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2040 TRANSIT MASTERLAN

1.1 TMP PURPOSE

The 2040 Rogue Valley Transportation District
(RVTD) Transit Master Plan (TMP) is a framework
for providing transit and related service  sto the
Rogue Valley for the next 2 5 years. It will be
used by RVTD to identify new services, further
policy discussions , inform how Statewide
Transportation Improvement Fu nds (STIF)transit
funds are spent, and monitor future funding
needs. The TMPidentifies near -term (2027) ,
mid -term ( 2037),and long -term (2042) transit
service enhancements that help meet the
vision and g oals for transit in the region
established throught he TMP process.

The TMP uses robust evaluation tools to weigh
differing community needs for transit and
provide a greater level of sophistication not
typically seen in transit plans, Performance

1.2 HISTORY OFIRANSIT IN THEEOMMUN ITY

RVTD was created by public vote in 1975 to
provide public transportation services in the
urbanized areas of the lower Rogue Valley. It is
organized as a transportation district under
Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 267 and is
governed by an elected seve  n-mem ber
board.

RVTD provides fixed -route, demand -responsive,
non -emergency medical transportation, and

other public transportation services in the

greater Medford area
service area covers approximately 168 square
miles, including the ¢ ities of Medford, Ashland,

RVTD®obrsutef i x ed

measures for projects and long -term
monitoring are a major p  art of thisplan 6 s

RVIbs prioheplo®Romgue Vall
Transportation District Ten -Year Long Range
Plan, 2007-2 01 7 6 , was adognd ed
was largely implemented. As such, it is

outdated in term s of service planning and
approaches to providing pu  blic transportation.

RVTDhas opportunities to enhance transit
services with the STIF transit funds and s fiscally
sound but still faces future funding challenges.

In 2016, voters passed a 5 -year levy, w hich
allowed RVTD to maintain services and add ,
imp rove existing route headways and add
Saturday service . However, the 5-year levy
expires in 2022. The TMP addresses this and
other potential future funding scenarios.

Central Point , Talent, Phoenix, Jacksonville ,
and unincorporated areas such as White City.
The additional area within % mile of a fixed
route where RVTD provides complimentary
paratransit (demand -responsive) services is
approxima tely 50 square miles.

RVTD's mission is tooprovide quality public
transportation, viewed by residents and visitors
as a realistic and viable alternative to the
personal automobile, and to thereby improve

7

the quality of life in the Rogue Valley. 0

Page 2| 2040 TMP| June 2019
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1.3 TRANSIT PROVIDER FUNNG & GOVERNANCE SRUCTURES

The RVTD district boundary isthe area where
property taxes are generated to help provide
local transit service. The district boundary was
set when the district was formed in 1975 and
has changed little sin ce that time. RVTD also
provides services outside of their district
boundary as they administer state and federal
funds for rural transit thro ughout Jackson
County, including the new STIF transit funds.

Figure 2 shows the RVTD service district
boundary in green and compares it to the

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning

Organization (RVMPO) planning area, shown in
purple, and the Jackson County boundary
shown in blue. The RVMPO planning area
contains the urban and ur  banizing areas of the
Rogue Valley. The RVTD district boundary and
RVMPO cover similar developed areas, with

Figure 1: RVTD Funding Resources (from Adopted

Resources

Beginning
Fund Balance

30% %

Other
Revenues
1%

/

Charges for ——
Services
23%

the notable exception that the RVTD boundary
excludes Eagle Point, along with a po  rtion of
unincorporated White City west of Table Rock
Road and th e unincorporated community of

Tolo.

Figure 1 breaks down the funding resources
available to RVTD for the annual operating
budget. As shown, approximately 13 percent

of the adopted 2017 -2018 operating budget is
provi ded by the property taxes collected

within the RVTD service district boundary.

Figure2s hows t he

ocations

routes, as well as two other services, the Rogue
Valley Commuter Line and the Rogue Valley
Connector which connect to communities

out side RVTDDS® st

2017 -2018 Operating Budget)

Property Taxes
13%

Other Taxes

/ 1%

/

—__ Intergovernmental
Grants and
Contracts
32%

Page 3| 2040 TMP| June 2019

service

of

di

S



ROGUE VALLEY TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 2040 TRANSIT MASTER PLAN

Figure 2: RVTD Service Area
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1.4 PARTNERSHIPS

This section describes public transportation evening runs. All bus es are equipped with bike
services offered within the RVTD service area racks that accommodate two bikes.

that are provided by other operators. These
services are summarized in Table 1 and
described further below.

Fares are $2 per trip and children age 6 and
under ride for free. JCT offers $20 punch cards
and commuter passes, which are valid on the

RVTD coordinates wi th these partners through RV Commuter service. The RV Commuter Line

the regionds Coordinated Tissuessrgnsfersvatl ii @n faomd 60 mi nut e
Human Services Plan (2017 8 2021 United We RVTDOs servi céBtransleG&arermon d R
Ride Plan in Rogue Valley) , through valid for boarding the RV Commuter Line.

collaboration on the Statewide Transportation

Improvement Funds (STIF) for transit, and on an SOUTHWEST POINT

on-going basi s coordinating transit service. SouthWest POINT provides daily intercity bus

RVTD will continue to seek opportunities to service between Klamath Falls and Brookings,

improve service quality and fill service gaps with stops in White City, Medford (airport and

through collabora  tion with its partners. Front Street Station), Ashland, Gold Hill, Grants

Pass, and additional cities. The service is
operated by The Shuttle, a private  company,

Service : Service Provider . .
Service and 24 -passenger buses, equipped with

Table 1: Other Transportation Services

RV Commuter Line Intercounty Josephine bicycle rack s, luggage racks, personal power
Fixed-Route Community Transit . .
Intercounty outlets, and Wi -Fi.
SouthWest POINT . The Shuttle/lODOT
Fixed-Route . . . .
Amtrak Train Amtrak One trip is made in each direction each day.
Interstate The westbound trip from Klamath Falls to
Greyhound . Greyhound . . .
Fixed-Route Brookings arrives at Front Street Station at 12:00
Rogue Valley .
International -Medford Airport Various Airlines PM, continues to Ashland (Southern Oregon
Airport University), and returns to Medford at 12:50 PM
Southern Oregon Fixed-Route & Various Regional for a 3 _hour Iayover before ContlnL“ng west to
Transit Providers Dial-a-Ride Transit Agencies . .
Brookings at 4:00 PM. The eastbound trip from
RV COMMUTER SERVICE Brookings arrives at Front Stree t Station at 12:20
Josephine Community Transit (JCT) operates PM. After a nearly 4 -hour layover, the bus
the RV Commuter Line, providing bus service proceeds to Ashland at 4:10 PM, returns to
and Medford (Front Street Station) with stops in Klamath Falls. Scheduled travel times from
Gold Hill and Rogue River. The service operates Medford are: Ashland, 25 minutes; Grants Pass,
from 6:35 AM to 5:15 PM on weekdays. There 1 hour; Klamath Falls 2:10; Crescent City 3:10;
are five runs in each direction each day, and Brookings 3:45.

including two morning, one midday, and two

Page 5| 2040 TMP| June 2019
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Fares vary by distance, with a ticket from the
Medford Airpo rt to Klamath Falls Amtrak
costing $25 for an adult, $18.75 for a child age
12 and under, and $22.50 for seniors age 62
and above.

AMTRAK

The nearest Amtrak station is located in
Klamath Falls and can be reached via the
SouthWest POINT service. The Coast S tarlight
route operates through Klamath Falls,
providing connections across the west coast
from Los Angeles to Seattle.

GREYHOUND

Greyhound provides bus service north and
south in the | -5 corridor from Front Street Station
in downtown Medford. Direct conn ections are
available to Portland, Redding, Seattle, and

more. Buses operate 3 -4 trips per day in each
direction, 7 days per week.

Fares vary, with a ticket from Medford to
Portland costing $40 8$50 one -way.

ROGUE VALLEY INTERNAONALSMEDFORD
AIRPORT

Rogu e Valley International dMedford Airport
currently provides non -stop flights to Portland,
Seattle, Los Angeles, Phoenix dSky Harbor,
Denver, Las Vegas, and San Francisco.
Seasonal service is available to Phoenix dMesa.
Medford Airport is the third busiest airp  ortin
Oregon, behind Portland and Eugene.

SOUTHERN OREGON TRANT PROVIDERS
Other transit providers in the region include
Josephine Community Transi t, Basin Transit
(Klamath Falls), UTRANS (Douglas County),
Curry Public Transit, and Coos County Area
Trangt. These agencies provide fixed -route and
dial -a-ride services within their respective

service areas.

1.5 RELATED PLANS & FRSRAMS

Relevant plans and programs were reviewed

by RVCOG to ensure that this TMP aligns with
the previous planning work complete dinthe
study area. Technical Memorandum #3: Local
and State Policies, Rules , and Regulations
provides t he full overview of the documents

that were reviewed.

RVTD PLANS ANCPROGRAMS

Table 2 lists relevant RVTD plan s and programs
for this TMP. In particular, this TMP replaces the
RVTD Long Rang Plan 2007 -2017, which was

the previous document that

next steps for enhancements.  Further details
about the transit service programs described in
Table 2, see Technical Memorandum #4:
Population and Demographic Trends and
Forecast .

LOCAL AND ROGUE VALIEY AREA PLANS
AND PROGRAMS

In addition to plans and programs completed
by RVTD, RVCOG reviewed plans, programs,
and studie s done in the RVTD service area.
Documents include interchange area
management plans (IAMPSs), transportation
system plans at the local and regional level,
comprehensive plans, urban reserve concept
plans (URCPs), and other studi es and plans
throughout the area. Technical Memorandum
#3. Local and State Policies, Rules, and

out.l i ne 0 s
Regulations provides an overview of the local
and Rogue Valley area documents that were
reviewed .

Page 6| 2040 TMP| June 2019
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Table 2: RVTD Plans and Program s

2011 District Boundary
Assessment

High Capacity Transit
Community Engagement
Project (2014)

RVTD Bus StopFacilities
Design Guide (2011)

RVTD Hazard and Security
Plan (2015)

2017 6 2021 United We Ride
Plan in Rogue Valley

2017 6 2021 RVTD Title VI
Program

Valley Lift Paratransit
Program

Rogue Valley (RV)
Connector Service

RVTD Plus Program

Vet eranos

TransLink Non-Emergency
Medic al Transportation
(NEMT)

Tr an:

A study that looked at areas on the fringes of the district boundary that have become urbanized
and could support transit services; Eagle  Point was identified.

Describ es research and public engagement activities used to solicit feedback from stakeholders

and the community regarding perceptions and sentiment towards RVTD, and potentia | transit
enhancements (including bus rapid transit) in the Rogue Valley. Findings inclu de improving
reliability, amenities, and expanding service hours; collaboration with external partners and better
integration with local plans.

Contains policies for stop amenities, an existing conditions repor t, and design guidelines for various
types of bus stops, an inter -agency framework for how bus stops are improved, and a budget and
timeline for making bus sto p improvements. Includes a reference on the varying levels of authority
RVTD has in each city.

Describes RVTDO6s strategies and procedures for ma
passengers, employees/voluntee  rs, and the surrounding community.

Describes pr iority needs to improve mobility of three target populations: people with disabilities,

older adults, and persons of low income.

Describes how RVTD can and has taken steps to ensure that persons are not discriminated agai nst,

excluded from participation in, or denied benefits of RVTD programs and services. Includes a
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Four Factor Analysis to determine appropriate actions on the part
of RVTD in order to provide oOmeaningful

access. o

RVTD operates a shared -ride, origin -to -destination, wheelchair -accessible transportation service for
persons with disabilities who are unable to use fixed -route service. RVTD contracts with Paratransit
Services, Inc. to drive and d ispatch the vehicles, while RVTD handles customer service. Paratransit
Services, Inc. is a national, for -profit transportation provider.

The RV Connector provides demand  -responsive service between seven locations in the

communities of Trail, Shady Cove, Eagle Point, and White City, and three locations in Medford. The

RV Connector is funded by Or e undhahdpridifzesoldenddultsTanca n s p
people with disabilities, with the general public being serv ed on a space -available basis. Riders

must register with the RV Connector program, schedule a trip at least 24 hours in advance, and

arrive at the designate d stop during the scheduled pick  -up time.
The RVTD PLUS Program provides non -medi cal transportation services for eligible low  -income older
adults and people with disabilities. The service is intended to provide independence to riders for

any trip purpose, such as grocery shopping or socialization and eligibility is determined by Senior
and Disability services case managers with reimbursement for transportation costs.

RVTD has funding availabletoreimbu r se Vet erands Transportation pr
program provides transportation for eligible v eterans traveling to medical appointments. RVTD also
has an ODOT Statewide Significant project to assist veterans with using transportation option s and

has | aunched the nationds first Go Vets individua

As part of the Oregon Coordinated Care Organization medical brokerage system, RVTD provides
non -emergency medical transpo  rtation through its TransLink program to eligible individuals
throughout much of southwest Oregon. Depending o n the situation, riders may be provided
transportation via public bus, taxi cab, wheelchair van, stretcher van, or other types of
transportation a s necessary. Rides may be shared.
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DD53 and DD57 Programs

Way to go! Program

Within the Valley Lift service area, RVTD provides e mployment transportation to individuals with

developmental disabilities through the DD53 program. RVTD also provides one -time -only or time -
limited services for individuals with intellectual or developmental disabilities for General Fund
Special Projectsor K-P| an Speci al Projects, as defined by Or

through the DD57 program. Clients are determined eligible t hrough the Jackson County
Developmental Disability Service. Riders are not charged a fare.

RVTDoperates t he regi onds Transportation Demand Manag

information and support to Rogue Valley residents and employe rs interested in non -auto travel. The
program provides information on walking, biking, transit, and ridesharing. RVTD prov ides rideshare
information in the form of Drive Less Connect, an online tool for ride -matching and trip logging.
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2.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT RAMEWORK

The project management team (PMT) began
work on this transit master plan and its
supporting memos and activities in December
2017. A summary of outreach activities
conducted from December 2017 through June
2019 is provided below . For each outreach
activity, a range of advertising and marketing
effor ts was completed to gain participation
including mail ed newsletters, email
notifications, social media announcements,

and radio announcements

PROJECT WEBSITE

The project website

(http://rvtd2040transitplan.  com ) houses
information that allowed the general publ ic
and the advisory committees to stay informed
about the project. Background documents,
meeting materials, and finalized technical
memos were provided on the website, along
with the latest news about up  coming events.
The website also provided an interacti ve map
where anyone could provide comments,
concerns, or suggestions for specific locations
in and around the RVTD system.

PASSENGER SURVEY

In February 2018, RVTD administered a
passenger survey to better understand the

state of the existing transit system . Each run of
the day on each route was surveyed for both

the weekday and weekend schedules. A total

of 726 valid surveys were collected. Th e
summarized data were weighted by route
ridership to adjust for over - and
underrepresented response rates by route.
Passengers were asked about their origin and

destination bus stops, travel mode to and from
bus stops, trip purpose, transit use,

employmen t, demographics, and fare
payment. In addition, they were asked to
respond to questions provided by RVTD about
custo mer service. The survey responses will be
used to identify transit needs and demand and
to inform the development of service
alternatives. D etailed passenger survey results
can be found in  Technical Memorandum #8:
Community Transit Vision .

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION
CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WAS HIGHEST FOR

BUS CLEANLINESS 4.45 OUT OF 5
DRIVER CUSTOMER SERVICE 4.39 @C{]
TOUCHPASS FARE PAYMENT 4.28

Customer satisfaction was lowest (but still positive) for bus stop cleanliness 3.66,
available seating at bus stops 3.70, and the OneBusAway app 3.99

SAFETY

900/ OF RIDERS INDICATED THEY FELT ©
O ““SAFE” OR “VERY SAFE” ON THE BUS
3% of riders indicated they felt “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe “on the bus

SERVICE NEEDS |]
RIDERS IDENTIFIED SUNDAY SERVICE 65%,
MORE FREQUENT SATURDAY SERVICE 35%,
LATER EVENING BUS SERVICE 29%,

AND MORE FREQUENT WEEKDAY SERVICE 20%
AS TOP PRIORITIES

Multiple riders wrote in suggestions for new service to Eagle Point

—_-
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IN-PERSON AD VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE

There were three sets of open houses
conducted through the development of the
TMP to gather input from the public.

Virtual Open House #1 was available online
from June 6" through 22nd, 2018. The
corresponding in-person open house o ccurred
on June 6™ from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. at the
Medford Public Library . The open house
activities sought input on transit needs and
priorities for RVTD. As part of the first set of open
house meetings (in -person and virtual), a
survey was conducted to be  tter understand
community member service desires. The

detailed summary of the survey and first set of
open house activities can be found in

Technical Memorandum #8: Community Transit
Vision.

Virtual Open House #2 was available online
from January 19 * through February 4 t, 2019.
The corresponding in -person open house
occurred on January 22 " from 4:00 to 6:00
p.m. at the Medford Public Library. The second
set of open house meetings provided the
public the opportunity to review potential new
routes and deter mine if they are a priority for
the system. A survey was also conducted to
understand community priorities for different
service enhancement types.

Virtual Open House #3 was available online

from May 31 stthrough June 17", 2019. The
corresponding in -person open house occurred
on June 5 ™ from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. at the

Medford P ublic Library. The third set of open
house meetings provided the public the
opportunity to review the near  -term, mid -term,
and long -term preferred systems and projects
for the TMP.

2.2 ADVISORY COMMITTEB

In addition to the  Project Management Team
(PMT), two advisory committees ~ were formed
to provide technical and local expertise to the
project. The Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) was made up of City, County, and State
transport ation staff who know the area and

are familiar with the type of technical analysis
and planning work being completed through

this project. The Citizen Advisory Committee
(CAC) include d representative from differe nt
community service providers, community
institutions, the RVTD Board, and the general
public. CAC members had a range of comfort
discussing the type of technical analysis being
completed and more so provide d knowledge
of the jurisdictions and communities  they serve,
work, or live in.

These advisory committees review ed each of
the draft technical memo randum s and guide d
the next steps for the PMT. The TAC and CAC
each had five regular meetings and one

design charrette throughout the process

The first set of meetings presented the
existing condition s of the transit system
and discussed existing measures,

policies, and demographics.

The second set of meetings was focused
on discussing the vision statement, goal
areas, evaluation criteria, and modeling
and analysis tools.

The third set of meetings we re used to
verify and review the draft transit
supportive areas and community transit
vision.
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Around of d esign charrette s were
conducted to allow committee
members and RVTD staff to brainstorm
pot ential service enhancements while
considering the cost of any new or
enhanced service.

The fourth set of meetings outlined the
recommended near -term service
enhancements.

The fifth set of meetings focused on the
draft TMP and any comments to
address in t he final plan.

Detailed meeting minutes for the TAC and
CAC meetings can be found in Technical
Memorandum #8: Community Transit Vision

2.3 ADDITIONAL STAKEHOLDERNPUT

Additional stakeholder input was  obtained
through interviews with local jurisdiction staff,
meetings with other agencies and
organizations, a nd by obtaining surveying
RVTDO6s bus operators.

LOCAL JURISDICTIONNTERVIEWS

The PMT conducted several local jurisdiction
interviews in parallel to the TAC, CAC, and
open house meetings summarized above.
Each meeting was conducted as an informal
interview , including open dialogue between
jurisdiction representatives and PMT members.
Jurisdictions interviewed include the cities of
Ashland, Medford, Ce ntral Point, and Talent.
Interviews included discussion of upcoming
development (especially if designated as

transit-or i ented devel opment),

transit priorities, and how a jurisdiction can
prepare for transit with capital projects. The
det ailed summary of the jurisdictional
interviews can be found in  Technical
Memorandum #8: Community Transit Vi sion.

MEETING WITH ORGANIATIONS

In addition to the local jurisdiction interviews
with cities served by RVTD, the PMT conducted

meetings with stakeh older group organizations.
The groups included Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) and United Way @
Transportation Impact Committee. ODOT
provided high -level plans for the region,
especially for OR 62 and OR 99. Both
organizations discussed their pr iorities for future
enhancements and potential new service.
Detailed notes from each meeting can be

found in Technical Memorandum #8:
Community Transit Vision .

OPERATORNPUT

Input about potential service enhancements

was collected from RVTD bus operators during
the week of October 15 t, 2018. Operators
were asked to post sticky noteson a map to
indicate new r outesl connedtions) @ s
prominent destinations to add services to. In
addition, written comments could be made for
service -wide system impro vements. Notes from
the operator feedback can be found in

Technical Memorandum #8: Community Transit
Vision.
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3.1 TRANSIT VISION

Three vision statement options were reviewed and discussed with the TAC and CAC and with the
public. Their input led to  the following vision statement adopted by the Board

VISION STATEMENT

In 2040, RVTD provides quality, effic ient pu blic transportation for residents and
visitors, including those who are transit -dependent, improving the quality of life
and the environment in the Rogue Valley and connecting its diverse

communities to jobs, opportunity, and daily needs.

3.2 TRANST GOALS

There are five goal areas to support the adopted vision statement; Community, Coordination,
Economy, Environment, and Service Quality. Each goal area has a corresponding statement that
articul ates RVTDOs aspirations.

GOAL I: COMMUNITY
Connect the region , focusing on increasing equitable access to transportation
and improving quality of life.

GOAL II: COORDINATION

Coordinate closely with regional partners (such as the surrounding cities,

Jackson County, ODOT, and other  agencies), within RVTD, and wi th the public
to ensure efficient delivery of high  -quality services integrated with other modes
and supportive land uses.

GOAL IIl: ECONOMY
Enhance RVTDO6s cost effectiveness andvicperovi de
that supports the local economy.

During the May 2019 RVTD Board

GOA L IV: ENVIRONMENT meeting, Resolution Number 18 -07

Impl t tem that | th - tal was adopted. The Resolution
mplemett a sysiem hal fessens fe environmenta establish es an initial three -point

impact of travel. strategy for RVTD to transition fro m
CNG fossil fuels

GOAL V: SERVICE QUALTY
| Provide a service that is safe, comfortable and convenient for riders.
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4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS

RVTD is wholly located within Jackson County 90,900 people. The 60 and over population in
in southern Oregon. The county covers 2,800 Jackson County represents a larger proportion
square miles and had a population of 216,900 of the total population (ap  proximately 28

in 2017. The county seat is Medford, which has percent) than the Oregon statewide average

a population of nearly 80,000. Other cities in of 14 percent. These two population groups
Jackson County with over 10,000 people are are notable with res pect to transit markets
Ashland and Central Point. The region has the because they are more likely to be transit
highest concentration of incorporated cities dependent. The senior population in Jackson
within an MPO in Oregon outside of the County has grown in rece nt decades, due
Portland metropolitan region. primarily to the aging of the Baby Boomers.

Future forecasts project that by 2050, the senior

POPULATION DENSIT¥BY GENERATION population will increase to 34 percent of the

The PEW Research Center defines generational total County population, with that segment of
cohorts by birth years, i nchepbpulatiogexpgeéiet tbexceed 100000
20 , OMi || ennriatlis®dn Xd&en®Baby
Boomerso6, and the o0Silent G&mMAATBINDENSPG BY JURISDTTION
Technical Memorandum #9: Service The populations of the three largest cities
Enhancement Analysis includes figures showing (Medford, Ashland, and Central Point)
population densities by generational cohort to represent app roximately 54 percent of the
a) identify the relationship between existing total County population. The population of all
transit ridership, locatio n, and generational cities within the RVTD service district total
population densities, and b) use this approximately 61 percent of the total County
information to help develop and provide population. Approximately 85 percent of the
support for the planning process for County population lies within the RVTD servic e
determining future transit needs. The five district boundary. As shown in  Table 3 all areas
generational cohorts are: within the County except for Butte Falls have
experienced a population increase since 2000.
0Sil ent Gedbermke tfored9b Jackson Countyds urbanized
0Baby B oO® h9d6-1964 growing at twice the rate of the
0Gener atdl1865-198® unincorporated areas, which supports the
oMi I l'ennials or Gl®9er at )®i8ion¥biranditLéhdcesto higher -density
0Gener atdle9m-20Z76 locations.
AGE

Approximately 43 percent of the total County
population is either under 18 years of age or
over the age of 60, representi ng approximately
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Table 3: Jackson County Population 2000 62017

Population Population Population Growth % Growth
Commun ity (2000) (2010) (2017) (200062017) (200062017)

Medford 63,150 74,910 79,590 16,440 26%
Ashland 19,520 20,080 20,700 1,180 6%
Central Point 12,490 17,170 17,700 5,210 42%
Eagle Point 4,800 8,470 8,930 4,130 86%
White City 5,470 7,980 8,710 3,240 59%
Talent 5,590 6,070 6,330 740 13%
Phoenix 4,060 4,540 4,610 550 14%
Shady Cove 2,310 2,900 3,110 800 35%
Jacksonville 2,240 2,790 2,950 710 32%
Rogue River 1,850 2,130 2,220 370 20%
Gold Hill 1,070 1,220 1,220 150 14%
Butte Falls 440 420 430 110 -2%
Cities + White City 117,520 140,700 147,790 30,270 26%
Other unincorporated 63,750 62,510 69,110 5,360 8%
Jackson County (Total) 181,270 203,210 216,900 35,630 20%

Sources: United States Census Bureau. Census 2000 Gatéwavww.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.htmlAccessed February 19, 2018. United States Census
Bureau. 2010 Census Daltdtp://www.census.gov/2010census/dataAcessed February 19, 2018.

. Low-income populations are
Table 4 shows demographic details for each concentrated within Butte Falls, Phoenix,
jurisdiction within Jackson County. Medford, and Rogue River.
Populations with disabilities are

Key demographic findings are as follows: concentrated in the smallest cities within

Older adult populations are Jackson County, including Phoenix,
concentrated in smaller cities within Shady Cove, Jacksonville, Rogue  River,
Jac kson County, especia lly Rogue River, Gold Hill, an d Butte Falls.

Jacksonville, Shady Cove, and Phoenix, . Ashland has a large population of
however Ashland also has a higher than people over the age of 60, a smaller
average older adult population. population of people under 18, and a
Youth populations are concentrated in large student population that attends
larger cities within Jackson County, Southern Oregon University.

including Medford, Central Point,  and . Phoenix, Shady Cove, and Rogue River
Eagle Point. all have a population with hig her than

county -average older adults, low -
income, and people with disabilities.
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Table 4: Jackson County Demographic Details by Jurisdiction

Older Adult Low Income Population

(60 years old Children and Youth (Poverty with
Community and over ) (Under 18 years old) 100%)? Disabilities 2
Medford 23% 17%* 21%* 16%
Ashland 31%* 14% 19%* 12%
Central Point 23% 20%* 12% 17%
Eagle Point 23% 18%* 17% 17%
White City 13% 27%* 14% 17%
Talent 25% 17%* 20%* 16%
Phoenix 35%* 13% 26%* 24%*
Shady Cove 42%* 3% 21%* 19%*
Jacksonville 55%* 11% 5% 27%*
Rogue River 33%* 13% 21%* 26%*
Gold Hill 22% 18%* 14% 20%*
Butte Falls 25% 19%* 34%* 31%*
Cities + White City 25% 16% 19% 17%
Other unincorporated 33% 13% 15% 18%
Jackson County (Total) 28% 15% 18% 17%

Sources: 2012016 ACS, *Above county average

1. Low income is based on the Census poverty status, which refers to any household that has been below the poverty levasfdrineonths.

2. Disability status is a Census vl

POPULATION DENSIT& BY HOUSEHOLD
INCOME

Table 5 shows the share of households by
income ranges. As shown, over one  -quarter of
households earns less than $25,000 annually.
The US Census also defines a Pover ty Status
Index, which is based on income and

household size. Approximately 26 percent of
Jackson County residents live below this
Census-defined index and are thus defined as
living in poverty. The Oregon state average is

16 percent.

As shown in Table 5, Ce ntral Point and Eagle
Point had the highest percent change in low -
income population from 2000 to 2016, while
Butte Falls had the highest percent of resi
identified as low -income.

dents

Table 5: Share of Households by Income Range

Percent of Total
Income Range Households

Less than $10,000 8.0%
$10,000 to $14,999 6.3%
$15,000 to $24,999 11.7%
$25,000 to $34,999 12.0%
$35,000 to $49,999 15.5%
$50,000 to $74,999 19.0%
$75,000 to $99,999 11.0%

5149999 .
3100999 A5
$200,000 or more 2.6%

Source: 20122016 ACS
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POPULATION DENSIT® TITLE VI OVERVIEW Program, which is funded in part by monies

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. from the Federal Hig hway Administration that

2000d-1) states that "no person in the United flow through ODOT. As a result, RVTD is also

States shall, o n the ground of race, color, or required to comply with OD!

national origin, be excluded from patrticipation
in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to discriminatio n under any program or activity

receiving Federal financi

combination with subsequent federal
nondiscrimination statutes, agencies receiving
federal financial aid are prohibited from
discriminating based on race, color, national
origin, a ge, economic status, disability, or sex
(gender).

Other relevant federal statutes include the
Federal -Aid Highwa y Act, the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, the Age Discrimination Act of
1975, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987,
the Americans with Disabil ities Act of 1990
(ADA), Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions
to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Popul ations and Low -Income Populations, and
Executive Order 13166 Improving Access to
Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency.

RVTD receives funding from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and uses other types of
funds from federal sources. In 2012, FTA issued
new guidance (FTA C 4702.1B) to help clarify
civil rights requirements for recipients of FTA
grant funding. The guidance sp  ecifically
relates to complying with Department of
Transportation (DOT) Title VI regulations, which
require impac t evaluation of proposed service
and fare changes on minority and limited
English proficiency (LEP) riders.

RVTD also received funding from the  State of
Oregon Transportation Growth Management

guidance.

RVTDOs Tit metatédlts pfhmay g r a

objectives as follows:

a l assistance. 6 | n

OEnsure that the
of transportation service is provi ded
without regard to race, color,
national origin, gender, age or
disability;

Identify and address, as
appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including
social and economic effects of
plans, projects and activities on
minority populations and low -
income populations;

Promote the full and fair
participation of all affected
populations in transportation
decision making;

Prevent the denial, reduction, or
delay in benefits related to
programs and activitiest hat benefit
minority population or low -income
populations; and

Ensure meaningful access to
program and activities by persons
with Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) . O

Tables 6 and 7 and Figures 3 through 7
describe the Title VI populations and densities
within Jackson County and the RVTD service
area.
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Table 6: Low-Income Distribution of Jackson County Residents

% Chang e
(2000-2016)

Proportion of
Population with
Incomes < 200%

Poverty Level (201 6)1

Population with Population with
Incomes < 200% Incomes < 200%
Poverty Level Poverty Level

Community (2000) 1.2 (2016)*
Medford 21,445 33,747
Ashland 6,829 7,547
Central Point 3,388 6,475
Eagle Point 1,618 3,036
Talent 2,615 2,960
Phoen ix 1,397 1,835
Shady Cove 828 1,654
Jacksonville 453 466
Rogue River 755 1,089
Gold Hill 442 555
Butte Falls 265 199
Cities 40,035 59,563
Jackson County (Total) 59,409 84,210

Source: US Census 2000, 22046 ACS

57%
11%
91%
88%
13%
31%
100%
3%
44%
26%
-25%
49%
27%

42%

42.8%
35.9%
36.4%
34.5%
46.8%
40.5%
55.2%
16.4%
44.1%
42.6%
51.6%
40.4%

38.7%

39.9%

1. Data for persons of low income reflect only a portion of the population for which poverty status is determined. loaonte be determined for chilén
under the age of 15 not related by birth, marriage, or adoption to a reference person within the houstbleoédore, their poverty status cannot be

determined.

2. The data for 200@Qvere collected through US Census Sumntaitg 4 (SF4). SF4 data is cdatpfrom a sample of the total population (about 1 in 6

households) that received the Census 2000 {forgn questionnaire.

Table 7: Title VI Populations in Jackson County - 2016

Limited English Older Adult Children and

Proficiency (60 years old Youth (Under
(LEP} and over ) 18 years old) Minority

Hispanic/
Latino (Any
race)

Low-Income
(Poverty
100%)2 Disabled

4% 28% 15% 18%

Source2011-2015 ACS for Limited English Proficie26j1, 22016 AC%or other topics

12%

18% 17%

1. Limited English Proficiency ACS data was not provided for-2018 in Jackson County. 262015 data only provided two categorieSSpeak English

GOSNE 6Stfé fPRA{WEIY @PINEREWSt(ED

2. Lowincome is based on the Census poverty status, which refemy household that has been below the poverty level for the last 12 months.
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Title VI populations not currently served by
RVTD fixed-route bus services are as follows:

Individuals with limited English
proficiency in west Central Point and
west Medford.

Older adult, youth, and minority
populations in Eagle Point, west Central
Point, and east Medford.
Hispanic/Latino and low -income
populations in Eagle Point, west Central
Point, and northeast Medford.

Pop ulations with a disability in Eagle
Point, west Central Point, east Medford,
and northeast Ashland.

Title VI populations within the Rogue Valley
area have been examined and identified for
transportation services in the 2014 RVMPO
Environmental Justice Titl e VI Plan and the
2017-2021 United We Ride Plan for the Rogue
Valley. Key findings were as follows:

The number of Jackson County res idents

who were low -income, disabled, or
older adults increased 17% (31,298
additional residents) between 2000 and
2015.

The low -income population increased
91.6% and seniors with disabilities
increased 150% between 2000 and
2015.

In 2007-2011, the RVMPO a rea had an
average poverty rate of 17.5%, while
Jackson County averages 15.8%. The
RVTD service district is wholly contained
within the RVMPO area, suggesting the
RVTD service district may also have an

1 US Census Bureau, LEHD On the Map, Inflow/Out flow Analysis.
Accessed online: http://onthemap.ces.census.gov/
2 Employment rankings provided by the Chamber of

Medf ord/ Jackson Countyds opager gest
Page 26 |

average poverty rate higher than that
of the county.

Medfordds poverty hotsp

central area census tracts with poverty
rates of 20% or more for two

consecutive census years, contains the
highest concentration of residents living
in poverty in Oregon.

Needs assessments identified a lack of
public t ransit service as a key barrier to
employment, education, and residential
access, especially in western White City
and porti ons of Eagle Point.

JOBS AND EMPLOYMENT

In 2015, 75,572 people were employed in
Jackson County. Of these, 60,707 lived in
Jackson Co unty, while 14,865 traveled into the
county for employment. A total of 15,534
Jackson County residents traveled outside the
county for employment 1, with many of those
working in Josephine or Lane counties. For
those traveling into the county for

employment , Josephine County is the primary
home location, followed by Douglas and
Klamath Counties.

As shown in Table 8, the largest employer in
Jackson County is the Asante medical group
with a location in Medford, as well as in Grants
Pass in Josephine County. Other major
employers include Lithia Motors, Harry & David,
Rogue Valley Medical Cent er, and Allegiant
Air.2

access ed online:
http://web.medfordchamber.com/cwt/external/wcpages/busin

ess_services/largest_employers.aspx

Empl oyersoé web
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Table 8: Top Employers in Jackson County and Nearest Transit Service

Employer Transit Provider/Route(s)

Medford, Grants Pass
Medford, Grants Pass

Asante (overall)
2 Lithia M otors, Inc.

3 Harry & David Medford

4 Rogue Valley Medical Medford
Center

5 Allegiant Air Medford

6 Providence Health System Medford, Central Point,
in Southern OR White City, Phoenix

7 Medford School District Medford

549C

Medford, Central Point,

8 Jackson County Phoenix

9 Wal-Mart Stores ;i
Point

10 Boise Cascade Medford, White City

Longitudinal Employer dHousehold Dynamics
(LEHD) employment data are a product of the
Census Bureau, which provides valuable
information about where workers live and

work. Queries can be made for many
employment variables, including plac e of
work, place of resi dence, work industry, and
commute distance. One of the most helpful
visualization tools available from the LEHD is the
web -based On -The-Map feature. This tool
provides a means to look at jobs based on

home location or work location. This data set is
based on administrative records; therefore
some work locations may be over - or
underrepresented. For example, if workers in
Rogue River have their paychecks processed
with an address in Grants Pass, their job site

may be shown in Grants Pass instead of Rogue
River, if there is not a local address shown in

the administrative data.

COMMUTING PATTERNSBPLACE OF
RESIDENCE

The majority of Jackson County residents
commute within Jackson County (80%).

Medford, Grants Pass, Eagle

RVTD 24, Rogue Valley Commuter Line
RVTD 40, 60, and 61; Rogue Valley Commuter Line
RVTD 10

RVTD 24, Rogue Valley Commuter Line
RVTD 61

RVTD 10, 24, 60. 61

RVTD 2, 10, 24, 25, 30, 40, 60, 61; Rogue Valley
Commuter Line, Rogue Valley Connector
RVTD2, 10, 24, 25, 30, 40, 60, 61; Rogue Valley
Commuter Line, Rogue Valley Connector

RVTD 10, 60; Rogue Valley Commuter Line, Rogue
Valley Connector

RVTD 60, 61

However, nearly 20% of Jackson County
residents commute relativel vy long distances to
work in other counties.

As shown in Table 9, approximately nine

percent of employees work in ~ Josephine, Lane,
and Multnomah Counties, which amounts to
approximately 7,070 total workers.

Table 9: Work Location of Jackson County
Residents

Jackson County, OR 60,707 80.3%
Josephine County, OR 3,881 5.1%
Lane County, OR 1,670 2.2%
Multnomah County, OR 1,519 2.0%
Marion County, OR 902 1.2%
Douglas County, OR 873 1.2%
Washington County, OR 869 1.1%
Klamath County, OR 672 0.9%
Clackamas County, OR 600 0.8%
Deschutes County, OR 507 0.7%
All Other Locations 3,372 4.5%

Source: 2015 LEHD
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Table 10 shows where Jackson County workers
work within the county. The largest share work
in Medford, approximately 29,800 workers or 51
percent of the workforce.

Table 10: Work Location by City: Jackson
County Jobs

Medford 29,759 51.3%
Central Point 7,137 12.3%
Ashland 7,096 12.2%
White City 3,234 5.6%
Eagle Point 3,024 5.2%
Talent 2,238 3.9%
Phoenix 1,742 3.0%
Jacksonville 843 1.5%
Shady Cove 786 1.4%
Rogue River 634 1.1%
All Other Places 1,555 2.7%

Source: 2015 LEHD

Table 11 shows the distance that Jackson
County residents commute. Approximately 64
percent commute less than 10 miles, while 14
percent commute more than 50 miles.

Medford, Central Point, and Ashland are hubs
for re sidential and employment sites within
Jackson County; as such, Jackson County
residents either live and work within these cities
or commute longer distances to reach
employment further away.

Table 11: Distance Home to Work

Distance Home to Work

Less than 10 miles 48,481 64.2%
10 to 24 miles 14,071 18.6%
25 to 50 miles 2,429 3.2%
Greater than 50 miles 10,591 14.0%
Total All Jobs 75,572 100%
Source: 2015EHD
Table 12showsJackson County

departure times for work. Approximately 49
percent of workers leave between 6:30 AM

and 8:30 AM, which is consistent with regular

business hours.

Table 12: Departure Time to Work

resi

12:00 AM to 4:59 AM
5:00 AM to 5:29 AM
5:30 AM to 5:59 AM
6:00 AM to 6:29 AM
6:30 AM to 6:59 AM
7:00 AM to 7:29 AM
7:30 AM to 7:59 AM
8:00 AM to 8:29 AM
8:30 AM to 8:59 AM
9:00 AM to 9:59 AM
10:00 AM to 10:59 AM
11:00 AM to 11:59 AM
12:00 PM to 3:59 PM
4:00 PM to 11:59 PM

Source: 2012016ACS
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3,785

2,697

3,744

5,399

7,783
10,801
13,047
8,136

3,837

5,372

2,979

1,302

6,860

5,729

4.6%
3.3%
4.6%
6.6%
9.6%
13.3%
16.0%
10.0%
4.7%
6.6%
3.7%
1.6%
8.4%

7.0%
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4.2 LAND USE & DEVEDPMENT PATTERNS

LAND USE TRENDS

The Regional Problem Solving (R PS Plan
identified several regionally significant Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) strategies,
policies, and promotion  strategies in
established cities and between urban reserve
areas. The se policies align with the oNodal
Development ¢ land use modeling scenario
the RPS Plan, which places TOD mixed -use
centers in urban reserve areas. The
oCommi tted Densitieso
expected to help produce a land use pattern

in all seven patrticipating jurisdi ctions that will
have transit -support ive residenti al densities o
seven dwelling units per gross acre by the year
2035. In addition, some communities are
actively planning for TOD as  described below
and shown in Figure 8.

MEDFORD
The Downtown TOD, which continues to
undergo revitalization.
The adopted Southeast Area Village
Center, which exists as a portion of

Medf ordds comprehensively

Southeast Area. The Southeast Village

Center consists of 175 acres of pla nned

high -density residential development
surrounding a commercial and mixed
use core.

The West Main TOD, an existing
underdeveloped strip commercial area
with residential surroundings. The nexus
for this area is the intersection of Ross

f

Lane/L ozier Lane a nd West Main Street.

The TOD plan for this area will
incorporate high -density residential
development into existing
development.

strategy

The Delta Waters Road area TOD,
planning for which has not yet been
started.

The Stewart Meadows project, a
planne d developmen tincorporating
several TOD features, including senior
and high -density housing, retail, and
health services.

CENTRAL POINT

The 200-plus acre Twin Creeks TOD in
nort1hV\r/e%t %enttrahPé)int Eaﬁ gear%y tS)uiIt
out its residential components, while
com mercial and health care
developments are in progress.

The White Hawk TOD is an adopted
master plan for 18 acres in northeast
Central Point, at the corner of Gebhard
Road and Beebe Road.

ASHLAND

The Croman Mill Site is planned to
feature a large employment

component, h igh-density residential,
and a station site for future bus rapid
transit or passenger rail.

Ighjar%if"T ﬂa%gﬂe, the area between
Tolman Creek Rd, Siskiyou Blvd, and
Highway 66, is now in development. The
City is considering code amendments
for this area to a llow for transit -oriented
development.

JACKSONVILLE

The North Gateway TOD is 17 acres
adjacent to N 5th Street, including the
intersections with G Street and Shafer
Lane. Existing land uses include the
Pioneer Village ind ependent and
assisted living senior community, hotels,
and other commercial uses
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ORIGINS AND DESTINAIDNS

Jackson County provided destination data for
various land use types in the Rogue Valley.

Figure 9 shows a subset of destinations
considered essential iyt o
needs. These include commercial and retail
facilities; community and recreation sites;

hospitals and medical facilities; houses of

worship; libra ries; municipal government

facilities; museums and attractions; and

schools. Figure 9 also indicates Activity Centers
provided by the Rogue  Valley Council of
Governments. Each incorporated jurisdiction

within the RVM PO area defines their own
Activity Centers based on their understanding

of commercial and employment land uses and
a |l ocationds | ocal
Some locations, i ncluding portions of southwest
White City and south Medford, have several
essential destinations outside of the designated
activity centers.

Figure 10 illustrates the location of higher -
density housing including, multi  -family dwellings
and mobile home parks. Central Medford and
downtown Ashla nd along Siskiyou Boulevard
have the highest concentrations of multi -family
dwellings in the region. Concentrationso  f
mobile home parks are found in White City,

Eagle Point, and the Oregon 99 corridor

between Medford and Ashland.

Figure 11 illustrates the location and density of
households within the RVTD service area in

2017. Outside of the city urban growth

boundaries, other locations with high

household levels per acre are loc  ated along | -
5 between Medford and Pho  enix and in White
City .
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POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT DENSITY
Existing population and employment density in
the study area was evaluated using data from
the JEMnR model, a travel demand model
maintained by (?DO'[ and tgeaRo gue Valley

me TVIIDO ‘?h% RER/InRen%Joael estima tes multimodal

traffic flows in the Rogue Valley and produces
estimates of future travel based on future land
use, population, and transportation system
assumptions. Existing and future population
and employment values  are assigned to
Transportation Analys is Zones (TAZs) in the
model.

Figure 12 shows the location of transit -
supportive areas, as defined by the Transit
Capacity and Quality of Service Manual. An

r el evan greaid considefe®to e @ahdi U Dsiippoytive (i.e.,

could su pport at least ho urly fixed -route service
on weekdays) if it contains 3 or more

households per gross acre or 4 or more
employees per acre.  Figure 12 also shows
areas with higher densit ies of 7 or more
households and 10 or more employees per
gross acre , which could suppo rt more frequent
transit service. For comparison, the area
reachable within a ¥4 -mile walk of a bus stop is
shown in yellow. The figure shows that eve ry
city within the RVTD service has areas beyond
the current transit service corridors that

potentially could support  hourly fixed -route
service. In addition, much of the northern half

of Eagle Point, outside the RVTD boundary, is
considered transit -supportive due to its hig her
residential densities. Tolo, also outside the RVTD
boundary, is considered transit  -supportive due
to its concentration  of employment.
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GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Growth projection data was provided by the
State of Oregonds
Administrative Services, Office of Economic
Analysis and the Oregon Employment
Department Workforce and Economic
Research Division. Fgure 14 indicates the
forecasted r esidential growth (number of
households) between 2017 and 2042. The
greatest amount of growth is forecasted to
occur along the east and north sides of
Medford, in and around Eagle Point, north of
Phoenix, and the west and northeast sides of
Central Point. One TAZ in Ashland is also
forecasted to grow by more than 500
households.

Figure 15 shows the forecasted growth in
employment by TAZ between 2017 and 2042.
The greatest amount of growth is forecasted to
occur in nor th and southeast Medford, east
and west of White City, areas adjacent to

Eagle Point, between Central Poin  tand Tolo,

Figure 13: Jackson County Age Distribution Forecast

and at the university and Croman Mill Site in
Ashland.

Department of
TRANSITIDEPENDENT DMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

Senior populations, populations with disabilit
and low -income populations tend to depend
on transit. These populations were examined
and forecasted to understand potential transit
dependent populations in 2042.

SENIOR POPULATION

The Office of Economic Analysis forecasts age
trends throughout Orego  n. For Jackson
County, more than half of the growth (41,800
people) between 2015 and 2050 is forecasted
to be among people 60 years and older,
creating potential higher demand for transit
from this demographic  group.

Figure 13showsJ ac ks on
distribution and forecasted distribution of ages
by percent of total population, reflecting the
shifting ages in the county.

80-84 I— m 2015
e —
70-74 e
-
6.0~ 64 |
- e
S 50-'54 | .,
Q
8 e
o0 40-44 ey e—
) =
3034 |
e
20-24 I —
e
10-14
e
0-4 S, | | |
0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 5.0% 6.0% 7.0% 8.0%
Percent of Total Population

Source Employment Projections by Industry and Occupation 2024 Rogue Valley (Jackson and Josephine Counties).

https://www.qualityinfo.org/documents/10182/92203/Rogue+Valley+Industry+Employment+Projections+2iPUPversion=1.4AccesseéFebruary 192018
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POPULATION WITH DISBILITIES

Mobility limitations are closely associated with an aging population. Estimates of the poten tial future
population with disabilities was developed through the process shown in Figure 16 and the results are
shown in Table 13. As shown, the population age 18 and over with a mobility limitation is anticipated

to increase to 19.3 percent of the population, a total of 54,285 people, by 2042.

Figure 16: Jackson County Population with Mobility Limitation Projections

2016 age distributions
indicated 28.5% of the
population was age 60

and over.

\/

2042 age distributions
indicated 32.5% of

the population will be
age 60 and over.

The existing population
age 18 and over with a
mobility limitation
represents 17.0% of the
existing population.

Future population age 18 and

over with a mobility limitation

will represent 19.3% of the
future population.

Table 13: Existing and Forecasted Jackson County Population with a Mobility Limitation

2016 Percent of 201 6 | Percent of 2042 Percent 2042
Factor Population Population Population Change | Population

Population 212,700 +32% 280,590

Population age 60+ 60,523 28.5% 32.5% 91,127
. . +14.1%

B 36,054 17.0% 19.3% 54,285

a mobility limitation

Source: 20182016 ACSDffice of Economic Analysis. March 28, 20@ecasts of Oregon's County Populations and Components of Changg2 (510
http://www.oregon.gov/das/OEA/Documents/County forecast March 2013 Aecessed February 19, 2018.
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LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

Low-income populations are anticipated to
change with the availability of employment
compared to the working age population.
Table 14 shows existing and projected low -
income populations in Jackson County.

Available employment within Jackson County,
compared to working -age popula tion, is
anticipated to decrease one percent.
Assuming the population below poverty level is

Table 14: Existing and Forecasted Jackson County Low

impacted proportionally, the percent of the
population below the poverty level is

anticipated to increase one percent. Thus,
population below poverty level w ouldb el7.9
percent, or 50,141 individuals in 2042. Working
opportunities in adjacent regions and reliable
transportation to those locations would benefit
Jackson County residents and could be

provided via commuter transit services.

-Income Populations

2016 2042
Factor Population 1 Percent Change Population 1
Working -age p opulation (20864) 119,632 f 147,232
Employment 86,980 f 105,866
Jobs per working -age person 0.73 11% 0.72
Percent population below poverty level 17.7% A% 17.9%
Population below poverty level 37,595 50,141

Source: 20122016 ACSOffice of Economic Analysis. March 28, 20A@ecasts of Oregon's County Populations@achponents of Change, 2042050
http://www.oregon.gov/das/OEA/Documents/County forecast March 2013Ac¢eessed February 19, 2018.

1. Lowincome is based on the Cenqwverty status, which refers to any heehold that has been below the poverty level for the last 12 months.

4.3 CURRENTTRANSIT SERVICES

Table 15: Summary of RVTD Transportation
Services

Fixed-Route Bus Service Intra-county Fixed -Route
Valley Lift

RV Connector
PLUS Program

Veteran's Transportation

RVTDoperated services, which include fixed -
route bus service, Valley Lif t paratransit service,
the demand -responsive Rogue Valley
Connector, and other sp  ecialized
transportation services, are summarized in

Table 15 . Routes, schedules, hours of Paratransit

operation , and fare structures vary among the
different RVTD services

Demand -Responsive
Demand -Responsive
Non -Emergency Medical
TransLink Non -Emerg ency Medical
DD53/DD57 Employment Transportation

Transportation Demand

|
Way to Go! Program Management
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Central RCC
FIXEDROUTE TRANSSERVICES Point Table Rock White City

Antelope Rd

RVTD operates nine fixed -route bus services.
Routes operate six days a week, with limited
Saturday service. Generally, w eekday service
operates from as early as 5:00 AM to as late as
9:30 PM, depending on the route, while
Saturday service operates from 7:00 AM to 7:30
PM. RVTD observes six holidays a year when
service is not provided: East Medford
Memorial Day, July 4 % Labor Day,

Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day. Customer
service representatives are available at the

Front Street Station from 6 AM to 8 PM on
weekdays and 7:45 AM to 6 PM Saturdays. All
fixed -route buses are ADA lift -equipped and
include bike racks, whichc ancarry upto three
bikes.

Medford

PY 20y 3|qeL

813U /IPISIFALY
G EEEE)

West
Medford

1S pI3yien

Figure 17 shows an overview of the fixed -route
system, including runs per day, headways, and

FY201620176s ridership, servVvirgg 1dafdshdvs pekdhithf time exceeding

Jacksonville SW Medford Ashland

service miles. Note that Route 61 was only ridership capacity (over 30 passengers). Route
provide d for January through June of FY 2016 - 10 exceeds rid ership capacity most often while
2017. Route 61 has since been modified and Route 25 exceeds ridership capacity least
began its current routing in September 2017. often.

Route 21 began in April 2018 and annual data

is not yet available. As shown, Routes 10, 40, Table 16: RVTD Fixed Route System On -Time
and 60 provide the most service hours  and Performance

service miles and have the highest ridership.
Routes 25, 30, and 61 provide the least service

Percent of Recovery

Percent of Time

| i Route | RunsOver 5 Time Over C it
hours and service miles and have the lowest Minutes Late * | (minutes) Vil il )
ridership. 2 37% 8 2%
10 36% 11 16%
Table 16 showsthefixed -r out e syst embds 21 48% 6 5%
on-time performan ce and rider occupancy. As 24 27% 8 7%
shown, most routes are over 5 minutes late in 25 3% 6 4%
returning to Front Street Station over a third of 30 39% 23 9%
. . 0, 0,
the peak hour runs, with  Route 40 running over 40 8% 13 12%
. 60 50% 12 14%
5 minutes late on 78% of peak hour runs. Routes
61 11% 11 10%

2,21, 24, and 25 are especially sensit ive given
. . X . 1. Data collected during from 9/25/20175/15/2018, Peak times
their relatively short recovery times. Riders on only (1100 17:59)

these routes are more likely to miss transfers.
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Figure 17: Fiscal Year 2016 -2017 Ridership, Hours, and Miles

40 - Cenftral Point

21 - North Medford

40.0

30.0

20.0

10.0

30 - Jacksonville

Weekday
14 Runs
60-min

Headway

Began
April 2018

Weekday | Saturday
29 Runs | 12 Runs
30-min Headway | 60-min Headway

Top Stops
1. Front Street Station
2. Rogue Vadlley Mall
3. 2nd & Manzanita

4. W Table Rock Rd — North of Hwy 99

5. N Front St — South of 5th St

Weekday | Saturday
15 Runs | 12 Runs

Top Stops

61 - RCC Table Rock

5. Poplar Square

Riders/Hour 3.0

2.5

1.5

1.0

I I 0.5
|

2 24 2 1 30 40 60 61

Weekday | Saturday
14 Runs| 11 Runs
60-min Headway | 60-min Headway

Top Stops

1. Front Street Station
2. Thunderbird
3. N Front St - South of 51 St
4. West Main Albertson’s
5. W Main St — West of Western Ave
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60-min Headway | 60-min Headway

1. Front Street Station
2. N Front St — South of 5th St
3. Riverside — North of éth St
4. Crater Lake Hwy — North of Leigh Wy

60 - White City

24 - RRMC

Riders/Mile

Weekday | Saturday
31 Runs| 11 Runs
30-min Headway | 60-min Headway

Top Stops
1. Front Street Station
2. Crater Lake Wal-Mart
3. SORCC
4. Lear Way - South of Aviafion Wy
5. Crater Lake Ave — North of Saling Ave

Weekday | Saturday
29 Runs | 11 Runs
30-min Headway | 60-min Headway

Top Stops
1. Front Street Station
2. Riverside Ave —South of 13" St
3. EBarnett Rd — West of Murphy Rd
4. Riverside Ave — North of Barnett Rd
5. Barnett Walgreen's

82,023 2,618 40,704
24 86,659 2,595 34,677
25 7,833 761 10,081
10 481,813 18,225 309,989

30 19,053 2,027 39,115

40 155,389 5,795 91,735

I 60 217,800 10,286 184,705
I — 61 1,244 740 19,721

2 24 25 1 30 40 60 61

25 - SW Medford

10 - Ashland

Weekday | Saturday
29 Runs| 11 Runs
30-min Headway | 60-min Headway

Top Stops
1. Front Street Station
2. Medford City Hall
3. W Main St — East of Summit Ave
4. W 8th St — East of Grape St
5. 1220 Orchard Home Dr

Weekday | Saturday
41 Runs | 23 Runs
20/30-min Headway | 30-min Headway

Top Stops
1. Front Street Station
2. Bi-Mart (Tolman Creek Rd)
3. Ashland Plaza
4. Lithia & Oak
5. Center Dr — North of Garfield St
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Figure 18 shows the percent of different
populatio ns within Jackson County, the

Medford Ur ban Area 3, and wi t hin
boundary that have access to transit within a

Ya-mile and Y2 mile. Cu rrently 57% of Jackson

County has access to transit within %2 -mile and
RV T1B% sf pabpleswithini the Medford U rban Area

have access to transit within Y2  -mile.

Figure 18: Percent of Population with Service Availability

120%

100%

CIVZM  107%
109%

80%

60%

54%

40%

20%

0%
Population Employees

W 1/2 Mile - Jackson County | 1/2 Mile -
@ 1/4 Mile - Jackson County

Figure 19s hows RVTDOds fi xed
available park -and -ride fa cilities.

ROUTE © WEST MEDF&D

Route 2 is a one -way loop through West
Medford. Starting at Front Street Station, Route
2 travels sout h on 10th Street and Oak dale
Avenue, west on Stewart Avenue, north on
Columbus Avenue, east on Dakota Avenue,
north on Hamilton Street, and west on Main
Street as far as Bi-Mart. The route then returns
to Front Street Station via Main Street,
Columbus Aven ue, and 8th Street. Key

3 The Medford Urban Area does not cover the
same area as the Medford MPO . The urban

O1/4 Mile - Medford UA

72%
72%

68%

49%
45%

91%
7%

88%

Minority Older Adults Limited-English
Proficiency
Medford UA W 1/2 Mile - Medford UA within RVTD

m1/4 Mile - Medford UA within RVTD

r o udestirmtions saived include Medford City Hall,
Jackson County Of fi-Mats,

and Thunderbird.

On weekdays, Route 2 runs from 6:00 AM to

8:22 PM on 30-minute headways. On

Saturdays, Route 2 runs from 7:00 AM to 6:22

PM on 60 -minute headways. Approximate
travel times are 13 minutes from Front Street

-Mart
-minute

Station to Bi -Mart and 9 minutes from Bi
back to Front Street Station, with an 8
layover before the next trip.

area boundary <can
TNEXT Toolhttps://oregon.tnext.io .
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serves Route 21 destinations on 60 -minute

ROUTE 10 ASHLAND headways offset from Rout e 21, effectively
Route 10 connects Front Street Station in providing 30 -minute headways on weekdays.
The route primarily travels on Highway 99 but Route 21. Approximate travel times are 11

diverts onto Center Drive in Medford to serve minutes from Front Street Station to Fred Meyer
Wal-Mart and onto Talent Avenue to serve and 13 minutes for the return back to Front
downtown Talent. The route turns around in Street Station. The Front Street Station layover is
Ashland via Highway 66 and Tolman Creek approximately 36 minutes.

Road back to Highway 99. Key destinations
served i nclude Wal -Mart, Harry and David ROUTE 245 ROGUE REGONA L MEDICAL CENTER
Corporation, Rayds Food PI ?R(f:af?/IC)i n Phoeni x,

downtown Ta lent, Jackson Well Springs,
Ashland Plaza, Southern Oregon University, and
BiMart in Ashland.

Route 24 begins at Front Street Station, travels
east on Barnett Road, and makes a loop via
Black Oak Drive, Siskiyou Boulevard, and

On weekdays, Route 10 runs from 5:00 AM to Murphy Road b efore returning to Front Street
9:49 PM on 20-minute headways between 7:00 Station via Barnett Road. Key destinations
AM and 5:00 PM and 30 -minute headways servedinclude Wi nco, Walgreenos

otherwise. On Saturdays, Route 10 r uns from
7:00 AM to 7:49 PM on 30 -minute headways.
Approximate travel times are 58 minutes from
Front Street Station to the Ashland Bi -Mart and
51 minutes for the return back to Front Street
Station. The Front Street Station layover is
approximately 11 min utes on weekdays and
Saturdays.

On weekdays, Route 24 runs from 6:00 AM to
8:22 PM on 30-minute headways. On
Saturdays, Route 24 runs from 7:30 AM to 5:52
PM on 60 -minut e headways. Approximate
travel times are 10 minutes from Front Street
Station to RRMC and 12 minutes back to the
Front Street Station. The Front Street Station
layover is approximately 8 minutes.

ROUTE 21 NORTH CENRAL MEDFORD/POPLAR
SQUARE

Route 21 begins at Front Street Station, travels
north on Biddle Drive, and turns around at
Highway 62 and Poplar Drive. Route 21

continues south on Poplar Drive, east on

McAndr ews Avenue, south on Roy al Avenue,
west on Stevens Street, south on Biddle Road,
then returns to Front Street via 4th Street. Key
destinations include The Village (previo  usly the
Medford Center), Bear Creek Plaza, Blue Sky
Plaza, Poplar Square, and Provide nce Hospital.

ROUTE 25 SOUTHWESWEDFORD

Route 25 is a one -way loop serv ing southwest
Medford. Starting at Front Street Station, Route
25 travels west on Main Street, south on
Columbus Avenue, west on Stewart Avenue,
south on Orchard Home Drive, and east on
Garfield Street to South Medford High School.
Route 25 returns to Fron t Street Station via
Garfield Street, Peach Street, Stewart Avenue,
and Oakdale Avenue . Key destinations served
include Medford City Hall, Jackson County
Offices, and South Medford High School.

On weekdays, Route 21 runs from 6:30 AM to
7:41 PM on 60-minute headways. Route 61 also
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On weekdays, Route 25 runs from 6:30 AM to
7:54 PM on 30-minut e headways. On
Saturdays, Route 25 runs from 7:30 AM to 5:54
PM on 60 -minute headways. Approximate
travel times are 12 minutes from Front Street
Station to South Medford High School and 12
minutes back to Front Street Station. The Front
Street Station layo ver is approximately 6
minutes.

ROUTE 3@ JACKSONVILLE

Route 30 connects Front Street  Station in
Medford with Jacksonville via Front Street,
Jackson Street, Columbus Avenue, Main Street,
and Oregon 238. Within Jacksonville, Route 30
turns around via 5th Street (Oregon 238), E
Street, N. Oregon Street, and C Street to return
to 5th Street. Key destinations served include
Al ber t s-MartpThundem®ird, Oak Grove
Elementary School, and downtown
Jacksonville.

On weekdays, Route 30 runs from 6:30 AM to

8:07 PM on 60 -minute headways. On

Saturdays, Route 30 runs from 7:30 AM to 6:07

PM on 60 -minute headways. Approximate

travel times are 17 minutes from Front Street
Station to the Jacksonville Post Office and 20
minutes for the return trip to Front Street  Station.
The Front Street Station layover is

approximately 23 minutes.

ROUTE 4 CENTRAL BPINT

Route 40 connects Front Street Station in

Medford with Central Point via Table Rock

Road, Merriman Road, Beall Lane, Bursell Road,
Hopkins Road, and Freeman Roa d. Within
Central Point, Route 40 loops through

downtown and the northern part of the city via
Pine Street, 2nd Street, 3rd Street, and 10th

Street back to Freeman Road. Key destinations
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served include Rogue Valley Mall, Mountain
View Plaza, and downtown C  entral Point.

On weekdays, Route 40 runs from 6:00 AM to
8:47 PM on 30-minute headways. On

Saturdays, Route 40 runs from 7:00 AM to 6:47
PM on 60 -minute headways. Approximate

travel times are 18 minutes from Front Street
Station to 2nd & Manzanita and 29 m  inutes for
the return trip to Front Street Station. The Front
Street Station layover is app roximately 13
minutes.

ROUTE 6® WHITE CIY

Route 60 connects the residential portions of
White City to Medford. Starting at Front Street
Station, Route 60 travels via Main Street, Crater
Lake Avenue, Delta Waters Road, Lear Way,
Coker Butte Road, and Hi ghway 62. Within
White City, the route first loops around the
Southern Oregon Rehabilitation Center &
Clinics (SORCC) via Avenue R, Avenue N,
Avenue L, and Highway 6 2. The route then
loops through the residential portion of White
City via Avenue H, Divisio n Road, Avenue G,
Atlantic Avenue, and Antelope Road before
returning to Highway 62 for the return trip to
Medford. During the AM and PM peak periods,
as well as on two midday trips, the northbound
trip turns right onto Delta Waters Road and
performs aloo p through residential areas in
northeast Medford via Hawaiian Avenue,
Cedar Links Drive, and Springbrook Avenue
before returning to its regular route on Delta
Waters Road. Key destinations served include
Safeway, Wal -Mart, the Social Security
Administratio n office, Cascade Shopping
Center, and the SORCC.

On weekdays, Route 60 runs from 5:00 AM to
9:18 PM on 30 -minute headways. On
Saturdays, Route 60 runs from 7:30 A M to 6:48
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PM on 60 -minute headways. Scheduled travel
times are 36 minutes from Front Street  Station to
SORCC (whether or not the northeast Medford
loop is operated) and 42 minutes back to Front
Street Station, with a 12 -minute layover at Front
Street Stati on.

ROUTE 610 ROGUE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
(RCC) TABLE ROCK

Route 61 connects Medford to White City via
the RCC Table Rock campus
industrial area. Starting at Front Street Station,
Route 61 travels to White City via Biddle Road,
Morrow Road, Poplar Drive, Bullock Road,
Terminal Spur Road, Terminal Loop Road,
Biddle Road, Table Rock Road, and Antelope
Road. At the north end of the route, Route 61
loops around the Cascade Shopping Center
via Highway 62, Leigh Way, and Agate Road
back to Antelope  Road. On the return, Route
62 follows the same route as far as Poplar
Drive, and then retu rns to Front Street Station
via McAndrews Road, Royal Avenue, Stevens
Street, and Biddle Road. Key destinations
served include Medford Center, the
Department of Moto r Vehicles, Medford
Rehabilitation and Healthcare Center, Poplar
Square, Rogue Valley Inter national dMedford
Airport, ODOT, RCC Table Rock Campus, and
Cascade Shopping Center.

On weekdays, Route 61 runs from 6:00 AM to
9:19 PM on 60 -minute headways. On
Saturdays, Route 61 runs from 7:00 AM to 7:19
PM on 60 -minute headways. Approximate
travel time s are 40 minutes ride from Front
Street Station to Cascade Shopping Center
and 39 minutes back to Front Street Station,

with an 11 -minute layover at Front Street
Station.

FARE STRUCTURE

Table 17 shows fixed -route far es for the RVTD
system. Fares include the option for one free
transfer valid for 90 minutes after being  issued.
In addition to single -trip cash fares and paper
passes, RVTD has introduced a TouchPass
smart card that can store (1) a pass or (2) cash
@atud f okNtidividual trigs) as wel as

automatically track transfers.

Table 17: RVTD Eied -Route Fares

Type of One - Day 20-Ride | Monthly
Fare Way Pass Pass Passt

Full Fare $2.00 $6.00 $32.00 $56.00
Reduced
Farel $1.00 $6.00 $16.00 $28.00

1. Passengers that may qualify for reduced fare include those over
62 years old, between 10 and §&ars old, on Medicare, or with a
disability.
Special fare products are available for
purchase. Non -profit organizations can
purchase a Helping Hands Pass (six rides) for
$6.00. Children ages 10 -18 can purchase a
Summer Youth Pass (June through August) for
$44.00.

RVTD provides reduced fare bus pass programs
for employers and schools through the

Universal Bus pass program and the Fare Share
program. The U -Pass costs employers $3.85 per
person per month and the employee receives

a free monthly bus pass. The Fare Share
program costs employers $0.45 per person per
month and the employee pays $10 for a

monthly bus pass (students pay $5)
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4.4 CAPITALINVENTORY

Medford

RVTDprovided inventory data about their
facilities, fleets, and bus stops. The following
sections summarize the bus fleet, van fleet, and
bus stop amenities.

FACILITIES

RVTD owns several properties to conduct their
services. These properties include

administr ative facilities, maintenance and

fue ling facilities, and customer service centers.

RVTD HEADQUARTERS3200 CRATER LAKE
AVENUE, MEDFORD

The primary headquarters for RVTD is a 4.28 -
acre lot with light industrial zoning in northeast
Medford. The headquarte rs houses the
maintenance facility, a  dministrative office,
warehouse, transportation office, CNG and
diesel fueling station, and a bus wash. RVTD
recently purchased 1.34 acres of adjoining
land to the south of the current headquarters
for future expansion. The property has been
improved with  state, federal, American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act,
ConnectOregon, and local funds.

FRONT STREET TRANBFEHATION 200 SOUH
FRONT STREET, MEDHOR

Front Street Transfer Station is located in
downtown Medford and s  erves as the main
transfer hub forRV T D6 s
The 1.21-acre parcel lies between 8 ™ Street
and 10 * Street. The parcel section between 8
Street and 9 " Street is within the Medford
Historical District and zoned commercial. The
transfer station in this portion houses
breakroom facilities for bus drivers and the
customer service dispatcher office. The
Greyhound station is located between 9 th

-foutexbesdervices.

Street and 10 t Street on the property.
Urban Renewal Agency constructed a building

in 2008 for relocation of the Greyhound station

to allow for the Lithia Commons project.
Greyhound is entering into a five  -year lease at
the end of which RVTD will take full owne
and occupy the building. The Front Street
Transfer Station property has be en improved
with state, federal and local funds. The
property was selected with consideration for
future passenger rail access on the adjacent
rail line.

TRANSLINK BUILDING 239 E. BARNETT ROAD
MEDFORD

The Translink Building is the call center and
headqu arters for the paratransit and Valley Lift
service. The 1.0 -acre parcel is zoned
commercial. The Translink Building also serves
as the primary location for Translink and Valle
Lift clients to coordinate with RVTD, houses the
paratransit o p etratarofices 6
and houses the Valley Lift Fleet. The property
was purchased in 2014 with a federal Veterans
Transportation Community Livability Initiative
(VTCLI) grant to bu ild capacity for a One Call
One Click Center.

TALENT DEPOT100 E MAIN STREETTALENT
A cooperative grant was received through the
Federal Transit Administration to assist in
remodeling the Talent Depot. The agreement
was to allow RVTD to house a fare sa les and
passenger waiting area within the building to
assist with a transit route that would use this
location as a transfer center. RVTD has not
utilized the Talent Depot for this purpose but
may in the future.
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FLEET

The RVTD vehicle fleet includes 31 fix ed -route
buses (24 active, 6 spares, and 1 new vehicle

that may replace and/or ad d to the fleet) and
30 Valley Lift vans (23 active, 5 spares, and 2

new vehicles that may replace and/or add to

the fleet). The vehicle make and model, size,

fuel type, and mo del year are listed in Table 18
and Table 19.

The ave rage vehicle ages of the bus and van
fleets are 4.6 years and 9.7 years, respectively.
Several Valley Lift vans may be retired due to
new fleet vehicles.

Table 18: RVTD 2018Fixed - Route Bus Fleet

BUS STOPS AND AMENIES

Amenities at RVTD bus sto ps include signs,
shelters, trash cans, and bike rack s. An
inventory of amenities by route is shown in
Table 20. Note that most stops have not been
surveyed since 2007 and amenities may have
changed since that time

As shown, the majority of bus stops include
signage. About 25% of bus stops are not

wheel chair accessible due to a lack of

sidewalks and/or curb cuts to access the stop.
Only 16% of bus stops are sheltered. Although
only 13% of bus stops have bike racks,a Il RVTD
buses have bike racks for riders to use, which

can carry up to three bikes

Number of

Gillig Low -Floor 35-foot Diesel
New Flyer 30 Passenger CNG!?
New Flyer 30 Passenger CNG!?
New Flyer 30 Passenger CNG!?
New Flyer 30 Passenger CNG1?
Gillig Low -Floor 35-foot Diesel
Gillig Low -Floor 35-foot CNG1?
Gillig Low -Floor 35-foot CNG!?

1. Compressed Nattal Gas

2004

2004 7
2006 2
2009 3
2010 3
2015 2
2015 3
2018 3
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Table 19: RVTD 2018Valley Lift Van Fleet

. Number of

Ford 13 Passenger Gasoline 2006

Ford 6 Passenger Gasoline 2009 3
Ford 13 Passenger Gasoline 2011 1
Ford 8 Passenger Gasoline 2012 1
Ford 6 Passenger Gasoline 2013 15
Ford 14 Passenger Gasoline 2016 3
Ford 6 Passenger Gasoline Hybrid 2017 6

Table 20: RVTD 2018Transit Stop Amenities

. . Wheelchair Total Bus
31 4 3 30 32

2-West Medford

10-Ashland 83 28 14 77 108
24-RRMC 25 5 4 25 25
25-South Medford 5 2 2 5 25
30-Jacksonville 36 5 4 45 49
40-Central Point 48 8 3 51 53
60-Whtie City 59 14 20 65 79
61-RCC Table Rock* 19 5 4 26 61
Total 306 71 54 324 432
Percent of Bus Stops 71% 16% 13% 75% 100%

*Route 61 was modified in FY 262617. Installation of amenities may still be underway.
Note: Route 21 went into service in April 2018 and is not represented in the data above.
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5.1 TRANSINEEDS

A tran sit needs assessment was conducted by
identifying needs from three key sources:

1. Application of performance measures
2. Community transit vision
3. Stakeholder input

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

As described in  Technical Memorandum #7:
Transit Supportive Areas , port ions of the study
area that have characteristics that can

support fixed -route transit service were
identified by looking at land use and densities,
demographics, and growth projections.

Not every location identified as transit -
supportive may be a good candida te for
fixed -route service for a number of reasons,
including:
Cost - Pockets of higher density located
well away from other higher -density
areas, where the cost of extending
service would not be sufficiently offset
by the areads ridershi
Poor infrastructure - Neighborhoods with
poor pedestrian infrastructure that make
it difficult for potential riders to access
stops
Difficult access - Difficult transit vehicle
access, due to poor street connectivity,
steep grades, narrow streets, etc.

p

LAND USEAND DENSITY

At a relatively large (e.g., neighborhood)

scale, evaluating the number of households
and jobs per acre gave an indication of the
areas capable of supporting at least hou rly
weekday fixed -route service. The locations of

various types of higher -density development
and essential destinations provided a finer -
grained indication of
potential.

an a |

Tools and data sources for this analysis are
documented in Technical Memorandum #4:
Population and Demographic Trends and

Forecast andincluded ODOTds Pl aceTyp
tool, destination locations provided by Jackson

County and Rogue Valley Council of

Governments, and the JEMnR model.

DEMOGRAPHICS

An areabs demographic
as concentrations of older adults or zero  -car
household s, can indicate a greater need for
the areads residents t
their mobility needs. Technical Memorandum
#4: Populati on and Demographic Trends and
Forecast presented a wide range of
demographic information for the study area.

char .

O r e

Toal%apq9 data jsquces for this analysis are

documented in Technical Memorandum #4:
Population and Demographic Trends and
Forecast and included da ta from the United
States Census Bureau.

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

As the region grows, areas that are not
currently tr ansit-supportive may become
transit-supportive, while areas currently served
may be able to support increased service
levels. The locations of planned major
devel opments, as well
and comprehensive plan designations,

indicate where grow th may occur in the
future.

as t |
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Tools and data sources for this analysis are
documented in Technical Memorandum #4:
Population and Demographic Tre  nds and
Forecast and included data from the State of
Oregonds Department of
Services, Office of Eco nomic Analysis and the
Oregon Employment Department Workforce

and Economic Research Division.

Figure 20 shows the Transportation Analysis
Zones (TAZ$ from the regional travel demand
model that are forecasted to hav e transit -
supportive household or employee densities by
2042, along with a ¥2 -mile walk buffer from
existing bus stops. Comparing  Figure 20 to
Figure 12, it can be seen that new  transit-
supportive areas will develop  in and around
Eagle Point; on the east, southwest, and north
sides of Medford; on the north side of Central
Point; in Jacksonville; in Phoenix east of | -5; and
in several locations in Ashland, including the
Croman Mil | Site.

Based on the demographic, land use, density,
and growth projection information, the

following descr ibes the existing and future
transit supportive areas (TSAs)by city or urban
area. Additional information is provided in
Technical Memorandum #7: Tr  ansit Supportive
Areas.

Medford

Existing unserved TSAs located
throughout Medford
o In north Medford, existi ng
unserved TSAs are focused west
of the airport, along | -5, and east
of Springbrook Road
0 In south Medford, existing
unserved TSAs are primarily
loca ted adjacent to Garfield
Street and between McAndrews
Road and Siskiyou Boulevard
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o In east Medford, existin g
unserved TSAs are located just
east of existing service along
Routes 24 and 60.

... Thelargest unserved future TSAs are in
Admi ni Sehsf (?egideﬁ(tigl growth) and north
Medford (employment growth)
Ashland

East and northwest portions  of city are
existing unserved TSAs (such as E. Main
and Mountain Avenue)
Future TSAs are expansions of already
existing TSAs with (including Normal
Avenue and Croman Mill)

Central Point

Southwest portion of city as well as
along Front Street are existing unserved
TSAs
Future TSAs in northwest and northeast
corners of the city

Jacksonville

Northeast corner of city is an existing

unserved TSA, but streets not designed

for larger buses and no straight street

connections

New unserved TSA located on east side

and south side of city in 2042

Older adult/disabled population

concentrations on northeast side of city
Phoenix

Southwest corner of city is an existing
unserved TSA, but poor street
connectivity makes providing service
difficult

Mobile home parks are gener ally long
and narrow with only one entrance;
many front busy streets (pedestrian
access issues)

New unserved TSAs in 2042 on both sides
of I-5

High concentrations of older adults,
youth, low -income, and disabled
persons
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Talent
Mobile home parks (TSAs) on east side
of Oregon 99 not well -served and not
easily accessed
Neighborhoods on west side of city are
also unserved TSAs, but have poor street
connectivity
No change in TSAs in 2042
High concentrations of older adults,
youth, low -income, and disabled
persons

White City
Existing unserved TSAs are mostly within
a 5-minute walk of service, all are within
a 10-minute wa k.
The one new future unserved TSA is
adjacent to existing service at SORCC.
Highest concentrations of older adults,
youth, low -income, and disabled
persons in the region

Eagle Point
Much of the northern portion of the city
is currently an unserved TSA
Even more of the city will be an
unserved TSA by 2042
Northern portion of the city has high
concentrations of older adults, youth,
low -income, and disabled per sons

COMMUNITY TRANSIT \8ION

Based on the interviews, meetings, and
outreach conducted  throughout the plan
development , many potential and desired
service enhancements  were identified that
RVTD could implement through this plan. In
addition to the activit ies completed through
this plan development , many of the plans
created by RVTD -served jurisdiction s include
suggested transit enhancements.

These enhancements fall into three categories:
system-wide, jurisdiction -based, or route -
based .
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System-wide enhancements are those that

can be implemented throughout the RVTD
service area. The system-wide enhance ments
identified include:

Expand Saturday service hours

Add Sunday service

Provide connections to existing and
proposed pedestrian and bicy  cle
systems

Provide late evening service

Provide early morning service
Increased weekday frequency

Provide express bus service

Work with cities on funding of service
improvements in their area

Enhance bus stops to provide covered
seating, lighting, sche dule information
and enhance ADA access.

Explore the ability to tax an overlay
district or TOD for transit operatin g funds

The jurisdiction -based and route -based
enhancements are illustrated in Figure 21.
These enhancements were considered in the
development of service enhancements.
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STAKEHOLDER INPUT 0 Al things being equal, it is always
Based on the stakeholder i nterviews described better to have a high level of

in the stakeholder involvement section, a list of service on a relatively  small number
desired jurisdiction -based and corridor -based of routes than to expand the

service enhancements were determined and number of routes and have a low
documented in  Technical Memorandum #8: level of service on them. The

Community Transit Vision . attractiveness of the syst em is

based on the frequen cy of buses
and the hours that the buses run
and to the degree that those things
can be enhanced, it is always much
better to do that than to go with a
new route because lousy service on

DESIGNCHARRETTES

In addition to the stakeholder interviews, a set
of design charrettes were conducted in

October 2018. A joint TAC and CAC design
charrette was held on October 24th and a
second design charrette with the RVTD board

members and RVTD staff was held on October a bunch of routes gen
25%, Each cha rrette included three working create a strong publicly

groups that completed a cost  -constrained and supporte d system.o6

a 2040 vision budgeting activity. Participants --- Board Member Tom Fink

could increase frequency on existing routes, February 28, 2018 Board Meeting

add service hours to existing routes, and/or
provide new servic e using a set budget. Maps
were used to illustrate added and new service.
A summary of the design charrettes can be
found in Technical Memorandum #8:
Community Transit Vision . Common themes
across all of the transit scenarios developed in
the charrettes id entified the following sha red
priorities:

Providing service to east Medford
Increasing frequency on Route 10to 15 -
minute headways

New routes including service to Eagle

Point and express service to Ashland
Added service to Central Point via a
circulato r or extension of Route 40
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Figure 21: Community Vision 0 Desired Service Enhancements

/

Bro,

<)

@ Tresham Ln Crystal o "’nabo,b
= o e ——————[ \'Eash?“'"“?,
g 1
x| "

3 1
I
5 : &
= 1 ® wick Young Rd
1 &
ki
! )
I "
}
)l enue G
wirtiand RA % 1
ol TpLAntel
= =
I |
1 g |
I Corey Rd <
1 5

Gibbof Rd

60

Ciater Lake Hwy 62

Taylor Rd

——
ol
1
Ross Ln ]
| S
[}
1
1
1
]
1
I
1
& - ——
£ Bellinger Ln - \ 1
3 o 1
& E 1
= —————=
F] I
x 1
5
8 I
5
E |
5 L

[=———————

————————]

[ ————

1

1
New Park n Ride [
New Transfer Center

New Service Area

New Circulator

New Connection

New Express Service

2
A Service Type Change

Split Existing Route

-1
I_J RVTD Service Area
8

Park n Ride 0 05 1 15 2 25 3 Miles
I

! ) ' | ' |
T T T T T 1

Page 57 | 2040 TMP| June 2019



6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

POTENTIAL IMPROEMENTS TQADDRESS
NEEDS

ALTERNATIVES TADDRESS BIGPICTURE]
NEEDS AND QUESTIONS

EVALUATION OF POENTIAL
IMPROVEMENTS

REFINEMENT OF IFROVMENTS AND RE
EVALUATON

6.0 ALTERNATIVI
DEVELOPMENT
EVALUATION



ROGUE VALLEY TRANSPORTION DISTRICT

2040 TRANSIT MASTERLAN

6.1 POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENS TO ADDRESS NEEDS

The project team developed several illustr  ative
transtoscenari osdé in order
ridership, transit availability, and other factors
might change based on system  -wide changes.
These scenarios helped the project team to
understand how different service

enhancements interact. The enhan  cements in
eac h scenario were developed based on
suggestions from the Community Transit Vision
and the design charettes conducted with the

TAC, CAC, RVTD Board and RVTD staff. The
project team initially analyzed the four
scenarios for 2017 and forecast 202 7
conditions. The following summarizes each
scenario.

SCENARIO 0: BASELINE

Scenario 0 was the current RVTD transit system.
It consists of nine fixed route bus lines, including
the 2 West Medford, 10 Ashland, 21 Poplar
Square, 24 RVMC, 25 South Medford, 30
Jacksonville, 40 Central Point, 60 White City, 61
RCC 06 Table Rock. This scenario used current
system service hours and bus line frequencies.

SCENARIO 1: BASELINBVITH MORE
FREQUENT SERVICE

Scenario 1 was similar to the current baseline
RVTD transit system represented in Scenario 0
but operates with 15 -minute frequencies
instead of the existing 30 -minute frequencies
(20-minute existing frequency on Route 10).
Scenario 1 used current system service hours
and the same bus routes as Scenario 0 , testing
the im pacts of increased frequency on

ridership and costs.

SCENARIO 2: CIRCHLAPR ROUTES
O understan ow

Scenario 2 , shown in Figure 22, add ed seven
new circulator routes to the current RVTD
system to test ridership levels and the effect s of
providing improved connections to places and
services. The seven fixed route bus lines include
the Ashland Circulator, Central Point

Circulator, East Medford Circulator, Eagle Point
Circulator, NW Medford Circulator, Phoenix
Circulator, and Talent Cir culator. This scenario
used 30-minute bus frequencies for the
Circulators and assumed existing frequencies
on all existing routes. Service was assumed to
be provided between 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday, depending on

route.

Figure 22: Scenario 2 @ Circulator Routes
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SCENARIO 3: CROSSTOW ROUTES

As shown in Figure 23, Scenario 3 add ed seven
new crosstown routes to the current RVTD

system to test ridership levels and the effe  cts of
providing service where service currently does

not exist. The seven fixed rou te bus lines include
the Central Point -North Medford Crosstown,
Central Point -South Medford Crosstown, East
Medford Crosstown, Medford  -Ashland Express,
NE Medford -McAndrews Crosstown, Phoenix -
NE Medford Crosstown, and SW Medford
Crosstown. This scenario us ed 30 -minute bus
frequencies, providing service from 6:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, depending

on route.

SCENARIO 4: INCREASE-REQUENCY OF
CROSSTOWN ROUTES

Scenario 4 utilized the crosstown routes and
system service hours in Scenario 3 but
increase d bus route frequencies from 30 -
minutes to 15 -minutes. Doubling the service
frequency tested the impacts on ridership and
costs.

Figure 23: Scenario 3 0 Crosstown Route

®

White City Scenario 3

Ce

Jacksonville

{ Legend
+ Proposed Crosstown Routes

Central Point - N Medford
Central Point - S Medford
East Medford

Medford - Ashland Express
NE Medford - McAndrews
Phoenix - NE Medford

SW Medford

6.2 REFINEMENT OF IMPRZEMENTS

As outlined in  Technical Memorandum #9:
Service Enhancement Analysis , a second set of
analysis was completed to  represent proposed
near -term, mid -term, and long -term
enhancements after feedbac k was collected
from stakeholders, the public, and RVTD staff.
The additional modeling prepared output for

two new scenarios, representing the near  -term

2027 preferred system (Scenario 4 ) and long -
term 2042 preferred system (Scenario 5). The
service enhanc ements that were modeled
include modifications of nine existing routes

and the addition of 18 routes  in the long -term
preferred system . Further description of the
preferred system scenario routes is provided in
Section 8.

6.3 SCENARIOAND PROJECTEVALUATON

EVALUATION METHODOLGY

The team used several tools, including Remix,
the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization (RVMPO) regional model  JEMnR,

and TBESTto comprehensively evaluate
service enhancement options and provide
details about the ben  efits and drawbacks of
each. For more information about the analysis
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tools used, see Technical Memorandum # 6:
Modeling and Analysis Tools Summary

MODELING TOOLS ATA-
GLANCE

The Remix model is a high -level
web -based tool for planning transit
networks. Rem ix automates the
process of route and schedule
testing, allowing users to
understand the social and
economic impacts of route and
schedule changes.

The JEMnR (Joint Estimation Model
written in R) model is a travel
demand model maintained by

ODOT and the R ogue Valley MPO.
Most effective at a regional scale,
JEMnNR estimates multimodal travel
demand , based on future land use,
population, and transportation
system assumptions.

The TBEST{Transit Boardings
Estimation and Simulation Tool) isa
small-scale model for analyzing
transit system changes. RVTD has
adapted and calibrated this

powerful tool to understand transit
ridership generated by service
changes, as well as the potential
socioeconomic effects of those
changes.

EVALUATION RESULTS

Table 21 provides evaluation results to easily
understand and compare results among the
different scenarios. When comparing the
scenario results below for Scenarios 1 through

4, the most productive scenario in terms of
additional rides per additional dollar spent is
Scenario 2 & Circulator Routes. The other three
scenarios have similar ridership output.  The
ridership projections ( Total Daily Boardings) are
consistent with ridership changes RVTD has
experienced inthe past with service ¢ uts or
additions. Service cuts see nearly the same

ratio of ridership decreases almostimmediately
while increases in ridership based on's ervice
additions can take up to 3 years to see the full
results.

In terms of providing coverage and providing
transit service to a higher percentage of the
population and essential destinations, the
addition of circulator routes (Scenario 2) also
performs best. However, when considering the
percentage of regional employment with

transit service, the addition of crosstown routes
(Scenarios 3 and 4) performs best. A

combination of these productivity and

coverage model scenarios  isrecommended to
provide benefits to a mix of the evaluation

criteria. Scenarios 5 and 6 in the table show the
evaluation criteria results for the s hort-term and
long -term preferred system scenarios, which
combine elements of bot  h productivity and
coverage models

As part of the scenario evaluation, the

individual projects that make up each

scenario were evaluated in ~ Technical
Memorandum #9: Service  Enhancement
Analysis. See Technical Memorandum #9:
Service Enhancement Analysis  for the initial
project -level evaluation results and Section 8
for information regarding the planned near -
term, mid -term, and long -term projects.
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Table 21: Scenario Evaluation and Comparison

Scenario 1: Baseline with More

Baseline Frequent Service 8
Modeling
Criteria Tool

Total Daily Boardings JEMnR 5,400 5,700 9,800 10,500
Transit Mode Share 1 JEMnR 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 0.7%
Popul ation within ¥; Mile of 30 - Remix and
minute Transit Service 2 JEMNnR e 8,500 e 800
Population within ¥4  Mile of Remix and
Transit Service 2 JEMNR 70,700 75,700 70,700 75,700

Revenue Miles of Service per
Capita per Year

]

Remix 6 12 11

Number of Regional Essential

Destinations within ¥4 Mile of ArcMap 98 98 98 98
Transit Service 3

Percentage of Regionwide

Current and Future Mixed -

0, 0, 0, 0,
use/ Multi-family Zoned Land ArcMap 68% 68% 68% 68%
within % Mile of Transit Service 4
REGIE Enplaymen: b £ JEMNR 42,600 49,300 42,600 49,300
Mile of Transit Service °
Estimated Reduction in
Regional GHG Emissions JEMnR N/A N/A 800 950
(MTCO2e) &
Vel =il CaplE) Cess Remix - N/A $7,228,000 $7,228,000
over Existing”
Additional Annual Service TBEST ) 2.600 74.400 74.800

Hours

1. RVMPO(JEMNR) regional model transit trips as a share of all pergum
2. Population estimates from Remix with growth rates from RVNUIEMNR) for future year forecasts.

3. Regional essential destinations are defined as churches, disy bammunity centers, courthouses, grocery stores, libraries, medical facilities, parks,
police stations, and educational institutions.

4.  Zoning data as of 2017. For future years, used egidéind use. Measure calculates the total percentage of Aatily within % mile of all service in the
alternative as compared to regionwide total mefimily.

5. Employment data from RVMR@GEMnRRregionaimodel; model data is based on Oregon Employnigepartment E02 data and MPO forecasts for
future years

6. GHGemissions based on changes in vehicle miles travelled from R} Rregionaimodel along with average fuel efficiency rate from EPA
(https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/greenhousgasemissiongypicatpassengewehicle.

7. Capital costs based on number of buses needed to operate service under each scenario, including spares, as wefitestratipre

8.  Scenario was modeled with service atrbfhute frequency.
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Table 21: Scenario Evaluation and Comparison  d Continued

Scenario 4:
Increase Scenario 5: Scenario 6:
Scenario 2: | Scenario 3: | Frequency of Short-term Long -term
Circulator Crosstown Crosstown Preferred Preferred
Routes Routes Routes? System System
Modeling
Criteria Tool 2027 2027 2027 2027 2042
Total Daily Boardings JEMnR 9,500 10,500 18,600 12,200 27,500
Transit Mode Share 1 JEMnR 0.7% 0.8% 1.2% 0.9% 1.50%
Population within ¥4  Mile of 30 - Remix and
minute Transit Service 2 JEMNR 94,500 86,700 86.700 83,000 115,800
Population within ¥4  Mile of Remix and
Tansit Service 2 JEMNR 100,800 91,100 91,100 99,600 115,800

Revenue Miles of Service per

Capita per Year Remix 8 8 14 8 22

Number of Regional Essential

Destinations within %2 Mile of ArcMap 127 112 112 124 129
Transit Service 3

Percentage of Regionwide

Currentand Future Mixed -

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

use/ Multi-family Zoned Land AR ot (6 (6 ey o
within ¥ Mile of Transit Service 4

. A
REHEE [E0[IoymEmEnIini & JEMnR 54,900 57,300 57,300 58,400 70,200
Mile of Transit Service 5
Estimated Reductionin Regional
GHG Emissions (MTCO2e)6 JEMnR 700 400 2,300 1200 4,150
Vil Eaiiz SapiEl Cesis Remix $8,976,200  $8,354200  $22,895300  $10,410,000  $39,043,100
over Existing”
Additional Annual S ervice Hours TBEST 39,700 55,300 153,300 32,600 214,200

1. RVMPO(JEMnNR) regional model transit trips as a share of all pergzs
2. Populationestimates from Remix with growth rates from RVM@BMnR) for future year forecasts.

3. Regional essential destinations are defined as diesccity halls, community centers, courthouses, grocery stores, libraries, medical facilities, parks,
police stations, and educational institutions.

4. Zoning data as of 2017. For future years, used egiséind use. Measure calculates the total percentafyeulti-family within %2 mile of all service in the
alternative as compared to regionwide total meftimily.

5. Employment data from RVMR@EMnRRregionaimodel; model data is based on Oregon Employnigepartment ER02 data and MPO forecasts for
future years

6. GHG emissions based on changes in vehicle miles travelled from RYEM@URregionaimodel along with average fuel efficiency rate from EPA
(https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/greenhousgasemissiongypicalpassengewehicle.

7. Capital costs based on number of buses needed to operate service under each scenario, including spares, as wefitasrsicipre

8.  Scenario was modeled with servicel&minute frequency.
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ADDITIONAL SYSTEM ENANCEMENTS

During the evaluation process,t he project team
analyzed sixadditional system -level
enhancements for the current RVTD transit
network using TBESTTable 22 shows how
ridership and other evaluation criteria are
affected when frequency and hours are

adjusted under the existing RVTD transit network.

INCREASE RVTD ROUTH® 15-MINUTE OR 20
MINUTE FREQUENCY:

Current RVTD routes were increased from 30 to
20-minute freq uency to test the impact to
ridership and ¢ osts. Route 10 was assumed to
increase from 20 to 10 -minute frequencies. 20 -
minute frequencies for all routes could be a

near -term enhancement, while increasing
network frequencies to 15 -minutes could be a
long -te rm enhancement.

Table 22: System-level Project Evaluation

2027 15-Minute

INCREASE WEEKDAY SERCE BY2 AND 4
ADDITIONAL HOURS:

Assumes RVTD routes have increased service
windows, with most routes running from 5 a.m. to
11 p.m.

INCREASE SATURDAY 8¥ICE TO WEEKDAY
SERVICE HOURS:

Saturday service on all current RV TD routes is
increased to weekday service h  ours, maintaining
the same frequencies.

ADD SUNDAY SERVICE:

Sunday service is provided on the nine existing
RVTD routes, and set to existing Saturday service,
from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m

Criteria Baseline | Frequency
Projected Daily Ridership 4,700 8,700
Number of Additional Buses -- 13 Required
Cost of Additional Buses -- $7,228,000
Additional Annual O&M Cost $129,400 $3,722,300
Additional Annual Service Hours 2,600 74,500

Increase
2 4 Saturday
20-Minute Weekday Weekday Weekday Sunday
Frequency Hours Hours Hours Service
9,000 5,046 5,392 5,200 5,500
13 Required 0 0 0 0
$7,228,000 0 0 0 0
$3,330,700 $974,200 $1,606,900 $593,500 $1,194,300
66,600 13,000 21,400 7,900 14,700

Page 64 | 2040 TMP| June 2019



1
LRI (I\l()ll](l\l Ill\ 100011080

‘\mn\n \niuuu‘um‘\mu 1830] ulm vas0[18

r ‘ ‘ ] \ l(“.‘lill\'\(\ll onio unun{un‘m‘nmu]u/ ‘”I(\lllll!‘
: ] 1 .
_— . : ' l ‘\' 00 0
! H O'Donal l ; ’ &
—_ T Y P—

T T
40011530 11000{1063011 100

% N5

BE o
Y ! '
€ [ @on ey
. e
M -1 v
N e Hitz

L_r" e V | '\nkl'(]‘-d— |
(Bal) o

Y’YY

| (W 1) »
5‘..— :.a.u.l' )

MY ‘ | :
‘ v 1 |
6 (:‘_"_—' { ] ¢ ‘ ' .

a -Chh\““"

At o st
9 \ Friond !
10 Keeton
" Mol fit
12 Schulze
13 Botiller
14 e

1950

. [\
\\10" o 3
d ‘ s 4 oON
i \ - a [ 3
) — 1130]8 21 |2 Q ON i
: - =3 z
. - o 2
F— m veools 2 I8 I 1030
et \ = & 10 - §u‘
TR : | eon - .
- ‘ 200]1 & 3 Lk im g« 2050
i 4+— } b r‘. G
’——_




ROGUE VALLEY TRANSPRTATIONDISTRICT

2040 TRANSIT MASTERLAN

The following section provides an overview of
the existing and potential future funding

sources for implementation of  the Plan .
Potential future funding scenarios are  outlined
to help RVTD plan for best - and worst -case
scenarios.

RVTDO6s fi sc-2020revermebudyd 1 9
for operations is $14.3million including
approximately  $3 million of new annual

revenues from the stateods

funding package. As  discussed below, the
projected funding scenarios show RVTD with

the ability to increase th  eir annual operating
budget to approximately $30 million with

existing revenue sources (assuming continued
average annual growth  and inflation ). Slower
growth and red uction in revenue sources are
also considered in the following funding
scenarios along wit h potential additional

funding sources . _
new transportation

7.1 EXISTINGFUNDING SOURCES

The following funding sources are currently part
of RVTDOs luggetr @able 23g
summarizes the projected growth in the
operating budget fort  he 20-year planning
horizon.

PERMANENT LEVY

RVTD has a permanent levy for a property tax
within the district boundary at 17.72 cents per
$1,000 of assessed proper ty value. Its historical
annual growth rate is 4.25 percent, which has
been applied in the funding projections.

SPECIAL LEVY

In addition to the historic permanent levy that
provides funding to RVTD, voters passed a five -
year tax levy in 2016 that increase d taxes
within the district by 13 cents per $1,000 of
assessed property value. This was the first

public funding increase that RVTD receiv  edin
three decades. Its average and projected

growth rate is 4.25 percent. This rate was

applied for funding scenario s where it was
assumed that the special levy would continue

to be passed in future years.

STATEWIDE TRANSPORT®N IMPROVEMENT
FUND (STIF

Section 122 of Keep Oregon Moving (Oregon
House Bill 2017) established a new dedicated
source of funding for expandi  ng public
transportation service through a new 0.1
percent employee payroll tax in Oregon. Goals
of HB 2017 include expanding accessto jo  bs,
improving mobility, relieving congestion, and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, while
providing a special focus 0  n low -income
populations. STIF funds may be used for public
transportation purposes that support the
operations, planning, and administrat  ion of
public transportation programs and may also
be used as the local match for state and
federal funds which also p  rovide Public
Transportation Service.

The Oregon Department of Revenue began
collecting this tax July 1, 2018 to then provide

to transit a gencies in late 2019. This new
funding source is called the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Fund (STIF). RVTD is
the Qualified Entity of the funds allocated to
Jackson County. RVTD will receive two

separate funds through STIF, funds to be used
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in the district and funds to be used out of within the service bo undary as population
district in other parts of Jackson County. increases and /or if the service boundary is
changed to include additional areas  or

The first year of funding is occurri  ng within jurisdictions of Jackson County.

RV T D0 s-202®fiscal year. Approximate
funding numbers for the first years were

provided by ODOT. For funding projections, a SURFACE TRANSPORTAIN BLOCK GRANT

growth rate of 4.75 percent was used for future (STBG

years. The Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG)
program provides flexible fed eral funding to

OTHER TAXES best address State and local transportation

needs, including Federal -aid highways, bridge
and tunnel projects on publicr  oads,
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and
transit capital projects. A static annual value of
$700,000 was consid ered for funding
projections.

Other taxes primarily include the Mass Transit
Tax. The portion of funds from this tax going to
RVTD for operations has decreased over fifty

percent over the past several years; however,

1% annual growth moving forward is assumed
for planning purposes.

CHARGES FOR SERVICEBARES

A portion of fares collected becomes revenue
for the operating budget. An annua | growth
rate of 5.00 percent was used for projections.

5307 OPERATING GRANTS THE URBANIZED
AREA FORMULAFUNDING PROGRAM

The 5307 Operating Grant provides federal
funding through the Federal Transit
Administration to urbanized areas for trans it

. : . INVESTMENT INCOME
capital and operating assistance. A range of

annual growth rates were used for funding RVTD receives investment income from the
projections, starting at 3. 00 percent through Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP) on
fiscal year 2023 -2024 and increasing to 4.30 some of their long -term savings. For funding
percent starting for fiscal year 2026  -2027 as this projections, a growth rate of 3.00 percent was
funding is anticipated  to increase as ridership used for future years.

increases.

OTHER REVENUES

RVTD receives funding from several other
sources such as advertising, sales of natur al
gas, parking fees, bike locker rentals, ATM fees,

The MPO population is anticipated to increase
to approximately 193,000 by 2027. Wh en the
population within the RVTD service boundary
exceeds 200,000, the fe deral formula for this

insurance rebates, natural gas tax rebates,

grant will change as RVTD will be con sidered a _
: . . : anéj rent erDm Greyhound, For funding
provider for a Omedium sizé uroban-areéa. o

RVTD will continue to monitor the  population pro jections, a growth rate of 1.00 percent was
used for future years.
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Table 23: Projected Reven ues - Existing Funding Sources

Existing Funding Source 2019-2020 2026-2027 2036-2037 2039-2040

Permanent Levy $2,690,005 $3,599,859 $5,458,159 $6,184,069
Special Levy $1,981,765 $2,652,068 $4,021,103 $4,555,892
STIFO In District $3,864,000 $4,083,318 $6,494,369 $7,464,386
STIFS Out of District $361,000 $391,026 $621,913 $714,804
Other Taxes $217,150 $242,638 $367,891 $416,819
5307 Operating Grant $2,600,000 $3,142,212 $4,764,268 $5,397,894
STBG $972,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000
Charges for Services 6 Fares $1,265,882 $1,781,223 $2,901,425 $3,358,762
Investment Income $142,232 $174,927 $235,088 $256,887
Other Revenues $169,700 $181,941 $200,976 $207,066
Total Operating Revenue $14,263,734 $16,949,214 $25,765,192 $29,256,579

As shown in Table 23 and assuming existing funding sources remain active, the projected annual
operating revenue for fiscal year 2039  -2040 is projected to be approximately $29 million. This
correspon ds to an approx imate straight -line annual revenue growth rate of 5 percent. As shown in
Figure 24, the approximate portion of funding from each source is projected to re main relatively
consistent.

Figure 24: Projected Funding Revenues by Type & Existing Funding Sources

20192020 Funding Sources 20392040 Funding Sources

$142,232 $169,700
$1,265,88 $ $2,690,005

$256,887
$972,000 \ ‘ $3.358.76 ‘\ /_$207,066

$2,600,000 $1,981,765 $700,000
‘/$3,864,000 \
$217,150 /

$361,00

= Permanent Levy = Special Levy $7.464.386
STIF, In District = STIF Out of District $416,819

= Other Taxes = 5307 Operating Grant $714,80

= STBG = Charges for Serviceg-ares

= [nvestment Income = Other Revenues
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7.2 NEW FUNDING SOURCES

Two potential new funding sources that RVTD
could pursue if additional funding is desired are
discussed below. Table 24 summarizes the
projected growth for  these potential funding
sources for the 20 -year planning horizon.

EMPLOYER PAYROLL TAX

RVTD could establish an employer -borne
payroll tax through an Oregon Revised Statutes
legislative change equal to one tenth o f one
percent. Although RVTD would like to  explore
the options made available with this funding
source, it is unlikely to be implemented for the
next five years or more. An annual growth rate
of 4.75 percent was assumed for future years. A
tax of that amou nt would be equivalent to the
employee -bor ne tax funding the STIF.

AREA SPECIFIC TAX

An area specific tax  (differential property
taxing) would allow increased property tax
Table 24: Potential Future Funding Sources Projected Revenues

Fiscal Year

Potential Future Funding
Source 2019-2020

rates for properties located in designated
areas in the immediate vicinity of trans it or
enhanced transit. The current property tax
within the district boundary of 17.72 cents per
$1,000 of assessed property value would be
the base tax rate and areas with higher
property taxes would also have higher levels of
transit service. An annual g rowth rate of 3.00
percent was assumed for future years.

Although RVTD would like to explore the

options made available with this funding

source, it is unlikely to be implem ented for the
next ten years or more. Differential property
taxing would require a  re-districting or
establishing RVTD as a mass transit district, with
Eagle Point and adding  new taxing area sin
the high -capacity transit  corridors.

Employer Payroll Tax

Area Specific Tax

2026-2027 2036-2037 2039-2040

$4,474,345 $7,116,282 $8,179,190

$2,706,915 $3,637,868 $3,975,197

/.3 FUTURE FUNDINGCENARIOS

Several future funding scenarios are presented i

source projections as a base, then removes certain funding sources, changes th
projections to represent better or worse economic climate

n Table 25. Each scenario uses the existing funding

e funding source
s, and/or adds new funding sources to

estimate projected funding. The scenarios include the following:
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Existing funding sources without STBG

Existing funding sources without the sp ecial levy

Existing funding sources without both STBG and the special levy

Existing funding sources with STIF funding remaining stagnant

Existing funding sources with STIF funding decreasing for five years

Existing funding sources with an additional payr  oll tax and excluding the special levy
Existing funding sources with an additional area specific tax and excluding the special levy

Table 25: Potential Future Funding Scenarios

Projected Fiscal Year Funding

2026-2027 2036-2037

Funding Scenario 2019-2020 2039-2040
Existing Revenue Sources $14,263,734 $16,949,212 $25,765,192 $29,256,579
Without STBG $13,291,734 $16,249,212 $25,065,192 $28,556,579
Without Special Levy $12,281,969 $14,297,144 $21,744,089 $24,700,687
Without Both STBG and Levy $11,309,969 $13,597,144 $21,044,089 $24,000,687
STIF Fundingd Stagnant $14,263,734 $16,746,336 $22,920,377 $25,348,857
Payroll Tax (Without Special Levy) $18,771,489 $28,860,371 $32,879,877
Area Specific Tax (Assumed No Special Levy ) $17,004,059 $25,381,957 $28,675,884

7.4 FUNDING STRATEGY

RVTDO6s existing funding sources (including the
continuing to provide the exis  ting transit services in the region and to enhance those services into the
future. With that in mind, it is also important to set the agency up for financial success if existing
funding sources are reduced.

upc o mi

As with all funding forecasts, estimates can cha nge quickly given the uncertainty of federal and state
funding levels, and RVTD should continue to continually monitor the funding environment and

update the future revenue forecast regularly. RVTD may seek to renew the special levy in the near -
term and s upplement or replace it in the future with a more stable funding source such as a payroll

tax or enhanced transit area property ta X.

In addition, RVTD has received comments from both the transit
about fares. The riding public would like to see fare decreased, with the non -riding public would like

to see the fare increased. RVTD will continue monitoring fare and plans to complete a fare elasticity
study within the next 10 years. Possible outcomes from this study are incre  asing t he base fare for some
or all rides, decreasing fares for older adults, and/or decreasing fares for Veterans.

-riding and non -transit-riding public
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