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February 23, 2005

To the Reader:

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO), the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), and the U.S.
Department of Transportation Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) are proud to
release this joint 2004 Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation. The

transportation departments in all 50 states and the District of Columbia responded to the
survey.

States provided $9.3 billion in funding for transit in Fiscal Year 2004 (FY 2004).
This compares with about $7 billion in funding provided by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation that same year. The $9.3
billion in state funding for FY 2004 is more than double the $3.7 billion provided by the
states in FY 1990.

The most utilized sources of funding for transit in the states and the District of
Columbia included:

e General fund 19 states
e (astax 15 states
e Motor vehicle/rental car sales taxes 9 states
e Bond proceeds 9 states
o Registration/title/license fees 8 states
e General sales tax 7 states

About 44 per cent of the state funding for transit in FY 2004 was designated for
operating assistance only, about 17 per cent was for capital purposes only, and the
remaining nearly 37 per cent could be used for capital or operating purposes.

This survey of the transportation departments in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia was distributed and compiled by the U.S. DOT Bureau of Transportation
Statistics. We would like to thank June Jones, Lori Putman, and Tom Bolle of the BTS
staff for their efforts that led to the development of this report. We would also like to
thank the State DOT officials who responded to this survey. This information will be
useful to officials at all levels of government involved with transit funding.

Question about the report should be directed to one of the following individuals:
AASHTO David Clawson 202-624-5807 davidc@aashto.org

APTA Richard Weaver 202-496-4809 rweaver@apta.com
BTS June Jones 202-366-4743 june.jones@bts.gov
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The report is available on the AASHTO web site at www.transportation.org.

Sincerely,
Y Vol
Horsley William W. Millar Rick Kowalewski
xecutive Director President Deputy Director
AASHTO APTA

BTS



Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation--2004

The following report provides a summary of state transit funding for the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Information includes funding sources and amounts, programs, eligible uses and allocation, and per capital state transit
funding. The report also includes an overview of the results of transit-related state and local ballot initiatives held in
2004. The report was prepared by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Office of Survey Programs.
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1.0 Introduction

B Background

This report is the 24t compilation of information on state funding of public transportation.
The 2004 report was prepared under the auspices of the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the American Public Transit
Association (APTA). It was prepared by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Office of
Survey Programs.

B Summary Observations

A review of state funding levels over the intervals displayed in Table 1.1 shows that,
compared to 1990, the total amount of funds currently programmed for public transit has
more than doubled (up $5.6 billion). In fact, of the 49 states who reported funding in both
1990 and 2004, 40 had increased funding levels ranging from $312,000 (Idaho) to $1.2 billion
(California).

Compared to 2000, funding levels in 2004 increased a total of $1.8 billion. In addition, of the
45 states who reported data in 2000, 27 increased funds in 2004. Six states showed no
change in funding levels (five of these six provide no transit funding) and 12 states showed a
decline in funding ranging from $40,000 (Nebraska) to $1.15 million (New York).

o Five of seven states that provided no funding for transit in 1990 (Missouri, North
Dakota, Wyoming, South Dakota, and Idaho) reported a total of $12.78 million allotted
for transit in 2004.

o Three of eight states that provided no funding for transit in 2000 (Arkansas, New
Mexico, New Hampshire) reported a total of $5.4 million allotted for transit in 2004.

o Compared to 1990, seven states (North Carolina, Mississippi, Kansas, Washington,
California, Oklahoma, and Delaware) increased funding levels ranging from 10 times to
26 times their 1990 level while Arizona’s 2004 funding level was 52 times the funds
allotted in 1990.

e Compared to 2000, nine states (Mississippi, Montana, North Carolina, Maryland,
Minnesota, South Dakota, Idaho, Oregon, and Delaware) increased their funds from 2
times to 7 times their 2000 level while Arizona’s 2004 funding level was 61 times the
funds allotted in 2000.

Data displayed in Table 1.2 show that state funding for transit has exceeded federal funding
levels for each year contained in the table.

1-1
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Table 1.1

State Funding of Public Transit-1990, 1995, 2000, 2003, 2004

- Sute 90 1 i 2003 " | :
Alabama $453,600 $0] $0) $0 $0
Alaska $1,128,607 $0] $0, $0 $0
Arizona $382,961 $445,000] $329,096] $13,768,000 $20,068,000
Arkansas $400,000| $331,900] $0) $2,800,000 $2,800,000
California $113,579,750, $340,162,248] $1,344,778,819 $1,294,100,000 $1,317,933,858
Colorado $0) $0) $0) $0 $0
Connecticut $87,614,575 $113,241,041 $163,266,135 $186,100,000) $200,167,000
Delaware $7,406,200 NR $35,685,145) $74,600,000 $72,000,000
District of Columbia $115,007,775 $123,051,000 NR $198,038,000 $208,252,896
Florida $23,214,100 $89,510,720) $92,724,263| $93,500,000 $96,504,077
Georgia $1,295,589, $1,892,582 $306,393,067 $5,232,669 $4,858,257
Hawaii $350,000 $0) $0] $0 $0
Idaho $0 $0j $136,000) $312,000 $312,000
Illinois $266,813,600 $264,992,700f $467,622,300f $754,000,000 $778,700,000
Indiana $16,623,895 NR $29,201,27 $34,800,000 $36,200,751
Towa $5,367,893 $7,464,513 $10,411,432 $9,500,000 $8,600,000
Kansas $390,000) $1,000,000 $6,000,000] $6,000,000 $6,000,000
Kentucky $468,098 $612,196] NR $1,400,000 $1,400,000
Louisiana $3,000,000 NR NR $4,962,500 $4,962,500
Maine $1,949,042 $392,000) $420,000) $2,250,000 $505,000
Maryland $271,066,348 $349,848,000) $273,843,580 $763,500,000, $789,511,418
Massachusetts $357,508,623 $531,895,787, $771,356,465 $1,165,492,492 $1,291,363,175
Michigan $132,816,959, $124,400,599 $187,197,690 $207,800,000 $209,652,400
Minnesota $38,071,015 $47,988,633 $80,289,455| $229,200,000 $214,255,000
Mississippi $32,040 0 $115,185 $0 $800,000
Missouri $0 $1,495,000 $17,029,357 $6,600,000 $6,600,000
Montana $71,250 $75,000 $75,000] $390,000 $390,000
Nebraska $1,500,000 $1,529,843 $1,539,135 $1,600,000 $1,500,000
Nevada $320,000) $437,748] NR $325,000 $125,000
New Hampshire $1,166,756) $12,208] $0) $200,000 $225,000
New Jersey $235,225,000 $458,704,000 $509,237,000, $812,900,000 $837,476,000
New Mexico $0 NR $0 $0 $2,402,000
New York $1,422,752,000 $1,356,600,000] $1,926,571,085) $1,763,200,000 $1,811,372,000
North Carolina $5,934,875 $22,138,279 $38,246,921 $91,700,000 $154,680,000
North Dakota $0 $761,32 $1,665,933 $1,620,000 $1,545,700
Ohio $32,350,882 $29,232,523 $42,348,466! $20,700,000 $18,100,000
Oklahoma $259,042 $951,497 $3,530,125 $2,750,000 $2,750,000
Oregon $6,933,258 $44,689,000] $15,553,262] $30,910,000 $31,444,655
Pennsylvania $425,666,677 $628,400,000 $731,800,000) $823,800,000 $785,151,000
Rhode Island $15,253,694 $19,121,259 $36,822,442] $37,442,000 $36,839,916
South Carolina NR $4,140,384 $4,234,189, $6,000,000 $5,864,000
South Dakota $0 $300,000) $397,061 $923,000 $996,000
Tennessee $9,860,000] $12,458,000] $22,291,000] $30,400,000 $38,532,100
Texas $8,831,085 $17,200,000] $27,945,051 $25,700,000 $27,741,068
Utah NR $139,929 $0) $0 $0
Vermont $668,644 $860,917 NR $5,300,000 $6,103,254
Virginia $73,555,000 $78,248,186) $163,959,344; $131,500,000 $140,100,000
Washington $2,220,900) $6,434,900) $84,455,509) $39,900,000 $29,150,000
West Virginia $1,261,903 $1,537,898] $1,395,489) $2,200,000 $2,294,162
Wisconsin $53,439,491 $77,321,415 $100,448,100] $108,900,000 $109,077,870
Wyoming $0) $976,736 NR $1,500,000 $2,466,127

TOTALS| $3,742,211,127 $4,760,994,970] $7,499,314,371 $8,993,815,661 $9,317,772,184

Note: 1 Calendar year 1989 figures

2 $374.972 of this figure represents direct state operating assistance to public transit. $697,281 is provided by the
WYV Dept. of Health & Human Services and the WV Commission on Aging and is used for the provision of
specialized services to the elderly and handicapped. $90,000 is used by the small urban and rural properties as
fare box revenue to offset operating expenses.
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Table1.2 Federal and State Funding for Public Transit-1995, 2000, 2003, 2004

Alabama $16,902,560 SOl $49,114,988 sl $55,708,644 sof 558,794,397 $0
Alaska $4,841,362 $0 $40,378,506 $ $35,037,287 $0| $35,920,706 $0
Arizona $41,261,418 $445,000 $14,709,692 $329,096 $21,234,890 $13,768,0008 $88,099,376 $20,068,000
Arkansas $8,488,925 $331,0000 __ $48,283,188 SO0l $83,400,160] __ $2,800,000] ___ $23,171,920 $2,800,000
California $649,601,617 $340,162,24 $803,945,774] $1,344,778,819 $1,037,264,991] $1,294,100,0000 $1,037,401,691 $1,317,933,858
Colorado $29,280,952 | $88,173,455 $0 $134,970,569 [ | $147,646,808 $0
Connecticut $72,346,978 $113,241,041] $97,120,786 $163,266,13 3 $122,623,117 $186,100,000§ $109,264,928 $200,167,000
Delaware $11,593,982 NR $11,081,572 $35,685,149 $13,453,444 $74,600,000f $12,441,287 $72,000,000
District of Columbia $170,047,436 $123,051,000 $81,882,945 NR $131,259,551 $198,038,0004 $128,847,789 $208,252,896
Florida $149,531,205 $89,510,720 $200,817,015 $92,724,263 $268,672,898 $93,500,000] $240,395,738 $96,504,077
Georgia $83,000,868 $1,892,582 $142,249,540 $306,393,067 $133,442,986 $5,232,669] $140,657,420 $4,858,257
Hawaii $22,001,003 $ $35,239,372 $0 $50,469,727 i | $45,869,305 $0
Idaho $4,025,973 g $5,082,659 $136,000 $10,838,325 $312,0004 $12,238,642 $312,000
Illinois $294,583,255 $264,992,700) $360,527,833 $467,622,3008 $486,077,907 $754,000,000] $521,857,685 $778,700,000
Indiana $37,208,727 NR $62,917,864 $29,201,270) $64,977,046 $34,800,000] $64,321,645 $36,200,751
Towa $21,846,070] 57,464,513 $26,916,964] __ $10,411,43] __ $34,023,088] __ $9,500,000] __ $31,214,916 $8,600,000
Kansas $10,962,945 $1,000,0004 20,870,702 $6,000,000 24,439,584 $6,000,000] $24,055,536 $6,000,000
Kentucky $19,134,537 $612,196 31,125,153 NR 49,395,998 $1,400,000§ $45,574,381 $1,400,000
Louisiana $48,047,184 NR $42,131,522 NR $73,200,208 $4,962,500] $71,662,878 $4,962,500
Maine $7,318,204; $392,000 - $5,557,356 $420,000 $8,988,625 $2,250,000§ $11,957,589 $505,000
Maryland $198,965,485 $349,848,000 $123,984,265 $273,843,580() $204,507,123 $763,500,000§ $224,255,699 $789,511,418
Massachusetts $166,754,794 $531,895,787 $246,495,785 771,356,465 $221,430,134] $1,165,492,492] $221,649,018 $1,291,363,175
Michigan $85,840,495] _ $124,400,509 _$100,549,339] _ $187,197,6900 _ $108,026,968] _ $207,800,000) _ S118,174,988 | __$209,652,400
Minnesota $39,476,237 $47,988,633 $106,819,233 $80,289,4594  $143,169,667 $229,200,000§ $147,726,131 $214,255,000
Mississippi $8,142,041 0 $14,673,609 $115,185 $15,681,001 [ | $18,810,488 $800,000
Missouri $53,018,181 $1,495,0008 $107,250,001 $17,029,357 $78,173,441 $6,600,000§ $75,006,601 $6,600,000
Montana $3,221,003 $75,000 $4,654,640 $75,000 $6,837,809) $390,000] $7,596,180 $390,000
Nebraska $8,824,208 $1,529,843 $11,222,741 $1,539,139 $14,056,687 $1,600,000] $15,315,513 $1,500,000
Nevada $18,357,309) $437,74 $28,973,132 NR 46,687,529 $325,0000 $54,213,260 $125,000
New Hampshire $4,268,315 $12,20 $9,587,773 $0 11,020,834 $200,000§ $11,656,472 $225,000
New Jersey $331,862,771 $458,704,000 $383,154,150 $509,237,0000  $474,826,119 $812,900,000§ $463,099,574 $837,476,000
New Mexico $12,426,863 NR $29,447,445 $0 $14,892,639 $0f $15,623,296 $2,402,000
New York $787,777,442] $1,356,600,000 $844,551,502] $1,926,571,084  $983,801,302 $1,763,200,000] $1,046,621,803 $1,811,372,000
North Carolina $43,670,248 $22,138,279 $55,259,602. $38,246,921) $85,073,110 $91,700,000] $87,400,560 $154,680,000
North Dakota $2,908,485 $761,329 $4,615,183 $1,665,933 $7,679,247 $1,620,000] $8,228,462 $1,545,700
Ohio $118,313,658 $29,232,523 $132,460,261 $42,348,464  $145,216,794 $20,700,0004 $146,280,368 $18,100,000
Oklahoma $12,593,429) $951,49 $20,282,810, $3,530,125 $37,458,144 $2,750,000§ $53,549,060 $2,750,000
Oregon $127,700,494 $44,689,00! $52,338,618 $15,553,262 $125,933,795 $30,910,0008 $135,017,165 $31,444,655
Pennsylvania $262,501,789 $628,400,000 $297,215,171 $731,800,00 $348,230,994 $823,800,000f $376,185,832 $785,151,000
Rhode Island $16,335,161 $19,121,259 $15,620,075 $36,822,44 $22,410,313 $37,442,0000 $18,988,300 $36,839,916
South Carolina $13,171,783 $4,140,384] $29,052,501 $4,234,189 $34,344,175 $6,000,000§ $32,367,733 $5,864,000
South Dakota $3,776,343 $300,00 $4,746,558 $397,061 $5,484,118 $923,000] $8,926,245 $996,000
Tennessee $37,004,538 $12,458,00 $38,010,482 $22,291,0000 $76,939,883 $30,400,0004 $68,834,316 $38,532,100
Texas $195,305,908 $17,200,000 $296,982,717 $27,945,051]  $330,035,078 $25,700,000) $295,273,079 $27,741,068
Utah $25,773,288 $139,929 $80,950,767 $ 120,077,517 $of $80,072,753 $0
Vermont $3,324,851 $860,917 $7,899,831 NR $9,694,425 $5,300,000§ $8,936,588 $6,103,254
Virginia $45,222,167 $78,248,184 $104,760,752 $163,959,34- $121,165,641 $131,500,0000 $112,508,383 $140,100,000
Washington $76,207,278 $6,434,900% $149,744,731 $84,455,5094  $193,723,591 $39,900,000§ $229,073,327 $29,150,000
West Virginia $9,377,226, $1,537,89: $29,773,943 $1,395,489 $19,689,552 $2,200,000f $14,427,199 $2,294,162
Wisconsin $54,763,914] $77,321,41 $65,748,459) $100,448,10 $71,247,923 $108,900,000] $69,340,585 $109,077,870
Wyoming $1,835,208 $976,736 $2,307,708 NR - $5,447,663 $1,500,000f $4,935,641 $2,466,127

TOTALS] $4,470,747,013] $4,760,994,970] $5,567,260,670] $7,499,314,371] $6,922,443,161| $8,993,815,661f $7,021,489,256| $9,317,772,184

Note: Federal fund information provided by the Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration.
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B Methodology

Initial Round: Request for Updated Funding Information

On November 15, 2004 an introductory letter that explained the information-gathering
effort for FY 2004, along with a copy of the information submitted by each state during the
2003 survey, was sent by FedEx to all 50 states and the District of Columbia. States were
asked to update the information provided during the 2003 effort and return the corrected
sheets by Federal Express.

About one week after the initial mailing of survey packets, each state was contacted by
phone to ensure that they had received the packet. Several states required duplicate
mailings as the packets had not been received. Beginning the week of December 6, 2004,
all states who had not yet responded to the survey were contacted by phone. A few states
required additional mailing of survey materials. By mid December, approximately 75% of
the states had responded to the survey and phone contacts with the remaining states
continued. By January 12, 2005 all states had submitted 2004 transit funding information.
By February 2, 2005 all states had approved the reporting accuracy of the data each state
submitted for publication in the Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation draft
report. A draft report of results was submitted to AASHTO on February 3, 2005. The final
report was published by AASHTO in March 2005.

The following basic information was solicited from each state:

e Sources of funds. What state taxes or revenues are used to support transit?

e Nature of programs. What is the focus of discrete funding programs?

e Amounts of funding. What amounts are being contributed from which sources?
o  Eligible uses of funds. For what purposes are funds provided?

e Types of Funding. What limitations are placed on the funds for example, limited to
capitol expenditures, operating expenditures, planning or other activities.

o Allocation mechanisms. What factors are used in allocating funds to what recipients?
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B Report Contents and Organization

The bulk of this report presents major details of current funding programs in FY 2004 for
each state using the identical two-page diagram and bullet point format developed in
2002. The summary highlights are presented on two levels based on data availability for
different respondents. Historical comparisons across factors such as total funding, per
capita funding, eligible uses of funds, fund sources, and allocation mechanisms are also
presented. In addition to the state funding summaries, this report also contains profiles
of transit-related ballot initiatives from 2004, tracking results at the state and local level.

This report is organized into four sections. Following this introductory section, Section 2.0
contains state transit program details for all states. Section 3.0 presents summary
highlights from the information reported for all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Section 4.0 presents a summary of recent state and local ballot initiatives dealing with
funding for transit. The report also includes a contact list for representatives from each
state who were involved in providing funding information.
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2.0 State Transit Program Details

(Page intentionally left blank.)

NOTE: Per capita costs for each state were calculated using the US
Census State Population Data (NST-EST2004-01) for July 1, 2004, which
was released in December 2004.
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B Alabama State Transit Funding: Major Features

The state does not provide funding for transit.
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B Alaska State Transit Funding: Major Features

The state does not provide funding for transit.
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Arizona State Transit Funding: Major Features

e State transit funding for FY 2004 totaled slightly more than $20 million—an
increase of $6 million. The increase was due primarily to the Local Transportation
Assistance Fund II, which will distribute $13.5 million this year.

(Arizona’s fiscal year is July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Arkansas State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $2.8 million, or about $1.03 per capita.

e Transit funding comes from a dedicated source generated by a tax on rental cars.
This funding began in FY 2002 and remained constant in FY 2004.

e The funds are used both for capital match and operating assistance for urban and
rural transit systems and for expanding Arkansas’s 5310 capital grant program.

(Arkansas’ fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B California State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding remained fairly constant from FY 2002-03 to FY 2003-04

(approximately $1.3 billion), translating to approximately $37 in per capita
funding.

¢ The State of California has experienced significant revenue reductions pursuant to
the nationwide recession. Most notably, funding for transit projects programmed
in the Traffic Congestion Relief Program and in the State Transportation

Improvement Program was transferred to other critical and essential State
functions.

¢ State funding supports the full spectrum of transit needs — capital, operations and
planning.

e The primary source of state transit funding continues to be revenues from the %
cent of the 7-%4 percent retail sales tax flowing through the “Local Transportation
Fund” established by the Transportation Development Act (TDA). Revenues are
collected by the State and returned to each county according to the amount that

was collected in that county (as a result, they are often characterized as “local”
rather than state funds).

¢ State funding from gasoline and diesel sales taxes also flow to transit through the
“State Transit Assistance Fund/Public Transportation Account.”

o The current state transit program structure represents a consolidation and
simplification of accounts and programs that support transit.

(California’s 2004 fiscal year is July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2004)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Colorado State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Transit projects are funded solely with federal and local dollars.

e A transportation funding bill was passed during the 2002 legislative session that
will provide state funding for future transit-related purposes. The bill sets aside
10 percent of certain general fund transportation funds for strategic, transit-related
purposes. These funds are derived by formula from excess state sales tax
revenues. It is the responsibility of CDOT to define what constitutes “transit-
related purposes” and the process for allocating funding. Because of the recent

economic downturn, it is anticipated that excess tax revenues will not be available
until at least 2007.

(Colorado’s fiscal year is July to June)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Connecticut State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding increased from $186.1 million in FY 2003 to $200.1

million in FY 2004. This translates to a rise in per capita state funding from $53.4 to
$57.13.

e The state funds virtually all transit in Connecticut. Minimal financial support for
transit is provided by local governments, mostly for localized paratransit services.

e State operating support for bus services is provided on a deficit basis, driven by
historic shares but subject to funding limitations in the state’s biennial budget. The
bus transit capital funding process involves pooling state and federally
apportioned funds. Annual capital funding commitments are then determined
through collaboration between the state and local transit districts.

o The state, through contractual arrangements, operates services in eight service
areas under the title of CT Transit. CT Transit services account for approximately
70 percent of transit services and 80 percent of transit ridership statewide.

e Connecticut DOT, through its Office of Transit and Ridesharing, administers a
growing number of programs on a statewide basis, including ridesharing and jobs
access.

e A recent bus transit governance, management, and finance study explored

directions for fundamentally altering current governance, management, and
financing practices for transit.

(Connecticut’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Delaware State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding decreased from $74.6 million in FY 2003 to $72.0 million
in FY 2004. This translates to a drop in per capita state funding from
approximately $91 to $86.7.

e All public transit services are provided by the Delaware Transit Corporation, a
division of the Delaware DOT.

e All services and programs are primarily funded through a single state trust fund,
whose sources are bridge tolls, a portion of the gas tax, and vehicle registration

fees. Additional revenue sources include passenger revenue and federal subsidy
and grants.

¢ State funding provides 76 percent of the operating costs of the Delaware Transit
Corporation.

(Delaware’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B District of Columbia Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total District funding for transit in FY 2004 was approximately $208 million or
about $376 per capita. The bulk of these funds are dedicated to operating and
capital subsidies for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
(WMATA).!

¢ The District of Columbia uniquely acts as both a state and local funding source.

(DC’s fiscal year is from October to September.)

! The District of Columbia per capita figure is artificially high. WMATA extends well beyond the
District boundaries into Maryland and Virginia and, therefore, serves a population much larger than
that of the District. Per capita figure is calculated only for District investment per District resident
population.
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B Florida State Transit Funding: Major Features
e Total state transit funding increased from $93.5 million in FY 2003 to $96.5 million
in FY 2004 for a per capita cost of $5.55.

e State funding supports the full spectrum of transit needs—capital, operations, and
planning.

¢ Urban transit capital program funds are now being reserved for use as match to
FTA New Start Projects in Florida.

¢ By state law, a minimum of 15% of state transportation trust fund dollars must be
spent for public transportation, which includes transit, rail, aviation, seaports and
intermodal facilities. Transit makes up 4% of state transportation expenditures.

¢ Florida requires the Department of Transportation to match FTA Section 5311(f)
Intercity Bus Funds on a dollar for dollar basis.

(Florida’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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. ____________________________________________________________________|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Georgia State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was about $4.8 million, or $0.55 per capita.

e The majority of the state transit funding budget comes from two sources: the
Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program ($4.8 million) and from a special

“enhancement” request made of the state legislature by Georgia DOT which was
not funded in 2004.

e The state provides capital and planning funds, but no transit operating support.

e State funding for the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) is
included within the urban capital program.

e All rural providers are local or county governments, some of whom contract with
other providers for service. Georgia DOT representatives assist rural areas in
service planning and capital budgeting.

¢ Through the Georgia Transit Association (GTA), transit agencies are currently

developing proposals for alternative transportation revenue sources for capital
and operating assistance.

(Georgia’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Hawaii State Transit Funding: Major Features

e The state of Hawaii has delegated responsibility for transit funding to the four
county agencies of Kauai, Oahu, Maui, and Hawaii.

o The state of Hawaii does sometimes provide additional funds for transit.

2-25



Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

000°7IES LD
:Ap10adg
“yoyew 94,0 & 9piaoid s1ejop [eo0] uay) BYPO hEliiTe)
‘51500 9[OIY2A JO 9,08 919]dui0d 03 pasn paresipag Suruueld
aIe spunj 91e)s ‘e[nuwioj Aq pajedo[je parelsida] yrog sanI[Iqesiq Yim
aIe spuny [e1opa] 9siL] -oseyoind PosBq-B[NULIO] Suneradp SUOSI3J PUB SIOIUdS SNUIAIY SNOSUB[[IISIA
a[oIyaA 10§ uoneoofe Areuonarosiq | X| Areuonamsiq | X rende)  000°CIES pUE PazZIiueqIn-uoN
(e[nui10) 3GLIISIP ‘PaIseq-gnulioj JJ) (xo0q y93yD) (x0q 3o9yD) #00T XD sSweI1301g ERY TN
UONBIO[[V PUE SIS() U0 SHIBWRY Surpung jJo adA 1, SIS IIqI3IH  Spuny JIsue.dj,

SOUSLIdJIBIRYD) PUE 2INJONIS Weidold :Suipuny Jsue.l], 3)e)S oyep]

2-26



_______________________________________________________________________________|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

u Idaho State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $312,000 or $0.22 per capita.

e State transit funds are taken entirely from Idaho Transportation Department’s
miscellaneous revenues. Gas tax funds are restricted to road spending by the state
constitution, and the legislature has not allowed general fund monies to be
appropriated for transit.

e Local matches are generally funded by property taxes or donations.

(Idaho’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Illinois State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 is $778.7 million or $61.25 per capita.

e Operating assistance is funded from general revenue funds and includes a fare
reimbursement program, debt service on capital bonds, and general operating
assistance. Systems can receive operating assistance for providing reduced fare to
the elderly and persons with disabilities. The amount available each year is
determined through the legislative process.

¢ General fund operating assistance for downstate transit operators (outside the
Metro East area) cannot exceed 55 percent of any recipient’s operating budget. The
Northeastern Illinois Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) area has a
minimum fare box recovery rate of 50 percent.

¢ Beginning in FY 2000, a number of local transit initiatives were funded through a
statewide bond program entitled “Illinois FIRST.” In FY 2004, Northeastern
Illinois received $44.6 million, the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) received
$46.4 million, and all other downstate agencies received $5.0 million.

(Ilinois’ fiscal year is from July to June.)
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_____________________________________________________________________|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Indiana State Transit Funding: Major Features

e State transit funding increased from $34.8 million in FY 2003 to $36.2 million in

FY 2004. This translates to an increase in per capita state funding from $5.80 to
$5.96.

¢ Operating and capital funds for transit are administered through the public mass
transportation fund. The state sales and use tax is applied to this fund.

¢ The Indiana Department of Transportation administers the section 5303, 5310,
5311, and 5313 grant programs. Indiana has received over $10.2 million in grant
awards from these programs in FY 2004.

¢ A Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) has been established in the
Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (NIRPC). Although the
enabling legislation has passed, the RTA remains unfunded at this time.

(Indiana’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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____________________________________________________________________________
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Jowa State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $8.6 million or about $2.91 per capita.

o State legislation allocates 1/20 of the first $0.04 of the use tax on the sale of motor
vehicles and accessory equipment to the support of public transit. While the
monies were originally placed in a separate dedicated fund, since 1993 they have
been run through the state’s general fund.

e Ineach year FY 2002 to FY 2004, the Iowa legislature responded to the state’s
budget shortfall by voting to divert a portion of the funds set aside for transit to
other general fund needs. For FY 2004, this reduced the funding available to
transit by approximately $2.3 million. The Governor also applied an emergency
across the board cut to all General Fund programs in FY 2004 which reduced
transit assistance by an additional $0.1 million.

e The 2002 Iowa legislature, while diverting funds from the transit program for
FY 2003, also amended the Code of Iowa to once again send the dedicated transit
funds directly to the DOT rather than placing them in the general fund starting in
FY 2005. Despite considerable concerns the 2003 and 2004 legislatives have left
that provision in place.

e Of the total amount available for transit support in any given year, $300,000 are
initially reserved for “special projects” to enhance the transit program, while the
rest of the funds are distributed on the basis of a performance-based formula to
the state’s 19 urban and 16 regional transit systems to be used at the discretion of
the local transit policy board for projects supporting public transit.

e Special projects are generally statewide in scope and include such items as a
statewide transit awareness campaign, a fellowship program for transit systems in
communities with populations greater than 50,000 (similar to what is made
available to rural systems using the FTA Rural Transit Assistance Program
[RTAP]), and projects for the introduction of advanced technologies. Of the set-
aside special projects, any part not needed for such purposes can be distributed to
the transit systems via the formula.

e Jowa’s distribution formula makes an initial split in funding between the state’s
urban transit systems and the multi-county regional transit systems. This is based
on total revenue miles provided by each peer group. Then within each peer group,
each system receives an allocation of state transit assistance, which is based
50 percent on the amount of locally determined income generated in the previous
year in comparison with peers, 25 percent on ridership in comparison with peers,
and 25 percent on revenue miles in comparison with peers.

e Formula funds are distributed to transit systems monthly upon receipt by DOT.

(Iowa’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Kansas State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $6.0 million or $2.19 per capita. The
state has programmed $6.0 million per fiscal year through FY 2009.

o The source of the funds is the state Highway Fund, which is divided between
rural (41 percent) and urban (59 percent) transit operators and is used for
operating and capital needs.

e The selection process for funding begins by needs requests, which are compiled by
various transit operators. These needs requests are then screened by 15
coordinated transit districts (CTDs), which view the requests in light of district
wide needs. The recommendations made by the CTDs are then forwarded to the
state DOT transit section, which notifies the final fund recipients.

(Kansas’ fiscal year is from June to July.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Kentucky State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $1.4 million or about $0.34 per capita.

o The state uses state general funds to match up to one-half of the local shares of
capital projects. While state funds are also eligible for operating costs, no state
funds have been appropriated for this purpose.

o Prioritization of funds occurs in the following order: elderly and disabled
program, rural program, small urban systems, and large urban areas.

¢ Generally, the state requests funding for about 150 elderly and disabled program
vehicles and is provided funding for approximately 40. Vehicle replacement
criteria such as mileage, age, clientele, ridership, and other vehicle factors are used
to prioritize funds. Funds are not available for service expansion, only system
preservation (i.e., replacement of aging vehicles).

(Kentucky’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Louisiana State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding for FY 2004 was $4,962,500 or $1.10 per capita.

* A total of $4,838,437 was allocated to 12 urban and small urban transit providers
in accordance with a formula established in the Louisiana Legislature.

e $124,063 was allocated to fund 5311 capital projects for rural transit providers.

(Louisiana’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Maine State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $505,000 or $0.38 per capita.

e The constitutional barrier to using state highway tax dollars for nonhighway
purposes limits funding for transit. However, the new Transit Bonus Program
(which is capped at 1 percent of the State Highway Tax), gives towns a bonus in
their local roads accounts if they increase their contributions to transit.

e Abond for capital match has been requested.

(Maine’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Maryland State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding increased from $763.5 million in FY 2003 to $789.5

million in FY 2004. This translates to a rise in per capita investment from $139 to
about $142.

¢ Funding to support all modal expenditures flows through the Transportation
Trust Fund. The state legislature allocates funding to each modal administration

based on budget requests.

e The Maryland Transit Administration is required by statute to recover 40 percent
of its transit operating expense through fares, with a goal of 50-percent recovery.

(Maryland’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Massachusetts State Transit Funding: Major Features

¢ Total state transit funding for FY 2004 was $1,291,363,175 or about $201 per capita.
¢ Transit funding comes from a variety of sources including the general fund,

highway fund, local assessments, sales tax revenue, MBTA Revenue Bonds, and
the State Infrastructure Fund.

(Massachusetts fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Michigan State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding rose from $207.97 million in FY 2003 to $209.65 million

in FY 2004. This translates to a per capita funding level of approximately $20.73 to
$21.10.

¢ The state provides some level of public transportation in all 83 counties.

e A total of 52 of 79 public transit agencies are locally supported by property tax
millages, with the remainder supported by local general funds.

e The 107 specialized service providers transported 1.47 million passengers
statewide in FY 2003. In FY 2004, it’s anticipated that the 104 specialized service
providers will transport 1.40 million passengers.

¢ The Rideshare Program supports 11 local Rideshare Offices that organize,
demonstrate, and promote ridesharing activities. In addition, the MichiVan
Program provides fleet management to 119 commuter vanpool groups.

¢ The marine program supports three ferry services in the Eastern Upper Peninsula,
which carried 551,614 vehicles and 884,930 passengers. Funding for capital
improvements was provided to the Beaver Island Transportation Authority,
which carried 5,967 vehicles, 40,088 passengers, and 17,289 tons of freight.

o The state supports five intercity routes, which carried an estimated 80,069
passengers in FY 2004.

e About 194 regular route and charter carriers are licensed in Michigan and 3,090
buses are registered to operate.

(Michigan’s fiscal year is from October to September.)
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B Minnesota State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding rose from $208.2 million in FY 2000 to $214.3 million in
FY 2004. This translates to a per capita cost of $42.

e MnDOT receives and distributes funding for public transit systems outside the
seven-county metropolitan area. The Metropolitan Council MPO receives and
distributes funding for the Minneapolis-St. Paul metro area.

¢ In the metropolitan 7-county region property tax replacement aid is also allocated
directly to 13 communities that have opted out of the regional transit system. On

the previous page, these pass-throughs are included in the Metro Area Transit
funds.

(Minnesota’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Mississippi State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding for FY2004 was $800,000 or $0.28 per capita.

(Mississippi's fiscal year is July to June.)
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B Missouri State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding was $6.6 million in FY 2004, or about $1.15 per capita.

¢ Only general revenue funds are used for transit, as the Missouri constitution
prohibits state gas tax money from being used for anything other than roads.

¢ Six public urban transit providers and 31 rural transit providers receive state
transit operating assistance funds; 197 nonprofit organizations receive Missouri
Elderly and Handicapped Transportation Assistance Program (MEHTAP) funds.

e For FY 2004, state operating assistance funded about 1 percent of the operations
budget of large urban systems, 5 percent for small urban systems, and 10 percent
of rural systems.

e For FY 2004, MEHTAP offset 12 percent of the total cost of trips provided.

(Missouri’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Montana State Transit Funding: Major Features
e Total state transit funding was $390,000 in FY 2004, or about $0.42 per capita.

¢ Although the TransADE funding amount is determined annually, the gas tax
contribution to transit is fixed.

(Montana's fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Nebraska State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding was $1.5 million for FY 2004 or $0.86 per capita.

e State operating support is provided on a deficit basis, limited to a cap determined
by a formula.

e Beginning in 2004, state funds are distributed to both rural and urban transit
systems based on a percentage of their prior year’s allocation. (State general funds
were reduced and the state legislature mandated that the reduction be allocated
proportionately among all transit systems receiving state aid.)

e The Nebraska Department of Roads, through the Rail and Public Transportation

Division, administers the Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP) on a statewide
basis.

(Nebraska’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Nevada State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $125,000 or approximately $0.05 per
capita. These funds do not include NDOT staff administration.

e Nevada also receives federal monies for the Rural Transit Assistance Program
(RTAP).

o Nevada was awarded a 5309 grant of $491,000 for Urbanized Area Capital

Purchases Program. When available, these funds will be distributed through the
state prioritization process.

(Nevada's fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B New Hampshire State Transit Funding: Major Features
e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $225,000 or approximately $0.17 per
capita.

e These funds consisted of general funds and capital budget (bond) funds.

(New Hampshire’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B New Jersey State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding increased from $812.9 million in 2003 to $837.5 million
in FY 2004, for a per capita funding of $96.27.

e Public transit services throughout New Jersey are provided by a single state
agency, the New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ Transit).

o NJ Transit elderly and disabled programs are funded from a separate casino
revenue fund.

o The New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund supports both transit and highway

programs. The portion of the trust fund shown here reflects expenditures for
transit purposes.

(New Jersey’s fiscal year is July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B New Mexico State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding for FY2004 is $2,402,000 resulting in a per capita figure
of $1.26

o The 2004 legislature provided $1.652 million for Park and Ride and a Commuter
Options Program statewide.

e The 2004 legislative session passed a regional transportation district (RTD) bill
with taxing authority. This bill provides for dedicated state transit funds in FY
2004 and FY 2005 from the State Road Fund to establish the transit districts.

(New Mexico’s fiscal year is July to June.)
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B New York State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Provides record level funding program of $1811.4 million in FY 2004; or
approximately $94 per capita.

e Operating assistance is administered through the Statewide Mass Transportation
Operating Assistance (STOA) program. The program is funded through the
general fund, the Mass Transportation Operating Assistance (MTOA) fund, and
the Dedicated Mass Transportation Trust fund.

e MTOA is the dedicated tax portion of the STOA.

e The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), Staten Island Ferry, New York
City DOT, the four upstate regional transportation authorities, and Westchester,
Nassau, and Suffolk Counties receive STOA funding through a specific line item
in the state budget. The remaining bus systems receive STOA through an
incentive-based passenger and vehicle mile formula.

e The state provides 50 percent of the nonfederal share of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 215t Century (TEA-21) federally funded transit capital projects for
systems other than the MTA (not to exceed 10 percent of the project cost). As part
of a multiyear transportation program for systems other than the MTA, the state
also provides $14 million annually in 100 percent state funds to address priority
capital needs that exceed available federal resources. MTA capital requirements
are addressed from the state contribution to the MTA multiyear capital program.

(New York’s fiscal year is from April to March.)
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B North Carolina State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $154.7 million, or $18.11 per capita.

e Executed amended agreements with two New Start projects to provide one-half of

the non-federal match, up to 25%, subject to appropriations by the General
Assembly.

¢ One of five states that received the United We Ride State Leadership Award from

the USDOT for demonstrated leadership and innovation in the area of human
service transportation coordination.

(North Carolina’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B North Dakota State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $1.55 million or $2.44 per capita.

e State funding covers about 16.3 percent of all federal and state transit funding in
North Dakota for 2004.

e State aid for public transit funds in North Dakota are not restricted and can be
used by transit project recipients for all transit costs, including operating costs,

capital costs, transit planning costs, and the costs of matching federal transit
funds.

(North Dakota’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Ohio State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funding decreased from $24.4 million in FY 2002 (excluding the

rail program) to $18.1 million in FY 2004 (excluding the rail program). Per capita
state investment for FY 2004 is $1.58

e State funding supports capital and planning in all areas; it supports operating
assistance only in areas with populations of less than 200,000.

e ODOT places a strong emphasis on oversight and technical support.

e There is no longer a state discretionary capital program using state funds. A
limited discretionary program is being continued using congestion mitigation air
quality (CMAQ) transfer funds.

e Formula allocation for 5311 recipients incorporates performance factors, including
ridership (50 percent), revenue miles of service (25 percent), and level of local
support (25 percent). Compliance with requirements and timeliness of
submissions are also evaluated. For 5307 recipients, it is 20% ridership, 20%
revenue miles, 10% fare box revenue, 20% cost per hour, 20% passengers per mile,
10% fare box recovery.

e A committee appointed by the governor and the Ohio General Assembly—the
Transportation Review Advisory Committee—uses motor fuel taxes (highway
purpose projects) and CMAQ funds (transit projects) for major new transportation
projects, including transit projects.

e The corporate franchise tax paid by the railroads was discontinued due to mergers
and abandonments yielding reduced revenue. The rail development projects

previously covered by the corporate franchise tax are now funded by the General
Fund.

(Ohio's fiscal year is July to June.)
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B Oklahoma State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $2.75 million or $.78 per capita. All state
transit funds were appropriated to the Public Transit Revolving Fund (PTRF).

e Funding sources included $850,000 from the state fuel tax that is dedicated to the
PTRF every year and $1.9 million in funds appropriated by the legislature.

e Five percent of funds appropriated to the PTRF are set aside for new starts.

e By state statute, Oklahoma County and Tulsa County transit services receive 20
percent each from the PTRF annually.

e The balance of money appropriated to the PTRF is distributed to all other public
transit providers using a pro rata share of the vehicle revenue miles.

(Oklahoma'’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Oregon State Transit Funding: Major Features

¢ Total state transit funding increased from $27.7 million in FY 2003 to $31.45
million in FY 2004. Per capita investment for FY 2004 is $8.75.

e Most state funding is allocated to “special” programs, including elderly and
disabled and new fixed-guideway projects.

e State general funds have been replaced by “other fund” revenues as the
predominant source of funding for state transit programs.

o Of the $1.28 for 20-pack and $1.68 for 25 pack cigarette tax, 89.65% is allocated to
the state general fund. Of that amount, 3.45% per pack is allocated to the Special
Transportation Fund for senior and disabled transportation.

¢ The in-lieu-of-payroll tax support applies to mass transit districts and

transportation districts. Amounts provided through this program may not exceed
the amount the district receives from its own taxes.

(Oregon’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Pennsylvania State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding decreased from $823.8 million in FY 2003 to
$785.2 million in FY 2004. Per capita investment in FY 2004 was $63.29.
¢ The funding sources include state general fund, dedicated funds (including both
Public Transportation Assistance Fund [PTAF] and Act 3 Revenue Enhancement

Initiative), Lottery Funds, and General Obligation Bond Proceeds.

o The state has a constitutional restriction prohibiting the use of highway funds for
public transportation.

o State-dedicated PTAF and Act 3 funds are exclusively for public transportation.

(Pennsylvania’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Rhode Island State Transit Funding: Major Features

¢ Total state transit funding fell from $37.4 million in FY 2003 to $36.8 million in
FY 2004 for a per capita figure of $34.09.

¢ The Rhode Island Public Transit Authority (RIPTA) serves as the paratransit bro-
ker in Rhode Island. RIPTA is the largest of the paratransit carriers and contracts
with two other carriers to provide elderly and disabled paratransit services. The
paratransit brokerage is known as Ride.

¢ Rhode Island voters passed a referendum in November 2002 to spend $1.7 million
for bus purchases.

(Rhode Island’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B South Carolina State Transit Funding: Major Features
e Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $5.8 million or about $1.40 per capita.

e State mass transit funds have remained about the same for the past several fiscal
years even though funding needs have steadily increased.

e The majority of the state transit funding budget—$5.8 million in FY 2004—is used
for matching FTA funds that are awarded in South Carolina.

¢ The South Carolina Department of Transportation, through its legislative liaison,
is currently lobbying the state legislature for an increase in the state’s gas tax

allocation for mass transit and to make this funding source permanent and
dedicated.

(South Carolina’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B South Dakota State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $996,000 or $ 1.29 per capita.

e State funding came from the Public and Specialized Transportation Fund
($423,000) and from other state funds ($573,000).

(South Dakota’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Tennessee State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding increased from $30.4 million in FY 2003 to $38.5 million
in FY 2004 for a per capita figure of $6.53.

e Fourteen (14) urban and eleven (11) rural systems provide public transportation
services in all of Tennessee’s ninety-five (95) counties. These public transit
agencies operated a total of 1,369 buses, trolleys and vans to serve the mobility
needs of Tennesseans.

e During 2004 the Tennessee Department of Transportation, (TDOT) funded and
participated in transit feasibility studies for four new urban transit systems which
will begin service by mid 2005.

e InFY 2004 Tennessee DOT completed a Twenty-Five Transit Plan. The primary
goal is to triple transit ridership by 2025. The transit plan is presently being
incorporated into the TDOT’s Long Range Multi-Modal Plan which will be
completed by summer 2005.

e Coordination efforts between the Tennessee Departments of Human Services and
Transportation allowed TDOT to assume the management of the transportation
portion of the Families First-Welfare to Work program. Beginning July 1, 2004 an
additional $8,500,000 in federal HHS funds has been added to the TDOT transit
budget. The total transit budget for FY 2005 is $38,532,100.

o TDOT was awarded a United We Ride grant from the Federal Transit
Administration to assist in improving statewide coordination efforts for the
provision of transportation to human service program participants.

(Tennessee’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Texas State Transit Funding: Major Features

e Total state transit funds increased from $54.4 million in the FY 2002-2003
biennium to $57.5 million in the FY 2004-2005 biennium.

e Of the state funds allocated for transit, 90 % is allocated by a base formula, and the

Texas Transportation Commission distributes 10 percent to projects on a discre-
tionary basis.

¢ Generally speaking, state funds are available to Section 5307 recipients that have
populations between 50,000 and 200,000. Certain 5307 recipients who have more
than 200,000 in population, but do not have a transit tax, may also be eligible for
state assistance. Although most state funding does not require any matching
funds, some 5307 systems, because of their locations in areas served by a transit
authority, must match state funds with local funds.

o Effective FY 2005 Texas changed the formula for allocating state funds. The new
formula considers demographic and performance factors.

(Texas’ fiscal year is September to August.)

2-99



Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

:Ajadg

LYo BYO
paredipa Suruueld
pare|siga] yog
Ppaseq-e[nuLo Sunerndp
Areuona1osiq [enden
:AJ10adg
B0 _YIo
paresipaq Suruueld
paye|siSa] ylod ‘00T Ad NI LISNVIL JOd
paseq-g[nuLo.f Sunerndo JHAIAOYd DNIANAA HLVLS ON
Kreuonarosi renden
:Apadg
Y0 190
pajedsipaq Suruuejd
PaeISISaT yog
Paseq-g[nuLIo,f Sunerndp
Areuonanosiq rende)
(2[NULI0} 3GLIISIP “PAsEq-E|NULIO) JT) (x0q 3o3yD) (xo0q §o9y)D) 007 XY swei3olg 221nog
UoEIO[[Y PUE SIS() U0 SHILWIY Surpuny jo adLJ, SIS QIS Spuny Jisued],

SoNSLId)IRIRY)) PUR AINJINIS WeI30dd :Surpuny JIsueL], 33e)S yei)

2-100



Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Utah State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Utah currently provides no state transit funding. All federal matches are made
with local dollars.

2-101



Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

PST'E0I'98 TVIOL

:Apads
‘9)myeyS Ul B[NULIO,] LYo | X Y10
'syuelS (DYV[) INWOY) 3SIAY pajesipad Suruueg
pue ss200y qof pue ‘[ejides ‘Suyerado pare[sido] yog suonerad)
yojew 0) pasn aIe pue suoyerado jisuen poseq-enuuoy | X |Sunewndo Jsuel], pun, uoneuodsuel],
[eo0] noddns spuny uoyenodsuel], X| Aseuonomsiq | X rended  $S7°€O1°9% [e20]
(e[nuii0 9qLIISIP ‘PIseq-E[nuLIo] J)) (xoq yo3y)) (xoq y29y)D) #00Z AY swie1go1g 2.1n0g
UoIBIO[[V PUE SIS[) U0 SHJIBWRY Surpuny jJo ad4 g, sas() QIS  spunj jisuel],

SoSLId)IEIEY)) PUE AINJININS WEI304d :SUrpuny JISULL], 3)e)S JUOULIIA

2-102



L _________________________________________________________________
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

B Vermont State Transit Funding: Major Features

e State funds in the transit budget in FY 2004 totaled $6.10 million, or $9.82 per
capita.

e Vermont provides 50% of the local match on capital acquisitions.

* By statute, Vermont has a funding formula for all operating grants.

(Vermont's fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Virginia State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding for FY 2004 was $140.1 million for a per capita figure of
$18.78.

¢ The Commonwealth Transportation Trust Fund provides most state funding for
transit in Virginia. Various general and motor vehicle taxes are used to support
the fund. About 14.7 percent of the fund was allocated to transit in FY 2004.

¢ Nine counties in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area are supported by the
regional motor fuels tax. Two transportation commissions administer the

programs supported by this tax.

e State highway funds may be used for transit on a project by project basis. In FY04
an additional $7.4 million in state highway funds supported transit projects.

(Virginia’s fiscal year is July to June.)
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B Washington State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding for FY 2003-2005 is $84.2 million. For FY 2004, $41.3
million was programmed for transit projects. This includes $12.2 million for
Passenger Rail.

e The population of the state is 6,131,445. The service area population of the 26
transit systems is 5,284,120.

e Most transit agencies are municipal corporations or operate under the authority of
county government. Three are operated under the authority of a city government.
Voter-approved taxes, fares, federal grants and other operating revenue fund local

transit agencies. In 2003, the total revenue for public transit operations was
$1,131.2 million.

e The most common form of local transit revenue is the sales tax. In 2003, $764.5
million in sales tax was raised by the local transit agencies. Sound Transit, the
regional transit authority, also raises revenue through the motor vehicle excise tax.
In 2003, this amounted to $61.2 million.

¢ State funding for public transportation and passenger rail services comes from the
state Multimodal Transportation Fund. Fees, sales tax on new and used cars and
other non-gas tax revenues are the main source of funding for this account. The
Washington State Constitution prohibits the use of gas tax on non-highway
programs.

e In May 2003, the Washington State Legislature passed a 10-year transportation
funding program that established new grants for public transportation, special
needs/Paratransit services, vanpool and commute trip reduction. The new revenue
is also available for both capital and operating projects within the passenger rail
program.

e The passenger rail program aligns with the north-south Interstate 5 highway. The
Washington State Department of Transportation has an operating agreement with
Amtrak and a use agreement with the Burlington-Northern/Santa Fe for the use of
the tracks.
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B West Virginia State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $2.3 million or $1.26 per capita.

e General revenue funds provide the state’s share of transit funding and are used
only to match FTA grants.

¢ No state funds for operating assistance are provided to urban areas.
¢ Only statewide Section 5309 grants receive state matching funds. Only current
5311 and 5307 recipients are eligible for this funding and must contribute local

matching funds.

¢ General revenue funds provide the match for the Section 5313 program, and no
state funds are provided to administer any FTA grant.

(West Virginia’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Wisconsin State Transit Funding: Major Features
o Total state transit funding increased from $108.9 million in FY 2003 to $109,077,870
in FY 2004, for a current per capita funding level of $19.80.
e State funding covers about 40 percent of operating costs statewide.
¢ State funding supports the transportation employment and mobility program,

which emphasizes transportation services connecting low-income individuals
with jobs and encourages innovative alternatives to driving alone.

(Wisconsin’s fiscal year is from July to June.)
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B Wyoming State Transit Funding: Major Features

o Total state transit funding in FY 2004 was $2.4 million or $4.87 per capita.

e Transportation Enterprise Fund awards were made in November 2004 - a total of
$996,127 was awarded to 20 state transit providers.

e Gas tax revenues are restricted to highway use only. Transit funds can only come
from other portions of the state highway fund.

e During FY 2004, Wyoming DOT did not flex any dollars of congestion mitigation
air quality (CMAQ) funds to the public transit program.

e During FY 2004, Wyoming received an appropriation of approximately
$1.997 million in FTA Section 5309 capital discretionary funding.

e Other funding sources for Wyoming public transit are local match funds and FTA

Sections 5311, 5311i, the Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP), 5313(b)(2),
5303, and 5307.

(Wyoming's fiscal year is from July to June.)
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3.0 Highlights of State Transit
Funding, 2004

B State Transit Programs Across the U.S.

In 2003, all 50 states and the District of Columbia (DC) responded to the Transit Survey.
This year, again, all 50 states and DC returned their surveys. Information from the 2004
survey is summarized followed by an overview of funding changes and historical
comparisons for the all programs for both the 2003 and 2004 surveys (for purposes of this
summary, DC will be included with the states).

Sources of State Funds (Table 3.1). The most utilized sources for transit funding were the
general fund (used by 19 states), gas taxes (used by 15 states), motor vehicle/rental car
sales taxes (used by 9 states), bond proceeds (used by 9 states), registration/license/title
fees (used by 8 states), and general sales tax (used by 7 states). Twenty-five states
reported that they used other sources for funding such as state highway funds, trust
funds, miscellaneous revenues, fees, taxes, lottery funds, tolls, or other types of
assessments. Nine of these 25 states relied solely (100% of transit dollars) on these
miscellaneous revenue sources.

Types of Investment (Table 3.2). Of the 51 transit programs, five reported no state
funding for transit. Of those programs providing state transit funding, 29 out of 46 (63
percent) reported specific funding amounts for capital expenditures; 28 out of 46 (61
percent) reported specific funding amounts for operating expenditures; 30 out of 46 (65
percent) reported funding amounts that could be used for either capital or operating
expenditures, and 20 out of 46 (43 percent) reported funding for planning, training,
studies, or other miscellaneous activities. About two and a half times as many dollars
were allocated for operating expenditures ($4.129 billion or 44 percent) compared to
capital expenditures ($1.595 billion or 17 percent). Funds allocated for either capital or
operating increased substantially in 2004—from $2.264 billion (25 percent) in 2003 to
$3.441 billion (37 percent) in 2004. Miscellaneous funding allocations totaled $1.53 million
(1.6 percent).




|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2003

Table 3.1 Major Sources for Overall Transit Funding?

Arizona ‘ 0.3% ‘ L - T ‘ 99.7%

Arkansas 100%

California X X X X
Connecticut X X X X X
Delaware X X X
District of Columbia] 79% 21%

Florida X X X

Georgia 100%

Idaho 100%
Illinois X X

Indiana 100%

Towa 100%

Kansas 100%
Kentucky 100%

Louisiana 100%
Maine 100%

Maryland 29% 31% 17% 18% 4%
Massachusetts X X X X
Michigan _ X X X X
Minnesota X X

Mississippi 100%

Missouri 100%

Montana 19% 81%

Nebraska X X
Nevada 100%

New Hampshire 56% 44%

New Jersey 23% X X 3%
New Mexico 100%
New York 6% X X
North Carolina X
North Dakota 100%

Ohio 100%

Oklahoma 69% | 31%

| Oregon X X X X
Pennsylvania X X X X X
Rhode Island 97% X X
South Carolina 100%

South Dakota 100%
Tennessee 100%

Texas 100%
Vermont 100%
Virginia X X X X X
Washington 100%
West Virginia 100%

Wisconsin X X X
Wyoming X X
Alabama These five states do not use state funds for public transit

Alaska

Colorado

Hawaii

Utah

Notes: 1A percentage figure is shown when the share or contribution of a particular source could be discerned. Where the
exact share cannot be computed, an “X” is placed to illustrate the state’s reliance on that source.

2 “Other” includes state highway funds, trust funds, miscellaneous revenues, fees, taxes, lottery funds, tolls, or other
types of assessments.
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~ FY 2004

Table 3.2

Types of Expenditures for State Transit Funding

Amt_

%

'Amty

o
%

Amt %o

Alabama* $0 No state funding in 2004
Alaska* $0 No state funding in 2004

Arizona $20,068,000 $6,500,000] 32.4% $13,500,000] 67.3%]$68,000 (.3%) for planning

Arkansas $2,800,000 $900,000] 32.1% $1,900,000] 67.9%.

California $1,317,933,858 $10,602,187 0.8% $2,850,000f 0.2% $1,304,481,671{ 99.0%

Colorado* $0 No state funding in 2004

Connecticut $200,167,000 $34,000,000{ 17.0% $166,926,548] 83.4%

Delaware $72,000,000 $20,100,000} 27.9% $51,900,000] 72.1%

DC $208,252,896 $41,279,060] 19.8% $166,775,000] 80.1% $47,288 (.1%) for planning

Florida $96,504,077 $11,765,764] 12.2% $4,467,891] 4.6% $80,270,422] 83.2%

Georgia $4,858,257 $4,680,138] 96.3% $178,119 (3.7%) for planning

Hawaii* $0 No state funding in 2004

Idaho $312,000 $312,000] 100.0%

Illinois $778,700,000] $356,000,000] 45.7% $422,700,000] 54.3%

Indiana $36,200,751 $36,200,751] 100.0%!

Iowa $8,600,000 $8,300,000f 96.5%]$300,000 (3.5%) for marketing, training, etc.
Kansas $6,000,000 $2,190,000] 36.5% $3,810,000] 63.5% ]

Kentucky $1,400,000 $1,400,000] 100.0%

Louisiana $4,962,500 $124,063] 2.5% $4,838,437] 97.5%|Funds can be used for other purposes as well.
Maine $505,000 $505,000{ 100.0%

Maryland $789,511,418 $9,019,000] 1.1% $780,492,018] 98.9%

Massachusetts | $1,291,363,175] $396,435,529] 30.7% $894,927,646] 69.3%

Michigan $209,652,400 $161,680,000] 77.1% $47,972,400] 22.9%

Minnesota $214,255,000 $1,000,000] 0.5% $210,455,000] 98.2% $2,800,000] 1.3%

Mississippi $800,000 $800,000] 100.0%

Missouri $6,600,000 $6,600,000} 100.0%

Montana $390,000 $75,000] 19.2%$315,000 (80.8%) for other purposes.
Nebraska $1,500,000 $1,400,000] 93.3% $100,000] 6.7%

Nevada $125,000 $125,000{ 100.0%

New Hampshire $225,000 $100,000] 44.4% $125,000] 55.6%

New Jersey $837,476,000] $312,618,000] 37.3% $193,827,000f 23.1% $331,031,000] 39.5%

New Mexico $2,402,000 $1,652,000] 68.8%]$750,000 (31.2%) for planning and other.
New York $1,811,372,000 $31,815,000f 1.8%] $1,243,557,000] 68.7% $536,000,000] 29.6%

North Carolina $154,680,000 $14,430,000] 9.3% $44,550,000{ 28.8% $93,000,000{ 60.1%]$2.7m (1.8%) for other purposes.

North Dakota $1,545,700 $1,545,700] 100.0%]Funds can be used for other purposes as well.
Ohio $18,100,000 $1,300,000] 7.2% $12,800,000] 70.7%|$4.0m (22.1%) for other programs
Oklahoma $2,750,000 $2,750,000] 100.0%|Funds can be used for other purposes as well.
Oregon $31,444,655 $9,970,093] 31.7% $21,474,562| 68.3%|Some funds can be used for other purposes.
Pennsylvania $785,151,000] $298,760,000] 38.1% $282,065,000] 35.9% $75,000,000]  9.6%]$129.3m (16.5%) for other purposes.

Rhode Island $36,839,916 $1,202,516] 3.3% $35,637,400] 96.7%

South Carolina $5,864,000 $3,500,000} 59.7% $1,560,000] 26.6%]$.80m (13.7%) administration/planning
South Dakota $996,000 $996,000] 100.0%

Tennessee $38,532,100 $5,036,000{ 13.1% $15,554,000] 40.4% $5,744,000] 14.9%|$12.2m (31.7%)-planning/training/etc.
Texas 527,741,068 $27,741,068] 100.0%]|Funds can be used for other purposes as well.

Utah* $0 No state funding in 2004

Vermont $6,103,254 $6,103,254 Funds can be used for other purposes as well.
Virginia $140,100,000 $27,300,000f 19.5% $101,200,000] 72.2% $10,000,000]  7.1%]|$1.6m (1.2%) for studies, etc.

Washington $29,150,000 $3,500,000] 12.0% $2,600,000] 8.9% $23,050,000] 79.1%|Some funds can be used for other purposes.
West Virginia $2,294,162 $1,000,000f 43.6% $1,294,162] 56.4%

Wisconsin $109,077,870 $921,900] 0.8% $98,661,320] 90.5% $8,146,300]  7.5%]$1.3m (1.2%) for other purposes.

Wyoming $2,466,127 $966,127] 39.2% $1,500,000] 60.8%

TOTALS]| $9,317,772,184] $1,595,033,377]| 17.1%] $4,128,882,967] 44.3% $3,440,828,583]| 36.9%|$153,027,257 (1.6%) for other purposes.

*Denotes states that do not provide state funds for transit.
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Allocation of State Transit Funding. Almost all states reported the eligible uses of funds
and how those funds were allocated. A number of states showed a mix of allocation
programs, e.g. discretionary allocation based on a formula. Out of a total of 184 funding
amounts described by the 51 programs, about 162 were divided among three
classifications: capital expenditures only, operating expenditures only, and those funds
that could be used for either capital or operating expenses.

Methods of allocation were provided for all but 19 funding amounts. Those funds to be
used for capital expenditures were mostly discretionary allocations (19) followed by
formula-based (8), dedicated funds (8) and through legislation (5). On the other hand,
operating funds were likely to be formula-based allocations (24), followed by
discretionary funding (16), legislation (6), and dedicated funds (6). Funds targeted for
either capital or operating expenses were distributed using formula-based allocations (21),
discretionary funding (15), through legislation (11), or through dedicated funds (5).
Overall, 37 percent of the funds were discretionary allocations, 35 percent were based on a
formula, 15 percent were legislated, and 12 percent were dedicated funds. Population,
ridership, and previous funding levels were among the most commonly reported formula
factors. Numbers of vehicles or vehicle miles traveled were also reported, as were
operating expenses. Locally generated income and local transit tax receipts were used in
some states as part of allocation formulas.

States with large cities often set aside dedicated amounts or shares for transit providers in
those urban areas. For states with a statewide public transit provider, such as Delaware
and Rhode Island, the formulas or discretionary allocations may be set by the state
legislature itself.

Changes in State Transit Funding (Table 3.3). Because all states provided information for
both the 2003 and 2004 studies, historical comparisons could be drawn relative to funding
amounts for these two time periods. Changes in funding levels between FY 2003 and FY
2004 are shown in Table 3.3 using two measures: (1) percent change in total funding and
(2) percent change in per capita funding. The former measure simply computes the
difference in raw funding amounts reported over the two years as a percentage. The latter
measure is more useful when making historical comparisons across states because it
relates population increase to changes in funding levels over time and thereby
“normalizes” the effect of varied population growth rates of individual states. Both
measures are roughly similar in raw figures (for instance, a 45-percent increase in reported
total funding and a related 43-percent increase in per capita funding), but they are not
identical. Percent changes in per capita funding may either lag or exceed percent changes
in total funding, thereby creating a different portrait of state funding activity.

Changes in overall state funding for participants in the most recent report have shown a
rather wide variance, ranging from a total funding increase of 69 percent for North
Carolina (corresponding to 66% percent in per capita funding) to no change in funding for
eight states, to a 78 percent decrease in total funding (and related 78 percent per capita
decrease) in Maine. In addition, Mississippi and New Mexico did not fund transit in 2003
but are providing transit funds in 2004.
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The breakdown of reported changes in total funding between the previously surveyed states
is as follows:

e A total of 25 states reported increased total funding for transit by a range of 0.2 percent
(Wisconsin) to 69 percent (North Carolina).

> Two states — Mississippi and New Mexico began funding transit in 2004.

> Four states—North Carolina, Wyoming, Arizona, and Tennessee—reported a
greater than 15-percent increase.

> The remaining nineteen states—Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
Texas, South Dakota, Connecticut, DC, Virginia, West Virginia, Indiana,
Maryland, Illinois, Florida, New Jersey, New York, California, Oregon,
Michigan, and Wisconsin—reported a 0.2 percent to 15 percent increase.

¢ Kentucky, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas, Montana, and Idaho
reported no change in funding levels in FY 2004.

e Seven states—Rhode Island, South Carolina, Delaware, North Dakota, Pennsylvania,
Nebraska, and Minnesota—reported decreases of less than 7 percent.

e Four states—Georgia, Iowa, Ohio, and Washington—reported decreases from 7 percent
to 27 percent.

e Two states—Nevada and Maine—reported decreases of 62 percent and 78 percent
respectively.

A summary of changes in reported per capita funding among these same states is noted below:

¢ Between FY 2003 and FY 2004, 24 states reported increases in per capita funding ranging
from a 0.5 percent increase (Michigan) to a 66 percent increase (North Carolina).

e Sixteen states—DC, Connecticut, South Dakota, New Hampshire, Texas, Virginia, West
Virginia, Indiana, Illinois, New York, Maryland, New Jersey, Florida, Oregon,

California, and Michigan—reported increases of less than 10 percent.

e Four states—Arizona, Tennessee, Vermont, and Massachusetts—reported increases in
the 11 percent to 41 percent range.

e Two states—Wyoming and North Carolina —reported increases of 63 percent and 66
percent respectively.

¢ Kentucky, Louisiana, Oklahoma reported no changes in per capita funding in FY 2004.
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Table 3.3 Changes in State Transit Funding Levels, 2003-2004

Alabama*

=t

50|

0|

Alaska* $0 $0 $0 $0

Arizona $20,068,000 $3.49]  $13,768,000 $2.47 45.8% 41.3%
Arkansas $2,800,000 $1.02 $2,800,000 $1.03 0.0% -1.0%
California $1,317,933,858 $36.72] $1,294,100,000 $36.47 1.8% 0.7%
Colorado* $0 $0 $0 $0

Connecticut $200,167,000 $57.13] $186,100,000 $53.43 7.6% 6.9%
Delaware $72,000,000 $86.71]  $74,600,000 $91.25 -3.5% -5.0%
District of Columbia $208,252,896 $376.23] $198,038,000 $351.52 5.2% 7.0%
Florida $96,504,077 $5.55]  $93,500,000 $5.49 3.2% 1.1%
Georgia_ $4,858,257 $0.55 $5,232,669 $0.60 -7.2% -8.3%
Hawaii* $0 $0 $0 $0

Idaho $312,000 $0.22 $312,000 $0.23 0.0% -4.3%
Ilinois $778,700,000 $61.25] $754,000,000 $59.59 3.3% 2.8%
Indiana $36,200,751 $5.80]  $34,800,000 $5.62 4.0% 3.2%
Towa $8,600,000 $2.91 $9,500,000 $3.23 -9.5% -9.9%
Kansas $6,000,000 $2.19 $6,000,000 $2.20 0.0% -0.5%
Kentucky $1,400,000 $0.34 $1,400,000 $0.34 0.0% 0.0%
Louisiana $4,962,500 $1.10 $4,962,500 $1.10 0.0% 0.0%
Maine $505,000 $0.38 $2,250,000 $1.72 -77.6%|  -77.9%
Maryland $789,511,418 $142.05] $763,500,000 $138.59 3.4% 2.5%
Massachusetts $1,291,363,175 $201.26| $1,165,492,492 $181.16 10.8% 11.1%
Michigan $209,652,400 $20.73] $207,800,000 $20.62 0.9% 0.5%
Minnesota $214,255,000 $42.00] $229,200,000 $45.30 -6.5% -7.3%
Mississippi $800,000 $0.28 $0 $0

Missouri $6,600,000 $1.15 $6,600,000 $1.16 0.0% -0.9%
Montana $390,000 $0.42 $390,000 $0.43 0.0% -2.3%
Nebraska $1,500,000 $0.86 $1,600,000 $0.92 -6.3% -6.5%
Nevada $125,000 $0.05 $325,000 $0.15 -61.5%|  -66.7%
New Hampshire $225,000 $0.17 $200,000 $0.16 12.5% 6.3%
New Jersey $837,476,000 $96.27] $812,900,000 $94.10 3.0% 2.3%
New Mexico $2,402,000 $1.26 $0 $0

New York $1,811,372,000 $94.21] $1,763,200,000 $91.88 2.7% 2.5%
North Carolina $154,680,000 $18.11]  $91,700,000 $10.91 68.7% 66.0%
North Dakota $1,545,700 $2.44 $1,620,000 $2.56 -4.6% -4.7%
Ohio $18,100,000 $1.58]  $20,700,000 $1.81 -12.6%|  -12.7%
Oklahoma $2,750,000 $0.78 $2,750,000 $0.78 0.0% 0.0%
| Oregon $31,444,655 $8.75]  $30,910,000 $8.68 1.7% 0.8%
Pennsylvania $785,151,000 $63.29| $823,800,000 $66.62 -4.7% -5.0%
Rhode Island $36,839,916 $34.09(  $37,442,000 $34.79 -1.6% -2.0%
South Carolina $5,864,000 $1.40 $6,000,000 $1.45 -2.3% -3.4%
South Dakota $996,000 $1.29 $923,000 $1.21 7.9% 6.6%
Tennessee $38,532,100 $6.53]  $30,400,000 $5.20 26.8% 25.6%
Texas $27,741,068 $1.23]  $25,700,000 $1.16 7.9% 6.0%
Utah* $0 $0 $0 $0

Vermont $6,103,254 $9.82 $5,300,000 $8.56 15.2% 14.7%
Virginia $140,100,000 $18.78] $131,500,000 $17.80 6.5% 5.5%
Washington $29,150,000 $4.70]  $39,900,000 $6.51 -26.9%|  -27.8%
West Virginia $2,294,162 $1.26 $2,200,000 $1.22 4.3% 3.3%
Wisconsin $109,077,870 $19.80[ $108,900,000 $19.90 0.2% -0.5%
Wyoming $2,466,127 $4.87 $1,500,000 $2.99 64.4% 62.9%

Note:  ** Texas provides funds on a biennial basis. Figures shown are average annual funds for the biennium.

Source: The population statistics to derive per capita figures are published by the U.S. Census Bureau, “State

Population Estimates: July 1, 2004, published in December, 2004.”
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¢ Fifteen states—Kansas, Wisconsin, Missouri, Arkansas, Rode Island, Montana, South
Carolina, Idaho, North Dakota, Delaware, Pennsylvania, Nebraska, Minnesota,
Georgia, and Iowa—reported a decrease of less than 10 percent.

¢ Two states—Ohio and Washington—reported decreases measuring 13 percent and 28
percent respectively.

e Two states—Nevada and Maine—reported decreases of 67 percent and 78 percent
respectively.

B State Transit Funding Summary

A snapshot of all states surveyed in the FY 2004 effort, shown in Table 3.4, reveals that
total transit funding by state varies widely across the nation, ranging from zero dollars in
funding to $1.811 billion. Five states—Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, Hawaii, and Utah—do
not fund transit at the state level. On the other hand, states such as New York, California,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Illinois, among others, have
made large state investments in transit ranging from $779 million to $1.811 billion.

Table 3.5 shows state funding ranked by per capita funding levels. In terms of per capita
funding, the District of Columbia reported committing the most resources,' followed by
Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, and Delaware. California and Rhode
Island reported committing almost equal amounts per capita, in spite of the large variance
in total funding. In sum, 16 states (including the District of Columbia) reported between
$18 per capita and $376 per capita commitments, whereas the remaining states reported
zero dollars per capita to slightly less than $10 per capita. Generally, the states with more
urban characteristics and more extensive public transit services reported higher total and
per capita figures.

! The District of Columbia per capita figure is artificially high. WMATA extends well beyond the
District boundaries into Maryland and Virginia and therefore serves a population much larger than

that of the District. Per capita figure is calculated only for District investment per District resident
population.
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Table 3.4 Level of Investment Reported by All States and DC, Ranked

by Total Funding
New York $1,811,372,000 $94.21 19,227,088
California $1,317,933,858 $36.72 35,893,799
Massachusetts $1,291,363,175 $201.26 6,416,505
New Jersey $837,476,000 $96.27 8,698,879
Maryland $789,511,418 $142.05 5,558,058
Pennsylvania $785,151,000 $63.29 12,406,292
linois $778,700,000 $61.25 12,713,634
Minnesota $214,255,000 $42.00 5,100,958
District of Columbia $208,252,896 $376.23 553,523
Michig@ $209,652,400 $20.73 10,112,620
Connecticut $200,167,000 $57.13 3,503,604
North Carolina $154,680,000 $18.11 8,541,221
[Virginia $140,100,000 $18.78 7,459,827
Wisconsin $109,077,870 $19.80 5,509,026
Florida $96,504,077 $5.55 17,397,161
Delaware $72,000,000 $86.71 830,364
Tennessee $38,532,100 $6.53 5,900,962
Rhode Island $36,839,916 $34.09 1,080,632
Indiana $36,200,751 $5.80 6,237,569
Oregon $31,444,655 $8.75 3,594,586
Washin&ton $29,150,000 $4.70 6,203,788
Texas $27,741,068 $1.23 22,490,022
Arizona $20,068,000 $3.49 5,743,834
Ohio $18,100,000 $1.58 11,459,011
Towa $8,600,000 $2.91 2,954,451
Missouri $6,600,000 $1.15 5,754,618
Kansas $6,000,000 $2.19 2,735,502
South Carolina $5,864,000 $1.40 4,198,068
Vermont $6,103,254 $9.82 621,394
Louisiana $4,962,500 $1.10 4,515,770
Georgia $4,858,257 $0.55 8,829,383
Arkansas $2,800,000 $1.02 2,752,629
Oklahoma $2,750,000 $0.78 3,523,553
New Mexico $2,402,000 $1.26 1,903,289
West Virginia $2,294,162 $1.26 1,815,354
Wyoming $2,466,127 $4.87 506,529
North Dakota $1,545,700 $2.44 634,366
Nebraska $1,500,000 $0.86 1,747,214
Kentucky $1,400,000 $0.34 4,145,922
South Dakota $996,000 $1.29 770,883
Mississippi $800,000 $0.28 2,902,966
Maine $505,000 $0.38 1,317,253
Montana $390,000 $0.42 926,865
Idaho $312,000 $0.22 1,393,262
New Hampshire $225,000 $0.17 1,299,500
Nevada $125,000 $0.05 2,334,771
Alabama* $0 $0.00 4,530,182
Alaska* $0 $0.00 655,435
Colorado* $0 $0.00 4,601,403
Hawaii* $0 $0.00 1,262,840
Utah* $0 $0.00 2,389,039

Note:  * The DC figure is artificially high. WMATA extends into Maryland and Virginia and therefore serves a
population much larger than that of DC. Calculation is based on DC investment per DC residents.
** Texas provides funds on a biennial basis. Figures shown are average annual funds for the biennium.

Source: The population statistics to derive per capita figures are published by the U.S. Census Bureau, “State
Population Estimates: July 1, 2004, published in December 2004.”
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Table 3.5 Level of Investment Reported by All States and DC, Ranked

by Per Capita Funding
District of Columbia $208,252,896 $376.23 553,523
Massachusetts $1,291,363,175 $201.26 6,416,505
Maryland $789,511,418 $142.05 5,558,058
New Jersey $837,476,000 $96.27 8,698,879
New York $1,811,372,000 $94.21 19,227,088
Delaware $72,000,000 $86.71 830,364
Pennsylvania $785,151,000 $63.29 12,406,292
Illinois $778,700,000 $61.25 12,713,634
Connecticut $200,167,000 $57.13 3,503,604/
Minnesota $214,255,000 $42.00 5,100,958
California $1,317,933,858 $36.72 35,893,799
Rhode Island $36,839,916 $34.09 1,080,632
Michigan $209,652,400 $20.73 10,112,620
Wisconsin $109,077,870 $19.80 5,509,026
Virginia $140,100,000 $18.78 7,459,827
North Carolina $154,680,000 $18.11 8,541,221
Vermont $6,103,254 $9.82 621,394
[Oregon $31,444,655 $8.75 3,594,586
Tennessee $38,532,100 $6.53 5,900,962
Indiana $36,200,751 $5.80 6,237,569
Florida $96,504,077 $5.55 17,397,161
Washington $29,150,000 $4.70 6,203,788
Wyoming $2,466,127 $4.87 506,529
Arizona $20,068,000 $3.49 5,743,834
Iowa $8,600,000 $2.91 2,954,451
North Dakota $1,545,700 $2.44 634,366,
Kansas $6,000,000 $2.19 2,735,502
Ohio $18,100,000 $1.58 11,459,011
South Carolina $5,864,000, $1.40 4,198,068
South Dakota $996,000 $1.29 770,883
West Virginia $2,294,162 $1.26 1,815,354
New Mexico $2,402,000 $1.26 1,903,289
Texas $27,741,068 $1.23 22,490,022
Missouri $6,600,000 $1.15 5,754,618
Louisiana $4,962,500 $1.10 4,515,770
Arkansas $2,800,000 $1.02 2,752,629
Nebraska $1,500,000, $0.86 1,747,214
Oklahoma $2,750,000 $0.78 3,523,553
Georgia $4,858,257 $0.55 8,829,383
Montana $390,000 $0.42 926,865
Maine $505,000 $0.38 1,317,253
Kentucky $1,400,000 $0.34, 4,145,922
Mississippi $800,000 $0.28 2,902,966
Idaho $312,000 $0.22 1,393,262
New Hampshire $225,000 $0.17 1,299,500
Nevada $125,000 $0.05 2,334,771
Alabama* $0 $0.00 4,530,182
Alaska* $0 $0.00 655,435
Colorado* $0 $0.00 4,601,403
Hawaii* $0 $0.00 1,262,840
Utah* $0 $0.00 2,389,039

Note:  * The District of Columbia per capita figure is artificially high. WMATA extends well beyond the District
boundaries into Maryland and Virginia, and therefore serves a population much larger than that of the
District. Per capita figure is calculated only for District investment per District resident population.
** Texas provides funds on a biennial basis. Figures shown are average annual funds for the biennium.

Source: The population statistics to derive per capita figures are published by the U.S. Census Bureau, “State
Population Estimates: July 1, 2004, published in December, 2004.”
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4.0 Overview of State and Local
Ballot Initiatives

B Overview

In 2004, voters were asked to consider a bumper crop of transit-related referenda, 56 of
which are profiled here,! more than double the number offered at 2003 ballot boxes. And
once again, voters heeded the adage that if there's such a thing as a "good tax," then a
transportation tax just might be it, as 40 of 50 funding initiatives (80%) were approved by
voters. Many of the 2004 issues represented second or third attempts to gain voter
approval of dedicated funding sources, often after residents experienced the effects of
service reductions to their local transportation system.

Most successful cities fail more than once before finally achieving breakthroughs at the
ballot box, usually on the second or third attempt. One major reason is that many local

! Some of the profiles were derived from various articles in Passenger Transport, the weekly
publication of the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), available online at
http:/ /www.apta.com/passenger_transport/thisweek/. These articles include the following:
"Transit Wins in Close California Ballot Races,” November 29, 2004; "Transit Scores Additional
Wins in Tight Ballot Races," November 15, 2004; "Record Number of Transit Victories Across
Country,” November 8, 2004; "Everett, Wash., Voters Approve Sales Tax Increase,” September 20,
2004; "Balcones Heights, Texas, Votes to Retain VIA Service," September 20, 2004; "Transit
Initiatives on Nov. 2 Ballots Around Country,” August 16, 2004; "Respect for CATA Translates
into Election Day Victory," August 16, 2004; "Michigan Municipalities Support New Tax," August
8, 2004; "Spokane Overwhelmingly Passes Tax Increase Supporting Transit,” May 24, 2004;
"Southeastern Michigan Voters Pass Transit Tax Levy," May 10, 2004; "Anchorage Voters Defeat
Bond Proposal for Transit," April 12, 2004; "Bay Area Voters Approve Transit Plan; Two Other
Votes Fail in Ohio, Michigan," March 8, 2004; "Richland Hills Residents Vote to Remain in Fort
Worth 'T'," February 16, 2004. Other sources include the Center for Transportation Excellence
(CFTE), "2004 Transit Ballot Measures,” available online at http://www.cfte.org/success/;
"Reuteman: FasTracks puts Denver in Fast Lane to Future,” Rocky Mountain News, November 13,
2004; "Voters Give RFTA Budget a Lift,"” Aspen Times, November 4, 2004; "$200 Million for Metro,
Road Projects Resoundingly Approved,” Washington Post, November 3, 2004; "Levies for
Emergency Services, Transportation Appear to Pass,”" Daily Inter Lake, June 10, 2004; "If There's
Such a Thing as a "Good Tax" the Branson Transportation Tax Just Might Be It!," Branson Courier,
May 23, 2004; "Tuesday's Levy Defeat Could End Bus Service,” Cincinnati Enquirer, March 4, 2004;
"Regional Transit Measure Passes, Toll Will Rise to $3 on State-Owned Bridges in Bay Area,” San
Francisco Chronicle, March 3, 2004; "Reluctant YES to City Bus Tax," Saginaw News, February 29,
2004.
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elections are influenced more by the economy or a national election for President than by
the level of support for public transit, as noted by the Center for Transportation
Excellence (CFTE).2

Table 4.1 shows the ballot results by funding type. The top source for dedicated funding
was a virtual tie between property and sales taxes.

Table 4.1 2004 Ballot Results, by Type of Initiative

Approved by Voters
Initiative Type Total Number Percent
All Initiatives 56 45 80%
m Funding Initiatives Only 50 40 80%
o Dedicated Sales Tax, New or Increase 14 9 64%
o Dedicated Sales Tax, Renewal 8 8 100%
@ Dedicated Property Tax 23 19 83%
o Dedicated Bond Issue 4 3 75%
® Dedicated Bridge Toll 1 1 100%
m Miscellaneous Issues (Voter Advisories, 6 5 83%
Jurisdictional Matters, Non-Funding
Measures)

Two distinct pro-transit landslides deserve special mention — the countywide success in
the State of Michigan on August 3 and the nationwide support on Election Day,
November 2.

Pro-Transit Landslide in Michigan's Counties

On August 3, residents in 13 Michigan counties voted overwhelmingly to continue or
increase property taxes that would support their local transit systems. The 13 winning
millages passed by an average of more than 20 percentage points (basically a 3-to-2

2 The Center for Transportation Excellence, headquartered in Washington, D.C., is a non-partisan
center for policy research, created to serve the needs of communities and transportation
organizations nationwide by providing research materials, strategies, and other forms of support
on the benefits of public transportation. Additional information is available online at
http:/ /www.cfte.org .
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margin of victory), which constitutes a voting landslide. Only one Michigan county,
Manistee County, rejected a proposed transit millage.

Transit advocates were quick to note the diverse demographics of the communities that
supported transit. Tax support for public transportation came from:

e Rural, almost completely white, areas of the Upper Peninsula, such as the counties
of Gogebic, Marquette, and Ontonagon;

e Rapidly suburbanizing areas, such as Shiawassee County;

e Urbanized areas with significant African American populations, like Genesee
County, which includes Flint.

The closest of the "yes" votes occurred in Genesee County, where the proposal won by 8
percentage points. Service cuts threatened by the county's Mass Transportation Authority
(MTA) prompted an outcry from senior citizens and people with disabilities, who in turn
organized an advocacy group, Friends of Public Transportation, to promote existing and
expanded service. This countywide, citizen-led effort helped voters better understand the
transit choices being faced, and Michigan political analysts agree that Friends made the
difference in Genesee County's successful transit vote.3

Nationwide Transit Support on Election Day

On November 2, the Election Day on which a President is chosen, voters in 12 states faced
a record number of 31 initiatives to support public transportation, 24 of which were
approved (77% of November 2 total).

Stephanie Vance, program manager at CFTE, said, "It's a perfect storm that's been
brewing for transit agencies across the country. State budgets decreased, local budgets
are squeezed, and at the federal level there is a lot of uncertainty. A lot of communities
are being forced to turn to the voters."*

Yet, generally speaking, voters continue to value public transportation, and people are
willing to fund their share at the local level. Especially impressive was the showing in
California where 9 of 12 county measures were approved with the state-mandated %
majority required to pass a tax for transportation purposes.

3 Michigan Land Use Institute, "Michigan's Pro-Transit Landslide,” August 18, 2004, available
online at http://www.mlui.org/transportation/ .

4 "Transit Issues Burning Up Ballots,” USA Today, October 29, 2004.
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The following two sections present short profiles of the 56 ballot measures. The first
section gives measures that were approved by voters; the second provides measures that
were defeated by voters.

B Ballot Initiatives Approved by Voters

Voters approved 45 initiatives (80% of total) during 2004. In terms of ballot measures
affecting large cities, voters in Phoenix and Maricopa County continued an existing sales
tax to upgrade their transportation network, those in San Francisco and the surrounding
bay-area counties supported a variety of methods (bridge tolls, bonds, both property and
sales taxes) to fund a wide range of transportation improvements, those in San Diego
favored a sales-tax renewal to afford highway expansion, those in Denver passed a sales-
tax increase to fund light-rail lines, those in San Antonio endorsed a sales-tax increase for
advanced transportation services, and those in Seattle voted to continue an expensive
project for elevated rail.

Maricopa County including Phoenix, Arizona

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 57% to 43%

Nature of Proposal: Implement a comprehensive transportation plan for Phoenix and the
"Valley of the Sun" Region that would include 300+ miles of new/improved freeways,
250+ miles of new/improved arterial streets, 30+ improved intersections, 40 new
regional bus routes, 2000+ new buses, 20+ new miles to the already-approved light
rail system, 1000 new dial-a-rides, and 30+ park-and-ride lots.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing %-cent sales tax for a second consecutive 20-year
term, until 2025, to help fund a $15.8 billion comprehensive transportation plan for
Phoenix and the "Valley of the Sun" Region.

7 Bay Area Counties, California (7 Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano)

Date of Ballot: 3 -2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 56% to 44% (only one county, Solano, voted against proposal)

Nature of Proposal: Fund a sweeping collection of transportation improvements, starting
with three big-ticket items — constructing in downtown San Francisco a new
landmark Transbay Terminal as well as a Caltrain extension (projected cost of $150
million), seismic strengthening of BART's (Bay Area Rapid Transit) Transbay Tube
against a major earthquake (cost of $143 million), and modifying Dumbarton rail
bridge to add commuter rail service ($135 million). Other improvements of
significance — a fourth passage (bore) for the Caldecott Tunnel ($50 million), new
five-lane span for Benicia-Martinez bridge ($50 million), new ferry service for East Bay
and Peninsula ($36 million), BART extension to Warm Springs, linkage of diesel rail
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line from BART's Pittsburg/Bay Point station to Byron, extension of carpool lane on
Interstate 80, and added regional express bus service. The ultimate goal is to lure
those who currently drive to work or school (estimated at 81% of commuters by a 2003
study) to take public transportation, thus easing gridlock on the region's roads.

Means of Funding: Raise tolls by $1, from $2 to $3, on seven state-owned toll bridges to
generate an additional $125 million annually, marking the Bay Area's largest
transportation investment in the last 15 years. (Note: the Golden Gate Bridge is not
state owned; hence, its toll is not affected by this initiative.)

3 Bay Area Counties, California (3 Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa,
San Francisco)

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 70% to 30%

Nature of Proposal: Continue to upgrade BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit) with
modifications designed to improve earthquake safety. This same measure was
defeated by 2.2 percentage points in 2002.

Means of Funding: Obligate about $980 million in revenue bonds. No tax increase
needed.

2 East Bay Area Counties, California (2 Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra
Costa)

Date of Ballot: 11 — 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 72% to 28% (% majority required to pass property tax for
transportation purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Allow Alameda — Contra Costa (AC) Transit to restore operation and
maintenance of its service, including bus service to students and para-transit service
to seniors and disabled persons. This past year, AC Transit faced a budget shortfall of
$50 million, causing lay-offs of 150 bus drivers/mechanics, elimination or reduction of
nearly 20% of bus services, and fare increases.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax from $2 to $4 per month per parcel of taxable
land, for an annual total of $48 for 10 years, until 6 — 30 - 2015.

Contra Costa County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 70% to 29% (¥ majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Address key transportation needs, such as adding a fourth passage
(bore) for the Caldecott Tunnel, extending BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit) to North
Concord and Bay Point in East Contra Costa, widening Route 4 in the eastern county
and reconfiguring it in the western county, improving Interstate 680 transit corridor,
improving local streets ($360 million), and enhancing transit for seniors and disabled
persons ($120 million). The county's existing Growth Management Program would
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also be updated to encourage more transit-oriented, affordable communities that are
pedestrian and bicycle friendly.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing %-cent sales tax for a 25-year extension, until
2034, to provide $2.0 billion.

Marin County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 71% to 29% (%5 majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Complete the gap in the high-occupancy "carpool" vehicle lane on
Highway 101 through San Rafael, and maintain and improve the following: local
roads and "safe" routes around schools, sidewalks and bicycle paths, para-transit
services for seniors and disabled persons, and bus transit services, both intra-county
and to San Francisco.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by % cent for 20 years, until 2025, to provide $330
million.

Sacramento County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 75% to 25% (¥ majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Provide road maintenance (filling potholes, resurfacing streets,
strengthening overpasses), improve bus and light-rail transit, expand transit for
seniors and disabled persons, initiate neighborhood shuttles ($30 million), and
establish developer fees to mitigate the impact of new housing and commercial
development on the transportation infrastructure.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing '2-cent sales tax for a 30-year extension, until
2039, to provide $4.7 billion.

San Bernardino County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 79% to 21% (%5 majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Extend MetroLink to Redlands; extend Gold Line to Montclair; widen
Interstates 10, 15, and 215, and improve interchanges to these interstates; continue
local street repairs; continue transit service for seniors and disabled persons; and
improve bus and rapid transit.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing %-cent sales tax for a 30-year extension, until
2040, to provide $4.5 billion.
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San Diego County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 67.0% to 33.0% (% majority required to pass sales tax for
transportation purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Undertake major highway expansion projects along Interstates 5, 8,
15, and 805 as well as State Routes 52, 54, 56, 67, 76, 78, 94, 125, and 905; add new Bus
Rapid Transit services, including carpool-only lanes; and implement environmental
mitigation program.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing %-cent sales tax for a 20-year extension, until
2028, to provide $14 billion.

San Mateo County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 — 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 75% to 25% (% majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Target congested corridors for transit improvement, continue to
improve connections with regional transportation facilities, enhance safety
throughout the transportation system, and meet the mobility needs of disabled
people.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing '%-cent sales tax for a 25-year extension, until
2034, to provide $1.5 billion.

Sonoma County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 —2004

Margin of Approval: 67.2% to 32.8% (% majority required to pass sales tax for
transportation purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Widen Highway 101 and improve local streets to relieve traffic
congestion, continue work on North Bay passenger rail line, and fund bicycle and
pedestrian projects.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by  cent for 20 years, until 2025, to provide
$470 million.

Aspen, Colorado

Date of Ballot: 11 — 2 —2004

Margin of Approval: 57% to 43%

Nature of Proposal: Bail out the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA), which
faced a $1.0 million deficit in 2005 and subsequent 50% service cuts. Following
passage, funds will be available to replace part of its aging fleet of buses, to give
employees their first cost-of-living pay increase in two years, to lengthen a valley-long
trail, and to build a reserve fund. RFTA serves Glenwood Springs, Carbondale,
Basalt, and unincorporated Eagle County. In addition, the town of New Castle (52%
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to 48%) and the county of Pitkin (77% to 23%) both voted to continue their
participation in RFTA with increased funding support.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.2 cent from 0.4% to 0.6% for 10 years, to
provide about $1.0 million annually.

Denver, Colorado

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 57% to 43%

Nature of Proposal: Provide funds for expanded rail and bus transit throughout the Metro
Denver region, which comprise a plan, called FasTracks, developed by the Regional
Transportation District (RTD). The major elements of FasTracks are 119 added miles
of light rail and diesel-powered commuter trains on 6 highly congested corridors;
extensions to 3 existing light-rail lines, including the T-REX line, with more parking; a
new style of rapid bus service on the Boulder Turnpike; and a new network of
suburban bus connections with faster transfers.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.4 cent for 12 years, until 2017, to provide
$4.7 billion.

El Paso County, Colorado

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 —2004

Margin of Approval: 55% to 45%

Nature of Proposal: Create the Rural Transportation Authority (RTA) to serve Colorado
Springs, Manitou Springs, Green Mountain Falls, and unincorporated El Paso County.
Allot revenue as follows: 55% for road construction, 35% for maintenance, and 10% for
transit, with apportionment for road and maintenance money to cities and county
based on population.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 1 cent for 10 years, until 2015, to provide $7
million annually.

Miami Beach, Florida

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 55% to 45%

Nature of Proposal (Non-Binding): Should BayLink be built? BayLink is a light-rail,
trolley system that would move people around South Beach and connect to
Downtown Miami.

Means of Funding: Not considered by voters.
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Fayette County including Lexington, Kentucky

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 54% to 46%

Nature of Proposal: Restore gradually service cuts made on 7 — 1 — 2004 to LexTran, the
transit authority that provides service in Fayette County, including Lexington; re-
establish evening service until 11:50 pm; establish new services for seniors; add direct
service to Downtown Lexington and Fayette Mall; begin circulator services between
malls, businesses, and housing developments; and initiate a "Jobs Bus" to transport
workers when shift time and employment locations are not compatible with route
schedules.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.6 mill (6¢ per $100 of property value) in
Fayette County to generate about $10.9 million annually, thereby establishing
LexTran's first dedicated funding source.

Charlevoix County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 65% to 35%

Nature of Proposal: Continue to operate the County Transit System without service
reductions in 2005.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.25 mill (2.5¢ per $100 of property
value) in Charlevoix County to generate nearly $0.4 million annually for the next 4
years.

Clare County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 63% to 37%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.5 mill (5¢ per $100 of property
value).

Genesee County including Flint, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 —2004

Margin of Approval: 54% to 46%

Nature of Proposal: Avoid service cuts to Mass Transportation Authority (MTA) due to
losses in state and federal funding. About 75% of the new tax will support existing
services in Genesee County, including Flint, and the remaining 25% will finance new
services, including additional transport vehicles and expansion of evening hours on
fixed routes.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.4 mill (4¢ per $100 of property value) in
Genesee County to generate about $3.8 million annually for the next 5 years.




|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

Gogebic County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 77% to 23%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county to avoid service
cuts in 2005.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.33 mill (3.3¢ per $100 of property
value) in Gogebic County to generate about $120,000 annually for the next 4 years.

Ingham County including Lansing, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 60% to 40%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the state capital of Lansing
and surrounding area, including Michigan State University, served by Capital Area
Transportation Authority (CATA). Otherwise, service cuts would occur in 2005.
Following passage, improvements will include increased frequency of service on
existing routes and increased availability of "Redi-Ride," which is curb-to-curb service.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax, along with a slight increase, to 2.22
mills (22.2¢ per $100 of property value) in the Metro Lansing area to generate about
$12.1 million annually for the next 5 years.

Isabella County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 62% to 38%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.3 mill (3¢ per $100 of property value)
from 0.7 mill to 1.0 mill for 4 years.

Kalamazoo, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 67% to 32%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the metro area.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 1.0 mill (10¢ per $100 of property
value) in Metro Kalamazoo to generate over $1.5 million annually.

Lake County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 56% to 44%

Nature of Proposal: Provide funding for Yates Dial-A-Ride, which is a demand-response
system operated by Yates Township in Lake County. This countywide system
provides transportation to human service agencies in the area and the senior center,
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plus transportation for students and disabled residents. Over half of its funding (51%)
comes from the State.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.4 mill (4¢ per $100 of property value) in
Lake County to generate about $165,000 annually for the next 5 years.

Marquette County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004
Margin of Approval: 65% to 35%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county, and plan a new
bus station for Downtown Marquette. Otherwise, service cuts would occur in 2005.
Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.2 mill (2¢ per $100 of property value)

from 0.4 to 0.6 mill to generate about $0.8 million annually.

Mason County including Ludington and Scottville, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 71% to 29%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the Ludington area, served
by Ludington Mass Transit Authority (LMTA). Otherwise, service cuts would occur
in 2005.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.75 mill (7.5¢ per $100 of property
value) for Ludington residents and 1.30 mills (13¢ per $100 of property value) for
Scottville residents for the next 5 years.

Midland County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 70% to 30%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county to avoid service
cuts in 2005.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.15 mill (1.5¢ per $100 of property
value) in Midland County to generate about $0.5 million annually for the next 5 years.

Ontonagon County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 63% to 37%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the county.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.5 mill (5¢ per $100 of property value)
from 0.5 mill to 1.0 mill for 4 years.
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Port Huron, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 5 - 4 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 69% to 31%

Nature of Proposal: Support public transportation services, particularly bus service,
provided by Blue Water Area Transit in southeastern Michigan. In addition, voters in
Marysville approved a non-binding resolution of transit support, thereby providing
direction to their City Council, which will decide on whether to maintain transit
services.

Means of Funding: Extend the property tax of 0.63 mill (6.3¢ per $100 of property value)
in Port Huron and Fort Gratiot, and one of 0.75 mill in Port Huron Township, all for a
lengthened period of 4 years, replacing renewal issues of every 2 years.

Shiawassee County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 62% to 38%

Nature of Proposal: Support the Shiawassee Area Transportation Authority (SATA) to
provide public transportation in the county.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.225 mill (2.25¢ per $100 of property
value) in Shiawassee County to generate about $50,000 annually for the next 2 years,
thereby providing the county with its first-ever property tax for transportation
purposes.

Tuscola County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 61% to 39%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain existing public transportation in the townships of Almer
and Indianfields.

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 1.0 mill (10¢ per $100 of property
value) in the 2 townships to generate nearly $0.2 million annually for each for the next
4 years.

Branson, Missouri

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 81% to 19%

Nature of Proposal: Continue road and bridge construction and maintenance, along with
public transportation.

Means of Funding: Continue an existing %-cent sales tax for a 20-year extension, until
2025, to provide at least $4.0 million annually, much of which will be paid by visitors
to this tourist destination.
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Flathead County, Montana

Date of Ballot: 6 - 8 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 62% to 38%

Nature of Proposal: Restore 100 hours of Eagle Transit bus service previously eliminated
in Evergreen, Central Valley, Columbia Falls, and The Canyon; provide new service to
rural areas currently outside the system; and initiate a replacement schedule of Eagle
Transit's 9 buses and vans, 6 of which have been driven over 100,000 miles.

Means of Funding: Levy a property tax of 1.0 mill (10¢ per $100 of property value) to raise
over $100,000 annually, which would then be matched by federal transportation
money.

Charleston County, South Carolina

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 59% to 41%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain the solvency of the bus system for public transportation,
complete construction of an intermodal center, build park-and-ride lots, initiate
commuter express bus service, and purchase smaller buses for residential areas. Allot
revenue as follows: 65% for maintenance and improvement of county roads, 18% for
CARTA (Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority) funds, and 17% for the
preservation of parks and green space. The funds help replace the loss several years
ago of the system’s main funding source, the local power supplier. A similar ballot
initiative, which narrowly passed on 11 -5 - 2002, was invalidated in August, 2003, by
the South Carolina Supreme Court due to improper ballot wording.

Means of Funding: Add % cent to the sales tax to raise a total of $1.3 billion over 25 years.

Austin, Texas

Date of Ballot: 11 — 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 62% to 38%

Nature of Proposal: Authorize the Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority to
purchase, operate, and maintain a 32-mile Downtown/Northwest commuter rail
starter line, utilizing an existing railroad track that it owns. This rail line would run
between the Austin Convention Center and Leander, with 8 of 9 projected stops in the
municipal area. Daily urban commuter rail service is expected to begin in 2008, as
part of the All Systems Go Long-Range Transit Plan.

Means of Funding: Not a funding issue.
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Balcones Heights, Texas (a small, suburban city of 1 square mile located
northwest of San Antonio)

Date of Ballot: 9 — 11 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 82% to 18% (total of 275 votes cast)

Nature of Proposal: To stay or not to stay — within the service area of the VIA
Metropolitan Transit. The city straddles VIA's busiest bus corridor and sits next to the
busiest highway junction in the region.

Means of Funding: Not a funding issue. Balcones Heights already funds VIA with %-cent
sales tax that raises about $0.5 million annually.

Richland Hills, Texas (a suburban city located between Fort Worth and Dallas,
population of 8,200)

Date of Ballot: 2 - 7 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 67% to 33%

Nature of Proposal: Retain the existing level of transit services from the Fort Worth
Transportation Authority (the "T"), which included door-to-door transportation
service for residents with disabilities or mobility impairments (MITS), door-to-door
rider service upon request provided to passengers from or to the city (Rider Request),
daily school trips to reduce the number of student pedestrians along busy highways
(School Trippers), shuttle service at reduced rates to Dallas/Fort Worth Airport
(D/FW Airporter), and maintenance of passenger pick-up stations, traffic signals, and
street signs.

Means of Funding: Continue the current %-cent sales tax, which generated $500,000 for
the "T" in 2003.

San Antonio, Texas

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 —2004

Margin of Approval: 58% to 42%

Nature of Proposal: Create an Advanced Transportation District (ATD) within the city.
Allot revenue as follows: 50% for ATD services and equipment; 25% for
road/sidewalk construction and bicycle/pedestrian facilities, and 25% for highway
improvements by the State within the city.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.25% from 0.50% to 0.75%.

Arlington County, Virginia

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 - 2004

Margin of Approval: 82% to 18%

Nature of Proposal: Finance the cost of acquisition, construction, and rehabilitation of
metro facilities (commuter rail and bus) provided by Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority (WMATA).

Means of Funding: Obligate bonds to raise about $18.5 million.
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Fairfax County, Virginia

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 76% to 24%

Nature of Proposal: Maintain and expand metro facilities (commuter rail and bus)
provided by Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority ($110 million), improve
intersections and widen roads for metro access ($50 million), and enhance
bicycle/pedestrian facilities ($5 million).

Means of Funding: Obligate bonds to raise about $165 million.

Everett, Washington

Date of Ballot: 9 - 14 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 56% to 44%

Nature of Proposal: Preserve the current level of transportation services provided by
Everett Transit, following service cuts of 14% in 2003 and another 9% projected in
2004. Passage marks the first increase since the original 0.3% sales tax was approved
in 1978.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.3% to a total of 0.6%.

King County, Washington

Date of Ballot: 11- 2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 68% to 32%

Nature of Proposal: An advisory measure, with no legal requirement regardless of ballot
outcome — ask county voters if a locally funded transportation plan should be
developed and placed on the 2005 ballot. The transportation plan would be designed
to relieve traffic congestion and increase safety on Interstate 405 and State Routes 99,
167,509, and 522. As a companion advisory measure, nearly 27% of the voters singled
out "excise tax on vehicle value" as the preferred tax source to pay for this plan.

Means of Funding: Not a funding issue.

Spokane, Washington

Date of Ballot: 5 - 18 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 69% to 31%

Nature of Proposal: Preserve the current level of transportation services provided by the
Spokane Transit Authority (STA), including bus and para-transit services; anticipate
the needs for future bus and para-transit services; and continue public oversight of
STA. Without the increase, STA projected reductions of 40% in fixed bus routes and
17% in para-transit operations, starting in July, 2004. This same issue failed in 2002.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.3% to a total of 0.6%.
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Seattle, Washington

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 - 2004

Margin of Defeat: 63% to 37%

Nature of Proposal: Derail the Monorail — the 14-mile Seattle Monorail Project — by
prohibiting it and any future monorail (elevated or above-ground rail) system from
using or crossing public streets and sidewalks; in effect, this initiative would limit the
length of a monorail to 1 city block, thereby rendering a monorail system unfeasible.
Hence, voter defeat of this issue is really a transit victory that ensures the continuation
of the elevated-rail project, scheduled for completion in mid-2009 at a cost of $1.7
billion.

Means of Funding: Not a funding issue.

Parkersburg & Vienna, West Virginia

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 65% to 35% (60% majority required to pass property tax for
transportation purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Continue and expand service provided by the Mid-Ohio Valley
Transit Authority (MOVTA).

Means of Funding: Renew the existing property tax of 0.74 mill (7.4¢ per $100 of property
value) for Parkersburg residents and 0.75 mill for Vienna residents to generate at least
$1.3 million annually for the next 2 years.

B Ballot Initiatives Defeated by Voters

Voters defeated 11 initiatives (20% of total) during 2004. In the State of Florida, voters
squashed an expensive high-speed rail project. Anchorage (Alaska) voters turned down a
bond issue to upgrade the city-owned transit fleet, while Saginaw (Michigan) voters failed
a property-tax renewal in the wake of media-reported misappropriations by the transit
authority. Also, 3 counties in California rejected sales-tax increases for highway
improvements.

Anchorage, Alaska

Date of Ballot: 4 - 6 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 52% to 48%

Nature of Proposal: Improve public transportation by means of upgrading the city-
owned transit fleet via vehicle acquisition and replacement, purchasing support
vehicles, planning and designing new transit facilities, and paying associated
operational and maintenance costs.

Means of Funding: Obligate as much as $1.6 million in general revenue bonds, and obtain
Federal Transit Administration grants by generating the required local match of 20%.
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Santa Cruz County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 —2004

Margin of Defeat: 57% to 43% (% majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Widen Highway 1, construct a 30-mile rail along former Union-
Pacific railroad, install a passenger train station in Pajaro, initiate a trolley line
between Aptos and Capitola, add sidewalks and bicycle lanes, provide transportation
for seniors and disabled persons, and repair local streets.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by % cent for 30 years, until 2035, to provide $530
million.

Solano County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 —2004

Margin of Approval (less than required): 64% to 36% (% majority required to pass sales
tax for transportation purposes)

Nature of Proposal: Improve the corridors of Interstates 80, 680, and 780, and widen
Jameson Canyon Road from two to four lanes.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by % cent for 30 years, until 2035, to provide $1.4
billion.

Ventura County, California

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 60% to 40% (%5 majority required to pass sales tax for transportation
purposes).

Nature of Proposal: Maintain local streets and fix potholes; widen and improve safety on
Highways 23, 101, 118, and 126; expand bus services and MetroLink; upgrade railroad
crossings and bicycle paths; and lower transit fares for seniors and disabled persons.
Ventura County is the largest county in California without its own transportation tax,
and following this defeat, it will remain so.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by % cent for 30 years, until 2035, to provide $1.5
billion.

Garfield County, Colorado

Date of Ballot: 11 —2 - 2004

Margin of Defeat: 55% to 45%

Nature of Proposal: To join and subsidize — or not — the Roaring Fork Transportation
Authority (RFTA) regional bus service in the Aspen area.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.4 cent and vehicle registration fee by $10 to
provide about $0.5 million annually.

4-17



|
Characteristics of State Funding for Public Transportation — 2004

Florida (Statewide)

Date of Ballot: 11 -2 — 2004

Margin of Approval: 64% to 36%

Nature of Proposal: Repeal a provision to develop and operate a "high-speed rail" (HSR)
system of ground transportation in the state. Hence, voter approval of this issue is
really a defeat of future enhancements to the transportation system. HSR was
expected to cost $25 billion over 30 years.

Means of Funding: Not a funding issue.

Manistee County, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 8 - 3 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 55% to 45%

Nature of Proposal: A "last resort” for the Manistee County Transportation Authority
(MCTA) and its Dial-A-Ride service, which had already doubled its fares and
shortened its hours of operation due to reductions in state and federal funding.
Following this millage defeat, bus patrons can expect more of the same. Predictably,
ridership has already fallen by half.

Means of Funding: Increase the property tax by 0.33 mill (3.3¢ per $100 of property value)
in Manistee County to generate nearly $0.3 million annually for the next 6 years.

Saginaw, Michigan

Date of Ballot: 3 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 52% to 48% (proposal defeated by about 200 votes, of 4,000 cast)

Nature of Proposal: Support STARS (Saginaw Transit Authority Regional Services) bus
service in the region. Results were affected by negative press reports detailing STARS
board approval of employee expense reports for personal purchases and lavish
decorations for the former director's office. Following defeat, expected consequences
were increases in bus fares and a 50% reduction in the number of routes. The interim
director claimed that STARS has enough money to operate bus service for one more
year, but then only two choices will be available - shut down or seek financial help
from the State.

Means of Funding: Renew a levy of 3.0 mills (30¢ per $100 of property value) to generate
$1.9 million annually.

Hamilton, Ohio

Date of Ballot: 3 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 69% to 31%

Nature of Proposal: Continue 3-day-a-week bus service in Hamilton and park-and-ride
service in West Chester and Fairfield. The defeat marked the fourth levy failure in
four years. The transit director claimed that the Butler County Regional Transit
Authority will consider several options, such as State and federal collaborations, up to
and including stopping service and going out of business.
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Means of Funding: Pass a five-year property tax levy of % mill (5¢ per $100 of property
value) to generate $450,000 annually.

Bend, Oregon

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 59% to 41%

Nature of Proposal: Fund an independent transit district to provide for public
transportation needs.

Means of Funding: Pass a property tax levy of 0.29 mill (2.9¢ per $100 of property value).

Clark County including Vancouver, Washington

Date of Ballot: 11 - 2 — 2004

Margin of Defeat: 54% to 46%

Nature of Proposal: Preserve the current level of transportation services provided by C-
Tran, increase frequency and duration of bus service in the county, and continue
commuter routes to neighboring Portland, Oregon. Otherwise, service reductions on
the bus system will be deep.

Means of Funding: Increase the sales tax by 0.3% to a total of 0.6%.







sn°uraje)s JopuIexonq 6671 TET LI T6TS TET LIE [ovjong Aure] euRIpU]
A0S [I'10p@) moWEyeIqe I1STI €6L T1E 01S€ €6L TIE weyeIqy yony) stout|[
sn-projels py@Ioaeaml vThy vrE 80T 8788 ¥EE 80T ToABD A\ JOUE( oyep]
A03 TIeMEH@)IYoNSnsye) wy 79€T L8S 808 S¥81 L8S 808 mongnsje], usyf Tremeyq
STES 31815 TOp@)US T 9A31S 12Ty LS9 vO¥ 0126 159 YOV ysry uoydag ®I31090
ST'[J 9181 JOP@UIA0D PO 80S¥ ¥1t 0S8 00SY +1¥ 0S8 USA0D) PH epLIO[
A03'0p@)210MATO [ONUBUIID 0590 1.9 20T SESO1L9T0T |  SIomyahuQ [onuewrury oa
SN"9P’31EIS J0P IEW@)SLLINGS €16T 09L TO€ 0982 09L 20€ stung orueyds)g aremere(
sn"10°01e)s 0d@)10Y0po3 puotkel 950T ¥6S 098 08T ¥65 098 10Y2poD) Aoy INO1}O2UU0))
$11°00°21S JOP@)ST[-O1d LTL6 LSL €0€ 1LL6 LSL €0€ ST dud OpeIo[0)
A03-8210p@)o[Ae3 A[o10qUIy 99¢6 59 916 .08 ¥59 916 o[AeD A[IoqUury RIUIOJI[ED)
sn-1e-o%els pIye@meqqi3 il 9L¥T 69S 10S 1L¥T 69§ 10S Haq[ID) souwef SeSUENIV
Sn°ze"0)e}s J0p@)ZoARYds 9%0€ TIL 709 S9¥L TIL TO9 ZoAey)) ures BUOZLIY
Sn"Ye-ajels 10p@s[em a9n1q 869 S9¥ LO6 1669 S9¥ L06 S[oM 9onIg eyse[y
sn°e-21e)s10p@) (xXIu 1S9 €5€ E€ 1T19 £5€ €€ XIN 20f BUEqE[Y

TIVIN-A Xvd ANOHd AINVN ALVLS

s10da1 sty ur fereyewr a3 Sunipa pue Suupyies 105 spejuod Lrewntid sy} a1e s[ENpPIAIPUL Suimorroy ayy,

sjoejuo)) weido1J yisuel], ajels $00¢

v xipuaddy




v

sn-ou-arelsjop@ALpdu 16€1 €€L 616 | €YTX €ILY €EL 616 Auod wrery BUI[OIe)) YLON
sn-Au-oje)s jop@ulaisdar 8S€8 LSY 8IS 79¢€8 LSV 8IS ute)sdy preuoy 00X MON
STUUIU"978)S” PIYSWU@) ZOUTLIeW P[eUop 1€40 LT8 SOS yLST LT8 SOS ZounIey preuoq 01X\l MON
woosuen fu@uos|f 896L 16¥ £L6 091L 16¥ €L6 uooT uyof Kas1of moN

Sn'qu97e]s 10p@)uesIouso L9L9 1LT €09 89¥C 1LT €09 UeSIO SLIY) onysdurey moN
sn'Au-areIsjop@Aseyew! LOTL 888 SLL Y9yL 888 SLL A1o[[eN WIf epeAON
sn-ouraje)s 10p@Aeml 769¢€ 6L TOY Y69t 6L 2OV Aeip Auof BYSEIQIN]
snjurojels@siopuesd 1L9L vt 90F 0T19 vt 90 sIopues jed BUBJUOA]

A0S Our'jOpOWI@)SIUI][1q USASIS 60LY 9TS €LS €TSTISL €LS s3ur[[Ig 9A91S LINOSSTIA
ST°SUI"9)1]S JOPWID)LIED LLLL 6S€ 109 008L 65€ 109 1re)) sarey) 1ddississI
sn°uurajels 10p@uosty[a el TSTL L6T 159 9L£1 96T 159 uosy[q Apnf 210SOUUIA

A0S ueSyoru@Sseroqny| L66L ELE LIS 0788 £LE LIS so1oqn[T SND UeSTYOIA

sn eur-oreIS@ys[em uaydas ¥S+9 €25 L19 TSOL €L6 L19 US[Ep\ 94918 SHeSTYoeSSEN

W0 PUBATEWE} WD) UEUOOUT 1060 €£€ 01¥ TLLE LOL OT¥ ueuooN AoueN puejATe
A03"3UIBUID)ULAOUOD BIEGIE] 1ST€ 29 LOT 0STE ¥T9 LOT UBAOUO(] BIeqIeg ourEy
A03'BUBISNO[ PIOPD) MEYSUBIO[OIED v1Ey LT STT T0€Y ¥LT STT MEYSURIL) [O1e) BUEISINOT
A03" X 3[@)2uInoq-anyoIA 850T ¥9S T0S €EVL ¥9S C0S auInog ABPIA Axpmyuay]
10°j0psy@)1ox0LS01 €960 96T S8L Tr€0 96T S8L I0ydesey Utof sesue}]
sn°erajels1o0p@1joo[[ey 11od €86L €£T SIS S9LT 6£T SIS ¥P0[[eH 1919d eMO]

sjoejuo)) werdoi yisuer] ajels $00¢

Vv xipuaddy




134

ST'AM"9)e)SJ0p@)Sse[INOp YL 6SLY LLL LOE v8EY LLL LOE sse[3no( yory Surmod m
S 21e)s10p@)9[00d SueIp 8590 99 809 6810 99T 809 a[o0d auel UISUOISI A\
SIAM21E]S JOP@)[[2UL000S yL10 8SS ¥0O€ 870 8SS ¥0€ [[out0)), O uesns BIUISIIA 1O
A0S "eM"JOPSMD)ISUIIIS 0789 SOL 09€ 616L SOL 09¢€ suIfis Ayie) uojuryse
Ao3-eruIdnAydip@)eer uorey 08LL 98L +08 1501 98L +08 ey uerel] eIUISIIA
ST°)A 2)BIS@)PIesse1q TuLy £€86¢€ 88 208 878T 878 708 presselg UL, JUOWIDA

A03 YeIN@)POOMIEY] 1$S¥ $96 108 80S¥ ¥96 108 poOmIEH U0 yein
ST°X)'21€1S"10p@A[MIq 0€8C 91+ TIS 9187 91+ TIS MaIqaITY Aqqog sexa,
sn-uy-oels@narpe T il 7841 £5T S19 I18LT T¥L S19 norpe urf 99sSoUUD ],
Sn’ps-aJeIs@W[OYpU|-90nIq 126€ €LL S09 YLSE €LL SO9 wjoypury 2onIg e103E( YINOS
810'j0pos@wiuosioLy SY10 LEL €08 1€80 LEL €08 UOSIOLL] sowef euIjoIE)) YINos
S'LI"01E)S JOP@)IOAMEYSI LOTT TTT 10¥ €20T TTT 10 IAMEYS HqOY pue[s] opoy
sn'ed oye)s@)Z)[oWSI S86T TLL LIL 61C1 LSL LIL zypuwig qog erueA[Asuuaqd
SN°10°971$J0PO@)IPAYISPUBA YBUID 6811 986 £0S 688¢€ 986 €05 opAH 12 UBA YBUIQ uo3a1Q
810'j0po@)ontepy €€5T 125 SO ¥8ST 1TS SOY omye] yiouusy BWOUEO
Sn"Yo"a1e)sJ0p@)Ies|ows ouel 7780 99+ #19 508 ¥¥9 ¥19 Jos[oWIS oUef oo
snpuraleIs@syonjq vOv1 8T€E 10L 61T 82€ 10L syon, oonig ej03e( YHON

Ss}oejuo) EGHWOHAH ysuel], 9ajelsS $00¢

Vv xipuaddy







	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

