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Introduction

Federal tfransportation planning rules require
that regional transportation plans include a
financial capacity analysis to demonstrate
that the plan is fiscally constrained. That is,

it must be demonstrated that the estimated
costs of recommended capital projects in
the federally recognized, fiscally constrained
plan and maintenance of the transportation
system can be covered using available and
projected revenue sources. If projected
funding shortfalls exist, new sources of
revenue must be identified. While projecting
revenue and project costs out for such a
long period is very difficult, the purpose of
the analysis is to ensure the plan doesn'’t
just include a wish list of projects. Rather,
potential projects need to be prioritized,
realistically assessing the ability to fund them,
and balancing the needs of new facilities

or capacity expansion projects with system
preservation needs.

The plan may identify recommended

or needed projects, but if it cannot be
demonstrated that funding is reasonably likely
to be available for the projects or the scope
and cost of projects is uncertain, they cannot
be included in the federally recognized plan.
For example, later phases of the planned

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system are not part
of the fiscally constrained plan. The currently
budgeted East-West Route and the planned
North/South route are included. The major
state highway projects that will come out

of the current Beltline and Stoughton Road
studies are also not included due to the
uncertain scope and cost of those projects.
The same is true of project(s) fo come out of
the Inferstate study, although as an infer-city
project it would not need fo be part of the
MPO’s fiscally constrained plan.

The financial capacity analysis takes info
account recent trends in sources and uses of
funds and currently programmed projects,
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and estimates the ability of anticipated
funding sources to meet the maintenance,
preservation, and capacity expansion needs
of the transportation system. Average annuall
program funding amounts were estimated
based on recent trends. The analysis also
accounts for the large increase in federal
transportation formula program funding in
federal fiscal years (FFY) 2022-2026 under
the recently passed Infrastructure Investment
& Jobs Act (IlJA), also known as the Bipartisan
Infrastructure Law (BIL).

The IlJA included the reauthorization of the
federal surface transportation legislation.
The law maintains the same basic formula
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funding programs, but also includes some
new formula and discretionary grant
programs that allow states, MPOs, and local
governments to apply directly to USDOT for
funding. The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) recently released the state and
MPO federal formula program allocations
for FFY 2022. For the two existing programs
for which the MPO receives a suballocation
of funding - Surface Transportation Block
Grant (STBG) Urban and Transportation
Alternatives Program (TAP) — those FFY
2022 amounts were assumed as average
annual funding moving forward. For the two
programs allocated to states — National
Highway Performance Program (NHPP)
and Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) — the same percentage increase in
program funding for Wisconsin was assumed
for the Madison Metropolitan Area. A 2.0%
annual inflationary increase in these funding
amounts was assumed info the future. No
additional funding was assumed from the
new discretionary program funding.

The IlJA provides the federal transportation
funding program and planning framework
for the next five years. While the IIJA and
other recent transportation bills have made
some changes in programs, the current basic
formula program framework has been in
place since 1991 when the landmark ISTEA
legislation was passed. Therefore, it is safe

to assume that this basic framework will
continue. As noted, IIJA added numerous
discretionary grant programs. While it is safe
to assume at least some of those will continue

in the future and the greater Madison region
will be able to secure some of those funds, this
hasn't been factored into the analysis. While
short-term funding methods using general
revenue were employed fo provide the
necessary funding for the IlJA, it is assumed
that a long-term solution will be developed

to maintain those funding levels with the
assumed inflationary increases.

The financial capacity analysis assumes
that state funding will increase around 2%
annually. This has not been the trend for
highway construction funding. From 2006 —
the last year the state gas tax was increased
— to 2021 highway construction funding
(including state highways and local road
and bridge assistance) actually decreased
15% or an average of 1% per year in constant
dollars. In contrast, highway operations
(maintenance) funding increased 32% or
2.1% per year. Transit aids decreased almost
24% or 1.6% per year. This plan assumes that
in the long term, the state transportation
funding situation will be addressed and that
inflationary increases to recent spending
levels in the Metropolitan Planning Area will
be provided.

In the long run, additional or alternative
transportation funding source(s) fo the gas
tax will be needed at both the state and
federal levels with the electrification of the
fleet. The most logical is some sort of road

! Transportation Budget Trends: 2000-2021, WisDOT
Bureau of Budget (https:/wisconsindot.gov/

Documents/about-wisdot/performance/budget/
TransportationBudgetTrends2020-21.pdf).

user charge. While the future source(s)

of revenue is uncertain, an assumed
continuation of current federal funding levels
under the llJA and recent state funding levels
with future inflationary increases to both is
reasonable.

Estimated project costs must be in year-of-
expenditure dollars, reflecting an assumed
inflationary factor. An inflationary factor of
1.74% was used for project costs. As noted, a
2.0% inflationary factor was used for program
funding in accordance with WisDOT and
USDOT guidance.
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Funding Trends in the
Metropolitan Planning Area

Municipal streets are mostly financed by
local funding sources. These include general
revenues (mostly from the property tax) and
bonds and, in the case of municipalities,
also special assessments, impact fees,

and tax increment financing. Counties cost
share with municipalities on some projects.
WisDOT distributes state funding to counties
and municipalities through the state’s
General Transportation Aids and Connecting
Highway Aids programs, and through other
local programs such as the Local Road
Improvement Program.

Figure 5-q, Historical County and Local Street/
Roadway Expenses, shows the expenditures
for operations and maintenance, construction,
and other street related facilities (e.g., lighting,
sidewalks, storm sewers) by municipalities

in the Metropolitan Planning Area from 2015
to 2019, the last year for which data was
available.? The expenses include those from
local revenues as well as state and federal
programs. Total annual costs for Dane County
and all municipalities within the Metropolitan
Planning Area increased significantly over

this 5-year period from $117.9 million in 2015

to $181.4 million in 2019 with the largest
increases in 2018-19. This was due in part

2 Source: County and Municipal Revenues and
Expenditures by Wisconsin Cities, Villages & Towns reports
published by the Wisconsin Department of Revenue.
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to sharp increases in the cost of roadway
construction materials. The annual average
over the 5-year period was $149.5 million.
This includes an average of $88.1 million for
construction and $61.4 million for operations
and maintenance.

Federal and state funding accounts for
25.5% and 64.7% of revenues, respectively,

in the WisDOT 2021-23 biennial budget with
bond funds (3.6%) and other funds (3.5%)
accounting for the remainder. Federal
funding is derived primarily from the federal
moftor fuel tax and then allocated fo the states
and large urban areas. Federal program
funding sources under the current surface
transportation legislation, the llJA, that are
used for roadway improvements include the
following:

« National Highway Performance Program
(NHPP);

« Surface Transportation Program Block
Grant (STBG) Program (formerly Surface
Transportation Program) — includes three
categories of funding (Urban, Rural/Small
Urban, and State Flexibility); and

« Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) - also includes three categories.

The NHPP and STBG - State Flexibility
programs have been used exclusively for
state highway projects, while the HSIP
program is available for funding both
state and local projects. The STBG - Urban

and Rural/Small Urban programs are for
county and local roadway projects. For the
Metropolitan Planning Area, the STBG Urban
Program is the most significant of these
federal programs for local projects. Most of
the funding has been used for county and
local road projects, but the program has
also been used for other capital projects
such Metro Transit bus purchases and an

ITS project. A bicycle/pedestrian project was
approved in the last application cycle. The
MPO also funds its Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) program primarily with
this funding.

The Greater Madison MPO receives an
allocation of STBG - Urban Program funding
and selects county and local projects for
funding based on approved policies and
project evaluation criteria. The MPQO’s annual
allocation had been $6.86 million in the recent
past, but will increase to $8.99 million in FFY
2022 under the llJA. A further small increase

is expected in FFY 2023 and beyond once
2020 Census urban area population data is
factored info the funding allocations. That has
not been factored into the revenue estimate.
The higher STBG - Urban program funding
level in FFY 2022 under the llJA is assumed

to continue into the future with inflationary
adjustments as with other programs.

State transportation funding is derived
primarily from the state motor fuel tax, driver
license fees, and vehicle registration fees.
Funding for state highways is distributed
through several programs, including the
following:
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Historical County and Municipal Street/Roadway Expenses ($1,000’s) within the Madison Metropolitan Planning Area

| 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019

S:::Z;a ity O&M' | Const? | Other Total O&M' | Const? | Other Total 0&M' | Const? | Other Total 0&M' | Const2 | Other Total O&M' | Const? | Other Total

Dane County’ 806019| 567418  153121| 1526558| 852888| 599633|  93239| 1545761| 942283| 1624997 81555 2648836| 145530 101693|  87924| 2335146  981366| 1766789 35792| 2785948
C.Fitchburg 173430 | 261690 18530 453650 179930 264340  20550| 464820| 188460 459710 27850 670020 19790 272300  88970| 553060| 229320] 743130  63370| 1035820
C. Madison 2548000 | 1642530 693720 4884250 | 2383750| 1671750 620220 4615720 | 2458860 2706450  65M90| 5816500 2588070 3596160 853630| 7037860 2989790 3582190 1031010 | 7602990
C. Middleton 260|  30520 202770 76550 254570 236450 25410 516430 286810 201850 50020 538680 303650| 373040 2510 699200 33190 323490 7m50| 671830
C.Monona M780| 43940 12920 168640 92760 62750 9150 | 164660 78270 | 104290 32560  255120) 84380 17720 9830 271930 89730| 447310 10220 547260
C. Stoughton 120660 | 193500  23350| 346510 127810 509160 115980 | 752950 | 282360  2,208.80 12240 515480 947790| 251340 30910 1239040 200390| 268440| 110830| 579660
C. Sun Prairie 268160 | 237490 | 17480 623130 231660 417100 91230 739990 190570 | 483200 106650 780420 224330 980950 | 160800 1366080 315840| 686810 123230 125880
C.Verona 113030 357870 2420 493320 20760| 180870 M70| 409300 243030 308660 mio| 578800  147310] 750010 16970 914290 4177990  619130| 24680 1061800
Cities Total 3556320 3036540| 1091190 | 7686050 3477640 3282420 903810| 7663870| 3728360| 4485040| 901620| 9115020| 4467320 6341520 192620| 12021460 4574250| 6670500| 1380490 12625240
V. Cotfage Grove 142960 1070 mo| 155200 70| 22360 1620 105190  85700| 161540 1380| 258620 63860 3040  33960| 100860  82540| 117620 13450 213610
V. Cross Plains 42300 177970 7480 | 167750 51320 89510 -| 140830] 56980 23590 12460 93030 7070 27270 8190 321530 60700 43690 6700| 11090
V. Deforest 37570 214720 34850 287140 51930 22760 88300 361990  64400| 179630 15590 259620 65480  e1o70| 85350 761540|  77660| 256800 19230 | 353690
V. Maple Bluff 20100 29250 570 55060 15300 30090 58,90 51280 13470 900 3300 17670 17250 810 2850 20010| 16080 300 3400 19780
V. McFarland 74790 | 42060 1400 128250 68280  868.90 1990 | 167160 89000 192420|  10960| 292380 78190 | 362930 52450 493570 76350 56890 18950 152190
V. Oregon 79480 | 88370 71960 | 2,39810 71500 158950 | 34030 264480| 83300 91320 20740 | 195360 |  85820| 228460  25080| 339360|  98540|  48250|  40930| 187720
V. Shorewood Hills 21460 | 101960 240 125660 M40 65010 3260 80410|  77080| 28940 2610 108630 19480 96.30 2190 31300 27920 196630 2460| 227010
V. Waunakee 10030 9050 | 49960 25040 123770 | 504880 85380 74030 3430  315m0|  ss970|  48s10|  13470| 236620 48690 420780 136790 103680  48350| 288820
V. Windsor® 37105| 123554 8819| 169479 29441 48441 36.87 81569 |  56564| 64320 4008| 124893 38773 41679 3656 84108 75687 47424 207 127318
Villages Total 566695 809104 203589| 1579389| 503891 1227891 244157| 1975939| 639924| 1058370| 137018| 1835313| 547393 1766149 262416 2575958| 65267 871284 15%677| 1661228
T. Berry® 4425 2590 005 7020 8047 a7 005 .23 3981 5310 005 9296 12029 2821 - 34850 4540 3789 005 8334
T. Blooming Grove 14960 24790 2500 42250 18140 27180 3520 48840 20560 20250 250 43060 35460 24870 8370 68700 7310 15440 2120 34870
T. Bristol 2673 29642 933| 54248 24194 5708 941 30843 15107 15497 933 31537 39105 - 253  30358| 36334 - 1324] 37658
T. Burke 26430 25590 110 53130 22530 96,00 1330 33460 39790 | 66270 n40|  107300]  23200( 59790 730 83720 mwo| 38320 600| 66040
T. Cottage Grove® 59207 26218 139 8m565| 48342 39818 147 88308| 39646 36821 147 76615 44166 39540 164]  83870|  595| 76050 147 129149
. Cross Plains® 106.74 - 056 10730 9258 620 059 9937| 68784 - 059| 68842 13436 089 059 135,85 118.44 6450 062 18356
T. Dunkirk® 16409 89.89 501 25899 20191 9275 54 29980 2747 7 436 34960 18577 16663 755 35995 19970 7817 430 28217
T.Dunn 65730 | 84450 1300 151480 63120 21610 1300|  86030| 66380 26840 1320|  94540| 63640 38260 140 103140 77240 33990 1200) 112430
T. Madison 35070 - 4910 39980  29500| 16580 3930 50010 | 24380 - 440 28520 27790 2480 3650 33920 31840 - 3720| 35560
T. Middlefon 83410| 49840 5360 138610 63910 55950 7730 12590 68070 140260 25120 233450 64180 94130| 30530 188840 74140 41890 18460 134490
T.Oregon” 14510 10978 S| 2488 16140 9479 - 25619 165,69 12785 S 20354 6736 27390 - 44126 13814 9411 - 23226
T. Pleasant Springs” 38662 20956 182| 59800 44724 - 065| 44790 43565 - 052 43617 7283 - 059 7342 72602 - 065 72667
T. Rutlond® 16944 9334 105 26383 85.37 10167 105 188,09 9008 10515 076 195,99 8769 9091 156 18016 8526 12467 083 2076
T.Springfield™ 340.89 151 46| 34387| 28996 363 146  29506| 34352 727 146|  35225| 23988 - 126 24114 12307 10571 151 23029
T.Sun Prairie® 26446 - S| oeaas| 24526 856 - s 39137 254 - 39391 39779 184 201 4164 17702 12370 - 30072
T.Verong® 18096 25961 22| 44299 127246 2004 226 149476 18524 23595 032 ms2| 2539 27754 105 53255 32704 151.00 194 47998
T.Vienna” 49142 7526 190 56858 24744 10741 277 35762 29069 1032 207 40317 27627 18443 054 46124 36351 35613 196 72160
T. Westport 110920 - 390 M310| 135000 - 370| 135370 68460 - 460 68920 49660 - 40| 50070 63470 87510 330 151310
Towns Total 648798 327015 18070 993883  717145| 244124  20666| 981935| 627128 382934  36634| 1046695| 605821 382505 46861 1035167| 610766 406789  29088| 10466.42
MPO PL AreaTotal 557783 | 474208| 146597| 178588| 555156| 535407| 126187 1216750| 593770| 75513.4| 15683 1464586| 678606| 959187 158982 196775 681865| 971736 160305| 1813906

' (Highway Maintenance and Administration) Roadway operations and maintenance costs, including costs for engineering, highway equipment, and buildings. For county, includes depreciation for equipment and buildings.
? (Highway Construction) Includes operating expenditures and capital costs for constructing roadways. * (Road Related Facilities) Includes operating expenditures and capital costs for road related facilities costs, including limited purpose roads, street lighting, sidewalks, storm sewers, and parking facilities.

* Area in MPO area esfimated at 8919%. ° Area in MPO area estimated at 30.86%. ¥ Areain MPO area estimated at 50.48%.
® Area in MPO area estimated at 76.49%. 0 Areain MPO area estimated at 65.09%. * Areain MPO area estimated at 66.90%.
8 Area in MPO area estimated at 24.93%. " Areain MPO area estimated at 4516%. ' Area in MPO area estimated at 80.75%.
7 Areain MPO area estimated at 72.35%. ™ Area in MPO area esfimated at 6512%. 7 Area in MPO area esfimated at 6768%.
8 Area in MPO area estimated at 81.88%.  Area in MPO area estimated at 36.22%. Note: Costs rounded to nearest $1,000. ' indicates zero or no data available.

Source: Wisconsin Dept. of Revenue, County and Municipal Revenues and Expenditures Reports.

Figure 5-a Historical County and Municipal Street/Roadway Expenses ($1,000’s) within the Madison Metropolitan Planning Area



5-6 | May 2022 FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

« State Highway Rehabilitation (SHR Annual State Highway and Local Roadway Revenue Estimates ($1,000s) for the Metropolitan
9 Y g y y P
program, which funds maintenance work Planning Area
on existing s’rq’re highwqys glong with ) ! " Avg. Annudl
safety and minor capacity improvements; Roadway Construction Funding Program Funding ($1,000s)
- Highway System Management and State Highways
Operations (HSMO) program, which STH Expansion - Majors Program $23,932
;Undﬁ 0§f|V|T|es(]’|ro efn?rureff:}j\e p}:’OTpe}:' h Federal/State Funding Combined Backbone and non-Backbone $27,547
unctioning and sately ot Ihe state hignway State Highway Rehabilitation Bridges $1,213
system, including traffic operations .
and management of the State Traffic Subtotal of State Highways 952,692
Operations Center; and Local Roadways
- Majors program, which funds the most Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Urban $8,986
complex and costly projects, often involving Federal Funding Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) $1,488
capacity expansion, to address the most Bridge Program $2,480
serious deficiencies on the most important 70 % General Transportation Aids (GTA) $18,739
state highways. State Funding 70% Connecting Highway Aids (CHA) $420
Figure 5-b shows the annual federal and Local Road Improvement Program $658
state funding program revenue estimates Local Fundin Total County/Local Revenue (from State Department of $59.003
(in current dollars), in most cases based on 9 Revenue) less Federal/State Funding Estimate ’
recent funding levels over the past 5-6 years Subtotal of Local Roadways $91,774
(2016-2021), but modified by the federal Subtotal $144,466

program funding increases provided by the
lJA, which are assumed fo continue moving
forward. WisDOT provided the data on recent

Roadway Maintenance
and Operations

Avg. Annual
Funding ($1,000s)

Funding Program

federal and state program funding. For state State Highways
highway construction, estimated annual Federal/State Funding ‘ State Highway Maintenance and Operations ‘ $9,060
)
funding for Majors program, backbone and Local Roadways
non-backbone highway projects, and bridge . 30% General Transportation Aids $8,031
. . e . . State Funding

projects is $52.7 million, while estimated 30% Connecting Highway Aids $180
fundlng for.smfe h'ghWOy maintenance and Local Fundin Total County/Local Revenues (from State Department of $53189
operations is $9.1 million, for a total of $61.8 9 Revenue) less Federal/State Funding Estimate !
million. Estimated qnnuol. federal fundujg Subtotal of Local Roadways 61,400
for I.ocol .roqdwo.y.onoll bndge cons’rrg;hon Subfofal $70,460
projects is $13 million, including $9 million Tofal 5214926
in STBG Urban funding through the MPO. ota ’

Figure 5-b Annual State Highway and Local Roadway Revenue Estimates ($1,000s) for the Metropolitan Planning Area
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Estimated annual state funding is $19.8
million with the vast majority of this coming
from the General Transportation Aids
program. Estimated annual local funding is
$59 million for a grand total of $91.8 million.
Estimated annual funding for local roadway
maintenance and operations is $61.4 million,
including $8.2 million in state funding and the
rest local. Estimated local funding for locall
roadway construction and operations and
maintenance was estimated by subtracting
past federal/state funding from total average
revenues from 2015-2019, the latest years for
which data was available.

PUBLIC TRANSIT FUNDING

The maijor transit operator in the Madison
area is Metro Transit, which is owned by the
City of Madison and operates within the
oversight of the Mayor, Commmon Council,
and the City’s Transportation Commission.
Metro contracts with other municipalities and
public institutions (including UW-Madison,
UW Health, and the Madison Metropolitan
School District) to provide service for their
constituents.

Metro ‘s capital and operating costs are
funded through a combination of federal
funding, state operating assistance,
passenger fares, and local funds primarily
derived from the property tax. Federal
funding may be used for capital project
expenses, preventive maintenance costs, and
a portion may be used for complementary
paratransit service for persons unable to use
fixed-route fransit.

The majority of Metro’s federal funding
comes from the Section 5307 Urbanized

Area Formula Program (UAFP), which is
apportioned based on revenue vehicle-
miles, population, and population density.
Metro’s FFY 2021 apportionment of Section
5307 UAFP funding was $7.2 million. Metro
also receives Federal Section 5337 State of
Good Repair and Section 5339 Bus and Bus
Facilities Formula Program funding. Funding
for the Section 5337 program is based on the
miles of bus lanes and other dedicated fransit
facilities, such as the State Street pedestrian
and transit mall, while funding for the Section
5339 program is based on urbanized area
population and bus passenger-miles traveled
divided by operating costs. Metro’s FFY 2021
apportionment for these two programs
combined was $1.7 million. Two discretionary
components fo the Section 5339 program
were added under the FAST Act: a bus and
bus facilities
program based
on asset age

and condition 2020 [N
and a low or no
emissions bus 209
deployment
orogram. The 208 [
Infrastructure

207 [
Investment
and Jobs Act

206 [
(IJA) adds
27% to Metro’s 0% 10%  20%  30%
5307 program

allocation and

B Fares & Directly Generated
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24% to the 5339 program allocation beginning
in FFY 2022. Inflationary increases to these
higher program allocations are assumed
moving forward.

Funding, in particular operating funds, has
been and continues to be a major challenge
for Metro. At one time in the mid-1990s state
operating assistance covered 45% of Metro's
operating budget; however, state funding
has been relatively flat and in 2019 state
assistance covered just 31.5% of operating
expenses for the system. Figure 5-c shows
the distribution of Metro’s operating revenue
from 2016-2020. In the 2016-2019 period, the
percent covered by local funding decreased
slightly from 33.2% to 29.8%, and the percent
covered by fares increased from 23.8% to
27.0%. The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in
very different 2020 operational funding,

with fares and directly generated funding
decreasing to 16.3%, local funding decreased

Metro Operating Revenue Summary, 2016-2020

40%  50% 60%  70% 80%  90% 100%

Local Government B State H Federal

Figure 5-c Metro Operating Revenue Summary, 2016-2020
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to 17.9%, and federal support increased to
33.0%.

Given flat state funding and tight locall
budgets, in part due fo the state expenditure
restraint program, and the many other
competing demands for property taxes,

it will become increasingly difficult for

Metro to cover inflationary operating cost
increases in the future let alone meet the
service improvement and expansion needs
of the growing metro area and address its
capital needs, including bus replacements.
Because Metro has had fo use the majority
of its federal funding for eligible operating
expenses, this has put a squeeze on its
capital budget. A regional transit governance
structure with a dedicated local source of
transit funding will be required in order to
make major regional service improvements
such as building out the full BRT system,
initiating express commuter service to
outlying communities, and increasing service
frequency in the core area.

The state legislature adopted legislation in
2009 authorizing the creation of the Dane
County Regional Transit Authority (DCRTA)
with the authority to implement a locall
sales tax of up to %2 percent. The DCRTA was
formed in 2010 and, with the help of City of
Madison, Metro, and MPO staff, developed
a draft short-term plan for improved transit
service to support a referendum on a
percent sales tax. However, Assembly Bill 40
(Act 32) was passed in 2011, eliminating the
RTA authorizing legislation and dissolving the
DCRTA.

FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Lacking enabling legislation for a regional
transit authority, in 2020 the City of Madison
adopted a new motor vehicle registration
fee (VRF), which replaces $3.6 million/year
in Metro funding that had previously come
from property tax revenue, adds $2.7 million
to address increasing operational costs,
and provides $1.5 million for expanded
transit service including BRT.? Dane County
also collects a VRF, a portion of which could
conceivably be used to support the provision

3 See https:/www.cityofmadison.com/transportation/
documents/VRF/VRF.pdf

of transit service to areas and communities
outside the current Metro service area. While
regressive, VRFs have the potential to close
the funding gap for incremental system
growth while a long-term funding solution to
regional transportation needs is secured.

Figure 5-d shows Metro Transit's average
annual capital and operating revenue
estimates based on 2016-2019 funding taken
from the agency’s National Transit Database
(NTD) reports and an adjustment fo federal
formula program funding (Section 5307, 5337,
and 5339) to reflect llJA increases, which are

Annual Transit Revenue Estimates for the Metropolitan Planning Area

Metro Transit Funding Program | Avg. Funding'
Capital
Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307), State of Good
Federal Funding Repair Formula Program (5337),Bus & Bus Facilities $5,819,008
Formula Program (5339)
. City of Madison Property Taxes and Cooperative
Local Funding Agreements with Neighboring Municipalities 54751550
Subtotal $10,570,558
Operating
. Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307), Special
Federal Funding Needs/ADA (5310) $8,076,490
State Funding State Operating Assistance $17,373,81
City of Madison Property Taxes and Cooperative
Local Funding Agreements with Neighboring Municipalities, and Other $16,974,631
Revenues
Fares & Directly Generated Collections on Buses, Transit Passes, Advertising, etc. $14,235,511
Subtotal 856,660,444
Total $67,231,002

"Includes adjustment to federal funding to reflect increases in Federal funding under IIJA.

Figure 5-d Annual Transit Revenue Estimates for the Metropolitan Planning Area
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assumed fo carry forward info the future.
Between 2016 and 2019, capital revenues
fluctuated considerably year-to-year, ranging
from a low of $6.8 million in 2016 to a high of
$14.4 million in 2019, averaging $9.4 million
annually. Operating revenues were held
relatively flat year-to-year, ranging from
$54.2 million in 2018 to $55.8 million in 2017,
with a 4-year average of $55 million. This
mirrored relatively small changes in service
hours between 2016 and 2019, with a high

of 406,400 in 2018 and a low of 403,600 in
2019. The four-year average for capital and
operating revenues combined was $64.4
million. Including increased formula funding
under the llJA, which will increase 24-27%,

the average annual combined capital and
operating revenues are estimated to increase
to $67.2 million.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FUNDING

Local sources provide most of the funding
used for off-street bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. This includes Dane County’s PARC
& Ride grant program, which has provided
a fotal of over $2 million in three of the past
six years* for grants to local communities
for bicycle trail projects or an average of
$333,000 per year. Federal funding for off-
street bicycle and pedestrian facilities is
provided primarily through the Transportation
Alternatives Program (TAP). The MPO
receives an allocation of TAP funds, which
it directs towards projects it selects. The

42015, 2018, and 2021; 2022 awards were being finalized
at the time of this writing.

MPQO’s annual
allocation of
funding has been

Bicycle and Pedestrian
$617000, but will U

Facilities
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Annual Off-Street Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Funding Estimates
($1,000s) for the Metropolitan Planning Area

Average Annual
Funding

Funding Program

dngle fo 5124 DNR, Dane County PARC and Ride

million under State and Local Funding Bicycle Grant Program, Local municipal, $7,019
the IlJA. WisDOT Other

also receives STBG - Transportation Alternatives

a TAP funding Transportation Alternatives | Program (TAP) Set Aside (MPO and $1,640
allocation, WisDOT)

which it uses to Total $8,659

fund projects
throughout the
state. Madison
area projects are
also eligible for this statewide pool of funds,
and at least one Madison area project has
been awarded statewide funding in each

of the past two program cycles, with total
TAP funding for area projects averaging
approximately $200,000 in each of the

last four years. The state’s allocation of TAP
funding will also double under llJA. Factoring
in the increases in IlJA funding for the MPO
and state, it is estimated that the average
annual TAP funding will be around $1.64
million.

Off-street bicycle facilities, such as grade-
separated crossings and side paths, have
also been included in recent years as part
of street construction projects funded by the
MPO through the federal STBG (formerly
STP) Urban program. However, this funding
through street or highway projects has

not been included as part of the revenue
estimate.

Figure 5-e Annual Off-Street Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Funding Estimates ($1,000s)
for the Metropolitan Planning Area

Figure 5-e shows the estimated annuall
revenue for off-street bicycle facility projects
based on the average annual amount of
local, state, and other funding for new path
projects programmed in the TIP from 2018 fo
2022 and the expected TAP funding with the
increase in funding under IlJA.

Projected Revenues
through 2050

Figure 5-f shows the projected total
transportation revenues for state highway,
local roadway, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian
facility projects for the next 28-year period
from 2022 to 2050. The estimated revenues
are based on the average annual estimates
in Figures 5-b, 5-d, and 5-¢, which, as noted,
are based on recent and programmed
funding levels, as well as the federal funding
program increases in llJA. Inflationary
increases fo the revenue sources are
assumed. It is estimated that a total of almost
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Estimated Transportation Revenue, 2022 - 2050 ($1,000s)
for the Metropolitan Planning Area

Source | 20222026 |20272035  |2036-2050 | Total
Roadway Construction
State Highways
Federal/State Funding [ sozaan | 567487 | $1202342 | $2044040
Local Roadways
Federal Funding $67,413 $139,513 $295,588 $502,515
State Funding $103128 $213,427 $452190 $768,746
Local Funding $319,579 $759,698 $2,045,892 $3125,170
Subtotal of Local Roadways $490,121 $1112,639 $2,793,671 $4,396,430
Subtotal of Roadway Construction $764,332 $1,680,126 $3,996,012 $6,440,471
Roadway Maintenance and Operations
State Highways
Federal/State Funding | sa7149 | s97575 | $206734 | $351,458
Local Roadways
State Funding $42730 $88432 $187361 $318,523
Local Funding $285204 | $654997 | $1661295 | $2601517
Subtotal of Local Roadways $327955 $743,429 $1,848,656 | $2,920,040
Subtotal of Maintenance and Operations $375,103 $841,004 $2,055,390 $3,271,497
Metro Transit
Capital
Federal Funding $167128 $188,500 $271,530 $627158
Local Funding $95,548 $109,344 $103,822 $308,713
Subtotal of Capital $262,676 $297844 $375,352 $935,872
Operating
Federal Funding (does not include capital funds | $8770 $8,770
used for eligible operating expenses)
Stafe Funding $81,642 $187111 $396,434 $665,187
Local Funding $105,884 $186,471 $395,079 $687434
Farebox $80,735 $177849 $379090 $637673
Subtotal of Operating $277,030 $551,431 $1170,603 $1,999065
Subtotal of Metro Transit $539,706 $849,275 $1,545,955 $2,934,936
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
On-Street Facilifies | --—-included as part of street project funding----
Off-Street Facilities
Federal/State Funding $8,705 $18,016 $38,170 $64,892
Local Funding $37259 $77108 $163,370 $277736
Subtotal of Off-Street Facilities $45,964 $95,124 $201,540 $342,628
Subtotal of Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities $45,964 $95,124 $201,540 $342,628
Total Projected Revenue $1,725,105 $3,465,529 | $7,798,897 $12,989,532

Figure 5-f Estimated Transportation Revenue, 2022 - 2050 ($1,000s) for the

Metropolitan Planning Area

FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

$13 billion will available to finance projects over the 28-year planning
period. This includes $6.4 billion for roadway construction, $3.3 billion for
roadway operations and maintenance, $2.9 billion for transit, and $343
million for multi-use path construction.

The average annual federal and state roadway revenue estimates are
based on a 6-year rolling average® of expended funds between 2016 and
2021 obtained from WisDOT. A percentage increase in the federal funding
was applied based on the percentage increase in federal programs
(NHPP, HSIP) funding under the llJA. Local roadway revenue estimates are
based on the 5-year average of expended funds from 2015-2019 obtained
from State Department of Revenue reports, subtracting out federal and
state funding received. An additional 2% annual increase beyond the 2%
inflationary factor (4% total) was assumed for local construction funding
and 1.5% for operations and maintenance funding, reflecting additional
property tax revenue from new growth. The increases were necessary fo
provide sufficient revenues to cover estimated expenses accounting for the
growth in street lane miles.

Metro Transit capital (federal and local) and operating (federal, state,
local) revenues are based on programmed expenditures for years 2022-
2026 due to the unique nature of these years with the East-West BRT
project. Revenues are based on the 4-year average from 2015-2019 in the
agency’s National Transit Database (NTD) reports for remaining years,
with an adjustment to the federal funding to account for increases under
[JA.8 As noted above, federal funding for off-street bicycle and pedestrian
facilities is based on the MPO's FY 2022 allocation of TAP funding under
lJA and estimated amount of statewide TAP funding the region will receive
with the increase under IlJA and recent experience with local projects
receiving grants. State, local, and other funding is based on the average
funding programmed from 2018-2022 for bicycle path projects.

Average annual funding levels were extrapolated to 2050 using an
inflation rate of two percent. Funds were then divided info three time

5 5-year rolling average period for the General Transportation Aids and Connecting Highway
Aids programs. Local Bridge program funding is based on average annual project funding
programmed for FY 2021-25. Majors program funding is based on average annual amount
enumerated for projects from FY 2022-2026.

8 Year 2020 data was excluded due to the unique budget situation that year due to COVID-19.
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periods (2022-2026, 2027-2035, and 2036-
2050) reflecting programmed projects over
the next five years, the following eight (8)
years to 2035, and the final fifteen (15) years
to 2050. A larger increment was used for the
final 15 years due to the greater uncertainty
that far out into the future.

Projected Expenses through
2050

Figure 5-g shows projected transportation
expenses. Expenses are estimated at $12.5
billion for the planning period. Separate
methodologies, detailed below, were
developed to determine future expenses

for roadway construction, maintenance,

and operations; Metro Transit capital and
operating costs; and off-street multi-use path
and grade-separated bicycle/pedestrian
crossing facilities.

To begin the process of projecting expenses
for construction and maintenance and
operations of the roadway network in the
region, the revenue analysis was coupled with
a pavement condition analysis to compare
funding levels from 2015 to 2019 with the trend
in pavement conditions over that same time
period for all roadways by jurisdiction (state,
local) and functional classification (arterial,
collector, local). For the state highway system,
Interstate and U.S. Highway pavement
conditions in the Metropolitan Planning Area

improved over this fime
period, while State Trunk
Highway pavement
conditions got worse.
The measure used to
assess the condition

of state highways is
Pavement Condition
Index (PCI), which
reflects the structural

Source

Roadway Construction
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Estimated Transportation Expenses, 2022 - 2050 ($1,000s)
for the Metropolitan Planning Area

2022 2026 | 2027 2035 | 2036-2050

integrity of the roadway.
PCl was developed by
the US Army Corps of
Engineers, and is based
on a visual survey of

the number and types
of distresses in the
pavement.’

’The federally mandated
performance measures for
pavement condition are

State Highways $274211  $567,487 |  $1202,342  $2,044,040
Local Roadways $482,098 $1,097,591| $2,801,400 $4,381,089
Subtotal $756,309  $1,665078  $4,003741  $6,425129
Roadway Maintenance and Operations

State Highways $47149 $97,575 $206,734 $351,458
Local Roadways $333,308 $741,813|  $1,828,269 $2,903,390
Subtotal $380,456  $839,388 $2,035003  $3,254,848
Metro Transit

Capital Expenses $211,954 $536,808 $270,694 $1,019,455
Operating Expenses $200,880 $412,190 $846,489 $1,459,559
Subtotal $412,834| $948997  $1117183|  $2,479,015

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

the percentage of Inferstate
Highway and non-Interstate
National Highway System

On-Street Facilities

----included as part of street project funding----

(NHS) highways in good and

poor condition. Good and
poor condition is determined
based on three metrics:

Off-Street Facilities $25,280 $95124|  $201,540 $321,944
Subfotal $25,280 895124 | $201,540 $321,944
Total Projected $1,574,879 | $3,548,588 | $7,357,467 | $12,480,935
Expenses

cracking percent, infernational
roughness index (IRI), and
rutting (for asphalt pavement
sections) or faulting (for joined
concrete pavement sections). The MPO has thus far
been unable to calculate the federal pavement measure
due to issues regarding data quality and extent of data
coverage. The PCl measure has been used by the

state for many years and was determined to be most
appropriate for this analysis. The MPO will begin fracking
and reporting on the federal measure when the data
issues have been resolved.

Figure 5-g Estimated Transportation Expenses, 2022 - 2050 ($1,000s) for the
Metropolitan Planning Area

Local roadway pavement conditions — as
measured by a similar rating system as PCI
called Pavement Surface Evaluation and
Rating or PASER—got worse overall from
2015 to 2019. There was a small improvement
for arterial roadways, but the percentage

of collectors and local roadways — which
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make up the vast majority of mileage — in
fair and poor condition increased. In 2019 the
percentage of the local roadway system in
poor condition ranged from 5% for arterials
to 16% for local roads. The percentage of the
local system in fair condition ranged from 31%
for arterials to 38% for local roads. The overalll
much better condition of state highways

can be tied to state funding priorities and
local funding challenges. The state has just
recently increased the percent of the state
transportation budget going fo local roadway
programs.

Figure 5-h shows the pavement condition of
state highways by type and local roadways
by functional classification in 2015 and 2019.

Next, average per lane mile roadway
construction and maintenance and
operations costs were calculated for local
roadways within the City of Madison, other
metropolitan area cities and villages, area
towns, and county highways by taking the
total lane miles and dividing that by the
annual costs in 2015, 2017, and 2019 and

then averaging the cost per mile for those
years. Average construction cost was highest
for Dane County at $29,360 per lane mile.
City of Madison and suburban city/village
costs were similar at $20,750 and $22,290
respectively while fown costs were much
cheaper at $3,800. Dane County also spent
the most per lane mile on maintenance and
operations at $19,020 followed by Madison at
$16,160, suburban cities and villages at $12,170,
and towns at $5,940. The much lower town
costs reflect the rural nature of those roads

in the City of Madison and 2.99% in suburban
cities and villages, reflecting the faster
percentage growth in the suburbs and in
particular peripheral growth with new street
construction. The growth rates, lane mileage
costs, and inflation factor of 2 percent were
applied for construction and operations and
maintenance and extrapolated out to 2050.

without pedestrian and bicycle facilities, street
lights, etc.

Alane mileage growth factor was calculated
by comparing year-over-year growth of the
local roadway network (arterials, collectors,
local streets) for Dane County, City of
Madison, suburban cities and villages, and
towns. The mileage in towns actually showed
a declining trend due to annexations. The
number of lane-miles grew at a rate of 0.88%

Using these assumptions, it is projected that
$4.4 billion will be needed for local roadway

Pavement Condition by Roadway Type in the Madison Metropolitan Planning Area
2015 2019/20 2015 2019/20 2015 2019/20 2015

2019/20 2015

2019/20 2015 2019/20

100%

Interstate Highway US Highway State Highway Arterial Collector Local

I Good [ Fair I Poor

Source: PASER 2020, PCI 2019 (WisDOT)

Figure 5-h Pavement Condition by Roadway Type in the Madison Metropolitan Planning Area



FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

May 2022 | 5-13

construction over the 28-year planning period
to 2050, while $2.9 billion will be needed

for maintenance and operations. As noted,
local roadway revenue will need to increase
4% annually (including a 2% inflationary
factor) for construction and 3.5% annually

for operations and maintenance from the
recent annual average in order to provide
sufficient revenue to cover expenses. With

this assumption, projected local roadway
revenues are $4.4 billion for construction and
$2.9 billion for maintenance and operations.
However, this would result in a continued slow
deterioration of local roadway conditions
based on recent trends. Revenue and
spending would need to be increased in
order fo improve or even maintain current
roadway conditions. That increased spending
would help ensure that roadways receive
preventive maintenance before significant
deterioration, which can add 15-20 years of
useful life at a substantial cost savings over
reconstruction. Even with timely maintenance,
streets eventually need to be reconstructed
and utilities replaced.

Figures A-c and A-d in Appendix A include
lists of programmed, planned, and other
potential needed future local arterial
reconstruction projects based on current
roadway condition, the year a roadway was
originally constructed (where that data was
available), and assumed future development.
The figures also include some programmed
and planned projects to improve fraffic
operations and safety. The total inflation
adjusted cost of these local roadway projects

over the planning period is $441 million. This
includes some programmed and planned
infersection and bridge projects. Some of the
identified potential roadway reconstruction
projects are in peripheral developing or
planned development areas that will need

to be reconstructed to urban standards, but
many are in existing older already developed
areas.

Figures A-a and A-b include lists of
programmed and planned local arterial
capacity expansion projects. The cost of
these projects totals $232 million in inflation
adjusted dollars over the planning period.
The estimated expenses for local roadway
construction accounts for growth in lane
miles so the cost of these capacity projects as
well as the preservation projects should be
accounted for in the estimated expenses.

The major source of funding for locall

arterial reconstruction projects is the Surface
Transportation Block Grant (STBG) (formerly
STP) Urban program for which the MPO
receives an allocation of funding for each
multi-year program cycle. The total amount
of STBG Urban funding projected to be
available over the 28-year planning period is
$349 million, assuming 2% annual inflationary
increases in funding. Using the current 60/40
cost share policy of the MPO, this would fund
projects totaling $582 million. This would
cover 89% of the local arterial reconstruction
projects (both capacity expansion and
preservation) identified. Some of the projects
listed will be funded locally and so even
though some STBG Urban funding has been

and will be used for other types of projects,
this demonstrates the feasibility of funding the
major regional local arterial reconstruction
project needs.

Recent trends demonstrate excellent
pavement conditions on the Interstate
system and improving conditions on U.S.
Highways, but declining conditions on the
State Trunk Highway System. This analysis
assumes that construction and maintenance
and operations will continue at recent
expenditure levels, but with an increase in
federal funding as included in the IIJA and
with a 2% inflationary growth factor. As
previously noted, state funding for roadway

o
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construction has actually been declining
in constant dollars since 2006 when state

gas tax indexing was eliminated. The trend

in pavement condition of the state and

local roadway systems will continue to be
monitored to determine whether the trend of
declining condition is reversed or if the current
condition can at least be maintained. This

will require increased investment in roadway
preservation.

For state highway construction expenditures,
programmed and other near-term planned
projects have been identified with costs
estimated using the 2% annual inflationary
factor. The projects are included in the

Figures A-a through A-d in Appendix A. The
programmed maijor projects include the
Beltline Flex Lane project, which is almost
completed, the U.S. Highway (USH) 51
(McFarland to Stoughton) project which

is scheduled for construction in phases in
2025-2028, and the USH 12/18 and CTH AB
inferchange. A major planned project is the
reconstruction of Park Street (USH 151), a state
connecting highway, which will need to be
coordinated with the planned North/South
BRT project.

Future Major Highway Development program
projects, which often involve a capacity
expansion and must be recommended for
enumeration by the state Transportation
Projects Commission (TPC) and enumerated
by the Legislature and Governor, are not
known at this time. Studies are currently
ongoing for the Beltline, Stoughton Road (USH
51), and the Interstate north of the Beltline. The
recommended scope of improvements for
these corridors have not been determined.
Once the studies are completed, the specific
improvements identified, costs estimated,

and Major Highway Development program
funding either secured or determined to be
reasonably likely to be available, the plan

will be amended to add the project(s) with

an updated financial analysis. The plan does
recommend one additional major corridor
study for the STH 19/STH 113/CTH M/CTH

K corridor at some point in the future, likely
after 2035. The plan does include a capacity
expansion in the CTH K corridor, potentially

off alignment, with an intferchange at USH 12,
which is part of this longer corridor.

Based on the funding for the Madison area
projects enumerated in the Major Highway
Development program for FYs 2022- 2026
for the USH 51 and Interstate, if averaged

out over five years, a total of $928 million in
inflation adjusted funding could be expected
to be available during the planning period.
Depending upon the scope of improvements,
this could potentially cover some or all of the
costs of two major projects, but probably not
projects in all three corridors currently being
studied. However, Majors funding is awarded
on a competitive basis statewide and both
the Interstate and Beltline projects would
rate high in terms of importance. Given the
needs in the rest of the state, including the
southeast area freeway system, it is probably
safe fo say additional state funding would be
needed to cover the cost of major projects in
all three corridors, not to mention any major
improvements in the STH 19 corridor while at
the same time addressing preservation needs
on the state highway system.

It is estimated that a total of $2.04 billion in
funding will be available for state highway
construction over the planning period and
another $351 million for maintenance and
operations. The fotal cost of programmed
state highway projects and studies for
2022-2026 is $181 million. The cost of other
near-term planned projects is another $158
million. Because the list of Major Highway
Development program projects and

other state highway construction projects
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addressing safety and preservation is very
incomplete, and there is no way to realistically
estimate all future state highway system
expenses, it is assumed that all available
funding for construction will be expended
and thus expenditures were set to match
revenues. If the average annual programmed
funding was extrapolated out for the 28-

year planning period it would result in
expenditure of a little over $1 billion, leaving
another $1 billion available for Major Highway
projects that come out of the current Beltline,
Stoughton Road, and Interstate studies.

The single largest recurring capital expense
for Metro Transit is for the purchase of
replacement buses. Metro typically replaces
buses on a cycle of about 15 years. With a
fleet of just over 200, it purchases about 15
new buses per typical year. The usual 2021
bus procurement was deferred to support
the purchase of 43 60-foot articulated buses
for the BRT system in 2022. Metro currently
“retires” older buses from all-day service to
peak-only or other limited services, allowing
them to minimize new bus purchases. The
draft plan in the Metro Network Redesign
dramatically reduces peak-only service and
expands the number of buses that will be

in service all day, which will result in Metro’s
needing to replace vehicles more frequently
than is currently the practice. Although the
number of buses in service for the full service
day will increase, the total number of buses
required to provide peak period service

will be reduced by flattening service levels
throughout the day. This will reduce Metro’s
required fleet size, offsetting the higher cost to
replace buses more frequently.

Other major capital costs include: the ongoing
renovation of Metro’s East Washington Ave.
maintenance facility; the remodeling of
Metro’s new satellite facility on Hanson Road;
the construction of East/West Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) facilities; the planning, design,
and construction of North/South BRT; and,
implementation of new fleet technology
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and fare collection systems. Maintaining
Metro's fleet replacement schedule, facility
renovation and remodeling, both the East/
West and North/South BRT routes, technology
upgrades, and other usual capital expenses
can be covered with projected revenues
based on recent funding trends and the
adopted 2022-2026 TIP:2 This assumes that
Metro is successful in obtaining another Small
Starts grant to cover an assumed 50% of the
North/South BRT project. FTA awarded Metro
a $6.4 million Buses and Bus Facilities grant
for East Washington Ave. maintenance and
administrative facility renovations in March
2022.°

There are some major new capital costs that
will require significant additional funding in
order to fully implement the recommended
transit system improvements. New buses

in the future will be predominantly electric,
and will require the construction of charging
infrastructure in strategic locations to support
the use of these vehicles throughout the
system. With more buses in service throughout
the day, keeping electric buses charged may
require the operation of additional vehicles
to provide service during charging periods.

8 Due to the historic level of funding required to
implement East/West BRT and the unique changes in
2020 funding resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic
and federal stimulus packages, figures in the 2022-26
TIP were used for those years; projections for 2027 and
beyond are based on 2016-19 averages from annual
NTD agency reports adjusted for inflation.

° This grant is not reflected in Figure 5-i, as the TIP will not
be amended to include it until after this RTP Update has
been adopted.



5-16 | May 2022

The extent to which charging requirements
drive future fleet needs will depend greatly on
charging and battery technology, as well as
the provision of adequate charging facilities
at strategic locations in the network.

The first phase of the planned BRT system,
the East/West corridor, is currently in
environmental review and design, with
funding for roadway improvements including
Transit Signal Priority (TSP), the construction of
stations, the first order of 60-foot articulated
buses obligated in 2022, and the Hanson

Rd renovation project ($160.8 million total).
Additional articulated buses will be ordered
in 2023 and 2024 ($18.1 million), and planning
and design for the North/South corridor will
begin in 2023 ($4 million).

Capital funding for East/West BRT is
anticipated to be provided in part through a
federal Small Starts program grant covering
50% of project costs, which in combination
with Metro’s formula funding bring the
federal share to $107 million, with a locall
share of $53 million. For the North/South

BRT corridor, the city is seeking an Areas

of Persistent Poverty planning grant, and
anticipates construction funding through

a federal Small Starts program grant. The
City of Madison has included required local
match funding for East/West BRT project
and required facilities in its multi-year capital
budget. Cost estimates for the East/West
corridor were used fo estimate costs for the
North/South corridor, which is part of the
fiscally constrained, federally recognized plan.
The new Hanson Rd. facility is necessary for

FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Metro to be able to efficiently service the fleet,
and to house and maintain articulated buses,
which will be needed for the BRT system. As
part of the BRT system, funding of the Hanson
Rd. project ($21.1 million) is considered part of
the local 50% match for Small Starts funding
of the East/West BRT.

New articulated and electric buses, as
recommended in the plan, are more
expensive than the standard 40-foot diesel
buses and hybrid-electric buses currently

in use. Electric buses have become more
common as the technology improves and the
price drops. Articulated buses have been in
use in the industry for many years. With the
new service planned (bus rapid fransit, new
all-day service, frequency improvements,
and regional express service), the fleet

size would generally be expected to grow

by 2050; however, the Network
Redesign draft plan (2022) calls

for significantly flattening service
levels throughout the day, and re-
allocating much of the “extra” 2019
peak service hours to all-day service.

Capital Projects

vehicles with increased capacity over the
standard 40-foot vehicles that currently
compose the fleet.

Figure 5-i lists the major capital expenses

— including buses — necessary to fully
implement the recommended transit
improvements. The projected revenue

vehicle (bus) replacement cycle will not

meet the TAMP Useful Life Benchmark (ULB)
performance measure target of no more than
11% of the revenue fleet being beyond the

ULB of 14 years in 2024-2027; however, the
percentage of the fleet past the ULB generally
declines through the rest of the planning
horizon and is not projected to exceed the
adopted performance measure after 2027.

The recent average annual spending on
capital needs is about $10 million,”® which is

02016-19 TIP averages

Estimated Expenses for Major Transit Capital Projects
to Fully Implement the Regional Transit Plan

Estimated Costs ($1,000s)

This results in a smaller number of

vehicles being required to operate

peak period service, and accordingly

the number of service vehicles in
Metro’s fleet is not expected to

need to grow substantially by 2050.
Where 183 buses were in service

during peak periods in 2019, only 190

are anticipated to be required for

East/West BRT $143,000
North/South BRT $124,684
Southwest/East BRT $162,636
Middleton BRT $121,676
S;Jrr;?;elfood Satellite Facility 21115
s ogonFockty
Transit Coaches $489,756
Total $1,072,991

planned 2050 service; many of these
will be larger 60-foot articulated

Figure 5-i Estimated Expenses for Major Transit Capital Projects to
Fully Implement the Regional Transit Plan



FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

generally sufficient for meeting Metro’s bus
replacement needs, but not for expanding

or upgrading the fleet. Some expansion of
the fleet for new service and/or upgrading

of the fleet to electric buses has been made
feasible with other federal funding and
increased local funding, but implementation
of the full suite of planned improvements

will not be possible given currently available
funding. Metro will need to continue its
phased renovation of the East Washington
facility and the remodel of the Hanson Road
facility in order to meet PTASP and TAM goals,
regardless of whether or not North/South BRT
or other system expansions are implemented.

While Metro has been able to secure
discretionary federal grants for the East-

Estimated Annual Service Hours for Recommended

Future Regional Transit System

Estimated Annual

West BRT, and is leveraging the Hanson Rd
facility’s purchase and renovation expenses
as part of the local match for Small Starts
funding, funding the complete list of capital
needs identified in the plan — particularly the
Southwest/East and Middleton BRT routes —
will require a regional funding mechanism.

Operating Costs

Implementing the service improvements
recommended in this plan will require an
estimated additional 393,000 annual service
hours, a 127% increase over the current
309,000 annual service hours. See Figure

5-j. This planning-level estimate includes
expansion of BRT service, new all-day service,
frequency improvements in developing areas,
and the network of
regional express bus
routes. Assuming

Estimated Cost  BRIEEAYle:)

S Ceine ey ‘ Revenue Service Hours | ($1,000s)(2019°S) ElaalelgelV/=TaettoitNe g
Existing Metro Transit Service ‘ 309,446 ‘ $35,370 phClsed in over
Future Transit Network the opproxmo’rely
East/West BRT 58,984 se747| 28-yearplan

timeframe, the
North/South BRT 56,551 $6,464 | .

increase translates
Southwest/East BRT 54,896 56,275 | 1o about 4.5% per
Middleton BRT 75,336 $8,611 year.
All-Day non-BRT Service 412,426 $47140 | This 4.5% growth
(R)egliosnol Express & Other Peak- 44,648 $5,103 que is considerably

ny Service higher than Metro’s

All BRT 245,093 $28,014 h|STOr|CO| Service
Net Additional Service Hours 393,394 $44,965 | hour growth rafe of

Figure 5-j Estimated Annual Service Hours for Recommended

Future Regional Transit System

about 0.8% per year
2010 - 2019. During
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that time, Metro Transit’s operating funding
increased an average of 2.4% per year.

This increase allowed for some increased
service, such as new express service fo Sun
Prairie, but was only slightly higher than the
rate of inflation. Between 2015 and 2019,
service hours fluctuated slightly but remained
essentially flat; beginning in 2020, the
COVID-19 pandemic resulted in a service hour
reduction to 77% of the 2019 service level, but
this is considered a short-term reduction and
Metro anticipates returning to 2019 service
levels in the summer 2023.

Historical levels of annual funding increases
will not provide the resources necessary to
support the transit service recommendations
in this plan. If the number of service hours
was to increase at the same rate as
operating funding has risen — 2.4% per year
— Metro would be able to operate about
69,500 additional annual service hours by
2050, about 18% of the new service hours
recommended in this plan. The remaining
unfunded 314,500 annual service hours will
require a new funding source.

Figure 5-k identifies the types of potential
revenue generation mechanisms that might
be used to fund the expansion of the transit
system as well as the estimated annual
revenue generation of these sources. An
increased vehicle registration fee alone would
not be enough to fund the planned transit
system, but would allow Metro to make
targeted service expansions and pursue
needed capital improvements. A V4 percent
sales tax would likely be sufficient to fund
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Potential Funding Mechanisms for Transit Expansion ($1,000s)

Total Expenses and Funding Gap

FUNDING THE PLAN: FINANCIAL CAPACITY ANALYSIS

identified as part of major state highway
corridor studies, most notably the Beltline and

Stoughton Road. It is expected that at least
Total Expenses by 2050 $5,668,053 .

some of those projects would be funded as
Projected Funding Gap $2,485,766 part of those projects
Funding Mechanism Duration/Qty Per Increment | Funds Difference . . .

Bicycle project costs for programmed projects
% % RTA Funding 15 YR $57,236 $858,547 $1,627,219 were taken from the current TIP with an
% % RTA Funding 15 YR 528,618 5429273 | $2056493 | inflationary factor applied. Planned project
Madison Vehicle Registration Fee (VRF) 28 | EA/YR $0.008 $30,936 costs were estimated based on planning-
Dane County VRF (Potential $5) 16| EA/YR $0.005 $26,289 level cost assumptions, taking into account the
New Service Partner Funding (OP) 16 YR $11,336 $181,381 length of the path, ?homder of the corridor,
VRF and Service Partner Total: $238,606 $2,247,61 and presence of brldges and underposses.

Figure 5-k Potential Funding Mechanisms for Transit Expansion ($1,000s)

steady increases in service, while a ¥z percent
sales tax would act as a safeguard against
future state and federal funding reductions,
and allow faster expansion of service. Neither
a ¥a nor a ¥2-percent sales tax would raise

the required amount of funding over a 15-
year period for full implementation of the
planned system. It is important to note that an
RTA could be used to fund fransit alone or all
modes of transportation depending on the
statutory language in the enabling legislation.
The recommendations above assume all
funds are allocated to transit. If funds are
divided between modes, additional funding
may be required to implement the planned
transit system.

BICYCLE PROJECTS

New urban arterial streets and high-volume
collector streets are almost universally built
with bicycle facilities. Urban arterial street
reconstruction projects generally include

Planned projects beyond the 5-year TIP were
assigned to one of two time periods - 2027 o
2035 and 2036 to 2050. Project costs include

bicycle facilities, where feasible, given right
of way constraints and competing demands
for the space. The cost of these facilities is
included in the budget for street projects.
Therefore, no additional need for funding
is anticipated for on-street bicycle facilities
beyond that projected for the roadway
system. Major regional off-street facilities,
such as shared-use paths, are generally
stand-alone projects, although some side
paths and grade-separated crossings are
now being funded as part of roadway
projects. Recent examples include the S.
Pleasant View Rd/CTH M (West), McKee
Road/CTH PD, and Johnson Street projects.

The RTP identifies a network of planned
regional priority paths. See Figure 4- on
page 4-44. Figure A-e in Appendix A lists
these projects and the planning level cost
estimate for them. There are also some major
shared-use path and grade-separated
crossing recommendations that have been
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a 1.74% per year inflationary factor. The total
cost of these regional priority projects is

$128 million in inflation adjusted dollars. This
includes $27 million in programmed projects
in 2022-2026, $34 million in 2027-2035, and
$67 million in 2036-2050. The total cost of the
projects and the cost within the different fime
periods is well within the funds projected to
be available. Total estimated funding is $342
million, including $95 million in 2027-2035
and $202 million in 2036-2050. The additional
funding would allow other path projects
beyond the regional priority path projects
listed fo be completed. Thus, path expenses in
the two later time periods in Figure 5-g have
been setf to equal revenues.

Conclusion

The financial capacity analysis for the

RTP assumes a 2% annual inflationary
increase in federal, state, and local funding.
However, the state gasoline tax rate will
need fo be increased and eventually other
new revenue sources (e.g., mileage based
registration fee) created in order to offset
lost gas tax revenue from electrification

of the fleet and inflationary increases

in project costs and address long-term
system preservation needs. The state gas
tax hasn’t been increased since 2006 when
the automatic indexing of the gas tax and
vehicle registration fees to the inflation rate
was eliminated. The State Commission on
Transportation Finance and Policy’s report,
Keep Wisconsin Moving — Smart Investments,
Measurable Results, published back in 2013,

provided recommendations for generating
additional revenue, but thus far the state
legislature has not addressed the long-term
solvency of the state transportation fund.
While the 1A provided historic levels of new
federal transportation program funding for
the next five years, the bill is being funded
with general revenues, which is neither wise
nor sustainable.

An increase in funding levels is necessary to
maintain and gradually improve the existing
condition of the region’s roadway system,
which based on recent trends has been
declining. Increased funding is also needed fo
fully implement the planned regional transit
system, in particular the latter two phases of
the BRT system and most of the additional
service hours from frequency improvements,
new service to developing areas, and
commuter express service to suburban
communities.

The financial analysis indicates that projected
revenues will be sufficient to implement the
local arterial roadway capacity expansion
projects identified in Figure 4-d in Chapter 4
and listed in Figures A-a and A-b in Appendix
A while at the same time funding identified
potential arterial street reconstruction

needs identified in Figures A-c and A-d in
Appendix A and addressing other roadway
preservation needs in a manner similar to
recent trends. However, this means that local
roadway conditions will continue fo slowly
deteriorate. Major capacity improvements in
two state highway corridors (Stoughton Road,
Beltline) may or may not be able to be fully

May 2022 | 5-19

funded based on the funding for currently
programmed Major Program projects carried
forward info the future. This would depend
upon the scope of those projects. It is forecast
that $1 billion would be available for those
projects beyond the needs for other state
highway construction projects, if currently
programmed spending was carried forward
into the future.

Significant new transit funding will be needed
to implement the recommended regionall
transit plan, including the latter two phases
of BRT, new regional commuter service, and
increased local service frequencies. The
largest gap is in operating funding. Based

on recent trends from 2010-2019 in terms of
service hour increases, only about 18% of the
recommended service hours in the regional
plan could be funded. Implementation of the
plan would require a new regional funding
mechanism, such as a regional fransit
authority, with the ability to levy a sales tax.
Increases in the current City of Madison
vehicle registration fee would not be sufficient.

Estimated future revenues for multi-use path
projects based on recent funding levels would
be more than sufficient to fund the major
regional priority path projects illustrated in
Map 4-lin Chapter 4 and listed in Figure A-e
in Appendix A. These projects were identified
as needed to address key missing links and
complete key segments of the planned
regional bikeway network illustrated in Map
4-jin Chapter 4. On-street facilities are
assumed fo be included as part of roadway
projects.





