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To the Citizens of the Rogue Valley:

From the outset, RVID’s Strategic Business and Operations Plan is
designed to provide clear direction on how to sustain the present
fixed-route system and implement the tieved service expansions
identified in the Ten-Year Long Range Plan. In ovder to achieve
access to employment centers, shopping, health facilities, housing,
education and other existing areas, this plan identifies present
funding, and the means to secure future funding so that all persons
irrespective of age, income or disability have access to public

transportation.

Thank you for taking the time to learn movre about, and become

involved with, RVTD and public transportation.

Sincerely,

W-@W
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I. Budget Forecast and Long-Term Fiscal Challenge

The Rogue Valley Transportation District has created this strategic five-year
plan as a follow-up to the 2007-2017 Long Range Plan. The Long Range Plan
established District goals and policies, provided a greater understanding of the
demand for public transportation and built a list of tiered service
enhancements. This document strategically prepares the District for
implementing the first tier of service described in the Long Range Plan while
examining opportunities for fiscal resources. When surplus revenues are
available, the District will have the relevant information on hand to implement

new service efficiently and effectively.

This plan focuses on Tier One service implementation over the next five years,
or 2008-2012. If additional resources become available to examine the second

tier of service a similar study will be compiled.

The first section of the Strategic Business and Operations Plan describes the
District’s financial outlook assuming current resources continue on a ‘flat-line’
and the challenges ensued by this outlook. The second section looks at the
market for public transportation in the Rogue Valley, including the District’s
ability to meet current demand. In the third section, the first tier of service
enhancements will be described in more detail followed by the operational and
capital improvements required before service would be implemented. Section
five focuses on the anticipated budget RVTD would need to implement the

expanded services in Tier One. Lastly, section six provides an overview of

RVTD’s Management and the positive changes that have occurred recently.



Existing Revenue Structure

RVTD revenues are distinguished between those revenues that are for specific
purposes, non-discretionary’, and those that can be used to fund any part of
the operations of the District, discretionary. Examples of non-discretionary
revenues would include capital acquisition, Transportation Demand
Management funds, Congestion Mitigation Air Quality, Surface Transportation
Fund, and to a lesser degree, capitalization of maintenance grants.
Discretionary revenues would include fares, property taxes and the annual

federal operating grant.

Based on the fiscal year 2008-2009 annual budget, just over 93% of
anticipated revenues come from three (3) sources: federal and state grants
(43.32%), taxes (33.39%) and fares (16.80%). Of the total federal and state
grants only about half can be considered undesignated. Please see Figure 1.1
for a pie graph depicting RVTD’s sources in the 2008-2009 adopted annual
budget.

Figure 1.1
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Budget Forecast

Over the past decade, total cost for transit services has been increasing much
more rapidly than the locally generated revenue streams for transit. As Figure
1.2 shows, service costs will rapidly diverge from the revenue available with
RVTD’s current funding structure. A detailed chart of the projection is also

provided in Figure 1.3. RVTD use of funds is provided in Figure 1.4.
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The cost analysis used for the financial projections assumed the following:
* Maintaining the current level of service only
» 5% annual inflation
» The cost per passenger trip (calculated separately for bus service and for

Valley Lift) would not change drastically.

» Ridership would increase at the same average rate seen over the last

decade.



Figure 1.3

TOTAL OPERATING COST AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS, FISCAL YEARS 2008 - 2015

Existing Service
Revenue Estimates

Property and State Payroll Taxes
Federal and State Operating
Grants

Local Government Contracts
Charges For Services
Other Revenues
In-Kind Resources
Internal Charges
Total Estimated Revenues

Operating Cost Estimates

Fixed Route Operating Costs
Non-Fixed Route Operating Costs
Alternative Transp. - Valley Lift
General Administration
Support Services

Total Estimated Costs

PROJECTED DEFICITS

2008/09
Proposed

Budget Annual 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15
Route Operating  Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

Costs Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget
$ 2,180,000 $ 2,245,400 $ 2,312,762 $ 2,382,145 $ 2,453,609 $ 2,527,217 $ 2,603,034
$ 2,827,671 $ 2,912,501 $ 2,999,876 $ 3,089,872 $ 3,182,569 $ 3,278,046 $ 3,376,387
$ 170,000 $ 175,100 $ 180,353 $ 185,764 $ 191,336 $ 197,077 $ 202,989
$ 1,097,004 $ 1,129,914 $ 1,163,812 $ 1,198,726 $ 1,234,688 $ 1,271,728 $ 1,309,880
$ 69,000 $ 71,070 $ 73,202 $ 75,398 $ 77,660 $ 79,990 $ 82,390
$ 184,349 $ 189,879 $ 195,576 $ 201,443 $ 207,486 $ 213,711 $ 220,122
$ 1,163,026 $ 1,221,177 $ 1,282,236 $ 1,346,348 $ 1,413,665 $ 1,484,349 $ 1,558,566
$ 7,691,050 $ 7,945,042 $ 8,207,817 $ 8,479,696 $ 8,761,014 $ 9,052,118 $ 9,353,368
$ 3,283,977 $ 3,542,067 $ 3,822,451 $ 4,127,184 $ 4,458,514 $ 4,818,908 $ 5,211,069
$ 1,274,710 $ 1,374,892 $ 1,483,728 $ 1,602,012 $ 1,730,622 $ 1,870,512 $ 2,022,732
$ 1,890,327 $ 1,998,142 $ 2,112,679 $ 2,234,404 $ 2,363,826 $ 2,501,488 $ 2,647,981
$ 733,922 $ 784,496 $ 838,987 $ 897,729 $ 961,087 $ 1,029,461 $ 1,103,284
$ 470,267 $ 503,293 $ 538,922 $ 577,379 $ 618,910 $ 663,783 $ 712,293
$ 7,653,203 $ 8,202,891 $ 8,796,767 $ 9,438,709 $ 10,132,958 $ 10,884,152 $ 11,697,360
$ 37,847 § (257,849) $ (588,950) $ (959,013) $  (1,371,945) §  (1,832,034) $§  (2,343,992)




Figure 1.4 RVTD U se of Funds
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Projections for Primary Funding Resources

It is reasonable to expect that state and federal grants will remain near
current levels or in the case of federal funding, decrease steadily over
time. By way of comparison, Figure 1.5 depicts the 2004 revenue
breakdown for the Salem-Keizer Cherriots system, and for the Lane
Transit District (LTD) compared to RVTD (excluding federal capital

grants).

The budget for Salem’s system “Cherriots” is more than 4% times that of
RVTD, and LTD’s budget is almost 6 %2 times that of RVTD. For these
agencies, federal assistance is about 20% and 3.5% of the overall budget

respectively, and locally generated funds account for 55.9% and 84.9% of



the budget. Cherriots receives about 2 2 times the level of federal
funding as RVTD because federal funding for both agencies is based on
population; LTD’s is based primarily on system performance. In 2004
RVTD received more that 30% of its revenue from federal grants, whereas

local support, including fares, accounted for 55.5% in 2004.

Figure 1.5 Transit Agencies Funding Structures Comparison - 2004
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Federal Funding Forecast

Based on the experience of other transit systems, rural areas are
typically heavily supported by federal grants, but that funding
diminishes in importance as the area becomes more urbanized. RVTD is
considered a Small-Urbanized Area based on its population size of
approximately 150,000 people. Once the population within the District
exceeds 200,000 [likely to occur at the 2020 US Census| the District will
be considered a Midsize-Urbanized Area. RVTD receives federal funding
that is appropriated and re-assessed annually by the size of the
population. When RVTD becomes a Mid-Size Urbanized area, the federal
funding shifts tremendously. Most significantly, the federal operating

grant diminishes to $0, with decreases phased in over a number of years.




LTD is currently at the later phases of this shift, which is why they

receive only 3.5% of their total budget as federal funds.

In general, however, federal funds are to be used toward capital
improvements such as building transfer stations, stops and terminals,
purchasing rolling stock and for preventative maintenance activities.
Federal operating funds are available for starting new transit service,
appropriately called “New Starts Funding”. This, like many federal
funding programs (CMAQ), is only for initiating transit service not for
maintaining the service long-term!. Operating funds are also available

for rural and Small-Urbanized Areas.

RVTD receives approximately $1.7 Million in operating funds from the
Federal Transit Administration each year. Figure 1.6 shows a comparison
of the Federal funding distributed in 2005 and 2008 to the state of

Oregon.

FY 2005 FY 2008

Figure 1.6 Federal Funding Distribution
in Millions

Total FY 05-08 FTA Funding for Oregon $124.6 $187.5
Rural Formula to ODOT $ 41 $ 94
Elderly/Disabled to ODOT $ 1.2 $ 14
Capital Investment (Bus) $ 8.7 $ 4.2
Urban Area Formula >200k population $ 74 $ 84
Urban Area Formula <200k population $ 27 $ 31

1 RVTD is researching how to become eligible for New Starts Funding, which is a

rigorous application process often requiring consultants.



The table shows modest increases in federal funding over the course of
three years, with a 15% increase in funding to Small Urbanized Areas. A
unique factor to keep in mind is Bend Area Transit’s (BAT) formation in
Central Oregon (September 2006). Bend is also a small-urbanized area
and a portion of the 15% increase could be attributed to this new District

receiving an operations apportionment.

Oregon and the National Average

FTA and the National Cooperative Highway Research Program collect and
analyze several transit characteristics. In Figure 1.7, Oregon’s peer
group is shown with the associated funding levels for each state within
the peer group (peer groups are defined by population and state). Oregon
receives an average of $44.08 in per capita Federal funding compared to

the peer group average of $14.60 per capita.

For our peer group, Oregon’s $44.08 per capita in Federal funding is
high. The all states average across all five peer groups, shown in Figure
1.7, is $28.26. This analysis highlights how Oregon receives a higher per

capita Federal subsidy than most other states in the nation.

Figure 1.7 Peer Group 3 Comparison

Minnesota 1.50 $214,255 $42.00 $161,613 $31.68
Wisconsin 1.50 $109,078 $19.80 $65,885 $11.96
Alabama 1.58 $0 $0.00 $19,978 $4.41
Colorado 1.58 $0 $0.00 $122,712 $26.67
Oklahoma 1.58 $2,750 $0.78 $28,461 $8.08
Rhode Island* 1.58 $36,840 $34.09 $13,259 $12.27
Indiana 1.67 $36,201 $5.80 $65,326 $10.47
Missouri 1.67 $6,600 $1.15 $95,664 $16.62
Nevada 1.67 $125 $0.05 $52,256 $22.38
Oregon 1.67 $31,445 $8.75 $158,439 $44.08
South Carolina 1.75 $5,864 $1.40 $28,051 $6.68
Connecticut 1.92 $200,167 $57.13 $67,759 $19.34
Virginia 1.92 $140,100 $18.78 $123,435 $16.55
Group 3 Average 1.66 $60,263 $14.60 $77,141 18.68**
*Operates a statewide transit system 8

** The average per capita federal funding represents a weighted average by population



Figure 1.8 All Peer Group Comparison
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Comparative Review and Analysis of State Transit Funding Programs (NCHRP
Report 569)

Rick Krochalis, the Federal Transit Administration’s Region 10 Executive

Administrator, presented to our community the federal perspective of

Oregon’s subsidy in comparison to other states. Due to citizens within

Oregon receiving a higher per capita subsidy than the majority of other

states, the potential for our state to receive additional [long-term]| federal

funding is extremely low. The annual adjustment to the District’s

operating grant is the only foreseeable federal funding increase and this

has historically not met the rising costs of providing service.

Figure 1.9 RVTD Federal Op erating Grant History and Projection

FY 06-07 | 07-08 | 08-09 | 09-10 |10-11 (11-12 |12-13 |(13-14 | 14-15
gggﬁ,’al $1.5M | $1.58M | $1.72M | $1.75M | $1.85M | $2.0M | $2.25M | $2.5M | $2.75M




A table with the District’s currently known (2006-2009) and projected
(2009-2015) Federal Operating Subsidy is shown in Figure 1.9.
Projections are based on an increase of approximately $250,000 each

year. RVTD is required to match the subsidy 50% or 1:1.

Transit Investments and Sources:

The pie graph in Figure 1.10 shows the total funding for public
transportation in the United States in 2002. The pie graph depicts the
average federal share of 17% compared to the state share of 18% and
showing that the largest share of all comes from local sources at 33%.
System Generated Revenue is derived through the farebox (usually
between 10-20%) combined with advertising and leasing revenue for a
total of 32%.

Figure 1.10 Transit Revenue Sources

System
Generated
Local Revenue
33% 32%

State Federal
18% 17%

US Transit Revenue
Sources: US DOT 2002 Conditions & Performance Report

State Funding Forecast

RVTD receives approximately $1 Million in State resources each year.
These funds are primarily competitive and non-discretionary for the
purpose of providing Special Transportation and capital replacement.

The 07-09 Public Transit Division budget is comprised of $63 million,

10



Figure 1.11 depicts the sources of these funds followed by Figure 1.12

showing the uses of these funds.

Figure 1.11 ODOT Public Transit Divi sion Sources of Funds
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ODOT’s Investments in Public Transp ortation:

*Rural operations

*Rural intercity connections

*Transit Bus replacements

*Increased access for low income to jobs
*Planning and research

*Marketing efforts Ridematch/Vanpool/Rideshare
*Travel options information

*Economic vitality projects

Local Partners Investments:
ePartners match operations projects with 50%

*Partners match capital projects with 10.27%
*Partners match planning projects with 20%

*STF formula requires no match

11



ODOT does not expect to increase public transportation or special
transportation funds. RVTD relies on state resources primarily to offset
costs incurred by the Valley Lift service and for capital replacement of
vehicles. All funds are competitive statewide with other transportation
providers and the amount of funding requested during grant cycles are
typically not fully granted. For example, in the 2007-2009 Biennium
RVTD requested funding for vehicle replacement and preventative
maintenance totaling $2,533,528; RVTD was awarded $586,836 or 23%
of the amount requested. When a project is not fully funded the District
must decide between delaying the project or covering the balance out of

the discretionary funds from the general budget.

2009 Oregon Legislative Session

The upcoming legislative session is touted to be the “Year of
Transportation” with funds being dedicated to preserving roads and
meeting the needs of a growing transportation disadvantaged population.
RVTD is working with officials at the local and state level advocating for
increased public transportation funding. RVTD invited southern Oregon
delegates to speak on the topic of public transportation at the May 8t
Summit. Each legislator acknowledged the benefits to the economy and
quality of life that public transportation brings, but could not identify a
specific solution to funding; it would be irresponsible to place all hope

into this opportunity.

Summary
The transit community realizes that as resources become increasingly

scarce across the nation to fund traditional programs and services, so
too will public transportation funding. The partnership between Federal,
State and local resources has been researched and the District has
identified local sources of revenue as being the primary opportunity for

expanding transit services in the Rogue Valley.
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