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1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND FRAMEWORK 

1.1 OVERVIEW 
The purpose of the RVTD Boundary Assessment project was to evaluate if and where 
changes to the RVTD Boundary may be appropriate in the near future and over the longer 
term.  The RVTD boundary is in substantially the same configuration as it existed in the 
original formation of the district.  The region has experienced significant growth since the 
original boundary was established in 1975.  Major growth planning projects describe 
where growth is likely to occur. For these reasons, a review of the RVTD boundary is 
timely and that is purpose of this project. 
 
This study was funded by the Oregon Department of Transportation through a 
Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Grant.  The structure of the project was 
to develop a work program that resulted in a series of technical memoranda that provided 
the research and analysis that support this final report.  These technical memoranda 
examine each of their respective topics in detail.  These memoranda are located in the 
Appendix.  For ease of reference, the major headings of the final report contain 
parenthetical references to the Technical Memoranda that address the topic in that 
section.  For example the next Section 1.2 below refers to “(TM #1)” which indicates 
Tech Memo #1 is where more detailed information about that topic can be found. 

1.2 STUDY AREA (TM #1) 
Atlas Page 1 and 2 depicts the study area.  Selection of the urban study area was based 
primarily upon existing development and areas and land use plans support growth.  The 
major choice for the urban study area was extension beyond the Tolo area further to the 
west toward Gold Hill, Rogue River and even Grants Pass. 
 
For several reasons, the decision was made not to extend the urban study area west.  The 
level of development in Gold Hill and Rogue River without Grants Pass is low relative to 
the distance of these communities from the existing service in Central Point; thus detailed 
analysis of the cost-effectiveness of inclusion of these cities in isolation was not 
undertaken. 
 
Extension all the way to Grants Pass also poses a funding threshold issue.  The inclusion 
of Grants Pass would quickly accelerate RVTD past the 200,000 population threshold for 
“Federal 2307” operations funding, thus resulting in significant impacts to the operating 
funds of the district.  It may be appropriate to revisit the inclusion of Grants Pass in a 
future boundary study if either the population threshold is increased at the Federal level 
or at such time as RVTD exceeds the 200,000 threshold and representatives of Josephine 
County and Grants Pass express an interest in exploring the expansion of RVTD to 
Grants Pass. 
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1.3 BOUNDARY CHANGE PROCESS (TM #2) 
There are two ways the RVTD boundary can be changed, either through “annexation” or 
through a “change of organization” procedure under the statutes for special districts; 
RVTD is a special district under Oregon Law.  This section describes the basic 
differences and application of each to appropriate situations. 

1.3.1 Annexation 
Annexation changes the boundary of RVTD without changing RVTD’s fundamental 
structure.  Annexation regulations are found at Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 198.850 
to 198.869.  Annexation under these statutes can be initiated either by property owner 
petition or resolution of the RVTD Board.  The procedures and criteria for annexation 
under those statutes vary based upon the manner in which the annexation is initiated.  
Whether by petition or action of the RVTD Board, the annexation statutes are relatively 
straightforward.  RVTD’s attorney, in coordination with Jackson County Counsel, can 
guide the District’s actions to comport with all the annexation procedural requirements of 
ORS 198.850 to 198.869.  

1.3.2 Change of Organization 
A change of organization procedure is the other method of altering the RVTD Boundary.  
A change of organization goes beyond mere boundary changes.  A change of 
organization can include components such as: 

 Changes to the District’s permanent property tax rate 

 Creation of differential tax zones based upon levels of RVTD service 
 Institution of a payroll tax (this does not necessarily require a change of 

organization but could be incorporated into a change of organization proposal) 

 Any governance changes 
 
The change of organization process is much more extensive than any of the annexation 
procedures.  If RVTD’s desired outcomes include more than simple boundary changes, 
then a change of organization is procedure is necessary.  Change of organization 
procedures are found at ORS 198.750-198.775.  This body of law is somewhat disjointed.  
Prior to undertaking a formal change of organization process it is recommended that 
RVTD’s attorney undertake or commission a legal analysis of the correct application of 
the law to the changes sought along with a thorough case law review on the correct 
application of change of organization procedures to the specific proposal.  
 
The RVTD Boundary Assessment has identified the opportunity for the creation of 
differential tax zones based upon levels of service.  If RVTD experiences continuing 
interest in this policy option, then a careful legal analysis is recommended.  That analysis 
should focus on the boundary change procedures of the differential tax zones following 
their initial creation through change of organization.  The legal analysis should determine 
whether the boundary of the differential tax zones can be changed solely through an 
annexation process or if a new change of organization process would be required.  If the 
boundary could be changed solely through annexation then the differential tax zone 
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policy option appears more attractive than if a new change of organization procedure 
were required for any boundary change.  

1.3.3 Policy Choices 
Intertwined with boundary change procedures are policy choices for the district.  
Appropriate stewardship requires boundary change procedures to be in lock-step with the 
policy objectives.  The following simplified set of circumstances provides general 
guidance to assure procedures are properly matched to their associated the policy choices: 

 If the area of boundary change involves relatively few property owners (about 20 
or less), then petition by annexation would be the preferred method.  If those 
property owners truly desire service, then the action of petition makes this 
commitment to the district explicit. 

 If the area of boundary change involves some, but not a large number of property 
owners (about 25 to 150), then petition by annexation or initiation by the RVTD 
Board may be appropriate.  Under this scenario, neither procedural option is 
preferred.  The appropriate procedure should be evaluated on a case by case basis.  

 If the area of the boundary change involves many property owners (about 175 or 
more) and no structural changes to other aspects of RVTD are required or sought, 
then the preferred method for annexation would be initiation by action of the 
RVTD Board.  As the number of property owners grows, the annexation by 
petition process becomes more and more challenging. 

 If the boundary change is one part of a larger proposal that includes more than 
just boundary changes, then a change of organization procedure is required.   

2 TECHNICAL ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
The RVTD Boundary Assessment project included considerable technical work regarding 
future land uses, future growth, transportation facilities, revenue implications and cost 
implications of the most likely boundary change alternatives.  This section presents a 
brief summary of each of these components.  For a detailed discussion of data sources, 
analysis methods and results, see the individual technical memoranda on that topic 
referenced in parentheses in each major heading. 

2.1 LAND USES AND GROWTH PROJECTIONS 
(TM #3 & TM #5) 

The project analyzed existing and future land use conditions.  The purpose of this 
analysis was to determine the intensity of land use outside the district and project future 
land use intensity inside and outside the district boundary. 
 
Analysis of land use intensity outside the current boundary is important to RVTD 
because it provides a basis to estimate existing tax revenues and other revenues that 
would be expected to result from the extension of the boundary to prospective areas.  It 
also provides a basis to evaluate the degree to which future land uses are likely to result 
in changes to demand for transit services. 
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Future land uses are important to RVTD both within and outside the existing boundary.  
Growth within the existing boundary increases marginal revenue and marginal demand 
for services within the boundary.  Growth outside the boundary has the potential to 
increase revenues and demand for service in absolute terms because these areas would be 
added to the district. 
 
The analysis classified every parcel of land within the study area into one of four major 
categories: Urban Built, Rural Enduring, Urban Fully Planned and Urban Growth 
Planning.  Urban built are those lands where no new development is expected to occur 
because the area is built-out.  Rural Enduring are fully built rural lands where no land use 
plans have been adopted or are under review plan for changes.  Urban Fully Planned are 
those urban developable lands that have adopted and acknowledged land use plans in 
place and no changes to those plans are expected.  Urban Growth Planning are those 
lands where existing land uses will allow for substantial urbanization and where land use 
plans are expected to change significantly, such as lands identified as Urban Reserves in 
the Regional Problem Solving process currently under review by Jackson County.  
 
Atlas Pages 6-9 depicts the land use projections for employment and population used in 
the analysis.  These maps show significant increases in density of employment and 
population as the region builds out under the Regional Problem Solving land use plan and 
existing land use plans.  The following table depicts the results of the land use analysis: 
 
Table 1 

Land Use Conditions Summary Table 

Sum Meeting 
Criteria

Percent of 
Total

Sum Meeting 
Criteria 

Percent of 
Total

Sum Meeting 
Criteria 

Percent of 
Total

Sum Meeting 
Criteria 

Percent of 
Total

Lot Area 24,225             23.9% 3,874                41.9% 2,820                25.3% 30,919          25.4%

Population 
(modeled) 98,338             64.4% 15,551              38.2% 11,225              23.5% 125,114        51.9%

Employment 
(modeled) 58,281             87.5% 17,718              78.6% 14,948              60.4% 90,947          79.6%

Lot Area 76,081             74.6% 8,243                89.1% 8,273                74.2% 92,597          75.7%
Population 
(modeled) 140,818           92.2% 36,820              90.4% 39,831              83.3% 217,469        90.2%
Employment 
(modeled) 63,981             96.1% 21,737              96.4% 21,266              85.9% 106,984        93.7%

Lot  within Half Mile of 
Existing Route 

Lot Centroid within District 
Boundary 

LAND USE CONDITIONS SUMMARY 
TABLE Full Build-Out

Urban Growth Planning  
(Existing Built in Prior Column)Urban Fully Planned

Existing Land Use 
Conditions              

(Includes Rural Enduring and 
Urban Built  and Built Urban Growth 

Planning (PH-3))

 
 
The analysis shows that the percentage of employment and population outside the district 
but within the study area will increase if the boundary does not move.  If no additional 
service routes are added, the analysis shows that the percent of employment and 
especially population that are within a half mile of fixed route transit service will 
decrease.   
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2.2 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (TM #4 & TM #9) 
The project analyzed transportation facilities and planned improvements within the study 
area from the standpoint of transit service.  Generally, the transportation systems in the 
area are either appropriately configured or can be improved through public facility 
improvement planning.  The analysis recognizes that timing of public facility 
improvement planning has the potential to affect some areas as the region grows.  It is 
recommended that RVTD become more engaged in jurisdictional exchange processes and 
work with local and state public works agencies to express the urgency of certain types of 
facilities for viable transit service- especially those necessary to meet ADA requirements. 

2.3 DETAILED ANALYSIS AREAS (TM #7 & TM #8) 
The land use analysis identified areas within the study area where growth is planned and 
where urban transit service warrants more detailed analysis.  Three major areas were 
identified and analyzed in greater detail. 

2.3.1 Eagle Point 
The analysis area for Eagle Point is identified in Atlas Page 12.  Eagle point is a city with 
approximately 8.855 people in 2010.  Eagle Point is planned to grow to about 17,500 
people over the next twenty years.  Eagle Point is the largest City in Jackson County that 
does not have transit service.  It is projected to grow at a higher rate than any other city in 
the Jackson County.  The existing RVTD Boundary’s northern most point is the VA 
Domiciliary on Oregon Highway 62.  Eagle Point’s southernmost City limits are 
approximately 2 miles north of the VA Domiciliary along Oregon Highway 62.  

2.3.2 West White City 
This analysis area is west of Table Rock Road and is depicted in Atlas Page 13.  The area 
includes employers such as Amy’s Kitchen, Rogue Disposal & Recycling, Linde 
Electronics, and Pacific Crest Transformers.  The RVTD long-range plan identifies the 
need for a new route to serve the industrial area of White City.  This route would 
terminate in a loop along Table Rock Road.  The analysis area contemplates the 
extension of this loop to include a portion of Kirtland Road (new Highway 140) to its 
intersection with West Antelope Road and along West Antelope Road back to Table 
Rock.  This area already has a high concentration of employment and there is room for a 
few additional companies over time. 

2.3.3 Tolo 
This analysis area is depicted in Atlas Page 14.  The area currently has a large employer 
in Erickson Air Crane Inc. and some other employment that includes Knife River 
Corporation, Southern Oregon Redi-Mix LLC and Cross Creek Trucking.  The existing 
and planned employment concentrations are several miles from the existing RVTD 
Boundary to the south in Central Point and to the east in White City.  The Tolo area is a 
large area that also includes significant amounts of farm land where no urban growth is 
planned to occur.  The area is planned for significant employment growth in the RPS 
plan.  However, the type of employment contemplated for this area is still expected to be 
relatively land intensive with comparably low employment densities. 
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2.4 COSTS AND REVENUES (TM #6) 
In order to assess the appropriateness of a particular area for inclusion in RVTD, or any 
service district for that matter, it is necessary to analyze the cost of service relative to the 
revenues that will be generated by the service area.  The summary provided here is 
simplified to a considerable degree; analysis methods and associated mathematical 
models are detailed in Tech Memo #6. 
 
The analysis in this project estimated current revenue potential from direct revenues due 
to ad valorem property taxes by adding the assessed value for the detailed analysis area, 
less a small discount for uncollectable taxes due to non-payment, urban renewal and 
similar factors.  Property taxes for future years were based upon 3 percent increases on 
existing land uses plus future growth.  The growth was assumed to include future land 
uses of similar types that are expected to generate similar rates of direct property taxes as 
they develop out.  Total revenues for both current and future years were expected to be 
proportional to tax revenues for potential expansion areas.  Revenues for current and 
future years were estimated for several changes in base property tax rates and the addition 
of payroll tax. 
 
A cost spreadsheet model was developed for the cost analysis.  This model estimates cost 
of transit service based upon route miles, frequency of service in a day, annual operation 
days, and cost per mile of transit service.  RVTD staff can use the model as a planning 
tool to consider costs for existing service levels as well as expanded services 
contemplated in RVTD’s Long Range Plan.  The below table compares the estimated 
costs and total revenues associated with the three potential boundary expansion areas: 
 
Table 2 

Boundary Assessment Cost and Revenue Summary 

Existing 
Service Levels

Saturday 
Service

Extended 
Hours Total Cost

Increased 
Revenues

Existing Routes 924,791$         1,511,782$     2,436,573$     
West White City Expansion 30,973$           5,242$             14,295$           50,509$           32,172$           
Eagle Point Expansion 142,681$         24,146$           65,853$           232,679$         219,286$         
Tolo Expansion 419,163$         70,935$           193,460$         683,558$         63,827$           
Total Marginal Cost 592,816$         1,025,114$     1,785,389$     3,403,319$     315,285$         

Total Costs 5,606,741$     6,631,855$     7,392,130$     9,010,060$      
 
The analysis indicates the West White City expansion at existing service levels costs 
roughly the same as the total projected revenues.  However, expanded service in West 
White City would cost slightly more than total revenues.  Expansion into Eagle Point 
would result in somewhat more revenues than the cost of existing service levels, but 
expanded service would cost slightly more than the marginal additional revenue.  The 
Tolo area would cost approximately seven times more to serve than the revenue 
generated from inclusion and expanded service would cost approximately ten times more 
than the total revenue generated from inclusion. 
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3 PUBLIC PROCESS 
The Boundary Assessment study included a review and input process to assure that 
technical details and policy questions were raised and vetted in a constructive context.  
This section describes those project components. 

3.1 TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 
The Technical Advisory Committee consisted of the members listed on the 
acknowledgements page of this final report.  Their role was to provide technical review 
and perspective from affected agencies in a series of five meetings.  Generally, the 
individuals on this committee are familiar with transit operations and their job functions 
can be affected by transit service choices of RVTD.  Overall, the group was engaged in 
the process and provided valuable feedback and comments at each stage in the 
assessment study.  Minutes from the TAC meetings are published in the Appendix. 

3.2 CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CAC) 
The Citizens Advisory Committee consisted of the members listed on the 
acknowledgements page of this final report.  They were selected based upon expectations 
that they would review and provide perspective from a wide range of political and life 
experience viewpoints; all were believed to have an interest in the outcome of the 
boundary assessment project.  The individuals on this committee are familiar with transit 
operations generally and are aware of acute implications for their specific interest groups 
or personal experiences.  Overall, the group was engaged in the process and provided 
valuable feedback and comments at each stage in the assessment study.  They 
emphasized the need for a cost model as part of the project and project contingency funds 
were deployed to develop this model which strengthened the final results.  Minutes from 
the CAC meetings are published in the Appendix. 

3.3 RVTD BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
The project included two meetings with the RVTD Board of Directors, on December 8, 
2010 and one in March 9, 2011.  The meetings were largely informational and provided 
general description of the analysis methods and the major findings of the assessment.  
The RVTD Board may elect to take up one or more of the boundary changes 
contemplated in this study in the coming months and years. 

3.4 SURVEY RESULTS 
Once all the major analytic components had been completed, the project involved a 
survey of the TAC, CAC and RVTD Board of Directors.  This was not a random survey.  
It represents informed opinions of those who spent time studying and learning about the 
assessment project and its issues.  The actual survey and raw results are published in the 
Appendix.  Survey questions are paraphrased in the graphs below, but actual survey 
question language was somewhat more precise.  The summary results are presented in 
this section. 
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The first question is really one of funding level preferences of the respondents.  This 
question was asked to gauge whether there is any consensus regarding overall funding 
levels and how these opinions might relate to subsequent questions on boundary changes. 
 

What change would you prefer to see in 
RVTD's operating revenue as a percentage 

of the current operating revenue?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

TAC/CAC RVTD Board TOTAL

Increase operating revenue by
100-200% or about $7.5m
(~$0.45 payroll tax)

Increase operating revenue by
40-60% or about $2.5m (~$.40
per $1,000 property tax or
~0.15% payroll tax)

Increase operating revenue by
10-20% or about $800,000 (~$.25
per $1,000 property tax or
~0.05% payroll tax)

No change

 
 
The results of question one show a somewhat surprising level of consistency with the 
majority of respondents preferring a revenue increase of 10-20% of operations.  The next 
question simply relates to the type of taxation method preferred. 
 

If a tax rate change occurs, 
which form would you prefer?

0%
20%
40%
60%
80%

100%

TAC/CAC RVTD Board TOTAL

All new revenue derived from
property tax

All new revenue derived from a
combination of new payroll taxes
and property taxes

All new revenue derived from a
payroll tax

 
 
Again there is a strong preference for new revenue to come from a combination of 
payroll and property taxes among the respondents.   
 
The next question relates to respondents’ basic impression of the serviceability of areas 
analyzed in the Boundary Assessment project. 
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How would you characterize the ability to achieve transit 
service based on proximity to existing service?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Eagle
Point

West
White
City

Tolo South
Ashland

North
Central
Point

Very Achievable

Achievable

Somewhat Achievable

Unachievable

 
 
Respondents’ characterized Eagle Point, West White City, South Ashland, and North 
Central Point as achievable for transit service to varying degrees.  Eagle Point is 
identified as being the most achievable.  Respondents’ impressions are that transit is not 
achievable in the Tolo area. 
 

How would you characterize transit service from the 
perspective of long range growth management plans and 

supply of transit service to meet expected needs?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Eagle Point West White City Tolo South Ashland North Central
Point

Very Supportive

Supportive

Somewhat
Supportive

Unsupportive

 
 
With respect to long range planning, respondents characterized all the areas as being at 
least somewhat or more supportive of transit.  Eagle Point and West White City were 
identified as being the most consistent with long range planning in the study area. 
 
With respect to actual changes to the boundary, respondents were asked about the 
addition of each major expansion area evaluated in the assessment project under one of 
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two funding scenarios.  The first being the existing funding scenario and the second being 
an increase in operating budget of approximately 40%-60%. 
 

Should RVTD add these areas with the existing tax rate 
of $0.17 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation? 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Eagle Point West White City Tolo

Yes
No 

 
 

Should RVTD add these areas with an increased tax rate 
to $0.40 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation?

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Eagle Point West White City Tolo 

Yes
No 

 
 
Under either funding scenario, the majority of respondents recommended including Eagle 
Point and West White City and not including the Tolo area.  Interestingly, the support for 
inclusion goes down with the increased revenue scenario.  An intuitive explanation for 
this difference is not apparent. It may indicate that inclusion of these areas may garner 
more support if it were done prior to any change in the district’s taxing structure, but this 
is a relatively small non-random sample upon which to draw any more generalized 
conclusions about perceptions of the public-at-large. 

3.5 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 
[RESERVED] 
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4 CONCLUSIONS 
This section presents the Boundary Assessment conclusions by area evaluated for 
inclusion.  Atlas Page 17 depicts the district boundary if all the below areas were 
included in the district with the exception of the Tolo area. 

4.1 EAGLE POINT (Atlas Page 12) 
Those who participated in the project review and process characterized transit service to 
Eagle Point as achievable and recommended inclusion, assuming the technical work on 
costs and revenues.  The technical work in Tech Memos 3 through 7 indicates inclusion 
does not appear to be cost prohibitive and appears reasonable from a service planning 
perspective. 
 
Ultimately, inclusion of Eagle Point should be in collaboration with the City of Eagle 
Point staff and the elected leadership.  The next step would involve parallel processes 
with political dialogue between the RVTD Board and the Eagle Point City Council as 
well as more detailed planning work by the RVTD Staff and City of Eagle Point staff.  
This detailed planning work is well laid forth in the City’s recently adopted 
Transportation System Plan and should be undertaken. 

4.2 WEST WHITE CITY (Atlas Page 13) 
Those who participated in the project review and process characterized transit service to 
West White City as achievable once the rest of the White City Industrial area is served by 
the route planned in RVTD’s Long-Range Plan.  Those who participated recommended 
inclusion, assuming the technical work on costs and revenues.  The technical work in 
Tech Memos 3 through 7 indicates inclusion does not appear to be cost prohibitive and 
appears reasonable from a service planning perspective once the service to the rest of the 
White City Industrial area is operating (or at least in the upcoming year’s budget).  
 
The addition of this area is largely dependent on the desire of the property owners to 
obtain service.  There are few property owners and annexation would appear to be a 
relatively straightforward matter if the property owners petitioned for annexation. 

4.3 TOLO (Atlas Map 14) 
Neither the technical work nor the opinions of those who participated in the public 
process for the Boundary Assessment supported the inclusion of the Tolo area now or in 
the reasonably foreseeable future.  If there are unmet transit needs for target employers in 
this area, then other strategies such as van pools may be viable and should be explored as 
a potential alternative to fixed route RVTD transit. 

4.4 NORTH CENTRAL POINT (Atlas Page 15) 
This is really a collection of areas outside the RVTD boundary where the City of Central 
Point plans to grow.  These are relatively small areas and the rest of Central Point is 
already in the district and receives service.  There was support among the participants in 
the public process that service is achievable in this area.  It is recommended that RVTD 
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staff work with City of Central Point staff to establish criteria for RVTD annexation as a 
necessary criterion for municipal annexation.  These types of criteria are commonplace 
among municipal annexation requirements. 

4.5 SOUTHEAST ASHLAND (Atlas Page 16) 
Southeast Ashland is near the terminus of an existing bus loop.  This is a small area that 
mainly includes the municipal golf course and a few other private property owners.  It 
would appear annexation of this area would be a relatively straightforward matter if 
desired by the City of Ashland.  Transit demand will remain relatively low as long as the 
land use remains a golf course, but dialogue in Ashland has sometimes contemplated 
conversion of this land to more intensive urban uses.  If this occurs, it would appear 
transit would be an appropriate urban amenity.  If a development proposal takes shape, it 
is recommended that RVTD communicate the potential benefits of annexation for the 
City’s consideration.  If the City expresses desire for annexation then City staff and 
RVTD staff should collaborate on a plan to annex and extend service. 
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5 APPENDICIES 

5.1 BOUNDARY ASSESSMENT ATLAS 
The Atlas is a compendium document under separate cover. 
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5.2 TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 

5.2.1 Technical Memo #1 
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5.2.2 Technical Memo #2 

 
 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  17 

 
 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  18 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  19 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  20 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  21 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  22 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  23 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  24 

 
 
 
 
 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  25 

5.2.3 Technical Memo #3 
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5.2.4 Technical Memo #4 
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5.2.5 Technical Memo #5 
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5.2.6 Technical Memo #6 
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5.2.7 Technical Memo #7 
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5.2.8 Technical Memo #8 
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5.2.9 Technical Memo #9 
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5.3 SURVEY DATA 

5.3.1 Survey Text 
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5.3.2 Raw Data 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  107 

 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  108 

 
 



Rogue Valley Transportation District  April 2011 
Boundary Assessment  

  109 

5.4 TAC MEETING MINUTES 
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5.5 CAC MEETING MINUTES 
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