
Chapter 2.  Strategies and Methods of Organization

Coordinated regional transit service can take many forms, depending on the needs, resources, and characteristics of the region.  For some regions, information sharing and informal agreements may accomplish the desired goals.  For others, the end goal may be a fully integrated and seamless regional transportation system.  Regardless of the type and degree of coordination sought, success will depend on the support of all involved.  Key steps to starting the coordination process are described below.

Build a Broad Coalition of Stakeholders

Who are the stakeholders in a regional transportation system?  Ultimately, any person or entity that uses, provides, funds, or regulates transportation facilities and services is a stakeholder.  Depending on the region, a coalition of transportation stakeholders could include some or all of the following: 

· Transportation providers

· Public transit agencies

· Medical transportation providers

· Private transit operators

· Intercity transit providers

· School transportation systems

· Human services agencies

· Local Aging and Disability Services Offices 
· Workforce Development Boards 
· Non-profit organizations such as United Way and American Red Cross

· Private non-profit organizations

· Local Department of Assistive & Rehabilitative Services Offices

· Local Department of State Health Services Offices

· Faith-based organizations 

· Transit Patrons and Other Citizens (the public, employers, etc.) 
· State and local government

· Texas Department of Transportation
· City traffic engineers

· State or local public transit coordinators

· Texas Education Agency 
· Texas Workforce Commission 
· Health and Human Services Commission 
Building and maintaining a broad base of stakeholders requires time and ongoing effort.  A strong stakeholder coalition, however, will support a regional coordination effort in a number of ways.  Information gathering, public outreach, problem solving, and other planning activities can be easier to accomplish when shared among an organized group.  Funds and resources can be leveraged to greater benefit.  And, perhaps most importantly, the resulting transportation system has a better chance of surviving and thriving if it has built trust, assembled information, and enlisted support for the coordination effort through as much of its community as possible.

Create a Common Agenda for Transportation Needs

With a broad range of stakeholders, there will be a broad range of objectives and agendas brought to the planning process.  Coordination will not be able to address every objective nor will it solve all transportation problems in a region.  The challenge, therefore, is to develop a common agenda that balances agreed-upon regional objectives with the special interests of the participant groups.

The following are some strategies for developing this common agenda.

· Identify regional travel needs:
· Use surveys, focus groups, and interviews to gather information from commuters, agency clients, and transit riders on travel needs.

· Collect information on the needs and resources of each stakeholder agency pertaining to transportation services.

· Solicit input from stakeholders regarding observed regional transportation needs.  Focus on unmet needs, gaps in service, and overlapping or duplicated services.

· Develop regional transportation strategies:
· Hold regular meetings and workshops to begin to build consensus on regional transportation goals.  Regional coordination strategies should increase the ability of transit providers and agencies to provide transportation, while allowing individual agencies to meet their own agency goals.

· Begin to develop an overall purpose statement for regional transportation.  A later section of this chapter provides additional suggestions regarding the development purpose statements, goals, and operating principles.

Focus on Planning, Flexibility, and Sustainability 

Sustaining a regional coordination effort not only through planning and implementation, but also for long-term operation, requires a sound planning process, ongoing and active participation by coordination partners, and a focus on regional transportation objectives.  The following suggestions are general “lessons learned” from prior transit coordination efforts.

Planning

· Put effort into travel needs forecasting and strategic planning.  Population densities, demographic information, major travel corridors, origins and common destinations of medical-trip passengers are some of the types of information that can help to focus plans for regional transit services. 

· Focus on improved service first, then on potential cost savings.  Realize and communicate to decision-makers that cost benefits may be long-term rather than immediate.

· Identify sources of funds and other resources for:

· the activities of the coalition, including  meeting space, information dissemination, transportation, etc.;  

· start-up costs of new or expanded programs; and
· ongoing administrative tasks, staff, and equipment needs.

· Develop accurate cost information for the transportation services provided; in particular, develop methods to compare “apples to apples” when comparing costs as allocated by different agencies.  

Flexibility

Think beyond traditional methods of public transit service.  Creativity and a willingness to change how service is provided allows transit providers to adapt to service needs, changes in funding, or to other changing circumstances. Brainstorm potential options for serving transportation needs across the region and for supporting participating providers/agencies in their operations.  A few topics to explore:

· Rider transfers between providers – across counties, and between rural and urban jurisdictions.
· Shared facilities, vehicles, and staff time.

· Group purchases of vehicles, equipment, or software.

· Shared processes – billing, scheduling, and record keeping.

· Service styles – flex routing, feeder routes, intercity travel, commuter and medical shuttles.

Sustainability

· Create a broad base of support in the community.  Target a broad rider market; make sure that as many groups as possible can use the transportation services that will be provided.

· Establish a legal or institutional framework for the coordination effort. Several administrative and management strategies are described later in this chapter. 

· Use a phased or incremental approach when implementing services.  For example:

· While RIDES Mass Transit District has continued to expand its public transportation services in Illinois, it does so only where travel patterns indicate a need for service, and only as resources permit.

· Capital Area Rural Transit System has implemented a number of advanced technology systems to improve aspects of their passenger service.  CARTS credits the success of its technology program to its “baby steps” approach to adding new systems; the transit system makes sure that each new technological element is working smoothly before adding the next element.  

Administration and Management Strategies

Policy direction, daily management, and areas of authority must be clearly described for all transportation entities and services included in the coordination and service integration. Decisions to be made include clear lines of responsibility and authority, designation of financial arrangements and transportation service parameters. A number of configurations are used for coordinating services across jurisdictional and agency boundaries.  Organizations can maintain their independence working principally through coordination agreements or new organizations can be established encompassing all the initial entities.  Combinations of the above approaches exist as well.  Careful attention will be required to assure adherence to state guidelines for setting up and financing transit bodies, which will vary across jurisdictions.   Configurations for coordination are described below with examples of communities that employ each method.  

Configurations

An examination of regional coordination showed variations of three basic configurations: creation of new entities, umbrella agencies, and joint or coordination agreements. 

New Entity Established for Multi-jurisdictional Coordination  
Recognition of the need for regional public transit service led to creation of new agencies in some areas of the country.  The new agency is established to encompass a broad reaching geographic area including multiple counties, cities, and meshing transit service that may originally have been provided by one or more transit entities. Regions using this configuration include Denver Regional Transit District.
· Denver Regional Transit District.   Denver Regional Transit District (RTD) provides virtually all service within an area of approximately 2330 square miles that encompasses most of the Denver-Boulder-Aurora metropolitan area, including all or parts of eight counties. The District began by action of the Colorado General Assembly in 1969.  In addition to the service provided by RTD, a demonstration project is underway termed Front Range Express (FREX).  FREX buses serve areas outside the RTD district boundaries operating between Colorado Springs and downtown Denver generally within one single corridor, the Interstate Highway (IH)-25 corridor.  Through agreement with RTD, FREX serves selected RTD stops. Local entities that FREX serves have been asked for operating funds in order to make FREX a viable service in 2007. Operating funds from local entities along the Front Range are required on an annual basis to allow FREX to continue beyond 2007.  In August 2006, an ad-hoc group of the Colorado Transportation Commission recommended approval of an $8 million proposal to expand and solidify the ongoing operation of FREX. The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) would pay $6.32 million for the FREX service with the balance of $1.68 million coming from the Pikes Peak Rural Transportation Authority (PPRTA.)  More information on FREX is available on its website, http://www.frontrangeexpress.com/. 
Umbrella Agency  
Some regions create an entity that is a layer above existing transit operators.  These “umbrella agencies” are responsible for coordination of the member agencies.  Members contribute financially to the coordination entity by formula or agreed proportional amounts.  Governance is shared; most often a representative is named from each member agency.  Examples are the Seattle and Phoenix areas.  The Atlanta region is considering an umbrella organization and is in the beginning exploratory stages to establish such an entity.
· Seattle.   Sound Transit was created to develop a high-capacity regional transit system as an overlay on top of the four separate local bus systems in the Central Puget Sound area, which include Everett Transit, Community Transit, King County Metro Transit, and Pierce Transit. In 1995, voters approved a tri-county agency to develop commuter rail, long-distance bus.  There is a contract with existing agencies to provide the long-distance service.  A fare agreement allows transfers between systems; the fare script can be used anywhere in the three counties.  “Good Neighbor Agreements” enable entities to share a facility.  Some facilities may be jointly built, in which case operating and maintenance costs are shared.  A regional trip planner, available on the Sound Transit website, enables a user to plan a trip itinerary based on the trip origin and destination locations and other user-selected parameters; the planner returns a trip plan that includes one or more of the transit providers in the Central Puget Sound area, plus walking directions and transfer information.

There is a Transit Integration Group made up of the Assistant General Manager level (2nd in command level), with a representative from each district, which focuses on service, marketing, and security.  The cooperative relationship between the counties on this subject is reviewed by the state legislature. 

· Phoenix.   The Regional Phoenix Transit Authority (RPTA) partners with Pima County and Arizona Department of Transportation to provide service between rural Ajo and Phoenix. Also included in the coordination initiative are Valley Metro, Valley Rail, and Tempe Transit. Each agency brings funding to the consortium. The authority operates under a governing board comprised of area mayors, who meet monthly for policy decision making.  A unified fare structure is in place. Service appears seamless to the users, although the buses display a stencil that indicates the providing agency.   
When service first began one difficulty that had to be overcome was variances in frequencies and hours of service, sometimes on the same route across jurisdictions, since historically each entity operated its own service. Operating funds are provided through Proposition 400, a ½ cent tax which covers freeway, arterial and transit funding; funds from member cities; and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) rural transit program (Section 5311).  Capital funds are provided through Proposition 400, member cities, FTA urban transit program (Section 5307), FTA discretionary program (Section 5309), FTA rural transit program (Section 5311), and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program (see Appendix 1).

· Atlanta Transit Planning Board.  An entity is under evaluation in Atlanta that would create a regional institutional structure to facilitate regional cooperation with respect to planning, implementing, and financing transit service in metropolitan Atlanta.  

The Board is comprised of the following entities: 

· Atlanta Regional Commission (the metropolitan planning organization),
· Greater Atlanta Regional Transportation Authority, 
· Georgia Department of Transportation, 
· Metropolitan Atlanta Transit Authority, 
· City of Atlanta, and 
· more than 10 counties including and contiguous to Fulton County, which houses Atlanta. 
Member agencies maintain autonomy and contribute individuals to serve on a governing body for the purposes of coordination; member agencies may or may not have an independent source of funding beyond member contributions. A main objective is to seek more federal and state funding.  In the first phase, fares, customer service, and information would be coordinated, a regional plan developed, and coordination of regional service would be improved. In the next phase, more extensive improvements would be implemented once an independent funding source is identified.  A predecessor to the Atlanta Transit Planning Board is the Greater Regional Transportation Authority, which provides the same type of coordination for multimodal transportation.  

The board is comprised of elected officials including County Commissioners, the Mayor of Atlanta, other agency chief executive officers, and three gubernatorial appointees (see Appendix 2).  

Joint or Coordination Agreement  
Member agencies are all autonomous but accept agreements on fare levels, script and transfers, and may coordinate routes to facilitate linkages and transfers. Southern California’s Regional Rail Authority (METROLINK) has five member agencies operating in the Los Angeles area.  Appendix 3 shows a prototypical intergovernmental agreement.

· Los Angeles. METROLINK Commuter Rail provides seven commuter rail lines, six of which travel to downtown Los Angeles. The agency operates with a joint powers authority, which was established in 1990 with rail bonds.  Rail bonds supplied the capital funds to purchase and upgrade tracks.  Member agencies provide operating dollars, primarily on a train mile basis.  Six of the seven lines travel through more than one county; the other is in a single county.  Four of the members use sales tax for commuter rail operation; one uses federal money that it swaps for local dollars. The MERTOLINK ticket is accepted as a transfer by 20 different agencies through an EASY TRANSIT PASS agreement.  The board is formed of elected officials, generally county commissioners.  

· The Houston-Galveston Metropolitan Area.  A number of formal and informal agreements serve as the tools for coordination in the Houston Metropolitan Area.  Brazos Transit and Houston METRO allow transfers from riders destined to area medical facilities.  Harris County Rides administers contracts with the American Red Cross and taxi services to coordinate rides for designated populations.  An agreement recently was signed between METRO and Harris County for a park-and-ride service to begin from Baytown into the METRO service area.  Discussion is underway for a similar agreement with Fort Bend County Transit.  Although perhaps unintentional, the joint agreement model is the management structure unfolding in the Houston-Galveston metropolitan area (see Appendix 7).
Delineate Decision-Making Process

Parameters framing daily operations must be instituted as a foundation of any coordination configuration.  A document setting forth guidelines, expectations, financial conditions, schedules, and pertinent information for smooth operations is signed by all agencies.  State statutes and enabling legislation provide the starting point and statutory basis on which the coordination entity will be ordered.  Initial tasks are as follows:

· Establish Legal Framework

· Determine accountability practices—outline reporting requirements and schedule for submittals  

· Describe duration of agreement and conditions for renewal

· In the event of disagreement, parameters for mediation or arbitration

· Include any contingent clauses

· Include indemnity conditions

Texas statutes for each transportation authority incorporate provisions for adding territory.  In general, that new territory is acquired either through annexation by the jurisdictions in the authority or by election.  Check the enabling legislation for the transit agency in your area for guidelines governing expansion. Texas statutes for Metropolitan Transit Authorities (MTA’s) can be found at http://www.txdot.gov/services/public_transportation/ptn_rules.htm. 

· Establish Financial Agreements

· Confirm services to be paid by which entity or whether non-remunerated courtesies will be extended 

· Determine how farebox revenues will be distributed

· Prepare initial year and subsequent year agreements, determine invoicing requirements, or other billing that triggers payment

· Designate administrative and other fees

· Prepare multi-year budgeting

· Consider cost-effectiveness in coordinating services

· Include long-term financial strategies, e.g.,

· Denver (RTD) passed a l% sales tax, with federal funding received for various capital projects;
· Phoenix (RPTA) passed Proposition 300 and Proposition 400 granting taxing authority;
· Seattle (Sound Transit) passed a sales tax of 4/10 of 1%, 3/10 of 1% of the value of each vehicle, and a car rental fee of 8/10 of the cost of each rental fee.  Those fees support construction costs of capital items.  Operating dollars are from tax revenue and fare revenue; and 

· Determine how individuals will pay fare across agencies and what level of fare will be recognized by each agency.

Pima County 

Transportation Coordination for Pima County in the Phoenix, Arizona, area is governed by an agreement termed Partner Ground Rules.  The agreement notes the amount of money provided by FTA and other grant sources, along with the local match.  Farebox revenue will be suspended for the first three years; thereafter, farebox distribution will be negotiated by the partners.  The rules stipulate who will operate contract service and where.  See Appendix 4.
Establish a Purpose Statement and Operating Concepts
An important starting point for stakeholders working toward inter-jurisdictional, interagency regional public transportation is to define their common understanding of the outputs, goals, and general direction of the consortium.  A vision statement should be established and several key goals agreed on early in the process.  Thereafter, more specific operating guidelines and concepts, along with measurable objectives, can be developed.  

Establish a Purpose Statement

A purpose statement could take several forms and be termed Purpose, Vision, or Mission.  Its role is to create a unified function and frame every action that occurs for the joint body, thereafter.  A generic example:  The Southern Region Transit Authority (SRTA) recognizes that regional and local public transportation needs throughout their 10-county area require a response that acknowledges the interrelationship of the nature of travel and subsequent economic life of the region.   The SRTA commits to a regional response that places the user first and supports the economic well-being of the area.

Establish Operating Concepts

Service options may be inclusive of all area services whether local or express or may focus on a single service, such as a link from and to a commuter rail service.  Examples of full service option in the Regional Phoenix Transit Authority include:
· freeway express bus, 
· bus rapid transit service, 
· supergrid bus service (a series of fixed bus routes, operating on east-west/north-south arterials, providing consistent levels of service across jurisdiction), 
· local fixed-route service, 
· neighborhood circulators, 
· business district shuttles, 
· rural transit service, and 
· commuter vanpool service.   

In many communities, the administration and management agreement will reflect the anticipated and agreed upon operating concepts.  Covenants for fully integrated services will reflect unimpeded transfers of patrons from other providers in the region with prearrangements for route integration and fare acceptance.  
Seattle Sound Transit

Sound Transit owns or is a tenant at multimodal stations in Everett, Seattle, Tacoma, and other locations.  At these stations, Sound Transit services connect with Amtrak trains, intercity buses and other transit authority buses that serve communities outside of the Sound Transit district.  Sound Transit’s master plan, Sound Move, calls for a coordinated system of transit centers and stations, where many transportation services come together for convenient connections.  Transit planners from the member entities work together to minimize connection times and optimize system linkages.  A Smart Card fare medium is in process to be used on all carriers.  

Overcoming Barriers

Many coordination attempts are hindered by real or perceived incompatibilities among transportation providers and other stakeholder agencies.  Differences in operations, client base, regulatory requirements, or funding mechanisms create barriers that can disrupt, delay, or discourage coordination planning.  Many barriers, however, can be overcome.  Appendix 5 provides Barrier and Constraint forms, which may assist in winnowing and describing specific issues.

Communicate  
Exchange information and perceptions about potential barriers.  As part of the Regional Service Planning effort in Texas, TxDOT has collected “barrier” and “constraint” survey forms from participating stakeholders, in order to assemble information about real or perceived barriers to transit coordination in the 24 planning regions.  These forms are shown in Appendix 5 and can be found online at http://www.regionalserviceplanning.org/clearinghouse/barriers_constraints/.

Distinguish “Actual” versus “Perceived” Barriers
Many perceived barriers to coordination efforts (called “constraints” in the TxDOT survey) are based on custom, agency policy, or misunderstanding of state or federal laws.  Even barriers rooted in legislation can sometimes be addressed in future legislative sessions; constraints that exist because of historical or preferred practice can usually be eliminated if participating agencies see the benefits of changing that practice.

Address Actual Barriers
Address issues such as funding and grant eligibility or regulatory requirements with the state department of transportation (DOT) or other appropriate agency, both to clarify information and to explore ways to resolve the barrier. 

Many states and local governments wish to better merge paratransit and the general riding public.  Independent research is underway in Texas to reduce constraints caused by funding streams, patron eligibility, and other constraints. Advances have been made in several communities toward greater integration of demand-responsive transportation with more traditionally scheduled service.  
· The Regional Transportation Program (RTP) in Cumberland County, Maine serves the elderly, passengers with disabilities, social service agency clients, and economically disadvantaged passengers. Rider’s Choice originated in response to RTP’s need to provide 24-hour, 365-day service availability for clients of the state’s Department of Mental Health (DMH). Direct phone connections to the other transit providers in the area allowed the RTP to serve that need at a feasible cost.

· The Rides Mass Transit District had its beginnings in 1974, with one operator providing demand-response transportation for older adults in two counties in southeastern Illinois. While the initial service struggled, a federal demonstration grant in 1976 re-launched the effort, and four vans began providing demand-response transportation for both elderly passengers and the general public. The service expanded into five counties by 1989, and in 1990 RIDES became a Mass Transit District for the region. The District grew to encompass nine counties by 1998 and 11 counties in 2005.
· The Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART) provides fixed-route, flex-route, and demand-response service in southeastern Michigan. SMART’s “Job Express” routes provide reverse-commute service from the city of Detroit to job sites in surrounding suburbs. Additional suburban-to-urban service is provided via SMART Park-and-Ride routes. SMART coordinates with local businesses and chambers of commerce to plan its commuter services around the needs of businesses and their employees. SMART also offers free one-month bus passes to newly hired employees of registered businesses.

Additional Examples of Regional Approaches
More examples of regional approaches to transit services can be found at these websites:
· http://www.fta.dot.gov/1595_2568_ENG_printable.htm 
· http://www.smartbus.org/Smart/Ride+SmART/Employment+programs 
· http://www.rtprides.org/about.html 
· http://www.gomaine.org/faqs/index.html 
· http://www.gomaine.org/bus_ferry_rail/index.html 
· http://www.unitedweride.gov 
Interlining and Intercity Bus Services: Greyhound’s Rural Service Feeder Program

Reduced ridership over the past several years resulted in the need for Greyhound to streamline its service. Between 2004 and 2006, this intercity bus company re-focused its routes to a “core” network that still covers a substantial portion of the country, but no longer stops in many of the smaller rural communities.  As part of this restructuring process, Greyhound has increased its efforts to partner with rural public transit providers.  

Federal funding for rural intercity bus service is provided through the FTA Intercity Bus Program (Section 5311(f)), first established by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act in 1991.  The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) further defined states’ obligations to consider intercity bus service needs; under earlier funding rules, 5311(f) money could more easily be diverted from intercity transit to other rural transit service.  Connecting intercity bus service with rural transit services can benefit both groups of providers:  rural transit providers restore some of the local “network” lost by Greyhound’s downsizing, and Greyhound’s intercity routes answer some of the long-distance transportation needs of rural transit passengers.

Rural transit coordination with Greyhound can take several forms, ranging from a formal interlining arrangement to informal connection service.  Interlining offers revenue potential for the rural transit provider and easier trip planning for intercity riders; a rural provider that is interlined with Greyhound can sell Greyhound tickets (and vice versa), and trip schedules are coordinated between the two carriers.  A rider boarding an interlined rural transit vehicle and connecting to an intercity bus can purchase a single ticket for the trip. Interlined rural transit providers must comply with Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) authority, including rules for insurance and vehicle safety standards.  Even without an interlining agreement, rural transit providers can set up connecting service, either fixed-route or demand-response, to feed riders or packages to Greyhound’s intercity routes for travel outside the rural provider’s service area.  

Greyhound is currently developing a website for the Rural Feeder Service Program.  The site will include a handbook, standard forms, and resource information for rural transit providers.

Intercity Bus Service with CARTS

The Capital Area Rural Transportation System has a long history of working with intercity bus companies, sharing transit stations with Greyhound (San Marcos station), Arrow Trailways (Round Rock station), and Kerrville Bus Lines (Bastrop station).  As part of CARTS’ own service restructuring, routes are being developed to connect customers from the Bertram area to Round Rock and from Austin to Round Rock, restoring vital links to the intercity network.  

Chapter References
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Chapter 2 Evaluation — Strategies and 
Methods for Organization
Create a Broad Coalition of Stakeholders – Think in terms of beginning with a long list of potential stakeholders.  People and agencies can opt out later, if they choose.  

· Who are the individuals indicating an interest in coordinated transportation?
· For those individuals, who needs a spokesperson, but seems to not have one, what persons or agencies might represent these individuals?
· What other state or local officials should participate in the planning, organizational decisions, implementation, and program evaluation?

Create a Common Agenda; Maintain Planning, Flexibility, and Sustainability – Focus on the areas of consensus between stakeholders with an eye to the future and long-term viability of a coordination initiative.

· What are the elements of agreement regarding coordination expressed by stakeholders?

· Are there personnel, facility, and financial resources that can serve as a foundation to begin regionally coordinated service?   What options are available to support the coordinated services long-term?

· Do the agencies currently providing public transportation services show a willingness to alter existing routes and times to facilitate greater regional connectivity?

Administration and Management Strategies – Consider existing agencies, their functioning and legislative and other parameters to determine the most appropriate organizational configuration.  

· Are the agencies at a point where they might consider recreating themselves under a new agency with a broader agenda?  Have there been key personnel or other changes in policy personnel that may indicate the time is right for a new agency?
· Are all the agencies strong and performing at a high level?  Would an administrative change, such as creating a new agency cost more in inefficiency and losses than might be gained by efficiencies of an organization change?  In these cases, the interlocal agreement between existing agencies might be most appropriate.  
· Is there consensus that regional coordination would be better achieved if all the agencies had a common mission?  Are agencies willing to pool financial and staff resources?  In these cases, an umbrella agency layered above the existing entities might be most appropriate.  
· How should decision making occur?  What legal agreements are appropriate?  What short-term and long-term accounting practices, payment options, and cash allocations should be decided?

Establish a Purpose Statement, Goals, and Operating Principles – Agree on the purpose for implementing coordinated transit, gain consensus on regional goals and delineate standard operating practices.

· What is our agreed on primary purpose for the long-term?  Is that long-term purpose described in such a way as to clearly guide short-term goals?

· Is there an understanding of key public transportation service needs?  Where should routes be coordinated and transfers facilitated?  Are there fares that can be made more compatible?  How can information more effectively be communicated to the public?

· Can we describe the elements that are making it more difficult to coordinate service?  Is there a non-traditional or novel way to approach the difficulties?  Are any of these difficulties a result of long-term perception as compared to a legislative boundary?

Interlining and Intercity Bus Services – Better service options may be available by creating a liaison with Greyhound intercity bus services.

· Does our region have a formal or informal arrangement with Greyhound?  Are rural transit providers devising schedules to coordinate with nearby Greyhound stops and schedules?   

************************************************************************

Assessment of my region — rate the following on a scale of 1 to 5:
1) I/we have a comprehensive list of stakeholders important to a regional coordination initiative.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
2) There is a high degree of agreement about the need for regional coordination.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
3) Our region has delineated potential opportunities for coordinated services under existing legislative, agency, and geographic parameters.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
4)  The public and private transportation providers in our region are all relatively

     high-performing.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
5)   Public transportation providers in my region have a written, consensus purpose 

      statement, as well as goals.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
6) Initiatives are underway to coordinate routes and schedules, transfers and fares 

     between public transportation agencies in my region.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
7) A formal interlocal agreement is in place with Greyhound to coordinate with my 

     area’s rural transit providers.

1                        2                         3                        4                           5

Strongly disagree …………………………………………………..Strongly agree 
All assessment sentences, except number 4, are designed as value-oriented with “strongly agree” as the notation indicating solid coordination.   Responses of “strongly disagree” indicate areas where work tasks can be concentrated.   Number 4 provides a point of knowledge for consideration of management types.  
RIDES Mass Transit District


The RIDES Mass Transit District in Illinois contracts with human service agencies to provide transit services for agency clients (in addition to serving general public riders).  RIDES also provides accounting and billing services for its client agencies, relieving those agencies of some of the administrative burden of providing transportation services.
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