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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec) was retained by the Portland Area Comprehensive
Transportation System (PACTS), the federally-mandated and funded metropolitan planning and
policy-making organization of the Greater Portland Area in Southern Maine, together with its transit
planning agency, the Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG), to produce a shortrange Regional Transit Development Plan (RTDP).
This section of the report is a background analysis of the PACTS/GPCOG region (will be referred to
hereafter as PACTS region, the region, or the Greater Portland region), current conditions of the
seven main transit operators in the region and part of the PACTS Transit Committee (PTC), as well as
pertinent information that will set the stage for later recommendations and action plan.
This section corresponds to Task 4 (Background Analysis) in Stantec’s response to the PACTS RFP, is
organized as follows:
1. Study Area Profile – provides an overview of current conditions of the PACTS region, forecasted
growth, and other features related to the geography and socioeconomic factors in the region. It
also provides an overview of the region's seven transit service providers, their service coverage
and other service characteristics, ridership and productivity as well as a brief overview of the
other transportation providers in the region that are not part of the PTC.
2. Planning information – provides a literature review of relevant planning documents and report
previously published and in place. These reviews are meant to highlight the main goals of the
documents, their shortcomings or caveats, their current status, lessons learned and how the ongoing short-range plan can incorporate policy recommendations and actions.
3. Fare structure and transfer policy – looks at the fares in the region, as well as transfer policies and
interconnectivity at major regional transfer locations.
4. Stakeholder engagement results – a major component of the current project is to collect
feedback from residents, major employers, colleges, school districts and other stakeholders in the
region to understand challenges related to using transit, unmet needs, and travel behavior. By
directly engaging with users of the system, and non-users as well, we uncovered prevalent
themes and issues. Here, we present major findings from various activities.
5. Transit assets – this section provides a brief overview of the assets owned by the transit service
providers and used in the provision of service.
6. Systems review – an analysis of the transit systems and processes in place that may enhance or
hinder service delivery, with a focus on technology including the Southern Maine Transit Tracker
(SMTT) app, an example of inter-operator collaboration, and fare payment, an example where
regional cohesion could be ameliorated.
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2.0

STUDY AREA PROFILE

This section explores and analyzes the current features of the PACTS region, such as population and
employment densities, as well as projected growths as documented in Destination 2040. In addition,
this section also describes the transit agencies in the region and their performance.
The PACTS study area, which is the major focus of the Southern Maine Regional Transit Development
Plan,is described in Destination 20401 and is comprised of portions or all of 18 municipalities (with 2014
American Community Survey (ACS) census estimates, Table 1):
Town
Arundel
Biddeford
Cape Elizabeth
Cumberland
Falmouth
Freeport
Gorham
North Yarmouth
Old Orchard Beach
Portland
Raymond
Saco
Scarborough
South Portland
Standish
Westbrook
Windham
Yarmouth

2014
Population
4,100
21,303
9,093
7,338
11,424
8,049
16,677
3,625
8,679
66,669
4,460
18,757
19,209
25,154
9,942
17,662
17,300
8,433

Table 1 Study area town populations, 2014.
The PACTS region covers a total of area of 566 square miles, with a mix of urban, suburban and rural
land uses, including island communities, and based on 2014 ACS census estimates, is home to over
277,000 residents. Figure 1 displays the study area boundaries of the PACTS region, as defined in
Destination 2040, and is the geography of interest in this report and of the short-range Transit
Development Plan.
The PACTS region occupies the southeast corner of Maine, is approximately 110 miles from Boston,
the largest population center in New England, and approximately 70 miles from the Maine capital at
Augusta. Interstate Highways 95 and 295 are major corridors, forming the backbone of the regional
road network, supported by US and Maine State Routes, including US Routes 1 and 302, and Maine
Route 77.

1

Chapter 1, Figure 1-1 Priority Corridors and Centers in the PACTS Region.
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Figure 1 Study area.
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In addition to the PACTS region, transit operators in the region serve towns outside of the PACTS
region.
Casco Bay Lines ferries serve Long Island,2 which is not part of the PACTS region, as well as islands
incorporated in the City of Portland3 as well as the Township of Chebeague Island.4 While the Casco
Bay Islands have low year-round populations (see footnotes 2-4), their summer populations swell [will
insert changes to population when available]. As one of the only means to reach the Islands from
the mainland and vice-versa, Casco Bay Lines provide a vital service to the region.
Regional train service, the Amtrak Downeaster, is operated by the Northern New England Passenger
Rail Authority (NNEPRA). The Downeaster serves as a commuter train and an intercity train by
connecting suburbs of Portland, such as Freeport and the Town of Wells,5 just south of the PACTS
region, and traveling points south into New Hampshire and terminating in Boston North Station.
This document specifically, and the RTDP generally, addresses the PACTS region, but is cognizant
that these towns formally outside of the PACTS study area are important components of the service
area.

2.1

POPULATION DENSITY

Based on 2010 US Census data, the densest areas of the region are located in Portland and its
surrounding towns and cities (Figure 2). Furthermore, the densest areas of the region forecasted for
2040 are the same towns (Figure 3), suggesting that while density will increase, the additional
population and housing will be absorbed in the densest towns.
Indeed, while growth is strong in the center of the region (Figure 4), the overall density growth is low
(max 22-percent). As an example, Biddeford’s projected population growth through 2040 is
approximately 2,000 people, representing a modest 10-percent growth in population. In contrast,
Cape Elizabeth’s projected growth is similar, at about 1,700 more people, but represents a 19percent growth in population.
As population density plays a central role in transit ridership, the current transit network (gray lines on
the maps) provides service in the densest portions of the region; nevertheless, future population
growth projected for towns like Falmouth and Scarborough may require transit services not currently
available. Please note that in all maps, demand response service areas of Regional Transportation
Program (RTP) in Cumberland County and York County Community Action Corporation (YCCAC) in
York County are shaded in beige and light brown, respectively.

Population, 240 people (year-round)
Peaks Island (~930 people), Little Diamond Island (5 people), Great Diamond Island (~77 people), and
Cliff Island (~60 people)
4 Population, 340 people. Note, Chebeague Island is part of the PACTS region.
5 Population, ~10,000 people
2
3
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Figure 2 Population density map (2010).
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Figure 3 Population density map (2040).
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Figure 4 Population density percent changes.
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2.2

EMPLOYMENT DENSITY

In addition to population density, a larger stimulator of transit usage is employment or job density. In
fact, transit availability near jobs is one of the chief factors determining transit usage. Similar to
population density, employment density (both in 2010 and forecasted for 2040) is highest in the
center of the region, tapering off with increasing distance from Portland (Figure 5 and Figure 6).
Nevertheless, some of the largest job growths (as a percentage) occur in Old Orchard Beach and
Cumberland (Figure 7), areas currently with little transit access. In Portland, 16,000 new jobs are
forecasted through 2040, representing a 25-percent increase in jobs. While in Old Orchard Beach, a
forecasted increase of 1,000 jobs represents a 62-percent increase in jobs.
While the nature of these forecasted jobs is unknown, if they are transit-supportive types of
employment (such as knowledge- and service-based jobs), there could by a case for improving
transit service in these towns.
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Figure 5 Employment density (2010).
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Figure 6 Employment density (2040).
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Figure 7 Employment density growth.
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2.3

DEMOGRAPHICS AND SOCIOECONOMICS

In this section, we present spatial findings of populations who are not only typical transit users and
transit-dependent (minorities, low-income, or without personal vehicles), but also protected by Title
VI legislation mandating equitable and non-discriminatory provision of transit services.

2.3.1

Minority residents

The state of Maine has one of the smallest minority populations in the United States. However, the
Southern Maine region contains a substantial number of minorities (non-Whites, calculated by
combining all ACS 2015 5-year estimates of residents classified as other than White, including
Black/African-American, Native or Pacific Islander, more than 2 races, etc.).
The largest concentrations of minority residents are in the center of the region, in central Portland
and Scarborough, as well as the southern part of the region in Arundel, and parts of Saco (Figure 8).
Given that the neighborhoods with large minority populations are found in central Portland, together
with the availability of transit in the city, suggests that minorities can access transit services. Whether
the transit supply matches the demand (frequency, service hours, etc.) is unclear.
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Figure 8 Percentage of non-White residents by census tract.
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2.3.2

Low-income populations

A consistent finding throughout the country is the reliance of low-income populations on public
transit for a variety of reasons, including the cost of car ownership. Figure 9 displays the spatial
distribution of median household incomes across the region (2015 incomes, ACS 5-year estimates).
The average median household income in the region (in 2015) is $60,170. The lower income tracts
are found mainly in the center of the region and around the Saco train station and into Biddeford.
There is a spatial match between transit availability and low-income populations.
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Figure 9 Household median income by census tract.
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2.3.3

Vehicle ownership

Tied to the use and dependence on transit, particularly in areas with dispersed points of interest, is
the availability of a personal automobile. In fact, vehicle ownership is a stronger predictor of transit
use (correlation of 0.616) than is income (correlation of -0.387). While it may seem obvious that
households without cars or with one available car would rely on public transit more, it is important to
locate these households to ensure that they are located where transit is available.
Figure 10 displays census tracts and their combined percentages of households reporting zero or
one available vehicle. While the tracts with the highest percentages of zero or one car households
are found in the center of the region where transit availability is high, we note areas further away,
including Freeport, Arundel, and Biddeford, where transit availability is low, and limited to travel by
either Amtrak Downeaster trains, or Sh-Zoom.
Finally, it is important to note, that while car ownership is conventionally thought to depend on
income, recent demographic trends across the nation, particularly in cities, suggest that car
ownership depends on other factors, namely the availability of other transportation availability, like
transit, cycling, and other options.

Correlation coefficients measure the strength of a relationship, and is expressed as a value of 0 to 1.00,
where 0 would indicate a complete lack of a correlation (or dependence), and a value of 1.00 would be a
perfect correlation (or dependence). The correlation of 0.61 indicates a strong relationship between car
ownership, or in this case, the percent of households with no or zero cars and public transit mode share. In
other words, the greater the number of households with no or zero cars in a census tract, the greater the
predicted use of public transit.
7 A negative correlation here means that for increasing incomes, public transit mode share is predicted to
decrease.
6
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Figure 10 Percent of households with one or no vehicles.
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2.4

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL PATTERNS

While the preceding sections examined demographic and land use trends, this section examines the
transportation and travel patterns of the PACTS region.
Major transit trip generators are mapped in Figure 11. These generators include schools, (elementary,
middle and high schools, universities, and colleges), town halls, libraries and hospitals in the region.
The highest proportion of these generators are located in center of the PACTS region. When overlaid
with available transit routes (gray lines), many of these generators are spatially connected to transit.
It is interesting to note that despite growths in population and employment, together with the
presence of schools, Cape Elizabeth has no fixed-route transit services.
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Figure 11 Major transit trip generators.
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Relatedly, Figure 12 shows standardized transit mode share for commuting trips (ACS 5-year
estimates, 2015 data). Census tracts that have public transit mode share above the average of the
region are redder, while tracts with the average are colored in yellow, and those below the regional
average are bluer. Perhaps not surprisingly, transit use is highest in the center, where transit is most
available and prevalent. Interestingly, transit mode share is also very high on the Casco Bay Islands,
where the Casco Bay Lines Ferry provides crucial transit service to the mainland. Finally, it is important
to note that overall transit mode share in the region is slightly above 1-percent for commuting.8

8

Destination 2040, p. 3-39.
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Figure 12 Public transit mode share for commuting trips.
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To understand travel patterns in Southern Maine, we analyzed origin-destination (OD) data acquired
from AirSage cellular data, aggregated by Maine-designated origin-destination districts (ODDs).9
Figure 13 shows the boundaries from ODDs used in the subsequent analysis, the existing transit
network, and demand response service areas shaded by county.
For some zones, ODDs were aggregated, such as for the City of Portland, so that the ‘Portland’ ODD
is actually comprised of three individual Maine-designated ODDs. On the other hand, for example,
for the purposes of this report, the Town of Arundel actually belongs to a Maine-designated ODD
that covers a much larger geography, including the towns of Kennebunkport, Kennebunk, Wells,
and Ogunquit.
Table 2 lists the ODD zones considered here, our designated names, and the actual towns covered
by the Maine ODD boundaries. Again, note that the chosen name of the zone and the actual towns
in the zone may differ. Without further disaggregation, it is difficult to capture accurate travel
patterns between specific towns. Given the data provided to Stantec, further disaggregation of
some zones is not possible, and for the interest of the PACTS region and the current report, we chose
names for ODD zones reflective of the towns in the PACTS Study Area.
ODD Name
Portland

Maine ODD
Number(s)
9, 10, 11

City or Town
Portland, including Casco Bay Islands

Old Orchard
Beach/Saco/Biddeford

57, 58

Old Orchard Beach (58), Saco (58),
Biddeford (59)

Cumberland/
Falmouth/Freeport/ No.
Yarmouth/ Yarmouth

12

Cumberland, Falmouth, Freeport, North
Yarmouth, Yarmouth

Raymond/Windham

15

New Gloucester, Raymond, Casco,
Windham, Gray

Arundel

59

Arundel, Kennebunk, Kennebunkport,
Wells, Ogunquit

Cape Elizabeth/
Scarborough

18

Cape Elizabeth, Scarborough

Standish

14

Standish, Naples, Harrison, Bridgton,
Sebago, Baldwin

Gorham/Westbrook

16

Gorham, Westbrook

So. Portland

17

South Portland

Table 2 ODD zone names and geography.

9

Source: AirSage Data for PACTS.
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Table 3 displays the total number of trips collected from AirSage cellular data from July to August
2013. Table 4 displays the trips as percentages of the total trips in the PACTS region. Note that due to
the time period of collection (summer seasonal), due to seasonal travel from tourists, a similar OD
analysis from non-summer periods may reveal different travel trends.
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Figure 13 Origin-destination districts used in OD analysis.
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Destination Portland

Old Orchard
Beach/Saco/Biddeford

Cumberland/
Raymond/
Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Windham
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

Cape
Elizabeth/
Scarborough

Arundel

Standish

Gorham/Westbrook

So. Portland

Total

Origin
Portland

129,186

9,618

24,790

9,446

2,987

14,118

3,730

18,056

24,806

236,738

Old Orchard
Beach/Saco/Biddeford

9,687

165,969

2,686

1,307

12,545

11,595

959

3,258

7,642

215,648

Cumberland/
Falmouth/Freeport/ No.
Yarmouth/ Yarmouth

24,784

2,697

115,138

9,213

1,369

3,852

1,236

4,375

6,712

169,377

Raymond/Windham

9,250

1,312

9,101

118,662

491

2,110

12,692

8,186

3,722

165,526

Arundel

3,177

12,428

1,478

508

123,511

1,721

411

894

1,951

146,079

14,037

11,828

3,833

2,032

1,611

65,244

1,321

5,909

16,701

122,517

3,932

951

1,265

12,571

390

1,322

90,758

5,764

1,932

118,883

Gorham/Westbrook

17,922

3,333

4,461

8,325

864

5,965

5,818

61,321

7,576

115,585

So. Portland

24,491

7,508

6,702

3,677

1,905

16,673

1,900

7,617

42,659

113,132

236,466

215,644

169,454

165,741

145,674

122,600

118,824

115,380

113,700

1,403,483

Cape Elizabeth/
Scarborough
Standish

Total

Table 3 Matrix of trip totals.
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Destination

Portland

Old Orchard
Beach/Saco/Biddeford

Cumberland/
Raymond/
Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Windham
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

Arundel

Cape
Elizabeth/
Scarborough

Standish

Gorham/Westbrook

So. Portland

Total

Origin
Portland

9.2%

0.7%

1.8%

0.7%

0.2%

1.0%

0.3%

1.3%

1.8%

16.9%

Old Orchard
Beach/Saco/Biddeford

0.7%

11.8%

0.2%

0.1%

0.9%

0.8%

0.1%

0.2%

0.5%

15.4%

Cumberland/
Falmouth/Freeport/ No.
Yarmouth/ Yarmouth

1.8%

0.2%

8.2%

0.7%

0.1%

0.3%

0.1%

0.3%

0.5%

12.1%

Raymond/Windham

0.7%

0.1%

0.6%

8.5%

0.0%

0.2%

0.9%

0.6%

0.3%

11.8%

Arundel

0.2%

0.9%

0.1%

0.0%

8.8%

0.1%

0.0%

0.1%

0.1%

10.4%

Cape Elizabeth/
Scarborough

1.0%

0.8%

0.3%

0.1%

0.1%

4.6%

0.1%

0.4%

1.2%

8.7%

Standish

0.3%

0.1%

0.1%

0.9%

0.0%

0.1%

6.5%

0.4%

0.1%

8.5%

Gorham/Westbrook

1.3%

0.2%

0.3%

0.6%

0.1%

0.4%

0.4%

4.4%

0.5%

8.2%

So. Portland

1.7%

0.5%

0.5%

0.3%

0.1%

1.2%

0.1%

0.5%

3.0%

8.1%

16.8%

15.4%

12.1%

11.8%

10.4%

8.7%

8.5%

8.2%

8.1%

100.0%

Total

Table 4 Matrix of trips as percentages of total regional trips.
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The first noticeable trend is that the largest single percentage of trips occur within zones (internal
trips). For example, of the 15.4-percent of trips generated by Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford in
the region, 11.8-percent of trips are within that ODD or zone, while the 8.7-percent of trips generated
by the Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough ODD or zone, 4.6-percent are within that ODD or zone.
Figure 14 displays a semi-geographical analysis of the main OD data. Each box represents a zone,
and the size of that box denotes the total percentage of trips in the region that the zone supplies.
Furthermore, the internal trips are shown as a percentage of total trips in the region for each zone.
Finally, arrows leaving a zone denote the most popular destination other than the zone itself. For
example, South Portland contributes 8.1-percent of the trips in the region, 3.0-percent of trips (of that
8.1-percent) are internal, and the most popular destination zone from South Portland is Portland, with
1.7-percent of trips (of the 8.1-percent) originating in South Portland and terminating in Portland.
Please refer back to Figure 13 for a map representing the OD zones presented graphically in Figure
14.
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Figure 14 Schematic OD analysis.

Next, we analyzed the number and share of trips by ODD or zone. Each table below represents one
of the nine ODDs, and the percentages of trips between the zone of interest and every other zone.
Note that percentages add up to 100-percent, but each zone only contributes the percentage of
trips in the region that is listed at the top of the table in bold. Finally, the right-most column lists transit
agencies which connect the zones of interest.
Two trends are apparent. First, there are two typologies of towns or zones: internal-heavy, with the
majority of trips occurring within the same zone that a trip originated from or terminated in, and
balanced, where there is a broader distribution of trips to neighboring towns or zones, although the
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home zone still produces the largest source of trips. This pattern is spatial, so that the center of the
region is typically balanced, whereas the periphery of the region is more internal-heavy. Second,
other than the origin zone itself, the second largest destination for trips are zones adjacent to the
zone where trips originated; longer-distance trips are rare, particularly further away from Central
Greater Portland.
ODDs or zones were classified first by averaging the percentage of internal trips for the nine zones
(48.7-percent), and then defining zones with internal trips greater than this average as internalheavy:
•
Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford, 62.6-percent
•
Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/North Yarmouth/Yarmouth, 51.5-percent
•
Raymond/Windham, 55.8-percent
•
Arundel, 73.4-percent
•
Standish, 61.8-percent
and zones with internal trips less than the average as balanced:
•
Portland, 37.6-percent
•
Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough, 36.3-percent
•
Gorham/Westbrook, 36.1-percent
•
South Portland, 23.2-percent
The following tables (Table 5 to Table 13) provide trip percentages for all nine zones (refer to Figure 13
for boundaries), as well as the transit agencies required to travel between the zones. While some
zones, particularly the central ones, have many transit options, others such as Arundel and Standish
have few transit options. Moreover, while METRO provides Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/North
Yarmouth/Yarmouth with some bus service, and Amtrak Downeaster provides service to Freeport
and Brunswick, projected population growth and travel patterns observed in the OD analysis suggest
that these areas may benefit from future transit provision.

Internal-heavy ODDs
Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford
Town
Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

15.4% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections
62.6%
Sh-Zoom, YCCAC

Arundel

9.4%

None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

8.8%

Sh-Zoom

Portland

7.3%

Sh-Zoom, Amtrak Downeaster, CBL

South Portland

5.7%

Sh-Zoom

Gorham/Westbrook

2.5%

Sh-Zoom, METRO

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

2.0%

Amtrak Downeaster, Sh-Zoom,
METRO

Raymond/Windham

1.0%

Sh-Zoom, RTP

Standish

0.7%

None

Table 5 Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford travel patterns.
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Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth
Town
Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

12.1% of trips in the region
Share of trips

Portland

Regional transit connections

51.5%

METRO

22.2%

METRO, Amtrak Downeaster, RTP,
CBL

Raymond/Windham

8.2%

METRO, RTP

South Portland

6.0%

METRO, SPBS

Gorham/Westbrook

4.0%

METRO

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

3.4%

METRO, Sh-Zoom, NNEPRA

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

2.4%

NNEPRA, METRO, Sh-Zoom

Arundel

1.3%

None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

Standish

1.1%

None

Table 6 Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No. Yarmouth/Yarmouth travel patterns.

Raymond/Windham
Town

11.8% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Raymond/Windham

55.8%

RTP (LRE)

Standish

11.9%

None (demand response RTP)

Portland

8.8%

RTP (LRE), CBL

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

8.6%

RTP (LRE), METRO, Amtrak
Downeaster

Gorham/Westbrook

7.8%

RTP (LRE), METRO

South Portland

3.5%

RTP (LRE), METRO, SPBS

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

1.9%

RTP (LRE), METRO, Sh-Zoom

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

1.2%

Arundel

0.5%

RTP (LRE), METRO, Sh-Zoom, Amtrak
Downeaster
None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

LRE, Lakes Region Explorer

Table 7 Raymond/Windham travel patterns.
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Arundel
Town

10.4% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Arundel

73.4%

None (YCCAC)

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

14.8%

None

Portland

3.7%

South Portland

2.3%

None

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

2.0%

None

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

1.7%

None

Gorham/Westbrook

1.0%

None

Raymond/Windham

0.6%

None

Standish

0.5%

None

Table 8 Arundel travel patterns.

Standish
Town

8.5% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Standish

61.8%

None (RTP)

Raymond/Windham

17.2%

None (RTP)

Gorham/Westbrook

7.9%

None (RTP)

Portland

5.2%

None (RTP)

South Portland

2.6%

None (RTP)

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

1.8%

None (RTP)

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

1.7%

None (RTP)

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

1.3%

None

Arundel

0.5%

None

Table 9 Standish travel patterns.
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Balanced ODDs
Portland
Town

16.8% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Portland

37.6%

METRO, CBL, RTP

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

14.4%

METRO, Amtrak Downeaster, RTP

South Portland

14.3%

SPBS

Gorham/Westbrook

10.5%

METRO

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

8.2%

Sh-Zoom

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

5.6%

Sh-Zoom, Amtrak Downeaster

Raymond/Windham

5.4%

RTP

Standish

2.2%

None

Arundel

1.8%

None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

Table 10 Portland travel patterns.

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough
Town

8.7% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

36.3%

Sh-Zoom (Scarborough), RTP

South Portland

18.6%

SPBS, Sh-Zoom

Portland

15.7%

Sh-Zoom, METRO, CBL

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

13.0%

Sh-Zoom

Gorham/Westbrook
Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth
Raymond/Windham

6.6%

Sh-Zoom, METRO

4.3%

Sh-Zoom, METRO

2.3%

Sh-Zoom, METRO, RTP (LRE)
None (Sh-Zoom, Amtrak
Downeaster in Wells and Saco)

Arundel

1.9%

Standish

1.5%

None

Table 11 Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough travel patterns.
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Gorham/Westbrook
Town

8.2% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Gorham/Westbrook

36.1%

METRO, RTP

Portland

21.2%

METRO, RTP, CBL

Raymond/Windham
South Portland

9.7%
9.0%

RTP (LRE)
METRO, SPBS

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

7.0%

METRO, Sh-Zoom

Standish

6.8%

RTP

Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth

5.2%

METRO, Amtrak Downeaster, RTP

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

3.9%

METRO, Sh-Zoom, NNEPRA

Arundel

1.0%

None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

Table 12 Gorham/Westbrook travel patterns.

South Portland
Town

8.1% of trips in the region
Share of trips
Regional transit connections

Portland

26.8%

METRO, SPBS, RTP, CBL

South Portland

23.2%

SPBS

Cape Elizabeth/Scarborough

18.1%

SPBS, Sh-Zoom

Old Orchard Beach/Saco/Biddeford

8.2%

SPBS, Sh-Zoom

Gorham/Westbrook
Cumberland/Falmouth/Freeport/No.
Yarmouth/Yarmouth
Raymond/Windham

8.2%

SBPS, METRO, RTP

7.3%

SPBS, METRO, Amtrak Downeaster

4.0%

Arundel

2.1%

SPBS, RTP (LRE)
None (Amtrak Downeaster in Wells
and Saco)

Standish

2.1%

None (RTP)

Table 13 South Portland travel patterns.
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2.5

REGIONAL TRANSIT PROVIDERS

Seven public transit providers currently serve the PACTS region, typically centered on serving a
particular town(s) or city, as well as linking different areas of the region. Importantly, the operators of
the PTC are not limited to bus providers, but are multimodal, including a ferry operator and a
commuter rail operator, adding to the complexity of coordinating transit modes.
Moreover, given that much of the region is sparsely populated and rural in nature, conventional
fixed-route transit is difficult to provide in a financially-sustainable manner. As such, the PACTS region,
by virtue of being split between two neighboring counties (Cumberland and York Counties), is
served by two transit providers operating predominately in a demand-response fashion.
Below, we provide an overview of each of the seven regional providers. Figure 15 provides a
regional map of the transit providers and their route alignments and networks. The demand response
providers, without fixed-routes, have their service areas denoted by shadings of different colors.
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Figure 15 Regional transit network.
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2.5.1

METRO (aka Greater Portland Transit District, Greater Portland METRO)

2016 ridership: 1,810,825
2015 ridership: 1,568,136
Number of routes: 9
Greater Portland METRO operates nine bus routes in and around Portland, mainly operating local
bus service within the City of Portland. The recent addition of the BREEZ (in 2016), which operates
northward from Portland to Yarmouth and Freeport, and into Brunswick starting August 2017, has
increased transit ridership and connectivity throughout the Region. Route 9 (9A North Deering via
Stevens Av., 9B North Deering via Washington Av.) is the busiest route, carrying over 35,000 trips per
month, while aside from the BREEZ with over 1,800 monthly trips,11 route 7 (Falmouth) has the lowest
ridership with an average approximately 5,700 trips per month.
All METRO routes converge either at Monument Square (Congress and Center Sts., routes 1, 2, 4, 5, 7,
8, 9B and BREEZ) or the METRO Pulse (routes 2, 4, 5, 7, 9A) in downtown Portland providing
opportunities to transfer between lines or transit providers at these locations (or at Forest Av. and
Congress St.). Service frequencies vary, with route 2 (Riverton) offering 20 minute headways at peak
hours, to hourly headways on other routes on weekdays, and typically hourly or half-hourly
headways on weekends.

2.5.2

South Portland Bus Service (SPBS, or South Portland Bus)

2016 ridership: 246,931
2015 ridership: 268,705
Number of routes: 3
South Portland Bus Service operates three bus routes in South Portland, with two of the three routes
serving the Maine Mall. Route 21 (Willard Square) is the busiest route, with approximately 11,300
average monthly trips,12 while route 24B (Maine Mall via Community Center) sees approximately
4,300 average monthly trips and operates only on weekdays. About one-third of riders are students
attending the Southern Maine Community College (SMCC) campus (served by route 21).
All routes enter downtown Portland for transfers to and from METRO and ShuttleBus-Zoom services,
and converge for transfers in South Portland at the Mill Creek Transit Hub. Service frequencies vary
throughout the day. During the day, route 21 has 30-minute headways, while routes 24A and 24B
overlap for a significant part of their alignments for combined headways of one hour. Service on
evenings and weekends are decreased, with headways of ~40 to 60 minutes on routes 21 and 24A.

11
12

August 2016 to July 2017 ridership.
Based on FY2015 ridership.
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2.5.3

ShuttleBus-Zoom (aka Sh-Zoom, Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach Transit
Committee, BSOOB)

2016 ridership: 188,413
2015 ridership: 178,328
Number of routes: 3 (excluding school year service UNE Nor’easter to the University of New England,
both express and regular services, and excluding seasonal trolleys)
Serving the southern towns of Biddeford, Saco, and Old Orchard Beach, ShuttleBus-Zoom is serving a
growing ridership. Sh-Zoom provides local service in the ‘tri-towns’ with one-hour weekday
frequencies and two-hour frequencies on the weekends and is a flagged-stop service. This route
connects major destinations in the tri-towns, and connects to the Turnpike Express Service with
service to Portland at the Exit 32 Park-and-Ride along Interstate 95, as well as the Saco Amtrak station
(and the Old Orchard Beach station, seasonal), and to the Portland Intercity Sh-Zoom at the
Chamber of Commerce in Old Orchard Beach.
The Zoom Turnpike Express travels Interstate 95 stopping at various Park-and-Rides before traveling
non-stop to downtown Portland. It is a high-quality service that allows rapid trips for commuters into
and out of Portland provided in an over-the-road motor coach; the fare for the service is relatively
expensive ($5 one-way compared to $1.25 for the local tri-town service).
A less direct route is the Portland Intercity, meant to connect the tri-towns not only to Portland, but
with Scarborough and South Portland as well, and importantly, the Maine Mall. The frequencies of
the Turnpike Express are ~30-minutes and operate on weekday mornings and afternoons only, while
the Intercity operates everyday, with headways of 1 to 3 hours.
Sh-Zoom offers seasonal service to the University of New England campus in Biddeford (UNE
Nor’easter) with local and express services. The bulk of Sh-Zoom’s ridership on its regular routes come
from the local tri-town service. Interestingly, Sh-Zoom operates seasonal trolleys (Old Orchard Beach
Trolley and Camp Ellis Trolley), and in 2016, ridership on the trolleys was 144,457, nearly 77% of ShZoom’s regular ridership.

2.5.4

Casco Bay Island Transit District (aka Casco Bay Lines, CBITD, or CBL)

2016 ridership: 1,097,561* (NTD ridership: 1,015,755)
2015 ridership: 1,017,764* (NTD ridership: 1,001,702)
* Refers to FYs. Ridership numbers provided by CBL and include chartered trips, tours, and other seasonal
ridership.
Number of routes: 3 services to different sets of islands, and an additional service to Bailey Island during summer.

Offering ferry service to six islands in Casco Bay (seven islands during the summer season), Casco Bay
Lines operates year-round providing trips to the mainland for not only residents of the islands, but for
tourists as well. Indeed, Casco Bay Lines sees its largest ridership in the summer months, as tourists
pour into Southern Maine.
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In addition to transporting passengers and providing a crucial link to the mainland and surface
transit service in Portland (route 8, METRO at the Ferry Terminal), Casco Bay Lines also transports a
substantial amount of freight that accounts for nearly 12.4-percent of its operating revenue (in
FY2016). Moreover, Casco Bay Lines transports vehicles to Peaks Island onboard the Machigonne II
and Down Bay onboard the Maquoit II; vehicle transport accounted for over 20-percent of
operating revenue in FY2016
Finally, with the massive influx of tourists during the summer months, trip frequency is increased to
accommodate increased demand from recreational or leisure trips in Casco Bay. Additionally, CBL
operates seasonal cruises and charters vessels, which accounts for a substantial amount of revenue
and ridership. Taken together, though Casco Bay Lines is styled as a transit operator, the fluctuating
seasonal ridership, the freight logistics, car transport, and temperamental operating environment
present a unique set of challenges not readily applicable to its bus counterparts. Indeed, in addition
to reporting to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), CBL must also report to the United States
Coast Guard.
Ferry runs leave the recently renovated and enlarged Ferry Terminal, depending on the destination,
anywhere from once an hour (to Peaks Island), or less frequently for trips to and from Chebeague
and Cliff Islands. Round-trip fares are collected at outbound trips in Portland, and fares are regulated
by the Maine Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
While routes are not comparable to fixed-route bus alignments, Casco Bay Lines operates different
services to the various islands, they can be grouped into 3 ‘main routes’ of sorts: service to Peaks
Island, service to Inner Bay Islands (including Little Diamond, Great Diamond (two stops), and Long
Islands) and service to Down Bay Islands (including the Inner Bay, Chebeague, and Cliff Islands). And
in the summer, there is direct service to Bailey Island.

2.5.5

Amtrak Downeaster (managed by Northern New England Passenger Rail
Authority, NNEPRA)

2016 ridership: 473,923
2015 ridership: 438,364
NNEPRA manages the Downeaster, which is operated under long term contract by Amtrak and
provides service from Brunswick to Boston’s North Station. Offering five daily round-trips between
Portland and Boston, as well as three round-trips to Freeport and Brunswick, the Downeaster sees a
diverse ridership of commuters, day travelers, sports fans, and others.
The Downeaster operates (in Maine) almost exclusively on tracks owned by Pan Am Railways, and
services three stations year-round (Freeport, Portland, and Saco; Old Orchard Beach is seasonally
serviced) in the PACTS region, offering connections to surface transit for METRO and Sh-Zoom, in
addition to Concord Coach Lines and other long-distance bus services. In addition to stations in the
PACTS region, the Downeaster also services Brunswick and Wells, both outside of the PACTS region.
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The Downeaster operates with a high level of customer satisfaction and the best on-time
performance in the nation compared to other Amtrak services. NNEPRA, unlike the bus providers,
draws revenue through auxiliary sources, such as parking and the Downeaster Café operated by
NexDine.

2.5.6

Regional Transportation Program (RTP)

2016 ridership: 119,197
2015 ridership: 113,294
One-fixed route, Lakes Region Explorer
As a United Way agency, RTP provides on-demand door-to-door transportation services for both
ambulatory and non-ambulatory riders in Cumberland County. Moreover, RTP provides Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant paratransit trips for both METRO and SPBS. In addition, in 2013,
RTP began operating the Lakes Region Explorer, a bus providing service between downtown
Portland and Bridgton along Route 302. Its ridership has more than doubled from approximately
4,000 in 2014 to 8,800 in 2016, and is busiest during the morning in-bound trip with commuters and
riders traveling for health care purposes.13
In contrast to the other transit agencies in PACTS, RTP receives funding mainly from MaineDOT. In
addition, prior to August 2013, RTP provided trips for MaineCare-eligible recipients; MaineCare
transportation benefits are aimed at providing non-emergency medical trips. As such, a large
portion of operating revenue (approximately 76%) in FY 2012 came from MaineCare.14 While
MaineCare is now brokered in both Cumberland and York Counties by the private broker
Logisticare, RTP continues to provide MaineCare trips, and estimates that 20- to 25-percent of its
current door-to-door ridership is from Logisticare, in addition to non-MaineCare covered trips, such as
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) Child Welfare, ADA, and low-income trips.

2.5.7

York County Community Action Corporation (YCCAC)

2016 ridership: 146,178*
2015 ridership: 147,234*
* Ridership figures do not include any data from ridership from non-FTA funded services, such as the volunteer
program.

YCCAC operates many different transportation services in its role as a community organization
helping residents without the necessary means in York County. While providing door-to-door ADA
paratransit trips in York County, YCCAC also provides demand response service that operates on a
regular scheduled basis within fifteen towns of York County. Most pertinent for this PACTS/GPCOG
project is the demand response service called WAVE, providing service between Wells and Sanford,
and Biddeford and Sanford, with connections to Amtrak and Sh-Zoom. YCCAC also operates a

13
14

FYs. According to meeting with Jack DeBeradinis, April 5, 2017.
Maine Strategic Transit Plan 2025.
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seasonal trolley. YCCAC’s drivers are both hired and volunteer, and volunteer programs are not
funded by the FTA.
Prior to February 2014, YCCAC had a larger ridership (total of nearly 300,000 in 2013) due to its role as
MaineCare provider—it no longer contracts with MaineCare.15 Similar to RTP, in FY2012, nearly 78percent of YCCAC’s operating budget came from MaineCare funding, but with its discontinuation
as a MaineCare provider, YCCAC relies on FTA and MaineDOT funding. YCCAC is challenged in
obtaining sufficient, particularly in achieving a 50-50 local match for operating funds. Nevertheless,
YCCAC continues to provide rides for non-emergency medical purposes, as well as rides for lowincome individuals in York County.

2.5.8

Other public transit providers in Southern Maine

The transit service provided by the seven PACTS members in Southern Maine is complemented by
additional services provided by for-profit and volunteer entities. Rather than viewing these services as
competitors to traditional transit, they should be viewed as indirect champions of mobility and
connectivity in Southern Maine, and of the initiatives described in Destination 2040 and other
planning documents. Regardless of the underlying motives of these organizations, they represent
additional transportation options for individuals who do not or prefer not to drive, have first-mile/lastmile connectivity issues and many users are likely to transfer from these services to those provided by
the seven PACTS members, and vice versa. While they are competitors in one sense, these operators
may also induce new transit ridership in another sense, particularly if the role of these non-PACTS
alternatives with respect to regional connectivity is taken into consideration in the RTDP. The other
public transit options in Southern Maine are summarized as follows.

2.5.8.1 Taxis, water taxis, and TNCs
These services are prevalent across Southern Maine and complement PACTS member services by
providing transit with a first-mile/last-mile solution. At major transfer points such as the Portland
Transportation Center and Maine Mall, taxis were observed to be lined up waiting to transport
passengers. Water taxis are, in most cases, competition to Casco Bay Lines, although they allow for
more flexibility with respect to ferry travel as well. Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), such as
Uber and Lyft, are already big players and are continuing to gain traction in the marketplace due to
the convenience of their service driven mainly by technology and attractive price point for the
services offered. In particular, these alternate services may incentivize users of Casco Bay Lines and
the Amtrak Downeaster to make more trips to/from Portland, as they are less costly than taxis and
negate the need to maintain a car in Portland, which can be costly, logistically challenging, and
inconvenient due to limited available parking.

2.5.8.2 Greyhound and Concord Coach Lines
While Greyhound users typically make longer journeys, it is also possible to make trips on Greyhound
within Southern Maine. There are six Greyhound stations (or stops) in the PACTS region: two in
Fosters.com, “YCCAC to cease MaineCare rides this Friday Organization lays off 23 employees as a
result”. Accessed August 8, 2017 at http://www.fosters.com/article/20140206/GJNEWS03/140209619.
15
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Portland and one in each of Biddeford, Old Orchard Beach, Saco, and Scarborough. METRO
provides connectivity to Greyhound in Portland on several of its routes, and ShuttleBus-Zoom
provides connectivity to Greyhound in Biddeford, Old Orchard Beach, and Saco. The extent to
which these services complement each other depends on schedule alignment. It also depends on
the branding of the services, that is, in Biddeford, Old Orchard Beach, and Saco the Greyhound stop
is at a designated location rather than at a station; and similarly, ShuttleBus-Zoom does not have
stop posts nor does it have the Greyhound transfer point labeled on its route maps, which limits rider
awareness of the ability to transfer.
Concord Coach Lines provides a service similar to Greyhound to travelers in the New England area,
and it is also the local operator of Megabus. This service is connected to Greater Portland METRO
and the Amtrak Downeaster, operating out of the Portland Transportation Center. From this transfer
hub, one can travel on Concord Coach Lines to/from Augusta, Bangor, the Maine Midcoast, Boston,
Logan Airport, and New York City, among other destinations.

2.5.8.3 Chebeague Transportation Company
Whereas Casco Bay Lines connects the islands of Casco Bay to the mainland at Portland, the
Chebeague Transportation Company connects Chebeague Island residents to the mainland at
Yarmouth (Cousins Island). The advantage of this service is that it runs more frequently than Casco
Bay Lines and also Chebeague Island is much closer to Yarmouth than it is to Portland, allowing for a
fifteen-minute ferry ride, compared to over one hour on Casco Bay Lines. The drawback is that
Chebeague Transportation Company charges higher fares ($16 for an adult round-trip, compared
to $11.05 on Casco Bay Lines), and there are very few points of interest nearby the Yarmouth ferry
dock compared to Portland. The Chebeague Transportation Company is another travel option that
helps improve regional connectivity in Southern Maine, whose passengers are likely a different
market from those using Casco Bay Lines. Chebeague Transportation Company also offers a bus
service transporting customers between the Yarmouth ferry dock and a parking lot (paid) in
Cumberland located approximately 7 miles from the ferry. At present, there are little-to-no
opportunities for convenient transferring to and from the services provided by the PACTS members.

2.5.8.4 iTNPortland
iTNPortland is a volunteer driven non-profit organization that provides transportation to seniors and
visually impaired adults. Its value proposition is in its provision of excellent customer service, and the
flexibility in allowing its users to book rides 24/7 and on an as-needed basis. iTNPortland is a benefit to
regional mobility in Southern Maine. Not only does it help alleviate the financial strain on RTP’s and
YCCAC’s paratransit services, but the concept of volunteer drivers and culture of ride sharing can
spread throughout Southern Maine’s communities as people become increasingly familiar and
comfortable with traveling by means other than their own personal vehicles. In particular,
iTNPortland (or a similar concept) may be a future solution for the first-mile / last-mile challenge of
transit service provision, whereby neighbors shuttle each other between their homes and the nearest
transit center. This prospect is dependent on the scalability of this concept to the larger population,
and its feasibility will vary from neighborhood to neighborhood.
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2.5.8.5 Mermaid Transportation Company
Mermaid Transportation Company is based in Saco and operates a variety of private transportation
services in Southern Maine, most of which are shuttle services that operate on-demand and require
pre-booking. One of these services, Mermaid Assisted Services, is tailored to persons with disabilities
with the distinction that it does not have any eligibility criteria and it is not restricted to operations
within one particular county. It also appears to be more similar to a taxi service than ADA paratransit
services, and is accordingly more expensive. Mermaid Transportation Company also operates
services on a fixed route and fixed schedule between Portland and the Manchester and Logan
airports. Due to Mermaid Transportation Company’s niche market and door-to-door service offering,
it is unlikely that there will be any benefit in attempting to integrate this service into the RTDP – it is
best treated as a standalone option whose market has little or no overlap with that of the seven
PACTS transit providers.

2.6

TRANSIT SERVICE HOURS AND COVERAGE

Most of the seven transit providers in Southern Maine operate with regular service throughout the
week and decreasing availability in the evenings and on weekends. Some routes do not operate on
Sundays. Most services begin around 5 to 6 a.m. on weekdays, and end before midnight, while
weekend services begin after 7 or 8 a.m. on Saturdays, and typically after 9 a.m. on Sundays.
Holiday hours vary. Table 14 shows average service hours of the seven public transit agencies.
Operator

Average Weekday
(service hours)

Average Saturday
(service hours)

Average Sunday
(service hours)

METRO

18:30

18:30

12:00

SPBS

18:30

12:00

12:00

Sh-Zoom

16:55

13:55

13:55

Casco Bay Lines

18:25

18:45

17:00

Downeaster

20:00

20:00

20:00

RTP

18:30

18:30

12:00

YCCAC

16:00

16:00

16:00

Table 14 Service hours.
Sources: National Transit Database (2015), operator schedules on individual websites. Note: Lakes Region
Explorer (RTP), 16:15 span, but only operates during peak weekday hours.

The seven providers serve mainly separate towns in the PACTS region with overlap in some towns,
mainly in downtown Portland to facilitate passenger transfers. Table 15 shows the town served by
each transit provider, including those towns outside of the PACTS region, but within the service area.
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METRO

SPBS

ShZoom

Casco
Bay
Lines

Downeaster

Lakes
Region
Explorer
(RTP
Service)

RTP

YCCAC

Arundel
Biddeford
Cape Elizabeth
Chebeague Island
Cumberland
Falmouth
Freeport
Gorham
North Yarmouth
Old Orchard Beach

*

Long Island
Portland
Portland Islands
Raymond
Saco
Scarborough
South Portland
Standish
Westbrook
Wells
Windham
Yarmouth

Table 15 Towns served.
Notes: Orange means served, gray means no service. *Old Orchard Beach train station is operated seasonally.
RTP and YCCAC are noted as serving all towns in their respective counties.

Looking at the service coverage around transit stops (0.25-mi radius buffer around bus stops and
ferry wharfs and terminal, and 0.50-mi radius buffer around train stations) provides a better picture of
service provision (Figure 16). Coverage is most intense in the center of the region, specifically in
downtown Portland, where many bus routes from different agencies overlap in a ‘transit corridor’ of
sorts along Congress St., as well as at the Maine Mall in South Portland. Clearly, only a small portion of
the region is covered, and this is predominately in the urbanized areas.
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Figure 16 Regional transit coverage by operator.
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Finally, in Destination 2040, Priority Centers and Corridors are defined as emerging corridors and
centers where targeted growth, including jobs and housing, would yield a larger benefit than
dispersed growth. By leveraging state and federal resources and by coordinating transportation and
land use planning, the Priority Centers and Corridors can become productive and sustainable areas
in Southern Maine.
In Figure 17, by mapping both the transit network (and service coverage around transit stations and
stops) together with designated Priority Centers and Corridors, it is evident that many of these
Centers and Corridors overlap with transit stop coverage and transit routes, such as along Route 302
(served by the Lakes Region Explorer), Bug Light/SMCC (served by South Portland Bus route 21), and
areas of Old Orchard Beach, Saco, and Biddeford (served by the tri-town local service of Sh-Zoom).
Nonetheless, many designated areas, including Centers in Standish (Standish Corner), Arundel
(Arundel Village), and North Yarmouth and Cumberland are not currently served by public transit.
Conversely, ferry services to the Casco Bay Islands, supplying not only passenger service but creating
vital freight links to the mainland, are not designated as Priority Corridors which may have potentially
been an oversight. To efficiently leverage the development of these designated Corridors and
Centers, it will be essential to supply convenient public transit service, along with dense and welldesigned housing and neighborhoods.
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Figure 17 Priority Centers and Corridors in the PACTS region.
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2.7

OPERATING BUDGETS AND FUNDING SOURCES

Most funding to the transit providers in the region comes from FTA grants and funds, including 5307
Urbanized Area Formula Grants administered by PACTS and the Maine Department of Transportation
(MaineDOT), 5337 State of Good Repair Grants, and 5311 Rural Grants for providers serving towns in
the region with populations less than 50,000. These formula funds are administered by PACTS and
through the PTC, are split up accordingly for each operator to carry out planning studies, technology
upgrades, vehicle purchases, and other capital plans.
Nevertheless, with the current uncertainty in federally-programed dollars, PACTS is currently
interested in reviewing how it ‘splits’ federal funding among the agencies and across a variety of
projects. More information on this current situation can be found in separate tasks of this short-range
RTDP.16 Suffice to say that beyond fare revenue, the largest contribution to operating budgets for
most of the agencies in the region comes from FTA formula grants.
Other funding sources include, depending on jurisdiction, state and local contributions. Exceptions
include Casco Bay Lines, NNEPRA, RTP, and YCCAC. CBL receives little federal funding for operations
(in the form of Rural Grants) but can use federal funding for preventative maintenance. Also, CBL
does not receive funding from municipalities, unlike METRO and SPBS. NNEPRA, along with RTP and
YCCAC receive funding from MaineDOT.

Operator

FY2015 Op. Budget

FY2015 Fare revenues

Main funding sources

METRO

$6,838,547

$1,738,823

Fares, FTA funding,
Local matches

SPBS

$1,306,270

$285,127

Fares, FTA funding,
Local matches

Sh-Zoom

$2,396,935

$411,277

Fares, FTA funding,
Local matches

Casco Bay Lines

$5,867,53017

$4,686,56418

Amtrak Downeaster
(Managed By
NNEPRA

$19,772,288

$7,855,393

Fares, FTA funding,
Local matches,
MaineDOT MultiModal Account

$2,537,852

$40,172

Fares, FTA funding,
MaineDOT,

RTP

Fares, Freight, Mail
and other shipping,
minimal FTA funding,

Task 10, Prioritization framework.
This value includes operating costs related to charters, catering, and excludes depreciation estimated
based on useful life of assets.
18 This value includes fares obtained from freight, vehicles, and mail transport, but excludes revenue from
charters, catering, and miscellaneous items.
16
17
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Operator

FY2015 Op. Budget

FY2015 Fare revenues

Main funding sources
MaineCare

YCCAC

$2,898,427

$82,747

Fares, FTA funding,
MaineDOT

Table 16 Operating budgets and funding sources.
Source: NTD data from 2015, expect for CBL (CBL, Financial & Operational Performance,
https://www.cascobaylines.com/about-us/financial-operational-performance/)

2.8

RIDERSHIP AND PRODUCTIVITY19

This section explores and analyzes transit operator data and statistics, aimed at discovering current
trends in ridership and productivity. Moreover, this section also details connectivity between the
operators and analyzes the degree to which residents of the PACTS region truly have access to a
‘regional’ transit network.

2.8.1

Ridership and service supplied

For the transit operators of conventional fixed-route services in Southern Maine, overall transit
ridership has been increasing since 2012, from nearly 3.35 million trips to over 3.73 million trips
reported in 2016 (Figure 18). This growth, however, has not been experienced by all agencies.
METRO, CBL, and Sh-Zoom’s ridership have been steadily growing, while SPBS and Downeaster
experienced ridership gains from 2012 to 2015 (for SPBS) and 2012 and 2013 (Downeaster), but have
more recently seen ridership loss or stagnation.

Ridership (unlinked passenger trips)

Ridership by agency (2012 to 2016)

19

4,000,000
3,500,000
3,000,000
METRO

2,500,000

SPBS

2,000,000

Sh-Zoom

1,500,000

CBL

1,000,000

NNEPRA

500,000
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

In this section, unless specified otherwise, all data were extracted from NTD datasets.
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Figure 18 Historical ridership for conventional transit services.
Sources: PACTS Transit Providers for 2016 ridership. Trolley ridership has not been included here.

While the reasons for ridership changes can be complex, diverse, and related to factors beyond
operator control, based on discussions with transit providers and reviews of documents and reports,
the following points are offered as a rationale for ridership changes.










For METRO, service elimination on routes 3 and 6, and the addition of routes 9A and 9B (serving
Portland high schools) in 2015 and the BREEZ service implemented in 2016 has spurred ridership
growth. Moreover, in 2015, METRO began providing transit passes for students attending high
school in Portland Public Schools (following the elimination of yellow school bus service),
potentially incentivizing trips other than for traveling to school (this program has estimated
generating nearly 305,000 boardings in 2016-201720).
METRO has, together with SPBS and CBL, implemented the Transit Tracker app, improved service
frequency and expanded Sunday service. Together, these reliability improvements have helped
to grow ridership.
Similar to METRO, a large proportion of ridership is student-based, as about one-third of riders of
SPBS are students attending Southern Maine Community College (SMCC), which is served by
route 21. Stagnating ridership is an issue, likely resulting from minimal service adjustments.
Investigating similar tactics like METRO, such as providing bus passes for high school students,
could help grow ridership (and is currently under consideration).
Sh-Zoom’s diverse services see different levels of ridership; while the commuter Zoom Turnpike
Express’s ridership has been relatively flat from 2014 to 2016, local tri-town service ridership has
grown slightly in the same time period.21
Casco Bay Lines’ annual ridership is highly dependent on factors beyond its control, namely
summer weather and tourism in Portland and the region. With growing ridership, Casco Bay Lines
has invested in passenger amenities, including a newly expanded Ferry Terminal and Wi-Fi onboard its vessels, all factors that can spur additional ridership, as well as maintaining fares at the
same rate since 2009 (except for additional service).
Ridership on the Downeaster had decreased partially due to construction- and weather-related
train cancellations and disruptions; NNEPRA has introduced new marketing programs and a
sales staff position with the aim of recovering and growing train ridership.

Ridership of the demand response operators YCCAC and RTP have been steadily decreasing since
2013 due to YCCAC’s withdrawal from providing MaineCare trips completely, and a reduction of
RTP’s MaineCare trip volume as well (Figure 19).

20
21

270,000 boardings in 2015-2016.
From Sh-Zoom ridership totals.
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Ridership (demand response, 2012 to 2016)
Ridership (unlinked
passenger trips)

900,000
800,000
700,000
600,000
500,000

YCCAC

400,000

RTP

300,000
200,000
100,000
2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Figure 19 Historical ridership for demand response transit services.
While ridership tracks demand for transit services, to track supply of transit service, industry practice is
to analyze the vehicle revenue miles and hours provided by a transit operator. The table below
examines NTD and (Table 17) reveals that the overall supply of revenue miles has decreased in the
PACTS region from 2012 to 2015. Nevertheless, some agencies have increased their supply of
revenue miles.
2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

829,847

819,570

791,213

811,450

SPBS

196,295

189,007

203,469

212,967

Sh-Zoom

448,501

330,400

346,292

346,292

CBL

73,053

71,858

81,409

82,388

NNEPRA

1,910,892

2,027,240

2,139,537

1,751,240

RTP*

NA

NA

NA

1,046,376

YCCAC

968,001

655,214

487,387

481,733

Total

4,426,589

4,093,289

4,049,307

4,732,446

Table 17 Vehicle revenue miles by operator (2012-2015).
*RTP changed software systems, so data are unavailable for FY2012-2014; FY2016 veh. rev. mi. 1,315,963.

When examining vehicle revenue hours, the trend is somewhat different than vehicle revenue miles,
such that overall revenue hours increased from 2012 to 2013, decreased in 2014, and then increased
in 2015 (Table 18). Given that the revenue miles decreased over the same period, the fact that
revenue hours have increased suggests that routes have become slightly slower in terms of
operating speeds.
This trend may have been a result of increased disruptions or delays in service (for example weather
issues for the Downeaster), or service and route changes, such as additional stops along routes.
Other potential causes include increased traffic congestion, as well as increased ridership that can
add to dwell times and therefore increase operating hours/time.
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2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

68,444

67,621

67,782

71,845

SPBS

14,375

12,934

13,974

13,647

Sh-Zoom

18,927

23,226

21,332

21,476

CBL

15,406

15,287

15,492

15,707

NNEPRA

53,508

66,880

71,238

62,321

RTP

NA

NA

NA

64,311

YCCAC

74,787

69,360

49,396

53,233

Total

245,447

255,308

239,214

302,540

Table 18 Vehicle revenue hours by operator (2012-2015).
*RTP changed software systems, so data are unavailable for FY2012-2014; FY2016 veh. rev. hour 63,037.

2.8.2

Service efficiency

By understanding operating costs per revenue mile or hour, we can begin to appreciate the
efficiency of transit services.22
Table 19 displays the operating costs per revenue mile by transit operator. Perhaps unsurprisingly,
cost per mile has been increasing for all providers in the region, particularly for Sh-Zoom and
NNEPRA. Increases have been less steep for SPBS and CBL. YCCAC saw a large increase in cost per
mile from 2012 to 2014, but have returned to sub-2012 costs per mile, likely due to no longer carrying
MaineCare trips.
The overall increase in cost per mile, as well as cost per revenue hour (Table 20) largely reflects
increased costs in labor, fluctuating fuel costs, aging fleets, as well as the costs of providing ADA trips.
Nevertheless, substantial increases above inflation are noted for Sh-Zoom and NNEPRA. The
underlying drivers of these increased costs are speculative, and likely include the increased revenue
hours operated by Sh-Zoom between 2012 and 2013, and the weather-related service disruptions for
NNEPRA experienced in 2015. Also note the large variability in operating expenses per mile and hour
when comparing bus operators with ferry and train operators.

2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

$7.71

$8.02

$8.27

$8.43

SPBS

$6.08

$5.08

$6.49

$6.13

Sh-Zoom

$3.59

$6.49

$6.41

$6.92

CBL

$66.56

$69.35

$65.27

$67.92

NNEPRA

$7.89

$7.22

$8.37

$11.29

RTP

NA

NA

NA

$2.43

YCCAC

$6.09

$8.53

$7.08

$6.02

Data limited by reporting from individual operators, which may include or exclude overhead and other
related costs, thereby complicating comparisons related to costs per revenue mile and hour.
22
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Table 19 Operating expense per vehicle revenue mile by operator (2012-2015).

2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

$93.44

$97.24

$96.58

$95.18

SPBS

$83.00

$74.27

$94.45

$95.72

Sh-Zoom

$85.09

$92.33

$104.04

$111.61

CBL

$315.63

$326.00

$343.01

$356.24

NNEPRA

$281.94

$218.96

$251.27

$317.27

RTP

NA

NA

NA

$39.46

YCCAC

$78.81

$80.57

$69.82

$54.45

Table 20 Operating expense per vehicle revenue hour by operator (2012-2015).
To provide some comparisons, the bus operator measures presented were averaged and
compared to average values from peer bus agencies in New England: City Link, Lewiston-Auburn,
ME, Community Connector, Bangor, ME, Chittenden County Transportation Authority, Burlington, VT,
and the Manchester Transit Authority, Manchester, NH. These peers were chosen to provide a
sample of large and small agencies throughout New England, and are also used for fare peer
analysis by METRO.
The average operating expense per revenue mile of the three PACTS-regional bus agencies in 2015
was $7.16, while the average for the four peers was $7.63. The average operating expense per
revenue hour of the three bus agencies in the PACTS region was $100.84 in 2015, above the average
of the four peers at $93.64. Overall, the agencies in the PACTS region compare favorably for service
efficiency (Table 21).
PACTS

Peers

Avg. expense per rev. mi.

$7.16

$7.63

Avg. expense per rev. hr.

$100.84

$93.64

Table 21 Peer comparison of efficiency, bus operators.
Drawing comparisons for the ferry and commuter rail providers in the region is more difficult. For
instance, seasonal ridership from tourists plays a substantial role in Casco Bay Lines’ operations, which
also involves not only passengers and vehicles, but freight and mail too.
Nevertheless, we used Pierce County Ferry, serving Seattle, WA, as a peer, given that their 2015
ridership was nearly 190,000, and serves ferry-dependent islands. The operating expense per revenue
mile for Pierce County in 2015 was $177.84, well above CBL, and the expense per revenue hour was
$1,082.61 in 2015, substantially larger than CBL (Table 22). Clearly, drawing comparisons is difficult,
given the unique operations of CBL.
Finding an adequate peer comparison for NNEPRA is difficult; its role as a commuter rail and intercity
service provider for passenger rail service makes it unique among Amtrak operations and commuter
rail typical of larger cities, such as MBTA’s commuter rail in Boston. Moreover, like CBL, NNEPRA’s

57

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS

DRAFT – REVISION 1
operations are subject to weather-related service disruptions due to climatic events in the Northeast
United States. As such, we refrained from performing a peer analysis for NNEPRA.
CBL

Avg. expense per rev. mi.

$67.92

Pierce
County
Ferry
$177.84

Avg. expense per rev. hr.

$356.24

$1,082.61

Table 22 Peer comparison of efficiency, CBL.

2.8.3

Service effectiveness

To determine how effectively transit service is being supplied, typically used measures include
operating cost per unlinked trip, as well as the number of unlinked trips per vehicle revenue mile and
hour.
As ridership increases, for relatively stable operating expenses, operating cost per trip will decrease.
This situation is true for METRO, where cost per trip slightly increased between 2012 to 2014, but has
decreased between 2014 and 2016 (Table 23). Furthermore, Casco Bay Line’s cost per trip is low and
has not increased substantially, suggesting that ferry ridership has kept pace with operating costs. ShZoom’s cost per trip has been increasing, as has NNEPRA’s. Finally, demand response trips are
typically costly to provide, and RTP and YCCAC provide trips are below the industry norm of ~$30 per
trip.23

2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

$4.36

$4.53

$4.40

$4.36

SPBS

$4.82

$3.86

$5.10

$4.86

Sh-Zoom

$9.73

$13.95

$13.79

$13.44

CBL

$5.17

$5.27

$5.52

$5.59

NNEPRA

$28.56

$26.32

$33.36

$45.10

RTP

$15.12

$17.82

$22.53

$22.40

YCCAC

$13.39

$19.02

$17.90

$19.69

Table 23 Operating cost per unlinked passenger trip by operator (2012-2015).
Using the peers identified above, the three bus agencies’ average cost per trip (2015) was $7.55,
whereas the peers’ average was $4.95 per trip, indicating that while METRO and SPBS are similar to
the peer average, Sh-Zoom’s cost per trip is above the peer average ($9.73). CBL’s cost per trip was
also below its peer of $33.66, (Table 24). It is important to note, again, that peer comparisons are
difficult for CBL.
PACTS
Bus

Peer
Bus

CBL

Pierce
County

US Government Accountability Office. (2012). ADA Paratransit Services. Accessed August 8, 2017 at
http://www.gao.gov/assets/660/650079.pdf.
23
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Ferry
Operating cost per trip

$7.55

$4.95

$5.59

$33.66

Table 24 Operating cost per unlinked passenger trip peer comparisons.
By considering both the service supplied (revenue miles or hour) and demanded (ridership), we can
obtain a sense of the intensity of transit use in the region. Analyzing the number of trips carried per
revenue mile demonstrates the effectiveness of a route, or an operator in general.
Table 25 reveals that METRO and SPBS are the heaviest used of the bus providers, while Casco Bay
Lines has the greatest number of passenger trips per revenue mile. These findings are also similar to
the passenger trips per revenue hour, a measure of the value of a transit service in terms of
attracting customers versus the amount of service provided.
Table 26 shows again that both METRO and SPBS perform well in the region relative to the other bus
providers and NNEPRA, while Casco Bay Lines performs best. Casco Bay Lines, with large ferry vessels,
clearly benefits from large capacity vehicles.

2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

1.77

1.77

1.88

1.93

SPBS

1.26

1.32

1.27

1.26

Sh-Zoom

0.37

0.47

0.46

0.51

CBL

12.86

13.17

11.82

12.16

NNEPRA

0.28

0.27

0.25

0.25

RTP

NA

NA

NA

0.11

YCCAC

0.45

0.45

0.40

0.31

Table 25 Unlinked passenger trips per vehicle revenue mile by operator (2012-2015).

2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

21.42

21.48

21.97

21.83

SPBS

17.21

19.22

18.51

19.69

Sh-Zoom

8.74

6.62

7.54

8.30

CBL

60.99

61.89

62.14

63.77

NNEPRA

9.87

8.32

7.53

7.03

RTP

NA

NA

NA

1.76

YCCAC

5.89

4.24

3.90

2.77

Table 26 Unlinked passenger trips per vehicle revenue hour by operator (2012-2015).

2.8.4

Financial performance

To assess the financial performance of the regional transit agencies, we analyzed a portfolio of
financial metrics related to fare revenue and operating costs.
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Based on unlinked passenger trips and fare revenue, it is possible to calculate the average or
effective fare per passenger. This measure considers that not all passengers pay the full base fare
every time they ride, for example, seniors and students who pay discounted fares, or users of
unlimited-trip monthly fare cards. The effective fare can indicate the average fare collected per trip
or rider.
Table 27 demonstrates that the average fare collected by METRO and SPBS, while increasing
between 2012 and 2014, has decreased from 2014 to 2015, potentially due to their substantial
student-based ridership. Casco Bay Lines’ average fare has remained relatively stable while
surprisingly low given the expensive ferry fares,24 while Sh-Zoom’s has increased slightly. NNEPRA’s
average fare is the highest of operators in the region, reflective of the more expensive fares of
commuter trains compared to bus service.
Compared to the peer bus agencies with an average fare of $0.86, the PACTS regional bus
operators perform better with an average fare of $1.49 (in 2015). CBL’s average fare is lower than
Pierce County Ferry’s at $11.88, while NNEPRA boasts a larger average fare than its peer at $2.59,
likely due to the distance-based fares.
Average per passenger fare are very low for RTP and YCCAC, likely due to the costly nature of doorto-door trips and that fares must remain affordable.
2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

$1.21

$1.25

$1.26

$1.11

SPBS

$1.21

$1.24

$1.30

$1.06

Sh-Zoom

$2.03

$2.58

$2.45

$2.31

CBL

$2.44

$2.44

$2.43

$2.47

NNEPRA

$14.04

$14.59

$16.07

$17.92

RTP

$0.13

$0.13

$0.26

$0.35

YCCAC

$0.14

$0.25

$0.42

$0.56

Table 27 Average passenger fare by operator (2012-2015).
Finally, a healthy portion of the operating budget should be covered by fares, underscoring prudent
financial operations, supplemented by governmental subsidies. By dividing fare revenue by
operating expenses, farebox recovery ratio can be calculated to show the portion of fares covering
expenses—a ratio closer to 1.00 or 100-percent is best.
Table 28 shows that the bus operators in the region hover around recovery ratios of approximately
20-30-perecent, with an average recovery (in 2015) of 21-percent, greater than the bus peer
average of 19-percent (Table 29).
CBL’s farebox recovery in 2015 based solely on passenger ticket revenue was 44-percent, greater
than its peer at 35-percent (Table 29). By including other fare revenue from cruises, vehicles, freight,
and mail (but excluding charters, catering, and miscellaneous) and considering operating expenses
less depreciation, CBL’s cost recovery in 2015 was 80-percent.
These fare revenue and ridership figures include only passenger ticket revenue and ridership exclusive of
charters.
24
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RTP and YCCAC have the lowest recovery ratios, hovering between 13-percent. This variety in
recovery ratios highlights that while operating expenses vary by provider based of vehicles, service
provision, labor, etc., it also depends on fare structure, which impacts and is impacted by ridership.
Fare structures and transfer policies are in Section 4.0.
2012

2013

2014

2015

METRO

28

28

29

25

SPBS

25

32

26

22

Sh-Zoom

21

18

18

17

CBL*

82

79

79

80

NNEPRA
RTP

49
1

55
1

48
1

40
2

YCCAC

1

1

2

3

Table 28 Farebox recovery ratio by operator (2012-2015).
*Revenue includes revenue from cruises, freight, mail, and vehicles.

Operating cost per trip

PACTS
Bus

Peer
Bus

CBL

$21

$19

$44*

Pierce
County
Ferry
$35

Table 29 Farebox recovery ratio peer comparisons.
*Revenue includes only passenger ticket revenue.

2.8.5

Conclusions on operating landscape

With its diverse area that is urban, rural, and suburban, and spread over many miles, the PACTS
region, beyond the central core, is a challenging environment in which to provide public
transportation. As a predominantly rural state with an ageing population, fixed-route transit beyond
the dense, urban centers of Portland is challenging to operate in a cost-efficient manner.
Nevertheless, nicknamed “Vactionland”, Maine witnesses an influx of tourists that clog up main
arteries, like Interstate 95 and Route 1. Public transit, particularly for tourists can be effective in some
ways, such as the success of various trolley services operated by some of the regional agencies and
the popularity of Casco Bay Lines ferries. Finally, while lacking some traditional transit-necessary
‘ingredients’, such as densely populated neighborhoods and centrally-located jobs, the growing
population forecasted in Destination 2040 for Central Greater Portland will likely be reliant on public
transit, whether they choose to be so, such as many millennials, or whether unwillingly, such as seniors
who are unable to drive. Coupled with a scarcity in parking and road resources, investing in transit
and aiming to improve transit mode share, important goals outlined in Destination 2040, can help
alleviate congestion and improve environmental sustainability in Southern Maine.
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3.0

PLANNING INFORMATION

The section provides a primer on existing regional plans developed in the last five to six years, how
they address transit in Southern Maine, highlighting strengths and weaknesses, while drawing out
pertinent lessons for the plan under development in this project, and well as for a long-term plan.

3.1

DESTINATION 2040 (2016)

Destination 2040, the Regional Transportation Plan for the PACTS region “provides a vision for
preserving and improving Portland’s transportation systems through the year 2040.” This report is
grounded by a knowledge that an aging population, poor modal balance, and insufficient funding
for transit make transit planning in Southern Maine exceedingly difficult. These challenges must guide
short and long range transit plans for the region, with a focus on improving modal split within the
constraints of financial resources.
Destination 2040 presents six overarching goals:
1. Maintain a regional focus,
2. Enable economic development,
3. Improve mobility, safety, and accessibility,
4. Integrate energy conservation,
5. Strengthen land use and transit connection, and
6. Protect environmental quality.
This report identifies priority corridors and centers of opportunity, where land use and transportation
development should be preferentially intensified to better connect the region. These high-priority
areas should provide guidance when developing future plans, particularly for transit service.
Destination 2040 also identifies interest in developing transit-oriented development (TOD) sites. Some
of these high priority corridors may be prime locations for TOD development, and warrant further
consideration.
A major shortcoming of this document, particularly for regional transit, is its lack of inclusion of ferry
service and ferry routes as vital corridors, as well as developing regional transit hubs and transfer
points into activity centers or nodes.
The goals presented in Destination 2040 mirror those in the Sustain Southern Maine Multi-Modal Transit
Report. While admirable goals are presented, there is little benchmark for success or implementation
presented in either report. This must be ratified in future plans. As a comparison, the 2015 San Diego
Regional Plan provides a strong mechanism for evaluating and prioritizing projects, which is
especially important in Maine given GPCOG’s funding constraints. Each project under consideration
is quantitatively evaluated based on project type (highway, transit, etc.) using at least nine criteria,
each linked to an overarching goal of the Regional Transit Plan. Based on the weighted scoring,
projects are then ranked in priority sequence for implementation. A similar methodology may be
considered in Southern Maine, as there is currently a gap between high-level goals, and concrete
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methods for prioritization and implementation. Other tasks in the current project aim to specify a
similar framework for evaluating transit priorities of the PTC.

3.2

MAINE STRATEGIC TRANSIT PLAN 2025 (2015)

A significant portion of this report explores demographics and transit services within the state of
Maine. A discrepancy in scale prevents demographics from a state-wide report from directly
informing regional plans, however it can provide context or compare regional and state-wide
performance. With more concrete targets than precedent reports, this plan sets a clear benchmark
of 20-percent of theoretical trips that should be accommodated by public transit. Nevertheless, the
Strategic Transit Plan focuses on bus and demand response services only.
In 2012, 17-percent and 14-percent of trip demand is being met by transit in Cumberland and York
Counties, respectively. The current shortfall in meeting this 20-percent threshold would require up to
$238 million of additional funding over the next 10 years throughout the state, and this funding need
can be lessened by improving the efficiency of existing transit operations. In response to this shortfall
in funding, this plan successfully explores the precarious financials of transit planning in the United
States, and details all major funding sources, which can be evaluated at a regional level in future
plans.
The Maine Strategic Transit Plan also uses survey results from transit riders and community members,
and compares current performance to peer states, providing comparative analyses within the
United States. The current project aimed at developing a short-term regional transit plan draws
largely on surveys of riders and non-riders, as well as other stakeholder engagement exercises; these
are explained in more detail in Section 5.0.

3.3

SMART INITIATIVE (2013-2015)

The SMART (Southern Maine ARea Transportation) initiative explored the feasibility and potential
mechanisms of merging the three-existing bus operators in the Greater Portland Region. This study
provided a comprehensive analysis regarding many barriers to and opportunities for consolidation,
including but not limited to: service characteristics, physical assets, financial, governance, and
related legislation.
The SMART initiative produced a cost-benefit analysis of different scenarios aimed at consolidation
under various governance schemes and operating options. Three options were considered:
1. Combining METRO and South Portland Bus into a new transit entity, while Sh-Zoom continues
operating as an independent transit committee
2. Consolidating all three into a new transit district
3. Creating a new administrative transit entity, with operations continued under the three
separate operators
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In the end, a lack support and consensus from elected officials from different jurisdictions, as well as
the lack of an implementation plan spelled the demise of SMART. Nonetheless, SMART provides an
interesting lesson for future potential reorganization and consolidation of the PACTS regional bus
operators, but under a different guise with fresh leadership and operator buy-in.

3.4

SUSTAIN SOUTHERN MAINE – TRANSIT REPORT (2013)

This report synthesizes the existing transit climate in Southern Maine, and provides a series of
recommendations for improving it at the local and regional levels. At a broad regional scale, Sustain
Southern Maine seeks transit node improvements and to facilitate multi-modal travel, where transfers
between agencies or modes are clearly marked, well-scheduled, and are facilitated safely by
infrastructure. It is important to note that the geographical scope of the Sustain Southern Maine
report extends farther north than the PACTS study area considered in the current report and project,
including rural communities such as Durham and New Gloucester. This may impact the applicability
of some recommendations to PACTS.
This report also details operator-specific recommendations, including doubling frequency along
South Portland Bus routes between 2:00 pm and 7:00 pm, and northern expansion of the METRO bus
lines, which has since been implemented. Many of the recommendations made are based on
public meetings and have garnered significant support from the public, a measure of the local
appetite for improving existing transit. These recommendations should be further investigated in a
short-term transit plan.

3.5

SUSTAIN SOUTHERN MAINE – MULTIMODAL TRANSIT PLAN (2013)

The Sustain Southern Maine multi-modal transit plan presents a unified transit vision for Southern
Maine, with focus on improving modal balance. Federal funding for various modes, especially active
transportation, is inconsistent and decreasing. Sustain Southern Maine identifies six goals for Southern
Maine regional transit which focus on establishing an environmentally conscious, multi-modal transit
system where transfers between modes and routes are efficient, safe and well-funded.
This report provides a series of key performance indicators which can be evaluated in both short and
long term transit plans as a means of tracking progress. These include, but are not limited to, vehicle
miles traveled, number of bus stops with bike racks, and miles of road that comply with access
management standards. This report does not, however, provide targets for these performance
indicators, and therefore does not leave anyone accountable for their status in the future.
With such a strong reliance on single occupancy vehicles in the Greater Portland region, Sustain
Southern Maine successfully prioritizes roadways, and evaluates their needs based on a Customer
Service Level performance scale. This scale may be successfully integrated within future transit plans,
as areas of poor safety, road conditions, or congestion are identified for further consideration.
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3.6

2013 BRANDING AND MARKETING

Supported by a memorandum of understanding among six transit providers in the Greater Portland
Region, the 2013 Branding and Marketing Implementation Plan generated recommendations to a
unified brand and identity for Greater Portland transit, while maintaining the ability for each operator
to operate independently. To achieve this, this report recommends a unified logo, color scheme,
website, and phone line for the regional system.

Despite strong intentions, regional branding of Southern Maine transit appears to have stagnated.
This topic can, however, be addressed in short and long term transit plans moving forward. The
Santa Clara Valley BRT Strategic Plan identifies important factors to consider when rebranding an
agency, and sets a detailed implementation plan. This methodology can be incorporated into a
GPCOG Short Term Transit Plan to expedite branding of a regional transit system, and facilitate its
implementation.

3.7

2011 SOUTHERN MAINE TRANSIT COORDINATION STUDY

With the collaboration of four local transit agencies (RTP, Sh-Zoom, YCCAC, and South Portland Bus),
this report explores strategies for coordinating maintenance between agencies, or sharing services in
an attempt to reduce costs. With aging fleets and facilities, and variations in fleet size, vehicle type,
dispatch software and maintenance policies, this study finds that operating costs for public transit
are prohibitive. To streamline wasteful spending, this study recommends agencies pursue shared
maintenance facilities, dispatch centers, call centers, and standardized vehicle types. The
recommendations made in this report have not been fully implemented, as later plans are still
recommending resource sharing, or are alternatively looking towards the complete amalgamation
of agencies. We note, however, that Sh-Zoom currently provides maintenance activities for YCCAC.

3.8

2011 REGIONAL ROUTE STUDY

Complementary to the above study, the 2011 Regional Route Study seeks to improve the
connectivity between fixed-route bus services and transfers between modes, such as Amtrak trains
and Casco Bay Lines ferries. The major goal of this study is to “provide seamless transit continuity
within the PACTS metropolitan area, which will ideally increase transit ridership within the region”. To
do this, routes connecting at transfer centers were evaluated, and a series of recommendations
including modifying service hours, extending routes, and acquiring different vehicle types were
proposed.
Several key connections have been strengthened since this study in 2011. For example, it was
recommended that METRO route 1 connect with the Casco Bay Lines Ferry Terminal, especially on
Sundays where no such service operated. Since this report, METRO route 8 now has Sunday service
to the Ferry Terminal, suggesting that this study has had some traction in the region. While riders are
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better able to access key destinations by bus, there is still no one-seat service connecting the
Portland Transportation Center to the Ferry Terminal, which should be further explored based on
available resources and demand. Additionally, there is little standardization of websites, or
advertising of the potential transfers between providers, as recommended in the 2011 Regional
Route Study. Using the SMTT website as leverage, all operators should address website connectivity if
a seamlessly connected system is to be achieved.

3.9

GENERAL FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS

At a high-level, the “Three C Principle” guides metropolitan planning organizations:


Continuing the historical progress that built a region's transportation infrastructure



Coordinating the municipal resources and decision-making



To ensure that input and participation in planning and funding is as Comprehensive as possible

GPCOG has generally guided the planning and policy making of the Southern Maine region using
these principles. What has challenged and continues to challenge the Southern Maine region is a
lack of sustainable local funding for the PACTS member operators to expand their services in
response to demand. With federal funding now heavily weighted toward capital purchases and
asset management, the shortage of operating money is the primary obstacle to achieving a
transportation infrastructure that is truly responsive to the changing travel demands of those who live,
work, study or visit Southern Maine.
Stantec reviewed GPCOG's previous work, specifically studies completed over the previous half
decade. The majority of the studies sponsored by PACTS/GPCOG support the need for coordinated,
multi-modal transit and complementary land use across Southern Maine generally, and the PACTS
region specifically. Of particular merit in Stantec's opinion was the creation of a regional transit
identity in place of the existing fragmented system, which has the potential to streamline overhead
costs and provide a consistent experience (like smooth transfers) for riders, emerges consistently in
many plans.
Multi-modal transit must be developed further, decreasing Southern Maine's reliance on single
occupancy vehicles, and providing public and active transit options for all residents. With a growing
senior population in the region, it is important for Southern Maine to rationalize how it delivers services
to this population while still providing growing amounts of service to commuters, students and visitors.
Traditional paratransit services are the most expensive service that traditional transit provides on a
per seat, per trip basis. It is necessary for PACTS to develop and implement cost effective travel
solutions for seniors and those who are mobility challenged otherwise the region will have little
money to operate traditional conventional transit services,
Precedent plans agree on this goal, but also understand the constraints of an increasingly
underfunded system. A regional short term plan must, therefore, operationalize these goals, provide
success criteria and be realistic with the available funds.
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4.0

FARE STRUCTURE, TRANSFERS AND CONNECTIVITY

This section describes current fare structure and transfer policies, as well as connectivity between
operators. The ability to travel seamlessly between operators throughout the region can enhance
rider experience and thus attract and grow ridership.

4.1

FARES STRUCTURES

4.1.1

METRO Fare structure

Fares for METRO bus service are stratified between local and BREEZ express services, a sound strategy
given the added amenities of the BREEZ service (Wi-Fi, comfortable seating, limited-stop service,
etc.). Reduced fares for seniors, Medicare receipts and riders with disabilities are half the price of a
full base fare. Youth fares are discounted to a lesser extent (Table 30).
Based on information and documents provided by METRO,25 METRO considers a monthly multiplier
as its monthly fare divided by the price of a one-way fare ($45/$1.50 = 30) and wishes to maintain this
multiplier for future fare changes. Instead, it may be more fiscally prudent to set the cost of a monthly
fare by using the base one-way fare multiplied by 44, equivalent to two trips per day for 22
work/weekdays in a month. A multiplier of 30 may be a bit low, particularly if most users take return
trips, in addition to the fact that this monthly fare product also allows unlimited travel on South
Portland Bus. Nevertheless, METRO’s proposed fare strategy for 2017 is to increase the monthly fare to
$50, resulting in a multiplier of 28.6. METRO may wish to investigate whether using a larger multiplier is
appropriate based on local travel patterns, and adjust monthly fares accordingly, slowly increasing
the fare yearly at a regular occurrence.
Regular fare increases, together with service improvements, can be predictable for riders and more
readily palatable. METRO’s proposed recommendation of having reduced fares for all ticket and
pass products (such as a monthly reduced fare) is a good strategy to ensure that fare products are
uniform.
Finally, ensuring that youth and students have access to affordable transit by continuing and
expanding programs such as the summer youth pass, passes for high school students, and reduced
fares for college and university students are sound strategies for many reasons. Chief among these
reasons is to grow ridership by incentivizing trips for purposes other than traveling to schools, reduce
car congestion, and for younger students in particular, transit use at a young age has shown to
persist into adulthood. Therefore, METRO can capture young transit users who may continue to use
transit into adulthood.

25

Item 4 and 5, METRO Ridership Committee
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One-way
Reduced one-way

Local
$1.50
$0.75

Express (BREEZ, incld. Local)
$3.00
$1.50

$1.00
$13.50
$6.75
$45.00

$2.00
$27.00
$13.50
$60.00

$5.00

$10.00

(seniors over 65, persons with disabilities, Medicare recipients,
recipients of SSI/SSDI, and disability through VA)

Youth (6-18 years) one-way
10-tickets
10-tickets, reduced
Monthly
(also includes unlimited rides on South Portland Bus)

Day pass
(not valid for South Portland buses)

Other

Summer pass (June, July and August) for students under 18 years old for
$20 (passes during school year, free with valid ID)

Table 30 METRO Current fare structure.

4.1.2

South Portland Bus Service Fare structure

South Portland Bus’s fares are similar to METRO’s local fares, in particular the monthly pass which is
honored by both systems (Table 31). Again, reduced fares are not overly discounted. One major
difference is that while students attending SMCC can receive transit passes during the school
semester, non-SMCC students must purchase a student 10-ticket book, or a monthly pass.
South Portland Bus may wish to consider reduced fare products for students and seniors to match
regular fare products, i.e., reduced monthly fares, similar to those being considered by METRO. Such
a product will be beneficial for high school students who can use city buses to travel to school, as
well as for other trip purposes, a potential ridership boost in South Portland. Indeed, METRO and South
Portland already offer free bus rides to local college students during the first two weeks of the
academic year as an incentive and introduction to public transit.
SPBS investigated interest from South Portland High School to provide discounted (or free) transit
passes directly to students; at present, there is little interest from school administration.

Fare
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One-way
Reduced

$1.50
$0.75

(seniors over 65, persons with disabilities, Medicare recipients)

Student (with proper ID)
10-tickets
10-tickets, reduced
10-tickets, student
Monthly

$1.25
$13.50
$6.75
$11.25
$45.00

(also includes unlimited rides on METRO local service)

Table 31 South Portland Bus Service current fare structure.

4.1.3

Sh-Zoom Fare structure

Based on the type of service, Sh-Zoom offers a variety of fares, the most expensive fare being for the
commuter bus to Portland (Zoom Turnpike Express) (Table 32). Riders of the local service pay a lower
fare and they can transfer for free to the Intercity or the Express.
Monthly passes for both Zoom and local services are deeply discounted. For instance, the
breakeven point for a monthly pass for the tri-town local at $1.25 for a one-way trip is 20 trips;
assuming a multiplier of 30 monthly trips, a monthly pass provides 30 trips for $0.83 each, a discount of
approximately 44-percent.
Moreover, a similar pattern holds true for the monthly Zoom Express fare, having a breakeven point
at 20 trips, and providing 30 trips in a month for $3.33, a discount of more than 30-percent on the
base fare.
While deeply discounted monthly fares may encourage wider purchase and adoption of multiride
products from customers and incentivize transit use, this benefit must be considered against
additional fare revenue available from adjusting discounts to a smaller margin. In fact, Sh-Zoom has
the lowest farebox recovery ratio of the fixed-route regional transit providers (17-percent in 2015).
Sh-Zoom may wish to explore the business case for increasing monthly fares in the short-term to
better match one-way base fares and set targets for fare recovery, like METRO with a target farebox
recovery ratio of 25-percent. One strategy to do so is to provide free transfers to and from METRO
and SPBS, dependent upon reasonable fares and reciprocal fare products.
Furthermore, if raising monthly fares creates obstacles for low-income and other vulnerable
populations, Sh-Zoom could explore the idea of collaborating with municipalities and social service
agencies that can bulk-purchase transit passes and distribute them to disadvantaged residents.
Finally, given student ridership of the UNE Nor’easter and its free fare for students, Sh-Zoom may wish
to investigate student fares for its other services, if demand exists.
Tri-town
local

Portland Intercity

Zoom Express
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Tri-town
local

One-way

Zoom Express

Portland Intercity
All
zones

Two
zones

One
zone

$1.25

$5.00

$3.00

$1.50

$5.00

$0.60

NA

NA

NA

NA

Reduced one-way
(seniors over 65, persons with
disabilities, Medicare
recipients)

10-tickets
NA
$39.00
$23.00
NA
$39.00
Monthly
$25.00
NA
NA
NA
$100
Reduced monthly
$20.00
NA
NA
NA
Quarterly pass
NA
NA
NA
NA
$260
Day pass
$5.00
NA
NA
NA
NA
Other
UNE service is free for UNE students with valid ID, and $1.25 per trip for nonstudents.

Table 32 Sh-Zoom current fare structure.

4.1.4

Casco Bay Lines Ferry Fare structure

All fares for Casco Bay Lines are collected as round trip fares, purchased in Portland at boarding. The
Maine Public Utilities Commission sets fares, and these fares vary by island, as well as peak or offseason travel (Table 33 and Table 34). Fares have not changed since 2009, save for increases in fares
to islands that received addition service.
Casco Bay Lines also offers discounts for seniors, children aged between 5 and 13, and persons with
mobility challenges. Below are tables showing regular and reduced fares during off- and peakseasons for the different islands. Note that Peaks Island fares are used to subsidize fares for the other
islands.

Island

Adult Ticket

Peaks Island
Little Diamond Island
Great Diamond Island
Diamond Cove
Long Island
Chebeague Island
Cliff Island

$7.70
$8.20
$9.55
$10.70
$10.70
$11.05
$11.55

Child/Senior/
Disabled Ticket
$3.85
$4.10
$4.75
$5.35
$5.35
$5.50
$5.75

Commuter Book
(5 round-trip tickets)
$23.95
$26.35
$31.35
$32.40
$32.40
$35.90
$38.20

Table 33 Peak-season fares for CBL.
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Island

Adult Ticket

Peaks Island
Little Diamond Island
Great Diamond Island
Diamond Cove
Long Island
Chebeague Island
Cliff Island

$4.10
$5.20
$6.15
$6.95
$6.95
$6.75
$7.45

Child/Senior/
Disabled Ticket
$2.00
$2.60
$3.10
$3.45
$3.45
$3.35
$3.70

Commuter Book
(5 round-trip tickets)
$16.00
$19.35
$23.35
$24.65
$24.65
$23.75
$26.35

Table 34 Off-season fares for CBL.
Interestingly, Casco Bay Lines provides a monthly pass, as well as annual passes, with pricing varying
by island. Annual passes provide a good method of inducing addition passenger trips.
When analyzing the prices of monthly passes, these products seem reasonably discounted. For
example, a monthly pass to Peaks Island (the most prominent regular destination) costs $82.45, and
considering the off-season fare to Peaks Island is $4.10 (round trip), then this pass allows for about 20
round trips at that cost before additional trips are ‘free’. One area that Casco Bay Lines may wish to
explore is whether providing discounted student fares would incentivize further ridership benefits that
would outweigh the costs of providing such rebates.
Furthermore, Casco Bay Lines offers seasonal cruises, car ferry service, and freight service, all for
additional fares.

4.1.5

Amtrak Downeaster Fare structure

Ticket prices vary depending on origin station and destination city, ranging from $6.00 to $29.00 for a
one-way ticket. For instance, a one-way trip from Freeport to Saco is $10.00 for the ‘Value’ fare. In
contrast to the other operators in the region, the Downeaster can offer fares for different ticket types,
such as ‘Flexible’ and ‘Premium’, in addition to Value. As such, there are multiple combinations
based on start and end stations, and ticket type.
Furthermore, discounted Multi-Ride passes are offered for monthly commuters, ten ride tickets,
college “6TIX” for college students, and corporate share passes; these corporate share passes are
similar to monthly or ten ride tickets, but are transferable to all travelers within a company.
That NNEPRA recovers over 40-percent of its operating expenses from fares and has the highest
average fare of operators in the region, suggests NNEPRA’s fares strike a good balance between
ridership goals and revenue generation.
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4.1.6

RTP Fare structure

RTP operates its ADA demand response service for $2.50 per one-way trip. Importantly, as METRO
and South Portland Bus’s ADA service provider, this is more expensive than a base fare for either
operator of $1.50 or $0.75 for seniors or riders with disabilities. Nevertheless, other barriers exist for riders
with disabilities on conventional transit, in particular, the non-accessibility of many bus stops in the
non-urban areas of the region.
The Lake Region Explorer bus, operated by RTP, provides daily service between Bridgton and
Portland. Considering the nature of the Lakes Region Explorer as a long-distance commuter bus,
while $3.00 as a base fare seems reasonable, it might be more equitable and profitable for RTP to
institute fares based on distance traveled (Table 35). For example, a trip from Naples to downtown
Portland (>30 miles) is currently charged at $3.00, while a trip from the University of Southern Maine
(USM) campus in Portland to downtown Portland is $3.00 as well (<2 miles). It may be prudent to raise
fares based on a zonal structure, such as the Portland Intercity service of Sh-Zoom.
Finally, based on a multiplier of 30 trips, a monthly pass of $50.00 equates to ~$1.67 per trip, a
substantial discount on the base fare of $3.00; as such, with a zonal fare structure, monthly fares can
be structured in a similar manner, with cheaper fares for travel between fewer or neighboring zones.

One-way
Reduced

Fare
$3.00
$2.00

(seniors over 65, persons with disabilities, Medicare recipients)

Student (with proper ID)
10-tickets
Monthly

$2.00
$25.00
$50.00

Table 35 RTP Lakes Region Explorer current fare structure.

4.1.7

YCCAC Fare structure

YCCAC operates a variety of demand response services, such as the Orange Line and Sanford
Transit. For the interest of the PACTS region, the WAVE service between Sanford and Biddeford is $4
for one-way trips, and $6 for round-trips for adults (half price for riders under 12). As well, YCCAC
offers 10 ride passes for $25.00.

4.1.8

Overall view of fare policies and structures

Apart from Casco Bay Lines and NNEPRA services that can command premium fares and thus
recover a large portion of operating expenses through fares, METRO, South Portland Bus, and in
particular, Sh-Zoom, have low farebox recovery ratios. The fare analysis above reveals this is likely
due to a combination of low cash base fares, combined with undervalued period passes. Annual
and regular fare increases, coupled with efficient service improvements, can help manage
increasing operating costs and while sensitizing riders to the notion that transit, like other goods and
services, increases in cost over time and merits rising fare prices.
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A prudent path forward may require retooling the fare structure to increase base fares, while
providing period-based unlimited fare media with discounts no greater than 20-percent of the base
fare, with appropriate multipliers derived through customer surveys that query transit use in an
average week. Twenty-percent is a proven industry standard that is used by many agencies in the
country. Of course, fare elasticity analysis will need to be conducted to estimate ridership changes in
response to fare changes. Increasing base (cash) fares discourages the use of cash fares, reducing
handling costs for transit agencies, while incentivizing riders onto multiride fare products.
The region also suffers from a lack of employer transit benefit activity. During various stakeholder
activities (see Section 5.0), it became clear that few employers offer a Transit Benefit Program. In
other areas of the country, Transit Benefit Programs whether they be direct subsidies or allowing
employees to pay for transit fare products with pre-tax dollars have built transit ridership and
continue to be the reason that many ride.
Furthermore, if not already the case, all regional providers, like METRO, should set a minimum target
for farebox recovery ratio, such as achieving 25-percent in the short-term, and slowly growing it to
30-percent. To offset potential harm to low-income individuals, partnerships with social services
agencies may be a good starting point, as well as providing a variety of reduced fare products to
students, seniors, and persons with disabilities. In other words, fare affordability is a central
consideration when setting fares and recovery targets.
Finally, while not explicitly investigated here, the use of advanced fare collection systems, whether a
smart card system or an open source of payment, can be used to store monetary value, rather than
fare products. Such a scheme can ensure that riders pay the right fare for a given service and
enable cross-operator transfers.
Combined with daily or monthly fare capping, concerns of social equity can be addressed by
ensuring that fares are capped at a pre-determined level (by day, or type of rider/concession), so
that subsequent travel is not charged and riders only pay for the trips they take. When implemented
alongside discounts for disadvantaged individuals, new technology can facilitate higher fares by
ensuring the right fare for the right people, so that fares are not set artificially low for all riders to
ensure that vulnerable riders are not unjustly burdened, but instead ensures that fares are set
equitably.

4.2

TRANSFER POLICY

The ability to transfer seamlessly and easily between transit providers not only improves rider
experience and satisfaction, but truly the notion of a regional transit network that allows residents to
travel throughout the region. The table below (Table 36) shows the level of transfer reciprocity across
transit agencies in the region
Fare integration and transfer honoring is greatest between SPBS and METRO, in that they accept one
another’s transfers, and provide similar fare products, particularly a monthly pass valid on both
services. Furthermore, SPBS and METRO accept transfers from Sh-Zoom, but riders from SPBS and
METRO cannot transfer for free to Sh-Zoom services. While the Turnpike Express service is a premium
service and a free transfer would not be financially wise, a reduced fare for riders transferring from
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METRO or SPBS buses could provide incentive for riders using the Turnpike Express (outbound from
Portland). Moreover, free transfers to the Portland Intercity from METRO or SPBS could be investigated
and instituted depending on demand.
To →

METRO

SPBS

Sh-Zoom

RTP Lakes
Region
Explorer

CBL

NNEPRA

Free
Free
Free

Free
Free
Free

No
No
Free

+ $1.50
+ $1.50
No

No
No
No

No
No
No

Free

Free

No

NA

No

No

No
Free*

No
No

No
No

No
No

NA
No

No
NA

From

↓
METRO
SPBS
Sh-Zoom
RTP Lakes Region
Explorer
CBL
Amtrak Downeaster

Table 36 Transfer reciprocity among regional transit providers.
* NNEPRA provides a free one-ride METRO ticket to riders alighting at the PTC.

An example of an added charge for transfer instead of a full-fare charge is the transfer policy
between METRO or SPBS buses and the Lakes Region Explorer, where transferring riders need to pay
an extra $1.50. Due to this service’s long-distance journey, this premium is not exorbitant. Depending
on travel patterns and demand, it may be worthwhile to offer the same transfer policy to riders
transferring from Sh-Zoom services to Lakes Region Explorer (for example, riders alighting from the
Turnpike Express at Congress Square who walk over to the METRO Pulse to catch an outbound Lakes
Region Explorer trip, schedule permitting).
Casco Bay Lines does not provide any transfer reciprocity with any of the other providers in the
region. This is understandable, given the type service offered by the ferry. What could be
investigated, however, is the ability to receive a free transfer to a bus service with the purchase of a
ferry ticket, or the ability to transfer from a bus service to the ferry, but with a premium, like
transferring from METRO to the LRE for example. Note, however, that METRO tickets can be
purchased at the Ferry Terminal. Fare regulation by the PUC might make transfer reciprocity difficult
to secure approval for currently.
The Downeaster provides a free one-ride METRO ticket for passengers alighting at the PTC in
Portland, facilitating a transfer to METRO’s route 1 or BREEZ service at the PTC. Nevertheless, there is
no other transfer honoring with the Downeaster. Like CBL, it may be worthwhile to investigate
transfers from bus or ferry services for an added premium, depending on a passenger’s final
destination on the Downeaster. This may be difficult to address, given Amtrak’s regulation of the
Downeaster’s fare structure.
One major limitation to implementing such transferability and fare strategy is the lack of a regional
fare structure, as well as a regional fare medium, such as a smart card. Indeed, other regions, such
as the San Francisco Bay Area and the Seattle Area both have regional smart cards allowing
multimodal and multiagency transfers, so that riders can load a card with a certain amount of
money that is deducted based on mode used and transfers. Newer technology is providing ways to
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use open payments, including smartphone and tap credit card purchases. Regardless, a
harmonized regional fare strategy would go a long way to improve regional transit.

4.3

OPERATOR CONNECTIVITY

In addition to fare harmonization and inter-operator transfer honoring, the ability of residents and
visitors to travel throughout the PACTS region depends to a large degree on the availability of easy
and convenient transfers. Put simply, to travel throughout the vast PACTS region by public transit,
given the current number of providers and the segmented geography they serve, riders must be
able to transfer between vehicles with a minimal distance between transfer points, and with a
minimal wait time between vehicle arrival and departures. Otherwise, transit is not a viable option, in
particular for long-distance trips.
Indeed, while downtown Portland offers several locations with shared bus stops between Sh-Zoom,
METRO and SPBS services, minimizing the necessary walking distance to transfer between providers, it
is also necessary to ensure that schedules permit efficient transfers, and that passengers are not left
waiting for long periods before the arrival of their required bus service. Transfers must be convenient,
both spatially and temporally.
Overall, we found that while most transfer locations offer minimal distances between services, a
consistent finding is that schedules are not timed as to permit efficient transfers. In particular,
schedules lack coordination, whereby departure times for overlapping routes are scheduled at the
same time, resulting in missed transfers or buses that must wait for transferring riders, or have large
amounts of time between scheduled departures. Clearly, having better schedule coordination,
especially at transfer points, should be a major concern for all regional transit providers.
Table 37 shows the major transfer stops/locations, as well as overlapping routes for the various routes
of the fixed-route regional agencies. While most transfer locations provide minimal distances
between services, a few exceptions occur.
For instance, the BREEZ stop in Freeport is roughly a 5-6-minute walk to the Freeport train station; while
a short walk, the train station houses a parking lot, and NNEPRA and METRO may investigate locating
a stop at the train station, similar to the set-up at the Portland Transportation Center (PTC), where the
BREEZ and METRO route 1 stop near the entrance of the terminal for Downeaster service. Another
potential location between services is the Westbrook/Pride’s Corner (northbound) Lakes Region
Explorer stop and the METRO route 2 stop at the same location, although the demand for a
southbound stop as well as transfers seems to be low.26
METRO

MAJOR TRANSFER LOCATION
Downtown Transit Hub*
x
26

SPBS

x

ShZoom

x

Lakes
Region
Explorer
(RTP)

CBL

Downeaster

x

From the 2014 Lakes Region Bus Study, GPCOG, page 19.
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PTC
Casco Bay Ferry
Terminal
Maine Mall
OVERLAPPING ROUTES†
Congress / High
Congress / Bramhall
/Deering
Greyhound Station
(Congress/St John)
USM/Forest Ave
(Bedford)
Hannaford (Foden Rd)
Kaplan University
(Western Ave)
Saco Train Station
Freeport
Old Orchard Beach
Station (seasonal)
Westbrook/Prides
Corner (~0.22 mi
between stops)

x
x

X
X

x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x

Table 37 Major transfer stops and locations.
*Downtown Transit Hub includes the following bus stops: Metro Pulse at Elm Street, Monument Square, Two Monument Square,
and Portland Public Library
†Routes share the same streets, but do not necessarily stop at bus stops along this alignment.

Regarding the timing of transfers and schedules, we analyzed time points for the schedules of
overlapping routes (and multimodal transfers) at the four main transfer locations:
1. Downtown Transit Hub (which we define as the stops at the METRO Pulse at Elm St.,27
Monument Square28, the Portland Public Library,29 and Two Monument Square30);
2. Casco Bay Ferry Terminal31;
3. Portland Transportation Center (PTC)32;
4. Maine Mall (at JCPenney)33
Four bus stops have been consolidated to create the ‘Downtown Transit Hub’: Metro Pulse at Elm
Street, Monument Square (corner of Congress St. and Center St.), Portland Public Library (on
Congress St. and Elm St.), and Two Monument Square (just east of Congress St. and Monument
Stop ID 372
Stop ID 1117
29 Stop ID 130
30 Stop ID 1131
31 Stop ID 109
32 Stop ID 422
33 Stop ID 1112
27
28
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Way). These four bus stops concentrate the main fixed-route bus agencies, are all within a 2-3minute walking distance, offer good sidewalk connectivity, safe crossings, and many points of
interest and urban amenities (retail uses, institutional uses, etc.)—all conditions that could ensure
smooth transfers.
To analyze scheduling of transfers, we took the approach of first identifying the service with the
fewest scheduled stops as the ‘limiting service or route’, and then matched this schedule with other
available services. The following section presents details for each of the four main transfer locations.

4.3.1

Downtown Transit Hub

Routes serving Downtown Transit Hub:
METRO

SPBS

Sh-Zoom

RTP
Lake Region Explorer

M1

M8

21

Intercity Shuttle Bus

M2

9A

24A

Zoom Turnpike Express

M4
M5
M7

9B
BREEZ

24B

With multiple routes serving the Downtown Transit Hub, METRO provides good connections with other
agencies within reasonable transfer times (5-15 minutes), depending on the origin and destination of
the trip. While stops of SPBS, Sh-Zoom and RTP are located within walking distance of one another,
the wait times between services of partner agencies are much too long for ensuring convenient and
viable transfers. For instance, to reach Bridgton using the 7:35 am departure of the Lakes Region
Explorer, the closest transfers will be the Zoom Turnpike Express or the SPBS route 21 that arrives at 7:04
am and 7:00 am, respectively, at Monument Square, imposing a 30-35-minute wait time. In general,
passengers would have to wait up to 20-30 minutes, or longer, before the departure of their next
connection. It should also be mentioned that several trips, from all agencies, are scheduled to
depart at the same time. Operationally, drivers could be asked to hold for potentially transferring
passengers, but this could impact reliability of the bus schedule further along the route and would
require technology and communications coordination.

4.3.2

Casco Bay Lines Ferry Terminal

Routes serving Casco Bay Lines Ferry Terminal:
METRO
M8

CBL
All ferries

Short transfer times are difficult to provide with ferry routes, as they are impacted by traveling
conditions; while departure times can usually be kept on time, arrival times are more difficult to
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predict. Nevertheless, with a half-hour headway, METRO route 8 provides relatively good
connectivity with all the Casco Bay Line services daily until 6 pm.
After 6 pm, route 8 goes out of service, and there is no direct connection between ferry and bus
service; this could be problematic given that ferries run late into the evenings (past 10 pm).
Moreover, the closest METRO services past 6 pm are nearly 2,000 ft. from the Terminal, up on
Congress and Franklin Sts. A better level of connectivity could be to provide a headway of 15
minutes, which will ensure a maximal waiting time of 15 minutes instead of 30 minutes. At the same
time, the Ferry Terminal has the advantage of being close to downtown Portland, and we noticed
that many passengers were walking toward downtown after landing at the terminal.
It should be mentioned that Casco Bay Lines is currently reviewing the schedule of its ferry lines; it
should be a chief concern that connectivity with bus service be improved, or at least maintained at
the current level. Finally, SPBS may wish to have alternating trips of its main routes (21 and 24A) serve
the Ferry Terminal, if demand warrants, given that the current closest stop to the terminal at Union
and Fore Sts. is nearly a half-mile away.

4.3.3

Portland Transportation Center

Routes serving PTC:
METRO
M1
M5
M9A
M9B
BREEZ

Amtrak Downeaster
Amtrak Downeaster

Schedules between METRO and Amtrak Downeaster allow relatively quick and easy transfers;
transfer times range between 10 to 20 minutes, which allows time to walk between the train and the
bus stop or vice versa. Transfers to routes 1 and 5 offer connections to downtown Portland and the
Maine Mall, respectively, with towns served by the Downeaster that runs between Brunswick and
Boston. Furthermore, the BREEZ can offer service to points north of Portland for train runs that do not
serve Freeport and Brunswick.
It should be noted that METRO routes 5, 9A and 9B do not use the PTC bus stop, but stop at a
walkable distance of 5 minutes (0.25 mi) from it. While route 5 provides a relatively good connection
with the Downeaster, routes 9A and 9B offer good connection only with some of the Downeaster
trips (e.g., transfers from the 3:17 pm and 3:47 pm 9A (time at Westgate, 1-minute away from
Congress and Sewall Sts.) to the 3:35 pm northbound Downeaster).
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4.3.4

Maine Mall (at JCPenney)

Routes serving Maine Mall:
METRO
M5

SPBC
24A
24B

Sh-Zoom
Intercity Shuttle Bus

Most of the time, METRO route 5 and SPBS routes 24A and 24B allow transfers inside of a 5-15-minute
time frame. Nonetheless, some of the scheduled departure times for these three routes are
scheduled for the same times, making it difficult for passengers to transfer between routes if one
route is running late or if buses do not hold for transferring passengers.
METRO route 5 allows good connection with Sh-Zoom Intercity service if the trip purpose is to travel
from Portland to Southern Maine Health Care (SMHC) in Biddeford, but does not offer a reasonable
transfer time in the reverse direction. Only a few transfers are possible between SPBS and Sh-Zoom,
and only if drivers wait for transferring passengers, as buses are scheduled to depart at the same
times.

Finally, we also investigated the capacity of current transfer locations in terms of accommodating
buses and riders. For instance, we note that while Monument Square provides multiple transfer
opportunities between routes and agencies at a convenient on-street location, the stop dimensions
themselves limit the amount of time any bus can stand without inhibiting another bus from pulling in.
Oftentimes, the result is passengers alighting in the street rather than the sidewalk, as well as reduced
opportunities to transfer between buses. By addressing parking regulations in the short-term, and
roadway design in the long-term, stops and transfer locations like Monument Square can be
optimized to better serve transit riders. Again, we have looked at each of main transfer locations; our
observations are described below.
Downtown Transit Hub
The downtown transit hub consists of four bus stops (with overlapping services), all within a walkable
distance of less than 3 minutes, all linked by sidewalks and safe crossings. For those four bus stops, the
passenger waiting areas consist of shared sidewalks with pedestrians, the differences between
locations being the width of the sidewalk.


METRO Pulse at Elm Street bus stops offers on-street ‘bays’ for 4 to 5 buses, but the waiting area is
limited as the sidewalk is not wide enough to accommodate a large number of users and is
dangerous during peak periods as individuals using the sidewalk are forced to walk on the street
because of rider queuing. Benches are available and protected by small canopies. First-hand
observations at the Pulse indicate that cleanliness is an issue, with many cigarette butts littered
around the benches, as well as vagrants loitering inside the waiting room who intimidate and
make customers uncomfortable.
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The Monument Square bus stop presents a good waiting area, with benches and an attractive
shelter. Nevertheless, homeless vagrants oftentimes occupy the shelter, which most riders notably
avoid. Installing benches on-street (outside of the shelter) could offer additional seating on
pleasant days. This bus stop offers two on-street bays that allow buses to be out of the traffic
lane. Any additional buses must wait in the traffic lane, causing congestion issues and delays to
passengers; this situation that could eventually be resolved by removing parking spaces closer to
Brown St.
The stop in front of Two Monument Square (also known as Congress St. and Monument Way)
provides a shelter, a bench, and a good waiting area. The major inconvenience to circulation at
the bus stop is that no bay is available, and buses block traffic when they stop.
Finally, the library bus stop can only accommodate one bus at a time. Like the Two Monument
Square bus stop, no bay is available and buses block traffic. For this specific bus stop, no easy
improvement is available due to the limited width of the right-of-way. For passengers, providing
benches and a shelter is possible given the width of the sidewalk, and by moving the stop (post)
further west along the block could improve the accessibility of the stop; presently, the stop post
sits right next to a tree and a standing bus likely blocks the pedestrian crossing on Congress St.

Overall, all four bus stops could be improved. While the Pulse offers a good layout for buses, the
passenger facilities and waiting area need improvement. On the other hand, the three other bus
stops are relatively small to be able to accommodate a significant number of buses for route
transfers. As all bus providers converge into downtown Portland, ensuring safe and convenient
transfers should be a chief priority to improve connectivity in the region.
PTC (Portland Transportation Center)
Two METRO routes serve the bus stop at the PTC, one using it as its terminal point. While a shelter, a
bench and a paved sidewalk to the PTC main entrance are provided, this bus stop does not offer a
large waiting area for passengers or for buses. As currently scheduled, buses from both routes could
be at the bus stop at the same time, while having to share the traffic lane with incoming cars. A twoway left turn lane (in the center of the road) provides opportunities for cars who would like to
circumvent a bus, but as the bus stop is near a bend in the road, the visibility is limited and can
create hazardous situations for all users. PTC seems to offer other locations where it could be more
appropriate to implement a bus stop, even if those locations might be farther from the PTC main
entrance.
The two METRO route 5 bus stops (one for outbound and one for inbound services) and stops for
routes 9A and 9B are located at the corner of Sewall St. (or Whitney Ave.) and Congress St., and are
easily reached by using the sidewalk on Sewall St. No amenities are provided, the two bus stops
simply share the sidewalk with other pedestrians. Nevertheless, land seems to be available to
implement minimal facilities such as shelters.
Casco Bay Lines Ferry Terminal
The Ferry Terminal provides a small room for passengers waiting for the bus near the main terminal
hall. With benches, schedules, information and good fenestration to see the bus coming, this bus
stop offer a good waiting area, particularly for days with inclement weather.
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In term of bus operations, the bus stop location is not clearly indicated, and seems to be partially on
a curve while sharing its space with a 5-minute stopping area. It is recommended that a specific
space should be allocated for transit, allowing the bus to stop on a straight line to ensure that all
doors are easily accessible from the sidewalk.
Maine Mall
Four routes use the two bus stops at the Maine Mall (one bus stop near Macy’s, another near
JCPenney). Both bus stops are near a main entrance, providing easy access to the mall, as well as
good facilities for transit passengers such as schedule information, benches, and plenty of waiting
space. Moreover, with the proximity of main entrances, passengers could use the Maine Mall hall to
protect themselves during inclement weather conditions.
The bus stop near JCPenney offers standing space for only one bus, hindering the ability of
additional buses to arrive and serve the stop. When and if this situation occurs, the other buses must
wait and thus block the moving lane. On the other hand, sufficient space exists for buses to stand
behind one another at the Macy’s entrance. Nevertheless, if more than one bus is at either Maine
Mall stop, pedestrian access from the parking lot to the mall entrances could be inhibited.
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5.0

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT RESULTS

5.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

Successful implementation of the outcomes of the RTDP depend on a thorough understanding of
the needs, desires, and capabilities of riders, service providers, and cooperating agencies from
across Southern Maine. A suite of different stakeholder engagement methods can minimize bias and
obtain a wide variety of useful feedback with respect to the issues, opportunities, and priorities within
the community. Stakeholder engagement exercises lay the foundation for downstream work
including the identification of goals, objectives, and performance measures; the needs assessment
and service concepts development; and ultimately the recommendations for increasing the
attractiveness and use of public transit throughout Southern Maine. These exercises help ensure that
all final recommendations are relatable to the underlying mobility issues. Stakeholders include
community representatives, local organizations, public transportation providers, public entities such
as MaineDOT, transit users, and the general population.

5.2

METHODOLOGY

Stantec, in collaboration with Morris Communications, deployed a method to gather pertinent data
and synthesize the information into workable solutions in a manner that allows the stakeholders to
contribute directly to the RTDP. It is important to involve stakeholders throughout all stages of the
RTDP’s development, and it is especially important to begin the project with a robust round of
stakeholder engagement. The activities completed at the project’s outset include the following.

5.2.1

Regional Employer Interviews

The purpose of employer interviews is to understand the travel behavior of employees of large
regional employers, including for-profit companies, not-for-profit organizations, and municipalities, as
well as travel behavior of the staff, faculty, and students of colleges and universities.
It was decided that it would be manageable to contact approximately 25 employers,
understanding that some would not be willing to participate and some would be unavailable. The
employers were selected based on the Maine Department of Labor list of Top 25 Employers in Maine
by Average Monthly Employment. In addition, larger municipalities, regional community colleges,
private colleges and state universities within the study area were contacted, along with several
employers suggested by transit providers. Consideration was also given to select employers from
across the study area and from a variety of types of organizations. Selected employers outside the
study area in nearby towns such as Brunswick were also considered, since a large percentage of
their employee base is located inside the PACTS region. The final list of stakeholders contacted
included:
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For Profit
Hannaford
Idexx
LL Bean
Maine Mall
Tyler Technologies

Participants
Schools
Not-For-Profit
Bowdoin College
Goodwill
Southern Maine
Spurwink
CC
Services
UNE
USM
York County CC

Municipalities
City of Biddeford
City of Portland
City of Saco
City of South Portland
Town of Old Orchard
Beach

Did Not Participate
Unavailable/Refused
CIEE
City of Westbrook
Maine Medical
Martin’s Point
Mercy Hospital
TD Bank
Town of Freeport
Town of Wells
UNUM
WEX

Based on web research, a human resources or communications representative was contacted by
phone and asked a series of questions from a questionnaire guideline prepared by Morris
Communications and approved by GPCOG. Overall, the questions were designed to discover:
1. If transportation or parking is a recruitment or retention issue
2. If employees are currently using transit and if so, its efficacy
3. If there are any opportunities to increase transit use
4. If transit benefits are available (and if an ongoing contact could be identified with respect to
future discussions of transit benefits)
While each interview followed the same line of questions, the interview was quite conversational as
each employer had a different level of interaction with transit. The people interviewed were primarily
from human resources, with some from communications. Much of the information provided was
anecdotal.
As supplemental information about travel behavior, the University of Southern Maine (USM), with
campuses in Portland and Gorham (and Lewiston outside of the PACTS area), also supplied their
recent Transportation Survey, conducted earlier in 2017, which surveyed topics related to the
commuting habits of students, faculty, and staff from home to campus. This survey was conducted
by the USM Sustainability Director as a standard baseline to understand transportation needs and
gather information on how emissions and miles travelled in single-occupancy vehicles might be
reduced. A total of 17 organizations were successfully contacted and interviewed.

5.2.2

Round Table Discussions

The purpose of round table discussions is to understand the travel behavior and transportation needs
and open up a dialogue with the social service agencies that serve minorities, refugees and asylum
seekers, migrants, and individuals who rely on government subsidies for health care and other
services.
GPCOG’s Zoe Miller’s previous experience provided her with many contacts in the social services
world. Based on this, she understood how crucial a viable and dependable public transit system is to
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the individuals served by these agencies, and how the gaps in the Southern Maine transit system
create significant hardships. GPCOG wanted to become a resource in terms of policy issues to these
stakeholders and identify specific transportation-related issues. Consequently, GPCOG sent out
invitations to a Transportation Round Table at the end of May 2017, hosting representatives from
more than 25 local social service agencies whose clients rely on public transportation.
The goal was to hear from representatives of the social service agencies on specific transportation
issues and needs. Given the number of attendees (21), the time allotted, and the breadth of
discussion topics, there was little opportunity for back and forth discussion. Rather, each attendee
was asked to verbally state who they were, who they served, and in their view, what challenges the
current transit system presents and what gaps exist. The attendees were also asked to provide a
reflection in writing as to the most immediate needs.
The round table discussions lasted a full morning and included a round robin listening session (each
attendee speaks one at a time, going around the room), mini-workshops on GPCOG’s
transportation studies including the RTDP, and a session detailing specifics on what the agencies
would recommend as positive changes. Morris Communications participated in the round table as a
facilitator.

5.2.3

General Public Survey

Stantec developed a general public survey hosted online at SurveyMonkey, with input and approval
from GPCOG and PACTS Transit Committee members. The final survey contained 46 questions, and
probed past transit use, satisfaction with transit, typical commuting modes and habits, as well as
socioeconomic characteristics. The survey was live from May 8 until June 19, 2017. A total of 413
respondents answered the survey.
The survey was promoted by the transit providers advertised the survey using a combination of
website, Facebook, bulletin board, signage, and e-mail announcements. Morris Communications
created a series of consistent messages to be used for online posts aimed at riders, inviting them to
take the survey. The message and survey link was also provided to as many employers as were
willing to send it to their employees (about a half dozen). A similar message was distributed to the
attendees of the Round Table to deliver to their clients. GPCOG sent a link to the Maine Association
of Non-Profits for them to advertise to their members. The message and a link was sent to Portland,
Westbrook, South Portland and Biddeford public libraries to post by their computers, where possible.
These efforts were pushed hard during the week of May 8 as Stantec staff promoted the survey
throughout the PACTS region by distributing leaflets at popular transfer points and at public
gathering spots, and by speaking with riders about their transportation experiences. During this week,
the survey was also promoted with posters designed by Stantec that were displayed on-board the
transit vehicles of the PACTS members, on the shelters of frequently used transit stops, and other
facilities, such as the Casco Bay Lines Ferry Terminal and the Portland Transportation Center.
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5.2.4

Frontline Employee Workshop

On June 27, 2017, Stantec held a frontline workshop to learn directly from operators and other staff
of the PACTS regional transit agencies about the typical ridership; challenges associated with service
delivery, connectivity between the regional agencies, and the general perceptions and feeling
toward transit in the region. The frontline employee workshop is a fundamental part of Stantec's
approach to transit planning—obtaining input from those delivering the service and working the
frontlines daily is just as important as learning about the experiences of transit riders.
Stantec requested that all seven transit agencies recruit a representative number of employees who
have direct contact with the public and are in the provision of service. We further requested that the
employees recruited for the workshop also be representative of the total work force of regional
operator employees in their years of service, age and ethnicity.
Of the seven agencies, three were represented: METRO, South Portland Bus Service, and Casco Bay
Lines. Participants included a general manager, dispatch/customer service staff, a scheduler, and a
driver—in total, six participants attended the workshop.
The Stantec moderator began the session by indicating that participants could speak openly about
any topic, but that the main goal was to understand current issues pertaining to transit in the region,
as well as to elicit feedback for improving the regional nature of service delivery, a crucial concern
of the RTDP. The session proceeded with the moderator introducing a theme, such as the typical
ridership profile of an operator, and then asked each participant to provide their opinions or
thoughts. Open-ended questions also took the form of a general discussion, depending on the
topic.

5.2.5

Limitations

Several methods of stakeholder engagement were used as each method individually had its own
limitations, and by executing a series of stakeholder engagement initiatives, the effect of these
limitations could be minimized.
The regional employer interviews were limited in the sense that the information obtained was largely
anecdotal, only included the larger organizations, and only reflected the perspective of one person
for each organization speaking on behalf of its employees.
The round table discussions were an effective means at gathering input from social service
organizations, but limited in the sense that time restrictions meant that topics could only be covered
at a high level, and there were little opportunities to discuss interesting items that were only
tangentially related to the discussion topics.
The general public survey was limited in that survey responses are intended to reflect the larger
community (including non-riders), but understandably transit users had a higher likelihood of
completing the survey compared to non-users, and the results are biased accordingly. Moreover,
survey responses were somewhat dependent on where the Stantec team deployed to engage the
community. Our coverage across the PACTS region was thorough, but emphasis was placed on the
locations with higher foot traffic, as there was a tradeoff between coverage and survey response
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rate that we needed to manage. We were not able to visit some locations such as the Lakes Region
Explorer corridor, and therefore there were minimal survey responses from Raymond and Windham
residents. Finally, the operator workshop was limited in that only three agencies were represented,
and, not all participating agencies were able to send frontline service operators.

5.3

FINDINGS

5.3.1

Regional Employer Interviews

After speaking with employers across the Southern Maine region, a picture is painted of a strongly
suburbanized population for which single-occupancy vehicles are the clear mode of choice. Very
few employees travel by other modes. This travel behavior is perpetuated by the fact that most
employers offer free surface parking on their premises. The minority of Portland employers for whom
providing parking is more challenging concur that free parking is an employee benefit that is critical
to attracting and retaining talent. Despite low transit use among employees across the board, a
good proportion of the employers seemed to understand the importance of a sustainable transit
system and would be interested in talking about a transit pass program (bus passes were mentioned
specifically, but in the future employers should be asked about other modes of transit in Southern
Maine). Moreover, a lot of the employers have (or are interested in having) a representative to work
with GPCOG to develop and execute strategies to improve the perception and uptake of transit in
Southern Maine. At present, the most commonly used method of incentivizing employees not to
drive alone is to offer employees who carpool the parking spots that are closest to the building.
A summary of findings specific to each category of employer is as follows –
For-Profit
High profile for-profit businesses, particularly those with younger employees, tend to be aware of
transportation issues and are willing to explore sustainable transportation solutions even if they do not
experience the problem personally. Idexx stands out as an employer who worked with METRO to
make transit a viable alternative for employees and ensure its office was located along a route
alignment. Idexx’s office is located on a bus route and it provides reimbursement for employees’ bus
passes (limited by federal law). Nevertheless, transit usage by Idexx employees is not high but
anecdotally it is steady.
All for-profit employers surveyed provide free parking and have no issues with respect to parking
limitations. LL Bean’s facilities in Freeport and Brunswick hire many immigrants who could benefit from
transit, though many live in Lewiston and do not have viable transit options. Tyler Technologies noted
that transportation is a challenge for recruiting summer interns, many of whom do not own cars.
Schools
Colleges in general have ample parking and seem to be committed to providing free parking. This is
even the case for UNE, who recently acquired new land to install more parking space. At the same
time, colleges are interested in, and aware of, sustainability and are willing to explore the idea of a
transit pass program. Southern Maine Community College already has a student pass program with
Greater Portland METRO and South Portland Bus Service, whereby all students can ride for free with

87

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS

DRAFT – REVISION 1
their student ID card. The types of colleges can vary widely in terms of size, ownership, location
(number of nearby amenities), and student characteristics (full-time living in residence, full-time living
off-campus, and/or part-time); and classes and school staff also operate on varying schedules.
Depending on the academic institution, transit can be a challenging option if hours of peak
demand coincide with hours of off-peak transit frequency. The busiest time for classes tends to be
Tuesday through Thursday in between 10 am and 2 pm. Uptake among students, staff, and faculty is
a challenge despite all surveyed colleges with the exception of Bowdoin being located along a bus
route. Though, Bowdoin College is working with METRO and is supportive of the BREEZ expansion to
Brunswick.
York County Community College has bus service to their door from Sanford and is anecdotally quite
popular, although the campus also has a very large parking area so success is limited. They have
expressed interest in new bus service from Biddeford-Saco, which suggests that there is an
opportunity to improve regional connectivity between YCCAC services and Shuttlebus-Zoom
services in Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach. The other colleges have all indicated low transit use
and slightly higher active transportation, with the majority choosing to drive.
In USM’s Transportation Survey, 60-percent of the respondents were students, 30-percent were staff,
and 10% were faculty. In this survey, a sizable majority of respondents indicated that they drive
alone, with slight variations depending on the campus. For the Portland campus, which is served by
METRO, 83-percent of survey respondents indicated that they drive alone, with only 2-percent
indicating that they use METRO or another bus service. Findings from the USM Transportation Survey
are described in Table 38.
Top three reasons for driving alone
1.
2.
3.

Driving saves time
Need to make special trips before or after
going to campus
My irregular hours

Top three incentives for alternative modes of
transportation
1. Privileges for carpoolers, like a gas card or
designated parking space
2. A Ride Share network or phone app for finding others
to carpool with
3. A free bus pass

Table 38 USM Transportation Survey findings.
Additionally, it is interesting to note that 45-percent of those travelling between the Portland and
Gorham campuses are doing so using the USM shuttle bus. Together with the incentives described in
the table above, this suggests that students, staff, and faculty would be willing to use alternative
forms of transportation if they were more available or more convenient.
Not-For-Profit
The two not-for-profit entities interviewed are rather unique in terms of their transportation
requirements and challenges. Goodwill, unlike most other organizations in Southern Maine, has
multiple locations across the region. Many of its stores have plenty of parking, though Goodwill does
not provide parking for its employees in Portland. Goodwill is also interested in supporting transit in
any way possible, being a committed employer of people with special needs who often cannot
drive. Spurwink Services, on the other hand, has one centralized office on Washington Ave. that is in
a reconverted mall with plenty of parking. Spurwink also requires employees to have a drivers’
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license and has vans to carry clients who cannot use public transit. For these reasons, transit interest
among Spurwink employees is relatively low.
Municipalities
All interviewed municipalities house employees in at least five locations (admin, fire, police, parks
and recreation, and public works), which makes it challenging to ensure all employees are able to
benefit from satisfactory transit service. All municipalities provide free on-site parking for all
employees, even in Portland. This is considered to be a very desirable benefit.
The City of Portland is the other employer surveyed (in addition to Idexx) that offers transit-related
benefits. In the City’s case, a free bus pass is provided to employees in lieu of a parking space.
Portland’s employees tend to use transit more often during snowstorms or other bad weather, as
driving is not desirable during these conditions. There is also a higher uptake of active transportation
in Portland, especially cycling. All city facilities have bike racks.

5.3.2

Round Table Discussions

During the round table discussions, several themes emerged relating to the limitations of present day
transit and identifying where efforts should be focused on improving the service for the people of
Southern Maine, especially for those that are transit-reliant. In order of prevalence during the round
table discussions, these themes include:
1. Expand Service. The round table participants believe that expanding service is critical to
serving the needs of the community and attracting a larger and more sustainable ridership
base. Expanding service includes improved coverage and frequency, but more feasible
options within current financial constraints can involve developing express routes, improving
the efficiency of the existing service, and improving the connectivity between services,
especially between Portland and South Portland. Additionally, it was noted that service was
quite lacking in rural areas and in York County, and should be improved in those regions
however possible. Particularly in Maine, which has a high percentage of elderly persons, it is
important to have transportation options that are available and accessible to people of all
ages and abilities. According to the Maine Strategic Transit Plan 2025, as of 2010, 72-percent
of Maine’s elderly lived in communities without access to fixed or flex route transit services.
These options do not necessarily need to be fixed-route in nature. They can be “microtransit”
solutions, or they might involve something creating in partnership between transit agencies,
social service providers, government, and peers/neighbors.
2. Improve Affordability. The round table participants believe a prevalent issue is in transit fares
and the hardship they cause for some low-income individuals, while others have a full
inability to pay. It was acknowledged that the solution isn’t necessarily to lower fares across
the board, as that would negatively impact revenues and make the services even more
dependent on federal funding. Rather, solutions could include improved concession fare
options, in particular new fare categories for low-income individuals, or bulk purchase
arrangements between the transit providers and social service agencies, whereby the social
service agencies distribute the passes as appropriate to low-income residents.
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3. Improve Communication. The round table participants noted that regional transit in Southern
Maine is difficult to understand. There are a large number of service providers and publicfacing materials such as maps and schedules are often confusing, especially to those who
are not fluent in English or who have cognitive or sensory disabilities. It can be especially
confusing to residents who are required to transfer from one service provider to another to
complete their trip. It was recommended that opportunities to improve travel continuity
should be explored, and the regional system should be easier to navigate. Communication
efforts should also focus on the perception of transit, such as to remove the social stigma that
is associated with it in the cars-first Southern Maine community.
4. Multimodal Development. The round table participants identified opportunities to augment
transit by improving the viability of other transportation options. Cycling was identified in
particular, as bicycles may be brought on board transit vehicles. Initiatives related to bike
sharing, new bike lane development, and communication of urban cycling options can all
have positive impacts on not only transit, but also on the sustainability of the road
infrastructure. Another similar option is to explore carpool and vanpool options, which can
reduce the prevalence of single-occupancy vehicles and also provide options to bridging
the first-mile last-mile challenge.

5.3.3

General Public Survey

The following analysis is based on survey responses from 413 completed online surveys from transit
users as well as the non-riding public in Southern Maine.
Attitudes Towards Transit
Although only 30-percent of survey respondents listed public transit as their most common mode of
transportation, 59-percent of respondents have used transit in the last 30 days, 73-percent of all
respondents have a positive image of public transit services in Southern Maine, and 92-percent of
respondents believe public transit plays an important role in their community’s quality of life. This
suggests that public transit is viewed as a necessary public service and that, if improvements are
made, there are opportunities to attract and retain non-riders and to encourage more frequent
transit usage in occasional riders. For those who typically drive alone, when asked why they choose
to do so, the most frequent responses were “I need to visit multiple destinations before returning
home” and “Transit takes too much time compared to driving”. A further 41 individuals wrote in a
variation on “Transit is unavailable at the times/locations I need it”. These responses are related – if
transit were made more convenient, these survey respondents would be more likely and more willing
to travel around Southern Maine on public transit services. Relatedly, survey respondents cited
frequency and coverage as the top changes that could cause them to use public transit more
often.
In addition to general attitudes towards transit, we also asked whether respondents would be
supportive of local sales tax with dedicated funding toward regional transit. Overall, 37-percent of
respondents support the idea of a local tax, while only 14-percent were unsupportive, and 49percent responded that their support depends on the amount of the tax or what specifically the tax
is used for. Not surprisingly, of the respondents who use active transportation (transit, walking, or
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cycling) as their primary means of travel, 46-percent support a local tax, and 7-percent were against
a local tax. Perhaps encouragingly, of the respondents who drive alone, carpool, or are pickedup/dropped-off, 32-percent support a local tax, and 50-percent responded that it would depend on
the amount or the use of the tax--18% were unsupportive. An interest in levying a local tax for transit
funding exists, and with education and proper championing by various interest groups, could
provide a viable path forward towards improving the financial resources of the regional transit
agencies.
Travel Patterns
Out of the survey responses, approximately 83-percent of trip origins and 91-percent of trip
destinations are located inside the PACTS area (Figure 20). Generally speaking, trip destinations are
less diverse than trip origins. Portland is the destination for approximately half of all survey
respondents. Other common destinations include South Portland and Falmouth which combine for
approximately one quarter of all destinations. Interestingly Sanford, which is located outside of the
PACTS area, is the fifth most common destination out of all survey respondents. In terms of trip origins,
out of the 17-percent of respondents that begin their trip outside of the PACTS area, the most
popular origins include Sanford, Kennebunk, and Kittery in the south; Auburn and Brunswick in the
north; and Long Island in the east. Approximately 66-percent of survey respondents have a
destination town different from their origin town. Given the prevalence of Sanford as both an origin
and a destination, and given that transit service is already provided here by YCCAC, improving
connectivity between Sanford (and Kennebunk) and the PACTS area may be a low hanging fruit
with regards to streamlining transit services in Southern Maine. The most common trip origins and
destinations are shown in the pie chart below, which is followed by a map of the survey respondents’
ZIP codes (Figure 21).
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Figure 20 Trip origins and destinations of survey respondents.
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Figure 21 Survey respondents home ZIP code.
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Travel Time
According to the survey results, the average trip time by car is 24 minutes, and the average trip time
on transit is 40 minutes. The shorter the travel time on transit, the more likely the service is to attract
ridership. In looking at the standard deviations of trip time, transit trip time standard deviation it is
double what it is by car (36 minutes, compared to 18 minutes). This suggests that travel time reliability
is low on transit which suggests that there are issues related to connectivity, transferring, and/or ontime performance. Improving the travel time reliability is another ridership growth strategy that is
often feasible with limited O&M dollars.
Travel time appears to be an issue in particular between Portland and South Portland, with several
respondents commenting that the trip takes too long and connectivity is poor. Three respondents
also pointed out that there should be direct transit service between Westbrook and the Maine Mall.
The distance is less than 5 miles between Maine Mall and the Westbrook city center (roughly Spring
St. and Main St.), but the trip on transit requires a transfer in Downtown Portland and takes around 90
minutes. Other commentary with regards to travel time was related to the desire for faster service,
possibly in the form of more shuttle routes similar to the BREEZ, and improved reliability and on-time
performance of existing services.
Unsurprisingly, survey respondents who are traveling to and from locations outside of the PACTS area
had concerns about the travel time of their trip on transit. A few respondents noted that coverage
should be extended to the communities south of Arundel. These respondents did not seem to be
aware that services delivered by YCCAC already exist in Sanford, Wells, Kennebunk, Ogunquit, and
York, and are connected to Biddeford and ShuttleBus-ZOOM services via the WAVE. It is unclear
whether the issue is that communication or advertisement of these services is unsatisfactory, or that
the services are not delivered in a way that is useful for populations served, or both. Other
respondents noted that transit options within Portland’s peninsula (St John St. to the Eastern
Promenade) are lacking, and that operating a route with frequent service within the peninsula
should be relatively cost effective compared to operating many of the current routes, which run
between cities and have long alignments. Based on the responses received, METRO’s route 8 in its
current format does not appear to be effective in offering a desirable transit option within the
peninsula, due to the indirectness of routing combined with the limitations of operating a one-way
loop.
Transit Trip Purposes
The most common trip purpose for transit is commuting to/from work, followed by leisure. Very few
are using transit to commute to/from school or college, in fact, this only makes up 9-percent of trips.
Comparatively speaking, the 2001 National Household Travel Survey has found that school trips to
make up 16.7-percent of all transit trips (Figure 21). The same survey has also found that work trips,
while still the primary trip purpose, are less prevalent than survey results have indicated that they are
in Southern Maine. The results from the Southern Maine survey are compared to those of the National
Household Travel Survey of All Transit Riders in the pie charts below. These findings suggest that if
schools, colleges, and universities in Southern Maine are better served by transit, a measurable
ridership boost could be expected.
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Figure 22 Transit trip purposes in Southern Maine and in the NHTS.

Value for Money
Over 80-percent of respondents indicated that they are ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’ with transit in
terms of value for money. Furthermore, over 50-percent of the respondents indicated that their total
household income is $60,001 or more. Interestingly, perceptions of value for money appear to be
unaffected by the total household income, which suggests that fare levels of Southern Maine’s
transit service providers are reasonable. At the same time, out of the survey respondents who listed
public transit as their most common mode of transportation, only 30-percent of the respondents
have a household income of $60,001 or more. This suggests that income is correlated to vehicle
ownership and transit usage. There may be an opportunity to execute strategies to increase the
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effective average fare without causing undue hardship on low-income populations, such as to
improve farebox recovery and decrease the reliance on federal funding.
Fare payment methods have a wide variance, with the most common fare payment methods
being 10-ride tickets (27-percent), cash (23-percent), and monthly passes (21-percent). This is
understandable given that fare structures are different across the different service providers. Fare
structure consistency can lend itself to improved ability to transfer from one system to another, and
depending on the fare strategy it can help minimize the cost of printing and collection. Several
survey respondents noted that a regional fare card and/or improved fare payment options are
desired.
Ability to Transfer
Out of the survey respondents who indicated that they have used public transit, 88-percent used the
services of a single provider on their last trip, and 12-percent used multiple providers. It is possible that
more than 12-percent are using multiple providers but choose to do so infrequently, or only when
necessary. With respect to the ability to transfer from one transit service to another, there are more
people not satisfied with the length of time waited for a transfer than there are people satisfied. Out
of those who used multiple services on their last trip and responded that they were ‘dissatisfied’ or
‘extremely dissatisfied’ with the length of time waited for a transfer, all but one were transferring
to/from Greater Portland METRO services. The most common connecting service out of these
responses is a tie between ShuttleBus-ZOOM and South Portland Bus Service, but answers also
included the Amtrak Downeaster and Casco Bay Lines. There are also three instances of
respondents indicating that they used three (or more) transit services on their last trip. Two out of the
three used METRO, ShuttleBus-ZOOM, and YCCAC, and the third used METRO, ShuttleBus-ZOOM, and
South Portland Bus Service. Satisfaction is slightly higher with regards to the transfer policy and the
distance between transfer locations but there is still room for improvement.
Some respondents pointed out that METRO and South Portland Bus Service should be better
coordinated, some even going so far as to say these services should be operated by one operator.
More than one noted that they would love to use transit to travel between South Portland and
Falmouth but that it is not feasible with the current transfer situation. Others commented that there
should be a quick ferry operating between South Portland’s Ferry Village and Downtown Portland, as
the current routing over the Casco Bay Bridge can be long, circuitous, and require more transfers
than desirable. Comments surrounding the desire for improved transfers and service connectivity
was the second-largest theme, after the desire for improved frequency. Transfers between transit
buses and other modes (trains, ferries, and coach buses) seem to be another area that is quite
limited. Several respondents noted that it is challenging to travel between the Casco Bay Lines ferry
docks and the Portland Transportation Center terminal.
Communication of Transit Services
Some transit users appear to be unaware of who is operating the service they use, which suggests
there may be some brand fragmentation. As an example, some are unaware that BREEZ is a service
offered by METRO and others are unaware that the Lakes Region Explorer is operated by RTP. In
general, many survey respondents noted that communication about their transit options, and how
to use them, appears to be lacking and over greatest concern. Many others identified the need for
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improved communication about schedules and next bus arrival are desired. Many respondents are
using the Southern Maine Transit Tracker (SMTT) for next bus arrival information but comment that it
can be inaccurate. Moreover, the SMTT is only available for Greater Portland METRO, South Portland
Bus Service, and Casco Bay Lines services.
Out of the survey respondents, 67-percent indicated that they check schedules online, 45-percent
indicated that they review printed schedules, and 37-percent use the SMTT. It is important to
recognize that these numbers may be misleading based on the fact that individuals with
smartphones and who are comfortable using the internet were more likely to complete this online
survey, but even despite this it is likely that online (static PDF) schedules will remain the most prevalent
mode of checking transit schedules. Moreover, 80-percent of survey respondents use Facebook,
which is the most common platform of social media, and is a good Public Relations avenue for
transit agencies to engage with riders and the community, and to respond to comments and
concerns. In light of these results, and the ongoing trend towards storing information digitally, there
may be an opportunity for PACTS to create a webpage to tie all routing and scheduling information
together and provide Southern Mainers with a one-stop shop to answer their questions about how
best to use transit to get from point A to point B. Several survey respondents commented that with
the multitude of providers and different brands of services within each provider, it is quite confusing
to find the route, schedule, and general trip planning information they are looking for.
Paratransit Use
The online survey asked respondents how often they use paratransit services, either RTP or YCCAC.
Only 12 of the 220 respondents who answered this question use paratransit services, and of those 12,
11 use these services one to five times per week. Furthermore, only 9 respondents continued to
answer question regarding paratransit services, and as such, we provide only some observations of
the main findings, given the very small sample. Overall feelings toward the paratransit services are
positive, and the respondents are generally satisfied with the reservation process, their trips, and
eligibility assessments. Nevertheless, there is strong interest in using new technology to book
paratransit trips, either online or through mobile apps; we note that a regional transit app or website
could be used to pilot bookings for paratransit trips. Interestingly, 7 of the 9 respondents claimed to
have used conventional transit services in the past instead of paratransit, and 6 of the 9 respondents
are interested or somewhat interested in receiving travel training for conventional transit. These are
encouraging findings, given the supplemental costs of providing door-to-door trips instead of
accessible conventional transit trips. Future surveys should actively target paratransit users by
partnering directly with YCCAC and RTP.
Demographics of Respondents
Over 66-percent of survey respondents were between the ages of 21 and 50, while nearly 13percent were over 61 years old; the median age of all respondents was 42 years old, similar to the
median age (43.6) of the Portland-South Portland MSA (2015 ACS 1-year Estimate). Fifty-six percent of
the respondents identified as female, slight more than the general population who is female (51percent) in the Portland-South Portland MSA. Nearly 95-percent of respondents consider themselves
as White, followed by nearly 4-percent as Latino, and 2.5-percent as Black or African-American—
these proportions are similar to the general population (93-percent White, 1.8-percent as Latino, and
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1.6-percent Black or African-American). Finally, more than half (58%) of respondents reported a
household income of more than $60,001, which corresponds quite closely to the median household
income in 2015 of the MSA of ~$62,000. Overall, the respondents of our online survey resemble the
general population from the Portland-South Portland MSA, which is a geography that corresponds
largely to the PACTS region.

5.3.4

Frontline Employee Workshop

The frontline employees that participated were both frank and pragmatic in their opinion of public
transit service in Southern Maine. According to the participating frontline employees, the current
riders of transit were predominantly low income but that about 10-percent of the riders of the service
were discretionary riders, that is, riders who had a choice. These frontline employees were proud of
the service that they delivered and thought sincerely that ridership of all the modes of transit service
provided in Southern Maine could and would increase. The challenges to increasing the public's
perception of transit, according to the frontline personnel were the following:


Safety-There was a perception that riding public transit service was not safe. Some of these
according to the participants came from homeless people riding or congregating near to
transit facilities.



Lack of User Information-All participants shared the opinion that the profile of transit had to
be raised through more marketing and providing the public with greater access to user
information. More education was crucial according to the frontline participants.



Directness of Service-Portland METRO had the largest group of participants and is the largest
provider of transit service in the Region. Portland Metro employees thought that the
directness of service was crucial to the success of transit. In particular, reducing travel time so
as to make transit service more competitive with the commuting by single occupant
vehicles. Metro employees said that many of their riders were required to transfer multiple
times to get to their final destinations.



Shelters-Southern Maine has a variety of weather and the frontline participants suggested
providing more shelters as a strategy to increase ridership. Improving transit security was the
most important strategy to improve the non-riding public's perception and possible use of
transit according to the participants.

The participants suggested that congestion was not an issue in Southern Maine, although traffic and
transit ridership increases significantly during the summer months. The frontline staff members
recommended that transit service would be more effective serving targeted populations like lowincome workers, students and seniors. The key to retaining the loyalty of these niche markets,
according to the participants was more direct service, timed transfers and an enhanced rider
environment.
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6.0

TRANSIT ASSETS

Greater Portland METRO owns 31 vehicles, of which 25 operate at peak service. Vehicles consist of a
mix of Gillig and Orion models and a mix of diesel and compressed natural gas (CNG) propulsion
modes. There are six high floor vehicles that are 20 or 21 years of age as of 2017, which are used only
as spares or during peak periods. The rest of the fleet is comprised of low floor vehicles and the
average fleet age is 9.9 years. METRO is currently procuring 19 replacement buses and up to 7
expansion buses as options, however it is also exploring opportunities to purchase short-term
replacement buses to bridge the gap until the new buses have been delivered and are ready for
service. The need for a bridge solution may be a result of insufficient funding, but this solution should
be avoided in the future if possible as it can be more costly for METRO in the long run. METRO’s fleet
performance is monitored using several performance indicators such as miles per road call and
maintenance costs per mile. It is determined on a case-by-case basis after performing cost benefit
analysis whether a midlife engine rebuild is warranted or whether the bus should be run until failure.
All vehicles are equipped with on-board video and surveillance equipment, to help maintain the
safety of the operators and all passengers.
Casco Bay Lines has five vessels in service, of which four are operational and one is a spare. Out of
these five vessels, two will reach the end of their lifespan within the next five years including Casco
Bay Lines’ main vessel that is able to transport vehicles (Machigonne). In the short term, funding
challenges may be magnified if the federal 5307 funding dollars allocated to GPCOG need to be
partially invested in the replacement of Casco Bay Lines’ fleet.
Amtrak Downeaster 23 rail coach assets are owned, operated, and maintained by Amtrak. The two
entities have a 20-year agreement and prices are renegotiated every 1-2 years.
RTP operates the fixed-route fixed-schedule Lakes Region Explorer throughout Cumberland County
and is under contract with Greater Portland METRO to provide paratransit services throughout
METRO’s service area (renewed annually). RTP operates 31 buses, vans, and minivans, which range
from new to 14 years in service, with an average age of 6.3 years. It has 30 agency certified drivers,
who are supplemented by a volunteer driver program whereby volunteers may drive their own
vehicles and receive reimbursement for mileage and tolls. In light of this structure and RTP’s low
average fleet age, investing in replacement vehicles is not expected to be highly critical in the shortterm.
YCCAC owns 30 vehicles including buses, trolleys, and vans, which are used for demand response
services within York County as well as for paratransit and medical services. Similar to RTP, YCCAC has
a volunteer driver program whereby trips are supplied for certain individuals and trip purposes when
the operator is unable to deliver in-house—these volunteer trips are not funded through the FTA.
Shuttlebus-Zoom owns 13 vehicles, including buses, coaches, and trolleys. It has relatively minor
capital asset needs in the next two years, estimating expenditures at $330k and $410k respectively,
but then these needs jump in years three and four to $720k and $800k respectively. During years 3
and 4, Shuttlebus-Zoom expects to need two new buses and two new trolleys, as well as technology
upgrades and a bus wash. In years five and six, capital needs taper back to $600k both years.

99

BACKGROUND ANALYSIS

DRAFT – REVISION 1
South Portland Bus Service owns seven buses. The oldest is 6 years old and the average age of the
buses is 4 years. Fleet inspections and preventative maintenance help ensure the vehicles are
maintained appropriately and that South Portland Bus is able to get the most of their useful life.
Moreover, South Portland Bus owns two service vehicles, both recently purchased in the last year.
Capital needs are expected to be minor as the next bus procurement will only occur in 2022. The
fleet consists entirely of Gillig vehicles. Consistency of fleets between South Portland Bus and Greater
Portland METRO should allow for some economies of scale in purchasing if fleet needs can be
coordinated going forward.
Each of the seven service providers operate out of unique facilities. Greater Portland METRO and RTP
are co-located for the moment at 127 Saint John Street in Portland; RTP is currently looking for a new
facility since METRO holds the lease to the RTP’s current facility and now requires the space. South
Portland Bus Service operates out of 46 O’Neil Street in South Portland. The most developed
passenger terminal is the Mill Creek Transit Hub in South Portland, which is located in between
METRO’s and South Portland’s facilities. There may be opportunities to build a bigger pulse at Mill
Creek by co-locating some METRO routes there, especially since pulsing at other locations such as
Monument Square can be challenging due to the infrastructure’s limited ability to accommodate
buses. Similarly, there may be opportunities to co-locate Sh-Zoom and YCCAC facilities and/or
services, both of which are located in York County. Indeed, Sh-Zoom already performs maintenance
for YCCAC at its facility on 13 Pomerleau Street in Biddeford. Amtrack Downeaster and Casco Bay
Lines facilities are unique to rail and ferry passengers, though it is noted that mobility throughout
Southern Maine may benefit from a larger presence of the local bus services at the ferry and train
terminals, which would result in improved transferability.
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7.0

SYSTEMS REVIEW

Transit in Southern Maine can benefit from systems that promote seamless travel throughout the
region and enhance the customer experience. Greater Portland METRO, South Portland Bus Service,
and Casco Bay Lines are participating in the Southern Maine Transit Tracker (SMTT), which is a system
that provides transit users with next bus/vessel arrival updates. The SMTT has an online portal as well
as a text and e-mail based system, and it provides transit data as an input to Transit App, Moovit,
and the Google Maps App. The SMTT enhances the customer experience by providing transparent
and reliable information about each of its partner transit services, and there may be opportunity to
further regionalize the SMTT by rolling it out at Amtrak Downeaster, Sh-Zoom, RTP, and YCCAC.
Aside from the SMTT, inter-operator systems are rather limited, though each operator has its own
systems in place already and its own systems in development. Casco Bay Lines is an example of a
transit provider that is currently developing its Transit Information System (TIS) such as to improve
customer service, collect more data, and also to reduce operating expenses by freeing up time
spent fielding calls and monitoring the operations manually. If feasible, it would be ideal for the
seven PACTS transit agencies to use similar or identical Information Systems, as this would help ensure
consistency in the tracking and reporting of data such as ridership and on-time performance. In turn,
consistent data tracking lends itself to improved clarity of regionwide operational performance, and
fewer data discrepancies to rectify, in future regional transit coordination exercises.
It is apparent that each transit operator in Southern Maine has its own fare strategies. As current
processes become increasingly outdated, there will eventually be a need for all service providers to
update their fare structures, systems, and collection processes. When this time comes, there is an
opportunity for improved regional coordination of fare processes. A regional ‘smart card’, for
example, can negate the need for riders making transfers to carry multiple sets of fare media and
learn about the confusing inter-agency transfer policies (more on this in Section 4.2). A smart card
would also lend itself to reduced back office expenses in producing, distributing, managing, and
collecting different fare media, and improved data collection particularly as it relates to developing
an understanding of riders’ origins and destinations and how they are traveling throughout Southern
Maine.34 An even better solution is to explore forms of contactless fare payment, or ‘open
payments’, as is currently being implemented by forward-thinking agencies across the US such as
New Jersey Transit.
Finally, regardless of the fact that the PACTS member agencies possess varying levels of scheduling
and dispatch software, an important and often overlooked consideration is the extent to which
scheduling is appropriate at transfer points with neighboring transit services. It was noticed at
Monument Square, for example, that transfers between Greater Portland METRO, South Portland Bus
Service, and Sh-Zoom were often inconvenient and left riders with long wait times. Increased
communication and collaboration among the member agencies with respect to scheduling and

A harmonized transfer policy for CBL may be difficult given the regulatory authority of the PUC over CBL
fare policy.
34
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any related schedule or routing updates might help improve the passenger journey for transferring
users that are experiencing long wait times.
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