

CHITTENDEN COUNTY 

TRANSIT FUNDING REPORT

December 18, 2002
Prepared for 
Chittenden County Transit Funding

Task Force

Prepared By
KFH Group, Incorporated

TABLE OF CONTENTS

  
  Page
INTRODUCTION
1

BACKGROUND AND LOCAL ISSUES
2

INTERMODAL SYSTEM CONCEPT
4

ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPT
6

SERVICE CONCEPTS AND FUNDING TARGET
7

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES
9

SUMMARY
14

APPENDIX A: Chittenden County Transit Funding Task Force

APPENDIX B: 
Models of Regional Transit Authorities and Relationship of Transit Entities to Human Service Transportation

APPENDIX C: Alternatives for Transit Improvements

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
45

CHITTENDEN COUNTY 
TRANSIT FUNDING REPORT

INTRODUCTION 

This report has been prepared at the request of the Vermont Legislature.
  In Act 141 of 2001, Section 35, the Vermont General Assembly requested a report that provides recommendations for financing transit services in Chittenden County.  


The General Assembly recognized that public transit operations in Chittenden County are an integral component of a balanced intermodal transportation system.  Further, it was recognized that the current practice of funding local contributions for transit operations through the local property tax, presently utilized to its maximum, is not a viable long-term source of revenue.  


The General Assembly created a temporary Task Force to explore transit funding options in the County and prepare this report, containing the following recommendations:

(1)  Alternative, sustainable, regional revenue sources to replace the local property tax to support operating expenses for public transportation.

(2)  Improving the institutional relationships between public transportation providers in the region, which may include a proposal to integrate organizations or services, or both.

(3)  An intermodal public transportation system in the region that optimally serves the needs of the public at large, including human service agencies, economic development, commuters, tourists, and other visitors to the state. 

The Task Force met often and regularly over the summer and fall of 2002.  Members reached consensus on all of the recommendations presented below.  Presentations were made by Task Force members, with the Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) as the lead, to a number of local municipalities, including both Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA) member and non-member towns. Outreach efforts to additional municipalities and local organizations are continuing.

The report begins with the background on public transit in Chittenden County and a review of the local financial issues that led to this study.  The report then describes the Task Force’s concept for an intermodal transportation system in the region.  To address the items requested by the Legislature, the report presents:

· Intermodal Service Concept and Funding Target – proposed service concept and funding levels needed to implement the concept (Item #3).

· Organizational Concept – proposed institutional relationships among the public transit providers in the region (Item #2). 

· Funding Alternatives – potential transit funding sources to substitute for the local property tax (Item #1).  

The report concludes with a summary of actions the Task Force would like the Legislature to take on behalf of the region.  Composition and membership of this Task Force is included in Appendix A.  Models of institutional arrangements that have been created for transit programs in other regions of the Country, are presented in Appendix B.  More details on potential service improvements for the region are included in Appendix C (based on the on-going development of a Short-Range Public Transit Plan (SRPTP) for Chittenden County).

BACKGROUND AND LOCAL ISSUES

During the 2002 session, the Vermont Legislature acknowledged the significant transportation problems looming over Chittenden County and northwest Vermont, created both by the unprecedented growth over the last ten years in the region and the projected population increase of 44 percent over the next 20 years.  The resulting congestion has strained the region’s ability to maintain effective and efficient road corridors, e.g. Route 7, Route 2, and Route 15, for the movement of goods and people throughout the region.  The major concern for the region is to maintain and encourage sustainable economic growth.  Concurrent with this issue is ensuring the best quality of life for those residents in Chittenden County who live along these major corridors and other arterial routes.  

The Vermont Legislature recognized that the solution to these transportation challenges would involve a multi-modal approach.  In its direction to the Transit Funding Task Force, the Legislature specified the region to coordinate and improve: “An intermodal public transportation system in the region that optimally serves the needs of the public at large, including human service agencies, economic development, commuters, tourists, and other visitors to the state”.   
The region also has recognized the need for a multimodal solution to its transportation problems.  The CCMPO performed a transportation study survey in 2000 that measured the level of satisfaction from those who live and work within the county.  It also surveyed priorities for expenditure of future transportation dollars.  The majority determined the number one priority to be the maintenance of the current transportation infrastructure.  The next most important issue was improvements to safety for motorist and pedestrians and fixing dangerous intersections.  The third priority was the recognition that the region must develop other multi–modal transportation options besides the road network, in particular, mass transit. Therefore, the challenge for this Task Force was to develop a workable plan that preserves and builds on existing transit services -- bus, paratransit, and rail -- to serve the region in the short- and long-term.  
If the region is going to utilize public transportation as part of a multi-modal strategy to reduce congestion and dependence upon the automobile in Vermont, the region and the state must make the political and financial commitment in the way that transit services are funded. The study process has initiated a comprehensive discussion at the regional and state levels on the respective roles and responsibilities of the state and the region in providing and paying for transit services. One valuable aspect of the study process has been to engage the local and state legislative decision makers and the public in this discussion.

Understanding the current institutional relationships, as well as how transit is funded is key to developing an approach to creating a multi-modal transportation system in the region.  CCTA operates fixed-route local and commuter bus and ridesharing services in member municipalities as well as contracting for Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit services and Medicaid transportation. CCTA is an independent, public authority created by the Vermont General Assembly comprised of five member communities that provide financial support for the agency’s operations.  Public transportation services are paid for using farebox revenue, federal and state subsidies, and local property taxes.  CCTA fixed-route services are almost exclusively within its member communities, which include Burlington, South Burlington, Essex, Winooski, and Shelburne.
  Any expansion of CCTA’s services is subject to its charter provisions and acquisition of additional resources to pay for the services.  Legislative approval is required to change CCTA’s charter.

In Act 141 of 2001, the Legislature recognized that local property taxes are not a viable long-term source to support transit operations.  CCTA is presently experiencing resistance to a budget increase in some of its member towns.  Also given the over-reliance on the property tax as a revenue source for public services, there is no doubt that further reliance on such tax is the primary barrier to non-member communities joining CCTA. While only five of the County’s 18 communities are members, several recent studies have concluded that non-member towns could benefit from transit services including Colchester, Williston, and Milton.  Expansion of the CCTA membership, and therefore the service area, is difficult because those communities would have to commit property tax revenue to CCTA. 

If reliance on the property tax is a burden for current CCTA member municipalities and the main reason why other municipalities refuse to join CCTA, then there needs to be a move away from the property tax and toward financing transit with another regional source. This issue has been examined by prior studies documenting that the property tax as a transit funding source is exhausted.  

Vermont Transit Authority (VTA) is an independent state authority that administers rail passenger operations statewide and operates the Champlain Flyer, the commuter train in Chittenden County.  The VTA board consists of five gubernatorial appointees representing different regions of the state. The Champlain Flyer began operation in 2000 and serves Burlington, S. Burlington, Shelburne, and Charlotte. Operation of the Champlain Flyer is contracted out to Vermont Railway (VTR).  The annual $2.7M operating expenses for the Champlain Flyer are currently subsidized using federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funds (for a three year period that ends on June 30, 2003) and state subsidies (20% match or $540,000 annually).  No local funds are used for the Champlain Flyer service.  Discussions are underway with Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) and the Federal Highway Administration to continue to use federal dollars to support the Flyer as a construction mitigation measure for the Shelburne Road corridor.  There are also discussions underway with FTA to extend the Flyer to Vergennes in the near future.

Special Services Transportation Agency (SSTA) is a private non-profit organization that provides van transportation services for people with specialized mobility needs, primarily the elderly and persons with disabilities.  SSTA has its own Board of Directors that is composed of representatives of the human services agencies and other interested parties in the community. SSTA operates the ADA complementary paratransit and some Medicaid transportation services under contract to CCTA. The agency also provides coordinated transportation service to many area human service agencies including the Visiting Nurse Association’s Adult Day Programs, Champlain Senior Center, Howard Community Health Services, Champlain Vocational Services, and Champlain Valley Agency on Aging.  SSTA is funded through a combination of fares, state subsidies, and contracts with CCTA and other human service agencies.

INTERMODAL SYSTEM CONCEPT

The Task Force is proposing a phased approach to improving public transit in the region; one that establishes intermodal services and links and utilizes the strength of each mode to support the others as a whole.  The Task Force has acknowledged that bus, paratransit, and rail all play a role in meeting the transportation problems facing Chittenden County, and the entire northwest region of the state.  People now travel a daily commute of an hour to an hour and a half to reach the greater Burlington area from Franklin/Grand Isle, Addison, and Washington Counties.

The Task Force vision for how this can be accomplished involves a regional transit approach, ideally under one administration, serving Chittenden County and the northwest region of Vermont.  The regional multi-modal approach would be implemented in phases over the next five to ten years.  As described below, the region is proposing the creation of a regional transit authority (RTA) to cover all of Chittenden County.  Initially, this RTA would be responsible for preserving and expanding bus and paratransit services in the County.  Any future bus and paratransit service expansions would include moderate service improvements to address needs identified through the regional planning process; including services throughout the County.

Rail services would be designed to service peak commuting hours between Vermont population centers and connections to the national rail system .  When passengers arrive at one of these population centers, the bus and paratransit systems will bring them to their final destination.  
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The responsibility for long range transportation planning in the County falls to the CCMPO.  The CCMPO is nearing the end of a two plus year process to develop a new Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the Task Force intermodal system concept identified here matches closely the preferred transportation future under review at the CCMPO.

ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPT

This section presents the institutional relationships needed to create the intermodal transportation system being proposed by the Task Force.  New relationships would be created among the three providers, CCTA, SSTA, and VTA, to allow the region to have a seamless, coordinated public transportation system.  This would be accomplished by creating a new RTA that eventually could be responsible for all modes and would have the ability to raise funds locally from one or more of the sources presented below.   

As described above, the region is proposing an incremental approach to the establishment of the new RTA.  During Phase I, the RTA will be created for bus and paratransit modes -- CCTA and SSTA will be combined (transformed) into the RTA.  The RTA should only be created if the Legislature approves a regional revenue source for transit that would replace the use of property tax dollars. 

During Phase II, the RTA, VTA, and the state will determine how commuter rail will be included in the multimodal system of bus, paratransit, and rail services serving the Chittenden County region.   This phased approach is described below.

Phase I

During Phase I, a new RTA would be created for bus and paratransit modes.  CCTA and SSTA would be combined (transformed) into the RTA.   This would be accomplished over a two year period:

· Year 1 – The new RTA will replace CCTA; under a new charter that expands the service area and allows the RTA to generate regional funds through a new regional tax or fees.  During Year 1 (or until it is folded into the RTA), SSTA will remain a contractor of the RTA or enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to continue this relationship.  All public transit bus and paratransit services will be provided, operated, and coordinated by the RTA. Current CCTA member jurisdictions could be compensated for their share of the depreciated value on capital investments in CCTA. The Task Force supports VTA’s continued efforts to secure state funding for commuter rail services.

· Year 2 – During Year 2, SSTA will be folded in and become a division of the RTA. The new RTA, CCMPO, and VTA will plan transit services cooperatively, as is required by the current MOU for transportation planning between VTrans, CCMPO, CCTA, and VTA.  The RTA would be responsible for administering and operating (or contracting for) public and human service transportation in the County, including bus, feeder bus to commuter rail services, and paratransit.  Feeder bus service to commuter rail stations will continue to be funded through VTA; these services will be planned in cooperation with the RTA and CCMPO.  In order to create a seamless multi-model system for riders, feeder bus services will be operated as an integral part of the RTA bus system and these services will be planned in cooperation with the RTA, VTA, and CCMPO.

Initially, the RTA would have two operating divisions (the role for the RTA in the provision of rail services within the region, which may required a third operating division, will be determined in Phase II):

· Bus (now operated by CCTA)

· Paratransit (now operated by SSTA).

The new RTA would be governed by a 12 member Transit Board (the “Board”), with 11 members appointed by elected officials of the local jurisdictions and one member appointed by the Governor.  The number of appointed members will reflect the total population and population density of the jurisdictions.

Phase II
During Phase II, the RTA, VTA, and the state will determine how commuter rail will best support the region’s multimodal system of bus, paratransit, and rail services.   Recommendations concerning the institutional and financial arrangements to incorporate rail into the multimodal system will be brought back to the Legislature in a separate Phase II study.  Depending on the outcome of the rail assessment that will be conducted in Phase II, the Board composition may be expanded to include additional representatives appointed by either the Governor or state legislature. 

SERVICE CONCEPTS AND FUNDING TARGET 

The recommendations for funding public transit in the region are based on the overall concept that the source of regional funds needed to support RTA services would vary by mode.  The operating and vehicle expenses for Bus and Paratransit would continue to be funded through a combination of fares, contracts for service, federal transit funds, state transit subsidies, and regional funds.  The regional funds needed to support the system would be from a source other than the local property tax, but would be generated from within the region.  

Operating and vehicle expenses for Commuter Rail would be partially funded through fares, but subsidies needed for commuter rail are probably beyond the level of resources that could be generated from within the region.  This issue would be addressed in Phase II; in the meantime, the Task Force supports VTA’s continuing efforts to secure state funding for commuter rail services.  A study comparing commuter rail services in other states found that, except in major urban areas, the funding of commuter rail services is provided from state sources, since these services require a substantial commitment of non-federal funding that is beyond the capabilities of most local governments.

Local Funding Target and Implementation

In the short-term, it is projected that the RTA will need $2M from a regional tax as a substitute for its current property tax revenue in order to sustain current bus and paratransit service levels.  The region is asking that the Legislature give the RTA the authority to levy taxes to this level without voter approval.  

The additional funding needed to expand services and create an optimal bus and paratransit system is estimated at $4M (in 2002 dollars).
   The region is asking that the Legislature give the RTA the authority to levy taxes beyond the $2M level, up to a $6M cap, but only with voter approval.  The $6M cap includes the $2M for current local share, and the $4M estimated for potential new regional service expansions.


The Task Force is suggesting the taxing authority would be phased in as follows:

· Year 1 (FY 2004) – There would be no funding increase in FY 2004.  CCTA would remain on the property tax while the RTA is created.  In FY 2004, the Legislature creates the RTA and establishes a $2M funding limit from the regional revenue source (until voter approval).  The tax would begin to be collected as soon as is administratively feasible and deposited in a special funds account specifically for the RTA.

· Year 2 (FY 2005) – Beginning in FY 2005, the RTA regional funding would be supported by the new revenue stream of $2 million and would no longer be reliant on the property tax.  If the RTA has determined that a need for transit expansion is warranted, after a thorough public hearing process, then a public transit expansion item could be included on the November ballot.  Any expansion of the regional revenue to support public transit will require voter approval from the region. 

· Year 3 and thereafter – The RTA continues to plan for transit expansion where appropriate and where there is regional support for the services.  Phase II study of the integrated multimodal system of bus, paratransit and rail services is initiated.

Service Concepts


The provision to go beyond the $2M taxing limit needed to maintain current bus and paratransit service levels will allow the RTA to expand these services incrementally based upon voter approval.  As is currently the case, transit plans and the design of new services will be developed by the RTA in conjunction with the CCMPO and with public input.   Appendix C presents a description of service concepts that the new RTA could implement with this additional funding, including new or improved versions of:

· Commuter Services (regional and inter-regional)

· Regional Line Haul Services or Trunk Routes

· Community Connectors

--
Local Fixed-Route Community Connectors

--
Parking and Special Purpose Shuttles

--
Cross County Direct Connectors

--
Fixed-Route Deviation or Demand-Responsive Connector Services in Feeder Zones

--
Demand-Responsive Services for ADA Eligible Persons 

--
County-Wide Demand-Responsive General Public Service in Rural Areas

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES


This section provides a review of the funding alternatives explored by the Task Force.   This analysis builds on the previous transit funding studies conducted by CCMPO.  These studies considered a wide range of funding options that were reviewed by the Task Force.  The Task Force narrowed its analysis to the most likely, assuming that the new funding sources should:

· Make sense from a regional perspective 
--
able to be collected on regional basis

--
not negatively affect the region’s economy relative to rest of state (no border problems)

· Be able to produce the needed targeted local share for bus and paratransit – and be stable

· Be within the “taxing capacity” or tax levels of other states in New England 

· Have public and political acceptability

· Be equitable to communities and taxpayers

· Be flexible as transit needs change.

· Ideally, be tied to the use of the automobile within the region.

As discussed above, the region is requesting that the Legislature authorize the revenue source (e.g. type of tax or fee increase) up to the capped amount.  Beyond the $2M level needed as a substitute for current property taxes, the region (voters) would determine the amount that would be collected and used for transit – based on whether the proposed service expansions warrant increases in taxes.

Following are the five potential funding sources that were judged to be most viable and able to generate the required level of funding (either individually or in combination).  The discussion of each alternative includes an estimate of tax revenue if applied to Chittenden County as well as its advantages and disadvantages.

Local Dedicated Sales Tax for Transit

One option is to increase the retail sales tax for Chittenden County to pay for bus and paratransit services. The current statewide tax rate is five percent and yields approximately $230M statewide.  A one cent increase in the tax in Chittenden County (from 5% - 6%) would produce more revenue than is needed by the transit system; it could be shared with other local initiatives (e.g., economic development, education).  Implementation of a one cent sales tax for transit in Chittenden County is estimated to produce about $12M annually (similarly, implementing a one cent sales tax increase statewide is estimated to produce $45M annually).  The rate could be set lower than one percent -- perhaps at .5 and still generate the needed revenue.
Advantages

· This approach would generate more than enough revenue.

· There could be some boundary issues, but they would be limited because most of the shopping in this area of the state is within Chittenden County.  (The tax rate in nearby New York is 7%.)  The region is not adjacent to New Hampshire (which has no sales tax).  So little diversion of sales would be expected as a result of shoppers traveling to New Hampshire.

· This tax is easy to collect by increasing the tax rate for merchants in the County.  The money would be sent to the RTA.  

Disadvantages

· A general retail sales tax is not directly related to the use of transportation.

· Transit would be competing with other public service needs such as education; the State has had a sales tax increase recently to pay for education.

Sales Tax on Gas – Motor Fuel Tax 

A more targeted increase in retail sales taxes would be to levy a sales tax on motor fuel in Chittenden County to support bus and paratransit (in addition to the current motor fuel excise tax of $.20 for gas and $.17 for diesel).
  A one percent sales tax on gas and diesel fuel in the County is estimated to generate $1.3M annually; a five percent tax could generate $5M.   If such a one percent fuel sales tax was levied on a statewide basis, it is estimated to generate $5M; 5% could generate $25M statewide.

Advantages

· This approach would generate the needed revenue.

· There would be some boundary issues, but they are limited.  Some drivers may go over the County line to buy gas if they live close to the County border.   New York state also imposes a sales tax on gasoline.

· This tax would probably have more local political support, especially relative to property tax, as is easy for communities to understand.

· This type of tax is directly tied to auto use in the region which makes it more equitable than a general increase in sales tax.

Disadvantage

· While the tax would be relatively easy to collect, this approach would require a new mechanism for collection. The gas station operators would collect and send taxes to the state.  The state would pass the revenue onto the RTA.

Regional Short-Term Vehicle Rental Fee 

Vehicles rented in Chittenden County could be charged an additional tax for bus and paratransit (above the current 5%).  However, this approach does not generate the revenue needed and would have to be used in conjunction with another revenue source.  It is estimated that increasing the vehicle rental fee from five percent to ten percent would only produce $500,000 annually. 
Advantages

· This type of fee is relatively easy to collect since it is an increase in a current tax.  It would be collected by the rental car companies and passed on to the RTA.

· This approach exports the tax burden to persons who live out of county/out of state. 

· This approach is unlikely to create border problems.

· Community opposition to this type of increase likely to be low.


Disadvantages

· A substantial increase in rental fees would be required to generate the revenue levels needed.  In order to generate the $2M needed to substitute for current property taxes, the rate would have to increase from five percent to 25 percent.

· The rental fees are not directly related to transportation use by residents in the County.

· Vehicle rental fees have already been increased in the past year.

Annual Vehicle Registration Fee 

Vehicles registered in Chittenden County could be charged an extra vehicle registration fee to support public transit.  Current auto registration fees average $42.00 annually and generate $16M annually (2000).  With an estimated 130,000 vehicles registered in Chittenden County,
 a  $5 per vehicle increase would only generate about $650K.  A $10 per vehicle increase would generate $1.3M in the County.  A similar increase on the estimated 503,000 vehicles registered in state would yield $2.5M (at $5 increase) or $5M (at $10 increase) statewide.

Advantages

· An increase in this fee is easy to collect.  It is collected by the state and sent to the RTA.

· The fee is directly tied to auto use by residents of the County.

Disadvantage

· As with rental car fees, a substantial increase in rental fees would be required to generate the revenue levels needed.  In order to generate the $2M needed to substitute for current property taxes, the fee would have to increase by about $15 per year to an average of $57 per vehicle.

Driver License Fees 

Driver registration fees could be increased for people living in Chittenden County to support public transit.  Driver licensing fees in Vermont is comparable to other New England states (current licensing fees vary by class, but the average for a non-Commercial Driver’s License (CDL) is about $7.50 - $9.00 per year).  These fees generate about $2.8M annually on a statewide basis.     There are an estimated 126,000 licensed drivers in Chittenden County.  A $2 per year increase in licensing fees in the County would generate $250K annually and a $5 per year increase would generate $630K annually.  Similarly, a $2 per year increase for the estimated 506,000 licensed drivers statewide would yield $1M, while a $5 per year increase could generate $2.5M.

Advantages

· An increase in this fee is easy to collect.  It is collected by the state and sent to the RTA.

· The fee is directly tied to auto use by residents of the County.

Disadvantages

· As with rental car and auto registration fees, a substantial increase in driver license fees would be required to generate the revenue levels needed.  In order to generate the $2M needed to substitute for current property taxes, the fee would have to increase by about $16 per year to an average of $23-25 per licensed driver on an annual basis.

· Driver license fees already increased in the past year.

Conclusions

Of the transportation related taxes, an increase in the motor fuel excise tax would have the highest yield, best established collection process, and is probably the most amenable to the community.  However, it is not included here because is not easily collected on the local or regional level (it is currently collected by distributors rather than local gas station operators).   

An increase in general retail sales tax yields enough revenue and could be more easily implemented on a local basis than an increase in the motor fuel tax.  A tax that combines the best aspects of these two taxes is a sales tax on motor fuels, which has the advantage of generating enough revenue, being linked to transportation, being easier to collect than the gas tax on a regional basis, and increasing when gas prices go up (gas tax revenues generally decline as gas prices increase due to a reduction in sales).  

The region could also use a combination of vehicle rental fee, vehicle registration tax and/or increased driver licensing fees, but probably would need at least two of these three to generate enough revenue.

SUMMARY 

The Task Force is asking the Legislature to create a RTA in Chittenden County, as specified below.  The RTA would have the authority to levy regional taxes (the tax would probably be collected by the State).  The Task Force is asking for the authority to levy any of the  taxes/fees from the alternatives listed above.  It is anticipated that the enabling legislation will include the following.

Purpose - Create an RTA
The RTA will be created to purchase, own, operate, or provide for the operation of land public transit services, conduct studies, and contract with other governmental agencies, private companies, and individuals.  The RTA would be responsible for administering, operating (or contracting for), and coordinating public and human service transportation in the County. 
The RTA will be a body politic and corporate with the powers incident to a municipal corporation under the laws of the State of Vermont consistent with the purpose of the authority and may exercise all powers necessary, appurtenant, convenient or incidental to carry out its functions (based on language in 24-V.SA-27): 

(1) to sue and be sued;

(2) to adopt, use and alter at will a corporate seal;

(3) to acquire, purchase, hold, lease as a lessee and use any franchise, property, real, personal or mixed, tangible or intangible, or any interest therein, necessary or desirable for carrying out the purposes of the authority, and to sell, lease as lessor, transfer or dispose of any property or interest acquired by it;

(4) to fix, alter, charge and establish rates, fares and other charges for the services and facilities within its area of operation, which rates, fees and charges shall be equitable and just;

(5) to acquire and operate, or provide for the operation of local transportation systems, public or private, within its area of operation;

(6) to make contracts of every name and nature and to execute all instruments necessary or convenient for the carrying on of its business;

(7) To enter into management contracts with any person or persons for the management of a public transportation system or controlled by the authority for such period or periods of time, and under such compensation and other terms and conditions as shall be deemed advisable by the authority;

(8) to accept gifts or grants or loans of money or other property, and to enter into contracts, leases or other transactions with any federal agency, the state, any agency of the state, or with any other public body of the state, including municipalities, school districts and other authorities;

(9) to borrow money and issue evidence of indebtedness as provided by chapter 53 of Title 24;

(10) to develop transportation plans, and to coordinate its planning and programs with those of appropriate municipal, county, and state agencies and other political subdivisions of the state;

(11) within its area of operation, to acquire by the exercise of the power of eminent domain any real property which it may have found necessary for its purposes, in the manner provided for the condemnation of land or rights therein as set forth in sections 221-233 of Title 19;

(12) to prescribe and promulgate necessary rules and regulations;

(13) to do all things necessary or convenient for the conduct of its business and the general welfare of the authority in order to carry out the powers granted to it by this chapter or any other law.

(14) to enter into joint compacts with transportation authorities of other states provided that the compact has been approved by the general assembly of that state and the congress of the United States. (Added 1975, No. 153 (Adj. Sess.), § 1, eff. March 10, 1976.)
(15) to levy and collect regional taxes, as specified below.

Transit plans and the design of new services will be developed by the RTA in conjunction with the CCMPO with public input.  

Area of Operation of RTA


The area of operation by the RTA will be Chittenden County. All municipalities will be considered members of the RTA. The RTA may operate outside Chittenden County, upon request of a municipality or regional planning commission, as long as payments for those services outside the County cover the transportation related costs.  

Governance of RTA


The RTA would be governed by the 12 member Transit Board, 11 appointed by elected officials of the local jurisdictions and one appointed by the Governor.  The number of appointed members will reflect the total population and population density of the jurisdictions.  The purpose, powers, duties, and responsibilities of the RTA will be exercised by the Board.


Each Board member will serve for a term of three years or until his/her successor is duly appointed.  Membership will be arranged so that one third of the membership expires each year.  Board members can be re-appointed to additional terms by their respective jurisdiction.  


Annually, the Board will elect from among its members a chairman, vice-chairman, treasurer, and secretary and other officers that are necessary to conduct business.  The Board will have the power to appoint and employ a general manager and to approve the RTA’s long-term capital program and annual operating budget.

Funding of the RTA

The RTA will have the authority to levy regional taxes; if the state collects the taxes for the RTA they will be held in a special fund.  Taxes can be levied and collected within County boundaries.

No voter approval would be needed to levy taxes of up to $2M, or the amount needed to sustain the current level of bus and paratransit services.  In the event that additional funds are required for expanded services, voters would have to approve the levying of additional taxes.  The taxes could be levied from one or more of the following sources:

· Local Dedicated Sales Tax

· Sales Tax on Gas

· Regional Short-Term Vehicle Rental Fee

· Annual Vehicle Registration Fee

· Driver License Fees

The cost of debt service will be included in the annual budget of the authority.  The budget will not exceed the estimated amount of funding available from federal, state and regional tax revenues.  Annually, the RTA Board shall review and adopt the budget with or without changes.

Implementation

The RTA will commence operation on the date specified by the General Assembly in the enabling legislation.  Collection of the regional tax will commence as soon as administratively feasible.  Funds collected from the regional source will be deposited in a special funds account specifically for the RTA.

Until such time as the jurisdictions have appointed Board members and a Manager of the RTA is hired, the Executive Director of CCMPO shall have the authority to initiate the organization of the authority and to submit preliminary application for financial aid. 
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APPENDIX B

MODELS OF REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITIES AND

RELATIONSHIP OF TRANSIT ENTITIES TO HUMAN SERVICE TRANSPORTATION

In order to provide background to the Task Force, the consultants explored how other communities are organized to provide and fund multimodal transportation on a regional level.  Two institutional issues were explored 1) models for how other communities have created regional transit authorities and 2) models for how transit authorities have incorporated the needs of human service agencies in their missions.  

MODELS OF REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITIES

As part of this study, alternative models of regional transit authorities have been identified and reviewed. With input from Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) staff, the consultants identified 12 different U.S. transit authorities and collected background information on each, primarily through the Internet. The focus of this review was to identify different governance structures and authority for revenue generation.  This information is presented in matrix form in Table B-1.  

From the 12 transit authorities identified, four were selected for a more in-depth review, including Sound Transit in Washington State, the Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC) in Northern Virginia, the Triangle Transit Authority (TTA) in North Carolina, and Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District (C-U MTD) in Illinois.  These four authorities are described below, with a focus on the transit services provided, governance structure and basis for creation, and the powers provided to the authority, particularly regarding taxing authority.

Sound Transit—Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority

Services Operated

Sound Transit was charged by the state legislature at its formation, to develop alternatives for meeting regional travel needs, specifically the planning, building and operating of a high-capacity transit (HCT) system for the region’s most heavily traveled corridors.

Later, the voter-approved proposition authorizing Sound Transit to levy the “RTA tax” stipulated that the new tax revenue would provide the local funding for a package of region-wide transit improvements for the authority’s area, including light rail, commuter rail, and express bus service.

Over its almost ten-year history, Sound Transit has implemented and now provides express bus services and commuter rail, in accordance with its mandate.  Planning for light rail is underway.

Creation of Authority

With growing regional transportation problems, the Washington State legislature enacted a law in 1993 that allowed the counties in the greater Seattle area to create a single agency to develop regional transportation improvements.  The three counties – King, Pierce, and Snohomish – created the Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority, commonly known as Sound Transit.

There is a long history of attempts in the Seattle area to provide for HCT service, starting in the late 1960s.  In 1968 and 1970, two different bond measures dedicated to financing a rail and bus system were voted down by the electorate.  Planning, however, for rail continued during the 1970s and 1980s.  

In 1988, King County voters approved an advisory measure to accelerate planning for rail service.  In 1990, the state legislature enacted the HCT Act, which established planning criteria, provided funding, and provided local-option taxing authority for high-capacity transit. This legislation called for establishment of the Joint Regional Policy Committee (JRPC) to oversee regional planning.  At the same time, the State Growth Management Act was also enacted, which requires coordination between land use and transportation planning.  The joint planning entity was then formed—JRPC—through an interlocal agreement among the Pierce, King, and Snohomish County transit agencies to coordinate regional transit planning.  

Moving the regional planning concept forward, the state legislature called for creation of a three-county regional transit authority (RTA), to be formed upon adoption by the three counties of a regional transit plan.  In May 1993, the JRPC adopted a $13.2 billion transit system for the region and recommended formation of an RTA.  The RTA was created in July 1993 with the three county councils voting to participate in the regional transit plan and to create the RTA to implement the plan.  

In March 1995, the voters turned down the first RTA proposal for rail.  In November 1996, voters approved the RTA’s second attempt.  This was a revised plan, called “Sound Move,” which was a ten-year, $3.9 billion regional plan.  The vote authorized a local 0.4 percent sales tax, 0.3 percent MVET tax, and 0.8 percent rental car tax to finance building and operation of the regional transit system.

Transit in the state received a set-back with the overwhelming approval in November 1999 of Initiative 695 that repealed the state’s existing MVET based on the value of the vehicle and replaced it with a flat $30 annual fee.  Sound Transit’s MVET is not directly affected but the loss of transit funding to the local transit agencies calls into question some financial partnerships that had been established with local operators.


Since its creation, Sound Transit has moved forward with the planning and operation of various regional services, including express bus service, commuter rail (commuter rail began operation in September 2000), and light rail.  Planning for light rail ran into problems by 2000 due to, among other issues, high cost projections.  Sound Transit leadership has changed a number of times, reflecting problems.  By May 2002, Sound Transit’s plan for light rail cleared an important hurdle, with the FTA approving the environmental review of a central 14-mile initial downtown link for light rail.

Powers of Authority

Sound Transit was given the authority to plan, build, and operate an HCT system for the greater Seattle region.  Sound Transit was also given the authority to levy and collect voter-approved local option taxes to fund the building and operation of an HCT system.  The taxes could include an employer tax, a special motor vehicle excise tax (the tax on license plate tabs), and a sales and use tax.

Authority Governance

Sound Transit is governed by an 18-member board, and 17 of these are locally elected leaders.  The 18th member is the state DOT secretary. The 17 member structure was established through a ratio of one board member for every 145,000 persons in the county.  This ratio is checked periodically to ensure that representation on the board is balanced according to population.

Board members are appointed by the county executive in each of the three counties, and the respective county councils must then confirm the appointments.

The state legislation authorizing Sound Transit specified that the appointments to the board must include an elected city official representing the largest city in the participating county and proportional representation from other cities and unincorporated areas.  Also, one-half of the appointments in each county must be officials who serve on the local transit agency board.  This was done to ensure coordination between existing local transit agencies and the new regional authority.

Authority Funding and Revenue Generation

The legislation that created Sound Transit authorized the agency to levy and collect voter-approved local option taxes to pay for building and operating a HCT transit system.  The taxes can be levied and collected only within the Sound Transit boundaries, set to include the urban areas of the three participating counties (King, Pierce, and Snohomish).  The Sound Transit boundary lines “generally” follow the urban growth boundaries created by each county in accordance with the state’s Growth Management Act.  These urban growth boundaries guide how and where growth in each county will take place.  In practice, there has been some contention over these boundaries, as the taxing office assesses the tax based on a database of zip codes that fall within the Sound Transit area and this method was, reportedly, not completely accurate.  Also, the RTA boundary was adjusted in June 2002 in consideration of “voter precinct boundaries, city limit lines, and geography.”  Sound Transit spends ongoing efforts in answering questions and concerns about the RTA tax.

In 2001, Sound Transit generated over $268 million in revenue from its RTA tax.  This included $56.12M from the 0.3 percent motor-vehicle excise tax, $209.75 million from the 0.4 percent sales tax, and $2.18M from the 0.8 percent rental car tax.

Service Planning

Service planning is done by Sound Transit for its regional services.  Planning for local services remains with the local transit agencies.  Planning is coordinated through Sound Transit.

Participation of Local Jurisdictions in Regional Authority

Determination of which local jurisdictions became part of the RTA—Sound Transit—was determined through boundaries created with the state’s Growth Management Act of 1990.  According to that act, each county determines its urban growth boundary in accordance with the act’s provisions.

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission 

Services Operated

PRTC provides a family of transportation services within the Northern Virginia region. PRTC’s services include commuter buses, OmniRide, operating along the highly congested I-95 and I-66 corridors to points in Northern Virginia and the District of Columbia.  OmniLink is the local bus service that provides deviated fixed-route coverage in Prince William County and the Cities of Manassas and Manassas Park.  A free ridesharing service called OmniMatch is available for carpoolers and vanpoolers as well.

Creation of Authority

PRTC was created in 1986 by the Virginia General Assembly under the “Transportation District Act of 1964” (as amended in 1986).  The Counties of Prince William and Stafford and the Cities of Manassas and Manassas Park comprised the original jurisdictions.  The City of Frederick joined in 1990.  PRTC is overseen by a governing body of 15 commissioners who are appointed from each jurisdiction, as well as the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (VDRPT), Virginia Senate, and House of Delegates, along with 14 alternates.

PRTC also partners with the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) to operate the Virginia Railway Express (VRE).  VRE provides commuter rail service from the Northern Virginia suburbs to Alexandria, Crystal City and downtown Washington, D.C.  VRE was formed in 1989 as a joint creation of PRTC and NVTC, each of which elect commissioners to the VRE Operations Board, which coordinates operations and financing, with funds supplied by the two commissions. The Operations Board consists of seven members including: three commissioners (and an alternate) each from PRTC and NVTC, and the Director of VDRPT.  The Board also oversees the VRE Operations Group, which manages the service.

In 1992, VRE began to operate commuter rail service between Washington Union Station and northern Virginia. Trains operate Monday through Friday along two routes: 

· Fredericksburg Line—service to Fredericksburg, 55 miles from Washington serving 12 stations.

· Manassas Line—service to the Manassas Broad Run/Airport, 35 miles from Washington. serving ten stations. 

Authority Funding and Revenue Generation

As noted earlier, the Transportation District Act of 1964 was the enabling legislation used to create PRTC.  According to §58.1-1720 of the Code of Virginia, State law imposes a two percent excise tax on motor fuel sales in Northern Virginia cities and counties belonging to a transportation commission that operates heavy rail transit.  PRTC raises between $5-9 million annually, which is contingent upon fuel prices and population.  PRTC uses most of its revenues to fund the VRE commuter rail system.  Of the total revenues, 64 percent is used for operations of VRE and 23 percent is used for debt service on its capital costs.  The remainder is used for transportation related improvements (i.e. street signs or road improvements) and operations of the bus system.

PRTC utilizes a number of funding sources to support both administrative and service costs.  Specifically, PRTC receives federal grant funds, state formula assistance dollars, farebox revenue, advertising revenue (bus wraps), interest income, jurisdictional subsidies, and motor fuel tax funds.  Fuel tax dollars are collected at the pump from the vendors and then remitted to the Virginia Department of Taxation.  The funds are then remitted to PRTC with detailed accounts of funds broken out by jurisdiction.  PRTC maintains the funds in an account for each jurisdiction upon which they are drawn down for budgetary needs.  For recurring programs like VRE, twice a year payment is customary (July and January) and can be programmed.  Request for funds must be made for “one-time” transportation projects on a case-by-case basis.

Service Planning

PRTC planners primarily are the catalyst for planning services.  Known service deficiencies and potential enhancements are inventoried.  Service analysis concepts arise through the request of the Board of Commissioners, from internal staff concepts, and even by requests from citizens.  Potential funding sources are then identified for the implementation of the planned service.  Plans are presented to the Board and ultimately the decision is made through the annual budget process (with each jurisdiction), which must be approved by the Board.

Participation of Local Jurisdictions in Regional Authority

The enabling legislation provides specific language permitting both enlargement to and withdrawal from the transportation district.  PRTC may be enlarged to include any additional county or city that is contiguous.  The governing body of the county or city must adopt an ordinance specifying the area to be enlarged, which requires a public hearing.  A contract or agreement is required between the county or city and PRTC that specifies the terms and conditions of admittance to PRTC.  Then the ordinance must be filed with the Secretary of the Commonwealth.  A county or city may withdraw from PRTC by resolution or ordinance, which must be adopted by a majority vote of its governing body.  This withdrawal is not effective until the resolution or ordinance is filed with PRTC and with the Secretary of the Commonwealth.

Triangle Transit Authority 

Services Operated

TTA provides a variety of services, including a regional bus line with connector shuttles, vanpool service, and rideshare matching service.  TTA is also planning a regional rail system that will link the three communities in the Triangle area together—Raleigh, Durham, and Chapel Hill.

Creation of Authority

TTA was created by the three Counties of Durham, Orange, and Wake pursuant to the Regional Public Transportation Authority Act, passed by the North Carolina state legislature in 1989.  The state law allows any area of the state to create an authority if specified criteria are met.  The authority may be formed upon approval by resolution of the boards of commissioners of the participating counties.  The law specifies that the territorial jurisdiction of any authority created is to be the same as the boundaries of the participating counties.  The law also specifies that the authority may not take over the operation of any existing public transportation system in its jurisdiction without the consent of the owner of that system.

The legislation stipulates that the authority shall have a “special tax board,” to be composed of two representatives from each of the counties organizing the authority.  Each member of the special tax board must be a county commissioner of the county that he or she represents.

Powers of Authority

The specified powers of the TTA include its responsibilities for regional bus services, rideshare services, and planning for a regional rail system.  It also has specified authority to levy taxes, upon approval of the participating counties. Specifically, transit authorities are allowed to levy an annual vehicle registration tax not to exceed $5.00 per vehicle. To levy the tax, several criteria must be met, including the holding of a public hearing and the approval of the boards of commissioners of each county in the transit authority.  There is no requirement for a vote by the electorate.

An authority may also make recommendations to the state legislature concerning additional revenues, including, but not limited to: annual vehicle registration fees, ad valorem taxes, local land transfer taxes, driver’s license fees, sales taxes on automobile parts and accessories, and motor fuels taxes.  Any additional revenue sources for an authority must be approved by the state.

Authority Governance

The TTA is governed by a 13-member board of trustees.  Ten members are appointed by the larger cities and the counties, and three members are appointed by the state Secretary of Transportation. The composition of the board is specified through the legislation authorizing transportation authorities, as follows:

· The county with the greatest population has five members, to be appointed as:  two by the board of commissioners of that county, two by the city council of the most populated city in that county, and one by the city council of the city of the second most populated city.

· The county with the next greatest population has three members, to be appointed as: one by the board of commissioners of that county, one by the city council of the most populated city, and one jointly by that board of commissioners and city council, by procedures agreed on between them.

· The county with the least population has two members, to be appointed as: one by the board of commissioners of that county and one by the city council of the city with the largest population in that county.

· Three members of the Board of Transportation appointed by the state Secretary of Transportation, to serve ex-officio.

Authority Funding and Revenue Generation

The TTA was chartered by the Secretary of State in December 1989.  Its mandate was to plan, finance, organize, and operate a public transportation system for the Research Triangle area, within three program areas—regional bus service, rideshare program, and regional transit planning.  Two years later in 1991, the state legislature authorized the TTA to levy a vehicle registration tax of up to $5 per registration, subject to county approvals.  In 1997, the state authorized the TTA to levy a rental vehicle tax of up to five percent of gross receipts, to be used to finance the first phase of the Regional Transit Plan.

The vehicle registration tax revenues have correlated with population growth in the region, while the rental car tax relates well to enplanements at the Raleigh/Durham airport (though rental cars throughout the region are taxed).  Approximate revenues generated by the two taxes are shown below:

	Fiscal Year
	Vehicle Registration Tax
	Rental Car Tax



	1999
	$4,100,000
	$6,000,000

	2000
	$4,200,000
	$7,500,000

	2001
	$4,300,000
	$7,800,000

	2002
	$4,500,000
	$7,200,000


It is noted that the decline in the rental vehicle tax collections has been influenced by the downturn in the economy.  The Triangle area has a number of telecommunications companies that have been particularly hard hit in the current recession.

Service Planning

Service planning for regional services is done by TTA planners.  Service planning for the local transit systems is done by each of the local systems.  

Consolidation of the local transit agencies with the regional authority was studied in the 1990s.  Major issues that prevented such consolidation at that time were the findings of the study that maintenance facilities and costs would not be saved from consolidation (the service area is so large that a number of different maintenance facilities are needed), and collective bargaining issues (some of the transit agencies are unionized and others are not).

Consolidation of transit services is being reviewed again, with a current consultant study underway.

Participation of Local Jurisdictions in Regional Authority

Once a county determines that it will participate in a regional authority, the cities in that county become part of the authority as well.  A county can “opt out,” however, this has not happened in the Triangle area.

The issue of a new county “opting in” to an existing transit authority has been discussed hypothetically.  One of the counties adjacent to the three counties that make up TTA has grown rapidly with the general growth in the area, and there has been talk about that county becoming part of the existing Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).  There could also be merit in having that county become a part of TTA.  Such an addition would need legislative authority.

Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District

Services Operated

C-U MTD, operates fixed-route bus service and ADA paratransit service within the district boundaries, which includes the three cities of Champaign, Urbana and Savoy.  The transit district also sponsors a half-fare cab program for persons with disabilities and seniors over 65 years of age.

Creation of Authority

C-U MTD was formed in 1970, based on voter-approval through a referendum asking the voters whether a mass transit district should be created.  This followed a request by the then-transit provider, National City Bus Lines, to the state Commerce Commission to cease operations.  The newly formed mass transit district began operations in 1971.

Powers of Authority

The transit district has relatively broad powers related to public transit, for example, it can establish or acquire mass transit facilities, acquire vehicles, operate services, and so forth.  The transit district can also levy property taxes within its area at a rate not to exceed 0.25 percent on assessed value of property, upon approval of the voters.

Authority Governance

The C-U MTD is governed by a board of seven members, who are appointed by the Champaign County Board based upon applications submitted by candidates to the MTD board.  Thus, the transit district’s board members are not necessarily elected local officials.

Authority Funding and Revenue Generation

The C-U MTD has the authority to levy property taxes with voter approval.  The transit district initially was authorized to collect $0.05 per $100 valuation. This was later increased, after voter approval, to the current rate of $0.28 per $100.  

One of the issues with use of property tax to generate revenues for public transit in an area with a sizeable state university is the fact that much property is tax-exempt.  At the original tax rate and with the district’s amount of tax-exempt property, revenues were not sufficient.

Another issue of note for C-U MTD, as well as other public transit systems in the State of Illinois, is the relatively high level of state funding.  Illinois funds 50 percent of the operating deficit of the state’s public transit systems, through state revenues.

Service Planning

Service planning is done by C-U MTD staff.

Participation of Local Jurisdictions in Regional Authority

Any municipality or county may be annexed to a transit district, pursuant to approval by the transit district board, known as a Board of Trustees, and approval of the municipality or county to be annexed.

The state legislation authorizing the creation of mass transit districts permits such districts to be created without regard to county boundaries or other political subdivisions or municipal corporations.  Specifically, a “local mass transit district” may be defined with boundaries to enclose a contiguous land area to be known as the “participating area” and to be organized as a transit district.  Any 500 or more legal voters who are residents within the “participating area” may file a petition asking that the question of creating such a district be submitted by referendum to the voters living within the proposed mass transit district area.  If approved by the voters, then the mass transit district is formed.

RELATIONSHIP WITH SOCIAL SERVICE TRANSPORTATION

Paratransit services in Chittenden County are currently provided by Special Services Transportation Agency (SSTA).  This private non-profit agency provides ADA paratransit service on a contract basis to CCTA and also coordinates local human service agency transportation in the region.  Its role in the evolving transit structure for the county has been considered, and one concept would have SSTA and its functions subsumed under the new transit authority where it would become an operating division.  

In terms of paratransit services, the most common model for transit authorities is one where the transit authority provides only the required ADA complementary paratransit service, and is not involved in coordinating human service agency transportation.  Since most transit authorities provide fixed-route transit service, it follows then that the transit authority also provide the mandated ADA paratransit services.  Such service may be operated directly by the transit authority or, frequently, operated on a contract basis by a private or non-profit operator.  

While it is not common that transit authorities also provide coordinated paratransit services within their service areas, several examples of transit authorities that have human service transportation responsibility in addition to ADA paratransit responsibility, have been identified and are briefly described below.

Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA), Lehigh Valley, PA 

Background and Basis for Creation

LANTA was formed in 1972 on a crisis basis when the existing transit provider, a private non-profit agency, petitioned the Public Utilities Commission to stop operations.  LANTA is a bi-county authority and supplements passenger fares and other revenues with county, state, and federal funding to support operating and capital expenses.  LANTA’s Board is composed of 12 members, ten of whom are voting and two are ex-officio.  Six members are appointed by the Lehigh County Executive and six are appointed by the Northampton County Executive.  The Board appoints an Executive Director who manages day-to-day transit operations.

Role in Provision of Human Service Transportation

LANTA operates fixed-route bus service throughout the Lehigh Valley.  In addition, LANTA’s Metro Plus Division operates a brokerage, arranging paratransit services for seniors and persons with disabilities who cannot access the regular buses.  Metro Plus, acting as a broker, contracts with two private providers, VAST and Palmeri Travelways to serve the trips.

VAST is a private non-profit agency, established in 1978 to coordinate human service transportation in the Lehigh Valley.  VAST became a contractor to LANTA to provide limited paratransit services for persons with disabilities to help the transit authority meets its obligations for serving disabled riders prior to the ADA. VAST also entered into contracts with a variety of human service agencies including the Offices of Mental Health/Mental Retardation in both counties.  

Beginning in 1983, VAST began serving as the central coordinator for the bi-county senior Shared Ride program (a state lottery funded program) and the Medical Assistance Transportation Program (Medicaid transportation), with services operated by three private carriers.  As these programs grew, VAST recognized the need to establish a central coordinator function that would operate independently from VAST and the private carriers, to help avoid any conflict of interest among the carriers and in recognition that the functions of coordinator were different than the functions of carriers.  VAST recommended that an independent coordinator be formed, and, in 1988, the duties of the central coordinator were transferred to Metro Plus, which became a division of LANTA.  Currently, Metro Plus contracts with VAST and Palmeri Motorcoach for service operations.

A primary objective of VAST is service to LANTA/Metro Plus.  Currently, 83 percent of VAST services are part of the Metro Plus coordinated system, representing about half of Metro Plus services to the community.  Another objective of VAST is to continue the coordination of transportation for human service agencies throughout the Lehigh Valley.

VAST continues as a private non-profit transportation provider, with its primary business being that provided on a contract basis to the transit authority.

Rabbit Transit, York County, Pennsylvania

Background and Basis for Creation

Rabbit Transit, known as Community Transit until July 2000, is a public authority, created by the county in 1974 through state enabling legislation.  It has a 12-member board of directors, appointed by the York County Commissioners. Rabbit Transit operates a range of services, including traditional fixed-route service, county fixed routes providing baseline service

throughout the area, and paratransit including ADA service. The agency=s fleet includes 35 fixed- 

route and 37 paratransit vehicles.  Total ridership, including fixed-route and paratransit, was about 1.23 million in FY 2000.

York County=s transit system emerged from a forced merger between a public fixed-route system sponsored by several municipalities and a private, non-profit paratransit program operated by a community service agency. The two had very opposite environments: the entrenched fixed-route system clashed with the human service-oriented paratransit program, but the County Commissioners were determined that the two would merge to solve operational and funding problems. This merger resulted in one of the first transit systems in Pennsylvania to bring fixed route and paratransit under the same roof.

Role in Provision of Human Service Transportation

Rabbit Transit provides a variety of paratransit services.  In addition to mandated ADA paratransit, the authority offers “shared ride van service for seniors,” which provides subsidized advance reservation paratransit service for seniors registered for the program.  This shared ride van service is funded through Pennsylvania’s Lottery Program and the County Area Agency on Aging, thus combining state funding and federal aging funding.

Rabbit Transit also provides paratransit service for eligible Medicaid recipients.  Once the authority establishes eligibility, paratransit service is provided for medical appointments, with no cost to the rider.  This Medical Assistance program is funded through Medicaid.

In addition, the authority also provides paratransit services to a variety of human service agencies in its service area, including sheltered workshops.  

While York County’s transit authority does not serve as the centralized coordinator of human service transportation, it provides a variety of human service-type paratransit services in its region, funded through a combination of sources, including state lottery funds and federal human service programs.

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Orange County, California

Background and Basis for Creation

OCTA was formed in 1991 with the merger of several county transportation planning entities, including the OCTD, a legislatively created transit district under California law.

OCTA’s funding comes from a variety of sources including local property taxes and a portion of 20-year ½ cent sales tax increase for transportation purposes that was passed by the electorate in 1991 (this is known as Measure M).

Role in Provision of Human Service Transportation

Prior to the passage of the ADA, paratransit services were operated by the then-OCTD. With new responsibility for ADA paratransit in the 1990s, the county transportation organization, by then OCTA, began providing ADA paratransit and also continued to provide senior-oriented group transportation for nutrition purposes.  These two services were provided by a private operator through one large contract.  With growing demand for ADA paratransit, OCTA decided a few years ago to split off the senior group transportation to enable more focused attention on ADA paratransit.  Based on a pilot project where OCTA provided funding to a limited number of the county’s 38 cities to enable them to provide their own senior-oriented transportation, OCTA set up a new Senior Mobility Program.  This program, operated out of OCTA’s Community Transportation Services Department, now provides funding to a majority of the county’s cities so they can provide their own senior transportation services.  

The Senior Mobility Program has an annual budget of approximately $5 million, which is provided to the participating cities for their use.  The cities are able to provide the transportation services with somewhat more latitude than the previous arrangement where the service was provided by OCTA.

In addition to the senior oriented services now provided by local cities with OCTA-provided funding, there are a wide range of human service transportation programs operated throughout Orange County by and for various agencies.  OCTA’s role now for senior-oriented transportation is to provide some of its funding to local cities so that the cities can provide the service on their own, allowing OCTA to focus its paratransit resources on mandated ADA paratransit services.

APPENDIX C

REGIONAL  

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Alternatives for Transit Improvements
This Appendix presents a range of options to improve public transit services in Chittenden County.  These improvements are based on the Short-Range Public Transit Plan (SRPTP) being prepared for Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA) and Special Services Transportation Agency (SSTA), as well as previous CCTA and SSTA planning efforts.  At this point, the options have been reviewed by the SRPTP Study Advisory Committee and will be presented to the public in early January 2003.  


The implementation of service improvements in future years will be dependent on the availability of increased funds.  How to fund needed service improvements is the most critical issue that the region faces.  Reliance on the local property tax is not a viable long-term source of revenue and is a major detriment to the implementation of transit services that are being recommended in the SRPTP, especially areas outside the current CCTA member towns.  For example, in Working Paper A, the analysis of transit needs identified high transit potential in Colchester and Milton.  Under the current organizational structure, expansion of transit services into these areas would require those municipalities to pay the fully allocated (unsubsidized) cost of the services until they were established and meet the 29 percent farebox recovery requirement.
 Even in member towns, new services must meet a 29 percent farebox recovery before they can be included in the general allocation, discouraging innovation and non-traditional modes.  Expansion of the CCTA membership, and therefore the service area, is difficult because those communities would have to commit property tax revenue to CCTA. 

Based on that analysis of transit need and potential that was conducted as part of the SRPTP, there are a number of areas in the County with population concentrations (origins) of commute patterns that could be considered for some type of fixed-route services.  Most of the block groups capable of supporting more traditional fixed routes can be seen in Burlington, South Burlington, Winooski, and Essex.  Milton, Colchester, Jericho, Richmond, Shelburne, Williston, and Charlotte would be considered for some commuter or lower frequency fixed routes.  These areas have enough density or commuter patterns that transit services could achieve a productivity greater than demand-responsive services.  The remaining areas do have residents with travel needs, but densities are low enough that they are more likely to be candidates for demand-responsive services with advance reservations or subscription services.   The following sections present a number of options that might be considered along with the advantages and disadvantages of each.  


As described in the body of this report, the Task Force is proposing the creation of a regional transit authority (RTA) to cover all of Chittenden County.  The new type of RTA being proposed is not confined by the characteristics in the current state enabling legislation.  The key difference in the new type of authority being explored by the Task Force would be that the new RTA would have taxing authority (to eliminate reliance on the property tax).  

SERVICE TYPES PROPOSED

The primary service types proposed for Chittenden County consist of commuter services, line haul services on trunk lines, a variety of community connector services, and demand- responsive services, ridesharing, vanpools, and other specialized services. 


The SRPTP has identified the challenge of creating institutional relationships among current transportation providers that allow the region to meet the current and changing public transportation needs of Chittenden County.  These institutional and funding changes will be necessary for the new RTA to effectively meet the needs of communities it serves now, as well as those it may serve in the future.


To accommodate this proposed structural and financial change, this appendix includes illustrative rather than recommended service changes and expansions.  When it has resources to implement them, the RTA will determine how well these illustrative and other possible changes, identified through additional needs analysis, meet its organizational goals. Prior to implementation, changes will be assessed by the RTA management staff, the RTA Board, and the public.

Commuter Services
Commuter services would primarily serve long distance work trips for riders traveling on interstates and have limited stops.  Secondary markets that could improve route productivity such as seasonal travel to ski areas, education, shopping, and medical trips would be considered.  When viable, secondary markets would be included also with the appropriate service alterations such as weekend and mid-day services.  Fares would be higher than the base fare to account for the longer distances and premium/express nature of the service.

Two types of commuter services are envisioned:  inter-regional (multi-county routes) and regional routes.  Regional and Inter-regional routes could be combined, although since these would be marketed as premium express routes, stops would be limited so that services are more competitive with the automobile.

Inter-Regional Routes

The new inter-regional routes would provide weekday peak hour express service tailored to employment trips from other counties to and from Chittenden County.  Such routes may start off as carpools, grow to vanpools, then eventually warrant small bus service during peak commuting hours.  Inter-regional routes would be express from park-and-ride lots, but may also link up with community connectors and other services offered by other (local) transit providers.

Illustrations of inter-regional routes include:

· Georgia/St. Albans (link to Network)

· Waterbury/Waitfield/Sugarbush

· Montpelier (link to Wheels)

· Vergennes/Middlebury (link to ACTR)

Regional Routes

The new regional commuter routes would provide weekday peak hour express service oriented toward employment and school trips, from outlying areas into downtown Burlington and the university/college areas, and other major employment areas with parking issues.   Service would likely be express with limited stops.  The frequency could be one to three morning runs inbound (during the morning peak) and one to three evening outbound runs (during the evening peak) on each weekday.  Mid-day trips may also be included as indicated by the primary trip generator’s hours, although such trips may also allow for medical and shopping trips and lessen the need for some costly, long distance demand-responsive trips.

The regional commuter routes could initially use a cutaway with high-back seats (smaller vehicles), but eventually, as demand increases, utilize standard vehicles.   The end of the routes could be served by community connectors and the routes will serve park-and-ride lots.  Regional commuter routes could serve outlying towns such as:

· Colchester/Milton Exit 16

· Underhill Flats/Jericho/Essex Center

· Richmond/Williston

· Hinesburg

· Charlotte
 

Regional Line Haul Service or Trunk Routes 
Regional trunk routes are the backbone of a transit system and provide a long span of frequent, fixed schedule service in highly traveled corridors with higher population and trip densities.  Many of CCTA’s existing routes such as North Avenue, Essex, U-Mall/Airport, Williston, and South End/Shelburne are considered truck routes.  These services connect local residential areas with high densities to downtown (at a standard base fare).   Along with the community connectors described below, the trunk routes also function as the basis for neighborhood specials serving school children.   

The truck routes have high potential for investment in Bus Rapid Transit-type improvements -- including signal priority, que-jumping, or other priority improvements.  Increased frequency on trunk routes can improve ridership.  Straightening (shortening) trunk routes can encourage more choice ridership.  Sometimes a new area such as Colchester’s Malletts Bay (near the P&C shopping center) can be served by extending an existing truck route on some or all runs.

Community Connectors
Local fixed-route community connectors focus on areas with high density/high levels of transit dependence, need, and/or use.  Connectors operate at high frequencies (10-30 minutes), on relatively short fixed routes, fixed schedules, and at a standard or lower fare.  Community connectors are often shorter routes that typically provide intra-community local service in local towns and connect to inter-regional, regional, and trunk routes.  Community connectors can serve residential, commercial, educational, shopping, and work locations in a small area.   Service types vary with local density and needs. 

· Local Fixed-Route Community Connectors -- serve areas with high density/high levels of transit dependence, need, or use.  Fixed-route connectors work best when they serve high density areas near or in an urban core or a less dense areas with easily identifiable trip generators.  The Riverside/Winooski, Essex Center, Old North End Loop, and Lakeside routes could be considered local fixed-route community connectors.

· Parking and Special Purpose Shuttles – typically connect choice riders to employment via remote parking for a cost much less than at the employment sites.  This is a growing market and locating parking outside the downtown area helps to free up more space for development, open space, and people in highly developed areas.  The PARC North, PARC South, and FAHC shuttle routes fit this description.  The College Street Shuttle is similar, but may be able to avoid even more car trips since riders do not have to access the route using their auto and it provides convenient connections to and from the hill and downtown.

· Local Fixed-Route/Fixed Schedule Cross County Direct Connectors -- serve high travel corridors going from suburb-to-suburb.  The Williston Route could also be considered a cross county direct connector since it connects Essex to South Burlington via Williston.  It also serves a major and growing travel and commercial development corridor and so was categorized with the trunk routes.

· Fixed-Route Deviation or Demand-Responsive Connector Services in Feeder Zones  -- serve lower-density areas surrounding and connecting to trunk route and commuter services. This service is appropriate in less dense areas with less distinct trip generators or trip generators that will change from one run to the next.  Zones may be defined by a certain geographic area and often are 1-3 square miles with 15-60 minute frequencies.  Feeder services are often provided at the ends of routes and at timed points along the routes for ease of transfer.  Service hours can mirror those of the route being fed or be less, based on the needs of the community being served.  The Essex Center route could be altered to a route deviation or demand-responsive feeder which may expand its coverable service area slightly.  

· Demand-Responsive Connector Services -- for ADA eligible persons in fixed-route service areas or in the lowest density rural areas.  ADA paratransit service is provided to ADA-eligible riders who are unable to use CCTA’s fixed-route system.  The service is operated curb-to-curb in the fixed-route services area on the same days and times.  The ADA service area is three quarters of a mile on either side of the fixed routes (excluding the commuter routes to Milton, Underhill, and Richmond).   Users request service by close of business the day before.  Service operation is currently contracted, but could be operated in-house if the new RTA successfully merges CCTA with SSTA.  The ADA service will continue to use smaller vehicles (cutaways) and will continue to have a fare twice the bus base fare.

· County-Wide Demand-Responsive General Public Service in Rural Areas.  General public demand-responsive services could be provided in low-density rural areas on Monday through Friday to provide basic mobility for medical or local shopping trips.  Users would request service in advance.  Rural demand-responsive service vehicles could connect to trunk routes or regional commuter routes, but because of their limited nature, are only likely to provide basic mobility for medical or local shopping.  Efforts would be made to ensure that these services do not supplant existing agency services.

Illustration of new community connectors include

· A Colchester/Essex route serving the Fort Ethan Allen/Suzie Wilson Road/Kellogg Road neighborhoods and meeting up with an enhanced Essex trunk route (running every 15 minutes during peak hours) to the Winooski Mille, Fanny Allen, or Ethan Allen Avenue for an easy transfer and trip into Burlington or out to Essex.

· Colchester route to Malletts Bay.

· Williston Tafts corners connector that would provide coverage in Williston so that the Williston route could be more direct and attractive to choice riders traveling from Williston to Essex, South Burlington, or Burlington.

· Williston Village in-town circulator route.

· A South Burlington route to serve the airport and the White Street neighborhood.

· A South Burlington route to serve Dorset Street, Kennedy Drive, Timberlane, and Country Park.

· A route serving the Shelburne Bay area.

· Feeder services to line haul or rail services -- the Shelburne, Essex, South Burlington or Charlotte rail stations or to the University Mall, Malletts Bay area Wal-Mart/Tafts Corners or intermediate hubs.

· Feeder service in zones around the Milton, Jericho/Underhill, Richmond, and Hinesburg commuter bus routes.

Other Specialized Services


The new RTA would continue to operate the variety of specialized service currently operated by CCTA and SSTA, including:

· Senior Shuttles – The RTA would continue to operate several CCTA specialized services to provide shopping opportunities for seniors and the general public. On Sunday mornings, the Sunday Morning Special connects senior housing with area churches and on Sunday afternoons CCTA operates limited service connecting the senior centers and other apartments with shopping locations. The service is funded by the City of Burlington and there is utilization, though productivity is below system averages.  On Tuesdays, the “University Mall Special” connects senior housing to the University Mall and Hannafords and the Price Chopper takes seniors from Burlington and Winooski to and from the Shelburne Road Price Chopper.  These services are funded by the University Mall and Price Chopper.  All shopper shuttles are open to the general public.    

· Neighborhood Specials - These are extra bus routes operated in the City of Burlington during the morning and mid-afternoon periods.  They operate on school days only, and are open to the general public.  Nine routes operate in the morning and eight in the afternoon.  Most operate similar to the regular fixed routes, but deviate to serve specific neighborhoods and schools.  Burlington students can ride these routes or the regularly scheduled services -- the city does not operate a school bus system.  As might be expected, these routes serve Burlington students, and are among the more productive routes.  

· Medicaid - CCTA is Vermont Public Transportation Association’s (VPTA) Medicaid broker for all of Chittenden County (including those areas outside the CCTA service area).  For Medicaid clients able to take the fixed routes, CCTA provides passes, and for those unable to use the fixed routes, CCTA uses volunteers, taxi operators, and SSTA.  CCTA also leases vehicles to the Town of Essex and Village of Essex Junction to allow those municipalities to directly provide door-to-door services for seniors and persons with disabilities.

· Ridesharing - CCTA would continue to administer the Statewide Vermont Ridesharing Program for Chittenden County.  CCTA maintains a database of commuters traveling within and to/from the county and advertises its ridematch services extensively.  CCTA also has been assisting groups of commuters who are interested in setting up private vanpools by helping with vehicle leasing options, compiling lists of vanpool candidates, or helping organize and promote the vanpool.  CCTA offers a AGuaranteed Ride Home@ program for carpool and vanpool participants.  The program covers cab fare home in the event of a personal emergency (up to $50).  
· Section 5310 Program - The RTA would continue to participate, as SSTA currently does, in the Section 5310 program.  How the RTA is involved with the Section 5310 program may change once SSTA is no longer a private non-profit agency, but the new RTA would be committed to the concept of human service agency coordination.
RELATIONSHIP OF BUS SERVICE TO NEW COMMUTER RAIL


The potential for creation of new commuter rail services is being explored in the region.  If new commuter rail services are implemented, this could affect RTA bus service, creating opportunities for:
· New feeder bus to rail stations – For example, there are opportunities for the RTA to provide feeder bus services to the rail stations along the Route 15-Essex Corridor. 

· Additional stops on existing bus lines -- If the new commuter rail service is implemented, the RTA should make sure its current routes serve the rail stations so commuters can make connections.  

· Potential reductions in bus service to avoid duplication – For example, if commuter rail service is implemented along a corridor, the RTA may be able to reduce bus service in that corridor.
ROLE OF PARK AND RIDE LOTS

Park and ride lots can be an integral part of a successful commuter transit service in the region, especially since parking and traffic congestion are an issue in downtown Burlington and on the Hill.   As mentioned above, one concept being proposed in the region is the creation of park and ride shuttle services to connect remote parking with employment locations.   In order for this concept to work, the services need to be attractive enough to lure drivers out of their cars, with park and ride facilities in convenient, accessible locations.  

The 1999 park and ride study conducted by CCMPO, Chittenden County Park and Ride Lots Prioritization:  Interim Report, identified and prioritized 22 potential park and ride locations.  Park and ride locations were prioritized based on 12 criteria generally covering demand, location, and readiness.  The plan was approved by the Technical Advisory Committee of the CCMPO.   


One recommendation of the SRPTP is that the 1999 park and ride study be updated and priorities for the location and construction of park and ride lots be revisited in light of recent changes in land use and travel patterns.  The RTA needs to work with the state to facilitate construction of park and ride facilities that support transit initiatives.

Table B-1:  MATRIX COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT AUTHORITY GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES

 AND REVENUE GENERATION CAPABILITIES

	TRANSIT ORGANIZATION
	GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE AND AUTHORIZATION
	REVENUE GENERATION AUTHORITY
	TRANSIT SERVICES OPERATED
	COMMENTS

	Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC)

Located in Northern Virginia.


	PRTC was created in 1986 by Virginia General Assembly under Transportation District Act. PRTC is made up of elected officials from its 5 member jurisdictions, which includes two counties and three cities, as well as members from General Assembly, Senate, and State Department of Rail & Public Transportation. Number of votes on PRTC varies by member:

Prince Wm Co – 6 votes

Stafford  Co – 2 votes

City of Manassas – 1 vote

City of Manassas Park – 1 vote

City of Fredericksburg – I vote

VA General Assembly  – 2 votes

VA Senate – “1 member” 

VA DRPT – 1 vote


	“Membership in PRTC allows for collection of a 2% motor fuel tax, which is used for transportation improvements in the PRTC region.”

The 2% fuel tax is applicable within the PRTC member jurisdictions and generates about $4 million annually. Funds collected are “held in trust for future planning, development, and implementation of approved for PRTC projects.”
	- Commuter buses.

- Local buses.

- Ridesharing service.

PRTC is partner with Northern VA Transportation Commission (NCTC) in operation of VA Railway Express (VRE), a commuter rail service from northern VA into Washington D.C. area.
	Transportation District Act was enacted in 1964 and amended in 1986. The original PRTC included 4 jurisdictions; the 5th member—City of Fredericksburg—joined in 1990.



	Triangle Transit Authority (TTA)

Located in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.
	In 1989, NC General Assembly enabled creation of TTA as a regional public transportation authority serving 3 counties (Durham, Orange, and  Wake).

TTA governed by 13-member Board of Trustees.  Ten members appointed by region’s “principal municipalities and counties” and 3 members (to be non-voting) appointed by NC Sec. of Transportation.

Structure of governing body is set in legislation, to be 13 members and appointment process is detailed (based on part by population).

Legislation also calls for authority to have a “special tax board,” to be composed of 2 representatives from each of the counties organizing the authority (equals 6 members). Each member of tax board must be a co. commissioner.
	The 1989 law enabling creation of regional public transportation authorities specifically allows the authority to levy an annual vehicle registration tax not to exceed $5 per vehicle (in accordance with Article 51 of Chap. 105 of General Statutes). The 1989 law also specifically includes section titled “Recommendation of additional revenue sources” which says that the authority “may make recommendations to General Assembly concerning additional revenue sources including, but not limited to:

-annual vehicle registration fees

-ad valorem taxes

-local land transfer taxes

-drivers license fees

-sales tax on auto parts and accessories, and 

-motor fuels tax.”

Any additional revenue sources for an Authority must be approved by General Assembly.

In 1991, NC General Assembly, subject to co. approvals, authorized TTA to levy the vehicle registration tax. This “tag tax” pays for regional bus operations, Ridesharing service, and planning.

In 1997, NC General Assembly, subject to county approvals, authorized TTA to levy a rental vehicle tax of up to 5% of gross receipts. This tax, effective 1/1/98, “will finance first phase of Regional Transit Plan.”
	-Regional bus line w/ connector shuttles.

-Vanpool service.

-Rideshare matching service.

-In future, regional rail system.
	

	Sound Transit

(common name for the Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority)

Located in Washington State, composed of urban areas of 3 counties-King, Pierce, and Snohomish.
	In 1993, State legislature enacted law allowing 3 counties to create a “single agency” to deal with regional travel needs. In particular, state charged the authority with planning, building and operating a high-capacity transportation (HCT) system for region.

Sound Transit Board – 18 members, with 17 elected officials and 18th is state DOT Secretary. Each county is represented by 1 board member per 145,000 persons living in that county.

Initially, the board included:

3 members from Snohomish Co.,

10 from King Co.,

4 from Pierce Co., and the DOT secretary.

The county executive in each co. appoints members from that co. By state law, appointments must include an elected city official representing the largest city in the co. and proportional representation from other cities and incorporated areas. To help assure coordination, ½ appointments in each co. must be officials who serve on a local transit agency board.
	The law authorizing creation of Sound Transit also authorized agency “to levy and collect voter-approved local option taxes” to pay for building and operating an HCT system. These taxes “could include employer tax, special motor vehicle excise tax (tax on license plate tabs), and a sales and use tax.”

Based on regional plan adopted in May 1996, voters within 3-county Sound Transit District approved in Nov 1996 an increase in local taxes to fund local share of funding needs. Increase – 0.4% increase in local sales tax and a 0.3% increase in local motor vehicle excise tax.

Sound Transit District includes urban areas of the 3 counties. “Local taxes generated in different areas of the district are used for projects tailored to those areas. Snohomish County taxes, for example, are not paying for light rail service in Seattle or Tacoma.” “People living outside Sound Transit District are not paying extra license tab fees.  They are not paying extra sales tax either, unless they shop inside the district.”

The tax is known as the “RTA Tax” and includes both the 0.3% motor-vehicle tax and 0.4% sales tax as well as a rental car tax of 0.8%.

Boundaries of the urban areas of the District “generally follow the urban growth boundaries created in each county” thru the state’s Growth Management Act.  These boundaries have apparently been adjusted.  This fact coupled with the process for determining who pays and who doesn’t (use of zip codes) seems to have created some misunderstanding by some voters as to whether/why they pay the RTA Tax.
	The voter-approved taxes are to pay for a “package of region-wide transit improvements,” including:

-light rail

-commuter rail

-express bus service.


	Prior to creation of Sound Transit, jurisdictions had formed a joint body-called the Joint Regional Policy Committee (JRPC) thru an interlocal agreement among the transit agencies of the 3 counties to coordinate regional transit planning. This was done in 1990. In 1993, based on previous work, the JRPC recommended formation of a regional transit authority to move the regional transit plan forward, and the 3 county councils voted to create an authority.

In March 1995, voters rejected (53.5% vs. 46.5%) “Phase 1” of regional plan.

In Nov 1996, voters approved a 10-yr, $3.9 billion regional transit plan (56.5% vs. 43.5%), with majority of voters approving measure in each of the 3 counties Vote authorizes the 0.4% sales tax and 0.3% MVET tax to finance and operate regional transit system.

In 1999, state voters vote to repeal state’s motor vehicle excise tax based on value of vehicle and replace w/ flat $30 annual fee. Sound Transit’s voter-approved MVET is not directly affected, “but initiative’s impacts call into question some financial partnerships for Sound Transit w/ state and local transit agencies.”



	Central New York Regional Transportation Authority

Located in the New York State Counties of Onondaga, Cayuga, and Oswego; are in the Syracuse, NY area.
	The authority was created in 1970.

Four additional counties may join the district by vote of the respective county legislature.
	
	Services provided:

-accessible service for disabled

-shopper services for elderly/disabled

-paratransit services for seniors, disabled and rural residents, which meet ADA requirements.

-intercity bus service

-parking

-carpool program.
	

	Tompkins Consolidated Area Transit (TCAT)

Located in Tompkins County Region of Upstate New York.  A joint venture of Cornell University, the City of Ithaca, and Tompkins County.
	Public-private partnership that was established by Tompkins County Board of Representatives Resolution (No. 290) in 1997 and an act of the New York State legislature in 1998.  

TCAT Board of Directors is made up of 9 members with three-year terms:

3 Tomkins County representatives

3 City of Ithaca representatives

3 Cornell University representatives

The Tomkins County Board of Representatives appoints members to the TCAT Board.
	
	Services provided:

-Local buses.

-Paratransit services.
	

	North San Diego County Transit Development Board (NSDCTDB) or North County Transit District (NCTD)

North San Diego County region
	Created by the California Senate in 1975.

The NCTD Board of Directors is made up of one City Council member from each incorporated city in the District (8) plus the Fifth District County Supervisor.

The Board is comprised of three committees:

-Performance and Monitoring Committee

-Planning and Development Committee

-Governance Committee
	
	-Local bus (Breeze -34 routes)

-Express buses

-Paratransit service

Guaranteed Emergency Ride Home Service

-Commuter train service (Coaster) from Oceanside to San Diego.

-Light rail service from Oceanside to Escondido  (east/west service) beginning in 2005
	

	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) - Caltrain

Counties of San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara.
	Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board formed in 1989.  State enabling legislation in 1988 & 1989 created a special district.

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (9 members):

- City and County of San Francisco – 3 (appointed by Mayor of SF, SF Public Transportation Commission, and SF County Board of Supervisors)

- SamTrans – 3 (appointed by SM County Transit District, SM County Board of Supervisors, and City Selection Committee)

- Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority – 3 (appointed by Santa Clara Cities Association (MTC) and 2 by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority)
	Financed by local (county transit subsidies), federal, and state.

Funding for the operations of Caltrain:

-fare and parking revenues

-federal assistance

-operating subsidies from the 3 counties.

JPB has a formula to determine the amount of subsidy required by each JPB member for operating and administrative expenses.  Formula is based on the number of morning commute boardings occurring in each member county and is updated annually based on actual ridership counts.

Capital expenses are allocated equally amongst the 3 JPB members.

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority contributes 100% of the net operating expenses for the extension to Gilroy.

San Mateo County permanent $0.005 sales tax for transit

San Mateo County Measure A (expires 2008) $0.005 sales tax
	Commuter rail service from San Francisco to Gilroy.

San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) is the managing agency for Caltrain, overseeing day-to-day management, planning, and all support services.  JPB contracts with Amtrak to provide actual train operations and maintenance.
	From 1980 until 1992, Caltrans contracted with Southern Pacific to provide passenger service in the corridor, sharing operating subsidies with San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties.



	Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Joint Powers Authority (JPA)

San Joaquin, Santa Clara, and Alameda counties.
	In May 1997, the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC), the Alameda Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA), and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) executed an agreement to create the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Joint Powers Authority (JPA).  The Agreement stipulates the JPA membership and powers, specifies financial commitments of each member agency, and details other administrative procedures.

3 members represent each member agency on the JPA Board of Directors.
	Revenue:

-Measure K, San Joaquin $0.005 local sales tax

-passenger fares

-San Joaquin County CMAQ

-operating subsidies from the 3 member agencies

Each member agency’s annual subsidy is based on the % of total ACE daily boardings and alightings that occur in each member county.

Cost sharing for projects, excluding stations, during the initial 3 years of service was determined by the ACE Authority on a case-by-case basis and approved by each of the member agencies.  Station improvements are the responsibility of the member agency for the county in which the station is located.


	-Commuter rail service

-Emergency Ride Home Program

SJRRC is the managing agency for the ACE service, overseeing the day-to-day management, planning, and support services.
	ACE project was “catalyzed by three factors: 1) San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission advancing millions of dollars from its local transportation sales tax measure, 2) by the State of California funding a portion of the initial rolling stock, and 3) by the major businesses in the Silicon Valley and Tri-Valley pledging to subsidize ticket prices and allow flexible employee work hours.”

	Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District (NICTD)

St. Joseph, LaPorte, Porter, and Lake counties
	1977 act by the Indiana General Assembly created the Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District (NICTD).

NICTD’s governing board (has 8 members):

-2 representatives from St. Joseph County

-2 representatives from LaPorte County

-2 representatives from Porter County

-2 representatives from Lake County

The county representative must include an appointment from the County Council and one from the Board of Commissioners.
	The Indiana Public Mass Transportation Fund (PMTF) provides NICTD with an annual set-aside percentage (12.34%) of the total PMTF amount available for operating and capital needs.
	Commuter rail service from South Bend, IN and Chicago, IL


	

	Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC)

Charlotte-Mecklenburg County
	Eight members (one from each participating Municipality and County):

- City of Charlotte

- Mecklenburg County

-Town of Cornelius

-Town of Davidson

-Town of Huntersville

-Town of Matthews

-Town of Mint Hill

-Town of Pinville

This organizational structure does not require enabling legislation; it is created by an interlocal agreement among all participating local governments.

A citizen’s advisory group appointed by the governing board of the participating jurisdictions.
	1997 NC General Assembly bill allowed for a $0.005 sales tax for Mecklenburg County.  The MTC was established to manage that revenue and oversee transit.


	Responsibilities of MTC:

- Develop and update a long-range transit plan for Mecklenburg County.

- Prepare biennial transit operating programs and five-year capital programs for all transit services in the County.

- Conduct a public involvement program.
	MTC does not own assets or receive federal grants; these powers reside with the County and Municipalities.

A transit technical committee of senior staff from the County, each Municipality, NCDOT’s Transit Division, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission, and contracted private transit operators work with the MTC and its staff on transit planning and programming.



	Cambria County Transit Authority
	The Cambria County Department of Community and Economic Development is responsible for the Cambria County Transit Authority.
	
	-Fixed route service

-Paratransit service


	

	Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District (MTD)

Urbana, Champaign, Savoy, University of Illinois area
	Using state enabling legislation allowing for creation of mass transit districts, voters in the Champaign/Urbana region voted to create a local mass transit district in 1970, after the local private operator filed to cease operations.

MTD is governed by a Board of Trustees consisting of 7 members with 5-year terms.  Members are selected by the Champaign County Board from applications submitted by candidates.

- No person may serve on the Board who is an elected official of the County

- Trustees must be residents of the County.

- MTD Board shall at all times consist of members not more than 4 of whom shall be affiliated with the same political party.
	
	5 types of transit service:

- fixed-route

- paratransit

- subsidized taxis

- charter service
	


Draft Executive Summary
CHITTENDEN COUNTY 

TRANSIT FUNDING REPORT

This report has been prepared at the request of the Vermont Legislature. In Act 141 of 2001, Section 35, the Vermont General Assembly requested a report that provides recommendations for financing transit services in Chittenden County.  


In its request, the General Assembly recognized that public transit operations in Chittenden County are an integral component of a balanced intermodal transportation system.  Further, it recognized that the current practice of funding local contributions for transit operations through the local property tax, presently utilized to its maximum, is not a viable long-term source of revenue.  This issue has been examined by prior studies documenting that the property tax as a transit funding source is exhausted.  If the region is going to utilize public transportation as part of a multi-modal strategy to reduce congestion and dependence upon the automobile in Vermont, the region and the state must make the political and financial commitment in the way that transit services are funded.


The General Assembly created a temporary Task Force to explore transit funding options in the County and prepare this report. The Task Force met often and regularly over the summer and fall of 2002.  The report concludes with a summary of actions the Task Force would like the Legislature to take on behalf of the region.  Composition and membership of this Task Force is included in Appendix A.  

OVERALL CONCEPT

The Task Force is proposing a phased approach to improving public transit in the region; one that establishes intermodal services and links and utilizes the strength of each mode to support the others as a whole.  The Task Force vision for how this can be accomplished involves a regional transit approach, ideally under one administration, serving Chittenden County and the northwest region of Vermont.  New relationships would be created among the three providers, CCTA, SSTA, and VTA, to allow the region to have a seamless, coordinated public transportation system.  This would be accomplished by creating a new RTA that eventually could be responsible for all modes and would have the ability to raise funds locally from one or more of the sources presented in the report.   
LOCAL FUNDING 

The recommendations for funding public transit in the region are based on the overall concept that the source of regional funds needed to support RTA services would vary by mode.  The operating and vehicle expenses for Bus and Paratransit would continue to be funded through a combination of fares, contracts for service, federal transit funds, state transit subsidies, and regional funds.  The regional funds needed to support the system would be from a source other than the local property tax, but would be generated from within the region.  Operating and vehicle expenses for Commuter Rail would be partially funded through fares, but subsidies needed for commuter rail are probably beyond the level of resources that could be generated from within the region.  

In the short-term, it is projected that the RTA will need $2M from a regional tax as a substitute for its current property tax revenue in order to sustain current bus and paratransit service levels.  The region is asking that the Legislature give the RTA the authority to levy taxes to this level without voter approval.  

The additional funding needed to expand services and create an optimal bus and paratransit system is estimated at $4M (in 2002 dollars).  The region is asking that the Legislature give the RTA the authority to levy taxes beyond the $2M level, up to a $6M cap, but only with voter approval.  The $6M cap includes the $2M for current local share, and the $4M estimated for potential new regional service expansions.

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES

This section provides a review of the funding alternatives explored by the Task Force that builds on the previous transit funding studies conducted by CCMPO.  Following are the five potential funding sources that were judged to be most viable and able to generate the required level of funding (either individually or in combination).  

· Local Dedicated Sales Tax for Transit - Implementation of a one cent sales tax dedicated to transit in Chittenden County is estimated to produce about $12M annually.  The rate could be set lower than one percent -- perhaps at .5 and still generate the needed revenue.

· Sales Tax on Gas – Motor Fuel Tax - A more targeted increase in retail sales taxes would be to levy a sales tax on motor fuel in Chittenden County to support bus and paratransit. A one percent sales tax on gas and diesel fuel in the County is estimated to generate $1.3M annually; a five percent tax could generate $5M.   

· Regional Short-Term Vehicle Rental Fee - Vehicles rented in Chittenden County could be charged an additional tax that is dedicated to bus and paratransit.  It is estimated that increasing the vehicle rental fee from five percent to ten percent would produce $500,000 annually (not the level needed; would have to be used in conjunction with another revenue source).  
· Annual Vehicle Registration Fee - Vehicles registered in Chittenden County could be charged an extra vehicle registration fee to support public transit.  A $5 per vehicle increase would generate about $650K (again, not the level needed; would have to be used in conjunction with another revenue source).    

· Driver License Fees  - Driver registration fees could be increased for people living in Chittenden County to support public transit.  A $5 per year increase would generate $630K annually (again, not the level needed; would have to be used in conjunction with another revenue source).  

Of the transportation related taxes, an increase in the motor fuel excise tax would have the highest yield, best established collection process, and is probably the most amenable to the community.  However, it is not included here because is not easily collected on the local or regional level (it is currently collected by distributors rather than local gas station operators).  An increase in general retail sales tax yields enough revenue and could be more easily implemented on a local basis than an increase in the motor fuel tax.  A tax that combines the best aspects of these two taxes is a sales tax on motor fuels, which has the advantage of generating enough revenue, being linked to transportation, being easier to collect than the gas tax on a regional basis, and increasing when gas prices go up (gas tax revenues generally decline as gas prices increase due to a reduction in sales).   The region could also use a combination of vehicle rental fee, vehicle registration tax and/or increased driver licensing fees, but probably would need at least two of these three to generate enough revenue.

SUMMARY 
The Task Force is asking the Legislature to create a RTA in Chittenden County, as described in the report.  The RTA would have the authority to levy regional taxes without voter approval up the $2M needed as a substitute for its current property tax revenue (to sustain current bus and paratransit service levels).  The region is asking that the Legislature give the RTA the authority to levy taxes beyond the $2M level, up to a $6M cap, but only with voter approval.  The $6M cap includes the $2M for current local share, and the $4M estimated for potential new regional service expansions.

� The report is to be delivered to the House and Senate Committees on Transportation and on Appropriations and the House Committee on Ways and Means and Senate Committee on Finance.


� A segment of the Essex route goes through Colchester who is not a member.  Services such as ridesharing and some Medicaid trips are beyond these boundaries.


� The expansion target is based on the current $68.48 per capita that CCTA spends in member towns.  When this figure is applied to the population in non-member towns, $4M would be needed to provide the same level of expenditure throughout the County.





� Some states apply a sales tax to their motor fuel excise tax including Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan, New York, and West Virginia.


� FHWA 2000 Highway Briefing Sheet for Vermont, FHWA Office of Highway Policy Information, (� HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hbs/vt.htm" ��www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hbs/vt.htm�)  reports that there are 503,634 vehicles registered in Vermont.  Assuming that vehicle registrations mirror population trends, then 25 percent of them (130,000) would be registered in Chittenden  County.


� Revenue figures are approximate and do not represent official audited numbers.





�Under the CCTA charter, towns do not have to become members of the transit authority to receive service.


� Commuters from Charlotte are currently served by the Champlain Flyer commuter train.  
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