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Continued Discussion on Timing and Expectations for the Multi-Year Implementation 

Agreements 

❖ The committee discussed the use of multi-year agreements, starting in FY 21.  For 
FY 20, the annual agreements will continue to be in use. The committee is currently 
underway with including language regarding coordination responsibilities between 
the service providers/project sponsors and the municipalities they will serve. 

Proposed Language  

The project sponsor shall be responsible for leading coordination of planning 

efforts as it relates to the transit service, serving the local municipality. These 

coordination efforts should be amicable for all parties, occurring prior to the 

execution of the transit services. These coordination efforts should resolve any 

issues as it relates to, but not limited to, route planning and development, 

schedule development, passenger amenities, maintenance and upkeep of 

passenger amenities, public engagement and advertisement in relation to the 

new services, etc.  

 

❖ Currently, project sponsors have separate agreements with the tax district and as 
well as with the municipality that is getting the service (if the service is entering a 
municipality). With this in mind, the committee must consider:  

o Does the multi-year agreement impact the need for the two aforementioned 
agreements?  If so, what is the impact?  

o Is there a possibility of combining the 2 aforementioned agreements? If so, 
what are the pros and cons?  

o Are there benefits of the current 2-agreement structure that the committee 
is not considering?  

o Who are the current parties that are currently involved with each 
agreement? Who would need to continue to be involved? Who would need to 
be added for involvement?  

 

❖ The committee discussed the currently approved expectations of service providers 
within the Bus Plan, Service Guidelines and 10-year capital and operating plan and 
the role these should play in the agreements (Is their inclusion just a reference to 
the documents or actual, specific context?) 
 

❖ After lengthy discussion, the following are important components that should be 
included in the agreements (….it’s still to be determined if in an annual agreement 
or multi-year agreement)  

o Inclusion of coordination efforts and responsibilities between the service 
provider and the municipality, prior to the execution of service.  

▪ This can include an checklist of necessary tasks and steps to ensure 
amicable participation.  

o Inclusion of standards and expectations of all parties (to include metrics to 
gauge success)  

o Creation of recourse in case a system choses to not run the services, as 
identified in the 10-year or Short Range Bus Plan  



o Developing an agreement structure, whether it be multiple agreements or 
just one agreement, that provides equitable participation by all parties (to 
include service providers, municipalities, county, etc) 

o Developing an agreement structure that is streamlined, clear,  and is only 
inclusive of the necessary parties.  

 

 

Tasks Prior to the Next Meeting:  

At the next meeting, the committee will discuss the 4 major components of the multi-year 

agreements:  

❖ 5-year identified general expectations for all   
❖ 5 year identified expectations of the service providers  
❖ 5 year identified expectations of municipalities 
❖ A list of all parties that need to be involved 

 

In addition, based on the needs of each different party (service provider, city/town, county, 

etc.), all parties are tasked to develop a pros and cons list for using the multi-year agreement as 

well as an annual year agreement.  

Multi-Year Agreement 

Pros                       Cons 

 

 

 

Annual Agreement 

Pros                       Cons 

 

 


