	DISCUSSION DRAFT	


Connecticut faces serious challenges financing its transportation system in both the short and long term. The Department of Transportation has indentified a need for $16 billion in new capital funding over the next twenty years, including over $7 billion in capital spending during the next decade. To put that number in context, over the next decade it would essentially double DOT’s current capital program, with no increase in federal funding[footnoteRef:1]. That is a daunting challenge, but it is only one of several funding challengers facing Connecticut’s transportation system. Others include operating and debt service costs that are rising faster than revenues; stagnant federal funding and limited revenue growth. [1:  	Explain] 

The Special Transportation Fund, which is Connecticut's principal transportation funding vehicle, is strained by current obligations, rising costs and future capital needs.  Even without new capital projects, the Special Transportation Fund is expected to end the current fiscal year with a small surplus, but faces challenges in the future.  Deficits of $37.7 million in FY 2012, $12.0 million in FY 2013 and $27.5 million in FY 2014 are currently projected.  Annual deficits will continue into the future and exhaust the STF’s accumulated surplus without additional revenues


Background
The Special Transportation Fund
The Special Transportation Fund (STF) is the funding source for virtually all transportation operating and capital expenditures. It is the State’s second largest appropriated fund, surpassed only by the General Fund. 
The state constitution, state law and bond covenants all require the adoption of balanced budgets for the fund. Perhaps the most stringent requirements are those contained in the bond covenants associated with the special tax obligation bonds which support transportation capital projects. According to the Office of the State Treasurer, they define a balanced budget as one where current year revenues are equal to or exceed current year expenses.  This requirement is essentially prohibits using the fund’s accumulated surplus to balance the annual budget.
In addition, the bond covenants require that total STF revenues in any year equal at least twice the debt service payments required in that year.
 The fund was established in 1983, following the collapse of the Mianus River Bridge on the Connecticut Turnpike (I-95), to provide a dedicated revenue stream for transportation infrastructure projects and programs. The following year, the Transportation Infrastructure Program was established and the first Special Tax Obligation (STO) bonds were authorized.  Special Tax Obligation bonds are special obligations of the State and are payable solely from the pledged revenues of the special transportation fund. 
Originally, the STF was designed to cover only the direct costs (including debt service) of the transportation infrastructure program.  However, starting in 1987, the legislature transferred a series of agency costs from the General Fund to the STF, in part due to growing General Fund deficits.  Currently, the fund supports the operations of the Department of Transportation and the Department of Motor Vehicles as well as associated fringe benefit costs, debt service, and workers’ compensation claim costs.
A significant feature of the original legislation establishing the fund was the decision to authorize bonding and, at the same time, approve future tax increases needed to order to make debt service payments on those bonds. Approving the tax changes upfront, rather than waiting until the year when the cash was actually needed, was designed to give investors confidence that those revenues would, in fact, be available to support the bonds. More than two decades later, the 2005 and 2006 transportation initiatives followed a similar approach.
Special Tax Obligation (STO) Bonds
Special Tax Obligation Bonds, first issued in 1984, are a central feature of Connecticut’s system for financing transportation capital expenses, including the state’s share of capital projects primarily supported by federal funds.
STO bonds are revenue bonds payable solely from the pledged revenues of the special transportation fund, which are dedicated to the repayment of the bonds. Because they are not supported by the “full faith and credit of the state” they do not count against the state’s statutory bonding cap.
In order to ensure repayment of the bonds, the statutes and the bond covenants contain a number of requirements related to STO bonds and the Special Transportation Fund.
· Proceeds of Special Tax Obligation Bonds can only be used for the transportation purposes defined in the statute;
· The Governor and the General Assembly must adopted a balanced STF budget for each biennium;
· STF Revenues are pledged by law to the STF. If any pledged revenues are reduced another revenue source must be substituted;
· Debt service payments must be paid before all other STF expenses; and
· Pledged revenues must be at least two times the total principal and interest requirements of the bonds in each fiscal year.

At the end of the last fiscal year, there were approximately $3.0 billion in Special Tax Obligation Bonds outstanding.
Revenues
The Special Transportation Fund is supported by revenues from a variety of sources.  These sources are considered to be "pledged revenues" under the terms of existing bond covenants.  Because the revenues have been pledged to support outstanding bond issues any revenue sources which are reduced or eliminated must be replaced by other revenues.
	They include:
· Motor Fuels Taxes, including the gasoline tax, the diesel oil tax (except diesel oil used for home heating purposes), and the Motor Carrier Road Tax paid by out-of-state truckers operating in Connecticut.
· A portion of the Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax, which is a tax levied on the first sale in Connecticut (generally from a wholesaler to a retailer) on a variety of petroleum products including gas and oil.
· Fees paid to the Department of Motor Vehicles for licenses, permits and fees.
· Sales tax paid on the private sale of motor vehicles (paid to the Department of Motor Vehicles).
· Interest income.
· Transfers from the general fund. 

FY 2011 Budgeted Revenue Sources- Special Transportation Fund (in millions)
Total: $1,180.0 million
[image: ]

In recent years the motor fuels tax, the single largest source of revenue for Special Transportation Fund and normally a very stable revenue source, has shown some volatility.  In FY 2005 gas tax receipts grew by over 4%. The next year, with gas and oil prices rising, receipts actually fell below the prior level, the first time since the fund was established that receipts declined in the absence of a recession.  That decline continued through FY 2007 and into FY 2008[footnoteRef:2]. As the national economic decline set in receipts fell even further. While motor fuels tax receipts have begun to grow slightly they remain significantly below FY 2005 levels. [2:  	During that time public transportation ridership was growing substantially, suggesting that some commuters were changing how they traveled.] 


The reduction in the price of oil during the current economic downturn has significantly reduced revenues from the more volatile Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax (GRT).   The GRT is a more volatile revenue source since it is based on percentage of the price of gas rather than the volume of sales. However, the Special Transportation Fund has not been affected by that revenue loss.  That is because all receipts from the Gross Receipts Tax flow into the general fund and a fixed amount of money is then transferred to the Special Transportation Fund regardless of the actual receipts. 
The chart below shows the projected growth in STF revenues from 2010 to 2014. While some growth is anticipated, overall growth is slow and highly dependent on improving economic conditions. In addition, efforts to deal with the multi-billion-dollar shortfall in the state's General Fund may also impact STF revenues.
 The 
Significantly, over the same period, STF expenses are expected to rise significantly faster than revenues
Expenditures
The Special Transportation Fund pays for:
· Operating expenses of the Department of Transportation;
· bus and rail operations and subsidies;
· debt service on transportation bonding;
· operating expenses of the Department of Motor Vehicles; fringe benefits for staff employed at the Department of Transportation and the Department of Motor Vehicles; and
· Grant programs.


One of the issues facing the Special Transportation Fund going forward is the significant difference between the growth in expenditures and the growth in revenues.  For a number of years expenditure growth has far outpaced the growth in revenues.
Because of the disparity between the growth in revenues and the growth in expenditures it has been necessary to periodically add additional revenue to the STF in order to keep it in balance.  This is been done a number of ways including the transfer of funds and/or revenues from the general fund to the Special Transportation Fund.
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION BUDGET
Over the next five years, the Department of Transportation’s operating expenses are projected to be the largest, and the fastest growing, line item in the Special Transportation Fund.  
The following chart shows the trends in DOT spending from FY 2000 to FY 2011. During that period, personnel services have been the largest single expenditure area.  

However personnel services are not the fastest growing line item.  The largest growth has been in public transportation (rail operations, bus operations and ADA para transit) spending, as shown in Table 6. .  The growth in transit subsidies has been largely due to the lack of a fare increase since 2005 as well as the addition of some new services such as the extension of Shore Line East rail service to New London.
Between FY 2000 and FY 2011, the subsidy or state cost of bus operations rose from about $61.8 million to $132.9 million, with roughly two-thirds of that growth taking place since 2005. During the same period, the cost of rail operations went from just under $61 million to $142.7 million. About 80% of that increase has taken place since 2005. In percentage terms the largest cost increase was in ADA para-transit services which increased from slightly under $7.5 million in FY 2000 to an estimated $25.5 million in the current fiscal year.

As previously noted, much of the growth in public spending has occurred in the absence of any fare increases. For example, Table 7 shows the relative growth rail operations spending and passenger fares between FY 2001 and FY 2011.
As previously noted, much of the growth in public spending has occurred in large part due to the absence of fare increases. For example, Table 7 shows the relative growth of rail operations spending and passenger fares between FY 2001 and FY 2011.
 (
No fare increase since 2005
)
Debt Service
	The second largest line item is the payment of debt service on (1) Special Tax Obligation Bonds; and (2) General Obligation Bonds issued to support transportation projects. Almost all of the debt service is for STO bonds. The line item grew by about 14.1% between FY 2000 and FY 2011. 


SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION FUND ISSUES
Expenditure and Revenue Growth Rates. For at least the last decade special transportation fund expenses and expenditures have grown substantially faster than the revenue sources which support the fund.  As a result, it has been necessary to periodically increase revenues in order to maintain the fund balance. 
In recent years that has been done primarily by increasing transfers of gross receipts tax revenues from the general fund to the special transportation fund.  During the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010 $165.3 million was transferred to the STF. During that same year, about $108 million in gross receipts tax revenue remained in the General Fund.
While this approach has succeeded in balancing the special transportation fund in the short term, it is problematic in the longer term.  First, it is unclear whether the general fund, which is facing a multi-billion-dollar shortfall, can continue to support such transfers. Second, the amount of gross receipts tax revenue available for transfer is limited and the annual revenue from the tax is largely driven by the price of oil and extremely volatile.
Motor Fuels Taxes. Since the Special Transportation Fund was created motor fuel taxes, and the gas tax in particular, have been a major source of revenue for the fund. However, the growth in motor fuels tax receipts was negative from FY 2005 to FY 2009.  It grew slightly (less than 1%) in FY 2010 but remains well below the 2005 level.
Significantly, the declines in 2006, 2007 and part of 2008 took place before the start of the current economic downturn. They marked the first time, other than during a recession, that the annual growth in motor fuels tax receipts has been negative since the special transportation fund was created. This trend, plus increases in the fuel efficiency of both passenger cars and commercial vehicles, and the growth in the use and availability of alternative fuels, raises questions about the long-term viability of the motor fuels tax, and the gas tax in particular, as the workhorse of the state's transportation financing system.
Growth in Public Transportation Spending. Since FY 2000 the combined budget line items for bus operations, rail operations and ADA para-transit services have risen from $130.2 million in FY 2000 to a projected $301.3 million in the current fiscal year.  As previously noted, the largest part of this growth has taken place since the last passenger fare increases in 2005.
Project Delays and the Spike in Debt Service.  Several large transportation projects and initiatives have taken longer to implement than originally expected.  These include the Pearl Harbor Memorial Bridge (Q Bridge) and related projects, the Moses Wheeler Bridge between Stratford and Milford, the new rail cars and maintenance facilities for the New Haven Line, commuter rail service between New Haven, Hartford and Springfield, the new West Haven rail station, and other projects financed under the 2005, 2006 and 2007 transportation initiatives.
This trend is problematic for several reasons.  First, because time is literally money for construction projects, the delays result in higher capital costs.  Second, to the extent that special transportation fund revenues were increased in anticipation of funding for those projects, the deferral of bond sales and resulting debt service payments makes the special transportation fund appear financially stronger than it is. Finally, if debt for many or all of these projects is issued at about the same time it will create a spike in debt service payments that will last for 20 years.
Reliance on Bonding. The special transportation fund relies heavily on the issuance of Special Tax Obligation Bonds to finance the state share of federally funded transportation projects as well as a cost of transportation projects funded solely by the state.  In the short term this allows the state to spread the cost of a project over several years and thereby reducing the amount of money required in any single year. However, that benefit comes at a cost in the form of interest payments paid over the life of bonds.
For example, using 20 year STO bonds to pay for a $10 million project reduces the annual cost of that improvement to about $1.9 million, a significant short-term savings.  But, over the life of the bonds, the State of Connecticut will pay about 9 million in interest, principal and costs, bringing the total cost of that $10 million project to about $19 million.
While the use of bonding is necessary and appropriate in many cases, the special transportation fund would benefit, in the long term, if the annual appropriation included funding to allow smaller projects and equipment purchases to be paid for with appropriated funds rather than bonding.  For example, if the state appropriated $20 million a year for ten years, instead of bonding for that work, it would, over a 30 year period, save about $ 180 million.
CAPITAL NEEDS
	The Department of Transportation has identified about $16 billion in unfunded capital needs over the next twenty years, including $7.5 billion needed over the next decade. According to DOT, those needs fall into three broad categories: They are:  (a) programmatic preservation funds, (b) major preservation projects of strategic importance, and (c) major system enhancement projects of strategic importance. 
Programmatic Preservation Funds. The Department estimates that the state needs about $300 million annually for a basic transit and highway preservation program.  This includes $100 million annually for a basic highway bridge preservation program; another $100 million per year for road preservation and $100 million for transit preservation of $100 million will is needed for basic preservation needs 
This funding will allow the Department to address deferred bridge maintenance, allow the state to reach its goal of repaving or reconstructing 350 miles of road annually and address on-going transit system needs, including as track repair, equipment overhauls, and station maintenance.
Major Preservation Projects of Strategic Importance. The Department of Transportation has identified major preservation projects that are of strategic importance because of their large scale and the critical nature of their function.  There are other preservation projects that have the extra benefit of enhancing system performance and/or supporting strategic goals of livable communities, economic growth, and environment, and improving the environment.  
	
The first category includes major bridge replacement projects such as the Walk, Saga, Devon, and Cos Cob rail bridges on the New Haven Line.  All are over 100 years old, and should any of these movable bridges stop functioning, train service would be halted.  
The second category includes major highway replacement projects that are primarily preservation projects, but they also include a significant enhancement benefit.  These are projects which involve a facility or structure that is at or beyond its design life and needs to be fully reconstructed or replaced.  That reconstruction or replacement also provides an opportunity to address the system enhancement needs.  
Two examples of this type of preservation projects are: (1) the I-84 viaduct in Hartford, and (2) the I-84 viaduct in Waterbury that includes the Route 8 interchange.  Both have the potential to enhance system performance by improving safety and reducing congestion.  Both also have enormous potential to enhance economic development and improve quality of life in adjacent neighborhoods and the respective city.  They are also opportunities to address safety deficiencies and congestion problems.
The cost of these projects is estimated at $xxx billion over the next twenty years and $xx billion over the next decade. Unlike the programmatic preservation funds described above, the need for most of these funds is not immediate.  While the planning and design for these projects could be started sooner, the need for construction funds would likely begin in 5-10 years and extend through decade beyond that.   
 Major System Enhancement Projects.  This category includes projects that projects of strategic value which address system enhancement or expansion needs rather than preservation needs.  Examples of these include the widening of I-84 from NY to Waterbury, the Route 15/Route 7 interchange in Norwalk, improvement of the Waterbury Branch Line, and improvement of the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield rail line.  
The cost of these projects is estimated at $xxx billion over the next twenty years and $xx billion over the next decade.
FINANCING METHODS
This section explores a variety of financing methods which could be used to fund transportation capital investments.  These include:
· STF Appropriations;
· Special Tax Obligation Bonds
· GARVEE Bonds
· Federal Funds
· Tolls
· Public/Private Partnerships

STF Appropriations. Special Transportation Fund appropriations are primarily used for operating costs and debt service.  In recent years, STF appropriations have not been used for capital projects.  
Increased use of appropriated funds to pay for some capital expenses would cost more in the short term, but would substantially reduce the long-term cost of those projects.
For example, using 20 year STO bonds to pay for a $10 million project reduces the annual cost of that improvement to about $1.9 million, a significant short-term savings.  But, over the life of the bonds, the State of Connecticut will pay about 9 million in interest, principal and costs, bringing the total cost of that $10 million project to about $19 million.
Special Tax Obligation Bonds. For almost 30 years, special tax obligation bonds have been the primary means of financing transportation capital projects, including the state share of federally funded projects.  Because STO bonds are revenue bonds supported the revenues of the Special Transportation Fund, the state's ability to issue them is directly tied to the financial health (and revenues) of the fund. Any substantial increase in the issuance of STO bonds to support increased transportation funding would require an increase in transportation fund revenues.
GARVEE Bonds.  GARVEE (“Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles”) bonds come in several forms depending, in part, on whether they support highway or transit programs. Unlike STO bonds, these bonds are not supported by tax revenues.  Instead, they are supported by the pledge of the federal funds which the state expects to receive in the future[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  	This risk of decreased federal funding in the future is borne by the bondholders, not the state.] 

GARVEE bonds greatest attraction is to states, and sometimes regions, which have a limited ability to bond to support capital projects. Because they are supported by future federal funds they are difficult to utilize within the framework of Connecticut's current transportation capital program.
However, they could be used in the right circumstances to expedite a major capital program and thereby avoid inflation related cost increases.  For example, the multi-stage Q Bridge project in New Haven was financed, in part, by “banking” available federal funds for several years and not beginning the actual construction until all of the required funding is in place.  During the time that the state was accumulating the required funds the cost of the plan continued to rise.  
Using GARVEE bonds the state could have bonded for at least part of the cost of the project and started work earlier than it would otherwise have impossible.  As a state received the pledged federal funds they would be used to repay the bonds.  Because the work was begun earlier inflationary cost increases would have been avoided, resulting in a cost savings to the state.
However, that "savings" would come at a price since future federal funds would be used to repay the principal on the GARVEE bonds as well as interest and costs of issuance. Those funds would be unavailable for future projects.
The Legislature authorized the issuance of GARVEE bonds in 2006 but no bonds have been issued to date.
Federal Funds. Federal funds generally come in three forms: (1) formula funds; (2) discretionary funds; and (3) Congressional earmarks.
Each year the state receives about $650 million in federal transportation formula grants, which are divided over a variety of highway and transit programs.  These funds are the principal federal support for the state's transportation capital program.  
Formula funds are authorized by Congress every five or six years.  The current authorization has expired and is being extended on a month-to-month basis, because negotiators have been unable to agree on the size and funding source for new program.  It is expected to take months, if not longer, to resolve the remaining issues.  Despite earlier forecasts of a massive increase in federal transportation support, funding under the new legislation is expected to be equal to, or slightly larger than, the current levels.
Discretionary funding programs generally award federal funding on the basis of competitive proposals.  The federal high-speed rail program is an example of such a program.  Discretionary grants usually require any state or local match, although the requirements vary from program to program.
Earmarks are federal funding awards obtained by members of Congress and included in federal legislation such as the reauthorization bill and various appropriations acts.  They make a specified amount of federal funds available to support a specific project and, like other transportation programs, generally include the requirement for a state or local match.
Tolls. Tolls are typically used to: (1) pay capital and sometimes operating expenses for a specific project; (2) as part of a congestion mitigation strategy; and/or as a source of revenue to support transportation programs.
Project specific tolls are used to pay capital, and sometimes operating, costs associated with a specific transportation improvement.  For example, a bridge toll might be imposed to cover the cost of reconstructing or widening that bridge.  It might also be used to offset the operating costs of the bridge toll collection system.
Congestion Mitigation. Tolls can also be used as part of an overall highway congestion mitigation strategy.  Congestion mitigation tolls may be (1) fixed (the same toll was charged all-times of day to discourage use of the congested facility); (2) variable, in which case the toll changes at various times of day in order to discourage highway use during the most congested periods; or (3) dynamic, in which the toll varies based on actual highway use.
When tolls are used as part of a congestion mitigation strategy the proceeds are often used to support alternative means of transportation, as well as paying for the capital and operating costs.
Finally, tolls can be used as a source of revenue to support other transportation programs and services.  Federal law and regulations make it difficult, if not impossible, to use tolls on interstate highways for this purpose.  However, some have suggested that, as part of the next transportation reauthorization bill, Congress may loosen those restrictions in order to provide states with more flexibility in funding transportation services.
Public/Private Partnerships: 
POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURSES
	The Transportation Strategy Board has not attempted to set forth a specific financing plan for the operating and capital needs identified in this report. It has, however, identified a number of potential funding sources which policy makers can use in developing such a plan. These sources vary substantially in regard to their revenue potential, who they impact, and public acceptability.  In addition, some will impact other parts of the State budget. 
Identified below are ones that have the best potential to generate a relatively large revenue increase.  
Increase Gas Tax ($14-200 million per year (yield:  $15-200M per year).  The current state gas tax is 25 cents per gallon and yields about $375 million per year.  Every 1-cent increase in the gasoline tax will yield another $14-15 million per year.  To raise an additional $100 million per year would require an increase of about 7 cents per gallon.[footnoteRef:4]  Restoring the previous 14-cent cut in the gas tax would raise about $200 million. [4:  Diesel tax is separate and calculated on an annual basis by the Commissioner of the Dept. of Revenue Services. The diesel tax rate effective July 1, 2010 is 39.6 cents per gallon. Every 1-cent increase in the diesel tax will yield approximately $2.8 million per year] 

The advantage of the gas tax is that it is relatively stable in terms of year-to-year fluctuations.  The disadvantage is that the volume of gasoline sold is growing very slowly, and could decline in response to market forces, travel choices and federal fuel efficiency standards.  
Transfer Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax to STF (yield: about $120M per year).   The petroleum gross receipts tax (GRT) is a tax on petroleum wholesalers that is deposited into the state General Fund rather than the STF.   The current tax rate is 7.0 percent and is projected to yield about $285 million in FY 2012.   Of that amount, $165 will be transferred to the STF to pay bonds on projects funded through the 2005 and 2006 transportation acts.  The transfer of $165 to the STF leaves about $120 million in the General Fund.  If all the GRT revenues were dedicated to or transferred the STF, it would make an extra $120 million available for transportation investments annually.
The disadvantage of the GRT is its volatility.  It is based on the ‘price’ of petroleum as well as the volume of petroleum sold.  Since it is tied to the price of oil, tax receipts fluctuate with every as the price of oil rises and falls. That volatility can make it difficult to project and budget revenues and, because a major purpose of the STF is to pay debt service on transportation bonds, may concern the investment community.
Increase Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax.  (Yield: $19-38M per year).  In addition to transferring GRT revenues to the STF, the GRT tax rate could be increased to generate higher revenues.  A one-half per cent increase in the tax would generate about $19 million per year[footnoteRef:5].    [5:  It should be noted that the rate is already scheduled to rise to 8.1% effective 7/1/2013, as part of the financing plan for the 2006 transportation initiative.  That increase is expected to raise about $38 million per year.] 

Transfer Sales Tax on Cars & Car Parts to STF (yield: up to S300M per year).   The current 6% tax on the sale of cars and car parts raises about $300 million per year.  All or part of these revenues could be redirected to the STF.  
Possible Increases in Federal Formula Funds.   Connecticut currently receives about $650 million annually in federal transportation funds.  Almost all of it is through regular federal formula-based funding programs.  Annual increases are typically small (1-2%).  Federal programs are reauthorized every 5-6 years and can provide larger increases.  However, given federal gas receipts and recent Congressional legislative trends, it is unlikely that Connecticut would realize a major increase.  Assume 15 percent or $100 million increase.
Possible Increase in Federal Discretionary Funds. Future federal transportation programs are likely to include more discretionary or competitive funding.  Connecticut could realize an increase in funding through discretionary programs under two conditions:  (1) it aggressively pursues discretionary funding and develops the grant writing capabilities required, and (2) if the discretionary programs are focused on the type of infrastructure problems and transportations systems that Connecticut needs to address.      
Finance Major Projects with “Electronic” Tolling (yield: $25-75M per project per yr).   Connecticut has been reluctant to reinstitute tolling due to safety, congestion, and air quality problems associated with the system of tolling and toll booths it abandoned over 20 years ago.  New systems of ‘all electronic’ toll tolling eliminate those problems and might offer a viable method for financing some of our largest and most expensive infrastructure projects.  Not every project is a good candidate for such project-specific tolling.  For good candidates, it offers an alternate funding mechanism that has been successful in other states both in terms of revenue generation and public acceptance. 
Mega-projects such as the replacement of the I-84 viaduct in Waterbury (including the I-84/Rt8 interchange) can cost $2-3 billion to build.  The enormous cost of these projects makes it almost impossible to finance even one of them given Connecticut’s current federal and state revenue streams.  However, instituting electronic tolls within the project area could generate $50-$75 million annually.  This would be enough to finance most of the project cost with toll revenue.  Besides replacing an old and deteriorating highway structure, this project would greatly improve safety, eliminate a major traffic bottleneck, and spur economic growth in the region and state. 

History of Growth in Motor Fuels Tax Collection
2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2.6200000000000053E-2	1.3400000000000042E-2	9.1000000000000057E-3	4.1700000000000022E-2	-6.3000000000000113E-3	-5.4000000000000124E-3	-3.5900000000000015E-2	-3.1800000000000016E-2	9.3000000000000339E-3	Fiscal Year
Percentage Growth
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BUS OPERATIONS	FY00	FY01	FY02	FY03	FY04	FY05	FY06	FY07	FY08	FY09	FY10	 FY11 	61842796	64291885	67461199	72128068	76503116	82607056	87080164	100075221	110139826	116865218	124282445	132955915	RAIL OPERATIONS	FY00	FY01	FY02	FY03	FY04	FY05	FY06	FY07	FY08	FY09	FY10	 FY11 	60937821	62739956	65795592	69659185	70031134	75972175	81241201	89080198	100042527	116378770	117635208	142794147	ADA PARA TRANSIT	FY00	FY01	FY02	FY03	FY04	FY05	FY06	FY07	FY08	FY09	FY10	 FY11 	7420669	7420669	7828800	8259400	9845711	11361310	14879804	19025687	20542934	22223606	24862375	25565960	Relative Growth of Rail Costs and Fares 2001-2011
Base = 1
Costs	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	1.0295733416526318	1.0797168477684818	1.1431190655799786	1.1492228118888601	1.2467163044769847	1.333181916695052	1.4618211898321642	1.6417148719511971	1.9097953961957379	1.9304137573281457	2.3432762224957142	Fares	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	1	1	1.1499999999999937	1.1499999999999937	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	1.2132499999999944	STF Projected Annual Balance
Annual Balance	2011	2012	2013	2014	11.799999999999727	-37.700000000000053	-14.000000000000227	-27.5	1
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