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Introduction

In the Spring of 2020, the Virginia General Assembly passed House Bill 1541 which created the Central
Virginia Transportation Authority (CVTA) and enacted dedicated sales and fuel taxes to support
transportation improvements within the Greater Richmond iRedPlanning District 15). The legislation
includes a provision that 15% of the new revenues for the CVTA should go toward public transportation
through GRTC. The legislatidinects GRTC to develop a plan, in collaboration with the Richmond
Regional Trasportation Planning Organization (RRTPO), for regional public transporntation

Planning District 15.

The GRTC shall create a separate, special fund in which all revenues received pursuant to subdivision D 2
shall be deposited. The GRTC steelop a plan for regional public transportation within Planning

District 15 in collaboration with the Richmond Regional Transportation Planning Organization in
conformance with the guidelines required b§3$2-286. The GRTC shall annually provide to the

Authority sufficient documentation, as required by the Authority, showing that the revenues distributed
under subdivision D 2 were applied in accordance with Authority approval and the gefeduired

by §3.2-286® ¢

GRTC intends thahis Richmond Regional Public Tramsation Plan be the inaugural plan to document
how the new CVTA regional funds will be used to fund ptialitsit services in the region in

coordination with local, state, federal, and other funding sources to provide an expanded and improved
transit network for the regionGiven the relatively short time frame from the creation of CVTA and the
need for this an to determine the use of transit funds, GRTC expects that this inaugural plan will be a
first step toward a longer process of regional transit planning

GRTC has led the development of this plan in close coordination with staff from around the Téwggion.
RRTPO Public Transportation Working Group, an ad hoc group of staff representing the City of
Richmond, Chesterfield County, Hanover County, and Henrico Cbastipeen deeply involved in
development of this plan. Also, this plan has been guided byique planning work that has preceded

it, including the Greater RVA Transit Vision Plan (Phase 1 and Phase 2), the GRTC Transit Development
Plan, and the Richmond Transit Network Plan. Throughout the process, consultants from Michael Baker
International aml Jarrett Walker + Associates have supported GRTC and its regional partners through
financial analysis, network design, service planning, and policy guidance.

Existing Transit Network

The existing network features a core network of five Higitjuency roues¢ the Pulse, and Routes 1, 2,

3, and 5. These routes all run through downtown Richmond along relatively direct corridors near many
jobs,residents,and destinations. Ten 3@inute routes and six hourly routes augment the network and
provide transit serice to a larger geographic area. The kigdguency network runs from 5affipm on
weekdays and 6aripm on Saturdays. Only the Pulse runs every 15 minutes on Sundays.

Most service is in the City of Richmond and Henrico, with a few routes serving Chesteoiigity.
Downtown, Willow Lawn, and Southside Plaza are key transfer points in the network, served by many
routes and where passengers can make connections from one route to another. Severahpeak

routes operate from Henrico and Chesterfield to dowmtoRichmond, though many have seen reduced
schedules and reduce ridership during the Ce8dpandemic.
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Figurel: Existing (Pr€ovid) Transit Network

Routes by Weekday Midday Frequency

The existing transit network reflects historic patterns of transit fundimgre most funding for transit
service has come from the City, with increasing contributions from Henrico County in recentiiyears.
the past, service has only been provided to local jurisdictions who have made local contributions for
service. Yet the netwd also reflects the built form, and the highest frequency of service tends to follow
patterns of land use that lead to high ridership relative to cost.
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Density
When thinking about where transit might find many riders, a critical questianlis2 ¢ Y lidgriés oNJS &
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map below, tells us how many people or jobs are in different parts of the region, and therefore how
many people or jobs would be near transitthit area were served.

Places with more residential density are shown in increastyershades oblue; areas of high
employment density, in brighter shadesyafllow. The areas shown with increasing shades of red are
places where there are high dsities of both jobs and residents, and where there is likely to be a strong
market for travel for most or all of the dayhe densest parts of the region are within the City of
Richmond, particularly near downtown, around VCU, Shockoe Bottom, and Manct@ster parts of

the region with relatively dense concentrations of jobs include the Regency area, West Broad Street
corridor, and Henrico Government Center in Henrico, the Midlothian Turnpike Corridor in Chesterfield,
and the Chesterfield Government CentThere are pockets of high residential density in many areas
across the Northside and East End of Richmalahg Staples Mill Road, Mayland Drive, ando@assin
Road in Henrico, and Wilkinson Terrace and along Meadowdale Boulevard in Chesterfield.

In addition to high density, the mix of uses along a corridor affects how much ridership transit can
achieve, relative to cost. This is because an area with a mix of housing sestatdesand jobs tends to
generate more even demand for transit in badirections, throughout the day. Transit serving purely
residential neighborhoods tends to be used in mostly one direction and mostly during rustt rasurs
residents leave in the morning and return in the evening. Transit serving resideniysareas teds to
have higher costs per rider because:

1 If ridership is only high during the morning and evening rush hours, the transit agency must run
mostly emptybuses during the rest of the day or must pay drivers to take-shifts, which are
less desirable bewse they require working both early mornings and evenings each day with a
long midday break.

9 If ridership is only high in one direction during each peak, then the transit agency must run
mostly emptybuses back in the other direction. The service mayaven be advertised as two
way, but the operating costs are always tway.

i Transit agencies who run lots of peakly service must also buy and maintain extra buses for
those few busy hours of peak service each day.

Buses serving a mix of jobs and residents can be full in both directions, leading to lower coiterper
If mixeduse areas include jobs from a diversity of sectors such as healtlechreation,and retait all
extending beyond the typicalB office €hedule, transit also tends to see strongerdaly, twoway
demand.
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Figure2: Activity Density in the Richmond Region
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Walkability

In almost all cases, transit trips begin and end by walking. Therefore, the ability to walk to transit is very
important. As mentioned above, the more jobs and residents there are near a stop, the stronger the
likely transit market. However, the size oktmarket is also limited by the street pattern, since that
determines how much of the area around a stop is truly within a short walking distance.

The map irFigure3 shows the areas where walking to a potential bus stop would be easier because the
streets are welconnected. This is not the only factor affecting how easy it is to walk to a busfstop.

lack of sidewalks and safe crossings of major streets can alsothegeawer people and jobs are

within a short walk of transit because people may have to walk further and less directly to cross the
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street to reach a bus stofn general, though, where street connectivity is high, other walkability factors
also tend to le better.

Figure3: Walk Network Connectivity in the Richmond Region

RICHMOND REGION STUDY
Walk Network Connectivity
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Source: Open Street Maps.
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LowIncome Residents

Transit is often tasked with providing affordable transportation for-iloaome people. Federal laws also
protect people with low incomeom disparate transportation impacts, which can lead agencies to
provide transit service in places where poverty is high even if it does not maximize ridedskiye to
cost.In some builienvironments, serving loncome people caachieve high rideship relative to cost
Transit can be an attractive option for lowgicome people due to its low price and low barrier to entry
so in medium to high density areas, with walkable street networks, service tmtawne people can be
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a powerful ridership gegrator. Figure4 shows the pattern of high concentrations of people in poverty

across the region.

Figure4: Density of People in Poverty in Rehmond Region

RICHMOND REGION STUDY
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reasonable amount of time, even lowarcome residents will not use it. Most people can find other
travel options, even if those other options, such as taking out ainigest loan for a used car, cause
them financial distress.
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Households without Vehicles

Not everybody has ready access to a personal automobile, and people who have less or no access will

need to use other modes when they need to travel. This might include walking, cycling, getting a ride

from a friend or family member, or, if it is available when they need to travel, and useful for their trip,

transit. If transit does not present a realistic travel option, then people without cars will find other ways

of reaching the places they need to greople in households without vehicles are not necessarily

G 0NIRSAISY RSy (ié¢ o0dzi R2 KF@S + INBFGSNI AYyOt Ayl GAz2y i
in their driveway, always ready to go

As shown in the map iRigure5, most people without cars in the region live in the City of Richmond. A

few pockets with large concentrations of people without cars are in Henrico Countylymestr the

boundary with the City. The area along Ridgefield Parkway in Henrico with a high concentration of
households without cars is due to multiple senior housing complexes in one area.

Figure5: ZereVehicle Households ingtRichmond Region
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Existing Network Performance
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the number of hours buses were on the road. The scatterplot below shows individual routes from

D w ¢ tra@sit network, plotted according to their weekday frequency and their productiRbutes at

the farleft side are peak only or limited trip services.

The most productive routes Figure6: Productivity and Frequency of Service by Route

are the Pulse5, 1, and 3. GRTC Route Frequency and Productivity
These three are frequent October 2019 Average Weekday Ridership and Service Levels
routes that come at least
every 15 minutes most of
the day and serve
relatively dense, linear
corridors with a mix of
jobs,residents,and other
destinations. On these
routes, more tharl?7
people board the bus
each hour.
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hour. These routes are 10/ 95x 56 50 Tl
hourlyand serve less G 4% 7
dense and relatively 51 Vs 3
affluent parts of the City 25, T
of Richmond. Route 39 o

also has low productivity, pesilimied Sendes 1018 T iy ey
despiteserving a much fmines)

lower-income part of the City, but it is also duplicating many other routes that run at higher frequency,
and therefore is less likely to be useful for most trips, compared to the alternatives.

Among the peafonly and limitedservice routes82x, 64x, 29x, and 27x perform above the systemwide
average, while the remaining routes perform below average. The productivity measure will tend to
overstate the performance of peabknly services, as the full, additional cost of running only at peak
times is not accounted for in the productivity measure.
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Financial Projections

A key element of this plan is to define the financial projections for the various revenue sources that fund
GRTC now and going forward, and define how those funds will be usegport GRTC service and
capital needs. The creation of C\ifsfnew funding stream is significantly changing how GRTC is funded.

l'd GKS alryYS GAYS GKFG GKS yS¢ /¢! Fdzy RAy3I &adGNBLY
affected by the Covid9 pandemic. The pandemic brought reduced ridership, a temporaryfaezo

policy to enhance safety, and increased costs for personal protective equipment, additional cleaning and
sanitizing, and added labor costs. During the pandemic, the Federal Goverhaseprovided significant

financial support to help transit agencias theymanagel the declines in revenue and increase

costs.This temporary funding has helped GRTC maintain service at nepapdemic levels, despite

the loss of fare revenue arttie increases in costall of these recent changes mean that recent

financial conditions are not a clear baseline for the future of the agency and that there is a much higher

level of uncertainty around the projections of future revenues and costs.

At the planninglevel, these forecasts incorporate cost assumptions based upon historical accounting
and best practices, however they do not represent a detailed marginal cost allocation to account for
trends in full time equivalents (FTES) for both front iEmeployees and management personnel based

upon the various service levels and efficiencies anticipated through expanded service plans. Developing
marginal cost allocation models remains a future objective GRTC to further refine service expansion
analysis atside thisplanning process

¢CKS FAYLFIYOAlIt olaStAyS gl a SadaqlroftAaKSR FNBY bl Az
andD w ¢ Trénait Development Plan (TDP) through 2026. Financial evaluation for future years accounts
for the flow of revenues and contributions by each member jurisdiction.
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The GRTC Capital Budget is sepdrata the Operating Budget, with operations and bus services

driving the need for capital investment. Operating expenses are continuous and require adequate cash

flow which are the top priority of GRTC while capital funds roll over from one year to théonex

accumulate enough to pay for the capital outlays. Flexible operating funds can be used for capital

whereas most capital funding cannot be used for operational purposes.
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contracted services, facility and fleet maintenance, utilitregterials,and supplies (fuel), liability

insurance, and taxes. The FY2021 GRTC Operating Budget supports existing services, but with impacts

from the COVIEL9 State of Em@ency on transit funding and an assessment of CVTA funding timing, no
modifications to existing service levels or routes for the remainder of FY2021 are anticipated. Ongoing
operating concerns, such as sufficient staffing also remain a considerationyfgearice expansion

initiatives.

According to GRTC, the Capital Budget is limited since an estimated 64 percent of the allocation of
Federal Transit Administration Section 5307 funds go towards preventative maintenance which is an
allowed method by FT# capitalize certain operating cost. All preventative maintenance and certain
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit costs are considered capital costs
which reduce the burden on operations.
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The agency has identified $160 millionpriority capital projects from FY 2021 through FY 2026 with
state of good repair needs encompassing just over half the total. Two specific highlights include setting
aside capital funds for a new downtown transfer center and acquiring articulated busmprove
passenger capacity on the Pulse service.

.dzRASGI NE | aadzYLliAz2ya LINPOARS FT2NJ GKS dzaS 27F C¢!
capital blueprint with 68 percent of State and four percent of local match. GRTC would also apply for

other discretionary grants to fund annual bus replacement and expansions needs in the capital

blueprint. CVTA funds would be used to cover 2% of the required local match for transit capital projects.

GRTC Operating Revenues

Looking first at agency revenudke following table outlines the estimated FY 2022. Fares are assumed

to return in FY2022 and projected to grow by 2.5% per year. Other revenues are expected to increase by
3% per year.

Tablel: Forecasted FY202@)ency Revenues

Agency Revenues FY 2022
Customer RevenueBus $5,711,120
Pass Program Revenue $389,408
Customer RevenueCARE DAR $686,192
Advertising Revenue $605,000
Other Revenues $713,225
Total Revenue $8,104,945

During the Covid 9 pandemic, GRTC Hasen operating without charging a fare. GRTC is exploring
additional revenue sources that would allow the agency to continue thisfaeeopolicy permanently
but it is not a policy that would be funded from CVTA resources.

Most revenues to support traftsservice come from other governments: federal, state, local, and now
the CVTA. The table below shows the forecast for these operating contributions. The contribution levels
for Richmond and Henrico reflect the minimum requirements for local fundingdegglired under the
CVTA legislatior§(33.23712Continued responsibilities for local transit fundjrigr FY2022 and the

growth estimated beginning in FY2023. Per the legislative requirement, beginning in FY2023 localities
must increase their funding e inflationary level defined by the Consumer Price Index for all Urban
Consumers (commonly referred to as Cflor 0%, whichever is higher. Since 2000, the annudlCPI
inflation rate has averaged 2.13% and this value has been used for FFaoZheterfield County, the
operating contribution values reflect the expected funding from a preexisting DRPT grant to fund Route
111 along US Route 1 (Richmond HighwBly&. operating contribution from Petersburg is to support
Route 95x.
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