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Introduction

The Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center (ATRC) is responsible for planning the
transportation system for the Greater Lewiston-Auburn Area. Known as a Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), ATRC was established by federal requirement of the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1962 and designated to serve the urbanized area of Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon, and
Sabattus; home to approximately 75,000 residents.
The Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee (LATC) is a quasi-municipal agency that oversees the
public bus system, citylink, serving the Lewiston-Auburn area. LATC was established in 1976 by
an interlocal agreement between the City of Lewiston and the City of Auburn. It is staffed by the
Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments (AVCOG). LATC contracts with a transit operator,
currently Western Maine Transportation Services (WMTS), for the operation and maintenance of
its public transportation system. LATC provides the buses, radios, fare boxes, bus stop signs
and shelters. LATC is responsible for overseeing system marketing, setting fares, planning, and
scheduling, and most other policy matters.
The ATRC region has experienced shifts in demographics and development patterns over the
years, yet citylink service has not changed substantially since its 1976 launch. While there are
jobs and services throughout the region, the two main areas of concentration are the cities of
Lewiston and Auburn. The cities are home to large healthcare facilities, several universities, and
many retail locations, including a Walmart Supercenter. In addition to the trip demand within the
citylink service area, a market analysis conducted for this study demonstrated that nearly half of
ATRC residents travel outside the region for work. The Lewiston-Auburn area’s residents,
employees, students, and visitors have diverse mobility needs, requiring service for a wide
variety of trip purposes.
citylink service consists of 10 fixed routes operated using seven vehicles in Auburn and
Lewiston and complementary ADA demand response service in the areas falling within ¾ of a
mile of a fixed route. In addition to citylink’s fixed route and ADA demand response service,
WMTS also operates the Lisbon Connection, the GreenLine Commuter, and the BlueLine, with
all three routes serving communities in the ATRC region and the latter two connecting LewistonAuburn to areas outside the region.
In recent years, citylink’s ridership has been steadily declining, dropping by 26.7 percent
between fiscal year (FY) 2015 and FY 2019. Despite declines in ridership, many LewistonAuburn residents are dependent on the system and use it to access employment and essential
services. While there was a 50 percent decline in citylink’s ridership early in the pandemic, by
October 2020, ridership levels had returned to 80 percent of its pre-pandemic ridership —
higher than many other agencies nationwide.
This study is a holistic review of the Lewiston-Auburn area to understand how mobility needs
and travel patterns have changed since the service was launched in 1976. In addition to new
development and changing demographics in the region, there have been significant innovations
in transit technology that give providers more flexibility in the services they can offer to their
communities. Using a blank-slate approach, the project team considered the most appropriate
transit service structure and level of service to better align citylink and regional transit service
with the needs of the communities within the ATRC region.
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Existing Services

This section provides an overview of existing transit services in the region; the complete
analysis can be found in Appendix A . Within the ATRC member communities, transit service is
available through citylink, the Lisbon Connection, the GreenLine Commuter, BlueLine, and
various demand response services in addition to intercity bus (Figure 1).
Figure 1. Existing Transit Service in Study Area

citylink’s network consists of 10 fixed routes, utilizing seven vehicles during the peak period of
service in Auburn and Lewiston as well as complementary ADA demand response service in the
areas falling within ¾ of a mile fixed route service (Table 1). All citylink routes except one serve
either the Oak Street Bus Station in Lewiston or the Downtown Auburn Transportation Center in
Auburn. The Downtown Auburn Transportation Center is also referred to as Great Falls in some
public-facing materials, so the names are used interchangeably in this document. These two
stations act as hubs for individuals to transfer between routes and services.
The GreenLine is a weekday commuter bus service launched in March 2019 and travels
between Lewiston’s Oak Street Station, Auburn’s Downtown Auburn Transportation Center, and
Farmington. The Lisbon Connection is a deviated fixed route connecting Lisbon Falls and the
Lewiston Oak Street Station and will pick up or drop off within ¾ miles of the route, but the
request must be made a day in advance. The BlueLine began operating on November 11, 2019,
with two round trips daily from Lewiston and Auburn to Gagne Foods in Bath. All three of these
2
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routes are operated by WMTS. In addition to the fixed routes, WMTS operates countywide
demand response in Franklin, Oxford, and Androscoggin counties. Service to Lewiston and
Auburn is available on select weekdays from Farmington, Rumford, and Norway. Figure 2
provides an overview of citylink and WMTS service levels.
Figure 2. Summary of Transit Service

Regional

Those traveling outside of the area can use Greyhound and Concord Coach intercity bus
services. Greyhound makes one trip daily from Augusta to Boston, stopping at Lewiston’s Oak
Street Station and Bates College. Concord Coach serves Auburn at Exit 75, the Auburn
Transportation Center, and Bates College, making two trips daily in each direction. Service
travels south to Boston via Portland; Auburn is the northernmost point for the route.
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Table 1. Route Descriptions

Route Name

Service Type

citylink (10 routes) Fixed Route

Service
Hours

Frequency

Towns Served

Administers
Service

M-F 6:00
AM – 6:05
PM
Sat 9:15 AM
– 5:05 PM

60 minutes

Lewiston, Auburn

citylink

WMTS

N/A

Lewiston, Auburn

citylink

WMTS

Operator

citylink ADA

Demand
Response

M-F 6:00
AM – 6:05
PM
Sat 9:15 AM
– 5:05 PM

GreenLine
Commuter

Fixed Route

M-F 5:15
AM – 7:50
PM

4 trips daily

Farmington,
WMTS
Livermore, Turner,
Lewiston, Auburn

WMTS

M-F 5:18
AM – 5:46
PM

5 trips daily

Lewiston, Lisbon

WMTS

WMTS

2 trips daily

Lewiston, Auburn
and Bath

WMTS

WMTS

Lisbon Connection Deviated Fixed
Route
BlueLine

Deviated Fixed
Route

N/A

Farmington- L/A

Demand
Response

W&F 7:30
AM – 5:00
PM

N/A

Farmington,
Lewiston, Auburn

WMTS

WMTS

Rumford - L/A

Demand
Response

W 7:30 AM
– 5:00 PM

N/A

Rumford,
Lewiston, Auburn

WMTS

WMTS

Norway - L/A

Demand
Response

F 7:30 AM –
5:00 PM

N/A

Norway, Lewiston, WMTS
Auburn

WMTS

AECOM
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Greyhound

Intercity Bus
Service

M-Su 11:05
AM – 8:05
PM

1 trip daily

Bangor, Waterville, Greyhound
Augusta, Lewiston,
Portland, Wells,
Portsmouth,
Boston

Greyhound

Concord Coach

Intercity Bus
Service

M-Su 6:10
AM – 8:10
PM

2 trips daily

Bangor, Augusta,
Auburn, Portland,
Boston

Concord Coach

AECOM
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Fares

Fares and fare-related technology vary by service. The citylink base fare is $1.50 (Table 2) and
was last increased in 2011. Transfers are free but can only be used at the Lewiston or Auburn
stations and must be used within 60 minutes. One-way fare for the ADA complementary
paratransit service is $3.00, and passes are not available for this service. The fare for the
GreenLine is distance-based, with shorter trips costing $3 and longer costing $5. The Lisbon
Connection fare is $1.50 for adults and $0.75 for seniors, people with disabilities, and those 11
and under. Transfers between the Lisbon Connection and citylink routes are free at the Oak
Street Bus Station. Students at Central Maine Community College (CMCC) ride fare free with
CMCC paying citylink a designated amount each semester to cover student fares.
Table 2. citylink Fare Types

Fare Type

Base Fare

Multi-ride pass

Monthly pass

Regular adult

$1.50

6 trips = $7.50

$36

High school
student

$1.25

Not offered

$18

Senior/disabled

$0.75

11 trips = $7.50

$18

--

--

CMCC and USM $0.00
Registered
students

GreenLine, BlueLine, and the Lisbon Connection fares may be paid for with cash, credit, or
debit; the SmartCommute Pass; and Apple, Samsung, or Android mobile pay. In October 2019,
WMTS expanded their fare collection1 system to an open payment system and launched the
SmartCommute Card on all WMTS vehicles. The SmartCommute card is a stored-value card
that individuals can use to pay for their trips. To incentivize its use, for every $50 loaded onto a
card, an additional 10 percent in value is added. Additionally, the technology allows individuals
to pay fares onboard using various mobile payment apps or traditional credit/debit cards.

1

For cash fare payments there is a traditional vault style farebox.

AECOM
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Table 3. citylink Fare Breakdown

Fare Type

Quantity (Oct
2019)

Percentage of All Fares

CMCC individuals

2,418

7.7%

Free Fare2

4,115

13.1%

Adult

7,454

23.7%

Senior

11,778

37.5%

High School Student

681

2.2%

Transfer

4,427

14.1%

Disabled

565

1.8%

2.2

Ridership

Before the pandemic, citylink service had the majority of monthly regional ridership, averaging
25,648 trips and 806 trips on the ADA service per month, though ridership decreased each year
by five to ten percent each year between 2015 and 2019. By fare type, seniors (65+) make up
the greatest percentage of riders, followed by adults.
In terms of ridership, citylink was followed by 410 trips per month on the Lisbon Connection, 160
trips on the BlueLine, and 150 trips on the GreenLine per month.
The top five most used citylink stops recorded between 50 and 575 boardings or alightings each
day (Table 4). While the Oak Street Bus Station has the most rider activity, Walmart has the
highest number of boards/alights per trip3. Overall, citylink ridership grows steadily in the
morning from the start of service to 10:00 AM, where it remains high until 3:00 PM and then
begins to drop.

2

The Route 8 Mall Shuttle is free

3

Fewer trips per day serve Walmart than the Oak Street Bus Station

AECOM
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Table 4. citylink Top Ridership Stops Weekdays

Stop

On

Off

Total Activity

Instances per Trip

Oak Street Bus Station

319

256

575

3.3 on / 2.7 off

Walmart

241

249

490

5.0 on / 5.2 off

Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center

102

163

265

1.5 on / 2.4 off

Lewiston Housing Authority

87

74

161

2.4 on / 2.0 off

CMCC

24

27

51

1.0 on / 1.2 off

Saturday ridership for citylink is approximately half its weekday ridership. At 244.5 boardings,
Walmart has the highest Saturday activity of citylink stops and accounts for 36 percent of
ridership. When looking at overall ridership and origin-destination pairs, almost 75 percent of
trips begin or end at Walmart. The total amount of activity (passengers getting on or off) at
Walmart is greater on Saturdays than on weekdays despite only 58 percent of the number of
weekday bus trips.
As expected, boardings are higher in the morning in residential areas and higher in the
afternoon and evening around commercial centers. Service begins at 9:00 AM with nearly 70
passengers in the first hour, peaks at 11:00 AM with 117 passengers, and then stays high until
3:00 PM. At 3:00 PM, ridership begins to drop, and in the last hour of service, there is an
average of 22 passengers. The high ridership in the morning indicates there is most likely
demand for earlier morning service.
citylink ADA ridership is just three percent of the citylink fixed route ridership. As with fixed route
ridership, it has also been declining annually. Prior to the pandemic, there was an average of
160 passenger trips per weekday; Saturdays averaged only six trips per day. On weekdays
GreenLine Commuter service averages seven passengers per day, the Lisbon Connection
averages 19 passengers per day, and the BlueLine averages 8 passengers per day.
On the next pages, Figure 3 shows a map of average daily weekday ridership by bus stop for
citylink routes4 and Figure 4 shows a map of average daily Saturday ridership activity by bus
stop for citylink routes.

4

Stop-level ridership was only available for citylink routes

AECOM
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Figure 3. Key Findings - Weekday

AECOM
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Figure 4. Key Findings - Saturday

AECOM
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Funding and Financial Characteristics

The routes/services in the region receive their operating funding from a range of sources: state
and federal funding, local sources such as the communities served, farebox revenue,
partnerships/contracts, and other sources of revenue such as advertising and rental income.
Table 5 provides a breakdown of operating funding sources.
Table 5. Funding Breakdown (FY2019)

Route Name

Federal

Local

$933,310

$456,935

$122,189

$198,296

GreenLine
Connection

$63,898

$15,974

$0

$3,054

$0

$82,926

Lisbon
Connection

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

$4,713

N/A

$98,857

$45,133

$0

$0

$0

$11,283

$56,416

citylink

BlueLine

2.4

State

Farebox

Other

Total

$36,532 $1,747,262

Asset Management

citylink has 11 vehicles in its revenue rolling stock, which includes buses, cutaways, and
minibuses. The buses are a mix of 35’ buses, cutaways, and 29’ minibuses (Table 6). These
seven buses (six buses and one minibus) are used to operate the fixed route service, which
requires seven buses during peak service. The cutaways are used as spare vehicles for the
fixed route service. These vehicles are the oldest in the fleet and have the highest mileage.
All buses are equipped with automatic vehicle location technology, automatic announcements,
onboard cameras, and onboard tables. WMTS uses easy Riding dispatching and scheduling
software on all WMTS and citylink services.
No LATC-owned vehicles are used for ADA demand response service; it is the responsibility of
WMTS to provide demand response service. The vehicles used to operate the GreenLine,
BlueLine, and Lisbon Connection are also owned by WMTS.

% At or
Past
ULB*

ULB*
(Years)

Average
Replace
ment
Value

Average
Mileage

Average
Age

Asset Category

Quantity

Table 6. citylink Fleet Statistics

Bus

6

5

147,983

$394,613

12

0%

Cutaway

4

11

244,334

$30,159

7

75%

Minibus (<29’)

1

1

12,636

$417,964

12

0%

Note: *ULB is Useful Life Balance

AECOM
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citylink has capital responsibility for two passenger facilities, the Oak Street Station and the
Downtown Auburn Transportation Center. Both facilities are rated as being in “Good Shape”.
citylink does not have an operation or maintenance facility and utilizes WMTS facilities.

Market Analysis

3.

The Lewiston-Auburn area has seen new development patterns and changing demographics in
recent decades. To better understand where additional transit demand might exist in the region,
demographic characteristics like population density were analyzed in addition to local and
regional travel patterns. The U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) and
Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program were the primary sources of data
used in this analysis and provide valuable indications of trends and projections.
Analysis showed that overall, the transit service area includes parts of the region where data
indicate a high demand for transit. Below is a summary of the key findings; the complete market
analysis can be found in Appendix B.

Key Demographic Factors

3.1

Demographic data are essential in transit planning as they identify transit markets that exist in
an area. The following measures were used to inform market demand:
•

Population density

•

Senior population

•

Youth population

•

Population with a disability

•

Income and poverty

•

Minority population

•

Vehicle ownership

While the areas in the region with the highest population densities already have transit service,
given its relatively high population density and other indicators, Sabattus Village is the one area
of the region without fixed route service that may potentially support it (Figure 5).
ATRC’s service area had a higher proportion of households below the poverty line than the state
and national average, with 13.7 percent of households living below the poverty threshold
defined by the Census Bureau. These households tended to be in the downtown areas and
village centers (Figure 6). Except for Sabattus Village, these areas all have fixed route service
via citylink or the Lisbon Connection.
Nearly 10 percent of ATRC residents identified as non-white and/or Hispanic or Latino (or
‘minority’); most of this population lived in the Lewiston and Auburn downtowns or along the
Sabattus Street corridor, all areas served by citylink (Figure 7). There was also a relatively large
minority population in western Auburn, near Poland, which does not currently have transit
service.

AECOM
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Figure 5. Population Density

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
AECOM
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Figure 6. Households Below the Poverty Line

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
AECOM
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Figure 7. Minority Population

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
AECOM
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Local and Regional Travel Patterns

3.2

Except for several large employers in Lewiston and Auburn, citylink reaches most of the job
centers in the area. Apart from expanding service to those regional employers that are not
served by transit, this analysis indicated that focusing on connections to intercity transit should
be a priority, given the number of ATRC residents commuting to Portland, Bath, Augusta,
Brunswick, and other points outside the region. The following analyses were conducted to
reveal local and regional travel patterns:
•

Population in the labor force

•

Jobs density

•

Commuting patterns

•

Major trip generators

According to 2017 LEHD Census data that focus on workforce trends, the region supports many
jobs for residents and non-residents. The region is a net importer of jobs, with 27,100 people
commuting to the region for work and 15,537 residents working outside the region (Figure 8).
Figure 8. Workplace of ATRC Residents by Town

Town of Residence

Workplace of ATRC Residents by Town
Auburn

n = 2,961

Lewiston

n = 2,791

Lisbon

n =413

Sabattus

n =314
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Percent of Residents Employed in Town
Auburn

Lewiston

Lisbon

Sabattus

Outside Region

Source: 2017 LEHD
The major employers in the region range from human service providers, like educational and
health care facilities, to manufacturers and distribution centers. Most major employers are
located in citylink’s service area, except those located in western Auburn. The largest of those in
western Auburn is Procter & Gamble Tambrands, located near Interstate 95 (Figure 9).

AECOM
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Figure 9. Major Employers

Source: Maine Center for Workforce Research and Information Employer Locator
AECOM
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Transit Needs

Transportation needs identified for the study are documented in this section. The project team
examined existing conditions to determine opportunities for improvement and enhancement of
service. This included reviewing the existing routes and services, a comprehensive look at
ridership trends, reviewing past studies, and assessing assets and technology to determine their
condition and constraints. The market analysis was used to identify regional trends, service
gaps, and service saturation levels.
Additionally, needs were identified through a public outreach process and peer analysis. The
results of the outreach effort are summarized below (a full report can be found in Appendix C ).
The results of the peer analysis (Appendix D found that the level of service and base fares are
comparable to peer agencies with the exception of Saturday service, which starts later in the
morning than peer services.

4.1

Outreach Effort

Due to social distancing guidelines and other safety
protocols resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic,
no in-person outreach could be conducted during
the planning process. The bulk of the outreach for
this plan was undertaken through two online
surveys. Additionally, a virtual public meeting was
held on April 7, 2021. While a summary of the public
survey results is included below, a comprehensive
review of the public outreach conducted for this plan
can be found in Appendix C.

4.1.1

Figure 10. Survey Respondent Demographics and
Transit Usage

Public Survey

The first survey conducted for this plan was
available online using the SurveyMonkey platform
and was open to the public from November 16,
2020, through December 14, 2020. The purpose of
the survey was to collect information on the travel
patterns of residents in the primary study area,
including Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon, and Sabattus.
While residents of Lewiston and Auburn comprised
the primary audience for the survey and residents of
Lisbon and Sabattus accounted for the secondary
audience, the survey was not limited to residents of
those four communities.
The survey collected information from residents who
use public transportation (riders) and residents who
do not use public transportation (non-riders) and
asked respondents to provide information on their
travel habits, including frequent travel destinations,
travel modes, and travel preferences (Figure 10).
Public participation and awareness were generated
by print media, websites, social media, and posters.
Social media notices were disseminated via the
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Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center (ATRC), the cities of Auburn and Lewiston,
housing authorities, libraries, school superintendents, the New Mainers Public Health Initiative,
the United Somali Women of Maine, Bates College, Central Maine Community College, and the
Chamber of Commerce. Posters with a QR code were posted on buses and posted on social
media accounts. Advisory Committee members also distributed information via their own outlets.
The survey had 466 respondents with a completion rate of 79 percent. The majority of
respondents (85 percent) were from Lewiston or Auburn. Eight percent of respondents lived
outside the ATRC service area. Of those who responded to the survey, 52 percent have used
transit in Maine.
Origins, Destinations, and Mode
While over half of survey respondents used transit in Maine, the majority of respondents
indicated that their primary mode of transportation was their car or truck. Respondents who
indicated they had mobility needs (e.g. wheelchair, scooter, or walker) were more likely to use
regional transit than those without, 75 percent and 41 percent, respectively.
All survey respondents were asked to select their most frequent travel destinations (multiple
selections were allowed). The top destination was the Auburn Mall shopping district, followed by
downtown Lewiston. Respondent information was also used to map origin and destination
information, which confirmed that riders traveled from the urban core to the Auburn Mall district,
Sabattus St, Bates College/St. Mary’s, and Lisbon Street Corridor (Figure 11).
Figure 11. Rider Origin-Destination Patterns
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Trip Purposes of Transit Riders
When survey respondents used regional transit service, they were most likely to use it for
shopping, with over half of respondents selecting it as one of their trip purposes (Figure 12).
Medical appointments and work were also selected as common trip purposes.
Figure 12. Trip Purpose

Level of Satisfaction with citylink and Unmet Needs
More than three-quarters of the survey respondents indicated they were “satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with the citylink service (Figure 13). When riders were asked why they did not use
citylink more, the most frequent responses were that the service did not operate when or where
people wanted to go. Sixty-five percent of non-rider respondents answered that they did not
need to take transit because they had access to a car.
Figure 13.Value and Satisfaction with Transit

Of the 388 respondents who responded to a question about improvements that could increase
citylink ridership, 182 had suggestions. Suggestions included higher frequency, expanded hours
and schedule, an easier-to-understand schedule, how to go to multiple stops, evening service,
Sunday service, and posting the schedule on stops and hubs. Figure 14 summarizes the times
and days in which respondents would most like additional public transportation.
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Figure 14. When Respondents Would Like Additional Transit Service

4.2

List of Identified Needs

The outreach process, market analysis, and review of existing service showed that while
citylink’s service area largely includes the area where there is the most demand, service within
that area could be improved. There are also a few destinations in the region where demand
exists, but there is no service.
Through public outreach efforts, the team learned that riders and non-riders in the region
thought that citylink service could be improved both by increasing hours and frequency and also
enhancing communications efforts (e.g., designing an easier-to-understand schedule and
posting it at travel hubs). Public feedback suggested strong demand for later evening service
and, to a lesser extent, more weekend service.
Demographic analysis showed that Sabattus Village is an area that would support transit
service, and the Auburn Industrial Park is a regional jobs hub that currently does not have any
transit service. Outside the ATRC region, the analysis of Census data and outreach showed
significant demand for intercity bus service from Lewiston-Auburn to other cities in Western
Maine.
A comprehensive analysis of existing services revealed current ridership patterns. Walmart
stood out as a stop with a great deal of activity. The data also showed areas currently served by
regular fixed route service that have very low ridership, including many stops that have fewer
than five passengers boarding weekly. Most of these stops were near the end of fixed routes, far
from the Oak Street and Downtown Auburn hubs.
Based on these findings, the project team developed a comprehensive list of needs. The 25
needs listed in Table 7 directly informed the development of alternatives and recommendations
for transit service in the ATRC region moving forward.
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Table 7. Identified Needs

Need
1.

Simplify the Lisbon Street Route

2.

Eliminate underutilized route segments and deviations

3.

Provide service to the Park & Rides off of I-95

4.

Evening weekday service

5.

Serve Hannaford in both directions from New Auburn

6.

Offer service to the Auburn Industrial Park/Airport area

7.

Intercity bus service from L/A to Brunswick, Bath, Augusta, and Portland

8.

Sunday bus service

9.

Improved Saturday frequency

10.

More service from the hubs to Walmart

11.

Create faster and more direct bus service

12.

Earlier morning Saturday service

13.

Bus service along Lisbon Street in Lewiston from Pleasant Street to Lisbon

14.

Improved dispatching and scheduling software

15.

Service to the Walmart Distribution Center

16.

Transit service in downtown Sabattus

17.

Bi-directional service along Lisbon Street

18.

Easier-to-understand routes/schedules

19.

More frequent weekday bus service

20.

Expanded coverage areas

21.

Later Saturday evening service

22.

Transit options for 2nd and 3rd shift workers

23.

Increased education and marketing around how to use the bus service

24.

Improve operator recruitment and retention

25.

Service to East Avenue in Lewiston
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Alternatives

In response to the diverse list of needs identified during the planning process, the project team
developed numerous routing and service options for stakeholders to consider. The alternatives
designed include service area expansion, longer service hours, and more weekend service.
Inspired by industry best practices and employing recent innovations in transit technology, the
options presented included cost-neutral, short-term improvements as well as long-term
changes. Additionally, the project team presented options for how the Lewiston-Auburn Transit
Committee (LATC), the quasi-municipal agency that administers citylink transit service, could be
reorganized or even replaced to facilitate the implementation of a transit network that better
serves the region. Doing so could open up the Lewiston-Auburn area to more regional transit
connections and more funding options.

5.1

Service Options

While the service options presented for consideration differed in details such as service hours,
frequencies, and available modes, they all called for the streamlining of fixed route service with
the goal of improving service for the vast majority of existing passengers.

5.1.1

citylink

The majority of the options presented here would reduce citylink’s service area while increasing
either service hours or service frequency. The only option that would not result in the loss of
service area (but instead expand the service area) would entail creating six demand response
zones. These zones would replace eliminated fixed route service and also make it feasible for
citylink service to extend to new areas including Sabattus Village and the Auburn Industrial Park
and Airport area. In Figure 15 on the next page, the proposed citylink fixed route network is
shown in purple while the red areas represent the proposed discontinued service. The turquoise
area shows the new demand response zones, while the orange area shows the new ADA
service area for all proposed alternatives.
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Figure 15. Proposed Alternative Streamlined Routes and Demand Response Service Changes
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Proposed Cost-Neutral Alternatives
The citylink options in Figure 16 are only cost neutral as discrete improvements and if the
citylink fixed route network is streamlined. The first seven alternatives listed could only be
implemented if the demand response zones (Option 8) were not implemented. While increasing
service hours or frequency, these seven improvements would reduce the ADA service area and
reduce or eliminate bus service in existing service areas.
The demand response service in Option 8 would cover areas where fixed route and ADA service
was eliminated. The service in the zones would be open for anyone to use, unlike ADA demand
response which requires riders to meet eligibility guidelines. The hours of operation would be
the same as fixed route service. A summary comparing level of service is in Figure 17 and more
detailed descriptions of each can be found in Appendix E .
Figure 16. Cost Neutral citylink Options

Figure 17. Option Comparison
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Demand Response

5.1.2

The National Transit Database (NTD) defines demand response service as a transit mode that
does not have a fixed route or schedule and is operated using smaller vehicles (e.g. vans).
Typically, drivers follow itineraries put together by transit operators who work with dispatchers to
respond to ride requests scheduled by customers (usually at least a day in advance). Below are
some key facts about traditional demand response service:
•

Vehicles do not operate over a fixed route or schedule

•

No pre-defined bus stops

•

Pre-defined service area/zone

•

Shared-ride service

•

Typically uses smaller vehicles

With advances in technology, demand response service continues to evolve with service shifting
toward customers using app-based technology to schedule rides in real-time. At the same time,
demand response providers are proliferating, particularly in large metropolitan areas.
For the purposes of this study, the project team researched a variety of demand response
models that could potentially be implemented in the six proposed demand response zones. The
following varieties of demand response were vetted: taxis, TNCs (Transportation Network
Companies, e.g. Uber and Lyft), vanpool programs, microtransit, same-day demand response,
and traditional demand response (a system like citylink’s current ADA demand response
service). The team identified the pros and cons of each, looking at industry best practices and
providers who operate these different demand response options. This section provides an
overview of research and findings, and more information is available in Appendix F .
Regardless of the model utilized for demand response zones, the hours of service would be the
same as the fixed route hours and Saturday service would be added. Service would be open for
anyone to schedule a ride. Individuals could go anywhere within a zone to designated places
outside of the zones to transfer to the fixed route system.
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Figure 18. Demand Response Variations

Type of Demand
Response

Characteristics of Service

Key Findings

Suitability for the Area

Traditional Demand • Available same hours as the fixed
Response
route

• Currently the industry-standard for
• Already in use with
demand response but requirement to
ADA demand
reserve rides a day in advance
response service
• Includes weekday and Saturday
makes service unappealing to many
service for all zones
potential customers, particularly those
used to the relative flexibility of fixed
• Can go anywhere in the zone or to
route service
designated places outside the zone to
transfer to fixed route bus
• Must request trip in advance

Same Day Demand • Like traditional demand response but • Carries 0.75 more people per hour
Response
trips can be reserved on the same day
than traditional
(a few hours before desired travel
• Not guaranteed, trips may be denied
time)
if at capacity

• Viable option for
citylink service area

• Systems often do not add extra
vehicles or hours
• Two-hour notice typically needed
Microtransit

• App-based real-time demand
response transit service that operates
using flexible routes
• Trip is requested through phone app
• Trip can be operated by transit agency
or third party

• zones should be 5-7 square miles
• Slightly higher ridership than same
day or traditional demand response

• Could be viable option
in long-term but is not
cost neutral

• Average cost per passenger is higher
than same day or traditional demand
response

• Smaller vans or shuttles are used to
enable neighborhood circulation and
curb-to-curb or door-to-door pick-ups
and drop-offs
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Characteristics of Service

Taxi/TNC Subsidy

•
•
•

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Key Findings

Suitability for the Area

• Peers had at least 6 taxi/TNCs
• Not currently suitable
because there is not
drivers in operation at any given time.
enough infrastructure
Trip is requested through phone app • Average cost per passenger = $10.55
available in the region
(regulations, support)
Trip is provided by third party
• Increases ridership over traditional
DR
Real-time demand response transit
service operating on flexible routes

• TNCs must have shared rider option
to work in proposed demand
response zones
• Must have wheelchair accessible
vehicle option for citylink to operate
• Setting up partnerships with taxi and
TNC providers is very labor-intensive
Vanpool

AECOM

•

Geared towards commuting

•

Participants schedule the trips

•

Participants operate the vehicle
provided by the transit agency

• Vanpools have a minimum seating
capacity of 7 (per federal
requirement)

• Not currently suitable
due to the relatively
high minimum
recommended for
• Minimum number of people per
vanpool passengers
vanpool is typically 5
and the generally low
population density in
• Peer research revealed the
most parts of the
recommended minimum one-way trip
Lewiston-Auburn
length is 20 miles
region
• Cost is shared amongst participants
• The recommended
minimum trip length
exceeds the length of
the ATRC region
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Using existing ridership, demographic, and employment data the team was able to project how
many riders might use each demand response service on a weekly basis if implemented (Figure
19). Overall, it was projected that the most popular mode would be microtransit followed by
same day demand response and that New Auburn would see the most ridership.
Figure 19. Projected Weekly Ridership Demand Response
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ADA Demand Response

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that fixed route systems provide demand
response service to individuals who are unable to use fixed route service. Service must be
provided ¾ miles on either side of bus routes during the same hours that fixed route service
operates.
Citylink complies with federal regulations by providing ADA demand response service in the ¾
mile corridor surrounding citylink fixed routes. With the proposed alternative to streamline
citylink routes, some existing ADA demand response service will be eliminated (Figure 20). The
new ADA demand response area surrounding the proposed alternative streamlined routes is
shown below in orange—with the orange cross-hatched area representing ADA service lost. The
proposed alternative to create six demand response is shown in green. Much of the ADA
demand response service that would be eliminated is replaced by the demand response zones
if Service Option 8 was selected, resulting in no loss of service with the streamlining of fixed
route service (Figure 21).
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Figure 20. citylink Demand Response Network and Changes
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Figure 21. Proposed citylink Network
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Lisbon Service

Maintaining and improving service to Lisbon was a priority during the planning process. The
team developed several alternatives for improving connections between Lewiston-Auburn and
Lisbon Falls. The following alternatives were presented to project stakeholders (Figure 22):
1.

Make the Lisbon Connection Route open-door once it is outside the citylink service area

2.

Serve via the upcoming WMTS BlueLine connecting L/A to Brunswick/Bath

3.

Extend the citylink Lisbon Street Route

4.

Create a demand response corridor

Extending the open-door area of the Lisbon Connection to the citylink service area and creating
a ¾ mile demand response corridor outside of the current fixed route for the entire Lisbon
Connection route would add very little operations cost. The other two options would require
additional vehicles and cost more to operate.
Figure 22. Lisbon Options
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Public Feedback

The second Lewiston Auburn Transit Study survey was live from April 7, 2021 to April 28, 2021,
which allowed for input following the virtual public meeting and 4th Advisory Committee Meeting
(a copy of the survey is available in Appendix C). Whereas the previous survey asked questions
pertaining to travel patterns of residents in Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus, the second
survey asked questions seeking feedback on proposed options. The survey asked respondents
about how converting sections of fixed route to demand response would impact them, the
preferred option for citylink changes, potential fares for a new demand response service, and
options for service to Lisbon. There were 45 respondents, 9 of which also attended the virtual
public meeting held on April 7 th, 2021. Respondents included 23 individuals who use citylink, 15
who use citylink and the Lisbon Route, 2 who use just the Lisbon Route and 5 who do not use
transit

5.2.1

Respondent Priorities

The proposed options eliminate fixed route service along several corridors and replaces it with
demand response service. Sixty-eight percent of respondents who use citylink stated they would
be negatively impacted by this as they would be unable to walk to a different bus stop. The top
location cited was New Auburn followed by Minot Ave. All citylink users were then asked which
option would provide the most benefit to them. Only 13.8 percent (Table 8) selected introducing
demand response zones where fixed route was eliminated, despite 68 percent that would be
impacted negatively if demand response zones were not introduced to replace the fixed route
service lost. The top response was to extend weekday service to 8:00 PM followed by Sunday
bus service.
Table 8. Option Preferences

Percent of
Service Option
Respondents
Sunday Bus Service – Sunday service 9 AM to 5 PM with service every 2
20.7%
hours (currently there is no Sunday service)
Hourly Saturday Bus Service –Service every 60 minutes on all routes
(currently the service comes every 2 hours on half the routes and every hour
17.2%
on the other half)
Longer Saturday Hours – Begin service an hour earlier (8 AM) and end an
6.9%
hour later (6:00 PM)
Longer Weekday Service – Extend service on all routes to 8 PM on
31.0%
weekdays
Later Evening Service – Extend service to 10 PM on all routes three days a
3.5%
week
More Weekday Service – Improve two routes to operate every 30 minutes
3.5%
on weekdays (currently all routes operate every 60 minutes)
30-Minute Weekday Service – Improve all routes to operate every 30
3.5%
minutes, but operate only 5 of the 9 routes
Introduce Demand Response Zones – Replace regular bus service on the
red line segments in the map with call-ahead van service (this is called
13.8%
demand response service)
All respondents were asked what fare they would be willing to pay for a demand response
service where reservations must be made in advance, the average value was $1.73. Forty-five
percent were willing to pay slightly more ($0.38) for the demand response trip if they received a
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free transfer to a bus route. Similarly, 46 percent would pay a high fare if they could request a
trip right when it was needed. These individuals would pay an additional $0.66 for the trip.
Forty-three percent do or would use transit to access Lisbon. Four alternatives were presented
and each respondent was asked to select all that would meet their need. The top response (54
percent) was to keep the existing Lisbon Connection Route but allow individuals to get on/off
along Lisbon Street in Lewiston east of Westminster Street. Replacing the Lisbon Connection
Route with the new Blue Route was second at 23 percent and extending the citylink Lisbon
Street route or converting the Lisbon Connection to a demand response zone both had 15
percent.
Twelve individuals left additional feedback. Table 9 breaks down the comments by theme. The
top themes were maintaining service to New Auburn and the importance of providing service for
the elderly and disabled who may not be able to walk to another bus stop if the service was
eliminated.
Table 9. Additional Feedback Theme

Theme

Count

Bus service in New Auburn

4

Senior and disabled accessibility

4

Easier-to-use service is needed

3

Service outside of Auburn, Lewiston, Lisbon, Sabattus

1

Lisbon service

1

Service to industrial parks

1

In addition to feedback from the public survey, the team received three emails regarding the
proposed alternatives, all expressed concern and disappointment with the proposed alternative
to eliminate service to New Auburn. They communicated that service cuts to New Auburn would
be damaging to residents (many of whom are seniors) and businesses in community, and that
they either relied on the service themselves or knew of individuals who did. One person also
noted the lack of coordination between residential development and transit service in the region.

5.3

Governance

The project team evaluated the governance structure of systems across Maine to develop
recommendations for a new governance structure for citylink. Transit governance in Maine
varies greatly, with nine different structures that govern the 22 different transit systems. Citylink
is governed under an interlocal agreement between Lewiston and Auburn and WMTS is a
501(c)(3). Table 10 lists the nine different structures, how they are created, number of providers,
and applicability to the ATRC region. Appendix G provides additional information on transit
governance in Maine.
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Table 10. Transit Governance Structures in Maine

Structure

Formation

General Purpose
Transit District

Created through the joint
approval of leaders and voters
in multiple local jurisdictions
under state law

1

Possible option

Special Purpose
Transit District

Created by a special act of the
state legislature, and applying
only to a specific, single region
of the state

1

Municipalities do not have
authority to create

Municipal Transit
Agency

As a part of its municipal
functions, no state legislation
needed

2

Not eligible, more than one
municipality

Interlocal Agreement

Agreements between two or
more existing local
governments to create a new
transit agency by jointly
exercising the powers they
each have to build or operate
transit

2

Possible option

501(c)(3)

Registered non-profit
organization that is religious,
charitable, scientific, literary, for
educational purposes, public
safety, fosters amateur sports
competition, or for the
prevention of cruelty

11

Municipalities are not nonprofits

501(c)(5)

Registered non-profit labor,
agricultural or horticultural
organizations

1

Municipalities are not nonprofits

Public Transportation
Authority

Created by state enabling
legislation

1

Municipalities do not have
the authority to create

State Transit Agency

A transit agency created by a
state government, with transit
operations owned, funded, and
managed by the state

1

Municipalities do not have
the authority to create

Private Operator

Private operator with no
governing board.

1

Municipalities do not have
the authority to create
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The project team studied these transit districts and interlocal agreements in great detail. Transit
districts in Maine are authorized under Maine Title 30-A: Municipalities and Counties; Part 2:
Municipalities; Subpart 5: Health, Welfare, and Improvements; Chapter 163: Transportation.
Transit districts are legal entities which are formed by a vote of its legislative body. The key
aspects of a transit district are:
•

Formed by a vote of municipalities

•

One board member for each 10,000 residents of a municipality or fraction of

•

Three-year term for board members

•

Must meet at least 4 times a year

•

Requires a district manager or CEO (non-board member)

•

Board establishes routes and fare

•

Board required to establish a formula for local shares and vote on it

•

Board submits itemized expense and revenue to each town including local contribution
and formula used

A formula is used to establish local shares, but the variables are determined and voted upon by
the board. Often the total local share is the deficit needed to operate the system after
accounting for state and federal funding, fare revenue, and other revenues such as advertising,
rents, or partnerships. The local share is then divided among member communities using a
weighted process based on a variety of variables. Potential variables to determine the local
share by community are revenue miles, population, population density, revenue hours, and
demand response origins or destinations.
Interlocal agreements in Maine are authorized under Maine Title 30-A: Municipalities and
Counties; Part 2: Municipalities; Subpart 2: Organization and Interlocal Cooperation; Chapter
115: Interlocal Cooperation (Chapter 115). Within the agreement it must include the parties
(municipalities), the name, the purpose, funding/financing, how to terminate the agreement,
manner to acquire, hold or dispose of property, and how the entity is governed/administered.
State enabling legislation does not specify the board size or composition. While allowed by law,
interlocal agreements are not legal entities and cannot directly receive federal funding nor is
there a mechanism to enforce local funding contributions. Key aspects of the current agreement
between Lewiston and Auburn are summarized in Table 11. This agreement could be updated in
the shorter-term while the municipalities in the region work together on the more complicated
task of forming a transit district.
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Table 11. LATC Interlocal Agreement Summary

Item

Description

Purpose

Provide transit in the Lewiston-Auburn area

Membership

7 board members, 3 from each community plus a seventh that is appointed
by either town on a rotating basis

Estimating annual The operator presents an itemized operating budget and capital costs
expenses
Request for public Member communities split the difference 50/50 if expenses exceed
funds
revenues
Termination

AECOM
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Recommendations

The recommendations for this plan are based on a holistic process that used a blank slate
approach in order to accomplish several things: present the most efficient and effective transit
system for the ATRC area, enhance reliability and accessibility for riders, limit the time required
to travel between important origin and destination points, and provide service in geographical
areas on days and times with the highest demand for transit service. The process considered
historical operational data, stakeholder input, industry best practices, regional goals, and transit
provider priorities. The strategy for generating these recommendations embraced the
uncertainty introduced by the COVID-19 pandemic and considered a spectrum of
recommendations depending on ridership demand in the region. These recommendations
provide a framework for pursuing strategic service changes, capital enhancements, and policy
approaches which maximize mobility options for those living, working, and visiting the area.
The needs outlined in Chapter 5 drove the development of the recommendations. The
recommendations are broken down into shorter-term or longer-term service changes. Shorterterm service changes are cost neutral, and longer-term service changes require additional
funding and resources to implement. Supplementing the recommendations are an
implementation plan, governance plan, financial plan, and a capital improvement plan.

6.1

Shorter-Term Service Changes - citylink

The recommended cost-neutral option is Option 8 Demand Response Zones, with a minor
modification to routing (Figure 24). Over two-thirds of the survey respondents stated that if fixed
route service was eliminated on the low-performing sections, they would be negatively impacted
if no replacement service was offered. This demonstrated the need to maintain service to these
areas and operate a more efficient service model to
shift resources to those areas with higher demand
Figure 23. Operating Statistics
and provide service to new areas. The outreach also
demonstrated the need to maintain fixed route
Routes: 9
service to New Auburn, and in particular Barker
Vehicles Required: 6
Arms. Routes were adjusted slightly to serve Mill
Street on two of the routes and Barker Arms on one
Weekday hours: 6:00 AM – 6:00 PM
route.
Saturday hours: 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM
Overall the service is streamlined with shorter travel
Revenue hours per weekday: 67
times, and eliminated fixed route sections are
replaced with demand response zones. On
Revenue hours Saturday:24
weekdays service would operate from 6:00 AM to
Annual revenue hours: 18,668
6:00 PM with one-hour headways, and on Saturdays
from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM with 120- to 60-minute
Annual revenue miles: 205,223
headways. The new service would require six buses
Average system speed: 11 MPH
to operate the nine routes. Highlights of the service
changes are in Table 12 and statistics in Figure 23.
Appendix G contains detailed route maps,
schedules, and pertinent operating information for each of the nine proposed routes.
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Figure 24. Proposed Improvements for Shorter-Term Implementation
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Table 12. Proposed Service Changes for Shorter-Term Implementation

Service Change
1.

Bi-directional service along Lisbon Street and Pleasant Street

2.

Convert underutilized fixed routes and segments to demand response: Grove Street
& Pond Road, Montello School, Pettengill Park, Minot Avenue, Western Avenue,
Mollison Way, outer Main Street Lewiston, VA Clinic, New Auburn South of Mill Street

3.

New bus service along East Avenue (Lewiston) and Center Street (Auburn)

4.

Create a third hub at Walmart, with multiple routes connecting to the Lewiston and
Auburn downtown hubs

5.

Increased number of one-seat rides from the Downtown Auburn and Oak Street
hubs to Walmart

6.

Simplified schedules

7.

Expanded coverage area with new demand response zones

8.

New demand response service to the Auburn Industrial Park, Exit 75 Park & Ride,
and Lewiston Industrial Park Area

9.

More streamlined, faster routes

10.

Make the Lisbon Connection open door once outside of the citylink service area

11.

Bi-directional service to the Auburn Hannaford via Spring Street from both the
Downtown Auburn hub and New Auburn.

12.

30-minute service to the Lewiston Shaw’s

The new demand response service includes six zones5. The service would be open to all
individuals but would require making a reservation. Trips could be scheduled weeks in advance
or same-day6. While some zones such as Minot Avenue, outer Main Street, and New Auburn
largely replace eliminated fixed route service, others provide service to new areas such as outer
Sabattus Street, the Auburn Industrial Park, and new areas in the Lewiston Industrial Park. The
new zone service would be operated using two small citylink vans and individuals could go
anywhere within a zone or to designated places outside of the zones to transfer to the fixed
route system (Figure 25). Service hours would be the same as fixed-route and operate on both
weekdays and Saturdays.

5

Zones are similar to those presented in the alternatives with one exception. The Sabattus Street zone has been shortened to only
include the Lewiston portion as there was little demand for Sabattus.
6

Trips scheduled the day of would require at least 2 hours advance reservation and may not be available if there is no capacity in
the schedule to fit in the trip. It is recommended individuals schedule their trips a day in advance.
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Figure 25. Demand Response Zone Connections

As a result of changes in the fixed route network, there would be changes in the ADA paratransit
area. Per federal law, complementary ADA service is required within ¾ mile of fixed route
service. Figure 26 depicts the new service area, overlaps with the demand response zones, and
where ADA service would be lost. To mitigate the impact, current passengers registered in the
ADA Demand Response system will be grandfathered into the new ADA paratransit service
area. All newly registered passengers will be subject to the new ADA boundaries. All individuals,
ADA, and non-ADA can utilize the demand response zones, some of which overlaps with the
ADA service boundaries.
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Figure 26. citylink Demand Response Network and Changes

6.1.1

Ridership Projections

Like with other transit systems, citylink ridership has been depressed in the past year due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. However, there are signs that ridership is bouncing back on the system.
Before vaccines were widely available in late Spring 2021, ridership was the highest it had been
since April 2020, when the pandemic took hold in Maine.
While it is not anticipated that ridership on citylink’s fixed route will increase substantially with
the streamlined routes, some riders will likely move to demand response, increasing overall
ridership. It is also important to note that with fewer fixed route transfers needed to complete
trips, there will be fewer passenger trips recorded.
Using existing ridership, demographic, and jobs data, the project team projected anticipated
ridership over the next three years (Figure 27). Ridership in Year 1 for fixed route and ADA
Paratransit has been adjusted for the COVID-19 pandemic based on return levels as of October
2020. Given the uncertainties surrounding the pandemic, a conservative approach was used,
and ridership will remain stable. While increases are anticipated for the fixed route due to the
improvements, this is offset by decreases as some trips are converted to the demand response
zones, and fewer transfers because of the improved connections. Overall ridership would
increase year over year.
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Figure 27. Projected Annual Ridership
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The proposed Demand Response Zones would likely see substantial increases in ridership in
the first three years of operation, more than doubling in that time (Figure 28). This is due partly
to the expected rebound in ridership as the COVID-19 pandemic continues to wind down and
the anticipated shift in fixed route riders using the demand response zones. It is also common
for new services/routes to experience lower ridership in the first year or two as the public
becomes aware of the service and how to use it. The areas expected to have the highest
ridership are the outer Main Street, Minot Avenue, and Exit 80 zones (Figure 29).
Figure 28. Projected Annual Demand Response Zone Ridership
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Figure 29. Weekly Ridership by Zone
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Capital Needs

6.1.2

Despite the relatively expansive changes proposed, implementing the proposed service
changes would be cost neutral. However, there would be some capital expenses required. The
improvements would cost roughly $453,000. The expenses would include:
•

Marketing the new service ($10,000);

•

Bus stop infrastructure including new bus stop signs ($2,000) and three new shelters
($15,000);

•

Procuring two new vehicles ($140,000); and

•

Technology to support same-day demand response including dispatch software and a
hardware upgrade ($286,000).

The complete capital plan, including state of good repair (SGR) needs, is outlined in Section
6.8.

6.2

Lisbon Recommendations

The recommended alternative for the Lisbon Connection is to maintain the existing route but
operate open door in Lewiston along Lisbon Street from where the citylink service ends to the
Lisbon town line7. This was the top option selected in the survey. Once the BlueLine is in
operation, trips on the Lisbon Connection should be adjusted and spaced out as to not overlap
with the BlueLine. If ridership drops on the Lisbon Connection because passengers switch to
the BlueLine, the service should be revaluated.

6.3

Fares

There are no proposed changes to citylink fixed route fares. The demand response zone fare
will be the same as a fixed route fare - $1.50 if the ride is scheduled one day ahead or earlier.

7

Service is currently open door in Lisbon.
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For riders who schedule their trip on the day of, there will be an additional $0.50 charge,
bringing the fare to $2.00. Transfers between the demand response zones and the fixed route
network would be free. Pass holders can use their monthly pass to pay for their demand
response base fare ($1.50) but not for the same-day additional charge of $0.50. The $0.50
premium would have to be paid at the time of the trip pickup.
A new fixed route fare system is needed. The new system should use electronic fareboxes and
be interoperable with the fare collection systems of other transit operators in the region. Smart
cards and associated infrastructure needed to add value online and ensure interoperability
across the region is desirable. If possible, the system should allow for open payments, be
account-based with fare capping, and have multiple sales outlets. For more information on fare
policies and technologies, see Appendix H

6.4

Service Guidelines

Citylink and WMTS do not currently have service threshold guidelines in place to guide planning
decisions. As operations data becomes easier to collect with new technology, developing
service thresholds to monitor performance and make data-driven planning decisions becomes
the industry standard. The team has developed a strategy for citylink and WMTS (for the Lisbon
Connection) to use service guidelines in planning decisions moving forward, including guidance
on data collection and analysis, service benchmarks tailored to the citylink system, and
recommended actions to take based on route performance in Appendix I.

6.5

Longer-Term Needs

While the shorter-term improvements proposed for implementation will quickly enhance service
for citylink riders, the project team identified 17 longer-term needs that, if implemented, would
transform transportation in the Lewiston-Auburn region, likely attracting new passengers who
currently choose to drive out of convenience. In order to attract more riders, citylink will have to
expand service hours, expand the service area to places outside the region, invest in the latest
transit technology, and open up service to entire communities in addition to the Lewiston-Auburn
hubs.
If implemented, the needs listed below in Table 13 would add 60,230 revenue hours of service
to the region—nearly tripling the current service level. The team anticipated these improvements
would nearly double the ridership levels that the system saw prior to the COVID-19 pandemic,
bringing an additional 262,572 riders into the system. The long-term needs are listed in
recommended order as indicated by the public survey and operations staff as the top-needed
improvements. The improvements include capital items, such as a new fare collection system
and technology needed for microtransit.
The estimated cost of implementing this service is $4,914,677 (not including vehicle
procurement). Each recommendation builds upon the previous ones and existing service.
Implementing changes out of order could result in different costs. Section 6.8 provides further
details on the capital costs and 6.9 on the costs and financial plan for the long-term
recommendations.
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Table 13. Longer-Term Needs

Ranking Improvement

Additional
New
Annual Revenue Ridership
Hours

Additional
Capital
Operating Cost Requirements

1. Expand weekday hours to 8:00 PM, maintain 60minute service

3,072

15,360

$300,300 No

2. Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 120
minutes

1,224

13,515

$147,263 No

3. Hourly Saturday Bus Service 9 AM to 5 PM

1,872

9,048

$120,120 No

4. Enhance the same-day service to microtransit

3,872

10,008

---

---

312

1,612

$30,030 No

7. Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 60
minutes

1,224

6,885

$147,263 No

8. Expand weekday hours to 10:00 PM

3,072

7,680

$300,300 No

9. Expand demand response zones community wide
where there is no fixed route service. 6:00 AM to
6:00 PM weekdays 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Saturdays

11,645

26,900

$568,374 3 vans

10. 30-minute service on all routes Weekdays 6:00 AM
– 6:00 PM, 60 minutes after 6 PM

23,392

116,736

$2,251,480 6 buses

2,600

Unknown

5. New fare collection technology
6. Saturday Bus Service 8:00 AM – 6:00 PM, every 60
minutes, all Saturday routes

11. Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from
Portland from L/A

AECOM
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Additional
New
Annual Revenue Ridership
Hours

Additional
Capital
Operating Cost Requirements

12. Provide 5 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bath &
Brunswick from L/A

2,875

26,040

$255,360 1 cutaway

13. Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from
Augusta from L/A

2,340

Unknown

$149,854 1 cutaway

14. Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from
Rumford from L/A

1,300

10,820

$83,252 1 cutaway

17,968

$91,577 1 cutaway

15. Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bethel
from L/A

1,430

16. Re-evaluate Sabattus service needs

unknown

17. Re-evaluate Lisbon service

unknown
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Implementation Plan

The following plan was developed to guide the implementation process for both the short-term
and longer-term recommendations presented in the previous section. The Lewiston Auburn
Transit Committee (LATC) will need to work with the system’s operator Western Maine
Transportation Services (WMTS), the planners at the Androscoggin Transportation Resource
Center (ATRC), the Maine Department of Transportation (DOT), and the region’s municipalities
to refine recommendations and develop strategies like the ones listed below to implement the
improvements. The project team has classified improvements by those for shorter-term
implementation as most feasible (6.6.1) and improvements that will likely take longer to
implement (6.6.2).
The timeline for implementing improvements considers factors that might make implementation
more difficult, beyond the already stated obstacle to being cost-neutral. These factors include:
union issues, need for more operators, technology concerns, logistics, political challenges,
board consensus, and coordination with other agencies. Many of the recommended
improvements that are subject to these obstacles are slated for longer-term implementation.

6.6.1

Shorter-Term Improvements

Of the 25 improvements recommended, there are ten service changes that can be implemented
on a relatively short timeline in part because they will have a net-zero cost, meeting LATC’s
need for cost-neutral actions at the time this plan was drafted. While these citylink is undergoing
the shorter-term improvements, the ATRC, LATC, and Auburn, Lewiston and other communities
in the region can work first on updating their interlocal operating agreement and begin the
longer-term goal of forming a regional transit district to replace the current governance structure.
Industry best practices research for redesigning a transit system showed that it is ideal to have
service changes related to a redesign implemented relatively quickly to ease the transition for
customers and drivers alike. Figure 30 outlines the steps which must be taken to implement
service, with the responsible parties in parenthesis at the end.
Implementing the steps for the improved Lisbon service requires coordination with Lisbon,
Lewiston, and WMTS to allow the route to open to operate open-door. WMTS is launching the
BlueLine service in the summer of 2021. Once schedules have been determined, adjustments
to the Lisbon Connection schedule should be made if necessary, so that trips between Lisbon
and Lewiston are not bunched between the two routes.
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Figure 30. Steps for Implementing citylink Recommendations
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Long-Term Improvements

The timeline for implementing improvements considers factors that might make implementation
more difficult, beyond the already stated obstacle of needing to be cost-neutral. These factors
include the need for more operators, technology concerns, logistics, political challenge, board
consensus, and coordination with other agencies. Table 14 lists the operational improvements,
and Figure 31 the capital improvements needed to support the improvements. The timeline for
the improvements listed is longer-term and the timeframes would begin only after the shorterterm recommendations are implemented. Procurements can take upwards of a year, or longer if
funding has not already been established. Hiring additional operators can take 2-3 months to
recruit and train. This should be done concurrently with the implementation planning for the new
routes/services.
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Table 14. Long-Term Improvement Timeline

Ranking

Improvement

Timeframe

1. Expand weekday hours to 8:00 PM, maintain 60-minute service

1-2 years

2. Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 120 minutes

1-2 years

3. Hourly Saturday Bus Service 9 AM to 5 PM

1-2 years

4. Enhance the same-day service to microtransit

1-2 years

5. New fare collection technology

1-2 years

6. Saturday Bus Service 8:00 AM – 6:00 PM, every 60 minutes, all
Saturday routes

3-5 Years

7. Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 60 minutes

3-5 Years

8. Expand weekday hours to 10:00 PM

3-5 Years

9. Expand demand response zones community wide where there is
no fixed route service. 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM weekdays 9:00 AM to
5:00 PM Saturdays

3-5 Years

10. 30-minute service on all routes Weekdays 6:00 AM – 6:00 PM, 60
minutes after 6 PM

6-10 years

11. Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Portland from L/A

3-5 Years

12. Provide 5 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bath & Brunswick from
L/A

1-2 Years

13. Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Augusta from L/A

6-10 years

14. Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Rumford from L/A

6-10 years

15. Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bethel from L/A

6-10 years

16. Re-evaluate Sabattus service needs

1-2 years

17. Re-evaluation Lisbon service

1-2 years
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Figure 31. Capital Improvements Needed

1-2 years

• New fare collection system
• Microtransit technology

3-5 years

• Procure three vans

6-10
years

• Procure five cutaway buses
• Procure six 35' buses

Best Practices

6.6.3

The team researched industry best practices in topics related to transit system redesigns to
inform the development of the implementation plan, including boosting system ridership, rider
education, and driver retention and recruitment. While overviews of the findings are included
below, more detail can be found in the following Appendices: Appendix K (System Redesigns);
Appendix L (Boosting Ridership); Appendix M (Rider Education).
System Redesign Implementation
Transit system redesigns have become a popular strategy to serve existing riders better and
reach new customers. Many larger systems like the Houston Metro and Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) have recently undergone system redesigns. Along with researching best
practices from these larger systems, the team also conducted two in-depth case studies of the
Jacksonville Transportation Authority in Jacksonville, Florida, and Ben Franklin Transit in
Richland, Washington. The research findings can be seen in full in Appendix K
Overall, the consensus among agencies that have undergone system redesigns is that
communication is critical, both with the riding public and agency staff. All agencies stressed the
importance of public education, drumming up support for the project, ensuring a successful
rollout of service changes, and encouraging developing a comprehensive public engagement
plan early. Engaging the system operators throughout the planning and implementation process
was also seen as critical, with internal focus groups being seen as an effective means of
engagement.
Besides stressing the importance of communication and outreach, agencies recommended
leveraging the system redesign to make other high-impact changes across the agency like:
•

Upgrading technology

•

Improving bus stop infrastructure
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Rebranding the service.

Additionally, the agencies had the following advice:
•

There is no one-size-fits-all timeline:
▪

•

Some agencies phase service changes while others do it all at once. Both work,
but the long-term changes might require revisiting as needs continue to evolve.

Obtain additional resources:
▪

Redesigns that change service levels can impact fleet and workforce needs.
Capital procurements are lengthy processes and should be included in the plan.

▪

If additional operators are needed, this should be identified well in advance.

Driver Retention and Recruitment
Employee recruitment and retention is a concern nationwide for the transit industry and only
continues to worsen. The University Transportation Research Center estimates that by 2027
over half of the transit workforce will be eligible for retirement. Recruiting and retaining quality
employees is important as the cost of having a vacancy can be 150 percent of the annual salary
for the position. This is because overtime increases as the work must still be performed, and
additional time and money is spent on recruitment, reviewing resumes, interviews, onboarding,
and training individuals.
Unfortunately, recruiting operators is difficult for many reasons, such as high demand nationally
for CDL operators, declining unemployment rates, the stigma of the bus operator profession,
and federal and state barriers. Historically bus operator positions have had lower wages,
undesirable benefit packages, lacked consistency in hours, provided few opportunities for
career advancement, and provided minimal training which has created issues with retaining
employees. Today’s Millennials are very different from the Baby Boomer generation and
Generation X in terms of recruitment and retention. The differences are becoming increasingly
important because, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Millennials comprise 45
percent of the workforce and by 2030 will make up 75 percent. The following lists outline best
practices identified that the contractor could utilize to recruit and retain operators.
Recruitment
•

Utilize multiple platforms to announce you are hiring - social media, “Now Hiring” head
signs, bus wraps, and advertisements.

•

Offer referral bonuses to existing employees. Provide promotional material for the
employee to share.

•

Outline care and wage growth opportunities.

•

High quality health insurance with low premiums - this was identified in the Harvard
Business Review as the top benefit employees look for.

•

Offer competitive pay and benefits. Top benefits identified suitable for operators was
PTO, wellness/fitness benefits, and parental leave.

•

Look for employees with good customer service experience over CDL driving
experience.

•

Partner with local colleges and technical schools to provide training - in one instance a
transit agency donated a retired bus to the local tractor training school so that the
school could offer class B CDL training. In exchange they gave 2 trainee spots to the
transit agency.
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Retention
•

Offer professional development training and courses.

•

Implement premium pay for less desirable shifts and promote this. Less desirable shifts
are often weekend, late evening, and split shifts.

•

Celebrate operators publicly with operator of the month or quarter and offer a benefit.
Mountain Line Transit Authority has a driver of the month that they post on their website
and do a press release for. UMass Transit has an operator of the month and that
individual receives a gift card to a local eatery and gets to park in the employee of the
month parking space, a premium location.

•

Employee appreciation functions/events.

•

Provide open communication between management and operators.

•

Create opportunities to promote operators to management.

•

Provide discounted tickets to events.

•

Work anniversary celebration events and milestone gifts and recognition.

•

Birthday gift cards or paid day off.

6.7

Governance Plan

The preferred governance option is a transit district, as it creates a legal entity, and the law
clearly defines the structure, formation, and cost-sharing, promoting stability. Forming a transit
district is a relatively complex undertaking; it is expected that the process could exceed the
timeline of many of the other improvements recommended in this plan. Due to the complicated
nature of changing citylink’s governance structure, the other recommendations laid out in this
plan are not contingent on the formation of a transit district. However, in the intermediate future,
while the transit district is being formed, it is recommended Lewiston and Auburn update the
LATC interlocal operating agreement.
The initial district would consist of Lewiston and Auburn; adjacent communities like Lisbon or
Sabattus could join later. Forming a transit district requires a vote by the legislative bodies of the
municipalities forming the district. Once created, the municipal officer of each town would
appoint their respective board members (directors), 1 per every 10,000 inhabitants per the latest
decennial census.8 Each director would serve a three-year term, and appointments are
staggered such that one-third of the directors must be appointed each year.

8

Per Maine State Law, the population from the latest decennial census is used to determine transit district information
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Table 15. Potential Board Representation (example only)

City

Population*

Board Representatives

Lewiston

36,592

4

Auburn

23,055

3

Lisbon

9,009

1

Sabattus

4,876

1

* Population data from 2010 Decennial Census
The transit district must meet at least four times a year. A non-regularly scheduled meeting can
be called upon by the president if said meetings are requested in writing to the president and
signed by at least 1/3 of the board of directors. A majority of directors present at a meeting
constitutes a quorum, and action can be taken on an item by at least 2/3 of the directors present
at a meeting (when a quorum is present).
The directors adopt bylaws and elect from their members a president, treasurer, clerk, and any
other desired officer. Upon formation, adopting bylaws, and electing positions, the directors
appoint a district manager (also referred to as the Chief Executive Officer) and set their salary.
The district manager may not be a director and is responsible for hiring any other employees as
required unless otherwise specified in the bylaws. The directors can indicate (by resolution)
other positions. Since service would be contracted out and not directly operated, it is
recommended that selection of an operating vendor be made by a committee that includes the
district manager and several directors. All of the responsibilities of the district and powers and
duties, as outlined in Chapter 163 of Maine General Law, are outlined in Figure 32.
Figure 32. Transit District Responsibilities and Powers and Duties

Responsibilities

Powers and Duties

• Elect President, Treasurer, Clerk
• Adopt bylaws

• Legal authority - may sue or be sued
• Adopt name and seal

• Meet 4 times a year
• Appoint District Manager and set
salary
• Establish routes
• Set fares
• Create reserve account or sinking
fund for surplus revenue

• Purchase, hold, or use property to
operate a public transit system
• Exercise eminent domain
• Hold contracts with entities
• Accept grants, loans, money, or gifts
• Exempt from certain taxation
• Issue bonds and notes

By November 1st of each year, the board of directors must submit to the municipal officers of
each member municipality an itemized estimate of expenditures and revenues for the following
fiscal year. Included in this estimate is the local share for each municipality and the formula
used to derive the local share. The formula for local funding is at the discretion of the board of
directors. However, it must be voted upon annually by a 2/3 vote of the entire board and must
cover any deficit (Figure 33) in the budget for both operating and capital costs. The local share
should be divided among member communities using a weighted process based on various
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variables. There are several potential variables used by other transit agencies New England to
determine the local share by the community. The first is the amount9 of revenue miles for fixed
route service in each town (Table 16), which is used by Greater Portland METRO (which serves
the Greater Portland area in southern Maine). The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
(MBTA) uses a second potential funding allocation formula, totaling the population for each
municipality served and distributing service accordingly (Table 17). The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) uses population density as one variable in the Section 5307 funding
program allocation (Table 18). Other variables that can be included in funding formulas include
revenue hours, and demand response origins or destinations.
Figure 33. Local Funding Requirement

Table 16. Potential Funding Allocation - FR Revenue Miles by Municipality (currently used by
Portland METRO)

City

citylink only

Lewiston

61.5%

citylink and Lisbon
Connection
59.5%

Auburn

39.5%

33.1%

Lisbon

N/A

7.4%

Table 17. Potential Funding Allocation - Population by Municipality (currently used by the MBTA)

City
Lewiston

2 municipalities
60.9%

3 municipalities
52.9%

Auburn

39.1%

34.0%

Lisbon

N/A

13.1%

Table 18. Potential Funding Allocation - Population Density by Municipality

City
Lewiston

2 municipalities
74%

3 municipalities
58%

Auburn

26%

20%

Lisbon

N/A

22%

Once the district is formed, any adjacent town (Lisbon or Sabattus, for example) may apply to
become a district member. To apply to join an established district, the municipality seeking to
join must have voter approval (majority). The board of directors may then choose to accept or
refuse the application for membership. Approval from all member municipalities is required, as
well as a majority vote. This allows the district to change the borders of a transit district and alter

9

Revenue miles are for the new redesigned system and do not include the Blue Line.
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the local funding formula. Alternatively, a municipality can withdraw from a district at the end of a
fiscal year. To withdraw, a municipality must give the board of directors a written notice of its
intention to do so at least one year in advance. The municipality must pay its share of local
funding owed before withdrawal and provide in written documentation that it will pay its share of
any long-term indebtedness already acquired. During the one-year notice period the
municipality is not liable for any capital expenditures or borrowing made by the district.

Ten-Year Capital Improvement Plan

6.8

It is important for transit agencies to develop long-term strategies for capital expenditures; an
effective capital plan documents agency spending and funding sources and also provides a
detailed description of funding strategies for proposed projects. To help guide the LATC moving
forward in its efforts to implement the improvements laid out in this plan, the team assembled
research focused on best practices when developing a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which
can be found in Appendix N The plan includes a 10-year CIP for the redesigned service as well
as a capital plan for the long-term recommendations

Ten-Year Capital Improvement Plan

6.8.1

In order to implement the new redesigned service and keep the assets needed to operate
citylink in a state of good repair (SGR) which meets the standards set by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), the LATC would need to procure new technology, expand the fleet size,
replace 15 vehicles, and improve bus stops (Figure 34)10. The bulk of the procurements in 2022
are related to the redesigned service; the remaining years where procurements occur are for
vehicle SGR replacements in 2023, 2028, 2029, 2031. The SGR replacements are based on the
existing fleet age and useful life benchmarks outlined in the TAM plan.
These procurements will cost $4,350,00011 over the ten-year plan, and Table 19 provides unit
costs and background information for the non-vehicle capital needs. Vehicle costs were derived
from recent unit costs by vehicle type outlined in the TAM plan and were as follows:
•
•
•

Heavy-duty 35’+ bus - $395k
Minibus (<30’) - $418k
Cutaway van - $70k

Funding for capital items using federal funding requires at least a 20 percent local match,
therefore local funding needed is $870,000.
Table 19. Non-vehicle Capital Needs

Item

Unit Cost

Background Information

Marketing information
Bus stop signage
New shelter (3)

$10,000
$2,000
$5,000
($15,000 total)
$286,000

New schedules, promoting new service
Center Street, Webster Street, East Avenue
Lewiston Housing Authority, Saint Mary’s
Hospital. Hannaford Auburn Northbound
Same-day demand response software and
hardware upgrade

New dispatch technology

10

Does not include Lisbon Connection capital need or any of the long-term recommendations and supporting capital.

11

Annual inflation of 2.5 percent has been incorporated.
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Figure 34. Financial Capital Needs12

12

Does not include capital needs for Lisbon. The Lisbon Connection would require replacing 1 vehicle to maintain state of good repair during this time frame.
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Long-Term Recommendations Capital Plan

Seventeen long-term recommendations were identified, several of which require capital
improvements. Figure 35 outlines the capital needs for the long-term service improvements by
the implementation timeframe (which begins after shorter-term recommendations have been
implemented). In the first two years, the capital needs are for new technology. Three vans are
needed in years 3-5 to support community-wide demand response service, outside of the
citylink fixed route system, for Lewiston, Auburn, Sabattus, and Lisbon. The bulk of
procurements would be between years 6 and 10. Five cutaways are needed to operate the
intercity bus service and six buses to improve the headway to 30 minutes during weekdays on
all routes.
Figure 35. Long-Term Capital Needs13

6.9

Financial Plan

Financial planning is critical to sustaining the financial health and desired level of service of
transit agencies. Suitable capital investment and operating cost planning require a continuously
updated financial plan. Financial plans should account for the recent financial history of the
transit agency, describe its current financial health, and record projected revenues and
expenses while demonstrating that the key assumptions underlying financial projections are
reasonable. Financial plans for transit agencies should include an agency-wide capital plan and
an agency-wide operating plan. To help guide the LATC moving forward in its efforts to
implement the improvements laid out in this plan, the project team assembled research focused
on best practices when developing financial plans, which can be found in Appendix N This
financial plan includes a five-year financial plan for the redesigned service as well as a plan for
the long-term recommendations

13

This does include Lisbon as there are no long term financial capital needs for the service beyond maintaining state of good repair
as outlined in section 6.8.1
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Short-Term Financial Plan

The five-year financial plan is a constrained plan with no long-term improvements but does
include the cost-neutral redesigned service. The operating cost includes citylink fixed route,
demand response zones, ADA service, and the Lisbon Connection with annual inflation applied
(Table 20). A complete financial plan includes capital and operating elements. The total funding
needs by year beginning in 2022 are depicted in Figure 36. The percentages and values for
funding levels are based on federal, state, farebox, and other revenue sources. Local funding is
equal to the deficit in operating costs after all other revenues are accounted for and 20 percent
of all capital costs. The annual local funding needed ranges from $795,000 to $998,000 (25.4 –
29.9 percent) (Table 21).
Table 20. Operating Costs Breakdown

Service

Year 1

citylink fixed route

citylink ADA service

$1,809,962 Based on 67 revenue hours per weekday and a
cost per hour of $96.25
$111,753
Calculated based on projected ridership and
existing cost per passenger for citylink demand
response
$182,700 Based on 2019 FY cost

Lisbon

$101,032

citylink demand response
zones

Notes

Based on 2019 FY cost

Figure 36. Five-Year Financial Needs

Financial Needs
$4,000,000

$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$0

Lisbon Operating costs
Capital Costs
Citylink Operating Costs

2022
$102,515
$751,325
$2,148,436

2023
$104,053
$1,243,771
$2,249,236

2024
$105,614
$0
$2,352,666

2025
$107,198
$0
$2,401,190

2026
$108,806
$0
$2,450,732

Table 21. Funding Needs for Capital and Operating
Fundi ng Source
State
Federal

2022
$122,000
$1,782,700

2023
4.1%

$122,000

59.4% $2,232,097

2024
3.4%

$122,000

62.1% $1,293,966

2025
5.0%

$122,000

52.6% $1,320,654

2026
4.9%

$122,000

4.8%

52.6% $1,347,903

52.7%

Fares

$203,642

6.8%

$204,566

5.7%

$207,106

8.4%

$207,106

8.3%

$207,106

8.1%

Local

$853,935

28.4%

$998,397

27.8%

$795,205

32.3%

$818,627

32.6%

$842,529

32.9%

Other

$40,000

1.3%

$40,000

1.1%

$40,003

1.6%

$40,000

1.6%

$40,000

1.6%

TOTAL
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$2,458,280

$2,508,387

$2,559,538

60

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Ridership for the citylink fixed route and ADA services are anticipated to remain steady (see
section 6.1.1 for ridership projections), therefore no change in fare revenue is expected. Fare
revenue for the new demand response zones will increase as ridership grows. Fare revenue is
expected to cover 3 to 5 percent of the cost to operate the demand response zones14.

6.9.2

Long-Term Financial Plan

The estimated operating cost of implementing all long-term recommendations is $4,957,66315.
Costs are incremental by timeframe. The local share covers the deficit after fare revenue, state
funding, and federal funding are incorporated. Fare revenue was calculated based on projected
ridership16, and state and federal funding was assumed to cover 59 percent of the operating
cost. A breakdown of operating cost and funding sources by recommendation is in Table 22.
Figure 37. Long-Term Improvement Operation Cost by Phase

14

Fares were calculated based on an average fare collected of $0.55. The farebox recovery ratio of 3 to 5 percent is lower than the
ADA paratransit demand response service, which has the same cost per passenger, because the fare is lower and monthly passes
can be used.
15

Lisbon has no long term recommendations, this represents citylink service improvements

16

Ridership was projected based on existing ridership, peer systems, trends found in NTD data, previous study calculations, TRB
ridership estimation tools, and elasticities for frequency and span found in national research.
https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1487&context=jpt
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Table 22. Long-Term Recommendation Funding Breakdown

Operational Improvement

Additional
Operating
Cost

Farebox
Revenue

State &
Local Share Timeframe
Federal Share

Expand weekday hours to 8:00 PM, maintain 60-minute service

$300,300

$8,443

$177,177

$114,680

1-2 years

Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 120 minutes

$147,263

$7,429

$86,885

$52,949

1-2 years

Hourly Saturday Bus Service 9 AM to 5 PM

$120,120

$4,973

$70,871

$44,276

1-2 years

Enhance the same-day service to microtransit

$307,000

$11,221

$181,130

$114,649

1-2 years

Saturday Bus Service 8:00 AM – 6:00 PM, every 60 minutes, all
Saturday routes
Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 60 minutes

$30,030

$886

$17,718

$11,426

3-5 years

$147,263

$3,785

$86,885

$56,593

3-5 years

Expand weekday hours to 10:00 PM

$300,300

$4,221

$177,177

$118,902

3-5 years

Expand demand response zones community wide where there is
no fixed route service. 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM weekdays 9:00 AM to
5:00 PM Saturdays
30-minute service on all routes weekdays 6:00 AM – 6:00 PM, 60
minutes after 6 PM
Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Portland from L/A

$607,361

$14,786

$358,343

$234,232

3-5 years

$2,251,480

$64,167

$1,328,373

$858,940

6-10 years

$166,504

$16,650

$73,262

$76,592

3-5 years

Provide 5 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bath & Brunswick
from L/A
Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Augusta from L/A

$255,360

$88,276

$112,358

$54,726

1-2 Years

$149,854

$14,985

$65,936

$68,933

6-10 years

Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Rumford from L/A

$83,252

$36,680

$36,631

$9,941

6-10 years

Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bethel from L/A

$91,577

$40,202

$40,294

$11,081

6-10 years
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The cumulative capital costs to implement the long-term recommendations is $3,560,000
(Figure 38). The local share will be 20 percent, or $712,0000. Capital cost in years 1-2 is for a
new fare collection system and the following years is for vehicle procurement. The greatest cost
is in years 6-10, largely due to the procurement of 6 heavy-duty buses needed to provide 30minute service on all routes.
Figure 38. Long-Term Capital Costs

Local funding needs would increase each year. In years 1-5, the local funding would primarily be
for operating costs (Figure 39). Over the ten years, the additional local funding needed would be
$7,845,000.
Figure 39. Additional Local Funding for Long-Term Improvements

Additional Local Funding for Long Term Improvements
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$42,000
$381,000

3-5 years
$46,000
$498,000

6-10 years
$756,000
$949,000
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Appendix A Existing Conditions
A.1 Existing Services
Within the ATRC member communities transit service is available through citylink, the Lisbon
Connection, the GreenLine Commuter, BlueLine, and various demand response services in
addition to intercity bus (Figure A-1). Citylink service was established in 1976, along with the
quasi-municipal agency that administers it, the Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee (LATC).
While LATC administers citylink, service is contracted out to Western Maine Transportation
Services (WMTS) to operate. LATC provides infrastructure like buses, radios, bus stop signs,
and shelters. The Committee is also responsible for marketing citylink service, setting fares,
planning and scheduling, and other citylink policies. LATC is governed by seven committee
members consisting of elected officials and citizens representing the towns of Lewiston and
Auburn. The Lisbon Connection, GreenLine Commuter, BlueLine, and demand response
services are both run and operated WMTS.
Figure A-1. Existing Transit Service in Study Area

citylink’s network consists of 10 fixed routes operating seven vehicles during the peak in Auburn
and Lewiston in addition to complementary ADA demand response service in the areas falling
within ¾ of a mile of a fixed route (Table A-1). citylink offers regular weekday service on its 10
routes; seven routes also have Saturday service. The citylink system operates between 6:00 AM
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and 6:00 PM on weekdays and 9:15 AM and 5 PM on Saturdays. Nine of the 10 routes have 60minute headways on weekdays, the exception being the mall shuttle, which has 30-minute
headways. The mall shuttle operates with the same frequency on Saturdays while service on
the majority of the other routes (4 out of 6) is limited to 2-hour headways.
All citylink routes except the Route 8 mall shuttle serve either the Oak Street station in Lewiston
or the Downtown Auburn Transportation Center in Auburn (Figure A-2). These two stations act
as hubs for individuals to transfer. The Oak Street station is served by seven routes and is
located in downtown Lewiston, and the Downtown Auburn Transportation Center is served by
517 routes and is located at the Auburn Housing Authority. All routes servicing the Oak Street
station operate on a pulse departing at 15-minutes past the hour except Route 9 and Route 10.
The routes depart the Downtown Auburn Transportation Center at various times. Many of the
routes are interlined18 and thus it is not possible for them to pulse out of both stations. The
interlines (Figure A-3)19 allow for passengers to have a one-seat ride when traveling longer
distances, and improve operational efficiency.

17

Three routes serve both stations

18

An interline is where one bus is used to operate two routes and when it reaches the end of the route at one of the hubs will
become another route.
19

If the route is not listed, it does not have an interline
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Table A-1. Route Descriptions

Route Name

citylink (10 routes)

Service
Type
Fixed Route

Service Hours

M-F 6:00 AM – 6:05 PM

Frequency

Towns Served

Administers
Service

Operator

60 minutes

Lewiston, Auburn

citylink

WMTS

N/A

Lewiston, Auburn

citylink

WMTS

Sat 9:15 AM – 5:05 PM
Demand
Response

M-F 6:00 AM – 6:05 PM

GreenLine
Commuter

Fixed Route

M-F 5:15 AM – 7:50 PM

4 trips daily

Farmington, Livermore,
WMTS
Turner, Lewiston, Auburn

WMTS

Lisbon Connection

Deviated
Fixed Route

M-F 5:18 AM – 5:46 PM

5 trips daily

Lewiston, Lisbon

WMTS

WMTS

BlueLine

Deviated
Fixed Route

N/A

2 trips daily

Lewiston, Auburn and
Bath

WMTS

WMTS

Farmington- L/A

Demand
Response

W&F 7:30 AM – 5:00 PM

N/A

Farmington, Lewiston,
Auburn

WMTS

WMTS

Rumford - L/A

Demand
Response

W 7:30 AM – 5:00 PM

N/A

Rumford, Lewiston,
Auburn

WMTS

WMTS

Norway - L/A

Demand
Response

F 7:30 AM – 5:00 PM

N/A

Norway, Lewiston,
Auburn

WMTS

WMTS

Greyhound

Intercity Bus
Service

M-Su 11:05 AM – 8:05 PM

1 trip daily

Bangor, Waterville,
Augusta, Lewiston,
Portland, Wells,
Portsmouth, Boston

Greyhound

Greyhound

Concord Coach

Intercity Bus
Service

M-Su 6:10 AM – 8:10 PM

2 trips daily

Bangor, Augusta, Auburn, Concord Coach
Portland, Boston

citylink ADA

AECOM
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Figure A-2. Map of Hubs

Figure A-3. citylink Interlines

Weekday Interlines
•
•
•
•
•
•

Routes 1 & 10
Routes 3 & 4
Routes 4 & 7
Routes 6 & 7
Routes 7 & 8
Routes 9 & 5

Saturday Interlines
•
•
•
•

Routes 1 & 2
Routes 3 & 4
Routes 6 & 7
Routes 7 & 8

The GreenLine is a weekday commuter bus service that launched in March 2019 and travels
between Lewiston’s Oak Street hub, Auburn’s Downtown hub, and Farmington. There are four
trips daily that occur every 3.5 to 4 hours. The Lisbon Connection links the Lisbon Falls village
and Lewiston’s Oak Street hub, with two daily trips in the morning, one mid-day trip, and two
afternoon trips. The Lisbon Connection is a deviated fixed route and will pick up or drop off
passengers within ¾ of a mile of the route, but the request must be made a day in advance. On
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Tuesdays, the Lisbon Connection also offers a special shopping trip from Lisbon to the Auburn
Mall and surrounding plazas. The BlueLine began operating in November 2019, with two round
trips daily from Lewiston and Auburn to Gagne Foods in Bath. All three of these routes are
operated by WMTS.
In addition to the fixed route, WMTS operates countywide demand response in Franklin, Oxford
and Androscoggin counties. Service to Lewiston and Auburn is available on select weekdays
from Farmington, Rumford, and Norway.
Those traveling outside of the area can use Greyhound and Concord Coach intercity bus
services. Greyhound makes one daily trip from Augusta20 to Boston, stopping at Lewiston’s Oak
Street hub and Bates College. The trip from Lewiston to Portland takes approximately 50minutes and the one-way fare ranges from $12 - $21. The southbound trip departs at 11:05 AM
from Lewiston and the northbound arrives at 8:05 PM. The schedule is such that individuals
wishing to use citylink for the first-mile/last-mile would not be able to for the return, nor is the
schedule conducive for Portland residents wishing to access the Lewiston-Auburn area for the
day as it would require an overnight stay.
Concord Coach serves Auburn at Exit 75, the Auburn Transportation Center, and Bates College
making two trips daily in each direction. Service travels south to Boston via Portland, and
Auburn is the northern point for the route. The southbound trips depart from Auburn at 6:10 AM
and 12:40 PM and the northbound arrive at 12:55 PM and 8:10 PM.

A.2 Fares
Fares and fare-related technology vary by service. Citylink utilizes diamond drop box fareboxes,
with a base fare of $1.50. Additionally, they offer a variety of passes and discounted fares for
high school students, seniors, and disabled individuals (Table A-2). Central Maine Community
College (CMCC) and students registered at the University of Southern Maine – Lewiston/Auburn
College (USM L/A College) campus ride for free. Transfers are free but can only be used at the
Lewiston or Auburn transit centers and must be used within 60-minutes. One-way fare for the
ADA complimentary paratransit service is $3.00, and passes are not available for this service.
Fares were last raised in 2011.
Table A-2. citylink Fare Types

Fare Type

Base Fare

Multi-ride pass

Monthly pass

Regular adult

$1.50

6 trips = $7.50

$36

High school student

$1.25

Not offered

$18

Senior/disabled

$0.75

11 trips = $7.50

$18

GreenLine, BlueLine and the Lisbon Connection fares may be paid with cash, credit, debit, the
SmartCommute Pass, or mobile pay via Apple, Samsung and Android. In October of 2019
WMTS expanded their fare collection21 system to an open payment system and launched the

20

Service north of Lewiston was suspended

21

For cash fare payments there is a traditional vault-style farebox.
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SmartCommute Card on all WMTS vehicles. The SmartCommute Card is a stored value card
that individuals can use to pay for their trips. To incentivize its use, for every $50 loaded onto the
card, an additional 10 percent in value is added.
Additionally, the technology allows individuals to pay
their fare on board using one of the various mobile
payment apps or traditional credit/debit cards.
The fare for the GreenLine is distance-based, with
shorter trips priced at $3 and longer trips at $5.
There are no passes or discounts available for
elderly or disabled individuals as with citylink. The
Lisbon Connection fare is $1.50 for adults and $0.75
for seniors, people with disabilities, and those aged
11 and under. Transfers between the Lisbon
Connection and citylink routes are free at the Oak
Street Bus Station. Tuesday shopping trips on the
Lisbon Connection are free for Lisbon residents.
Figure A-4. SmartCommute Pass

A.3

Previous Studies

Since 2001, citylink has conducted three studies (in
2001, 2009, 2016) evaluating the system’s performance with recommendations for
improvement. Table A-3 through Table A-5 outline the recommendations from each study and
the implementation status. Overall, many of the recommendations have been implemented.
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Table A-3. Evaluation of the Fixed Route Bus System in Lewiston-Auburn - 2001

Recommendation

Status

Create a transit center in downtown Lewiston

Completed

Introduce a new shuttle route linking Auburn, Lewiston and CMMC with
60-minute frequency

Completed

Add commuter runs by extending service to 6 PM

Completed

Eliminate morning gaps in service

Completed

Create a College Street/Mall Route

Completed

Add Auburn shopper routes creating links between the Auburn Mall and
the residential areas of Gamage Ave and New Auburn

Completed

Simplify the Lisbon Street Route

Not implemented

Revise Main Street Route to limit number of trips that go north of Mollison
Way

Completed

Extend evening service on the CMCC and L/A College Routes to 9:40 PM Not implemented
Lincoln Street Park and Ride Shuttle

Not implemented

Bates College Downtown Shuttle

Not implemented

Exit 12 bus service

Not implemented

Operate service on select Holidays

Completed
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Table A-4. Evaluation of the Fixed Route Bus System in Lewiston-Auburn - 2009

Recommendation

Status

Main Street Route - Add service to Montello and Geiger Schools

Completed

Sabattus Street Route - Add service to Hillview Apartments; service St.
Completed
Mary’s in both directions; enter the Hannaford parking lot in both directions
Create 60-minute headways on all routes, with 30-minutes on the new
Mall Shuttle Route

Completed

Provide evening service (until 9:30 PM) to L/A College and CMCC and
6:15 PM on other routes

Not implemented

Minot Avenue Route – Eliminate Pathways

Completed

Provide service to Auburn Industrial sites

Not implemented

Create a route connecting New Auburn, Downtown Lewiston and Auburn
Mall Apartments

Partially
implemented

New CMCC/Mall Shuttle Route

Completed

Interline the College Street Route and New Auburn Routes with Shopper
Shuttle (New Mall Shuttle Route)

Completed

Implement Saturday Service

Completed

Lisbon Street – Return via Pleasant Street and utilize Bates and Maple
Streets but service Shaw’s and the Lewiston Mall in both directions;
Express morning trips to L/A College

Completed

Create a new St. Mary’s Shuttle

Not implemented
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Table A-5. LATC Transit Study - 2016

Recommendation

Status

Lisbon Street Route – Convert VA and L/A College on-call only using route Partially
deviation on Saturdays
implemented
Main Street – Restructure route; eliminate College Street, Maine Motel,
and Montello School/ Convert Geiger to on-demand

Partially
implemented

Minot Avenue – Eliminate Court Street and Western Avenue

Completed

New Auburn – Restructure route to serve Hannaford in both directions and Not implemented
reduce service extending into southern New Auburn
Sabattus Street – Serve Montello School; on Saturdays make stops east
of Grove Street on-demand

Partially
implemented

Create intercity service

Not implemented

Expand service hours to accommodate 3 rd shift workers

Not implemented

Begin Downtown Shuttle earlier

Completed

Consistent fleet make up and branding

Completed

Install more shelters

Completed

In addition to the citylink studies, WMTS conducted a transit needs study for Androscoggin,
Franklin and Oxford counties in 2018 and developed recommendations using a phased
approach. Table A-6 outlines the recommendations (and suggested phase) and status of those
that pertain to the Lewiston-Auburn area.
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Table A-6. Western Maine Transit Feasibility Study - 2018

Recommendation

Status

Create route connecting L/A to Brunswick – 4 trips daily (phase 1)

Not implemented

Create route connecting L/A to Farmington – 4 trips daily, peak only
(phase 1)

Completed

Increase service between L/A and Brunswick – add 3 trips (phase 2)

Not implemented

Create route connecting L/A to Bethel – 2 trips daily, peak only (phase 3)

Not implemented

Add weekend service to L/A to Brunswick route (phase 3)

Not implemented

Increase service between L/A and Brunswick – add 1 trip (phase 3)

Not implemented

Create route connecting L/A to Rumford - 2 trips daily, peak only (phase 4) Not implemented
Increase service between L/A and Bethel – add 1 trip (phase 4)

Not implemented

Increase service between L/A and Rumford – add 1 trip off-peak (phase 5) Not implemented
Increase service between L/A and Bethel – add 1 trip (phase 5)

Not implemented

A.4 Service and Performance
A.4.1

Ridership

Ridership on fixed routes and deviated fixed routes are counted using a tablet where the driver
can tap a button each time someone boards, and on citylink routes the tablet geolocates their
location. The majority of trips in the region are on the citylink system (Figure A-5). Prior to the
pandemic, ridership averaged 25,648 per month on citylink fixed routes, 806 on the citylink ADA
service, 150 on the GreenLine, 410 on the Lisbon Connection, and 160 on the BlueLine. When
the pandemic hit, ridership dropped in half on the citylink fixed routes. Since the initial decrease
in ridership in March, ridership has risen slowly and in October 2020 there were 20,067 trips
taken. Nationwide, systems experienced an 85 percent ridership decline initially and many were
still experiencing an over 50 percent decline in October of 2020. The fact that citylink
experienced smaller declines and was able to bounce back to about 80 percent of its preCOVID ridership numbers shows that many of the riders are dependent on the system and use
it to access work and essential services.
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Figure A-5. Ridership by Service

Ridership by Service
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Ridership between 2015 and 2019 on citylink has decreased each year by five to 10 percent
(Figure A-6). Figure A-7 shows monthly ridership, and while it does fluctuate monthly the only
consistent trends seen over the three fiscal years is that there is a slight decline between
December and February, and there is always a slight increase from July to August.
Figure A-6. citylink Ridership FY15-FY19
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Figure A-7. citylink Monthly Ridership Trends
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Ridership data for citylink can also be broken down by fare type paid. Seniors (65+) make up
the greatest percentage of riders, followed by adults (Figure A-8). Of the 4,427 transfer rides, 93
percent occur at or around the hubs.
People with disabilities make up the smallest percentage (1.8 percent). It is important to track
this user group separately as it allows WMTS to adjust route timing to allow for extra dwell time
at stops with a greater proportion of disabled individuals. The top five stops for these individuals
are Walmart, the Oak St. Station, Great Falls, Lewiston Housing Authority and the Hannaford in
Lewiston.
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Table A-7. citylink Fare Breakdown

Fare Type

Quantity (Oct 2019)

Percentage

CMCC individuals

2,418

7.7%

Free Fare22

4,115

13.1%

Adult

7,454

23.7%

Senior

11,778

37.5%

High School Student

681

2.2%

Transfer

4,427

14.1%

Disabled

565

1.8%

A.4.2

Weekday Ridership

Average weekday daily ridership ranged from 7 to 1,250, with the greatest being the citylink bus
system (Table A-8). Ridership by time of day was available for citylink. Ridership grows steadily
in the morning from the start of service to 10 AM where it then remains high until 3:00 PM, after
which it begins to drop (Figure A-8). Ridership does not follow traditional AM and PM peaks
seen in systems with routes oriented towards commuters.

22

The Route 8 Mall Shuttle is free
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Table A-8. Average Daily Ridership

Route Name

Route Type

Average Daily Weekday Ridership

citylink

Fixed Route

1,250

citylink ADA

Demand Response

160

GreenLine Commuter

Fixed Route

7

Lisbon Connection

Deviated Fixed Route

19

BlueLine

Deviated Fixed Route

8

Figure A-8. citylink Weekday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure A-9 shows maps of average daily weekday ridership by stop for citylink routes 23.
Ridership was then broken down by ons and offs to understand how stops are being utilized for
high ridership stops where 10 or more individuals get on or off per day (Figure A-10). The data
shows that these stops generally have a balanced number of boardings and alightings, except
those in northern Lewiston, indicating that individuals are using them for both direction of travel.
The stops in northern Lewiston are used for boarding but have very few alighting’s. This is most
likely due to the circular nature of the route, and individuals alight along Main Street and walk
over instead of riding the loop for 20-minutes. The top five stops with the most ridership activity
were the Oak Street Bus Station, Walmart, Downtown Auburn Transportation Center, Lewiston
Housing Authority, and Central Maine Community College. These stops have recorded over 50

23

Stop-level ridership was only available for citylink routes
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boardings or alightings each day (Table A-9). While the Oak Street Bus Station has the greatest
activity, Walmart has the highest amount of activity per trip24.
Table A-9. citylink Top Ridership Stops Weekdays

Stop

On

Off

Total Activity

Instances per Trip

Oak Street Bus Station

319

256

575

3.3 on / 2.7 off

Walmart

241

249

490

5.0 on / 5.2 off

Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center

102

163

265

1.5 on / 2.4 off

Lewiston Housing Authority

87

74

161

2.4 on / 2.0 off

CMCC

24

27

51

1.0 on / 1.2 off

Figure A-9 through Figure A-13 break down boardings and alightings by time of day for stops
which average more than 10 of each per day. As expected, boardings are greater in the morning
at stops in residential areas and greater in the afternoon and evening around commercial
centers. The boarding activity by stop and time of day combined with overall activity by area is
outlined in Table A-10 for weekdays. Figure A-13 highlights the key findings from the weekday
ridership analysis.

24

Fewer trips per day serve Walmart than the Oak Street Bus Station
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Table A-10. Key Weekday Ridership Findings

Area

Boardings (ons)

Downtown Lewiston Greatest before 12:00 PM along
Bates Street, College Street, Pine
Street, & Ash Street.

Alightings (offs)
Greatest at CMMC from 9:00
AM-12:00 PM, Bates from
12:00 PM-3:00PM, and the
Housing Authority 9:00AM12:00PM and after 3:00PM.

Downtown Auburn

Boardings are the greatest at the hub Proportionately there are very
in the afternoon (12:00 PM-3:00PM); few alightings before 9:00 AM.
greatest in the late morning for the
library, Hannaford and residential
area on Hampshire Street.

Lisbon Street

Along Lisbon Street and the
commercial areas it is greatest after
12:00PM, except the Mall. Pleasant
Street is greatest before 9:00AM, and
12:00PM-3:00PM for the L/A college.

Along Lisbon Street and the
commercial areas it is greatest
from 12:00PM-3:00PM. The
L/A college and Chick-a-dee
are greatest before 9:00AM.

Minot Avenue

Very little overall ridership (0.5
boardings per trip). Clover Health
and Swett Avenue & Hotel Road (by
the Holy Donut) are the only stops
that have more than 1 boarding per
day. Clover Health is in the afternoon,
and Swett Avenue & Hotel Road
before 9AM.

Very little overall activity (0.5
alightings per trip). Swett
Avenue & Hotel Road is the
only stop with more than 1 per
day.

New Auburn

Barker Arms has the greatest
ridership, boardings are generally
before 12PM. Overall boardings are
greatest from 9:00AM-12:00PM.

Fewer than 1 alighting per day
before 9AM.

North Auburn

Very few boardings before 9:00AM
with most from 12:00PM-3:00PM
except the Auburn Mall apartments
and residential areas to the south.
These areas have the greatest
boardings from 9:00AM-12:00PM.

The mall and shopping plazas
have the greatest amount of
alightings mid-day from
9:00AM-3:00PM.

Sabattus Street

Most boardings are before 9:00AM
except for Hannaford, which is from
12:00PM-3:00PM. Fewer than 1
person per day get on beyond 303
East Street for the deviation.

Alightings are greater between
12:00PM-3:00PM except
Hillview Apartments which is
3:00PM-6:00PM.
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Area

Boardings (ons)

Alightings (offs)

North Lewiston

North of Mollison Way, there is just 1
boarding daily. Ridership at Tall Pines
Drive is highest before 12:00PM but
along Mollison Way it varies greatly
by stop.

Less than 1 alighting per day
north of Mollison Way. Highest
alightings are at the
Marketplace Mall from 12PM3PM.

Pettengill Park

Very few boardings, fewer than 1 per No morning activity, 1.5
day and primarily after 12:00PM.
alightings per day
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Figure A-9. citylink Average Daily Boarding by Stop - Weekday
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Figure A-10. Weekday Boarding and Alighting by High Activity Stops
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Figure A-11. Weekday Alightings by Time of Day
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Figure A-12. Weekday Boardings by Time of Day

AECOM

84

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Figure A-13. Key Findings - Weekday
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Saturday

A.4.3

On Saturdays, citylink averages 675 passengers on the fixed route system, roughly half of that
seen on weekdays. Ridership begins at 9 AM with nearly 70 passengers in the first hour, peaks
at 11 AM with 117 and then stays high until 3 PM (Figure A-14). At 3 PM ridership begins to drop
and in the last hour of service there is an average of 22 passengers. The high ridership in the
morning indicates there could be demand for earlier morning service.
Figure A-14. citylink Saturday Ridership by Time of Day
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Figure A-15 shows a map of average Saturday ridership activity by stop for citylink routes.
Ridership was then broken down by ons and offs to understand how stops are being utilized for
high ridership stops where 10 or more individuals get on or off per day (Figure A-16). The top
five stops with the most ridership activity (boarding and alighting) are outlined in Table A-11.
Walmart has the highest ridership activity at 244.5 boardings daily, accounting for 36 percent of
daily ridership. When looking at overall ridership and origin/destination pairs, almost 75 percent
of trips taken begin or end at Walmart. The total amount of activity at the Walmart is greater on
Saturdays than on weekdays despite there being only 58 percent of the service offered on
weekdays.
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Table A-11. Top Five Stops for Ridership Activity - Saturday

Stop

On

Off

Total Activity

Instances per Trip

Walmart

244.5

257

501.5

8.7 on / 9.2 off

Oak Street Bus Station

158

105

163

6.9 on / 4.6 off

Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center

33.5

58.5

92

3.0 on / 5.3 off

Lewiston Housing Authority

18

20.75

38.75

1.2 on / 1.4 off

Auburn Mall

14.25

8.5

22.75

0.5 on / 0.8 off
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Figure A-15. citylink Average Boarding by Stop - Saturday
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Figure A-16. Saturday Boarding and Alighting by High Activity Stops
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Figure A-17 and Figure A-18 break down boardings and alightings by time of day for stops
which average more than 10 boardings and/or alightings per day. As expected, boardings are
greater in the morning at stops in residential areas and greater in the afternoon and evening
around commercial centers. Key findings about ridership at various stops on Saturdays are
outlined in Figure A-19 and Table A-12. Some of these findings include activity by stop and time
of day, as well as overall activity key findings.
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Table A-12. Key Saturday Ridership Findings

Area

Boardings (ons)

Alightings (offs)

Downtown Lewiston Greatest from 12PM-3PM except the Greatest from 12PM – 3PM.
Housing authority which is evenly
No activity at CMMC.
split throughout the day. No activity at
CMMC.
Downtown Auburn

Greatest from 3PM-6PM. Very few
boardings (2 per month) before
12PM aside from Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center.

Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center is the
only stop with alightings
before 12PM.

Lisbon Street25

Greatest from 12PM-3PM. The only
stops with at least one boarding per
day are the Lewiston Mall, Shaw’s,
and Pleasant View Acres. There are
no boardings around L/A College.

Greatest from 12PM-3PM. The
stops with at least 3 offs per
day are the Lewiston Mall,
Shaw’s and Pleasant view
acres, L/A College and Dollar
Tree.

New Auburn

All boardings are after 12PM, with
very little activity aside from Barker
Arms which averages 3-4 boardings
per day. All other stops average 1 or
less per day.

No alightings after 3PM except
Barker Arms.

North Auburn

With the exception of the Auburn Mall The greatest number of
there are very few boardings before alightings is from 12PM-3PM.
12PM each day.

Sabattus Street

Hannaford and Hillview Apartments
are the only stops which have more
than 1 person board each day.
Hannaford is greatest from 12PM3PM, Hillview Apartments after 3PM.

Hannaford and Sabattus
Street/Spofford Street have
more than 2 offs per day.
Hannaford is greatest from
12PM-3PM, Sabattus
Street/Spofford Street is split
even after 12 PM.

North Lewiston26

Most get on at Tall Pines between
12PM and 3PM and at Marden’s
before 12PM. Very little ridership on
Main Street.

Greatest stop is Marketplace
Mall. Most alightings are
between 12PM and 3PM.

26

The mismatch in boardings and alightings at Tall Pines and Marketplace suggests customers alight at Marketplace and cross the
street at Landy Road to get to Tall Pines. Otherwise they must stay on the bus for another 28 minutes as it loops around. There is
no crosswalk across Main Street in the vicinity.
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Figure A-17. Saturday Boardings by Time of Day
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Figure A-18. Saturday Alightings by Time of Day
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Figure A-19. Key Findings - Saturday
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ADA

citylink ADA ridership is just 3 percent of the citylink fixed route ridership. As with fixed route
ridership it has also been declining annually. Prior to the pandemic there was an average of 809
passengers carried per month, with the majority taking trips on weekdays. Saturdays averaged
only 6 trips per day. When the pandemic hit, ridership dropped to just 39 percent of what it was
prior to the pandemic. Since the initial decrease in March, ridership has risen slowly and in
October 2020 there were 565 trips taken. In FY2019, there were 327 registered ADA
passengers. On average, each took roughly 30 one-way trips per year. There was one
cancellation each day for every 3.75 trips taken (approximately a 20 percent cancelation rate).
No-shows are much less frequent and account for less than 1 percent of trips.

A.5 Funding and Financial Characteristics
The routes/services in the region receive their operating funding from a range of sources: state
and federal sources, local sources such as the communities served, farebox revenue,
partnerships/contracts, and other sources of revenue such as advertising and rental income.
Figure A-20 provides a breakdown of operating funding sources, and Table A-13 provides the
dollar amount of funding sources for each service.
The greatest source of funding for citylink is federal support (55 percent), followed by local (27
percent). State funding accounts for 7 percent, farebox revenue for 13 percent and “other” for 2
percent. “Other” includes revenues from advertising, rent, vending, and interest income.
GreenLine state funding is federal Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program (CMAQ) funding
and covers 80 percent of the cost of service after accounting for fare revenues. The remaining
20 percent is split evenly between Androscoggin County and Franklin County. The BlueLine is
funded with 80 percent federal dollars and the remaining 20 percent from the employer it serves
(Gagne Foods).
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Table A-13. Funding Breakdown (FY2019)

Route Name

Federal

Local

$933,310

$456,935

$122,189

$198,296

GreenLine
Connection

$63,898

$15,974

$0

$3,054

$0

$82,926

Lisbon
Connection

N/A

N/A

N/A

$4,713

N/A

$98,857

$45,133

$0

$0

$0

$11,283

$56,416

citylink

BlueLine

State

Farebox

Other

Total

$36,532 $1,706,316

Figure A-20. Operating Funding Sources (FY2019)
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A.6 Performance Metrics
This section evaluates the performance of each route/system to better understand how each is
being utilized. It looks at service effectiveness and financial performance. Five datasets were
collected from FY 201927 records to analyze route diagnostics: ridership, revenue hours,
revenue miles, operating cost, and revenue generated (Table A-14).

GreenLine began service in March 2019, data represents April 2019 – Sept 2019. Blue Line began service on 11/11/19, data
represents 11/19-2/20. All others are FY 19.
27
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Table A-14. Operating Statistics (FY 2019)

Route

Ridership

Revenue
Hours

Revenue
Miles

citylink

307,779

15,861

208,665

$1,526,663

$169,178

9,674

2,519

25,562

$179,653

$29,118

902

1,401

42,080

$82,926

$3,054

Lisbon Connection

4,917

1,800

31,971

$98,857

$4,713

BlueLine

1,817

357

9,543

$56,416

$0

325,089

21,938

317,820

$1,944,515

$206,063

citylink ADA
GreenLine Commuter

Total

Operating
Revenue
Cost Generated

Service effectiveness describes the amount of service utilized per unit of transit service
provided. Service effectiveness is measured based on two indicators: passengers per mile and
passengers per hour. Both metrics are functions of ridership and system speed. Table A-15
breaks down how the fixed route services are doing compared to national and regional rural
averages, where Table A-16 provides the same breakdown for the citylink ADA service.
The citylink fixed route system average passenger per revenue mile (PPRM) and hour (PPRH)
exceed the National Rural Transit average and the FTA Region 128 rural transit average for fixed
routes. The other three routes are well below the national and regional rural averages. The
citylink ADA service also exceeds the national and rural demand response average. This is most
likely because of the compact service area, where many rural transit systems throughout the
nation provide demand response service beyond ¾ of a mile of a fixed route.
Table A-15. Fixed Route Service Effective Measures

Route

Passengers/Mile

Passengers/Hour

citylink fixed route

1.47

19.40

GreenLine Commuter

0.02

0.64

Lisbon Connection

0.15

2.73

BlueLine

0.19

5.09

National Rural Transit Average

0.61

10.59

FTA Region 1 Rural Average

0.89

13.05

28

FTA Region 1 includes the states of Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine

AECOM

97

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Source: WMTS; Rural Transit Fact Book, 2020 (Data are specific to 1,301 rural transit providers
across the United States receiving Federal Section 5311 funding for rural transportation.)
While the overall citylink system passengers per hour is 19.40, it is much higher on Saturdays
(25.00 PPRH) than on weekdays (15.06 PPRH). Saturday ridership is half that of weekdays but
only 1/3 of revenue hours of that on Weekdays29. This is uncommon, as systems typically
experience lower PPRH on weekends than weekdays. Given the system average weekday and
Saturday PPRH values, this suggests insufficient service on Saturdays.
Table A-16. Demand Response Service Effective Measures

Route

Passengers/Mile

Passengers/Hour

citylink ADA

0.38

3.84

National Rural Transit Average

0.13

2.31

FTA Region 1 Rural Average

0.06

1.45

Source: WMTS; Rural Transit Fact Book, 2020 (Data are specific to 1,301 rural transit providers
across the United States receiving Section 5311 funding.)
Cost effectiveness indicators are cost per passenger, cost per mile, cost per hour, farebox
recovery, and subsidy per passenger.
•

Cost per passenger is the overall cost to operate a route divided by the number of
passengers. A smaller number is preferred and typically correlates to higher ridership.

•

Cost per mile is the overall cost to operate a route divided by the number of revenue
miles operated on that route. A smaller number indicates more financially efficient routes
and/or faster operating speeds.

•

Cost per hour is the overall cost to operate a route divided by the number of revenue
service hours operated on that route. A smaller cost per hour indicates more financially
efficient routes and/or faster operating speeds.

•

Subsidy per passenger is the overall cost to operate a route minus passenger fare
revenue collected divided by the total number of passengers on that route. In effect, this
is the cost of each passenger trip on the route which is subsidized by government
agencies. Subsidy per passenger is thus an indicator combining operating cost,
ridership, and farebox recovery.

•

Farebox recovery measures the percentage of operating cost covered by fares and is
an outcome heavily influenced by the ridership productivity of a route against its total
operating cost, as well as the fare policy of the system. It is calculated by dividing fare
revenue by operating cost.

citylink’s average cost per passenger for fixed route, the subsidy per passenger, and the farebox
recovery all outperform the national and regional rural averages (Table A-17). However, the cost
per mile and hour do not, likely because the average operating speed for citylink routes is 13.2
miles per hour (mph) which is lower than the national rural average of 17.4 mph and FTA
Region 1 rural average of 15.3 mph.

29

Each weekday has approximately 83 revenue hours operated, Saturdays have 27
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The GreenLine and Lisbon Connection services outperform the national and rural average for
cost per mile and cost per hour, which indicates financial efficiency to operate the route, but due
to lower ridership have higher costs per passenger and subsidies per passenger, and lower
farebox recovery. The BlueLine does not outperform the national or rural average, but this is as
expected because it is a relatively new service that has not been formalized yet.
Table A-17. Fixed Route Financial Performance Measures

Cost/
Passenger

Cost/Mile

Cost/Hour

Subsidy/
Passenger

Farebox
Recovery

$4.96

$7.32

$96.25

$4.41

11.1%

GreenLine Commuter

$91.94

$1.97

$59.18

$88.55

3.7%

Lisbon Connection

$20.11

$3.09

$54.94

$19.15

4.8%

BlueLine

$31.05

$5.91

$157.94

$31.05

0.0%

National Rural Transit
Average

$6.81

$4.14

$72.25

$6.03

9.0%

FTA Region 1 Rural
Average

$5.72

$4.89

$73.10

$5.14

10.2%

Route
citylink fixed route

The citylink ADA service has a higher farebox recovery than its fixed route counterpart, which is
unusual; demand response services almost always do not perform as well in financial
performance metrics compared to fixed route due to their relatively poor ridership efficiency
(Table A-18). The citylink ADA service is considerably more financially efficient for cost per
passenger and subsidy per passenger than FTA region 1 rural averages, and slightly better than
the national rural averages. As with fixed route, the cost per mile or hour is significantly more
than the national or regional average as the average speed is much lower. The citylink ADA
service has an average speed of 10.1 mph, whereas the national average is 17.6 and FTA
region 1 rural average is 26.7. The slower speed is expected given that the system carries far
more passengers per hour and mile than most demand response systems.
Table A-18. Demand Response Financial Performance Measures

Route

Cost/
Passenger Cost/ Mile Cost/ Hour

Subsidy/
Passenger

Farebox
Recovery

citylink ADA

$18.57

$7.03

$71.32

$15.56

16.2%

National Rural Transit
Average

$18.85

$2.51

$43.67

$17.13

7.7%

FTA Region 1 Rural
Average

$32.58

$1.80

$47.51

$32.17

1.26%
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A.7 Asset Management
A.7.1

Vehicles

Citylink vehicles are documented in the TAM Plan, which includes information about the type of
vehicle, the age and average mileage of the vehicle, and the vehicle’s Useful Life Benchmark
(ULB). The ULB is the expected life cycle of a capital asset. Citylink has 11 vehicles in its
revenue rolling stock, which includes buses, cutaways, and minibuses (Table A-19).
The buses are a mix of 35’ 2011 and 2019 heavy-duty, low-floor Gilligs, and the cost per bus in
2019 was $417,819. They can hold 31 seated passengers, allow for standees, and have two
spaces for wheelchairs. The minibus is a 29’ heavy-duty Gillig. These 7 buses (6 buses and 1
minibus) are used to operate the fixed route service which requires 7 buses during peak service,
leaving no spare busses.
The four cutaways are used primarily for the ADA demand response service but can be used for
fixed route if needed. These vehicles are the oldest in the fleet and 3 of the 4 are beyond their
ULB age and have over 250,000 miles.

6

5

147,983

$394,613

12

0%

Cutaway

4

11

244,334

$30,159

7

75%

Minibus (<29’)

1

1

12,636

$417,964

12

0%

ULB (Years)

Quantity

% At or Past
ULB

Average
Replacement
Value

Bus

Asset Category

Average Age

Average
Mileage

Table A-19. citylink Fleet Statistics

The vehicles used to operate the GreenLine, BlueLine and Lisbon Connection are owned by
WMTS. On the Lisbon Connection, a 2018 Chevy Glaval Titan Low-Floor bus is assigned. It is
23’ feet in length and can hold 16 seated passengers plus 2 wheelchairs. Standees are not
allowed. The GreenLine uses a specific vehicle that was purchased using CMAQ funding. The
BlueLine does not have a dedicated vehicle.

A.7.2

Facility

Citylink has two facilities in its inventory, as outlined in Table A-20, which includes two
passenger facilities. Citylink does not have an operations or maintenance facility and utilizes
WMTS facilities. The Oak Street Station, which opened in 2003, is in Lewiston and serves as a
hub for all fixed routes that serve Lewiston. The facility was built using state, local, and federal
dollars at a construction cost of $365,000. The Downtown Auburn Transportation Center is a
1,440 square foot facility located in Auburn and serves as a hub for all routes serving the city. It
opened in 2016 with a construction cost of $768,000 and was funded by the City of Auburn and
MaineDOT. It includes an indoor waiting area for passengers, seating, vending machines,
restrooms, and a driver break area.
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Table A-20. Facility Inventory Summary

Direct Capital
Responsibility

TERM
Rating

Yes

Good

24 Great Falls Plaza, Yes
Auburn, ME 04210

Good

Facility Name

Type

Location

Oak Street
Station

Passenger Facility

111 Bates Street
Lewiston, ME 04240

Downtown
Auburn
Transportation
Center

Passenger Facility

A.7.3

Technology

To operate the citylink bus service, various technologies are used as outlined in Table A-21.
Table A-21. citylink Technology

Technology

Technology
Used (Yes/No) Vendor

Automatic Vehicle Locations

Yes

Sychromatics For dispatch only

Automatic Passenger Counters

No

—

Tablets do have GPS
which allows for some
location data

Mobile trip planning app

No

—

—

Smartcard

No

—

—

Automated announcements

Yes

—

In beta testing process

On-board cameras

Yes

Service alert system

No

—

Social media is used

Dispatching software

Yes

Easy Riding

—

Fixed route scheduling

Yes

On board tablets

Yes

—

—

Parts Tracking/Maintenance

Yes

Ron Turley
Associates

—

AECOM
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Appendix B Market Analysis
B.1 Key Demographic and Geographic Factors
The Lewiston-Auburn region has experienced shifts in demographics and development patterns
since citylink service launched in 1976. This section describes existing socioeconomic and
geographic characteristics of the ATRC region, which includes the towns of Auburn, Lewiston,
Lisbon, and Sabattus, and identifies where additional transit demand might exist in the area.
This market evaluation also aims to project the location of future transit demand by looking at
existing land use and priority growth areas in the region. The U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS) and Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program
are the primary sources of demographic data used in this analysis and provide valuable
indications of trends and projections.

Demographics and Socioeconomics

B.1.1

Demographic and socioeconomic data are important in transit planning as they identify transit
markets that exist in an area. The measures below have been used to inform market demand
and are illustrated in the maps that follow:
•

Population Density: Fixed route transit operates most efficiently in areas where people
are in close proximity to one another. Population density gives a good general proxy for
where fixed route service can be most effective, with more flexible forms of
transportation in less dense areas.

•

Senior Population: As people age, they are more likely to need public transportation
due to health issues or lower incomes. Areas with high proportions of seniors indicate
current or future demand potential for public transportation services.

•

Youth Population: Younger people tend to rely on public transportation as they are
either too young to obtain a driver’s license or don’t have their own vehicle. Citylink
offers a discounted fare for high school students, incentivizing transit use.

•

Population with a Disability: Some individuals with disabilities are unable to drive
themselves, relying on transit to get to essential destinations such as work, school,
medical appointments, and grocery shopping. Public transit agencies with fixed route
service, like citylink, are required to provide complementary paratransit to qualifying
individuals.

•

Income and Poverty: Economic status is a strong factor in the propensity for using
transit; low-income households depend on public transportation as car ownership is
financially prohibitive.

•

Minority Population: In accordance with federal and state policies, public
transportation service must be fairly and equitably provided.

•

Vehicle Ownership: Related to general economic status, households without access to
an automobile are much more likely to use public transportation.

The demographic and socioeconomic profile for the ATRC region shown in Table B-1 indicates
that, overall, the region’s population is similar to that of Maine as a whole and the United States,
with the exception of minority populations (10 percent for ATRC versus 39 percent for the
nation). There are several indicators that are associated with a higher demand for transit
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including a lower median household income, more households without vehicles, and a greater
portion of the population which identifies as disabled.
Table B-1. Current Demographic and Socioeconomic Profile

Median
Household
Income

%
Households
Below
Poverty
Level

% of
Population
with
Bachelor’s
Degree or
Higher

%
Households
without
Vehicles
% Seniors

% Minority
Population

% People
with
Disabilities

ATRC
Region

$53,814

13.7%

26.2%

10.5%

16.3%

9.9%

16.7%

Maine

$55,425

12.7%

28.9%

7.3%

19.4%

6.6%

15.9%

United
States

$60,293

13.4%

29.0%

8.6%

16.5%

39%

12.6%

Area

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
The Lewiston-Auburn region’s population is concentrated in Lewiston and Auburn, with smaller
population centers in Sabattus Village and Lisbon (largely in the area surrounding Route 196)
(Figure B-1). With the exception of Sabattus Village, citylink serves the areas in the region with
a higher population density. Sixty-six percent of the population in ATRC’s service area lives
within ¾ mile of a citylink route.
The areas of the ATRC region with the highest concentration of older populations tend to be on
the outskirts of the Lewiston and Auburn downtown areas, specifically the Minot Avenue and
Sabattus Street corridors. The majority of these areas are served by citylink, however there is
an area between Routes 126 and 196 in Lewiston that has a relatively high population density
and senior population that is not within a fixed route service area. The citylink service area does
not extend to some areas that have relatively high senior populations, specifically Sabattus
Village (Figure B-2). There are also areas west of downtown Auburn and in the southern part of
Lewiston where over a fifth of the population are seniors (however, these areas have low
population densities).
The areas with higher youth populations (ages 10 to 21), are also largely served by citylink, the
exceptions being the Lewiston/Sabattus border area and Sabattus as a whole, where roughly a
fifth of the population falls into this age group; however, these areas have very low population
densities overall (Figure B-3). Downtown Lewiston’s relatively high youth population is due in
part to Bates College, which is located near citylink’s Oak Street hub. The concentration of
college-aged students should be considered when evaluating census data, particularly incomerelated data.
Apart from the Lewiston and Auburn downtowns, there are no areas in the region with a high
concentration of people with disabilities (Figure B-4). However, the region has a higher
proportion of disabled residents than the state and country as a whole.
ATRC’s service area also has a higher proportion of households below the poverty line than the
state and national average, with 13.7 percent of households living below the poverty threshold
as defined by the Census Bureau. These households outline environmental justice populations
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tend to be in the downtown areas and village centers (Figure B-5). With the exception of
Sabattus Village, these areas all have fixed route service via citylink or the Lisbon Connection.
Nearly 10 percent of ATRC residents identify as non-white and/or Hispanic or Latino (or
‘minority’). The majority of this population lives in the Lewiston and Auburn downtowns or along
the Sabattus Street corridor, and all areas are served by citylink (Figure B-6). There is also a
high minority population in western Auburn, near Poland; this area is not served by citylink.
Citylink reaches the areas of the region where a high proportion of households without personal
vehicles are concentrated which, with the exception of the outer Main Street area in Lewiston,
are in the Lewiston and Auburn downtowns (Figure B-7). The region has a greater proportion of
households without vehicles than the state and country.
Overall, citylink reaches the areas of the region where demographic data indicate a high
demand for transit. Given its relatively high population density and other indicators, Sabattus
Village is one area of the region that has the potential to support fixed route service.
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Figure B-1. Population Density

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-2. Older Populations

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-3. Youth Populations

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-4. Population with Disability

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-5. Households Below the Poverty Line

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
AECOM

109

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Figure B-6. Minority Population

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-7. Zero-Vehicle Households

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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B.2 Local and Regional Travel Patterns
People use transit for a variety of reasons including commuting to work, medical appointments,
recreation, and trips to school. The following analyses reveal local and regional travel patterns
that will inform planning efforts:
•

Population in Labor Force: Those who are in the labor force likely commute to their
workplace, with areas of high resident employment indicating a potential transit market.
These data only tell part of the story though, as it does not indicate where people
commute to work or if they work from home (which is increasingly common due to the
COVID-19 pandemic).

•

Job Density: Census maps show where people live. However, major employment
centers are also areas where investing in transit can provide an essential link between
key destinations and communities predisposed to using transit.

•

Commuting Patterns: These data show the towns of commuters’ origins and
destinations, rounding out the story told by employment status data and job density.

•

Major Trip Generators: Major trip generators are locations frequented by a significant
number of people, traveling by all modes, within the study area. Common transit
generators include schools and universities, hospitals and medical centers, and retail
and shopping areas.

According to 2017 LEHD Census data that focus on workforce trends, the region supports many
jobs for residents and non-residents. The region is a net importer of jobs with 27,100 people
commuting to the region for work and 15,537 residents working outside of the region. The
majority of people that live in the ATRC region (54.2 percent) also work there, whereas 45.8
percent leave the region for work. The majority of Lisbon residents work outside the ATRC
region while Auburn, Lewiston, and Sabattus residents tend to work in Lewiston or Auburn
(Figure B-8).
Figure B-8. Workplace of ATRC Residents by Town

Town of Residence

Workplace of ATRC Residents by Town
Auburn

n = 2,961

Lewiston

n = 2,791

Lisbon

n =413
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n =314
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Percent of Residents Employed in Town
Auburn

Lewiston

Lisbon

Sabattus

Outside Region

Source: 2017 LEHD
Most ATRC residents who do not work in Auburn or Lewiston commute to towns outside of the
region (Figure B-9). Portland is the most popular destination with 5.7 percent of residents
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commuting there, followed by Bath (3 percent), Augusta (2.9 percent), and Brunswick (2.8
percent).
Fifty-nine percent of people who are employed in the region live outside it, with workers mostly
commuting from Turner (2.7 percent), Greene (2.3 percent), Poland (2.2 percent), and Portland
(1.7 percent) (Figure B-10).
The areas with the lowest participation in the labor force are concentrated in citylink’s service
area, with the exception of northwest Sabattus (Figure B-11). This, coupled with population
density, indicates that individuals in the denser urban core are less likely to participate in the job
market than the more rural/suburban areas on the outskirts.
Jobs are largely located in citylink’s service area. However, there are several clusters of jobs
without fixed route service, specifically between Routes 11 and 202 in Auburn, and south of
Route 196 in Lewiston (Figure B-12).
The major employers in the region range from human service providers, like educational and
health care facilities, to manufacturers and distribution centers. Most of the major employers are
located in citylink’s service area, with the exception of those located in western Auburn. The
largest of those in western Auburn is Procter & Gamble Tambrands, which is located near
Interstate 95 (Figure B-13).
With the exception of the several educational facilities in Lewiston and Sabattus and the
Schooner Estates retirement community in Auburn, citylink’s fixed route service covers all of the
major trip generators in the ATRC region. Schooner Estates does fall within citylink’s ADA
service area (Figure B-14).
With the exception of several large employers in Lewiston and Auburn, citylink reaches most of
the job centers in the area. Apart from expanding service to those employers that are not served
by transit, this analysis indicates that focusing on connections to intercity transit should be a
priority, given the number of ATRC residents commuting to Portland, Bath, Augusta, Brunswick,
and other points outside the region.
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Figure B-9. Workplace of ATRC Residents

Source: 2017 LEHD
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Figure B-10. Residence of People Who Work in the ATRC Region

Source: 2017 LEHD
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Figure B-11. Population in Labor Force

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 2018
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Figure B-12. Job Density

Source: 2017 LEHD
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Figure B-13. Major Employers

Source: Maine Center for Workforce Research and Information Employer Locator
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Figure B-14. Major Trip Generators
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Appendix C Public Outreach
Due to social distancing guidelines and other safety protocols resulting from the COVID-19
pandemic, only in-person outreach could be conducted during the planning process. The bulk of
the outreach for this plan was undertaken through two online surveys. Additionally, a virtual
public meeting was held on April 7, 2021. The results from the first survey, questions from both
surveys, and notes from the public meeting are included below.

C.1 Survey One Results and Questions
C.1.1

Survey One Results

This memorandum summarizes the results of the Public Outreach Survey conducted on behalf
of the Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center (ATRC). The ATRC Public Outreach
Survey (hereafter, Survey) provides the ATRC the opportunity to immediately hear details from
stakeholders regarding gaps, potential improvements, and growth opportunities.
This memorandum provides an overview of the Survey’s purpose followed by the Survey
methodology and results.
Purpose
The purpose of the ATRC Public Outreach Survey (hereafter, Survey) was to collect information
on the travel patterns of residents in the primary study area which includes Lewiston, Auburn,
Lisbon, Sabattus. While residents of Lewiston and Auburn comprised the primary audience for
the Survey and residents of Lisbon and Sabattus accounted for the secondary audience, the
Survey was not limited to residents of those four communities. A map of the study area is
provided in Figure C-1.
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Figure C-1. Study Area

The Survey collected information from residents who use public transportation (riders) and
residents who do not use public transportation (non-riders), and asked respondents to provide
information on their travel habits, including frequent travel destinations, travel modes, and travel
preferences.
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Methodology
The survey was active on the SurveyMonkey platform
on November 16, 2020 through December 14, 2020.
Public participation and awareness were generated by
print media, websites, social media, and posters.
Social media was distributed via ATRC, the cities of
Auburn and Lewiston, housing authorities, libraries,
school superintendents, the New Mainers Public
Health Initiative, the United Somali Women of Maine,
Bates College, Central Maine Community College, and
the Chamber of Commerce. Posters with a QR code
were posted on buses and used for social media.
Advisory Committee members also distributed
information via their own outlets (Figure C-2). The
Survey had 466 respondents with a completion rate of
79 percent.
Survey Responses

Figure C-2. Poster Advertising citylink
Survey

PLEASE TAKE THIS
5-MINUTE SURVEY!

Help make citylink bus service
better for YOU!
Please take a few minutes to complete this survey online –– help
us make citylink the best service it can be! Even if you aren’t a
citylink rider, your feedback is essential!

The survey included 27 questions, which are grouped
into the following six categories:

.

www.surveymonkey.com/r/citylinkfuture

•

Origins, Destinations, and Mode

•

Public Transportation Services Used, Trip Purpose, and Frequency

•

Satisfaction with citylink

•

Unmet Transit Needs

•

Importance of Public Transportation for the Community

Origins, Destinations, and Mode
A series of questions asked survey respondents to identify their origins and destinations of
travel, which were analyzed to map origin-destination patterns of riders and non-riders.
Origins of Travel
Table C-1 displays the distribution of survey respondents by community of residence. While the
highest number of responses came from Lewiston, Auburn had the highest response rate
proportionate to its population. Lisbon and Sabattus had the lowest response rates
proportionate to their populations. Approximately 8 percent of respondents resided outside of
the study area (including 3 percent which live outside Androscoggin Count); Greene and Poland
were the most represented communities outside of the study area. Table C-3 provides a heat
map that visualizes the communities in which Survey respondents in Androscoggin County
lived.
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Table C-1. Distribution of Respondents by Community of Residence

Community

Percent of
Respondents

Population

Response Rate

Lewiston

46%

36,095

0.6%

Auburn

39%

23,187

0.8%

Lisbon

6%

8,906

0.3%

Sabattus

1%

5,000

0.1%

Other (includes Poland,
Greene, Rumford, Turner,
Minot, and Paris)

8%

N/A

N/A

Figure C-3. Heat Map of Survey Respondents by Community

Destinations of Travel
Respondents were asked the name of the nearest intersection to their home and the locations in
which they most frequently traveled to in order to map origin and destination information.
Mapping the respondents’ nearest intersection showed that bus riders in Lewiston lived in the
downtown area, and in Auburn riders lived downtown and in the vicinity of Gamage Ave, as
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shown in Figure C-4. As shown in Figure C-5, non-riders largely lived further from downtown
Lewiston and Auburn and more in the suburbs.
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Figure C-4. Heatmap of Bus Rider Home Location
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Figure C-5. Heatmap of Non-Rider Home Location
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All Survey respondents were asked to select their most frequent travel destinations; multiple
selections were allowed. As shown in Figure C-6, the top location was the Auburn Mall shopping
district followed by downtown Lewiston. Overall bus riders and non-riders traveled to the same
places with the following exceptions: riders had a higher rate of travel to Bates College/St.
Mary’s hospital area, the Sabattus Street corridor, and CMMC/Sunnyside Park. Non-riders
traveled to more places than riders.

Destinations of Survey Respondents

Figure C-6. Most Frequent Destinations of Survey Respondents
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As shown in Figure C-7, origin-destination patterns confirmed that riders traveled from the urban
core to the Auburn Mall district, Sabattus, St, Bates/St. Mary’s, and Lisbon Street Corridor. As
shown in Figure C-8, non-riders came from more suburban and rural areas in both Auburn and
Lewiston and headed to the downtowns and areas and corridors with shopping.
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Figure C-7. Bus Rider Origin-Destination Patterns
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Figure C-8. Non-Rider Origin-Destinations Patterns
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Modes of Travel
Survey respondents were asked to identify their primary mode of transportation and to indicate
whether they used a wheelchair, scooter, or walker for mobility. The private automobile was the
dominant mode of primary transportation amongst Survey respondents, with 71 percent
indicating their car or truck was their primary mode of transportation. While the majority of
Survey respondents who took transit identified their car or truck as their primary mode of
transportation, 34 percent of riders identified public transportation as their primary mode of
transportation. Table C-2 breaks down the travel primary mode of Survey respondents.
Table C-2. Primary Mode of Survey Respondents

Primary Mode

Percent of Respondents

Your car or truck

71%

Public transportation (bus)

12%

Walk

6%

Ride a bicycle

1%

Get a ride with family or friends 4%
Other (includes taxi, Uber,
carpool, ride with volunteer
driver)

6%

A separate question found that 4 percent of respondents used a wheelchair, scooter or walker.
Of the Survey respondents that used a wheelchair, scooter, or walker, 75 percent indicated they
had used citylink in the past. Comparatively, 41 percent of Survey respondents that did not use
a wheelchair, scooter, or walker indicated they had used citylink in the past. Another 50 percent
of respondents that used a wheelchair, scooter, or walker had used Western Maine
Transportation Services (WMTS) in the past, compared to just 10 percent of respondents that
did not use a wheelchair, scooter, or walker. Of the Survey respondents that indicated they used
a scooter, wheelchair, or walker, 75 percent indicated they had used public transportation in the
past compared to 42 percent of Survey respondents that did not use a wheelchair, scooter, or
walker for mobility.
The Survey indicated that those that used a wheelchair, scooter, or walker for mobility were
more likely to have used public transportation in Maine than those who did not use a wheelchair,
scooter, or walker. A comparison of travel habits of those with mobility needs compared to the
general population is provided in Table C-3.
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Table C-3. Comparison between Respondents with Mobility Needs to the General Population

% that have
used citylink

% that have
used WMTS

% that have not
used a bus in
Maine

Respondents that
use a wheelchair,
scooter, or walker 4%

75%

50%

25%

Respondents that
do not use a
wheelchair,
scooter, or walker 96%

41%

10%

48%

Total

42%

11%

47%

Mobility Need

% of
Respondents

100%

Public Transportation Services Used, Trip Purpose, and Frequency
Two questions asked respondents which public transportation services they had used in past (if
any) and the top trip purposes of respondents that indicated they had used public transportation.
Public Transportation Services Used
Survey respondents were asked whether they had used several public transportation services in
the region in past, including citylink, WMTS, or the Lisbon Connection, and were encouraged to
select all that applied. Nearly half of the Survey respondents had not used a bus service in
Maine; Table C-4 breaks down the public transportation services used by Survey respondents.
Other public transportation services used consisted largely of long-haul bus services such as
Concord Coach and Greyhound Bus Lines or municipal bus services in the Bangor and Portland
metropolitan areas.
Table C-4. Transportation Services Used by Survey Respondents

Transportation Service

Percent of Respondents

citylink Lewiston/Auburn

43%

Western Maine Transportation Services

12%

Lisbon Connection

2%

Have not used a bus in Maine

48%

Other public transportation service

16%

Trip Purposes of Transit Riders
Transit riders were asked for what trip purposes they used public transportation services. As
shown in Table C-9, shopping, work, and medical appointments were the most common trip
AECOM

131

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

purposes with more than 40 percent using it for one of these purposes. “Other” trip purposes
included activities such as going to the gym, connecting to regional transportation hubs (such as
the Portland Transportation Center or the Portland International Jetport), dropping children off at
daycare, and accessing automobile service appointments.

Percent of Responses

Figure C-9. Top Trip Purposes of Transit Riders
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Frequency of Taking Transit
Table C-5 summarizes the frequency with which transit riders used public transportation. As
shown, a plurality of riders took transit once a year. Those who took transit once a year
predominantly utilized citylink or regional bus and train services out of the Portland
Transportation Center.
Table C-5. Frequency of Transit Use Among Riders

Frequency

Percent of Respondents

Every day or almost every day

22%

Once a week

14%

About once or twice a month

20%

Once a year

44%

Respondents were asked to provide up to three reasons they used citylink or other public
transportation, with responses summarized in Table C-6. The most commonly cited reasons
among Survey respondents included taking transit for equity reasons, taking transit for
convenience, and taking transit for cost savings. The share of Survey respondents who took
transit for environmental or equity reasons indicates “choice” riders accounted for a sizable
portion of respondents. “Other” reasons for taking citylink or other public transportation included
temporary disabilities, avoiding parking, and poor weather.
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Table C-6. Top Reasons for Taking Transit

Reason for Taking Transit

Percent of Respondents

I support public transit for equity reasons

44%

Convenience

36%

Cost savings

35%

I support public transit for environmental reasons

31%

I don't have a license

30%

I don't have access to a car

25%

I want to do something other than drive while traveling

21%

Other

10%

Notification of Service Changes
The majority of Survey respondents were notified of service changes through the citylink
website or social media. Table C-7 summarizes the means in which Survey respondents were
notified of service changes (respondents could select all that applied).
Table C-7. Notification of Service Changes

Notification Method

Percent of Respondents

Website/Facebook/Twitter

68%

Flyers/posters/signs

20%

Bus driver

20%

From family or friends

16%

Newspaper/ad

13%

Other

11%

Satisfaction with citylink
A series of questions asked Survey respondents to characterize their satisfaction with citylink
and identify factors that encourage and discourage ridership.
Slightly over half of respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with public transportation
service, 12 percent were not satisfied. Figure C-10 summarizes respondents’ satisfaction with
citylink.
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Figure C-10. Satisfaction with citylink
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Factors that Discouraged Ridership Amongst Riders
Respondents could choose up to three factors that discouraged ridership. Not operating when
or where people wanted to go generated responses from 43 percent and 42 percent of
respondents, respectively. Table C-8 summarizes factors identified by respondents that
discouraged ridership of citylink.
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Table C-8. Factors that Discouraged Ridership

Constraints from using citylink more

Percent of
Respondents

The bus doesn't operate when I need it to operate

43%

The bus doesn’t go where I need it to go

42%

Too long a wait for a bus

38%

The bus takes too long

22%

The bus is dirty

12%

I don’t feel safe getting to or from the bus stop (cars traveling too fast, no
sidewalk, no crosswalk, etc.)

8%

I think it is too expensive

8%

I don’t feel safe on the bus

4%

Weather

4%

I have mobility issues

3%

Other (please specify)

25%

“Other” constraints identified mostly pertained to lack of convenience in terms of stop locations
and destinations, but also included negative comments about the lack of places to sit at stops
and not understanding where or how to get information. A couple of comments were included
about loud bus drivers’ music and conversation. There were very few issues around safety
concerns or expense.
Factors that Discouraged Ridership among Non-Riders
When asked why non-riders have not taken transit in past, 65 percent cited they did not need to
take transit because they had access to a car. In addition, 22 percent of respondents cited
issues with scheduling and routes. “Other” discouraging factors cited by non-riders included the
need for a car for work or school and the need to make multiple stops on their trip. Comments
were included about disliking the wait, having packages, and lack of ability to understand the
schedule. Cost and mobility and access issues did not appear to be a barrier to taking transit.
Factors that Encouraged Ridership
Of the 388 respondents who answered, 182 had suggestions: higher frequency, expanded
hours and schedule, an easier-to-understand schedule, how to go to multiple stops, evening
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service, Sunday service, posting the schedule on stops and hubs were all common suggestions.
The below comment is displayed as it is typical, detailed, and pertains to multiple users:
“Not me, but my clients... bus loops should circle more frequently, start earlier in the
morning, run later into the evening, and on both Saturday and Sundays. Busses on
Sunday should go to places of worship. Busses need to get out to Auburn turnpike area,
both to park and ride and to trailer park out that way, and out to Tambrands. Busses are
not currently helpful for people who need to be to work for early morning shifts, or work
until even 7pm. Busses need to make sure they can get people to food pantries in our
community, and places of worship, during the times they need to get there for various
reasons (including food support).”
Unmet Transit Needs
Survey respondents were asked to identify potential demand for additional service due to unmet
needs. This included destinations, connections, and times/days not currently served.
Additional Service Destinations
There were 118 respondents who answered what places they would like to go using transit
service but currently can’t, and the widespread locations mentioned have been logged in Figure
C-11 and Figure C-12, with bus riders responses mapped in the former and non-riders in the
latter. Rider respondents tended to select areas inside the service area that are not along
citylink routes and outdoor recreation areas in the region. Non-riders also selected outdoor
recreation areas but were more likely than riders to select cities in the region (Portland, Augusta,
and Brunswick). Both groups of respondents selected some destinations that were already
served by transit, suggesting some lack of familiarity with the service.
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Figure C-11. Destinations Currently Not Served by Transit That Transit Riders Would Like to Go
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Figure C-12. Destinations Currently Not Served by Transit That Non-Riders Would Like to Go

AECOM

138

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Additional Service Connections
Respondents were also asked what additional connections they would like public transportation
to make. The most popular unmet connections for riders and non-riders alike were Lewiston to
Portland and Auburn to Portland (Figure C-13 and Figure C-14). A smaller number of rider
respondents (four) indicated they would like a connection added between Lewiston and Auburn
and Brunswick, followed by three requests by rider respondents for a connection between
Auburn and Augusta. The remaining requests received by both riders and non-riders were made
by two respondents or less and scattered throughout the region.
Figure C-13. Destinations Rider Respondents Would Like Connections Added
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Figure C-14. Destinations Non-Rider Respondents Would Like Connections Added

Demand for Additional Service
Respondents could select up to three time slots when they would be most likely to use bus
services. The highest demand for additional service was in the evening, between 5:00 and 8:00
pm, with 69 percent of respondents indicating they would be likely to use evening service. In
addition, 56 percent of respondents indicated they would be likely to use bus services Saturday
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evening or off-hours (before 9:00 am or after 5:00 pm). Another 56 percent of respondents
indicated they would be likely to use additional bus service on Sundays, either during the
daytime (45 percent) or off-hours (31 percent). Figure C-15 summarizes the times in which
respondents would most like additional public transportation.
Figure C-15. When Respondents Would Like Additional Transit Service
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Importance of Public Transportation for the Community
A series of questions asked Survey respondents whether they believed public transportation
was important for the community and for the reasons they valued public transportation.
Importance of Public Transportation for the Community
When asked if they thought public transportation was important for the community, 96 percent of
Survey respondents indicated it was, as shown in Figure C-16.
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Figure C-16. Respondents’ Opinion on Importance of Public Transportation
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Reasons Why Respondents Valued Public Transportation
Survey respondents could choose up to three reasons why they valued public transportation;
Table C-9 summarizes respondents’ answers.
Table C-9. Reasons Why Public Transportation is Important to the Community

Value of Public Transportation

Percent of
Respondents

Provides a low-cost way for people to get around

72%

Reduces the need for everyone to have their own vehicle – helps the
environment

49%

Provides transportation for people who cannot drive (e.g. younger people,
older people, people with mobility issues)

79%

Helps local businesses by making it easier for people to get to their location

32%

Good public transportation is a sign of a healthy, equitable economy

45%

Other Opinions or Comments on Public Transportation
The final question asked Survey respondents for other opinions or comments on public
transportation in the area. This final open-ended question was a catchall for multiple comment
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types. Of the 188 responses, 36 have been grouped into eight categories, as shown in Figure
C-17.

Themes of Survey Comments

Figure C-17. Summary of Survey Comments
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“Other” comments reflected on the importance of public transportation and its value to the
community and the hope for continued improvement.
Demographics
A final series of questions asked Survey respondents to provide demographic information.
Employment Status
Respondents were allowed to choose all categories that applied; a summary of the employment
status of Survey respondents is provided in Table C-10.
Table C-10. Employment Status of Survey Respondents

Employment Status

Percent of Respondents

I am employed full time

56%

I am employed part time

12%

I am retired

21%

I am a full-time/part-time college student

7%

I am unemployed

5%

Age
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Figure C-18 visualizes the age range of survey respondents; as shown, 23 percent of
respondents were between the ages of 35 and 44 while another 20 percent were between the
ages of 45 and 54.
Figure C-18. Age of Survey Respondents
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Gender
The gender breakdown of Survey respondents is provided in Table C-11. As shown, Survey
respondents were more likely to be female compared the populations of the study area 30 and
Androscoggin County at large.
Table C-11. Gender Breakdown of Survey Respondents

Gender

Respondents

Study Area

Androscoggin
County

Male

31%

48%

49%

Female

64%

52%

51%

Other/Prefer not to
answer

5%

N/A

N/A

Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-Year Demographic and Housing Estimates

30

The study area is defined as Auburn, Lewiston, Sabbatus and Lisbon.
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Race/Ethnicity
Table C-12 summarizes the racial/ethnic identify of Survey respondents. As shown, Survey
respondents were slightly more diverse than the populations of the study area and
Androscoggin County at large.
Table C-12. Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents

Race/Ethnicity

Survey
Respondents

Study Area

Androscoggin
County

White or Caucasian

85%

90%

94%

Black or African American

3%

3%

2%

Hispanic or Latino

2%

0%

0%

Asian or Asian American

1%

1%

1%

American Indian or Alaska Native

1%

0%

0%

Native Hawaiian or Alaska Native

0%

0%

0%

I prefer not to answer

7%

N/A

N/A

Other

1%

N/A

N/A

Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-Year Demographic and Housing Estimates

Education
Table C-13 summarizes the educational attainment of Survey respondents. As shown, Survey
respondents were more likely to have attained a bachelor’s degree or higher than the
populations of the study area and Androscoggin County at large.
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Table C-13. Educational Attainment of Survey Respondents

Highest Level of Education

Survey
Respondents Study Area

Androscoggin
County

Less than a high school diploma

2%

11%

10%

High school degree or equivalent

15%

35%

35%

Some college, no degree

21%

20%

20%

Associate’s Degree (AA, AS)

11%

11%

11%

Bachelor’s Degree (BA, BS)

22%

15%

15%

Higher than a Bachelor’s Degree

29%

8%

8%

Source: U.S. Census ACS 5-Year Educational Attainment.
*Note: Census data on educational attainment applies to populations 25 years and older.

C.2 Public Meeting Notes
ATRC Virtual Public Meeting/Lewiston-Auburn Transit Study
April 7, 2021
6:00-7:30 pm
NOTE: To see full meeting presentation, click here.
Panelists: Jennifer Williams, ATRC; Jill Cahoon, AECOM; Carol Morris, Morris
Communications/Moderator
Participants: 29

Meeting Introduction

C.2.1
•

Jennifer Williams welcomed attendees and explained the purpose of the study and
tonight’s meeting.

•

Carol Morris explained logistics of the online meeting and asked attendees to hold
questions until the end of the presentation. She then kicked off an online mini-survey:

Question 1: How did you hear about this meeting?
•

47% email

•

26% Facebook

•

5% newspaper

•

11% friend or coworker

•

15% through other means
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Question 2: How often do you use transit?
•

15% every day

•

20 occasionally throughout the year

•

10% a few times a week

•

50% never

Current Demand for Transit Service: Jill Cahoon

C.2.2
•

Reviewed citylink and WMTS available transit

•

citylink

•

▪

Weekdays: 9 routes, 83 hours, 15 riders/service hour

▪

Saturday: 7 routes, 27 hours, 25 riders/service hour

Lisbon Connection, GreenLine, BlueLine (upcoming)
▪

Weekdays: 2 active routes, 23 service hours, 2 riders/service hours

•

Most popular stops are the two hubs, Walmart, Lewiston Housing Authority, CMCC

•

Routes generally serve areas of high population and employment density

Survey Findings: Carol Morris

C.2.3
•

466 responses, predominantly in urban core, respondents correspond with density and
transit services available

•

Primary ways people get around:

•

•

▪

71% driver their own vehicle

▪

12% use the bus

▪

6% walk

▪

4% ride with family and friends

▪

1% bicycle

▪

6% other

Where people are going:
▪

56% shopping

▪

41% medical

▪

43% work

▪

37% recreation

▪

27% social

▪

25% school

▪

10% other

Transit satisfaction:
▪
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•

▪

79% are satisfied or very satisfied with citylink

▪

Needs and improvements

▪

69% wanted weekday evening service until 8 pm

Demographics:
▪

8% minority status - slightly higher diversity than cities as a whole

▪

64% women responded – possibly due to high distribution rate among social
service agencies

Transit service options – Jill Cahoon

C.2.4
•

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Core fixed route network includes:
▪

Cost neutral options

▪

Streamlined routing

▪

Tri-hub

▪

Demand response

•

Service enhancements

•

Lisbon options

Streamlined routing with demand response zones
•

Does not eliminate service outside of streamlined areas, would be replaced with
demand response

•

Increase from 12 to 43 trips to Walmart from Lewiston hub

•

Increase from 12 to 32 trips to Walmart from Auburn hub

•

No change in trips between Lewiston and Auburn hubs (34)

Demand response
•

Transit vehicles are dispatched in response to calls from passengers. A transit operator
schedules a vehicle to pick up passengers and bring them to their destinations.

•

All demand response:
▪

No fixed route or schedule

▪

No pre-defined stops

▪

Pre-defined service area/zone

▪

Rides are shared with others

▪

Typically uses smaller vehicles

Options comparison
•

Sunday bus service: 9:00am-5:00pm service with service every 120 minutes

•

Hourly Saturday service: Service every 60 minutes on all routes on Saturdays

•

Longer Saturday hours: Begin service an hour earlier and end an hour later on
Saturdays

•

Longer weekday hours: Service on weekdays extended from 6:00pm to 8:00pm
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•

Late evening service: Extend service from 6:00 to 10:00pm three days a week

•

More weekday service: Two routes have 30-min service (the rest have 60minute service)

•

30 min weekday service: 30-min service on all routes, but only 5 of 9 proposed routes
will operate

•

Demand response zones: Replace fixed route segments with lower demand with
demand response

Lisbon Connection Options
•

Make Lisbon Connection Route open door once it’s outside citylink service area

•

Serve via upcoming WMTS Blue Route connecting L/A to Brunswick/Bath (more
expensive option)

•

Extend the citylink Lisbon St Route (More expensive option)

•

Create a demand response corridor

Question 3: Overall, do you think these are good suggestions for citylink?
•

50% - Yes, they will be helpful to me

•

5% - No, they will make it harder for me to use transit

•

40% - Some are helpful, some are not

•

5% - These changes would not affect me at all

Questions and Discussion

C.2.5

Stephen Martelli: On Auburn planning board, been talking about transit service in the city for
many years. New Auburn is being cut out totally and that is not fair. Waiting an hour or two for
demand response to be picked up is not acceptable.
Jason Lavoie: On-demand service seems good, especially for people who can’t get to work
locations on citylink service, no bus goes down East Avenue to get to elementary. Feels very
good about direction of study (Follow-up Note: Connor’s Elementary would be on a streamlined
route).
Christopher Rioux: Lives in New Auburn, many friends have depended heavily on bus service,
taxi rates are not as friendly, somewhat concerned about New Auburn being excluded
completely. Even going to bottom of the hill would be preferred. Wondering what turnaround
time would look like between making call and getting picked up.
•

Jill: Turnaround time is technology dependent. In this case we’re talking 20 minutes to
an hour. Everyone hears the need for speedy options is paramount.

Susan Charle: How has the pandemic affected research and material to drive study? Took bus
quite often until the pandemic started, now use it pretty sparingly. Also, when is BlueLine to
start?
•

Carol: As far as using transit, transit has taken a hit during pandemic. In terms of getting
survey responses, people prefer to take online surveys than go to meetings (in general).

•

Jill: Ridership has been impacted. Used 2019 numbers to look at “old normal” and
looked at who is using the service now.
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•

Jennifer: Ridership has been affected due to COVID. Citylink is fortunate to have been
able to keep system running at half capacity.

•

Jill: BlueLine is eminent and related to vehicle availability as soon as vehicles are
available it will be up and running.

Sandy Buchanan – Executive Director of WMTS and operator of citylink and BlueLine service.
Bus availability is a hold up of BlueLine, hoping to be able to use seasonal buses beginning
June 1. Regarding ridership, it’s beginning to increase, was holding at 36% to 40% overall, now
closer to 50%.
Stephen Martelli: Having lived in New Auburn, many people are not being reached tonight
because they don’t have a computer. These are people you need to look at. Would be willing to
hand a flier out to local people.
•

Carol: That would be most helpful. I will email you after the meeting to set up a time
tomorrow to talk. Thank you.

Jason Lavoie: As far as cost feasibility goes, concerned for those who buy monthly passes,
could citylink bus passes be used for demand response? It would be awesome if they could.
•

Jill: We are considering all the options, there is a specific set of survey questions asking
for your thoughts on fares, so please everyone, take the survey.

Jennifer Williams: We want to follow up on next steps – we know that none of the
recommendations can be implemented overnight. This is a good public process to get initial
feedback.
ATRC Virtual Public Meeting/Lewiston-Auburn Transit Study
June 23, 2021
6:00-7:30 pm
NOTE: To see full meeting PowerPoint presentation, click here.
Panelists: Jennifer Williams, ATRC; Jill Cahoon, AECOM; Carol Morris, Morris
Communications/Moderator
Contributors: Sandy Buchanan, WMTS; Krystal Oldread, AECOM
Participants: 16
Meeting Introduction
•

•

Jennifer Williams welcomed attendees and explained the purpose of the study: to improve
transit in the Lewiston-Auburn/Lisbon region. She added that tonight’s meeting was the
second of two, and would give the public the opportunity to comment on recommendations
for route and service changes.
Carol Morris explained logistics of the online meeting and told attendees that there would be
several pauses in the presentation to give people a chance to ask clarifying questions, with
plenty of time for comments at the end. She then turned the meeting over to Jill to begin the
presentation.

Second Survey Results
•

A second online survey received 45 responses, and indicated that 84% of respondents
used citylink, and 68% would be affected by the proposed changes.

Service Recommendations
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Jill summarized the proposed improvements, noting the goals were to simplify schedules
and create streamlined, faster routes.
These goals were achieved by:
o Converting less-used fixed route segments to demand response service
o Adding a third hub at Walmart, with multiple routes connecting the proposed
three hubs (Lewiston and Auburn Stations in the downtowns and Walmart)
o Increasing the number of one-seat (non-transfer) rides from the Downtown
Auburn Transportation Center and Oak St. Station to Walmart
o Two-way service to the Auburn Hannaford via Spring St. from Downtown Auburn
Transportation Center and New Auburn
o New service along East Ave. (Lewiston) and Center St. (Auburn)
o Two-way service along Lisbon St. and Pleasant St.
o 30-minute service to Lewiston Shaw’s
The plan also includes adding same-day demand response service in expanded demand
response zones, with free transfers to fixed-route service. This recommendation means
no area has transit service removed.
In Lisbon, the proposal is to maintain the existing route but convert it to “open door” once
outside of the citylink service area (people can signal to get off/on all along the route) to
add more flexibility for riders. Making a connection to the new BlueLine run by Western
Maine Transportation Services to be started this summer to Topsham, Brunswick and
Bath is also in the plan. This Lisbon Connection will be monitored over time to determine
if it needs to be adjusted in any way.

Longer Term Recommendations
•

Jill talked about longer term recommendations, noting that these are items that will
require more funding, but that would make the system more useful and attract more
riders. The list below is ranked in order of desirability as indicated by the first online
survey:
o Expand weekday hours to 8:00 PM, maintain 60-minute service
o Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 120 minutes
o Hourly Saturday Bus Service 9 AM to 5 PM
o Enhance the same-day service to microtransit
o New more convenient fare collection technology – cash-free type fares, etc.
o Saturday Bus Service 8:00 AM – 6:00 PM, every 60 minutes, all Saturday routes
o Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 60 minutes
o Sunday Bus Service 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM, every 60 minutes
o Expand demand response zones community wide where there is no fixed route
service. 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM weekdays 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Saturdays.
o 30-minute service on all routes Weekdays 6:00 AM – 6:00 PM, 60 minutes after 6
PM
o Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Portland from LA
o Provide 5 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Bath & Brunswick from LA
o Provide 4 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Augusta from LA
o Provide 2 trips daily (weekdays) to and from Rumford from LA
o Re-evaluate Sabattus service needs
o Re-evaluate Lisbon service

QUESTION: There was a question on the new fare collection technology? Jill responded that it
should include cash-free options using card- based payment; Western Maine Transportation
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Services does have some options of this type (swipe or show a card) and part of the plan is to
ensure that these can work for both systems. There is no timeframe for this as of yet.
Fares
•
•

•

In order to keep service affordable, the fares for fixed route bus service will not change.
The cost for demand response service will be $1.50 if scheduled a day in advance, $2 if
scheduled same-day. Demand response service will include free transfers to the citylink
fixed route system, and multi-trip discounted passes will be available and can be used
for demand response in the same way as they are currently used for fixed route.
Since many people have requested that a single fare system be used for other regional
services (Western Maine Transportation Services, for example), this is a
recommendation as well, and also that it should be made as simple as possible. This will
take time to be implemented, likely a few years. Fare capping (automatically ensuring a
customer is paying the lowest possible fare) will be a part of this upgrade.

QUESTION: What is the waiting time for same-day service demand response? Jill responded
that it depends on time of day and availability of vehicles. But it would be no more than an hour
– the same frequency as fixed route. As time goes on and the system is improved, the waiting
time would be even less, as low as 20 minutes.
QUESTION: Are you taking away monthly costs? This question was interpreted to be about the
monthly discounted passes, and Jill and Jen reiterated that those would still be available for the
demand response service in the same way it is now available for fixed route service.
COMMENT: Many people are on fixed incomes and having an Unlimited Pass is essential. Yes,
and that option will remain. No change.
Implementation Plan/Timing
•

Jill indicated that citylink staff hopes to finalize the plan, assess the feasibility of starting
a transit district, and find funding for capital assets this year. By fall of 2022, the
schedule calls for finalizing new fixed route schedules and setting up technology for
same day service. In spring of 2023, details would be communicated to the public, staff
and drivers would be trained, and in fall of 2023, new stops would be available and the
new service would launch. Jill noted that this is an optimistic schedule, and Jen
emphasized that the city councils of Lewiston and Auburn first need to agree to move
ahead with the recommendations.

Public Comment/Questions
In response to a question about the boundaries of the New Auburn Demand Response
area, Jen noted that Broad, Mill and Main Sts. would have two-way fixed route service; and the
rest of New Auburn would be served by demand response service. Jill outlined the area on the
map that would be served by demand response and where it would connect to the hubs/fixed
route network. She reminded everyone that demand response is open to the general public, and
anyone can request trips
QUESTION: Can you talk more about the new BlueLine from WMTS? Is it starting up this
summer? Is that part of the implementation plan for this study? Jill said the BlueLine is a
separate improvement, and asked Sandy Buchanan from Western Maine Transportation
Services to explain further. Sandy said the BlueLine has been running as a pilot program - on
reduced capacity due to COVID last year - but service is now being increased. To do this, they
need a bigger vehicle. Western Maine Transportation Services expects to expand it to three
runs a day by the last week of July/first week of August depending on employee availability. The
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BlueLine stops at the Auburn and Lewiston bus stations, at both ends of Lisbon, at the Topsham
Mall, then goes on to Bath where it is possible to transfer to the Brunswick Explorer.
QUESTION: If the ADA area is absorbed by demand response areas, how does that affect ADA
fares? How do these two things interact? Jill responded that the ADA area would be revised
based on streamlined fixed routes. ADA is available – with different regulations – within that
area to people who qualify, and the fare would be the regular ADA fare. The demand response
zones are open to general public at the $1.50/$2 fare noted earlier. Where there are areas of
overlap in terms of service availability, it would be the choice of the individual to decide whether
to take ADA paratransit or the general public demand response. Jill also stated that all current
ADA registered passengers would be grandfathered in to the current citylink service area
boundaries and only newly registered passengers would be subject to the new boundaries.
Carol asked when the written report would be available for those who want more details. Jen
said the finalized report would be available on the citylink and ATRC websites at the end of July,
and also the cities’ websites if they choose to include it. There will be clear links to staff contacts
for those who have questions or want to make further comment.
Jen also emphasized that there is a two-year implementation timeframe for the
recommendations, and both city councils need to adopt them in order to move forward. She also
said that before it is implemented, there will be another significant public process and education
around specific route changes, etc., as they get closer to the launch date.
QUESTION: How many demand respond vehicles would be needed and how much will they
cost? The response from Krystal Oldread, of AECOM, indicated that there will be two needed,
and they will cost $70-80,000 apiece. She noted that funding comes from federal and state
sources as well as local, and Jill added that the local share is typically a fraction of the cost –
around 20%. There is a savings with smaller vehicles because they are less expensive than
larger vehicles. A participant commented that smaller vehicles have a shorter useful life than
larger vehicles, which is true.
QUESTION: How would a resident who lives on Cook Street get to Walmart? The demand
response service would take you to the nearest hub and the fixed route service would take you
to Walmart. Or you could walk out to Mill Street, where you could catch either of the two buses
that go along that street; both would take you to Walmart. One goes to Walmart via the Auburn
hub and the other via the Lewiston hub.
QUESTION: Can you talk a bit more about the transit district -- how it would work, be
established, cost shared? Jill explained that a transit district is a free-standing entity with an
independent transit manager that requires buy-in by the communities that participate. A transit
district has a board and the board determines level of service, fares, and the cost sharing
formula. There are many different types of cost sharing formulas, but the important thing is that
the communities setting up the district decide and negotiate a cost sharing formula that works
for everyone. That formula is then formalized in the bylaws and the amounts that the
communities provide is shared annually. Jen added that the make-up of the board is set based
on the population within the participating communities. For example, if Lewiston and Auburn
participated, Lewiston would have four seats on the board, and Auburn would have three. She
noted that she believes it would be a lengthy but not insurmountable process for this to be
finalized.
QUESTION: So it would it be more costly for me to go to Walmart from Cook Street? No, it
would cost $1.50 or $2 for next day or same-day service, respectively. The fixed route cost does
not change, nor does the cost of a monthly pass.
In closing, Jen noted that the biggest takeaway for people should be that there is no guarantee
these recommendations will be implemented. She believes it is a great plan for the
communities; next steps will take time and must be supported by city council members and
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others. The final report will be posted in late July and she said that people can email ATRC or
citylink with comments and more questions. She thanked everyone very much for their
participation on the call.
The meeting ended at 7 pm.
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C.3 Survey Questions

AECOM

155

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

AECOM

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

156

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Appendix D Peer Comparison
A comparison with peer systems was conducted to gain an understanding of how other similar
systems are operating transit service. The team choose peer systems, selecting systems from
regions of similar population size and density. Systems in urbanized areas with populations
between 55,000 and 60,000 with an area of 30 to 40 square miles in cooler climates were
chosen to match the operating conditions in the Lewiston-Auburn area (Figure D-1). Eight peers
were selected, Figure D-2 outlines the level of service for each and as can be seen service is
largely inline with that of the Lewiston-Auburn urbanized area (UZA).
Figure D-1. Lewiston-Auburn Peer Areas
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Figure D-2. Peer Level of Service

A review of peer service hours compared to citylink confirmed that the system tended to have
less service available to passengers than peer systems. While citylink did have similar
headways to peer systems (the average headway was 60 minutes during weekdays and 90 on
Saturdays), citylink’s service hours tended to be shorter than peers and citylink didn’t offer
Sunday service while one-quarter of the peer systems did. Citylink had the shortest window of
service available on Weekdays of the peer groups (along with Beloit Transit in Beloit,
Wisconsin). Similarly, with the exception of two peers who don’t offer Saturday service, citylink
offered the least amount of service available on Saturdays (Figure D-2 and Figure D-4).
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Figure D-3. Peer Weekday Service Hours

Figure D-4. Peer Saturday Service Hours
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For the purpose of this report, data was gathered peer operating data was gathered from the
National Transit Database (NTD) and the U.S. Census, and the team comparing for 2019 NTD
agency profiles. While citylink’s ridership was similar to that of peer systems, the LewistonAuburn area had less transit service (revenue hours and miles) than most (Table D-1).
Table D-1. Peer Systems Operating Data

System

Ridership Revenue
Miles

Revenue
Hours

Operating
Cost

Farebox
Revenue

Skagit Transit

560,363

889,278

61,821

$7,620,536

$368,193

CATC

167,748

224,285

20,751

$952,854

$95,605

HPT

193,475

377,595

26,900

$2,118,390

$180,590

JEFFTRAN

213,797

293,926

17,251

$1,352,333

$109,404

RC Transit

334,731

299,469

23,602

$3,089,033

$155,120

Transit Orange

53,739

85,565

6,686

$593,065

$55,290

Beloit Transit

93,189

271,334

20,256

$2,037,919

$128,304

BRTA

497,498

889,439

52,987

$5,297,468

$667,672

Peers total

2,114,540 3,330,891

230,254

$23,061,598

$1,760,178

15,861

$1,526,663.00 $169,178.00

Lewiston-Auburn 307,779
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Overall, citylink performed better than most of the peer agencies selected, with significantly
more passengers per revenue hour and mile than the peer average (Table D-2). The citylink
also had a much higher farebox recovery ratio than peers.
Table D-2. Peer System Performance

System

Passengers/ Passengers/ Cost per
mile
Hour
hour

Farebox
Subsidy per
Recovery Ratio Passenger

Skagit Transit

0.63

9.06

$123.27

4.83%

$12.94

CATC

0.75

8.08

$45.92

10.03%

$5.11

HPT

0.51

7.19

$78.75

8.52%

$10.02

JEFFTRAN

0.73

12.39

$78.39

8.09%

$5.81

RC Transit

1.12

14.18

$130.88

5.02%

$8.76

Transit Orange

0.63

8.04

$88.70

9.32%

$10.01

Beloit Transit

0.34

4.60

$100.61

6.30%

$20.49

BRTA

0.56

9.39

$99.98

12.60%

$9.31

Peers Average

0.63

9.18

$100.16

7.63%

$10.07

19.40

$96.25

11.08%

$4.41

Lewiston-Auburn 1.47
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Appendix E Alternatives
In response to the diverse list of needs identified during the planning process the team
developed a numerous routing and service options for stakeholders to consider. The
alternatives designed include service area expansion, longer service hours, and more weekend
service, inspired by industry best practices and employing recent innovations in transit
technology. The options presented below included cost neutral and short-term and long-term
improvements.
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Figure E-1. Cost Neutral Options with No Demand Response Zones
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Appendix F Demand Response Alternatives Best
Practices
Demand Response (DR) is any non-fixed route system transporting individuals that require
advanced scheduling by the customer, has predefined service areas/zones, is a shared ride,
and there are no predefined stops. Transit vehicles are dispatched in response to calls from
passengers. A transit operator schedules a vehicle to pick up passengers and bring them to
their destinations. Elements such as how the trip is scheduled, who operates the vehicle, and
required advanced notice for scheduling a trip vary based on the type of demand response.
Demand response solutions reviewed include same-day demand response, vanpools,
microtransit, transportation network companies (TNCs), and taxi company partnerships.

F.1 Microtransit
Microtransit is an app-based real-time demand response transit service that operates using
flexible routes. Smaller vans or shuttles are used to enable neighborhood circulation and curbto-curb or door-to-door pick-ups and drop-offs. Nationwide microtransit has been used to:
•

Provide first-mile/last-mile connections to larger transit networks

•

Better understand origin-destination patterns before implementing fixed route

•

Offer same-day service for existing demand response systems

•

Operate service where there is insufficient demand for fixed route

•

Expand mobility options

•

Capitalize on extra capacity in the current demand response system

•

Replace poor/low performing fixed routes

A review of microtransit services nationwide and best practices literature found that zones are
typically 5 to 7 square miles, passengers per revenue hour ranged from 2.4 to 4.7 with areas
having higher population and job densities performing better, and the average cost per
passenger was $21.70. To use federal funding, the service must meet specific requirements,
including accessible vehicles, FTA drug and alcohol testing rules, and equity.
Accessible vehicles must be available, but the provider can require them to be requested in
advance. Systems that contract out the service and do not utilize their own vehicles either
require the vendor to supply accessible vehicles or partner with local NEMT providers.
Operators must either comply with federal drug and alcohol testing requirements unless there is
more than one operator, and the passenger can choose which operator they would like to use 31.
To be equitable, the service must also accept cash fares, and there must be a method for those
without internet access or a smartphone to request a vehicle. Many systems overcome this
obstacle by utilizing their own vehicles with fareboxes installed and provide a call-in-number that
connects the passenger to dispatch, who schedules the ride in real-time for them.
A review of fares was conducted to examine how the fare compares to fixed route fares
charges. Fares ranged from free to twice that of the bus fare, with most being the same as the
base fare for fixed route or greater. The average fare (amongst those who collected one) was

31

In this case the taxi clause applies.
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$2.25. The majority of microtransit systems allow individuals to book and pay their fare on a
phone. However, options must be provided for those without access to a smartphone or
computer or who are unbanked. A review of 10 case studies, the pros, and cons, for each can
be found in Appendix A , but key lessons learned are as follows:
•

Extensive outreach is needed to educate existing customers on how to use the new app
and service.

•

A strategic marketing plan is needed to inform the public of the new service, including
press releases, news articles, extensive media coverage, and community outreach.

•

New branding of the service is recommended to get the attention of the community.

•

Integration into the existing fare collection system is recommended for a smoother
transition.

•

Having the test phase of the pilot program free contributes to attracting a larger
audience and educating this new service to customers. In addition, it will help
accumulate operation experience for the transit agency.

•

Microtransit service needs to complement existing fixed routes network rather than
competing with it.

•

When wait times begin to exceed 30-minutes, the perceived quality of service goes
down.

The upfront costs associated with launching a microtransit costs are the procurement of the
software/technology, branding, and additional vehicles if needed. Systems reported licensing
fees/start-up software costs of $25,000 to $64,000 for 6-month pilot programs to use the
technology. In addition to the start-up software costs, many have vendors with monthly software
costs per vehicle ranging from $450- $1,000. Many systems developed partnerships with
technology vendors to pilot the program or received state or federal discretionary funding to
start the service. The software vendors on the market are Transloc, Econolane, Tripspark,
Moovit, via, and Transdev. While all provide the software, Via and Transdev can also provide
turnkey service providing vehicles and call center operations.

F.2 Taxi/TNC Partnerships
A new type of private mobility service providers called transportation network companies (TNCs)
has emerged during the past decade. Like microtransit, TNCs provide real-time demandresponse transit service operating on flexible routes and, in the process, improve mobility
options for customers and make their services more available to a broader customer base.
TNCs leverage mobile technology and digital platforms to connect customers with private
mobility providers. TNCs have established and expanded the market for on-demand mobility.
According to a Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) report published in 2019, more
than half of U.S. adults report they have heard of TNCs, and 21 percent of adults in major cities
personally use them (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine).32
TNCs offer flexible and adaptive services to capture the riders with new travel behavior that
respond more to on-demand services. Transit agencies have taken initiatives and seek
partnership with TNCs through pilots and programs to supplement their transit system and
elevate service quality. Transit agencies have the opportunity to partner with local taxi

32

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2019). Partnerships Between Transit Agencies and Transportation
Network Companies (TNCs). TCRP Research Report 204, pp. 160. Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.
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companies to provide TNC service. A peer review of implemented partnerships was conducted,
and key findings are listed below:
•

On average, systems would subsidize $10.55 of the cost of the trip

•

Systems that converted traditional demand-response to Taxi/TNC programs saw a 4-5
percent increase in ridership

•

Ensure the contract with the TNCs is set up so that the transit agency can receive the
data needed. Additionally, require that the TNC provide some level of disaggregation of
the data to analyze travel patterns and peak travel times.

•

Institute a limit on the number of trips per person per month in the beginning because
utilization may increase past the original budget as ridership grows.

•

In order to control costs, contract values need to be capped

•

Contract with more than one vendor

•

Significant marketing and education are required for the public.

•

The zone selection should have started with a narrower focus and expand as marketing
and ridership grow.

•

TNCs largely cannot address the ADA concerns from riders. The agency will need to
either step in and operate it in-house or find another third-party operator to fill in.

•

Accommodating on-demand WAV trips is expensive for pilot programs.

•

Currently, TNC trips through transit agency partnerships are not eligible for NTD
reporting. The FTA is working on guidance for how to classify the mode and type of
service.

While taxis and TNCs provide convenient service through real-time demand response, there are
several barriers to implementing demand response services nationwide and in the LewistonAuburn region. Services must meet FTA. These requirements include:
•

Compliance with FTA drug and alcohol testing. The only situation a transit agency and
its service provider are exempt is when a customer can select the provider directly from
a list of two or more.

•

ADA regulations apply to TNC and transit agency partnerships, regardless if federal
funding is used. Therefore wheelchair accessible vehicles must be available to provide
trips.

•

Equivalent service for those with disabilities must be provided measured by the
following criteria: response time, fares, geographic coverage, hours/days, restrictions or
priorities based on trip purpose, availability of information and reservation capability,
capacity.

•

Title VI considerations:

─

Smartphones can not be the only means an individual can request a trip by

─

Unbanked customers – individuals without access to a debit or credit card must have a
way to pay for the trip

Given the FTA requirements, the region is primarily restricted by limited existing services. Only
one local taxi company was identified in the region, and it does not use ADA accessible
vehicles, an FTA requirement. Furthermore, there is limited coverage of existing TNCs (such as
Uber and Lyft) in the region. Attempts to ride between the Oak Street Hub (Lewiston), the
Downtown Auburn Transportation Center (Auburn) and the Walmart Supercenter in Auburn
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during the morning, afternoon, and evening commuting times found limited and sometimes no
vehicles available, long wait times, and no options for a shared ride (to pick up other riders).

F.3 Vanpools
The Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center (ATRC) is interested in exploring alternative
service modes that complement fixed route service in the Lewiston-Auburn area. A vanpool
program is one of the modes the project team is investigating. Given that many of the area’s
residents commute to employment centers outside the region, a vanpool program might be ideal
for the region.
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) considers the vehicles with a minimum seating
capacity of seven people, including the driver, are open to the public and advertised, and have
at least 80 percent of their mileage expended for commuting purposes, as vanpool vehicles.
Vanpool programs are popular across the country, consisting of informal arrangements
organized by coworkers, private companies, state Departments of Transportation (DOTs), and to
a lesser extent, operated by public agencies. According to NTD data from FY 2019, there were
112 entities operating vanpool programs, and out of those entities, 68 were transit agencies.
Other operators included regional planning agencies, local governments, and private for-profit
corporations.
Nearly one-quarter of the transit agencies operating vanpools were located in Washington State.
The state supports vanpool programs through the distribution of Vanpool Investment grants to
transit agencies. The funds can be used to purchase vehicles and provide incentives to
employers to increase vanpool ridership. One of the case studies described in this white paper
is Skagit County Transit, a Washington transit agency operating a vanpool program since 2004.
Research also showed that many transit agencies that operate vanpools rely on outside
resources to make their programs run smoothly. A popular arrangement is transit providers or, in
the case of Vermont, partnering with Enterprise through their program Commute with Enterprise;
their partnership is described in a case study below.
There are transportation demand management web platforms for agencies who have not
partnered with a vanpool provider, like Agile Mile and Ride Amigos, that can be used to match
riders. The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) in State College, Pennsylvania, another
case study, uses a rideshare web platform to connect people interested in vanpools or smaller
carpools.

F.3.1

Case Studies

Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA)
Provider Profile
The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) serves State College, Pennsylvania, and eight
surrounding towns. CATA’s service area is 92 square miles with a population of 104,135. CATA
has been operating a vanpool program since 2007. The Authority also provides fixed route
service and ADA and non-ADA demand response transit. In FY 2019, the Authority had
6,602,752 unlinked passenger trips. The vast majority of those trips, 6,413,232, were on its fixed
route service, vanpool ridership accounts for only 2.5% of ridership.
Vanpool Program Structure and Operations
CATA’s vanpool program, launched in 2007, is part of a larger initiative, CATACOMMUTE rider
sharing services, including carpooling matches and the opportunity to opt into an Emergency
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Ride home service for an annual fee of $15 (Figure F-1). CATA’s vanpools range in size from
seven to 12 people (the number of people in a vanpool is constrained by the vehicle’s size). As
of 2019, there were over 35 vanpool groups and nearly 500 passengers using the service. The
Authority has 38 vanpool vehicles operating in full service. In FY 2019, there were 159,394
unlinked passenger trips, 854,911 vehicle revenue miles, and 18,535 vehicle revenue hours.
Figure F-1. CATACOMMUTE Rideshare web platform

Source: https://rideshare.nextinsight.com/
CATA provides the vans, fuel, maintenance, insurance, and other operational resources for the
vanpools (i.e., trainings, legal templates, fuel cards, regular cleanings). Vanpool drivers take the
vans home every day and are allowed to store the vans on the street if needed. Drivers are also
responsible for keeping the vehicle clean and managing routine maintenance; CATA offers
resources for and covers the cost of all maintenance and cleanings.
Financial Information
CATACOMMUTE is funded using passenger fares and federal, state, local, and private funding
from Penn State University. The fare is monthly and per vanpool, not individual. It is calculated
using a base price plus a per-mile charge. The base price is determined based on program
administration and insurance costs. The fare is then evenly distributed amongst the vanpool
passengers, and individuals are invoiced monthly. CATA recommends that the vanpool group
travel at least 50 miles round trip each day to be cost-effective.
In FY 2019, CATA’s vanpool operations cost $499,840 in FY2019 and the Authority collected
$333,348 in vanpool fares. The average fare is $2.09. The vanpool service costs the Authority
$0.19 per vehicle revenue mile after accounting for fare revenue. Over half of the vanpool
operations, 67 percent, are covered by fares.
Marketing
CATA has a video on their website devoted to their CATACOMMUTE services which, along with
the vanpool service, include Rideshare, Guaranteed Ride Home, and Park & Ride. The
Authority also maintains an active social media presence on which they promote their vanpool
program.
Skagit County Transit
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Provider Profile
Skagit Transit is located in Burlington, Washington, and operates 19 fixed routes, both local and
longer commuter routes, which serve the surrounding region. Skagit Transit’s service area is
760 square miles with a population of 115,484. The Agency also operates an ADA demand
response service in addition to their vanpool program. Skagit Transit has been operating a
vanpool program since 2004. In FY 2019, the Agency had 896,118 unlinked passenger trips:
560,363 on its fixed route service, 146,079 on commuter bus, 114,180 on its vanpool service,
and 75,496 on its ADA demand response service.
Vanpool Program Structure and Operations
Skagit Transit’s vanpools range in size from five to 15 people. The Agency supports 36 vanpools
and supplies vans ranging from seven to 15 in seating capacity. In FY2019, there were 114,180
unlinked passenger trips, 1,085,851 revenue miles, and 29,504 vehicle revenue miles.
Besides supplying vehicles, Skagit Transit provides vanpools with fuel, maintenance, insurance,
and other operational resources (i.e., trainings, legal templates, fuel cards). On its website,
Skagit Transit directs people who are interested in forming or joining a vanpool to Ridershare
Online, a public-facing platform maintained by the Washington State Department of
Transportation for organizing vanpools and other rideshares. The platform enables people to
find existing vanpools they can join or others who are interested in forming a new vanpool.
Skagit Transit requires vanpools to designate a van manager, bookkeeper, and a primary set of
drivers. There has to be at least one backup driver in the vanpool. Skagit Transit provides
bookkeeping instruction, processes driver applications, vanpool agreements, and operates a
mandatory driver orientation, including an on-road evaluation.
The vanpools operate flexibly according to the needs of their members. Individual vanpools
decide the location and number of their pickup points and pickup times. The hours of operation
for two of the Agency’s 36 current vanpools range from 11 pm – 6 am to 3:30 am – 2 pm,
serving people who work all shifts.
Financial Information
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) provides Skagit Transit and
other transit agencies in the state funds through the Vanpool Investment grants to support
vanpool programs. This partnership between WSDOT and transit agencies began in 2001. The
state’s investment has led to Washington having the most extensive public vanpool fleet in the
country, with more than 18,000 commuters in the state using vanpools every day.
The monthly fare for vanpools varies based on the number of people in the vanpool and the
travel distance. All vanpool groups are charged a $200 monthly flat fee plus different mileage
rates. Seven passenger vehicles are charged $0.34 per mile, while twelve and fifteenpassenger vehicles are charged $0.42 per mile. Monthly fares per passenger range from $49 for
riders in a seven-passenger vanpool going 20 miles daily to $326 for riders in a five-person
vanpool traveling 200 miles a day.
In FY 2019, Skagit Transit’s vanpool operation cost $744,583 and took in $475,310 in fare
revenue. The average passenger fare is $4.16. The service cost the Agency $0.25 per vehicle
revenue mile after accounting for fare revenue. Over half of the Skagit Transit’s vanpool
operations costs, 64 percent, are covered by fares.
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Figure F-2. An Entry in the Vanpool Photo Contest

Skagit Transit maintains a
social media presence where
it promotes services and
provides updates to
passengers. It has also held
vanpool photo contests in
past years (Figure F-2). Local
businesses also offer vanpool
members discounts, with a
local farm offering produce
delivery to vanpool
customers at park-andSource: https://www.skagittransit.org/additional-services/vanpool/
rides.
Vermont Agency of Transportation
Provider Profile
One of the resources the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) offers to state residents is
Go! Vermont, a transportation demand management (TDM) program that provides residents
with a ’‘clearinghouse' of multi-modal transportation resources in Vermont, including a multimodal trip planner, financial incentives for using transportation alternatives to single-occupancy
vehicles, ride-matching, and a statewide vanpool program.
Vanpool Program Structure and Operations
Go! Vermont operates Vermont’s vanpool program in partnership with Enterprise through its
program Commute with Enterprise. Commute with Enterprise is the largest vanpool provider in
the country, assisting local providers nationwide by providing the vehicles and operational
support necessary to operate a vanpool fleet. The state decided to use an outside provider
because it was attracted to Enterprise’s experience and structure (i.e., a web platform, 24-hour
roadside assistance, gas cards, insurance, and vans). There was no operational data available
from the National Transit Database (NTD).
Groups or individuals interested in forming or joining a vanpool can use Go! Vermont’s website
to reach the Commute with Enterprise website and enter their desired points of origin and
destination and their working hours. Parties are matched with an existing vanpool or have the
opportunity to form their own if there are at least four other people interested in the same route.
The vanpool driver is allowed to use the van for personal use outside of the vanpool, but the
Enterprise gas card can only be used for vanpool travel. There are other perks associated with
vanpool membership; for example, the vanpool comes with a free parking permit on the
University of Vermont’s campus. Vanpool passengers also have a guaranteed ride home in
accordance with Go! Vermont’s policy of reimbursing riders up to $70 in travel fees if they face
an unforeseen change of plans that prevents them from using their regular vanpool.
Financial Information
Vermont provides $500 per month per vanpool. Go! Vermont also works to partner with
businesses to subsidize the program. Riders also pay a monthly fare. According to a 2014
article in the Vermont newspaper Seven Days, the average monthly rate for vanpool commuters
was $120 per month, which covered the use of the vehicle, gas, repairs, and insurance.
Marketing
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Go! Vermont is responsible for marketing alternative transportation statewide and has used its
resources to promote the vanpool program, including producing a high-quality video (Figure
F-3). Go! Vermont also works with the University of Vermont and other employers to promote
the service to their staff.
Figure F-3. Go! Vermont’s Vanpool Promotional Video

Source: https://www.connectingcommuters.org/

FTA requirements

F.3.2

If vanpool programs are open to the public, the service is advertised to the public, assistance
informing vanpools is provided, they are operated in compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and they have a record-keeping system in place to meet all NTD Reporting
Requirements, they are eligible for 5307 funding. Consistent with other modes, information
regarding fully-allocated operating and capital costs along with service statistics must be
collected and reported. Unlike other transit modes, vanpool operators are permitted to count
excess farebox revenue (after covering operating expenses) to acquire rolling stock—allowing
the provider to use the revenue as a credit toward a local match.

Industry Best Practices

F.3.3

While vanpool ownership and operational structures vary greatly due to discrepancies in state,
local, and private funding opportunities and the differing needs of the areas they service, several
practices are consistent across the mode:
•

Most vanpool providers host an online platform for potential riders to match with those
with similar commutes.

•

Vanpool providers recommend that vanpools have at least 5 or 7 passengers minimum
to be cost-efficient for riders. The minimum number of passengers is dependent on the
size of the agency’s vans.

•

Riders are provided with a suggested base mileage to ensure that the service is costeffective.

•

Many vanpools offer passengers a limited number of emergency rides home if their
schedule interferes with their ability to participate in their regular vanpool.

AECOM

181

Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Appendix G Transit System Governance Best Practices
Governance models of transit agencies vary nationwide, have varying authorities for creation,
and are made up of different levels of government. Several states, such as Connecticut, Rhode
Island, and New Jersey, have state transit agencies. States such as Texas, Massachusetts,
Washington, Ohio, and Florida allow general purpose transit authorities or transit districts.
Several notable transit agencies, such as the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
(WMATA) in Washington, D.C., and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) in California, are governed
under a special purpose regional transit authority or district, authorized under special statutes.
Municipal transit agencies such as the City of Phoenix Public Transportation Department and
the Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS) operate under existing local government powers.
Joint exercise of powers or joint powers authorities authorized under local arrangements are
also used as governance models for transit agencies.
Current Maine laws allow for transit agencies to be formed via a variety of government
structures. Varying governance structures and examples of transit agencies in Maine operating
under such governance structures are outlined below.
State Transit Agency: A transit agency created by a state government, with transit operations
owned, funded, and managed by the State. The Maine State Ferry Service is an example of a
state transit agency governance structure in Maine.
General Transit District (or authority): A transit authority, usually with an accompanying
funding mechanism, created through the joint approval of leaders and voters in multiple local
jurisdictions under state law. The Casco Bay Lines ferry service is an example of a Transit
District governance structure in Maine.
Special Transit District (or authority): Created by a special act of the state legislature and
applying only to a specific, single region of the State. The Greater Portland Metro is an example
of a special-purpose transit authority governance structure in Maine.
Municipal Transit Agency: Assumption of transit services by an existing local government,
without special state legislation, is part of its municipal functions. The South Portland Bus
Service is an example of a municipal transit agency governance structure in Maine.
Interlocal Agreement (Joint exercise of powers or joint powers authority): Agreements
between two or more existing local governments to create a new transit agency by jointly
exercising the powers they each have to build or operate transit. The Lewiston-Auburn Transit
Committee, the owner of Lewiston-Auburn's citylink fixed route transit system, is an example of
a transportation agency operating under Maine's Interlocal Agreement governance structure.
Public Transportation Authority: Public transportation authorities are created by State
enabling legislation. However, the State does not fund or manage operations. The Northern
New England Passenger Rail Authority, operators of Amtrak's Downeaster train service, is an
example of a Public Transportation Agency operating in Maine.
Private Operators: Lastly, private companies may also operate publicly accessible
transportation services. Private operators do not have a governing board. West's Transportation
is an example of a private operator in Maine.
501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organizations: In addition, transit agencies can exist through the
establishment of non-profit organizations. Western Maine Transportation Services (WMTS) is an
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example of a transportation agency operating under a 501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organization
governance structure in Maine.
An overview of transit governance structures in Maine is provided in Figure G-1.
Figure G-1. Transit Government Structures in Maine

While Transit Districts are advantageous in that they are eligible recipients of U.S. DOT
Urbanized Area Formula Program Grants (5307 funding), they have more administrative
requirements than Interlocal Agreements. Conversely, Interlocal Agreements are advantageous
because they have relatively few legal administrative requirements, but they are not legal
entities and are not eligible recipients of 5307 funding. 501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organizations are
legal entities, and as such, they are eligible recipients of 5307 funding.
Requirements regarding the formation and operation of interlocal agreements, transit districts,
and 501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organizations are further examined in this section; because citylink
services two municipalities, municipal transit agencies are not examined in detail. Because local
jurisdictions do not have the authority to create state transit agencies and special purpose
transit authorities, their authorization requires state legislature acts; these government
structures are not examined in detail.

G.1 Interlocal Agreements
Interlocal agreements in Maine are authorized under Maine Title 30-A: Municipalities and
Counties; Part 2: Municipalities; Subpart 2: Organization and Interlocal Cooperation; Chapter
115: Interlocal Cooperation (Chapter 115). The purpose of the Chapter is to permit public
agencies (i.e., local municipalities) to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling
them to cooperate based on mutual advantage and thereby to provide services and facilities
within the State in a manner and pursuant to forms of governmental organization that will accord
best with geographic, economic, population and other factors influencing the needs and
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development of communities.33 Requirements to form, maintain, and amend an interlocal
agreement in Maine are outlined below.34
Agreement: Any two or more parties may enter into agreements with one another for joint or
cooperative action under this chapter. 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.
Specifications: Any agreement made under Chapter 115 must specify the following:
•

Its duration

•

The precise organization, composition, and nature of any separate legal or
administrative entity created by the agreement together with the powers delegated to
that entity provided the entity may be legally created

•

Its purpose

•

The manner of financing the joint or cooperative undertaking and of establishing and
maintaining a budget for the undertaking

•

The method to be used to terminate the agreement partially or completely and to
dispose of property upon termination

•

Any other necessary and proper matters

Additional Items: If the agreement does not establish a separate legal entity to conduct the
joint or cooperative undertaking, the agreement, in addition to the items listed in subsection 2,
must contain the following:
•

It must provide for an administrator or a joint board responsible for administering the
joint or cooperative undertaking. In the case of a joint board, all parties to the
agreement must be represented.

•

It must provide the manner of acquiring, holding, and disposing of real and personal
property used in the joint or cooperative undertaking.

Requirements regarding additions or modifications to interlocal agreements are not explicitly
outlined in state legislation. It can reasonably be inferred that modifications to interlocal
agreements, such as adding Sabattus and Lisbon to the existing interlocal agreement between
Lewiston and Auburn, would require an amendment to the existing agreement and
specifications.
The Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee Agreement to Establish (Agreement to Establish)
specifies the following in accordance with Chapter 11535:
•

Purpose: to establish, maintain and implement a short- and long-range bus transit
development program, and apply for, receive and administer Federal and State grantsin-aid for mass transit on behalf of the Cities of Lewiston and Auburn to provide
adequate and efficient mass transit for the Lewiston-Auburn area.

•

Membership: the LATC shall be composed of seven members determined on the basis
of three members appointed by the Lewiston City Council and three members

33

§2201. Purpose

34

§2203. Joint exercise of powers

35

Cities of Lewiston and Auburn, Agreement to Establish the Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee, February 1998.
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appointed by the Auburn City Council. The seventh board member is appointed by
either the City of Lewiston or Auburn on an alternating basis.
•

Estimating annual expenses: The private operator of scheduled, fixed route mass transit
service in the Lewiston-Auburn area shall annually prepare and present to the
Committee a budget for its next fiscal year, itemizing expenses of operations,
maintenance and repairs, costs of contemplated capital improvement, and other costs
incidental to the provision of transit service in the Lewiston-Auburn area.

•

Requests for public funds: In any fiscal year in which the recommended budget, as
approved by the Committee, shows anticipated expenses exceeding anticipated
revenues, the Committee shall request the participating municipalities for the difference.
If a majority of the members of the Lewiston City Council and the Auburn City Council
approve the amount of this request, the proportionate share of each city shall be
calculated on the basis of 50 percent for each city.

•

Termination: The Committee shall remain in existence for an indefinite term and until
terminated by a majority vote of both the Auburn City Council and the Lewiston City
Council.

G.2 Transit Districts
Transit districts in Maine are authorized under Maine Title 30-A: Municipalities and Counties;
Part 2: Municipalities; Subpart 5: Health, Welfare, and Improvements; Chapter 163:
Transportation. Key excerpts of legislative requirements to form, maintain, and amend a transit
district in Maine are outlined below.
Formation:36 By vote of its legislative body, any municipality may by itself, or in cooperation with
one or more other municipalities, form a transit district for the purposes provided in Chapter 163.
Management:37 Each municipality is entitled to one director for each 10,000 inhabitants of the
municipality or fraction of that number, as determined by the latest Federal Decennial Census,
up to municipalities with populations greater than 80,000, which are entitled to eight directors.
Appointment:38 Municipal officers of each municipality shall appoint the directors of a district,
who serve a duration of three years. Appointments shall be staggered so that one third of
directors are up to appointment each year.
Officers, meetings, and employees:39 The directors shall elect from among their members a
president, treasurer, clerk, and any other officers that they desire and shall adopt bylaws and
regulations for the conduct of the district's affairs. The directors shall meet at least 4 times a
year or more often if required by the bylaws, and upon the call of the president. The president
shall call any other meetings that are requested in writing directed to the president and signed
by at least 1/3 of the members of the board of directors. The directors shall appoint and fix the
salary of a district manager who may not be a director. The district manager is the chief
executive officer of the district. The district manager shall appoint any other employees that are
required for district purposes and fix the salaries of those employees. The directors may, by

36

§3502. Formation; powers

37

§3504. Management

38

§3504. Management

39

§3506. Officers; meetings; employees
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resolution, indicate which appointments by the manager and salaries established by the
manager will require confirmation of the board of directors.
Routes, fares, and sinking fund:40 The directors of a district shall establish such routes and fix
such rates of fare to be charged for the mass transportation service as will, to the extent
possible, reasonably ensure sufficient income to meet the cost of the service, including, but not
limited to, operating expenses, insurance, taxes, rentals, annual serial bond payments, interest,
allocation for a reserve account and an allowance for depreciation. If, after all such obligations
have been met, a surplus remains, the directors may deposit all or any part of the surplus in a
reserve account or in the sinking fund created by this chapter. If all or any part of the surplus is
deposited in the sinking fund, the amount of the annual commitment to the tax assessors of the
municipalities comprising the district covering payments to the sinking fund shall be reduced by
the amount of that deposit.
Estimations of expenditures, contributions and budget:41 By November 1st of each year,
the board of directors shall prepare and submit to the municipal officers of the municipalities
comprising the district an itemized estimate of expenditures and revenues for the following
calendar year, which shall be the fiscal year.
Each year, before submitting the estimates, required by subsection 1 to the municipal officers,
the board of directors of the district, by a 2/3 vote of its entire membership, shall establish a
formula for contributions to be made by each municipality in order to defray any projected
deficit. This formula and estimated amount of the contribution required from each municipality
shall be shown in the estimates filed with the municipal officers of each municipality. The
legislation does not specify the formula to be used. Often the total local share is the deficit
needed to operate the system after accounting for state and federal funding, fare revenue, and
other revenues such as advertising, rents, or partnerships. The local share is then divided
amongst member communities using a weighted process based on a variety of variables.
Potential variables to determine the local share by community are revenue miles, population,
population density, revenue hours, and demand response origins or destinations.
As indicated in the Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center's 2021-2024 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP), funding is reasonably expected to be available based on both past
funding and agreement with the Maine Department of Transportation for the federal and State
funds and the local communities for their share of projects.42 Because the State of Maine
operates on a yearly funding cycle for a three-year work plan, tentative funding has not been
allocated beyond 2023. Resultantly, citylink's budget is fiscally constrained; approximately half is
sourced by 5307 funding. In fiscal years in which anticipated expenses exceed anticipated
revenues, the Committee shall request the participating communities for the difference, split
evenly between the participating communities of Lewiston and Auburn. This differs from the
formula used by the Greater Portland Metro, which applies a weighted formula based on
revenue miles by participating jurisdiction.
By March 1st of each year, the board of directors shall adopt a final budget for that year which
shall be itemized in the same manner as the estimate of expenditures and revenues under
subsection 1. This budget shall be submitted immediately to the municipal officers of the
municipalities comprising the district and the amounts allocated to each municipality to defray

40

§3515. Routes and fares; sinking fund

41

§3516. Estimate of expenditures; contributions; budget

42

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center, 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program, 2021.
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any projected revenue deficit in the budget shall be included in the warrant to the assessors of
each municipality.
Warrant for Taxes:43 Before April 1st of each year, the directors shall issue their warrant in the
same form as the warrant of the Treasurer of State for taxes, with proper changes, to the
assessors of the municipalities comprising the district. The warrant shall require the
municipalities to assess the sum allocated to each municipality for payment of the operating
deficit and the sum allocated to each municipality for payment into the sinking fund, if any, upon
the taxable estates within those municipalities and to commit their assessment to the constable
or collector of the municipalities.
Addition to or modification of a district:44 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 application for membership.
The board of directors, with approval from all municipalities in the transportation corridor district,
may change the borders of a transportation corridor district.
The governing board of a transit district covering Lewiston and Auburn would have seven
representatives, with four representing Lewiston and three representing Auburn. The size of the
governing board would increase to nine representatives for a transit district covering Lewiston,
Auburn, Lisbon, and Sabattus, as outlined in Table G-1.
Table G-1. Governing Board Representation of a Potential Transit District (example only)

City

Population

Board Representatives

Lewiston

36,100

4

Auburn

23,200

3

Lisbon

8,900

1

Sabattus

5,000

1

G.3 501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organizations
501(c)(3) Non-Profit Organizations are authorized under Maine Title 13-B: Maine Non-Profit
Corporation Act. Requirements to form, maintain, and amend a non-profit organization in Maine
are outlined below.
Articles of Incorporation: The articles of incorporation shall set forth the name of the
organization, whether it is a public benefit or a mutual benefit organization. Public benefit
organizations, such as transit agencies, must indicate the purposes for which the organization is
established. The articles of incorporation must also indicate the number of directors constituting

43

§3517. Warrant for taxes

44

§3503. Addition to or modification of a district
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the initial board (if the number has been designated) and the name and address of each
incorporator.45
Annual report of non-profit organizations: Each non-profit organization must deliver an
annual report setting forth the name of the organization and jurisdiction of its incorporation,
names and business address of the president, treasurer, registered agency, secretary or clerk,
and directors of the corporation. The annual report shall include a brief statement on the
character of the activities the organization is engaged in Maine and the address of its principal
address. The information contained in the annual report must be current as of the date the
report is signed.46
Procedure to amend articles of incorporation: The board of directors shall adopt a resolution
setting forth the proposed amendment and establishing that it be voted upon at a meeting of
voting members, which may be either an annual or a special meeting. The proposed
amendment shall be adopted upon receiving at least a majority of the votes which members
present at such meeting or represented by proxy are entitled to cast. If there no members, or no
members entitled to vote thereon, an amendment shall be adopted at a meeting of the board of
directors upon receiving the vote of a majority of the directors in office. The articles of
incorporation may be amended by written consent of all members entitled to vote on such
amendment. If such unanimous written consent is given, no resolution of the board of directors
proposing the amendment is necessary.47

45

§403. Articles of incorporation

46

§1301. Annual report of domestic and foreign corporations; excuse.

47

§802. Procedure to amend articles of incorporation.
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Appendix H Recommendation Profiles
The following nine pages include detailed recommendation profiles, including new routing and
scheduling.
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(1) Red Line Pleasant St.
Benefits:
• New service to the
High School and
YWCA
• Additional Shaw’s
service
• Direct service to
Pleasant View Acres

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE
Pleasant
Oak Street YWCA
Shaw's
View Acres Shaw's
YWCA
Oak Street
6:00
6:07
6:09
6:15
6:20
6:22
6:28
7:00
7:07
7:09
7:15
7:20
7:22
7:28
8:00
8:07
8:09
8:15
8:20
8:22
8:28
9:00
9:07
9:09
9:15
9:20
9:22
9:28
10:00
10:07
10:09
10:15
10:20
10:22
10:28
11:00
11:07
11:09
11:15
11:20
11:22
11:28
12:00
12:07
12:09
12:15
12:20
12:22
12:28
13:00
13:07
13:09
13:15
13:20
13:22
13:28
14:00
14:07
14:09
14:15
14:20
14:22
14:28
15:00
15:07
15:09
15:15
15:20
15:22
15:28
16:00
16:07
16:09
16:15
16:20
16:22
16:28
17:00
17:07
17:09
17:15
17:20
17:22
17:28

SATURDAY SCHEDULE
Pleasant
Oak Street YWCA
Shaw's
View Acres Shaw's
YWCA
Oak Street
10:00
10:07
10:09
10:15
10:20
10:22
10:28
12:00
12:07
12:09
12:15
12:20
12:22
12:28
14:00
14:07
14:09
14:15
14:20
14:22
14:28
16:00
16:07
16:09
16:15
16:20
16:22
16:28

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue
Miles: 66
Saturday Daily Revenue
Miles: 22
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 5.5
Cycle Time: 30 minutes
Speed: 11.0 mph
Weekday Interline:
L9/L1/L3 (45/30/45)
Saturday Interline:
L9/L1/L3 (45/30/45)
Annual Revenue Hours:
1,640
Annual Revenue Miles:
18,040

(2) Orange Line Lisbon St.
Benefits:
• Faster service by
removing unused
deviations
• Between Line 1 & 2
there is a bus every
30 minutes from the
Oak St. Hub to Shaws
• Bi-directional Service
along Lisbon St

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE
Lewiston
Lewiston
Oak Street Mall
Shaw's
LA College Shaw's
mall
Oak Street
6:30
6:37
6:40
6:50
7:00
7:02
7:06
7:30
7:37
7:40
7:50
8:00
8:02
8:06
8:30
8:37
8:40
8:50
9:00
9:02
9:06
9:30
9:37
9:40
9:50
10:00
10:02
10:06
10:30
10:37
10:40
10:50
11:00
11:02
11:06
11:30
11:37
11:40
11:50
12:00
12:02
12:06
12:30
12:37
12:40
12:50
13:00
13:02
13:06
13:30
13:37
13:40
13:50
14:00
14:02
14:06
14:30
14:37
14:40
14:50
15:00
15:02
15:06
15:30
15:37
15:40
15:50
16:00
16:02
16:06
16:30
16:37
16:40
16:50
17:00
17:02
17:06
17:30
17:37
17:40
17:50
18:00
18:02
18:06

SATURDAY SCHEDULE
Lewiston
Lewiston
Oak Street Mall
Shaw's
LA College Shaw's
mall
Oak Street
10:50
10:57
11:00
11:10
11:20
11:22
11:26
12:50
12:57
13:00
13:10
13:20
13:22
13:26
14:50
14:57
15:00
15:10
15:20
15:22
15:26
16:50
16:57
17:00
17:10
17:20
17:22
17:26

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue
Miles: 100.8
Saturday Daily Revenue
Miles: 33.6
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 8.4
Cycle Time: 45 minutes
Speed: 11.2 mph
Weekday Interline: L2/L10
(25/15)
Saturday Interline:
L8/L2/L10/L5
(40/45/15/20)
Annual Revenue Hours:
2,460
Annual Revenue Miles:
27,552

(3) Yellow Line Sabattus St.

Benefits:
• Faster service by removing
unused deviations
• Bi-directional service along
entire corridor

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE
Oak Street St. Mary's Hannaford's Hillview Hannaford's St. Mary's Oak Street
6:30
6:36
6:42
6:50
6:58
7:04
7:10
7:30
7:36
7:42
7:50
7:58
8:04
8:10
8:30
8:36
8:42
8:50
8:58
9:04
9:10
9:30
9:36
9:42
9:50
9:58
10:04
10:10
10:30
10:36
10:42
10:50
10:58
11:04
11:10
11:30
11:36
11:42
11:50
11:58
12:04
12:10
12:30
12:36
12:42
12:50
12:58
13:04
13:10
13:30
13:36
13:42
13:50
13:58
14:04
14:10
14:30
14:36
14:42
14:50
14:58
15:04
15:10
15:30
15:36
15:42
15:50
15:58
16:04
16:10
16:30
16:36
16:42
16:50
16:58
17:04
17:10
17:30
17:36
17:42
17:50
17:58
18:04
18:10

SATURDAY SCHEDULE
Oak Street St. Mary's Hannaford's Hillview Hannaford's St. Mary's Oak Street
10:30
10:36
10:42
10:50
10:58
11:04
11:10
12:30
12:36
12:42
12:50
12:58
13:04
13:10
14:30
14:36
14:42
14:50
14:58
15:04
15:10
16:30
16:36
16:42
16:50
16:58
17:04
17:10

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue
Miles: 85.2
Saturday Daily Revenue
Miles: 28.4
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 7.0
Cycle Time: 45 minutes
Speed: 9.5 mph
Weekday Interline:
L9/L1/L3 (45/30/45)
Saturday Interline:
L9/L1/L3 (45/30/45)
Annual Revenue Hours:
2,460
Annual Revenue Miles:
23,288

(5) Blue Line Main St

N

Benefits:
• Direct
service to
Tall Pines Dr.
• Faster
service by
removing
unused
deviations

Route Stats
WEEKDAY SCHEDULE
Market Place
CMMC
Oak Street CMMC
Mall
Marden's River Valley (Main St.) Oak Street
5:50
5:54
5:58
5:59
6:01
6:05
6:07
6:50
6:54
6:58
6:59
7:01
7:05
7:07
7:50
7:54
7:58
7:59
8:01
8:05
8:07
8:50
8:54
8:58
8:59
9:01
9:05
9:07
9:50
9:54
9:58
9:59
10:01
10:05
10:07
10:50
10:54
10:58
10:59
11:01
11:05
11:07
11:50
11:54
11:58
11:59
12:01
12:05
12:07
12:50
12:54
12:58
12:59
13:01
13:05
13:07
13:50
13:54
13:58
13:59
14:01
14:05
14:07
14:50
14:54
14:58
14:59
15:01
15:05
15:07
15:50
15:54
15:58
15:59
16:01
16:05
16:07
16:50
16:54
16:58
16:59
17:01
17:05
17:07

SATURDAY SCHEDULE
Market Place
CMMC
Oak Street CMMC
Mall
Marden's River Valley (Main St.) Oak Street
9:50
9:54
9:58
9:59
10:01
10:05
10:07
11:50
11:54
11:58
11:59
12:01
12:05
12:07
13:50
13:54
13:58
13:59
14:01
14:05
14:07
15:50
15:54
15:58
15:59
16:01
16:05
16:07

Weekday Daily
Revenue Miles:
57.6
Saturday Daily
Revenue Miles:
19.2
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 4.8
Cycle Time: 20
minutes
Speed: 14.4 mph
Weekday Interline:
L8/L2/L10/L5
(40/45/15/20)
Saturday Interline:
L5/L8 (20/40)
Annual Revenue
Hours: 1,093
Annual Revenue
Miles: 15744

(6) Light Purple Line Clockwise Circulator
Benefits:
• New service along Center St.
• One-seat trip from both hubs
to the malls and Walmart
• Operates opposite of Route 7

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE
Auburn
Mall
Oak
New
Great
Auburn
Auburn Target Bates Oak
Street
Auburn Hannaford's Falls
Apts.
Walmart
Mall
Shaw's Plaza
Plaza
College Street
10:30
10:35
10:41
10:45
10:52
11:00
11:04
11:07
11:11 11:15
11:18 11:21
11:30
11:35
11:41
11:45
11:52
12:00
12:04
12:07
12:11 12:15
12:18 12:21
12:30
12:35
12:41
12:45
12:52
13:00
13:04
13:07
13:11 13:15
13:18 13:21
13:30
13:35
13:41
13:45
13:52
14:00
14:04
14:07
14:11 14:15
14:18 14:21
14:30
14:35
14:41
14:45
14:52
15:00
15:04
15:07
15:11 15:15
15:18 15:21
15:30
15:35
15:41
15:45
15:52
16:00
16:04
16:07
16:11 16:15
16:18 16:21
16:30
16:35
16:41
16:45
16:52
17:00
17:04
17:07
17:11 17:15
17:18 17:21

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue Miles: 68.6
Saturday Daily Revenue Miles: 0
Weekday Trips: 7
Saturday Trips: 0
Miles per Trip: 9.8
Cycle Time: 60 minutes

Speed: 9.8 mph
Weekday Interline: No Interline
Saturday Interline: No Saturday Service
Annual Revenue Hours: 1,792
Annual Revenue Miles: 17,562

NO SATURDAY SERVICE

(7) Purple Line Counter-Clockwise Circulator
Benefits:
• New service along Center St.
• One-seat trip from both
hubs to the malls and
Walmart
• Service to Barker Arms
• Line operates opposite to
the Line 7

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE

Shaded trips operate on Saturdays

Bates
Target Plaza Auburn
Auburn
Great
Hannafor Barker
Oak
Oak Street College
(center St.) Plaza
Shaw's
Auburn Mall Walmart Mall Apts. Falls
d's
Arms
Street
6:00
6:04
6:07
6:10
6:15
6:19
6:25
6:30
6:40
6:42
6:48
6:55
7:00
7:04
7:07
7:10
7:15
7:19
7:25
7:30
7:40
7:42
7:48
7:55
8:00
8:04
8:07
8:10
8:15
8:19
8:25
8:30
8:40
8:42
8:48
8:55
9:00
9:04
9:07
9:10
9:15
9:19
9:25
9:30
9:40
9:42
9:48
9:55
10:00
10:04
10:07
10:10
10:15
10:19
10:25
10:30
10:40
10:42
10:48
10:55
11:00
11:04
11:07
11:10
11:15
11:19
11:25
11:30
11:40
11:42
11:48
11:55
12:00
12:04
12:07
12:10
12:15
12:19
12:25
12:30
12:40
12:42
12:48
12:55
13:00
13:04
13:07
13:10
13:15
13:19
13:25
13:30
13:40
13:42
13:48
13:55
14:00
14:04
14:07
14:10
14:15
14:19
14:25
14:30
14:40
14:42
14:48
14:55
15:00
15:04
15:07
15:10
15:15
15:19
15:25
15:30
15:40
15:42
15:48
15:55
16:00
16:04
16:07
16:10
16:15
16:19
16:25
16:30
16:40
16:42
16:48
16:55
17:00
17:04
17:07
17:10
17:15
17:19
17:25
17:30
17:40
17:42
17:48
17:55

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue Miles: 118.8
Saturday Daily Revenue Miles: 79.2
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 8
Miles per Trip: 9.9
Cycle Time: 60 minutes

Speed: 9.9 mph
Weekday Interline: No Interline
Saturday Interline: No Interline
Annual Revenue Hours: 3,488
Annual Revenue Miles: 34,531

(8) Grey Line Auburn - Walmart
Benefits:
• One seat ride to/from
Walmart and Great Falls
• Connects all three hubs

N

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE

Shaded trips operate on Saturdays

Towne
Towne
Webster
House
Auburn Mall
Auburn
House
Webster Great
Oak
Oak Street Great Falls School
Apts
Apts
Walmart Mall Apts Apts
School
Falls
Street
5:10
5:15
5:18
5:23
5:27
5:30
5:32
5:35
5:38
5:41
5:46
6:10
6:15
6:18
6:23
6:27
6:30
6:32
6:35
6:38
6:41
6:46
7:10
7:15
7:18
7:23
7:27
7:30
7:32
7:35
7:38
7:41
7:46
8:10
8:15
8:18
8:23
8:27
8:30
8:32
8:35
8:38
8:41
8:46
9:10
9:15
9:18
9:23
9:27
9:30
9:32
9:35
9:38
9:41
9:46
10:10
10:15
10:18
10:23
10:27
10:30
10:32
10:35
10:38
10:41
10:46
11:10
11:15
11:18
11:23
11:27
11:30
11:32
11:35
11:38
11:41
11:46
12:10
12:15
12:18
12:23
12:27
12:30
12:32
12:35
12:38
12:41
12:46
13:10
13:15
13:18
13:23
13:27
13:30
13:32
13:35
13:38
13:41
13:46
14:10
14:15
14:18
14:23
14:27
14:30
14:32
14:35
14:38
14:41
14:46
15:10
15:15
15:18
15:23
15:27
15:30
15:32
15:35
15:38
15:41
15:46
16:10
16:15
16:18
16:23
16:27
16:30
16:32
16:35
16:38
16:41
16:46

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue Miles: 91.2

Speed: 11.4 mph
Weekday Interline: L5/L8 (20/40)

Saturday Daily Revenue Miles: 30.4

Saturday Interline: L8/L2/L10/L5
(40/45/15/20)

Weekday Trips: 12

Annual Revenue Hours: 2,187

Saturday Trips: 4

Annual Revenue Miles: 24,928

Miles per Trip: 7.6
Cycle Time: 40 minutes

(9) Green Line Lewis – Walmart - CMCC
Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue Miles:
117.6
Saturday Daily Revenue Miles:
39.2
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 9.8
Cycle Time: 45 minutes
Speed: 13.1 mph
Weekday Interline: L9/L1/L3
(45/30/45)
Saturday Interline: L9/L1/L3
(45/30/45)
Annual Revenue Hours: 2,460
Annual Revenue Miles: 32,144

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE

Shaded trips operate on Saturdays

Bates
Bates
Oak
Oak Street College
Walmart
CMCC
Walmart
College
Street
6:15
6:19
6:30
6:40
6:50
6:52
6:55
7:15
7:19
7:30
7:40
7:50
7:52
7:55
8:15
8:19
8:30
8:40
8:50
8:52
8:55
9:15
9:19
9:30
9:40
9:50
9:52
9:55
10:15
10:19
10:30
10:40
10:50
10:52
10:55
11:15
11:19
11:30
11:40
11:50
11:52
11:55
12:15
12:19
12:30
12:40
12:50
12:52
12:55
13:15
13:19
13:30
13:40
13:50
13:52
13:55
14:15
14:19
14:30
14:40
14:50
14:52
14:55
15:15
15:19
15:30
15:40
15:50
15:52
15:55
16:15
16:19
16:30
16:40
16:50
16:52
16:55
17:15
17:19
17:30
17:40
17:50
17:52
17:55

Benefits:
• Provides one-seat
ride to/from Oak
Street and Walmart

(10) Pink Line Oak Street to Great Falls

WEEKDAY SCHEDULE

Benefits:
• Connects downtowns

Oak Street Great Falls Hannaford's Roak Block Oak Street
6:15
6:20
6:22
6:26
6:30
7:15
7:20
7:22
7:26
7:30
8:15
8:20
8:22
8:26
8:30
9:15
9:20
9:22
9:26
9:30
10:15
10:20
10:22
10:26
10:30
11:15
11:20
11:22
11:26
11:30
12:15
12:20
12:22
12:26
12:30
13:15
13:20
13:22
13:26
13:30
14:15
14:20
14:22
14:26
14:30
15:15
15:20
15:22
15:26
15:30
16:15
16:20
16:22
16:26
16:30
17:15
17:20
17:22
17:26
17:30

SATURDAY SCHEDULE

Route Stats
Weekday Daily Revenue Miles: 31.2
Saturday Daily Revenue Miles: 10.4
Weekday Trips: 12
Saturday Trips: 4
Miles per Trip: 2.6
Cycle Time: 15 minutes
Speed: 10.4 mph

Oak Street Great Falls Hannaford's Roak Block Oak Street
9:35
9:40
9:42
9:46
9:50
11:35
11:40
11:42
11:46
11:50
13:35
13:40
13:42
13:46
13:50
15:35
15:40
15:42
15:46
15:50

Weekday Interline: L2/L10 (45/15)
Saturday Interline: L8/L2/L10/L5
(40/45/15/20)
Annual Revenue Hours: 820
Annual Revenue Miles: 8,525
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Appendix I Fare Technologies and Policies Best
Practices
The purpose of this best practices paper is to provide an overview of the issues that should be
considered when developing a fare policy. This white paper is broken down into five sections:
•

Fare Levels. How to determine an appropriate cost for customers to use the service.

•

Fare Types. Related to fare levels, an examination of methods for fare payment and
collection.

•

Fare Change Policy. An overview of the process for changing fares and considerations
agencies must have when doing so.

•

Current Trends and Innovations. New trends and innovative approaches to fare policy
from across the country.

•

Safety at the Farebox. Safety issues in the customer interaction at the farebox.

Fare Levels

I.1

At its core, a fare policy determines who should pay what amount in order to use the public
transportation system. Due to the large subsidy received by transit operators, the decision on
price-point is not always straightforward. Potential considerations when establishing fare levels
for a transit agency include:
•

Affordability

•

Equity

•

Transaction Costs

•

Transportation System Management

•

Farebox Recovery

Transit agencies must balance the many needs of customers, stakeholders, and the agency
itself when developing fare levels. An overview of each consideration is provided below.

I.1.1

Affordability

The public survey conducted for this transit study shows that nearly one-third of system users
are transit-dependent. – they have no other way to travel except via public transportation. A
significant driver of that dependency is affordability. Most public transportation riders outside of
large urban systems cannot afford a personal vehicle, so the bus acts as part of the social
safety net. The need for an affordable system for low-income Maine residents provides
motivation to keep fares as low as possible.

I.1.2

Equity

Many view the role of the public transportation system as a provider of access – to jobs,
shopping, medical services, and activities that reduce social isolation and much more. In the
public survey conducted for this project, 44 percent of respondents indicated they took transit
because they were concerned about equity. There is the perspective that the most vulnerable
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members of society have a right to this access, especially people of color, people with low
incomes, and people with disabilities. Many transit systems in Maine serve these vulnerable
populations. Simultaneously, the paratransit system is the only means of access many seniors
and people with disabilities have to key destinations.
This equity consideration is a powerful motivator to keep fares affordable for vulnerable
populations. Equity is further codified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
mandates that federal resources are equitably distributed and not allocated in a discriminatory
way. Agencies operating in large urban areas with more than 50 vehicles operated in maximum
service for a single mode are subject to greater scrutiny regarding Title VI impacts.

Transaction Costs

I.1.3

Cash handling represents a cost for transit agencies. For this reason, many transit agencies
throughout the country encourage non-cash fare options through pricing. Fare levels may be set
to discount rides paid by smart cards or other non-cash fares. The introduction of non-cash fare
media is sometimes done in concert with an overall fare restructuring, where cash fares
increase but fares paid with smart cards or similar non-cash methods retain the same fare level.
This incentivizes customers to use smart cards or other non-cash passes.

Transportation System Management

I.1.4

Pricing structures for transit can be used as a transportation system management tool. In the
context of the Lewiston-Auburn area, downtown Lewiston has five parking garages that charge
patrons $1.00 per hour, while free parking in Auburn is limited to one or two hours. Transit fares
can be priced to compete with these parking rates or the tolls charged on Interstate 95.
Similarly, pricing schemes can be developed to manage how the transit system itself is used.
This is especially true in efforts to incentivize the use of fixed route over demand response
service. Since paratransit service is the most expensive service provided on a per passenger
basis, many transit agencies have specific fare policies to encourage ADA service passengers
to use fixed routes when they can. This is achieved through reduced or even free fares for
demand response-eligible riders. For example, the Las Vegas Regional Transit Commission
provides free fares for ADA passengers.
Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 161 (2014) studied the impact of free and
reduced fares on shifting passengers from ADA to fixed route services. This report documented
that even a small number of passengers switching from demand response services to fixed
route produces overall cost savings to a transit agency.

Farebox Recovery

I.1.5

A typical performance indicator for a transit agency is the farebox recovery ratio: the amount of
fare revenue received per trip compared to the overall cost of providing each trip. Policymakers
and the non-riding public often desire for the farebox recovery ratio to be higher, and the
required subsidy minimized. However, a higher farebox recovery ratio typically means higher
fares, which runs counter to affordability, equity, and transportation system management goals.
Maine transit providers' average farebox recovery ratio is 10.9 percent, while citylink's is 11.1
percent.

I.2

Fare Types

Fares and fare-related technology vary by service. Citylink utilizes diamond dropbox fareboxes,
with a base fare of $1.50. Additionally, they offer a variety of passes and discounted fares for
AECOM
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high school students, seniors, and disabled individuals (Table I-1). Central Maine Community
College (CMCC) and students registered at the University of Southern Maine – Lewiston/Auburn
College (USM L/A College) campus ride for free. Transfers are free but can only be used at the
Lewiston or Auburn transit centers and must be used within 60-minutes. One-way fare for the
ADA complementary paratransit service is $3.00, and passes are not available for this service.
Fares were last raised in 2011.
Table I-1. citylink Fare Types

Fare Type

Base Fare

Multi-ride pass

Monthly pass

Regular adult

$1.50

6 trips = $7.50

$36

High school student

$1.25

Not offered

$18

Senior/disabled

$0.75

11 trips = $7.50

$18

GreenLine, BlueLine, and the Lisbon Connection
fares may be paid with cash, credit, debit, the
SmartCommute Pass, or mobile pay via Apple,
Samsung, and Android. In October of 2019, WMTS
expanded their fare collection48 system to an open
payment system and launched the SmartCommute
Card on all WMTS vehicles (Figure I-1). The
SmartCommute Card is a stored value card that
individuals can use to pay for their trips. To
incentivize its use, for every $50 loaded onto the
card, an additional 10 percent in value is added.
Additionally, the technology allows individuals to pay
their fare onboard using various mobile payment
apps or traditional credit/debit cards.
The fare for the GreenLine is distance-based, with
shorter trips priced at $3 and longer trips at $5.
There are no passes or discounts available for
elderly or disabled individuals as with citylink. The
Lisbon Connection fare is $1.50 for adults and $0.75
for seniors, people with disabilities, and those aged
11 and under. Transfers between the Lisbon
Figure I-1. SmartCommute Pass
Connection and citylink routes are free at the Oak
Street Bus Station. Tuesday shopping trips on the
Lisbon Connection are free for Lisbon residents.

I.2.1

U-Pass Programs

In parts of the state with significant higher education presence, transit agencies partner with
universities to provide special student and staff passes, sometimes called a U-Pass. These
programs typically allow students, and in some cases faculty and staff, to ride for free.

48

For cash fare payments there is a traditional vault-style farebox.
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The U-Pass program is usually a fixed fee that the college/university pays to the transit agency
to allow students to use their Student ID Card or a special pass to ride. Usually, it is funded by
student activity fees, parking fees and penalties, and/or general funds. Similar programs can be
offered to other institutions and potentially major employers.
The Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee (LATC) has a UPass partnership with the University of
Southern Maine (USM), where USM students, staff, and faculty can ride the citylink system for
free. U-Pass programs can provide a steady and reliable stream of revenue for a transit agency,
as universities typically pay the transit agency on a per-enrolled-student basis. The
disadvantages are that service increases may not be able to keep pace with ridership increases.
There are also equity concerns that college students who may come from higher-income
households are paying a lower fare than low-income passengers in the same system.

Transfers

I.2.2

Many passengers use a transfer (taking more than one bus) to complete their trip. Transfer
policies range from charging full-fare for each transit boarding to providing free transfers. Some
transit providers, such as Metro Transit in Minneapolis, allow full access to the system for up to
three hours with a paid fare, including using the same fare for the return trip.
Citylink riders can transfer for free but only at the Lewiston or Auburn transit centers and are
only valid for one hour. In addition to transfers within a system, passengers often need to
transfer between buses operated by neighboring transit systems. The policy for these transfers
is usually governed by inter-agency agreements that cover policy and revenue sharing. The fare
policy should handle inter-agency transfers and whether there are any additional charges.

Low-Income Fares

I.2.3

Some transit agencies provide low-income fares, which alleviates the burden of transportation
costs on low-income passengers. This fare program typically works by having a customer
demonstrate that they qualify as "low income" to the transit agency, which will then provide a
verification card proving low-income status. Some transit agencies verify status through an
income statement, while other agencies rely on enrollment in other programs (e.g., SNAP or
other public assistance programs).
Two examples of low-income fares are Tri-Met in Portland, Oregon, and the Fair fares program
at New York City Transit. The advantage of this program is that passengers who may have the
most difficulty affording transit fares can qualify for lower fares, which will allow for increased
mobility. The disadvantage is that this program will reduce transit agency revenue, at least on a
per boarding passenger basis.

Partner with Social/Human Service for Passes

I.2.4

Some transit agencies have pass partnerships with social service organizations. This policy is
similar to the low-income fare, but instead of a program being managed by a transit agency,
social and human service agencies purchase bus passes in bulk and provide the passes for
their clientele. As many low-income transit users are already clients of one or more social
service agencies, this can be an efficient way to distribute these bus passes. Clients do not
need to go through a separate certification as they are already certified through the social or
human service agency.
There are many benefits to a program like this, including:
•

There is very little financial impact to the transit provider.
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•

It allows passengers who qualify for social and human service agency services to obtain
passes without having to go through the transit agency.

•

Low-income passengers will be able to access the transit network easily.

•

The transit provider does not have to manage the program.

The disadvantage is that this puts a small administrative burden on the social/human service
agency, and funding for this program may be uncertain.

Fare Change Policies

I.2.5

Transit agencies should periodically review their fare structure and consider changes. Potential
triggers for evaluating fares include:
•

Regular fare increases. Some transit agencies may choose to implement a policy to
have regular fare increases, such as every year or every other year. This allows the
agency to help revenues keep pace with inflation and adds an element of predictability
for the customer in fare costs.

•

Fare increases to cover revenue shortfalls. Transit agencies must have a balanced
budget and may choose to increase fares in order to make up for losses in other
sources of funding, such as reduced public subsidy. This can be a challenging strategy
because economic recessions are often the times when public subsidies are reduced
but are also a period when the capacity for riders to pay more is compromised.

•

Fare increases accompanying service improvements. Some transit agencies prefer
to implement fare increases when there are major service changes that will improve
service for customers. This is based on the philosophy that a major service
improvement will be good for passengers, and therefore a fare change may be more
acceptable at that time.

Finally, fare changes must go through the federally required Title VI analysis process. While
citylink is not subject to full Title VI Equity Analysis requirements, equity and public input should
still be taken into account when considering fare policy changes

I.2.6

Current Trends and Innovations

Transit agencies around the country are leading numerous trends and innovations in fare
systems and technology. These new systems and technologies have implications for
consideration that citylink and WMTS may have when developing fare policies.

I.2.7

Mobile Ticketing/Fare Payment

Mobile ticketing, which allows for the payment of fares using smartphone payment platforms, is
gaining popularity, replacing 'closed-loop' systems where the fare media was only provided by
transit agencies. These platforms are 'open-loop' or 'Account-Based Ticketing' (ABT) systems
and allow for any type of pass, or even cash fares, to be paid utilizing payment apps on a cell
phone. Often the app is a transit agency app, that may even include trip planning and other
mobility service connections that can link with a bank or credit card.
Additional equipment for the farebox is typically needed to sync with smartphones that allow
customers to scan the pass on their phone. Some systems avoid this by using visual validation,
where the customer shows the bus driver proof of fare payment on their smartphone screen.
Many vendors incorporate animation into the ticket if visual validation is being used to reduce
fraud.
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Mobile ticketing requires a sophisticated technology infrastructure, including software, a backoffice system, and a mobile application. The vendors that offer this infrastructure can set it up
quickly with little up-front cost. Mobile ticketing technology vendors do typically charge a
transaction-based fee.
Portland, Oregon's transit agency TriMet was one of the first agencies nationally to implement a
mobile ticketing system in 2017, with Hop Fastpass. Because of its open-loop design, payment
methods continue to evolve, with Hop now available in Apple Wallet—riders can pay simply by
opening Apple Wallet and tapping their phone to a Hop reader.

I.2.8

Fare Capping and Account-Based Ticketing

Fare capping policies allow passengers who pay by single fares, perhaps because they cannot
afford the upfront cost of a monthly pass, to ride for free once they have reached the cost of a
monthly pass. Cities like Portland, Oregon and Dallas, Texas have already implemented this
equitable policy, as well as CT Transit and the Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA).
To implement a fare capping policy, transit agencies must use an Account-Based Ticketing
(ABT) system where customers use a smart card or app-based fare payment, which is linked to
linked to individual rider accounts. The fare charged is unique to each customer, dependent on
location, the number of rides taken, and their rider profile (e.g. student, reduced-fare, etc.). The
technology has been rolled out in places with fare capping in place, along with regions with
multiple transit providers that have integrated their fare systems like the Bay Area, Denver, and
Seattle.

I.2.9

Mobility as a Service and Integration with Multiple Modes

With the implementation of Account-Based Ticketing, agencies have the fare infrastructure in
place to support another exciting trend in fare payment technology, Mobility as a Service
(MaaS). The idea for mobility as a service (MaaS) is for the service provider to be a one-stopshop for mobility. A MaaS platform often incorporates a trip planning tool that includes transit
services, bike-share services, scooter-share services, TNC, and taxi operators. While not
specifically a fare payment type of service, having an integrated method of paying for all mobility
services makes MaaS advantageous. Therefore, it is important to have partnerships that allow
for a single payment platform through a single app, supporting the implementation of mobile
ticketing.
MaaS platforms have been adopted worldwide. In the United States, transit providers in larger
metropolitan areas like Denver and Dallas have already implemented MaaS, with many others
currently working on rolling out their own platforms. Smaller systems have also adopted MaaS,
with the Tompkins Consolidated Area Transit (TCAT) in Ithaca, New York, taking a phased
approach to implementation and using resources specific to more rural areas like volunteer
drivers.

I.2.10

Fare-Free Transit

A fare-free transit policy allows access to transit service without any direct cost to the user.
Revenue could continue to come from federal, state, and/or local subsidies, or organizational
partnerships, such as with large employers. Fare-free transit is currently being provided49 on

49

Systems offering it pre-pandemic
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select routes in Lawrence, Massachusetts, and systemwide in Hanover, New Hampshire,
Missoula, Montana, and many ski-oriented communities in Vermont and western United States.
There are two main benefits of fare-free transit:
•

Removes a barrier to transportation access: Removing the cost of transit service to
the user removes a mobility burden to those unable to afford even the heavily
subsidized fares. This can enhance access to workplaces, which is seen as an
economic development benefit, as well as to life-critical locations such as grocery
shopping, pharmacy, and other medical appointments. Fare-free transit can also
generally boost ridership and replace some trips that are taken in private automobile or
rideshare/TNC services, resulting in potential environmental benefits.

•

Reduces the financial and security burden of collecting fares: There is a significant
financial cost to collecting fares, including the capital investment of fareboxes and ticket
vending machines, as well as the labor required to handle the cash. Additionally, fare
collection is a primary source of potential conflict between the riding public and the bus
operator. Fare-free systems eliminate both concerns.

However, challenges to pursuing fare-free transit include:
•

Replacing lost revenue: A long-term, stable funding source will need to be identified to
replace fare revenue. Even if fare-free transit is implemented as a pilot project with
dedicated funding, new ongoing funding will be needed to support free fares once the
pilot funding is depleted. Failing to adequately plan a long-term funding strategy will
lead to service cuts and potentially depressed ridership.

•

Ridership growth: Studies have shown that much of the growth in ridership in fare-free
systems is not from people who currently drive but from current riders who are able to
ride more often. There is also some mode shift from people who previously walked or
used bicycles. While this may be a net mobility improvement for current transit riders or
those who previously walked or biked, it may not meet environmental, congestion, or
other transportation demand management goals for the region. From an environmental
standpoint, carbon emissions are not being reduced and may rise if service is increased
to accommodate increased ridership.

•

Increased costs: Another concern is that the rapid growth in ridership will result in
increased operating costs, particularly for demand response services that have a very
high cost per passenger (ADA policy requires that complementary paratransit charge no
more than twice the fare of a regular bus trip; if the cost of a regular bus trip is zero,
then the paratransit fare is also zero). While there may be cost savings based on the
reduced cost of fare collection and/or operational efficiencies gained from more quickly
boarding passengers, these are unlikely to offset increased service costs.

Additionally, there is some uncertainty about the impacts of a fare-free policy on ridership. While
the expectation is that ridership would increase if fare-free transit is implemented, eliminating
fares actually could have a negligible impact on ridership. The Worcester Regional Transit
Authority previously had a fare-free service that did not generate much additional ridership. This
was attributed to an increase in vandalism and vagrant ridership, discouraging new riders.
These factors need to be considered and planned for, with the expense for rider security and
additional cleaning accounted for when implementing fare-free transit.
TCRP Synthesis 101: Implementation and Outcomes of Fare-Free Transit Systems (2012)
presents the impacts to systems implemented up to that point. The report looks at systems that
implemented fare-fare transit between 1979 and 2007. This report shows that ridership
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increases by 13 percent to 86 percent initially. After the initial trial period, ridership levels were
between 6 percent and 13 percent greater than baseline ridership.
The report also notes that disruptions from increased service use by vagrants and other
disruptive passengers caused schedule adherence/on-time performance to degrade, and
security needs to increase. This synthesis shows that while there are benefits to fare-free
transit, issues need to be considered.
Finally, the report notes that some systems are better suited to fare-free systems, typically
smaller ones and/or systems with adequate local funding sources. University and resort
communities often have a structure that can fund fare-free transit, such as parking fees,
student/resort fees, or sales taxes. Many smaller systems found that the cost of fare collection is
equal to or more than the amount of fares brought in.

I.2.11

Safety at the Farebox

The farebox is the main point of contact and potential conflict between the driver and the
customer. The safety aspect of fare policy has been magnified by the issues presented by the
global pandemic, with enhanced measures being taken to protect drivers. These two safety
issues – conflict with passengers and exposure to infectious disease – can be addressed
through complementary strategies.
During the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, many transit agencies did not collect fares and
implemented a rear-door only boarding/alighting policy to limit interaction between the bus
operator and the public. Additionally, solid plexiglass barriers were installed, shielding the bus
driver from exposure to COVID-19. However, these barriers also protect from conflicts with
passengers, and many larger transit agencies have had these barriers onboard buses for years.
Fareboxes themselves are a safety concern. If the farebox is not secure, it can be a target for
theft. There are also frequent mechanical problems with accepting old or damaged bills,
requiring assistance from the bus operator, and potential infectious disease exposure. The ideal
solution is to have modern secure fareboxes and encourage passes, and other cashless
payment means. This may require having additional outlets to sell pass media so that
passengers without access to a bank can still obtain passes.
The pandemic has demonstrated that an effective way to improve safety at the farebox is to
remove onboard fare collection entirely. There are two primary ways to accomplish this, the first
being off-board fare payment. This strategy takes responsibility for fare collection and
enforcement away from the bus operator, and bus dwell time is reduced. The two drawbacks
with off-board fare collection are that infrastructure is needed at bus stops for fare collection,
and additional staff is needed specifically for fare enforcement. The second method for
removing the safety hazard of onboard fare collection is implementing a fare-free system, the
benefits, and the drawbacks previously discussed.
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Appendix J Service Threshold Guidelines
In order to establish service guidelines in the pursuit of establishing a monitoring program in the
future, service must first be monitored and data collected. There are some critical
enhancements in the areas of data and performance measurement that should be adopted.
These changes will support enterprise-wide and data-driven performance-based decisions and
aid in the navigation of the uncertainties of COVID-19 and other market trends. Ultimately,
adopting a data-driven, performance-focused decision-making framework will sustain continued
success. This section outlines performance metrics, benchmarks, and guidelines used by
citylink and Lisbon routes/services.
New routes or service patterns may not meet the benchmarks set forth at the onset, but as the
service becomes more popular, it may. Service should be implemented for at least two full years
to garner ridership and monitor monthly fluctuations. While minor changes, such as timing, can
be made to the routes within the initial period, large changes, particularly service decreases,
should be avoided. On-time data should be checked randomly to ensure that performance
remains acceptable; a new service with low on-time performance will have a difficult time
attracting ridership. Approximately halfway through the initial service period, a passenger survey
of the redesigned citylink network and demand response zones should be conducted to
understand the new system's effectiveness. Citylink should continue to be monitored as a ‘new
system’ beyond two years if ridership has had continual growth. Once ridership has plateaued,
the service should be evaluated for potential service changes against the benchmarks below. A
positive performance might warrant increases in service frequency, span, and/or route
coverage. At the same time, citylink could consider transitioning routes or segments of routes to
a demand response service if performance is poor.

J.1

Data

The first critical needed to enhance performance management is in the area of data collection
and evaluation. citylink would greatly benefit from strengthening its data collection tools to better
support performance-driven decision-making. It will be critical to evaluate data collection/
evaluation tools and invest in technology-driven solutions. This technology can provide real-time
information on key system indicators and reaffirm the key metrics that will best inform decisions,
particularly in the service planning, cost control, and financial business lines.
Principles for data collection and evaluation include:
•

Data Collection: A transit agency must have the data collection systems in place to
draw the information for making decisions. These systems can be automated, such as
APCs, or are drawn from manual observations or samples. Validation of the information
collected is a crucial aspect of data-driven decision-making. As transit operations
equipment has become more technologically sophisticated, vast amounts of operations
data have become available to service providers. Authorities should have technologydriven data analysis tools and strategies that ensure that the data collected both informs
operations, service, and financial planning and facilitates the reporting requirements.
While ridership data was available for citylink, it was not initially associated with stops,
adding steps to analyzing ridership trends. Conversely, bus stop ridership data for the
Lisbon Connection was not available.

•

Data Analysis: Transit operators have ample data produced on a daily or even hourly
basis from the systems used in delivering service. Information from vehicle locators,
passenger counters, fareboxes, phone systems, and other technology can be
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voluminous. Having appropriate levels of data analysis capacity is essential to distilling
the information into key decision-driving reports. citylink already has a strong data
foundation to build on as vehicles are equipped with AVL systems, including mobile data
terminals. This information is used for dispatching. The tablets onboard geolocate and
timestamp each instance where a driver records a boarding or alighting. Having
information available by the route and even by stop is very important. It enables a
transit system to understand and evaluate the performance of each route – both for
ridership and efficiency.

J.2

Performance Metrics

Performance measures serve as a guide to evaluate the success of a transit service, including
the types of data to be collected and the tools necessary to identify transit system opportunities
and deficiencies. Performance measures should:
•

Be easily measurable

•

Have a clear and intuitive meaning so that it is understandable to those who will use it
and to non-transportation professionals

•

Be acceptable and useful to transportation professionals

•

Be comparable across time and between geographical areas

•

Have a strong functional relationship to actual system operations so that once changes
occur in service operations, changes to the system can readily be determined

•

Provide the most cost-effective means of data collection

•

Where appropriate, be based on statistically sound measurement techniques

•

Be consistent with measures identified for other systems

Recommended performance measures to monitor could include:
•

Passengers/Hour: Number of total monthly and annual passengers divided by the
corresponding revenue hours.

•

Farebox Recovery: The percentage of operating costs covered by fares collected,
calculated by the fares collected divided by the cost to operate the route.

•

Late Trips: The percentage of fixed route trips that operate late or are missed should
be recorded and reported. The recommended standard for late trips is any trip that is
more than five minutes behind schedule at any given timepoint.

•

Accidents/100,000 miles: Measure of driver safety, also requires a definition of
‘accident.’

J.3

Service Benchmarks

The aforementioned performance measures can be used to create benchmarks for citylink fixed
route, demand response zones, and Lisbon Connection. The benchmarks will help track
progress and set performance goals. These benchmarks should be seen as short-term goals
that should be re-evaluated at set intervals—at least every five years—to ensure that the
expectations are consistently evolving. If a specific benchmark has been greatly exceeded
during the first two years of operation, the criteria should be changed to provide a progressive
target for the service. See Table J-1 for all benchmark values; sections below provide more
detail about the performance measures and benchmarks included.
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Table J-1. Recommended Performance Benchmark Values and Source

Performance
Metric

citylink Fixed Route

citylink Demand
Response Zones

Lisbon Connection

Passengers per
Hour

11.1

2.1

3

Subsidy per
Passenger

$4.41

$24.56

$11.44

Farebox Recovery
Ratio

10.3%

8.1%

4%

On-Time
Performance

95% of trips arrive at timepoint no more than 5 minutes late with no trips
leaving early

Accidents per
100,000 miles

No more than three accidents per 100,000 miles

In addition to these service benchmarks, ridership should be monitored by route/zone quarterly.
Ridership evaluation should examine ridership by day type (weekday, Saturday, Sunday), time
of day, stop, and year over year monthly patterns.

J.3.1

Passengers per Hour

Passengers per hour measures ridership as a function of the amount of service provided and
will vary based on the type of service. As service improves, this value should be adjusted to
reflect the change and reevaluated every 3-5 years. It is recommended that the average of FTA
NTD reduced reporters who operate 5-9 vehicles in maximum service, 11.1 passengers per
hour, act as a benchmark as the new service is established. The average passengers per
hour of 2.1 for the demand response zones threshold is the average of the peer systems. The
Lisbon Connection is a deviated fixed route, and the target is 3.0 passengers per hour, which
is the Maine state average for rural transit systems (combined demand response and fixed
route). If a route performs at or below its threshold, then the route needs to be evaluated to
determine remedies to improve performance.

J.3.2

Subsidy per Passenger

Subsidy per passenger by route for citylink should be related to the average ($4.41) 50 so that it
can change as service is added or subtracted or funding sources change. The route-level data
sets needed to calculate this performance metric are ridership, farebox revenue (including
contract revenue), and operating costs. For the Lisbon Connection, Table J-2 provides a
guideline for monitoring this benchmark for service.

50

$6.61 is 150 percent of the average for citylink
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Table J-2. Subsidy per Passenger Performance Standard

Performance

Percent of Average

Action

Very Low

175%+

Immediate action

Low

151%-175%

Subject to review

Average

76%-150%

No action needed

High

0%-75%

Evaluate for service improvement

Comparatively, the citylink ADA demand response service has a low subsidy per passenger
compared to the peers and NTD average for demand response. It is assumed that the demand
response zones would also perform well, and as such, the threshold should be $24.56, 2/3rds of
the peer average. The Lisbon Connection threshold is based on the combined national rural
average for demand response and fixed route.

J.3.3

Farebox Recovery

Farebox recovery ratios are typically lower for more rural transit services like those found in the
Lewiston-Auburn areas. WMTS should strive to meet or exceed the average farebox recovery
ratio outlined in the Rural National Transit Database for Maine of 4 percent on the Lisbon
Connection. The farebox recovery ratio for citylink demand response zones is 8.1 percent, half
that of the citylink ADA service, which has a higher fare. The citylink farebox recovery threshold
of 10.3 percent is the average nationwide for active reduced urban fixed route reporters.

J.3.4

Late Trips

Late trips measure on-time performance and help evaluate a vehicle’s adherence to a schedule.
A trip is considered on time if it departs a timepoint no more than five minutes late; no trips
should leave early. The recommended best practice for on-time performance nationwide is 95
percent.

J.3.5

Accidents per 100,000 Miles

The FTA suggests that at a minimum, transit providers strive towards the goal of six accidents or
less per 100,000 miles. Citylink and WMTS should seek to exceed that minimum with no more
than three (3) accidents per 100,000 miles. The measure can be calculated by dividing the
number of miles by the number of accidents in a given time period. Values lower than 33,333
indicate that the indicator is not being met. On-time performance for the demand response
zones (non-ADA trips)

J.3.6

Additional Potential Metrics

The five metrics listed above are essential in monitoring service, but additional metrics that
could be used to monitor service are listed in Table J-3.
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Table J-3. Additional Performance Metrics

Category

Metrics

Service
Effectiveness

Passengers per revenue mile; Complaints per “x” passengers; Demand
Response – wait time, trip denials, no-shows, late cancellations;
Average peak load

Financial

Subsidy per Passenger; Average fare collected; Local funding per
passenger trip

Assets and
safety

Miles between mechanical failures; Safety incident rate

J.4

Service Guidelines

New routes or service patterns may not meet the benchmarks set forth at the onset, but as the
service becomes more popular, it may. Service should be implemented for at least two full years
to garner ridership and monitor monthly fluctuations. While minor changes, such as timing, can
be made to the routes within the initial period, large changes, particularly service decreases,
should be avoided. On-time data should be checked randomly to ensure that performance
remains acceptable; a new service with low on-time performance will have a difficult time
attracting ridership. Approximately halfway through the initial period of service, a passenger
survey of the route should be conducted to understand the effectiveness of the route. The
redesigned citylink services should continue to be monitored as a ‘new route’ beyond two years
if ridership has had continual growth. Once ridership has plateaued, it should be evaluated for
potential service changes against the benchmarks below. A positive performance might warrant
increases in service frequency, span, and/or route coverage. In contrast, poor performance
might warrant considering transitioning routes or segments of the route to a demand response
zone.

New Service Warrants

J.4.1

citylink often receives requests for new service; new service warrants will help evaluate
proposals and determine service levels. The development of the new services should follow the
new service warrants, and citylink and WMTS should examine how the route will fit into the
context of the system as a whole. The cost to operate any new route should be evaluated in the
context of the overall budget. Additionally, when analyzing new service requests and proposals,
the following should be considered:
•

Area coverage: When service is proposed, the new route should be evaluated for its
ability to connect to other routes, meet service thresholds, and operate cost-effectively.
Routes that extend beyond the service area may have a demand, but the increased
miles per hour may cause the subsidy to be greater than those recommended in the
performance measures.

•

Transit-dependent populations: The presence of transit-dependent populations should
be considered when evaluating new service proposals. If there is a high but remote
transit-dependent population, alternative service types such as DAR or flex routes might
be warranted.
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Special markets: New service is often proposed for special markets such as a new
shopping center or employment centers. These markets often produce demand, but the
cost to service them can be high and ridership potential undetermined. citylink should
work with these destinations to secure some dedicated funding, which can help bring
down the route's cost.

Often deviations are requested to serve shopping plazas or areas just beyond a route’s reach. A
policy should be established for when to incorporate such a deviation into the regular schedule.
Possible policies include:
•

Three-minute rule: The total additional travel time for all through passengers impacted
by the deviation (on-board the bus but do not utilize the deviation) does not exceed 3
minutes for each rider boarding or alighting at the deviation. Example: average through
passengers = 5, the time it takes to do the deviation 4 minutes, the average number of
passengers served by the deviation = 3. (5 through passengers * 4 minutes)/ 3
passengers served = 6.6 minutes. Since 6.6 minutes is greater than 3 minutes, the
deviation is not recommended.

•

Productivity-based: The productivity of the deviation will be higher than the productivity
of the overall route.

•

Travel time: The total travel time (regarding the deviation) for those benefiting from the
deviation is greater than those who do not. Example: The deviation takes 3 minutes to
complete, and 1 person will be boarding at the stop and 5 getting off, 4 people will not
use the deviation. Travel time for those who benefit 18 minutes (6 people * 3 minutes
each), additional travel time from those that would not is 12 minutes. 18 > 12, so
deviation occurs.

Regardless of the policy selected, the deviation should not negatively impact the route’s regular
frequency. Exceptions can be made for areas that may not meet the minimum requirement but
would serve a vulnerable population and result in a decreased use of the demand response
system, which is more costly to operate.

J.4.2

Actions for Low Performing Routes

If service fails to meet thresholds for at least two out of the two primary indicators (passengers
per hour, subsidy per passenger, or farebox recovery) or falls below the minimum suggested
values, it should be evaluated for possible modification. As post-pandemic ridership stabilizes,
implementing thresholds for when actions like more extended analysis or service changes are
warranted would simplify service planning and boost transparency if the guidelines were shared
with the public.
If a route is not meeting or exceeding the benchmark for productivity, it should be evaluated to
determine whether a particular segment of the route or time of day is the reason and adjust
accordingly. If the route overall is performing poorly and the routing and span have already been
examined and adjusted, the frequency can be reduced if it is exceeding the minimum threshold.
Table J-4 outlines what to do if a route falls below certain productivity levels for citylink fixed
route. The current cost per passenger on citylink bus service is $4.96, and for the ADA demand
response service is $18.57. If the cost to provide service on a route or route segment per
passenger begins to approach the same cost as the demand response service, due to low
ridership, citylink should evaluate the route.
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Table J-4. Route Performance Actions citylink Fixed Route

Performance

Definition

Action

Very low

Route is below 50% of
standard

Consider replacing route with
alternative service type

Low

Route is between 50% and
75% of standard

Consider route adjustments

On par

Route is meeting productivity No action needed
standard or within 75% of it

High

Greater than two times the
standard

Consider improving frequency

The Lisbon Connection service should be meeting the threshold for passengers per hour. If it is
not meeting this threshold and the BlueLine has been established, WMTS and Lisbon should
consider converting this service to a demand response zone as it would be more financially
efficient to operate in this manner. The BlueLine would provide a fixed route option, and the
demand response zone would fill in the service gaps and replace the current deviation zone for
those unable to access a bus stop on the BlueLine.
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Appendix K System Redesign Best Practices
The impetus for the Lewiston-Auburn Area Transit Study was the first blank slate redesign of the
citylink service since it launched in 1976, and if it is not meeting the changing needs of its
service area, make systemwide changes to serve the region better. While transit system
redesigns are a boon for existing riders and can increase ridership by reaching new markets,
the overhaul in route designs, changes in service frequency and span, and availability of new
modes is a lot for the public to digest. Robust outreach using a diversity of methods is key to
ensuring that existing riders have ample opportunity to learn about changing service patterns
and potential customers are aware of the new service available. It is also vital to get Agency
Board Members, elected officials, and other community leaders behind the redesign early
because their support is crucial for implementing the project. They will aid in outreach efforts.
Transit system redesigns have become a popular strategy to serve existing riders better and
reach new customers. Many larger systems like the Houston Metro and Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) have recently undergone system redesigns. Best practices from these
larger service changes will be included in this White Paper, along with two more in-depth case
studies of smaller systems, the Jacksonville Transportation Authority in Jacksonville, Florida,
and Ben Franklin Transit in Richland, Washington. ATRC should look to these examples as the
recommendations in this study were implemented.

K.1 Case Studies
K.1.1

Jacksonville Transportation Authority

System Profile
The Jacksonville Transportation Authority (JTA) is located in Jacksonville, Florida, and serves a
1,383 square mile area with a population of 1,121,744, covering more than 500
neighborhoods51. In addition to fixed route service, the Authority operates demand response,
ferry, and a monorail. As a result of the system redesign, JTA improved the service's efficiency
by reducing the number of vehicles needed to deliver the service, increasing revenue hours
despite a reduction in revenue miles, and increasing ridership by 5 percent. The redesign
included bus stop consolidation to reduce travel time, improved frequency, the launch of realtime passenger information, bus stop upgrades, improved weekend service, and system
rebranding.
System Redesign Process
JTA was one of the first transit agencies to undergo a system redesign, beginning its Route
Optimization Initiative (ROI) in June 2013. The entire process from initial system assessment to
new service launch took 18 months, the new service launched in December of 2015. It was the
most significant service change in 30 years.
JTA's goals were set at the beginning of the project and included: improving customer service,
growing ridership among choice customers, including Millennials, Baby Boomers, and retirees,
and positioning the Authority to be a regional transportation provider in Northeast Florida

51

In FY 2019, JTA's fixed route service saw 9,982,230 unlinked passenger trips over 9,394,158 revenue miles.
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Engagement Strategies
JTA prioritized making the ROI planning process transparent and kept at the forefront of the
Authority's interactions with its Advisory Board, stakeholders, elected officials, business and
civic groups, and employees. The Advisory
Figure K-1. JTA's Route Optimization Initiative Strategy
Board members were involved in every step of
the planning process.
Early on in the project, talking points
were developed and continuously
repeated to all stakeholders, including
video ads.
JTA carried out a multi-pronged
educational approach that targeted a
wide range of stakeholders. The
Authority launched an innovative
training program to ensure that drivers
understood the new system—retired
operations team members who were
respected among drivers were brought
in to train them.
The Authority also held many public
meetings where maps of the proposed
changes were shared along with
information about how the ROI would
improve critical performance metrics—
appealing to key political, business, and
community leaders.
Besides public meetings, JTA relied on
local media, advertising, social media,
and other outreach strategies to gain
feedback and raise awareness about
service changes.
Once the service changes were
finalized, JTA took the following steps
to share the service changes with a
broad audience:
•

Coordinated with law
enforcement to let them know
about new stops and hours of
operation and made sure that
local elected officials knew
about changes and shared the
news with constituents.

•

Outreach teams conducted onstreet outreach months ahead
of the launch to inform customers and stakeholders about the upcoming system
changes.
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Launched Real-Time Passenger Information Initiative (RTPI) pilot ahead of systemwide
deployment that came with ROI implementation.

Actions Critical to the Successful System Redesign
The JTA identified the actions below as being
key to the success of their system redesign.

Source: Jacksonville Transportation Authority

•

Prepared for pushback from the public and enlisted the support of elected officials and
the Advisory Board.

•

Convened a leadership team that facilitates interagency coordination.

•

Enlisted operators and supervisors' support to be 'front-line ambassadors' and help
develop and sell the plan.

•

Used performance data and peer analysis to justify the redesign to the public.

•

Included branding, new amenities, and new technology as part of the redesign
transforming all aspects of the system.

•

Devoted ample resources to marketing, outreach, and education efforts.

•

Launched all service changes at once.

•

Choose a launch date based on ridership trends, holidays, collective bargaining
agreements, weather, etc.

K.1.2

Ben Franklin Transit

Provider Profile
Ben Franklin Transit (BFT) is located in Richland, Washington with a service area of 616 square
miles and a population of 296,48052. The Agency operates ADA and non-ADA demand
response, a vanpool service, an on-demand ride service, in addition to operating fixed route
service. In the year following the implementation of the system redesign, BFT's fixed route
ridership decreased by 16 percent.
System Redesign Process
BFT launched its system redesign process in 2016 and set the following goals at the start of the
process: make it feasible to reach all parts of town with one transfer, create more direct and
frequent connections between cities, reach emerging employment and activity centers, simplify
route alignments, reduce service overlap and competition, and rely on walking access to routes.
Changes were proposed across modes, including fixed route, demand response, and taxi
services (now on-demand service). The Agency implemented its system redesign in September
2017.
Engagement Strategies
BFT undertook a robust engagement process as part of its system redesign. At the beginning of
the process, BFT developed key messaging that was concise and highlighted the goal of an
'improved transit system' to use throughout the project. This messaging was used at public
meetings and the many digital and print materials that BFT used to spread the word about the
planning and implementation processes.

52

In FY 2019, BFT’s fixed route service saw 2,096,572 unlinked passenger trips and traveled 2,822,681 revenue miles.
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BFT dedicated many staff hours to in-person public outreach, with staff attending 81 partner
agency meetings and reaching out to over one hundred local groups, 39 schools, 25
businesses, and five organizations. Additionally, BFT staffed a booth at the county fair.
Two rounds of open houses were held at different points in the project—11 in total. At the open
houses, attendees were shown the proposed system map, asked to review route change
recommendations, place comments on maps using post-it notes, and given the opportunity to fill
out comment cards. The project team created easy-to-understand graphic aids to describe
service changes, sharing a detailed profile of each route that included existing service profiles
(including maps annotated with ridership by stop) and planned changes.
BFT also leaned heavily on digital outreach throughout the system redesign process. The
project team created a website dedicated to the project. Detailed proposed service changes
were posted on the website, along with project updates. Visitors could enter their email to join
the project's email list, and the website included a form with two survey questions. For people
who were not web-savvy or lacked internet access, BRT designated a phone number for people
to call for plan information.
In addition to the project website, BFT developed a Figure K-2. Advertisement in Tri-Cities Visitor Guide
media, social media, and advertising campaign
with the theme "We're Going Places." Targeted
web ads were deployed using geofencing to riders
at each transit center. Additionally, English and
Spanish language ads were created for radio and
television with the intention of attracting new riders
•

English language ad

•

Spanish language ad

BFT also placed print media throughout the
service area, including English and Spanish
language fliers on buses advertising the planning
process and signage on affected stops.
In the weeks leading up to the redesigned system
launch, BFT conducted intense outreach across
the system to make sure that riders would not be
caught off guard when the new service went into
effect. It developed a script for operators to
announce in weeks before service changes.
During launch week, BFT administrative and
customer service staff flooded the system to offer
guidance to riders. In order to encourage people
to use the new system, BFT offered fare-free
service during launch week.

Source: BFT 2017 APTA Adwheel Submission

Additional Actions Critical to the Successful System Redesign
The actions below were also key to the success of BFT's system redesign.
•

BFT worked with local media to highlight service changes. Media exposure included
interviews with Ben Franklin Transit leadership.

•

Worked with municipalities to promote open houses.

•

Included technology upgrades along with service changes:
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Implemented AVL technology

▪

Added free wi-fi to buses

▪

Updated website
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K.2 Best Practices Industry-Wide
Since the launch of JTA and BFT's system redesigns, many other agencies like the Houston
Metro and Maryland’s MTA have undertaken their own system redesigns. The best practices
identified from these Agencies and others are below.
•

Develop a strong message detailing the problem and case for redesign from the start of
the project:
▪

•

Many agencies use performance metrics to develop clearly defined performance
goals and communicate the potential benefits and impacts of service changes
(increased coverage area, impact on equity, cost implications, projected ridership
increases).

Work to get buy-in from all parts of the Agency, including your operators:
▪

Outreach to bus operators and front-line employees is critical to success; they will
provide valuable input and serve as front-line ambassadors as service is launched.
•

▪
•

•

Identify a redesign "champion" who can be the face of the project and 'sell' it to the
public, elected officials, and other stakeholders.

Leverage redesign to make other highimpact changes across the Agency:
▪

•

Internal focus groups are an effective means of engagement.

Figure K-3. Agency Ambassador Describing
Service Changes to Riders

Use network redesign to implement
other changes, including capital
improvements (to compliment
redesign), change service standards,
rebranding, operations practices, etc.

Engage the public, Advisory Board, and
other stakeholders throughout the entire
planning and implementation process:
▪

Work with senior leadership,
communications strategists,
representatives from stakeholder
groups, and community-based
organizations to make sure input is
sought from a diverse audience.

▪

Rely on a diverse set of outreach
strategies (open houses, project
websites, social media, field
outreach).

▪

Use public input received to frame
service recommendations.

Source: Transit Center

Invest heavily in public education before, during, and immediately following the launch
by developing a public engagement plan:
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▪

Educating the public on service changes is critical and could take anywhere from
one year to a few months. Most systems began at least six months in advance.

▪

A multi-pronged approach should be taken, so people of all backgrounds and
technological abilities are made aware of service changes.

Figure K-4. Basic Elements to Public Engagement Plan

Pre Implementation
• Inform public of high level changes coming
• Publish schedules and create a media plan and marketing material to push the information out
digitally and nondigitally through The Ride's and stakeholders various channels
• Create a plan for installing new bus stops (if applicable)
• Post notices at bus stops to be eliminated at least two weeks in advance
• Have staff ride the routes were segments are to be eliminated one week prior to inform customers
• Place staff at the hub to share marketing material with customers one week prior
• Set up a voice recording prior to accessing the phone tree that lets people know service is changing

Day of New Service
• Uncover any new bus stops signs and coverup/remove old signs
• Place staff at the hub and other main stops where service has changed to assist customers, operators
and answer questions
• Have an individual on stand-by to pick up passengers who are stranded at stops and unaware of
changes; have them pick up the individual and bring them to the nearest bus stop, and educate them
at the same time - this should only be done for up to one week but will help with those who are
confused

Post-implementation
• Obtain operator and staff feedback

•

There is no one-size-fits-all timeline:
▪

•

The public aren't the only ones who need to be educated:
▪

•

Some agencies phase service changes while others do it all at once. Both work,
but the long-term changes might require revisiting as needs continue to evolve.
Take time to educate the dispatchers, supervisors, operators, and customer
service reps about the upcoming changes. These individuals need to be educated
on the details of the changes before the public so that they are prepared to answer
any questions.

Obtain additional resources:
▪

Redesigns that change service levels can impact fleet and workforce needs.
Capital procurements are lengthy processes and should be included in the plan.

▪

If additional operators are needed, this should be identified well in advance.

Specific Innovative Outreach Strategies
•

Some agencies have implemented side-by-side online trip planners using different
GTFS data so customers can compare their current trips to their future trips.

•

The Bloomington-Normal Public Transit System (Connect Transit) set up a hotline
where riders could call and have staff walk them through new trip plans.

•

In the weeks leading up to and following a new service launch, many agencies have
staff (or 'Ambassadors') distributed around the system with materials detailing service
changes at key bus stops and stops that are new or discontinued to educate riders
about the new service.
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•

Create posters, flyers, brochures, and bus car cards with a unified branding to educate
the public about the changes. These materials should tie into the overall message and
be pushed through both print and digital media. JTA saturated the market about the
upcoming changes, leaving no stone unturned. Outreach requires much more time and
budget than anticipated.

•

COTA hired temporary staff who focused just on community outreach.

•

MTA in Maryland placed signs at least two weeks in advance on bus stops that were to
be eliminated, directing people to the nearest stop and how to reach out for more
information. New stops were installed in advance and bagged. The night before the
service was implemented, crews went around unbagging the new stops and bagging
the old ones.

•

Have a vehicle on standby for 2-3 days after the service launches that periodically
drives along any eliminated routes sections and picks up stranded passengers. This
individual can also be dispatched as needed for standard passengers that call inquiring
about the bus.

•

Many systems do not charge fares in the weeks immediately following the new service
launch to encourage the public to try out the new service.

Sources
1.

Byala, L. B., Filardo, K., Hirsch, O., Walk, M. J., Cardenas, J. P., &amp; Hwang, J. (2019).
Comprehensive Bus Network Redesigns. TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH
PROGRAM, 140.

2.

Transit Center's: Untangling Transit: Bus Network Redesign Workshop. (2017). Workshop.
(see https://transitcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Proceedings-3.pdf for Workshop
Proceedings).

3.

Jacksonville Transit Authority. Route Optimization Initiative Case Study.
https://www.jtafla.com/media/Documents/General/Case%20Study/roi_casestudy/1022/roi_c
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Ben Franklin Transit 2019-2024 Transit Development Plan. (2019).
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Appendix L Boosting Ridership Best Practices
Citylink, like many other transit services, has seen a decline in ridership in recent years. Transit
agencies nationwide have taken creative approaches to boost ridership in the face of declines
due to declining fuel prices and competition from TNCs. The Androscoggin Transportation
Resource Center (ATRC), through its partnership with the University of Southern Maine, already
employs one of the most popular strategies used to maximize ridership, forming partnerships
with local organizations and businesses. Other marketing efforts have proved successful for
other agencies that could prove successful for citylink; these efforts tend to harness local talent,
leverage existing relationships with local businesses, or require promoting the service to
potential new partners, and take advantage of local trip generators.

L.1 Case Studies
L.1.1

Forming Partnerships with Local Trip Generators

In 2017, The South Bend Public Transportation Corporation (Transpo)53 created a new express
route between downtown South Bend and Notre Dame
for home football games with the goal of increasing
Figure L-1. Flier distributed throughout the
Saturday service. The agency developed new
community
partnerships to fund the express route at no cost to
the agency. The service was promoted to potential
partners as a way to increase downtown visitors from
Notre Dame football games.
The route was funded by partnerships with local
hotels, a convention center, the South Bend
improvement district (DTSB), the South Bend visitor's
bureau, and a local radio station to fully fund an
express route and connecting shuttle services to the
South Bend train station.
The service was promoted in cooperation with
partners. The promotions included:
• Free parking in downtown South Bend to
encourage game attendees to park in South
Bend and take the bus to the game
• Advertising on and off the bus, including over
$8,000 in radio advertising
The route was very popular, with Saturday ridership
increasing 41 percent during Notre Dame home
games.
Source: Transpo2018 APTA Adwheel Submission

53

The South Bend Public Transportation Corporation (Transpo) is located in South Bend, Indiana, and operates ADA demand
response service in addition to fixed route service. Transpo's service area is 68 square miles with a population of 154,346. In Fiscal
Year (FY) 2019, the agency had 1,596,172 unlinked passenger trips and 1,692,490 revenue miles.
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L.2 Fare Promotions
In 2016, the Laketran54 launched an
"Adventures in Commuting" campaign to
raise awareness about commuter bus
service from Park-n-Ride locations.

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center
Figure L-2. Print advertisement from Laketran's
Adventures in Commuting Campaign

The agency distributed free bus fares via
their website (www.laketran.com/freeride)
and used advertising to drive potential
riders to the site to redeem their ride, with
the intent of attracting new riders.
The advertising campaign used a diverse
array of media, including print, radio, and
social media ads, targeting suburban
commuters who travel in heavy traffic
between Lake County and Cleveland, Ohio.

Source: Laketran 2017 APTA Adwheel Submission

The campaign put an end to 18 months of declining ridership on routes serving Park-n-Rides.

L.3 Using a Social Media Campaign to Raise Awareness About
Service
Figure L-3. Still from McLennan County
McClennan County Rural Transit District (MCRTD) is
located in Waco, Texas, and serves the city's rural area. Rural Transit District promotional video
MCRTD offers commuter buses and demand response
services. In FY 2019, MCRTD had 53,143 unlinked
passenger trips and traveled 620,968 revenue miles.

In 2016, the McClennan County Rural Transit District
(MCRTD)55 launched "Anyone, Anywhere", a video
campaign that was intended to raise awareness about a
service change and boost rural ridership. The service
had recently been expanded, with a new operator,
Waco Transit, assuming the operations of the MCRTD.
The campaign content consisted of high-quality
commercials and a full-length PSA starring a local
singer celebrity in a music video format.

Source: MCRTD 2018 APTA Adwheel
Submission

Following the campaign, the service saw a 44 percent increase in rural ridership.

54

Laketran is located in Grand River, Ohio, in the suburbs of Cleveland. In addition to fixed route service, the agency operates
commuter bus service and ADA demand response. Laketran's service area is 227 square miles with a population of 230,514. In FY
2019, the agency had 707,856 unlinked passenger trips and 3,204,596 revenue miles.
55

The McClennan County Rural Transit District (MCRTD) is located in Waco, Texas, and serves the city's rural area. MCRTD offers
commuter buses and demand response services. In FY 2019, MCRTD had 53,143 unlinked passenger trips and traveled 620,968
revenue miles.
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L.4 Industry Best Practices
The case studies above illustrate how partnerships, fare promotions, and social media content
can be harnessed to boost ridership by raising awareness about services or creating new
services. The best practices below were identified in a literature review56 and industry
organizations like APTA and RTAP.
•

Identify target markets and customize service and marketing to those specific groups
▪

Consider the target markets when developing the service name, logo, and other
branding materials.

▪

Adapt the media of marketing materials to optimize outreach to target audiences.
•

•

Fare promotions:
▪

Fare-free programs for seniors.
•

•

U-Pass partnerships with local colleges

▪

Discounted employer pass programs – Major employers purchase passes for
employees and either give or sell them at a discounted rate.
Example: Capital Metro in Austin, Texas, offers MetroWorks to organizations,
allowing them to purchase passes in bulk for their employees or students59.

Prize incentives:
▪

Challenges that encourage ridership and promote transit use.

▪

Example: When the Nantucket Regional Transit Authority launched year-round
service in 2019, they created a contest to promote ridership. Local businesses
donated prizes60.

Transit agencies should use performance metrics to measure the success of promotional
campaigns and attract partners and investors.
▪

•

Example: Pioneer Valley Transit Authority created fare-free Tuesdays for
seniors58.

▪

•
•

Example: The Jacksonville Transit Authority produced professionally designed
posters of famous prominent African Americans and other leaders from diverse
backgrounds to fill their bus shelters and invited riders to take a selfie with
them and tag the Transit Authority when they posted their selfie on social
media57.

Presenting potential partners with data illustrating the benefits transit service could
bring to their institutions is an effective means of securing partnerships.

Travel training

56

Transit Cooperative Research Program's (TCRP) 2018 report Best Practices and Marketing to Increase Rural Transit Ridership
and Investment
57

https://www.facebook.com/JTAFLA/videos/1593047684045093/

58

http://www.pvta.com/freeTuesdays.php

59

https://capmetro.org/metroworks

60

https://nrtawave.com/pdfs/public_notice/Ride%20the%20WAVE%20contest%20winners2019.pdf
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•

•

▪

Travel training is a tool used to teach individuals to travel independently on public
transportation. It is typically available to seniors and people with a disability. Some
systems have expanded the program to train an individual seeking to understand
how to use the bus system.

▪

Example: Capital Metro in Austin, Texas, has a Try Transit program that hosts
events and trip planning events to teach individuals how to use the system. One
such program is "Transit Adventures" where Metro works with organizations to help
build a transit trip that teaches people about the system61.

Partnerships boost ridership and support operations in a diversity of ways:
▪

Partnerships with trip-generating institutions and businesses connect providers
with a pool of potential riders.

▪

Partnerships provide access to new and different grant funds.

▪

Some partners support efficient operations by scheduling rides for many riders at
the same time in the same area.

▪

Example: King County Transit launched a program called In Motion in 2004 that
works directly with neighborhoods to encourage people to drive less and walk,
bike, carpool, and take public transportation more. It uses community-based social
marketing to provide information to communities and encourage sustainable travel
behaviors. A tool kit was created to help communities that wanted to spread the
word about using sustainable transportation62.

State DOTs can support local efforts through more extensive state-wide marketing efforts.
▪

•

Androscoggin Transportation Resource Center

Go! Vermont is an example of a State DOT supporting transit agencies through
marketing efforts and encouraging multi-modal travel63.

Promotion on social media is a relatively low-cost way to reach a large audience. In addition
to communicating service changes, creating clever content can build awareness about
transit service and promotions, with 'viral' videos reaching thousands of views.

61

https://www.capmetro.org/trytransit

62

https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/metro/programs-projects/in-motion/toolkit/in-motion-toolkit.pdf

63

https://www.connectingcommuters.org/
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Appendix M Rider Education Best Practices
Lack of familiarity with a transit system is a significant barrier for potential customers. Rider
education media is both an educational tool and a marketing strategy to attract more riders to
the system. When developing educational materials, it is essential to keep the rider population
in mind, being sensitive to the needs of disabled populations and non-English speakers

M.1 Popular Educational Tools
The following materials are educational tools that many transit systems use to empower existing
riders and attract new riders. The tools are all relatively low cost, for the most part relying on
placement on social media outlets, agency websites, or ads at transit facilities or on transit
vehicles.

M.1.1

Travel Training Programs

Figure M-1. Still from MVRTA travel training video

Many transit providers offer travel training
programs, one of the most effective ways to
educate new riders, particularly seniors or people
with disabilities. These travel trainings can be both
virtual or employees and/or volunteers can provide
in-person instruction. Some agencies offer
discounts as an incentive to become a travel
training volunteer. Travel training programs can
save transit agencies money as they give some
riders the confidence they need to use fixed route
service instead of relying on demand response
services.
The Merrimack Valley Regional Transit Authority
Source: MVRTA
(MVRTA), headquartered in Haverhill,
Massachusetts, offers a robust menu of travel
training videos on its website. The videos are available in Spanish, Vietnamese, and Chinese, in
addition to English, reflecting the diversity of the region. The videos cover topics like how to
read schedules, how to plan a trip, fare payment, and ADA accessibility.

M.1.2

Schedule-Reading Instructions

Bus schedules are often difficult for novice riders to decipher. Gold Coast Transit in Oxnard,
California, takes the mystery out of their bus schedule by an instructional graphic on their
website. The bilingual graphic uses large text and simple instructions to explain their schedules.
This instructional graphic could also be included in schedule and paper schedules.
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Figure M-2. Gold Coast Transit's instructional graphic describing how to read a bus schedule

Source: Gold Coast Transit

M.1.3

Educational Marketing

Creating educational materials
featuring a new or underutilized Figure M-3. Find my Ride print ad
service is an opportunity to
inform the public on how to use
the service and raise awareness
about it. The Cambria County
Transit Authority (CamTran) in
Johnstown, Pennsylvania,
introduced a new "Find my Ride"
trip planning tool for CamTran's
Shared Ride program. The Find
my Ride app was part of a state
pilot program. Find my Ride was
marketed to both riders and
human service agencies who
book trips for clients. CamTran
launched a multimedia
educational campaign to raise
Source: CamTran
awareness about the service,
including radio ads, videos to
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post on social media outlets, and print ads.

M.2 Best Practices
The following is a list of identified best practices and tactics used, in addition to the three case
studies above, to educate riders
•

"Why I Ride" Campaigns encourage riders to share their story or why they ride the bus.
A unique hashtag is designated, and a picture or video is often recommended. These
campaigns encourage participation by offering a prize such as a free monthly pass.

•

Multimedia education campaigns with a unified brand/theme and can be promoted
through various social media outlets. These campaigns are light on text and graphicheavy. The graphics should be clear, concise, eye-catching, and use simple language.

•

Unique bus wraps have been used by systems that launch alternative fuel vehicles to
promote this and educate the public. Many systems include unique wraps on their
vehicles using graphics to denote the alternative fuel.

Figure M-4. Wrap Used by MetroLink to Promote New Electric Buses

•

Many agencies include schedule reading instructions (see Gold Coast Transit case
study) on all schedules that show how to read their system’s schedule.

•

Producing short video content such as "How to Ride" videos (see MVRTA case study),
safety campaigns, agency "Vision" videos about how the agency started and where it is
going, videos highlighting fare promotions, and videos detailing new service are an
effective way to reach a large audience because they can be easily shared on social
media and even ‘go viral’.

•

Travel training programs are used at agencies around the country to demystify transit
service, particularly for elderly and disabled populations.

•

Passenger guides are all-in-one travel information guides for transit riders. Agencies
print hard copies for distribution at transit centers and local businesses and also post
them online. The hard copies are typically booklet-sized for ease of travel and include
information about the agency, rules, resources (e.g. real time transit apps), information
about all available modes, and route maps along with schedules. The production of
these guides can be sponsored by local businesses with the option to buy ad space.
Rural Community Transit (RCT) in Vermont has an attractive and comprehensive
passenger guide.

•

Using AVL systems, transit providers have worked with app developers to provide realtime information to passengers, including arrival and departure times as well as load
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capacities. This provides users with information about when the bus will arrive, how far
away it is, and if there are capacity constraints.
•

Most systems utilize various social media platforms, and it is essential that information
shared across platforms is the same. The Pioneer Valley Transit Authority (PVTA) has
worked with the University of Massachusetts computer science students to create a
form that allows dispatchers to create a single service alert that gets pushed to the
various social media platforms, a scrolling banner across the website's homepage, and
the real-time apps.

•

Informative automated announcements are used by many systems to relay messages
using a neutral but instructive tone. An example message would be: "Remember, we
are all on this bus together, so if you must take a phone call, please respect your
neighbors and those around you and keep your voice low."

•

Onboard video screens (typically placed in an area behind the driver's compartment)
can rotate through service information, announcements, and real-time onboard camera
footage.

•

Human service agencies are often seeking information about how to use the transit
system for those they serve. Transit agency's often field numerous service or "why"
requests from these agencies. Some agencies create a ‘Transit 101’ PowerPoint and
hardcopy packets that they present annually to these groups that educate the agencies
about what service the system provides, limitations, and requirements.

•

A rider alert system allows individuals to sign up for alerts that will keep them abreast of
time-sensitive changes. This is typically used by transit agencies in challenging weather
areas that want to alert passengers about detours and schedule changes because of
winter weather events.
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Appendix N Financial Planning Best Practices
Financial planning is critical to sustaining the financial health and desired level of service of
transit agencies. Suitable capital investment and operating cost planning require a continuously
updated financial plan. Financial plans should account for the recent financial history of the
transit agency, describe its current financial health, and record projected revenues and
expenses while demonstrating that the key assumptions underlying financial projections are
reasonable. Financial plans for transit agencies should include an agency-wide capital plan and
an agency-wide operating plan.
Revenue forecasting is a critical prerequisite to developing sound financial plans. Table N-1
summarizes the average breakdown of funding sources that supported the citylink service
between 2015 and 2019.
Table N-1. Average Breakdown of Funding Sources for citylink

Route

Cost/ Passenger

Federal

52%

State

6%

Local

26%

Farebox

14%

Other

2%

Total

100%

This section documents industry standards and best practices for the financial planning of
transit agencies and includes best practices for capital and operating financial planning.

N.1 Capital Planning
Successful agencies identify and prioritize transit needs to develop long-term strategies for
investing in capital assets. Capital planning provides a method to document the capital spending
and funding sources of the transit agency and provide a detailed description of the funding
strategies of proposed projects. Documentation should confirm the stability, reliability, and
availability of all capital funding sources in addition to describing the agency’s funding plans into
the future. Capital planning should identify funding sources to construct the proposed projects.
•

Capital Improvement Plans (CIP) are a strategy that transit agencies can take to
execute capital planning. A CIP is a fiscal management and planning tool to strategize
the location, timing, and financing of capital improvements over a multi-year period.
Capital improvements entail major, non-reoccurring investments such as rolling stock
(revenue vehicles), fixed facilities (administrative, maintenance, and passenger), and
major capitalized equipment (vehicle lifts, maintenance vehicles, and diagnostic
equipment). The following information is generally included in a CIP:

•

A list of outstanding capital projects, equipment, and major studies
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•

A ranking of projects and project justification

•

A project financing plan, a classification, itemization, and explanation for the project
expenditures, and a timetable for the construction or completion of the project

There are two primary forms of CIPs, a needs-based CIP and a financially constrained CIP.
These are defined as follows:
Needs-based CIP: Prepared independent of an agency’s financial capacity to fund the plan.
Financially constrained CIP: Prioritized investments based on an agency’s financial capacity
to fund the plan.
It is recommended that the capital planning process include the following six steps:
•

Step 1 – Identify future service requirements

•

Step 2 – Complete an asset base inventory and assessment

•

Step 3 – Forecast of capital asset base needs

•

Step 4 – Forecast service expansion capital needs

•

Step 5 – Evaluate funding capacity

•

Step 6 – Compare funding capacity to capital needs

If sufficient funding is available to meet capital needs, the CIP needs may be programmed into
the capital plan. If sufficient funding is not available to meet capital needs, it is recommended
that the agency return to Step 1 and re-evaluate, with an emphasis on prioritizing needs and
evaluating maintenance practices.
The following best practices have been identified for use by smaller transit agencies:
•

Use a rational capital planning process that accounts for financial constraints, agency
needs, available funding and effectively identifies priorities.

•

Conduct capital planning on an annual basis that inventories existing assets and
identifies the end of their useful service lives.

•

Leverage long-term capital investment strategies to inform decisions regarding priority
projects. Long-term investment strategies should be informed by projected regional
demographic and economic trends that drive demand for services.

•

Apply the concept of estimated service life to determine when capital assets need to be
replaced.

•

Communicate regularly with federal, state, and local officials to engender support for
public funding.

•

Collaborate or partner with the regional Metropolitan Planning Organization or Regional
Planning Organization.

•

Build support for the capital improvement plan by participating with the larger
community regularly. Transit agencies that are highly involved in their communities
appear to be more successful in obtaining funding for capital projects.

•

Align the vision for the transit system with community needs and goals.

There is growing demand nationwide for increased transparency and accountability in longrange capital planning. In addition to linking strategic and comprehensive plans with fiscal
capacity, a CIP provides the additional benefit of informing the public about the government’s
investment in infrastructure. Due to the uncertainty that transit operators are accustomed to,
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multi-year budget allocations should be flexible and adaptive enough to respond to shifts in
priorities, account for the reality of resource constraints and project deficiencies, and
demonstrate the consequences of potential changes to schedule dates and availability of
resources to execute the plan.
In order to be adaptive and responsive to changing priorities and circumstances, it is
recommended that project prioritization be developed using a structured, disciplined, and
replicable decision-making framework. Such a framework will help citylink achieve performance
goals and objectives with minimal risk, lowest lifecycle costs, and greatest benefits. The
following steps are recommended to build a replicable, streamlined, and adaptive planning and
prioritization process:
Step 1 – Start with collaboration. Begin the project prioritization by including a broad and
interdisciplinary team of project stakeholders that consider a wide range of perspectives.
Including a diverse range of stakeholders from the onset will improve the credibility and
community buy-in of the plan by aligning it with the collectively defined vision for the community.
Step 2 – Determine strategic objectives and establish their relative importance to the capital
investment decision. Develop evaluation criteria that will assess the performance of capital
projects and their ability to meet the citylink’s strategic objectives. With input from stakeholders,
begin by prioritizing strategic objectives in relation to each other, with input from stakeholders to
establish the basis of the prioritization strategy. Consider the desired outcomes of citylink
projects, the objectives citylink is trying to accomplish, and the specific criteria that can assess
whether citylink meets its goals, and weight evaluation criteria accordingly.
Step 3 – Prioritize capital assets portfolio and test assumptions. Evaluate every capital project
against the weighted criteria to determine how the list of capital projects is prioritized.
Developing a flexible and adaptive evaluation framework will enable citylink to make real-time
adjustments to evaluation criteria pending changing priorities and circumstances.
Step 4 – Optimize multi-year budget allocation. A ranked list of prioritized projects can be limited
without factoring in costs, funding constraints, and project dependencies. If the evaluation
framework prioritized an exorbitantly expensive project, it might be to citylink’s benefit to fund
smaller capital projects that independently have less impact on agency objectives but together
provide more value than the single, expensive prioritized project. The framework for a multi-year
investment plan should identify the portfolio of capital projects that best advance the strategic
objectives of citylink.
Step 5 – Focus on change management. Successfully executing a capital prioritization process
will require support from existing infrastructures such as governance structures, business
processes, and accessible databases. Establish a team of internal stewards to implement and
champion the planning and prioritization process.
Figure N-1 summarizes the planning and prioritization process.
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Figure N-1. Planning and Prioritization Process

Step 1: Start
with
collaboration

Step 2:
Strategic
objectives

Step 3:
Prioritize
capital assets

Step 4:
Optimize
multi-year
budget

Step 5:
Change
management

The Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee (LATC), the owner of Lewiston-Auburn’s citylink fixed
route transit system, applies a decision support tool described in LATC’s Transit Asset
Management Plan (TAM) to prioritize investments. As indicated in the TAM, LATC bases its
asset management priority on vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life. However,
maintenance and vehicle conditions are also considered in the decision process.64

N.2 Operating Planning
An annual operating budget is an essential tool that can help transit agencies manage
expenses, monitor system performance, effectively spend grant funding, and forecast future
funding needs. Transit agencies must have an accurate understanding of operating costs,
including the costs to operate service, maintain vehicles and facilities, and administer and
manage programs pursuant to current services provided and future service objectives. Any
changes in the scope of a transit agency’s service will directly affect budgeting; adjusting
services, either adding or eliminating, may significantly impact operating revenue. It is also
important to identify available funding sources to cover operating costs, such as fare revenue,
grants, tax and advertising revenue, and in-kind support when developing an operating budget.
Current operating funding for citylink is as follows:
•

Federal- formula funded 5307, funneled through ATRC as citylink is not a legal entity

•

Fare revenue – fare box and pass sales

•

State – legislature appoints amount annually for transit operating assistance. It is
allocated to providers based on needs demonstrated during the annual grant process

•

Other – advertising, rent, vending, and interest income

•

Local - the local share is the deficit after all other funds are accounted for. This deficit is
split evenly amongst Lewiston and Auburn.

It is recommended that transit systems include the following steps when developing an
operating budget:

64

Lewiston-Auburn Transit Committee, Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plan – Tier II Small Provider, September 2018.
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1.

Determine the timeline for developing the budget.

2.

Determine the team that will be involved in the budgeting process.

3.

Review current-year budget and year-to-date expenses and revenues.

4.

Review the agency’s mission, strategic objectives, goals, and plans for the upcoming year.

5.

Estimate revenues and direct expenses for each program considering historical revenues
and expenses, the agency’s goals and objectives for the upcoming year, and external
factors.

6.

Estimate indirect and overhead costs by applying the agency’s approved indirect cost rate
to estimated expenses.

7.

Estimate general funding revenue for the entire agency that is not applicable to just one
program.

8.

Explicitly state key assumptions used to prepare the budget to articulate to reviewers and
decision-makers the justifications for proposed expenses and revenues and facilitate
reasoned decision-making.

It is also essential to diversify funding streams when developing financial plans for transit
agencies to improve the long-term sustainable outlook. Diversifying the number of revenue
streams increases the financial resilience of a transit agency by mitigating the financial impacts
if funding provided by one revenue stream decreases.

N.3 Best Practices and Recommendations
•

Maintain a balanced budget to preserve financial solvency.

•

Transit districts in Maine provide an advantage compared to interlocal agreements
because interlocal agreements are not legal entities and, resultantly, are not eligible for
federal funding. Direct funding can substantially reduce administrative and overhead
costs.

•

Diversify funding streams to maximize financial resilience in the event one funding
source is eliminated.

•

Develop a local funding stream that is predictable, formula-based, transparent, and
contractual to ensure municipalities fulfill their financial obligations.

•

Implement a system of forward funding to avoid a delay in the time between when the
debt must be paid and when funding arrives. Forward funds become available at the
end of one budget year and continue for at least one fiscal year.

•

Develop a method to prioritize investments that aligns with the transit agency’s strategic
objectives.
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