governments and transportation providers. The FTA 
awards federal dollars to its recipients for transit planning, operating, and capital projects. 
FTA funds help support transit projects in the state of Illinois, primarily through the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) as the fiscal agent. FTA funding is provided for all 
public transportation modes exclusive of intercity passenger rail but includes heavy rail, 
bus transit, intercity bus, commuter rail, and paratransit. FTA has ten regional offices 
throughout the United States through which grants are processed. Illinois is served by FTA 
Region 5, which also serves Indiana, Minnesota, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin. The 
Region 5 office is located in Chicago.

B. Federal Highway Administration
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provides federal grant funding for highway 
projects to state departments of transportation in the same manner that FTA does for 
transit projects. There are FHWA Division offices in every state, which provide leadership 
and guidance to State Departments of Transportation in the planning and construction 
of transportation projects3. Illinois’s FHWA Division office is located in Springfield.

Some of the grants that FHWA provides include provisions for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects which can tie in with transit infrastructure at transit stops and air quality 
improvement through traffic congestion mitigation whose objective also supports transit 
indirectly by encouraging alternative modes of transportation to the single occupant 
motor vehicle. Transit is often promoted to road travelers as the most productive mode 
of transportation over non-motorized modes in reducing congestion and thereby 
improving air quality. 

3   https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ildiv/ Accessed 10/28/15
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C. Federal Railroad Administration
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) provides federal grant funding for intercity 
passenger rail projects (ie Amtrak). The FRA has 8 regional offices throughout the United 
States with Illinois falling under FRA Region 4 (excluding Metro St Louis and area south of 
I-70 to the Illinois-Indiana border)4; the Region 4 office is located in Chicago IL. The FRA 
Region 4 office also governs Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. Amtrak also has 
a corporate office located in Chicago, IL.

D.	 Illinois Department on Aging
The Illinois Department of Aging (DOA) is an Illinois state agency that provides funding to 
local governments and nonprofit agencies for services that support seniors’ independence 
and wellbeing in their own communities. Such programs typically include funding senior 
centers where seniors can go for social activities and group meals among other funded 
projects. Many senior centers provide transportation to and from their facility and to 
offsite recreational activities. The IL DOA has divided the state in to thirteen PSAs 
(Planning and Service Areas). Each PSA serves a given geographic area of the state and 
can include many senior centers or offices from which DOA services are provided. 

The IL DOA also provides a free transit benefit to qualifying seniors and persons with 
disabilities. The DOA administers the program through an application process. 
Nonprofit organizations serving seniors that also provide public transportation to their 
community using FTA/IDOT funding are required to participate in their IDOT designated 
Human Service Transportation Planning Region (HSTP) meetings to coordinate their 
transportation services with other public transportation providers in their HSTP region. 
In the more rural areas of the state providing public transportation across jurisdiction 
boundaries are challenging for providers in terms of fairly allocating costs for cross 
boundary trips and territorialism among transportation providers.

E. Illinois Department of Children & Family Services
The Illinois Department of Children & Family Services (DCFS) provides funding and 
administration of programs that assist orphaned children and children who are living in 
an unstable homes and promotes child welfare. The state of Illinois is divided in to seven 
geographic regions; Northern region, Cook County – North region, Cook County – Central 
region, Cook County – South region, Cook County – Central, Central region, and Southern 
region. Each region has multiple field offices.

Public transportation is addressed as a DCFS provided resource in several of its programs 
with the most visible being part of the discharge/transition plans for foster children aging 
out of the system and going in to an education or training program. These young adults 
are provided with disbursement funds upon their departure to pursue their education or 
training of choice and public transit is noted a line item in the voucher request form. 
There are several other DCFS programs that directly offer transportation to DCFS eligible 
recipients or reimburse payments spent on transportation in order to access DCFS 
services.  Based on the services that DCFS offers, it can be assumed that some of the 
transit destinations DCFS clients may need to access would be vocational schools, jobs, 
public housing, child care centers, DCFS offices, Illinois Department of Human Services 
offices, military recruitment sites, and alcohol and substance abuse recovery sites.

4   https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0239 Accessed 10/28/15
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F.	 Illinois Department of Human Services
The Illinois Department of Human Services (DHS) serves as the funding pass through agent 
of federal dollars for programs benefitting disadvantaged populations including low-income, 
developmentally disabled, and functionally disabled. Some of the services include employment 
and training for individuals subsiding on TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) 
or SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) disbursements, day programs for the 
developmentally disabled, and health insurance for uninsured children.

The state is divided in o five numbered DHS service areas. Due to the nature of the services 
provided by DHS certain public transit destinations that could be useful for these clients might 
be job training sites, medical offices, day programs for the developmentally disabled, grocery 
stores, and food banks.

G. Illinois Department of Veteran Affairs
The Illinois Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) is a state level resource and advocate for 
veteran benefits and other needed services. The US Department of Veterans Affairs has 
initiated a program in recent years called Veterans Transportation Service (VTS). This service 
provides free transportation to veterans and their family members to medical appointments 
at VA Medical Centers. The VTS vehicles are purchased by the VA medical center and are 
operated by VTS employed drivers.

Another transportation service offered to veterans for VA medical care is that of the 
nonprofit organization, Disabled American Veterans (DAV).  DAV raises funds to donate 
vehicles to VA medical facilities, which then operate the vehicles with volunteer drivers who 
deliver veterans to their VA medical appointments. Although the DAV volunteer transportation 
service has been of great benefit to veterans and has been in existence much longer than VTS, 
one challenge this service poses is that volunteer drivers sometimes don’t report for their self-
assigned trips thus leaving veterans stranded and missing their medical appointments.

The VA does also offer public transit vouchers, taxi vouchers, and mileage reimbursement 
to veterans needing transportation to their VA affiliated medical appointments. For the two 
transportation services described in the paragraphs above, in many if not all cases door to 
door transportation is not offered with veterans needing to meet the VTS or DAV vehicle 
at designated collection points. When transportation is already an issue for veterans using 
these transportation services, it can pose a challenge to them to find transportation to these 
van pickup points, which is where the vouchers and mileage reimbursement can fill the gap. 
However, if access to a private vehicle is not an option and if there is no public transportation 
or taxi service in the vicinity of a veteran’s residence, which can be the case particularly in rural 
areas of the state, then it may be difficult at best to access VA medical services at all.

Each county in Illinois has Veterans Assistance Commissions (VAC), funded by county tax 
levies, whom are charged with assisting resident veterans in applying for VA benefits. In the 
more populated counties of the state, VACs provide transportation for veterans with their 
own vehicles. Other VACs may provide public transit or taxi vouchers while rural VACs are not 
typically able to offer such vouchers to their resident veterans.
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In speaking with a former researcher at UIC Urban Transportation Center it appears that 
although there have been attempts in the past, there is currently little coordination 
between public transit providers and veterans organizations in providing or increasing 
the transportation options to Veterans. Potential public transit stops that veterans would 
likely utilize would be to VA medical centers, VA community based outpatient centers 
(CBOCs), county VACs, jobs, and veteran’s service organizations such as the VFW.

H. Illinois Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity
The Illinois Department of Commerce & Economic Opportunity (DCEO) markets the state’s 
workforce to businesses in and out of state, funds infrastructure development to bring jobs 
and stimulate economic development, and supports housing assistance and home utility 
bill assistance programs among other services. All of these services can be especially 
critical in rural areas of the state where there tend not to be as many job opportunities and 
household incomes are typically lower. DCEO provides federal and state dollars to 
support these initiatives. DCEO has two offices in the state, which are located in 
Springfield and Chicago. 

DCEO provides competitive grants to local units of government and nonprofits such as 
economic development corporations (EDC) and community action agencies (CAA). There 
exists an Illinois Economic Development Association (IEDA) and an Illinois Association 
of Community Action Agencies (ICAA) which list all of their respective constituent 
organizations throughout the state. In many cases, economic development programs 
are offered as a means to make struggling communities and individuals self-sustaining 
by providing them with tools and resources. These organizations likely serve employers 
and individuals who would benefit from public transportation serving places of business, 
subsidized housing communities, and vocational training.
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A-1 HSTP Coordinator Interview Summary

Human Service Transportation Regions and Coordinators	

Overview
This document provides an overview of the Human Service Transportation Plan (HSTP) 
Regions and Coordinator information. Each of the 11 multi-county regions in Illinois have 
been assigned to an HSTP Coordinator who provides leadership and local oversight to 
facilitate the implementation of the goals and strategies identified in HSTP regional 
plans. There are seven HSTP Coordinators covering eleven regions.

Regions 1 and 3 
Shared HSTP Coordinator is based in Ottawa.

• Region 1 Counties: Jo Daviess, Stephenson, Winnebago, and Boone.

• Region 3 Counties: Ogle, Lee, DeKalb, Bureau, Putnam, La Salle, Kendall, and Grundy.

Region 2
HSTP Coordinator is based in Rock Island.

• Region 2 Counties: Carroll, Whiteside, Henry, Rock Island, and Mercer.

Regions 4 and 7
Shared HSTP Coordinator is based in Macomb.

• Region 4 Counties: Henderson, Warren, Hancock, McDonough, Schuyler, Adams, Brown,
and Pike.

• Region 7 Counties: Mason, Cass, Scott, Morgan, Menard, Sangamon, Christian, 
and Logan.

Region 5
HSTP Coordinator is based in Peoria.

• Region 5 Counties: Knox, Fulton, Stark, Peoria, Marshall, Woodford, and Tazewell.

Region 6
HSTP Coordinators are based in Bloomington.

• Region 6 Counties: McLean, Livingston, Ford, Kankakee, and Iroquois.

Region 8
HSTP Coordinator is based in Urbana.
• Region 8 Counties: De Witt, Macon, Shelby, Piatt, Moultrie, Champaign, Douglas, Coles,

Cumberland, Vermilion, Edgar, and Clark.
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Regions 9, 10, and 11
Shared HSTP Coordinator is based in Salem.

• Region 9 Counties: Calhoun, Greene, Jersey, Macoupin, Montgomery, Fayette, Marion,
Clinton, Bond, and Madison Counties.

• Region 10 Counties: Effingham, Jasper, Crawford, Clay, Richland, Lawrence, Wayne,
Edwards, Wabash, Hamilton, White, Saline, Gallatin, Pope, and Hardin Counties.

• Region 11 Counties: Monroe, St. Clair, Randolph, Washington, Jefferson, Perry, Franklin,
Jackson, Williamson, Union, Johnson, Alexander, Pulaski, and Massac Counties.

HSTP Regional Coordinator Interview Methodology
In April 2015, RLS & Associates, Inc. (RLS) interviewed each of the HSTP Regional 
Coordinators during a face-to-face session. The interview session followed a standardized 
list of questions to allow for consistency and comparability of information across the 
state. However, interviewers deviated from the list of questions to gather unique and 
individual information from each of the interviewees. Interview sessions were kept to a 
brief schedule to accommodate the coordinator’s commitment to attend the IDOT 
Conference that was also occurring on the days when interviews were conducted. 

HSTP Regional Coordinator Interview Summaries
The following paragraphs are arranged to summarize the unique characteristics of each 
region and the coordinators’ unique job duties. In addition to the responsibilities explained 
in each summary, all of the coordinators share the following basic responsibilities:

• Section 5310 Compliance Reviews;

• Annual Consolidated Vehicle Procurement (CVP) Grant Application Reviews and
Scoring;

• Hosting Stakeholder Meetings; and,

• Continually Updating the HSTPs for the Region(s) (and yearly report cards).

Across all regions, coordinated transportation grant writing is left up to the individual 
local and regional agencies. The coordinators will provide technical assistance if it is 
needed, but their primary transportation grant-related duties are to review the grant 
applications and score them based on the new scoring criteria.

Regions 1 & 3 HSTP Coordinator Interview 
Overview

Jacob Matsen from the North Central Illinois Council of Governments (NCICG) is the 
full-time Human Service Transportation Plan (HSTP) Coordinator for Regions 1 and 3. 
A unique aspect of Jacob’s job is his work with the Centers for Independent Living on 
Disability Awareness Training. This work came from his Region 3 advisory committee. He 
also creates Geographic Information Systems (GIS) maps and provides a high level of 
technical assistance to any of the providers in either of his two regions. Another unique 
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aspect of Jacob’s job duties is his on-site visits. He regularly visits the transportation 
providers in both regions at least once a year to keep open communication flowing. Both 
Region 1 and Region 3 completed their HSTP update in October 2014. 

Some of this Coordinator’s other duties include oversight of the Region 3 
Advisory Committee which meets three to four times per year on top of the six 
regularly scheduled meetings. 

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies 

The Coordinator is working on mapping dialysis trips provided throughout Region 3. 
Once presented to the Advisory Board, the Board will provide direction on what the HSTP 
Coordinator’s next steps will be accomplish the goal of improving transportation services 
for dialysis appointments. The Coordinator is also working on the Disability Awareness/
Sensitivity Training as well as developing new connections to the rail system (Black 
Hawk) (multimodal approach).

Looking ahead, the Coordinator will be working to update the October 2014 HSTPs for 
Regions 1 and 3. He will work with his Advisory Board, hold general public meetings, face-
to-face stakeholder interviews, surveys, and an on-the-road blitz to gather and/or update 
the unmet transportation needs/gaps in both regions. Through the process of updating 
the plans, he intends to encourage more public and human service transportation 
providers to work together to create more specific/concrete goals that are more 
quantitative in nature and have a timeline associated (short/mid/long term).

The most significant challenge to coordinated transportation in Regions 1 and 3 is 
operating under the uncertainty of the Illinois State Budget. Agencies do not know how 
much funding is going to be cut, so working together is not a priority if funding levels 
are unknown. Along with the unknown of the Illinois State Budget, a perceived gap in 
services for Regions 1 and 3 is local match. Planned projects are lacking the local funds to 
proceed beyond the initial concept development stage. Winnebago County went through 
the primer process but the project was not completed. The areas outside of Rockford in 
Winnebago County do not currently have public transportation services.  

Future Trends

Chrysler has a plant in Boone County (Region 1) which is starting to build back up after 
the recession. Overall, employment transportation in both regions is low. However, it is 
possible that the new plant will generate demand for employment-related transportation 
opportunities as well as general transportation demand for individuals and families who 
move into the area because of new employment.

Also in the future, the HSTP Coordinator believes transportation demand from older adults 
will increase significantly his two regions. The percentages of the population who are 
age 65 and over in some of the counties in Regions 1 and 3 are the highest in the State. 
Currently, students and medical patients are the most frequent transportation users in 
Region 3; while Region 1 provides more medical trips.
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The HSTP Coordinator has noticed a slight increase in Medicaid transportation but it is 
unclear if the increase is because of the new health care reform or the aging population. 
Limited coordinated transportation is taking place between health care providers and 
social service agencies. The amount of coordination is dependent on the agency’s policies. 
Some agencies have good relationships with health care providers while some health care 
providers only utilize public transit. More connections are needed between health care and 
social service locations especially for dialysis patients. 

Transportation Providers (Non-General Public)

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Regions 
1 and 3.

• Region 1 Plan 2014:

° Barbara Olson Center of Hope (serving the disabled population of Boone, Ogle,
and Winnebago Counties) 

° Booker Washington Center (serving the public, seniors, teens of Rockford) 

° Kreider Services, Inc. (serving the disabled population of Jo Daviess, Lee, Ogle, and 
Whiteside Counties)

° Lifescape Community Services, Inc. (serving the seniors of Boone, Lee, Ogle, and 
Winnebago Counties) 

° Malcolm Eaton Enterprises (serving the disabled population of Stephenson County) 

° MOSAIC – Rockford (serving the disabled population of Rockford) 

° Provena St. Joseph Center (serving the seniors of Stephenson County) 

° Rock River Training Corporation (serving the public and job seekers of Boone, 
Stephenson, and Winnebago Counties) 

° Rolling Hills Progress (serving the disabled population of Carroll County) 

° Senior Resource Center (serving the seniors of Jo Daviess and Stephenson 
Counties) 

° Sinnissippi Centers, Inc. (serving the disabled population of Carroll, Lee, Ogle, and 
Whiteside Counties) 

• Region 3 Plan 2014:

° Bureau County Senior Center (serving the seniors of Bureau County)

° Fox Valley Older Adult Services (serving the seniors of north LaSalle, western
Kane and Kendall, and southern DeKalb Counties) 

° Hub City Senior Center (serving the seniors Ogle County), 

° Illinois Valley Adult Day Center (serving the seniors of Bureau and LaSalle 
Counties) 

° Illinois Valley Community Hospital (serving the public of LaSalle and Bureau 
Counties) 
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° Kreider Services, Inc. (serving the disabled population of Jo Daviess, Lee, Ogle, and 
Whiteside Counties) 

° Lee County Council on Aging (serving the seniors of Lee County) 

° Mendota Area Senior Services (seniors of LaSalle County) 

° Open Door Rehabilitation Services (serving the disabled population of DeKalb, 
Kendall, and LaSalle Counties)

° Oswego Senior Center (serving the seniors of Oswego) 

° OSF St. Elizabeth’s Hospital (serving the public of LaSalle, eastern Bureau, 
western Grundy, southeast Lee, and southern DeKalb Counties) 

° Ottawa Friendship House (serving the disabled population of Ottawa) 

° Putnam County Achievement Services (serving the seniors of Putnam County) 

° Rock River Center, Inc. (serving the senior and disabled populations of Ogle 
County) 

° Senior Services Associates (serving the seniors of Kane, Kendall, and McHenry 
Counties) 

° Sinnissippi Centers, Inc. (serving the disabled population of Carroll, Lee, Ogle, and 
Whiteside Counties) 

° St. Margaret’s Hospital (serving the public of Bureau and LaSalle Counties and 
surrounding areas) 

° St. Mary’s Hospital (serving the public of Streator and surrounding areas) 

° Streator Unlimited, Inc. (serving the developmentally disabled population of 
Streator) 

° Village of Progress (serving the disabled population of Ogle County)

Region 2 HSTP Coordinator Interview 
Overview

On April 1, 2015, RLS & Associates (RLS) sat down with Ms. Lindsey Whitson from the Bi-
State Regional Commission. Ms. Whitson is the HSTP Coordinator for Region 2 in Illinois, 
which includes Henry, Mercer, and Whiteside Counties. The area also includes Muscatine 
and Scott Counties in Iowa. The Quad Cities Metropolitan Planning Organization spans 
both states and includes portions of Rock Island and Scott Counties. 

In addition to her basic duties, the Coordinator also hosts quarterly HSTP meetings and 
assists the Bi-State Regional Commission with the Iowa Transportation Improvement Plan 
and grant writing for non-transportation related projects. 

She is the sole Coordinator involved in updating and writing the HSTP for Region 2. Her 
duties for the planning process include facilitating public meetings and presentations, 
gathering HSTP data, and writing the HSTP. Currently, Region 2 is in the process of 
updating the HSTP with a draft being available in June 2015. Some service providers 
within Region 2 have service areas that overlap into other HSTP regions. If an agency 
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provides services that cross boundaries (multiple counties and/or regions), it is that 
agency’s responsibility to attend the appropriate HSTP meetings for each of the regions 
within which they provide service. Regions 3, 4, and 5 directly border HSTP Region 2.

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

Increased geographic coverage and affordability for the transit-dependent consumer are 
important goals for the coordinator and general public and transportation providers. 
Providing access to the appropriate medical facilities is also an important goal for Region 
2. 

The main challenge for achieving these goals is lack of funding. More connections are 
needed between rural areas and medical facilities, but the systems that could provide 
these services are finding difficulty in expanding their range of services because it 
does not fit within the agency budget. 

A geographic challenge also exists for Region 2. Many Illinois residents are employed in 
Iowa, but the transportation into Iowa is very limited. Trips are provided using only smaller 
vehicles to avoid triggering Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration regulations. More 
transportation across the state border is needed for employment purposes. 

Future Trends

The coordinator estimated that the population of Region 2 would most likely stay 
stagnant over the next 10 to 20 years. The Rock Island Metropolitan Area was the only 
exception; this area is expected to continue growing but not at an alarming pace. Even 
without significant changes to population, as the current population continues to age, 
increased need for transportation options is expected, especially to medical 
appointments. All other goals within the HSTP are expected to stay similar, as they have 
yet to be achieved and the challenges faced are not showing signs of disappearing.

Another demographic shift seen in the Iowa counties served by the Bi-State Regional 
Commission is a large increase in the Hispanic population. This could affect Illinois in 
that this group may begin seeking employment in Illinois as well as Iowa, and the current 
unmet need for consistent and convenient transportation across state lines will increase. 

Transportation Providers (General Public)

The following lists include the public transportation providers serving Region 2.

• Bettendorf Transit System (fixed route, transfers to Rock Island Metro)

• Davenport CitiBus (fixed route, transfers to Rock Island Metro)

• Rock Island County Metropolitan Mass Transit District

• The Loop Riverfront Circulator (fixed route through Bettendorf, Davenport, Moline, and
Rock Island)

• Henry County Public Transportation (rural demand response in Henry, Stark, and
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western Bureau Counties) 

• RIM Rural Transit (rural demand response in Rock Island and Mercer Counties)

• Whiteside County Public Transportation (rural demand response)

Transportation Providers (Private or Client Specific) 

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Region 
2.

• Henry County Senior Citizens, Inc. (serving Geneseo and Kewanee seniors)

• Geneseo Good Samaritan Center (serving residents only)

• Geneseo Senior Center (serving Henry County seniors and those with disabilities)

• Hillcrest Home (serving residents only)

• Kewanee Care Home (serving residents only)

• Liberty Village (serving residents only)

• Heritage Woods (serving residents only)

• Alternatives for the Older Adult (serving Henry, Mercer, and Rock Island County seniors)

• Amber Ridge Assisted Living (serving residents only)

• American Cancer Society (serving Rock Island ambulatory cancer patients)

• ARC of Rock Island County (agency clients only)

• Bethany for Children and Families (serving Henry, Mercer, and Rock Island County
family and children services clients)

• Forest Hill Health and Rehab Center (serving residents only)

• Friendship Manor (serving residents only)

• Intouch Day Care Center (serving adult day services clients only)

• Lighthouse Homecare, LLC (serving Quad Cities homecare, doctor’s appointment, and
pet care trips)

• Lucky Enterprises, Inc. (serving Rock Island, Scott, Muscatine, Henry, Cedar, Whiteside,
and Carroll Counties private general public transportation)

• MetroLink (serving ADA paratransit for Metropolitan Rock Island County)

• QC Chauffeurs (serving private general public transportation)

• Rock Island County Health Department (serving Rock Island County children and
pregnant women)

• Rock Island County Senior Center (serving Rock Island and Mercer County seniors
and those with disabilities)

• Trinity Medical Center (serving Express Medicare service)

• Trinity Visiting Nurse and Homecare Association (serving Henry, Mercer, Rock Island,



27Statewide Public Transportation Plan
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT REPORT

Whiteside, Muscatine, and Scott County clients receiving homemaker services from the 
agency)

• Exceptional Care and Training Center (serving mentally disabled residents only)

• Self-Help Enterprises (serving eligible disabled clients only)

• Tri-County Opportunities Council (serving Whiteside, Lee, Carroll, Ogle, Bureau, LaSalle,
Marshall, Putnam, and Stark County income-eligible individuals)

• Whiteside County Senior Center (serving Whiteside seniors or eligible contract clients)

• Winning Wheels (serving rehabilitation clients only)

• Services for Seniors (serving Davenport, Bettendorf, Moline, and Rock Island seniors
only)

• Visiting Angels (serving Rock Island, Henry, Mercer, Muscatine, Scott, and Clinton
County elderly and disabled only)

Regions 4 & 7 HSTP Coordinator Interview 
Overview

Mr. White from the Western Illinois Regional Council (WIRC) is the HSTP Coordinator 
for Regions 4 and 7. A unique aspect of his job is his work with the Community Action 
Commission writing housing rehabilitation specifications. coordinator is also in the initial 
stages of updating the Region 4 HSTP, which was last published in 2008. The Region 7 
HSTP will be updated following the completion of the Region 4 Plan.

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

The Coordinator will identify unmet transportation needs by hosting quarterly meetings, 
conducting agency surveys, and talking to agencies over the phone when they call to 
discuss their needs. Another way the Coordinator identifies transportation needs is 
through the CVP grant application process. He identifies trends in unmet needs when 
reviewing applications.

The Coordinator pointed out a few of the gaps in transportation services in Regions 4 and 
7, as follows: 

• Adams County (Region 4) is in the primer process to evaluate public transportation 
feasibility in the county. Currently the rural part of the county does not have public 
transportation service.

• Christian County (Region 7) has applied for a Section 5311 grant for rural public
transportation after going through the primer process.

• Henderson County (Region 4) does not have public transportation has not yet
demonstrated an interest in initiating it.

• Other gaps in transportation services include, lack of vehicles, short operating hours,
lack of funding, and long distance medical trips (Quad Cities, Iowa City, Peoria, and
Danville).
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Future Trends

Springfield’s population is increasing slightly while the population in the other areas of 
both regions is declining. Similar to most of Illinois, there appears to be an increasingly 
important role for public transportation on the horizon as the population of both regions is 
beginning to age and transportation demand is starting to increase.  

Transportation Providers (Non-General Public)

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Regions 
4 and 7.

• Region 7 Plan 2008:

° Cass County Council on Aging (serving seniors)

° Cass County Mental Health

° Iglesia del Nazareno

° Senior Citizens of Christian County (serving seniors) 

° Central Illinois Economic Development Corporation  

° Menard County Senior Transport (serving seniors)    

° Barton W. Stone Home

° Pathway Service Unlimited, Inc.

° Capital Retirement Village

° The Hope School

° Senior Services of Central Illinois (serving seniors)    

° Mental Health Centers of Central Illinois

• Region 4 Plan 2008:

° Adams County Council for Senior Citizens (serving seniors)

° Adams County Mental Health Center

° Lamoine Valley Special Recreation Association (serving Macomb County) 

° Mental Health Centers of Western Illinois

° MOSAIC (serving Macomb County)

° Schuyler County Mental Health Association

° Transitions of Western Illinois

Region 5 HSTP Coordinator Interview 
Overview

Ms. Jill Goforth from the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission is the HSTP 
Coordinator for Region 5, which includes Stark, Knox, Fulton, Peoria, Tazewell, Woodford, 
and Marshall Counties. 
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Coordinating the HSTP is half of Ms. Goforth’s role at the Tri-County Regional Planning 
Commission. In addition to her basic Coordinator duties, she also hosts bi-monthly HSTP 
meetings. These meetings seek to identify common areas of interest, such as marketing, 
where agencies can come together and find a solution to common problems or issues and 
build trust and communication. Currently, Region 5 is in the process of updating their plan 
with a draft being available in June 2015. Some service providers within Region 5 have 
service areas crossing into other HSTP regions. 

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

Increasing the region’s overall accessibility in terms of vehicles, sidewalks, and facilities is 
an important goal to Region 5 stakeholders. Another important goal is increasing access 
to public transportation. Knox County does not provide public transportation. Even in 
counties where public transportation is provided, many trip destinations are in the urban 
area of Peoria and the connections from rural areas to Peoria are lacking and do not meet 
the needs of the commuters. 

The main challenges for achieving the coordinated transportation goals is lack of funding 
and lack of trust between area transportation providers. Vehicle sharing is encouraged in 
the region but many providers are afraid of allowing other agencies to use their vehicles 
or transport their clients. This is a common fear in the initial stages of coordinated 
transportation which can be overcome by speaking to peer agencies that share vehicles, 
and developing well defined vehicle sharing agreements that meet the needs of both 
parties.

Other barriers to achieving transportation goals include capacity issues, and the difficulty 
of obtaining funding for rural public transit. Knox County is considering implementation of 
new transportation programs, but the primer process required by IDOT for a new system 
to receive this funding is lengthy and complex. Navigating the process has proven difficult. 

Future Trends

The area directly north of Peoria has experienced a large amount of growth both in 
employment opportunities and population in recent years, and the HSTP Coordinator 
expects the growth trend to continue. Dunlap and Germantown Hills have experienced 
population growth as well. Other changing demographics in the region include a major 
increase in the elderly population, a decrease in the population ages 20 to 35, and an 
increase in the Hispanic population within Peoria. Increased access to medical 
transportation is expected to be a major focus in the near future. New medical facilities 
have recently opened in Peoria, but in an area that is currently not served by public 
transit. A pre-existing problem with medical transportation has been with medical 
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professionals scheduling appointments during times outside of transit providers’ 
operating hours, or without enough notice to avoid capacity constraints. Adding 
transportation options to the new medical facilities in Peoria and working more with 
medical providers to schedule appointments with available transportation in mind will be 
the main facets of achieving this goal.

Another issue which will be addressed in the near future is the expansion of public 
transportation options to fill the gaps in the network of services in the region. Recently, 
the defined urban area of Peoria expanded, but the transit system did not expand its 
service area boundaries. Because rural public transit does not serve the residents within 
this new expanded urban area, and the Peoria public transit system does not serve this 
area, individuals living in this area who used to use the rural public service now find 
themselves with no public transportation options. Knox County also does not have public 
transportation outside of Galesburg, meaning all of the surrounding rural areas of the 
county do not have access to public transportation.

Transportation Providers (General Public)

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Region 
5.

• City of East Peoria (fixed route and paratransit services)

• City of Galesburg Handivan Paratransit (paratransit services)

• Galesburg Transit Corporation (fixed route services)

• Greater Peoria Mass Transit District, or CityLink/CityLift (fixed route and paratransit
services)

• Fulton County Rural Transit (rural demand response service)

• Pekin Municipal Bus Service (fixed route and paratransit services)

• Peoria County, or CountyLink (rural demand response)

• We Care, Inc. (rural demand response for Tazewell and Woodford Counties)

• Marshall-Stark Transportation (rural demand response for Marshall and Stark Counties)

Transportation Providers (Private or Client Specific) 

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Region 
5.

• Association for the Developmentally Disabled of Woodford County (serving agency
clients and contract service only)

• Apostolic Christian Services (serving residents only)

• Center for Prevention of Abuse (serving clients only)

• Central Illinois Agency on Aging, Inc. (serving Fulton, Peoria, Tazewell, Stark, Marshall,
and Woodford County seniors only)

• Chillicothe Township (limited transportation to township residents)
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• Community Mental Health Center of Fulton and McDonough (serving clients only)

• Fulton-Schuyler Chapter American Red Cross (serving senior medical appointments
only)

• Limestone Township (limited transportation to township residents)

• The Peoria Area Blind People’s Center (serving clients only)

• VNA Community Services (serving seniors only)

• Heartline and Heart House (serving clients only)

• KCCD (serving developmentally disabled only)

• PARC (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Snyder Village (serving clients and residents only)

• Southside Office of Concern (serving clients only)

• Tazewell County Resource Center (serving clients only)

• Warren Achievement Center (serving senior and disabled service, with general public
service based on availability)

• Knox County Nursing Home (serving residents only)

Region 6 HSTP Coordinator Interview
Overview

Rick Nolan from the McLean County Regional Planning Commission (MCRPC) along 
with Jennifer Sicks share the HSTP role for Region 6. Both conduct Consolidated Vehicle 
Procurement (CVP) grant application reviews on a yearly basis, continually update the 
HSTP for Region 6 (yearly report cards), and conduct 5310 compliance reviews. Mr. Nolan 
hosts the quarterly HSTP meetings while also helping the MCRPC with some of its other 
plans (Transportation Improvement Plan, Long Range Transportation Plan, Bloomington-
Normal HSTP, etc.). Ms. Sicks is involved with the quarterly HSTP meetings while also 
hosting county specific transportation meeting on a bi-monthly basis. Currently, Region 6 
is in the process of updating the HSTP with a draft being available in June 2015.

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

Community outreach and awareness is a goal that MCRPC has worked on with the 
general public and transportation providers in Region 6. The coordinators are working 
with their transportation providers to discuss unmet transportation services.

Another primary goal of the current HSTP is to work with the Veterans Administration 
(VA). MCRPC has found that coordination efforts with the VA can be a significant 
challenge. There is very limited cooperation between transportation providers and the 
VA, however, the coordinators will continue to work to find a common ground for 
coordinated transportation that is mutually beneficial.
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Another challenge that Region 6 is facing are volunteer driver programs. MCRPC would 
like to see a state policy or guideline for insurance requirements for volunteer driver 
programs. Coordination between volunteer and non-volunteer transportation programs 
has been minimal in Region 6 as agencies are not certain of the insurance requirements. 
The final challenge facing Region 6 is the loss of 5317 (New Freedom) and 5316 (JARC) 
funds. Region 6 has seen a drop in operating funds due to the consolidation of 5317 and 
5316 into 5310 and 5307 or 5311, respectively. 

Region 6 is developing a plan for coordinated fare payments with a region-wide pass. The 
pass would allow passengers to switch between transportation providers and not have 
to worry about multiple fare payment options. The other goal currently being addressed 
is getting transportation for veterans and medical trips secured, and paid, in a timely 
manner. These goals were identified based on gaps and needs for transportation services 
in the area which were discussed at the quarterly and bi-monthly meetings. 

One identified gap in transportation services in Region 6 is long distance medical trips 
(Indianapolis, Chicago, Peoria, Danville (VA Medical Center)). Some people in Region 6 are 
having trouble securing long distance medical trips for specialized medical appointments. 
Another key issue and priority for transportation services in Region 6 is the timeliness of 
vehicle delivery. Transportation providers would like to have a better timeline for delivery 
of CVP grant vehicles. The lack of a timeline has caused confusion among providers and 
HSTP coordinators.  

Future Trends

The coordinators indicated that the population of Region 6 is expected to decline slightly 
over the next 10 to 20 years. Even with the slight decline in population, the Coordinators 
felt that an increase in transportation usage would occur. As a trend in Illinois, the older 
adult population is increasing in Region 6 and their dependence on public and social 
service transportation will also increase. 

The major employer in the area, Mitsubishi, has had a decline in employment and does not 
show signs of increasing employment in the near future. The new high speed rail might 
facilitate new population and economic growth, but only a small area of Region 6 will have 
the high speed rail pass. 

With the new health care regulations, Medicaid and managed care organizations (MCOs) 
have changed or been created. The transition has caused complications in scheduling. 
More confusion along with more unknown transportation providers appearing due to 
the way Medicaid is managed in Illinois. As of the time of interview, the coordinators 
indicated that the amount of medical transportation trip demand was stable and has not 
increased or decreased in recent years. 
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Transportation Providers (Non-General Public)

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Region 
6.

• Developmental Services Center (serving disabled clients in Champaign and Ford
Counties)

• Duane Dean Behavioral Health Center (serving substance abuse clients in Kankakee
County)

• Futures Unlimited, Inc. (serving developmental disabled, mental illness, autism,
seizure disorders, drug and alcohol abuse disorders, traumatic brain injuries clients in
Livingston County)

• Gibson City Area Telecare Services, Inc. (serving seniors and people with disabilities in
Champaign and Ford Counties)

• Good Shepherd Manor (serving developmental disabled men in Momence)

• Morris Hospital (serving hospital patients in and around Morris)

• Mosaic in Pontiac (serving clients)

• Veterans’ Assistance Commission of Grundy County (serving veterans in Grundy
County)

• Volunteer Services of Iroquois County (serving seniors 60 and over in Iroquois County)

• East Central Illinois Community Action Agency (serving head start students in Ford,
Iroquois, and Vermilion Counties)

• Illinois Central School Bus (serving school children in Dwight County)

Region 8 HSTP Coordinator 
Overview

Ms. Eileen Sierra-Brown from the Champaign County Regional Planning Commission, 
which has an intergovernmental agreement with IDOT to manage the HSTP process for 
Region 8, is the HSTP Coordinator for this region, which includes Champaign, Vermillion, 
Clark, Coles, Cumberland, DeWitt, Douglas, Edgar, Macon, Moultrie, Piatt and Shelby 
Counties. 

The Champaign County Regional Planning Commission also houses Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations. The coordinator’s role is almost solely to be the HSTP 
Coordinator, but she also assists as needed with MPO activities such as preparing the 
RTP, TIP, WTP. She also hosts quarterly HSTP meetings and writes community and 
discretionary grant applications, such as for Section 5310, 5316, and 5317. The 
coordinator was also the unofficial PCOM for a period of time, and wrote the Section 5311 
and CVP grant applications for providers in the region. 

The coordinator is the sole coordinator involved in updating and writing the HSTP 
for Region 8. Currently Region 8 is in the process of updating the HSTP plan with a 
draft being available in June 2015. 
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Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

Major hubs for medical, education, employment, and shopping trips are in Champaign, 
Macon, and Vermilion Counties but people living in rural areas of other counties find 
difficulty in accessing these areas with the current transportation structure available 
to them. Other gaps in services experienced by the region are limited service hours, and 
lack of on-demand service. Most public transportation entities in the region only run 
during regular business hours, and many don’t provide weekend service. Many agencies 
also ask for 24-hour advance notice when scheduling a trip, and most of the region 
experiences very limited taxi service. 

More transportation is also needed to St. Louis and Indianapolis for medical trips. 
Currently, not many of the agencies participating in the HSTP are Medicaid providers, due 
to the excessive amount of time it takes for these agencies to receive reimbursement for 
these trips. 

Another important goal is increasing uniformity in data collection and compliance among 
participating agencies. For example, the term “unmet need” and how to track unmet 
need is interpreted differently by different agencies. To combat this, the coordinator 
created an Unmet Needs Form which all of the participating agencies complete. The form 
provides a definition for all agencies to follow. Reviews of systems receiving Section 5310 
funds are performed by the coordinator to ensure compliance with Federal and State 
regulations. The main challenges for achieving coordinated transportation goals are the 
limitations of funding and service options and lack of appropriate marketing. Section 
5310 funds are only used for capital purchases in Illinois even though the federal grant 
program allows the use of these funds for operating expenses as well. These funds could 
allow providers to possibly extend their service hours or help solve capacity issues. Any 
transportation provider receiving federal funds cannot use the funds in the provision of 
charter service, and the coordinator believes the definition of “charter service” to be 
limiting when trying to create transportation options. Another issue is that while many 
agencies provide meaningful transportation to either the public or targeted groups, the 
public is generally unaware of the services provided to them.

Future Trends

The Champaign-Urbana area experienced a large amount of growth both in employment 
opportunities and population in recent years, and Ms. Sierra-Brown expects this trend 
to continue. Kraft, AT & T, and major trucking hubs are major employers located in 
Champaign County. Tuscola in Douglas County will see a new Cronus fertilizer plant which 
will bring new employment opportunities, and which could spur small population growth. 
Danville has experienced a population decrease in recent years, while the rest of the 
region is expected to remain stagnant.
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Increased access to medical transportation is expected to be a major focus in the near 
future, especially to cities like Indianapolis and St. Louis. More trains will travel to St. 
Louis and will pass through Region 8, so creating connections to these additional trips 
will be important. The Coordinator also expects an increase in veterans’ transportation 
options to be at the forefront of future planning activities.

Transportation Providers (General Public)

The following lists include the general public transportation providers serving Region 8.

• Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District (fixed route and paratransit services for
Champaign)

• CRIS Rural Mass Transit District (demand response service)

• East Central Illinois Public Transit (fixed route and paratransit services for Clark and
Edgar Counties)

• Dial-A-Ride (fixed route and paratransit services for Cole County)

• Rides Mass Transit District (rural demand response service)

• SHOWBUS Public Transportation (fixed route and paratransit services)

• Central Illinois Public Transit (rural demand response)

• Decatur Public Transit System (fixed route service for the City of Decatur)

• Piatt County Public Transportation (rural demand response)

• Danville Mass Transit District (fixed route service for the City of Danville)

Transportation Providers (Private or Client Specific) 

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Region 
8.

• Champaign County Nursing Home (serving residents only)

• Developmental Services Center (serving clients only)

• Champaign-Urbana Rehabilitation Center (serving clients only)

• Rantoul Recreation Department (serving seniors only)

• Pace Inc. (serving disabled only)

• Carle Hospital (serving patients only)

• Circle of Friends Adult Day Center (serving clients only)

• Community Service Center of Northern Champaign County (serving clients only)

• Disability resources and Educational Services (serving clients only)

• Mental Health Center of Champaign County (serving patients only)

• Swann Special Care Center (serving clients only)

• The Pavilion Behavioral Health System (serving patients only)
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• Rantoul UC Express – A Precious Cargo Carrier (serving clients only)

• American Cancer Society (serving clients only)

• American Legion Post 88 (serving veterans only)

• CCAR Industries, Inc. (serving disabled only)

• LifeLinks Mental Health (serving patients only)

• Charleston Transitional Facility (serving clients only)

• Coles County Council on Aging (serving seniors only)

• Faith in Action/RSVP (serving seniors only)

• CEFS Economic Opportunity Corporation (serving clients only)

• Faith in Action of Edgar (serving clients only)

• Decatur-Macon County Opportunities Corporation (serving clients only)

• Macon Resources (serving clients only)

• Easter Seals (serving clients only)

• Decatur Mental Health Center (serving patients only)

• CHELP Inc. (serving clients only)

• St. Mary’s Hospital Center for Seniors (serving seniors only)

• Veteran’s Assistance Commission (serving veterans only)

• Catholic Charities (serving clients only)

• Moultrie County Beacon (serving disabled only)

• Piatt County Senior Citizens Transportation Program (serving seniors only)

• Faith in Action of Piatt (serving seniors only)

• Hoopston Multi-Agency Service Center (serving clients only)

• Crosspoint Human Services (serving clients only)

• Human Resource Center for Edgar and Clark Counties (serving clients only)

• Provena Hospitals (serving patients only)

• Shelby County Community Services (serving clients only)

Regions 9, 10, and 11 HSTP Coordinator 
Overview

Ms. Terri Finn from the South Central Illinois Regional Planning and Development 
Commission is the HSTP Coordinator for Regions 9, 10, and 11. Her area includes the entire 
southern portion of Illinois.

• Region 9 includes Calhoun, Greene, Jersey, Macoupin, Montgomery, Fayette, Marion,
Clinton, Bond, and Madison Counties.

• Region 10 includes Effingham, Jasper, Crawford, Clay, Richland, Lawrence, Wayne,
Edwards, Wabash, Hamilton, White, Saline, Gallatin, Pope, and Hardin Counties.
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• Region 11 includes Monroe, St. Clair, Randolph, Washington, Jefferson, Perry, Franklin,
Jackson, Williamson, Union, Johnson, Alexander, Pulaski, and Massac Counties.

At the South Central Illinois Regional Planning and Development Commission, Ms. Finn is 
the mobility manager for all three regions, and this includes coordinating the HSTPs. 
Beyond the standard coordinator duties, as the mobility manager, she coordinates 
individual trips with area providers. She also writes the grant proposal for the National 
Mobility Management Grant and assists in writing Federal coordination grant proposals 
(Sections 5316 and 5317). Ms. Finn is the coordinator involved in updating and writing the 
HSTP for all three regions, but she receives assistance and support from a subcommittee. 
Her HSTP update duties include public meetings and presentations, gathering HSTP data, 
and writing the HSTP. Currently all regions are in the process of updating the HSTPs with 
drafts being available in June 2015. 

Status of Coordinated Transportation Goals and Strategies

When reviewing the CVP applications, Ms. Finn asks many questions about services 
provided and coordinated efforts applied to ensure that those receiving funding are 
truly coordinating services. Increasing preventive medical treatment transportation is an 
important goal to all three regions. Another important goal is obtaining scheduling and 
dispatching software for public transit agencies. 

The main challenges for achieving these goals is lack of funding and lack of trust between 
area transportation providers. The coordinator finds challenges in building 
communication between providers. Coordination between providers has been slowly 
improving. Another barrier to success in coordination is that many transportation systems 
in the regions have strict boundary lines which they are not able to cross. The 
southeastern part of the state is mostly rural, and more frequent and convenient 
connections to urban hubs across the state are needed. 

Future Trends

The Metro East region (part of the St. Louis Metropolitan Statistical Area) continues 
to grow, and is expected to continue on this path. Carbondale in Jackson County has 
experienced economic and population growth as well in recent years. Many housing 
developments and medical facilities have recently became available along the Route 13 
corridor. 

Increased access to medical transportation, and preventive medical transportation 
especially, is expected to be a major focus in the near future. Employment transportation 
is also expected to increase. Public providers in these regions have begun working 
with employers to provide more affordable transportation to work. The use of public 
transportation for employment has shown slow growth but if efforts are continued, it is 
expected this growth will continue as well. 
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Transportation Providers (General Public)

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Regions 
9, 10, and 11.

• Bond County Transit (rural demand response service)

• Central Illinois Public Transit (rural demand response service in Montgomery, Fayette,
Clay, Douglas, Effingham, Moultrie, and Shelby Counties)

• Macoupin County Public Transportation (deviated route and demand response
services)

• Madison County/ACT (fixed route, deviated route, and paratransit services)

• South Central Transit (deviated route, demand response, and intercity services
to Clinton, Marion, Washington, Jefferson, Perry, Franklin, St. Clair, Jackson, and
Williamson Counties)

• Rides Mass Transit District (deviated route and demand response services to Jasper,
Crawford, Richland, Lawrence, Wayne, Edwards, Wabash, Hamilton, White, Saline,
Gallatin, Pope, Hardin, and Williamson Counties)

• Jackson County Mass Transit District (rural demand response)

• Monroe/Randolph Mass Transit District (rural demand response)

• Shawnee Mass Transit District (fixed route and rural demand response for Johnson,
Union, Massac, Alexander, and Pulaski Counties)

• St. Clair County Transit District (fixed route, rail, and demand response services)

Transportation Providers (Private or Client Specific) 

The following lists include the non-general public transportation providers serving Regions 
9, 10, and 11.

• Bethany Place (serving clients only)

• Beverly Farm Foundation (serving clients only)

• Challenge Unlimited (serving clients only)

• Community Link of Clinton County (serving disabled only)

• Epilepsy Foundation of Greater Southern Illinois (serving clients only)

• FAYCO (serving clients only)

• Foundation for Autism Services – Today and Tomorrow (serving clients only)

• Illinois Center for Autism (serving developmentally disabled clients only)

• Illinois Valley Rehabilitation Center (serving clients only)

• Illinois Valley Senior Citizens (serving seniors only)

• Jarvis Township Senior Center (serving seniors only)

• Macoupin Center for Developmentally Disabled (serving developmentally disabled
only)
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• Main Street Community Center (serving senior and disabled only)

• Residential Options (serving clients only)

• Senior Services Plus (serving clients only)

• Village of Glen Carbon (serving senior and disabled only)

• ARC Community Support Systems (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Charleston Transitional Facility (serving developmentally disabled only)

• CILA Corporation (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Clay County Rehabilitation Center (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Senior Services of Effingham County (seniors only)

• Lawrence-Crawford Association for Exceptional Citizens (serving developmentally
disabled only)

• Trade Industries (serving clients only)

• Human Service Center for South Metro East (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Five Star Industries, Inc. (serving developmentally disabled only)

• Franklin County Senior Services, Inc. (serving seniors only)

• Gold Plate Program of Perry County (serving seniors only)

• Human Support Services (serving developmentally disabled and mentally impaired
only)

• Rotary Club of O’Fallon (serving senior and disabled only)

• Senior Adult Services (serving seniors only)

• Senior Services of Southern St. Clair County (serving seniors only)

• St. Clair Associated Vocational Enterprises, Inc. (serving clients only)

• Touchette Regional Hospital (serving low income, senior, and disabled only)

• Washington County Senior Services, Inc. (serving seniors only)
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Summary
Each HSTP Region brings a unique set of challenges, unmet needs, and gaps in services. 
Some commonalities do exist, however. The most consistently mentioned future trends for 
which HSTP Coordinators are planning are listed below:

• Rural transportation providers are preparing for an aging population which will
put increasing demands on the network of transportation services, particularly
transportation for medical appointments and treatments (both health maintenance
and life-sustaining treatments).

• Demand is increasing for convenient and affordable transportation options for
commuters traveling to/from rural and the nearest urbanized area for employment
and periodic appointments. In some areas, interstate travel demand is increasing for
employment.

Commonly mentioned challenges, unmet needs, and gaps in transportation were as 
follows:

• For most regions, the leading challenge to coordinating transportation services is the
uncertainty of the Illinois State Budget. Agencies cannot predict future funding cuts
and working together is not a priority when funding levels are unknown.

• In some regions there are challenges to securing local match because agencies are
hesitate to make coordination a priority when there is no clearly defined financial
incentive.

• Several regions are in the early stages of coordination and working to overcome the
challenges of vehicle or trip sharing.

Multimodal and connector/feeder services and programs are being developed to improve 
regional and even statewide transportation options including modes of rural bus service, 
human service agencies, urban bus services, and even rail.
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A-2 Steering Committee Members 

MEMBER ORGANIZATION

Gena McCullough Bi-State Regional Commission

Martin Menninger Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning

Rita Morocoima-Black Champaign Urbana Urbanized Area Transportation Study

Andrew Johnson Connect Transit

Bill Jung Rides Mass Transit District

Laura Calderon Illinois Public Transportation Association

Jessica Hector-Hsu Regional Transportation Authority

Rick McVinnie Rockford Mass Transit District

Edward Heflin Rural Transit Assistance Center

Laura Dick SHOWBUS Public Transportation

Terri Finn South Central Illinois Regional Planning & Development Commission
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A-3 Steering Committee Input

June 17, 2015 - Workshop Report
Station 1 – Goals and Objectives

The workshop started out by discussing the Statewide Public Transportation Plan Overall 
Goal:

“Increase resident and visitor mobility through greater transportation 
choices and connectivity.”

Vision Statement
From that overall goal, the following Vision Statement was created: 

“The Vision of the Statewide Public Transportation Plan is the 
establishment of Illinois as the nation’s leading state in mobility, access 
and connectivity.”

Goals and Objectives
The following goals and objectives were identified for the Plan:

Goal 1: Improve mobility for all Illinoisans

Objectives:
• Provide transit service in all areas where viable levels of demand exist
• Extend service hours to evening and weekends as necessary
• Improve connectivity between service areas
• Improve multimodal connectivity (Amtrak, intercity bus)
• Empower citizens to advocate for transit
• Educate local leaders on the benefits of and demand for public transportation

Goal 2: Increase local funding for public transit

Objectives:
• Identify new public/private funding sources
• Better leverage existing resources
• Prepare an action plan to generate interest in funding public transit
• Educate elected officials on funding solutions for transit
• Market the benefits of funding public transit
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Goal 3: Increase the use of information technology in providing transit services

Objectives:
• Facilitate the investigation of real-time apps for service providers
• Facilitate joint purchasing and common platforms between agencies
• Encourage the use of scheduling software to improve efficiency
• Identify the need for signal-priority systems for fixed route systems
• Revise federal requirements on funding to allow for technology purchases

Goal 4: Promote economic vitality

Objectives: 
• Improve access to employment centers
• Improve access to education centers
• Promote and increase the number of contracted transit services with employers

and educational centers
• Advise local leaders as to the economic development benefits associated with

public transit

Goal 5: Maintain, support and improve transit infrastructure, rolling stock, and facilities

Objectives: 
• Identify needed capital improvement projects
• Facilitate the development of more intermodal facilities
• Explore and encourage a sustainable source of capital funding

Goal 6: Improve coordination of services
Objectives: 

• Facilitate improved coordination of services between adjacent providers
• Use technical and qualitative analyses to identify linkage points and opportunities

for service efficiencies
• Coordinate with private transit providers to include them into spectrum of services

Goal 7: Enhance the popular image of public transit

Objectives: 
• Identify the benefits of transit including environmental benefits, health benefits,

financial benefits
• Work with identified groups to advocate for and promote public transportation
• Develop marketing campaigns to promote the use of transit
• Public guidance on where and how local providers can obtain financial, technical

and other forms of resources for marketing assistance
• Offer training for consumers
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June 17, 2015 - Workshop Report

Station 3 – Funding
Using the handout as a basis for the conversation, the facilitator asked questions of 
the participants in four broad areas: (1) funding constraints; (2) funding utilization; (3) 
local funding; and (4) service contracts/coordination. Additionally, comments were 
made related to, but not directly associated with these four topics. These comments 
are summarized under “other” comments.

Constraints
• While DOAP would generally be regarded as “stable” funding, current discussions

to significantly reduce DOAP would result in a breaking of trust with the public. 
Reductions in DOAP = reductions in service, thereby breaking a commitment made by 
transit agencies to serve the public. 

• There has been a tremendous pressure on rural transit systems to grow/expand given
that DOAP became available for many downstate rural providers only recently. The
“use it or lose it” philosophy, combined with some policy push from IDOT to create
core general public (not human service) transportation, meant that many systems
expanded to scales that were not supported by existing capital funding.

• Any discussion of funding must recognize the fact that most rural systems do not have
“choice” riders; the ridership base is a highly dependent population.

• Some robust discussion about the DOAP program; the importance of this program
cannot be understated and it was felt that governmental support for public
transportation was a legitimate use public funds. One participant expressed dismay
that salary levels at CTA (in comparison to similar positions at other urban transit
agencies) hinder efforts to build political support for transit funding.

• Education will be a critical component of any effort to create a dedicated capital
funding source.

• Any effort to enhance state or local funding will require a substantial public education
campaign.

• Revenue bonds are useful, but not predictable. These funds have not been made
available every year.

• It is important to have enough capital funding so that there is a replacement of
vehicles on a consistent basis.

Funding Utilization
• The ability to fully leverage apportioned Federal and state revenues appears to vary

from transit system to transit system:

• No issues were cited in one group on the ability to fully utilize available funding
• Other groups cited this as a specific issue (not being able to fully leverage available

funding due to lack of local match)
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• There is a huge unmet need for a stable, predictable, and dedicated source of transit
capital funding, particularly for vehicles. It is thought that creation of such of a fund
was possible, even in the current financial climate, as long as there is a good plan
detailing needs.

• It is not thought that Illinois transit systems are too dependent upon federal and state 
funding. This viewpoint was predicated on the position that any governmentally-
sponsored activity (e.g., prisons, universities) are similarly dependent upon such 
funding.

• One participant suggested that state monies would be better used if, on a priority 
basis, to match all allocated federal funds; leveraging federal dollars should be a 
priority.

• Efficiencies should be incorporated into any distribution strategy. Standards for
keeping rolling stock in a state of good repair (which ultimately reduces costs) should
be considered. The state should limit capital investment to fuel-efficient vehicles.

• One potential allocation methodology that would recognize differences between urban
and rural operators would be a ridership-based and needs-based formula.

• Incentives should be built into any formula that encouraged more efficient operations.

A different funding approach may be required for “new starts” (e.g., new rural transit 
operations). These entities may require seed monies and heavier investments in capital. 
Perhaps some type of three-year or five-year funding plan before the system is treated on 
par with other transit systems.

Local Funding
• The ability of rural counties to contribute financially to local transit systems is limited.

If local commitment were to be enhanced in the statewide plan, perhaps some type of 
sliding scale could be created.

• One urban program notes that with no locally dedicated funding source, they have
been unable (in some years) to draw down their full allotment of state funds.

Local governments and mass transit districts should be provided more options for 
generating funds for transit purposes.

Service Contracts
• Policy makers must be made aware that while the primer process has facilitated

coordination, in the southern sections of the state in particular, there remains a 
significant separate human services transportation sector that also seeks funding for 
vehicles through the CVP/Section 5310 program.

• Greater levels of coordination between human services/public transportation, in some
cases, is hindered due to the additional requirements (safety/regulatory) imposed on
public transit agencies. This often makes purchase of service more expensive than
direct service delivery.
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Other
• There are opportunities to establish greater levels of coordination with urbanized

areas, but funding requirements (silos) make the process more difficult.

• The statewide plan should segregate urban and rural areas from a policy/fund
distribution standpoint.

• It would be beneficial if DOAP was funded from a dedicated source, rather than the
current General Revenue Fund (supported by sales taxes). There is too much political
pressure to re-direct these types of revenues to other purposes.

• Funding must be made available to support intermodal connectivity.

• While the PowerPoint presentation showed little or declining population growth, a
participant felt that some of this loss was attributable to populations shifts from rural
farm to small cities.

• Any new funding should be distributed according to a formula so that local transit
systems can project anticipated levels of funding.
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June 17, 2015 - Workshop Report

Station 4 – Performance Measures
Using a handout as a basis for the conversation, each session talked about how the State 
would like to incorporate performance measures as part of the Statewide Public 
Transportation Plan.  It was clearly discussed that agency metrics and state metrics 
might differ considerably, but the goal would be to find measures that work for the 
purposes of the state that are able to be reported based on data the agency would have 
reason to collect for their own purposes – finding that overlap.

All workshop participants were encouraged to take the handout home with them and 
get any comments they had to the Office of Planning and Programming. The handout 
has been modified to include the input received at the meeting. Several additional 
measures were raised by steering committee members, including:

• Service Coverage

• Revenue vs Capital Need

• Mode Share

• Asset Condition

• Sponsored Rides vs Non-sponsored Rides

• Transfers per Trip

Some measure of coordination with neighboring transit services. There was wide 
agreement that the use of performance measures must:

• Compare similar things ("apples to apples" comparisons)

• Flow from the goals and objectives

• Be supported by accurate, consistent data

• Make sure that per capita measures (expenditures per capita, service hours per capita,
trips per capita) are part of the set of measures

Represent not only the financial side of things but also the "human" side of the benefits 
of transit. Other comments included:

• Data is often tough to collect in rural areas. Perhaps the state could encourage 
adoption of technology

• Performance measures can be used to help "make the case" for transit at the state level

Transit needs to have standard measures that are regularly reported – other modes do, 
and by not having them transit is at a disadvantage in the debate.
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A-4 Survey Example
A-4 Survey Example
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A-6 Sample Maps Presented at Public Meetings
A-6 Sample Maps Presented at Public Meetings 
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