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Survey Overview 

The Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA) is in the process of developing a 

Transit Development Plan (TDP), which will guide its investments in services, facilities, 

vehicles, and technology over the next ten years.  As part of that effort, CCTA conducted a 

public survey from March through May of this year, eliciting the publicôs opinions about the 

investments being considered.  The TDP survey was hosted online, with a web address for the 

survey site advertised on CCTA buses, on the CCTA website, and through Front Porch Forum 

and other partner organizations. It is important to note that this was not a statistically-based 

sample, and thus no firm conclusions can be drawn about whether these results are representative 

of the population as a whole. All that can be said is that they represent the opinions of the people 

who were aware of the survey and chose to participate. Throughout the course of the year, CCTA 

conducts other statistically significant surveys such as the annual ridecheck and Customer 

Service Survey, which are sources of important information about our riders and services. 

The online survey was divided into ten distinct sections, based upon the type of improvement or 

investment proposed, as follows: 

 Interregional Service 

 Regional Commuter Service 

 Trunk Route Improvements 

 Local Route Improvements (Existing) 

 Local Route Improvements (New) 

 Shuttles 

 Feeder Services 

 Demand Response Services 

 Passenger Amenities and Facilities 

 Other Technology Investments 

With some exceptions, each section was structured so that respondents were able to view a 

description and map (where applicable) of both current and proposed services, agree or disagree 

that the proposed services were worthwhile investments, indicate which of the proposed services 

were most important to them, and, using an open-ended response, describe any additional 

services that they felt were needed.  

In total, 440 responses were received, 381 (87%) of which were entirely complete.  In some 

cases, respondents chose to answer only select questions throughout the survey, or did not finish 

answering all questions in the survey.  Each set of questions is discussed below, as well as the 

number and type of responses received. 



Interregional Services  

Interregional services, or routes connecting to areas outside of Chittenden County, were 

presented first.  Existing services include the Montpelier, Middlebury, and St. Albans Link 

Express routes.  Future services proposed in the TDP include: 

 Waterbury to Cambridge, via I-89 

 Cambridge to Burlington, via Route 15 

 Grand Isle (ferry) to Burlington 

 Swanton to Burlington, as an extension of the current St. Albans Link Express route 

 Rutland to Burlington (connection to Amtrak) 

420 responses were received to the question regarding whether the proposed inter-regional 

services were a worthwhile investment.  Of those, 90% said ñyes,ò and 10% said ñno.ò  As 

illustrated by the following figure, 26.8% of respondents said that the Rutland to Burlington 

connection was most important, followed by ñNo Preferenceò with 23.7% of responses, and 

Waterbury to Burlington, via I-89, at 23.2%.  Each of the other three proposals received less than 

15% of ñimportant to meò responses. 

 

132 people responded to the question about other inter-regional services that are needed.  Top 

other inter-regional requests included: 



 Increased frequency/hours on the Montpelier Link (8 responses) 

 Service between Burlington and White River Junction (4) 

 Service between Burlington and Montreal (3) 

Regional Commuter Services 

Existing CCTA regional commuter services include the Milton Commuter and the recently 

implemented (June 2010) Williston Commuter (part of the US 2 restructuring).  Future services 

proposed by the TDP are: 

 Colchester/ Malletts Bay to Burlington 

 Hinesburg to Burlington 

 Richmond to Burlington 

406 people responded to whether the proposals were worthwhile; nearly 96% of whom felt that 

they were.  As illustrated below, no single proposal received a large majority of the ñimportant to 

meò responses, although Hinesburg to Burlington received the least support, at 11% of 

responses. 

 

Nearly 75% of respondents indicated that there were no other regional commuter services 

needed, but other requests that were received included: 

 Service between Burlington and Charlotte (10 responses) 

 Service along Route 7, northbound and southbound (8) 



 Service between Burlington and Underhill/ Jericho (7) 

 Service between Burlington and Shelburne (4) 

Trunk Routes 

Trunk route upgrades along major travel corridors are proposed to offer faster, more convenient 

service to CCTA customers.  The Essex Junction and Williston Road routes currently have 15-

minute peak-period service, and proposed future service upgrades include 15-minute peak period 

service on the North Avenue, Pine Street, and Shelburne Road routes, later evening service on all 

trunk routes, and Sunday service on all trunk routes. 

Of the 384 responses that were received when asked whether trunk route improvements were a 

worthwhile investment, over 95% said ñyes;ò 28.5% of those indicated that they had no 

preference as to which improvement was most important.  The figure below provides a complete 

breakdown of preferences. 

 

Almost 25% of respondents in this section said that there were other trunk route improvements 

and upgrades that were needed.  The single greatest request (16 responses) was to generally 

provide a greater span of service into the late evenings and on Sundays, etc.  Other additional 

requests received two or less responses each and include: 



 Service to the airport 

 Service between Burlington and Dorset Park 

 Express service from Essex Junction to Church Street 

Local Routes 

Questions regarding local route improvements were divided into two sections, existing routes 

and new routes.  The TDP proposes expanded and improved local bus service on five existing 

routes: Essex Center, Riverside/ Winooski, City Loop, South Burlington Circulator 

(implemented June 2010), and Williston Connector (implemented June 2010). The 

improvements include the following: 

 Essex: Upgrade service to Essex Way in the Essex Outlets area 

 Service upgrades on all local routes: 

o 15-minute peak hour and 20-minute mid-day service 

o Extended weekday evening service 

o Addition of Sunday service 

 

362 people responded to the question regarding whether or not the proposed local services 

(existing) were worthwhile investments; 93% felt they were worthwhile, and 7% felt that they 

were not.  Once again, most respondents indicated that they had no opinion as to which proposed 

upgrade was most important.  The majority of those that did indicate preference hoped for adding 

Sunday service on all local routes (81 responses) or for extended weekday evening service (80 

responses). 

 



 

Approximately 82% of respondents said that there were no other improvements to existing local 

routes necessary.  Of the 60 people that indicated that additional improvements were needed, the 

single greatest request (10 responses) was to generally provide a greater span of service into the 

late evenings and on Sundays, etc. 

New local route services proposed by the TDP consist of the following: 

 South Burlington 

o Southeast Quadrant 

o Lime Kiln Road 

o Future South Burlington City Center 

o Shelburne Road to Dorset Street connection 

 Essex 

o Connect Susie Wilson Road to Essex Junction 

 Colchester 

o Village/ Severance Corners/ Water Tower Hill to Winooski 

o Malletts Bay to Colchester Village 

 

Of the 341 responses received on this question, 90% felt that the proposed new local services 

were a worthwhile investment, though close to half of all respondents indicated that no single 



proposal was most important to them.  The South Burlington/Shelburne Road to Dorset Street 

connection received the greatest preference, 17%, while both the Susie Wilson to Essex Junction 

connection and Colchester Village to Winooski via Severance Corners routes each received 

approximately 12% of the ñmost important to meò vote. 

14% of respondents indicated that there were other local services that were needed, though no 

single request received a majority of responses and the top request (5 responses) was for a new 

service between Burlington and Malletts Bay, which was already an option listed in the body of 

the survey.  Direct service between downtown Burlington and Susie Wilson Drive received four 

requests. 

 

 
 

Shuttle Services 

The survey then asked a series of questions regarding shuttle services in and around the 

Burlington area.  The TDP proposes to implement shuttles connecting park & ride and intercept 

lots that will provide high frequency service to major destinations.  Proposed shuttles include: 



 Shuttle from Exit 14 to FAHC and downtown/ Extension of College Street Shuttle to Exit 

14  

 Shuttle from Exit 14 to Burlington Airport 

 Shuttle from Exit 12 to Airport 

 Shuttle from Exit 16 to Winooski/FAHC 

 

345 people provided a response as to whether or not the shuttles were worthwhile; 90% of 

respondents felt that they were, though over 50% of respondents had no preference as to which 

shuttle was implemented.  As illustrated in the graph below, each of the specific options 

presented received between 17% and 9% share of the ñimportant to meò vote. 

 

 
 

Almost 85% of respondents said that no additional shuttle services were needed.  Of the 48 

responses indicating the need for additional shuttle services, the top additioanl requests were as 

follows: 

 Between the airport and Richmond (6 responses) 

 Between downtown Burlington and the airport (6) 

 Between downtown and exits 11 or 12 (3) 

In addition, many of the comments regarding airport service expressed the need for an easy ride 

to the airport from various locations throughout the CCTA service area. 



Feeder Services 

356 people responded to the set of questions regarding feeder services.  The TDP proposes to 

implement feeder routes to supplement trunk routes and commuter routes and expand their 

geographic reach.  These feeder services could either be operated by the bus that will ultimately 

operate on the route or by a smaller, demand response vehicle.  Proposed future feeder services 

include: 

 Shelburne/Charlotte 

 Essex 

 Williston 

 New North End of Burlington 

 Milton 

 Jericho/Underhill 

 Richmond 

 Hinesburg 

 

90% of respondents felt that the proposed feeder services were, indeed, a worthwhile investment.  

Approximately 27% indicated that no particular service was most important and 22.5% said that 

Richmond service was most important.  As shown, all other options were chosen 10% or less of 

the time as ñmost important to me.ò 

 

 
 



Only 35 respondents indicated a need for additional feeder services, though the only request that 

received more than two responses, and wasnôt already listed as an option in the survey, was 

feeder service in Huntington (4 responses). 

Demand Response Service 

The TDP proposes to implement additional demand response services to meet the changing 

mobility needs of the population.  Proposed future demand response services include: 

 Rural General Public Service 

o County divided into three sectors 

o Service to each sector two days per week 

o Door to door service with advance reservations 

 Elders and Persons with Disabilities Program 

 Chittenden County Volunteer Driver Program 

347 people provided a response as to whether additional demand response services were a 

worthwhile investment; 90% of whom felt that the proposed demand response services were.  

36.4% of those surveyed indicated that an E&D Program was most important to them, followed 

by ñNo Preference,ò and rural general public service.   

 

 
 

Over 90% of respondents said that there were no additional services necessary.  Of the 29 that 

did indicate a need for additional demand response options, top comments included: 

 Like/need all options presented in survey (5 responses) 



 Increased frequency/hours of service for rural door-to-door service (3) 

 Service to Tilley Drive (3) 

Amenities/P assenger Facilities 

Respondents were next asked to indicate which of the amenities or passenger facilities, as 

proposed, were most important to them (they were not asked to indicate whether or not the 

improvements were a worthwhile investment).  The options presented by the survey included: 

 Burlington Downtown Transit Center with indoor climate controlled waiting area and 

real time arrival/departure information 

 Essex Junction/Amtrak improvements such as an indoor waiting area and better lighting 

 University Mall bus shelter 

 Solar lighting in bus shelters 

 More bus shelters throughout system 

 More bike racks and bike lockers 

 Real time information at major stops and predicted bus arrival time via cell phone or 

display sign 

 

372 people answered this question, the largest share of which (33.3%) said that real time 

information was most important. 

 



 
 

Of note, over 30%of respondents indicated that there were other amenities or facilites that CCTA 

should add to the system, although, in general, it seems respondents used this option to indicate 

their second ñtopò preference, since the survey only allowed them one ñtopò pick for amenities.  

Some respondents indicated as much as a qualifier to their open-ended response. 

Top other amenities/ facilities requests included: 

 Al l options presented in survey are important (14 responses) 

 Bike Racks (12) 

 More bus shelters (11) 

 Real-time info at all bus shelters (11) 

 Buses with increased capacity for bikes (9) 

 Bike lockers (8) 



 

Technology Investments 

ñOther Technology Investmentsò was the last topic covered by the survey.  The first question in 

this section listed a range of technology investments under consideration and asked respondents 

to choose all investments that they felt were worthwhile, rather than responding simply ñyesò or 

ñno.ò  Options available included: 

 

 Wi-fi on buses 

 Wi-fi at major stops/ transit centers 

 Smartcard fare payment 

 Trip planning software on the Web 

 Real-time bus arrival information 

 Signal priority for buses on major roadways 

 

As indicated in the graph below, and similar to results for the previous question, real-time bus 

arrival information was most important to a majority (41%) of respondents.  Smartcard fare 

payment was second most important, with nearly 23%, and Wi-fi at major stops/transit centers 

was least important. 

87% of respondents indicated that no technology investment other than those proposed was 

needed.   As before, it seems that those respondents who indicated a need for additional 

investments did so to indicate their second ñtopò preference, since the survey only allowed them 

one ñtopò pick.   

Top other technology investment requests for this question included: 

 Real-time info at all bus shelters (5 responses) 

 Real-time info available via phone, internet, text message; UVM text messaging system 

was referenced by one respondent (4) 

 Request to expand service, not invest in amenities or technology (3) 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


