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DATA LIMITATIONS

Thisreport was completedusingavailable data, largely from the Summary of Public Transportation
published annually by the Washington State Department of Transportation.

This report does not extensively use data from the National Transit Database because it does not
include historical data on rural systems to the same extent as it does for urban and small urban systems.
Also, for a given year or time period, the state data has varied from the NTD data because of differing
publication deadlines and data definitions. As a result, for data consistency, the report uses the
Summary of Public Transportation data.

Thestate Summary of Public Transportatideta setshave imitations. While bnger term graphs

portray trends, individual years or data points may reflect data error or changesin data treatment.

Ddfinitions of certain data may varyamong transit systems or have danged over time.Data in some
casesisegimated,such as for vanpool ridership atransit ridershipin the Seattlefare-free one, for

example. In an effort to mitigate somethiese data anomalies, this report groups transit agencies into

rural, small urban and large urban systems and shows trends over time. However, the grouping of
systems can mask trends between different transit agencies. This report also includes case studies of six
individual transit agencies to show how circumstances can vary for individual agencies.
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Public Transportation Fiscal Health
and Conparing Its Fundingto State Transportation Funding

This staly addressesthe fiscal hedth of public transportation in Washington Stae, and providesa
comparison between funding for public transportation andthat for state transportation programs.

Thestudy wasauthorized by E$B 2190, the 2012 Supplemental Transportation Budget. It arose from
disaussbns concerning theneed for additional funding for public transportation, and quegtionsabout
transit funding andreservescurrently held by transit agencies. To inform future discus#ons, the budget
proviso directed the Joint Transpartation Committee (JTQ) to evaluate the fiscalhealthof public
transportation in Washington and make a comparison to the fiscalhedth of state transportation funding.

The study wasconducted by staff of the Jint, Houseand SenateTransportation Committees,with
oversight by the JT CExecutive Committee.

Assessing Pubic Transportation Hscal Health

Study staff engaged in numerous disecissonsto identify appropriate factorsto evaluate fiscalhealth
for public transportation. Threeprinciples emergedfrom thesediscussons:

1. Inmany respeds, fiscal health isin the eyes of the beholder. Transit servicesand their cost are
evaluated dfferently by different people with different perspectives. Some of the following factors
may identify fiscalhealthto some people, but not to others.

Stable revenuesandstable sewices?

Are services beng delivered ina cost effective manner?

Are the servicessuficientand aceptable to thosebeing served? Frequent? Reliable? Sag?

To whatextent shouldthe fareboxo | & dza gfayNdr theSedvicasdelivered?

Doesthe cost to the community equal the benefits? Gongedtion relief? Safdy-net services?

Do revenuespay for the servicesthat the community wants? Isthe service sudainable?ls

there capacity for a voteapproved sales tax increase?

= =4 =4 =4 - =9

2. Metricsto measure fiscal hedth may conflict with one ancther.

1 Ahighfare may result in a highdarebox recovery rate, butmay discourage ridership.

1 Peakhour servicesgenerallyare more expensive per hour than other fixedoute service

1 Specialneedstranspartation is vital to many people, but is more expensive than fixedute
service Some federallyequired services such &DA paratransits very expensve to
provideandsewesa relatvely small population ¢ a population that igredicted to increase
as babyboomers age.

9 Localsalesaxrevenuesare a ptimary funding source, but they fluctuate with the economy,
while the servicestransit systems provide donQalways smilarly fluctuate.

1 Goals and epedations are determined by each local or regional commuratyd as a result, they
vary greatlythroughout the state.

3. Abetter assessment of transit fiscal health requiresthe useof several fiscal heath metrics. Amore
accurate asgsanent of fiscalhealthmay best be accomplishedby taking into account several metrics.
Useof asingle metric to assessa transit system may not provide an accurate picture of that systemQ &
fiscal kealth, and canoften bemisleadng.

1 (hangesin local transit tax revenues may reflect changesin many factors incliding
economic activity, population, changesin boundariesof the service (andtaxing) area,or
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capacity for increases Incaltaxrates.

Overallrevenue may vary with many factors including fares,tax receipts, andfederal funds.

Rishg costs per rider meansthat costs arerising fager thanridershp. Isthis dueto cost of

sewice inputs (labor, fuel), reduced rdershp, changesin productivity, changesin setvice

levelsor routes congestion, or a combination of these and other fact@rs

9 High transit ridership canmeanadditional tax subsidiesare needed to addservices. Is high
ridershipa good thing, even ifit requiresmore fundsto operate more services?

1 What isthe appropriatetrade-off between operatingand capital invesments? For example,

at what point does it make better fiscal sense to purchase almeswather than maintaining

an older one?

Study Resources

Theprimary data resourcesused inthis study include the following:

= =4

1 TheWDOTPublic Transportation DivisionQ @nual publication, Summary of Public
Transpatation;

9 Federal Trang Administration's National Transit Database;

1 Legislatve BEvaluation and Acountability Program (LEAP) experditure data for Sate
transportation programs,

1  WSDDT program expenditure data for state transportation programs; and

9 Other sources incliding transit agendesannual reports; Washington State Transit

Associabn materials; FHW! (National Household Travel Survey; andpast JTCand
Legislatve Transpartation Committee (LTC) trasit studies.

Study staff regularly consuted WDOTPublic Transportation Division staffduring the courseof this study. In
addition, gudy staff consuted with the Federal Transit Administration, the Washington Pdicy Centerand the
Waslington StateTransit Association (WSTADn isauesof inflation dismunt factors, transit reserve fund
categorization andtransit fleet condition measuement. Study staff alsomet with two Imperial Collegeof
London consutantswho conduct transit perfformance assessmet and improvement in the United Staiesand
throughout the world.

Analytical Approach

This staly analyzedransit and state transpartation funding and experdituresover a 21-year period,
1991-2011. Compared with a single point-in-time analysis,this long term dataanalysisbetter depicts

the effect of economic fluctuations, aad changesin state andlocalrevenue, federal aid, and in costsand
ridership. This time frame includesthe period when the motor vehicle excisetax (MVET)wasa sgnificant
funding source for transit and state transportation purposes, andthe yearsafter the MVET wa®liminated.

For transit comparisons, the analysis 6cuseson changesover time. It doesnot compare individual s/stems
to each other, nor to systems operatingelsewhere in the United Stakes. For @rtain graphs, dollarsare
adjusted for inflation, as roted on the grgphs.

This reprt includesseveraltrend and comparative graphsto help identify public transit fiscalhealth.

Revenuesincluding taxauthority, fares, other sources
Expenitures,including operatingand capital
Re®rves,induding brealdown by type

Costsper hour of service delivered

Ridership changes over time

Costs per rider served

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 -9



To analyzdiscaltrends, Wastington transit systemswere grouped nto caegories basedn
populations intransit servicesareas. Thegroupings are below; the year of formation isin parentheses.

Urban Systems

CTran(Clak; PTBA; pre-1991) SokaneTransit (PTBA; pre-1991)

Community Transit (Shohomish; PTBA; pre-1991) King County Metro (County; pre-1991)*

BEverett Transit (Cty; pre-1991) Saund Transit (RTA1996)**

Perce Transit (PTBA; pre-1991)

*  For certain dataanalysesin this study, King County Metro (KCMetro) and Sound Transit (ST) arenalyzed separately from
the other urban systems. When looking at the six urban systemsother than Sound Transit, KCMetro represents about 50
percent of urban systemsCridership, vehicle hours, and operating costs. Asa result, including it in the urban systemsdata
analysistendsto distort the analysis for other urban systems. S study staff have chosen to show KCMetro separate from
other urban systemsin some data andyses

**  Sund Transit isa unique type of transt system in the state, both by virtue of its size and revenue base, and the service it
provides It wasformed in 1996asa three-county system focused on acapital planto develop a light rail system,
commuter rail, and asupport structure for regional express bus services ST also contracts with local transit agenciesto
operate its service in King, Pierce and Shohomish counties and light rail and commuter rail. STisinduded in certain of
the analysis when overdl funding for public transportation is portrayed.

Small Urban Systems: Areas with 50,000-200,000 persons

AsotinCounty PTBA(PTBA; 2004) Link Transit (PTBA; Chelan-Douglas, pre-1991)

Ben Fanklin Transit PTBApre-1991) Skayit Transit (PFTBA;1993)

Cityof Selahlrans. Sevice (Cit; 2007)* Union Gap Tansit (dty; 2007)*

Cowlitz Transit Authority (PTBA;pre-1991) Whatcom Trans. Authority (PTBA; pre-1991)

Intercity Transit (Thurston; PTBA; pre-1991) Yakima Transit (Cty; pre-1991)

Kitsap Traris (PTBA; pre-1991) *Selahand Union Gapdata shown in Yakima Transit for 2007

Rural Systems: Areaswith fewer than 50,000 persons

Cldlam Transit System (PTBA; pre-1991)

Mason County Trans. Authority (PTBA;1992)

Columbia Gounty Public Trans. (CTA2004)

Pacific Transit (PFTBA;pre-1991)

Gaffield County Public Trans. (UTBE\, 1999)

ProsserRual Transit (absorbed by Ben-Franklin pre 1991)

Grant Transit Authority (PTBA; 1996)

Pullman Transit (City; pre-1991)

GraysHarbor Trans. Authority (CTA;pre-1991)

Twin Trangit (Lewis, PTBA; pre-1991)

Idand Transit (PTBA; pre-1991)

Vdley Transit (WallaWalla; PTBA; pre-1991)

Jefferson Transit Authority (PTBA; pre-1991)

Whitman County (UTBA;no operations)




Public Transit Sysem Owverview

Governance

Thereare 31 public transportation systems providing sewice in 28 of WashngtonQ 39 counties. These
systems are localy-controlled, specialpurpose municipal governments. Most systems operate within a
singe county, while three serve multiple counties: Link Transit (ChelanandDouglas ©unties); Ben
Franklin Transit (Berton and Franklin Gounties); and Sound Transit (King, Pierce, and Shohomish
Qounties).

In 1991, there were 23 public transportation systems. During the time period anaiy#ad study
(19992011),nine more systemsvere created,and Benton City Transit was consolidated into Ben
Franklin Transityringing the total to 3today. Thesenew systemsnclude four rural systems (Columbia
County, Garfield County, Grant and Mason County); four small urban systems (Asotin County, City of
Selah, Skagit and Union Gap); and the largest transit system in the state, Sound Transit

Thefollowing descrbeseach of the transit system typesauthorized under current law.

9 Public Transportation Benefit Areas (PTBA) (RCW 36.57A) are estaldished within a single cunty
or countiesvia a public transportation improvement conferenceconvenedby the county
legishtive authority. PTBAsnclude both incorporated andunincorporated areas. Theyare
governed byup to fifteenelected officialsselected by the legislatve bodies of the county(ies)and
the component cities. State lawalso authorizegitizen membersto serve on the governing body
of the Thurston County PTBA (no other governing bodies are authorized to add citizen
members) In Mason County, the elected officids inclide school board members, fire digrict
members, and public hospital district members. In PTBAs with labor orgaations, the
governing board also includes one neaoting labor representative chosen by the labor
organizations.Twenty of WashingtonQ @ansit systems ae organized asPTBAs.

1 County transit systems (ROW 36.56) are permitted incounties witha population of at least
210,000. Only one suchsystem exists,King County Metro, created in 1991 whenit assimedthe
respanshilities of a metropolitan municipal corporation (RCW35.58). KCMetro isgovernedas
anagency of King Gounty (under the authority of the County Executive) and the sewice areais
county-wide.

1 Ciy transit systems (ROW 35.58.2721) are established by elected city officials,and may operate
within the cityQ éorporate limits andup to 15 milesbeyond. Hve city transit systems operate in
Wasthington: Bverett, Pullman Selh, Union Gap, and Yakma.

1 County Transportation Authorities (CTA)(RCW 36.57) are established byresolution of the
county legislatve body. The transit systemQ governing body is statutorily comprisedof three
county commisgon membersand three mayors; the jurisdiction boundariesare county-wide. A
CTAmay contract for ambulance services; it may alsobe egablished to provide service to only
personswith specialneeds. Only two of Washington@transit syssems ae organized as TAs,
and they are both rural syssems ¢ Columbia Gounty and Grays Habor.

9 Unincorporated Transportation Benefit Areas (UTBA)(RCOW 36.57.100) are formed bythe
county commisdgon, andmay operate in unincorporated areanly. Two UTBAsxist: the



Gaffield Gounty transit system whichis currently operating, and the Whitman Gounty system
whichhas keen formed, kut is mot providing service.

1 ARgjonal Transportation Authority (RTA)(RCW 81.112.030) is authorized only in the Puget
Saund area,and there is just one -- Sound Transit. The governing board consistsof 18 members:
17 are localelected officids appointed by the respecive Gounty Executivesof the three member
counties (King, Fierce and Shohomish) and the 18th isthe Sate Secretary of Transportation.

The local dected officialsinclude mayors, cty council members, andcounty executives and
council membersfrom within the three-county Sound Transit distiict. An RTAmay operate or
contract for commuter/ expressbus, commuter rail, and light rail service.

Washington State's Public Transit Authorities

v Transit Size
gl 8 uten
4 8) Smuban

O Rural
7/ Regonal Distnct

7 - S = ’ Dopartment of Revenus 300 nat recessanty

A
y» -~
” \". e Fordares catsbbwrond by the o gion St
W irmaterd W Vardt shrvd et
Warhingt

Types ofSenice

Most public transit service isoperated on fixed routesand fixed schedles. Cther serviceis provided
through route-deviated service, vanpools, and paratransit sevice. Route-deviated service is a modified
vergon of fixed-route savice, with desgnated time points and potential deviationsto pick up riders at
other locationson anon-call basis. If a transit system provides roueviated service, they are not
required to provide the paratranist services described below.

General paratransit service serves people who cannot use-fixete service (e.g., people who are older
or who are disabled)Every transiagencythat provides fixedroute service is required by the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) to provide origimrdestination paratransit service within threguarters of a
mile of each fixed route when the effects of the disability prevent travel on an accessibladixiedbus.
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Funding Saurces

Statelaw providesmogt public transpottation systemswith three localtaxoptions for funding transit
selwice, all of whichare subject to voter approval and under state law cannot be usedncurrently with
each other
1 Sdles andusetaxof upto 0.9 percent (utilized by 28 systems);
1 Houselold tax of upto $1 per month for eachhousing unit (utilized byno systems); and
9 Businessand occypation tax (utilized byone system, Pullman Transit; imposed via a two percent
local utility tay.

Congestion reduction chargeln 2011, the égislature authorizetKCMetro to impose a congestion

reduction charge ofip to $20 for certain vehicles. The taxauthorizedor two years and expires June 30,
2014. The tax could have been imposed by either a majority vote of the people orthitd®vote of the
county legislative authority. The King County Council imposed a $20 dollar fee from June 1, 2012 through
May, 2014 (RCW 82.80.055)

Saund Transit, operating under authority of anRTAhassometaxing authority distinctfrom other transit
systems. As sub, it is authorized to levy a sdesand usetax of up to 0.9 percent,whichit is now imposing,
and anemployer taxof upto $2 per month per employee, whichit is not currently imposing. Until the
passage of Initiative 776 in 2002, Saund Transit ako hadthe authority to levy a motor vehicle excisetax
(MVET)of upto 0.8 percert. Atthe time Initiative 776 passedSound Transit hadimposed a

0.3% MVET,whose revenue was pledged to the repayment of bonds. The Wastington Supreme Court
upheld its collection in Pierce Canty v. Sate, 159 Wn.2d 16 (2006), andas a resut, Saund Transit will
continue to collect 0.3%MVETuntil the bond debt isfully retired in approximately 2028.

Local Option Sdes and Use Tax

In 2010, local option sdesand usetax revenuesprovided over 64 percent of allfunds for transit. Gurrent
law authorizeseachtransit system to seek localapproval for up to 0.9 percent in salesand usetax sipport.
Transit systems currently impose between 0.2 percent to 0.9 percent localoption sdesand use ta. The
followingtable identifies the current breakdown of salesand usetax support for eachtransit system, as
well asthe type of system, the date of its st salestaxincrease, and its grvice areapopulation.

Ofthe 28 systemswith sdes and usetax support, 17 are at a 0.6 percent sdestaxrate or higher. Rve
systemsare at the maximum level of 0.9 percent: Community Transit, Island Transit, Jeffeson Transit
Authority, King County Metro, andSound Transit, while Kitsap Transit and Intercity Transit areat 0.8
percent.

Since 2008, voters have approved sales tax increasesTBAD!, Island Trandihtercity Transit, Jefferson
Transit, River Cities Transit (Cowlitz), Selah Transit, Skagit Transit, Sound Transit, Spokane Transit (vote
removed sunset clause), Union Gap and Valley Transit. During the time period analyzed in this report
(1999¢ 2011), voters have approved sales tax increases for 25 of the 31 public transit systems, sometimes
more than once for a given transit system. Since 2008, voters have rejected sales tax increases for Pierce
Transit, ETRAN and Whatcom Transit.

For the 17 transit systemsthat are at a salestaxrate of 0.6 percent or more, several suchasldand Transit,
Clalam Transit, and Skajit Transit arein areaswithout amajor sdestaxbase. Thismeans ttat their saks
taxrate generatesrelatively lessrevenue than a similar salestaxrate in an areawith alarger salegax base.
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Sdes Tax

Effective date o

Seavice

Transit System Authority | Rate Last Increase | Area Population

1 AsotinCounty PTBA PTBA 0.2%  4/1/2005 21,650
2 Ben Fanklin Transit PTBA 0.6%  7/1/2002 232,178
3 CldlamTransit System PTBA 0.6% 1/1/2001 71,600
4 Columbia Gounty Public Transportaton | County 0.4%  4/1/2006 4,100
5 Gommunity Transit (Shohomish Gounty) | PTBA 0.9% 1/1/2002 524,954
6 GCTRAN (Clarkounty) PTBA 0.7% 4/1/2012 362,175
7 Bverett Transit City 0.6% 1/1/2005 103,100
8 Garffield Gounty Public Transportation UTBA 0.0% N/ A 835
9 Grant Transit Authority PTBA 0.2% 1996 90,100
10 GraysHarbor Transportation Authority | County 0.6% 2000 72,900
11 Intercity Transit PTBA 0.8% 1/1/2011 161,407
12 Idand Transit PTBA 0.9% 1/1/2010 78,800
13 Jefferson Transit Authority PTBA 0.9% 7/1/2011 30,050
14 King Gounty Metro County 0.9%  4/1/2007 1,942,600
15 Kitsap Trans PTBA 0.8% 10/1/2001 253,900
16 Link Transit PTBA 0.4% 1990 106,093
17 Mason Gounty Transportation Authority | PTBA 0.6% 1/1/2001 61,100
18 Pacific Transit PTBA 0.3% 1979 20,900
19 Pierce Transit PTBA 0.6%  7/1/2002 747,861
20 PullmanTransit City 0.0% N/ A 29,820
21 River CitiesTransit (Kelso-Longview) PTBA 0.3%  4/1/2009 48,650
22 Cityof Selahlranspartation Sewice City 0.3%  7/1/2007 7,205
23 Skayjit Transit PTBA 0.4%  4/1/2009 102,433
24 Saund Transit Regional  0.9%  4/1/2009 2,762,363
25 SpokaneTransit Authority PTBA 0.6% 1/1/2008 399,304
26 Twin Transit (Centralia-Chehalis) PTBA 0.2%  4/1/2005 23,750
27 Union Gap Tansit City 0.2%  4/1/2008 6,055
28 Vdley Transit (WallaWalla) PTBA 0.6% 7/1/2010 50,045
29 Whatcom Transportation Authority PTBA 0.6% 2002 201,923
30 Whitman County UTBA(not operating) UTBA 0.0% N/ A 14,980
31 Yakina Transit City 0.3% 1980 91,630
Taals 5,847,118
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Theonly operatingtransit system in the state not using salestaxfor arevenue source is Pullman Transit,
whichusesa businessand occupation tax. And while Whitman County UTBA lasbeen formed bythe
county commisgon, it doesnot operate a system and doesnot imposeany tax.

Sate and Federal Funding

TheWashngton State Department of Transportation (WDOT) distributes avariety of state and federal
grants to local trangt systemsto support public transportation programs. These grant programs inclide
four federal grants (Federal Transit Administration Sedions 5310, 5311, 5316, and 5317).

State funding and programs include the following:

9 Stae Rual Mobility Grant Program (competitive grants)
1 StateSecialNeeds Grant Progranfcompetitive grant for non-profit agenciesand formula
funds for public transisysems);
1 Vanpool Investment Program (competitive grants for transits, cities, etc.);
1 Regional Mobility Grant Prograpompetitive grants for transits, cities, etc., and described in

more detail below)and
1 Commute Trip Reduction Program (distribution criteria varies, goes to employers, transits, etc.)

In 2010, the State also created a Public Transportation Grant Program (operating funds for transits,
distributed by formula). The total State funding for public transportation for the 208 bhiennium is

$112 million; however, not all of those funds go to public transit systems. In 2010, for example, the total
state investment for public transit agencies was $36.6 million (operating and capital comhirect) is

about two percent of total transit funding in the state.

WSDDT usesa consolidated application process for thoseorganizations agplyingfor both state andfederal
public transportation grants. Applicants desaibe their projects and provide pertinent information. Based
on thisinformation, the appropriate type of funding when awarding projectsis determined. Timelines for
all gate andfederal funding awards are in line with the state biennium, so gpplicants need to suomit their
grant proposalsonce every two years. Most of thegrant programs can be used br both capital and
operatingexperses,whichmay include operatingassistancefor paratransit or special neds
transportation services,feeder bus srvicefor an ntercity network, mobility management, and a progam
to assistpersonswith riding transit.

TheRegional Mobility Grant (RMG) program whichcompetitivegrants to localtransit systemsto deliver
transit mobility projects that are cost-effecive, reducetravel delayfor people and goods,improve
connectivity between counties and regional population centers, and are consistent with local and regional
transpartation andland use plans. Capital construction, equipment acauisition and operatingprojects are
eligible expenditures. Projeds are competitively evaluated anda ranked list is sibmitted to the Legishture
for appropriation.

In addition to the federal grants distributed through the consolidated gant program referenced dove, a
variety of revenue sources areavailable directly from the USBDT ,induding the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) andthe Federal Ralroad Administration (FRY). The FTASetion 5309 éNew Sar(i & ¢
and 6Bus andBus FEcilitiest grants are asignificant funding source for localtransit agencies. Agencies
apply for these grant funds, andonce awarded, disaetionary funding is g@propriated through the annual
congressonal gpropriations process Secton 5307 formula funds ae another significant source of
federal funding for urban and small uantransit agencies.Thesefunds ae distributed on a formula basis,
and asaresut are considered amore reliable source of support for local transit agencieshan

competitive grants or disaetionary funds. 11



Motor Vehicle Excise Tax

Until the year 2000, transit agencies collected significant revenues from a motor vehicle excise tax
(MVET). State law permitted transit agencies to imps&1VETwhich was then credited against the
state MVET rate within the transit district. Thus, the MVET rate remainedangedor atransit district
resident registering a vehicle, but the transit agency received the MVET distribution and the state
revenues were reduced. The transit MVET haldeganatched by locallgenerated transit tax revenues
MVET was a significant funding source for some but not all transit agencies, repre batiegn zero
and 50 percent of locatansittax revenues In 1999, transit agencies received $259 million in MVET
revenues, which represented 31 percentatifiocally-generatedtransittax revenues

Folbwingthe passage of 1-695 in 1999, the Legislatre repeded theMVET in 2000. In an effort to replace
some of that lost funding, the Legislatre authorized local transt agendesto impose up to an alditional
0.3%localoption salestax. This ncreased the maxmum voter approved saéstax rate for public transit
agengesfrom 0.6%to 0.9%.

In 2002, statewide votersapproved hitiative 776, which repealedMVET authority for Sound Transit and
high cgpacitytransit purposes. Prior to Initiative 776, Saund Transit wasauthorized to mposeupto
0.89%MVET ,and voters hadapproved a0.3 percent MVETrate. That 0.3 percentMVETwaspledgedto
repay bonds financing voter-approved capital expenditures. The Washington Supreme Gourt ruled in
PierceCainty v. Sate, 159 Wn.2d 16 (2006) that becausethe Sound Transit MVET waspledged to repay
bonds, the MVET could be collected until the bondswere paid off, whichis esimated to be in 2028.

Fares

Transit faresprovide a significant amount of transit funding. Transit agengeshave varying policies
regarding fare-setting; some seek higher farebox recoveriesto help cover costs,while others seek lower
farebox recoveriesto make service acoessible to more people and increaseridership. Federal law requires
that certain fixedroute bus trips serving those with special transportation needs be provided ahalfie
the bus fare.

Thelower farebox remvery ratestypicaly seen in demand-response servicesare due to reduced fae or

fare free policies that sypport ridership among speciaineeds populations, and federal and state policies

and practices Because of federal law, transits typically receive only one teamuka-halftimes the

equivalent of a regular buare for ADArequired paratransit trips, which can cost over $80 trip. Under

GKS aidl dSQa oNR{ SN I M&icaidbripy, dadeiditydpicadyieceive tha dn@vdlent 2 NJ
of a regular bus fare, even when the trip is on the more expensive demand response (paratransit)
vehicles. These approaches skew the farebox recovery and also mean that local taxpayers are required
to make up the difference between the bus fare and the actual cost of the 8ygems rving larger
populations often have higher farebox remvery ratios.

In 2010, transit farebox receiptswere $223 million, and with farebox recovery ranging from 2.2 percent for
demand-responseservicesto 22.8 percentfor fixed-route services, andneary 82 percent for

vanpool programs. Fareshaveincreased for many systems in thepast ive years,while other systems have
maintained low fares or remainfare free. In 2010, fares (excluding vanpoolgrovided 2.5 percent of
operating revenue; in 2011, fareprovided 13.20ercentof operating revenue

12



Annual Funding for All Systems Satewide

Funding for transit systemsis shown in Hgures1-3. The table below summarizesthe data in kgure 1.

$in millions 1991 2010
Rdail sdestax $220 $1,252
Fares $62 $224
Vanpool revenue $0 $20
MVET $128 $66
Federal funds $47 $362
Other local unds $74 $78
Statefunds 0 35
TOTAL $531 $2,037

A similar graph is shown inFigure 2, organized by transit system group, andsummarized bdow.

$in millions 1991 2010
Rual $15 $53
Small uban $49 $180
Large urban $139 $360
KCMetro $328 $644
Saund Transit $0 $800
TOTAL $531 $2,037

Fgure 3 showsthe change in the typesof funding receved. In 1992 (useddue to an unusual amount of
"other funds"in 1991), MVET epresented more thana quarter of all funds received. In 2010, funding
had shifted to salestaxes, fares,and federal funds, which together constituted amost 80 percent of all
funding.

Observations

1 Transit funding has gown by an average of 7.3% annually since 1991. While much of the gowth is
due to increasesin sdestax colledions, (due to economic conditions, population growth, taxrate
increa®s, or additional transit agenies), fares,federal funds, andother revenueshave alsogrown.

1 KCMetro and Sound Transit collect the largestshare of transit revenues. In 1991, KCMetro
received 62%of the statewide total. In 2010, KCMetro collected 32% and Sound Transit 39%of the
statewide total, for acombined total of 71%.

1 Therewasadropin fundingin 2000, related to the loss of MVET funds; andagainin 2010, likely due
to the effeds of the recent recesson.

1 ThelocalMVETwasrepeded bylnitiative 776 in 2002, but Saind Transit continuesto collect it.

This is beaase the Washington Supreme Gourt ruled in Fierce Canty v. Sate, 159 Wn.2d 16 (2006)
that Sound Transit may continue to collect the MVET pledged to pay off bonds that are expected to
be retired in2028.

1 A sgnificant portion of fundingin the 2000Q a catégarized docal other.€ This idargely attributable
to fundsreceived by Puget Soundransit agenciesprovidingcontracted servicesto Sound Transit
andthe useof reserves.

9 After the repeal, when thelegislatire granted transit agencies aditional sdestaxing authority,
voters in a number otommunitiesapproved adlitional taxes, ad the statewide average rate rose

from 0.44% in2000 to 0.78%in 2010.
13



Figure 1

Annual Funding, for All Systems Statewide
Nominal vs. Real (Inflation-Adjusted, 1991=100%) Funding
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Figure 2

Annual Funding, for All Systems Statewide
Nominal vs. Real (Inflation-Adjusted, 1991=100%) Funding
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Figure3

Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For All Systems Statewide
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Annual Expendituresfor All S/stemsSatewide

Funding for transit programs isspentprimarily on operatingand capital outlays. Thedistribution over
time is shown inFigure 4. In 1991, out of total expendituresof $552 million, operating experditures
were $322 million (58%)and capital experditureswere $212 million (38%). In 2010, out of total
expendituresof $1.9 billion, operating expenditureswere $1,270 million (67%)and capital experditures
were $572 million (30%).

Observations

1

Growth in operatingexpenditureswasrobust over the entire 1991-2010 period, 7.5 percent a
year. Bven during the periods of apparent fiscalstress, in1999-2002 and 2008-2010, overall
operatingexpendituresgrew at annual rates of 5.3 percent and3.0 percent, respecively.

During this same 1992010 period, eight new transit systemere created, more than 25 sales
tax rate increases have been approveddmalvoters to support transit, and passenger trips have
grown from 124 million to 212 million

To some extent, perating expenditures are driven by factors outside the control of transit
agencies, such as fuel prices.

Transit agencies have responded to revenue reductions in a number of ways. These may include
voter-approved tax increases, fare increases, service reductions or realignments, reductions in
administrativestaff and operators, and deferred vehicle replacement and other capital expenses.

Outlaysfor cepital varied from yearto year; no steadypattern emerged. This may be because the
capital needs andobligations of systems are"lumpy”, mearing suchobligations occur

intermittently. Since nost transits do not bond for capitakpensesthey may need to save over a
period of years before making the actual expenséso, different cost drivers affect different
kinds of capital expenses (e.g. bus purchases vs. construction projects).

After the votersapproved funding for the Regional Transit Authority in 1996, the majority of
statewide transit capital outlays after thistime areattributable to Sound Transit's ST1and ST2
programs. From 1999 through 2010, dmost two-thirds of transit agencyexpenditures for capital
purchaseswere from Sound Transit.

Comparing with Fgure 1, total expenditures in2007 exceeded hcoming total funding for the year.
Thisimbalance occurred and wasmade possble as ®und Transit drew down a sibstantialportion of

its undesigrated regrves inorder to finance a number of large capital obligations, ncludingthe
CentratLink Light Rail. The significant drop in expenditures from 2007 to 2008 may, in part, be due
to reporting differences. Please see the Sound Transit Case Study on p. 61.
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Figure4

Annual Expenditures, for All Systems Statewide
Nominal vs. Real (Inflation-Adjusted) Expenditures
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Reveme Vehide Hours byYear

Revenue vehicle hours ae the number of hoursthat vehiclesare providing service to cary pasengers
and do not include dead-headng (such as a bus that lisaving the base tetart service for the dayut
has not picked up the first passenger of the daynaintenancetime, for example.

Fgure 5 shows annual revenue vehicle hours for fixed-route and route-deviated servicesstatewide by
system group, andthe datais summarized below.

T

1

1991 2010
Hours inthousands Hours in thousands

Rural 236 331
Small urban 506 788
Big urban 1,222 1,678
KC Metro 1,866 3,106
Sound Transit* NA 533
TOTAL 3,830 6,436

* Sound Transit contracted serviceroutes

Observations

From 19950 2010,transit serviceincreasedstatewide by araverage annual growth rate of1.7
percent.

From 1999 through 2002, average annual growth was-0.8 percent.

U Theimplication isthat agenciesscded backservices, probably in response to the loss of MVET
funding, which meant fewer routesand runs Some transit agencies lost over 30 percent of their
funding with the loss of MVET, leadingstervicecuts.

Awerage annual growth from 2002 through 2008 was?2.8 percent. From 2008 through 2010, the

average annual growth wasflat (O percent).

U It appearsthat agendeshave tried to maintain services, for the most part, during the recesson
period begnning in 2008.

In 2008, the graph showsthat Saund Transit offered contracted fixed-route servicesfor the first
time; however, thiswasa change in reporting required by the FederalTransit Administration where
ST datavaspreviouslyincluded inthe reports for King County Metro, Fierce Transit, and
Community Transit.

Thedata underlying the graph shows differencesbetween system groups during service reductions.
Forexample, followingthe repealof the MVET(1999 ¢ 2002), rural and small urban systems saled
backservicesthe most, with annual average growth rates of -9.5 percent and -4.3 percent
respedcively. Thiscontrastswith KCMetro and other big urban systems, which grew at 0.8 percent
and 0.9 percent, respectively, during the period.
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Figure 5

Revenue Vehicle Hours by Year, For All Systems Statewide, Fixed Route Services

Subgrouped by System Category
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Pasenger Trips byYear

Apassemger trip isidentified asa one-way trip from anorigin to a degination. If the person transfersto
another vehicle, the second leg of the journey counts as asecond trip.

Fgure 6 showsthe number of passenger trips for fixed-route and route-deviated sewicesstatewide by
year,organized by system group. Thedata issummarized bebw.

1991 2010

Passengertrips | Passengertrips

in millions in millions

Rual 4.8 6.0
Small uban 12.2 18.8
Bigurban 26.8 42.3
KCMetro 784 109.0
Saind Transit* NA 131
TOTAL 122.2 189.2

* Sund Transit contracted serviceroutes

Observations

9 Steadygrowth occured inthe 1990Q @&xossall groups, with average annual growth at 3.4 percent.

The addition of eight new transit systems is also likely a factor in the growth in the number of trips.

1 Fom 1999 through 2002, average annual growth was-2.1 percent.
U As ndicated bythe trend in revenue vehicle hours, it appearsthat agenciesscakd back sevices
to respond to the lossof MVETfunding. The reduction meantfewer ridersduring that period.

1 Awerage annual growth from 2002 through 2008 wasrobust at 5.4%,and particularly strongin the
later yearsof the period.
U Saund Transit expanded service during this period, with the addition of expressbus, @mmuter
rail and light rail services.
U Rdershipgrewin Central Puget Souriay 17 percentfrom 2003 to 2008.
U Itispossible that higher gasoline costs led more people to maketransit trips inthe later yearsof
the peiiod.

1 Bednningin 2008, the recessbn yearsaverage annual growth was-3.9%
U Datasuggeststhat agencies havetried to maintain services,for the most part.

U Economic activity and employmeobntribute toridershipnumbers and with theNS O S &jébA 2 y Q

loss and reduced economic activity, transit riderssiipilarly declined
1 In2008, Sound Transit appearsto have riderson contractedfixed-route servicesfor the firsttime;

however, thiswasa change in reporting required by the Federal Transit Administration. Previously,
their riderswere included in the reports for KCMetro, Pierce Transit, andCommunity Transit.
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Figure 6

Passenger Trips by Year, For All Systems Statewide, Fixed Route Services
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Operaing Casts per Reverue Haur

Performance indicators such asoperating costs per revenue hour aremonitored to evaluate the health

of transit systems. This indicator is determined bydividing the total cost of the ervice provided bythe
number of hoursthe vehiclesarein savice.

Fgure 7 shows, by system group, the operating costsper revenue hour for fixed-route and route-
deviated sevices;the datais sunmarized bdow. The costsare adjusted for inflation ("real” costs) using
the implicit price deflator for the gross domesgic product.

1991 2010
Rual $66 $39
Small uban $65 $99
Bigurban $89 $114
KCMetro $132 $129
Saund Transit* NA $156

* Sound Transit contracted serviceroutes

Observations

9 For allsystem groups, the long term trend in real operating costs per revenue hour is ypward. The
average annual growth ratesfor the period (with KCMetro's begnning in 1995) were 1.6 percent for
rural systems; 2.3 percent for small utban systems; 1.3 percent for big urban systems other thanKC
Metro; and 1.4 percent for KCMetro.

U Theupwardtrendin realoperatingcostsper revenue hour suggegsthat the gowth in
operatingcosts for transit entitiesis exceeding the growth in general hflation.

U In some cases,peratingcostsare driven by factors outside the control of transit
agencies, such as fuel prices.

1 Operating costsper revenue hour are higher for urban systemsthan for rural.

1 KCMetro appearsto have becane more efficient in the decadeof the 1990Q dHdwever, it is

believed thatthe waythat the agemy reported changed during that time period and that there was
no substantive change in KCMetroQ ébst per hour.
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Figure 7

Operating Costs Per Revenue Hour by Year, For All Systems Statewide, Fixed Route Services
Subgrouped by System Category
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Operaing Cost per PasengerTrip

Operating costsper passenger trip for fixed-route and route-deviated servicesare shown in Figure 8.
Thisperformance indicator is calalated bydividing all the operating costs associated with providing
fixed and route-deviated servicesby the rumber of passermer trips utilizing those services.

Thegraph in Figure 8 shows the indicator in real dollar terms (i.e., irflation-adjusted, with 2005=100
percent), usihg the IPD for GDPindex. Thedata is simmarized bdow.

1991 2010
Rual $3.22 $5.08
Small uban $2.69 $4.14
Bigurban $4.05 $5.03
KCMetro $3.14 $3.68
Saund Transit* NA $6.57

* Sund Transit contracted serviceroutes

Observations

1 Al system groups experiencedupward growth in realcostsper passerger trip over the period. The
average annual growth is shown bdow. Aswith operating costs per revenue hour, the implication is
that costspertrip are rishg fasterthan the general ete of inflation.

0 Rual,2.4%

0 Small uban, 2.3%
U Bigurban, 1.1%

U KCMetro, 0.8%

1 ]Icn slom_e cases,erating costs are driven by factors outside the control of transit agencies, such as
uel prices.

1 Urbansystems appearto have lower costs per pasenger trip than do smaller urban systemsand
rural systems. Thissuggedsthat if costsare otherwisethe same, urban systemsare more
efficient on a per-passemger basisbecaise more passemgers areserved with anequivalent
amount of sewice.

1 Saund Transit's costs per trip are the highestof alltransit syssems. Thiscan be attributed,
at least in partto the fact that Sound Transit has the longest average passenger trip length
of all big urban systems14.7 miles compared to 91f@ilesfor Community Transit, and
between 3 and 5 miles for the other systemi&ip length may also factor into Community
CNFyaAiQa KAIK LISNI ONRL) O2adao
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Figure 8

Operating Costs Per Passenger Trip by Year, For All Systems Statewide, Fixed_Route Services
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Operaing Cost per Revenue Mle

Theoperatingcost per revenue mile performanceindicator is somewhat similar to operating cost per
revenue hour. The indicator isdetermined by dividing total operatingcostsof the service provided by
the number of milesdriven by the vehiclesproviding the servicewhile in "revenue service." Thisis
shown asreal (i.e., inflation-adjusted) costs per revenue mile in Hgure 9, by system group, andis
summatrized bdow.

1991 2010
Rual $3.30 $4.19
Small uban $4.40 $6.14
Bigurban $5.48 $7.97
KCMetro $8.53 $11.40
Saund Transit NA $7.53

Observations

1 As withthe other performanceindicaors rdatingto costs,this one shows an hcreasngtrend over
time for all system groups, with anrual average growth rates asfollows:
0 Rural, 1.3%
U Small uban, 1.8%
U Bigurban, 2.0%
U KCMetro1.5%

9 Urbansystemstendto have higher operatingcosts per revenue mile than do rural g/stems.
U Congedgion candrive higher costs.
U Urban operating environments have higher costs due to lower speed imits.
U Urban payscdesmay be higher than rural pay scaés.

1 ]ln slom_e cases, @pating costs are driven by factors outside the control of transit agencies, such as
uel prices.
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Figure 9

Operating Costs Per Revenue Mile by Year, For All Systems Statewide, Fixed Route Services
Subgrouped by System Category
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Operaing Cost by Type of Service

Much of the andysishasfocusedon fixed and route-deviated services,which comprisethe majority of the

sevice mogt transit systems piovide to their cusomers. Transitsystems abko provide vanpool services

which are used by commuters travelling to and from work in a shared varaddition,transit systems
providledemandNB & LJ12 y4S GNRA LA 642YSGAYSEA NBFSNNBR (2 lFa alL
service not provided on aycal fixedroute bus. Paratransit service and requirements vary depending on

state and federal laws and practices, all of which affect operating costs and farebox redewery.

example:

1 Somedemandresponse service the federallyrequired Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
service fopeople with disabilities who are not able to use fixed rosgevice. This grvice
typicallyis flexible, dooito-door service provided on small coaches or vddeder federal law,
transit agencies can only charge up to two times the fis@mde fare (in Washington, transits
typically charge one to orand-a-half of thefixed route farg despite the fact that this service is
the most costly service to operate.

1 Somedemandresponse service mandatedto meet federal requirementto transportMedicaid
patients. Washingto®ate uses a broker system to deliver Medicaid transportation and, like the
ADArequired paratransitthe fare for this service covers a relatively small portibthe costto
deliver this service.

Regardless of the type of paratransit service provided, the data shows that this type of service has a high
costper passengerelative to fixedroute service.

Fgure 10 addresses operational costsascomparedto passermer trips, for small urban systems. Using
1994 as arexample, it showsthe following:

1 Demand-regponse serviceacmunted for just 5.4%o0f trips kut 19.1%of costs.
9 Fixed-route service accounted for neaty 91%of trips but just 79.5%of costs.
1 Vanpoolsaccounted for 3.7%of trips but just 1.42%o0f costs.

By 2010, the disparity in cost for demand-respmse savice waseven geater.

1 Demand-regponseserviceacmounted for 6.4%of trips but 29.7%o0f costs.
9 Fixed-route service accounted for 82.7%o0f trips kut just 65.1%0f costs.
1 Vanpoolsaccounted for 10.9%of trips but just 5.2% of costs.

Figure 10 only includes cost comparisons for small urban systems. However, urban and rural systems are
also greatly affected by the high cost of, and growth in demand for, demespbnse service. For

example, for ETRAN, the cost of the ADAequired complimentary paratransit service is about $35 per

trip and makes up abow4 percentof & w! b Qa 2 LIS Ndoripargddo 18 peiR&éhiSéven years

aga

Observations

1 Demand-responseservices arerelatively expendve comparedto fixed-route and vanpool services.

1 Demand-regponseand vanpool serviceis gowing at afasterrate thanfixed-route servicefor
small urban systems.

9 Thecost of demand-responseserviceis growing at a faster rate than other transit sevices.

28



Figure 10

Comparison of Operating Cost Distribution to Passenger Trip Distribution

By Service Type, For Small Urban Systems
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Reserves

Fgures11 and 12 depict the amount of reservesheld by all 31 transit systems, by year. Transit
agenciesmaintain different categoriesof reservesfor various reasons. Two major uses of
reservesare for capital purchasesand cashflow purposes. Most transit agenciesdo not isaue
bondsto payfor cepital improvements. Rather, they set asie reservesfrom operatingfundsto
pay for future captal replacement needs, and then pay cashfor their capital purchases. Many
transit systems alsomaintain reservesto addresscash fow issues ando help them maintain
operations during economic swings that reduce revenue collections.

For this analysis, reserves were grouped into thrategories:
1 Mandated reserves (those associated with servicing bonds, required fansetance,
contracts, etc.);
1 Designated reserves ( funds associated with capital reserve, operating reserve, Board
and management designated/earmarked, etc.); and
1 Undesignated reserves (committed funds that are not included in the other categories
and undesignated funds).

Thegraphs $iow that the amounts heldin reserveshaveincreased dramatically since 1991,
andare summarized bdow.

1991 2010

$in millions $ in millions

Rual $14 $32
Small uban $36 $77
Bigurban $140 $265
KCMetro $116 $386
Saund Transit NA $1,049
TOTAL $306 $1,809

Most of the reservesheld in the eary 1990s were for specifc purposesdesignated by transit
boards, chefly capital replacement purposes. However, once Saind Transit wasegablished,
much of its reserves(andthus much of the reservesheld satewide) were held in an
"undesignated" status. "Urdesighated" doesnot necessaily imply "unplanned”; many of such
reservesare atually committed to contracts andintended for future planned purposes

Observations

1 Data limitations make itlifficult to draw firm conclusions from the reserves data.
The reporting requirements for reservéavechanged over timgand some transit
aeadsSvya adAiaftt NBLERNI |ttt NBaSNwSa Ay GKS
though they include committed funds Examples of committed funds held in
undesignated reserves include local board requirements of up to timeaths
operating reserves, matching funds for state or federal grahty, R & afor@A y 3 & ¢
major capital expensessifice most transit agenciesise cal and not bonds for
major capital expenditures).
1 The amount of reserves held by transit systems varies greatly. In 2010 Sound
Transit andMetro maintained hundredsof millions of dollarsin reserveseach,while
rural and small urban systems maintained much less,in some casesjust several
hundred thousand dollars.
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1 Thelevel of reservesappears to depend on planned @pital expenditures,and the state of the
economy. For example, Sound Transit used gnificant portions of its reservesin 2006 and
2007 to help fund capital obligations. Other transit agencies drew down their reservesin
2008 through 2010 to helppayfor capital obligationsand operating costs

1 There isanerror inthe WSDOT data set concernimggerves that skews the graphs. In the
WSDOT dataummary from 2010, neither King County Metro nor Sound Transit reported any
G! yNBaGNROGSR /I 4K ,WwhyeRn201; By fefioviesl ¥ combtsineditofal H 1 n T
of $964millionin this category. If comparing the data for the two years, one nightlude
that for all transit agencies, there was a huge growth in unrestricted cash and investments,
while in fact the apparent growth is due to a reporting change by KC Metro and Sound Transit.
Infact, the totalunrestricted cash and investmenfwr all othersystemsactuallydropped
from $171 million to $168 million from 2007 to 2010.
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Figure 11

Reserves by Year, For All Systems Statewide
Subgrouped by System Category
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Figure 12

Reserves by Year, For All Systems Statewide
Subgrouped by Reserves Category
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AverageAge ofthe Heet

One swgeded indicator of transit system fiscal heéth is theaverage age of its active fleet. One might
assime that transit agendesmay defer capital aqjuisitions during timesof fiscalstress,in order to
maintain operatingservices. (Fbwever, it shouldalsobe noted thatage done does rot provide
definitive insight on vehicle condition. Anumber of agenciesreplacevehiclesat an earlier age becatse
the vehiclesaccumulate milesmuch more quickly than in other transit agencies)

TheNational Transit Databasecontains vehicle age data for bigandsmall urban systems. Figure 13 uses
that datato show the average age of the active vehicle fleet for fixed-route services. Theadive vehicle
fleetindudes kusesthat are in revenue service during the course of the year. For the year2010, the
average ageof vehiclesin KCMetro's fixedroute service active fleet was9.4 years, while for other big
urban agenciesit was7.5 years andor rural systems 8.9 years.

Observations

9 The average fleet age for small urban systemsistwo to three yearsolder thanfor big urban systems,
generaly.

1 Thedatadoesnot appearto show acorrelation between increased vehicle age and fiscal stess.This
sugged s that the average age of the fleet is more dependent on an agency's caital replacement
program cycle and at what point it isin the cycle at any given time.

1 No rural datais shown, due to the limitations of the National Transit Database.

Figure 13

Average Vehicle Age by Year, For Urban Systems Except Sound Transit, Fixed Route Services
Subgrouped by System Category
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Transit System Overall Funding vs. Expenditures

Fgure 14 stowsthe annual funding and experdituresfor al transit systems gatewide. Fundingis
shown in the barsandis subgrouped byfunding source (federal, state, andlocad). Experdituresare
shown by the red Ine with cross-hatcheddatapoints.

For1991, localfundingis just under $500 million, while federalfunding is doout $50 million. In 2010,
localfunding exceeds $1.6 billion, federal component is more than $350 million, and state funding is $35
million. Regading experditures,the graph showstotal experditures of $550 million in 1991 andover
$1.8 billion in 2010.

Observations

1 At sveralpoints along the timeline, the amount of expendituresexaceeds he amount of incoming
funding for the year. Intheseyears,the transit systems collectively funded outlaysby drawing
down reserves.

Figure 14

Overall Funding v Expenditures by Year, For All Systems Statewide
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Sate Transportation Funding Overview

State Transportation Agencies

Theomnibus transportation budget providesoperating and capital fundsto state agenciesthat provide
awide variety of transpartation functions andservices. Themajor agendesinclude the following:

1 TheWaslington State Department of Transportation (WSDODT)is responsble for building,
maintaining and operatingthe state highway system and the state ferry system, and works in
partnership with various other entitiesto maintain and improve local roads, raitoads, aiports,
and multi-modal dternativesto driving. WO Tsystem responsibilitiesinclude 18,600 state
highway lane-miles; more than 3,600 bridge structures, induding the four longed floating
bridgesin the United Sttes; 23 ferry vesselsadive in the largest vehicle-ferry syssem in the
world carrying 23 million ferry passemgersannually; and a staff of more than 6,800 full-time
employees.

1 TheDepatment of Licendgng (DOL) licensesand regulatesthe approximately sixmillion drivers
and identification cardholders,regstersthe approximately seven million vehiclesand ves<ls,
and collects $3 billion annually in transportation revenue. DOLalso providesother sewices
whichare not related to transportation, andwhichare financed bynon-transportation dollars.

1 TheWaslington State Patrol (W3P) providesa variety of traffic law enforcement sewices
through its approximately 1,900 employees, agproximately 650 of whom are highway troopers.
Theseservicesindude motor vehicle equipment sandards, @mmercialvehicle enforcement,
vehicleidentification, traffic investigations, roadside assistanceandferry security. Becage the
WSPalso providesa variety of non-transportation related services, it receivesapproximately
75%of its budget from the omnibus transpartation budget and 25%from the omnibus operating
budggt.

A number of smaller transportation agenciesand committees are also funded through the
transportation budget induding the Transpartation Improvement Board (TIB), County Road
Administration Board (CRA\B), TrafficSafay Commisson, andthe Jint Transpatation Committee.

Transportation gppropriations in the2011-13 biennium total $9.86 billion. Of that amount, 68%is for
capital purposes and32%is for operating purposes.

Transportation Renue Sairces

Therevenuesavailable for transportation purposescan be classiied into four categories:
9 statefunds (including taxes andfees),

i bonds,
i federal unds, and
M local unds.

Thesefunds ae appropriated through the omnibustransportation budget. Theamounts distributed by
statute directly to citiesand counties are not appropriated through the budget (and are not included in
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chart totals). The sourcesof transportation funds ae displayed in the pie graph below andare
edimatedat $7.4 billion for the 200911 biennium.
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6. Retail Sales Taxes

Figure 15
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EY2011
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Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax

Waslington State hasa 37.5 cent per gallon tax on gasoline and diesel fuelsasof Juy 1, 2008.

Motor vehicle fuel tax increases since 1990
1990 22 cents(effective 4/ 1/90)
1991 23 cents(effective 4/1/91)
2003 28 cents(effedtive 7/ 1/ 03)
2005 31 cents(effective 7/ 1/ 05)
2006 34 cents(effective 7/ 1/ 06)
2007 36 cents(effective 7/ 1/07)
2008 37.5 cents (effective 7/1/08)

In 2003, the Legislatire enacted a gas tax increase of five cents per gallon aspart of the éNickel

PackayS gwith the proceeds dedcated to the debt service on $2.6 billion in bonds for state highways
and ferry projects authorized inthat same package. In 2005, the Transpartation Partnership Act utilized
a smilar approach, with agastaxincrease of 9.5 centsper gallon. Ofthat amount 8.5 centsper gdlon
wasdedicated to debt service on $5.1 billion in bondsfor state highway and ferry projects, and one cent
wasdistributed to citiesand counties.

Ofthe current 37.5 cent tax, 11.95 centsis distributed to localgovernments, either directly or through
grants distributed by the TIB and the CRAB. Theremaining 25.55 centsis retained by the state and
appropriated in the transportation budget.
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Vehcle Licenses, Pamits, and Fees

Liceng, permit, and fee revenuesare primarily geneated from the $30 vehicle licensefee andthe
combined licerse fee paid by trucks(commonly caled the grossweight fee). Other fees inclide title
fees, vehicle inspection fees, andspecialpermit fees. Thesdicenses, permits, and feesare the second
largest source of state funds for transpartation, with funds going to the motor vehicle fund, the
Waslington State Patrol, and the multimodal account, anong others.

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax

Folbwingthe passage of 1-695 in 1999, the Legislatre repeded theMVET in 2000, including the MVET
for sate transpartation purposes.

Just prior to the passage of I-695, the MVET wasignificantly modified byRefrendum 49, which was
approved by the vatersin 1998. Prior to the passae of Referendum 49, MVETwas piojected to
provide approximately $200 million for the Washngton Sate Ferry (WSF)yystem, and approximately
$320 million for other state transportation activitiesin the 1999-01 biennium. After the passae of
Rekrendum 49, WSFwasprojected to continue to receive approximately $200 million in the 1999-01
biennium, while other state transportation purposes were expected to be funded with almost $500
million inMVET revenue ¢ a sgnificant increase. Thisincrease did not occur due to the passage of
I-695and subsequent legislative repeal of the MVET

Ferry Fares

Ferry pasengerspay atoll (fare). The fares vary significantly for different routes and seasons. Curently,
the farescover approximately 65%of sate ferry operating costs. Fery faresfor the 2011-13 biennium
generatedover $300 million to support the ferry system.

Driver Licenses

TheDOLcolleasfeesto cover costs associated with licensig drivers. Inrecent years, gportion of these
funds havebeen usedto fund other transpartation purposes. Thdeesthat generate the greatest
amount of revenue are driver license feesand the sde of driversabstracts. Other licensefees inclide
motorcycle and commercial driveNJBic@nse endorsements. Thesefunds support DOL's licensng
program, aswell asavariety of programs funded from the highway saety account, including the
Washington State Patrol.

Vehcle Sdes Tax

The2003 new revenue legslation created a0.3%sakstaxon used vehicle purchases. Theserevenues,
alongwith the rental @r salestax, aredeposted in the Multimodal Transportation Account, and
generatemost of the fundsused br non-highway purposes,aswell asfunds for highway projecsand
debt seviceon bonds.

Rental Car Sdes Tax

Washington State hasa 5.9%salestaxon rental cars.In termsof flexible revenue sources, the rental car
taxisthe second largestcontributor to the Multimodal Trangortation Account, whichis usedto fund
both highway and non-highway transpartation projeds.
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Vehcle Weight Fees

In 2005, the Legislature imposed motor vehicle weight fees of $10, $20 or $30 per vehicle, depending on
weight; and $75 per motor home. The weight fees contributed $110 million in-281&and themotor
home fee raised about $11 million.

Other Revenue
Other revenue sourcesindude interest eamings on fund balances, aircrdt fuel taxes, ferry concessons,

speedng finesin school zores, salesof WSDOT-owned right-of-ways, andtransfersfrom existing fund
balances.
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State Transportation Resources byYear (1994-2011)

In FY1994, the state transportation funding totaled $1.5 billion; in FY2011 the total was$3.8 billion.

Thetable below summarizesthe statS Guind sources, andthe revenuesfor 1994 and 2011.

Sate Fund Souce FY1994 FY2011
$in millions $in millions
1. Motor Fuel taxes $419.6 $1,003.6
2. MVET $152.3 $0.0
3. Licenses, Permits, and Fees $244.9 $520.0
4.FederaFunds $459.6 $486.1
5. FerryFaresand Tolls $72.2 $252.1
6. RetailSdes Taxes $2.6 $52.6
7. Passenger Vehicle Weight Fees $0.0 $62.7
8. BondsIssued $35.0 $1,290.3
9. Other Funds $130.4 $90.5
TOTAL $1,525.6 $3,757.9

Observations

9 Statetransporitation funding grew by an average of 5.4 percent from fiscalyear 1994 to 2011.

1 Thebiggestchangesin state transportation funding from 1994 to 2011 included:
0 repealof the MVET in2000

o significant ferry fare increasesafter MVETwasrepeded

0 the enactment of specialsalestaxincreases(on rentalcars anchew mator vehicle sales)

after the MVETwasrepeded.

0 l4.5centincreese in the gastax,a penny of whichwasdedicatedto

citiesand counties
o0 the utilization of bondsin the latter part of the peliod

o tollingimplementedon the Tacoma Narrows Bridge and SR167

1 Jwstprior toits repeal,the MVETrepresented &out aquarter of state
transportation funding in FY 1999 ($420 million of atotal $1.6 billion).

1 TheMVETwashistoricaly a much smaller proportion of state transpartation | 2005
revenue thanit wasfor transits. In FY1994, for example, MVET was dout 2006
10 percent of all state funds, but 30 percentof transit funds (calerdar 1994). [50g7

' TheMVETrepresented 20%of the ferry systemQi@venuesat thetime of its  [5911

repeal. To replacesome of that lost revenue, ferry fareswere increased
substantidly. Fae revenuestotaled $148.8 million in FY1993-1995, and

Ferry fare rate increases
1994 6.0%
1998 2.3%
1999 4.4%
2001 22.9%
2002 13.6%
2003 7.7%
2004 5.4%

6.3%
6.0%
2.5%
2009 2.5%
2.5%
2012 3.0%

$294.5 million in FY2009-11, a98%increase.Snce the loss of the MVET, faresincreasd between

42%and 127%,deperding on the route.

1 Bonds representedjust 2 to 3 percent of state resourcesin the 1990s; in FY2011, bonds

represented 34 percent of stateresources.
f TheStaS Maén-bond resourcesdecreased by 9 percent from FY1999 to 2002.
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Figure 16

State Resources by Year, Fiscal Year 1994 - 2011
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NOTE:This graph beginswith FY 94, because data from FY1991-1993 was unavailable.
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State Transportation Expenditures byYear (1991- 2011)

Fgure 17 shows state transportation experditures by programmatic areafrom 1991 to 2011. In 1991,
total experditureswere $1.2 billion; in FY2011, expenditureswere $3.3 billion, representng average
annual growth of 5.2 percent.

Thestate transpartation budget fundsthe State Patrol, the Depatment of Licensing, WSDDT ferries, rail
and freight programs; highway improvements and preservation; highway maintenance and operations
and toll operations programs; the County Road Administrative Board; the Transportation Improvement
Board; debt service, and other smaller programs.

Figure 17

State Transportation Expenditures by Fiscal Year
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Observations

1 Thebiggestchange over the period was inhighway improvements and debt service, reflecingthe
amount of bonds ssuedpreviously.

1 Inthe mid 1990s, hghway improvements were roughly a quarter of the budget and debt srvicewas

about $107 million, or about 9 percentof all expenditures.

1 InFY2011, highway improvementsconstituted over 37 percent of the experditures,and debt
sewice, at $421 million, represented about 13 percent of experditures.
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Conparing Funding and Expendituresfor
TransitSystemsandthe Sate Transportation Programs

Fgures 18 and 19 comparethe growth in funding andexperditures r transit agencies and
for state transportation programs, 1994 - 2010.

Fgure 18 comparesof funding growth for the state and transit agenées. Each le represents
the cunulative growth from 1994 (with the line for transit agencies baed on the calendar year
andthe line for the state based on the state fiscalyear). So, for example, the state funding
(green Ine) had ncreasd by more than 100 percent (doubling) by FY2008. Two separate
seliesare slown for transit agencies,one with Sound Transit incuded andone without. The
one without Saund Transit indicatesgrowth across aconsistent setof agendesover the time
period.

Fgure 19 shows a similar comparison, but for expenditure growth.
Observations

1 To some extenttransit and state transportation funding serve different functioBscept
for Sound Transit, local transit agencies spend the largest share of their funds on operations.
The State transportation budget, by contrast, is weighted more heavily toward capital,
primarily in the highway progranilhese functionsanbe complementaryfor example,
additional transit servicenay reducehe need to build more lane milednd transit buses
operate on state highways.

1 Sand Transit hashada profound effect on the total amount of transit funding statewide, in
terms of growth. Total funding growth between 1994 and 2010 is 260 percent, whereas
total transit funding growth excluding Saund Transit isabout 120 percent, lessthan half the
growth rate.

1 Excluding Sound Transit, the growth in funding and expenditurasaiasit agencies and
the state is relatively similar. Transit agencies have slightly higher funding growth until
HaMnE ¢KSY (GKS adGFGSQa FdzyRAYy3I INBGUK &
0N} O1 SR @I NE Ofz2aSfteod {2dzyR ¢NI¥yairiQa
than the rest of the transit agencies and the state.

1 The shape of the curves in the graph show year to year growth picked up for the state, due

dzNLJI & & S
T dzy RA

G2 AadadzzyOS 2F o02yRa& FT2NJ GKS bAO1St FyR ¢t!

the growth curve was more consistent, year over yeatr.

1 The experditure growth graph shows somewhat similar patternsto that of the funding
growth. However, there are at leasta couple ofthingsto note:

i Transit agengsshow lower cumulative growth ratesfor experdituresthan funding,
while for the state the rates arevery similar. This siggedsthat the state spends
nearlyall of its incoming funding, while transit agen&ssave some (via reserves)of
the incoming funding.

i Theexperditure curvesfor transit agencies ae "lumpier”. Thissuggedsthat there
may be yearsin which the capital outlays ae rather significant relative to the
overall budget, andin other years when captal outlays ae less sigificant.
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Figure 18

Comparison of Growth: Funding for Local Transit Agencies and for State
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Case Studies dixTransit Agencies

This study analyzes transit fiscal healthelggregating data from groups of transit agencies in
rural areas, small urban areas, and large urbeas. For some comparisons and analysis in the
study, King County Metro ahor Sound Transit data are presentseparatefrom the other three
categories.

In some cases, aggregation can mask differences among various transit agéodester
characterize issues and trends for individual transit agencaesse studiesf sixindividual transit
systems are providedr-ourof thesecase studiebriefly describeéhe agency, outline its changes
and challenges since the early 1990s, amudude graphs obverall funding and expenditures and
resenes by year. These agencies @mays Harbor Transit, a rural transit syst@enFranklin
Transit @d Link Transit, twamall urban transit systesnandPierce Transit, a large urban transit
system Link Transit was included an example of mansit system whiclhas not had an increase
in the sales taxor transitfollowing the MVET repeal in 2000.

The other two case studies are of KC Metro and Sound Transit. These two agencies historically

K2f R GKS fFNBSadG IYy2dzyid 2F NBaSNwsSa 27F ittt (GKS
background, the case study includes a more extensive description of their reserve categories,
policiesand trends
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Ben Franklin Transit Case Study

Ben Franklin Transit (BFT) was established in 1981 as a public transportation benefit authority
(PTBA)with the ability to levy a 0.3 percent sales tax within the service area, which mainly
covered the TrCities area.

BFT provides public transportation service§ianklin and Benton countigis ®rvice areehas a
population of 210,000, and includeiset TriCities (Richland, Kennewiakd Pasco), Benton City,
Prosser, Finley and West Richlafitle service area includes-Qities Airport, Pasco Amtrak én
Greyhound stations; Grapelirservice to Walla Walla; People for People service to Yakima;
Columbia Basin Community College in Pasco,-W8Cities, Battelle and other North Richland
business locations, artdn park and ride lots.

BFTemploys over 250 staff (fulime-equivalents) and offers fixed route services as well as taxi
feeder routes, Diah-Ride regular angaratransit servicesand vanpools.

BFT igioverned by a teimember Board of Directommade up ofone Benton County

Commissioner, two Franklin County Commissioners, and one Council Member each from the cities
of Benton City, Prosser, Kennewick, Pasco, Richland, and West RicAlandvotingunion
representativealso serves on the board

Major events in the history of Ben Franklin Transit

Vanpool servicevas added via contract with the Benton Franklin Council of Governments in 1982

and became a direct service of BFT in 198% vanpool program almost doublé KS I 3Sy 0& Qa
operational areaand includes commutetis two states(Washington and Oregorgjght counties,

and twelve cities. ThiederalDepartment of Energis the main customer of the vanpool

program Vanpool fares cover some of the capital costs, plus insurance and operating costs, but

not administrative costs. With over 300 vaBd-T has one of the largest vanpool programs in the

state.

Service area expansiorBenton City and Prosser were added to the BFT service area via public
vote in 1997.

MVET repeal With the repeal of the rator vehicleexcise tax (MVET) in 2000, BI6Et 45% of its
revenues.The agencyesponded with service reductions of around 15 per¢and by drawing
down reserves as a temporary stgapmeasure

Sales tax votesThe system operates with a 0.6 percent local option salesAgxublic vote to
increase sales tax by 0.3 percent for BFT failed in 2001 but passed in 2002, increasing the total
taxing authority to 06 percent and restoring funds lost through the MVET repeal. Service was
restored after this new revenue stream was enacted

Asshown inFigure 20 after several years o€latively flatexpenditures and revenues,
expenditures and local revenues begin to climb in 2002 after the sales tax increase passed.
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Figure20

Overall Funding v Expenditures by Year, For Ben Franklin Transit

Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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Service area expansiorin 2005 voters of Finley approveannexationinto the BTF service area.

Reserves.Since 1999BFT reserves have been trending downward, and in 2010 stand at less than
half of the 1999 reserve amoufdgee Figure 2) Reasons the reserves have been drawn down
include stopgap funding when the MVET was repealed, vehicle purchasdseginning in 2009,
an expansion and modernizatiaf facilities in which reserves were used as the local match
funding for federal funds.

Figure 2

Reserves by Year, For Ben Franklin Transit
Subgrouped by Reserves Category

14,000,000.0 R es Type

13,000,000.0 == 3. Undesignated Reserves
[ 2. Designated Reserves
12,000,000.0 | == 1. Mandated Reserves
11,000,000.0
10,000,000.0
9,000,000.0
8,000,000.0
7,000,000.0
6,000,000.0
5,000,000.0

4,000,000.0

Nominal Dollars (Not Adjusted for Inflation)

3,000,000.0
2,000,000.0

1,000,000.0

0.0

1991 1996 2001 2006 2011

Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Repons, 1991-2011

49



Growth drives additional planning requirementsBeginning in 2013BFT will be considereal

a O Wrldre system, rather than &'mall urbarg system, as its service population has risen above
the 200,000 threshold. This new designation requires additional planning work and will have an as
yet undetermined effect on federal funds received.

Grays Harbor Transi€aseStudy

TheGrays Harbor Transftuthority (GHT)wvas established as@unty TransportationAuthority by
resolution of theCounty Commissionin November of 1974, and received voter approval of a 0.3%
sales tax in Grays Harbor County to support the syst&HIT igoverned by aixmemberBoard

of Directors, as required by statut®oard members are thhree Grays Harboraunty
commissioners, thenayors of Aberdeerand Hoquiamand a mayor selected by all the other
mayors in Grays Harbor County.

DI ¢s@rdice area covers all of Grays Harbor County and its population of approximately 73,000
residents. In addition to intraounty service, BTprovides service to Olympia and Centralia
eightfixed routes, as well as DialRide regular and paratransit servj@and vanpools.Unique to

a County Transportation Authority is authority to provide ambulance service, with voter approval.
GHT provides about $200,000 annually to local emergency medical services training.

Major Challenges for Grays Harbor Transit

MVET RepealThe repeal of the MVET in 1999 cost GHT nearly 40% of its annual revenue ($2.2
million). In response GHTsought and received voter approval of a 0.3% increase in the sales tax
rate in 2000, bringing its sales tax to 0.6%4.the same timeGHTbegan to apply for and receive

a federal section 5311 operating grant. As shown in Chart A below, these two additional sources
of funding allowed the system to continue to receive roughly the same level of funding as before
repeal of the MVET.

Reserves.Since 2000D | ¢résarves have trended downwardt the end of 2011 they were $3
million, and are projected to drop to $2.1 million at the end of 20t Board of Directors has
recommended thateserves holdt least two months of operating expenses, ($1.2 million)

Vanpools. GHTbegan operating six vanpools in 2006, and has since expanded to its current fleet
of 20. currently There is sufficient demand to expand the service,but ¢ R2 Say Qi KI @S
maintenance resources to service an expanded fleet.

2008 Economic Downturnln an effort to deal with economic downturn that began in 20G8{T
implemented a 16% service reduction in 2006HTRlso doubled fares in 2010 to $1.00 per
boarding for fixed route service and paratransit servités unclear whether existing service
levels are sustainable with current revenues.

Sales Tax Fluctuationslhe construction of the state route 520 floating bridge pontoons
increased sales tax revenues to GHT in 2011 by $400§80D,000. These additional tax
revenues in 2011 caus&800,000- $400,000decrease in state sales tax disparity equalization
funds* which GHDBtherwisewould have received in 2012n 2012, sales tax colleotis for GHT
are down by about $500,000, or roughly 10%.

*Sales tax disparity equalization funds are appropriated by the state; the $8.5 million program provides
grants to transit systems serving small cities and rural areas whose sales tax collections are less than eighty
percent of the average statewide peapita sales tagollections.
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Figure 2

Overall Funding v Expenditures by Year, For Grays Harbor Transportation Authority
Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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Figure 3

Reserves by Year, For Grays Harbor Transportation Authority
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King County Metro TransiCase Study

King County Metro Transit (KC Metro) was formed in 1991 as a county transit system, the only
such system in the state. It is governed by the aimember King County Council.

KC Metro serves an annual ridership of more than 100 million people within a 2,134 square mile
service area. Its fleaif 1,300 vehicleincludesstandard and articulated coaches, electric trolleys,
duakpowered buses, hybrid dieselectric buses and streetcars. KC Metro serves riders who are
disabled with accessible fixed route service (all KC Metro buses have wheelchair lifts or ramps and
all routes and trips are accessible), as well as paratransit van service and a taxi scrip program.

KC Metro operates the largest publidwned vanpool program in the country; more than 5,000
people commute in 600 vans, making more than 2.9 million trips per year. The reBideatatch
system helps commuters form carpools and vanpools in seven counties by matching names in a
computer data base.

KC Metro also operates a indile electric bus tunnel under downtown Seattle, making stops at
Convention Place, Westlake, University Street, Pioneer Square and the International District.

Challenges for King County Metro

Since 2009, KC Metro has experienced declines in its largest source of revenue, the local sales and
use tax. Based on current projections by the King County Qﬁice of Economic and Financial
lyrfearas arftsSa FyR dzasS GFE O2ftfSOGA2ya 62yQi

To address the reduced sales and use tax collections, KC Metro has taken a number of steps to
reduce costs and increase revenues. A plan was also put into place to utilize reserves to preserve
service levels for as long as possible.

In 2010, a Regional Transit Task Force composed of King County community leaders and transit
riders was formed tdelp KC Metr@address the significant drop in revenues caused by the
recession, at the same time demand for transit services remained strong. The Task Force
developed a policy framework to guide future reductions or investments in the transit system.

The Task Force agreed that KC Metro should:

1. Develop a new set of performance measufiesaddition to theexisting measuredpr
public reporting.

2. Implement ontrol costs and continue becoming more efficient, including implementing
the recommendations ad 2009performance audit.

3. Emphasize productivity, social equity, and providing value to all geogrargss of the

countyas KC Metro makegecisions about reducing or adding servidéhiswasa big
changefrom the previous policy, which was add or reduceservice according to set
percentages for the east, south, and west subarmefahe county.)

4, Create clear guidelines for service allocations.

5. Base the service guidelines on a set of principles that includes transparency, measurability,
flexibility, and integration with the regional transportatieystem

6. Work with a coalition to pursue state legislation that would provide a @, more

sustainable revenue base for transit.

7. wS@AaS aSiNRQa YAaarzy auldSySyid FyR ONBIFGS
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In 2012 KC Metro is faced with a situation where service levels are not sustawéhleurrent
revenue sources. By 2014, without new revenue sources, theinreesources of funding will be
depleted and service levels will begin to be reduced. The 2RQ384 budget recently adopted by
the King County Council assumes a reduction of approximately 600,000 of annual bus service
hours (17% of the current system) by the end of 2015.

The graphs below show actual results for the period of 2Q0BL1 and projected results (based
on the 2013 2014 adopted budget) for 201-2016.

Funding Sources

SalesandlocaltaxdsNBE Y/ aSiNRBQa I NASald &a2dz2NOS 2F NBOSydz
(increased by voters in 1999 following the MVET repeal, and again in 2007), local property taxes,

and a 24month, $20 congestion reduction charge authorized by the Legislature and imposed by

King County Council in 2011. Sales and local tax revenues peaked in 2008, at approximately $440
YAffTAZ2Y 2Nl cm: 2F Y/ aSiNRQa NBGSydzSao l'a GKS N
dropped, to a low of about $390 million in 2009.

Grantsreflect reimbursement from federal and state sources for project expenditures. The
largest source is the federal 5307/5309 regional funding, which is largely a reimbursement for
preventive maintenance or fleet acquisition costs. From 208 3, KC Metro received
significant grant funding for thRapidRidgrogram.

Faresare a significant source of funding for KC Metro. Between 2008 and 2011, four fare
increases were approved, increasing fares by 80%; another is projected for 2014. Fare revenue
grew from $80 million in 2006 to $130 million in 2011, and as a share of total revenue, from 15%
in 2006 to nearly 17% in 2011.

Revenues from providing contracted services for Sound Transit Regional Express and Link Light
Rail service are not included. Figure 24
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KC Metro Expenditures

Bus Service Leveld=rom 2006 through 2012, KC Metro bus service levels have increased by
approximately 131,000 hours or 3.8%. About half of this service is related to Viaduct mitigation
services funded by WSDOT, which will end in 2014. The balance of the increased service is
associated with th&RapidRidgrogram, part of the Transit Now program approved by voters in

2007. The revenue declines associated with the recession have forced permanent deferral of the
majority of Transit Now service (350,000 hours). The 2@D34 budget recently adopted by the

King County Council assumes a reduction of another 600,000 annual bus service hours (17% of the
current system) by the end of 2015.

Capital Program Fleet ReplacementsStarting in 2010 2011, KC Metro began a planned fleet
replacement cycle that continues through 2016. As a result of planned service reductions, more
than 225 buses currently operating today will be removed from the fleet by 2015. Funds
previously reserved for these capital replacements hagéeadbeen used to operate the bus
service.

Capital Progrant RapidRide TheRapidRidg@rogram includes significant capital investments in
the six corridors where the service will operate. A significant portion of this investment is grant
funded. The expenditures are shown in the years 2001913.

Figure 25
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KC Metro Reserves

Fund Structure.By ordinance, th&ing County CounciéquiresKC Metrato reportin the Public
Transportation Enterprise Fund. This fumalsfour subfunds also defined by ordinanc@&ransit
Operating Transit Capital PrograReserveRevenue Fleet Replacemeand Bond.

Definition of ReservesKing County defines reserves as cash and investments on hand at a given
point in time. For the Public Transportation Fund, this is determined by looking at the cash and
investments held by each of the stilnds.

Target Fund BalancesThe King County Council adopts fund management policies for the Public
Transportation Fund that define the maximum fund balance to be maintained by eadirsdib

9 TheTransit Operating Swfund balancerepresents an amount equal to 1/12f the annual
2LISNI GAy3 o0dzRASH @ ¢ iathtaib sufficizgt Bagh flowN&juirkrnyeitS y R S R
and to fund unforeseen emergency operating expenses LY uwnmHI Y/ aSi
operating budget was $650 million; 1/£2quals $54.2 million. In response to the recession
that began in 2008, the King County Council temporarily reduced the required operating
target fund balance to 1/240f the annual operating budget. From 2098011, the fund
balance has been maintained at or slightly below the required amount.

1 TheRevenue Fleet Replacement S&#onddshall maintain a minimum balance sufficient to
fund thirty percent of the projected fleet replacement costs for the entire revenue vehicle

fleet.é CdzyRa INB GNIYAFSNNBR lyydzZatfte FTNRY (G(KS

capital subfund to pay the local share of revenue for vehicle replacements purchased that
year. If the sudund does not have sufficient fund balance to meet the target, funds are
transferred from the Operating Sefeund. Prior to November 2011, there was no upper
limit adopted for the subdfund and a working assumption of 50% was used.

1 Transit Capital Program Reservasill be maintainedvithin the Capital Subund to provide
the resources necessary to fund capital projects and project commitments contained in the
sixyear capital improvement prograing Lyydz- ftfe GKS YAy3d [ 2dzyie
for contractual commitments for expenditures that will occur in a future year (e.g., a bus
contract); transit capitaleservesare intended to reflect such future commitments. Prior to
2011, the capital program did not have a specific policy related to fund balance levels.

[j
N2

2
C

1 TheBondSubFund@ K+ f £ YFAYGFAY | YAYAYdZY olFtlyOS &dzF¥

net debt service and maintain sinkingridoreserve requiremesit ¢ t NJA BoNdsub-2 HAMMZI
fund requirements were included in the capital program. In 2012, KC Metr@hadillion
in debt service mostly related to the construction of the downtown transit tunnel.

1 Undesignated Fund Balance$Vhen fund balances exceed the levels noted ab&@ Metro
deposits them in thékevenue Stabilization Reseneeeated by the King County Council in
2011. ThevS @Sy dzS { (| 0 A Wilkbk indinfaided withis teSOn&aing G&ond
and shall consist of all undesignated fund balances. Funds in the Transit Revenue
Stabilization Reserve shall be used to moderate future fare increases and to mitigate the
impact of cost increases and revenue declines. Any funds remaining in the reserve after the
Operating Suti-und Balance is restored are subject to approprigtion

55



Funds in the Revenue Stabilization Reserve currently are being used to sustain service levels
through mid2014. Afterthat time, 17% service reductions (600,000 hours) will begin.

Figure 26
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Link Transit Case Study

Link Transit (the Chelabouglas Public Transportation Benefit Area) was established in 1990 as a
two-county PTBA with the ability to levy a 0.4 percent sales tax within all of Chelan County and
the Eastmont and Waterville school districts in Douglas County (Southeastern Douglas County).

Link Transit provides public transportation services throughout the populated regions of Chelan
and Douglasounties. Its ser¢e area is the largest in théase at over 3,000 square milgand

serves a population of 115,0@¢hich includes the ties of Wenatchee, East Wenatchee, Rock
Island, Cashmere, Leavenworth, Entiat, Waterville and Chelan.

The system has extensive local service within the 60 square mile Wenatchee urbganarea
frequent, long distance (up to 55 miles one way) commuter services to the outlying communities.

The system operates an intermodal station in Wenatchee that provides connections to Amtrak,

Northwest Trailways, Washington State Apple Line, Grant Transit and Okanogan County Transit.

Taxi and Medicaid broker (People for People) service is also available. Link Transit provides service

G2 Fff 2F GKS NBIA 2 yaddvel dsitm Wehdichde Yaey CiNdgedndi S & OK 2 2 f
Central Washington University branch campus. Timed connections are available to the Lake

Chelan Boat Company (Chelatehekin ferry) and the Lake Chelan Airways. Link Transit also

operates seasonal service to the Mission Ridge Ski area.

Link Transit employabout 115 staff (fultime equivalents) and offersightlocal fixed routes,
three long distance commuter routesevenflex-routed rural routes, one general public
paratransit service (Leavenworth area) and region wide ADA paratransit service (Link Plus).

Link Transit is governed bywaelve-member board of directors comprised wfo County
Commissionersachfrom Chelarand Douglascounties,and a mayor or council member from the

cities of Wenatchee, East Wenatchee, Rock Island, Waterville, Cashmere, Entiat, Leavenworth and
Chelan.

Of the five transit agencies reviewed in these case studies whose budgets included MVET
revenues prior to 2000, only Link Trardiid not subsequently implement a higher sales tax rate.
Link did, however, eliminate its fafece fare structure.

Major events in the Istory of Link Transit

Rapidgrowth. Link Transit began operations &ecember 16, 1991as a fardree service. The

initial service plan predicted that Link would reach 1 million annual trips by 1999. Link reached the
1 million annual boarding rate within the first three months and the system began expanding to
meet the increased demand. The system grew in terms of routes, buses and span ossemice

the firstsevenyears, eventually reaching an annual boarding rate of 1.5 million.

Servicearea eypansion. In 1996, the areaf the Orondo School district ést shore of the
Columbia River north of East Wenatcheeted to annex into the Link Transit service area.

Columbia Station Multimodal Center.In 1995 Link Transit obtained a federal grant to construct
a large mulimodal transportation center in the southern area of downtown Wenatchee. The
multi-modal station, completed in 1997, consolidated the re@ofmtrakandintercity bus

stations, and local transit operationsltincluded a pedestrian bridge crossing the Burlington
Northern tracks, connecting downtown Wenatchee to the waterfront.
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Operations and maintenancedse. In 1999 and 200QLink Transit localfinanced and built its

operations and maintenance facility ¢@n acres just north of the City of Wenatchee. This facility

K2dzaSa [AYy]l &Gl ¥F IyR LINPQOARSA | HRirfadilal F2NJ Fff 27
activities related to this facility are reflected in the Link graphs on the next page of the report.
Local/Otherrevenues lpond revenuesspike in 1998, along with a corresponding increase in

reserve levelsHigher expenditure levels in 1999 reflect expenditures on the facility.

MVETrepeal. With the repeal of the statewide MVET in 20Qihk Transit lost 45% of its

revenues. The Link board directed thgencyto downsize and live within available revenue. In
February 2000, Link eliminated 45% of its servicetuding all weekend and evening services

and implemented passenger fares. Over the next several yieed and flexed route ridership

fell from 1.4 million boardings in 1999 to 390,000 in 2003. Paratransit ridership actually grew from
110,000 annual boardings to 125,000 and paratransit expenditures represented 49% of total costs
in 2003.

Rebuilding thesystem. In 2003 Wenatchee was declared a small urban area and some new
federal formula grant funds began flowing to Link. With tesvrfederal funds, new state special
needs fundsanda renegotiated labor agreement, Link began rebuilding ridership and services.
Theybegan replacinghe original bus fleet with new lovfloor equipmentand began an

aggressive travdraining and disableduest mainstreaming program. Link also begaproving
passenger stoppedestrian pathways and curb cuts. Over the rasd years fixed and flex

routed ridership grew by more than 150#%aching just under 1 million annual boardings in 2009.
Most significantlyparatransit demand was reduced 40% to 65,000 annual boardings by moving
riders © the more cost effective fixetbute services. By 2009, paratransit expenses had been
reduced to 25% of total agency expenses.

Therecession.The economic downturn arrived in the Wenatchee region about a year later than

in Western Washingtorin 2009, ales tax collections fell 11% below 2008 levels and did not start
AYONBIFaAaAYy3 dzyGAt wnanmmI RNIYFGAOFEEE AYLIOGAY3A [A
below the sales tax revenues 2008 forecasts had predidtied.board decided thahts reduction

in funding, combined with local events (financial problems with the Wenatchee Town Toyota

Events Center) madeessentially impossible to seelsales tax increase. In October 2011, Link

reduced services by 12% by reducing Saturday servicdsyarducing the span of weekday

service. These service reductions along with fare increases have reduced ridership about 11%.
Theseservice cutsalong withother cost containment strategiefiave resulted idinancial

stability.] Ayl ¢NI}yaAdQa wnmo 0dzZRISH LINBRAOGA GKFG Al
operations for at least the nexbur years assuming stable economic conditions.

58



Figure 27

Overall Fundmg v Expenditures by Year, For Link Transit
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Pierce Tranis Case Study

Pierce Transivas created in 1979 asmunicipal corporation providing public transportation in
Pierce County. The Public Transportation Benefit Area Corporation (PgB¥grised byaten-
memberboard, madeup of nine elected officials from Tacoma, Lakewood, Puyallup, Fife, Gig
Harbor, University Place, and Pierce County, and onevoting union representativePierce

¢NIF yaAidQa OdzNNEB yTacomaSahddthed ErgelciNgs in Pidrge Cdudizk & avell as
portions of unincorporated Pierce Countgonnections with Greyhound, Sound Transit, Amtrak,
and Intercity Transit are available within the service area.

Voters rejected Pierce Transit ballot propositions in 2011 and 2012 to increase the current 0.6
percent sales tax for transit to 0.9 percent. With the recent economic decline, Pierce Transit has
implemented significant agency ebacks and service reductions, and more are pending.

Major changes and challenges for Pierce Trans#91-2012

Americans with Disabilitief\ct. Pierce Transit nearly doubled demaresponse services
between 1991 and 199%s mandated by the Federal Americans with Disabilities ActAdhe
requires transit agencies to provide access to persons with special needsgimgers of a mile
on either side of a transit corridoFixed route service hours increased slightétween 1991 and
1995 Costs for demand response service in 2010 represent about 20 pefagperating costs
the cost per trip is about $43. Demographics are likely to increase the need for depspuhe
service.

Vanpool Growth. Since its initiation in992> t A SNOS ¢ NI} yaA (i Goawnfgrh y LI2 2 f
158,000 trips in 19920 a high of 846,000 trips in 2009

Figure ®: Growth of Pierce Transit ServicesFixed Route, DemanrBResponse, Vanpool

Fixed route DemandResponse Vanpool
Reenue | Passengers Rewenue | Passengery{ Passenger;
vehicle hourg vehicle hours
1991 544,297| 9,619,935 116,523 365,328 158,176
2010 563,200| 14,008,679 201,962 445,970 825,212

Sound Transi{ST) Three years after voters approved the Sound Transit pld®96 STbegan
providingd SNIBA OS Ay t &P ServiceXdayfeirt 8ome Pigrcé Transit hubmnd
providedexpress service to King CountyhichPierce Transit previousfyovided Thisallowed
Pierce Transito reallocate resources to local routes and connections. Pierce Transit became a
contractorproviding SBervices in Pierce County aad some routes in King Count$T provides
downtown Tacoma& BINKlight rail service, which in 2010 caed 873,000 riderand had

operating costs of $3.1 milliorSTalso provideommuterrail servicgo Pierce County residents.

[-695 and the repeabf the MVET With the repeal ofhe Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVHET)
2000, Pierce Transiost 40%0f its revenuenearly $23 million

Voters approved.3 percent sales taincrease. To replace the MVEPjerce Transitoters
approved an increase in the local option sales tax from 0.3 percent to 0.6 pénc2dd2. This
added approximately $13 million in revenue in 2003, and by 2®@4higher tax revenues had

nearly replaced what MVET revenues would have been before repeal.
60
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Economic recessioninthe earlyandmigi n n n Q&8 t ASNDS ¢NI yaAid SELISNARSy
growth in sales tax revenues; sales tax represented nearly 73% of their revenue. As a result, the

economic recession had a significant impact on the agency. The decline began in late 2007; sales

tax revenues dropped 12 percent in 2008 and an additional 7 percent in 2009. In 2010, sales tax

revenues grew about three percent, but dropped again in 2011, by one percent. In 2007, the

sales tax generated $77.2 million for Pierce Transit compared with $64 million in 2011. Revenues

are forecasted to drop in 2012, in part due to boundary revisions discussed below.

Voters reject sales tax increase in 201 February, 2011, voters rejected a 0.3 percent sales tax
increase, which was expected to generate about $30 million a year for the transit agency.

Service reductions 20082012 Beginning with the economic downturn in 2008, Pierce Transit

began reducing personnel and services. Prior to the February, 2011 election, the agency cut $89

million including 8 percent service reductions, management cuts, and freezes in hiring and wages

for nonrepresentative employees. After the sales tax defeat in February, 2011, Pierce Transit

implemented 35 percent fixedoute service cuts in two steps: a 20 percent cut in June of 2011,

and another 15 percent cut in October of 2011. Fifteen routes were eliminated, including service

to east Pierce County and the Key Peninsula, which represented less than 0.5 percent of Pierce

¢CNF yariaQa G2aGFf NARSNERKA LD 2 KAfS ASNBAOS gt a Od
decline by just 22 percent in 2012.

Boundary revision 20112012. In order to address the revenue shortfalls, Pierce Transit

convened a Public Transportation Improvement Conferaaxeutlined by RCW 36.57A.020 to

consider a service area reduction. Orting, Bonny Lake, Buckley, Sumner, DuPont and

portions of unincorporated Pierce County withdrew from Pierce Transit. The new, smaller

PTBA became effective in May, 2012, and includes 70 percent of the Pierce County

LJ2 Lddzt | A2y @ t ASNOS ¢NIFyaAridiQa GFEAY3 | dziK2NRGe
MX HAMHYX NXadz GAy3a Ay | mH LSNOSYyld NBRdAdzOGA2Yy
million).

-
z

Voters reject a sales tax increase a second time in 20B2ter shrinking the PTBA and
implementing additional cubacks, voters rejected a 0.3 percent sales tax increase in November,
2012. In response, the board is considering the elimination of evening, weekend and holiday
service, and other service hours as shown below:

Figure30: Pierce TransitRecent and Projected Service Hours

Service Hours
vear Fixedroute | Demand response
2007 570,819 199,325
2008 600,858 204,007
Actual 2009 586,199 212,439
2010 563,200 201,962
2011 451,502 192,400
Budgeted 2012 418,835 198,596
Dependent onfinancial 2013 417,035 196,000
scenarios& board direction 2014 196,535 201,000
2015 196,535 205,000
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Pierce Transit Reserves: Recent and Projected

Between 2000 and 2008, Pierce Transit reserves grew from $43 million to a high of $113.6 million

in 2007. Since that timegserves have dropped $87.9 million in 2011the agency used

reserves to help pay forxendituresthat exceeded revenues since 2008.

Given voter rejection of the sales tax increase in November, 2012, reserves are likely to continue
to decline as the agency implements cutbacks.

Note: Potential changes to future service levels and use of reserves projected in Band22
are dependent on Pierce Transit Board decisions, and may be affected by other factors including
economic conditions, system cost factors and other external considerations.

Figure 31 Pierce Transit Reserves ($ in 1,000s)

Fund Type

Year Unrestricted Designated Mandated Total
2007 59,678 48,866 5,024 113,568
Actual 2008 69,962 35,315 3,007 108,274
2009 68,392 25,367 2,441 96,200
2010 65,244 25,690 3,028 93,962
2011 59,398 25,717 2,789 87,904
Budgeted 2012 49,769 7,198 1,000 57,967
Dependent on 2013 21,288 7,067 1,000 29,355
financial scenarios 2014 22,568 7,067 1,000 30,635
& board direction 2015 18,499 7,067 1,000 26,566

Source: DOT/PT Projection Drafts
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Figure 32

Overall Funding v Expenditures by Year, For Pierce Transit
Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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Figure 33

Reserves by Year, For Pierce Transit

Subgrouped by Reserves Category
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SoundTransitCase Study

Sound TransigST)was formedin 1993as a Regional Transit Author(ifCW82.112, by action of

the King, Pierce and Snohomish County Couttcpisovide new high capacity transportation
services for the Central Puget Sound regidhis includes regional express bus services
contracted through Community Transit, KC Metro and Pierce Transit; light rail operations; and
commuter rail operations.

Its eighteemamember governing board is composed of city and county elected officials appointed
by county executives, and the Secretary of the Washington State Department of Transportation.
ST boundaries include the most densely populated areas in the-ttesty area.

In November, 1996, voters approved thigth capacity transportation plaand funding package
which included light rail in downtown Tacoma; 24 miles of light rail from Seattle to SeaTac; a 3.1
mile University extension; regional express bus service; and numerous HOV lane direct access
ramps Funding for this plan includeml 0.4% local optiosales and use tax and)a3%localmotor
vehicleexcisetax (MVET) Though Initiative 776 revoked the MVET, the tax is still imposed since
those revenues have been pledged for bond indebtedness.

In 2008, voters approved ST 2, which included-an86 extension of light rail; new Sounder trips
between Seattle and Tacoma; and more express bus service. Itis funded by a 0.5% local option
sales and use tax.

ST is different in many ways than other transit agencies in Washington:

1.

2.

o

STwascreated in 1996while most large transit agencies existed prior to 198t beginning

of the fiscal analysis period used in this report

Theservice are® 2 NJ { ¢ Qa NiBcHide&hg brban &<ARIPA ORS a0l 1SQa (I KNB!
populous countiesindlargely overlaps with the service areas for the local transit agencies

that provide local service: KC Metro, Community Transit, and Pierce Transit

ST operates commuter and light rail services, in addition to commuter bus services, while

20KSNJ GNIXyaAd 3SyOASa LINAYEFNRE&@ 2LISNIGS t 20
characteristics and metrics will in some ways be differenhtbider transit agencies.

The ST district is divided into five geographic subareas, and revenues from each area are

20t AdFGSR G2 0SS aLIlsyd 2y LIN22SOda FyR &aSNWAOSa
{ ¢Qa NB IS yair$operdei ofhelya@nstyeirenuesn the state for2010.

Its programis focused primarily on a large capital program, with some transit operations;

GKSNBI A& 20KSNJ &e@ ad S Ywih@ compléndzitary kapital2psogramlIJS NI G A 2 y &
ST has the policy of img cashfrom unrestrictedreservedirst, followed bysignificant bonds

to complete its capital programyhile most othertransit agencies is to use cash reserves for

capital expenditures.

{¢Qa o0dza 2LISNI GA2ya INBE O2y (NI OG SRKAVEIMNE dZAKS t A
which also operate€entralLink light rail services. Commuter rail services are operated

though a contract with Burlington Northern Santa Fe, and railcars and locomotives are

maintained under a contract with AmtralST directly operates and maintains Tacoma Link.

Most other state transit agencies operate their own service or contract with private operators

rather than other governmental entities like ST does.
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Funding Sources

Sales andocal taxesare STs largest source of revenue. The sales tax was 0.4% from 1996 until
voters in November 2008 approved an increase to 0.9%, the maximum statutory rate for ST,
effective April 2009. laddition, the locallyimposed rental car taxyhich mirrorsthe state rental

car tax, generated $@million in 2011.

CKS ylraA2ylrt NBOSaaAzy KI & -terivicapi@lipddam{ Cuftent I 6 At A (&
projections for revenues through 2024 are 30% lower than assumed at the time the ST 2 ballot

measure was approved in 2008. As a result, the ST Board has trimmed projects from the ST 2

project list in order to align expenditures with revenue.

Motor vehicleexcisetax of 0.3% was approved by the voters in 1996. $heauthority foup to
0.8% MVET was repealed in 2002 by Initiative H@®wvever, because MVET monies had been
pledged for bonds issued by ST, the current tax of 0.3% remains in effe¢hasélbonds are
retired in2028. As of 2011, MVET provided 8% of total revenue, down from 14% in 2007.

Grantsrepresent significantunding source for ST, for thight rail capital program, but also for
commuter rail and bus activities. Federal Transit Administration grants for New Starts and other
programs are the largest source of grant moniethers includd-ederal Railway Administration
grants, Federal Highwaddministrationfunds, and some state mobility grant fundtants

provided 21% of revenue in 2011, and are forecasted to decrease to 17% in 2015.

Faresgenerated about $46 million in 2011ink light raifares constituted 26% of total fares, or

$12 million (up fron$9.6 million in 2010=—d $2.4 million in 200&he year the Link line to SeaTac
opened. For 2008 and earlier, the only light rail service in operation was Tacoma Link, and it was
fare free.TheLink light raifare revenues wilincreasesignificantlyasadditional serviceomes on

linein 2016 with forecasts 0$38 million in 2020.

Commuter rail fares were 18% or $8.3 million of total fares, up from $7.1 million in 2010 and $7.7
million in 2009.

Bus fares were 26% of $25.6 million of total fares, up from $20.8 million in 2010 and $18.9 million
in 2009.
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and 2011 on its bus and light rail services. The increased fares helped to cover rising operating

costs related to maintenance requirements on an aging bus fleet, transit facilities, locomotives

and rail cars.
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Figure 34. Sound Transit Funding
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SoundTransit Expenditures

Sound Transit expenditures are primadiyected atdeveloping large capital projects. Since 1996,
as part of the Sound Move Plan, ST has developed commuter rail service from Everett to
Lakewood, light rail in downtown Tacoma ametween Sedlac airportand downtown Seattle
(extending to the University of Washingtand South 200in SeaTac in 20)&ndprovided

express bus routes and associated facilitiegrfansit centerspark and ride lots and direct access
HOVrampsg a $3.9 billion program

ST2was approved by the voters in November 200&xtends light rail from downtown Seattle
east through Bellevue to the Overlake Transit area, north from thigeusityof Washingtonto
Northgate and Lynnwood, and south of Skac to KenDes Moines. It also includadditional
commuter rail service to Lakewood, and extensiod of O 2 Y | kit rafl¢a $1 7 billion
program
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Figure 35. Sound Transit Expenditures
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LY HAaMMI { ¢ QaexpensdsiBeSST Hpredsli®s WiogiakwhiBh cost$94.8 million,
or 45% of operatiorcosts Soundecommuter railoperating expenses were3%.7million or 15%
of operationsin 2011, andLinklight railwas$48.5 million, or 23% of operations.

Sounder commuter rail expenses will increase as service is expanded from Seattle to Tacoma, and
from Tacoma to Lakewood.

Link operating expenditurdsavegrown with the opening of the Seattle to S&ac Link, and will
grow further as the University Link, East Link and North Link lines are added and the service is
extended south of Se@ac airport.

As ST provides additional service with the completion of its capital program, it will face increased
maintenance costs on existing transit assets.

Sound Transit Reserves

By ST Boarpolicy, ST categorizes reserves based on their intended uses. There are three
principal categories, with subcategorjess described below

Mandated Reserves

1 Debt Service Fundssure coverage of ST debt obligatidosthe next year as required by
bond covenants

1 Insurance Fundsover amounts required for seilisurance coverage based on actuarial
analysisand requirements established by the King County Dept. of Transportation.
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Designated Reserves

1 Operating Reservés intended to maintain a twononth operation cost reserve fall of ST
operations and maintenance expenses.

1 Capital Reservéundsprovide for the replacement of capital assets upon the end of their
useful livesranging from ten to one hundred year$he reserve policy is fund 77% of
replacement costfrom the capital reserve fundat time of replacement. The other 2386
assumed tdoe covered byalternative fund sources.

1 Otherincludes fundselated to contractual requirements for the various construction
projects. These requirements change throughout the capital program, as different projects
and contractors have different requirements.

Unrestricted Cash and Investments

1 This has been the largest category of reserves since the inception of ST and is anticipated to
remain so through 2012. Its primary use has beefund the next two years afapital
expendituresand payments for contractsommitted tooperations and project construction.
However, major changes to unrestricted reserves are expected as early as next year, as
described below.

Figure36. Sound Transieserves
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The balance in this account in 2006 was $471.8 million. Between 2006 and 2011, its balance has
been as high as $802 million and as low as $304 milliemonstrating the use of this reserve
fund to cover current capital and operating expenditures.

As currently forecast, the reserve fund will be insufficient to cover 2013 expenditures; as a result,
ST will sell $5 million in bonds to help cover capital costs. Bond sales will increase to $293 million
in 2014 and $514 million in 2015 to pay for capital investments.

As additional bonds are sold, the amount required for debt service reserves will groasand
result ST will shift funds from unrestricted reserves into debt service reserves.

Additional pressure on unrestricted reserves will come from service expansion in 2016 with the
opening of University Link, and again in 2023 with the opening of East Link and North Link. These
service expansions will drive a need to increase operating reserves accordingly.

Furthermore, with the forecasted 30% decrease in tax revenues through 2024, ST will be forced to
seek alternative loan sources (other than bonds) to cover the ST2 program. ST is currently
applying for a federal TIFIA loan to cover the construction of East Link.

Figure37. Uses of Funds frorSound TransitJnrestrictedReserves

CapitalSpent Purpose of Capital Expenditardy Category of Use O&M
$ millions Link Sounder commuter ST Express Bus | $millions
light rail rail
2006 | $664 Central & airport Phase 2 track Freeway Station, parking
link, maintenance | improvements, N & S| garages, transit centers $108
bases, vehicles lines
2007 | $670 Sameas above Same as above Same as above $116
2008 | $574 Same as above Same as above Same as above $136
2009 | $303 Same + Univeity Tacoma to Lakewood | I-90HOV lanes, freeway $169
and East Link station, transit center Linkopen
2010 | $466 University, East & | Same as above plus | Bus purchase, Freeway $216
South Link easement purchase | station
2011 | $645 Same as above Same as above Transit center,-B0 HOV $213
lanes, bus purchase
2012 | $625 $474 M, University, | $182 M Tacoma to $24 M, 190 HOV lanes $219
East,North, & South | Lakewood, easementg
Link
2013 | $860 $658 M $107 M, Complete $30 M, 90 HOV lanes $293
$4 M bonds Same as above Tacoma to Lakewood,
Tukwila expansion
2014 | $728 $593 M, Same as | $46M, positive train | $53 M, 190 HOV lanes $305
$293 M bonds| above control system
2015 | $932 $749 M, Same as | $35 M, same as abovq $112 M, ST bus base $338
$514 M bonds| above
Budgeted Projected
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Appendix

This appendix provides additional information relatedhoee Fgures (graphs) in the main report.

In Figures 1, 3, and 4, data is aggregdtenh all 31 public transportation agencies in the state.
This Appendix breaks the data down into five groupings of transit agencies, to provide more
discrete information about each of these size categories. The five groupingsareystems,
small urban systems, large urban syste@sund Transit and KC Metro.

Each set ofiraphsin this Appendix relate tahe Figure in the report noted below.

Subject (Report Figure #, Page in Report) Appendix Pages
Transit Funding by Fund Souré&églre 1 page 14) pp 7173
Change in Funding Sources, 12991 Figure 3 page 15) pp 7478
Expenditure by Expenditure Tydedure 4 page 17) pp 7981
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Annual Funding, for Rural Systems*

Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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*As of 2011, includes Twin Transit, Valley Transit, Pullman Transit, and systems in Garfield, Mason, Grant, Pacific, Jefferson, Island, Grays Harbor, and Clallam Counties.
Produced by the Joint Transpontation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011

Annual Funding, for Small Urban Systems*
Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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*As of 2011, includes Union Gap Transit, City of Selah Transp. Sve., Yakima Transit, Link Transit, Intercity Transit, Ben Franklin Transit, and systems in Asotin, Skagit, Whatcom, Kitsap, and Cowlitz counties.
Produced by the Joint Transportation Commitee and Legislative Committee Staff’ Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Annual Funding, for Big Urban Systems*
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*As of 2011, includes Spokane Transit Authority, Pierce Transit, Everett Transit, C-TRAN, and Community Transit.

Produced by the Joini Transportation Commitiee and Legislaiive Commitee Staff

Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Annual Funding, for METRO

Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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Annual Funding, for Sound Transit
Amounts Shown are Nominal (Not Adjusted for Inflation)
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Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source; WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For Rural Systems*

Year=1992

7. Federal
5. Local/Other

1. Sales or Local Tax

4. MVET

2. Fares
3. Vanpool Revenue

Year=2011
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1. Sales or Local Tax
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2. Fares

*As 0f 2011, includes Twin Transit, Valley Transit, Pullman Transit, and systems in Garfield, Mason, Grant, Pacific, Jefferson, Island, Grays Harbor, and Clallam Counties.
Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For Small Urban Systems*

Year=1992

7. Federal

5. Local/Other 1. Sales or Local Tax

2. Fares
3. Vanpool Revenue

Year=2011

7. Federal

6. State 1. Sales or Local Tax
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*As of 2011, includes Union Gap Transit, City of Selah Transp. Svc., Yakima Transit, Link Transit, Intercity Transit, Ben Franklin Transit, and systems in Asotin, Skagit, Whatcom, Kitsap, and Cowlitz counties.
Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011

75




Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For Big Urban Systems*
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*As of 2011, includes Spokane Transit Authority, Pierce Transit, Everett Transit, C-TRAN, and Community Transit.
Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For METRO
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Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source: WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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Distribution of Total Funding for Selected Years

For Sound Transit

Year=2011
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Produced by the Joint Transportation Committee and Legislative Committee Staff Data Source; WSDOT Public Transportation Summary Reports, 1991-2011
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