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Executive Summary

The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) was awarded a 2022 US
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability
and Equity (RAISE) grant to develop a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Plan for Northwest
Vermont. The project encompasses 12 communities across a five-county region and seeks to
better integrate transportation, housing, and land use planning to support more connected and
resilient communities.

This report contains the Funding and Governance Strategy, including an evaluation of the
existing transit funding and governance landscape, a review of financial and governance options
to support both current and future TOD-related service, and explores potential strategies for
strengthening the long-term sustainability of the region’s transit system. The analysis draws
upon stakeholder interviews with Green Mountain Transit (GMT), Tri-Valley Transit (TVT), and
Rural Community Transportation (RCT), and the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans); a
review of previous Vermont transit funding studies and national best practices; and a funding
and governance workshop with regional stakeholders. This report seeks to assist CCRPC and
its partners to improve governance capacity and support near- and long-term decision-making
about transit funding to best support the current and future needs of transit.

The review of previous Vermont transit funding studies, interviews with regional transit agencies
and VTrans, and workshop discussion with regional stakeholders revealed that the current
transit funding and governance system faces several challenges described in the table below.

Table 1. Summary of Challenges to Existing Regional Funding and Governance Structure

Funding Governance ‘

e Vermont’s lack of county government
creates challenges for regional
coordination and funding

e Governance structures vary significantly
among transit providers

e Existing structures may not always
provide the authority, accountability, or
capacity needed to address increasingly
complex mobility challenges

e While strong collaboration exists among
transit providers and partners,
coordination often relies on relationships
rather than formal structures

e Transit funding remains heavily
dependent on federal funding sources,
making the regional system vulnerable to
changes in federal policy

e Vermont has no dedicated statewide
transit funding source

e Local funding options are limited, and
regional entities have limited revenue-
raising authority

e Funding decisions tend to be reactive
and crisis-driven rather than strategic

e There is ongoing uncertainty regarding
who should pay for transit
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The study explores a range of funding mechanisms and governance structures that can support
both current and future transit operations and capital investments. Since the region faces
uncertainty surrounding future demographics and transit demand, three possible future
scenarios are defined, and recommendations on the best funding mechanisms to support transit
in each scenario are provided. The following table summarizes the future development
scenarios and recommended mix of funding mechanisms.

Table 2. Recommended Funding Mechanisms for Future Development Scenarios

Scenario Recommended Funding Mechanisms

e Transportation Utility Fees

Scenario 1: Population e Tax Increment Financing

Growth — Bus Fixed Route e Regional or Local Options Taxes

Viable e Partnerships with Institutions and Employers
e Impact Fees/Negotiated Exactions

e Partnerships with Institutions and Employers
e Shared Funding with Healthcare and Human Services
e Transportation Utility Fees

Scenario 2: Population
Growth — Vanpool and
Microtransit Viable

e Shared Funding with Healthcare and Human Services
Scenario 3: Population o Partnerships with Institutions and Employers
Stagnant or Declining e Transportation Utility Fees

Given future uncertainty around future demographics and the needs of transit in the region, this
strategy proposes five near-term actions with associated steps for CCRPC and its partners to
implement within the next 3-5 years. These near-term actions aim to address some of the
region’s current funding and governance challenges, and to position the region to be able to act
more quickly and efficiently in response to future transit needs. The strategy also details a set of
steps based on best practice research for CCRPC and its partners to consider when
implementing new mechanisms in the future.

Table 3. Near-Term Actions and Responsible Parties

Action Responsible Parties

VTrans, VPTA, CCRPC, and CATMA lead, with support
Understand and communicate from Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies and

the value of transit to a variety of | Participating Municipalities and RPCs. Solicit input from
audiences Other State Agencies and Institutional and Private-Sector
Partners.

PTAC, VTrans, VPTA, and CCRPC lead, with support
from Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies, CATMA, and
Participating Municipalities and RPCs

Establish more frequent and
organized regional coordination
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Action Responsible Parties \

fﬂrﬁ;‘fﬁ?\egfﬁzsﬁﬁ'gﬁon Wity | CATMA, CCRPC, and Northwest Vermont Transit
' Agencies lead, with support from VTrans, VPTA, and

regional institutions and L o
Part ting M lit d RPC
community stakeholders articipating Municipalities an S

Support more professionalized Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies, CCRPC, and

and regionally representative Participating Municipalities and RPCs lead, with support
transit governance structures from VTrans and VPTA.

CCRPC, VTrans, and VPTA lead, with support from
CATMA, Participating Municipalities and RPCs, and
Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies. Solicit advocacy
support from Other State Agencies and Institutional and
Private-Sector Partners.

Advocate for expanding
authority of regional entities

Steps for Implementing New Funding Mechanisms:

1. Build consensus around the scale and nature of current and future transit needs in
Northwest Vermont and the actions needed to address them.

2. Develop a clear, regionally supported strategy for transit investment in Northwest
Vermont that identifies the specific services, connections, infrastructure, and mobility
improvements needed to meet current and future demand.

3. Establish clear regional roles, responsibilities, and decision-making processes for
implementing future transit investments and funding strategies in Northwest Vermont.

4. Clearly evaluate and communicate the potential funding sources available to support
transit investments in Northwest Vermont, including the tradeoffs, benefits, and
limitations of each approach.

5. Develop and sustain a coordinated public education and advocacy effort to build long-
term support for transit investment in Northwest Vermont.

6. Build sustained leadership and long-term public and political support for future transit
funding and governance initiatives in Northwest Vermont.

7. Establish a clear, realistic, and phased timeline for advancing and implementing transit
funding and governance changes in Northwest Vermont.

Northwest Vermont’s transit system is a critical piece of the region’s infrastructure network,
supporting workforce access, economic development, healthcare access, and community
resilience. While the system faces challenges, stronger regional coordination, improved
partnerships, more sustainable funding structures, and adaptable governance models can
position the region to respond effectively to the changing needs of transit in the region. The
recommendations presented in this report provide a framework for advancing those goals and
supporting a more resilient, integrated, and sustainable regional transit system.
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Introduction

This report provides a framework to support current and future transit funding and governance
in Northwest Vermont. It supports CCRPC'’s regional initiative, funded by a 2022 USDOT RAISE
Grant, to plan for transit-oriented development (TOD) across 12 communities in Northwest
Vermont. The project aims to create walkable, mixed-use centers supported by accessible
transit, helping reduce reliance on cars, lower transportation costs, and improve access to jobs
and services, particularly for rural and mobility-challenged residents.

As a part of this study, RSG performed a future transit need assessment which identifies a set
of potential intercommunity transit services. This assessment identified that traditional fixed-
route service is unlikely to be financially viable across most corridors given projected demand.
Under growth scenarios informed by TOD master plans, forecasted ridership demand remains
insufficient to support fixed-route operations at cost-effectiveness levels comparable to existing
Vermont transit services. However, lower-cost and more flexible service models, particularly
vanpool, emerged as more feasible options, especially on shorter corridors with concentrated
travel demand. These services are tailored to peak-period travel patterns and can be scaled to
match corridor-specific demand, while being implemented incrementally as growth occurs. As a
result, the most promising near-term opportunities focus on targeted, demand-responsive
connections between communities such as Barre—Northfield, Barre—Berlin, and Essex Junction—
Milton, where projected ridership and costs are better aligned.

To support a potential future with new TOD and related transit services, this plan also describes
and connects to the existing context and challenges related to transit funding and governance in
the region. It aims to develop a strategic framework that addresses current challenges in a way

that can support TOD goals and sustainably funded and managed public transit in the region.

Northwest Vermont'’s transit system is supported by a diverse network of public, nonprofit,
regional, and municipal partners. VTrans serves as the primary state agency responsible for
transit funding, oversight, policy development, and statewide transportation planning. Transit
service in the study area is provided primarily by Green Mountain Transit (GMT), Rural
Community Transportation (RCT), and Tri-Valley Transit (TVT), which collectively serve urban,
suburban, and rural communities throughout the region. The Vermont Public Transportation
Association (VPTA) plays an important statewide role in coordination and advocacy, while the
Chittenden Area Transportation Management Association (CATMA) plays a more regional role
in collaborating with public and private partners. CCRPC and other regional planning
commissions help integrate transportation planning with land use, housing, economic
development, and community development initiatives. The participating municipalities and
planning partners involved in this study include Barre, Berlin, Essex Junction, Ferrisburgh,
Middlebury, Milton, Northfield, Rutland, St. Albans, and Vergennes, as well as the regional
planning commissions serving those communities.

This report builds on prior studies that considered transit funding options for Vermont, including:
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o 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal Match” to The Vermont
House and Senate Committees on Transportation by Steadman Hill Consulting for the
VPTA,

o 2021 “Transit Financing Study” by Steadman Hill Consulting for the CCRPC, and

e 2016 report “Vermont Transportation Funding Options Section 10(a) Act 40 (2015)” to
The Vermont House and Senate Committees on Transportation by the Vermont Agency
of Transportation.

In addition to these resources, this study includes a review of best funding and governance
practices and funding options for supporting TOD. The study also relies on findings from a set of
stakeholder interviews with VTrans, GMT, TVT, and RCT, as well as the findings from a funding
and governance workshop attended by partners in the regional transit system. Altogether, these
activities help to identify both practical opportunities and longer-term strategies for strengthening
transit in Northwest Vermont.

The purpose of this report is not to recommend a single funding mechanism or governance
model, but rather to provide a framework for evaluating options and guiding future decision-
making around transit funding and governance. Transit needs, development patterns, and travel
behavior are likely to continue to evolve over time, requiring funding and governance
approaches that are adaptable, collaborative, and resilient. This report thus examines the
existing funding and governance landscape, evaluates potential funding mechanisms and
governance approaches, and presents strategic recommendations to help the region better
support both current and future mobility needs. Its goal is to help position transit in Northwest
Vermont to better support the needs and goals of the community, including workforce access,
economic development, access to healthcare, community vitality, and future TOD.

Existing Funding and Governance Landscape in
Northwest Vermont

There are several broader trends that are currently shaping transit needs and decision-making
across Northwest Vermont with implications for the existing funding and governance landscape.

First, transit agencies are facing increasing financial pressure driven by rising operating costs,
including labor, fuel, vehicle, insurance, and maintenance costs. At the same time, Vermont
operates in a relatively high-tax environment, creating challenges for identifying new revenue
sources and generating support for additional public investment.

Second, transit demand is changing in the region. While many agencies are continuing to
experience reduced commuter ridership following the COVID-19 pandemic and the growth of
remote and hybrid work, demand for essential mobility services remains strong. Healthcare
transportation, services for older adults, transportation for people with disabilities, and access to
basic services continue to represent significant and growing portions of transit demand.
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Lastly, Vermont’s geography creates unique service challenges. The region includes a mix of
urban, suburban, and rural communities, many of which are separated by long travel distances
and have low population densities. While TOD and growth in regional centers may create
opportunities for more productive transit service in some corridors, providing service across a
dispersed landscape remains difficult to scale.

Together, these trends create a tension that underlies many of the financing and governance
discussions in Northwest Vermont: demand for essential mobility services remains strong and in
some cases continues to grow, while funding sources remain uncertain and traditional ridership
patterns continue to evolve.

Existing Funding Structure

The existing transit funding and governance landscape in Northwest Vermont reflects both the
strengths and limitations that are experienced at the statewide level. Public transit in Northwest
Vermont is funded through a highly braided' combination of federal, state, local, institutional,
and contract revenue sources. Figure 1 shows the share of different sources of funding for
GMT, TVT, and RCT from 2022 to 2024. Federal sources of funding in the region include a mix
of federal grants, including Section 5307 (urban), Section 5311 (rural), flexed funding from
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ), flexed funding from the Surface Transportation Block
Grant (STBG), and, for GMT’s urban service, bonuses for multiple factors of the Small Transit
Intensive Cities (STIC) program. After federal funding, sources include Medicaid funding for
non-emergency medical trips (NEMT)?, state operations funds primarily from the Transportation
Fund (T-Fund), and local (municipal) funds. Vermont flexes 90 percent of its CMAQ funds to
transit, which is the highest of all states in the country, and 8 percent of STBG to transit, which
is the fifth highest in the country. Vermont’s transit system is the most well-funded rural transit
system in the country with the highest state funding per capita among all rural states.®

! “Braided funding” is defined as combining two or more sources of funding to support a program. For more information,
please see: https://workforce.urban.org/node/57.html

2 The Department of Vermont Health Access (DVHA) administers the NEMT program. In recent years, it has consolidated the
reimbursement schedule to settling annually. As there can be significant discrepancies between budgeted and actual trips and the
reconciliation can take months, the lag between actual transit service and full reimbursement places excessive risk on the transit
agencies to front the cost for months. In addition, reimbursement rates are insufficient.

3 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal Match” to The Vermont House and Senate Committees on
Transportation
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Figure 1. Funding Mix of Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies, 2022-2024 Average

Other, 16%

Local, 7%

State, 10% Federal, 67%

Source: NTD. “Other” funding sources include a mix of other FTA and Federal Grants, other state and local funds,
and private or auxiliary funds.

While transit in Vermont is relatively well funded, heavy reliance on federal funding is a
significant vulnerability for the system. Federal funding represents the largest source of revenue
for several transit providers in the region, creating exposure to changes in federal transportation
policy, future reauthorization bills, and shifts in federal funding priorities. As COVID-19 relief
funds have wound down and been replaced in part with the traditional formula grants, Vermont
agencies will need to increase the proportion of funding met by local match or risk losing federal
funding. There is also some concern about the continued availability of flexed highway funds, if
policies change. GMT also faces unique challenges in that it operates in both urban and rural
areas, and it cannot mix formula grant funding for both geographies. At the time of this report,
GMT was in the process of transitioning its rural operations to RCT and TVT so that it could
focus on providing urban service only.

While state funding also plays an important role, it does not function as a dedicated or
automatically growing revenue source as funding levels are largely determined through annual
legislative appropriations and budget negotiations. This contributes to a perception that transit
funding in Vermont is often reactive and crisis-driven during periods of acute financial stress
leading to short-term solutions, as opposed to being strategic and focused on addressing long-
term needs.

Local funding varies across agencies and service areas. GMT is unique in that it has the
authority to levy local assessments on member municipalities*, while other transit providers
generally rely on voluntary municipal contributions from their budgets, primarily funded through
property taxes. In some years, VTrans accounts for local municipal matching on a statewide

#Vermont law also has a provision for a local options tax on sales, meals, alcoholic beverages, or hotel rooms, which many
municipalities take advantage of.
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basis rather than by individual agency. When GMT has collected both fares in addition to local
assessments, its assessments have represented a large share of total municipal transit funding
statewide. Interviewees and workshop participants noted that it is often politically difficult to
increase local funding and that local funding sources are not always clearly tied to the level of
service, benefits received, or regional mobility outcomes.

Other funding sources play a notable role for some agencies in the region. For some providers,
Medicaid NEMT contracts, school transportation agreements, institutional partnerships,
employer contributions, and other service contracts represent a significant share of revenue.
These sources are increasingly important not as supplemental funding, but as a core
component of the transit funding model that is essential to maintaining service levels,
particularly in rural areas.

A consistent theme identified during this project’s stakeholder engagement as well as in prior
reports is that the funding challenge is not only about a lack of funds but also about uncertainty
regarding who should pay for transit. The 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit
Nonfederal Match” recommended funding sources in part based on the principle of “we all pay
a little’ (WAPAL) rather than a principle that had guided many previous efforts of ‘someone else
pays’ (SEP)”. Transit provides benefits not just for riders, but for the whole community, helping
to support community and economic development goals such as improving workforce access,
healthcare access, and supporting community cohesion. The entities that benefit from transit in
the region, such as healthcare systems, employers, and retailers, do not always contribute
directly to the cost of providing service. Particularly for healthcare transportation, there is
significant growing demand for dialysis trips, substance use treatment transportation, and older
adult services, while funding remains rooted in

traditional transportation programs. Walmart in Rutland is planning to

relocate from a transit-accessible
location to one without any transit
service. Many of its customers and
employees rely on transit, and
adding service to reach the new
location requires resources. With
existing funding models, Walmart
would not bear any of the cost of
extending service to its new
location, but would likely benefit.

Potential new revenue sources, such as vehicle fees,
utility fees, sales taxes, payroll taxes, rental car
taxes, retail delivery fees, and other dedicated
revenue mechanisms, have been identified and
explored in numerous regional and statewide studies
over the past 25 years, but the legislature has not
codified any major alternative funding option
identified in those studies. The current funding
structure for transit remains heavily dependent on
annual appropriations, federal funding availability,
and reactive interventions from the state to address
shortfalls.
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Existing Governance Structure

Transit governance in Northwest Vermont reflects the state’s broader approach to public service
delivery, combining strong local control with decentralized implementation. Transit services are
provided through a mix of organizational structures, including municipal transit authorities and
nonprofit regional transit providers. VTrans provides funding, oversight, and statewide planning
functions, while local providers are responsible for day-to-day operations and service delivery.

Interviewees and workshop participants noted that this model has several strengths:

o The decentralized structure allows agencies to tailor service to local conditions, innovate
in response to the needs of the community, and develop partnerships that may not be
possible under a more centralized system. The flexibility that transit providers have to
adapt services to local circumstances contributes to the perception of Vermont being a
national leader in rural transit.

o There is also a strong culture of collaboration and information-sharing among transit
agencies, with Vermont’s transit community often collaborating on statewide initiatives,
advocacy efforts, and operational improvements.

Interviewees and workshop participants also noted that the current governance model has
several weaknesses, contributing to fragmentation and inconsistency:

e Vermont lacks county government and has relatively limited regional entities with taxing
authority or formal responsibility for transit funding. As a result, regional transportation
planning often relies on voluntary coordination among agencies, municipalities, regional
planning organizations, and state partners. Coordination becomes particularly difficult
when transit services cross jurisdictional boundaries or when agencies need to work
together to create seamless regional mobility networks.

o There is no consistent statewide framework governing how services should connect,
share costs, or how regional priorities should be established. This challenge is
particularly evident in discussions about rural-urban connections, interregional routes,
and coordination between transit, healthcare, and human service providers.

Board structures and governance capacity vary among transit agencies in the region. Some
stakeholders expressed concern that certain board structures may not provide the technical
expertise, financial oversight, or strategic planning capacity that is needed to address the
increasingly complex challenges that transit faces in the region. GMT’s governance structure
also provides every member municipality with equal board representation, even though
municipalities contribute different levels of funding, which may not align representation, voting
authority, and financial responsibility. Some workshop participants also suggested that it is best
to intentionally recruit members with expertise in finance, law, management, planning, and
community leadership.

10
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The governance system in Vermont is also characterized by a reliance on relationships and
individual leadership. Since Vermont is a small state, transit leaders are able to develop direct
access to legislators, agency officials, and community leaders. While this can facilitate problem
solving and collaboration, important decisions can become dependent on individual
relationships rather than on consistent institutional processes.

Key Challenges

The current trends shaping Northwest Vermont’s transit environment, coupled with the region’s
existing funding and governance structures, contribute to the following key challenges:

Fragmentation and Coordination: Transit agencies operate under different
governance structures, funding arrangements, and service models. While collaboration
among providers is generally strong, interviewees and workshop participants noted that
there are difficulties in coordinating services across jurisdictions, aligning priorities, and
establishing consistent approaches to regional mobility. The challenge is not a lack of
willingness to collaborate, but rather the absence of formal structures, expectations, and
resources to support coordination at a regional scale.

External Demand Pressures: Healthcare access, aging populations, workforce
mobility, housing affordability, and school transportation all affect transit demand, but
funding and governance structures often remain disconnected from these underlying
drivers of demand. This leads to situations in which transit agencies absorb costs
associated with broader societal challenges without corresponding contributions from the
sectors benefiting from transit services. Transportation for healthcare is a particularly
significant issue, with interviewees and workshop participants noting that healthcare
consolidation, dialysis services, substance use treatment programs, and transportation
for older adults are increasingly shaping transit demand across the region.

Capacity Constraints: Transit agencies are facing both financial and organizational
capacity constraints. Financially, agencies often struggle to meet existing demand.
Organizationally, limited staff capacity can make it challenging to build partnerships,
pursue new funding opportunities, or coordinate regionally. Administrative and staffing
constraints can limit agencies’ ability to engage with healthcare systems, employers,
developers, and other potential partners that may play an important role in future funding
and service delivery models.

Political and Funding Reality: There is a resistance to new taxes and a reluctance
among policy makers to establish new dedicated sources of transit funding. As noted in
interviews and in the workshop, transit funding decisions often occur when funding
shortfalls become urgent, resulting in a cycle of short-term solutions rather than long-
term structural reforms. VTrans has studied transit funding options, identified viable
options, and acknowledged growing funding needs; however, virtually none of these
recommendations have been implemented. This has left the system dependent on a
combination of federal funding, annual state appropriations, local contributions, and
creative agency-level partnerships.

11
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Implications for Northwest Vermont

The future of transit investment, including TOD and enhanced regional connectivity, will require
more than just identifying additional funding sources. The region will also need to address
broader questions around governance, regional coordination, institutional partnerships, and
responsibility for funding transit services. The challenge is not solely how to generate additional
revenues, but how to build consensus among transit stakeholders, policy makers, and the public
around transit’s role in the region, the value that it brings to the community, and how the costs of
providing those benefits should be shared among the communities, healthcare systems,
employers, and institutions that depend on transit to support regional mobility and economic
vitality.

Funding Options

The funding sources identified and described in this section address two factors for transit in
Vermont: funding to maintain current transit operations, and value capture related to TOD. While
the latter factor is the focus of RAISE TOD Grant, Vermont transit agencies are facing
significant budget gaps and may need to pursue new sources of funding to maintain existing
levels of service. If transit is under retrenchment, it may be difficult financially or politically to
support TOD at the same time.

Existing, Available, and Proposed Options for Maintaining Operations

Transit systems throughout Vermont are facing significant budget shortfalls, and analyses of
transit funding needs in the state have presented recommendations for permanent statewide
funding sources.

The following subsections present the existing, available, and proposed options for transit
funding in Vermont, grouped as: (1) existing partnerships and non-traditional sources of funding
that some transit agencies in Vermont already have established, and (2) the funding sources
that were recommended in the 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal
Match”. The following Section, “Funding Recommendation for Different Future Scenarios,”
makes recommendations for how to select from these options under different conditions.

Partnerships and Other Non-Traditional Sources

Many transit agencies in Vermont have established non-traditional partnerships and funding
sources. Usually these support operations, but they also could support capital projects. Partner
organizations can coordinate with the transit agency to ensure that appropriate routes and
sufficient service are provided for their constituents. In addition to direct financial contributions, a
bulk purchase of passes is an effective method for these partnerships, since they are not
necessarily considered farebox revenue and the revenue may be applied to the local match
portion of federal grants. Examples of private for-profit or non-profit organizations agencies have
partnered with include:

12
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School districts: Consolidating transit and school transportation services has been

implemented and helps meet public goals for
efficient transportation; however, there are
onerous restrictions on sharing federal school
transportation and transit grants for the same
services.

Hospitals and universities: UVM Medical
Center and UVM face high demands for
parking, attract many commuters, and serve
people who depend on transit as their primary
means of transportation. Bulk purchases of
passes could support both UVM employees
and the transit services they depend on. GMT
has negotiated bulk pass purchases with major
employers and colleges and universities.

Ski resorts: Ski resorts face extreme demand

Rutland-Killington Commuter
Route

When service reductions
threatened a route relied upon by
workers traveling to Killington
Resort and surrounding
businesses, local employers and
business organizations worked
together to help support continued
service, recognizing that transit
was essential for employee
recruitment, retention, and access
to jobs. This example

demonstrates how businesses that
benefit from transit can become
important funding and advocacy
partners.

seasonally with limited parking facilities. Many
of their employees cannot afford to live or park
near the resort. These resorts and businesses
that depend on them can partner with transit to
provide mobility for ski resort employees.

Partnerships require transit agencies to be proactive in building and maintaining relationships.
Organizations’ leadership can change and must continue to be made aware of the benefits of
subsidizing transit for constituents, and transit agencies need to be comfortable negotiating bulk
pass rates and funding contributions. In addition, potential partners might not consider the
benefits that transit provides them.

Some agencies have found that these kinds of partnerships are most useful for short-term or
pilot services and are not stable and sufficiently reliable for long-term funding. While some
agencies are flexible enough to accept this uncertainty, the uncertainty causes others to be
cautious about forming such partnerships. Agencies may be able to share strategies on how to
handle this uncertainty.

As an additional option for non-traditional funding, TVT and GMT have adopted an approach
similar to a non-profit organization in that it applies for private grants and solicits public
donations through regular fundraising campaigns. Agencies that take this non-profit fundraising
approach could share resources and lessons learned from these experiences with other transit
agencies.

13
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Proposed Statewide Funding Sources

The 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal Match” proposed four
statewide funding sources through new or increased fees or taxes. If enacted at a reasonable
level, any of these could address the forecasted funding gaps, though the state legislature
would need to pass new legislation to enact any of them.

The following three funding sources are related directly to transportation:

1. Increase the vehicle registration fee, which already was raised in 2023 for other
purposes, and change it to an ad valorem fee

2. Enact a new retail delivery fee, and

3. Increase the rental car tax.

In addition, the report recommends a fourth funding source not related to transportation:
4. A new fee assessed on utility bills.®

Vermont law also has a provision for a local options tax on sales, meals, alcoholic beverages, or
hotel rooms, which many municipalities take advantage of.¢ Multiple reports have considered
increasing the local options tax to fund transit, but it was not recommended in the 2024 “Report
on Funding Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal Match”. While it is unlikely to be feasible
politically in rural areas, GMT still has expressed interest in increasing this tax in its service
area.

Value Capture Mechanisms for Transit-oriented Development

Value capture techniques function by harnessing a portion of increased property values
resulting from nearby transportation improvements in order to help pay for the improvement or
for future transportation investments. These mechanisms facilitate the accrual of the profits of
TOD in part to transit agencies, and the public in general, which provide the necessary transit
service for the development, in addition to the private landowners or developers, as shown in
the table below. It is important to consider that these mechanisms reduce the profits obtained by
these private parties, which, to the extent that TOD is feasible in the first place, means that the
feasibility of TOD is reduced.’” At the same time, the resources to provide sufficient transit
service (or other public infrastructure) to support TOD may be possible only with the revenue
generated through value capture. Value capture mechanisms also may impact, interfere with, or

5 While this is named a “utility fee”, it serves a different role than the transportation utility fee discussed later in this report. The
Public Utility Commission would need to study exactly how this would be implemented, including different rates for residential and
commercial or a flat rate vs. a per-kWh rate, and then would coordinate with the 17 utilities across the state. This fee would help
address the transition to electric vehicles and a related decrease in gasoline tax revenue.

% Burlington has a “Gross Receipts Tax”, which serves the same purpose.

" The reduction in a TOD’s footprint or private investment may not simply be proportional to this reduction in profits; the
marginal decrease in profits may completely deter any investment. In the current context of both limited property development and
limited capacity to increase transit service in Northwest Vermont, this was of concern to participants in the workshop.

14
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support other transportation-related policies, including transportation demand management
(TDM).®

In general, and a requirement for many of these value capture mechanisms, the funds are or
must be invested in the transit improvements that directly support the TOD (e.g., capital
projects). Additionally, the mechanism must be in place prior to the planning and financing of the
TOD.®

8 In 2026, CCRPC updated its Transportation Options (TDM) Plan that includes a framework for expanding transit frequency,
enhancing bicycling and pedestrian networks, and promoting shared mobility services.

9 While not a transit improvement, properties along GMT routes already have been rezoned to allow for increased density. At
this point after the publicly supported improvement has been implemented, it would not be feasible to impose a value capture
mechanism on these properties in exchange for the upzoning.
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Table 4. Summary of Value Capture Mechanisms

Mechanism
Name

Description

Pros

EBP

Cons

Sponsorship /
Naming rights

Selling the rights to
name infrastructure

Generates non-tax, flexible revenue
Relatively simple to implement

Private branding on public infrastructure
Reliability

Ties funding to benefiting properties

For larger or strategic developments

e Fee on ?roperty Can provide ongoing revenue stream * Reql.-lirles pr.operty UG B
NN ownersina Supports place-based improvements and services * Adml.n|st'rat|on can be complex
Ll designated district Can be tailored to local economic needs; Builds local O RIS IS

buy-in

Aligns cost with development demand * L'm'tef’ to areas with development
Impact Fee Fee on developers Transparent and widely used in U.S. * May ('1|scourage qevelopment _

Can support growth-related infrastructure * Restricted to capital, not operations

Negotiated fee . _ 3 o Less predictable revenue

Negotiated T FIeX|b.Ie ?nd site-specific e Requires strong negotiation capacity
Exaction N Contributions beyond standard fees e Inconsistency or inequity; legal

challenges

Transportation
Utility Fees

Fees on estimated
use of
transportation
system

Broad-based and predictable revenue
Reflects system usage rather than property value
Can be applied across entire jurisdictions

Politically challenging (new fee)
Requires trip generation estimates and
administration

Fewer precedents

Tax Increment
Financing (TIF)

Borrowing against
future property tax
in a designated
district

Captures future tax growth from development

Can generate substantial capital funding

Already used in many U.S. communities (including
Burlington)

Relies on successful development
outcomes

Diverts future tax revenue from other
uses

Complex to structure and manage

Land Value or
Split-Rate Taxes

Tax on value of
land

Encourages efficient land use and development
Captures value created by public investments
Reduces disincentive to improve property

Likely requires legislative changes
Politically challenging to implement
Limited U.S. adoption
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Sponsorship/Naming Rights

Sponsorship/naming rights involves selling the rights to name infrastructure. This mechanism is
commonly used for very large developments or properties, such as major transit stations or
sports stadiums, which do not exist in Northwest Vermont. Agreements for sponsorship could be
implemented as advertising contracts or as indirect contributions to the agency in exchange for
the rights.

Advantages: Sponsorship/naming rights is a flexible mechanism that is relatively simple to
implement and can be applied repeatedly as long as there are unnamed infrastructure and
private interest in naming it. Sponsorship/naming rights related to a TOD likely would be for a
new stop or service to the TOD.

Disadvantages: That interest, however, may be inconsistent and not lead to a reliable source
of funding. In addition, there may be opposition to placing private branding on public
infrastructure.

Example in Practice

Cleveland, OH: The Greater Cleveland RTA secured a naming rights agreement with the
Cleveland Clinic and University Hospitals for its BRT line, branded as the HealthLine. The
healthcare institutions contributed funding in exchange for naming rights and improved transit
access for patients and employees.'™®

Special Assessment District

Special assessment districts (SADs), such as business improvement districts (BIDs), community
improvement districts, local improvement districts, and parking benefits districts, are widely
implemented throughout the U.S., particularly in growing districts. A SAD may be formed by a
minimum portion of the private business owners or property owners in the district supporting its
establishment and then setting assessment rates. Vermont law also has a provision for
government-assessed transportation improvement districts (TIDs), which are closer to impact
fees and discussed below. Depending on the location of a SAD, it may require additional
enabling legislation, intermunicipal agreements, or expanded powers for regional entities.

Collected funds must be invested in the district itself and frequently are used for streetscape
improvements, which could include bus shelters and other transit amenities, and public
programming. A SAD also could fund a transportation management association (TMA) that

19 Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority, “RTA: A transit leader in selling naming rights sponsorships”,
https://www.riderta.com/news/rta-transit-leader-selling-naming-rights-sponsorships
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provides transit service to and within the district. Vermont’s impact fee law allows for a business’
ongoing contributions to a TMA, such the Chittenden Area TMA (CATMA), and TDM strategies
to reduce the levy of impact fees.

Advantages: A SAD is based on local buy-in to address local economic needs. It provides a
reliable and ongoing revenue stream and ensures that assessments are invested directly in the
district.

Disadvantages: In Northwest Vermont, Burlington would be the likeliest municipality to host a
BID or TID; however, Downtown Burlington already has a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) district,
which serves a similar purpose. In general, SADs can be difficult to administer and require the
support of local property or business owners, which may be difficult to mobilize.

Example in Practice

Seattle, WA: Seattle created a Local Improvement District (LID) to help fund the South Lake
Union Streetcar, where property owners within the district paid assessments because they
directly benefited from improved transit access. These funds contributed to the capital costs
of the streetcar and related infrastructure, alongside federal and local funding.

Impact Fee

Impact fees are levied on developers at a universal rate proportional to the increased demand
they put on infrastructure. Legislation across the U.S., including in Vermont, is legally tenable
based on the fact that the funds must be used to increase capacity of infrastructure that the
development would use, such as such as traffic signals or remodeled intersections, rather than
improving or replacing existing infrastructure or equipment or funding infrastructure not directly
used by the development. (This is called a “rational nexus”.) In addition, the fee cannot generate
revenue in excess of the cost of the improvements.

In addition to municipal impact fees, Vermont Act 145 allows fees with revenue allocated to
VTrans to be levied on existing businesses and properties to mitigate the penalty on later
developments, whose marginal increases in demand cause a state of overcapacity, while all
businesses and properties also contribute to the total demand. While this may be similar to a
SAD'?, the fees are levied only in response to a property development or for defined projects
that are included in the VTrans Capital Program or within a Municipal Capital Program.

! Federal Highway Administration, Center for Innovative Finance Support, “Project Profile: South Lake Union Streetcar”,
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project profiles/wa_slu_streetcar.aspx

12 Act 145 does include “transportation improvement districts” (TIDs) that fund a suite of transportation projects within the
district rather than a single project. There are no established TIDs.
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Advantages: Impact fees ensure that the fee is proportional to the increased demand induced
by the development and also that the increased demand is accommodated to support economic
growth. They are transparent and equally applied to all development.

Disadvantages: As with other value capture mechanisms, impact fees may discourage
development.”™ Revenue only is available when there is development, and it cannot be used for
operations and maintenance. In addition, administering this mechanism to meet legal
requirements for ensuring proportionality may be complex and costly.

Example in Practice

Pima County, AZ: Arizona law provisions a wide range of impact fees, including planning
fees, building permit/inspection fees, and capital facilities fees. Pima County assesses a
roadway development impact fee on new developments in ten benefit areas to pay for arterial
roadway capacity needs (e.g., road widening).'*

Negotiated Exaction

Negotiated exactions are similar to impact fees, except they are negotiated for each
development. They can involve special permits and other concessions in exchange for
assessment beyond baseline impact fees. Like impact fees, they must pass the nexus test, only
funding increasing infrastructure capacity that supports the demand caused by the
development. Negotiated exactions are most appropriate for larger and strategic developments
and under restrictive base zoning or permitting.'®

Advantages: Negotiated exactions are flexible and site-specific, especially to adapt to larger
developments, and can obtain revenue beyond impact fees.

Disadvantages: As with other value capture mechanisms, negotiated exactions are essentially
a tax on development and may discourage it. Revenue only is available when there is
development, and it cannot be used for operations and maintenance. In addition, administering
this mechanism to meet legal requirements for ensuring proportionality may be complex and
costly, it requires strong negotiation capacity, and it could face accusations of inconsistency or
inequity and legal challenges given its site-specific nature.

3 Act 145 helps address this issue.
4 Pima County, “Roadway Development Impact Fee”, https://www.pima.gov/980/Roadway-Development-Impact-Fee
% The Burlington rezoning has increased the baseline for negotiating density and permitting concessions.
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Example in Practice

Portland, OR: A major public-private joint development was negotiated among the City of
Portland, the Port of Portland, TriMet, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and Bechtel
to build the Airport MAX Red Line light rail extension in the 1990s. Land, a rent-free lease,
development rights, issuing bonds (and transferring or assuming responsibility for them),
building the extension, a TIF, ability to levy fees on airport customers all were negotiated and
exchanged in the agreement.’®

Transportation Utility Fee

Transportation utility fees are based on the premise that transportation is an infrastructure
service like a utility. They also may be levied via utility bills to use existing infrastructure. The fee
is proportional to estimated use of the transportation system and charged on a regular basis.
Proxies for use could be each utility account, land use and property size, or jobs and residents.

A “utility fee” is one of the funding sources recommended in the 2024 “Report on Funding
Sources for Public Transit Nonfederal Match”. This, however, is intended to address the
statewide public transit budget gap rather than developments’ impacts on local infrastructure. In
this statewide case, the Public Utility Commission would study the fee and coordinate with the
17 utilities across the state.

Advantages: A transportation utility fee would provide predictable revenue from a broad base.
It could be equitable by assessing system usage. Depending on the legal mechanism, it may be
simple to add to utility bills.

Disadvantages: Implementing a transportation utility fee would mean levying a new fee and
may be challenging politically. There are few precedents beyond a flat fee or very rough
estimates for demand, and a more equitable implementation may require more detailed trip
generation estimates and administration.

15 FHWA, Center for Innovative Finance Support, “Airport MAX Red Line”,
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/project_profiles/or_airport_max.aspx
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Example in Practice

Oregon City, OR: Oregon City is one of many municipalities in Oregon that levies a
transportation utility fee, called a “pavement maintenance utility fee”, which is used for
operations and maintenance in the public right of way. This fee is added to utility bills with
rates determined by land use (e.g., residential or five business categories) and by single-
family and multi-family rates for residential or gross floor area for business. Rates are
adjusted annually for inflation but capped at 3 percent increases.'’

Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

TIF involves borrowing against future property tax revenue above the existing baseline in a
designated district. This enables the agency to finance infrastructure improvements in the
district that lead to increased property values, which then leads to increased property tax
revenue. The value of this marginal increase is allocated to the cost of the improvements. TIFs
exist in Vermont, including in Downtown Burlington, South Burlington, and Winooski.

Advantages: It is an effective funding source with strong precedents and can generate
substantial funding.

Disadvantages: TIF is complex to manage, already is implemented in Downtown Burlington,
and is unlikely to be feasible elsewhere. TIF relies on successful development outcomes. It also
diverts all future increases in tax revenue from other uses.

Example in Practice

Missoula, Montana: Multiple urban renewal districts, equivalent to a TIF, have been created
to support multimodal infrastructure. TIF-funded infrastructure improvements have supported
transit corridors and accessibility improvements.'®

Land Value or Split-rate Tax

A land value tax involves taxing the value of the land itself rather than the value of the property
on the land (i.e., the private improvements to the land). It is used as an alternative to a property
tax, although it may be levied in conjunction with a standard property tax as a “split-rate” tax.
This ensures that public investments that support the economic viability of the land are

7 Oregon City, “Pavement Maintenance Utility Fee (PMUF)”, https://www.orcity.org/1246/Pavement-Maintenance-Utility-Fee-
PMUF
18 City of Missoula, “Urban Renewal Districts”, https://www.ci.missoula.mt.us/2418/Urban-Renewal-Districts
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compensated through a proportional increase in tax revenue regardless of what the property
owner does. Current Vermont law does not allow a land value tax.

Advantages: A land value tax captures revenue based on the true value of the land due to
public investment. It also encourages the most efficient use of the land and development to
maximize its value and reduces the disincentive of a property tax to improving the property.

Disadvantages: Implementing a land value tax would require a legislative change that may be
politically challenging. There is limited precedent in the U.S.

Example in Practice

Harrisburg, PA: In Pennsylvania, municipalities may enact a two-rate or split-rate property
tax on the value of the land and the value of the property. Harrisburg, PA implemented a split-
rate property tax, taxing land at a significantly higher rate than buildings, to encourage
development and reduce vacant or underutilized parcels.'

Funding Recommendations for Future Scenarios

While the specific transit needs of Northwest Vermont may vary depending on future population
growth, development patterns, travel behavior, and demographic change, the region will need to
continue to take a braided funding approach that combines federal, state, local, institutional, and
private funding sources; there is no single funding mechanism that can sufficiently support
transit in the region. Since future transit needs may differ substantially depending on how the
region grows and develops, different funding mechanisms are likely to be more or less
appropriate under different scenarios. The following scenarios illustrate how transit needs,
service models, and funding strategies may evolve under a range of possible futures. The
funding mechanisms identified for each scenario are intended to represent those that are likely
to be the most effective and appropriate given the transit demand, land use patterns, and
service needs.

Scenario 1: Population Growth — Bus Fixed Route Viable

Under this scenario, Northwest Vermont experiences enough population and employment
growth to support more frequent and economically viable fixed-route bus service between
communities. TOD, denser housing patterns, and mixed-use growth in downtowns increase the
concentration of riders and destinations, allowing transit agencies to operate more routes
connecting population centers, employment centers, healthcare facilities, schools, and

19 Strong Towns, “Non-Glamorous Gains: The Pennsylvania Land Tax Experiment”, 2019,
https://archive.strongtowns.org/journal/2019/3/6/non-glamorous-gains-the-pennsylvania-land-tax-experiment
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commercial areas. Growth in transit demand is driven by population increases, changing
demographics, and demand for more transportation choices. In this context, transit functions not
just as a social service, but as a core part of the regional infrastructure system, supporting
economic development and workforce access.

Since this scenario assumes stronger development pressure and increased transit demand
concentrated in specific corridors and growth centers, funding strategies that capture the value
created by transit investment and regional growth become more viable. The following may be
best in this scenario:

o Transportation Utility Fees: A TUF provides a stable, locally controlled revenue source
to support transit operations and multimodal infrastructure. This would require enabling
legislation.

¢ Tax Increment Financing: TIF could help fund transit-supportive infrastructure by
capturing future increases in property tax revenue generated by development near
transit corridors and growth centers.

o Regional or Local Options Taxes: Taxes in a growing regional or local economy can
provide a stable and scalable funding source for both capital investments and ongoing
operations, particularly in stronger growth corridors connecting Burlington, Middlebury,
St. Albans, Montpelier, and other regional centers.

o Partnerships with Institutions and Employers: This could include bulk pass
agreements, direct financial contributions, coordinated TDM programs, or employer-
supported service expansions.

o Impact Fees/Negotiated Exactions: In an environment of significant economic
investment and development, fees, whether universally applied on new developments or
negotiated for specific high-profile developments, can be an effective revenue generator
to accommodate increased demand on transit infrastructure and fund capital projects to
support new transit routes. There remains a balance between leveraging private
investment for public infrastructure development and discouraging the private investment
in the first place.

Scenario 2: Population Growth — Vanpool and Microtransit Viable

In this scenario, Northwest Vermont experiences population and employment growth, but not to
the extent necessary to support frequent fixed-route bus service across the region. Growth in
the region, while still concentrated in certain areas, is slightly more dispersed than in Scenario
1, making flexible mobility options such as vanpool, demand response, and microtransit more
economically viable than fixed-route service. While some TOD is occurring, development
patterns are still relatively decentralized thus requiring mobility systems that are adaptable to
the variable transportation needs of residents and workers.

This scenario aligns closely with many of the trends identified during the workshop discussions,
including aging populations, hybrid work, dispersed employment growth, and increasing
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demand for individualized or lower-density mobility solutions. This is comparable to the growth
assumptions in the high growth scenario for the travel demand modelling. Transit in this
scenario functions more like regional mobility coordinators, connecting residents to where they
need to go through flexible and targeted transportation options. The most successful funding
strategies in this scenario will center on partnerships, flexibility, and shared responsibility with
those that benefit from transit:

o Partnerships with Institutions and Employers: This could include bulk pass
agreements, direct financial contributions, coordinated TDM programs, or employer-
supported service expansions. This would be a central component of transit investment,
as transit would need to support development-specific needs dispersed throughout the
region rather than general regional, transit-oriented growth.

¢ Shared Funding with Healthcare and Human Services: With limited and dispersed
TOD, focusing on coordinating transportation services with other healthcare and human
services should be prioritized. This may include addressing regulatory restrictions on
combined transit and school district transportation, addressing issues with NEMT
reimbursement, and ensuring that transportation in general and transit connections in
particular are incorporated into regulations and grants for existing, expanded, or new
social services.

o Transportation Utility Fees: A TUF provides a stable, locally controlled revenue source
to support transit operations, multimodal infrastructure, and maintenance. It also serves
to distribute the burden of supporting transit among all constituents rather than just new
developments, which in an environment of limited economic growth the community may
want to support rather than penalize via impact fees. This would require enabling
legislation.

Scenario 3: Population Stagnant or Declining

In this scenario, previously predicted population growth in Northwest Vermont does not
materialize, and the population stagnates or declines. Transit demand shifts further away from
traditional commuter travel and more toward essential mobility needs such as access to
healthcare, social services, aging in place, and access to everyday necessities. In this scenario,
the primary goal of transit is to sustain critical mobility services and to adapt existing operations
to better serve the needs of the population. Fixed-route transit may still be viable in certain
corridors and centers, though vanpool, demand response, microtransit, and coordinated human
service transportation are increasingly important. Capital investments are a secondary priority,
and are primarily focused on maintaining or upgrading vehicles, dispatch systems, accessibility
improvements, and other assets to sustain service delivery.

This scenario closely reflects many of the long-term concerns raised during stakeholder
engagement, including Vermont’s aging population, declining school enroliment, healthcare
consolidation, workforce shortages, and increasing transportation demand among older adults
and individuals with complex healthcare needs. Funding strategies in this scenario prioritize
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operational sustainability, coordinated service delivery, and integration with healthcare and
human service systems rather than growth-oriented infrastructure investment. The following
funding mechanisms may be most appropriate in this scenario:

e Shared Funding with Healthcare and Human Services: Focusing on coordinating
transportation services with other healthcare and human services, which will be facing
increased demand, should be prioritized. This may include addressing regulatory
restrictions on combined transit and school district transportation, addressing issues with
NEMT reimbursement, and ensuring that transportation in general and transit
connections in particular are incorporated into regulations and grants for existing,
expanded, or new social services.

o Partnerships with Institutions and Employers: This could include bulk pass
agreements, direct financial contributions, coordinated TDM programs, or employer-
supported service expansions or continuation.

o Transportation Utility Fees or Other Fees: A TUF provides a stable, locally controlled
revenue source to support transit operations, multimodal infrastructure, and
maintenance. It also serves to distribute the burden of supporting transit among all
constituents. Other fees, such as a vehicle registration fee, retail delivery fee, or rental
car tax (all proposed in the 2024 “Report on Funding Sources for Public Transit
Nonfederal Match”) could serve a similar purpose. While a new fee may not be palatable
in an environment of declining or stagnant population, it may be necessary to maintain
transit service levels. This would require enabling legislation.

Governance and Organizational Structure
Recommendations

Interviews with representatives from GMT, RCT, TVT, and VTrans revealed that, among the
transit agencies in Vermont, there are practices and strategies that can address common issues
with governance, including identifying best practices, handling uncertain funding,
communicating with state legislators, and organizing a board. In addition, these agencies have
different viewpoints on service and funding needs and may present conflicting goals to
legislators (e.g., adjusting service to meet levels of expected funding vs. pursuing more
funding). While current governance culture prioritizes local leadership and informal
communication with external stakeholders (e.g., legislators and other agencies), the following
recommendations encourage communication and coordinated goals:

¢ Regular peer communication: Vermont’s transit agencies frequently are viewed as
national models, and learning from each other is beneficial. More frequent gatherings,
such as the workshop facilitated by this project, could help build stronger connections
and better communication.

o State- or region-directed best practices: Another way to share strategies would be for
the legislature to disseminate best practices and ensure that regional governance and
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decision-making are aligned through monitored standards (e.g., service, performance,
and partnerships) that reflect unified and consistent goals. This would help ensure that
all agencies operate effectively and that transit agencies, state agencies, and legislators
have consistent goals. The best practices themselves likely would be produced through
regular peer communication discussed above.

¢ Sharing strategies for responding to uncertain funding: Agencies have dealt with
uncertain funding differently. Some continue operations with the hope and expectation
that funding will be supplied by the legislature if needed, while others limit new
partnerships or service out of concern that they are unsustainable. These different
perspectives should be shared and discussed among agency representatives.

o Board composition—invested and professionalized: Transit agencies are impacted
significantly by the composition of their boards. Agencies with professionalized and
invested boards have been successful. While some agencies, especially rural ones, may
have more difficulty finding qualified board members with sufficient time and focus for
this work, these are best practices that still could be discussed and shared among
agencies.

The following section, “Implementation Strategy” describes how transit agencies can act on
these recommendations.
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Implementation Strategy

This section details the strategy to help CCRPC and its partners to better achieve near- and
long-term transit funding and governance goals. The recommendations presented within this
strategy are intended to provide a framework for strengthening the long-term sustainability,
effectiveness, and adaptability of transit in Northwest Vermont. The strategy is organized
between categories:

¢ Near-Term Actions to build regional and organizational capacity over the next 3-5
years, and

o Steps for Implementing New Funding Mechanisms, based on best practice, that
CCRPC and its partners can refer to when implementing future funding mechanisms

As CCRPC and its partners weigh potential funding mechanisms and governance structures in
the near- and long-terms, the following contextual factors and guiding principles should be
considered.

Context and Constraints

Several factors may affect the feasibility, implementation, and long-term success of future
funding mechanisms and governance structures in the region.

¢ Local and regional taxing authority: Vermont has limited local taxing authority outside
of property taxes and local options taxes, and there are few mechanisms for regional
entities to raise dedicated transit revenue. Any new regional funding source (e.g.,
transportation utility fees and regional assessments) would likely require legislative
authorization and careful consideration of governance structure, accountability, and
equity across municipalities.

¢ Governance authority and institutional structure: Existing transit governance models
vary significantly across Northwest Vermont, including nonprofit providers and
municipal/regional authorities. When evaluating potential funding mechanisms, the
region should evaluate whether current structures provide sufficient authority,
accountability, and capacity to coordinate services, manage funding, and implement
regional priorities. Potential changes may require enabling legislation, updated bylaws,
revised board structures, or formal intergovernmental agreements.

¢ Regional coordination and interagency agreements: Improved regional coordination
may require more formalized partnerships among transit agencies, municipalities, RPCs,
healthcare systems, schools, employers, and human service providers. Memoranda of
understanding (MOUs), service agreements, cost-sharing arrangements, and
coordinated planning processes may be necessary to clarify responsibilities and improve
integration across sectors and geographies.

¢ Administrative and organizational capacity: Many potential funding and governance
strategies require significant administrative capacity, including grant management,
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financial oversight, public engagement, partnership development, and service
coordination. Future strategies should consider whether agencies and regional entities
have sufficient staffing, technical expertise, and operational capacity to implement more
complex funding or governance approaches.

Guiding Principles

The following guiding principles can help to ensure that future funding and governance
decisions support the region’s broader mobility, economic development, housing, and
community goals.

Equity and geographic representation: Governance and funding structures need to
balance the differing needs, capacities, and priorities of urban, suburban, and rural
communities. During the workshop, participants noted ongoing tensions around
representation, voting power, and perceived fairness in regional decision-making,
particularly where municipalities contribute different levels of funding but have similar
governance authority.

Political feasibility and public acceptance: New funding mechanisms and governance
changes will require broad public and political support. Strategies should consider the
feasibility of various approaches within Vermont’s political context.

Flexibility to adapt to uncertain conditions: Transit needs in Northwest Vermont are
changing, particularly with aging populations, remote work, school transportation
pressures, and growing demand for demand response services.?*® Funding and
governance structures should be flexible enough to respond and adapt to changing
demographics, healthcare needs, travel behavior, technology, and service models.
Land use and development policy alignment: Transit funding and governance
strategies should be coordinated with local land use, zoning, and TOD policies, and
there are possible legal or policy constraints for some funding mechanisms (e.g., SADs,
impact fees, negotiated exactions, and regional taxing authority). There is also a need to
ensure that transit investments align with planned growth areas and housing strategies.

Together, these considerations provide a framework for evaluating the following
recommendations.

20 NCHRP Research Report 1168 “Incorporating Uncertainty into Long-Range Transportation Planning” developed a guide for

state DOTs and MPOs to better incorporate considerations for uncertainty in their long-range transportation planning processes. To
view the report and guidebook, please visit: https://www.nationalacademies.org/publications/29355
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Near-Term Actions

For the region to be able to support transit for future TOD, there are several actions that
CCRPC and its partners should consider in the near-term to build regional and organizational
capacity. These recommendations are designed to support the region in navigating current
financing and governance challenges and to position the region for implementing future funding
mechanisms that adjust and respond to changing needs. CCRPC and its partners should aim to
implement the following recommendations and their associated actions within 3-5 years. Each
recommendation identifies roles of responsible parties, which include the following:

o Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC)

¢ Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans)

e Public Transit Advisory Council (PTAC)

e Vermont Public Transportation Association (VPTA)

¢ Chittenden Area Transportation Management Association (CATMA)

¢ Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies: Green Mountain Transit (GMT), Tri-Valley
Transit (TVT), Rural Community Transportation (RCT), and Marble Valley Regional
Transit District

¢ Participating Municipalities and RPCs: Barre, Berlin, Essex Junction, Ferrisburgh,
Middlebury, Milton, Northfield, Rutland, St. Albans, and Vergennes

o Other State Agencies: the Agency of Human Services, Department of Health, and other
state agencies that may have a say in transit

¢ Institutional and Private-Sector Partners: UVM Medical Center, Universities, Major
Employers

1. Understand and communicate the value of transit to a variety of
audiences

Develop a coordinated approach to demonstrating and communicating the broader
economic, social, and community value of transit to decision-makers, stakeholders, and
the public. In Vermont, transit is often viewed narrowly as a social service for a limited
population, rather than as essential regional infrastructure that supports workforce access,
healthcare access, economic development, tourism, education, and aging in place. A stronger
understanding of the social benefits and economic impacts of transit can help build broader
support for sustainable funding and governance reforms. Appendix A describes transit social
benefits and economic impact accounting in more detail.

A key opportunity identified through this study is the development of a statewide value of transit
study that quantifies both the benefits of investing in transit and the costs of failing to do so.
Vermont lacks a comprehensive, state-specific assessment that estimates how transit
contributes to the state’s economy, workforce, healthcare system, housing goals, and
community well-being. In addition to specifying the value that transit brings to the community,
this type of study can also demonstrate the consequences of underinvestment, including higher
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costs to individuals and the community associated with reduced access to healthcare,
employment, and education; higher household transportation costs; and increased isolation in
rural areas. The state legislature and other decision-makers responsible for transportation and
budget policy are the primary audiences for a study of this kind. Additionally, it can be used to
communicate with groups that could be important partners in advocacy and support, such as
municipalities, employers, healthcare institutions, community organizations, and the general
public.

Conducting such a study at the state level, potentially with regional or agency-specific impacts
specified within the report, will produce findings that are most relevant for communication with
the state legislature. However, in the absence of a coordinated state-wide study, the
development of regional value of transit studies will also support communication about transit
funding needs and impacts.

Beyond communicating the benefits of transit, it is also important to frame transit as a shared
investment that supports a variety of broader statewide priorities rather than simply as a
transportation program. Better connecting transit to workforce development, healthcare access,
housing affordability, access to education, tourism, and economic development can help to
broaden the coalition of organizations that are advocating for transit investment and clarify why
sustained funding benefits Vermonters regardless of whether or not they use transit.

A framework that places public transit in support of broader Vermont priorities can help to better
align policies. Existing regulatory and funding structures can make it difficult to coordinate
transportation with other public services. Examples include regulatory restrictions on allocating
funds for school bus transportation to school-related transit service and DVHA'’s reconciliation
schedule and reimbursement rates for NEMT. Future policy and funding decisions should better
integrate transportation into healthcare, education, housing, and human service programs,
recognizing transit as enabling infrastructure that supports the success of other statewide
priorities.

Finally, not all transit agencies in the region communicate goals in a consistent manner,
especially regarding prioritizing adjusting service levels to match expected funding levels or
needing additional funding to continue existing service levels. A common framework describing
the role of transit in the state economy will help agencies present more consistent and unified
goals and advocate more effectively at the state level.
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Table 5. Recommendation 1 — Action Plan

Actions
Advocate for and fund a statewide “value of transit” study that
quantifies the economic, social, healthcare, workforce, and
community benefits of transit, while also estimating the costs of
failing to adequately invest in Vermont'’s transit system.

Building upon findings from the value of transit study, develop a
coordinated communications strategy and consistent messaging
2 that demonstrates transit’s contribution to statewide priorities,
including economic competitiveness, workforce development,
healthcare access, tourism, and aging in place.

Recommendation 1: Develop public-facing materials that make transit needs and
Understand and benefits more visible and understandable. This could include
communicate the 3 rider stories, economic impacts, maps, one-pagers, or other
value of transit to a visual marketing materials. Tailor communications and outreach
variety of audiences materials to different audiences, including the general public,
employers, healthcare institutions, and state legislators.

Coordinate messaging across transit providers and regional
partners to strengthen statewide and regional advocacy efforts
and ensure a consistent narrative regarding transit funding,
governance, and investment priorities.

Use the value of transit framework to advocate for changes to
regulatory restrictions on combining funding for public services
for transit, addressing issues with NEMT reimbursement, and
ensuring that transportation and transit needs are incorporated
into regulations and grants for existing, expanded, or new social
services.

VTrans, VPTA, CCRPC, and CATMA lead, with support from
Responsible Parties | Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies and Participating Municipalities
and RPCs. Solicit input from Other State Agencies and Institutional
and Private-Sector Partners.

¢ Initiate study within 2 years.

e Complete study and develop communications strategy and
associated messaging materials within 2.5 to 3 years.

e Reach out to different audiences within 3 years and on an
ongoing basis.

Timeline
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2. Establish more frequent and organized regional coordination

Develop a more structured and consistent framework for regional coordination among
transit providers, municipalities, regional planning organizations, VTrans, and other key
partners. While members of the Northwest Vermont transit ecosystem already coordinate,
stakeholders expressed that these efforts could become more comprehensive, action-oriented,
and could be used to establish regional priorities and collectively advance funding and
governance goals.

For example, the Public Transit Advisory Council (PTAC) provides a forum for discussing public
transit services, funding, and statewide mobility initiatives; however, it does not coordinate on
strategic efforts regularly. Interviewees and workshop participants suggested that the forum
could play a stronger strategic role by facilitating broader discussion of long-term funding and
governance challenges, encouraging more open dialogue among agencies and stakeholders,
and identifying opportunities for coordinated regional action. Stakeholders noted that existing
coordination efforts often focus on sharing information or responding to immediate issues, but
less frequently focus on discussing and establishing clear regional objectives, implementation
priorities, or coordinated advocacy strategies.

Future coordination efforts should move beyond information sharing and serve as a mechanism
for developing shared positions, aligning priorities, and collectively pursuing regional funding
and governance objectives. Establishing a common regional vision and coordinated approach
would strengthen the region’s ability to respond to funding uncertainty, pursue legislative
changes, and advocate for investments that benefit the whole region.

Regional coordination forums should also be used to establish and regularly revisit a common
set of strategic priorities as they relate to future transit funding and governance, including the
following topics:

¢ Developing a shared understanding of current and future transit needs across the state
and region.

¢ |dentifying regional funding priorities and coordinating advocacy for sustainable transit
funding.

¢ Building consensus around legislative priorities, including opportunities to expand
regional authority or pursue new funding mechanisms.

e Coordinating partnerships with employers, healthcare systems, educational institutions,
developers, and other major beneficiaries of transit.

o Sharing best practices related to governance, board development, mobility
management, and service innovation.

e Monitoring and discussing demographic, travel behavior, healthcare, and economic
trends that may influence future transit demand.
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Stronger regional coordination is foundational for all other recommendations presented in this
report, as other recommendations require sustained collaboration and agreement among
regional partners. More strategic coordination that focuses on developing a more deliberate
process for identifying shared challenges, building regional consensus, coordinating action, and
speaking with a unified voice can help to move the region from responding to immediate funding
challenges toward proactively shaping the future transit environment.

Table 6. Recommendation 2 — Action Plan

Actions

Establish a recurring regional transit coordination forum (or
expand the role of an existing forum such as PTAC) involving

1 transit providers, municipalities, RPCs, VTrans, and other key
regional partners to discuss current transit needs, funding and
governance challenges, emerging trends, and regional priorities.
Develop a shared regional transit agenda that identifies common
goals, legislative and funding priorities, and coordinated
strategies for advancing transit funding, governance, and service
improvements across Northwest Vermont. Identify a plan to
jointly pursue the goals and priorities from the shared regional
transit agenda.

Coordinate regional data collection, performance monitoring, and
identification of unmet mobility needs to develop a common

3 understanding of transit demand, strengthen funding
applications, and support coordinated legislative and public
advocacy.

Establish formal coordination procedures for regional planning
and service integration, including clear processes for

4 coordinating interregional routes, transfer opportunities, service
planning, and the implementation of regionally significant transit
initiatives.

Coordinate regularly with transit agencies and regional planning
organizations across Vermont to share lessons learned, identify
common funding and governance priorities, and develop
coordinated statewide positions that strengthen legislative
advocacy. This coordination could occur through a designated
regional liaison, VTrans, VPTA, or existing statewide forums.
PTAC, VTrans, VPTA, and CCRPC lead, with support from Northwest
Responsible Parties | Vermont Transit Agencies, CATMA, and Participating Municipalities
and RPCs

Timeline Immediate and Ongoing

Recommendation 2:
Establish more
frequent and

organized regional
coordination
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3. Strengthen partnerships, outreach, and coordination with regional
institutions and community stakeholders

Develop stronger and more proactive partnerships with chambers of commerce,
employers, healthcare providers, educational institutions, housing and human service
organizations, community groups, and the general public to better align transit services
with evolving regional needs and build broader support for transit investment. Many
organizations across Northwest Vermont depend on transit to support workforce access,
healthcare access, aging populations, tourism, and community connectivity, yet these
stakeholders are often not fully integrated into transit planning, funding discussions, or service
coordination efforts. There is also a need to improve public understanding of transit’s broader
economic and social value and to create more formal channels for ongoing collaboration and
feedback. Strengthening these relationships can help ensure that transit services better respond
to regional needs while creating opportunities for shared investment, coordinated planning, and
broader advocacy.

Partnerships create mutual value both for the transit agency and the partner. For example,
employers and educational institutions may benefit from bulk transit pass programs or
customized services that improve employee or student access and reduce parking demand.
Transit agencies can encourage participation by offering discounted bulk transit pass programs,
jointly marketing transit benefits, or collaborating on first- and last-mile solutions. Similarly,
healthcare providers and human service agencies may benefit from coordinated transportation
planning that improves access to care and essential services while reducing transportation
barriers for individuals. Building partnerships around shared outcomes can create stronger
incentives for organizations to participate in transit planning, contribute financially, and advocate
for future transit investment.
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Table 7. Recommendation 3 — Action Plan

Recommendation 3:
Strengthen
partnerships,
outreach, and

coordination with
regional institutions
and community
stakeholders

Responsible Parties

Actions

Establish regular engagement and coordination processes with
major regional institutions such as hospitals, schools,
employers, resorts, housing organizations, and human service
providers to better understand evolving transportation needs,
coordinate service planning, and identify opportunities for
shared investment in transit.

Explore mutually beneficial partnership models, such as cost-
sharing arrangements, discounted bulk transit pass programs,
or direct financial or in-kind contributions from organizations that
benefit from transit access and mobility services.

Develop more consistent mechanisms for gathering input from
riders and the community, including outreach to underserved
populations, employers, older adults, people with disabilities,
and transit-dependent communities, in order to better
understand transportation barriers, unmet mobility needs, and
opportunities to improve service.

Coordinate more closely with regional institutions and
community organizations to identify emerging mobility needs
related to healthcare consolidation, school transportation,
housing development, workforce development, tourism, and
changing travel patterns, and incorporate these needs into
future transit planning, funding priorities, and service
development.

CATMA, CCRPC, and Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies lead, with
support from VTrans, VPTA, and Participating Municipalities and

RPCs

Timeline

Immediate and Ongoing
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4. Support more professionalized and regionally representative transit
governance structures

Strengthen the capacity, accountability, and effectiveness of transit governance
structures across Northwest Vermont by supporting more professionalized transit
agency boards and governance practices. Interviews and workshop discussions consistently
highlighted concerns that existing board members may lack the time, technical expertise,
regional perspective, or institutional authority needed to effectively oversee increasingly
complex transit systems, funding structures, and regional coordination challenges. Workshop
participants also emphasized the importance of balancing municipal representation with broader
regional goals, financial oversight responsibilities, and long-term strategic planning capacity.

Strengthening transit governance does not necessarily require fundamentally changing existing
governance structures or replacing volunteer board members, but rather there is an opportunity
to better support existing board members. Support could be through providing existing board
members with clearer expectations, stronger orientation and training, improved access to
technical resources, and more consistent information about regional transit priorities, funding
challenges, and governance responsibilities. Equipping board members with the knowledge,
tools, and regional perspective needed to make informed decisions can improve oversight,
strengthen regional collaboration, and help boards more effectively advocate for transit within
their communities.

Table 8. Recommendation 4 — Action Plan

Actions

Establish clearer expectations and qualifications for board
membership, including experience in areas such as finance,
planning, operations, healthcare, economic development, law,
or public administration. Communicate desired skills to
appointing authorities when there are vacancies.

Recommendation 4:

Develop more Develop formal board recruitment, onboarding, and training
professionalized programs that strengthen understanding of transit finance,
and regionally operations, governance responsibilities, funding mechanisms,

representative long-term planning, and regional mobility issues.
transit governance

structures

Develop shared resources for transit board members, such as
a board member handbook, governance best practice guide,
orientation materials, and briefings on regional transit goals,
funding trends, legislative issues, and emerging mobility
challenges. Consider developing regular training and peer
learning opportunities for board members through workshops
and forums, allowing board members to share experiences
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and learn from successful governance practices throughout
the region and state.

Evaluate potential updates to board composition, voting
structures, and representation models to associate board
representation with municipalities’ financial contributions and
service levels.

Create more regular opportunities for coordination and
5 communication between transit boards, municipalities,
regional organizations, and key institutional partners.

Support succession planning and leadership development
within transit organizations to reduce overreliance on
individual leaders and strengthen long-term institutional
capacity.

Northwest Vermont Transit Agencies, CCRPC, and Participating
Responsible Parties | Municipalities and RPCs lead, with support from VTrans and VPTA.

e Develop clearer expectations and support materials within 2
years.

¢ Institute more frequent opportunities for skill development and
coordination with other boards and transit stakeholders within
3 years.

e Evaluate potential updates to board composition and support
succession planning within 4 years.

Timeline

5. Advocate for expanding authority of regional entities

Advocate for the state legislature to expand the authority of regional transit coordination,
funding, and governance. Municipalities and regional organizations in Vermont have less
authority than in many other states, largely due to the lack of county government. Municipalities
and regional organizations often take on governance responsibilities that would otherwise go to
a county government but do not have the equivalent fiscal authority. CCRPC and its regional
partners should consider expanding the authority of regional transit coordination and funding,
which would likely require enabling legislation, strong intermunicipal consensus, sustained
coalition-building, and clear demonstration of regional benefits and accountability. Existing
Vermont statutes, such as Title 24, provide a foundation, but additional authority is likely needed
to support more integrated regional mobility planning, diversified funding strategies, and long-
term transit governance reform.
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Table 9. Recommendation 5 — Action Plan

Action

Develop a clear regional consensus and policy proposal:
Establish a shared regional vision for transit funding and
governance by defining goals, identifying needed authority
changes, building agreement among key stakeholders, and
developing a clear rationale and proposed statutory
framework for reform.

Build a coalition of support: Build long-term support for
expanded regional authority through sustained leadership,
cross-sector partnerships, and coordinated advocacy involving
municipalities, transit agencies, regional organizations,
employers, healthcare systems, housing and economic
development groups, and state legislators.

Recommendation 5: W
Advocate for

expanding authority
of regional entities

Draft enabling legislation: Provide models for legislative
changes that clarify regional taxing or assessment authority,
3 governance structures, accountability requirements,
representation and voting structures, and the geographic
scope of regional authority.

Address political and legal concerns: Anticipate and respond
to concerns related to local control, taxpayer impacts, urban-
4 rural equity, municipal representation, transparency,
accountability, and the administrative capacity needed to
implement expanded regional authority.

CCRPC, VTrans, and VPTA lead, with support from CATMA,
Participating Municipalities and RPCs, and Northwest Vermont
Responsible Parties | Transit Agencies. Solicit advocacy support from Other State Agencies
and Institutional and Private-Sector Partners.

o Develop regional consensus and policy proposal within 2
years.

e Build a coalition of support within 3 years.

o Draft enabling legislation and bring to the legislature within 5
years.

Timeline
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Steps for Implementing New Funding Mechanisms

The successful implementation of a funding mechanism or governance structure, whether to
address current challenges or to support future transit service to support TOD, requires a multi-
faceted approach: Strong and organized leadership, regional coordination, clear
communication, and outreach with a wide array of public and private stakeholders in the
community.

TCRP 129: Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms for Public Transportation provides steps,
developed through lessons learned from a variety of case examples, for the successful
implementation of new or enhanced funding mechanisms.?’ CCRPC and its regional partners
should consider these steps when planning to implement a new funding mechanism.

Step 1: Build consensus around the scale and nature of current and
future transit needs in Northwest Vermont and the actions needed to
address them.

Discussions around funding should be directly tied to clearly communicating the role that transit
plays in supporting workforce access, healthcare, aging populations, economic development,
and rural mobility across the region. Establishing durable funding solutions will require broad
consensus that transportation challenges are already affecting communities and will have
increasingly significant regional impacts if left unaddressed. This will require ongoing dialogue
among transit providers, municipalities, healthcare institutions, businesses, and state leaders
about both the benefits of investment and the economic and social costs of inaction.

Step 2: Develop a clear, regionally supported strategy for transit
investment in Northwest Vermont that identifies the specific services,
connections, infrastructure, and mobility improvements needed to meet
current and future demand.

Building support for additional transit funding among state legislators, community leaders, and
residents requires a clear demonstration of the expected benefits of transit investments, while
also showing how investment supports broader regional goals, including workforce
development, aging in place, and more walkable communities. It is also important to
communicate the consequences of failing to act, including reduced mobility for rural residents,
growing service gaps, and missed opportunities for economic growth and TOD.

! The National Academies, TCRP Report 129: Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms for Public Transportation, 2009,
https://www.como.gov/Council/Commissions/downloadfile.php?id=12861
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Step 3: Establish clear regional roles, responsibilities, and decision-
making processes for implementing future transit investments and
funding strategies in Northwest Vermont.

As regional transit needs become more interconnected across municipalities, healthcare
systems, schools, employers, and regional providers, stronger coordination and clearer
accountability will be essential to successfully deliver and sustain services. Building trust in
future investments will require transparent governance structures, clearly defined partnerships,
and confidence that agencies have the authority, staffing, and institutional capacity needed to
manage funding, coordinate services, and implement improvements effectively.

This likely involves implementing Recommendations 4 and 5 from the Near-Term
Recommendations. More professionalized board structures can help transit agencies address
challenges as they occur. The region should also explore advocating for legislative changes that
can expand regional authority, formal partnerships or MOUSs, and clearer alignment between
state, regional, and local responsibilities.

Step 4: Clearly evaluate and communicate the potential funding sources
available to support transit investments in Northwest Vermont, including
the tradeoffs, benefits, and limitations of each approach.

Since future transit funding will require a combination of various state, local, regional, federal,
institutional, and other funding sources, it will be important to explain why particular new funding
sources are appropriate for different types of services (e.g., vanpool, demand response, fixed
route) or investments (e.g., capital or operations & maintenance). Building support for new
funding sources requires transparent discussion about who benefits from transit, who
contributes to funding, and how proposed revenue sources align with broader regional goals
related to mobility, economic development, healthcare access, and housing.
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Step 5: Develop and sustain a
coordinated public education and
advocacy effort to build long-term
support for transit investment in
Northwest Vermont.

Sustaining or expanding transit funding requires broad
public understanding of the role that transit plays in
supporting workforce access, healthcare access,
economic development, aging populations, and rural
mobility, affecting both transit riders and the region as
a whole. During the workshop, participants repeatedly
noted that transit is often undervalued in the state
because there is a disconnect between transit and its
broader economic and social benefits.

Public advocacy for supporting transit funding likely
requires the following:

e Develop a clearer and more consistent regional
narrative around the role and value of transit.
¢ Communicate both the benefits of transit

EBP

Workshop Insights

Several workshop participants
emphasized that successful
funding initiatives often depend on
making transit investments
tangible and understandable to the
public, showing what communities
are being asked to support, what
outcomes are expected, and how
investments align with broader
regional goals.

Participants also noted that public
support may increase as
transportation, healthcare, school
transportation, and demographic
pressures continue to intensify,
creating an opportunity for more
coordinated regional advocacy and
long-term planning

investments as well as the consequences of service reductions or inaction (please see
Appendix A. Social Benefits and Economic Impacts of Transit).

o Expand outreach beyond traditional transportation stakeholders to include those that
directly benefit from transit services, such as healthcare providers, employers, schools,

etc.

¢ Update and improve public-facing materials such as system maps, service
visualizations, economic impact information, and performance data.
o Build coalitions of regional leaders and institutions that can advocate collectively for

transit.

e Since transit directly supports or impacts economic development, healthcare, land use,
and other community priorities, incorporate transit into discussions of these other

priorities at the state and regional levels.

Step 6: Build sustained leadership and long-term public and political
support for future transit funding and governance initiatives in

Northwest Vermont.

Visible champions from a variety of sectors, including municipalities, regional organizations,
healthcare institutions, business leaders, and elected officials, can clearly communicate the
value of transit and advocate for coordinated investment strategies. Strong leadership is also
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important for shaping funding proposals, building trust in governance structures, responding to
public concerns, and maintaining momentum as the region’s demographic, economic, and
transportation contexts change over time.

Sustained leadership likely would involve the following:

e Continue or develop a new working group, comprised of representatives from
municipalities, transit agencies, and advocacy groups, that is focused on transit funding
and governance.

e Create opportunities for continued collaboration between transit agencies, municipalities,
VTrans, state legislators, and regional partners.

¢ Build leadership capacity within transit organizations and governance boards to support
long-term strategic planning and advocacy.

Identifying and supporting transit champions will likely require the following:

¢ Identify regional champions who can advocate publicly for transit investment.
e Support regional champions to advocate for transit by:
o Developing consistent messaging and communications materials that explain the
broader benefits of transit (please see Appendix A. Social Benefits and Economic
Impacts of Transit)
o Regularly sharing data and success stories that are related to workforce access,
healthcare mobility, economic development, and quality of life.

Step 7: Establish a clear, realistic, and phased timeline for advancing
and implementing transit funding and governance changes in Northwest
Vermont.

Meaningful reforms that involve funding, regional coordination, or governance structure will
require sustained effort over several years and be dependent on building public understanding,
political support, and institutional capacity over time. Given Vermont’s political structure, limited
local taxing authority, and competing fiscal pressures, initiatives may need to evolve
incrementally and involve multiple efforts of engaging the legislature or public.

Developing a timeline for future funding initiatives will include the following:

¢ |dentify short-, medium-, and long-term priorities for transit funding and governance.

o Sequence implementation steps to build momentum through quick wins.

e Align transit planning efforts with upcoming legislative sessions, funding cycles, and
regional planning initiatives.

e Create a roadmap for evaluating and advancing potential funding mechanisms over
time.
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o Establish ongoing stakeholder engagement processes to maintain support and adapt to
changing conditions.

¢ Monitor political, economic, and demographic trends that may create opportunities for
future action.

e Prepare for future “windows of opportunity” or crisis moments that could accelerate
support for structural reforms or new funding approaches.

Conclusion

The recommendations presented in this strategy are intended to help the region navigate both
current challenges and future uncertainty. While no single funding mechanism or governance
model will address all transit needs, a combination of diversified funding sources, stronger and
more goal-oriented regional coordination, improved partnerships, enhanced public engagement,
and more adaptable governance structures can help position the region for long-term success.
Equally important is building a shared understanding of transit’s value and establishing clearer
alignment between those who benefit from transit and those who contribute to its funding.

Maintaining the status quo is unlikely to provide the sustainable funding, regional coordination,
or governance capacity needed to respond to the region’s evolving mobility needs. As
highlighted throughout this report, the current funding system remains heavily dependent on
unstable funding sources and is often characterized by reactive, crisis-driven decision-making.
In response to recent cuts to traditional funding sources, some agencies have already begun to
cut down on transit service and transit staff. Without proactive action, cuts will likely continue as
the region remains reactive to funding needs, and challenges associated with changing travel
patterns, evolving mobility needs, healthcare access, access to education, changes in
workforce, and aging populations will compound.

Moving forward, CCRPC and its partners should focus on building regional consensus around
future transit needs, strengthening relationships with municipalities, transit providers, employers,
healthcare systems, and state partners, and identifying near-term opportunities to advance the
recommendations outlined in this strategy. The region should work together to establish a
coordinated regional agenda, build the evidence needed to demonstrate transit’s value and the
consequences of underinvestment, advocate for sustainable funding and supportive state
policies, and pursue governance improvements that better position the region to respond to
future uncertainty. By taking proactive steps now rather than waiting for future funding shortfalls
or service crises, the region can move from reacting to immediate challenges toward shaping a
more resilient, coordinated, and financially sustainable transit system. Implementing the
recommendations in this report will help to position Northwest Vermont to meet future mobility
needs, support transit-oriented development, improve access to opportunity and services, and
strengthen the long-term vitality of communities throughout the region.
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Appendix A. Social Benefits and Economic
Impacts of Transit

In Northwest Vermont, public transit is more than justa means | the US, driving is 4.4

of transportation for a limited population but rather a vital part times more expensive
of the regional transportation network that provides access to than transit per trip in
economic opportunities like jobs, education, or shopping, rural areas

connects people with vital services like healthcare, and

supports social connections. Transit creates value for the Source: EBP Analysis, NTD

2024, USDOT BCA Guidance

entire community -- beyond just direct transit agency spendin
y y : gency sp g 2025, NHTS 2017

-- that can be measured and evaluated.

Recent studies, including APTA’s Economic Impact of Public Transportation Investment
Report??, measure the ways in which public transit generates value for society. Studies like this
one rely on best practices for measuring the value of transit, employing the following
combination of analyses:

¢ Social Benefit Analysis: A type of benefit-cost analysis, this is used to measure the
value of benefits to society that are generated by the provision of public transit. This
analysis includes monetized benefits based on actual, directly measurable costs, as well
as people and society’s “willingness to pay”, reflecting the value that people place on
certain positive outcomes like safety improvements and reduced emissions.

o Economic Impact Analysis: This analysis is used to estimate the net change in
economic activity such as jobs, income, value added, and output stemming from transit
operations and capital investments. This analysis uses an economic model including
input-output industry relationships to measure the direct, indirect, and induced economic
impacts and show how transit investments ripple throughout the economy.

Social benefits generally can be split into efficiency benefits, which represent benefits to society
that stem from enabling transit users to make a trip with transit rather than a different mode, and
benefits from enabled trips, representing the value that stems from transit enabling people to
make trips that would otherwise go foregone. The table below outlines and describes the social
benefit metrics that were included in the APTA Economic Impact of Public Transportation
Investment report, filtered for those benefits that are most relevant in rural areas.?

22 APTA, “Economic Impact of Public Transportation Investment”, 2026, https://www.apta.com/wp-
content/uploads/2026/03/APTA-Economic-Impact-of-Public-Transportation-022026.pdf

23 As of the writing of this report, a TCRP study for developing an Innovative Toolkit for Quantifying Rural Transit Benefits is
underway. The study will result in a series of factsheets on the benefits of rural transit, and a publicly available rural transit benefit
evaluation Excel tool to empower rural transit agencies to perform a social benefit analysis on their transit system. This project is
expected to be competed in 2027. For more information, please visit:
https://apps.trb.org/cmsfeed/ TRBNetProjectDisplay.asp?ProjectiD=5618
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Table 10. Measurable Social Benefits of Transit

Benefit

Category

Benefit Metric

Efficiency
Benefits:
Benefits to
society that
stem from
enabling
transit users to
make a trip
with transit
instead of a

different mode.

Fare Cost Savings: Transit is much more affordable on a per trip basis
compared to the price of relying on Taxis/Uber/Lyft, yielding out of pocket
cost savings for people.

Travel Time Savings: Travel time costs reflect changes in both in-vehicle
and out-of-vehicle travel times. In accordance with USDOT guidance,
walking, biking, and out of vehicle time are valued using a higher value of
time compared to in-vehicle time, indicating people’s preferences for being
inside a vehicle.

Vehicle Operating Cost Savings: The cost of owning and maintaining a
personal vehicle, or of using a different automobile-based mode, far
exceeds the cost of using transit. When people can use transit instead of
driving, carpooling, or using Taxis/Uber/Lyft, this reduces the costs
associated with operating these vehicles, accounting for costs associated
with tires, maintenance, depreciation, and fuel.

Safety Benefits*: Transit modes have significantly lower safety incident
rates than non-transit modes. The availability of transit enhances safety by
reducing roadway collisions and associated insurance costs, personal
losses associated with crashes, injuries, and fatalities, and the costs of
emergency response and traffic enforcement

Avoided Emissions Benefits**: The use of transit yields environmental
impacts resulting from reduced pollutants from automobile usage. This
category is based on comparing emissions for transit versus alternative
modes and reflects the monetized social value for each type of pollutant.
Pollutants considered are Carbon Dioxide (CO2), Nitrogen Oxide (NOx),
Sulfur Dioxide (Sox), Volatile Organize Compounds (VOC), and Particulate
Matter (PM).

Value of
Enabled
Trips: These
benefits
represent the
value of trips
enabled by the
availability of
transit that an
individual
would
otherwise not
have made

Enabled Commute Trips: For some transit users, transit is the only
available mode for them to commute to work. The availability of transit
enables some workers to maintain employment and reduces reliance on
public assistance programs

Enabled Medical Trips*: Transit enables some individuals to travel to
medical appointments that they may have otherwise foregone. Foregoing
medical appointments can lead to a lower quality of life and more
expensive care down the line. When individuals can access preventative
care or attend medical appointments to manage and treat chronic
conditions, this reduces higher medical costs paid by individuals and
society associated with providing emergency care or acute care.

Other Enabled Trips™**: For all other trips that are not for commute or
medical purposes, the value of an enabled trip is estimated as being equal
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Benefit Benefit Metric
~ Category

to half the difference between the cost of taking a taxi or Uber/ Lyft and the
cost of taking transit. This is known as consumer surplus and assumes the
average person’s willingness to pay to make a non-commute or non-
medical trip

Note: * means that the benefit is measured in part as GDP equivalent (willingness to pay). ** is fully GDP equivalent.
Benefits without an asterisk are measured as direct GDP impact.

While there are methodologies for measuring many benefits of transit, as described above, the
availability of transit also produces a number of difficult to measure benefits. These benefits can
be highly specific to a given location, but tend to include the following in rural communities:

o Transit eases the burden of traveling long-distances for healthcare trips, particularly with
closing or consolidating hospitals, clinics, and healthcare systems.

e Transit expands labor market access and supports economic development by
connecting residents to jobs, training, education, and essential services while helping
employers access a larger and more reliable workforce across the region. This in turn
helps to make businesses more productive and competitive, supporting economic
development.

e Transit supports community cohesion by helping residents to stay connected socially
and engage with their communities, reducing isolation and strengthening the long-term
vitality of rural communities.
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RAISE TOD Grant Funding and Governance Strategy

This report assesses future intercommunity transit needs across the communities participating
in CCRPC'’s regional transit-oriented development (TOD) initiative funded through a 2022
USDOT RAISE Grant. Local TOD master plans across Barre, Essex Junction,
Ferrisburgh/Vergennes, Middlebury, Milton, Northfield, Rutland, St. Albans, and Berlin Riverton
reflect a shared emphasis on more walkable centers, residential growth, targeted commercial
development, and improved access to jobs and services without increasing reliance on driving.
Because planned development varies substantially by community, the analysis focused on
identifying transit strategies that could be tailored to corridor-specific travel markets rather than
assuming that a single service model would be appropriate across the region.

The analysis combined existing travel patterns, growth assumptions derived from local
development plans and regional housing forecasts, and observed transit capture rates from
current services to estimate future ridership demand. The results indicate that new fixed-route
service would generally not be financially feasible for the corridors evaluated, as projected
ridership levels would not support operating costs at levels comparable to existing Vermont
services. Lower-cost and more flexible service models, particularly vanpool, performed
substantially better and emerged as the most practical near-term option in selected shorter-
distance commuter markets. The report also identifies where TOD-related growth could affect
existing transit service and highlights the funding and governance context needed to support
implementation of future service strategies.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report documents the methodology, findings, and planning implications of the future
transit needs assessment completed as part of CCRPC’s regional transit-oriented
development (TOD) initiative. The assessment considered how development associated
with local TOD plans could affect intercommunity travel demand across the study
communities and evaluated the types of transit services that may be most appropriate to
support that growth. In addition to estimating future transit demand, the report considers
the implications of TOD-related growth for existing transit services and provides context
for broader discussions about how future transit service could be funded, governed, and
implemented in the region.

The remainder of this report is organized as follows. Chapter 2 describes the
methodology used to estimate future travel demand, identify candidate services, and
develop operating cost estimates. Chapter 3 presents the results of the fixed-route and
vanpool analyses and summarizes the potential effects of TOD-related growth on
existing transit service. Chapter 4 concludes with key findings and identifies the most
promising near-term service concepts based on projected demand and comparative
cost-effectiveness.
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OVERVIEW

The purpose of this section was to provide an overview of the methodology that was
used to estimate transit ridership demand increases that could result from the TOD
development efforts described in the master plans for the ten regions included in this
study. The methodology replicated the traditional steps involved with estimating travel
demand that are typically employed by regional travel demand models. The main steps
that were used were:

1) Trip generation, or estimating the volume of trips;
2) Trip distribution, or estimating travel patterns; and
3) Mode choice, or estimating transit ridership demand

These steps are discussed in more detail below.

ESTIMATING TRIP VOLUMES

Overall trip volume was estimated by separately estimating (1) existing trip volumes and
(2) the trips expected to be produced by the additional TOD development efforts. By
estimating them separately, the team was able to test different growth scenarios without
returning to base demand estimation.

Existing trip volume

Existing trip volumes served as the base demand that existed prior to the
implementation of the TOD master plans. Existing trip volumes were estimated using a
mix of data sources. The primary sources for existing trip volumes were output from
Replica’s Northeast Region model and trip tables from the Vermont Statewide Travel
Model (VTM). These provided complementary estimates of overall trip volumes within
and between the ten communities, one derived from passive mobility data (Replica) and
the other derived from household travel surveys (VTM). Census commuting data and
Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) flow data were used as a check
against the trip estimates from Replica and the VTM, as both are estimates. Census and
LEHD data are based on information collected from commuters and employers. Census
estimates are based on annual surveys, while LEHD is based on matching Social
Security numbers between employment and home locations. Since the census
commuting data and LEHD data focused only on commuters, their distribution, as
opposed to volumes, was used to check the validity of the data from other sources.

Some discrepancies in travel patterns and trip volumes were expected between Replica
and the statewide model. The Replica model tended to better represent short trips than
the statewide model because extremely short trips were likely to start and stop within the
same traffic analysis zone in the statewide model. Most travel models do not include
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these intrazonal trips, but they were reported in Replica estimates. Alternatively,
estimates based on passive mobility data did not represent longer trips (over 90
minutes) well, since the likelihood of the device used to identify the trip having its MAC
address rotated increased. Summary trip outputs from both Replica and the statewide
model are shown in Table 1 below. The summary outputs show both models generally
agreed on aggregate trip volumes between communities but differed in their
representation of intrazonal trips. The primary use of trip volume data was to estimate
the intercommunity transit market.

TABLE 11: STATEWIDE AND REPLICA MODEL COMPARISON

REPLICA

ANALYSIS AREA  STATEVIDENODEL — “moper

TOTAL TRIPS
_Study area YVithOUt 11,527 10,365
intrazonal trips
Study area
including intrazonal 56,865 91,351
trips
Study area without
intrazonal trips 24,764 22.606

including to/from
Burlington

Growth/Planned developments

The team reviewed multiple sources of growth data, including regional housing
development targets as well as TOD master plans from the study communities. The
TOD master plans developed by the ten communities were reviewed to guide the
estimates of trips due to additional growth. Ultimately, the base estimate of future trips
was based on the estimated housing targets for 2050. While the TOD plans were part of
these housing targets, they represented only a portion of the additional housing
expected by 2050. In addition to the base estimate of additional trips, the team tested an
additional upside growth scenario that represented significant growth. This upside
scenario used a similar distribution of growth across the ten communities as the 2050
housing targets. However, the total volume of additional growth was informed by the
high-growth scenario outlined in the Housing and Population Demand Forecast and
Scenarios, 2035 and 2050 report.
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TOD Master Plans

Each master plan provided a vision for future development or included detailed plans for
additional residential and commercial developments. Many of the plans also detailed
improvements to the built environment that would support increased public and active
transportation use. The master plans differed in their implementation timelines. This was
addressed during the modeling process. The modeling process was based on a horizon
year that assumed the master plans had been implemented. Elements contained in each
plan are summarized in Table 2 below. While included in the study, Berlin had not yet
provided a draft master plan for review, so it was not included in the following sections.



2 SG.

MEMO

TABLE 12: COMMUNITY MASTER PLAN SUMMARY

PEDESTRIAN RESIDENTIAL DRIVING/ IMPROVE
ZONING ADDITIONAL
IMPROVE- BUILDING PARKING TRANSIT
CHANGES COMMERCIAL
MENTS POLICIES IMPROVEMENTS ACCESS
Barre v v v v
Essex Junction v v v v v
Ferrisburgh v v v v
Middlebury v v v v
Milton v v
Northfield v v v v v
Rutland v v v
St Albans v v
Vergennes/Ferrisburgh v v v
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While many of the above elements did not directly impact transit demand estimation,
they were important to note because they could help promote transit usage. Each
master plan included further information about the type or size of planned residential
developments. These details are outlined in Table 3 below and directly fed into the
transit demand estimation. The columns in the table can be added together to
understand the total growth planned in each community.

TABLE 3: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
BUILDINGS  RESIDENTIAL SQUARE
UNITS FOOTAGE
Barre 124
EssexJunction N/A N/A N/A
Ferrisburgh (Vision 1) 45-65
Ferrisburgh (Vision 2) 45-50
Middlebury 55 112
Milton 560
Northfield 13 7 484,900
Rutland 648 654,700
St Albans TBD TBD TBD
Vergennes N/A N/A N/A

The Essex Junction and Vergennes master plans did not provide specific housing
development details, but they did provide high-level goals and policies to enable those
goals. Growth in these areas was based on overall county and development growth
trends as opposed to estimates of buildings or units.
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As the master plans had varying time horizons and levels of detail, a standardized set of
forecasts was used for the model. These forecasts were based on the housing targets
for each region. For CCRPC, NRPC, and RRPC municipalities, the modeling targets
were the midpoint between high and low RPC targets. For CVRPC municipalities, the
modeling targets were the midpoint between high and low targets from the White &
Burke (W&B) report completed earlier in the RAISE grant process. For ARPC
municipalities, the modeling targets were the low W&B numbers, since their targets were
relatively low for this modeling exercise.

TABLE 13: HOUSING TARGETS FOR MODELING

2050 TARGETS
MUNICIPALITY FOR MODELLING
PURPOSES

Barre 2,670

Berlin Riverton 1,068
Essex Junction 3,061
Ferrisburgh 713

Middlebury 2,257

Milton 1,322

Northfield 1,335

Rutland 6,617

St Albans 1,415
Vergennes 950

The number of trips resulting from each planned development was estimated using trip
rates from the ITE Trip Generation manual.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Trip distribution is the step in travel demand estimation where the trips produced are
distributed across their destinations. This distribution of trips was estimated using
outputs from both the Replica model and the VTM. As previously mentioned, both
models generally produced comparable travel volumes between communities, while
Replica provided a more detailed representation of short-distance trips. This step was
focused on trips between communities as opposed to intra-community trips.

As both sources provided a reasonable estimate of trip distribution, that distribution was
used for both the current trip volumes and trip volumes resulting from additional growth.
This assumption implied that future travel patterns would follow trends similar to existing
travel patterns, but differ in volume. Table 4 and Table 5 display the distribution of trips
between communities from the Replica and the statewide models.
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TABLE 14 TRIP DISTRIBUTION - DAILY TRIPS (VTM)

FERRIS-
BERLIN ESSEX BURGH/  MIDDLE- NORTH- BURLING-
BARRE  IVERTON JUNCTION VERGENNE BURY MILTON FIELD RUTLAND  STALBANS TON
S

Barre 328 25 21 30 22 769 8 14 415
Berlin 52
Riverton 328 4 2 4 2 448 1 1
Essex
Junction 25 4 55 19 195 10 2 45 1,883
Ferrisburgh 1.170
/Vergennes 21 2 55 1,428 40 16 13 28 ’
Middlebury 30 4 19 1,428 34 22 55 23 657
Milton 22 2 195 40 34 8 4 237 1,718
Northfield 769 448 10 16 22 8 2 6 169
Rutland 8 1 2 13 55 4 2 3 52
StAlbans 14 1 45 28 23 237 6 3 503
Burlington 415 52 1,883 1,170 657 1,718 169 52 503

Note: Intra-community trips have been excluded from this table
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TABLE 15 TRIP DISTRIBUTION — DAILY TRIPS (REPLICA ESTIMATES)

FERRIS-
BERLIN ESSEX BURGH/  MIDDLE- NORTH- BURLING-
BARRE  RIVERTON JUNCTION VERGENNE BURY MILTON FIELD RUTLAND  STALBANS TON
s
Barre 177 65 7 4 7 883 0 0 172
Berlin
Riverton 239 0 0 0 0 495 0 2 62
Essex
Junction 91 1 70 46 297 9 2 158 3,691
Ferrisburgh
/'Vergennes 10 0 88 1,147 21 15 3 9 521
Middlebury 11 1 46 1,244 2 6 143 1 266
Milton 6 0 229 17 5 3 0 145 707
Northfield 1,059 347 15 18 8 8 6 2 52
Rutland 0 0 0 1 41 0 9 0 4
StAlbans 1 0 128 8 1 147 3 0 661
Burlington 185 58 3,623 519 317 677 53 4 669

Note: Intra-community trips have been excluded from this table
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MODE CHOICE

The final step in estimating transit demand was estimating mode choice. For the purposes of
this analysis, mode choice was the choice between taking transit and driving. The development
plans themselves were not expected to drastically change travel behavior enough to enable
transit use. For this reason, it was assumed that the population’s propensity to take transit
would be largely unchanged from today. Practically, this meant that existing transit capture rates
on services that currently operated in the area could be used to estimate capture rates from the
additional trips generated by the development plans.

To this end, the most recent transit ridership data were used to calculate existing capture rates
on transit routes that operated within the five-county area. From all existing public transit
services in Vermont, the subset that served the study areas was identified. For this subset of
routes, capture rates were calculated using existing trip tables and ridership levels. These
capture rates were then used to estimate capture rates on proposed services. The capture rate
applied between each of the communities in the transit demand estimation process was based
on existing capture rates between communities where there was existing service. Where no
transit service currently existed, as was the case for the majority of the study’s origin-destination
pairs, capture rates between Vermont communities with similar land uses and built
environments were used.

These capture rates, along with the estimated trip volume and travel patterns, were used to
estimate the transit demand resulting from the community master plans. Prior to the
determination of transit travel demand, the full list of all possible connections was narrowed
down to the most promising through high-level feasibility screening. This high-level feasibility
was determined by a mix of travel volume, likely capture rate, and travel times (some pairs were
simply too far apart to be feasible). These results fed into service planning, cost estimation, and
benchmarking.

Services modeled

The purpose of this step in the analysis was to identify candidate services for which transit
capture rates could be estimated. Potential services were selected based on estimated trip
volumes between the study areas used throughout this analysis. For the purposes of service
screening, the study areas were defined as the geographies covered by each community’s
master plan rather than the full municipal boundaries. This approach kept the analysis focused
on the locations where future TOD growth and transit-supportive development were expected to
occur.

The trip volumes used for this screening were estimates from the Vermont Statewide Travel
Model, which provided a consistent basis for comparing origin-destination pairs across the study
area. Community pairs that already had existing transit service were not considered for new
service concepts in this phase of the analysis, as the intent was to identify gaps in the current
network where future growth could support additional connections. As an initial threshold for
further review, community pairs with approximately 100 or more daily trips were considered
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potential candidates for service. The community pairs that met these screening criteria are
shown in the table below.

2022 WEEKDAY BI- SERVICE

COMMUNITY 1 COMMUNITY 2 DIRECTIONAL TRIP STATUS
COUNT

Essex Junction Burlington 7,382 Existing

Ferrisburgh/ Vergennes Middlebury 2,856 Existing

Barre Northfield 1,538 Potential

Milton Burlington 1,414 Existing

St Albans Burlington 1,322 Existing

Berlin Riverton Northfield 896 Existing

Barre Berlin Riverton 656 Potential

Ferrisburgh/ Vergennes Burlington 626 Existing

Middlebury Burlington 532 Existing

Milton St Albans 474 Existing

Essex Junction Milton 390 Potential

Barre Burlington 344 Potential

Berlin Riverton Burlington 124 Potential

Essex Junction Ferrisburgh/ Vergennes 110 Potential

Middlebury Rutland 110 Existing

Northfield Burlington 104 Potential

Essex Junction St Albans 90 Potential

OPERATING COST ESTIMATION

Operating costs were estimated for both fixed-route services and vanpool services. Separate
cost estimation approaches were used because the two service types differ substantially in how
they are operated and staffed. For vanpool services, costs were estimated under the
assumption that the driver would also be one of the users of the service, meaning that no
dedicated paid driver was included in the cost calculation.

Fixed Route

Fixed-route operating costs were estimated using existing services as the basis for developing a
representative cost per mile. The analysis began with annual operating cost and revenue
vehicle mile data for existing routes, using information from the 2025 VTrans Route
Performance Report. Operating cost per mile was calculated for each existing route by dividing
annual operating cost by annual revenue vehicle miles. These route-level values were then
combined into a weighted average cost per mile, with revenue vehicle miles used as the
weighting factor. This weighted average was then applied to the potential new services, under
the assumption that new fixed-route services would have operating costs per mile similar to the
average of comparable existing services.



Annual revenue vehicle miles for each potential fixed-route service were then estimated based
on the assumed service characteristics of that route. This estimation used the number of round
trips per day, the round-trip driving distance, and the assumed number of service days per year.
These inputs were multiplied to estimate annual revenue vehicle miles for each potential route.
Annual operating costs were then calculated by multiplying the estimated annual revenue
vehicle miles by the weighted average operating cost per mile described above.

Vanpool

Vanpool operating costs were estimated using a simpler cost structure that reflected the lower-
cost nature of that service model. Because the vanpool driver was assumed to be one of the
participating riders, no dedicated driver labor cost was included. Instead, vanpool costs were
based primarily on vehicle-related expenses, including leasing and operating costs, expressed
on a per-mile basis borne by the state. This cost of $1.76 per mile was based on the costs to the
state to operate the current Vermont vanpool program. These per-mile costs were then applied
to the estimated service mileage for each potential vanpool connection to develop annual
operating cost estimates that could be compared with the fixed-route results.

Results were developed for both fixed-route and vanpool service options. Fixed-route services
were evaluated first; however, the relationship between projected ridership and operating cost
indicated that these services would not be financially feasible for most of the corridors
examined. As a result, the analysis also considered lower-cost vanpool service concepts to
assess whether a more flexible service model could better align operating costs with the levels
of demand projected for the study areas.

FIXED ROUTE RESULTS

Fixed-route results are presented in the table below. Across all of the potential fixed-route
corridors evaluated, the estimated cost per passenger trip was substantially higher than the
range observed on comparable existing services in Vermont.

Current fixed-route services in Vermont span a wide range of performance, with cost per trip
generally falling between approximately $3.50 and $70.00 and averaging roughly $11 to $12 per
trip. By comparison, the potential new fixed-route services evaluated in this study were
estimated to range from approximately $73 per trip to more than $4,000 per trip, indicating that
the projected ridership on these corridors would not be sufficient to support traditional fixed-
route operations at a financially comparable level.

Shorter corridors performed better than longer corridors in the fixed-route analysis because they
could be operated with fewer vehicle miles and, in some cases, fewer vehicles. Even so, the
most promising short-distance corridors still produced cost-per-trip values on the order of $100,
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which remained well above the benchmark range for existing services. These results suggest
that while shorter connections may be more suitable candidates for lower-cost service models,
they were still not financially feasible as conventional fixed-route services under the
assumptions used in this analysis.

Longer-distance corridors performed particularly poorly because they required greater service
mileage and, in several cases, multiple vehicles to maintain the assumed service pattern. With
the capture rates observed on existing services, these additional operating requirements
resulted in cost levels that were far out of proportion to projected ridership. As a result, the fixed-
route analysis indicated that longer-distance intercommunity services were not feasible under
the service assumptions tested.

Under currently observed transit capture rates, longer-distance routes that would require
multiple vehicles to maintain the assumed headways were not financially feasible because of
their high operating costs.

Distance gfumber Rﬁner:gﬁ:p OApzrrT:t?r:g Cos(tzgga;l'rip

(mi) Vehicles (2050) Cost
Barre - Berlin Riverton 8.60 1 2,500 3$10,67O $ 124
Barre - Burlington 45.20 2 965 8$23,91 9 $ 854
Barre - Northfield 14.20 1 4,776 3$52,933 $ 73
Berlin Riverton - Burlington 43.70 2 205 8$21 ,758 $ 4,009
Essex Junction - Ferrisburgh 25.10 1 233 3$88,147 $ 1,666
Essex Junction - Milton 10.80 1 3,291 3$31 ,153 $ 100
Essex Junction - St Albans 29.00 2 467 7$90,106 $ 1,690
Essex Junction - Vergennes 28.00 2 207 7$86,888 $ 3,809
Northfield - Burlington 52.50 2 431 8$32,790 $ 1,933

Additional sensitivity testing was conducted to assess whether higher transit capture rates could
materially improve the fixed-route results. However, because the estimated cost per trip on most
corridors exceeded current benchmarks by such a large margin, unrealistically high capture
rates would have been required to make these services financially competitive. For this reason,
the analysis next turned to vanpool service concepts, which offered a lower-cost service model
that could be better aligned with the level of demand projected for the study areas.



3.2 VANPOOL RESULTS

Vanpool service concepts were evaluated to test whether a lower-cost, commuter-oriented
service model could better align operating costs with the levels of demand projected in this
study. The intent of this analysis was not to replicate the service characteristics of fixed-route
transit, but rather to assess a more targeted option designed around peak-period travel and a
narrower set of trip purposes. As a result, several assumptions were adjusted from the fixed-
route analysis to better reflect how vanpool services typically operate.

Most notably, transit capture rates were reduced slightly for the vanpool analysis to reflect the
more limited but more focused appeal of commuter-oriented services. Unlike fixed-route transit,
vanpool services were assumed to provide less off-peak availability and to serve a smaller
share of the overall travel market. The capture rates used for this analysis were therefore based
on comparable commuter-focused transit services in the region, which provided a more
appropriate benchmark for estimating vanpool ridership.

Vanpool operating costs were substantially lower than those assumed for fixed-route service.
For this analysis, vanpool costs were estimated at $1.76 per mile, inclusive of vehicle leasing
costs, compared with $7.15 per mile for fixed-route service. This large difference in unit cost
was the primary reason vanpool concepts were examined as a potentially more feasible option
for shorter intercommunity corridors with moderate commuter demand.

Number Annua! Annugl Cost per Trip

Distance ©f : Ridership Operating (2050)

(mi) Vehicles (2050) Cost
Barre - Berlin Riverton 8.60 2 2,182 7$i568 $ 3.47
Barre - Burlington 45.20 2 842 3$9,776 $ 47.24
Barre - Northfield 14.20 2 4,168 1$2,496 $ 3.00
Berlin Riverton - Burlington 43.70 2 179 3$8,456 $ 214.97
Essex Junction - Ferrisburgh 25.10 2 203 2$2,088 $ 108.68
Essex Junction - Milton 10.80 2 2,872 931504 $ 3.31
Essex Junction - St Albans 29.00 2 408 2$5,520 $ 62.56
Essex Junction - Vergennes 28.00 2 180 2$4,64O $ 136.69
Northfield - Burlington 52.50 2 376 4$6,200 $ 122.92




The vanpool results indicate that shorter-distance corridors could be served at cost-per-trip
levels that are much closer to the range observed for existing services and, in several cases,
low enough to be considered financially feasible. Longer-distance corridors still produced
relatively high cost-per-trip values because of the mileage required to operate them, but they
performed substantially better than under the fixed-route assumptions. Overall, these results
suggest that vanpool service could be a practical strategy for select shorter intercommunity
markets, particularly where travel demand is concentrated in commuter periods.

3.3 IMPACT ON EXISTING SERVICES

Among the corridors reviewed in this study, the existing GMT Essex Junction route was the only
service for which planned TOD-related growth appeared likely to have a meaningful effect on
current operations. Existing ridership on this corridor is already relatively strong, and additional
growth in the Essex Junction TOD study area could generate enough new transit demand to
increase crowding on some trips if service levels remain unchanged.

To evaluate this potential effect, four growth scenarios were tested. These scenarios reflected
two levels of overall growth (low and high) and two levels of growth concentration within the
TOD area (low share and high share). Together, they provided a range of plausible outcomes
for the amount of additional residential development that could be expected in the study area by
2050 and, in turn, the amount of additional ridership that might be added to the existing Essex
Junction service.

Scenario Study Area New Study Area Total
Residents 2050 Residents 2050
Low growth low share 1,183 3,632
Low growth high share 2,504 4,953
High growth low share 3,064 5,513
High growth high share 5,069 7,518

The table below summarizes the time periods and travel directions most likely to experience
crowding under these scenarios. The results indicate that peak-period inbound and outbound
trips would be the most affected, with the highest-growth scenarios producing passenger loads
that approach or exceed practical comfort thresholds on selected trips.
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Time Period & Current Low growth | Low growth | High growth | High growth

Direction (Riders low share high share low share high share
per bus)

AM Peak Inbound 34 44 47 48 54

PM Peak Inbound 24 36 40 42 48

PM Peak Outbound 24 37 42 44 51

In all modeled cases, the projected crowding issue could be addressed through a relatively
modest service adjustment. Specifically, increasing service from the current 20-minute headway
(three trips per hour) to a 15-minute headway (four trips per hour) during the affected periods
would be sufficient to accommodate the additional ridership projected under the tested
scenarios. Overall, the results suggest that housing growth in the Essex Junction TOD study
area could warrant additional service over the long term, but the scale of that response would
likely be manageable within the existing route structure. At the same time, given the
approximately 24-year horizon of this analysis, many other factors—such as broader land use
change, regional travel behavior, service policy decisions, and changes in commuting
patterns—are also likely to influence future ridership and could outweigh the specific effects of
TOD-related housing growth alone.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The analysis indicates that conventional fixed-route service is unlikely to be a financially viable
strategy for meeting future intercommunity transit needs across the study areas examined in
this report. Even under growth scenarios informed by local TOD master plans and regional
housing forecasts, the projected ridership on most corridors was not sufficient to offset the
operating costs associated with fixed-route service. As a result, estimated cost-per-passenger-
trip values for new fixed-route connections remained far above the benchmark range observed
on existing Vermont services.

By contrast, lower-cost flexible service models—particularly vanpool—produced substantially
more feasible results, especially on shorter corridors with concentrated commuter demand. For
several of the strongest-performing connections, modeled vanpool cost-per-trip values were in
the range of approximately $3 to $4, which is much closer to the performance of existing
services and suggests that a commuter-oriented, right-sized service model may be a more
practical near-term approach. These findings indicate that future transit investment should
prioritize flexible services that can be scaled to corridor-specific demand rather than attempting
to replicate traditional fixed-route service in markets that are not yet able to support it.
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Taken together, the results suggest that the most practical path toward meeting future transit
goals in these communities is to focus on commuter-oriented and demand-responsive services
that can build ridership incrementally while supporting broader TOD objectives. Over time,
continued residential growth, changing travel patterns, and additional supportive land use and
mobility investments may strengthen the case for expanded transit service. In the near term,
however, the evidence supports a phased strategy centered on lower-cost service models,
targeted implementation in the strongest corridors, and continued monitoring of development
and travel demand as these communities evolve.

The corridors shown below emerged as the most promising near-term candidates for lower-cost
service implementation based on their combination of projected ridership, shorter travel
distance, and comparatively favorable cost-per-trip performance.

Distance Annua! Annual Cost per Trip
(mi) NGIBE Operating Cost (2050)
(2050)
Barre - Berlin Riverton 8.60 2,182 $ 7,568.00 $ 3.47
Barre - Northfield 14.20 4,168 $ 12,496.00 $ 3.00
Essex Junction - Milton 10.80 2872 % 9,504.00 $ 3.31
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Appendix C. Impacts of Essex Junction TOD on
GMT Essex Route

MEMORANDUM
To: Mario Scott and Aaron Lee
From: Stephen Falbel
Re: Impacts of Essex Junction TOD on GMT Essex Route

Date:  May 5, 2026

This memorandum presents a summary of the analysis of potential impacts on GMT’s Essex
Junction route of future transit-oriented development in Essex Junction. This analysis complements
RSG’s work to forecast potential ridership for new transit services/vanpool routes among the ten
TOD study areas in the broader study.

Methodology

The TOD study for Essex Junction did not include any estimates of new housing units to be built.
It discussed greater density and infill housing, but there were no specific numeric targets. Within
RSG’s ridership model, city-wide forecasts for 2050 housing were used to estimate potential future
demand for Essex Junction as a trip origin or destination. At the low end, 1,529 new units were
forecast, and at the high end, 4,594 new units were forecast. The RSG model used the midpoint
between these two figures.

The TOD study area is shown below. It was designated, in part, based on its proximity to GMT’s
Essex Junction bus route.

L SECONDARY STUDY AREA &

¥

Using on online tool, the population of the study area (excluding the “secondary study area zones”)
was estimated to be 2,449. The total population of Essex Junction is currently estimated to be
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10,887. Thus, the study area represents 22.5% of the city’s population.

The 2050 housing forecasts do not indicate where within Essex Junction these units would be built.
This analysis assumed that the result of the TOD study would be to concentrate a portion of that
housing in the study area above its existing 22.5% share. Two scenarios were used: the low scenario
assumes that the 2050 share of housing in the TOD study area would rise by 10%, to 24.7%; the
high scenario assumes that the 2050 share would rise by 50%, to 33.7%. That is to say, the low
scenario assumes that a moderate share of future housing units would be concentrated in the study
area so that its overall share grows by 10%, while the high scenario assumes that a great deal of the
city’s future housing would be concentrated in this area.

Given the low and high forecasts for future housing units, and the low and high forecasts for the
share of housing units in the study area, the bus route impact analysis was conducted for four
scenarios:

1) Low growth, low share in TOD
2) Low growth, high share in TOD
3) High growth, low share in TOD
4) High growth, high share in TOD

The second element of the methodology is the analysis of bus ridership. Beginning in March 2026,
GMT conducted a systemwide passenger count, recording ons and offs at every stop on every bus
trip. The counts show the number of people boarding and alighting in the study area for each trip
and in both directions: inbound toward Butrlington and outbound away from Burlington. They also
calculate the maximum load on each trip and the average maximum load by time period (AM Peak,
Midday, etc.) and for the peak 30 minutes within each time period. The key figure that would cause
GMT to increase service is the 30-minute peak load, because that is the best indicator of
overcrowding on buses. While the peak load point on the route is in Burlington, just east of UVM
Medical Center, ridership in the Essex Junction study area contributes to that peak load, at least for
peak direction trips (inbound in the morning and outbound in the afternoon). Because the route
operates with 20-minute headways throughout the day, the 30-minute peak load is the average of the
two consecutive trips with the highest maximum loads during that time period.

Because the peak load point is not located in Essex Junction, the impact of ridership growth in
Essex Junction on the peak load point requires a few calculations and assumptions. The passenger
count data provide the ridership by time period, the average maximum load by time period and the
30-minute peak load by time period. For each time period, the ratio of the maximum load within
Essex Junction to the maximum load for the entire route was calculated. The growth factor for each
scenario was multiplied by this ratio (thus applying the Essex Junction growth only to the portion of
ridership coming from Essex Junction) and then applied this factor to the current year maximum
load. Then the 30-minute peak load was assumed to increase by the same ratio that the time period
peak load increased. Note that all of these calculations assume a steady state for ridership in
Winooski, Colchester and Burlington.

Analysis Results

Following the method described above, the forecasts in the table below were calculated for the four
scenarios. The first column of figures shows the new residents of the study area forecast for each
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scenario, while the second column shows the total number by 2050 (which is just the new residents
plus the 2,449 existing residents). Given the 24-year time gap, there is an implicit assumption that
the current residents are replaced by an equal number of new residents if they pass away or relocate.
The figures also assume that the average household size remains exactly constant at 2.48 (which is
the current figure from the US Census for Essex Junction). The trend has been toward declining
household size, but if climate refugees begin moving to Vermont, household size could increase or
remain constant, as younger families replace older couples or single people.

1,183 3,632
2,504 4,953
3,064 5,513
5,069 7,518

The ratios of 2050 total study area residents to current study area residents under the four scenarios
were used as expansion factors for current bus ridership and loads to estimate future ridership and
loads as described above. The implicit assumption here is that new residents would take the bus at
the same rate as current residents, and that current residents would continue to use the bus at the
same rate as they do now. Of course, many factors could change the usage rate (market share) of
GMT’s Essex Junction route, including gas prices, electricity prices. employment in Burlington,
parking policies and numerous other unknowable changes that might occur between now and 2050.

Three time period-direction combinations were chosen as being the most likely to see enough
crowding to cause GMT to increase service. The AM Peak runs from 6:15 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and the
PM Peak runs from 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Other time period-direction combinations did not have
enough Essex Junction ridership to result in crowding even if that ridership more than tripled. The
figures shown in the table below represent the current and potential 2050 30-minute peak loads
under the four scenarios.

34 44 48 50 54
24 36 40 42 49
24 37 42 44 51

There is not a hard and fast rule whereby a specific 30-minute peak load would necessitate an
increase in service to avoid crowding. GMT policies allows for a peak hour load factor of 1.3 and a
single trip maximum load of 1.5. For a 40-seat bus, those figures mean 12 standees (load of 52) for
the peak hour, and 20 standees (load of 60) for a single bus trip. Some of the buses GMT uses on
the Essex Junction route have 38 seats or even as few as 32 seats. These would translate into lower
thresholds.

As a practical matter, when the 30-minute peak load rises above 45, there is likely to be crowding on
many trips during the peak period with some violations of the loading standard. For AM Peak
inbound trips, that threshold would be exceeded for all but the low growth-low share scenario. For



other time periods/directions, the threshold would only be exceeded for the high growth-high share
scenario.

In all cases, the crowding issue would be solved by running one more trip per hour, changing from
the current 20-minute headway (three trips per hour) to a future 15-minute headway (four trips per
hour). It should be noted that GMT ran 15-minute headways during peak periods until June 2019
when 20-minute headways were introduced all day, thereby shifting service from peak periods to the
midday period. Because the Essex Junction route has a cycle time that is longer than 60 minutes, and
because it is heavily interlined with other routes, this change is not as simple as adding one more bus
into service during peak periods.

Conclusions

This analysis has demonstrated that housing growth in the Essex Junction TOD study area has the
potential to generate enough new ridership on GMT’ Essex Junction route so that GMT would
need to increase service to avoid crowding. Given the long time frame being considered here—24
years—it is much more likely that other factors would have greater impacts on Essex Junction
ridership, whether to increase it or decrease it, and thus swamp the effects of new housing in Essex
Junction.

Near-term changes such as a spike in the price of gasoline (beyond what has already occurred) could
have a much greater impact on route ridership than long-term changes in housing density. However,
it is safe to say that if Essex Junction follows through on its TOD plan and more housing units are
built in the study area, there would likely be increased ridership demand. The time when that
demand would be great enough to necessitate increased bus service is likely at least 10 years out,
absent other changes in the transportation marketplace.
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