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ATTACHMENT A

Transportation Investment & Funding Needs

Introduction and Overview

This section presents an overview of Washington’s transportation revenues and needs at the state and
local levels.

THIS SECTION IS ORGANIZED IN TWO PARTS:

1. Transportation revenues: Describes existing transportation revenues at the state and local
government levels. At the state level, it explores the history of significant transportation revenue
sources; identifies current state laws regarding revenue sources; and assesses future revenue risks.

2. Transportation investment needs: Presents estimates of transportation investment needs at the
state and local levels.

Transportation Revenues: Sources and Trends

The revenue analysis is based on work done for the Washington State Legislature’s Joint Transportation
Committee (JTC) in 2009, which used the Transportation Revenue Forecast Council’s November 2009
projections for its analysis. The JTC's 2010 report, Implementing Alternative Transportation Funding
Methods, identifies specific steps for the Legislature and state agencies to begin implementing viable mid-
term and long-term transportation funding approaches.

State Revenues

The Washington State Legislature develops a 16-year transportation financial plan. Total state transportation
funding for the 2009-2025 financial plan is estimated at $46.7 billion, according to the November 2009
revenue forecast. As shown in Exhibit A-1, for the 16-year period on average, motor vehicle fuel tax is the
largest source of transportation revenues, comprising 38% of total funding and more than half of total direct
revenue. Other sources of revenue include licenses, permits, and fees (21%); bond sales (14%); federal funds
(12%); ferry revenues (7%); tolls (3%); vehicle sales tax (3%) and miscellaneous revenues, which includes the
aviation fuel tax (2%). Because debt service on bonds is repaid from the fuel tax and most federal
transportation funds are generated from the federal fuel tax, it is noteworthy that approximately 64% of
current transportation funding is dependent on how much fuel cars and trucks consume.
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WTP 2030: ATTACHMENT A

Exhibit A-1
State Transportation Funding: 2009-2025 Sources and Amounts
Source 2009-25 Totals %2009-25 % 2009-25
(billions) Funding Direct Revenue*

Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax - 37.5¢ per gallon** $17.7 38% 52%
Licenses, Permits and Fees** $9.7 21% 28%
Bond Sales $6.4 14%
Federal Funds $5.7 12%
Ferry Revenues $3.4 7% 10%
Tolling (Tacoma Narrows Bridge/SR 167) $1.5 3% 4%
Vehicles Sales Taxes $1.2 3% 4%
Miscellaneous/Interest $1.1 2% 2%
Total Funds/Revenue $46.7 billion $46.7 billion $34.1 billion

*Excludes bond sales, federal funds, and interest which are not direct revenues.
** Excludes revenues distributed to local governments.
Source: Final Report to the Joint Transportation Committee, Implementing Alternative Transportation Funding Methods, 2010.

HISTORY OF THE STATE’S MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAX RATES. The motor vehicle fuel tax, the largest single
source of state transportation revenue, is the third oldest state tax, adopted in 1921. Exhibit A-2 presents
the history of motor vehicle fuel tax rate changes since the inception of the tax. The rate is reported in
nominal terms. While the rate has increased over time in nominal terms, the purchasing power has been
declining because increases have not kept pace with inflation.

Exhibit A-2
History of Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Rate Changes

Year Rate Year Rate

1921 S 0.01 1982 S 0.12
1924 S 0.02 1983 S 0.16
1929 S 0.03 1984 S 0.18
1931 S 0.04 1990 S 0.22
1933 S 0.05 1991 S 0.23
1949 S 0.065 2003 S 0.28
1961 S 0.075 2005 S 0.31
1967 S 0.09 2006 S 0.34
1977 S 0.11 2007 S 0.36
1979 S 0.12 2008 S 0.375
1981 S 0.135 2010 S 0.375

Source: Department of Revenue Tax Reference, 2010; BERK, 2010
Note: Rates are in nominal not real U.S. dollars.
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WTP 2030: ATTACHMENT A

As shown in Exhibit A-2 the fuel tax rate has changed 21 times in its history. A review of recent changes to
the tax is instructive. While the rate was increased four times in the 1980s (1981-1984), it remained flat until
it was increased in 1990 and 1991, for a total of five cents in that decade. The rate was flat from 1991 to
2003, when the Nickel revenue package was adopted.

REVENUE INCREASES IN THE LAST DECADE. The most recent statewide transportation revenue packages
were enacted by the Legislature in 2003 and 2005. In those years, the state raised the motor vehicle fuel tax
and other fees and charges to support two WSDOT capital programs: the 2003 Nickel Funding Package and
the 2005 Transportation Partnership Act Funding Package. Both Funding Packages invest in highway, rail,
ferry, transit, and freight projects across the state.

2003 NICKEL PROGRAM REVENUE PACKAGE. The 2003 Nickel Program was passed by the Legislature with
the following funding adjustments:

e 5 cents per gallon gas tax increase

e 15% increase in gross weight fees on heavy trucks
e 0.3% increase in the sales tax on motor vehicles

e 520 license plate retention fee

2005 TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM REVENUE INCREASE. The 2005 Transportation
Partnership Program (TPA) was enacted by the Legislature with the following adjustments:

e 9.5 cents gas tax increase phased in over four years (currently at 9.5 cents), of which 0.1 cents was for
distribution to local governments

e Vehicle weight fee on passenger cars

e Light truck weight fee

e Annual motor home fee of $75.00, plus fees and licenses

e Indenticards $20.00 ($5.00 increase)

e Driver Instructional Permit $20.00 ($5.00 increase)

e License reinstatement after suspension or revocation $75.00 ($55.00 increase)
e DUI hearings $200.00 ($100.00 increase)

The Nickel gas tax increase will sunset when the bonds issued against the revenue expire, currently
estimated to occur in 2053. The other components of the Nickel funding package and the TPA increases do
not expire.
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MOTOR VEHICLE EXCISE TAX. A noteworthy change in state transportation funding was the 1999 repeal of
the state motor vehicle excise tax (MVET). Based on the estimated value of a vehicle, this tax helped fund
local transit districts, the motor vehicle fund, the transportation fund, the ferry capital construction and
operations accounts, as well as a number of non-transportation local government accounts, such as the
county public health account. In November 1999, voters approved Initiative 695, which repealed the state
MVET. Although the State Supreme Court found the Initiative unconstitutional, the 2000 Legislature
repealed the state MVET, in an effort to reflect consistency with voter wishes.

STATE LAW AND RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSPORTATION REVENUES. State law restricts transportation
revenue in the following ways:

e legislative action is required to set rates. With the exception of tolls and ferry fares, transportation tax
and fee rates are set by state law and require legislative action. Tolls and ferry fares are set by the
Washington State Transportation Commission, subject to legislative direction.

e The use of funds is restricted by the 18th Amendment. The 18th Amendment, approved in 1944, requires
motor vehicle fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees collected for highway purposes to be placed in a
special fund to be used exclusively for highway purposes. The Legislature has also imposed additional
restrictions on the use of most transportation revenue.

These legal parameters limit the state’s ability to increase transportation revenues and direct transportation
funds to non-highway purposes.

HISTORICAL TRENDS: DECLINING FUEL CONSUMPTION AND REVENUES. The reliance on the fuel tax as a
primary revenue source makes state transportation funding vulnerable to decreases in fuel consumption. A
number of factors have and could decrease future demand for fuel, including unexpected fuel price
increases, greater fuel efficiency of vehicles, shifts to hybrid vehicles, and a decline in vehicle miles traveled.

From an environmental and energy policy perspective, a decrease in fuel consumption is desirable, putting
environmental and energy goals at odds with how the state currently pays for transportation improvements.

In recent years, motor fuel tax revenue projections have trended downward. Based on recent consumption
patterns, the 16-year total motor fuel tax revenue projection released in November 2009 by the
Transportation Revenue Forecast Council (TRFC) and included in the 2010 JTC Study was $1.6 billion less
than the 16-year projection that was used in the JTC's 2007 Long-Term Transportation Financing Study.

The fuel tax, licenses, permits, and fees are set as flat rates, meaning that 80% of the state’s direct
transportation revenues do not grow with inflation. Under these current flat rate taxes and fees, vehicle
owners will pay substantially less in 2025 than they did in 2009. If rates were to be adjusted for inflation,
total revenues would increase by approximately $10 billion over the 16-year time period.
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ASSESSING FUTURE TRANSPORTATION REVENUE RISKS. To obtain a picture of potential transportation
revenues given the changing dynamics of fuel consumption and vehicle purchases, the JTC's 2010 Final
Report included a risk assessment of several changes to the status quo. The JTC’s risk assessment scenario
estimates future state fuel tax revenues based on a number of assumptions, including integration of the
newly updated corporate average fuel economy (CAFE ) standards, increases in the purchase and use of
electric and hybrid vehicles, and no change to other variables that affect fuel consumption over time, such as
vehicle miles traveled per capita.

Under this risk scenario, total revenues from the fuel tax would equal $19.4 billion over the 16-year plan, a
reduction of $2.2 billion or 10% compared to the November 2009 TRFC estimate. Vehicle owners would pay
approximately 37% to 46% less in 2025 than in 2009 (adjusted for inflation), as a consequence of the state’s
flat tax rates and higher vehicle fuel efficiency.

Exhibit A-3 below presents these projections and highlights the potential significant revenue impacts
resulting from decreasing consumption.

Exhibit A-3
Historical and Projected Gallons per Capita
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Source: Final Report to the Joint Transportation Committee, Implementing Alternative
Transportation Funding Methods, 2010.
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Local Government Revenues

Cities, counties, and special purpose districts, such as transit districts, also share responsibility for the
funding of local transportation systems. These local government primary responsibilities and revenue
sources are described below.

CITIES AND TOWNS. Washington’s 281 cities and towns are responsible for 37,811 lane miles of streets and
approximately 676 bridges within incorporated municipalities of the state. The majority of cities’
transportation funding is generated from local revenue sources. Cities have the authority to levy certain
transportation taxes, but unlike counties do not have a dedicated road revenue source for roads.

In 2007, total city transportation revenues equaled $1.3 billion. Total transportation revenues generated by
the cities through taxes, fees, permits, licenses, financing proceeds, and other fees and miscellaneous
funding equaled 61% of total funding.! Other city sources, such as charges for goods and services and
financing proceeds, account for 39% of total transportation revenue.

Cities are highly reliant on general purpose funds for transportation investment. In 2007, Washington cities
spent 8% of their operating and special fund budgets on transportation, for a total of $339.2 million.?

COUNTIES. Washington’s 39 counties are responsible for managing 80,652 lane miles of roads,
approximately 3,264 bridges, and six ferry systems. The Washington State County Road Administration
Board (CRAB) sets standards and provides oversight and technical assistance to the 39 counties’ road
departments. In 2008, counties had anticipated road revenues equaling $1.3 billion® from federal and state
funding and county revenues. The county roads property tax is the largest revenue stream, totaling nearly
$400 million (31%) in 2008.

TRANSIT DISTRICTS. Washington’s 31 transit districts rely heavily on sales and local tax revenues. In 2007,
transit district revenues, excluding Sound Transit, equaled $1.3 billion. Sales and local taxes accounted for
64% of total revenues, and fares and vanpool revenue accounted for 11%.* The state contributes less than
one percent of transit districts’ capital and operating needs.

TRENDS AFFECTING TRANSIT DISTRICTS. An increasing reliance on local option taxes by transit districts and
cities and towns is a trend seen both nationally and in Washington State, and one that is likely to continue.
Nationally, the trend towards local option taxes, and sales tax in particular, is coupled with little increase in
the use of user fees.” Most of the local option taxes available to transit districts (including those for high
capacity transit, HOV systems, ferry services, regional transportation investment districts (RTID) and
transportation benefit districts (TBD) require voter approval to be enacted.

'WSDOT, 2007 FHWA reporting of federal form #536.

? Association of Washington Cities. City Transportation 101 Presentation to the Senate Transportation Committee, January 21, 2009.
® County Road Administration Board, 2008 Annual Report. p. 20

* WSDOT, Public Transportation Division. Summary of Public Transportation, 2007.

*Todd Goldman and Martin Wachs, “A Quiet Revolution in Transportation Finance: The Rise of the Local Option

Transportation Taxes,” Transportation Quarterly Vol. 57, No.1 Winter 2003, pp. 19-32..
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The recent increase in the use of public transportation after a decrease in commuter use between 1980 and
2000 is another Washington trend that mirrors national trends. In 2008, King County Metro Transit reported
a record-setting 7% increase in one year with an estimated 118 million passenger boardings.6 While
boardings dipped down to 112 million in 2009, ridership has trended upward since 2002. Spokane Transit
experienced a 9% increase in ridership between November 2007 and November 2008.” Between 2006 and
20009, ridership on Whatcom Transportation Authority buses increased by 52% to a total of 4.9 million rides.

Transportation Funding Equation: Investment Needs Exceed Revenues

Many jurisdictions have identified a core issue for their transportation infrastructure: to adequately preserve
and maintain the network of state and local transportation systems. To do so, significant additional
investment is required. As this section highlights, transportation expenditures continue to exceed current
funding, adding to existing backlogs. The following discussion of preservation needs is based on a set of
presentations to the Washington State Transportation Commission on March 16, 2010 by WSDOT, the
Washington State Association of Counties (WSAC), and the Association of Washington Cities (AWC).

State Funding Needs

HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES. WSDOT maintains approximately 20,000 lane miles. In 2008, 5.3% of the total
pavement (including concrete, chip seal, and asphalt) was rated in poor condition. WSDOT estimates that in
addition to the $2.1 billion in funding for state highways available over the 16-year time horizon, an
additional $1.5 to S2 billion is needed for pavement preservation.

WSDOT maintains 3,630 bridges and structures, of which 3% were deemed in poor condition in 2009.
According to the 16-year financial plan, $1.5 billion is available for bridge structures. WSDOT estimates,
however, that an additional $S0.5 billion is needed in the near term to address deficient structural conditions.

WSDOT must also make additional investments in highway facilities, such as addressing unstable slopes,
improving major drainage systems, and upgrading electrical system conditions, among others. The state’s
financial plan allocates S600 million for these highway facilities; WSDOT is currently evaluating the unfunded
needs in this area.

® King County Metro, < http://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/news/release/2009/February/02ridership.aspx >

” Spokane Transit, < http://www.spokanetransit.com/aboutsta/mediareleases.asp>

&Tim Johnson, “Hold the Bus,” Cascadia Weekly, February 3, 2010.
<http://www.cascadiaweekly.com/cw?/content/articles/proposed_sales_tax_would_support_whatcom_transit_services/>
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FERRIES. Washington State Ferry’s (WSF) Long-Range Plan identifies the ferry system’s capital needs. The
Legislature makes a distinction between essential and non-essential capital needs, and identified the
following needs as essential:

e Vessel and terminal preservation;
e Vessel replacement for vessels that are due to be retired;

e Improvements for vessels and terminals for emergency repairs and to comply with regulatory
requirements; and

e Some modest vessel and terminal improvements, where these improvements adhere to ridership
demand forecast, vehicle level of service standards, operational strategies, and terminal design
standards, and can be demonstrated to add significant value.

WSF estimates that $3.2 billion is needed for vessel preservation and acquisition between the 2009-11 and
2029-31 biennia, with eight replacement vessels needed prior to 2030. The need for terminals is estimated
at $1 billion during the same 22-year time frame.

WSDOT also owns and operates the Keller Ferry that is located on State Route 21. It crosses Lake Roosevelt
providing primary access between Lincoln County and the Colville Indian Reservation in Ferry County. The
Martha S. was put into service in 1948 and has been out of service many times due to structural issues and
difficulty finding replacement parts. In 2005, the state legislature allocated funding to design a replacement
ferry. The ferry’s estimated replacement cost was $15.5 million. In 2007, the legislature allocated $11 million
for a new ferry; however, it was reduced by S1 million in 2009. When the Martha S. is out of service the
nearest detour to the town of Keller adds approximately 60 miles to the trip.

Local Government Funding Needs

CITIES. Cities are responsible for streets and bridges within incorporated municipality borders. Of the
approximately 674 city-owned bridges, one in four is considered functionally obsolete, and one in ten is
structurally deficient or weight restricted. Estimated replacement costs are $1.9 billion.

City responsibilities for streets include illumination, cleaning, stormwater facilities, and traffic and parking
enforcement. In 2008, 104 cities (more than 80% of the network) reported that 31% of city pavement was of
failed to poor quality.

In 2008, cities invested $1.2 billion in transportation, with approximately $220 million invested in street
maintenance alone. However, these investments cover only one-third of ongoing needs and do not address
the maintenance backlog.

The AWC estimates that cities’ transportation-related capital program and maintenance needs for 2004-
2013 are approximately $18 billion.” Local revenues and gas tax distributions will cover about $11.3 billion,
leaving a total capital deficit of $6.7 billion.

° AWC Presentation to the Washington State Transportation Commission on March 16, 2010.
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COUNTIES. Counties provide various transportation services that support smaller cities and provide arterial
connections across municipal boundaries. Counties support preservation and maintenance for all modes of
the existing transportation network, including equitable distribution of all transportation resources to avoid
weakening any portion of the system.

WSAC and the Washington State Association of County Engineers (WSACE) have identified the following
county maintenance and preservation needs and funding gaps.10 The maintenance need for county roads is
calculated at S$650 million per year. In addition, based on a 4% annual replacement cycle, the need for
preservation of county roads is estimated at $1 billion per year. The removal of fish passage barriers on
county roads is an additional and significant environmental cost liability to the counties. Estimates of barrier
removal range from $9.2 to $64 million annually. WSAC and WSACE report that the total gap between
available funding and the need for county road preservation equals $728 million. This number will likely
increase as cost factors are reviewed and updated.

Of the 3,307 county bridges, 20% are considered structurally or functionally obsolete. Annual maintenance
needs are calculated at nearly $4 million, and an additional $189 million is estimated for annual preservation
of county bridges.

The counties of Pierce, Skagit, Wahkiakum, and Whatcom operate ferries. Annual operation and
maintenance cost estimates based on historical costs and values is approximately $7.9 million. Annual
replacement need is estimated at $3.2 million, with further evaluation needed.'

TRANSIT. A study of unmet transit operating and capital needs is currently being conducted by the JTC. The
study will estimate the scale of need across the state’s 31 transit districts. What is already known is that the
current economic downturn has significantly eroded local sales tax revenues which fund transit services. As a
result, many systems are being forced to reduce expenditures and transit services. Some systems are asking
voters to approve higher sales taxes for transit. This option to seek additional sales tax revenue, however, is
not available to all transit agencies. In particular, some central Puget Sound transit agencies are at, or very
near, the 0.9% statutory maximum sales tax rate available to public transit agencies.

' WSAC Presentation to the Washington State Transportation Commission on March 16, 2010.

" Kitsap Transit and King County also operate ferries; however they were not included in the estimates.
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AVIATION. Information is provided within the Aviation Planning Council Report to the legislature. Aviation
Revenues are shown below in Exhibit A-4.

Exhibit A-4
Aviation Revenues 2008

Aeronautics Account

Aviation Fuel Tax (11 cents per gallon) $2,995,070
Aircraft Registration/Excise/Dealer Fees $121,000
TOTAL - AERONAUTICS ACCOUNT $3,116,070
Annual Aircraft Registration Excise Tax - State $259,205
General Aviation Sales Tax from Aviation Fuel $9,928,650
Commercial Air Transport Sales Tax from Fuel $15,382,000
TOTAL-GENERAL FUND $25,569,855

TOTAL REVENUES FROM AVIATION SOURCES $28,685,925

Source: WSDOT, Aviation Division

CONNECTING
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ATTACHMENT B

Local Government Transportation Planning:
RPOs & MPOs

Introduction

This section provides an overview of local government transportation planning carried out by regional
transportation planning organizations (RTPO) and metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) as context for
the WTP 2030 planning process. Local governments (RTPOs, MPOs, cities, counties and port districts)
represent the front line in the integration and delivery of transportation services, modes and projects. Local
transportation agencies work in partnership with WSDOT and the federal government to develop and
maintain the transportation system (roads, transit, rails, marine and aviation).

WTP 2030 and the Washington State Transportation Commission recognize the importance of local
government partnerships in the delivery of transportation services. Furthermore, the Commission recognizes
the diversity of interests that comprise Washington’s communities, economy, and the transportation
network. For this reason, the WTP 2030 process included outreach efforts with local governments and
included their responses in this plan.

In February 2010, Commission Chair Carol Moser wrote to all RTPOs and MPOs seeking basic information
regarding their plans and needs focusing on recent accomplishments, major projects underway, and
significant transportation funding needs. In addition, Commission staff and the consultant team invited input
from stake-holders including cities, counties, ports, and other local government organizations. Through
these efforts, WTP 2030 reflects regional differences and diversity in local economy, geography, policy, and
strategic needs. In Washington State, one size does not fit all, and this is clearly demonstrated in the
responses from local governments.

THIS SECTION IS ORGANIZED IN THREE PARTS:
1. Description of regional and local transportation organizations
2. Summary of findings and issues of regional significance

3. Summary of RTPO transportation plans reviewed

WASHINGTON
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Regional and Local Transportation Organizations

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) are federally-mandated transportation planning organizations in
areas with urban populations of 50,000 or greater. MPOs coordinate transportation services, mode
integration, working partnerships between transportation agencies, and the movement of people and
goods. Washington has eleven MPOs through which federal transportation dollars are distributed in
accordance with their transportation plans. MPOs are responsible for preparing a Transportation
Improvement Project (TIP), which is a priority list of proposed federally-funded or federally-approved
projects. Projects in the TIP must be consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

RTPOs are regional bodies comprised of cities and counties to ensure local and regional coordination of
transportation funding and services. The state has fourteen RTPOs incorporating all counties except San
Juan. RTPOs are responsible for preparing regional transportation plans and ensuring that the local
government’s transportation element of their comprehensive plan complies with the Regional
Transportation Plan and with the Growth Management Act.

Exhibit B-1 shows the location of the state’s RTPOs and MPOs.

Exhibit B-1
Location of the State’s RTPOs and MPOs

Washington RTPOs

D RTPO Boundary
Counties Whatcom COG
(RTPO & MPO)
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Skagit MPO

3
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(RTRPO & MRO)

Palouse RTRPO

Southwest RTPO .
Y‘](kR'[F;;]()vgl I;{/Pg?c‘ Benton-Franklin- DR SO Th rk
Cowlitz:Wahkiakum Walla\WallalRTPO Valley MRO
COG MPO Benton-Franklin
COG MPO
SouthwestiWashington RTG u"A/
(RTPO & MPQ)

’_t ] 25 50

]

Miles

Source: WSDOT; OFM; BERK, 2010
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Information gathered from the RTPOs and MPOs was reviewed in the context of the statutory policy goals
(economic vitality, preservation, safety, mobility, environment and stewardship). It was also reviewed in
light of the state’s key industries (e.g. agriculture, aerospace, tourism, energy, shipping & trade, information
technology, bio-medical, defense etc.). The goal of the review was to identify emerging themes and
directions related to the WTP goals, changing federal and state realities regarding transportation funding,
and regional and statewide needs.

Summary of Findings and Issues of Regional Significance

General Findings Impacting RTPOs & MPOs 2011-2030

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION POLICIES AND PRIORITIES ARE CHANGING. The current federal surface
transportation authorization (SAFETEA-LU) has been extended until December 31, 2010. Congress is
currently scheduled to consider reauthorization in 2011. The preliminary research informing the
reauthorization effort and the stated direction of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) suggests a
significant shift from previous authorization bills. Moreover, the Federal Highway Trust Fund is not
sufficiently funded to meet current obligations. New congressional direction will likely focus on the
following: funding; promotion of safety in the movement of people and goods; economic competitiveness;
energy security; environmental quality and climate change; livable communities; and performance
measures. RTPO/MPOs will likely play an even greater role in delivery and integration of transportation
services under changing federal priorities.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH CLIMATE CHANGE may increase pressure to reduce vehicle
miles traveled, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and increase development of transportation systems that
are less dependent - or not dependent - on fossil fuels. Likewise, issues associated with a changing climate,
such as flooding and more intense storm events, will require adaptation strategies to maintain
transportation systems.

CHANGES IN ENERGY PRICE AND AVAILABILITY, particularly fossil fuels, can have rapid and volatile impacts
on transportation systems and the movement of people and goods. Switching transportation energy sources
to clean energy will also have impacts on buildings, urban settings and electrical power generation and
delivery systems. RTPO/MPOs will be asked to respond to these changes and to work more closely with
energy utilities and cities to accommodate cleaner energy for transportation.

URBAN NEEDS AND INFRASTRUCTURE WILL LIKELY CONTINUE TO CHANGE to accommodate different mixes
of transportation modes including pedestrian, bicycle, transit, rail, marine, along with the automobile. The
link between land use, increased density, and a mix of uses and transportation modes will become
increasingly important in defining, evaluating, and funding transportation systems. Inter-city mobility, multi-
modal operability, and alternatives to auto dependent uses will likely increase in the next twenty years.

TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS AND CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT WILL TAKE ON GREATER SIGNIFICANCE
and receive greater attention as urbanization and density increase. Urban corridors will need to carry more
people and goods more efficiently as well as accommodate different transportation modes and systems such
as rail, transit, bicycle, and automobiles.
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RURAL COMMUNITY NEEDS WILL LIKELY FOCUS ON MOVEMENT OF GOODS ON MORE ENERGY EFFICIENT
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND NETWORKS (fastest and lowest cost per ton mile); movement of people
between communities; and commuting to and from places of employment. Much of rural Washington State
is dependent upon agriculture, forest products and tourism as significant elements of local economies. These
industries are heavily dependent on fossil fuels for agriculture production (including fertilizers), market
delivery, and transporting tourists to scenic and recreation destinations. Freight mobility will be a central
focus for RTPOs serving rural areas for the life of this plan.

CONNECTIONS TO THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM, AS WELL AS TO OTHER MODES, including rail, marine and
aviation, are critical to rural communities as they are often the first mile of a journey from farm to market or
house to job.

Specific Findings Related to Review of the RTPO/MPO Information

e RTPO/MPOS ARE KEENLY AWARE OF THEIR ECONOMIC BASE and the need to serve this base in the
movement of people and goods. All of the responses to the Commission’s letter, as well as the plans
reviewed, reflected a clear understanding of the role the RTPO/MPQOs play in the regions they serve.

e IN NORTHWEST WASHINGTON, THE MARINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM SERVES AS THE LIFEBLOOD, connecting
communities dependent or related to Puget Sound waterways. This system also serves the tourism
industry which is a significant part of the economic fabric of these communities. San Juan County is entirely
dependent on the marine highway system. Island, Clallam, Jefferson, Kitsap, Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish,
King, Pierce, and Mason also realize benefits from this transportation mode. In addition to tourism, the
marine highway system serves the national defense cluster in Puget Sound.

e FREIGHT MOBILITY WAS IDENTIFIED AS AN ISSUE FOR ALMOST ALL RTPO/MPOS. While specific
concerns differ from region to region, some common themes emerged and were well documented in
the plans from QUADCO (Adams, Grant, Kittitas, and Lincoln Counties) and the Cowlitz-Wahkiakum
Council of Governments (CWCOG-Cowlitz, Wahkiakum, Lewis, Grays Harbor, and Pacific Counties). Both
regional planning organizations are rural and deal with rail and marine transportation (ocean and rivers)
in addition to highways. It is clear from these and other RTPO/MPO plans that there is a need to
coordinate planning and project development related to freight mobility, grade separations, rail corridor
protection, and inter-modal integration.

e TOURISM IS A SIGNIFICANT PART OF THE STATE’S ECONOMY, and it is of particular importance in some
rural communities where it is a relatively larger component of the local economy. Many of the rural
RTPOs in both eastern and western Washington identified projects that would enhance access to
popular tourism destinations including providing trail links.

e URBAN MOBILITY AND CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT WERE MENTIONED AS COMMON THEMES FROM
ALL OF THE RTPO/MPOS. The PSRC examples were prominent, including I-5, 1-405, SR-520 Bridge, SR-2,
SR-167, SR-509 and many more. Other responses also focused on corridors, including 1-82 improvements
identified in both Yakima and Benton-Franklin submittals where urban, rural, freight, and tourism
transportation needs converge. There already is a history of moving toward corridor development.
Clearly that focus will intensify in the next twenty years along with the role and importance of
RTPO/MPOs in project development.
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e MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED BY VIRTUALLY ALL PLAYERS IN THE
EMERGING FEDERAL REAUTHORIZATION EFFORTS. Multi-modal operability emerged as a theme in the
RTPO/MPO submittals. The Puget Sound Regional Council, Southwest Washington/Vancouver, Spokane,
Yakima, Whatcom, Wenatchee, and others are planning projects that integrate transit, pedestrian, and
bicycle modes, as well as autos. Many of the emerging projects include new trails and trail
improvements. Furthermore, all of the urban areas are planning for higher density, mixed-use
development.

e DEVELOPING STRONGER LINKS BETWEEN LAND USE PLANS, DEVELOPMENTS AND TRANSPORTATION is
an emerging theme present in almost all of the RTPO/MPO responses, and prominent in all of the MPOs.
Developing the details around these linkages will likely be a primary focus for the next twenty years. This is
inherently a local government responsibility with regional, statewide, and national implications.

e NATURE’S ROLE IN DEFINING OR ALTERING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS is recognized in several of the
RTPO/MPO plans. The CWCOG plan noted that flooding in Lewis County (1996, 2007 and 2009) resulted
in major disruptions to the I-5 corridor and transportation in Southwest Washington. In Cowlitz and
Wahkiakum counties, mud and rock slides routinely close SR-4. In Whatcom County, WSDOT is moving a
section of SR-542 away from the bank of the Nooksack River. In Franklin County, R-170 was closed due
to a landslide, as well as SR-410 in Yakima County and SR-18 in King County. More intense weather
events are predicted in the future. Therefore, floods, avalanches, and shifting earth are forces to be
reckoned with in designing, building, and maintaining the transportation system.

e TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS ARE EMERGING AS PARTICIPANTS IN TRANSPORTATION PLANS AND
CONNECTIONS AROUND THE STATE. Notably, Yakima and CWCOG have identified Tribal governments as
partners in their plans and Yakima identified an FTA-Public Transit project they are undertaking to serve
the Yakama Nation with transit between Toppenish and White Swan. Connections with Tribal governments
will likely increase as a component of local transportation networks. The next twenty years will likely
present new opportunities for partnerships between local governments, FHWA, WSDOT, and Tribes.

e RTPO/MPOS LOCATED ALONG THE BORDERS OF WASHINGTON AND BRITISH COLUMBIA, OREGON,
AND IDAHO ALL ENCOUNTER SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES related to transportation needs, projects, and
funding. Whatcom County and Clark County are involved in projects that require multi-jurisdiction
coordination with WSDOT, agencies in British Columbia and Oregon, and agencies of the federal
government. The North Sound Connecting Communities project, also known as the "Farmhouse Gang,"
is a loose coalition of elected, agency, and citizen representatives from Whatcom, Skagit, Island, San
Juan, and Snohomish counties. The goal of the Farmhouse Gang is to develop better ways to move
people through the region by using all available modes in an effective and smoothly functioning network
that does not rely solely on the automobile. Inter-governmental cooperative ventures will need to
continue through the life of this plan.

Summary of Regional and Metropolitan Transportation Plans

The following section summarizes the plans reviewed. The summaries include the year adopted and key
elements of each plan. The RTPO summaries identify the transportation goals developed for each region.
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Plan Adopted Summary

Puget Sound Regional May 2010 This Plan is a 30 year action plan for the central Puget Sound region, based on a financial strategy that shifts from
Council traditional fuel tax revenue sources towards more reliance on user fees. The Plan focuses on three key strategies:
(King, Kitsap, Pierce, e Congestion and Mobility: Incorporate land use planning, demand management, efficiency enhancements, and
Snohomish Counties) strategic capacity enhancements to improve mobility.

Regional Transportation e Environment: Improve air quality, improve handling of stormwater runoff to protect Puget Sound, and reduce
Plan and Metropolitan green house gas emissions.

Transportation Plan:

Transportation 2040 e Funding: Increasing reliance on user fees to fund transportation improvements. (HOT lanes, tolls, VMT charges)
Southwest Washington December Goals for the Plan include: integration with local land use policies; providing low cost solutions where possible;
RTPO 2009 providing access for goods and services; providing access to all citizens; minimizing energy and environmental
(Cowlitz, Grays Harbor, |mpa$ts; .meetmg the needs of SL.Jstalned‘er::onomlc g.rowth(; cohs;]st')cen;y v:;|th federal, state, and local policies; and
Lewis, Pacific, Wahkiakum assuring improvements are consistent with community and neighborhood structure.

Counties)

Regional Transportation

Plan, 2008-2028

North Central RTPO June 2009 Community priorities for the Plan based on public outreach include: funding for the preservation of local roads,

(Chelan, Douglas, Okanagan
Counties)

Regional Transportation
Plan

improvements for pedestrian and bicycle facilities; additional passing lanes and turnouts for state highways; and

tourist facilities along state highways.

16
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Plan Adopted Summary

Southwest Washington December Goals for the Plan are: to maintain the existing system; provide a safe and secure system; support economic

Regional Transportation 2007 development; provide a balanced and multi-modal system; provide acceptable level of mobility for personal and
Council freight users; be sensitive to the quality of natural resources; provide for a financially sustainable system; and provide
(Clark, Klickitat, Skamania a system that reflects community vision and values.

Counties)

Metropolitan

Transportation Plan

Spokane Regional December Goals for the Plan are to: provide safe and efficient movement of people; enhance the area’s quality of life; efficiently
Transportation Council 2007 use limited resources; ensure compatibility with citizen’s rights to peaceful and healthy enjoyment of life, home, and
Spokane Metropolitan Area property; and developed a balanced multi-modal system.

Metropolitan

Transportation Plan, 2007-

2030

Whatcom Council of June 2007 Goals and policies for the Plan address: public information/education, safety, access, environmental justice,
Governments connectivity, freight mobility, congestion, transportation demand management, alternative forms of transportation,
Whatcom Transportation land use, health, and public participation.

Plan: Regional

Transportation Plan and

Metropolitan

Transportation Plan

Yakima Valley Conference June 2007 The Plan identifies improvements needed and prioritizes projects by sub-region within the Yakima metropolitan area.

of Governments

Yakima Valley Metropolitan
and Regional
Transportation Plan, 2007-
2027

The Plan’s overall priorities and strategies for the transportation system include: preservation, safety, economic
development, congestion relief, transit, and transportation demand management.
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Plan Adopted Summary
Quad-County RTPO 2007 Goals for the Plan are to: encourage GMA counties to document urban development in areas with adequate services
(Adams, Grant, Kittitas, or where services can be provided efficiently; plan for multi-modal transportation where appropriate; promote
. . economic development; protect the environment; encourage citizen involvement; and provide access to
Lincoln Counties)
transportation for all citizens.
Regional Transportation
Plan
Benton Franklin Council of November Goals for the Plan are to: identify transportation deficiencies; integrate local land use policies; provide low cost
Governments MPO and 2006 solutions (transit, vanpools, bicycling) before adding capacity; provide access for goods and services; provide access
Benton-Franklin-Walla and mobility for all citizens; minimize environmental impacts; meet the needs of economic growth; be consistent with
Walla RTPO local, state, and federal policies; and assure improvements are consistent with community/neighborhood structure.
2006-2025 Regional
Transportation Plan
Northeast Washington May 2006 Goals for the Plan are to: optimize economic, fiscal, natural, and human resources; plan for a multi-modal system to
(Ferry, Pend Oreille, Stevens accommodate growth; identify regionally significant transportation projects that support local plans; recognize areas
Counties) of cultural, historic, and environmental significance; and coordinate with all levels of government and private
businesses.
Regional Transportation
Plan 2006-2025
Skagit/Island RTPO and August 2005 Sub-regional policies for the Plan are to: identify and implement projects that maximize efficiency and effectiveness;

Skagit MPO

Regional Transportation
Plan and Metropolitan
Transportation Plan

identify regionally significant facilities; encourage timely maintenance of the existing system; and facilitate
cooperation among stakeholders.
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Plan Adopted Summary
Wenatchee Valley August 2005 The Plan identifies regional priority projects, including approximately 120 localized projects, such as intersection
Transportation Council improvements, new sidewalks, and roadway reconstructions to address safety, facilities for biking and walking, and

. road conditions in the cities and counties. The remaining projects were identified in an effort to reduce congestion.
Metropolitan

Transportation Plan
(Confluence 2025)

Peninsula RTPO July 2005 Key transportation issues that informed the transportation plan include: preserving and maintaining the system,

(Clallam, Jefferson, Kitsap, improving links to and from the Peninsula, improving regional cooperation, prioritizing project for funding, improve

Mason Counties) the regional economy, adequately fund rural transit needs, and ensure freight mobility.

Regional Transportation

Plan
Thurston Regional Planning May 2004 The Plan outlines critical regional issues to be addressed in the next few years. The Plan assumes existing revenue;
Council RTPO prioritizes safety, preservation, efficiency, and operations; and recommends investment in multiple modes of

. . transportation.
Regional Transportation P

Plan

Palouse 2004 Goals for the Plan are to: provide a multi-modal system; encourage development in areas with adequate services;

(Asotin, Columbia, Garfield encourage economic development that is consistent with communities’ comprehensive plans; protect and enhance

Whitman Counties) environmental quality; and encourage public participation in the planning process.

Regional Transportation
Plan
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Summary of State Plans, Studies & Reports

Introduction

This section provides an overview of the state transportation plans reviewed as context for the WTP 2030
planning process. The Washington Transportation Plan, WSDOT’s modal plans, and regional and
metropolitan transportation plans have an interconnected relationship. The various plans, studies, and
reports inform and influence the development the WTP. In turn, future updates of the state’s modal plans
and regional and metropolitan transportation plans will be influenced by WTP 2030.

THIS SECTION IS ORGANIZED IN THREE PARTS:
1. Overview of the plans, studies and reports reviewed
2. Summary of cross-cutting findings and areas of commonality

3. Summary of the key elements of each plan, study and report reviewed

Overview of Plans, Studies and Reports Reviewed

Exhibit C-1 below lists the specific state plans, studies and reports reviewed.
Exhibit C-1
Washington State Plans, Studies, and Reports Reviewed
Modal Plans

Highway Systems Plan

Freight Rail Plam, 2010-2030

Aviation SystemPlan

washington State Ferries Long-Range Plan, 2009-2030
Amtrak CascadesMid-Range Plan

Amtrak CascadeslLong-Range Plan

Bicycle Facilities and Pe destrian Walkways Plan, 2008-2027

sumimary of Public Transportation

Transporation Plans
Target Zero: Strategic Highway Safety Plan, 2010
Marine Cargo Forecast
Long-Term Air Transportation Study
Summary of Community and Brokered Transportation, 2005

Tribal Transportation Database

CONNECTING

WASHINGTON

COMMUNITIES FOR A PROSPEROUS FUTURE
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Summary of Findings

State Plans, Studies and Report

The following areas of commonality were identified in the review of documents:

e As the state’s economy grows over the next 20 years and adds population and jobs, all transportation
modes will face capacity constraints

e Limited resources to address capacity constraints was frequently cited as a challenge

e Alarge percent of the improvements listed in the plans are unfunded, meaning that there is currently no
identified source of funding to complete the improvement

e Non-highway transportation improvements, such as improvements to freight rail or the ferry system,
lack dedicated funding, which makes it difficult to ensure system preservation and improvement

e A focus on prioritizing improvements that have the most benefit and on managing demand and
increasing system efficiency, rather than on funding capacity expansion
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Summary of State Modal Transportation Plans

Document

Adopted

Updated

Summary

WSDOT

2011-2030 Highway System
Plan

Washington Traffic Safety
Commission/WSDOT

Target Zero: Strategic
Highway Safety Plan, 2010

In Process

Draft Released
2010

Approximately
every 2 years

Last plan 2007

Identifies program and financing needs and recommends specific and financially realistic
improvements to the state highway system. Elements include preservation, maintenance, capacity and
operational improvement, scenic and recreational highways, and non-motorized uses of the state
highway system.

Process: Identify needs through a performance based analysis; develop strategies to increase
efficiencies using a Tiered Incremental Approach; conduct a detailed analysis that identifies the most
cost-effective solutions for funding consideration; and re-evaluate system using performance criteria.

Identifies Washington State’s traffic safety needs and helps guide investments to achieve significant
reductions in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. The Plan has recommended
strategies for four priority levels. Priority One areas factor into 40% or more of fatalities and include:
impairment, run-off-the-road collisions, and speeding

Findings:

e Reasons for the decline in traffic fatalities and fatality rates are varied. Decreased driving due to
the high price of gasoline in much of 2008, coupled with the economic recession that began in late
2008, reduced peoples’ exposure to the risk of traffic collisions.

e Impairment, speed, and/or run-off-the-road accounted for 71% of the 1,725 fatal crashes from
2006 to 2008.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Rail and Marine December Last plan 1998  Provides guidance on freight rail initiatives and investments and identifies 109 short- and long-term
Office 2009 capital improvement projects and other initiatives to meet the system’s projected demand.

Washington State Freight Rail
Plan, 2010-2030

Findings:
e Over the next 20 years, rail corridors in the state are expected to be at or above their practical
capacity.

e The state’s ports face increased competition from other West Coast ports and an expanding
Panama Canal.

e The state needs better information management capacity to analyze demand and utilization for
freight rail.

e Total cost of requested projects is $2.0 billion, of which 90% is unfunded.

Recommendations:
o Develop a system to measure and prioritize projects for the maximum public benefit.

e  Work with public and private partners to develop dedicated funding sources and close funding
gaps.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Aviation Division  July 2009 Last plan 2001 A comprehensive review of the Air Transportation System that includes recommended strategies and
Updated policies to address airport capacity and system needs to 2030. The Plan is based on a three part study
iodicall that was authorized by the legislature in 2005. The legislation authorized a study of general aviation and
Washington Aviation System periodically — . L . . . . o
every 5- 7 commercial service in Washington State with a primary focus on Commercial Service airports and four
Plan years Special Emphasis Regions: Puget Sound, Southwest Washington, Tri-Cities, and Spokane. The study

Technical Resources: Long-
Term Air Transportation Study
(LATS)

included a nine member Aviation Planning Council (APC) and an extensive stakeholder outreach program.

Findings:
e Several airports, mainly in the' Puget Sound region and including Sea-Tac, are expected to exceed
their airfield and/or passenger terminal capacity by 2030.

e Sea-Tac and Boeing Field are the two airports in the state at or above 60% of their cargo capacity.
e Existing land use laws do not protect airports from the encroachment of incompatible land uses.
e Funding to address critical aviation needs is inadequate.

Aviation Planning Council Recommendations:
e Prioritize protecting and maximizing the aviation system already in place.

e  Reaffirm and strengthen land use laws to protect airports from the encroachment of incompatible
land uses.

e Invest in advanced aviation technologies and instrument approaches to address safety, capacity
and access for all commercial, regional and community airports identified within the state Airport
Classification System

e Ensure measures are in place to preserve and fund airport infrastructure needs.

e Enact legislation to establish a five year capital improvement program consistent with the aviation
system plan and performance objectives to assist in identifying airport infrastructure needs and
prioritizing system investments.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Washington June 2009 4-7 years Provides a service and capital improvement strategy for the Ferry System that maintains service
State Ferries (WSF) levels, maximizes existing assets, and improves cost effectiveness. To do this, the Plan establishes
Division operational and pricing strategies to manage demand and outlines a 22-year capital funding program.
Findings:
Long-Range Plan, 2009-2030 e There s limited vehicle capacity in the peak periods.
e Ridership decreased since 1999, but is expected to grow by 2030 and return to historically high
levels.
e Total cost for capital improvements is $4.9 billion, 63% of which is unfunded.
e Astable source of capital funding is needed.
Recommendations:
e Manage demand through four strategies: a vehicle reservation system, transit enhancements,
pricing strategies, and marketing.
e  Procure 10 new vessels by 2030 to replace an aging fleet.
WSDOT/Washington March 2009 Last report Assesses the expected flow of waterborne cargo through Washington’s Port system and evaluates

Public Port Association

Marine Cargo Forecast

2004

Updated
periodically

the distribution of cargo through the state’s transportation network, including waterways, rail lines,
roads and pipelines. The study includes forecasts of trade opportunities by commodity and cargo type

for 2008 - 2030.

Findings:
e Imports and exports are heavily dependent on Asia.

e Cargo volumes are expected to continue to grow through 2030, and containers have seen the most

growth.

e Maintaining an efficient transportation system of rail, pipelines, roads, and waterways is important
for future freight needs.

e Washington faces strong competition from ports in Southern California and Western Canada
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Freight Systems December Provides four different strategic investment options over an 8-year period (2009-2017) for
Division 2008 infrastructure development ranging from maintaining current operations to an option with no

Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range

Plan
WSDOT, Public November
Transportation Division 2008

Summary of Public
Transportation

financial constraints. The investment options link capital and operational investments to ridership
growth and economic and societal benefits.

Findings:
e Capital investments beyond maintaining current operations can increase reliability and ridership
more than what is projected under the current operation status.

e There is limited funding for statewide multi-modal capital improvements.

e Total estimated cost for the options with capital improvement projects range from $141-$817
million.

Recommendations:
e Examine methods to lower the risk of cost escalation to the state through agreements with BNSF.

e Investments in marketing could increase ridership and cost-effectiveness.
e Look at possible ticket price increases to increase revenue and farebox recovery.

An annual status report of public transportation agencies in Washington. The report provides an
overview of operating characteristics, services, achievements, and objectives for each transit system in
the state. Transit systems are organized into three groups - urban areas, small urban areas, and rural
areas - based on the population size they serve.

Findings:
e Total passenger trips statewide increased 6.7% from 2006-2007 to 192.2 million.

e QOverall, the number of revenue hours of service increased 2.7% from 2006-2007 to 8.7 million.

e Statewide, operating and capital obligation expenses increased 19.2% from 2006-2007 to $2.2
billion.

e Statewide, farebox revenues increased 12% from 2006-2007.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Freight System September Analyzes and describes the state’s freight system with a focus on international trade, regional
Division 2008 economies, and local distribution.

WTP Update, Freight
Movement

Findings:
e Freight volumes are increasing at a rate greater than population growth.

e Washington is a gateway for freight from Asia to the Midwest and East Coast.

e The state’s manufacturers and farmers rely on the freight system to ship goods locally, nationally,
and abroad.

e Increasing efficiency in the supply chain requires more frequent shipments and shorter delivery
windows.

Recommendations: The report lists 12 investments over the next ten years to improve freight
movement, particularly rail and highway improvements.
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Adopted

Updated
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Summary

WSDOT

Bicycle Facilities and
Pedestrian Walkways Plan,
2008-2027

2008

Focuses on increasing walking and bicycling while reducing collisions through improving bicycle and

pedestrian connections, increasing coordination between stakeholders, and reducing congestion.

Findings:

Strengthening the project development process will include all modes in determining appropriate
solutions.

Biking and walking are increasing, especially in cities, and account for 6% of all commute trips
statewide.

Washington is ranked 15th-and 11th among states for pedestrian and bicycling safety, respectively.

There is a total of $1.6 billion.in unfunded improvements identified from local, regional, and state
plans.

Recommendations:

Increase coordination with local and regional agencies and developers to identify additional
project funding.

Strengthen WSDOT’s manuals and guidelines to improve conditions for bicycling and walking.

Initiate new training programs for engineers to include a focus on bicycling and pedestrian design
and funding.

Create an advisory group to help resolve bicycle and pedestrian policy questions.

Continue partnerships with the State Agency Committee members with a role in improving
bicycling and walking.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT December Approximately  Identifies program and financing needs and recommends specific and financially realistic
2007-2026 Highway System 2007 every 2 Years improvements to the state highway system. Elements include preservation, maintenance, capacity and
Plan operational improvement, scenic and recreational highways, and non-motorized uses of the state
highway system.
Findings:
e There are not enough funds to rehabilitate all pavement according to WSDOT’s lowest life cycle
cost objective.
e At least 95% of bridges are in “fair” condition or better, which meets WSDOT's established goal.
e Thereare not enough funds or land available to have free-flow conditions statewide; WSDOT'’s
goal is to manage the system for maximum throughput.
e The plan lists $48.7 billion in improvements, 68% of which is unfunded.
WSDOT, Public March 2007 Presents uniform data on community transportation providers in the state. This report, along with

Transportation Division

Summary of Community and
Brokered Transportation,
2005

the Summary of Public Transportation, is meant to provide a complete picture of public transportation
in the state to assist in the evaluation of coordinated transportation efforts. The report profiles each
community transportation provider and Medicaid transportation brokers operating in the state.

Findings:
e 33 community transportation providers received grants through WSDOT in the 2003-2005
biennium.

e These 33 providers had 1.5 million passenger trips in 2005.

e The statewide average cost per trip in 2005 was $11.60.
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Document Adopted Updated Summary
WSDOT, Freight Systems February 2006 Establishes the vision for a capital improvement program to meet future service goals for intercity
Division passenger rail service. The Plan groups projects into “building blocks” that allow service increases after

Long-Range Plan for Amtrak
Cascades

WSDOT February 2005

Tribal Transportation
Database Project

a block is complete; future improvements build on previously completed blocks.

Findings:
e Existing tracks are reaching their capacity with the increase in passenger and freight rail.

e Improvements to the corridor will improve travel time, train frequency, safety, and reliability.

e  Funding will come from multiple sources, but the federal government has to be an active funding
partner to fully implement the Plan.

e Total cost to achieve the Plan is $6.5 billion, and no long-term commitments have yet been made.

Inventories and documents the transportation needs and roads serving federally recognized tribal
reservations in the state. This is intended to assist the state and the Tribal Transportation Planning
Organization in planning future statewide systems and policies. The project documents each road
serving a reservation and identifies and quantifies, with costs if possible, the needs of the Tribes.

Findings:
e  There are 5.0 million miles of roads that serve Indian reservations in the state; most are County or
BIA roads.

e 12 of the 29 Tribes reported a total of $201.2 million in transportation project needs.

Recommendations:
e Have each Tribe review and verify the data in the system.

Prepare and maintain maps of the statewide tribal road inventory.

Better coordinate the different data systems and databases that are used.

Improve coordination and shared resources between the agencies and Tribes.
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System Trends & Emerging Policy Direction

Introduction and Policy Context

The purpose of this section is to discuss the emerging policy direction of the federal government, including
both the Executive-level transportation agencies and potential Congressional policies. An understanding of
the current federal authorizing environment is important context for presenting this information. Since the
expiration of SAFETEA-LU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users), Congress has extended the federal transportation appropriation funding through continuing
resolutions and transferred funds from the general fund to the Highway Trust fund to provide sufficient
revenues to meet transportation obligated expenditures. Due to the difficult political decisions that need to
be made regarding a new federal transportation reauthorization Act, additional extensions of federal
funding under SAFETEA-LU may continue.

Regardless of the timeframe for the reauthorization, there are significant indications that transportation
policy will change with new federal action. It appears likely that there will be important shifts in the nation’s
transportation policy goals, including a broader focus on outcomes that other policy goals related to the
environment, housing, and land use. Until the Act is actually reauthorized, it will be impossible to know for
certain the direction that will be taken.
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Federal Transportation Strategy

Current Situation: The Focus of U.S. Transportation Policy is Shifting to
Encompass Broader Goals

U.S. Transportation policy is presently taking a back seat to the other major issues of the day, specifically the
economy and healthcare reform. The authorization of a new surface transportation act is already months
behind schedule and it is unclear when the reauthorization will be acted upon. Four broad transportation
goals are defined and articulated in the federal High-Speed Rail Strategic Plan released in April 2009" and
may provide an indication of future direction:

e ENSURE SAFE AND EFFICIENT TRANSPORTATION CHOICES. Promote the safest possible movement of
goods and people, and optimize the use of existing and new transportation infrastructure.

e BUILD A FOUNDATION FOR ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS. Lay the groundwork for near-term and
ongoing economic growth by facilitating efficient movement of people and goods, while renewing
critical domestic manufacturing and supply industries.

e PROMOTE ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. Reinforce efforts to foster energy
independence and renewable energy, and reduce pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.

e SUPPORT INTERCONNECTED, LIVABLE COMMUNITIES. Improve quality of life in local communities by
promoting affordable, convenient and sustainable housing, energy and transportation options.

These goal statements are accompanied by efforts to revive and vastly improve the nation’s rail
infrastructure, although it remains to be seen how Congress will handle the Administration’s new policy
emphasis and related funding requests. What is clear from these statements is the interplay of other
national interests on transportation. Goals such as “economic growth” and “livable communities,” for
example, involve more than transportation solutions. Emerging policy is likely to be heavily influenced by
energy policy, health care policy, and environmental policy.

A Structural Funding Problem at the Federal Level

Another important contextual issue needed to understand the emerging federal policy direction is that, like the
State of Washington, the federal government is also suffering from a significant revenue problem. Federal
funding to the states dates back to the Federal Aid Road Act of 1916 which authorized money for rural post
roads on an apportionment basis. Beginning in 1920, any state receiving aid must have a state highway agency.
The Highway Revenue Act of 1956 created the Highway Trust Fund, which was supported by a federal fuel tax on
gasoline and diesel fuel. The motor vehicle fuel tax, along with several structural elements of the 1956 Act, such
as fund distribution to states, remains in place today. However, federal motor vehicle fuel tax revenues have not
kept pace with costs and system needs. According to one comprehensive study, the funding gap is estimated at
$400 billion for the 2010-15 period and $2.3 trillion for 2010-35.2

*2 Ray LaHood, Secretary USDOT, Vision for High Speed Rail in America, Executive Summary
http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/rrdev/hsrstrategicplan.pdf

Bsurface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, Paying our Way: A New Framework for Transportation Finance. Final Report.
February, 2009. pp. 3-4.
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In response to this problem, $8 billion was transferred from the federal General Fund to the Highway Trust
Fund for federal Fiscal Year 2008. This transfer was initiated to address the shortfall from motor vehicle fuel
taxes, which declined in response to higher fuel prices, increases in vehicle fuel economy, and the recession.
In 2009 and 2010, Congress transferred $7 billion and $13 billion respectively from the General Fund to the
Highway Trust Fund to pay for obligated transportation projects.

A New York Times article discussed investment and funding needs for the nation’s transit system.14 Quoting
numbers from the Federal Transit Administration, the article noted that it would take $77.7 billion to get the
country’s transit systems into shape; however, the total amount spent in 2008 on rehabilitation and
reinvestment was between $12 billion-$13 billion.

New Federal Programs Emphasize Shifting Priorities

Funding activities and announcements over the past year provide valuable insight into where the USDOT is
headed from a policy perspective. Below is a quick recap of USDOT programmatic efforts in the past year,
with a brief explanation of how funding was approached for each program.

Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Program
The major emphasis of the TIGER competitive grant program was economic recovery and vitality. States
were required to submit grant applications and grant recipients were announced in late February 2010.
Aside from efforts to ensure that funds were geographically distributed, application of the program’s grant
criteria was evident, with only about 56% of the funds allocated to highway and road projects.”

The criteria used to evaluate grant proposals did not deal with one particular mode, or use measurements
that only apply to a single mode. Instead, priority was given to projects that have a significant impact on
desirable long-term outcomes for the nation, a metropolitan area, or a region.16

In its preliminary TIGER Il guidance, the' USDOT wrote that officially linking its grant decision-making with HUD’s
would ideally “encourage and reward more holistic planning efforts and result in better projects being built
with federal dollars” by recognizing the inextricable connection between transportation and local planning.

Sustainable Communities Initiative (A Joint USDOT/HUD/EPA Effort)

In 2009, the USDOT, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) announced a joint departmental Initiative to integrate transportation, housing and land use
planning. The Initiative is intended to help Americans gain better access to affordable housing, increase
transportation options, and lower transportation costs. As noted in the Initiative, the average American working
family spends nearly 60 percent of its household budget on housing and transportation costs. The Obama
Administration aspires to reduce these expenditures by focusing its efforts on creating affordable, sustainable
communities. As announced, the Initiative had no specific program dollars associated with it. Instead, it
represents a commitment on the part of three federal agencies to work together to reformulate current funding
programs to meet the principles of the Initiative.

“Yeganeh June Torbati, “Aging Systems Face Budget Crunch,” The New York Times, July 24, 2010.
'® TIGER Discretionary Grant Applications Overview, http://www.dot.gov/recovery/docs/tdgappoverview.pdf

16 USDOT Information Related to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) http://www.dot.gov/recovery/ost/fags.htm
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Livability Principles of the Initiative
Several grant programs will be redesigned and reformed to embrace elements of the Initiative’s six adopted
livability principles, which are as follows: *’

e Provide more transportation choices.

e Promote equitable, affordable housing.

e Enhance economic competitiveness.

e Support existing communities.

e Coordinate policies and leverage investment.
e Value communities and neighborhoods.

Through the Urban Circulator Grants Program, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) will invest in a
limited number of projects that fulfill the six livability principles of the Sustainable Communities Initiative.
Using discretionary funds from already appropriated federal formula funds, the FTA is offering funds to build
urban circulator systems, such as streetcars and rubber-tire trolley lines that connect urban destinations and
foster the redevelopment of urban spaces into walkable mixed use, high-density environments.'®

New and Small Starts Program (FTA Rail/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) funding)

In January 2010, the USDOT announced a significant policy shift whereby the FTA will amend its New Starts
and Small Starts grant program requirements to rescind the stipulation that projects attain a cost-
effectiveness rating of “medium” to obtain funding. As Secretary Ray LaHood noted:

We are going to free our flagship transit capital program from long-standing requirements that have allowed
us only to green-light projects that meet very narrow cost and performance criteria. Instead, as we evaluate
transit projects going forward, we will consider all the factors that help communities reduce the carbon
footprint, spur economic activity, and relieve congestion.19

The specific criteria and measurements to be used are still under development, but clearly there is
significant alignment with the strategic objectives of the USDOT and the Sustainability Initiative.

" HUD, DOT, EPA Partnership: Sustainable Communities http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/pdf/dot-hud-epa-partnership-agreement.pdf
'8 ETA Frequently Asked Questions: Urban Circulator http://www.fta.dot.gov/about/about_FTA_11006.html#criteria

19 Ray LaHood Secretary of Transportation, Dear Transportation Leader Letter, January 13, 2010
http://www.fta.dot.gov/news/news_events_11048.html
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Congressional Activity

The Surface Transportation Authorization Act of 2009: A Blueprint for

Investment and Reform

Representative James Oberstar, Chair of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee,
introduced a $500 billion, six-year federal transportation bill in June 2009. Given the size of investment
required and other White House priorities, specifically health care and the economy the Administration
extended the 2005 Act though Secretary LaHood has stated that he generally agrees with the content of the
Bill.*

The Bill, often referred to as the Oberstar Bill, presented a very different picture of federal interest in
transportation funding than what has been historically established. The approach is a response to
deficiencies in the current system, which is roundly criticized as out of date, prescriptive and not
contributing to attainment of important national goals.”’ Indeed, the Executive Summary of the bill notes:
“The challenges facing the nation’s surface transportation system cannot be addressed by making simple
alterations to the existing set of surface transportation program. We must move from an amalgamation of
prescriptive programs to a performance-based framework for intermodal transportation investment.”

The Oberstar Bill established a marked change in federal funding by requiring that projects prove that they
meet specific performance criteria based on the objectives above, and then report annual progress toward
established targets. While formula funding will continue to assure that federal dollars are evenly distributed,
the projects will have to meet the performance requirements to qualify. The approach is intended to transform
federal surface transportation investment from a block grant program to a performance-based framework.

*® Madeline Baran, U.S. Transportation Secretary says Oberstar bill must wait, Minnesota Public Radio, October 15, 2009
http://www.minnesotapublicradio.org/display/web/2009/10/15/ray-lahood

! The Surface Transportation Authorization Act of 2009, A Blueprint for Investment and Reform, Executive Summary Presented by Chairman
James L. Oberstar, Ranking Member John L. Mica, Chairman Peter A. DeFazio, and Ranking Member John J. Duncan, Jr. June 18, 2009
http://transportation.house.gov/Media/file/Highways/HPP/Surface%20Transportation%20Blueprint%20Executive%20Summary.pdf
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Other Perspectives and Voices on Federal Policy

In addition to the work done by President Obama’s Administration and the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee, other voices have weighed in on the federal transportation policy debate. The
work of the Bipartisan Policy Center, the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing
Commission, and The Intelligent Transportation Society of America are described below.

The Bipartisan Policy Center, National Transportation Policy Project

The Bipartisan Policy Center (BPC) is a non-profit organization that was established in 2007 by former Senate
Majority Leaders Howard Baker, Tom Daschle, Bob Dole, and George Mitchell to develop and promote
solutions that can attract public support and political momentum in order to achieve real progress. The
National Transportation Policy Project (NTPP) launched in 2008 with the objective of bringing new
approaches and fresh thinking to the federal surface transportation policy debate. NTPP was chaired by
Former Mayor of Detroit, Dennis Archer, former U.S. Congressman from New York, Sherwood Boehlert,
former U.S. Senator from Washington, Slade Gorton, and former U.S. Congressman from Minnesota, Martin
Sabo, and consisted of 21 panel members, transportation policy experts, and business and civic leaders.

In July 2009 the NTPP issued its final report Performance Driven: A New Vision for U.S. Transportation Policy,
calling its recommendations a “framework for comprehensive reform.” The following goals guided the
recommendations in the report:22

e ECONOMIC GROWTH. Producing maximum economic.growth per dollar of investment.

e NATIONAL CONNECTIVITY. Connecting people and goods across the nation with effective surface
transportation.

e METROPOLITAN ACCESSIBILITY. Providing efficient access to jobs, labor, and other activities throughout
metropolitan areas.

e ENERGY SECURITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. Integrating energy security and environmental
protection objectives with transportation policies and programs.

e SAFETY. Improving safety by reducing the number of accidents, injuries, and fatalities associated with
transportation.

*2 performance Driven: A New Vision for U.S. Transportation Policy, National Transportation Policy Project, July, 2009, Bipartisan Policy Center
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The NTPP proposes restructuring federal transportation programs, updating the criteria for formulas, and
creating a performance-based system that directly ties transportation spending to these broad national
goals. Not only would the plan reform the basis of funding transportation, it would also eliminate the walls
that have modal funding separated into over 100 different programs, combining them to six programs with

|"

no modal divisions. NTPP recommends “mode neutral” formula programs that award federal transportation

dollars based on system condition and performance and a focus on preserving the overall system, including:

e A connectivity program that would improve the condition and performance of existing transportation
systems that connect the nation;

e A program aimed at preserving and enhancing the performance of core assets such as highways,
bridges, tunnels, and bus and rail transits in major metropolitan areas.

While there is considerable distance between the policies discussed in the plan and adoption by Congress
and the Administration in the next authorization of the Surface Transportation Act, the plan calls for a major
overhaul of transportation policy. Indeed, the shift is so radical it is unlikely to be adopted in one re-
authorization due to the proposed sweeping changes to long-standing transportation funding policies.
Congress, in particular, has been reticent to make sweeping reforms in any funding programs, but
particularly in transportation. There is ample evidence to suggest that many members of Congress support
the concepts of the NTPP; however, the challenge will be to integrate the concepts into reform legislation.

National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission

Section 11142(a) of SAFETEA-LU established the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing
Commission and charged it with analyzing future highway and transit needs and the finances of the Highway
Trust Fund and making recommendations regarding alternative approaches to financing transportation
infrastructure. The Commission was made up of 15 members from state and local government, industry,
financial institutions, public policy organizations, and law firms. The Commission issued its final report,
Paying Our Way: A New Framework for Transportation Finance in February 2009. To focus its funding and
financing recommendations, the Commission developed the following six guiding principles:

e Support the overall goal of enhancing mobility of all users of the transportation system.

e Generate sufficient resources to meet national investment needs on a sustainable basis, with the aim
of closing a significant funding gap.

e Cause users and direct beneficiaries to bear the full cost of using the transportation system to the
greatest extent possible (including for impacts such as congestion, air pollution, pavement damage, and
other direct and indirect impacts) in order to promote more efficient use of the system.

e Encourage efficient investment in the transportation system—recognizing the inherent differences
between and within individual states—such that investments go toward projects with the greatest
benefits relative to costs

e Incorporate equity considerations—for example, with respect to generational equity, equity across
income groups, and geographic equity.

e Support the broad public policy objectives of energy independence and environmental protection. The
report recommends a shift away from reliance on taxes imposed on petroleum-derived vehicle fuels to a
user pay system based on miles driven.
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The Intelligent Transportation Society of America (ITS America)

ITS America represents perhaps one of the broadest interest groups involved at the federal level in
transportation. Its nearly 500 members include private corporations, public agencies, and academic
institutions involved in the research, development, design, and deployment of Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) technologies that enhance safety, increase mobility, and sustain the environment. Particularly
noteworthy is the high level of participation by auto manufacturers in this organization.

Their recognition of the interplay of broader social goals is but a glimpse of a movement supported by many
other nationally-based advocacy organizations. Significantly, their plan recognizes the importance of
demonstrating environmental awareness and advancing programs that encourage mode shift and greater
efficiency. 23

Resources

The online resources below provide current information on federal direction and policy:

Fast Lane, the official blog of the U.S. Secretary of Transportation http://fastlane.dot.gov/

WSDOT Federal Transportation Issues Blog http://wsdotfederalfunding.blogspot.com/

23Intelligent Transportation Society of America, ITS America’s Strategic Plan for Sustainable Transportation, www.itsa.org
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Transportation Planning In Other States

Background

Transportation plans for the states of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, New
Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, and Utah were reviewed in detail to identify planning trends and areas of
emphasis in other regions. Planning efforts in Florida, New Jersey, New York, and Texas were also reviewed,
but the planning efforts of the first group of states are presently more aligned with those of Washington
State. Of note is the general movement of western states to embrace a more strategic approach to
transportation needs and objectives. While different elements were included in different plans, some
commonalities emerged.

Common Themes

MULTI-MODAL. All of the plans examined are either non-modal or multi-modal in nature. If modes are
specifically mentioned, it is almost always in the context of a balance of modes and opportunities to
encourage a shift to more energy efficient modes, frequently referred to as “Complete Streets.” Walking,
bicycling, and public transportation are often called out as important to achieving state interests and
objectives. While transit often has a very visible role in state level transportation strategic direction, in most
cases the state DOTs do not directly operate or control public transportation.

Trade, manufacturing, and/or agriculture are significant contributors to most state economies and most
plans address freight movement with an emphasis on its role as an economic recovery tool. The modal
strategies are based on freight economics, namely fastest and lowest energy investment per ton mile. Some
plans recognize the key role that the automobile continues to play in our transportation system. This is
frequently followed by a statement about the need to maintain and improve the safety of the automobile
infrastructure, but not to the exclusion of other modes.

PERFORMANCE: ESTABLISHING MEASUREMENTS, CRITERIA AND MONITORING PLANS. Most of the state
plans commit to a strategy of measuring and monitoring progress toward established goals, though the
commitments vary with respect to detail. The important part of this trend is a universal recognition that
plans and intentions are directly shaped by what is measured. For example, if a strategy is designed to
reduce person delay in the transportation system, but the sole measure of progress is vehicle hours of delay,
it is likely the resultant program will move toward increasing auto capacity, as opposed to other strategies
that reduce overall person delay.
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LEVERAGE FUNDING. Every state transportation plan refers to a less than desirable funding environment for
the state. Many, however, emphasize the importance of using state funds to leverage both federal and local
funds. Some suggest accessing private sector funds to address transportation problems. Several plans
contain strategies to funnel funds to particular areas or jurisdictions, most often regional planning
organizations, for projects that are consistent with state direction, but only where the planning organization
has made local funding available for the project. This helps ensure that the project is consistent with both
state and local priorities and direction and gives the local jurisdictions a significant stake in advancement of
state level projects. This strategy can help states to achieve important goals by providing incentives to local
jurisdictions while, at the same time, leveraging greater buying power.

LOCAL INVOLVEMENT AND DIRECTION SETTING, COORDINATING ROLE OF REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS. De-centralization of planning from the state level to the local level is present in
most plans, though differently stated from plan to plan. These strategic plans specifically endorse the role of
local planning organizations in establishing transportation plans and projects that are most consistent with
local needs and goals. Some states are establishing a role as a coordinator, rather than a director of
transportation policy for regions within their states. In California this coordination is legislatively mandated
and has been given a name and a specific program, “Regional Blueprint Planning.” The Regional Blueprint
Plan articulates regional consensus and performance outcomes on a more efficient land use pattern that
supports improved mobility and reduces dependency on single-occupant vehicle trips; accommodates an
adequate supply of housing for all income levels; reduces impacts on valuable farmland, natural resources
and air quality; includes the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, increases water and energy
conservation and efficiency; and promotes a prosperous economy and safe, healthy, sustainable and vibrant
neighborhoods.

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION LINKAGE AND RELATIONSHIP. None of the state DOTs reviewed has land
use regulation as a responsibility. The strategy is pointed toward ensuring that state actions do not
undermine local efforts to establish land use that is compatible with local goals. This is often achieved
through partnerships with local jurisdictions and other state agencies.

Conclusions

A quick scan of state transportation plans tells even the most casual observer that transportation funding is
approaching crisis on a nearly universal basis. The other conclusion that can be drawn is that the situation
has no readily obvious, or universal, solutions. Unless state and local governments step up transportation
funding, they will continue to face a long period of scarcity compared to need. This makes it doubly
important that strategic plans for the transportation system clearly identify not only the desired outcomes
for the transportation system, but the elements of those desired outcomes that are the highest priority.
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