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Table 5. Pacific County (P) — High Priority Transportation Projects
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Table 6. Grays Harbor County (G) — High Priority Transportation Projects
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Chapter 7-Environmental
Constraints

A programmatic-level review of potential environmental constraints
was conducted as part to of the M/RTP. Environmental constraints
may be encountered with planning, design, permitting and
construction of future transportation improvement projects identified
in the M/RTP. SAFETEA-LU (section 450.322(f)(7)) states that:

“The metropolitan transportation plan shall, at a minimum, include: A
discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities and
potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that
may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the
environmental functions affected by the metropolitan transportation
plan. The discussion shall be developed in consultation with Federal,
State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory
agencies. The MPO may establish reasonable timeframes for
performing this consultation.”

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) provides the

context for the analysis of environmental constraints, but specific
federal and local regulations are also applicable. Generally, the
environmental analysis for the M/RTP assessed the potential for
impacts from road construction and improvements. The analysis
identified where there may be potential for impacts to:

e Geologic hazard areas

Water resources and wetlands
Endangered, threatened, sensitive, candidate and priority
plant and animal habitat areas
Air quality

Land use and housing

Noise

Aesthetics/light and glare
Environmental justice
Recreation

Historic/cultural resources

The environmental constraints analysis focused on projects that will
significantly add to the footprint of roadways. For M/RTP projects
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that do not involve significant increases in roadway surface, there
may be some potential for temporary construction impacts such as
noise and air quality. However, it is generally not expected that there
will be environmental constraints associated with these projects that
will create significant impacts, lengthen the project approval process,
or increase the cost of the project design and approval.

The environmental constraints analysis for the M/RTP is not intended
to identify specific environmental impacts of road projects included in
the M/RTP, or to be used in determining environmental mitigation.
Analysis of specific direct and indirect impacts and potential
mitigations will occur as individual transportation projects and
programs are further defined and permitted.

Environmental Elements

A brief summary of each element of the environment for which
constraints may exist is presented in Table 7.
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Table 7. Overview of Environmental Elements

Environmental
Element Overview of Analysis

Identified where projects will cross or be adjacent to mapped steep slopes,
landslide and avalanche risk areas, stream undercutting, and earthquake
activity areas. (Suitability of soils to be assessed with project level
environmental review and permitting.)

Earth/Geological
Hazards

Water and Wetlands Identified where projects will cross or be in the immediate vicinity of rivers,
streams or lakes, or in the immediate vicinity of identified wetlands, however
the actual presence and location of wetlands must be field verified.
(Groundwater issues, storm water management, and any necessary mitigation
for protection of aquifers will be evaluated and determined at the project level.)

CWCOG Metropolitan and Regional Transportation Plan

Potential for Environmental Impacts of Major
Improvement Projects

The following section summarizes the potential for environmental
impacts of the transportation improvement projects identified in the
M/RTP that will have the greatest potential for environmental
impacts. Three categories were used to identify the potential for
environmental constraints. These are summarized as follows:

Floodplains Identified where projects are located within mapped floodplains.

Table 8. Level of Constraint or Impact

Plants and Animals Identified where projects are adjacent to terrestrial (land) or aquatic (water)
habitat areas for state or federally listed endangered, threatened, or
candidate, sensitive, or other vulnerable or important species. (Where a
project may affect an identified habitat area, more investigation is required to
confirm the actual, current use of the identified area as habitat.)

Level Definition

Identified projects that may have potential for direct disturbance of an existing
land use, land use incompatibilities, or the need to relocate housing units.
(Actual impacts will likely be fewer than identified where there is existing right-
of-way to accommodate road expansion, or where there are intervening
topography, buildings or vegetation.)

Land Use and
Housing

No Constraint No constraint was identified in the location of the project(s)
based on the maps and methods described for each

environmental element.

Identified projects that may be located within a shoreline jurisdiction area (i.e.
within 200 feet of shorelines of the state) and therefore subject to the
Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA). The SMA is
implemented by the shoreline master program in effect in the local jurisdiction.

Shoreline Use

Potential Constraint ~ Constrained areas or resources were identified in the vicinity
of the project(s) and could potentially be affected based on the
actual alignment and design of the project(s) (this category
indicates any potential ranging from limited to great, but not
certain).

Noise Identified where projects are located in proximity to residences, habitat areas,
parks, schools, and hospitals, which are considered sensitive to noise. All
widening and extension projects, and some other improvement or upgrade
projects, will result in increased noise during construction.

Aesthetics/Light and Identified where changing visual conditions, or added light or glare due to road
Glare extension or increased capacity, may affect sensitive land uses and/or priority
habitat areas.

Constraint A resource or constrained area is definitely located in the
project(s) area or immediate vicinity and will likely require
further review. Identification of a constraint does not mean that
the project(s) will definitely result in impacts or that impacts will
be of a significant degree; instead, it indicates that the
potential for impacts will need to be evaluated further at the
project level.

Environmental Justice Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies. The analysis identified projects in immediate
proximity of concentrations of poor and/or minority populations, particularly in
the vicinity of projects that may generate substantial noise, land use/housing
disturbance, land use incompatibility, aesthetic impacts, light and glare, or
impacts to recreational resources.

Recreation Identified projects in the immediate vicinity of parks or recreational resources.

Identified projects in the immediate vicinity of state- or federally-designated

Historic and Cultural historic properties (Washington Heritage Register or National Register of

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

The potential for environmental constraints and impacts of the
fiscally-constrained Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) projects
that will considerably add to roadway footprints (impervious surface
area) are summarized in Appendix F. The locations of these projects
in relationship to potential environmental constraints are also shown

Resources Historic Places). in Appendix F. In general, widening projects that will be located near
The potential for impacts to archaeological resources will be evaluated at the rivers may affect shoreline jurisdiction area, floodplains, habitat area,
project level due to sensitive nature of the locations of archaeological aesthetic conditions. wetlands where they may exist adjacent to
resources. . ! . . .

rivers, and to some extent water quality. There is also potential to
affect parks where they are located adjacent to these rivers. Some
geologic hazard areas may also be affected. Increased noise
associated with these projects also has the potential to affect both
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habitat areas and parks where they are located in the immediate
vicinity. Projects that will add impervious surface area without
increasing capacity will have minor impacts and will be less likely to
affect land use or housing. Projects located in urban areas are
expected to have lower impacts than projects located in rural areas,
due to existing levels of urbanization and impervious surface area,
and existing disturbance of habitat.

The MTP area primarily includes the Cities of Kelso, Longview, and
Rainier, Oregon. Most of the projects within the MTP area will be in
urban areas that are already developed; therefore the potential for
impacts is relatively low. However many watercourses and shoreline
areas exist in this area, and could be adversely affected. Many of
these projects will not add significant roadway capacity, and
therefore, are not expected to contribute significantly towards noise,
light/glare related impacts. However the Kelso to Martin’s Bluff third
mainline rail improvement (M-10/C-5) may affect geohazards, priority
habitat areas, and increase noise. The priority habitat areas that
exist with the MTP area are primarily located in the immediate
vicinity of major watercourses. Where projects occur near habitat
areas, habitat may become further degraded, or connections
between some habitat areas could be reduced or eliminated. The
MTP area includes significant shoreline jurisdiction areas adjacent to
the Cowlitz and Columbia Rivers. Projects in shoreline jurisdiction
areas will need to comply with applicable shoreline regulations.

Cowlitz County

Cowlitz County includes the Cities of Kelso, Longview, and
Woodland along with smaller incorporated communities and the
surrounding unincorporated areas. Seven regional improvement
projects are identified within Cowlitz County. Two projects (C-4/L-1
and C-5) identified for this area are rail capacity-related
improvements as shown in Appendix F. These projects may have
some significant impacts on geohazards, watercourses, floodplains,
priority habitat areas, shoreline jurisdiction areas, noise, and
light/glare. Other projects include an I-5 widening project (C-6) from
the Toutle rest area to Rush Road. In addition to affecting
watercourses, this improvement may potentially impact wetlands,
floodplains, and shoreline jurisdiction areas.
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Lewis County

Lewis County includes the Cities of Centralia and Chehalis along
with other smaller incorporated communities. Seventeen regional
improvement projects are identified within Lewis County. Included is
the Kelso to Chehalis high-speed rail main tracks project (L-1/C-4).
Geohazards, watercourses, floodplains, priority habitat areas, noise,
shoreline jurisdiction areas, and light/glare will likely be affected by
this project. Improvements to I-5 through Lewis County will
significantly add to the roadway footprint. Widening from 13th Street
to Harrison Avenue (L-2, L-3, L-4, and L-5) is expected to impact
watercourses, wetlands, floodplains, and shoreline jurisdiction areas
along the corridor. Other regional improvements include a corridor
enhancement improvement to Airport Road and bridge replacements
along SR 6 at Rock Creek and Pluvius on the western County
boundary. These projects will likely affect watercourses, wetlands,
floodplains, priority habitat areas, and shoreline jurisdiction areas.

Wahkiakum County

Wahkiakum County includes three regional improvement projects as
shown in Appendix F. The rock and landslide stabilization project on
SR 4 (W-3) has the potential to affect geohazards, watercourses,
floodplains, priority habitat areas, shoreline jurisdiction areas, and
parks.

Pacific County

Three of the five regional projects are identified within Pacific County
are non-motorized related as shown in Appendix F. The proposed
Discovery Trail (P-4) is a non-motorized project that that will
complete the 35-mile trail linking Long Beach Peninsula communities
along SR 103, US 101 and SR 401. Because of this project’s close
proximity to the Columbia River shoreline, it is expected to impact
geohazards, wetlands, priority habitat areas, shoreline jurisdiction
areas, and parks.
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Grays Harbor County

Grays Harbor County includes the coastal communities of Ocean
Shores and Westport, along with the Cities of Hoquiam and
Aberdeen along SR 12/US 101 and other smaller incorporated and
unincorporated communities. Three of the 10 regional improvement
projects are intersection and/or traffic operations related. Many of
these projects will be in urban areas that are already developed;
therefore the potential for impacts will be relatively low. Upgrades to
the Chehalis River and Heron Street Bridges (G-5) may affect
wetlands, floodplains, priority habitat areas, and shoreline jurisdiction
areas.

Potential for Environmental Impacts of Other
Transportation Programs

WSDOT, county agencies, and other local agencies have programs
to maintain and operate the regional transportation infrastructure.
These programs cover maintenance and reconstruction of existing
transportation facilities, and enhancements to address existing
environmental impacts. They also address intersection/operations,
transit, and non-motorized improvements. These programs may not
trigger project-specific environmental review; however, some of the
programs can result in potential impacts environmental impacts.
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Chapter 8-Financial Constraints

Federal and state regulations for Metropolitan and Regional
Transportations Plans require a financial analysis to show how the
transportation improvements and programs can be implemented with
reasonably estimated funds within the planning horizon year.

This financial analysis is based on historical trends for revenues and
expenditures, and current rules and regulations controlling
transportation funding programs. The estimates are used to establish
a likely range of revenues for metropolitan transportation
improvements and programs. They are not intended to be precise
forecasts, because forecasting exact funding levels is difficult due to
the uncertainties of funding sources. The estimated revenues are
only intended for planning purposes. Actual revenues will be
sensitive to local, state, and federal policy decisions; economic and
market forces; and individual choices.

The federal SAFETEA-LU metropolitan planning statutes state that a
long-range transportation plan must list “projects and programs” and
that the plan include a “financial plan” that “indicates resources from
public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be
available to carry out the program” (23 U.S.C. 134(g)(2)(B)). The
purpose of the financial plan is to demonstrate fiscal constraint. To
develop the “fiscally constrained” MTP for the Kelso-Longview-
Rainier MPO area, estimated costs of regional transportation
improvement projects and programs are compared to available
revenues.

Consistent with SAFETEA-LU requirements, the revenues and
project costs have been projected in terms of “year of expenditure
dollars”. This provides an apples-to-apples comparison of revenues
versus costs. Revenues are projected to grow at a slower relative
rate than improvement costs providing fewer dollars to cover future
costs.

Estimated future baseline revenues have been projected for the
Plan’s 2008-2028 time period in constant 2008 dollars. These
revenues are considered reasonable baseline estimates based on
recent historical revenue trends and the current context of each
revenue source.
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The financial analysis is summarized into the following three time
periods to illustrate the likely funding program based on current
assumptions:

e 2008 —2015: Covers the base year of the M/RTP and the
time periods covered by agency Six-Year

Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP).

e 2016 — 2020: This five-year period provides a mid-range

outlook for the financial program.

e 2021 -2028: This period covers the final 10 years of the
M/RTP. Projecting revenues and costs more
than 10 years is less reliable because rules,
regulations, economic conditions, and local
priorities change. As the M/RTP is updated in
the future, the data for these years will be

refined.

The fiscal analysis is organized into four sections. The first section
provides an analysis of transportation revenues and costs for the
Longview-Kelso-Rainier Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO),
which consists of the Cities of Kelso and Longview in Washington
State and Rainier, Oregon. This analysis addresses potential
revenues, and transportation maintenance, operations and
administration costs in the Cities of Kelso and Longview.

The second section provides an analysis of transportation revenues
and costs for the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation
Planning Organization (RTPO), which consists of Cowlitz, Grays
Harbor, Lewis, Pacific, and Wahkiakum Counties and participating
cities within those counties.

The third section covers historical and future estimated funding from
the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) for
the five counties included in the RTPO.

The fourth section covers revenues and costs for other transportation
services in the region. The analysis includes Community Urban Bus
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Service, Grays Harbor Transit, Pacific Transit, Twin Transit, and the
Port of Longview.

Metropolitan Planning Organization - Local
Agency Funding

The Cities of Kelso and Longview use a range of revenue sources to
fund transportation systems within their jurisdictions. These revenues
need to cover annual maintenance, operations, and administration
costs. The revenues, along with capital-only revenues such as state
and federal grants, are also used to fund capital improvements for
both the regional corridors and for streets that primarily serve local
community needs. The agency revenues may fully fund these
transportation projects and programs or may be the “local match” for
a federal or state grant. For purposes of this financial chapter, all
revenues and expenditures for the two cities are combined.

Transportation revenues can be categorized into two types:

e General Transportation Revenues. This category
includes revenues that may be spent on maintenance,
operations, administration, or capital projects.

o Dedicated Capital Transportation Revenues. This
consists of federal and state grants, and any other
revenue source legally dedicated to funding capital
projects.

General Transportation Revenue Projections

It is worth repeating that these estimates are meant to assist in
project prioritization and planning, but are not considered “forecasts.”
The numbers discussed in this report are estimates to be used for
planning purposes; actual revenues are highly sensitive to local,
state, and federal policy decisions; personal choices of residents;
and market forces. These estimates are expressed in constant 2008
dollars.
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Baseline Projections

Baseline projections include the main revenue sources currently
used to fund city transportation maintenance, operations, and
administration costs. They may also be used to fund capital projects.
As mentioned previously, baseline projections account for those
revenues that are considered reasonable estimates considering
recent historical revenue trends and the current context of each
revenue source. Nineteen years of historical expenditures (1988-
2006) were analyzed for each source of revenue. These past trends
were projected into the future, taking into consideration current
knowledge of how each revenue is collected, what forces caused
changes in the recent past, and what, if anything, is likely to cause it
to change in the near future.

Baseline general transportation revenue projections include the
following revenue sources and assumptions:

Property Tax. Property taxes are used by the cities to partially fund
transportation projects. These property taxes are collected by cities
and are available for any local purpose, including transportation.
Since the passage of Initiative 747, property tax increases are
restricted to 1 percent of the previous year's revenues. In inflation-
adjusted terms, revenues from property tax are actually declining,
because the 1 percent allowed increase does not keep pace with
inflation (which averages about 3.5 percent), or population growth.
The historical data analyzed include only that portion of property
taxes spent on transportation. However, because this is a general
government revenue, and the 1 percent restriction on revenue
growth results in fewer available dollars overall, this may result in the
need to shift more of these funds to other immediate general
government needs, and less to transportation in the future.

Figure 8 shows the historical per capita property tax spent on
transportation from 1988-2006 (shown to the left of the dotted line),
and the estimated future property tax contribution to transportation
spending (shown to the right of the dotted line), for the study area as
a whole. The green line labeled “Real” shows the inflation-adjusted
numbers in 2008 dollars. The orange line shows actual “Nominal”
dollars, i.e., year of expenditure dollars. Figure 8 illustrates that
recently, the cities in the MPO have been experiencing volatility in
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property tax revenues, but real, inflation-adjusted revenues are
expected to decline going forward.

Figure 8. Per Capita Property Tax for Transportation 1988-
2028
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Other General Fund Dollars. The Cities of Longview and Kelso
have historically contributed some general fund dollars to
transportation expenses. However, general fund dollars are
discretionary when it comes to transportation spending. These funds
may be used in numerous ways, and the level to which they have
been used in the past for transportation was a decision made
individually by each jurisdiction.

Because general fund revenues have few restrictions on how they
are spent, individual jurisdictions may change the contribution of
these funds for transportation each year. This means that in a given
year general fund contributions to transportation spending may be
increased or decreased depending on other financial constraints the
City is facing. A conservative estimate of general fund spending was
created for expected future transportation funding based on historical
trends.

Figure 9 illustrates historical per capita general fund revenues spent
on transportation from 1988-2006, and the estimated future general
fund revenue allocated to transportation, for the study area as a
whole. Although general fund dollars grew steadily in the past, even
on an inflation-adjusted basis, they are becoming more constricted
overall. In recent years, inflation-adjusted revenues have been nearly
constant. It is expected that, in inflation-adjusted terms, general fund
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dollars for transportation expenditures will decrease slowly in the

future.

Figure 9. Per Capita General Fund Dollars for Transportation
1988-2028
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Other Local Funds. This category includes miscellaneous revenues
that accrue to the cities, but are restricted to transportation spending
and are therefore not included as General Fund dollars. Included are
permit and fee charges, intergovernmental services, and the sale of

materials and assets.

These funds have different historical trends for individual agencies.
Because these revenues tend to vary considerably from year to year,
a conservative outlook was assumed going forward. Figure 10
illustrates historical and estimated future per capita other local fund
revenues for the study area as a whole.

Figure 10. Per Capita Other Local Funds 1988-2028
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Special Assessments. These include funds received through Local
Improvement Districts (LID). Although these taxes may be levied by
a city, they are applied only to local, clearly-defined areas in which
the land owners are expected to benefit from a specific improvement
project, rather than to an entire jurisdiction. The assessment comes
in the form of an additional real estate property assessment which
covers debt service payments on the sale of bonds purchased to
finance the project. LIDs may be used for transportation projects, but
they may also be used for water, sewer, and storm sewer facilities.
This revenue analysis only includes LID assessments that were
spent on transportation projects.

LIDs have been used in the region in the past, and the expectation is
that they will continue to be used in the future. These funds are
project-specific and therefore climb and fall over the years. The
projections show the revenues as a smooth stream, which is likely to
underestimate revenues in some years, and overestimate them in
others.

The historical per capita special assessment revenue spent on
transportation from 1988-2006 is shown in Figure 11. Special
assessments are relatively small on a per capita basis, and,
excepting a recent spike, have been declining over time. The
variable nature of this revenue source is also clearly visible in the
peaks and valleys of historical spending.

Figure 11. Per Capita Special Assessment Revenues 1988-2028
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Bond Proceeds. Revenue from bond proceeds shown below is
specific to the City of Longview. Historically, the City has consistently
sold bonds to pay for transportation projects, and this analysis
estimates that they will continue to do so in the future. The City of
Kelso has not sold bonds to fund transportation projects in recent
history, and to be conservative, they are not estimated to in the
future.

Figure 12 illustrates combined historical and future estimated per
capita bond revenues for the Cities of Kelso and Longview. The
amounts to the left of the dotted line represent actual historical bond
proceeds, and illustrate the variable nature of this revenue source.
The spike in 2002 is due to a bond that was passed in the City of
Longview for reconstruction of existing roadways on 7" and 9"
Avenues. The revenue estimates going forward are estimated to be
a smooth stream, which will likely overestimate revenues in some
years and underestimate revenues in others.

Figure 12. Per Capita Bond Proceed Revenues 1988-2028
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State Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax. As noted in the discussion of State
transportation spending, Cities receive a portion of the State Motor
Vehicle Fuel Tax (MVF) based on a reimbursement formula.
Historically, these funds have been decreasing on a per capita basis.
Revenues are therefore not keeping pace with the historical inflation
rate of 3.5 percent, and are declining on an inflation-adjusted basis
as well.
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No increase in the State gas tax rate is expected again in the near
future. Because of this, the recent average nominal per capita value
was projected into the future for all geographical groups, with no
assumed growth. Jurisdictions may see some growth in total
revenues due to population growth, but per capita revenues will
remain constant, and when adjusted for inflation, will continue to
decrease over time.

Figure 13 illustrates historical per capita State MVF Tax revenues
received within the study area, and the estimated future revenues
through 2028. This chart illustrates the real decline in inflation-
adjusted revenues, evident in the green line.

Figure 13. Per Capita State Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Funds 1988-
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Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Capital Transportation Revenue Projections

State Grants. Grants are an important funding source for
transportation capital projects; however, these funds are distributed
in a competitive process making it difficult to determine future grant
funding levels. For this analysis, historical grant revenue trends were
reviewed. However, because the current grant-funding climate is
shifting, future revenues have been estimated to be lower than long-
term historical trends. This is due, in part, to other financial forces.
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One of those forces is the passing of I-747. Because jurisdictions
have had their property tax revenues capped at a rate (1.0 percent)
lower than inflation (3.5 percent), inflation-adjusted revenues are
declining each year. This impacts transportation spending in two
ways. First, property tax funds that are collected for transportation
spending are therefore able to purchase less each year. Second,
property tax funds that are non-restricted and are used for other
jurisdictional necessities are also declining. Cities often then must
pull from non-restricted funds that were going towards transportation
projects and put them towards other immediate needs. This creates
a second tightening of funds available for transportation.

In addition, as explained in the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax discussion,
per capita fuel tax revenue is declining in real terms and able to fund
less and less each year. The lower per capita fuel tax revenue has a
second effect on grant revenues. State grants are largely funded
through a portion of the fuel tax revenue not distributed to
jurisdictions, and are therefore affected by the diminishing funds. As
more jurisdictions compete due to their own decreases in funds,
securing grant funding becomes more difficult.

Because of the increase in competition for grant dollars and the
decrease in available State grant funds, grant revenues in the
baseline projections have been estimated at lower levels than
historical rates. Per capita grant revenues are projected to grow from
their current depressed levels at a rate lower than inflation. Grant
revenues are project-specific and therefore tend to have large
swings throughout the years. The future revenues in this analysis are
projected on a constant trend, which is likely to overstate revenues in
some years and understate them in others.

Figure 14 shows historical and estimated future per capita State
Grant Funds. Future projections are noticeably less than historical
numbers for the reasons discussed above. These revenues are also
clearly project-specific as can be seen in the peaks and valleys of
the historical data. The spike in revenues from 1998 — 2000 seen in
Figure 14 is from the construction of the Allen Street Bridge in the
City of Kelso, a $24 million construction project. It was largely funded
by state and federal grants.
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Figure 14. Per Capita State Grant Funds 1988-2028
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Federal Grants. As discussed above, grant funding is difficult to
project because it is awarded on a competitive basis. However,
recent historical trends and information regarding the context of grant
revenue sources can inform the assumptions that are made about
available future grant dollars.

Federal transportation grants are funded through the federal portion
of the Fuel Excise Tax. The federal gas tax rate has fluctuated
between $0.184 and $0.183 per gallon since 1994. The majority of
these funds are deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and
disbursed to the states through the Highway and Mass Transit
Accounts.

As with State Grants, recent historical Federal Grant revenue trends
were reviewed for this analysis, and similarly to State Grants, the
current grant-funding climate is shifting. Future revenues have
therefore been estimated lower than long-term historical trends,
based on recent decreases. Federal grant revenues are expected to
decline going forward, based on the pressures discussed above.

Figure 15 shows historical and estimated future per capita Federal
Grant Funds. These revenues are clearly project-specific as can be
seen in the peaks and valleys of the historical data. As in Figure 14
above, the federal grants used to construct the Allen Street Bridge
cause a large spike in revenues in the late 1990s.
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Figure 15. Per Capita Federal Grant Funds 1988-2028
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Total Transportation Revenue Projections

Total Local Agency Baseline Revenues. Table 9 summarizes the
total baseline revenue estimates for transportation revenues for the
Cities of Longview and Kelso for the three analysis time periods.

Table 9. Baseline Transportation Revenue Estimates
Total
2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028 2008-2028
Estimated Future Revenues
Property Tax $ 23,006,000 $ 12,329,000 $ 16,709,000 $ 52,044,000
General Fund $ 25,006,000 $ 16,181,000 $ 26,613,000 $ 67,800,000
Other Local Funding $ 5,132,000 $ 2,749,000 $ 3,784,000 $ 11,665,000
Special Assessments $ 2,216,000 $ 1,247000 $ 1,828,000 $ 5,291,000
Bond Proceeds $ 1,109,000 $ 654,000 $ 975,000 $ 2,738,000
State Fuel Tax $ 8,336,000 $ 4533000 $ 6,231,000 $ 19,100,000
State Funds $ 15,631,000 $ 9,789,000 $ 15,831,000 $ 41,251,000
Federal Funds $ 13,672,000 $ 6489000 $ 7,861,000 $ 28,022,000
Total Estimated Revenues $ 94,108,000 $ 53,971,000 $ 79,832,000 $ 227,911,000
Capital Only Funds
State Funds (Grants) $ 15,631,000 $ 9,789,000 $ 15,831,000 $ 41,251,000
Federal Funds (Grants) $ 13,672,000 $ 6,489,000 $ 7,861,000 $ 28,022,000
Est. Min. match for grants (20%) $ 5,861,000 $ 3,256,000 $ 4,738,000 $ 13,855,000
Total Available for Capital $ 35,164,000 $ 19,534,000 $ 28,430,000 $ 83,128,000
Total Available for Non-Capital $ 58,944,000 $ 34,437,000 $ 51,402,000 $ 144,783,000

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Figure 16 illustrates the overall total revenue trend (capital and non-
capital dollars) in the MPO, from 1988 to 2028. The green, inflation-
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adjusted line shows that total revenues are estimated to decrease
going forward.

Figure 16. Total Annual Baseline MPO Revenues 1988-2028
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Maintenance and Administration Costs

The Cities of Kelso and Longview use their transportation revenues
to fund maintenance and operations activities, as well as capital
improvements. The revenue projections discussed above must
accommodate maintenance, operations, and administration (MO&A)
costs. After these costs are accounted for, remaining funds are
available for regional capital projects.

Transportation maintenance, operations, and administration
spending is directly related to the size of the system and the service
expectations established for each community. Therefore,
jurisdictions must continually make decisions regarding available
funds, desired level of service, and other financial priorities.

Future Maintenance, Operations and Administration (MO&A) costs
were estimated based on historical spending trends. These historical
expenditures include maintenance for roadways, storm drainage,
structures, traffic and pedestrian services, sidewalks, street lighting,
traffic control devices, parking facilities, snow and ice control, street
cleaning, and others, as well as general administration and
overhead.

Maintenance, Operations, and Administration costs naturally
increase over time as infrastructure needs grow along with increases
in population. The historical per capita MO&A spending trend was
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analyzed and the same trend was forecast to continue into the
future. This assumes that the increase in transportation capital
attributable to this plan is in line with the historical annual increases
on a per capita basis. It also assumes that maintenance, operations,
and administration costs will continue to rise at a per capita rate
similar to recent history. It also assumes that the jurisdictions in the
study area are generally satisfied with their current level of service
for maintenance and that they will continue to invest at a similar rate.

Figure 17 illustrates historical per capita MO&A spending and the
expected continuation of the historical trend for the entire study area.
In inflation-adjusted terms, MA&O costs are expected to grow
consistently into the future, as evident in the green line.

Figure 17. Per Capita Maintenance, Operations, and
Administration Spending 1988-2028
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Table 10 summarizes the estimated spending and costs by the Cities
to maintain the same level of maintenance, operations, and
administration in future years. The Cities of Kelso and Longview will
spend about $116 million to cover MO&A expenses between 2008
and 2028.

Table 10. Maintenance, Operations, and Administration Funding
Estimates 2008-2028

2008-2015

Total

2016-2020 2008-2028

2021-2028

Estimated Expenditures

Maintenance $ 28,954,000 $ 22,125,000 $ 43,017,000 $ 94,096,000
Administration $ 8,610,000 $ 5,128,000 $ 7,723,000 $ 21,461,000
Total Estimated Costs $ 37,564,000 $ 27,253,000 $ 50,740,000 $ 115,557,000

Chapter 8-Financial Constraints

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Page 67



October 2009

Funding Situation

Table 11 shows that this estimated total is smaller than
transportation revenues available for non-capital expenses ($145
million) estimated over the same time period, resulting in an
estimated $29 million surplus for non-capital transportation funding.
This implies that in the long-term, these general transportation
revenues will be available to fund regional capital transportation
improvements. It is also estimated that the Cities will have about $83
million available for transportation capital projects from dedicated
capital revenues.

Table 11. Total Estimated Revenues, Costs, and Available Funds

2008-2028

Total
2008-2028
144,783,000
115,557,000
29,226,000

83,128,000

2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028

Baseline Non-Capital Revenues

$ 58,944,000
Estimated MO&A Costs $

$

$

$ 34,437,000
37,564,000 $
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$

27,253,000
7,184,000

19,534,000

51,402,000
50,740,000
662,000

28,430,000

Non-Capital Funding Balance 21,380,000

35,164,000
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Revenues Available for Capital

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Project and Program Costs

Exhibit 14 summarizes project costs as identified in the M/RTP. They
are organized by planning area, showing the costs in the fiscally-
constrained MTP and the other high priority projects in the RTP. The
costs are summarized based on the three horizon periods in “year of
expenditure.”

Over $5.2 billion in desired improvements have been identified in the
five-county SWRTPO region if financial constraints were not a
consideration. Approximately 15 percent of the total project costs
($717.3 million) are allocated for the MPO area while the other 85
percent are allocated for RTPO area.

Table 12. Project Cost Summary

Total

2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028 2008-2028

MPO Area $308,641,000 $355,951,000 $52,671,000

$939,233,000

$717,263,000

SWRTPO Area $2,506,979,000 $1,080,697,000 $4,526,909,000

Total $2,815,620,000 $1,436,648,000 $991,905,000 $5,244,172,000
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The majority of the spending on metropolitan area projects is
anticipated for the mid time frame of the plan with over $355 million
being spent between 2016 and 2020.

Regional Transportation Planning
Organization - Local Agency Funding

The jurisdictions within the Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) use a range of
revenue sources to fund transportation systems within their
jurisdictions. These revenues need to cover annual maintenance,
operations, and administration costs. The revenues, along with
capital-only revenues such as state and federal grants, are also used
to fund capital improvements for both the regional corridors and for
streets that primarily serve local community needs. The agency
revenues may fully fund these transportation projects and programs
or may be the “local match” for a federal or state grant. For purposes
of this financial chapter, all revenues and expenditures for the
participating jurisdictions are combined.

Transportation revenues can be categorized into two types:

e General Transportation Revenues. This category
includes revenues that may be spent on maintenance,
operations, administration, or capital projects.

e Dedicated Capital Transportation Revenues. This
consists of federal and state grants, and any other
revenue source legally dedicated to funding capital
projects.

General Transportation Revenue Projections

It is worth repeating that these estimates are meant to assist in
project prioritization and planning, but are not considered “forecasts.”
The numbers discussed in this report are estimates to be used for
planning purposes; actual revenues are highly sensitive to local,
state, and federal policy decisions; personal choices of residents;
and market forces. These estimates are expressed in constant 2008
dollars.
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Baseline Projections

Baseline projections include the main revenue sources currently
used to fund transportation maintenance, operations, and
administration costs. They may also be used to fund capital projects.
As mentioned previously, Baseline projections account for those
revenues that are considered reasonable estimates considering
recent historical revenue trends and the current context of each
revenue source. Nineteen years of historical expenditures (1988-
2006) were analyzed for each source of revenue. These past trends
were projected into the future, taking into consideration current
knowledge of how each revenue is collected, what forces caused
changes in the recent past, and what, if anything, is likely to cause it
to change in the near future.

Baseline general transportation revenue projections include the
following revenue sources and assumptions. Since these revenue
sources are the same as those included above in the MPO analysis,
the general revenue descriptions and issues are generally the same,
and are not repeated here. Where area or jurisdiction-specific issues
arise, they are pointed out.

Property Tax. These property taxes are collected by Counties and
Cities and are available for any local purpose, including
transportation. Counties are also allowed to collect a dedicated road
levy that may only be used on transportation costs. As explained
above, Initiative 747 has restricted property tax growth to a level
below average inflation, causing revenues from property tax to
decline on an inflation-adjusted basis. The historical data analyzed
includes only the portion of property taxes spent on transportation.

Figure 18 shows the historical per capita property tax spent on
transportation from 1988-2006 (shown to the left of the dotted line),
and the estimated future property tax contribution to transportation
spending (shown to the right of the dotted line), for the study area as
a whole. Figure 8 illustrates that recently, jurisdictions in the RTPO
have been experiencing volatility in property tax revenues, but real,
inflation-adjusted revenues are expected to decline going forward.
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Figure 18. Per Capita Property Tax for Transportation
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Other General Fund Dollars. The participating jurisdictions have
historically contributed some general fund dollars to transportation
expenses. A conservative estimate of general fund spending was
created for expected future transportation funding based on historical
trends.

Figure 19 illustrates historical per capita general fund revenues spent
on transportation from 1988-2006, and the estimated future general
fund revenue allocated to transportation, for the study area as a
whole. Although general fund dollars have shown real growth in the
past, they are becoming more restricted overall. It is estimated that,
in inflation-adjusted terms, they will remain nearly stable over the
planning period.

Figure 19. Per Capita General Fund Dollars for Transportation
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Other Local Funds. This category includes miscellaneous revenues
that accrue to the jurisdictions, but are restricted to transportation
spending and are therefore not included as General Fund dollars.
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These funds have different historical trends for individual agencies.
Because these revenues have not had a consistent trend historically,
a conservative outlook was assumed going forward. Figure 20
illustrates historical and estimated future per capita other local fund
revenues for the study area as a whole.

Figure 20. Per Capita Other Local Funds 1988-2028
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Special Assessments. Historically, in the RTPO, special
assessments have been extremely small on a per capita basis. To
be conservative, it is estimated that they will continue at a very
minimal level into the future. The historical and future per capita
special assessment revenue spent on transportation from 1988-2028
is shown in Figure 21.

Figure 21. Per Capita Special Assessment Revenues 1988-2028
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Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Bond Proceeds. Historically, transportation revenues from bond
proceeds have been inconsistently used by the jurisdictions in the
RTPO. The last major bond was in 2002, in Grays Harbor County. To
be conservative, it was not assumed that the RTPO would be
receiving any transportation funds from bonds going forward. Figure
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22 illustrates historical bond revenues, as well as this future
assumption.

Figure 22. Per Capita Bond Proceed Revenues 1988-2028
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State Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax. Historically, these funds have been
decreasing on an inflation-adjusted per capita basis. No increase in
the State gas tax rate is expected again in the near future. Because
of this, the recent average nominal per capita value was projected
into the future for all geographical groups, with no assumed growth.
Jurisdictions may see some growth in total revenues due to
population growth, but per capita revenues will remain constant, and
when adjusted for inflation, will continue to decrease over time.

Figure 23 illustrates historical per capita State MVF Tax revenues
received within the study area, and the estimated future revenues
through 2028. This chart illustrates the real decline in inflation-
adjusted revenues, evident in the green line.

Figure 23. Per Capita State Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Funds 1988-
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Capital Transportation Revenue Projections

State Grants. Because of the increase in competition for grant
dollars and the decrease in available State grant funds, inflation-
adjusted grant revenues in the baseline projections have been
estimated at lower levels than historical rates. Nominal per capita
grant revenues are projected to grow from their current levels at a
rate lower than inflation. The future revenues in this analysis are
projected on a constant trend, which is likely to overstate revenues in
some years and understate them in others.

Figure 24 shows historical and estimated future per capita State
Grant Funds. These revenues are clearly project-specific as can be
seen in the peaks and valleys of the historical data.

Figure 24. Per Capita State Grant Funds 1988-2028
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Federal Grants. As discussed above, grant funding is difficult to
project because it is awarded on a competitive basis. However,
recent historical trends and information regarding the context of grant
revenue sources can inform the assumptions that are made about
available future grant dollars.

Federal transportation grants are funded through the federal portion
of the Fuel Excise Tax. The federal gas tax rate has fluctuated
between $0.184 and $0.183 per gallon since 1994. The majority of
these funds are deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and
disbursed to the states through the Highway and Mass Transit
Accounts.

Recent Federal Grant revenue trends were reviewed for this
analysis, and informed a conservative estimate of revenues going
forward. Although this analysis showed that recently Federal Grant
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revenues have increased, the grant climate is shifting and we
shouldn’t assume that revenues will continue to increase. Instead,
inflation-adjusted per capita revenues were estimated to remain
stable going forward.

Figure 25 shows historical and estimated future per capita Federal
Grant Funds.

Figure 25. Per Capita Federal Grant Funds 1988-2028

$80.00

$70.00

$60.00

$50.00 A i
$40.00 /\\ ’/ V‘k‘
5000 L NN\ A\ (A

(4

- -
20.00 > \ gt
$ 7 =7

= == «Nominal —

$10.00 e Real (20083%) [

$0.00
1988 1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2018 2021 2024 2027

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Total Transportation Revenue Projections

Total Local Agency Baseline Revenues. Table 13 summarizes the
total baseline revenue estimates for transportation revenues for the
RTPO for the three analysis time periods.

Chapter 8-Financial Constraints

Table 13. Baseline Transportation Revenue Estimates
Total
2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028 2008-2028
Estimated Future Revenues
Property Tax $ 201,440,000 $ 107,554,000 $ 146,062,000 $ 455,056,000
General Fund $ 47,050,000 $ 31,431,000 $ 54,056,000 $ 132,537,000
Other Local Funding $ 132,028,000 $ 75,317,000 $ 110,019,000 $ 317,364,000
Special Assessments $ 461,000 $ 132,000 $ 113,000 $ 706,000
Bond Proceeds $ - $ - $ - $ -
State Fuel Tax $ 94,582,000 $ 50,734,000 $ 69,456,000 $ 214,772,000
State Funds $ 34,979,000 $ 22,385,000 $ 36,658,000 $ 94,022,000
Federal Funds $ 102596,000 $ 67,003,000 $ 115,026,000 $ 284,625,000
Total Estimated Revenues $ 613,136,000 $ 354,556,000 $ 531,390,000 $ 1,499,082,000
Capital Only Funds
State Funds (Grants) $ 34,979,000 $ 22,385,000 $ 36,658,000 $ 94,022,000
Federal Funds (Grants) $ 102596,000 $ 67,003,000 $ 115,026,000 $ 284,625,000
Est. Min. match for grants (20%) $ 27,515,000 $ 17,878,000 $ 30,337,000 $ 75,730,000
Total Available for Capital $ 165,090,000 $ 107,266,000 $ 182,021,000 $ 454,377,000
Total Available for Non-Capital $ 448,046,000 $ 247,290,000 $ 349,369,000 $ 1,044,705,000

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.
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Figure 26 shows the total revenue trend for all revenue sources
(capital and non-capital) from 1988 — 2028. The green, inflation-
adjusted line shows that revenues are estimated to decrease going
forward in real dollars.

Figure 26. Total Annual Baseline RTPO Revenues 1988-2028

$140M

1
-
$120M : — - —
s S
$100M T — =
/,\ ______
oom Ap\_’\/ll ! =
1
$60M ,—A/,‘ _ / +
- -=TSe ==Y 1
$40M . - L - —
” 1 == == «Nominal
1
$20M 1 Real (2008%)
$SOM !

1988 1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2018 2021 2024 2027

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Maintenance and Administration Costs

The RTPO jurisdictions use their transportation revenues to fund
maintenance and operations activities, as well as capital
improvements. The revenue projections discussed above must
accommodate maintenance, operations, and administration (MO&A)
costs. After these costs are accounted for, remaining funds are
available for regional capital projects.

The historical per capita MO&A spending trends were analyzed for
each jurisdiction and the same trends were forecast to continue into
the future. This assumes that maintenance, operations, and
administration costs will continue to rise at a per capita rate similar to
recent history. It also assumes that the jurisdictions in the study area
are generally satisfied with their current level of service for
maintenance and that they will continue to invest at a similar rate.

Figure 27 illustrates historical per capita MO&A spending and the
expected continuation of the historical trend for the entire study area.
In inflation-adjusted terms, MA&O costs are expected to grow slowly
into the future, as evident in the green line.
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Figure 27. Per Capita Maintenance, Operations, and
Administration Spending 1988-2028
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Table 14 summarizes the estimated spending and costs by the
jurisdictions to maintain the same level of maintenance, operations,
and administration in future years. The total of all RTPO jurisdictional
expenditures is estimated to total about $1.17 billion to cover MO&A
expenses between 2008 and 2028.
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Table 14. Maintenance, Operations, and Administration Funding
Estimates 2008-2028
Total
2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028 2008-2028

Estimated Expenditures

Maintenance $ 328,811,000 $ 230,085000 $ 411,129,000 $ 970,025,000

Administration $ 76,079,000 $ 47,370,000 $ 75,581,000 $ 199,030,000
Total Estimated Costs $ 404,890,000 $ 277,455000 $ 486,710,000 $ 1,169,055000

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

Funding Situation

Table 15 shows that this estimated total is greater than
transportation revenues available for non-capital expenses ($1.04
billion) estimated over the same time period, resulting in an
estimated $124 million deficit for non-capital transportation funding.
This implies that in the long-term, those general transportation
revenues will not be available to fund regional capital transportation
improvements. It is also estimated that the RTPO will have about
$454 million available for transportation capital projects from
dedicated capital revenues.
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Table 15. Total Estimated Revenues, Costs, and Available Funds

2008-2028

Total

2008-2015 2008-2028

2016-2020 2021-2028

Baseline Non-Capital Revenu¢ $ 448,046,000 247,290,000
Estimated MO&A Costs $ 404,890,000 277,455,000

349,369,000 $ 1,044,705,000
486,710,000 $ 1,169,055,000

(137,341,000) $ (124,350,000)

® || B

$
$

Non-Capital Funding Balance $ 43,156,000 $ (30,165,000)
$

Revenues Available for Capital $ 165,090,000 107,266,000

182,021,000 $ 454,377,000

Source: WSDOT, 2006; and BERK, 2009.

WSDOT Funding Assessment for the RTPO

This section discussed the historical and estimated future revenues
that the five counties in the RTPO receive from the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) spending
is appropriated biennially by the State Legislature. Future projects
eligible for funding consideration are listed in the State
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP), however no funding is
guaranteed until they are directly appropriated in the State budget.
Historical spending data and spending projections from WSDOT
were analyzed to estimate future WSDOT spending in the RTPO.

Context is important when considering the historical trend in WSDOT
spending. Transportation projects funded by the State rely primarily
on revenues collected through the State Motor Vehicle Fuel (MVF)
Tax (also called the gas tax). A portion of these revenues is returned
to local jurisdictions via direct allocations based on standard
formulas, and through competitive grants; the remaining portion
funds WSDOT transportation projects. Spending on WSDOT
transportation projects within the RTPO is projected in the analysis
below.

In 2003, State transportation revenues were increased through a
voter-approved five-cent-per-gallon increase in the gas tax. By voter
approval, the tax was increased again incrementally in 2005, 2006,
2007, and 2008, but the phasing is now complete. It is unlikely that
there will be any additional increases in the gas tax for some time.

It is important to emphasize, for all of these State spending
projections, that funding is not guaranteed until appropriated by the
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State legislature and approved by the Governor. Further, since this
spending is subject to some discretion, historical spending may not
be correlated to future spending.

Estimates of future WSDOT spending were analyzed for two groups
of historical spending. In general, safety and preservation project
spending tends to be more evenly distributed on a per-capita basis,
while other types of projects (such as freight mobility and economic
development) are more varied depending on regional needs and
characteristics. Therefore, historical spending on safety and
preservation projects is projected forward on a per-capita basis as a
baseline assumption. These estimated funds are most likely to be
spent on WSDOT projects in the RTPO area. Historical spending for
all other types of WSDOT projects was projected based on recent
historical per-capita averages. However, this future spending is
considered “potential” as it is less likely to be related to historical
spending.

Per capita WSDOT spending in the RTPO area is shown in Figure
28 and Figure 29. Inflation-adjusted per capita spending, shown in
Figure 29 is estimated to decrease over time for safety and
preservation projects. All other projects, as noted above, are more
complex and vary depending on current regional needs.

In the 2005-07, 2007-09, and 2009-11 biennia, WSDOT has funded
or plans to fund I-5 improvements throughout Lewis and Cowlitz
Counties. These projects include lane additions and interchange
rebuilding, and will total over $215 million. The increase in per capita
funding seen in Figure 29 from 2005 — 2011 reflects these large
projects. However, such awards cannot be relied upon going
forward, which is why future estimates reflect an historical average of
WSDOT per capita spending. In some years, funding will be
underestimated, and in other years it will be overestimated, but the
trend portrays an estimate of aggregate WSDOT funding over the
planning period.
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Figure 28. WSDOT Per Capita Expenditures in RTPO - Year of
Expenditure 1995-2028
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Source: WSDOT; and BERK, 2009.

Figure 29. WSDOT Per Capita Expenditures in RTPO — Inflation
Adjusted 1995-2028
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As shown in Table 16, WSDOT spending is estimated to total about
$1.5 billion over the planning period.

Table 16. WSDOT Estimated Spending — Inflation Adjusted 2008-2028

Total
2008-2015 2016-2020 2021-2028 2008-2028

Estimated WSDOT Spending $ 666,783,197 $ 315932,740 $ 504975316 $ 1,487,691,253

Source: WSDOT; and BERK, 2009.

Other Regional Transportation Entities

The above analyses of state and local agency funding programs
focus on highways and roadways. They also cover non-motorized
transportation improvements. To meet the overall transportation
needs of the region, this section also analyzes other transportation
entities. Funding programs for Community Urban Bus Service and
the Port of Longview are summarized in this section. Funding of
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these programs is assumed to be independent of the roadway
funding programs.

Community Urban Bus Service

The Community Urban Bus Service (CUBS) of the Cowlitz Transit
Authority serves the Cities of Longview and Kelso. Its service
consists of five fixed bus routes, and paratransit service for persons
with disabilities.

Revenues and Costs

CUBS’ annual revenues totaled $2.3 million in 2007. Of this total,
only $116,000 came from farebox revenues (CUBS has a 7.75
percent farebox recovery rate on its bus service). CUBS’ main
sources of revenue were sales tax ($1.1 million) and federal funding
($625,000). Its sales tax revenue comes from a 0.1% sales and use
tax that was approved in 1987.

CUBS' annual operating expenses for 2007 were $2.1 million, and its
annual capital purchase obligations totaled $138,000.

Future Outlook

CUBS’ long-range plan includes plans to expand service to nearby
communities, improve CUBS connectivity with other systems, and
introduce low-floor and perhaps alternative fuel buses to its fleet.
Implementing any of these service improvements would lead to
increased operating and capital costs without a corresponding
increase in funding.

To increase funding, CUBS could try to get voter approval to
increase its revenues from sales and use tax. Since CUBS is part of
a Public Transportation Benefit Area, it is legally allowed to levy a
local sales and use tax up to 0.9% upon voter approval. CUBS could
also raise passenger fares, as its farebox recovery rates for bus and
paratransit service are both below the state average for small urban
areas.
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Grays Harbor Transit

Grays Harbor Transit, run by the Grays Harbor Transportation
Authority, serves all of Grays Harbor County. Its service consists of
12 fixed bus routes, and a dial-a-ride paratransit service.

Revenues and Costs

Grays Harbor Transit had annual revenues in 2007 of $7.8 million, of
which $404,000 was from farebox revenues. Its main revenue
sources were sales tax ($5.9 million), federal funding ($537,000) and
sales tax equalization ($549,000). Its sales tax revenue comes from
a 0.6% sales and use tax. This tax was approved in stages — 0.3% in
1974 and 0.3% again in 2000.

Grays Harbor Transit had annual operating expenses of $7.8 million
in 2007, and capital purchase obligations of $1.7 million.

Future Outlook

Grays Harbor Transit estimates total annual revenues will decrease
by about 3 percent annually between 2008 and 2013, against
operating cost increases of 3 percent annually, leading to a funding
gap as they dip into their reserve funds.

Also on the near horizon are capital projects that need funding,
including a new station and park and ride, and replacing 12 mini-
buses, eight transit coaches, and many bus shelters throughout the
County.

Grays Harbor Transit could increase its funding by attempting to get
voter approval to increase its sales and use tax, or through fare
increases. It currently has a 5.2% farebox recovery ratio on bus
service, compared to the 12.2% rural average in the State.

Pacific Transit

Pacific Transit serves all of Pacific County with five fixed routes and
dial-a-ride paratransit service.
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Revenues and Costs

Pacific Transit had 2007 revenues of $1.6 million, including $40,000
from farebox revenues, $755,000 from sales tax, and $495,000 from
federal funding. They also received $271,000 from state rural
mobility grants. Pacific Transit currently levies a 0.3% sales and use
tax that was approved in 1979.

Operating expenses totaled $1.2 million in 2007, and capital
expenditures were $0.

Future Outlook

Due to increasing revenues and low operating and capital costs,
Pacific Transit expects to grow its reserve funds through 2013.
Pacific's long-range plans include costs such as repaving a parking
lot, replacing three vans and seven buses, and installing cameras on
buses and vans.

Pacific Transit could increase revenues by getting voter approval for
an increase in its sales and use tax (the maximum is 0.9%), or by
increasing fares. Its farebox recovery ratio on bus service is currently
5.3%, compared to 12.2% for the rural statewide average.

Twin Transit

Twin Transit serves the Cities of Centralia and Chehalis, and other
areas of Lewis County. Its service consists of five bus routes, and
paratransit service for persons with disabilities.

Revenues and Costs

Twin Transit saw annual revenues of nearly $2.0 million in 2007.
Farebox revenues brought in $73,000, while the two largest sources
were sales tax, at $1.6 million, and State Special Needs Grants, at
$165,000. Twin Transit currently levies a 0.2% sales and use tax, of
which 0.1% was approved in 1985 and the second 0.1% was
approved in 2004.
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Operating expenses in 2007 totaled $1.4 million, and capital
purchases totaled $170,000, creating a surplus that increased Twin
Transit's reserve funds.

Future Outlook

Twin Transit estimates its annual revenues will increase by nearly 4
percent annually through 2013, compared to operating cost
increases of 3.5 percent. Revenues will continue to be able to fund
operating expenses, but there are large planned capital expenses
that will be underfunded.

In 2008, Twin Transit expects to replace two bus units, and
undertake service improvements for existing routes. Between 2009
and 2013, it wants to replace many buses and coaches, as well as
replace a transit center and expand service to underserved Lewis
County regions.

Twin Transit could fund these capital expenditures through an
increase in the sales and use tax levy (up to a maximum of 0.9%), or
through fare increases for its demand response service, which
currently has a farebox recovery ratio (1.70 percent) lower than the
state rural average (3.70 percent).
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