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ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Ostby called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. Roll call was taken, and the presence of a 
quorum was confirmed. 
 
WELCOMING REMARKS BY MAYOR DICK BOLENDER 
 
Chairman Ostby introduced Mayor Richard Bolender from the City of Oak Creek who addressed the 
Board, expressing his support for the proposed Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee (KRM) commuter rail line. 
He believed it would be viewed as a good alternative to automobile travel in the Chicago-Milwaukee 
travel corridor, particularly with increasing gasoline prices, and that it would benefit both the State and 
the City of Oak Creek. Mayor Alan Richards from the City of St. Francis also expressed his support for 
the KRM project and identified funding as the main obstacle to advancing the project. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
There were no changes identified by Board members to the meeting agenda. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE MAY 5, 2008, MEETING 
 
A motion to approve the minutes as presented was made by Ms. Taylor, seconded by Mr. Karls, and 
carried unanimously by the Board. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMENTS RECEIVED ON WEBSITE 
 
Mr. Evenson directed the Board’s attention to the materials for the recent correspondence and comments 
received by the RTA (see Attachment 1). He noted that the materials included a letter from the Governor 
announcing that the State had awarded a grant under the Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) Improvement Program to the KRM commuter rail project. He indicated that those funds would 
be available to cover a portion of the construction costs of the project in the future. He stated that two 
other comments on the KRM commuter rail project had also been received, one expressing support and 
one opposition. A motion to receive and file the correspondence and comments was made by Mr. Karls, 
seconded by Mr. Brandrup, and carried unanimously by the Board. 
 
PRESENTATION BY ROBERT E. HENKEN, PRESIDENT, PUBLIC POLICY FORUM, 
ON THE ITS REPORT ADDRESSING PUBLIC TRANSIT IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY 
 
Chairman Ostby introduced Mr. Robert Henken, President of the Public Policy Forum in Milwaukee 
County, and asked him to brief the Board on the major points of the Forum’s recent report discussing 
transit funding issues for the Milwaukee County Transit System. Mr. Henken distributed a copy of his 
presentation (see Attachment 2) summarizing the findings and conclusions of the report.  
 
Mr. Henken stated that the primary purpose of the Forum’s report was to provide local policymakers with 
an understanding of the financial problems facing the Milwaukee County Transit System in hopes that the 
information would prompt them to action. He discussed the trends since the year 2000 in transit system 
operating expenses, revenues, and public funding and explained how each had contributed to the 
impending funding crisis faced by the transit system. In particular, he noted that transit system had been 
relying heavily on Federal transit formula assistance funds intended for bus purchases and other transit 
capital projects to, instead, fund transit operating costs, and that this had been caused in part by limited 
increases in the State transit operating assistance funds received by the system. He explained that the 
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transit system now needed the available Federal formula funds to purchase 150 replacement buses 
between 2010 and 2012, and that the removal of the federal formula funds from the operating budget 
presents a financial challenge for the existing transit system. He indicated that the Forum had considered 
options for the County to address the funding shortfall that would not involve new taxes or fees, but that 
these options would likely require additional fare increases and cuts in service. Instead, he stated that the 
Forum had proposed using a “triage” approach that would address the County’s transit funding problems 
for at least the next two years without implementing fare increases or service cuts. This approach included 
implementing a new $10 vehicle registration fee for all vehicles garaged in Milwaukee County, along 
with using some or all of the $91.5 million in Federal funds that have been allocated for major transit 
improvements in Milwaukee County. He noted that the Forum did not consider these funding sources to 
be superior to the sales tax and other funding sources considered by the RTA. Rather, these were actions 
the County could pursue without first obtaining the approval of the State Legislature and, therefore, had a 
chance of being implemented for 2009. He indicated that the Forum’s proposed approach would not be 
sufficient for the long-term and that a permanent dedicated funding source for the transit system would 
still be needed. He noted that the Forum’s study findings reinforced similar conclusions reached by the 
SEWRPC some months ago. 
 
The following questions were raised and comments made by Board members on the information 
presented by Mr. Henken: 
 

1.  Ms. Taylor asked if the Milwaukee County Transit System had been adding staff, noting that 
this action could increase its future health care costs.  Ms. Connelly and Mr. Boehm 
responded that the system had been reducing staff and that retirees must now contribute 
toward the costs of their health insurance. 

 
2.  Ms. Taylor asked if the Kenosha and Racine transit systems had experienced cost and funding 

problems similar to those of the Milwaukee County Transit System. Mr. Brandrup stated that 
all bus systems in Wisconsin were facing similar financial problems as a result of the use of 
Federal formula transit assistance funds for operating rather than capital needs, State budget 
issues that have resulted in little or no increases in State operating assistance funds, and 
increasing fuel prices. He stated that since about the year 2000, the City of Kenosha had 
decided to try to maintain the existing service levels and fares for the Kenosha transit system 
and that this has resulted in about a doubling of the local funds from the City. He also noted 
that none of the representatives of transit systems attending at a recent meeting of transit 
operators in Chicago indicated that they had the capability to quickly add service to respond 
to significant ridership increases caused by higher gasoline prices. 

 
3.  In response to a question from Ms. Robinson on whether the Public Policy Forum had 

obtained input from the community on its proposal, Mr. Henken stated that no public input 
had been sought as the report had not been prepared with that intent in mind. 

  
4.  Mr. Brandrup noted that Public Policy Forum report did not consider all the factors reviewed 

in the analyses done by the RTA and only looked at how an immediate funding problem for 
the Milwaukee County Transit System could be addressed. He stated that the RTA analyses 
indicated that a sales tax would be needed to provide for the long-term funding needs of the 
transit system. Mr. Henken agreed with Mr. Brandrup’s assessment that the funding option 
put forth by the Forum only addressed a current need of the transit system. Chairman Ostby 
stated that he viewed the Forum’s report as an immediate call for action to address funding 
for the Milwaukee County Transit System and that believed keeping the issue in front of 
political and policy leaders was essential to coming up with solution.  
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Mr. Evenson thanked Mr. Henken for his presentation, noting that the Forum’s analysis had verified the 
funding problem faced by public transit that had been identifed by the RTA. Chairman Ostby suggested 
the RTA request the Public Policy Forum conduct similar studies for the transit systems in the Cites of 
Kenosha and Racine and asked Mr. Henken to provide the RTA with cost estimates for such studies. 
 
FINANCIAL REPORT 
 
Mr. Evenson stated that each Board member had been provided  at today’s meeting with copies of the 
2007 audit report of RTA finances (see Attachment 3) which provided a snapshot of the financial status of 
the RTA at the end of 2007, and a financial report for the RTA dated May 27, 2008 (see Attachment 4). 
He stated that the Phases I and II of the Communication’s consultant contract had been closed out and 
work had been initiated on Phase III. He indicated that the RTA currently had a balance of about 
$927,000 in its account managed by the State of Wisconsin Investment Board (SWIB) through the State 
Treasurer’s Office.  
 
Mr. Eberle noted that the RTA revenues from the $2 car rental fee had grown faster than he had 
anticipated and expressed concern that by not drawing down the funds in its SWIB account, the Board 
could be criticized for generating more revenue than it needed. Board members noted that the RTA was at 
a low point with respect to actions requiring the expenditure of funds but that would change when the 
RTA report was released. It was also noted that it would be good to have a balance of funds for the RTA 
to use in the future assuming continued operation of the RTA is authorized by the Legislature. At the 
request of Mr. Eberle, Chairman Ostby agreed to have staff put together a tentative budget showing how 
the RTA planned to use the funds in its account should new authorizations be received. Mr. Evenson 
reminded the Board that until the Legislature provides otherwise, the RTA can only spend the funds on 
the work needed to complete the final RTA report. 
 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF SCOPE OF WORK FOR 
COMMUNICATIONS CONSULTANT TEAM 
 
Mr. Evenson stated that the Board had authorized Chairman Ostby to work with the consultant to execute 
contracts for the first two activities in the consultant proposal for conducting outreach efforts for the RTA 
report to the Governor and State Legislature consisting of surveys of local community leaders and the 
initial outreach activities for the RTA report. Chairman Ostby indicated the contracts for those activities 
were being worked on. He then asked Mr. Mueller to brief the Board on the recent work of the 
communication’s consultant.  
 
Mr. Mueller stated that more was going on than was apparent in the media packets distributed to the 
Board. He noted that the business community in all three RTA counties now supported the KRM project 
and had offered to work closely with the RTA on possible outreach and communications activities as the 
final RTA report is completed. He stated that the consultant was working with the business community to 
plan a communication and educational campaign, some elements of which the Board had already 
approved while the other elements would to be submitted to the Board in the near future. 
 
Ms. Taylor requested an update on the on the special Study Committee being formed by the Joint 
Legislative Council of the State Legislature to consider issues related to the creation of RTAs. Mr. 
Mueller stated that the committee was still being formed. He noted that the committee would focus 
largely on the needs for RTAs in areas outside southeastern Wisconsin as legislators recognized that the 
activities of the existing Southeastern Wisconsin RTA had put that area ahead of other areas of the State. 
He indicated that the Southeastern Wisconsin RTA would be represented on the Study Committee and 
that the Legislative Council believed the study committee report would complement the efforts of the 
RTA.   
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Mr. Eberle stated that the Racine County executive had expressed some concerns about the RTA working 
with political action committees for fundraising. He suggested the Board issue a statement indicating that 
it will not work with such groups and restating that it would not conduct any lobbying activities in the 
Legislature. Mr. Mueller stated that his staff would draft a statement to that effect for distribution by the 
RTA   
 
STATUS OF RTA DRAFT REPORT AND  
CONSIDERATION OF NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
Mr. Evenson stated that each Board member had been provided at today’s meeting with a copy of the 
tentative outline of the RTA report to the Governor and State Legislature. He stated that the first section 
would summarize the legislative charge for the RTA, the composition of the Board, and its activities; the 
second section would summarize all the information that the Board had been given to date including that 
prepared by the Commission staff, by the consultant team, and by Rob Henken today; and the third 
section would present the Board’s recommendations for each area required by the authorizing statute.  He 
suggested that, should staff time be available over the next few weeks, the Board review the first two 
sections of the report at its June meeting, after which the Board could ask for public comment on that 
information and on potential sources of funding for public transit and the KRM commuter rail project. He 
stated that staff would look to Mueller Communications to identify potential approaches for soliciting 
comments and input from the public. He indicated that he was hopeful that the third section of the report 
would be reviewed by the Board later in the summer after Chairman Ostby had briefed key public 
officials and business leaders on the recommendations presented therein. Chairman Ostby expressed 
agreement with the schedule proposed by Mr. Evenson. The Board agreed that the next meeting would be 
scheduled for 8:00 a.m. on June 16, 2008, at a location in Racine County.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that both Kenosha County and the City of Kenosha were under new leadership, 
with State Representative Jim Kreuser effectively becoming the new Kenosha County Executive and 
Keith G. Bosman elected as the new Mayor for the City of Kenosha. He indicated that both had expressed 
a desire for the existing County and City representatives on the RTA Board to continue to serve. 
 
Mr. Torres stated that the Milwaukee Downtown Connector Steering Committee was looking at how to 
fund the major transit improvements under consideration by that study including bus rapid transit (BRT) 
and streetcars. He suggested that at some time in the future the RTA request a briefing on that study, in 
particular on what sources were being considered for funding the proposed improvements. Chairman 
Ostby indicated that such a briefing should be arranged for the next meeting if possible. 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 3:10 p.m. on a 
motion by Mr. Karls, seconded by Mr. Eberle, and carried unanimously by the Board. 
 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Philip C. Evenson 
  Recording Secretary 

 
 
PCE/AAB/ab/mlh 
06/10/08 
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY’S 

TRANSIT CRISIS

Rob Henken, President

May 2008

#137450

Purpose of Report

“The primary purpose of this report is to ensure 
that policymakers understand and acknowledge the 
dimensions of the problem facing MCTS. What is 
most critical is that they act immediately to 
implement realistic short-term and long-term fiscal 
solutions, or develop a plan for strategically 
ramping down transit service in a manner that will 
cause the least harm to riders and the local 

economy.”

SDUBIELZIG
Typewritten Text
Attachment 2
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MCTS operating expenses (millions)

2000 
Actual 

2008 
Budget % change

Employee Expenses $90.0 $115.7 28.6%

Bus Repair Parts $3.6 $2.8 -21.7%

Fuel $4.1 $9.2 124.7%

Other Transit Expenses $7.0 $6.7 -3.3%
Total Operating 
Expenses $104.6 $134.4 28.5%

MCTS fuel expenses, 2000-2008
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MCTS fringe benefit expenses

Source: National Transit Database

MCTS operating revenue (millions)

2000 
Actual 

2008 
Budget 

% 
change

Revenue
Passenger Revenue $35.2 $43.5 23.9%
Other Transit Revenue $2.2 $3.5 59.9%
Total Operating Revenue $37.4 $47.1 26.0%

Public Funding
Federal (Capitalized Maintenance) $5.5 $18.7 242.0%
State Operating Assistance $46.6 $55.4 18.8%
Local  (Milwaukee County Tax 

Levy) $10.8 $13.0 20.5%
Other State and Federal $4.4 $0.3 -93.7%
Total Public Funding $67.2 $87.3 29.9%

Total Revenue $104.6 $134.4 28.5%
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Indexed growth of MCTS fixed-

route revenue sources

Federal funds available



5

Use of federal funds: 

new bus purchases vs. operations

Paratransit operating expenses
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MCTS bus service and 

ridership decline

Rider profiles - 2007

2007
Do not have a valid drivers license 52%

Always have a choice to ride bus or use alternative 23%
Don't always have a choice to ride bus or use alternative 75%

Primary reason for bus usage
Work 43%
Social/recreational 20%
Medical reasons 14%
Shopping 13%
School 9%
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MCTS and peer systems –

Cost  effectiveness

Transit system 2006 Rank 2000 Rank
MCTS (Milwaukee, WI) $2.62 1 $1.53 1 
GCRTA (Cleveland, OH) $2.84 2 $3.18 12 
SORTA (Cinncinati, OH) $2.88 3 $2.36 3 
Metro (Minneapolis, MN) $3.23 4 $2.30 2 
TARC (Louisville, KY) $3.32 5 $2.48 4 
RTD (Denver, CO) $3.46 6 $2.79 9 
IndyGo (Indianapolis, IN) $3.47 7 $2.53 5 
METRO (St. Louis, MO) $3.52 8 $2.93 10 
RIPTA (Providence, RI) $3.65 9 $2.63 6 
AC Transit (Oakland, CA) $3.78 10 $2.65 7 
COTA (Columbus, OH) $4.15 11 $3.31 13 
KCATA (Kansas City, MO) $4.19 12 $3.16 11 
Port Authority (Pittsburgh, PA) $4.30 13 $2.73 8 
DDOT (Detroit, MI) $4.71 14 $3.44 14 
Average $3.58 $2.72

Funding projection assumptions

� The Federal earmark for bus purchases doubles from $1.5 
to $3 million per year.

� Farebox and other transit revenue each increase 3% per 
year.

� Operating expenditures increase 3.5% per year.

� State operating assistance increases 2.5% per year.

� Federal 5307 formula funds increase by 1% per year. 

� County property tax levy remains flat.

� The entire $4.3 million in banked Federal capitalized 
maintenance reserves is utilized in the operating budget in 
2009.
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MCTS funding projections (millions)

2008 
Budget 

2009
Budget 

2010 
Budget 

2011 
Budget 

2012 
Budget 

Revenue
Passenger Revenue $43.5 $44.9 $46.2 $47.6 $49.0 
Other Transit Revenue $3.5 $3.6 $3.7 $3.9 $4.0 
Total Operating Revenue $47.1 $48.5 $49.9 $51.4 $53.0 

Expenses
Employee Expenses $115.7 $119.8 $124.0 $128.3 $132.8 

Bus Repair Parts $2.8 $2.9 $3.0 $3.1 $3.2 
Fuel $9.2 $9.5 $9.8 $10.1 $10.5 
Other Transit Expenses $6.7 $7.0 $7.2 $7.5 $7.7 
Total Operating Expenses $134.4 $139.1 $144.0 $149.0 $154.2 

Public Funding
Federal (Capitalized Maintenance) $18.7 $19.0 $4.3 $0.9 $5.8 
State Operating Assistance $55.4 $56.8 $58.2 $59.7 $61.1 
Local  (Milwaukee County Tax 

Levy) $13.0 $13.0 $13.0 $13.0 $13.0 
Other State and Federal $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 
Total Public Funding $87.3 $89.0 $75.7 $73.8 $80.2 

Surplus/Deficit $0 ($1.6) ($18.3) ($23.7) ($21.1)

� Divert property tax dollars from other 
County functions

� Increase property taxes

� Re-bid transit management contract

� Raise paratransit fares, cut paratransit 
service and/or increase the paratransit 
charge to human services programs  

� Continue to raise fares and cut service

Year-to-Year Options
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MCTS funding projections (millions) –
including vehicle registration fee and BRT

2008 
Budget 

2009 
Budget 

2010 
Budget 

2011 
Budget 

2012 
Budget 

Revenue
Passenger Revenue $43.5 $44.9 $46.2 $47.6 $49.0
Other Transit Revenue $3.5 $3.6 $3.7 $3.9 $4.0
Vehicle Registration Fee $0.0 $5.6 $5.6 $5.6 $5.6
Total Operating Revenue $47.1 $54.1 $55.5 $57.0 $58.6

Expenses
Employee Expenses $115.7 $119.8 $124.0 $128.3 $132.8
Bus Repair Parts $2.8 $2.9 $3.0 $3.1 $3.2
Fuel $9.2 $9.5 $9.8 $10.1 $10.5
Other Transit Expenses $6.7 $7.0 $7.2 $7.5 $7.7
Total Operating Expenses $134.4 $139.1 $144.0 $149.0 $154.2

Public Funding
Federal (Capitalized Maintenance) $18.7 $15.0 $16.5 $5.6 $3.8
State Operating Assistance $55.4 $56.8 $58.2 $59.7 $61.1
Local  (Milwaukee County Tax 
Levy) $13.0 $13.0 $13.0 $13.0 $13.0
Other State and Federal $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 $0.3 $0.3
Total Public Funding $87.3 $85.0 $87.9 $78.5 $78.2

Surplus/Deficit $0.0 $0.0 ($0.5) ($13.5) ($17.5)

Milwaukee County –

sales and gas tax scenarios

Structur
al 

Deficit

Structural Deficit 
+ 

Eliminate 
Property Tax

Structural Deficit + 
Eliminate Property Tax 

+
$10 Vehicle 

Registration Fee

Structural Deficit + 
Eliminate Property 
Tax + $10 Vehicle 
Registration Fee + 

Implement BRT
Sales 
Tax

.16% .33% .28% .26%

Gas Tax 5.9 
cents

10.8 cents 9.4 cents 8.5 cents
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Conclusions

� A striking structural imbalance has been building for years. 
Spend-down of reserves and deferral of bus replacements 
has averted full-fledged crisis, but time is about to run out.

� Recent U.S. News and World Report article details fiscal 
crises facing other transit systems; notes that federal 
transportation trust fund will run out of money next year, 
suggests answers must come from local revenue.

� A matter of priorities. No silver bullets. Increased efficiency 
a laudable goal, but likely not a source of significant 
savings. Which will it be - enhanced revenue or severe cuts 
in service?
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