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State, $2,014,113 , 10%



— Sources of Urban Local Funding

Urban Assessments

Hinesburg, $52,980, 1% [ =S Co!chester, $109,549,3%

Milton, $39,237,1% DD
/'-/
Williston, $278,777,7%

e
Shelburne, $114,657,3%
Winooski, $248,498,7%

Total Urban Municipal Funding =
$3.8M (20%)

Total Statewide Municipal Funding =
$4.7M

Non-GMT Urban Municipal Funding =
Burlington, 51,928,561,51% $09M (25%)*

Essex, $321,453,9%

*Based on total rural transit cost of
$35.5M

So. Burl., $654,562, 18%
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Urban Financial
Outlook
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Transit Got Billions in Covid-19 Relief From Congress, but Deficits Still
Loom HEATIRECHAUNE

Ciy TransitSystems Begin to Peer Over the

Agencies face areckoning despite the infrastructure bill and pandemic aid, as riders stay away

California Mass Transit Hopes for Bailout in Already Tight Budget BART and other transit ggmeg e budgeﬂng e lost

Anemic ridership and ebbing Covid-era emergency funding is expected to hurt hard-pressed transit systems like BART
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Historical Context

Revenues
Federal, State and Local Revenues

Operating Revenues

Total Revenues

Expenses
Salaries & Wages

Personnel Taxes & Benefits
General & Administrative
Operations

Planning

Vehicle & Building Maintenance
Contractors

Marketing

Other

Total Expenses

Cost Allocations

Balance

URBAN RURAL Total
$11,773,907 $5.177.669 $16,951,576
$2,635,908 $2,399.533  §5,035.441
514,409,815 57,577,202 §21.967.017
$7.236,016  $3,334,749  $10,570,764
53,075,300 51,054,351  $4.129.650
$1.251,768 5587447  §1,839.215
536,625 529,770 566,395
$100,000 $25,000 §125,000
51,689,792  §877.826  §2.767.577
$1,384,348  $1,540,224 52,924 572
568,320 543,540 5111860
5288443 §131.490 $419,933
$15.330.571 §7.624.395 $22.954.966
5326120  (5326.120) 50
($594,636) ($373,314)  ($967,949)
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What changed? COVID-19!

5307 Operating Funding Awards
514,000,000
12,000,000
5 42,974,938
$10,000,000
$3,034,716

58,000,000
56,000,000 $7,723,881
$4,000,000
52,000,000 $3,443,116

S0
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Pre-COVID

FY21 Operating Budget

Post-COVID

FY21 Operating Budget

Revenues URBAN
Federal, State and Local Revenues 511,773,807
Operating Revenues 52,635,908
Total Revenues $14.409.815

Expenses
Salaries & Wages $7,236,016
Personnel Taxes & Benefits 53,075,300
General & Administrative 51,251,768
Operations 536,625
Planning $100,000
Vehicle & Building Maintenance 51,889,752
Contractors 51,384,348
Marketing 568,320
Other 5288 443
Total Expenses $15.330.571
Cost Allocations $326,120
Balance 1$594 636)

Revenues

Federal, State and Local Revenues

Operating Revenues

Total Revenues

Expenses
Salaries & Wages

Personnel Taxes & Benefits
General & Administrative
Operations

Planning

Vehicle & Building Maintenance
Contractors

Marketing

Other

Total Expenses

Cost Allocations

Balance

URBAN
$15,237,081

§251.462

515,488,543

56,702,457
52,851,116
$1.302.,403
$36,225
§100,000
52,037,518
$1.372.910
568,320
51,008,214
$15.479.163

($9.380)

$0
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One-time Funds Only Solve
Problems.....

URBAN
Fv2l Fy22 F¥23 Y24

Federal, 5tate and Local Revenues 515,237,081 516,379,087 $16,717.583 518,006,777

Operating Revenues 5251462 $£188,708 $£269,589 £880,137

Total Revenues 515,488,543 516,567,805 £16,987,181 518915916

Salaries & Wages 56,702,457 $6,979252 7442738 $8,388,955

Personnel Taxes & Benefits 52,851,116 £3,075,011 53,277,806 £3372312

General & Administrative £1,302,403 £1,300,998 £1,402,897 51,636,664

Operations $36,225 334,800 536,300 $36,125

Planning £100,000 S100,000 S104,200 £1,141.700

Vehicle & Building Maintenance £2,037,518 $2,127 837 $2,792,070 £2,331.429

Contractors £1,372.810 £1,615,280 £1,682,934 £1,850,837

Marketing $68,320 548,320 552,320 262,320

Other 51,008,214 $1,363,609 $2599,225 5161456

Total Expenses £15479,163 516,635,107 217,080,488 518,981,798

Cost Allocations (%9,380) $67,302 £103,307 $65,882

Balance 50 30 30 50

One-Time Funds Budgeted $6,919,178 58,815,793 $1,975,159 5$145,258 @T
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...remporarily

514,000,000

512,000,000

510,000,000

58,000,000

56,000,000

54,000,000

52,000,000

S0

57,004,429

FY20

COVID RELIEF BALANCES

$7,723,681

2,480,670
5 $4,226,540

$2,454,222
$1,263,849

Fy21 Fy22 FY23

CARES CRRSAA ARPA

$2,126,718

FY24

All COVID-Relief Funds will be extinguished in FY25
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Federal Fund share is not
sustainable for the long-term

74%
58 62% 62%
o 54%
51% 52
49%
6% A48% 48% 48%
30%
29% 27% 0% 29% 20%
20%
17%
17%
15%
7%
FY12 FY13 FYl4 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY13 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23
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What Else Changed? Inflation!

Historical Urban Operating Expenses

$20,000,000
$18,000,000
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— ...Especially in Wages and Benefits

412,000,000

$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000
$4,000,000

42,000,000

B Other Wages ™ Operator Wages ® Maintenance Wages m Healthcare Expenses @
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— ...And Fares

$25,000,000 25.0%
Operating expense growth and
20,000,000 gk low fare growth has lowered
farebox recovery rates
Fare-free during the pandemic
$15,000,000 15.0%
has added pressure to federal
funds
$10,000,000 10.0%
Loss in ridership has lowered
future fare growth
$5,000,000 50%
10% fare target may not be
sustainable
g 00%
M2 P3R4 PYIS FYI6 PIT FYIS VIO P20 P2l A2 P23 P4 FYS
Est. Budget
e OErating ENDENSES — wmmmmFares — ssFares as% of Revenue
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— ADA Costs Have Increased

ADA Expenses
52,000,000
51,800,000
51,600,000
51,400,000
51,200,000
51,000,000
$800,000
$600,000
$400,000
$200,000
5
Fyi2 Y13 Fyi4 FY15 FY16 FY17 Fyig FY19 FY20 Fy21 Fy22 Fv¥23
m ADA
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— How Do We Move Forward?

COVID Funds remain to Initial forecasts predict a
support current service B $2.7M deficit in FY26 at
levels for FY25 current service levels

If new revenues are not GMT needs a sustainable

identified, service levels B funding model to ensure

could need to be reduced the viability of transit in
by as much as 29% Chittenden County
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Next Steps




Next Steps:
FY26 Proposed Assessments are
due to Municipalities in November

« GMT Works with Municipalities on Assessment Impacts
« GMT Board Develops Criteria for Route Evaluation
« GMT Staff Apply Criteria to Propose Reductions
Public Comment on Proposed Reductions
« Amendment to Reductions Based on Public Comment
Board Approves Reductions Prior to November 2024

Green Mountain Transit









What does a 29% Reduction look
Like?

Elimination of all LINK Express*
Elimination of all Commuter*
Elimination of all Weekend Service*
Plus 12% Reduction Weekday Service

* Any reductions likely to impact these
services

Green Mountain Transit



Some Service Modifications
Necessary

« VTrans has identified underperforming
routes




Urban Service Diversification

« 100% of Urban Service Now Delivered
on a Fixed Route 35'/40’ bus

« GMT studying converting ADA service
to combined ADA/Microtransit service

iN FY26

* Microtransit could be a better solufion
for low ridership routes



Ongoing Org Assessment
Highlights GMT Uniqueness

« Only 1 other small urban transit agency in
the country provides both urban and
rural service in same organization

« GMT's non-operational staff
appropriately sized for a small urban
transit agency

« GMT and VTrans need to revisit GMT’s
rural participation



Why Not Reduce Non-Operational
Staff?

 Non-Operational Staff Reduced by
38% since 2011

« GMT provides more service than we
are staffed to manage

« Lack of non-operational staff a major
conl’rribu’ror to high costs, especially in
rurg
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— ...Especially in Wages and Benefits

412,000,000

$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000
$4,000,000

42,000,000
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Why Not Fill Gaps with Municipal
Assessmenis?

« Already Pay 20%

* Municipalities already assessing whether to
continue membership

« Reducing service without reducing assessments is
not politically viable to municipalifies

« Reducing assessments with service will require
mQreI service reductions and lead to a death
spira

e Loss of Core Member Could Cause GMT to Fail
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What is the Risk of Raising Fares?
Why Not Return LINK fares to $47?

« Loss of Additional STIC Factors
« Presently have 3 of 6 Factors
« Provides ~$2M in Federal Funds

« LINK and Commuter Ridership still ~half
pre-pandemic levels



Year by Year Approach Amplifies

Problem

[Fiscal Year FY25 FY26 FY27 Totals |
iGMT Urban Funding Gap $0|-$2,700,000|-$3,700,000 -$E,4ﬂﬂ,ﬂﬂﬂi
IF¥25 Mew GMT Urban !
\Revenue/Reduction Net $150,000| $150,000| $150,000 :
ime New GMT Urban i
|Revenue/Reduction Net $0| $500,000| $500,000 :
IFY27 New GMT Urban !
\Revenue/Reduction $0 $0| $300,000 !
\Combined GMT Urban I
iReuenuefReductinn $150,000| $650,000| $950,000 $1,?51],1]1]1]i
iBase Operating/Dedicated :
\Funding Source Increase $500,000( $500,000| $500,000 !
IEumuLatiue Base :
i[ﬁlperatingf[ledicated Funding i
ISource Increase $500,000| $1,000,000| $1,500,000| $3,000,000!
|One-Time Revenue $1,000,000( $500,000{ $250,000( $1,750,000}
Yearly Net $1,650,000] -$550,000] -$1,000,000 i
CumulativeNet __ [$1650,000] $1,100,000] _$100,000] _$100,000!
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Crises Will Continue Until Public
Transit Funding Addressed

« This Year's Non-Federal Match study
shows other providers will be joining
GMT in fiscal cliff situations in the
coming years

« Many studies, no action



To offer additional comment, contact:

Clayton Clark, cclark@ridegmt.com
Nick Foss, nfoss@ridegmtf.com
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