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TRANSIT AGENCY STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The Community Connector is a successful transit service that has served the area since the early 
1970s. Growing demands on the City's Community Connector staff, changes in administrative 
responsibilities, and requests for more communication between the City and partner communities 
have inspired an opportunity to explore different governance and administrative structures for the 
system.  
 
Recent internal changes in administration include some new staff and shifts in existing transit staff 
roles and responsibilities within the City of Bangor (City) and Bangor Area Comprehensive 
Transportation System (BACTS). Furthermore, when the City became the direct recipient of Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) funding (2012), it also assumed additional reporting and oversight 
responsibilities that were previously directed or completed by the Maine Department of 
Transportation (MaineDOT). The combination of changes to funding and staff responsibilities 
coincided and created a shift in administrative functions and communication between the 
Community Connector and its local partners.  
 
The City and its partners recently adopted a cost allocation agreement that improved the program's 
financial stability as a whole and gave community partners a structure for providing funding 
commensurate with the level of service they receive. The agreement resulted in cost-sharing among 
the community partners based on service level to each community. The agreement and associated 
planning activities also provided more opportunities for communication between the City and 
partner municipalities. The agreement demonstrated progress toward more stability in local funding. 
It also helped but did not completely remedy the breaks in exchanging budgeting information 
between the City and its community partners.  
 
The community partners contribute to their portions of the annual budget through the cost 
allocation formula. Still, the responsibility of developing and approving the annual budget and 
managing revenue and expenses lies entirely with the City. Partners have an opportunity to ask 
questions about budget decisions, but they do not have an official role in budget or service planning. 
There is no formal written clarification of the roles and responsibilities of the partner agencies 
beyond their cost allocation agreements.  
 
Additionally, the City and its partners realize that the City is shouldering most of the responsibility for 
the regional service with a limited administrative staff. The City and all partners engaged in this study 
to determine if the current structure is the most effective approach to providing transportation for 
the region.
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A significant point of concern is that the City's responsibilities increased when it became a direct 
recipient of FTA funds, but staffing levels remained the same. The Community Connector staff and 
support provided by the City are competent at their responsibilities but would like to explore the 
potential benefits of alternative organizational or administrative structures that might support their 
short- and long-term goals. 
 
Another point of concern is that budget decisions are made internally, and communication with 
BACTS and community partners happens after decisions are made rather than during the planning 
and budgeting process. The communication process between the City and partner communities has 
improved, but some communities have expressed a desire to have an opportunity to participate in 
earlier stages of the budget planning process. Currently, the Community Connector staff is 
responsible for day-to-day operations, administration, budget development, grant writing, 
procurement, compliance oversight, and reporting for the entire regional service. The Assistant City 
Manager provides direction to the Community Connector staff. City Council acts as the governing 
board for Community Connector and approves the annual budget. BACTS assists by preparing and 
approving the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which is required for future transit project 
funding, and coordinates communication between the City and community partners.  
 
Project Overview 

 
The purpose of the Community Connector Structural Analysis is to examine opportunities to change 
or enhance the administrative and governance structure of the transit system in a way that offers an 
opportunity for local municipalities that are contributing to the Community Connector to influence 
the financial and service planning decisions. With this analysis, the intent of BACTS, the City, and all 
participating local communities is to examine new opportunities for collaboration that will enhance 
their cooperative relationships in support of the Community Connector service. Throughout the 
analysis, the partners and consultant team will identify administrative practices and changes to the 
governance structure that will promote the Community Connector’s growth in service to the area’s 
changing needs. 

 
The study approach involves the activities outlined below. 

Task| Study Approach 
1 Agency Peer Review and Best Practices 
2 Review and Analysis of Current Governance and Administrative Structure of the 

Community Connector 
3 Governance and Administrative Structural Alternatives Analysis 
4 Implementation Plan 
5 Meetings with the Project Advisory Committee 
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This report includes a summary comparison of the alternative structures and includes a recommendation 
and implementation plan to restructure the Community Connector organization as a new Regional 
Transportation Authority. Initially, the Community Connector would operate under a Joint Exercise of 
Powers Agreement (JPA). The steps for implementation of a JPA are summarized within the body of this 
report. Under this scenario, the City would continue to be the designated recipient of Federal Transit 
Administration funding. In two to five years, the recommendation is to establish a Regional 
Transportation Authority (RTA) which would be governed by the JPA participants and operate as an entity 
independent from the local governments. The RTA would also become the designated recipient of FTA 
funding. 
 
The recommended model balances roles and responsibilities and centralizes the organizational 
leadership on the region rather than on the City. Similar to the current cost allocation structure, 
responsibilities under the JPA will continue to be based on the level of service received from Community 
Connector. However, the balance of responsibility extends beyond financial contributions and includes 
administrative and operations responsibilities and decision-making authority for participating partner 
communities. The structure is intended to strengthen the administrative capacity of Community 
Connector and prepare for the continued growth of the already successful regional program.  
 
The recommended structure will offer the local community partners a more active role in decision-
making and more ownership of and responsibility for all aspects of the program. It is understood that 
each community has a unique capacity and interest in having a more active role in the administration of 
Community Connector. Therefore, the JPA can be structured to offer a range of participation and 
commitment levels.  
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COMMUNITY CONNECTOR HISTORY 
 

 
 

The history of Community Connector dates back to the early 1970s when the Bangor City Council 
implemented the service called Citibus with vehicles borrowed from the school bus division. In 1974, the 
Old Town division was added when Bangor took over the Bangor-Orono-Old Town Route. The Old Town 
division was financed jointly by Bangor, Veazie, Orono, Old Town, and the University of Maine at Orono. 
The Hampden and Brewer transit routes were initiated in the early 1980s. In 2009, the University and 
Town of Orono partnered for a shuttle service, and they evenly split the cost. Orono decided that it was 
not structured to operate transit service. They agreed to continue to provide the vehicles for the shuttle 
and turn over operations to Community Connector. Community Connector continues to operate the 
service with funding, in part, from the University. Today, there are a total of five universities or colleges 
that Community Connector serves. 
 
In 2012, following decisions made at the state level of government, the City became a designated 
recipient of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 Urbanized Area funding. Before 2012, the 
Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT) allocated FTA funding to the City. The City was responsible 
for securing local operating and capital funds for the entire service area.   
 
As a designated recipient, the City gained more administrative responsibility for the provision of transit 
services funded, in part, by the FTA because the Federal funding would no longer flow through the Maine 
DOT. The new status as an urban area designated recipient of FTA funds, came with additional reporting 
requirements and some additional administrative responsibilities that had formerly been shared with 
MDOT but would now fall upon the City. 
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The timeframe around 2012 and 2013 was pivotal to the Community Connector. The City became the 
designated recipient for FTA funding and all of the regulatory requirements that go along with the 
funding. The Community Connector also gained a union. The third fundamental change was in the 
relationship between Bangor and the Bangor Area Community Transportation System (BACTS), which 
started to shift when the Supervisor (City) and BACTS employee assigned to transit retired. As the City 
representatives and BACTS changed, some of the roles, responsibilities, and expectations of each were 
redefined. The combined transition to a new funding structure and new key staff was significant for the 
system and its administrators and planners.  
 
After becoming a designated recipient to the FTA, Bangor continued to handle the administration, 
compliance, and operations responsibilities of the transit system. BACTS and partner communities had no 
significant day-to-day role in service planning, and community partners continued to contribute to the 
purchase of vehicles. At the time, the service was operated on a shoestring budget, and the City carried a 
significant responsibility for the entire region, with limited staff capacity to do so. Partnering 
communities were purchasing a bus if they wanted service, but until now, no real attention was paid to 
rolling stock for the organization as a whole.  
 
Through the early years of being a direct recipient of FTA funding, the City and all partners wanted to 
expand service but knew they would need to improve the rolling stock. The partner communities also 
were pushing Bangor to implement a nighttime Community Connector service. Bangor and the transit 
administrators within the City responded by setting new priorities to upgrade the rolling stock. The City 
wrote grants to secure additional funding, and it was decided among the City and all partners that the 
partners would pay into the cost of operating the system through a cost allocation formula. That cost-
sharing formula was negotiated with the partners, and it continues to be used today.  
 
The transit administrator approached the City Manager to request regular meetings of the partner 
communities. Those meetings were initiated and eventually became overly time-consuming for the 
Community Connector staff to facilitate. Today, BACTS helps with administering those meetings, and they 
continue to occur regularly. Community partners agree to provide a portion of the local share based on 
the percentage of total revenue hours operated by the fixed route service to their community during the 
previous fiscal year. Individual community local share contributions ranged from as much as 61.52 
percent of the total operating budget from the City to 6.85 percent from Hampden in Fiscal Year 2021. 
 
BACTS, as the area’s Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), also continues to be an essential partner 
in the Community Connector service. BACTS receives funding for transit planning, and the MPO Policy 
Committee approves the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which is required for FTA funding 
allocations and projects future transportation project expenses. Although their role changed in 2013, 
BACTS has always and continues to provide support with various aspects of compliance, funding, and 
coordination with regional community partner organizations.  
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CURRENT GOVERNANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 
 
Community Connector is currently governed by the City and provides service to six municipalities and the 
University of Maine. Communities and organizations receiving services of Community Connector 
contribute to their portions of the service through a cost allocation plan. The City of Bangor's City Council 
approves all policy and budget decisions. Partner organizations include: 
 
♦ BACTS 
♦ MaineDOT 
♦ Hampden 
♦ Town of Orono 
♦ Old Town 
♦ Brewer 
♦ Veazie 
♦ University of Maine 

 
Community Connector is administered and operated by the City. All decision-making authority regarding 
service planning, administration, operations, and budgeting are the responsibility of the City. BACTS is 
responsible for providing planning assistance, and it also assists with communications between the 
partner municipalities and the City.  
 
The Assistant City Manager oversees the Community Connector, and the Bus Superintendent provides 
day-to-day program management and oversight. The Bus Superintendent is hired, not appointed, which 
has provided stability in the office. In-kind services provided by the City include legal services, finance, 
human resources, and the Assistant City Manager’s time. The costs that would be associated with these 
in-kind services are not currently shared with partners as part of the cost allocation formula. The 
Community Connector staff prepares the annual budget, and Bangor City Council reviews and approves 
the annual transit operating and capital budgets.  
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CITY AND COMMUNITY PARTNER INTERVIEWS 
 
At the onset of this study, it was determined that the consulting team, RLS & Associates, Inc., should 
meet with each local community partner individually to discuss their perspectives on the organizational 
and administrative structure and processes of Community Connector. The partners were asked questions 
about communication with the City and other partners, as well as the benefits and challenges with the 
current governance and administration process and structures. The following questions were designed to 
encourage discussion and elicit opinions: 
 

1. How would you rate the quality of communication among all of the partners?  
2. Could new partner communities join if they wanted to contribute to the cost of the service? 
3. What are your perspectives on the perceived benefits and obstacles of continuing the current 

governance and administration process and structures? 
a. What changes should be made within the existing structure that would improve the 

weaknesses? 
4. What are your perspectives on the perceived obstacles/barriers to changing the way the 

surrounding communities (outside of the City) participate in decision-making? 
5. What are your perspectives on the perceived strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 

in the current policies and procedures regarding the administration of the Community 
Connector? 

6. Is there support from your community or other partnering communities for the long-term 
Community Connector goals?  

 
The following paragraphs summarize the results of the individual stakeholder interviews about the six 
discussion points. 
 

QUALITY OF COMMUNICATION AMONG PARTNERS 
 
The communication flows from the City to all contracted community partners. Much of the 
communication from the partners back to the City flows through BACTS or occurs at the partner 
meetings. In recent years, BACTS has been a clearinghouse for collecting questions on behalf of the 
partners and aggregating information from the City for the partners. The relationship between BACTS 
and the City’s Community Connector management changed significantly in 2013 after staff changes at 
BACTS and the placement of a new City Manager.   
 
Communication between the City’s Community Connector staff and BACTS declined following the 
retirement of the BACTS Transit Planner. Before his retirement, the Transit Planner was heavily involved 
with day-to-day functions and planning of Community Connector. After his retirement, the role of the 
BACTS Transit Planner was clarified between BACTS and Bangor, and the new BACTS position would 
continue to be collaborative but would no longer be embedded and directly involved in day-to-day 
Community Connector management. When the relationship between Bangor and BACTS changed, so did 
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the communication process. The quality of communication and information sharing between Bangor and 
BACTS became very limited and tenuous. 
 
Among the other community partners, there is mutual respect but no real collaboration. Each community 
has different perspectives and needs. There is little to no communication among the partners outside of 
the partner meetings and direct contact with BACTS and the City.  
 
A communication breakdown occurs with regard to information sharing during planning processes from 
the Community Connector transit staff to the partners that wish to be more involved. Some partners 
indicated that the planning and administrative process is not collaborative enough and that the City is not 
transparent with information. Other partners are satisfied with the communication. 
 
For example, some communities would like the opportunity to understand and analyze ridership on their 
portion of the service at a stop level but do not necessarily have the control to gain that insight unless the 
City agrees to conduct additional studies or share data, if available. They would prefer to have more 
control over service analysis and planning decisions pertaining to the routes serving their communities.  
 
Community partners appreciate the opportunity to provide input into the budget process. Still, some 
would prefer to have input at the beginning and throughout the budget planning process rather than 
informed after decisions are made. Covid funding decisions were cited as an example of a budget 
decision that was made, and partners were informed after the fact.  
 

OPPORTUNITY FOR NEW PARTNERS 
 
The 2009 partnership with the University and Town of Orono is the latest addition to the Community 
Connector. The Town of Orono and the University split the cost of the shuttle, and Community Connector 
provides the service. There are five colleges and universities in the service area, and all have signed on for 
fare-free rides. Community Connector was one of the first transit systems in the country to accept 
student IDs as transit fares through a partnership with the University. Still, today, the University pays for 
the service, and it is fare-free.  
 
The City indicated that another organization had expressed interest in the fare-free program, but 
Bangor’s fare collection system is limited by the types of passengers that can be counted with the 
farebox. There is currently no physical way for Bangor to track the number of riders that show an ID from 
the newly interested organization when they board. This, in turn, means that Bangor would not have a 
way to bill the new partner per rider.  
 
Furthermore, Bangor does not have the human resources to plan, implement, and administer expanded 
services. The Community Connector staff is working at capacity or beyond. Additional services would 
strain the program and its ability to provide the level of service that is expected and needed. 
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PERSPECTIVES ON BENEFITS AND OBSTACLES OF CONTINUING THE CURRENT GOVERNANCE 
AND ADMINISTRATION STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES 
 
The City, BACTS, and all partners consistently agree that there is a benefit to continuing some version of 
the existing structure in which each community has a voice. The current structure allows for dialogue and 
input. However, Community Connector could grow if some version of the existing structure was 
maintained but with greater opportunity for partners to provide input into the planning and budgeting 
process.  
 
The community partners are smaller than the City, and some may not have the capacity to operate a 
transit system on their own. Therefore, it is advantageous to those communities if Bangor manages and 
finances the greatest portion of operating and capital costs.  
 
The idea of continuing with a regional program with shared costs is appealing to many partners, so long 
as it includes processes for them to communicate and contribute input and resources. A formal process 
for program oversight and communication and decision-making is desirable among the majority of 
community partners, BACTS and the City. 
 
The partners understand administration and provision of a public transit program is a significant effort for 
the City and that it is handling that effort with staffing levels that have reached full capacity. Partners 
suggested that it may be beneficial if other City officials had input or influence in transit planning to take 
some pressure off the Bus Superintendent, who is responsible for the administrative staff that handles all 
aspects of operations and management. For example, the City Engineer and the Public Works Director 
may be able to offer constructive support to the transit leadership. Partner communities did not indicate 
that those additional resources would be available from their local governments. Although, the idea of 
other resources was only discussed in general terms, and no specific shared responsibilities were 
mentioned during the interviews.  
 
The partners overwhelmingly indicate that the regular meetings are helpful to keeping partners 
informed. They would be interested in changing the agreements as they are written, however. Areas of 
concern include: 
♦ Clarifying participation opportunities and requirements/rights and responsibilities of stakeholders; 
♦ ensuring partners have a certain level of consideration and participation in planning, and;  
♦ being part of the decision-making process in determining the capital contribution. 

 
A substantial benefit or opportunity reinforced during the interviews is that the City and all of the 
partners will consider alternatives to the existing governance structure and decision-making processes. 
They want to know if the current structure with the City being the sole entity to oversee service is the 
most fiscally responsible and effective approach.  
 
The City and all partners agree that there is an underlying mistrust within the existing structure. It must 
be adequately addressed so that it does not negatively impact this successful community program. 
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PERCEIVED OBSTACLES TO CHANGING THE WAY THE COMMUNITIES PARTICIPATE IN 
DECISION-MAKING 
 
Partners indicated that they would like to have more input into the decision-making process but 
acknowledge that they may be limited in their level of participation if it involves greater risk or liability for 
their local communities.  
 
The City and all partners want to explore the governance and decision-making structural opportunities. 
At this stage, some partners are concerned that the expense associated with restructuring the 
organization into an independent system, such as a Regional Transit Authority, may be too much. As an 
alternative, they would like to explore a hybrid structure that creates a Transit Board to set budgets 
which would be submitted to the City Council for approval. The hope is that this hybrid approach would 
give communities more influence in the budgeting and planning process but does not significantly 
increase their own administrative burdens. 

 

PERCEIVED STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND THREATS IN THE CURRENT 
ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
 
Strengths: The City, BACTS, and the partners indicate a benefit of having all the communities working 
together in a single transit system. It provides the critical mass connections and infrastructure to make 
public transit work. From the partners’ perspectives, Bangor is administering the Community Connector 
and dealing with all related administrative burden. Bangor has done an exceptional job securing Federal 
funding and generating match for capital without supplements from other City budgets.  
 
Weaknesses: The administrative burden is significant for the City to bear, and to some partners, 
Community Connector seems disjointed with a lack of long-term vision. The new meetings of partner 
communities are a step in the right direction, but it isn’t led by the Bus Superintendent, which, to some 
partners, signal a lack of leadership. The Finance Director presents the budget and actual expenses, and 
the Bus Superintendent supports the discussion of funding, but there is no single voice with a vision. The 
Finance Director and Bus Superintended are experts in their fields. Still, partners are concerned that 
Bangor may not have adequate administrative staffing capacity to maintain the appropriate level of 
attention on planning and administration. Bangor concurs that its Community Connector staff is at full 
capacity. At the time of this report, the administrative team was struggling with hiring drivers. When such 
significant operating challenges arise, it is difficult, or impossible, for the small staff to focus on keeping 
the buses on the road and administering the program.  
 
Potentially, as a result of the demands put on the Community Connector’s administrative team, some 
partners indicated that Bangor does not appear to be collaborative and may not be taking advantage of 
resources or support that partner communities could offer. The perceived lack of collaboration was 
generally related to the communication between the City and partners. Communication often happens 
after decisions are made rather than including input from partner communities during or before the 
decision-making process.  
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Another specific weakness mentioned by several partners is that the timelines for decisions (i.e., for 
budgets) sometimes do not coincide with the budget cycles of the community partners. More advance 
notice of decision timelines, such as a calendar of events, was recommended.  

 
Opportunities: With the current structure of communication between the City, BACTS, and other 
partners, there is an improved understanding of how public transportation can help (e.g., limited parking 
at housing developments can be remedied by public transit service if it is an option for residents). 
Partners believe there is an opportunity to strengthen leadership and management and enhance partner 
engagement. Right now, there isn’t much of a voice for the partners, but there is a willingness to explore 
alternative structures. 
 
Being part of a shared system allows communities to draw from the knowledge and experience of the 
other partners. For example, Orono made student transportation work, and other communities can learn 
from that experience and not reinvent the wheel. 
 
Also, a transit plan was completed in 2019 that includes plans for service expansions and changes that 
would benefit the entire service area.    
 
Threats: The ability to attract and retain drivers is the most significant threat to operations today. Route 
reductions will be necessary if there are not enough drivers.  
 
Also, some partners indicated that the future of transit in a rural community might not fit the mold of big 
buses and fixed routes. Some communities view the system as very costly for the level of service they 
receive, which may not meet the needs of their residents.  
 
Finally, the somewhat tenuous relationships between BACTS and Bangor must be strengthened and roles 
clarified to ensure continued growth and development of the service. 
 

SUPPORT FOR THE LONG-TERM GOALS OF COMMUNITY CONNECTOR 
 
Partners are supportive of the Community Connector; however, outside of Bangor, partners indicated 
that they do not know the long-term goals of Community Connector. There has been some turn-over in 
Town Managers, resulting in the loss of some institutional knowledge and uncertainty or lack of 
awareness around long-term goals. 
 

SUMMARY 
 
Overall, the City and all partners in the Community Connector appreciate one another and want to 
continue working together to provide the best possible public transit service in the most efficient 
manner. The burden of planning, budgeting, and operations rests almost entirely with the City, which 
operates with a relatively small staff within the City’s structure. Partner organizations, including BACTS, 
are interested in changing the decision-making process and administrative structure to one that is more 
collaborative but continues to be fiscally responsible. The City and all partners want to explore 
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governance and administrative alternatives that could be more effective for the current and future 
development of Community Connector and regional focus.  
 
Appendix A presents some examples of peer transit agencies that utilize different organizational and 
governance structures to operate transit services for multiple municipalities within a region. These peer 
examples were presented for consideration as alternatives for Community Connector’s organizational 
and administrative structure were developed.  
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OVERVIEW OF POTENTIAL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE ALTERNATIVES 
 
The range of potential organizational structure alternatives presented in this document include only the 
structures that have the highest probability of addressing the strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities 
identified during research and interviews with the City, BACTS, and partner agencies. The following 
paragraphs outline the three potential organizational structures that were considered during the analysis.  
 
Model 1: Metropolitan Planning Agreement 
Community Connector currently operates with this organizational structure. The Metropolitan Planning 
Agreement for Cooperative, Comprehensive and Continuing Metropolitan Transportation Planning and 
Programming in the Greater Bangor Urbanized Area is between three parties: 

a) Maine Department of Transportation (Maine DOT); 
b) Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System (BACTS); and 
c) The City of Bangor. 

 
Under this agreement, the three parties listed above conduct a continuing, comprehensive, and 
coordinated transportation planning and programming process per 23 CFR Section 450 of the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and 49 CFR Section 613 of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
requirements. Each party has specific responsibilities under the agreement, which are summarized 
below: 

a) MaineDOT has the responsibility and authority for statewide transportation policy-making, 
planning, programming, and project implementation. Maine DOT works cooperatively with local 
agencies that own, operate or maintain different portions of the transportation network. Among 
other requirements and responsibilities, Federal and State directives require Maine DOT to 
deliver specific transit plans and provide BACTS with reports and performance information that 
support BACTS' regional planning activities. 
 

b) BACTS has authority and responsibility for transportation policy-making in the greater Bangor 
metropolitan planning area and ensuring that existing and future expenditures for transportation 
projects and programs are based on a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive planning 
process that serves an overall coordination and consensus-building role in planning and 
programming funds for projects and operations. Among BACTS' responsibilities is developing the 
four-year Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which demonstrates fiscal 
constraint and includes a financial plan produced cooperatively with MaineDOT and the City. 
 

c) The City of Bangor is the small urban fixed-route public transit provider in the greater Bangor 
urbanized area and is a direct recipient of Section 5307 funding. The City must comply with the 
planning requirements of 49 U.S.C. 5303, 5304, and 5306 and participate in the metropolitan 
planning process. By Federal regulation, the City provides BACTS with a proposed Program of 
Projects (POP) to be included in the annual TIP. The City also develops and provides BACTS with a 
current fiscal year and three-year projected financial plan to support the four-year TIP. The City is 
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also responsible for cooperating with BACTS for the development of Public Transit Agency Safety 
Plans (PTASP) and Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plans; reporting all transit operations to the 
National Transit Database; providing annual system performance reports; ensuring grant 
applications are submitted to FTA and awarded in the same fiscal year which they are 
programmed in the TIP; and complying with all FTA Section 5307 Program regulatory 
requirements. 

 
Model 2: Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) 
This model is an alternative to the current Community Connector structure. A JPA is an agreement 
between two or more existing local governments to create a new transit authority by jointly exercising 
the powers they each have to operate transit. A JPA is a binding contractual agreement.  JPAs are 
different from Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) which are cooperative arrangements between 
agencies and do not have contractual rights or obligations. An example is the Humboldt Transit Authority 
which is summarized in Technical Memorandum #2. 
 
One benefit of a JPA is that it provides an opportunity for counties or jurisdictions to pool resources for 
the joint ownership and administration of public transportation services and contract for the operation of 
the service. The governing body would be a Board of Directors representing each party to the JPA. The 
number, terms of office, and qualifications of the Board of Directors would be detailed in the agreement. 
 
Model 3: Regional Transportation Corporation  
Any private, non-profit corporation formed for the express purpose of providing public transportation 
services to more than one municipality but which is not wholly or partly owned by the municipalities. The 
corporation must be approved to provide public transportation services by the municipal officers in each 
community to receive public transportation services from the corporation. After being approved by the 
municipal officers of five or more communities, such a corporation shall be duly certified as a regional 
transportation corporation by the Department of Transportation and is subject to all applicable Public 
Utilities Commission rules governing charter and rates of fare. (MRS Title 30-A, Chapter 163. 
Transportation) 
 
By a vote of its legislative body, any municipality may, by itself, or in cooperation with one or more other 
municipalities, form a transportation corridor district for the purposes of funding public transportation. 
The municipality or group of municipalities shall select the borders of the transportation corridor district. 
The district may include the entire municipality, a group of municipalities, or a portion of the 
municipality(ies) but must encompass an existing or proposed transportation corridor. Public hearings 
are required before a district is formed, and the district must be approved by a voter referendum in each 
participating municipality.  
 
A municipality that is contiguous to any other municipality authorized to provide transportation services 
under this chapter or contiguous to any municipality that is a member of a transit district may apply to 
the transit district for membership, and the board of directors may accept or refuse the membership 
application. With approval from all municipalities in the transportation corridor district, the board of 
directors may change the borders of a transportation corridor district. 
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A transportation corridor district must be managed by a board of directors chosen from the inhabitants 
of the municipality or municipalities composing the transportation corridor district. Except as provided in 
subsection 3 of Title 30, each municipality is entitled to one director for every 10,000 inhabitants of the 
municipality or a fraction of that number, as determined by the latest Federal Decennial Census.  The 
municipal officers of each municipality shall appoint the directors of a district. Initially, the directors' 
terms of office must be determined at their first organizational meeting as follows: One-third of those 
appointed serve for three years, one-third for two years, and the remaining number for one year. All 
subsequent appointments are for a term of three years.  
 
Greater Portland Transit District is an example of this structure within the State of Maine. 

 
Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of each governance structure.  
 
Table 1: Comparison of Governance Structure Options 

Topic Metropolitan 
Planning Agreement 
(MPA) 

Joint Exercise of Powers/ Joint 
Powers Agreement (JPA) 

Regional Transportation Authority 
(RTA) 

Legislation 23 CFR Section 450 of 
the Federal Highway 
Administration 
(FHWA) and 49 CFR 
Section 613 of the 
Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) 

MRS Title 30-A, Section 2203 
Joint Exercise of Powers 

MRS Title 30-A, Chapter 163 
Transportation 

Geographic 
Boundaries 

Urbanized area Two or more local jurisdictions If a transportation corridor district 
is created, a municipality or group 
of municipalities shall select the 
borders of the transportation 
corridor district. It may include an 
entire municipality, a group of 
municipalities, or a portion of the 
municipality(ies). It must 
encompass an existing or proposed 
transportation corridor. 

Creation Agreement between 
the MaineDOT, 
BACTS, and City of 
Bangor 

Two or more parties agree with 
one another for joint or 
cooperative action. The 
governing bodies of the 
participating parties must take 
appropriate action by ordinance, 
resolution, or other action under 

A private, non-profit corporation 
formed for the express purpose of 
providing public transportation 
services to more than one 
municipality but which is not 
wholly or partly owned by 
municipalities. 
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Topic Metropolitan 
Planning Agreement 
(MPA) 

Joint Exercise of Powers/ Joint 
Powers Agreement (JPA) 

Regional Transportation Authority 
(RTA) 

law before any such agreement 
may become effective. 

 
 

Board 
Structure 

Bangor City Council If the agreement does not 
establish a separate legal entity 
to conduct the joint 
undertaking, it must provide an 
administrator or joint board 
responsible for administering 
the cooperative undertaking. 
 
In the case of a joint board, all 
parties to the agreement must 
be represented. 
 

Each municipality is entitled to one 
director for every 10,000 
inhabitants of the municipality or a 
fraction of that number, as 
determined by the latest Federal 
Decennial Census. 
 
Directors have term limits. 

Administrative 
Responsibility 

City of Bangor – 
Community 
Connector 

If the agreement does not 
establish a separate legal entity 
to conduct the joint 
undertaking, it must provide for 
an administrator or joint board 
responsible for administering 
the cooperative undertaking. 

If a transportation corridor district 
is created, the RTC/RTA Board of 
Directors appoints and fixes the 
salary of a district manager. The 
district manager shall appoint any 
other employees and fix the 
salaries of those employees.  
 

Funding 
Sources 

49 U.S.C. 5307 makes 
Federal Transit 
Administration 
resources available to 
urbanized areas. 
Other funding sources 
include a combination 
of local funding from 
community partner 
cost allocation 
agreements, 
contracts, and grants. 

The agreement must specify the 
manner of financing the joint or 
cooperative undertaking and 
establishing and maintaining a 
budget for the undertaking. 

Transportation program revenue 
sources will include Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) and local 
funding, similar to how service is 
funded today. However, the RTA 
becomes the recipient of FTA 
funding (currently the City is the 
designated recipient). The RTA is 
responsible for securing local 
revenue. It is recommended that 
the RTA adopt a cost allocation 
agreement similar to the existing 
Community Connector cost 
allocation plan. 
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Topic Metropolitan 
Planning Agreement 
(MPA) 

Joint Exercise of Powers/ Joint 
Powers Agreement (JPA) 

Regional Transportation Authority 
(RTA) 

An RTA also may submit a 
referendum funding to support 
public transportation. 
 

Potential for 
Future Growth 

It is possible to 
include additional 
community partners 
under this structure, 
with appropriate 
contracts or cost-
sharing agreements in 
place. 

Additional organizations may be 
permitted to join through the 
JPA, or the lead administrator 
may enter into a contract 
agreement with an additional 
party and provide 
transportation service.  

A municipality that is contiguous to 
any other municipality authorized 
to provide transportation services 
may apply to the transit district for 
membership. The board of 
directors may accept or refuse any 
membership application.  

 
 

Considerations1 
 
Changing the governance structure of Community Connector requires significant consideration of the 
potential loss of in-kind services that are currently provided by the City. Meaningful changes to the 
structure also will result in increased levels of involvement and participation from community partners. 
The capacity and willingness of community partners to increase their level of involvement would need to 
be explored in more detail as an initial step prior to moving forward with implementation.  
 
However, if no meaningful change is made, there is a strong likelihood that the transit program's growth 
will be limited by the City's capacity to staff and administer a service that benefits the entire region. Also, 
decisions about regional transit will continue to ultimately be the responsibility of the City Council and 
not a transit-focused or regionally-focused board. Without a dedicated board of directors that offers 
regional perspectives, the decision-making responsibilities and process will remain primarily within the 
City, with budget approval for the TIP being the responsibility of BACTS. Community partners have limited 
opportunity to actively contribute to the future of transit for their communities.  
 
Creating an organizational structure that includes a board of directors with regional representation 
supports the potential for growth and provides a framework for open communication and involvement in 
the decisions that guide that growth. Furthermore, staffing changes or changes in priorities at the City of 
Bangor could impact transit services for the entire region. A regional structure would balance the impact 
of such changes across the region and offer a greater degree of control to all partnering communities. 

 
 
 
1 Appendix B includes a comparison of benefits and challenges by structure type. 
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Partner communities have expressed satisfaction with being part of a regional service, and loss of that 
structure for any reason would come with significant costs to the communities and the riders. 
 
Experience of peer communities indicates that regional transportation is stronger and more balanced 
when the areas receiving service are adequately represented in the decision-making process.  
 
Any of the potential governance structures could be successfully implemented with differing levels of 
complexity and cost. Establishing an RTC or RTA would require the most significant changes, time, and 
funding when compared to maintaining the municipal agreement or creating a Joint Powers Agreement 
to simply advise the City. However, investment in making the changes that will result in the best service 
for the public and communities is the local priority and purpose of this analysis.  Recommendations for 
implementation are provided in the following section. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
 
It is recommended that Community Connector create a new Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) 
governed by a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) between participating communities. The JPA with the RTA 
would most effectively address the concerns of the City, BACTS, and the partners. Creating only a JPA 
without a RTA stops short of completely addressing the capacity and communication concerns that 
sparked this analysis. However, the JPA is recommended as a short-term solution as the region works 
toward creating the RTA.  
 
Establishing a new Authority is a complex undertaking that will take time and resources. If the City and 
partners are not ready to take such a significant step, it is possible to establish a Joint Powers Agreement 
structure without a new RTA. The JPA without a new Authority would require that the City continue to be 
the Direct Recipient of FTA public transit funding but create a Joint Board with decision-making authority. 
The JPA without a Transit Authority could be established with the intention of either keeping that 
structure for the long term if it continues to be effective and suitable for the partners or working under a 
Joint Board in the short term and eventually working toward the establishment of a Transit Authority 
structure as a long-term goal.  
 
Table 2 summarizes the recommended approach.  
 
Table 2: Recommended JPA with Creation of an RTA 

Topic Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) with creation of an RTA 
Geographic 
Boundaries 

Bangor Metropolitan Area  

Creation Two or more parties agree with one another for joint or cooperative action to create the 
JPA. The governing bodies of the participating parties must take appropriate action by 
ordinance, resolution, or other action under law before any such agreement may become 
effective. 
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Topic Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) with creation of an RTA 
An RTA is a private, non-profit corporation formed for the express purpose of providing 
public transportation services to more than one municipality but which is not wholly or 
partly owned by municipalities. 

Board 
Structure 

If the agreement does not establish a separate legal entity to conduct the joint 
undertaking, it must provide a joint board responsible for administering or overseeing the 
cooperative undertaking. 
 
In the case of a joint board, all parties to the agreement must be represented. Board 
representation is discussed later in the report. 

Administrative 
Responsibility 

If the agreement does not establish a separate legal entity to conduct the joint 
undertaking, it must provide for an administrator or joint board responsible for 
administering the cooperative undertaking.2 

Funding 
Sources 

The RTA agreement must specify the manner of financing the joint or cooperative 
undertaking and establishing and maintaining a budget for the undertaking. 
Transportation program revenue sources will include Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
and local funding, similar to how service is funded today. However, the RTA becomes the 
designated recipient of FTA funding (currently, Bangor is the designated recipient). The 
RTA is responsible for securing local revenue. It is strongly recommended that the RTA 
adopt a cost allocation agreement similar to the existing Community Connector cost 
allocation plan. 
 
Also, a municipality may, by itself or in cooperation with one or more other municipalities, 
form a transportation corridor district for the purposes of funding public transportation. 
Transportation Corridor Districts must be formed through a voter referendum. Each year, 
the board of directors of the district, by a two-thirds vote of its entire membership, shall 
establish a formula for contributions to be made by each municipality in order to defray 
any projected deficit. The formula shall be shown in the estimates filed with municipal 
officers of each municipality.  

Potential for 
Future Growth 

Additional organizations may be permitted to join through the JPA, or the lead 
administrator may enter into a contract agreement with an additional party and provide 
transportation service.  
 
A municipality that is contiguous to any other municipality authorized to provide 
transportation services may apply to the transit district for membership. The board of 
directors may accept or refuse any membership application. 

 

 
 
 
2 If a Transportation Corridor District is created, additional administrative requirements apply. 
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The following paragraphs offer guidance on implementing the recommended JPA structure with a new 
RTA. Prior to implementing the following steps, the Bangor City Council and governments of partnering 
communities must first approve the potential change. Also, the City of Bangor and partners should work 
closely with MaineDOT and throughout the process of making governance and administrative changes. It 
is also advised that the City of Bangor notify the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) early in the planning 
process to discuss potential impacts of governance changes and the process for accounting for 
investments made in capital resources and facilities.  
 

 

RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATIONAL AND FINANCIAL STRUCTURE  
 
1. Create a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 
 
The Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (or Joint Powers Agreement (JPA)) will be created pursuant to 
Maine Revised Statutes Title 30-A Chapter 115: Interlocal Cooperation. The purpose of the JPA is to 
provide for the joint exercise of powers for the purpose of overseeing provision of public transit services 
for the Community Connector program to serve the Bangor Urbanized Area or an expanded service area. 
If the City continues to be the designated recipient of FTA funds, the JPA will specify that the Board 
provides oversight and recommendations to the City Council. The City Council will also be represented on 
the JPA board.  
 
In order to provide public transit services, the Regional Transit Authority will be established to finance, 
acquire, construct, manage, operate and maintain public transit systems and related property and 
facilities. It will also apply for and receive grants from appropriate sources, including the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) and other State and Federal laws. 
 
The jurisdiction of the Authority will include the Bangor Urbanized Area.  
 
If the parties to the JPA do not wish to create a separate Authority, the JPA may stipulate that the City 
will continue to apply for and be the recipient of FTA and MaineDOT grants and that each partner 
community will have specific responsibilities and authority in funding and decision-making for 
Community Connector.  
 
2. Establish a Governing Board 
 
In order to continue Community Connector operations with routes serving participating communities, it 
is recommended that each of the partner municipalities and organizations consider being represented on 
the JPA.   
 
If no, RTA is created, the JPA members will advise the Bangor City Council on transit-related issues and 
decisions.  
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If the RTA is created, the JPA members will become the Joint Governing Board. The board will have up to 
nine members who are appointed by the Mayor or City/Town Council, as follows: 
♦ Three members from City of Bangor 
♦ One member from University of Maine 
♦ One member from Hampden 
♦ One member from Town of Orono 
♦ One member from Old Town 
♦ One member from Brewer 
♦ One member from Veazie 

 
The governing board will have all voting power for the Authority. Additional governments or 
organizations that are not eligible for or elect not to be members of the JPA may be represented as non-
voting members. The BACTS, MaineDOT, and a representative of the public/riders are potential non-
voting members.  
 
Members of the governing board will receive no compensation and shall serve at the pleasure of the 
appointing party. Vacancies will be filled by the appointing party. 
 
The governing board will provide regular and special meetings, including at least one regular, quarterly 
meeting. Special meetings would be called for decisions that must be addressed outside of the quarterly 
meeting schedule, such as the necessity to change services or policies. The governing board will also 
develop the organization's mission and vision.   
 
3. Establish a Regional Transit Authority 
 
The purpose of the new Authority created under a governing board formed through a JPA is to make the 
most efficient use of powers of the City and each partner community by enabling them to cooperate on 
the basis of mutual advantages and to share the responsibility of providing transit services that are best 
suited for the entire Bangor Urbanized Area. The new Authority will be responsible for all planning, 
administration, operations, and capital assets associated with Community Connector.  
 
The new Authority will be a public entity separate and apart from parties to the Joint Powers Agreement. 
To create the new Authority, two or more parties must agree and take appropriate action by law for the 
authority to become effective.  
 
The Authority will consist of a governing board with decision-making authority. The authority will also be 
staffed and funded to administer and operate the Community Connector public transit service for the 
region. Alternatively, the Authority could contract transit operations to a third-party through a 
competitive procurement process. The actual structure of the organization will be determined in Step 2 – 
Creating a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement. 
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4. Financial Structure 
 
The new Authority will apply for Federal Transit Administration (FTA) funding and State grants for capital 
and operating expenses necessary to provide public transit services. The Authority will also apply for 
other Federal, State, or local grants and funding opportunities necessary to support the Community 
Connector. All costs in connection with the operation of Community Connector, less farebox revenues, 
shall be shared by the parties on the following basis: 
  
♦ City of Bangor: Approximately 61% 
♦ All other partners: Approximately 59% 

 
The amount to be paid by each community partner will be determined by the level of transit service 
operated within its jurisdiction.  

 
Non-Shared Costs 

The Authority may enter into a contract for transit services to be provided by the Authority, which are 
not otherwise provided for in the budget adopted by the Authority for the operation of Community 
Connector. Any costs incurred by the Authority in providing such contract services shall be the sole 
responsibility of the party requesting such services, and the terms of payment and other terms for the 
provision of such services shall be provided in a written and executed service agreement.  
 

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 
 
The governing board of the RTA is the administrative entity. It will adopt an annual budget for the 
administration of the Authority. The governing board will be responsible for hiring a Transit Director. The 
Transit Director will hire administrative staff, drivers, and maintenance personnel. Existing staff at 
Community Connector should be given the first opportunity for employment at the Authority with their 
current job duties.  
 
If a JPA is created but not a Transit Authority, the majority of administrative duties and operations will 
remain with the City. The JPA may specify some duties that could be managed by another partnering 
agency or contracted to a third party (through an appropriate procurement process). 
 
The administrative staff at the Authority, if it is created, will be responsible for planning, reporting, 
marketing, performance measures, and compliance with transit funding requirements and regulations. 
The Transit Director and administrative staff will also be responsible for preparing the annual budget and 
submitting it to the joint board for approval. The Transit Director and staff will be responsible for securing 
adequate revenue to support actual and planned expenses for Community Connector.  
 
Currently, all of the administrative functions are provided by the City of Bangor either as a direct function 
of the Transportation Department or as indirect expenses provided by another department of the City 
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government. Administrative activities currently performed by the Community Connector staff or other 
City Departments, which would become the responsibility of the new Authority include: 
 
♦ Operations and service planning 
♦ Customer service 
♦ Public participation and marketing 
♦ Financial planning 
♦ Capital planning 
♦ Facilities planning 
♦ Asset Management 
♦ Financial reporting  
♦ Budget development 
♦ Performance reporting 
♦ Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulatory compliance 
♦ MaineDOT compliance and reporting 
♦ Hiring and managing transit staff 
♦ Human Resources 

 
 

 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
The following steps outline a potential implementation strategy. While the new Authority and/or JPA is 
being established, it is recommended that the City of Bangor and its partners continue to operate 
Community Connector as it operates today. The transition from administration within the City to the new 
Authority should be seamless to the passengers. It is vital to include MaineDOT in each planned 
implementation step. MaineDOT will communicate with the Community Connector as well as with the 
Federal Transit Administration prior to any transfer of assets or designation for funding. 
 
Step 1: Create a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA) and approval from the Secretary of State and 
each participating local municipality.  
 
Step 2: Create the JPA Board with representation from each partner community as outlined above.  
 
Step 3: Specify the responsibility and authority of each partner community in decision-making for 
Community Connector. If a community decides not to participate in the JPA, a separate agreement would 
be developed with that community. The City continues as the designated recipient and JPA partners 
advise the City Council. 
 
Step 4: Estimate the amount of indirect costs provided by the City that should be shared by partner 
communities in preparation for a transition to the RTA. Adjust the cost allocation percentages or total 
budget amount accordingly but incrementally.  
 
Step 5: Create a RTA with approval from the Secretary of State and each participating local municipality.  
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Step 6: Formerly establish the Joint Board of Directors. The Board Chairperson and Vice Chairperson will 
be responsible for completing Steps 3 through 6 below. Alternatively, if time does not permit the 
Chairperson and Vice Chairperson to directly execute the following steps, a consultant could be hired or 
an alternate could otherwise be appointed by the Chairperson and Vice Chairperson to complete each 
task under supervision.  It is very likely that many of the new board members will not have prior 
experience serving on a board of directors for a transit system. Therefore, it is strongly recommended 
that board members participate in mandatory transit board training.  
 
Step 7: Identify and secure a physical location for administration (and potentially operations) of 
Community Connector under the new Authority.  
 
Step 8: Establish an annual expense and revenue budget for the Community Connector under the new 
Transit Authority structure.  
 
Step 9: Submit an application to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for Federal transit grant 
funding. The City has historically submitted these applications and has the experience necessary to 
successfully apply as a Direct Recipient of Section 5307 program funds. Once established, the new 
Authority will apply as a Direct Recipient to the FTA, and the City will no longer be the applicant.  
 
Step 10: An agreement to transfer physical assets of Community Connector (i.e., buses) to the new 
Authority will need to be established.  
 
Step 11: Determine if the transit system will continue to use the Community Connector's current 
dispatching software and other technology. If so, the software and associated hardware must be secured. 
If new technology is desired, a procurement process will also be required.  
 
Step 12: Board must approve the initial annual budget.  
 
Step 13: Board appoints the Transit Director and authorizes them to hire staff. It is strongly encouraged 
that City of Bangor Community Connector staff are given the first opportunity to fill open positions. Job 
descriptions for each staff position must be developed. Hiring must be conducted according to State, 
Federal, and local requirements.    
 
Step 14: Members of the Joint Board must continue to secure local financial support for transit services 
to their communities in order to sustain services to the community. The participating municipalities will 
commit to their agreed upon portions of the Community Connector annual budget.  
 
Step 15: Create policies and procedures for employees and passengers. To the extent possible, the 
content of service policies should remain consistent, although contact information will need to be 
changed to reflect the new organization. It will be necessary to create employee policies and procedures 
for the new Authority. Policies must be compliant with all Federal Transit Administration, State, and local 
requirements and regulations.  
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Step 16: Establish a website for the Community Connector that is separate from the City of Bangor's 
website. Determine staffing and resources necessary to maintain the website and its content. 
 
Step 17: Train all administrative staff, drivers, and others. 
 
Step 18: Deploy a public education campaign to inform passengers of the new organizational structure 
and how the changes will and will not impact their service. Changes such as new locations for information 
and policy changes must be communicated to the public. If any major service changes occur as a result of 
this transition, those changes must be communicated to the public according to the Authority's Public 
Participation Plan. All communication must be conducted in accordance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, and other applicable regulations.  
 
Step 19: Implement and provide service under the new Transit Authority. 
 
Step 20: Monitor expenses and submit reports and budgets according to funding requirements and 
application schedules.  
 
Roles and Responsibilities 
 
Responsibilities for each participating organization are outlined in the following matrix. Responsibilities 
will be further clarified in the JPA.  
 
Table 3: Implementation Plan Roles and Responsibilities 

Implementation Step Lead Timeline 
1. Create a new Regional Transit 
Authority 

City of Bangor and interested community 
partners with MaineDOT 

To Be Determined 
(TBD) 

2. Establish Joint Board of Directors Interested partners, voting and non-
voting members 

 
TBD 

3. Identify a Physical Location Joint Board TBD 
4. Establish Annual Budget Joint Board TBD 
5. Submit FTA Grant Application Joint Board with assistance from City TBD 
6. Transfer Physical Assets Joint Board and City  TBD 
7. Transfer or Procure Technology Joint Board and City  TBD 
8. Approve an Annual Budget Joint Board TBD 
9. Hire a Transportation Director  Joint Board TBD 
10. Secure Local Funding Transportation Director and Joint Board TBD 
11. Create Policies and Procedures Transportation Director with Joint Board 

Approval 
 
TBD 

12. Establish a website Transportation Director with Joint Board 
Approval 

 
TBD 

13. Train Staff Transportation Director and staff TBD 
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14. Implement, Provide Service and 
Community Education 

Transportation Director and staff  
TBD 

15. Monitor Expenses, Compliance, 
and Submit Reports 

Transportation Director and staff with 
approval authority at Joint Board 

 
TBD 

 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The partner communities are involved in the budget process and understand the direct costs associated 
with operating Community Connector. Currently, the City receives the majority of service provided 
through the public transit system and also is responsible for the majority (61 percent) of the direct 
operating and administrative expenses.  
 
In addition to the direct expenses identified in the Community Connector budget and shared with the 
community partners, there are also indirect expenses that are currently borne by the City but will 
become the responsibility of the new Transit Authority. The City estimates that the total cost of these 
indirect services are approximately $250,000 per year. Examples of support from other City departments 
not passed along to the community partners include: 
 
♦ Engineering – Transit center planning, bus stop assistance, bus shelter placement. 
♦ Legal – RFP review and advice, bus shelter agreements, bus accident assistance, discipline hearings, 

grant certifications. 
♦ Human Resources – Collective bargaining, employee conflict resolutions, surveys, job postings, 

benefit assistance and orientation, personnel files, workers compensation hearings, unemployment, 
EEO Officer. 

♦ City Manager Office – Collective bargaining, general oversight, planning, meeting attendance, and 
other oversight. 

♦ B&ED – Planning Board assistance as required for project approval. 
♦ Finance – Budgeting, grant assistance, payroll, audit, purchasing, payables, accounts receivable. 
♦ IT – All computer and software programs installation and updates, order computers/software at a 

discounted rate. 
♦ Fleet Maintenance – Administrative time helping with bus builds, warranties and accident reports at 

no cost. Fleet services are provided at a discount rate because Community Connector is a City 
department. The rate would need to be renegotiated after a change in governance. 

♦ Safety and Environmental – Training, safety, and OSHA logs, workers compensation assistance. 
 

Additional items that are bid out or otherwise included as part of the City budget that likely cost less for 
Community Connector because of discounts available to the City include the following. Discounts 
available to the RTA may or may not be equal to the City's rate. 
♦ Insurance 
♦ Vehicle maintenance 
♦ Phone systems/line costs 
♦ Accounting system 
♦ Printing 



 
 

 
 

TRANSIT AGENCY STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS – FINAL REPORT  26 
 

♦ Website/Software 
♦ Cell phones 
♦ Fuel, fluids and tires 
♦ Banking 
♦ Public wifi 
♦ Workers compensation insurance (the City is self-insured) 
♦ Health Insurance 
♦ Vehicle Insurance 
♦ Portions of parts for vehicles or buses that are at a higher discount due to City buying power. 

 
After creation of the RTA, the expenses currently covered by the City will be added to the total 
Community Connector budget. Other additional indirect expenses associated with utilities and office 
supplies also may not be included in the current direct expenses budget but will be necessary for the new 
Transit Authority. When the Transit Authority takes ownership of the Community Connector, the indirect 
expenses currently covered by the City will become part of the new Transit Authority budget. The 
following chart outlines a projected, estimated annual budget based on the Fiscal Year 2019 (FY2019) 
Community Connector direct rates with wages and insurance costs inflated by two percent (2%) to 
account for cost of living increases plus estimated direct expenses covered by the City.   
 
The numbers included in the table are estimates provided for the purpose of understanding the actual 
cost of operating and administering Community Connector as a RTA. The costs must be refined prior to 
implementing steps to create a RTA. Indirect cost estimates provided by the City are estimated at 
approximately $408,000 but could actually range from between $300,000 and $500,000 annually. 
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Table 4: Statement of Estimated Projected Functional Expenses 

 
 
Table 4 provides an estimate of additional costs currently covered by the City. These costs will need to be 
refined before the decision to implement an RTA is implemented. Actual indirect costs and cost benefits 

Support Worksheet

Statement of Functional Expenses
for the Period Ended (current numbers are as of 6/30/2019 plus a 2% increase in wages and insurance)

Total
Expenses Direct Expenses - Program Services

Acct Estimated
Code Description Community Connector BBOE Total Direct Indirect

Expense Expenses
(Column A) (Column B) (Column C) (Column D) (Column E)

Labor
Wages 1,482,093.21$       1,444,775.69$                     37,317.53$            -$                       -$                       
BBOE Admin 403.37$                 (20,168.60)$                         20,571.97$            -$                       -$                       
Administrative Salaries & Wages 295,000.00$          -$                                     -$                       45,000.00$            250,000.00$          
Other Salaries & Wages -$                       -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
Fringe Benefits -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
All Other 375,876.31$          305,256.53$                        8,669.78$              9,450.00$              52,500.00$            
Health Insurance 340,358.53$          279,340.71$                        4,967.82$              8,550.00$              47,500.00$            
Services -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
Contractual Services 218,704.85$          216,664.38$                        2,040.47$              -$                       -$                       
Advertising Services 5,000.00$              -$                                     -$                       5,000.00$              -$                       
Professional & Technical Services 50,000.00$            -$                                     -$                       -$                       50,000.00$            
Temporary Services -$                       -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
Maintenance  672,149.01$          644,486.84$                        27,662.17$            -$                       -$                       
Custodial Services 4,000.00$              -$                                     -$                       -$                       4,000.00$              
Security Services 4,000.00$              -$                                     -$                       -$                       4,000.00$              
Other Services (Interfund) 12,052.83$            12,052.83$                          -$                       -$                       -$                       
Materials and Supplies Consumed -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
Fuel & Lubricants Consumed 358,575.49$          344,920.83$                        13,654.66$            -$                       -$                       
Reserve Funding 42,700.00$            42,700.00$                          -$                       -$                       -$                       
Transit Study Local Share 20,000.00$            20,000.00$                          -$                       -$                       -$                       
Office and Bus Equipment 18,304.44$            18,304.44$                          -$                       -$                       
Printing 21,395.12$            16,395.12$                          -$                       5,000.00$              
Other Materials & Supplies 19,312.04$            19,312.04$                          -$                       -$                       -$                       
Utilities -$                                     -$                       -$                       -$                       
Utilities 10,149.02$            10,149.02$                          -$                       -$                       -$                       
Other, i.e. Natural Gas, Electric, etc. -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Leases and Rentals -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Transit Structures, etc. 36,000.00$            -                                       -$                       36,000.00$            -$                       
Passenger Stations -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Passenger Parking Facilities -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Passenger Revenue Vehicles -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Service Vehicles -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Operating Yards or Stations -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Maintenance Facilities 36,000.00$            -                                       -$                       36,000.00$            -$                       
Data Processing Facilities -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Revenue Collection Facilities -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Other Administrative Facilities -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       

-$                       
Depreciation & Amortization -$                       -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       
Contributed Services -                         -                                       -$                       -$                       -$                       

-                         
Total Program Costs 4,022,074$         3,354,190$                        114,884$             145,000$             408,000$             
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brought about by the City could range from $300,000 to $500,000. Actual costs for setting up the RTA 
must be evaluated before the RTA is established.  
 
The JPA will identify the exact percentages and basis for cost allocation paid by each community partner. 
Members of the JPA will have the authority to approve the annual budget and provide input into the 
development of transportation plans and budgets. The new structure will require additional funding. 
However, it will also provide the basis of a truly regional transportation program with adequate staffing 
and a board of directors that is transit-focused.  
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
The next steps in the planning process will involve refining the projected budget and deciding, with input 
from the Project Steering Committee, if Community Connector would like to proceed with the creation of 
a Regional Transit Authority, move forward with a Joint Powers Agreement and no new Authority, or 
implement a different alternative.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

TRANSIT AGENCY PEER REVIEW 
 
 

TRANSIT AGENCY PEER REVIEW 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This report compares Community Connector and peer communities with transit systems of similar size 
and systems that serve a region that consists of multiple municipalities and stakeholders. Peers were 
selected based on the following factors: 
 
♦ Public transit service area characteristics similar to Community Connector 
♦ Governance or organizational structure practices of a transit system serving multiple communities 
♦ Annual operating budget 
♦ Annual passenger trips and miles 

 
The peer transit systems examined for this report are identified in the following summary table and 
paragraphs. Information sources for each peer include individual one-on-one interviews and background 
research where historical information about the system was available.  
 

 
 
Other public transit systems in Maine do not offer direct comparisons but will provide examples of 
governance and structure for services operated for multiple communities within a single urbanized area. 
 
 
 
 

Transit System and 
Location

Transit Governance 
Structure

Estimated 
Annual 

Ridership

Estimated 
Annual 

Operating 
Budget

Communities/ 
Jurisdictions 

Served

Metro. Area 
Population

City's 
Population (or 

Designated 
Recipient 

Population)

City's Share of 
Metropolitan Area 

Population

Humboldt Transit 
Authority, Eureka, CA

Joint Powers Authority 400,000 $7.4M
1 County and 5 
Member Cities

135,558 27,020 20%

Grand Valley Transit, 
Grand Junction, CO

Intergovernmental 
Agreements

760,000 $3.9M 1 County 147,890 62,062 42%

OVRTA/EORTA, 
Wheeling, WV

Two RTAs work 
cooperatively to serve 

member communities in 
WV and OH

315,000 $4.8M 3 Counties 147,950 27,062 18%

SHOW BUS, Central 
Illinois

Intergovernmental 
Agreements

152,487 $2M 9 Counties Not Applicable 262,709 Not Applicable
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PEER SYSTEM SUMMARIES 
 
 
 
1. Humboldt Transit Authority; Eureka, California 
 
Humboldt Transit Authority (HTA) was formed in 1975 by the cities of Arcata, Eureka, and Fortuna, and 
Humboldt County. The cities of Rio Dell and Trinidad subsequently joined to provide public transportation 
services throughout the Humboldt County region. HTA is a rural public, non-profit transportation 
provider governed by a JPA (Joint Powers Agency); it was formed to provide transportation in the region. 
Five cities and the County collaborated to create the commuter route. HTA also operates Redwood 
Transit (one of the systems in the region), and it contracts with a private taxi company that operates a 
demand-response service in one remote community. The governing board includes one member from 
each City and two from the County. Board member term limits are based on the bylaws of the entity 
represented. 
    
HTA provides fixed-route commuter service along the Route 101 corridor and fixed-route service for the 
City of Eureka. HTA has two intercity runs, one to the County to the East with Eureka to Willow Creek, 
connecting with Trinity Transit once in the morning and once in the evening. High school students 
predominantly use this route to get to and from school. The other route is 75 miles to the south. CPSA 
(Consolidated Paratransit Services) coordinates with other human services agencies and administers the 
Dial-a-Ride service. HTA goes out to bid for providers and goes through the vetting and approval process 
for applicants. There is one transit system north of HTA, Arcata/Mad River, for which HTA provides 
contracted maintenance service, but nothing else. 
 
Funding contributions are based on population. The county pays 50 percent, and the other 50 percent is 
shared by the five-member cities, which contribute based on a percent of the population.  
 
Pre-COVID, the commuter service provided approximately 400,000 rides, and Eureka’s fixed-route service 
operated approximately 170,000 trips. 

 
HTA provides fixed-route service with 24 buses varying in length from 35 to 40 feet and ten cutaways 
ranging between 25 and 30 feet.  There are seven dial-a-ride vehicles, and they have about a 50% spare 
ratio. 
 

Governing Board 
HTA has a single board consisting of seven members which focus entirely on public transportation: two 
from the county and one from each member city. The City Council appoints members.  Appointments are 
generally random. There are no term limits in the HTA bylaws because each city or county prescribes its 
term limits. Some board members have lifetime terms, while others have one-year terms. A copy of the 
JPA is provided in the appendix. 
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Organizational Benefits and Challenges 
One benefit to Board members of HTA’s Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) structure is that if a board 
member asks to influence decision-making processes, it is granted. The board members are always 
welcome to have more involvement.  

 
The most significant challenge within the Board was determining the best method to split the costs 
equitably. There are no weighted measures. The budget formula is based on population. The way it is 
currently done is fair to some and unfair to others. For example, a small town with a small population 
located a long distance away pays a disproportionate amount to the organization because it receives 
minimal service (due to its location) but pays a higher price because of its population. About ten years 
ago, there was a discussion about the inequity of the formula, but after the debate, nothing changed. 
Changing the process was an unpopular option because each entity has transit budgeted, it works, and 
change is difficult. Also, with changes in Board membership, the cost allocation is perennially addressed, 
but then Board members move on, and the issue fades in their absence. Changes in priority are a general 
pattern with causes taken on by Board members. This pattern is a challenge to the JPA structure, but it 
would likely occur with any governance structure. 
 
Also, there have been challenges gaining support for some HTA decisions, such as the opportunity to 
raise the pay of unionized drivers and mechanics during union negotiations. Board members who cannot 
give their city employees a raise in income because of budget constraints have difficulty justifying a 
transit employee wage increase. 
 
Finally, there are seven cities in Humboldt County, and only five are part of the JPA. One city does not 
have transit service and the other partners with the local tribe. The city without service (Ferndell) has 
purposely chosen not to have public transit because it, reportedly, does not like the stigma attached to 
public transit. However, HTA extends an open invitation to Ferndell if the situation changes and it 
chooses to join.  
 

Financial Planning Benefits and Challenges of the Current Structure 
If a change to the financial planning process is wanted/needed, the JPA must be amended. The 
amendment process is a Board decision: members request the renegotiation of pay equity, and the HTA 
General Manager provides operational and budget numbers. There is a discussion and a vote, and then a 
recommendation goes to each city and county for approval. If a city disagrees, it has the option to drop 
out of the JPA. 
 
A benefit of the JPA structure includes the budget planning process. A three-person Board sub-
committee (Finance Committee) nominated by the HTA works with HTA to establish the budget. The 
General Manager and Finance Manager draft the budget, the Finance Committee reviews and approves, 
and then it goes to the HTA Board for approval. HTA has experienced no negative issues with this 
process.   

 
As prescribed by the JPA, if a city wants transportation, a needs assessment study is required. Based on 
the results of the needs assessment, the HTA General Manager determines whether new service will be 
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provided. The process allows all participants to feel heard and be part of decision-making; however, the 
needs assessment study requires planning resources that cities may or may not possess and may take 
time to secure.  
 

Customer Services Benefits and Challenges 
HTA has discovered that the JPA allows them to provide effective customer service because HTA and the 
Board address all issues together rather than HTA addressing issues with each community. For example, if 
HTA wants to implement new technology or different services, planning decisions are made with the 
Board rather than with each city. The Board cannot micromanage direct customer service; therefore, all 
customer service issues go directly through the General Manager and his staff. Also, because there is a 
call center with a single dispatcher, all communities receive equal customer service. The dispatcher 
transfers callers to whichever city they need to go through for their trip.  

 
New Technology 

The application of new technology has provided HTA with better reporting, but staff time has increased, 
offsetting the benefits. HTA uses a GPS tracker, Swiftly by Trillium. A Swiftly feed provides real-time 
vehicle location and GFI Gen Fare (electronic fareboxes). HTA has numbered passes for tracking 
passenger boardings and alightings by city. HTA also uses an app called Token Transit for pass purchases.  
 
Responsibilities for administering the technology are divided among staff based on which particular 
technology (i.e., fare collection, dispatching) impacts staff duties. 
 

Performance Measures 
The interviewer asked what performance measures impact advances or changes in regional 
transportation. HTA stated that rides per hour or rides per trip monitored based on time of day are 
helpful. The city-by-city route performance measures are based on hour loops, and commuter 
performance is based on trip times. Some routes have five to ten miles between stops, and so ridership 
cannot be compared to that of the city routes. The Board reviews monthly performance measures, 
including the farebox recovery ratio (the income from fares collected compared to operating costs). For 
HTA, the farebox recovery ratio is 32 percent: 20 percent in the city and 15 percent for intercity bus 
service.  
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2. Grand Valley Transit; Grand Junction, Colorado 
 

Grand Valley Transit (GVT) began service in 2000, evolving from a non-profit organization called 
Masability. Masability provided services for older adults and individuals with disabilities in the early 1990s. 
Planning for GCT started in 1998 as part of a five-year plan. The service was initially funded with Federal 
Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) funding. Today, Mesa County is the direct recipient of Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 public transit dollars.   
 
GVT has an expansive fixed route and paratransit service area comprised of four municipal entities: Fruita, 
Palisade, Grand Junction, and Mesa County. Mayors of each entity comprise the governing board, and 
each has a single vote. Financial contributions obtained from each entity’s general fund are entirely 
formula-driven and need to be solicited annually by GVT as there is no dedicated funding.  
 
GVT provides approximately 760,000 rides annually with a $3.9 million operating budget. It contracts 
operations to a private provider, currently TransDev. 
 

Governing Board 
The Regional Transportation Planning Office (RTPO) hosts bi-monthly meetings for the policy-making 
group known as the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee (GVRTC). The GCRTC is composed 
of a single elected representative from Mesa County, Grand Junction, Fruita, and Palisade. The GVRC was 
formed to administer State and federally mandated planning activities for the Grand Valley Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), the Mesa County Transportation Planning Region (TPR), and the GVT 
system. The bylaws are available on the Mesa County RTP website: http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/gvrtc-
governing-board. 
 

Organizational Benefits and Challenges 
In the 1980s, there was a different public transit system in Grand Junction (one of the partner cities) 
called The Stagecoach. It was not successful and short-lived. By 2002, the Board realized that there were 
challenges to the system and that there was not enough ridership to maintain the service. A study was 
completed, and modifications were made to the system to operate within the current structure. When 
the routes were modified, Grand Junction was the last of the four partners to join. Because of the new 
funding formula, Grand Junction’s annual contribution dropped from $200,000 to $50,000.  
 
Funding continues to be the biggest challenge for GVT because there is no dedicated local funding source 
and transit needs to compete for funding annually with other entities’ priorities. 
 
There have not been major administrative pitfalls. GVT was combined with the RTP/MPO, so the same 
staff oversees both the RTP/MPO and GVT. Operations are contracted out and working smoothly. 
Administratively, GVT has remained consistent, being run by planners, and this model works.  
 

http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/gvrtc-governing-board
http://rtpo.mesacounty.us/gvrtc-governing-board
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The most significant benefit to the current structure is that transit is at the forefront of the planners’ 
agenda. The RTP/MPO handles grants, contracts, and administration and leaves the operations up to the 
contractor. 
 
There were not many challenges with the Federal or State partners when the new structure was created. 
GVT had strong support from FTA, Colorado Department of Transportation, and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) which oversees the MPO and coordinates compliance reviews. The FTA and 
FHWA shared an office, so they had good communications. The one-stop-shop for transportation 
simplified the process.   
 

Financial Planning Benefits and Challenges of the Current Structure 
The County creates the GVT budget, and the other three partners provide the local match. Match 
obligations are outlined in the annual intergovernmental agreement and amount to approximately $1.5 
million each year from the partners’ general funds derived from taxes. The budget must go through a 
yearly approval process.  
 
The biggest challenge every year is getting local funding. Because there is no dedicated funding, each 
year brings the stress of the unknown. Each member city and the county have a single vote regardless of 
the amount of match. This voting process had not presented any problems, except for one instance when 
the even-numbered Board membership resulted in a stalemate on a decision, and the motion never 
passed. 
 
Funding contributions are determined through an established formula that includes population, the 
assessed values for each partner community, and ridership. The partners are supportive of the funding 
formula. Each year there is a discussion about the contributions, and the conversation changes based on 
the amount of importance Board members place on transit. Some members are very supportive, while 
others are not, and that ebbs and flows with the changes in the Board. 
 
GVT has no plans of changing its financial or governance structure. However, there is an opportunity to 
explore the possibility of a longer-term funding structure such as an RTA or Council of Governments that 
may provide an opportunity for more stable funding. No studies are planned, but there have been 
discussions around the idea. 
 

Customer Services Benefits and Challenges 
The system is designed to help those less fortunate and continues to serve that population primarily. 
Public support for transit is marginal.  
 
Pre-Covid, the local university had a fee structure as part of tuition, which provided free passes for 
students. That agreement equated to about $50,000 per year in matching funds from the university. A 
DASH route served as the “party bus,” which provided 30-minute headways as an extension of Route 1, 
Thursdays through Saturdays from 4:15 PM to 11:00 PM. Route 1 connects the downtown and includes 
trips to the airport, hotels, businesses, and the university. The route was suspended because of the Covid 
pandemic.  
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New Technology 

GVT is in the process of implementing RouteMatch scheduling software. Previously, it had used ETA Spot 
and EZ Ride software for paratransit services. RouteMatch is integrated with fareboxes, which helps 
collect ridership data (boarding by stop). It is scheduled to go live with both fixed route and paratransit.   
 

Performance Measures 
Performance measures currently include farebox revenue, on-time performance, and annual and 
monthly ridership numbers. 

 
 
3. Ohio Valley Regional Transportation Authority; Wheeling, West Virginia 
 
Ohio Valley Regional Transportation Authority (OVRTA) in West Virginia and Eastern Ohio Regional 
Transit Authority (EORTA) in Ohio became a single public entity in 1976 when two private entities, 
Wheeling Rapid Transit and Cooperative Transit, merged and designated OVRTA as the operating 
authority. The two urban systems are political subdivisions of each State (West Virginia and Ohio) and are 
respective authorities for each State but work cooperatively under a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU).  
 
The system serves member communities on both sides of the Ohio River. OVRTA operates, in part, seven 
fixed routes that serve 12 West Virginia communities in two counties. EORTA operates four fixed routes 
that primarily serve 12 Ohio communities in two counties. The four EORTA routes also cross the Ohio 
River to offer connections from downtown Wheeling, West Virginia.  
 
In total, EORTA/OVRTA directly operates approximately 315,000 trips per year with an annual operating 
budget of $4.8 million. There are 46 employees, including 31 drivers, one dispatcher, nine mechanics, and 
six management staff. 
 
Ohio provides Operating assistance through the Governor’s apportionment, and West Virginia provides 
capital assistance through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5339 program. The systems 
are also recipients of FTA Section 5307 funding. Expenses are shared based on revenue miles. OVRTA is 
the operating authority with 68 percent of operating costs. Therefore, West Virginia pays 68 percent, and 
Ohio (EORTA) pays 32 percent of the costs. Local funding is derived from property levies in both states. 
 

Governing Board 
Each authority has a Board. There are 10 Board members in West Virginia and nine in Ohio. The Boards 
have representation from different participating municipalities and counties. Most municipalities choose 
a mayor or county commissioner to represent them on the Board, but the bylaws do not prescribe it. For 
example, one township is served by a route designed specifically for transporting people to the mall (an 
area with several employers and popular destinations for shopping and services). Representation from 
the township is typically from a resident (i.e., attorneys, retirees, local employees).  
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Organizational Benefits and Challenges 
Per the MOU, OVRTA is the operating authority and is responsible for hiring and retaining staff. OVRTA 
and EORTA have separate fleets. EORTA has six buses and two vans and leases its operations to OVRTA.  
 
The current policies were built by the MPO, which acted as the Executive Director for the first few years 
of the transit system. Reportedly, the system typically runs smoothly based on its bylaws and 
agreements. Over the years, there have been challenges with the existing structure when 
recommendations for change in one State do not align with the goals of the other State. For example, if 
OVRTA wants to change fares and EORTA does not. As a solution, the Boards are supposed to meet once 
a year as a combined Board.  
 
There have been no administrative pitfalls because OVRTA is responsible for the administration of the 
entire system.  
 

Financial Planning Benefits and Challenges of the Current Structure 
Financial administration of the system is challenging because separate records must be maintained for 
each of the system’s services in addition to an overall combined budget. Each month, 68 percent is billed 
to OVRTA, and 32 percent is billed to EORTA. A combined budget is submitted to the FTA. Both EORTA 
and OVRTA receive FTA Section 5307 funding.  
 
The local communities feel that they have input into the financial and service planning activities through 
their Board meetings. The Board generally responds to suggestions by management for capital projects. 
Any expense greater than $25,000 requires Board approval.  
 
The Boards are responsible for hiring the Executive Director, but otherwise, they are relatively hands-off 
and have not asked for more involvement.  

 
Customer Services Benefits and Challenges 

There have been no significant customer service challenges because there is a single interface with the 
public.  
 

New Technology 
Ecolane was recently procured for demand response and State Opioid Response (SOR) services. However, 
the costs (so far) seem disproportionate to the benefits. OVRTA indicated that it would prefer to schedule 
trips manually.  

 
Performance Measures 

Ridership (cost per trip) is an annual performance measure that is discussed with the Boards. Current 
year ridership needs to remain within 70 percent of previous years ridership to keep a route running. 
Decreases in ridership potentially result in service reductions.  
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4. SHOW BUS Public Transportation; Rural Central Illinois 
 
SHOW BUS is a stand-alone, single-purpose, non-profit corporation that provides rural public transit 
service in nine rural counties, including the non-urbanized areas of Kankakee, Macon, and McLean 
Counties. SHOW BUS public transportation is organized under an intergovernmental agreement and pass-
through arrangement. A pass-through agreement exists between SHOW BUS and each of the three 
counties that receive Federal and State funding for public transit.  
 
Each county served by the system has an approved intergovernmental agreement that delineates its own 
and SHOW BUS’ responsibilities for the operation of public transit services. Three counties are the 
primary participants with the authority to apply for and accept State and FTA Sections 5311 (public) and 
5310 (Enhanced Mobility for Elderly and Individuals with Disabilities) funding for rural transportation.  
 
The pass-through agreements include State rural transit funding derived from a program administered by 
the Illinois Department of Transportation. The state funding provides approximately half of the SHOW 
BUS operating budget.  
  

Governing Board 
An Advisory Council and a Board govern SHOW BUS. Also, county-based transportation committees made 
up of community partners provide critical input in evaluating transportation services and planning to 
meet the current and future needs of their areas. Three of the counties receive Federal and State funding 
and provide critical technical support and oversight of the program.  
 

Organizational Benefits and Challenges 
Under the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA), participation from partnering counties could change from 
year to year, potentially impacting local funding and service levels. Transit also may not have the 
attention of participating county governments because of the contractual relationships, which do not put 
transit high on their priority lists.  
 
To a certain degree, future growth of the system can be challenged by varying levels of participation and 
support from individual counties. 
 

Financial Planning Benefits and Challenges of the Current Structure 
SHOW BUS handles administrative requirements and reports directly to McLean County. As the direct 
recipient of Federal funds, McLean County is responsible for regulatory compliance of the third-party 
operator as a condition of funding. The duties involved with compliance oversight are a significant 
administrative responsibility.  
 
SHOW BUS is responsible for securing local match, which it must do on an annual basis. The yearly 
process makes it somewhat challenging to plan for the future. Each county controls the amount of annual 
revenue from that county to the overall transit budget, and it can establish a funding line item for transit.  
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IGAs are vulnerable to changes in funding because they are limited to replacing any gap of the financing 
with grants, contracts, donations, or government contributions; there is no option to put a tax levy on a 
ballot for sustainable local support.  
 

Customer Services Benefits and Challenges 
There are sometimes challenges with the flow of information between the State and SHOW BUS because 
of the indirect relationship that SHOW BUS has with the State. Information flows from the State to the 
designated recipient counties and then to SHOW BUS. 
 
No significant customer service challenges were indicated because SHOW BUS is the central point of 
communication for all services. 
 

New Technology 
None reported. 
 

Performance Measures 
Ridership, costs, and revenue for service in each county are monitored by SHOW BUS. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

POTENTIAL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL BENEFITS AND CHALLENGES 
 
Tables B1 through B6 summarize the identified administrative and organizational benefits and challenges 
associated with each of the governance structure options. The tables are intended to present a summary 
of the general benefits and consequences of the impact on the City of Bangor Community Connector and 
the community partners when either deciding to continue with the current structure or forming a new 
structure. It is possible that additional benefits and challenges may be added to this table as partners 
work toward implementation.  
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Table B1: Legal Structure/Board Structure 
Topic Area Legal Structure/Board Structure 

 Benefits Challenges 
MPA Partner communities are familiar with the 

structure and reporting requirements. 
There is not currently a board that is focused on 
transit-only and fully invested in the system. 
 
Transit may not have the attention of partner 
community officials because transit is not high on 
their priority lists. 

JPA The board structure would be easy to 
develop among the community partners, 
Bangor and BACTS.  
 
The board would be singularly focused on 
transit. 
 
Community Connector could continue to 
operate as it does today, or a new authority 
could be created. 
 
Drafting a JPA to outline the roles and 
responsibilities would allow the community 
partners to establish the roles they feel most 
comfortable holding. The roles and 
responsibilities are flexible. 
 
It clarifies the funding structure, which could 
continue as it is today. 

Through the board of directors, community 
partners would have more responsibilities in the 
decisions, planning, and funding of Community 
Connector. 
 
If a new transit authority is created in addition to 
the JPA, all associated structures with a new 
independent organization would require time and 
attention during the establishment phase. The 
creation of new bylaws, policies, and agreements 
could take up to two years. Existing agreements 
between the City and FTA, as well as union and 
employment, would change to the new transit 
authority. 
 
Board training is recommended and will have a 
cost and time commitment.  
 
  

RTA Creates a truly regional system where all of 
the communities have a vote in the decision-
making process. 
 
The board of directors represents all of the 
participating communities. 
 
The City would have less responsibility for 
operating and administering public transit 
when those responsibilities shift to the new 
corporation.  

The creation of a private, non-profit corporation 
will require time, and there are associated 
expenses. Indirect expenses of as much as 
$500,000 per year are currently covered by the 
City. 
 
Board training is recommended and will have a 
cost and time commitment. Board training is 
typically done in three to five sessions. Costs could 
range up to $15,000. 
 
A voter referendum is required. Preparation for a 
referendum can be time-consuming and 
expensive. Costs could range from $20,000 to 
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Topic Area Legal Structure/Board Structure 

 Benefits Challenges 
$150,000 for planning and public outreach 
activities associated with the referendum. 

 
Table B2: Administration 

Topic Area Administration 

 Benefits Challenges 
MPA The City has been administering public transit 

for several years, and is skilled and 
knowledgeable of regulatory requirements and 
day-to-day operating challenges.  
 
BACTS is set up to assist with planning 
activities, and procedures could be established 
so that BACTS can support the City with 
planning, as appropriate. 

The City's Community Connector would continue 
to be responsible for the administration of transit 
services for the entire region. Transitions within 
the City, such as if the Assistant City Manager 
position changes hands or responsibilities, some 
historical knowledge about Community Connector 
is lost.  
 
Also, the Community Connector would continue to 
not have a board of directors focused on regional 
transit issues, even though the service is provided 
beyond City limits. 

JPA The City and community partners already have 
a strong relationship. Establishing a JPA would 
formalize the roles and responsibilities. 
 
If a new authority is created, the administrative 
structure, bylaws, and policies can be created 
with input from the partner communities. 
 
The partner communities could have more 
responsibilities for providing input into budget 
and planning decisions.  
 
The partners can develop the agreement to 
their desired level of involvement and 
responsibility.  

If a new authority is established along with the 
JPA, the in-kind administrative services provided 
by the City would no longer be in-kind unless 
partner communities decided to provide them. 
The loss of in-kind services would significantly 
increase the administrative costs for Community 
Connector and result in the need for additional 
local funding.  
 
The decision-making process would involve 
multiple parties rather than remaining mainly 
within the City. While this fact has many benefits, 
it also complicates the relatively straightforward 
decision-making process that exists today by 
directly involving multiple interests. 
 
Community partners would have more 
responsibilities during budget and service 
planning. Additional responsibilities are both 
beneficial and challenging. One associated 
challenge is that many partner communities are 
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Topic Area Administration 

 Benefits Challenges 
not currently dedicating significant time to 
Community Connector, but they would need to 
dedicate some time to support administrative 
decisions and plans. 

RTA The City's administrative responsibilities would 
be split according to the RTC or RTA agreement 
and could be staffed according to the level of 
effort required. Currently, the Community 
Connector staff responsibilities have increased, 
but staffing levels have not reflected the 
increase in responsibilities. 

If the public transit operations are moved from the 
City to the new corporation. The new corporation 
will need to establish all administrative 
capabilities, including the in-kind services 
currently provided by the City.  
 

 
Table B3: Sustainability of Funding 

Topic  
Area 

Sustainability of Funding 

 Benefits Challenges 
MPA The City and partner communities have 

established a cost allocation structure that 
is effectively covering operating costs 
based on the level of service received.  

The budget cycles of partner communities and the 
Community Connector do not always align, which has 
created planning challenges. 
 
The current funding and staffing level has limited 
capacity for growth to add more partner communities 
or organizations.  
 
If the City opted for a tax levy, its authority would 
likely not allow for using the funds to support service 
beyond City limits. This limitation would exclude the 
partner communities from receiving most of the 
benefits that a stable source of funding would provide. 

JPA Each community controls the amount of 
annual revenue it budgets and can 
establish a funding line item for transit. 
 
To date, funding from the partner 
communities has been stable, but there is 
no guarantee for the future. 

JPAs are vulnerable to changes in Federal funding 
because they are limited to replacing any gap in 
funding with grants, contracts, donations, or 
government contributions; there is no option for a 
referendum for sustainable local support. 
 
The JPA allows for growth to include additional 
communities or organizations either through a JPA or 
contracts. 

RTA RTCs have a more competitive advantage 
for securing local funding.  

If board members change, it could lead to fluctuations 
in priorities for different communities. Such changes 
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There is an opportunity to create a 
sustainable form of local funding if a tax 
levy is passed. 
 
 

sometimes present challenges to planning or 
sustainable funding. 
 
There is a higher burden on the partner communities 
to secure revenue for Community Connector because 
the City is no longer solely responsible for developing 
the budget. 
 
RTA will likely have a higher operating cost if operated 
in-house than a municipal agreement or JPA because 
of the need for a new, independent administrative and 
management structure. When separated from the 
City, the indirect expenses that are currently absorbed 
by the City would become the responsibility of the 
new authority and would require new funding unless 
the partner communities formally agree to provide 
these services as in-kind. 
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Table B4: Customer Service 
Topic Area Customer Service 

 Benefits Challenges 
MPA No change No change 
JPA Community partners have an opportunity 

to be more involved in planning and 
customer service decisions. 

It will be important to maintain consistency in service 
throughout the system while balancing different 
priorities and recommendations from each community 
partner. 

RTA If there is a ballot, taxpayers have a 
bigger voice in service quality. 
 
Access to potential tax revenue would 
translate to service enhancements that 
are not currently possible within the 
existing budget. 
 
If service is contracted to a third-party 
operator, that provider must remain 
competitive to win future bids. 

Voters are more able to impact the transit service based 
on decisions to support the referendum or not. 
 
If using a third-party operator, the transit service 
provider is operating under a contract and must meet 
performance standards to maintain the contract; it must 
remain competitive to win future bids for service. 
 
If the RTA is the operator, the burden to meet 
performance standards and maintain appropriate 
staffing, service levels, compliance, and revenue is 
placed entirely on the RTA. 

 
Table B5: Future Growth 

Topic Area Future Growth 
 Benefits Challenges 
MPA No change No change 
JPA Participating communities directly control 

growth in their own jurisdictions. 
 
The JPA could also stipulate that there be 
an oversight board consisting of 
representatives from each partnering 
community. 

Regional growth could be challenged by varying levels of 
participation and support from individual communities. 

RTA Decisions about growing the system will 
be decided by board representation from 
the entire region. Such a regional 
representation fosters greater opportunity 
to consider the priorities of riders and 
communities. 

Future growth would be the decision of a board 
representing all communities rather than a single City; 
therefore, there could be competing priorities regarding 
expansion and growth.  
 
If the RTC or RTA is set up with a representation that is 
determined by the population size of each community 
(instead of service levels, for example), there is a 
potential negative impact on balanced decisions about 
the direction of future growth. 
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Table B6: Impact on City of Bangor Community Connector 

Topic Area Impact on City of Bangor Community Connector as the Operator of Service 
 Benefits Challenges 
MPA No change No change 
JPA Agreements would establish the 

responsibilities of partner communities. 
 
A board of directors representing the 
entire region and focused on transit. 

Greater participation from partner communities could 
fluctuate and impact local funding and service levels. 
 
If a new authority is established, the City may not be the 
operator of Community Connector. Operations could 
potentially be contracted to a third party through a 
procurement process. 

RTC or RTA The operator reports to a board of 
directors that represents the service 
area. 
 
The board of directors may be made up 
of people who are new to public transit, 
which will bring fresh perspectives. 
 
 

There will be additional or new bylaws and policies, which 
will take time to create. 
 
The new board of directors may be new to public transit 
and will have new perspectives. Incorporation of new 
perspectives is highly beneficial, but it could also slow the 
decision-making process compared to how it operates 
today. 
 
After establishing a new lead entity, if services are 
contracted out and not consolidated under the RTC/RTA, 
there is no guarantee that the City will be the operator 
contracted to provide services. If not done in-house, 
operations would be contracted to a third party through 
a competitive procurement process.  
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Humboldt Joint Powers Agreement





















Appendix B
EORTA and OVRTA Memorandum of Understanding
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EORTA Bylaws
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