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PICK YOUR POISON: WHO SHOULD PAY MORE TO 
RIDE THE BUS?

Mojan Ahmadi

ABSTRACT:  As funding sources face depletion in Autumn 2014, King County Metro Transit will 
meet annual budget shortfalls of $75 million. In the next year, routes may be cut and further modi-
fi ed. To prevent losing Metro’s services entirely in the next three years, new funding sources must 
be created along with an identifi ed population to bear the cost burden. King County ridership 
studies indicate that the majority of riders are full-time employed individuals. Based on the data, 
this paper argues that full-time employed riders bear the cost burden of a fare increase. Economic 
frameworks are used to explain riders’ behavior toward bearing cost burdens and how riders’ de-
cision to use mass transit impacts Metro elasticity as a commodity. This paper encourages Metro 
budgetary policymakers to consider the proposed fare increase in conjunction with the suggested 
economic frameworks, rather than follow national transit agencies’ funding dispositions due to the 
severity of this fi nancial situation.

Background: King County Metro 
Transit’s Financial Situation

The Great Recession of 2008-2009 
in the United States impacted tran-

sit agencies nationwide. According to 
a 2009-2010 study from the American                                
Public Transportation Association regard-
ing its effect on public transit, 90% of the 
151 participating transit fi rms responded 
that local1  funding was either stagnant or 
decreasing and 89% of state funding was 
stagnant or reducing (American Public                                                                        
Transportation Association Policy                                                                                             
Development and Research Program, 
2010). This economic downturn af-
fected King  County Metro Transit as it 
continues to lose funding. Aside from 
fewer tax dollars contributing toward 
Metro’s budget, funding reserves will 
soon be depleted and the Congestion                                                                                                                   

Reduction Charge2  will expire in May 
2014 (King County Metro Online, n.d.). 
Once both resources disappear, Metro will 
encounter an annual revenue loss of $75 mil-
lion (King County Metro Online, n.d.) Be-
tween 2009 and 2015 (when transit services 
are expected to reduce if not entirely shut 
down) Metro could potentially see a $1.2 
billion loss. Once Metro’s reserve funds 
vanish in Autumn 2014 as predicted, the fi rst 
plan of action is to cut 65 routes and modify 
86 routes, which would exacerbate the prob-
lem of overcrowded buses (King County                                                                             
Executive News, 2013). Cost-cutting strate-
gies currently in place include staff layoffs 
and overfi lled buses. Metro eliminated the 
Ride Free Area in 2012, shifting the cost 
burden to commuters in that area. 

To prevent losing Metro’s services en-
tirely in the next three years, new fund-
ing sources must be created along with an            

1. “Local” refers to local/regional funding from different tax systems (American Public Transportation Association Poli-
cy Development and Research Program, 2010) 
2.  The Congestion Reduction Charge is a $20 fee vehicle owners pay when registering their vehicle every year so Metro 
can continue providing services with the goal of reducing congestion on the roads (King County Metro Online, n.d.)



UW BOTHELL POLICY JOURNAL, 201422

identifi ed population to bear the cost burden. 
How can Metro generate greater revenue 
and do so fairly? This paper suggests raising 
bus fares on a progressive scale based upon 
riders’ income level, which is determined 
by employment status. To begin, three op-
tions have been presented for King County 
to generate revenue, but only one proves to 
be the most feasible. The methodology then 
explains the sequential development of this 
argument, followed by a demographic ex-
amination and an analytical breakdown of 
the study. After the inclusion of opposing 
arguments and responses, this proposal con-
cludes by restating the essence of the policy 
problem and proposed recommendation.

Options: What Are Some Options Metro 
Can Consider?

Here are several options that King   
County Metro policymakers can consult 
when assessing revenue-generating strate-
gies for a stable operating budget: 

1. Propose increasing King County’s 
sales tax from the current rate of 9.5% to 
a fl at 10%. Raising sales tax was success-
ful for Los Angeles County, but failed for                         
Alameda County in the San Francisco Bay 
Area. Seeing as higher sales taxes have been 
tried in other counties, it is worth examin-
ing for King County (Cabanatuan, 2012;               
Measure R, 2013).

2. Implement a small increase in bus fare 
for individuals who are employed full-time; 
the dollar amount of this fare would be de-
pendent upon the individual’s income to ac-
commodate varying income levels.

3. Imposing a fl at $0.50 increase on all 
bus fares with the exception of those 
subject to the Regional Reduced Fare                                       
Permit3. Tucson’s transit system, Sun Tran, 
faces similar fi nancial circumstances as 
King County with an annual revenue loss of 
$33 million, yet a raise in bus fares is still 
a matter of contention among stakeholders. 
Clearly the fl at fare increase would generate 
money, but serious policy implications arise 
upon populations that may not be able to af-
ford such a raise (Kelly, 2014). 

All three options will be addressed 
throughout this paper; however, one will be 
designated as the most feasible solution to 
Metro’s budget crisis.

Methodology: How Will the Research 
Question Be Addressed?

This research question will be addressed 
in the following sequence throughout the 
course of this paper:

1. Illustrate Metro ridership records fol-
lowed by the demographic profi le of its rid-
ers, specifi cally employment status, to de-
termine whether or not a cost burden—that 
exceeds riders’ current contribution from 
sales tax—is fi nancially feasible. Along 
with this analysis is a brief exploration of 
the nation’s ridership characteristics and 
how it has changed over the years. 

2. Explain why a fare increase is the su-
perior option using current transporta-
tion deterrents in the Seattle area as evi-
dence. Sabatier’s Theories of the Policy                         
Process (2007) is used to interpret                                                                  

3. The Regional Reduced Fare Permit includes riders that have disabilities and/or have Medicare (King County Metro 
Online, 2011)
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Pick Your Poison

consumer response to said deterrents along 
with other economic frameworks including                                                                   
“Market Inelasticity.” This paper will ex-
plain whether or not the service provided by 
King  Country Metro an inelastic commod-
ity. Ostrom’s Institutional Rational Choice 
model demonstrates another economic 
framework, “Excludability,” to explain con-
sumer behavior. In regards to the proposed 
fare increase, the level of excludability   
Metro offers may determine riders’ behav-
ioral responses. 

3. Justify why only one of the three revenue 
generating solutions is the most feasible. 

4. Present opposing arguments and re-
sponses concerning the proposed fare in-
crease. 

5. Restate Metro’s fi nancial situation and a 
policy recommendation to address the prob-
lem. 

Demographics: Who uses mass transit?

Metro receives most of its funding from 
sales tax. In 2013 alone, sales tax accounted 
for nearly $347 million of operating funds 
(King County Metro Online, 2013). How-
ever this subsidy has been reduced since 

Figure 1: King County Metro Transit Sales Tax Accumulation Levels by Year (2008-
2020)

Figure 1. Above is the rate of sales tax King County Metro Transit accumulated from 2008 with a forecast 
extending to 2020. There is a near 15% dip in sales tax revenue precisely at the time of the Great Reces-
sion resulting in a downturn in Metro’s ability to provide easy and effi cient rides for its riders. Less funding 
from sales tax (its largest source of revenue) has a severe impact on Metro’s capacity to accommodate its 
riders. Adapted from “King County Metro Transit Challenges,” September 11, 2013, Joint Transportation 
Committee Meeting. (http://www.leg.wa.gov/JTC/Meetings/Documents/Agendas/2013%20Agendas/Sept11/
KCMetro.pdf)
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2008 by nearly 15% resulting in a strict 
budget cutting process (Joint Transportation              
Committee Meeting, 2013) (See Figure 1).

Fortunately, this process did not affect 
ridership levels. In 2012, Metro provided 
115.4 million passenger trips, 2.3% higher 
than 2011(King County Metro Online, n.d.). 
Riders in fact have a fi nancial incentive to 
continue using Metro. It costs roughly $20 
a day to take the 520 toll bridge and to park 
in specifi c Seattle neighborhoods during 
a typical workday (Seattle Department of               
Transportation, n.d.). (See calculation in 
Analysis.) While this fi gure does not apply 
to all Metro commuters, those who com-
mute4 are better off using Metro, irrespec-
tive of the ramifi cations resulting from the 
budget cutting process. 

On a national scale, using public trans-
portation to commute to work has prov-
en to be an evolving trend. In the 1990’s, 
public transportation primarily served low 
income and minority groups (American 
Public  Transit Association, 1992, p. 10). In 
2013, the same agency reported that 72.1% 
of public transit users were in fact working 
individuals (as surveyed among 150 tran-
sit agencies nationwide) (American Public 
Transportation Association, 2007, p. 7). 
Over the past 20 years, the working class 
(on a national scale) has increasingly ex-
pressed the need for public transportation. 
The same is evident in King County via the 
2012 Rider Survey Report. 

The 2012 Rider Survey Report for King 
County Metro, a survey assessing ridership 
levels and demographics, analyzed a sample 
group of 1,218 individuals who responded 
through a randomized telephone survey 
(cellular and landline) with responses given 

in English and Spanish. Respondents were 
at least 16 years of age. This survey defi nes 
“Frequent Regular Riders” as those who 
have taken 11 or more trips 30 days prior 
to the survey. “Moderate Regular Riders” 
are those who have taken fi ve to ten trips 30 
days before partaking in the survey (ORC 
International, Inc., 2013). During the re-
search process, it was evident that a sample 
size of 1,218 is insuffi cient to accept the 
data as purely accurate. With a 2.8 percent 
margin of error as indicated in the study, 
these fi gures may be skewed in one direc-
tion or another. Despite the skewed data, it 
remains important to recognize the respons-
es between the unemployed and those who 
are employed full-time. Nearly half (48%) 
of the respondents are employed full-time 
(ORC International, Inc., 2013), which is 
not necessarily indicative of the actual rid-
ership of King County Metro, although it 
does encompass the majority of survey re-
spondents (ORC International, Inc., 2013). 
(See Figure 2.) Since the survey was ran-
domized, these fi gures reveal at least the 
likelihood that most riders are employed 
full-time. More importantly, the differences 
between response categories expose a trend 
that can likely be confi rmed if future sur-
veys expand the sample size.

Due to this trend, Metro’s policymak-
ers should consider riders’ ability to afford 
a higher bus fare. Theoretically, a sliding 
scale is a practical distribution tool to begin 
this policy measure. Accommodating vary-
ing income levels (rather than imposing a 
fl at tax on a wide income category) sup-
ports longevity in Metro ridership because 
fares are intended to never exceed one’s 
means. The goal of this policy measure is to                 

4. For the purpose of this paper, commute will refer to the individuals’ travel distance to and from work, school, or other 
regularly occurring obligation.
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Figure 2: Employment Status of Metro Riders in 2012: Rider 
Survey Report

Figure 2. This chart illustrates the percentage of riders that use King County              
Metro Transit. The data was collected from a randomized telephone survey of 
1,218 respondents. As seen in this fi gure, almost half of the riders are employed 
full time, which serves as the justifi cation for the proposed fare increase. Adapted 
from “2012 Rider Survey,” 2013, p. 29, King County Metro, by ORC International 
Inc. (http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2012/2012-rider-survey.pdf).

Figure 3: Income Range of Metro Riders in 2012: Rider Survey 
Report

Figure 3. This chart explains the income level of King County Metro Transit rid-
ers based upon a randomized telephone survey of 1,218 people. It is evident that 
most of the respondents make under $35,000 annually, which would play a factor 
in exactly how much of a fare increase would be imposed upon these individuals 
with the proposed policy measure. Reprinted from “2012 Rider Survey,” 2013,                   
p. 29, King County Metro, by ORC International Inc. (http://metro.kingcounty.gov/
am/reports/2012/2012-rider-survey.pdf).

Pick Your Poison

All Riders All Regular Riders Frequent 
Regular 
Riders (11+ 
trips)

Moderate 
Regular Riders 
(5-10 trips)

Infrequent 
Riders (1-4 
trips)

Employed FT 48% 51% 56% 41% 43%
Employed PT 13% 15% 15% 13% 11%
Self-Employed 8% 5% 4% 9% 11%
Student 9% 10% 11% 8% 8%
Homemaker 1% 2% 1% 4% 1%
Retired 14% 10% 7% 16% 20%
Unemployed 1% 7% 6% 8% 7%

All Riders All Regular Riders Frequent 
Regular 
Riders (11+ 
trips)

Moderate 
Regular Riders 
(5-10 trips)

Infrequent 
Riders (1-4 
trips)

Less than 
$35K

27% 27% 26% 30% 26%

$35K-<$55K 17% 17% 18% 14% 17%
$55K-<$75K 13% 13% 13% 14% 13%
$75K-<$100K 16% 16% 16% 19% 16%
$100K-<$150K 14% 15% 15% 14% 14%
$150K or more 12% 11% 12% 9% 14%
Median $64,335 $63,760 $64,512 $63,322 $65,387
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stimulate funds over a long period of time; 
this consistency can only be achieved if the 
benefi t of using Metro outweighs the cost.

Analysis: Why Is a Fare Increase a 
Preferred Option? 

Amongst the three options previously 
mentioned, Option #2 is the most feasible 
fi rst step to alleviating Metro’s funding is-
sue; Metro’s riders can bear this cost bur-
den because most of them are reported to 
be employed full-time. Considering that not 
all full-time employed individuals earn the 
same income, this increase is not so rigid 
as to charge a fl at fee upon a wide income 
bracket. Instead it imposes a tailored in-
crease through a need-based system where 
the benefi t tries to outweigh the cost even 
though fares will be more expensive. Ex-
amples of costs or deterrents in this case are 
tolls, parking rates, and the consequences of 
driving such as fuel and maintenance.

The 520 toll bridge became a signifi -
cant deterrent to single occupancy vehi-
cle drivers when it began collecting tolls 
in late 2011. For those who do not have a 
pre-purchased Good to Go! Pass, com-
muting between 8:00am and 5:00pm (the 
typical work day) adds a cost of over $10 
a day (Washington State Department of                                           
Transportation, n.d.). Even with a Good 
to Go! Pass the daily commute costs over 
seven dollars. Parking rates also deter King 
County commuters, primarily in Seattle 
neighborhoods. The average parking price 
in Seattle neighborhoods is $2 an hour, 
making the average workday cost nearly 
$16 (Seattle Department of Transportation, 
n.d.). (See Figure 4.) For those taking the 
520 toll bridge and paying for parking, pub-
lic transportation may be more of a benefi t 

than a cost.
Identifying deterrents such as tolls and 

parking fees reveals consumer preferences 
for competing modes of transportation. 
The preference or response to a change in 
price is called “market elasticity/inelastic-
ity.” Metro users demonstrate “inelasticity” 
when they prefer to bear the increase in fares 
rather than pay the toll and/or parking rates 
in Seattle neighborhoods. Gruber (2013)   
defi nes the consumer’s attitude toward 
such a transaction as the “marginal willing-
ness to pay,” meaning one’s compliance to 
spend for an extra unit of a good or service                                                                          
(p. 231). Marginal willingness to pay is 
critical in circumstances where alternatives 
exist; in this case tolls and parking rates. 
In order to maintain consumers’ marginal 
willingness to pay, the cost burden should 
be placed on those who can afford the                                                                    

Figure 4: Hourly and Daily Breakdown 
of Commuting and Parking Cost in                           
Seattle

Hourly Daily (8hrs)
Parking Downtown $2 $16

Good to Go! N/A $7
No Good to Go! N/A $10

Figure 4. Shown here is a breakdown of the daily 
and hourly costs for one vehicle to commute to                         
Seattle on an average workday using fi gures from the                                                                                           
Washington State and Seattle Department of Trans-
portation. These fi gures strive to demonstrate fi nan-
cial incentives for utilizing public transportation. 
Adapted from “Paid Parking Rates”, n.d., Seattle 
Department of Transportation, Copyright 1995-2014 
by Seattle Department of Transportation (http://
www.seattle.gov/transportation/parking/paidpar-
kingrates.htm) and “SR 520 Bridge Toll Rates”, 
n.d., Copyright 2014, Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation by Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation. (http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/
Tolling/520/520tollrates.htm)
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increased fare. By doing so, policymakers 
can identify riders’ preferences for public 
transportation as refl ected by their behavior 
from the cost burden and act accordingly 
based on those fi ndings. Elinor Ostrom ex-
plains the same principle in her “excludabil-
ity” argument; she states, “When exclusion 
is of low cost to the supplier, preferences 
are revealed as a result of many pro quo 
transactions. Producers learn about prefer-
ences through the consumers’ willingness 
to pay for various goods offered for sale”                      
(Sabatier, 2007, p. 40). She also states, “An-
other attribute of goods with excludability 
problems is that, once they are provided, 
consumers may have no choice whatsoev-
er as to whether they will consume them”                                  
(Sabatier, 2007,  p. 41). With these behav-
ioral economic tools, Metro’s policymakers 
can determine whether riders gain or lose 
incentive from contributing to this cost bur-
den. 

As mentioned in the earlier segment of 
this paper, three policy options were consid-
ered to generate revenue; however, Option 
#2 is arguably the most viable. Option #1, 
increasing sales tax to an even 10%, would 
not be feasible because it affects stakehold-
ers that do not utilize the system. Option #3, 
imposing a fl at $.50 increase on all bus fares 
with the exception of those protected by the 
Regional Reduced Fare Permit, is also a 
poor option because, for some Metro riders, 
imposing an extra dollar per day may dis-
courage them from using public transpor-
tation. At some point riders will recognize 
that it makes more sense to commute with 
a single occupancy vehicle because the cost 
may as well be the same. Even if continu-
ing public transportation has a lower dollar 
amount than commuting alone, the increase 
may become too great of a burden to bear 

the conditions of taking a crowded bus and 
paying more for it. In terms of revenue how-
ever, increased bus fares for all riders would 
become a lucrative revenue source. At this 
point an exact value for the cost burden has 
not been identifi ed, but recommending a 
fare increase is not novel to Metro’s poli-
cymakers.

In a 2009 performance report, the 
King County Auditor’s Offi ce considered 
fi ve policy options to increase fares in an            
attempt to stimulate cash fl ow. One option 
was a $.25 increase in base and peak fares 
on top of the planned $.25 increase in 2010; 
this measure expected to generate $10.8 
million with only a 1.1% decline in rider-
ship (King County Auditor’s Offi ce, 2009, 
p. 36). The $.25 increase inspired the fare 
increase recommended in this policy pro-
posal. At this point, fares make up 23% of 
Metro’s operational funding, equating to 
$146 million (King County Metro Online, 
n.d.). If such a policy option comes to frui-
tion, this could stimulate over $50 million 
in the next fi ve years. Unfortunately with an 
annual revenue loss projected at $75 mil-
lion, this measure alone will not suffi ce. 
Imposing a fare increase upon all full-time 
employed riders may not be the fi nal solu-
tion to amending Metro’s budget problem, 
but it does however bring Metro one-step 
closer toward policy solutions that will have 
a large scale impact in the coming future. 

 According to the American Public 
Transportation Association (APTA), King 
County Metro is not the only transit agen-
cy deliberating executive fi nancial deci-
sions (American Public Transportation                                    
Association Policy Development and            
Research Program, 2010). It is important 
to note that the fare increase suggested 
here does not necessarily align with the                                                                 

Pick Your Poison
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national notion on fare increases. In a 2009-
2010 APTA survey with 151 transit agen-
cies as respondents, only 5% implemented 
a fare increase and consider supplemen-
tal action in the future (American Public                                                                      
Transportation Association Policy                                    
Development and Research Program, 2010). 
(See Figure 5.) Five percent of 151 respon-
dents equates to almost eight agencies re-
porting favor for both actions. King County 
Metro Transit ought to accept the same no-
tion as the eight agencies due to the severity 
of their funding problem. The APTA survey 
does not specify which agencies responded 
therefore it cannot be confi rmed nor denied 
that King County Metro Transit was one of 
the participants. Rather, it was introduced 
to compare other agencies’ reactions to the 

impact caused by Great Recession on public 
transit across the United States. 

Opposing Arguments and Response

Opponents of increasing bus fares pri-
marily to a specifi ed group of individuals 
may speculate that while most Metro riders 
are employed full-time, 27% of regular rid-
ers make $35,000 or less a year, which is 
not necessarily indicative of a high paying 
salary (ORC International Inc., 2013). (See 
Figure 3.) Therefore the question might be 
posed: how are individuals making less than 
$40,000 expected to accommodate an in-
crease in bus fares? 

 For the purpose of this paper alone, I 
focus on the rationale behind fare increases 

Figure 5: Transit Agency Actions to Address Recession Impact

Figure 5. Since the Great Recession, transit agencies nationwide have been faced with budgetary restraints. 
In a study encompassing 151 transit agencies across the United States, the following fi gures indicate what 
restorative measures have been implemented and more importantly what future actions can take place. The 
purpose of this graphic is to show how strong the national notion is on posing cost burdens upon its rid-
ers. Adapted from “Actions Taken to Address Agency Transit Agency Budget Shortfalls”, 2010, Impacts of 
the Recession on Public Transportation Agencies by American Public Transportation Association Policy                     
Development and Research Program.
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and its implications rather than the logis-
tics of the recommendation itself. To ad-
dress the opposition to some degree, I do 
not recommend a rigid fare increase, rather 
an equitable system that meets the varying 
income levels of full-time employed riders.                     
Deborah Stone refers to this idea as “ver-
tical equity” in which individuals receive 
different treatment based on rank or status 
(Stone, 2012, p. 49).          

In reference to the fare increase,               
individuals with stable employment status 
will be treated differently than those in un-
certain fi nancial circumstances. A detailed 
plan regarding the implementation of a ver-
tically equitable system was not devised 
as this policy recommendation resides in 
the formulation stage of the policy making 
process. However, if support for increasing 
fares generates, specifi cs will be discussed 
in preparation for the next step of the policy: 
policy adoption (Gupta, 2011). It remains 
crucial for readers to understand that rec-
ommending a fare increase upon full-time 
employed riders is not intended to margin-
alize low-income or minority groups. These 
groups are not to be overlooked in future 
transit discussions, as their ridership is still 
signifi cant to King County Metro. The goal 
is to simply tap into the fi nancial resource 
that is the full-time employed individual – 
not excluding marginalized groups. Initia-
tives dedicated to encouraging transit acces-
sibility for marginalized groups can perhaps 
be discussed in a future study. This proposal 
refers specifi cally to full-time employed 
Metro riders. 

A leading concern with recommending a 
fare increase is the potential of encouraging 
riders to drive single occupancy vehicles 

over mass transit. How will the proposed 
fare increase thwart single occupancy au-
tomobiles from occupying the street ways 
once again?

 In response, I would like to note that the 
proposed fare increase is a malleable policy 
recommendation. If full-time employed in-
dividuals are discovered to not be the ap-
propriate population for a fare increase 
through a more comprehensive survey than 
the 2012 Rider Survey, the demographic                      
responsibility must be re-assessed. In fact, 
having alternatives to policy recommenda-
tions is an integral part of the policy making 
process, specifi cally in the policy formula-
tion stage (Gupta, 2011). Re-assessing the 
demographic for a cost burden can be con-
sidered an alternative in this case. Perhaps 
the burden shifts from exclusively Metro 
riders to all taxpayers. In such case, a higher 
sales tax could be implemented rather than 
an excise tax, which is the current model be-
cause sales tax is Metro’s greatest revenue 
source, accounting for 54% of their funding 
(King County Metro Online, n.d.). Increas-
ing bus fares for full-time working individu-
als suggests implementing an excise tax5 in 
addition to the existing sales tax, a course of 
action disagreed upon in the aforementioned 
2009-2010 APTA survey. Assuming sales 
tax increases because of Metro, taxpayers 
that do not use Metro may respond based 
on their social marginal benefi t. Social mar-
ginal benefi t refers to the advantage taxpay-
ers receive from Metro’s services, minus 
any costs associated with actually using 
Metro (Gruber, 2013). Examples of social 
marginal benefi t from a greater sales tax in-
clude fewer vehicles on the road, decreased 
commute time, and reduced fuel costs. 

5. Excise tax refers to a tax for a specifi c good that is imposed only on those who use the good (i.e. tobacco, liquor, 
gasoline)

Pick Your Poison



UW BOTHELL POLICY JOURNAL, 201430

In this case, social marginal benefi t asks: 
Is one less vehicle on the roadway worth 
paying a higher sales tax? In a more gen-
eral sense, is reviving King County Metro                                                                                 
Transit’s services worth the cost burden of a 
fare increase? These are the kinds of ques-
tions policymakers and tax-paying voters 
should consider when determining long-
term solutions for Metro’s budget. As a 
proponent of raising bus fares, I argue that 
reviving King County Metro Transit’s ser-
vices are worth the cost burden because of 
the greater implication it holds—equal op-
portunity to transportation as opposed to 
shutting down services all together due to 
lack of funding resources. 

Conclusion

King County Metro Transit faces severe 
budgetary circumstances as it continues to 
exhaust funding reserves and receive fewer 
subsidies due to the Great Recession. Re-
sources are predicted to deplete by Autumn 
2014 initiating a $75 million loss annually 
(King County Executive News, 2013). Giv-
en the time-sensitivity of this issue, a fare 
increase is the most feasible fi rst step to al-
leviate Metro’s budget crisis. By analyzing 
Metro’s 2012 rider statistics, the majority 
of riders were fully employed individuals, 
not low-income or minority as past national 
trends indicated. This data inspired the ar-
gument that the majority of Metro riders 
can afford higher bus fares without affect-
ing ridership. With tolls and high parking 
costs as leading deterrents in King County, 
demand for public transportation remains 
strong, and this policy recommendation 
sought to manipulate that demand to gener-
ate more funds for Metro. Economic mod-
els were introduced as research tools to                                  

determine consumers’ behavior should this 
fare increase come to fruition. These mod-
els can be used to create future policy mea-
sures as they refl ect consumers’ preferences 
(Metro riders or not). I am hopeful my rec-
ommendation serves as a stepping-stone for 
large-scale policy measures that will even-
tually restore King County Metro Transit’s 
fi nancial health.
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