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Executive Summary

This study was conducted as part of a contract between the Margaret Chase Smith Policy Center at
the University of Maine and Eastern Maine Development Corporation (EMDC). The purpose of the
study is to perform a needs assessment of transportation behavior in Penobscot and Piscataquis
Counties. Transportation access is a workforce issue that is directly connected to labor force
participation and employer retention. Our aim is to develop solutions that increase mobility of
residents of rural counties across Maine in a way that can address persistent poverty and provide
new economic opportunities.

We surveyed residents in Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties to gather information for the planning
and design of those solutions. Where and when and why and how are people going/not going to the
places they want/need to go? This report presents the results of two similar surveys, the first conducted
between March-May 2023 and a second supplementary survey collected April 2024. The surveys are
almost the same, but a few modifications were made to the second survey based on issues identified
in the first survey. The survey questionnaires contained questions about the household’s available
transportation options, about daily travel patterns and alternatives, transportation challenges, values
and opinions on transportation issues. The responses to the questions are presented in tabular form
with percentages as well as the sample size (n) of each question.

We find that there is a high dependency on one’s personal vehicle and driving alone for most trips.
Here are several key takeaways.

o Nearly all the respondents (91%) have access to a vehicle in their household.

e Over half (51%) have never used public transportation, 25% have used it before, but not
currently, and 2% use it frequently.

e Tripstothe grocery store tend to be shorter (70% are 15 minutes or less) while trips to
medical appointments tend to be longer (36% travel 20 minutes or less).

e Anoverwhelming majority of households (87%) have at least one commuter.

e The most important factors for public transportation uptake are proximal bus stops to home
and work as well as reliable, trackable buses.

e Most households possess a vehicle with an internal combustion engine with only 6% of
vehicles being all electric. Almost half (49%) of households do not have a 120V outlet and
74% do not have a 240V outlet in their garage for level 2 charging.

e Respondents seemed amenable to changing driving behavior if gas prices exceed $5/gal with
52% indicating they would drive more efficiently.

e A notable minority of respondents (34%) indicated that they have missed work at least once
due to unreliable transportation.

We finish our report with an assessment of rural transportation options in counties across the United
States that share similar population and rurality with Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties.
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Introduction

The Margaret Chase Smith Policy Center (MCSPC) has identified potential alternatives to traditional
transportation options in Penobscot and Piscataquis counties on behalf of Eastern Maine
Development Corporation. This report lays out the background of public transportation in this region,
survey results on the usage of public transportation services, and a summary of services available in
similar rural contexts. Based on the analyses conducted by MCSPC, a list of recommendations and
plans for implementation are provided. The purpose of this report is to identify options to expand
transportation access based on the unmet need in the region.

Background

Regional Demographics

According to the American Community Survey’s 2019-2023 5-year demographic profile estimates
(U.S. Census Bureau 2023), Maine has the smallest population density, when compared its New
England neighbors, Vermont and New Hampshire (Table 1).

Table 1. State and county level demographic data for Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Penobscot
County, and Piscataquis County (ACS 5-year estimates 2019-2023)

New Maine

Variable Vermont | Hampshire State Penobscot Piscataquis
Population 645,254 1,387,834 | 1,377,400 153,571 17,125
Land area (sg mi) 9,217 8,954 30,845 3,397 3,960
Population density 70 155 44.7 45.2 4.3
Older adult population (ages 20.8% 19.5% 21.9% 19.7% 26.9%
65+)
Median household income $81,211 $96,838 $73,733 $63,248 $55,234
Below poverty level 10.3% 7.2% 10.8% 13.5% 16.5%
(% of population)
Employment (% of population 64.7% 66.4% 62.1% 60% 52.1%
16+ in labor force)
Education (bachelor degree or 38.9% 37.0% 33.1% 27.9% 20.6%
higher for population 18+)
Zero-vehicle households (%) 6.3% 4.5% 6.7% 7.7% 4.7%
Population with a disability (%) 14.5% 13% 15.6% 18.5% 22.0%

Maine is also proportionally lower in terms of college education, median household income, and labor
force participation, and has the highest percentage of residents below the poverty level. When
compared to the state as a whole, Penobscot and Piscataquis counties, in particular, are lower in
employment rates and the median household income. In both counties, there is a sizeable percentage
of the population that is aged 65 years or older, without a household vehicle or has a disability or both.
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Furthermore, more than one in three people expected to be aged 65 or older by 2040 in Piscataquis
County (John T. Gorman Foundation 2025).

Transit commuters are concentrated primarily in Penobscot County where residents have access to
the Community Connector fixed route bus service (Figure 1). However, Census tracts with greater
percentages of older adult populations tend to be present in areas not covered by the Community
Connector service. These areas tend to also coincide with a higher unemployment rate. The
distributions of zero-vehicle households and low-income households are more geographically spread
across the two counties. An average of 7% of households do not possess a vehicle across the two
counties while 14% of households are below the poverty level. Figure 1 also shows how there are less
grocery stores — a critical travel destination — available in areas of the two counties not serviced by
fixed-route public transit.
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Figure 1. ACS 5-Year estimates maps of transportation need and vulnerable populations overlayed
with community connector routes. Map 1: Proportion of population who are transit commuters; Map
2: Percentage of zero-vehicle households; Map 3: Proportion of population 65 years old or older; Map
4: Unemployment rate; Map 5: Percentage of households below the poverty level; Map 6: Percentage
of transit commuters overlayed with grocery stores.
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Current Public Services

There are two primary public transportation service providers operating in Penobscot and
Piscataquis Counties: Penquis Community Action Program and Bangor Community Connector.
Penquis CAP is a non-profit organization providing demand-response transportation coverage across
Penobscot and Piscataquis counties. In contrast, the Community Connector provides fixed route
transportation for six municipalities in the Bangor metropolitan area. Additionally, there are other
providers offering intercity services (Concord Coach: operates from Bangor to Portland and Boston;
Cyr Bus Lines: operates from Bangor to towns in Aroostook County; and West’s Transportation:
operates from Bangor to towns in Downeast Maine) and medical transportation (Eastern Area
Agency on Aging, Northern Light Medical Transport, and American Cancer Society).

Regional transportation planning efforts for the Greater Bangor Urbanized Area are carried out by the
Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System (BACTS), which is a Metropolitan Planning
Organization in Penobscot County. BACTS represents 10 participating municipalities (Bangor,
Bradley, Brewer, Hampden, Hermon, Milford, Old Town, Orono, Orrington, Veazie), two non-
participating municipalities (Eddington and Holden), and the Penobscot Nation.

Penquis Community Action Program

Penquis CAP provides a variety of health and human services support in both counties. Penquis offers
both public transportation and MaineCare covered transportation through Lynx Mobility Services. The
public transportation service provided by Penquis Lynx operates between towns across Penobscot
and Piscataquis counties with fares set according to distance travelled. As a demand response
service, prospective riders must schedule at least two business days in advance. Penquis also
coordinates MaineCare covered rides through volunteer drivers, taxi services, and the community
connector. The Penquis volunteer driver program has over 100 volunteers as of 2025 (including
many retirees) and 20 full-time drivers providing ~1,000 daily rides, 80% of which are MaineCare and
Medicare related (John T. Gorman Foundation 2025). In 2024, the Lynx van service provided
transportation to 1,702 individuals in Penobscot County and 247 individuals in Piscataquis County
(Penquis Community Action Program 2024a, 2024b). A 16-month study project conducted by Thrive
Penobscot over the period of June 1, 2023 to October 31, 2024 demonstrated that most rides were
requested through the volunteer driving program (96%) while the remaining 4% were with the Lynx
van (Thrive Penobscot 2024). During the study period, 3,950 trips were completed; however, a lack of
drivers resulted in 67 requested rides being left ungranted. The Thrive Penobscot study also found
that trips were primarily for medical and shopping purposes, and that the age demographic with the
greatest number of clients was 50-59 years (Thrive Penobscot 2024).

Penquis CAP served a total of 278,924 demand response trips in 2024. This number is down from the
314,314 trips served in 2019 but represents an upward trend in trips following lower pandemic
related totals (Figure 2). Since 2020, Penquis has received most of its annual operating funding from
directly generated sources (i.e., farebox revenue, contract and advertising revenue, or donations) with
a significant temporary increase in this funding source in 2022 (Figure 3). Federal and state funds
also constitute a significant portion of the operating expenses for Penquis transportation services.

Each year, Penquis CAP publishes an annual report tracking the various ways they assist community
members with transportation needs. Between 2019 and 2023, the transportation service coverage



Transportation Assessment for Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties

declined, before recovering to an extent in 2024. The number of individuals assisted by Penquis in
2023 was just over 6,100, reduced from more than 12,600 individuals in 2019. By 2024, Penquis
provided rides to approximately 4,500 individuals through the general transportation service and
13,500 MaineCare recipients. The number of bus passes and tickets issued declined from more than
253,000 bus passes and tickets in 2019 to around 4,500 in 2023 and 19,500 in 2024. Meanwhile, the
number of taxi trips provided jumped significantly in 2024 — reaching almost 200,000 trips — from
just over 100,000 taxi trips in 2019. Interestingly, the number of volunteer drivers peaked in 2020
before falling in subsequent years.

Community Connector

The Community Connector service is administered by the City of Bangor and serves the residents of
Bangor, Brewer, Hampden, Old Town, Orono, and Veazie. The Community Connector operates six
days a week (though Saturday service has been indefinitely suspended due to driver staffing
shortage). General public transportation is provided in the form of fixed route transit and ADA
paratransit as a demand-response service (a limited availability service).

As a result of declining ridership since 2013, the Community Connector and BACTS have proposed
recommendations for improving the state of public transit in the Bangor area. The 2019 Bangor
Transit Study conducted by Stantec laid out several recommendations to improve their transit service.
These recommendations were broken down into short-term (0-2 years to implement), mid-term (2-5
years) and long-term goals (5+ years) depending on complexity and feasibility (Stantec 2019).
Among the short-term recommendations outlined in this report was the recommendation to pilot on-
demand service for the Hampden route which is the least productive route in the Community
Connector system. The study also noted the need to partner with employers and to introduce trip
planning and mobile payment mechanisms. The long-term recommendations include extending
service hours and increasing frequency for key routes. Although Stantec recommends increasing
fares to counter a decrease in farebox revenue in recent years, the report also suggests developing
strategies for monthly passes, reduced fares for low-income riders, and employee passes. A survey of
riders showed willingness to pay higher fares for improved service quality (i.e., more frequent service,
more time efficient, longer operating hours) (Stantec 2019).
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Figure 2. Total annual unlinked passenger trips for the Community Connector fixed route bus service,
Community Connector demand-response, and Penquis CAP demand-response for the years 2019—-
2024 (Federal Transit Administration).

In 2024, the Community Connector provided 542,703 fixed route trips and 12,626 demand-response
trips (Figure 2). The number of fixed route trips in 2024 is still significantly less than the number of
fixed route trips provided in 2019 but continues to have an upward trend since 2021. Community
Connector’s demand-response service has seen an increase in the number of trips provided, from
around 8,450 tripsin 2019 to over 12,600 trips in 2024. The upward trend in total operating expenses
saw a substantial increase in 2024, reaching $4.7 million; an increase of almost $800,000 from 2023
(Figure 3). The 2024 operating expenditures for the Community Connector are almost $1.5 million
greater than 2019. Most of these funds are dedicated to the fixed-route bus service, although the
demand response service now receives a greater share of the operating funds. Operating expenses
per trip are significantly higher for demand response trips than fixed route; $59.15 and $7.39,
respectively (based on 2024 data) (Figure 4).



Transportation Assessment for Penobscot and Piscataquis Counties

Total Operating Expenses (2019- 2024)

$25,000,000
[ ]
(] Community Connector (Total)
$20,000,000 . )
° Community Connector (Fixed-Route Bus)
.............. PY e  Community Connector (Demand
$15,000,000 & e ° Response)
............ ° Penquis CAP (Demand Response)
e ...
---------------- Trendline (Penquis CAP (Demand
$10,000,000 ° L] Response))
--------- Trendline (Community Connector
(Demand Response))
$5,000,000 | e Trendline (Community Connector (Fixed-
gt e Route Bus))
......................................... gl
O g g ' '
--------- Trendline (Community Connector (Total))
$0 @ cocccccccnnne @eovoececerenes @t @:cccreerrienee @:ocececesene o
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figure 3. Total operating expenses for Penquis CAP and the Community Connector bus and demand
response services, 2019-2024 (Federal Transit Administration).

BACTS (2023) itself published a Vision 2043, identifying opportunities for future transportation
visions, needs, priorities, and recommendations. In addition to listing the recommendations outlined
in the Bangor Transit Report, Vision 2043 identifies adding transit priority at intersections, improving
regional and statewide service links, exploring additional funding sources to expand services,
coordinating multimodal functionality (i.e., adding sidewalks along bus routes and park-and-ride lots
at transit stops), and preparing for a transition to autonomous transit vehicles. The BACTS Vision
2043 report summarized findings from a survey of 116 residents noting opportunities for expanded
bus service, more bike friendly infrastructure, regional/statewide bus and rail connections, and better
walkability. The BACTS survey respondents had concerns regarding lack of transportation options,
the safety of public and active transportation users, and adequacy of infrastructure which are
exacerbated by the cost of living, and regional growth and low-density development. Another survey
conducted by BACTS, with 203 respondents, demonstrated that public transit would be more useful if
there were more bus shelters, more frequent routes, longer hours, and Saturday service.
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Operating Expense per Unlinked Passenger Trip (2019 - 2024)
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Figure 4. Operating expense per unlinked passenger trip for the Community Connector fixed route bus
service, Community Connector demand response, and Penquis CAP demand response for the years
2019-2024 (Federal Transit Administration).

Previous Needs Assessments

A recent study financed by the John T. Gorman Foundation (2025) examined transportation needs in
Maine, and Penobscot and Piscataquis County more specifically. Using data from the American
Community Survey and the National Highway Transportation Survey, the study found that, statewide,
there was a total of 28 million unmet trips over a five-year average and Maine’s transit providers were
only able to cover 11% of the need (in 2022 they provided a total of 3,251,703 trips). There are 5,200
zero car households in Penobscot County and 470 in Piscataquis County. For these households, there
is an annual need of 4,745,000 trips in Penobscot County and 240,170 trips in Piscataquis County. A
lack of transportation makes it challenging for Mainers to find and maintain employment; one survey
found that 10,500 Mainers are unemployed for this reason. For young adults, costs and logistical
concerns can be prohibitive for obtaining a driver’s license. Approximately 15,200 Mainers in their
20s do not have a license and volunteer driver networks are often not accessible for this age range,
thus making it challenging to commute to work/classes.

The findings on rural and older adults were even more severe than the general population. For
example, nine percent of Mainers aged 65 and older do not have a vehicle, a number that is expected
to continue to grow as the population continues to age. Annual transportation costs for a family of 4 in
Piscataquis County is 3% higher than the state average at $17,882, while in Penobscot county these
costs are 4% lower than the state average. The population trends between 2000 and 2020 show the
population of Maine growing by 6.9%, Penobscot County by 5%, and the BACTS region by 4.1%
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(Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System 2023). The number of adults aged 65 and older
in the BACTS region also increased during this time period, reaching 16.9% in 2020, an increase from
13.7% in 2000 (Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System 2023).

Two-County Survey

To further assess transportation needs in Penobscot and Piscataquis counties, we conducted a two-
county transportation survey in 2024. The survey design and survey materials were approved by the
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at the University of Maine. Survey
participants had to be residents of Penobscot or Piscataquis County and be 18 years or older to participate.
The survey was anonymous and did not record personal identifying information.

Toobtainthe diverse socioeconomic and urbanto rural perspectives of Mainers regarding their
transportation behavior and unmet needs, the surveys were administered in 3 different formats: a
paper booklet (mail in), online Qualtrics web platform and via phone interviews. The booklets were
distributed to community organizations in the norther parts of the counties, where vulnerable
populations without internet access could participate in the survey. The survey was advertisedina
local newspaper, and distributed on community Facebook pages, paper flyers in local businesses and
libraries, as well as over 4,000 email addresses. We also supplemented this survey with a Qualtrics’
survey to collect an additional 50 survey responses using a phone assisted survey.

Survey Results

In total, we received a total of 175 respondents across both counties; 50 of these respondents came
from the second Qualtrics wave, 103 came from the original Qualtrics wave, and 21 came from the
mail in survey. Geographically, 86 respondents reside in Penobscot County and 60 reside in
Piscataquis County, while 29 did not specify their county of residence. Most of these respondents
were in the Greater Bangor Area (Bangor, Brewer, and Orono), Dover-Foxcroft, and Lincoln.

Key insights from the Penobscot and Piscataquis Two-County Survey Report show that approximately
91% of survey respondents have access to a vehicle. While a minority of respondents (35%) indicated
that they have missed work or an appointment at least once in the last year due to unreliable
transportation. This number increases to 64% among respondents without a household vehicle. For
the eleven respondents without a household vehicle, eight live in towns served by the Penquis Lynx
and two live in towns served by the Community Connector. Although four of these respondents have
never used public transportation, three zero-vehicle household respondents frequently use public
transit, constituting 100% of frequent transit users. The most common preferred and backup mode of
travel for these eleven respondents is getting a ride with family or friends, although transportation
mode varies depending on trip destination. All survey respondents identified a desire to have more
transportation options available in their communities in order to avoid being completely dependent
on personal vehicles.

Respondent & Household Demographics

The 175 respondent households represent approximately 457 individuals. Of these households, 29
have household incomes at or below the federal poverty level for their respective household size.
These low-income households represent 33% of retired respondents, 75% of Native American
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respondents, 25% of Black or African American respondents, 25% of Asian respondents, and 15% of
white respondents. Additionally, 45% of zero-vehicle households and 33% of respondents living with
friends/family fall under this income threshold. There is a statistically significant association between
income and educational achievement?; three of the four respondents who did not complete high
school and more than half of respondents with a high school diploma or GED have incomes below
$35,000, while more than 80% of respondents with household incomes of $100,000 or greater have
at least a bachelor’s degree. Among respondents working full-time, nearly 40% have a bachelor’s
degree and 33% have a Graduate or Professional Degree.

The ability to work remotely provides more flexibility for many workers2 The majority of respondents
with the option to work from home either work fully remotely or have a hybrid schedule, meanwhile
the majority of respondents who commute 5 or more days per week do not have the option to work
from home (76.5%). Similarly, of the five respondents without a household vehicle who work at least
part-time, two work fully remotely and two work on a hybrid schedule, preferring to commute via
carpool, taxi/Uber/Lyft, or walking.

Household travel options

Almost all respondents have access to at least one household vehicle, and the median household has
two. However, 11 respondents do not have a household vehicle, and 4 of these respondents indicated
experiencing challenges with not possessing a license in the previous year. There is no statistically
significant association between household vehicle ownership and age, educational attainment, or
household income . Although no association can be stated, only one respondent without access to a
household vehicle indicated having an income greater than $55,000, compared to nearly half of
respondents with a household vehicle. Vehicle presence is associated with preferred travel mode ;
respondents with a household vehicle almost exclusively prefer driving (94%), while respondents
without a vehicle have more varied preferences, with getting a ride with someone being the most
selected mode (27 %), followed by biking and driving (18%).

Table 2. Survey respondent household characteristics

. Survey Response Survey Response
Survey Question Count Percent*

Housing Tenure (n = 173)

Own their home 134 77.5%

Staying with friends 9 5.2%

Rent 28 16.2%

Other 2 1.2%
Household Size (n=175)

1 Person 35 20.0%

2 People 67 38.3%

1 Chi-Square test showed significant association between income and educational achievement (x2=46.14, df=20,
p<0.001).

2 Chi-square test shows significant association between work from home option and commute days (x2=72.77, df=14,
p<0.001).
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. Survey Response Survey Response
Survey Question Count Percent*
3 People 34 19.4%
4+ People 39 22.3%
Household Income (n=171)
Under $35,000 35 20.5%
$35,000-$55,000 24 14.0%
$55,000-$75,000 26 15.2%
$75,000-$100,000 24 14.0%
$100,000 or greater 36 21.1%
Prefer not to say 26 15.2%
Ages of Individuals in Respondent households* (n=457)
0-4 20 4.4%
5-17 61 13.3%
18-24 39 8.5%
25-54 200 43.8%
54-64 55 12.0%
65+ 82 17.9%
*Calculated as percent of respondents who answered the question, not as percent of total survey respondents.

Table 3. Survey respondent demographics

Occupation(s) (n = 164)

) Survey Response Survey Response
Survey Question Count Percent*
Gender Identity (n=174)
Female 97 55.7%
Male 72 41.4%
Nonbinary 1 0.6%
Prefer not to say 4 2.3%
Educational Attainment (n = 175)
Did not complete high school 4 2.3%
High school graduate or GED 17 9.7%
Some college or associate’s degree 42 24.0%
Bachelor’s degree 59 33.7%
Graduate or professional degree 53 30.3%
Race & Ethnicity (n = 175)**
American Indian or Alaska Native 4 2.3%
Asian 4 2.3%
Black or African American 4 2.3%
Multi-Racial 10 5.7%
White 148 84.6%
Other 5 2.9%
Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity 5 2.9%
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. Survey Response Survey Response

Survey Question Count Percent*
. Full-time 94 57.3%
Working Part-time 14 8.5%
- Full-time 8 4.8%
College or other training Part-time 6 3.7
Unemployed Seeking work 7 4.3%
Not seeking work 5 3.0%
Retired 40 24.4%
Other (e.g. disabled, full-time care work) 10 6.1%

Telework Option (n = 174)

Available 75 42.9%
Not available 59 33.7%
Not applicable 40 22.9%

*Calculated as percent of respondents who answered the question, not as percent of total survey respondents.
** All respondents disclosed their race and none identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

Table 4. Travel options, driver characteristics, and vehicle characteristics

Travel, Driver, or Vehicle Characteristic Survey Response | Survey Response
Count Percent
Household Travel Option (n = 175)
Personal vehicle (car, truck, van, SUV) 159 90.86%
Getting a ride with someone 106 60.57%
Bike or scooter 67 38.29%
Bus stop Close to home 22 12.57%
Close to work/school 18 10.29%
Sidewalk in community 88 50.29%
Community transportation service (e.g. the Lynx) 28 16.00%
Taxi or Rideshare App 72 41.14%
Motorcycle 20 11.43%
Snowmobile or ATV 25 14.29%
Adults with a Driver’s License (n = 175)
0 2 1.1%
1 53 20.3%
2 102 58.3%
3 16 9.1%
4 2 1.1%
Median 2 Licenses
Household Vehicles (n = 175)
0 11 6.3%
1 72 41.1%
2 56 32.0%
3 27 15.4%
4 9 5.1%
Median 2 Vehicles
Number of Commuters in Household (n = 152)
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Travel, Driver, or Vehicle Characteristic Survey Response Survey Response
Count Percent
0 20 13.1%
1 62 40.5%
2 59 38.6%
3 12 7.8%
Median 1 Commuter
Vehicle Classes Reported (n = 300 Vehicles)
Hatchback/wagon 17 5.7%
Minivan 7 2.3%
Pick Up 69 23.0%
SuUv 110 36.7%
Sedan 81 27.0%
Other 16 5.3%
Vehicle Engines Reported (n = 244 Vehicles)
All electric 13 5.3%
Diesel 13 5.3%
Gas 208 85.2%
Hybrid 6 2.5%
Plugin hybrid 4 1.6%

The travel options most often selected together are personal vehicle and getting a ride with someone,
personal vehicle and sidewalk in community, getting a ride with someone and sidewalk in community,
and personal vehicle and taxi/Rideshare App. Among low-income, zero-vehicle households, the
options of getting a ride with someone, sidewalk in community, and taxi/Rideshare App are commonly
chosen together.

Current Travel Practices

We find that higher household incomes are generally associated with more public transit access (i.e.,
bus stops close to home),* and more access is associated with more public transit use, although
there is no association between household income level and public transit frequency.®

Grocery shopping is by far the most critical need on a weekly basis with more than 80% of
respondents making this trip at least once weekly (Table 5), and these are mostly completed by
personal vehicle, followed by walking or biking. Other shopping, recreation, and medical
appointments are also important destinations, with many respondents traveling to these destinations
several days a month. Caregiving and daycare/school are less critical for many respondents to
access on a frequent basis, but for some households, these destinations are essential.

3 Chi-square test shows an association between household income and bus stops close to home (¥?=20, df=5, p<0.01)
4 Chi-square test shows an association between bus stops close to home and public transit frequency (y?=29.36, df=4,
p<0.001)

5 Chi-square test analysis does not show an association between household income and public transit frequency
(¢*=27.59, df=20, p-value=0.12)
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Table 5. Mode of transportation for select activities (percent of activity respondents in parentheses)

Mode of Caregiving Daycare Grocgry Mgdlcal Recreation Shopping
Transportation (n=130) orSchool | Shopping | Appointment (n=152) (n=160)
P (n=64) | (n=173) (n=172)
Carpool/ride 9 2 10 9 35 18
share (6.9%) (3.1%) (5.8%) (5.2%) (23.0%) (11.2%)
Drive 110 52 140 152 105 134
(84.6%) (81.2%) | (80.9%) (90.7%) (69.1%) (83.8%)
: : 0 0 0 2 1 1
Public transit (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (1.2%) (0.7%) 0.6%)
Taxi/a 0 0 0 0 ! 0
PP (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.7%) (0.0%)
. 4 2 21 3 6 6
Walk/bike (3.1%) (3.1%) (12.1%) (1.7%) (3.9%) (3.8%)
7 8 2 2 4 1
Other
(5.4%) (12.5%) |  (1.2%) (1.2%) (2.6%) 0.6%)

Most trips are completed by personal vehicle (Table 6). Carpool and shared ride make up much of the
remaining trip mode, particularly for traveling to recreational destinations. Trip duration is variable
depending on the destination (Table 7). Most grocery shopping and daycare/school trips are
completed within 15 minutes, while caregiving trips most often take up to 30 minutes. Nearly half of
recreation and general shopping trips take between 15-30 minutes. Trips to medical appointments
have the most variable duration, with 35% of such trips taking more than half an hour.

Table 6. Trip frequency for select activities (percent of all 175 respondents in parentheses)

) - Daycare Grocery Medical . .
Trip Frequenc Caregivin . . Recreation | Shoppin

prreq y giving orSchool | Shopping | Appointment pping
1-2 days per 20 7 101 13 31 38
Week (11.4%) (4.0%) (57.7%) (7.4%) (17.7%) (21.7%)
3-4 times per 4 3 34 4 14 4
week (2.3%) (1.7%) (19.4%) (2.3%) (8.0%) (2.3%)
5+ days per 5 16 7 0 9 0
week (2.9%) (9.1%) (4.0%) (0.0%) (5.1%) (0.0%)
Several days per 41 21 29 57 51 98
month (23.4%) (12.0%) (16.6%) (32.6%) (29.1%) (56.0%)
Severaltimes a 64 55 1 90 21 19
year (36.6%) (31.4%) (0.6%) (51.4%) (12.0%) (10.9%)
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. - Daycare Grocery Medical . .
Trip Frequency | Caregiving orSchool | Shopping | Appointment Recreation | Shopping
Rarely or never 12 15 0 / / 6

y (6.9%) (8.6%) (0.0%) (4.0%) (4.0%) (3.4%)
Not applicable 29 o8 S 4 42 10
PP (16.6%) | (33.1%) (1.7%) (2.3%) (24.0%) (5.7%)
Table 7. Trip duration for select activities (percent of activity respondents in parentheses)
. o - Daycare Grocer Medical . .
Trip Duration in | Caregiving y . Y . Recreation | Shopping
Minutes (n=91) or School | Shopping | Appointment ("=140) ("=136)
(n=58) (n=165) (n=149)
0-15 42 42 123 45 37 22
(51.9%) (72.4%) (74.5%) (30.2%) (26.4%) (16.2%)
16-30 29 12 35 52 67 66
(35.8%) (20.7%) (21.2%) (34.9%) (47.9%) (48.5%)
31-45 5 1 6 37 20 24
(6.2%) (1.7%) 3.6%) (24.8%) (14.3%) (17.6%)
45 or more 5 3 1 15 16 24
(6.2%) (5.2%) (0.6%) (10.1%) (11.4%) (17.6%)
Mean (Standard 21.3 13.7 13.5 27.7 26.7 30.8
Error) (2.5) (1.7) (0.7) (1.4) (1.2) (1.35)

Table 8. Public transportation use and factors for increasing its use

Public Transit Use and Factors Survey Response Survey Response
Count Percent
Public Transit Accessibility and Use (n=172)
No access 8 4.6%
Never used 89 50.9%
Occasional use 28 16.0%
Former use 44 25.1%
Frequent use 3 1.7%
Factors that would increase use (n=138)
Availability in the locality 27 19.6%
Accessible bus stops 58 37.4%
Transit stop close to work & home 66 42.6%
Wait time less than 15 minutes 35 22.6%
Real time bus info on a mobile trip planner 36 23.2%
Discounted fares 27 17.4%
Transit trip comparable to driving 39 25.2%
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. . Survey Response Survey Response
Public Transit Use and Factors Y P Y '
Count Percent
Reliable bus schedule 45 29.0%
Transit stop close to shopping and medical services 29 18.7%

Public transit use increases as access to public transportation becomes more available. Access to
public transportation (i.e., bus stops and/or community transportation services) and public transit
frequency are statistically associated;® 56% of respondents with access to at least one form of public
transit occasionally use public transit. However, access is not uniformly available to respondents;
there is a statistically significant association between household income and public transit access.”
Most respondents with transit access have household incomes of at least $55,000. While household
income does not necessarily affect public transit use, public transit use is influenced by vehicle
availability® as the three respondents who frequently use public transit services all live in zero-vehicle
households. The three most important factors for public transportation uptake or increased use are
proximal bus stops to home and work, accessible bus stops, and reliable schedule. “Wait time less
than 15 minutes” and “transit trip takes the same time as driving” are considered important factors
for respondents without a household vehicle.

Transportation Challenges

Bus service being unavailable was the biggest transportation challenge that respondents faced in the
last year, followed by high maintenance costs and inability to arrange a ride (Table 9). Respondents
without a household vehicle also faced challenges of scheduled rides not showing up and no bus.
While we cannot state an association between vehicle ownership and missing appointments,® of the
11 respondents living in a zero-vehicle household, 7 (or 64%) have missed work/appointments at
least once in the past year due to unreliable transportation, including 3 respondents who have
“sometimes” missed appointments and 1 respondent who “frequently” missed appointments. In
comparison, 33% of respondents with at least one household vehicle indicated missing appointments
at least once.

8 Chi-square test shows an association between public transit access (bus stops and/or community transportation
services) and public transit frequency (y*=65.56, df=4, p<0.001)

7 Chi-square test shows an association between household income and public transportation access (y*=30.49, df=5,
p<0.001)

8 Chi-square test shows an association between public transit frequency and household vehicle ownership
(presence/absence) (y*=45.57, df=4, p<0.001)

® Chi-square test analysis does not show an association between household vehicle ownership (presence/absence) and
missing work/appointments (x?=3.09, df=1, p-value=0.08)
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Table 9. Transportation challenges for respondents and others in their household

Transportation Challenge Survey Response Count Survey Response Percent
(Other HH member Count*) | (Other HH member percent*)
General Transportation Challenges n =155 (153)
High gas prices 43(10) 27.7% (6.5%)
Maintenance cost of $400 54 (7) 34.8% (4.5%)
Could not arrange ride 47 (6) 30.3% (3.9%)
Bus service not available 58 (15) 37.4% (9.7%)
No driver’s license 11 (10) 7.1% (6.5%)
Shared vehicle not available 35(8) 22.6% (5.2%)
Do not possess a vehicle 28 (13) 18.1% (8.4%)
Scheduled ride did not show up 36 (3) 23.2% (1.9%)
Personal vehicle unreliable 37 (8) 23.9% (5.2%)
Other 1(2) 0.6% (1.3%)
Missed work or appointment due to
lack of transportation** (n=173)
Never 6 3.4%
Once 113 64.6%
Sometimes 22 12.6%
Frequently 32 18.3%
*Count and percentage of respondents who indicated that others in their household experience this transportation

challenge
**Question not asked for other members of respondents’ household

Table 10. Impact of costs on transportation decisions

Survey Response Survey Response

Cost Category Count Percent

Has the rising cost of new and used vehicles made it difficult or prevented you from purchasing a
vehicle? (n=173)

Did not try to purchase a vehicle 75 42.9%
It did not affect my vehicle purchase 41 23.4%
| delayed purchasing a vehicle 25 14.3%
My choice of vehicle was affected 32 18.3%
If gas prices increase over $5 a gallon, do you change how you travel? (n = 172)

Yes 91 52.0%
No 78 44.6%
I’m not sure 3 1.7%

While household income is not associated with vehicle purchase behavior,° we note that 30% of
respondents affected by vehicle prices have household incomes below $35,000. Meanwhile, an

10 Chi-squared test analysis does not show an association between household income and prices affecting vehicle
purchase behavior (y?=17.16, df=10, p-value=0.07)
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increase in gas price would influence 73.5% of respondents in this income bracket to change their
travel routines, a higher percentage than for any other income level.!! To address high gas prices,
many affected respondents have already begun taking less trips, driving more efficiently, and cutting
back on household expenses. Among the changes respondents may make in the future, switching to a
more efficient vehicle, using public transit, and sharing rides are the most common selections.
Changing jobs, moving, and carpooling are least likely to be considered by respondents affected by
gas costs. Interestingly, while public transit is a possibility for many respondents, it is also not a
consideration for many others.

Discussion

While transportation challenges may affect anyone, transportation insecurity in Maine is more likely
depending on certain sociodemographic factors. The John T. Gorman Foundation (2025) report
emphasizes the impact of public transportation access and vehicle availability on low-income
families, ethnic and racial minorities, older adults, and young adults without a license. The results
from the two-county survey also identified several socio-economic implications for low-income
families and zero-vehicle households in Penobscot and Piscataquis counties. For instance, low-
income households are more likely to have their travel behavior affected by high gas prices and are
less likely to have access to public transit. Meanwhile, zero-vehicle households rely more on multiple
forms of transportation and appear to be more likely to miss work/appointments. Access to bus stops
and community transportation services may help address some of these issues considering public
transit access is associated with transit use.

Many respondents — even those with personal vehicles — noted concerns around vehicle dependence
in the region; for example, one respondent commented: “Like many parts of Maine, the options are
very limited in rural areas. | am fortunate that | do own a car and | am able to drive at this point. |
would have to consider moving closer to my family if and when | am unable to drive which would be
out of the State of Maine.” This is not surprising considering the difficulties of reaching critical
destinations, such as medical offices, from the rural parts of the region. In addition to these concerns,
respondents addressed their hopes for increased public transportation options: “There should be
more frequent public transportation options available that align with everyone's needs” and “Bus
service would greatly increase my ability to go places.” While these comments focused primarily on
increased bus service and coverage, there were also suggestions for expanding multimodal
transportation options or offering micro-transit, ride-share, and car-share options. Reliability,
flexibility, and accessibility were key factors for improving travel opportunities across the region.

The main challenge with increasing public transportation access is the rurality of the EMDC region.
Public transit will not take over from driving as the primary means of transportation, but with the right
support it could act as a supplemental mode of travel, which would particularly benefit people
without vehicles and those who face challenges with vehicle related costs and/or reliability.

1 Chi-squared test shows an association between household income and gas price affecting travel behavior (x>=30.38,
df=15, p<0.05)
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Considering the popularity of getting rides with friends/family, introducing a public transit service that
mimics this dynamic (i.e., microtransit) may be effective, assuming it is convenient and reliable.

Review of Strategies in Rural Counties:

A study of demographic profiles of rural counties across New England states and Upstate New York
identified 13 counties with similar demographic backgrounds to Penobscot and Piscataquis counties.
The following counties were selected: Kennebec (ME), Washington (ME), Caledonia (VT), Essex (VT),
Rutland (VT), Coos (NH), Grafton (NH), Merrimack (NH), Essex (NY), Herkimer (NY), and St. Lawrence
(NY). A search of the transportation services provided by each of these counties was conducted in
order to identify practices that may be transferable to the EMDC region.

Out of the 13 counties studied, 4 transportation providers were highlighted as viable study models:
Rural Community Transportation and Marble Valley Regional Transit District in Vermont, Advance
Transit in New Hampshire, and St. Lawrence County Public Transit in New York. These providers have
developed programs such as implementing rides to recovery job access programs, expanding a zone-
based microtransit service, transitioning a demand response service into a microtransit service, and
offering a first mile last mile program.

Rural Community Transportation

Rural Community Transportation (RCT) operates in Vermont’s Caledonia, Essex, Orleans, and
Lamoille counties. The transportation provider offers free fixed route service, on-demand Medicaid
and O&D transportation, and a community driver program in all these counties as well as microtransit
in Lamoille and Orleans counties, known as RCT Rides. According to the 2024 Annual Report,
ridership was up by 20% for the second year in a row and a total of 175,181 rides were completed in
63 towns, across the service modes (primarily through Medicaid and O&D, followed by the fixed route
service) (Rural Community Transportation 2025). The RCT Rides microtransit program facilitated
7,210 rides in Lamoille County in 2024. A ridership survey showed a significant portion of frequent
riders, mainly using RCT to get to medical appointments (80%), shopping (40%), work (9%), or social
trips (8%) (Steadman Hill Consulting Inc. 2024). The main reasons for using public transit cited by
respondents are: “lack of vehicle ownership”, “no driver’s license”, “saving money”, or “unable to
drive.” Most of the riders in this survey are either retired, unemployed, or have a disability.

According to the 2024 RCT Transit Development Plan, since 2017, RCT has added two commuter
routes, discontinued two other commuter routes due to poor ridership, and replaced fixed route
service in the town of Morrisville with a microtransit program (Steadman Hill Consulting Inc. 2024).
RCT'’s fleet consists of 18 cutaway buses, 9 minivans, 2 automobiles, 1 heavy-duty bus, and 1 transit
van. However, RCT plans to purchase electric and hybrid vans/SUVs while discontinuing the heavy-
duty bus because capacity is too large for demand. RCT partners with various health agencies in
each county it operates in and coordinates with other transit providers across the state (ex. Tri-Valley
Transit). Volunteers provide a majority of demand response trips and 44 % of all RCT trips, although
the number of volunteers decreased during the pandemic from around 200 down to 40 (Steadman
Hill Consulting Inc. 2024). RCT’s service area has 89,830 residents (population density is 36 people
per square mile); the bus routes and microtransit service covers 34% of the population, but only 10%
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of the landmass. The volunteer driver service covers much of the area not met by the more regular
services. Thus, RCT is actively recruiting volunteer drivers and contract drivers.

The Transit Development Plan noted that microtransit could be a way to connect people without
vehicles to job opportunities (even if the microtransit service is not as reliable). Currently, the
microtransit service operates in Morrisville, Hyde Park, and part of Elmore. Service runs Mon-Fri
(8am-5pm). RCT seeks to use microtransit to further goals of “mobility plus” in order to reach
residents of all backgrounds. As part of this plan, the provider will cut down on the number of fixed
route bus services (only maintaining routes that have high ridership and cover large distances not
feasible for a microtransit program — i.e.,the shuttle service, commuter route, and shopper routes,
which may be expanded). The microtransit program will be expanded incrementally, both in terms of
geographic area and vehicle acquisition, through a zone-based system. The improvements laid out in
this plan are expected to cost a total of $3.8 million; more than 60% increase of RCT’s overall budget
(Steadman Hill Consulting Inc. 2024). RCT’s operating funding sources are split among Medicaid
funds (about 47 % of total operating funds), Federal Transit Funds (42%), community organizations
and department service contracts (7 %), State operating assistance (3%), and town contributions
(1%).

Marble Valley Regional Transit District

The Marble Valley Regional Transit District (MVRTD) operates in Rutland County, Vermont. In addition
to several fixed route buses and commuter buses, MVRTD offers Medicaid transportation in the form
of reimbursed fixed route trips, volunteers, or taxi. Fixed route service consists of 6 routes in Rutland
City, Rutland Town, Proctor, and Killington. MVRTD’s “The Bus” service also offers regional coverage
to smaller communities in the area. Rutland is having to scale back some of its routes to maximize
efficiency and transit in Rutland does not run in the evenings or on the weekends making it
challenging for commuters (Solsaa 2024). However, MVRTD has goals to increase ridership,
coordinate services and conserve resources of human service agencies, provide transit service to
new development in the region, locate park and ride lots to coincide with transit stops, and increase
funding for the expansion of transit (Rutland Regional Planning Commission 2018).

Of interest to EMDC are the supplemental programs that the transportation provider offers, such as
complementary paratransit (allowing for deviations of ¥4 mile from bus routes), Recovery Job Access,
and VeggieVanGo (Marble Valley Regional Transit District 2025). The Recovery Job Access program
provides free access (for up to 30 days) to support groups, recovery centers, job training, and medical
appointments. The VeggieVanGo program provides free transportation to anyone once a month from
the transit center to the Vermont Foodbank.

Advance Transit

Advance Transit operates in the upper valley of Vermont and New Hampshire, serving two towns in
Vermont and four towns in Grafton County, including connections to Dartmouth College. The bus
service is fare-free and is designed to be accessible to workers through an express commuter service
offered during peak hours. The 2024 Advance Transit Impact Report states that since 2023, Advance
Transit has expanded hours to include evenings and weekend service, and added two heavy-duty
buses and cutaway buses, with plans to add EVs to its fleet (Advance Transit 2024).
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Advance Transit’s Transit Development Plan proposes turning existing “Access AT” demand response
service (for persons with disabilities) into a microtransit service available to anyone (Advance Transit
2023). The new microtransit service would either operate 5 or 10 vans depending on the areq,
desired response time, and budget allocated for this plan. The Development Plan recommends
enhancing Saturday service in FY2025 (estimated to cost around $80,000 per year), implementing
systemwide microtransit FY2028 (estimated to cost either $2 million or $5 million depending on
which option is chosen), and completing other service adjustments for specific routes (Advance
Transit 2023). If all of the recommended improvements are completed, then the ridership is expected
to increase by 77% (with microtransit service anticipated to attract the most new riders).

St. Lawrence County Public Transit

St. Lawrence is geographically the largest county in New York, but is the smallest per capita, with a
gradually aging and declining population. The St. Lawrence County Public Transit Coordinated
Transportation Plan (2024) states that approximately 9.5% of households in St. Lawrence County do
not have access to a personal vehicle (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al. 2024). The volunteer
driver programs are facing driver shortages, and the availability of Uber/Lyft is extremely limited. Bus
ridership in 2023 was 79% higher and miles traveled grew by 43% since the 2019 plan, despite lower
service coverage during COVID (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al. 2024). More than half of the
system’s monthly ridership comes from college students, with the exception of June and July. College
students ride for free, while fares for the general population are $2, with a discounted fare option for
multi-ride passes. Several organizations have contracted with the transit service to allow their clients
to have free rides. St. Lawrence County Public Transit set a ridership record in 2024 at over 159,000
trips and is on target to surpass this number in 2025 (St. Lawrence County Public Transit 2025).

St. Lawrence County Public Transit has offered a First Mile Mast Mile (FMLM) program since 2018.
FMLM uses volunteer drivers to provide rides to and from bus stops and is coordinated by the
Volunteer Transportation Center. This service is available to anyone for a $2 fare; the only
requirement is that the ride be booked two business days in advance. A total of 26,610 rides have
been provided through FMLM (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al. 2024). The highest annual
trip counts for this program were in 2020 and 2021 when regular bus service was not running and
drivers would deliver food to those in heed. The number of trips for this program has declined since
then in correspondence with a decline in volunteer drivers but was still accessed by 2.1% of all
passengers who rode the transit system in 2023. In 2023, FMLM trips connected riders to
employment (70%), education (10%), healthcare (8%), and food sources (4%). The First Mile Last
Mile program received a national achievement award for “providing innovative access to the bus
system for passengers who do not live near a bus stop” (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al.
2024).

Another program offered by St. Lawrence County Public Transit is the Rides to Recovery program
initiated in September 2022 to support people in recovery from substance use disorders and mental
health diagnoses. This program is a partnership between the VVolunteer Transportation Center and
Seaway Valley Prevention Council. There is a broad scope of trip types eligible through this program,
including: employment, educational programs, recreation, support groups, grocery stores, harm
reduction services, and legal entities. Between September 2022 and the end of 2023, Rides to
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Recovery provided 4,707 (one-way) door-to-door trips, of which 82% of trips were for employment
and education purposes (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al. 2024). The program strives to use
alternative transportation options when possible (ex. bus tokens/passes, public transit travel training,
taxicab rides, or gas cards). The long-term funding for Rides to Recovery is unclear. The program
started with $88,000 in funding, but the costs continue to exceed available funds due to high demand.
The Opioid Settlement Fund is anticipated to help support funding for the program going forward.

St. Lawrence County Public Transit has identified several transportation gaps: long wait times and
travel times for bus service, no late night or weekend service (except on college connector routes),
limited bus service available between population centers, few options for travel outside of the county,
and a declining pool of volunteer drivers. To address these issues, St. Lawrence County Public Transit
intends to improve connections to other counties; redesign existing service and add enhancements
(ex. shelters, wayfinding signs, etc.); determine if additional fixed route service is viable; evaluate the
feasibility of microtransit; use ridership data to eliminate underutilized stops and reconfigure routes to
be more efficient; add a trip planning platform; and sustain volunteer driver programs, including First
Mile Last Mile and Roads to Recovery (St. Lawrence County Public Transit et al. 2024).

Innovative Transportation Models

Microtransit is increasingly being implemented as a mobility service that may be ideal in rural
contexts, due to its adaptive capability. Microtransit uses a technology-based algorithm to
dynamically route vehicles on-demand. Microtransit also has the benefit of not requiring the use of
large buses. The Public Transportation Innovation Program has the purpose of funding research
projects designed to develop and deploy “new and innovative ideas, practices, and
approaches” for public transportation systems (United States Department of Transportation
2025). It is a competitive grant program requiring a 50% local match and local entities are
the primary direct recipients, including public transportation providers and institutions of
higher education. There are a variety of eligible activities allowed by this program including
transit vouchers, vehicle purchase, and technology for coordinating with other agencies
(Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility 2025). Meanwhile, the Rural Community
Innovations grant offered by NADTC awarded two projects in Maine in 2024: Aroostook Area Agency
on Aging and Penquis CAP (National Aging and Disability Transportation Center 2025). Both
programs are designed to develop a transportation plan addressing barriers for older adults and
persons with disabilities to meet their transportation needs.

The Bangor Community Connector identified a need for creating connections with employers in the
region to expand job access and ensure that workers have a reliable commute. The Community
Connector cited employee transit passes as an option for making transit more accessible to
commuters. Vanpools are another viable option for employees to be able to share rides to work. GO
MAINE has a Commute with Enterprise vanpool incentive. This program could be beneficial for
employers in the Bangor region because more than 41,000 employees working within the BACTS
region live outside of it, meaning they might not have access to the Community Connector system
(Bangor Area Comprehensive Transportation System 2023). An example of a vanpool program
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employed in a rural environment is Clallam Transit Rideshare. Clallam County and Penobscot County
have similar population densities.

Additionally, the following case studies were selected as being relevant to EMDC based on a variety of
characteristics. These case studies include examples of microtransit, community-based mobility
programs, and vanpool programs. Microtransit is a flexible on-demand transportation service that
can serve different purposes depending on the geographic setting and demand; it can supplement or
replace traditional fixed route service or cover areas where transit has not previously been available.
Community-based mobility programs often rely on volunteer or contract drivers to administer rides for
the community and fulfill gaps in the transportation system.

My Ride

MyRide is a two-year microtransit pilot program launched in Montpelier, Vermont in January 2020.
The service is facilitated by Green Mountain Transit (GMT), Sustainable Montpelier Committee, and
Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTrans) in partnership with Via Transportation (White 2020). The
MyRide service area includes most of Montpelier, as well as destinations in Berlin. The launch of this
microtransit program replaced three fixed routes. A report from the June 2022 VVTrans E&D Summit
recorded a total of 41,000 rides, 1,309 active riders, 97% of demand met, and 91% of riders collected
within five minutes of scheduled pickup time (Vermont Agency of Transportation 2022). The progress
report found that transitioning from fixed route to on-demand transit can be challenging for some
riders, although new riders appreciated the increased flexibility. The on-demand service is more
conducive to social trips (as opposed to commuting), and half of rides were scheduled by phone,
rather than the app. The 2022 report also identified challenges with not having a penalty for
cancellations, inefficiencies associated with connecting prebooked and on-demand trips, and drivers
not always following the trip algorithm. In response to the concerns raised in the progress report,
some improvements were recommended: reinstate one of the fixed routes due to demand, improve
the algorithm’s time sensitivity, and introduce fares for intermunicipal trips (except for ADA
passengers). There is also a proposal to transition to smaller vehicles if the service becomes
permanent, due to the low ridership at any given time. Since the establishment of MyRide in
Montpelier, microtransit programs in Vermont have been implemented in Manchester, Middlebury,
Morrisville, and Windsor. These are all 3-year pilot programs funded by the VTrans Mobility and
Transportation Innovations (MTI) Grant (Vermont Agency of Transportation 2025).

Community Rides

Community Rides (aka Gopher) is a mobility-for-all program in Washington and Orange counties in
VVermont. “The project offers subsidized EV rides as part of a mobility-for-all transportation program
with a particular focus on prioritizing citizens lacking sufficient transportation access to work,
medical appointments, shopping, and social trips” (Evans-Ralston et al. 2025). Community Rides
provides the capability for requesting recurring rides and offers long service hours making it
accessible to commuters. In its first 16 months, the program provided 6,088 rides, 31 % for
employment and 26% for childcare/school (Carlson 2024). In 2024, Community Rides provided
7,040 rides, served 23 towns, operated 5 fleet vehicles (EVs), and traveled 117,301 vehicle miles in
zero emissions vehicles (Gopher VT 20250).
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Community Rides is a partnership between Green Mountain Transit and VTrans with its funding
coming from VTrans, market rate rides, and donor grants. Community Rides does not receive federal
funding, meaning that they can fundraise and contract without worrying about federal guidelines
(Weiss-Tisman 2024).

It is worth noting that Community Rides had to reduce their service offering this year. They are no
longer able to provide the free "mobility for all” service as of July 1, 2025 (Gopher VT 2025b). They
now only offer market-rate rides (a taxi-like service) and Gopher-it Rideshare (a discounted rideshare
program) due to funding reductions from VTrans and GMT.

Access

A Massachusetts-based on-demand microtransit program established in 2019 takes advantage of
extra seats available from a separate demand-response service. In this program, demand response
clients (i.e., older adults and people with disabilities) receive priority for seats on the vehicles and any
leftover seats can then be booked by the general public (Franklin Regional Council of Governments
2025). This is designed to complement fixed route by filling gaps. The scheduling software is provided
through Ecolane which makes it possible to ensure that priority is given as intended and can assess
eligibility for reduced fares based on the chosen destination. Since 2019, this service has constantly
been growing and has resulted in multiple expansions. “The growth in both the Access and fixed route
ridership shows that the Access program is most likely serving new ridership needs in the region”
(Franklin Regional Council of Governments 2025). Franklin Regional Transit Authority has added
weekend service because of the higher demand. A benefit of the on-demand service is that drivers
only need a class D license since the fleet consists of mini-buses and vans, which allowed the Access
weekend service to continue during a driver shortage. Access is continuing to grow both temporally
and geographically with communities outside the FRTA area being included as of 2024. Common
destinations are healthcare facilities, the community college, grocery stores, and places of
employment. Many trips are taken by repeat users.

The Access pilot program was enabled by two rounds of funding from the Massachusetts Innovation
Grant Program, with the Franklin Regional Transit Authority receiving $449,415 in total. A separate
$90,000 earmark grant allowed FRCOG to offer free rideshare services to clients of social service
organizations, with nine organizations participating (Franklin Regional Council of Governments
2025). An additional $40,000 earmark grant allowed Access to upgrade its software system to
improve routing and forecasting (Franklin Regional Council of Governments 2025). This improved
software capability allowed Access to offer free rides to students at the local community college.

BRATS

The transit provider in Baldwin County, Alabama, operates approximately 46 vehicles (many of them
cutaway buses) serving almost 1,600 square miles. BRATS began the microtransit service in
September 2020. BRATS received a one-time Integrated Mobility Innovation grant from the FTA to
commence this program and has since relied on federal formula funding, local, and directly
generated funds (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). Due to arise in
demand, the on-demand function is no longer efficient, and most rides are now booked at least two
weeks in advance. Priority is given to cancer patients who may schedule rides 4 weeks in advance as
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BRATS can only accommodate 60% of trip requests. The monthly ridership is on average 8,465 riders,
with almost half of rides booked through the app. BRATS is developing a separate program in
conjunction with Commute with Enterprise for a vanpool program that will help commuters reliably
get to their employment (Baldwin County, Alabama 2024).

HIRTA On Demand

A zone-based system operating in 7 counties in lowa, covering an area of more than 4,100 square
miles. Vehicles in the 72-vehicle fleet are split among the counties at a regional hub, though rides are
provided across the counties. “Customers are able to book trips via HIRTA's mobile app—provided by
Via—and call center forimmediate reservations, same-day service, next-day reservations, advance
reservations, or on a subscription basis” (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine
2025). HIRTA is also currently implementing a "health connector” program to make it possible for
residents to schedule medical appointments and transportation at the same time through ITS4US
grant funding. HIRTA On Demand — established in October 2022 — is more expensive for HIRTA to
operate than the previous demand response service. The agency is considering either raising fares for
on-demand trips or reducing the fare on trips scheduled ahead of time to make the service more
efficient and cost-effective. The cost per passenger trip is $37.50). The reason on-demand is tenable
is because of a large vehicle fleet and the presence of a transit hub in each county; thus, the average
wait time is only 6.2 minutes (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). To
help with funding needs, HIRTA established Heart of Transit, a non-profit organization, designed to
obtain outside funding not available to the regional transit authority; to this end, they receive funding
from AARP and United Ways.

Pick Transportation

PICK Transportation currently serves 17 jurisdictions, covering nearly all of eastern and southern
Oklahoma through a consortium between Cimarron Transit, JAMM Transit, the KI BOIS Area Transit
System, and Pelivan Transit (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). This
service is unique in that it prioritizes evening transportation in the rural region (operating from 5pm-
9pm on weekdays) as well as offering Saturday service. The communities served range in population
from 36,000 people in Bartlesville, OK, to about 2000 in Atoka, OK (Shared-Use Mobility Center 2023).
As an on-demand service there is predicted to be a 7-minute wait time between scheduling a ride and
arrival, although a 2025 study identifies an 11-minute average wait time (Lewis 2023; National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). The program continues to operate past the
pilot phase as ridership increased throughout the pilot project’s lifetime, with PICK Transportation
serving around 2000 trips a month by August 2022 (see Shared-Use Mobility Center 2022 report of
the pilot project).

The Grand Gateway Economic Development Association was awarded a $1.5 million FTA IMI grant in
2020 (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). PICK Transportation
officially began as a two-year pilot program in 2021, before continuing as a partnership with
Oklahoma Department of Transportation in August 2023. PICK Transportation is currently funded by
operational match from Oklahoma DOT and FTA 5310 Formula Funds from some of the participating
agencies (Shared-Use Mobility Center 2023). Sustainable funding for PICK Transportation is
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challenging, but several communities in the partnership have agreed to contribute $5,000 to keep the
service going (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2025). They are also
identifying new funding sources through conversations with local medical facilities, dialysis partners,
and various educational institutions to support continued operations and expansion of the service
into new communities (Shared-Use Mobility Center 2023).

It is important to note that driver shortages reduce the capacity of the service because of its large
geographic coverage. Advanced trip-booking technology is a potential barrier for older adults without
smartphone technology, leading many people to call in rides instead of using the app.

Clallam Rideshare

Clallam Transit in Clallam County, Washington owns, maintains, manages, insures, and licenses a
fleet of 22-passenger vans. These vans are assigned to commuter groups and are driven by
volunteers who share the commute. To start a Rideshare group, three daily commuters are required in
a vehicle at any given time (Clallam Transit 2025). This includes a minimum of two drivers and one
coordinator, making this program a lower barrier to entry than many vanpool programs and more
conducive to a rural setting. This program helps commuters get to work and provides more flexibility,
convenience, and connectivity than fixed route.

In June 2025, the Washington DOT “approved a contract of $135,000 with Olympic Community of
Health for Clallam Transit to provide up to three rideshare vans for individuals participating in North
Olympic Recompete Plan Coalition programs” (Hunt 2025). This is a follow up to $35 million granted
in August 2024 from the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Economic Development Administration to
“invest in infrastructure, innovation and workforce training with the goal of creating living-wage jobs
in the timber and marine industries” (Hunt 2025). Lack of reliable transportation on the Peninsula had
been identified as a barrier to employment.
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Appendix A—Statistical Tests

Below are the statistical tests we ran on our 2-county survey.

Table 11. Comparison between educational attainment and household income

Educational attainment

Did not High school | Some college | Bachelor's | Graduate or
complete | graduate or | or associate’s degree professional
Household income high school GED degree degree

Below $35,000 2 9 12 7 5
$35,000 to $54,999 2 3 9 9 8
$55,000 to $99,999 0 2 11 19 11
$100,000 to $124,999 0 0 3 6 8
$125,000 or more 0 0 2 4 13
I’d rather not say 0 3 3 13 7

Educational attainment and household income are associated: based on the results of the Chi-square
test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x*=46.142, df=20, p<0.001). Respondents with incomes over
$100,000 are most likely to have either a Bachelor’'s Degree or Graduate Degree, while educational
achievement is more varied for respondents with incomes under $55,000.

Table 12. Comparison between the option to work from home and the number of commute days

Option to work from home?

Commute days Yes No Not applicable
0 days 24 17 26
1day 6 0 0
2 days 9 0 0
3 days 7 3 0
4 days 4 2 2
5 days 9 31 1
6 days 1 5 0
10 days 0 1 0

The work from home option and commute days are associated: based on the results of the Chi-square
test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x*=72.767, df=14, p<0.001). The majority of respondents with the
option to work from home commute O days per week or have a hybrid schedule. The majority of
respondents who commute 5 or more days per week do not have a work from home option (76.5%).
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Table 13. Comparison between age and household vehicle ownership

Age
Household vehicle count Under 65 years 65 years or older
0 vehicles 7 4
At least 1 vehicle 116 48

Household vehicle ownership and age are not associated: based on the results of the Chi-square test,
the null hypothesis is not rejected (x=0.0249 df=1, p-value=0.8747). The majority of respondents, no
matter which age group, are more likely to have a household vehicle than not; 92% of respondents
over 65 years of age and 94% of respondents under 65 years of age have at least one household

vehicle.

Table 14. Comparison between educational attainment and household vehicle ownership

Educational attainment

Presence of a Household Vehicle

0 household vehicles

At least 1 household vehicle

Did not complete high school

High school graduate or GED
Some college or associate’s degree
Bachelor’s degree

Graduate or professional degree

1

= W AN

3
15
38
56
52

Educational attainment and household vehicle presence are not associated in our sample

(x*=5.8776, df=4, p-value=0.2085).

Table 15. Comparison between household income and household vehicle ownership

Presence of a Household Vehicle

Household Income

0 household vehicles

At least 1 household vehicle

Below $35,000
$35,000 to $54,999
$55,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 or more

I’d rather not say

5

W o oL N

30
29
42
18
18
23

Household income and household vehicle presence are not associated: based on the results of the
Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is not rejected (x?>=8.3923, df=5, p-value=0.1359).
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Table 16. Comparison between preferred travel mode to appointments and household vehicle

ownership

Preferred travel mode

Presence of a household vehicle

0 household vehicles

At least 1 household vehicle

Bike

Cancel the appointment

Drive

Get aride with friends or family
Taxi/Uber/Lyft

Walk
Other

Transit: Lyft or Community Connector

2

R R R R WwN o

0
4
154

O B, O O O

Preferred travel mode and household vehicle ownership are associated: based on the results of the
Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x>=101.16, df=7, p<0.001). Respondents with
household vehicles almost exclusively prefer driving (94 %), while respondents without vehicles have
much more varied travel modes, with a slight preference towards getting rides with family/friends
(27%), followed by driving and bike (18%).

Table 17. Comparison between household income and access to bus stop close to home

Household Income

Is there a bus stop close to home?

Bus stop close to home

No bus stop close to home

Below $35,000
$35,000 to $54,999
$55,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 or more

I’d rather not say

0
1
10
4
1
6

35
23
40
13
18
24

There is evidence of an association between household income and bus stops close to home: based
on the results of the Chi-square test (x>=13.372, df=5, p=0.02). The majority of respondents with bus
stops close to home have household incomes of at least $55,000 (68%), including almost 23% with
incomes over $100,000. Meanwhile, no respondent indicating an income below $35,000 has access

to a bus stop close to their home.
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Table 18. Comparison between public transit frequency and availability of bus stops near home

Is there a bus stop close to home?
Public transit frequency Bus stop close to home No bus stop close to home
No access 0 8
Never use 1 88
Formerly used 5 39
Occasionally use 14 14
Frequently use 2 1

Observations of bus stop access are not distributed evenly across public transit frequency: based on
the results of the Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x?>=54.675, df=4, p<0.001). The
majority of respondents reporting proximity to a bus stop occasionally use public transit (almost
64%), while only one respondent with a bus stop close to home indicates having never used public

transit.

Table 19. Comparison between household income and public transit frequency

Public transit use
No Never Formerly Occasional Frequently
Household income access use used use use
Below $35,000 0 23 7 2 1
$35,000 to $54,999 2 19 5 3 1
$55,000 to $99,999 1 18 14 10 0
$100,000 to $124,999 2 6 3 6 0
$125,000 or more 0 11 6 2 0
I’d rather not say 3 9 8 5 1

There is not an association between household income and public transit frequency: based on the
results of the Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is kept (x*=27.594, df=20, p=0.1194). Most
respondents across all income levels have never used public transportation.

Table 20. Comparison between missing work/appointments due to unreliable transportation and
household vehicle ownership (presence/absence)

Presence of a household vehicle

Missed work or appointment

0 household vehicles

At least 1 household vehicle

Never
At least once

4
7

109
53

There is not an association between missing work/appointments due to unreliable transportation and
household vehicle ownership: based on the results of the Chi-square test, we fail to reject the null

hypothesis (x?=3.0984, df=1, p-value=0.0788). There may not be a statistically significant result for
this test, but anecdotally it seems that respondents with household vehicles are overwhelmingly more
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likely to never miss an appointment for unreliable transportation reasons (67 %). Meanwhile,
respondents without a household vehicle are more likely to miss an appointment at least once for
unreliable transportation reasons (~64%)

Table 21. Comparison between public transit frequency and respondent access to public
transportation (i.e., bus stops close to home and/or community transportation services, ex. Lynx)

Public transit frequency

Public transit access

No public transit access

Public transit access

No access

Never use
Formerly used
Occasionally use
Frequently use

5
82
39

6

1

3
7
5
22
2

Public transit frequency and access to public transit services are associated: based on the results of
the Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x>=68.555 df=4, p<0.001). The majority of
respondents reporting proximity to at least one form of transit occasionally use public transit.

Table 22. Comparison between household income and respondent access to public transportation

(bus stops and/or community transportation services, ex. Lynx)

Household income

Public transit access

No public transit access

Public transit access

Below $35,000
$35,000 to $54,999
$55,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 or more

I’d rather not say

35
28
25
9
17
18

0
3
18
8
2
8

Household income and access to public transit services are associated: based on the results of the
Chi-square test, the null hypothesis is rejected (x*>= 30.486, df=5, p<0.001). Respondents without
access are more likely to have incomes below $35,000 (26.5%) compared to respondents with
access to at least one form of public transit, who are most likely to have household incomes of at least

$55,000 (46%).
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Table 23. Comparison between public transit frequency and household vehicle ownership

Presence of a household vehicle
Public transit frequency 0 household vehicles At least 1 household vehicle
No access 1 7
Never use 4 85
Formerly used 2 42
Occasionally use 1 27
Frequently use 3 0

There is an association between public transit frequency and household vehicle presence: based on
the results of the Chi-square test, we reject the null hypothesis (x*=45.569, df=4, p<0.001). Notably,
respondents without vehicle access are more likely to frequently use public transportation than those

with household vehicles.

Table 24. Comparison between household income and vehicle prices affecting vehicle purchase

behavior
Have vehicle prices affected whether or not you'll purchase a vehicle?
Household income Not applicable No, not affected Yes, affected

Below $35,000 13 3 17

$35,000 to $54,999 14 5 12

$55,000 to $99,999 23 11 9

$100,000 to $124,999 5 8 4

$125,000 or more 7 6 6

I’d rather not say 13 5 8

There is not an association between household income and vehicle prices affecting vehicle purchase
behavior: based on the results of the Chi-square test, we fail to reject the null hypothesis (x*=17.159,
df=10, p-value=0.07092). This test combines “Yes - it affected my vehicle purchase choice” and “Yes -
I have delayed purchasing a vehicle” to better assess how many respondents are affected in some
way. 30% of respondents affected by vehicle prices have household incomes below $35,000.
However, when looking solely at those trying to purchase a vehicle, 85% of respondents in this
income bracket were affected, a higher percentage than for any other income group.
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Table 25. Comparison between household income and high gas prices affecting travel behavior

Will higher gas prices affect your travel behavior?

Household income Not applicable No Not sure Yes
Below $35,000 1 7 1 25
$35,000 to $54,999 0 10 0 21
$55,000 to $99,999 1 26 0 16
$100,000 to $124,999 0 7 0 10
$125,000 or more 0 9 2 8
I’d rather not say 0 16 0 10

There is an association between household income and high gas prices affecting travel behavior:
based on the results of the Chi-square test, we reject the null hypothesis (x>=30.378, df=15, p-
value=0.01063*). Respondents in the below $35,000 income bracket are most likely to say yes to
being affected by gas prices (73.5%).
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