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HISTORY OF MDOT MTA AND LOTS
Highlights

e Long history of State involvement in transit development and funding in the Baltimore
Region

o State’s role created stability and created an early vision for rapid transit services

e Maryland has been less active in suburban systems
o Provide technical support and funding but allow more local control

e The MTA expanded its jurisdiction twice:
o Management of federal transit funding for statewide transit programs

« Modal expansion from a Baltimore-oriented transit operator to the provider of light, heavy and commuter rail
(MARC) and commuter bus services for the greater region

Technical Memo’s are on our project page on our website and can be found here:

« https://baltometro.org/transportation/planning-areas/multi-modal-planning/transit-human-service-transportation-coordination
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https://baltometro.org/transportation/planning-areas/multi-modal-planning/transit-human-service-transportation-coordination

MDOT-MTA Services

R - Directly-Operated or Contracted

 Core area services:
« BaltimoreLink Bus

- Light RailLink
T RA - SubwayLink
@I Balg{more' e .
e - MobilityLink
- Taxi

« Core service:
- FY 2019 Operating Cost $605,569,142
- 1,216 Vehicles Operated

e , | * Regional services:
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MDOT and MDOT MTA Services

* Regional Service:
g ey ek Ceie - FY 2109 Operating Cost $230,457,411
- 429 Vehicles Operated

MTA Local Bus
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Locally Operated Transit Systems (LOTS)
LEGEND

= RTA Routes

LOTS Services

» Eight separate City/County Systems

» Services operated or contracted by
local governments

« City/County

» Service types/levels vary considerably
- Fixed-route bus
- Demand-response
- Specialized Service

» 231 Vehicles in Peak Service
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EVOLUTION OF THE LOTS IN
BALTIMORE REGION

» Except for City of Annapolis, LOTS origins are in locally-provided human service
transportation (primarily transportation for seniors and persons with disabilities)
o Baltimore CountyRide operated by County Office on Aging until July 2020
o Anne Arundel Department of Aging and Disabilities comes under Office of Transit in 2018
o Queen Anne’s County Ride still operated by county Department of Aging
o Carroll County also began under Bureau of Aging
o Harford transit begins in Office on Aging, 1989 begins public routes
o Howard transit has origins in private non-profit URTA

« Unique situations:

o Transit service in new city of Columbia evolves into today’s RTA after efforts at developing a
regional system to link eastern Howard, western Anne Arundel and northern Prince
George’s counties

o Baltimore City identifies needs for specialized circulator and ferry service
o The independent system in the City of Annapolis is continued

 Larger fixed-route systems develop where MDOT-MTA service is limited—
Howard, Harford



System Scale Differences

MDOT MTA

LOTS
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Source: FY 2019 National Transit Database (NTD)



Operating Funding By Source

MDOT MTA LOTS

Fares
17%

Federal Federal Fares

o)

Local
51%

81%

Source: National Transit Database 2019
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Capital Funding By Source

MDOT MTA LOTS

Other Local

State 23%
28%

State
16%

Federal

Source: National Transit Database 2019
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Peer Review Summary

CATS

Metro Transit St.
Louis

UTA

SEPTA

Regional decision-making structure, tied to funding.
Successful to date, largely driven by Charlotte

Will need to adapt to meet the growing population that
is expanding outside of Mecklenburg County
Governing body (BSD) has responsibilities beyond
overseeing regional transit

Decision making largely with local jurisdictions

Governance at regional level with full-time salaried
Board of Trustees

Local and state governments are committed to transit,
enabling expansion of regional transit

Combination of state and local board representation

Consistent leadership provides for steady leadership
and vision

Mecklenburg County sales tax is primary local funding
source — additional sales tax is proposed to fund
further expansion

State provides very little funding — leaving local
jurisdictions to fund regional transit in Bi-State region

State commitment to transit makes dependence on
appropriations feasible

Local jurisdictions fund transit via property tax and
some smaller funding sources

Salt Lake City provides additional funds to increase
service beyond UTA funds

State provides roughly half of SEPTA's budget,
including dedicated funding for operations

State capital funding will sunset in next year and
resolution is unknown



Peer Review Summary - Maryland

MDQT MTA e Decision-making authority rests with MDOT MTA * MDOT MTA is funded through combination of
Baltimore Core federal and state resources.

Services
MDOT MTA N . : . * LOTS funded through combination of federal,
LOTS Decision-making authority at local level state and local eSOurces.
* Funding is shared by Washington DC, State of
Maryland and Commonwealth of Virginia.
* Decision-making is shared among four partners ’ Cgpital funds shargd equally among partners
(Washington DC, Federal Government, Maryland and with an.nual commitment. : - .

WMATA Virginia). Operating funds (net operating deficit) assigned

based on formula (population, ridership and
number of rail stations or bus routes). MDOT
MTA pays Maryland’s share. Virginia’s share is
funded through a combination of state and local
resources.

* Partners share decision-making equally.



Major Transit Funding Measures in US

@ SF Bay Area Indianapolis @ o Golumtgle/Sales Tax
Regional projects Tolls . Denver Income Tax ‘ ClnClnnat| Sales Tax
San Mateo County Sales Tax Sal T
Santa Clara County Sales-Tax ales lax
Raleigh
Los Angeles Sales Tax ® .
o 9 Sales Tax & Vehicle Tax

@ Phoenix Sales Tax @ Atlanta Sales Tax

Austin Property Tax

San Antonio @ @ Houston Bond @ Tampa Sales Tax
Sales Tax



Transit Funding Measures

Potential Funding Measures

Major Sources

Sales Tax

Property Tax

Income Tax (Residential)
Income/Payroll Taxes
(Corporate)

Fuel Taxes

Tolls

Vehicle Miles of Travel
(VMT) Charges

Secondary Sources

Local Assessment
Special Assessment
Districts

Rideshare Fee

Vehicle Registration Fee
Real Estate Transfer Tax
Rental Car Tax

Lodging Tax

Alcohol Tax (Excise or
Sales)

Cigarette Tax
Transportation Utility Fee
Parking Tax

Other Sources

Fare Increase

Cannabis Tax
Membership Dues
City/County In-kind

Tire Tax

Weight-Base Vehicle Tax
Vehicle Battery Tax
Weight Mile Truck Tax
Development Impact Fees
Storm Water Fees

New License or Title Fees



Potential Tax Rates — Major sources

Property Tax

+ $0.01 per $100
of value

Sales Tax
+ 0.05%

Income Tax Fuel Tax

+ $0.25 per $100 + $0.05
income '

Tolls Vehicle Miles
+$0.25 per Travel Charges

vehicle $0.039 per mile
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Potential Tax Rates — Secondary sources

Fare Increase

+ $0.10
systemwide

Alcohol Tax
+ 1.0%

Cigarette Tax Real Estate

+$0.25 in excise Transfer Tax
tax +$2.50 per $500

Vehicle
Registration

+$20 biennial fee

Transportation
Utility Fee

$1.00 per month

Legalized
Cannabis

10% - 20%

Rental Car
+1% on excise tax

In-Kind Match

Hotel Tax
+ 1%

Rideshare Fee
+3$0.25 per trip

Permits and
Licenses

+5%




Statewide Funding Potential (Annual)
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Regional Funding Potential (Annual)
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Moving Forward —
Key Considerations




Transit Governance

Authority Responsibility

« What powers do .
you have?

* Who gave you
these powers?

* Who are you
responsible to?

What
responsibilities do
you have?

What are you
obligated to do?

Decision-Making

* How do you share
authority?

 How do you share

responsibility
 Does structure

promote funding
stability?
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Transit Funding

Source

* Who Is providing
funding?

Responsibility Decision-Making
 What are the rules « How are funds

for spending your shared
funds? and distributed?

* |s the funding source
viable and stable
over the long term?

« What are you Does governance
obligated to do? structure promote
better decision-
making and funding
stability?

* |Is it equitable?
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Next Steps




Next Public Forum

Tuesday, June 29, 2021

6:00 PM
https://publicinput.com/L382

Topic:
Present Potential

Governance & Funding
Options




For More Information

Don Halligan' Senior Transportation Planner
410-732-0500 x1002 | dhalligan@baltometro.org | www.baltometro.org




