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Purpose of the 20224 TDP

GOAL: Improve th&reenlinknetwork so it is useful to more residents
In Greenville city and county.

OBJECTIVES:

1. Prepare a prioritized service plan that demonstrates where
and howGreenlinkshould operate expanded services in the next
five years.

2. Make the case for additional transit funding for the service
expansion.
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ASpending for Operating and Capital

AFunding Sources
A Directly Generated
A Local
A State
A Federal
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Peers Selected for Funding Comparison

ACOA Peers
A The Comet (Columbia, SC)
A CARTA (Charleston, SC)
A GTA (Greensboro, NC)
A WSTA (Winstoisalem, NC)
A ART (Asheville, NC)

AAdditional Peers from PHF Revenue Comparison Study
A CARTA (Chattanooga, TN)
A The Wave (Mobile, AL)

ACTG Selected Peer
A CATS (Baton Rouge, LA)



General Characteristics (FY 2016, All Modes

Primary Vehicles
Urbanized Operated in
Area Maximum Total Operating Total Capital
State Population Service Cost Cost

ART (Asheville Redefines Transit) Asheville NC 280,648 16 $5,365,859 $0
CATS (Capital Area Transit System) Baton Rouge LA 594,309 78 $27,672,852 $7,686,943
The Comet (Central Midlands Transit) Columbia sc 549,777 54 $18,759,660 $0
CARTA (Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority) Charleston sc 548,404 97 $17,614,007 $3,821,911
CARTA (Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation Authority) Chattanooga TN 381,112 80 $20,537,360 $2,030,149
GTA (Greensboro Transit Authority) Greenshoro NC 311,810 83 $21,284,939 $6,200,118
The Wave (The Wave Transit System) Mobile AL 326,183 48 $10,259,682 $1,293,647
WSTA (Winston-Salem Transit Authority - Trans-Aid of Forsyth County) Winston-Salem NC 391,024 66 $14,917,664 $9,241,184
Peer System Average 422,908 65 $17,051,503 $3,784,244
Greenlink (Greenville Transit Authority) Greenville sC 400,492 20 $5,263,839 $69,019
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AGreenlink operated 69% less vehicles in peak service

AGreenlink spent the least for operations (69% less than peer average)
AGreenlink spent very little for capital (98% less than peer average)
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Operating

Other Directly

Generated Federal
ART (Asheville) $790,462 $3,204 $2,317,510 $698,301 $1,556,382 $5,365,850 .
CATS (Baton Rouge) $1,899,765 $610,746  $18,392,071 $18,953 $6,751,317  $27,672,852 p ar WI t h th e p e e r ave r ag e (1 7 %)
The Comet (Columbia) $1,998,270 $60,425  $11,763,076 $1,197,252 $3,740,637  $18,759,660
CARTA (Charleston) $5,132,634 $748,169 $5,621,240 $0 $6,111,964  $17,614,007
CARTA (Chattanooga) $5,031,949 $4,729,331 $5,166,700 $2,551,184 $3,058,196  $20,537,360 AAb t 1 / f t'
GTA (Greensboro) $3,252,169 $479,869  $11,124,698 $1,759,890 $4,668,313  $21,284,939 O u 2 O p e e r O p e ra. I O n S
The Wave (Mobile) $920,748 $168,661 $6,696,320 $0 $2,473,953  $10,259,682
WSTA ( Winston-Salem) $2,178,858 $219,659 $7,681,386 $1,417,868 $3,419,803  $14,917,664 I O C aI Iy fu n d e d
Peer System Average $2,650,607 $877,508 $8,505,375 $955,431 $3972582  $17,051,503
Greenlink (Greenville) $916,864 $426,303 $591,427 $614,013 $2,715,142 $5,263,839 .
AFor Greenlink, about ¥ federall
Peer System Average 15.5% 5.1% 50.4% 5.6% 23.3% 100.0% ) 2 y
Greenlink (Greenville) 17.4% 8.1% 11.2% 11.7% 51.6% 100.0%

Funds (FY 2016, All Modes)

Operations Funds

m Fares m Other Directly Generated m Local m State m Federal

ADNBSYftAYy1Qa FI N

funded
AAIl peer states (except Alabama)

$30,000,000
- -
provide operating funds
$20,000,000 I .
$15,000,000 ! I || . .
—
$10,000,000 - | ]
$5,000,000
o\ o\ . Q Y S\ 2\
NS & ~o\7> & & L 3¥ \Q,@\ @°§I 4\\\6
& 9 & & © X Q° 3 «© N
¥ & S & N & eN & A &
& #° 5 3 o & & & s @
O N e > \Qx \& & & .
v 5 (‘o& ??i\ & NS & \$ “o‘\ Q\\Q
& X 2 I <§ B\ Q\I;\v Q'z,?» &Qg/

I




Capital Funds (FY 2016, All Modes)

AFederal funding at typical 80%

ART (Asheville) $0 $0 $0 $0

CATS (Baton Rouge) $1,502,458 $40,000 $6,144,485 $7,686,943 AN O n_fe d e ral p O rtl O n

The Comet (Columbia) $0 $0 $0 $0

CARTA (Charleston) $517,785 $386,315 $2,917,811 $3,821,911 d - I .I: I I f d
CARTA (Chattanooga) $218,811 $235,219 $1,575,971 $2,030,149 p re O m I n a.te y rO m O Ca. U n S
GTA (Greenshoro) $940,359 $435,564 $4,824,195 $6,200,118

The Wave (Mobile) $294,239 $0 $999,408 $1,293,647 AS t t . d d t

WSTA (Winston-Salem) $765,593 $644,662 $7,830,929 $9,241,184 O m e S a eS p rOVI e a p O r I O n
Peer System Average $529,906 $217,720 $3,036,600 $3,784,244

T e of the nonfederal match

Percentages:

Peer System Average 14.0% 5.8% 80.2% 100.0%

Greenlink (Greenville) 20.0% 0.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Capital Funds

Local m State W Federal
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Directly Generated Funds (FY 2016, All Modes, Al

Concessions

Advertising

ypes)
AMajority of directly generated

ART (Asheville) $790,462 $0 $2,451 $753 $793,666
CATS (Baton Rouge) $1,899,765 $1,275 $398,902 $210,569 $2,510,511 fu n d S fro I I l fa re b OX
The Comet (Columbia) $1,998,270 $0 $30,630 $29,795 $2,058,695
CARTA (Charleston) $5,132,634 $0 $716,928 $31,241 $5,880,803 . . .
CARTA (Chattanooga) $5,031,949 $228,876 $390,635 $4,109,968 $9,761,428 A< O n Ce S S I O n S an d ad Ve rtl S I n g
GTA (Greenshoro) $3,252,169 $29,493 $85,551 $364,825 $3,732,038
The Wave (Mobile) $920,748 $0 $103,310 $65,351 $1,089,409 I I . d d I I t'
WSTA (Winston-Salem) $2,178,858 $10,861 $70,478 $138,320 $2,398,517 g e n e ra. y p rOVI e S I I I a p O r I O n S
Peer System Average $2,650,607 $33,813 $224,861 $618,853 $3,528,133
Greenlink (Greenville) $916,864 $5,081 $90,483 $433,199 $1,445,627 .
Other directly generated funds
Peer System Average 75.1% 1.0% 6.4% 17.5% 100.0% . .
Greenlink (Greenville) 63.4% 0.4% 6.3% 30.0% 100.0% We re S I g n Ifl Cant fo r SO m e
v
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Local Funds (FY 2016, All Modes, All Types)
A Greenlink local funding 92%

General Fund Income Tax Sales Tax  Property Tax Fuel Tax Other Tax  Other Funds

ART (Asheville) $1,084,652 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $332,858  $2,317,510 | e S S th an p e e r ave rag e
CATS (Baton Rouge) $0 $0 $0 $16,862,111 $0 $1,962,340 $0 $18,824,451

The Comet (Columbia) $11,763,076 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $11,763,076 A 1 OO% g ener al fu N d .
CARTA (Charleston) $479,000 $0  $5,660,025 $0 $0 $0 $0  $6,139,025 .
CARTA (Chattanooga) $5,385,511 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $5,385511 - )

GTA (Greensboro) $0 $0 $52 $7,774,546 $0 $0 $1,323,854 $9,098,452 A G re e nVI I Ie

The Wave (Mobile) $6,990,559 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $6,990,559 A :

WSTA ( Winston-Salem) $0 $0 $0  $7,931,177 $0 $0 $0  $7,931,177 A M O b I l €

Peer System Average $3,325,350 $0 $707,510  $4,070,979 $0 $245,293 $207,089  $8,556,220 A C h a’ttan 00 g a

Greenlink (Greenville) $710,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $710,000 4 fAk

percentages: A Columbia

Peer System Average 38.9% 0.0% 8.3% 47.6% 0.0% 2.9% 2.4% 100.0%

Greenlink (Greenville) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% A S aI eS taX:
Local Funds A Charleston

B General Fund B Income Tax M Sales Tax ® Property Tax M Fuel Tax B Other Tax B Other Funds A P rO pe rty taX -
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State Funds (FY 2016, All Modes, All

Name General Fund Income Tax Other Tax  Other Funds Total

Sales Tax  Property Tax Fuel Tax

ART (Asheville) $698,301 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $698,301
CATS (Baton Rouge) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
The Comet (Columbia) $1,197,252 $0 $0 $0 $35,746 $0 $0 $1,232,998
CARTA (Charleston) $386,315 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $386,315
CARTA (Chattanooga) $2,786,403 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,786,403
GTA (Greensboro) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,195,454 $0 $0 $2,195,454
The Wave (Mobile) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
WSTA ( Winston-Salem) $2,062,530 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,062,530
Peer System Average $891,350 $0 $0 $0 $278,900 $0 $0 $1,170,250
Greenlink (Greenville) $0 $0 $0 $0 $614,013 $0 $0 $614,013
Percentages:

Peer System Average 76.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 23.8% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Greenlink (Greenville) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

State Funds
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AGreenlink state funding
95% less than peer
average

ANo state funding:
A Baton Rouge
A Mobile
AGeneral fund:
A Asheville
A Columbia (97%)
A Charleston

A Chattanooga
A WinstonSalem

AFuel tax:
A Columbia (3%)
A Greensboro
A Greenville




Federal Funds (FY 2016, All Modes, All Types)

Name

5339

FTA 5307 and FTA 5309 and

5337

Other FTA Other USDOT Other Federal

FTA 5311

Funds

Funds

Funds

Total Federal
Funds

ART (Asheville) $1,018,794 $0 $0 $537,588 $0 $0 $1,556,382
CATS (Baton Rouge) $11,615,357 $822,368 $0 $458,077 $0 $0 $12,895,802
The Comet (Columbia) $3,669,804 $0 $135 $70,698 $0 $0 $3,740,637
CARTA (Charleston) $9,014,871 $0 $0 $14,904 $0 $0 $9,029,775
CARTA (Chattanooga) $3,862,297 $400,063 $0 $25,320 $346,487 $0 $4,634,167
GTA (Greensboro) $9,222,031 $0 $0 $270,477 $0 $0 $9,492,508
The Wave (Mobile) $3,354,344 $0 $0 $119,017 $0 $0 $3,473,361
WSTA ( Winston-Salem) $3,274,037 $7,830,929 $0 $145,856 $0 $0 $11,250,822
Peer System Average $5,628,942 $1,131,670 $17 $205,242 $43,311 $0 $7,009,182
Greenlink (Greenville) $2,710,443 $0 $0 $59,914 $0 $0 $2,770,357
Percentages:

Peer System Average 80.3% 16.1% 0.0% 2.9% 0.6% 0.0% 100.0%
Greenlink (Greenville) 97.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Federal Funds

B FTA 5307 and 533@ FTA 5309 and 5338 FTA 5311 Other FTA Fundm Other USDOT FundsOther Federal Funds
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AGreenlink federal funding 60%
less than peer average

AVast majority of funding from
Section 5307 (Urbanized Area
Formula) or 5339 (Bus & Bus
Facilities)

ASection 5309 (Capital
Investment Grants) or 5337

(State of Good Repair):
A Baton Rouge
A Chattanooga
A Winston-Salem




Peer Funding Comparison Findings

A Greenville is underfunding its transit system. In FY 2016, Greenlink spent 69% less on
operations and 98% less on capital than its peers in comparably sized urban areas.

A Greenlink is relying heavily on FTA Section 5307 funds for operations, rather than on local
funds as its peers do. FTA Section 5307 in large urban areas is intended to be used
primarily for capital.

A Other than fares, directly generated funds are generally not a significant source of
funding. Greenlink benefits from contractual relationships.

A{2YS 2F DNBSYyfAy|1Qa LISSNB FNB ISGGAY3I aa
property tax.
A State funds for operations small in comparison.

AFTA Section 5309 (Capital Investment Grants) or 5337 (State of Good Repair) are being
used by some peers.



Funding Case Studies: A Tale of Two Cities

ASales tax and property tax most likely to generate significant funding
for systemwide improvements

ASelected one example of each:
ACARTA in Charleston
ACATS in Baton Rouge



CARTA Case Study: Background

APublic transit operated by SCE&G for 75 years

ASCE&G decided to get out of transit business in 1997, but agreed to pay for
operations until 2003 while new operator and funding identified

ACity of Charleston enlisted other communities to join forces and create
regional transit agency

ACharleston Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) formed
A City of Charleston
A City of North Charleston
A Town of Mt. Pleasant
A Charleston County



