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May 20, 2015
Windsor Community Recreation Center
th
250 N. 11 Street—Pine Room
Windsor, Colorado
1:00 to 4:00 p.m.
1. Public Comment
2. Approval of April 15, 2015 Meeting Minutes (Pg. 2)
CONSENT AGENDA:
No Items this Month
ACTION ITEM:
3. 2040 Regional Transit Element: (Pg. 7)
Chapter 3: Existing and Planned Transit Services
Chapter 4: Demand Analysis
Chapter 5: Service and Corridor Alternatives
Chapter 6: Funding and Governance
Chapter 7: Public Involvement
Appendix B: Provider Data
Appendix C: Demand Analysis

Karasko

OUTSIDE PARTNERS REPORTS (verbal):
4. NoCo Bike Ped Collaborative
5. Regional Transit Items
6. Senior Transportation
PRESENTATIONS:
7. Super Circular Presentation
8. Poudre River Trail Update

Andre Compton
Jeffrey Boring

DISCUSSION ITEMS:
9. 2040 Regional Transit Element
Recommendation (Pg. 108)
Karasko/Barnes/Jones/Ravenschlag
10. 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
Chapter 4: Performance-Based Planning
Chapter 7: Travel Demand Analysis (Pg. 117)
Karasko/Horn
11. 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
Chapter 10: Financial Plan (Pg. 139)
Karasko/Johnson
REPORTS:
Public Outreach
TIP Administrative Modification Updates
Roundtable

Gordon
Johnson
All

MEETING WRAP-UP:
Final Public Comment (2 minutes each)
Next Month’s Agenda Topic Suggestions

TAC MEMBERS: If you are unable to attend this meeting, please
contact Becky Karasko at (970) 416-2257 or RKarasko@nfrmpo.org.
Thank you.

The North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Planning Council is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the North Front Range
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
MEETING MINUTES
Windsor Recreation Center - Pine Room
250 North 11th Street
Windsor, Colorado
April 15, 2015
1:01 – 3:32 p.m.
TAC MEMBERS PRESENT:

TAC MEMBERS ABSENT:

Eric Bracke, Chair – Greeley
Suzette Mallette, Vice-Chair – Larimer County
Christopher Barnes – COLT
Stephanie Brothers – Berthoud
Aaron Bustow – FHWA
Seth Hyberger – Milliken
Will Jones – GET
David Klockeman – Loveland
Kurt Ravenschlag – Transfort
Karen Schneiders – CDOT
Fred Starr – Evans Alternate
Gary Thomas – SAINT
Dennis Wagner – Windsor

Dawn Anderson – Evans
Gary Carsten – Eaton
Jim DiLeo – APCD
John Franklin – Johnstown
Eric Fuhrman – Timnath
John Holdren - Severance
Janet Lundquist – Weld County
Jessica McKeown – LaSalle
Martina Wilkinson – Fort Collins

NFRMPO STAFF:
Terri Blackmore
Becky Karasko
Aaron Buckley
Alex Gordon
Angela Horn
Josh Johnson

IN ATTENDANCE:
Drew Beck – Matrix Design Group
Sarah Boyd – Greeley/NoCo Bike & Ped
Jeff Purdy – FHWA
Jake Schuch – CDOT
Kathy Seelhoff – CDOT

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Bracke called the meeting to order at 1:01 p.m.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
There was no public comment.
APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 18, 2015 TAC MINUTES:
Klockeman made a motion to approve the minutes of the March 18, 2015 meeting. Wagner supported
the motion and it was approved unanimously.
CONSENT AGENDA:
No Items this Month.
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ACTION ITEMS:
2040 Regional Transit Element Chapters 1 and 2 and Appendix A
Karasko
Karasko provided updates on the 2040 RTE Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix A. Klockeman
requested consistent terminology in the 2040 RTE, addition of full transit provider titles, and an
explanation of planning phase 2 in the planning process section of Chapter 1.
Klockeman made a motion to approve the 2040 RTE Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix A with the
proposed corrections. Mallette supported the motion and it was approved unanimously.
OUTSIDE PARTNERS REPORTS (verbal):
NoCo Bike/Ped Collaborative – Sarah Boyd discussed presentations provided at the April NoCo
Bike and Ped Collaborative meeting and gave status updates on regional trail construction. She also
discussed the November 5, 2015 conference at UNC.
Regional Transit Items – Ravenschlag stated Transfort completed its FTA Triennial Review and
received a perfect score. Jones reported public input for route changes has been collected and final
public approval is moving forward. Jones reported ridership for the month of March increased 17
percent compared to 2014 due to their ride free with a student ID program.
Senior Transportation – No items this month.
PRESENTATIONS:
CDOT 2015 Permanent Water Quality Call for Projects
Beck
Drew Beck presented on the Statewide Water Quality Plan, installation requirements for permanent
water quality facilities, and associated funding sources. Areas with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permits can access the available $6.5 M in CDOT funds after a NEPA review. The
CDOT Permanent Water Quality Call for Projects is currently open and will close May 1. Awards will
be announced in June.
2040 Travel Demand Model Results
Horn
Horn presented the results from the MPO’s 2040 Regional Transportation Demand Model as
requested by TAC at the March meeting. She presented output highlighting VMT, volumes and
congestion ratios on major roadways, and transit ridership for the NFR region. Horn will follow-up with
TAC members to update transit ridership and traffic volumes on major roadways. Ravenschlag
questioned why the 2040 transit ridership total for the region is less than what Transfort is currently
carrying.
DISCUSSION ITEMS:
2040 Regional Transit Element Chapters 4-8 and Appendices C-E
Karasko
Karasko presented updated information in Chapters 4-8 and Appendices C-E of the 2040 RTE,
distributed to TAC prior to the meeting. TAC discussed the chapters and provided comments and
suggestions regarding a variety of edits to the document.
Klockeman stated the Council will be interested in seeing Sunday transit service projections in
Chapter 5. He also stated the inclusion of the North I-25 EIS Commuter Rail Update in the RTE is
needed in Chapter 8 along with a larger description of governance in Chapter 8.
Ravenschlag noted Figures 6.1 and 6.2 in Chapter 6 need to be recreated for each transit agency.
Mallette stated a need to identify who will be selecting performance measures for transit in Chapter 5
and the preferred alternative in Chapter 8. She suggested creating a matrix for service levels,

Page 4 of 149

governance, and what funding options need to be explored for the Council to use for their selection
purposes.
2040 Regional Transportation Plan Chapters 2, 3, and 5
Karasko
Karasko presented Chapters 2, 3, and 5 of the 2040 RTP, distributed to TAC prior to the meeting.
TAC discussed the chapters and provided comments and suggestions.
Bustow stated the NHS map in Chapter 2 needed to be updated with all of the NHS corridors. He
added the functional classifications need to be updated. Additionally, he requested additional
information in the Environmental Justice section of Chapter 5 and the Division of Wildlife should be
changed to the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife.
Klockeman stated Loveland sidewalks need to be added to Figure 2-13.
Schneiders stated the RAMP projects in Table 2-19 are funded. She also mentioned CDOT no longer
calculates the remaining service life on roadway corridors and has switched to drivability life. She
added that data from the 2013 flood should be included in Chapter 5.
Bracke stated Table 0-7 should be renamed Table 2-7. He also stated the three cities in the region
have embraced ITS and it should be reflected in the 2040 RTP. He also requested the symbols on
Figure 2-16 need to be larger and that Figure 3-10 is missing.
Purdy stated TAZ and employment maps should be broken down further.
Jones stated the new GET bus routes for 2016 need to be included in the RTP.
REPORTS:
Public Outreach Updates
Gordon
Gordon reported 356 survey responses have been received to-date for the 2040 RTP. He stated
Phase II of public outreach for the 2040 RTP will begin summer 2015.
Blackmore reported she would begin going out to MPO member city councils and commissioners’
courts to present on topics related to the MPO, such as projects, plans, etc. of the communities
choosing on behalf of the NFRMPO.
Johnson
TIP Administrative Modification Updates
Johnson reported on TIP modifications requested by GET and Elderhaus for the month of April.
The Draft FY 2016-2019 STIP is available for public comment. A hard copy of the STIP is available at
the NFRMPO and CDOT Region 4 offices. Comments are due May 8. He noted the next TIP
amendments will be due in July.
Johnson also stated the spring 2015 NFRMPO newsletter was sent out April 7.
Roundtable
Bracke stated bicycles and pedestrians not being able to cross I-25 is a major issue and suggested a
reexamination of the Poudre River Trail crossing using the Harmony/I-25 interchange. Schneiders
stated Fort Collins has approached CDOT to use GOCO funding for improvements near the Harmony
Park-n-Ride and this might be a temporary solution to use the funding.
Karasko stated the NFRMPO will have its FTA Triennial Review on April 16 and 17.
Schneiders presented the Federal Inactive Projects list and stated several projects are having issues
getting bids. A CDOT project closure form is in progress for the Orchards Regional Transfer Center
project in Loveland.
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Thomas reported Fort Collins residents voted to extend the Building on Basics Capital Projects Sales
and Use Tax and the Transportation improvements Quarter-cent Sales and Use Tax.
MEETING WRAP-UP:
Final Public Comment - There was no final public comment.
Next Month’s Agenda Topic Suggestions – There were no topic suggestions.
Meeting adjourned at 3:32 p.m.
Meeting minutes submitted by: Aaron Buckley, NFRMPO staff.
The next meeting will be held at 1:00 p.m. on Wednesday, May 20, 2015 at the Windsor
Recreation Center, Pine Room.
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ACTION ITEM: 2040 Regional Transit Element:
Chapter 3: Existing and Planned Transit Services
Chapter 4: Demand Analysis
Chapter 5: Service and Corridor Alternatives
Chapter 6: Funding and Governance
Chapter 7: Public Involvement
Appendix B: Provider Data
Appendix C: Demand Analysis
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS)
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
Meeting Date
May 20, 2015

Agenda Item

Submitted By

2040 Regional Transit Element Chapters 3-7 and
Appendices B and C

Becky Karasko

Objective / Request Action
Staff is providing the second group of chapters and appendices for the
2040 Regional Transit Element (RTE) for TAC approval.








Report
Work Session
Discussion
Action

Key Points
 MPO staff is updating the RTE ahead of the 2040 RTP
 Although the RTE was originally anticipated to be an update, there have been too many
significant changes in transit services
 The 2040 RTE evaluates nine corridors for transit service in the North Front Range region, as
identified in Supporting Information
 Transit corridors are evaluated in the transportation model to determine potential demand for
transit service in key regional corridors
Committee Discussion
At their March 18, 2015 meeting, TAC discussed Chapters 1-3 of the 2040 RTE. Staff has made the
requested changes to Chapter 3. At their April 15, 2015 meeting, TAC discussed Chapters 4-8. Staff
has made the requested changes to Chapters 4-7 and is requesting TAC take Action to approve these
chapters.
Supporting Information
The 2040 RTE evaluates the following corridors:
 Evans-to-Milliken-to-Berthoud along SH 60 and SH 56
 Greeley-to-Denver along US 85
 Greeley-to-Windsor-to-Fort Collins along US 34, SH 257, and Harmony Road (change to route
due to limited population along SH 14)
 Greeley-to-Longmont along US 85, SH 66, and SH 119
 Greeley-to-Loveland along US 34
 Fort Collins-to-Bustang (Express Route)
 Greeley-to-Bustang (Express Route)
 Loveland-to-Bustang (Express Route)
The proposed North I-25 Commuter Rail line from Fort Collins-to-Longmont, while not being evaluated
in this RTE, is discussed in the RTE as an important future corridor.
Advantages
Approving the chapters as they are completed allows TAC to maximize their time and input for
reviewing the 2040 RTE chapters. This will reduce the amount of in depth document review TAC needs
to review prior to final RTE Draft Report recommendation for Council approval.
Disadvantages
None noted.
Analysis /Recommendation
Staff requests TAC members approve Chapters 3-7 and Appendices B and C of the 2040 RTE.
Attachments
RTE Chapters:
 Chapter 3: Existing and Planned Transit Services
 Chapter 4: Demand Analysis
 Chapter 5: Service and Corridor Alternatives
 Chapter 6: Funding and Governance
 Chapter 7: Public Involvement
RTE Appendices:
 Appendix B: Provider Data
 Appendix C: Demand Analysis
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CHAPTER 3: EXISTING AND PLANNED
TRANSIT SERVICES
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS
Current public transportation systems in the North Front Range include those operated by the
cities of Fort Collins, Greeley, and Loveland, and the Town of Berthoud. Other transportation
services active in the region include services provided by volunteers, such as Senior
Alternatives In Transportation (SAINT), Senior Resource Services (SRS), and Rural Alternative
for Transportation (RAFT), several commercial transportation providers, and the NFRMPO
VanGo subscription vanpool program.
Public transportation in the North Front Range region has evolved primarily as a local
governmental function. SAINT and the Berthoud Area Transportation Services (BATS) evolved
to meet the needs of seniors, while the transit services in Fort Collins, Greeley, and Loveland
operate fixed-routes and paratransit services which serve broad markets.

TRANSFORT – THE CITY OF FORT COLLINS
The Transfort system is owned and operated by the City of Fort Collins. Transfort provides
fixed-route bus service, service along a specific route following a specific schedule, and
contracts paratransit service, or Dial-a-Ride, door-to-door, wheelchair accessible service
provided when requested, through a contract with Veolia Transportation.
Transfort’s fixed-routes are illustrated in Figure 3.1. Transfort operates 20 local routes, one bus
rapid transit (BRT) route, and one regional route. Routes generally run from 6:30 a.m. until 6:30
p.m., Monday through Saturday, but there is considerable variation with some routes to the
Colorado State University (CSU) campus operating until 10:00 p.m.
Transfort also operates the FLEX regional service between Fort Collins and Longmont, through
a partnership with the cities of Fort Collins, Longmont, and Loveland, the Town of Berthoud, and
Boulder County.
There is no service on major holidays, and Transfort adjusts its schedule depending on whether
or not CSU and the Poudre School District (PSD) are in session. CSU is in session
approximately 150 days per year, while PSD operates roughly 183 days per year.
Transfort charges a single ride fare of $1.25, discounted to $0.60 for seniors (60+) and disabled
or Medicare passengers. There is no fare for transfers, youths (17 and under), and full-time
CSU students, faculty, and staff with a valid RamCard.

Service Characteristics
In 2012, Transfort carried more than 2.25 million passengers on the fixed-route system, which
increased from 1.9 million passengers in 2009. The Transfort system productivity of 28.9 riders
per hour, Table 3.1. Routes 2, 3, and 11 serve the CSU market and are some of the most
productive in the system. These three routes carry a combined average of 78 passengers per
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hour. Similarly, routes 91 and 92 serve PSD students and operate limited hours with high
productivity. The remaining routes average 23.2 riders per hour.
As required by the federal government, Transfort operates Dial-a-Ride service within ¾-mile of
regular fixed-routes. In 2012, the system provided 19,429 hours of service and carried 37,747
riders. Transfort provides travel training on the third Thursday of every month from 12:00-1:00
p.m. for users who are interested in learning to use the fixed-route buses for some or all of their
trips.
Table 3.1 Transfort Route Characteristics, 2012
Annual Number of
Passengers

Annual Service
Hours

Average Passengers
per Hour

2
3
5
6
7
8
9
11
14
15
16
17
18
19
81
91
92
Green & Gold
FLEX
Specials

338,909
202,550
203,106
111,510
122,486
83,549
107,374
59,941
286,117
66,282
106,099
82,517
44,273
79,856
97,340
61,076
2,358
6,019
17,061
184,649
8,660

15,405
4,051
3,224
3,968
4,570
3,941
3,794
2,148
2,365
2,610
4,348
3,717
2,750
3,877
4,142
3,165
91
54.6
1,153
9,187

22.0
50.0
63.0
28.1
26.8
21.2
28.3
27.9
121.0
25.4
24.4
22.2
16.1
20.6
23.5
19.3
25.91
110.2
14.8
20.1

TOTAL

2,271,732

78,414

28.9

Route
1

Source: City of Fort Collins – Transfort, 2013

Figure 3.1 shows Transfort’s system map based on current routes in 2015. A major
restructuring occurred in 2014 following the introduction of the Mason Express (MAX). The
routes in Table 3.1 do not match the routes shown in Figure 3.1. These changes are discussed
in more detail in the Bus Rapid Transit section of this chapter.
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Figure 3.1 Transfort System Map

Source: City of Fort Collins – Transfort, 2015
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Vehicles
Transfort operates a fleet of 43 vehicles, ranging in age from two to 18 years old, with an
average vehicle age of 7.6 years. All vehicles are Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible. The entire fleet is expected to be fueled by Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) within
the next 2 years. Veolia Transportation leases six vehicles from Transfort to operate all
paratransit service within the Transfort service area. Additional information on the Transfort fleet
can be found in Appendix B.

System Characteristics
Table 3.2 shows the system-wide characteristics over the six year period of 2007-2012. All
categories show a steady increase, with a 38.4 percent increase in ridership and 17.8 percent
increase in service hours from 2007 to 2012.1 There was a 24.7 percent increase in costs and a
44.0 percent increase in fare revenues during the same period. During this period, ridership and
fare revenues increased faster than costs and service hours.
The City of Fort Collins funds Transfort with a combination of Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) urbanized area funds, city general funds, operating revenues, and contract revenue from
CSU and PSD students. Table 3.3 illustrates system-wide performance measures for Transfort.
Year

Ridership

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

1,641,407
1,884,197
1,904,229
2,034,195
2,156,791
2,271,732

Table 3.2 Transfort Trends, 2007-2012
Annual Vehicle
Annual Vehicle
Annual
Miles
Hours
Operating Cost
774,466
66,675
$5,857,751
798,952
68,368
$6,288,216
791,627
69,984
$6,001,968
913,682
75,563
$6,267,239
995,858
77,355
$7,121,053
1,028,405
78,551
$7,303,399

Annual Fares

Source: City of Fort Collins – Transfort, 2013

Table 3.3 Transfort System-wide Performance Measures, 2012
Performance Measure
Total
Cost per Operating Hour
$92.98
Passengers per Operating Hour
28.92
Cost per Passenger Trip
$3.21
Subsidy per Passenger Trip
$2.79
Farebox Recovery
13.1%
Ridership per Capita
15.33
Cost per Capita
$49.29

1

Population assumption of 148,167 in 2012, provided by Colorado’s DOLA.
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$663,213
$699,681
$790,883
$869,409
$951,141
$955,073

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Transfort’s services changed substantially starting on May 12, 2014 with the opening of the
Front Range’s first BRT service, MAX. This service follows the north-south spine of the
Transfort transit network, operating every 10 minutes during peak hours. In coordination with
the MAX service, Transfort operates a new east-west service on the main arterials in the
community, as well as operating six routes until 10:30 p.m. These new services, the new eastwest line and the additional operating hours, also expanded the Dial-A-Ride service boundaries
and time frames. This expansion did result in the loss of three routes: Routes 1 and 15 were
replaced with the MAX service and Route 17, serving Timberline Road, was removed following
several years of poor ridership. In all, Transfort increased service hours by 33 percent, from
78,742 service hours in 2013 to approximately 103,232 hours in 2014, although these hours
only reflect a partial year of full service. The projected revenue hours for 2015 are 107,295.

Mason Express (MAX) service
While construction began on the MAX in summer of
2012, work on the Mason Corridor concept began in the
mid-1990’s and cost $87M including planning, construction,
and implementation. The FTA provided $69.5M to the
project, 80 percent of the project’s cost. The service
provides a bus service at 10-minute intervals during peak
hours, a trip that takes 22 minutes from the Downtown
Transit Center to the South Transit Center along the Mason
corridor; Figure 3.2 shows the MAX route.

Figure 3.2 MAX BRT Service Route

The MAX runs along the Mason Corridor and serves major
activity and employment centers throughout the community,
including Midtown, CSU, and Downtown. The MAX links
with other Transfort bus routes, Park-n-Rides, the City’s
bicycle/pedestrian trail system, and other local and regional
transit routes, providing seamless service for passengers.
The development expected along the Mason corridor
includes infill and redevelopment of parcels. CSU
anticipates $700 M in improvements along their portion of
the corridor between 2015 and 2018.2
The MAX's system has a partially dedicated route which
runs parallel to the BNSF Railway line, between the South
Transit Center (south of Harmony Road) and Horsetooth
Road and between Drake Road and University Avenue

2

City of Fort Collins Staff
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Source: Transfort, 2015

(CSU). This dedicated route is an integral part of the MAX service and is independent of traffic
conditions. The MAX stations are spaced further apart than regular local-service bus routes
cutting transit commute times.
Where street intersections are not present to provide east-west access to MAX and the Mason
Trail, new grade-separated crossings help travelers move safely across the BNSF tracks
including an overpass near the Spring Creek Station and an underpass near the Troutman
Station.

FLEX Regional Transit Service

Figure 3.3 FLEX Route Map

In June 2010, the FoxTrot route was replaced with the
FLEX route, extending service to Berthoud and Longmont.
The route terminates at RTD’s at 8th and Coffman Park-nRide station in Longmont, Figure 3.3. The service is
operated by Transfort and funded through a regional
partnership between the cities of Fort Collins, Longmont and
Loveland, the Town of Berthoud, and Boulder County. This
service began as a three-year pilot project connecting riders
in Berthoud, Fort Collins, and Loveland with the Boulder and
Denver metro areas. During peak morning and afternoon
commute times an express route operates on 30-minute
headways stopping only at key points between Fort Collins
and Longmont. Off-peak service is provided on one-hour
headways between Fort Collins and Loveland.
Prior to 2010, the FoxTrot route ran between the Foothills
Mall in Fort Collins along US 287 to 8th Street between
Lincoln Avenue and Cleveland Avenue in Loveland. In 2015,
the service was awarded funding through the Denver
Regional Council Of Governments (DRCOG) Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) call for projects to expand
service to the City of Boulder beginning in 2016.
In 2012, FLEX had 184,649 passengers, 9,187 service
hours, and 20.1 passengers per hour. Service
characteristics and performance measures for FLEX are
listed in Tables 3.4 and 3.5.

Source: Transfort, 2013
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Service

FoxTrot
FoxTrot &
FLEX
FLEX

Table 3.4 FoxTrot and FLEX Service Characteristics, 2007-2012
Annual
Annual
Annual
Year
Ridership
Operating
Vehicle Miles
Vehicle Hours
Cost
89,642
2007
67,128
3,930
$227,848
108,176
2008
66,911
3,918
$211,604
111,228
2009
67,347
3,973
$350,740

$14,827
$15,958
$14,965

2010

134,982

139,903

6,851

$594,555

$24,934

2011
2012

168,609
184,649

202,418
204,726

9,152
9,197

$759,359
$744,654

$41,216
$50,164

Annual
Fares

Source: Transfort, 2015

Table 3.5 FLEX Performance Measures, 2012
Total
Performance Measure
Cost per Operating Hour
$80.97
Passengers per Operating Hour
20.08
Cost per Passenger Trip

$4.03

Subsidy per Passenger Trip
Farebox Recovery

$3.76
6.7%

Source: Transfort, 2013

Figure 3.4 shows the increase in ridership along the corridor. The service ran as FoxTrot from
2007 until mid-2010 and became the current FLEX service in mid-2010.
Figure 3.4 FoxTrot and FLEX Ridership, 2007-2012

Boardings

FoxTrot & FLEX Ridership
2007-2012
200,000
180,000
160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0

FoxTrot
FLEX

2007

2008

2009

2010
Year

Source: Transfort, 2015
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2011

2012

Strategic Plan Improvements
The Transfort Strategic Plan, adopted in 2009, includes an expansion of the fixed-route system
for local and some regional services. The timeframe for expansion is dependent upon the
development of revenues to fund new services. These improvements are divided into three
phases:
Phase I:

Modest growth of the system and anticipate MAX BRT service.
Service to the PSD campuses is improved.

Phase II:

Expands service, extends evening services, and begins the
transition to a grid route configuration with higher frequencies.
Regional services are identified between Fort Collins, Loveland,
and Denver.

Phase III:

Additional transit growth with longer hours, Sunday service, and
expansion of regional service.
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GREELEY-EVANS TRANSIT – GET
Greeley-Evans Transit (GET) is operated by the City of Greeley and provides fixed-route,
paratransit services, and Call-N-Ride, to the public within Greeley, Garden City, and Evans.
Service to Evans and Garden City is provided through an Inter-governmental Agreement (IGA).
As of 2015, GET operates seven local fixed-routes, including a campus route for the University
of Northern Colorado (UNC), the UNC Boomerang. Figure 3.5 illustrates the system’s fixedroutes through December 31, 2015. Figure 3.6 shows the system’s fixed-routes proposed to
begin January 1, 2016. The numbers in the map show the proposed corresponding route
number. GET fixed routes generally run from 6:30 a.m. to 7:30 p.m., Monday through Friday
and from 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. on Saturday. The UNC Boomerang operates Monday through
Friday when UNC is in session. Over the past few years, additional services have been added
in the form of increased frequency on the current Orange Route (2013) and an additional
service hour in the evening (2015). Paratransit service, a door-to-door service for persons who
qualify under the ADA, operates within ¾-mile of fixed bus routes during the same time as fixed
route. Call-n-Ride operates within the same service area as paratransit and offers extended
service during the evening for the general public, until 8:30 pm Monday through Saturday. Calln-Ride is also available on Sunday from 7:45 a.m. until 1:45 p.m. There is no service on major
holidays.
GET charges a basic single-ride fare of $1.50, discounted to $0.75 for seniors, the disabled, and
Medicare recipients. Riders under 18 with a valid K-12 student ID or state issued ID ride free.
This program started in August 2014, and has resulted in a significant ridership increase. More
specifically, student ridership increased from 6,850 for the fall semester in 2013 to 25,469 in
2014, a 272 percent increase. UNC students are not included in this program; however, they are
allowed to ride free under the University program. Aims Community College students are
eligible to purchase a semester pass for $64. A variety of multiple ride tickets and passes are
also sold at a discount. Transfers are free.
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Figure 3.5 GET Fixed-Route Services (2015)

Source: GET, 2015

Page 18 of 149

Page 19 of 149

1

Source: GET, 2015

3

5

Boomerang

4

Figure 3.6 Proposed GET Fixed-Route Bus Services (2016)

6

2

Service Characteristics
GET carried over 532,000 passengers in 2012 on their fixed-route system. The fixed-route
system’s productivity was 16.64 riders per hour, as shown in Table 3.6. Ridership has varied
over the past few years due to significant route changes to the UNC Boomerang, both positively
and negatively impacting ridership. More specifically, the Boomerang Route was changed in late
2009 resulting in a significant decrease in ridership. In 2013, routing was changed once again
resulting in a 48 percent increase. Without including the UNC Boomerang service, ridership
throughout the GET system has continued to grow.
The paratransit and demand-response services combined, operated 13,016 hours of service
and carried 25,313 riders for an average productivity of 1.94 riders per hour. This is up from 1.7
riders per hour in 2009. The paratransit and demand-response services use one-third of the
total system’s service hours. GET provides travel training to assist riders in learning to use the
fixed-route buses for some or all of their trips.
Table 3.6 GET Route and Service Statistics, 2012
Route
Red Route
Gold Route
Purple Route
Green Route
Orange Route
Blue Route

Annual Passengers

Annual Service
Hours

Passengers per
Hour

108,749
26,436
31,000
44,251
208,448
49,541

6,862
3,399
3,476
3,476
6,940
3,399

15.85
7.78
8.92
12.73
30.04
14.58

UNC Boomerang

44,405

3,186

13.94

Fixed-Route Subtotal

512,830

30,738

16.68

Paratransit/Demand-Response

25,313

13,016

1.94

TOTAL

538,143

43,754

12.30

Source: City of Greeley – GET, 2013

Vehicles
GET has a fleet of 27 vehicles, all running on diesel. GET uses nine of these vehicles for
demand-response service and 18 for fixed-route service. All of the vehicles are wheelchair
accessible, with two wheelchair tie-downs on the fixed-route vehicles and three on the demandresponse vehicles. Appendix B has additional information on the GET fleet. GET is in the
process of transitioning its fleet from body on chassis fixed route diesel buses to low floor heavy
duty CNG buses.

System Characteristics
Trends in basic system characteristics are illustrated in Table 3.7. Over the six-year period from
2007-2012, ridership grew by 6.65 percent, service miles decreased by 3.06 percent, and
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service hours were reduced by 3.49 percent. Operating costs increased by 27.77 percent while
annual fare revenue increased by 70.43 percent. This increase in fare revenue was due to
increased ridership on the fixed-route service as well as a fare increase in September 2008 and
a bus pass increase in July 2010.
Table 3.7 GET Trends, 2007-2012
Year

Ridership

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

504,487
541,770
555,754
517,582
507,271
538,034

Annual
Vehicle
Miles
589,635
557,739
537,251
527,931
555,751
571,576

Annual
Vehicle
Hours
45,222
45,997
45,285
44,369
46,492
44,568

Annual
Operating
Cost
$2,111,672
$2,557,364
$2,553,479
$2,542,641
$2,684,182
$2,633,583

Annual Fares
$282,296
$349,936
$406,712
$366,671
$466,439
$481,126

Source: City of Greeley – GET, 2015

GET funds its $2.6M in annual operating costs through fares, UNC contract revenues, and local
and FTA funding. Service is provided to the City of Evans through a purchase of service
contract with Evans.
GET system performance measures are shown in Table 3.8. The system has a low cost per
operating hour compared to COLT and Transfort at $60.19, reflecting the limited staff available
to run the system. The other performance measures reflect a basic system that has a high level
of paratransit service compared to the fixed-route services provided.
Table 3.8 GET System-wide Performance Measures, 2012
Total

Performance Measure
Cost per Operating Hour
Passengers per Operating Hour

$60.19
12.33

Cost per Passenger Trip

$4.88

Subsidy per Passenger Trip
Farebox Recovery
Ridership per Capita

$4.09
16.27%
4.58

Cost per Capita

$22.35

Source: City of Greeley – GET, 2013

Planned Services
The City of Greeley has a strategic plan and has revisited its transit planning in the current
update of the City’s 2035 Transportation Vision Plan. An updated transit plan is anticipated to be
completed in 2015. A new route system is expected to start in January 2016.
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COLT – CITY OF LOVELAND TRANSIT
The City of Loveland Transit (COLT) system is operated by the City of Loveland’s Public Works
Department. COLT’s fixed-route service runs from 6:48 a.m. to 6:40 p.m., Monday through
Friday and from 8:48 a.m. to 5:40 p.m. on Saturday, with one-hour headways. Paratransit and
senior door-to-door service is available during the same hours for eligible passengers. The
service is divided into three routes: 100, 200, and 300, Figure 3.7.
A regular one-way adult fare is $1.25 and reduced fares are offered for seniors, youth, ADA
passengers, and those with limited income. COLT offers 10-day, 20-day, and monthly passes,
as well as discounted annual passes for persons with disabilities, seniors, and students.
Regular paratransit trips are $2.00 each way and $1.00 for ADA eligible passengers and those
with limited income. COLT offers a monthly billing process for all paratransit passengers. Youth
ages 17 and under ride free.
COLT has a fleet of ten vehicles:


One Chevrolet Entervan,



Three Ford cutaway paratransit buses,



Three Ford cutaway fixed-route buses, and



Three 32-passenger Gillig transit-style buses.

Please see Appendix B for additional COLT fleet information.

COLT Service Characteristics
While the smallest of the fixed-route systems, COLT saw increases in all of its service
characteristics between 2007 and 2012, Table 3.9. During this period, ridership increased by
22.65 percent, service miles increased by 16.49 percent, and vehicle hours increased by 3.49
percent. Financially, COLT has seen an increase of almost 27.77 percent in its annual
operating cost and a 58.16 percent increase in annual fare revenues.
Table 3.10 shows COLT’s system-wide performance measures. The system has the lowest
cost per capita of all the fixed-route systems.
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Source: City of Loveland– COLT, 2015

Figure 3.7 COLT Bus Routes

Table 3.9 COLT Trends, 2012
Year

Ridership

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

115,895
136,255
155,695
146,467
133,555
142,144

Annual
Vehicle
Miles
184,058
192,481
200,370
194,753
207,048
214,414

Annual
Vehicle Hours
13,617
14,112
12,237
12,041
13,265
14,092

Annual
Operating
Cost
$900,070
$948,463
$978,013
$952,127
$1,071,550
$1,150,000

Annual Fare
Revenues
$68,518
$75,332
$76,468
$79,705
$114,240
$108,368

Source: City of Loveland– COLT, 2013

Table 3.10 COLT System-wide Performance Measures, 2012
Total

Performance Measure
Cost per Operating Hour
Passengers per Operating Hour

$79.72
12.18

Cost per Passenger Trip

$11.90

Subsidy per Passenger Trip
Farebox Recovery

$10.71
9.40%

Ridership per Capita

2.15

Cost per Capita

$17.42

Source: City of Loveland– COLT, 2013

Strategic Plan Improvements
The COLT Strategic Plan, adopted in 2009, began implementation in 2010 with major route
changes to expand the fixed-route system for local and limited regional services. Fixed-route
service expansion included: east of I-25 to the Promenade Shops at Centerra; north to
Crossroads Boulevard; and west of I-25 to the Medical Center of the Rockies facility. Future
route changes and/or expansion are currently under consideration for implementation in the
summer of 2015.
COLT engages in regular planning to keep its system current. The system has evaluated
changes to local routes and demand-response services for ADA paratransit eligible passengers
and the elderly.
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BUSTANG
Bustang is an interregional express bus service which will be
operated by a private provider under contract with CDOT. The
Bustang service will provide a connection between the North
Front Range region and Denver with six northbound and six
southbound buses Monday through Friday. There will be three
stops in the region: US 34 and I-25 in Loveland, Harmony
Road, and two trips per day to and from the Downtown Transit
Center in Fort Collins. The proposed schedule is shown in
Table 3.11. One-way and multi-trip discount tickets will be
sold, with single tickets available for purchase on all buses.
There will also be a 25 percent discount for disabled persons
and adults 65 years and over.3 The service routes are shown
in Figure 3.8, the line to the North Front Range region is
shown in green. At the Denver Station, the riders can connect
to buses that travel to the Colorado Springs area as well as
the rest of Denver and eventually to DIA.

Figure 3.8 Bustang Green
Line Route

Table 3.11 Bustang Green Line Schedule
NORTH LINE - GREEN

Downtown Transit Center (Transfort)

Source: CDOT, 2015

SOUTHBOUND
North Line operates Monday - Friday Except Major Holidays
601
603
605
607
631
633
---------------------- -------- 11:00 AM 3:00 PM

Harmony Road

5:20 AM

5:45 AM

6:15 AM 6:45 AM 11:20 AM 3:20 PM

U.S. 34 & I-25 Loveland

5:30 AM

5:55 AM

6:25 AM 6:55 AM 11:30 AM 3:30 PM

Denver Union Station Arrive

6:25 AM

6:50 AM

7:20 AM 7:50 AM 12:15 PM 4:15 PM

Denver Union Station Depart
Denver Bus Center

6:30 AM
6:40 AM

6:55 AM
7:05 AM

7:25 AM 7:55 AM 12:20 PM 4:20 PM
7:35 AM 8:05 AM 12:30 PM 4:30 PM

630

632

Denver Bus Center

7:00 AM

1:00 PM

Denver Union Station Arrive

7:10 AM

1:10 PM

Denver Union Station Depart

7:15 AM

U.S. 34 & I-25 Loveland
Harmony
Downtown Transit Center (Transfort)

NORTH LINE - GREEN

NORTHBOUND
600
602

604

606

4:05 PM 4:20 PM

5:00 PM

5:50 PM

4:15 PM 4:30 PM

5:10 PM

6:00 PM

1:15 PM

4:20 PM 4:35 PM

5:15 PM

6:05 PM

8:05 AM

2:05 PM

5:10 PM 5:25 PM

6:05 PM

6:55 PM

8:20 AM

2:20 PM

5:25 PM 5:40 PM

6:20 PM

7:10 PM

8:40 AM

2:40 PM

--------

--------

--------

--------

No Passengers will be handled where the entire trip is within Larimer County
and within the RTD District

Source: CDOT, 2015
3

www.ridebustang.com

Page 25 of 149

FIXED-ROUTE COMPARISONS
The following section, Figures 3.9 through 3.13, compares the three publicly-funded fixedroute systems by system trends from 2007 to 2013.

System Trends
Figure 3.9 Fixed-Route Ridership, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

While all three transit agencies have seen increases in ridership throughout this period,
Transfort’s ridership increased at the greatest rate during this period, at 36.2 percent. COLT
increased ridership by 30.2 percent and GET increased by 11.5 percent.
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Figure 3.10 Fixed-Route Vehicle Miles Driven, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

COLT has seen the largest increase in the number of vehicle miles driven since 2007 of 45.3
percent, Transfort increased its vehicle miles driven by 33.5 percent, and GET saw an increase
of 15.7 percent.
Figure 3.11 Fixed-Route Vehicle Hours, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015
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2013

The number of vehicle service hours by Transfort has increased over the last seven years at
18.2 percent. COLT saw a significant increase at 43 percent and GET increased by 8.4 percent.
Figure 3.12 Fixed-Route Operating Costs, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Operating costs are the highest for Transfort, but all three have seen consistent increases in
operating costs over the six year period of 2007 to 2013. Transfort’s operating costs have
increased by 35.7 percent, GET’s by 69.5 percent, and COLT’s by 20.0 percent. Operating
costs have increased as the ridership and service hours of the transit agencies increased.
Transfort increased its operating costs at a similar percentage as the gains in ridership, while
GET and COLT both saw operating costs increase faster than the increase in ridership.
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Figure 3.13 Fixed-Route Fare Revenue, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

While all three transit agencies have experienced increased growth in fare revenue, GET
experienced the most growth at 95.3 percent, followed by Transfort at 47.1 percent and COLT
at 25.1 percent.
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DEMAND-RESPONSE COMPARISONS
The following section, Figures 3.14 through 3.18, compares the three publicly-funded demandresponse systems by system trends from 2007 to 2013.
Figure 3.14 Demand-Response Ridership, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

All three agencies have seen a decrease in the ridership of the demand-response systems from
2007 to 2013. Ridership on COLT’s demand-response system decreased by 36.3 percent,
Transfort decreased by 34.2 percent, and GET decreased by 25 percent. Ridership has fallen
as operating costs, vehicle miles, vehicle hours, and revenue have decreased.
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Figure 3.15 Demand-Response Vehicle Miles, 2007-2013
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Vehicle miles driven by the demand response routes have decreased in all three agencies, but
have decreased the most for Transfort. Transfort decreased by 55.7 percent, COLT by 31.8
percent, and GET by 13.3 percent.
Figure 3.16 Demand-Response Vehicle Hours
35,000
30,000

Vehcile Hours

25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Year
COLT

GET

Transfort

Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015
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2013

Vehicle hours driven have decreased similarly at both Transfort and COLT. Transfort decreased
by 43.7 percent and COLT by 43 percent, while GET decreased by 11.3 percent.
Figure 3.17 Demand-Response Annual Cost
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Annual operating costs have decreased for both Transfort and COLT. Transfort decreased by
41.2 percent and COLT decreased by 31 percent. GET increased the annual cost by 17
percent.
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Figure 3.18 Demand-Response Fare Revenue
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Fare revenue has decreased in all three agencies. Fare revenue for COLT’s demand-response
system decreased by 52.4 percent, 45.3 percent for Transfort, and 22.1 percent for GET.

Performance Measures
To better compare the performance measures of the three regional transit agencies against one
another and to look for any inconsistencies these agencies may share, a group of peer transit
agencies from around the country was compiled. Using geographic and demographic data as
the basis, seven comparable cities were chosen and are listed below. Figures 3.19 through
3.23 show the performance measures discussed earlier in this section for each regional transit
agency and include a comparison to seven transit agencies selected. The peer transit agencies
include:
1. Asheville Redefines Transit (ART) – Asheville, North Carolina, service area population:
83,393
2. Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA) – Burlington, Vermont, service area
population: 93,656
3. Grand Valley Transit (GVT) – Grand Junction, Colorado, service population: 128,124
4. Greater Portland Transit District (GPTD/Metro) – Portland, Maine, service area
population: 94,873
5. Lane Transit District (LTD) – Eugene, Oregon, service area population: 297,500
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6. Metro Transit System (Metro Transit)– Madison, Wisconsin, service area population:
253,075
7. Pueblo Transit System (PT) – Pueblo, Colorado, service area population: 136,550
The average of the 10 transit agencies (the seven peer and three regional transit agencies) was
calculated for each of the performance measures and is displayed as a horizontal red average
line in the figures that follow. The 2012 data was provided by the National Transit Database and
analyzes only the fixed route bus service in each community.
Figure 3.19: Operating Expense per Vehicle Revenue Hour, 2012
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Transit Agency
Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Transfort had the highest operating expense per vehicle revenue operating hour among the
three fixed-route agencies in the region in 2012 at $91.55. GET had the lowest cost at only
$60.57 while COLT, at $77.18, below the average of the peer cities.
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Figure 3.20: Fixed-Route Passengers per Operating Hour, 2012
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Transfort had the highest number of passengers per vehicle operating hour in 2012 at 28.9,
which is above the peer average. COLT had the lowest number of passengers per hour at 12.7,
and GET had 16.3.
Figure 3.21: Fixed-Route Cost per Passenger Trip, 2012
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

Transfort had the lowest cost per passenger trip in the region and is the only local transit agency
below the average of the peer cities. COLT had the highest cost per passenger trip in 2012 at
$6.07. This is almost twice the cost of Transfort at $3.17. GET’s cost of $3.73 is slightly above
the peer average.
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Figure 3.22: Fixed-Route Subsidy per Passenger Trip, 2012
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COLT’s subsidy per passenger trip at $5.53 was nearly twice the average of the peers at $2.98.
Transfort was slightly under the peer average at $2.64 and GET was slightly over the average at
$3.00.
Figure 3.23: Fixed-Route Farebox Recovery Rate, 2012
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Source: National Transit Database, COLT, GET, Transfort, 2015

All three local transit agencies had a lower farebox recovery rate than the peer average of 19.4
percent. GET’s 19.5 percent recovery rate was the highest of the local transit agencies, followed
by Transfort at 15.4 percent and COLT at 9 percent.
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DEMAND-RESPONSE ONLY SERVICE PROVIDERS
BATS – BERTHOUD AREA TRANSPORTATION SERVICES
BATS is operated by the Town of Berthoud. This service was provided by the Golden Links
Senior Center from 1992 until 2006 when Berthoud took over the service.
BATS provides shared-ride demand-response service for residents in an approximately eight
square mile service area, Figure 3.24. The service area includes the developed portion of
Berthoud and the immediate area surrounding the Town.
BATS transports riders to Longmont on Mondays, with trips to Loveland provided each Tuesday
through Friday. Out-of-town rider pickups begin at 8:00 a.m., with a return trip to Berthoud at
11:30 a.m. In-town trips are provided from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
There is no service on holidays and any rides must be scheduled at least 24-hours in advance.
BATS fares are $1.00 for in-town trips and $4.00 for out-of-town trips, each way. The system
has a small source of consistent revenue through a one-cent Town sales tax. The BATS fleet
includes three buses equipped with wheelchair lifts, acquired through CDOT grants. See
Appendix B for more details on the BATS fleet.
Figure 3.24 BATS Service Area

Source: Town of Berthoud, 2015
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BATS Service Characteristics
BATS service characteristics and performance measures reflect the demand-response service
mode. In March 2013, the BATS service area was reduced to an eight square mile area.
From 2007 to 2012, BATS ridership decreased by 20 percent, vehicle miles increased by 1.3
percent, vehicle hours decreased by 2.9 percent, operating costs increased by 12 percent, and
annual fare revenues increased by 142 percent, see Table 3.12. BATS 2012 performance
measures are shown in Table 3.13.

Year

Ridership

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

12,189
11,885
14,273
13,397
13,254
9,739
4,715

Table 3.12 BATS Trends, 2007-2012
Annual
Annual
Annual
Vehicle
Operating
Vehicle Hours
Miles
Cost
81,642
5,378
$187,414
99,696
5,822
$220,746
112,172
6,253
$209,975
112,867
6,397
$284,675
112,224
6,493
$288,015
82,731
5,222
$210,324
23,596
2,250
$125,346

Annual Fare
Revenues
$8,520
$13,520
$17,571
$18,897
$20,771
$20,613
$8,103

Source: Town of Berthoud – BATS, 2013

Table 3.13 BATS System-Wide Performance Measures, 2012
Total

Performance Measures - 2012
Cost per Operating Hour
Passengers per Operating Hour

$40.28
1.9

Cost per Passenger Trip

$21.60

Subsidy per Passenger Trip
Farebox Recovery

$19.48
9.8%

Ridership per Capita

1.27

Cost per Capita

$27.53

Source: Town of Berthoud – BATS, 2013

SAINT – Senior Alternatives In Transportation
SAINT is a 501(c)(3) non-profit providing rides to seniors 60+ and adults with disabilities in Fort
Collins and Loveland. SAINT volunteers drive their own vehicles. SAINT staff recruits volunteers,
schedules rides, and provides a mileage allowance and extra insurance in addition to the
volunteers. SAINT’s 500 clients are served by 160 volunteers and four staff members (one full-
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time and three part-time). In 2012, volunteer drivers in Fort Collins and Loveland provided over
25,000 rides to seniors in need.4
SAINT operates from 8:15 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Weekend and evening
rides are available in Fort Collins by special request. Riders must call to make reservations at
least three business days in advance, with reservations taken Monday through Friday from 8:00
a.m. to 12:00 p.m. No fare is required; however, donations of $1.00 are suggested, with the
average donation being $1.15.
Table 3.14 shows SAINT’s performance measures for 2007 to 2012. The number of
passengers, service hours, and miles all increased by 26 percent, while the cost increased by
14 percent.
Table 3.14 SAINT Trends, 2007-2014
Year

Passengers

Service
Hours

Miles
(Volunteer)

Cost

Donations5

2007

20,186

10,093

161,488

$176,750

$23,214

2008

20,165

10,083

161,320

$184,172

$23,190

2009

19,327

9,664

154,616

$179,900

$22,226

2010

19,648

9,824

157,184

$182,900

$22,595

2011

21,079

10,540

168,632

$189,750

$24,241

2012

25,454

12,727

203,632

$202,345

$29,272

2013

26103

13,051

208,824

$215,189

$26,164

Source: SAINT, 2015

RAFT
RAFT initiated service in January 2014 due to the reduction in the service area of BATS. RAFT
is a non-profit volunteer transportation service which offers door-to-door, on-demand services to
eligible seniors (65+) and adults (18+) with disabilities. RAFT operates under the
Berthoud Area Community Center/Golden Links, Inc., Berthoud, Colorado. The service relies on
volunteer drivers; however, the service acquired an ADA van with funds from a NFRMPO New
Freedom sub-grant. During its first year of service, volunteers drove approximately 22,000 miles
providing 960 trips for eligible individuals.
To be eligible, individuals must reside within the area served by the Berthoud Fire Protection
District (zip code 80513), Figure 3.19, in the area surrounding Berthoud, but outside of the area
served by BATS. RAFT volunteers take riders into Berthoud, Longmont, Loveland, and adjacent
areas. Individuals choosing to use RAFT must pre-register as a rider.

4
5

SAINT website: www.saintvolunteertransportation.org
Donations estimated based on number of passengers and average donation per trip of $1.15.
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The Berthoud Fire District extends from State Highway 60/Larimer County Road 14, east to I-25,
south to Yellowstone Road, and west to Carter Lake/Larimer County Road 31. Figure 3.25
shows the Berthoud Fire Protection District.
Figure 3.25 Berthoud Fire Protection District

Source: RAFT website, 2015

There are no fees for rides. Volunteer drivers use their own vehicles and donations are
encouraged. RAFT is funded through client contributions, grants from the Larimer County Office
on Aging and the Berthoud Community Fund, other foundations, individual contributions, and
assistance from the Berthoud Fire Protection District.

SENIOR RESOURCE SERVICES – VOLUNTEER
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
Volunteers at SRS provide transportation for Weld County seniors in need of rides to medical
appointments, the grocery store, senior centers, and/or special events. As of April 2014, SRS
had 225 volunteer drivers serving 530 clients. SRS has five staff members and provides
services from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. In 2012, SRS provided approximately 15,000 trips.
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TOTALTRANSIT—
COLORADO NEMT

Figure 3.26 Total Transit—Colorado NEMT
Service Area

While
the
Weld
Country
Transportation Program and the
Larimer Lift rural transportation
services were discontinued services
in 2011 and 2012 respectively, the
State Department of Health Care
Policy and Finance awarded the
broker function for Non-Emergency
Medical Transportation (NEMT) for
Medicaid clients living in Larimer and
Weld Counties to Total Transit—
Colorado NEMT.
Total Transit—Colorado NEMT is the
transportation broker responsible for
Source: Total Transit—Colorado NEMT website, 2015
coordinating NEMT travel for Medicaid
eligible customers living in the counties of Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver,
Douglas, Jefferson, Larimer, and Weld, Figure 3.26. NEMT Services are provided to Medicaid
eligible individuals who require transportation to a Medicaid funded medical appointment. This
non-emergency transportation service employs ADA certified drivers who can assist passengers
with special needs with transportation to medical appointments.
Total Transit—Colorado NEMT requires at least 48-hours of advance notice to schedule
services. Riders must fill out a mileage reimbursement verification form, available on the
Colorado NEMT website, for eligible trips taken using Total Transit—Colorado NEMT. The
reimbursement rate is at the State mandated level of $0.37 per mile. 6 The trip must be within 25
miles of the pick-up location. Transportation for urgent care and after-hours may be provided
based on Medicaid eligibility.

WINDSOR SENIOR RIDE PROGRAM
Senior Ride provides transportation assistance to Windsor residents age 55 and older who are
unable to drive themselves. The service maintains one 13-passenger Starcraft van that is
wheelchair accessible. The van can hold up to two wheelchairs and 11 passengers. The service
employs two drivers who split the driving duties. Rides are provided to and from medical
appointments, as well as to and from Senior Nutrition Lunches at the Windsor Community
Recreation Center on Wednesdays and Fridays. Rides to grocery stores in town are available
on Thursdays and Fridays, Table 3.12.

6

Colorado NEMT website: http://tticolorado.com/mileage-reimbursement/, 2015
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Table 3.12 Windsor Senior Ride Program Schedule
Day

Appointment
Times

Location

Monday

8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.

Tuesday

8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.

Wednesday

8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.

Greeley, Fort Collins, Loveland,
Windsor
Greeley, Fort Collins, Loveland,
Windsor
Windsor

Thursday

8:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.

Windsor

Fee
$6.00
$6.00
$4.00
$4.00

Source: Town of Windsor– Windsor Senior Ride Program, 2015

Rides can be scheduled by calling the Community Recreation Center between 7:00 a.m. and
10:00 p.m., Monday through Friday (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Memorial Day through Labor Day),
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 1:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. Rides must be
scheduled at least 24-hours in advance, but one week is recommended as the service is
popular and spots fill quickly.

CONNECTING HEALTH
Columbine Health Systems offers a free van
ride service to medical appointments in Fort
Collins,
Greeley,
and Loveland.
The
“Connecting Health” van is a free service that
travels between designated medical locations
in the three cities Monday through Friday.
Riders do not need to schedule a ride. The
vans can hold up to 13 riders; however, the
vans cannot accommodate wheelchairs.
Figure 3.27 shows the van’s route.

Figure 3.27 Connecting Health Van Service
Route

Source: Columbine Health Systems website, 2015
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VANGO – VANPOOL SERVICES
VanGo Vanpool Services is a provider which links an average of six people with similar daily
commutes together to share a van. Vanpool members pay a monthly fee which covers the costs
of the administration of the program, fuel, maintenance, and insurance. Driving responsibility is
shared among the vanpool members. VanGo reports the vehicle and passenger miles traveled
to FTA to fund the purchase of the vehicles.
The VanGo fares are calculated using a zone system. There are a total of 13 20–square mile
service areas, with VanGo currently serving 10 of the areas. Fares are computed according to
the number of zones in the vanpool’s route. For example, in 2012 a trip from Fort Collins to
downtown Denver cost $227 per person, per month. The average price for a gallon of gasoline
in 2012 was $3.60, making the VanGo vanpool option a cheaper alternative to driving to Denver
alone on a daily basis.
Figure 3.28 illustrates the volume of VanGo trips in 2012 from various locations throughout the
region and the Denver metropolitan area. Services along I-25, US 287, and US 85 are the most
popular routes for vanpools. In 2012, there were 75 separate vanpools with 95 percent of the
available seats occupied, 428 seats reserved out of 450 available seats.
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Figure 3.28 VanGo 2012 Trip Volumes by Corridor

Source: VanGo, NFRMPO Staff, 2014
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PRIVATE CARRIERS
Privately funded transportation services include taxi, airport shuttles, and intercity bus services
operated by a variety of companies within the region.

ARROW/BLACK HILLS STAGE LINES
Arrow/Black Hills Stage Lines operates a route between Denver and Greeley with two daily trips
in each direction. The stop in Greeley is located at the Greeley Transportation Center, 1200 A
Street. The stop in Denver is located at the Denver Greyhound Center, Greyhound Bus
Terminal, 1055 19th Street. A round-trip fare between Greeley and Denver is $46.50. The
schedule as of February 2015 is shown in Table 3.16.
Table 3.16 Arrow/Black Hills Intercity Bus Schedule
Route

Depart

Arrive

Greeley-to-Denver

5:35 a.m.

6:40 a.m.

Denver-to-Greeley

12:30 a.m.

1:35 a.m.

Source: Arrow/Black Hills Stage Lines, February 2015

EL PASO-LOS ANGELES LIMOUSINE EXPRESS
The El Paso-Los Angeles Limousine Express, Inc., operates in the US 85 corridor and has two
departures per day from Greeley to Denver. The charge for a one-way fare is $15.00 for adults
and $10.00 for children. The schedule as of February 2015 is shown in Table 3.7. The Greeley
terminal is located at 2410 8th Avenue in the Agency Boutique Seis Rosas. The Denver terminal
is located at 2215 California Street, a few blocks from the Denver Bus Station.
Table 3.17 El Paso-Los Angeles Limousine Express Bus Schedule
Route

Depart

Arrive

Greeley-to-Denver

6:15 a.m.

7:45 a.m.

Greeley-to-Denver

5:00 p.m.

6:45 p.m.

Denver-to-Greeley

7:15 a.m.

8:45 a.m.

Denver-to-Greeley

9:45 p.m.

11:15 p.m.

Source: El Paso-Los Angeles Limousine Express, Inc., February 2015
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GREEN RIDE COLORADO SHUTTLE
Green Ride, a door-to-door airport shuttle, provides trips between Denver International Airport
(DIA) and Fort Collins, as well as, between Laramie and Cheyenne, Wyoming, and DIA.
Passengers share the vehicle with other travelers, while also sharing the overall cost of the
service. Service between Fort Collins and DIA begins at 2:45 a.m. through 10:45 p.m. Service
from DIA to Fort Collins begins at 5:00 a.m. and runs through 1:00 a.m. In Fort Collins, the
service area is bounded by Carpenter Road, Overland Trail, Vine Drive, Mulberry Street, and I25. Trips to or from locations outside those boundaries may be allowed during periods of low
demand. Green Ride also takes reservations at Fort Collins hotels in and adjacent to the service
area boundaries. The lowest standard fare with pick-up from one of the three stops in Fort
Collins (CSU Transit Center, Foothills Mall, and Harmony Transportation Center) is $32.00. An
adult fare with hotel pick-up is $38.00 and children 13 and under are $10.00. Door-to-door pickup is also available and prices vary by service zone. Zones 1A and 2B are $43.00, while Zone X
is $49.00. Green Ride also offers a $5.00 off Senior Fare Discount for adults 65 years and over.
This reservation-based operation uses Dodge Caravans, 15-passenger vans, and 21-passenger
buses.

GREYHOUND
Greyhound Lines, Inc. is the largest provider of intercity bus transportation in the nation and
operates primarily between major cities. Greyhound travels along I-25 and provides service
between Fort Collins and Denver. The Greyhound station in Fort Collins is located at the Plaza
Hotel, 3836 East Mulberry Street. A one-way adult fare between Fort Collins and Denver is
$24.50, and a round-trip fare is $48.50. There is no Greyhound service available in any of the
other communities within the region. While the schedules change frequently, the schedule as of
February 2015 is shown in Table 3.18.
Table 3.18 Greyhound Intercity Bus Schedules
Route

Depart

Arrive

Fort Collins-to-Denver

5:40 a.m.

6:40 a.m.

Fort Collins-to-Denver

5:15 p.m.

6:15 p.m.

Denver-to-Fort Collins

12:30 a.m.

1:30 a.m.

Denver-to-Fort Collins

12:05 p.m.

1:05 p.m.

Source: Greyhound Lines, Inc., February 2015
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SMART RIDES
Smart Rides Taxi Company was formed in July 2013 to fill a void in transportation services in
the City of Greeley and Weld County. Smart Rides began service in July 2014 and provide a
transportation service throughout Weld County. The base fare for a trip and the first ¼ mile is
$4.00, with $2.00 charged for each additional mile, and $1.00 for each additional passenger
over the age of 12. Smart Rides is working to expand their service area to allow them to drop off
passengers outside of Weld County.

SUPER SHUTTLE
Super Shuttle provides scheduled service from communities in the region to DIA. They also
operate the Yellow Cab taxi service in Fort Collins, Greeley, and Loveland. The Super Shuttle
has several stops in Greeley, Fort Collins, Loveland, and Windsor at a variety of hotels and
other commercial businesses.
Service from DIA to communities in the I-25 corridor departs hourly between 6:00 a.m. and
midnight. In the southbound direction the first bus departs Fort Collins at 3:10 a.m. Service from
DIA to Greeley departs every two hours, with the first bus at 6:05 a.m. and continuing until 11:55
p.m. The fare from Fort Collins or Greeley to DIA is $40.00 one-way for the first passenger, with
discounts are available for additional passengers.
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PREVIOUS TRANSIT SYSTEM EFFORTS
34 XPRESS
The 34 Xpress service, connecting Loveland and Greeley along US 34, began in August 2008.
The service ran hourly from the East Loveland Transfer Center at the Loveland Visitor’s Center
to the South Greeley Transfer Center at the Greeley Mall, Figure 3.29. Service later expanded
to Saturdays, and ran every two hours. Funded through a mix of regional, state and federal
resources, the 34 Xpress provided an important east-west transit connection. After a strong
month of free rides, fares were charged based on distance: local service within Greeley or
Loveland cost $1.00 with a transfer; and express service cost $2.00 between the two cities, plus
$1.00 for transfers. The service was canceled in April 2010 before the two-year federal grant
expired with funds transferred to other regional projects.
Low ridership can be related to a few issues with the service which are outlined below:






Non-direct Route – The route attempted to provide service to unserved areas in both
Greeley and Loveland, resulting in a significant increase in travel time between the cities.
The route did not travel into either downtown area, resulting in additional time and cost
for transfers.
Limited Connections to Other Regions – Although FoxTrot, an early and limited
version of the FLEX, was operational and connections to Fort Collins could be made, it
required an additional transfer through the COLT system. This added additional time
and expense to a riders commute. Finally, service was not offered, as it is today to the
RTD service area or through the soon to be CDOT Bustang. The lack of useful regional
transfers reduced the route’s marketability and market.
Marketing - Although limited marketing was completed before and during the project,
the marketing campaign itself was limited by the route and service provided. More
specifically, marketing was limited by the above mentioned service conditions.
Figure 3.29 34 Xpress Route

Source: Greeley-Evans Transit, 2015
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
In 2002, the Colorado General Assembly passed legislation which allows counties and
municipalities to join together and provide a funding mechanism for specific transportation
needs within a specific geographic region. These collaborations, known as a Regional
Transportation Authority (RTA), allow for cities and municipalities to raise funds for
transportation projects, including through sales tax, vehicle registration fees, and visitor benefit
taxes. The NFRMPO was involved in two efforts to create a regional transportation authority;
however, both efforts failed to get on a ballot for voters.
According to the Northern Colorado Regional Transportation Authority: Lessons Learned and
Future Perspectives presentation provided by the MPO and the Northern Colorado Legislative
Alliance (NCLA), multiple issues caused the RTA to fail to get on the ballot in the region. The
2003 RTA effort did not consider the needs of local communities and did not engage the
business community and community leaders. A diverse region means regional issues are not
consistent, including the availability of or desire for transit, road conditions, and community
needs.
The 2007 proposal included a mixture of regional funding and local funding for projects in an
effort to consider the diversity of the region. A one percent sales tax and a $10.00 vehicle
registration fee were expected to collect $652M in revenue. The largest amount of funding, 45
percent, would have gone to regional roadway projects, 13 percent would have been spent on
regional transit and 42 percent would be given back to the communities to spend on local
transportation needs. Stakeholders provided a list of on-system and off-system projects to be
funded through the RTA. Two communities voted against joining the RTA, which created doubt
in the success of the RTA.
Future attempts at creating a Northern Colorado Regional Transportation Authority should
consider the needs of each individual community, in addition to the needs of the region as a
whole. A clear plan should be developed through community outreach, including both
community stakeholders and the business community. Regional support is necessary to
convince member jurisdictions to support the idea.
In 2011, the cities of Fort Collins and Loveland, the Town of Berthoud, Larimer County, and the
NFRMPO conducted the North Front Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study. The study
considered the feasibility for a combined transit agency within the Transportation Management
Area (TMA) to achieve cost-saving efficiencies. The study recommended Transfort and COLT
should move forward with initial integration of fixed-route and paratransit operations between
the two agencies. The new regional transit service entity would require an intergovernmental
agreement (IGA) to operate which would provide short-term benefits and still allow for local
governmental control. The report did not offer a timeline to integrate the transit services, but
recommended forming a community Task Force to draft the IGA.
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OTHER PLANNED TRANSIT SERVICES
NORTH I-25 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
RECOMMENDED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Following seven years of work, from November 2003 through December 2011, the North I-25
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in
December of 2011 (see Figure 3.30).
The transit elements of the I-25 FEIS preferred alternative included:


Express Bus: Express bus service with 13 stations along I-25, US 34, and Harmony
Road with service from Fort Collins and Greeley to downtown Denver and from Fort
Collins to DIA. The new Bustang service will connect the North Front Range region with
downtown Denver.



Commuter Rail: Commuter (intercity) rail service with nine stations connecting Fort
Collins to Longmont and Thornton using the BNSF Railway corridor, generally paralleling
US 287 and tying into the FasTracks North Metro rail in Thornton which will connect to
Downtown Denver. Passengers may also connect to the FasTracks Northwest rail in
Longmont, which will travel to Boulder.



Commuter Bus: Commuter bus service with eight stations along US 85 connecting
Greeley to downtown Denver.

Although the main transit and roadway elements of the recommended preferred alternative have
been identified, the necessary feeder routes have not been identified. Just as the recommended
preferred alternative blended elements of two separate packages of transit services as analyzed
in the draft FEIS, so too must the feeder routes. The Preferred Alternative included feeder
routes as follows:


Greeley–to-Windsor–to-Fort Collins: New route begins at US 85 and D Street in Greeley
and proceeds west along US 34, north on SH 257, west on Harmony Road, north on
Timberline Road, west on SH 14 to the Fort Collins Downtown Transit Center. Assumes
30-minute peak, 60-minute base service frequencies on weekdays, and 60-minute
service on weekends.



Greeley-to-Loveland (US 34): New route begins at US 85 and D Street in Greeley and
proceeds west along US 34 (business route) to west Loveland (US 34 at Wilson Avenue).
Assumes 15-minute peak, 30-minute base service frequencies on weekdays, and 30minute service on weekends.



Milliken-to-Johnstown-to-Berthoud: New route begins in Milliken, proceeds west on SH
60, south on I-25, west on SH 56 to the Berthoud commuter rail station. Assumes 60minute peak, 60-minute base service on weekdays only.



Firestone–to-Frederick-to-Erie: New route begins in Firestone, proceeds south on
Colorado Avenue through the towns of Frederick and Dacono, west on CR 8 to the town
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of Erie. A stop would be made at the CR 8 commuter rail station. Assumes 30-minute
peak, 60-minute base service frequencies on weekdays only.


Windsor–to-Fort Collins: New route begins at US 34 and SH 257, travels north on SH
257, west on Harmony Road to the BRT station at I-25. Assumes 30-minute peak, 60minute base service frequencies on weekdays and 60-minute service on weekends.



Johnstown–to-Firestone: New route begins at the Johnstown BRT station at I-25 at SH
56/60 and proceeds west on SH 56, south on US 287, east on SH 119 to the I-25/SH
119 BRT station. Assumes 60-minute all-day service frequency on weekdays only.



Fort Lupton-to–Niwot: New route begins in Fort Lupton at SH 52/US 85, travels west on
SH 52 to Niwot, terminating at the US 36 FasTracks commuter rail station. Assumes 30minute peak, 60-minute base service on weekdays only.



Loveland–to-Crossroads: New route begins in Loveland, travels east on US 34 to the
Crossroads BRT station. Assumes 30-minute peak, 60-minute base service on
weekdays only.

Figure 3.31 illustrates the proposed phasing of the improvements, with bus services developed
early in the plan. Although right-of-way for the commuter rail in the US 287 corridor is proposed
for purchase early, the construction of the commuter rail line is in Phase 3.
In October 2014, CDOT announced plans to add the segment of I-25 between 120th Avenue
and SH 7. This section was not in the original 2011 FEIS as no funds had been identified for
construction for that portion. Funds for this section have subsequently been identified and
CDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are in the process of adding this Proposed
Action to a second ROD or ROD 2. This addition will also include adding one tolled express or
managed lane in each direction along this segment.
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Figure 3.30 I-25 FEIS Recommended Preferred Alternative

Source: North I-25 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Record of Decision (ROD), 2011
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Source: North I-25 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Record of Decision (ROD), 2011

Figure 3.31 Proposed North I-25 Phasing

AMTRAK PIONEER LINE
As a part of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA), Amtrak
evaluated two potential routes for the Pioneer Line. One of these routes would travel north
from Denver through Greeley and on to Wyoming, Figure 3.32. The report was completed
in 2009 as required by PRIIA; however, no further work has been completed on the potential
new routes and no decisions have been made as to when or if service will be reinstituted
along the Pioneer Line.
Figure 3.32 Proposed Amtrak Pioneer Routes

Source: Pioneer Route Passenger Rail Study, AMTRAK, 2009
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
1. Public transit networks have developed in the central urban areas with limited
services available to rural residents. Though the transit networks are fairly
constrained and are not geared to commuters throughout the North Front Range
region, the area is experiencing an increase in the number of regional transit options.
In Larimer County and for the communities along the I-25 corridor, there are plans to
expand transit services, including the Bustang Service along I-25. The communities
of Berthoud, Fort Collins, Longmont, Loveland, and Larimer County continue to
operate and fund the FLEX system providing transit services on US 287 from Fort
Collins to Longmont. This service will expand to Boulder beginning in 2016 using
CMAQ funds.
2. The options for funding regional services are limited and require significant local
matching funds. It is and will continue to be difficult to find the matching funds
necessary for regional services as well as local services.
3. The role that the State will play in funding transit services of regional significance is
difficult to predict. It is important to begin working with the State to determine the role
of the State and local governments in funding regional services. This is particularly
true for those services identified in the North I-25 EIS. Through the Funding
Advancements for Surface Transportation and Economic Recovery ACT (FASTER)
bill the State General Assembly has made limited funds available, enabling CDOT’s
Division of Transit and Rail to consider funding of regional transit services. CDOT
anticipates awarding capital grants totaling $5M annually in funding to local entities.
Exactly how the remaining $10M in FASTER funds (identified as “State Projects”) will
be administered and managed is currently under discussion. Beginning in 2016,
CDOT awarded some FASTER funds for operations for regional services. This will
be critical for these services to be successful and for them to expand.
4. The vanpool routes can be considered as markers to show where commuters have
an interest in shared-ride regional services. Successful vanpool routes can serve as
low cost tests routes to determine the demand for shared or public transit services in
key regional and inter-regional corridors. Integrating policies and decisions regarding
development of transit services with related alternatives to driving such as walking,
van-pooling, bicycling, and car-pooling, including Park-n-Ride facility development,
may be a useful strategy.
5. Private intercity bus services operating between communities are limited and do not
provide convenient commuter based schedules. The Super Shuttle services are
frequent, but are focused only around DIA.
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CHAPTER 4: DEMAND ANALYSIS
A variety of factors influence the demand for transit services. One factor is community
values and the support of alternative transportation modes. Other factors include land
use patterns, travel patterns within the communities and region, population and
employment densities, transportation infrastructure, and the affordability and availability
of viable transit services, including connecting services.
This chapter focuses on the potential demand for transit services in the proposed
corridors, illustrated in Figure 4.1. The corridors evaluated in this 2040 RTE are similar
to the corridors evaluated in the North I-25 FEIS completed in December 2011 and in the
2035 RTE.
In addition to the services identified in the North I-25 FEIS, additional services will be
needed to connect communities within the region to one another and to the services
outlined in the EIS. As a result, nine potential transit corridors were analyzed:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Evans-to-Milliken-to-Berthoud along SH 60 and SH 56
Greeley-to-Denver along US 85
Greeley-to-Windsor-to-Fort Collins along SH 257 and SH 14
Greeley-to-Longmont along US 85, SH 66, and SH 119
Greeley-to-Loveland along US 34
Fort Collins-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Greeley-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Loveland-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Proposed North I-25 Commuter Rail Line from Fort Collins-to-Longmont

Tools for calculating future transit demand include basic demographic information and
travel model outputs. For this 2040 RTE, the 2040 NFRMPO land use model and travel
demand model, with a 2012 base year, evaluated potential transit demand.
The NFRMPO travel model includes trips internal to the region, as well as trips
originating or ending outside the region (internal-external or external-internal), and
originating and ending outside of the region (external-external). The NFRMPO
completed a Household Survey in 2010 and used this information to complete the 2014
update to both the regional land use and travel demand models.
Using the updated regional travel demand model, the current and forecasted 2040 traffic
volumes were examined. Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show the congestion levels are very high
on major regional roadways, and traffic begins to move to alternate routes (for example,
from US 34 to SH 402 in Loveland); however, these routes also quickly become
congested. Given the high levels of congestion, it will be important to emphasize how the
various forms of passenger vehicle travel (automobile, carpools, vanpools, and transit)
can work together to improve the overall carrying capacity of the roadway network.
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Figure 4.1 Regional Transit Corridors for Evaluation
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Figure 4.2 2012 Base Year Model Congestion Levels
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Figure 4.3 2040 Model Congestion Levels
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For the proposed transit corridor analysis, staff used the 2040 travel demand model’s
subregion structure built in the model, detailed in Chapter 2 and shown in Figure 2.3.
Each subregion is made up of aggregated Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs), smaller areas
defined for use in travel modeling.1 These subregions were used to provide information
on where trips originated and were destined as well as the regional corridors they are
most likely to travel along. The subregions, along with detailed trip tables with
calculations for each subregion, are presented in Appendix C.
The travel demand analysis included the following steps:
1. Creation of trip matrices for 2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040 to show all daily trips
from TAZ to TAZ using the NFRMPO Travel Model.
2. The TAZ trip matrices produced were aggregated by subregion. There are seven
subregions in the modeling area. Currently, no fixed-route transit exists or is
proposed in subregions 5 (rural Larimer County) or 6 (rural Weld County) and
they were removed, leaving five subregions for analysis.
3. The trip matrices were organized by mode share and all transit related tables
were used, including: walk to local transit, walk to express, walk to premium,
drive to local transit, drive to express, and drive to premium. An example of an
express route is the CDOT Bustang on I-25. An example of a premium route is
the MAX system in Fort Collins.
4. The trip matrices were validated based on current assumptions in the transit
portion of the travel model. Examples include, but are not limited to:
a) No fixed-route service currently exists between Greeley and Fort Collins,
resulting in zero trips.
b) More trips occur inside Fort Collins (subregion 3) due to increased
availability of transit service.
c) ‘Other’ (subregion 1) is farther away from transit service resulting in the
least amount of trips.
d) Trips are allocated between Loveland and Greeley/Evans in year 2020
because of the connection to the CDOT Bustang route.
The evaluation of the zone-to-zone trips showed some important changes as the region
moves towards 2040:


Overall trips nearly double in this time period. In 2012, the model estimates
2.9 Million daily person trips, while in 2040; the model estimates 5.1 Million
daily person trips.



Much of the growth is projected to occur in the middle of the region, along the
I-25 corridor – from Timnath south to Mead and from Johnstown north to west
Greeley.

Land use model results are typically reviewed and analyzed by TAZ. TAZs are small areas defined for use in travel
modeling. They are usually bordered by roadways or geographic features which limit direct travel between TAZs. They are
often, but not always, made up of homogenous activity (i.e., all residential activity, all commercial activity, etc.).
1
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SERVICE LEVEL OPTIONS
Four service level options have been identified for the North Front Range regional transit
network. The service level options are described in detail in Chapter 5. Each reflects a
different vision for the level of regional transit services which could be provided by 2040
and the rate at which these services could be developed. The options are:
1.

Status Quo: Regional services are available in the US 287 corridor,
between Fort Collins and Longmont, with the 2016 extension to Boulder.
This service would operate at a higher level than FLEX operates today,
allowing for anticipated growth in ridership. Service would be provided every
30-minutes in peak hours and hourly the rest of the day on weekdays and on
Saturdays. Bustang service would be provided as anticipated by CDOT. No
other regional services are provided except for vanpools/carpools.

2.

Basic: A basic level of regional transit service would be available between
communities in the North Front Range region and to Boulder, Longmont,
and Downtown Denver, traveling on primary corridors. These services would
provide an alternative for residents who wish to use transit or do not have
access to automobile transportation. Selected corridors would have services
run during the peak hour with four to five trips in the morning and afternoon,
weekdays only.

3.

Moderate: Regional services provide an alternative to automobile
transportation, with express trips available on the busiest corridors.
Residents could use transit for many trips, with frequent service and
Saturday operation in busy corridors. Services within the corridors would
vary between peak hour only service with four to five trips in the morning
and afternoon to 30-minute service in the peak hours with hourly mid-day
service, weekdays only.

4.

High: Regional transit services would be available in most corridors,
connecting to local services in the communities in the North Front Range.
Transit options would be available for a full range of trips, operating through
the evening hours and on Saturdays and Sundays. Park-n-Ride lots would
provide auto access to regional services. Services within the corridors
would vary between peak hour only service with four to five trips in the
morning and afternoon, 30-minute service in the peak hours with hourly midday service, to 15-minute service in the peak hours with 30-minute mid-day
service.

The alternatives reflect varying levels of service in each of the corridors identified in
Figure 4.1. More information on the individual corridors is provided later in this chapter.
Each successive alternative builds on the previous one. For example, if the selected
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alternative is a high level of service, the region still needs to begin with a basic level of
service and build up to the high level.
Both the moderate and high alternatives are supportive of the larger vision of a region
connected with future rail service along the US 287 corridor. Both of these visions would
develop bus services in the key rail corridors prior to the programmed development of
rail services. The key rail corridor is US 287, based on the North I-25 FEIS. The status
quo and moderate alternatives recognize the financial constraints on local government
organizations. While the basic alternative is a step towards developing regional services,
it would not result in the level of service and ridership that is a desirable precursor to
regional and/or commuter rail services; however, nothing in these alternatives precludes
the development of regional and/or commuter rail services.

Regional Commuter Rail Service
A fifth alternative incorporating regional commuter rail service was also identified to
reflect a very high level of services. This alternative can be described as minimizing
growth in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and meeting mobility needs through the
construction of a robust regional transit system. With the anticipated population growth
in the region, this would require a comprehensive set of strategies including changing
land use policies and shifting significant resources from roadways to transit. This
alternative would result in rail transit service in the busiest corridor, providing reliable and
competitive services between communities on the rail line and to Boulder, Longmont,
and Denver. Park-n-Ride lots would be located near most stations. This alternative
would also require extensive local transit services within individual communities to
connect to these regional corridors.
This alternative reflects the current vision of passenger rail services connecting the
North Front Range and the Denver metro area. It also reflects the North I-25 FEIS,
where commuter rail service is included, and the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority High
Speed Rail Feasibility Study (2010), where high-speed rail is proposed along the I-25
corridor. In 2014, CDOT released a draft Interregional Connectivity Study which
considered technologies, alignments, financing, and travel demand/ridership for the I-25
and I-70 corridors. The planning horizon for commuter rail service included in the North
I-25 FEIS is 2075 and beyond the planning horizon of this current effort; however,
regional and commuter rail should not be precluded from further study.
While a rail vision for the region has been studied, it is not included in this 2040 RTE
analysis for three reasons:
1.

Adequate analysis is beyond the scope and time horizon of this study,
making accurate comparisons difficult; however, regional rail is being
addressed outside of this planning effort. CDOT’s Division of Transit and
Rail completed the Colorado State Freight and Passenger Rail Plan in
2012. The approval of this plan by the Colorado Transportation Commission
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in March 2012 allows CDOT to be eligible for Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) funds.
2.

The stakeholders for such an analysis and the format for public participation
and involvement are not adequate to address such a major regional policy
discussion; and

3.

The focus of this plan is on building a foundation for regional transit services.

COMPARING SELECTED SERVICE ALTERNATIVES
To function effectively in the transportation network, regional transit services must be
integrated with local transit services, park-n-ride facilities, and with other travel modes
including bicycle and pedestrian connections. In the Status Quo, Basic, and Moderate
alternatives, vanpools and carpools will serve an important role in offering connections
where transit services are limited, especially for areas without direct transit connections
on one or both ends of the trip. Even with the High alternative, vanpools and carpools
would continue to play an important role in providing a diverse range of transportation
options. Active promotion of the linkages between modes, Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) techniques, and support for pedestrians and bicyclists is essential
at all service levels.
Specialized transportation will continue to be provided at the local level, with local
providers connecting individuals who require assistance to regional trips. Volunteer
driver programs will also continue to be an important part of the regional system.
Specifics for which corridors will feature service are shown in Table 5.1. For the Basic
alternative, only local connections and existing regional connections will be available for
the general public. For the Moderate and High alternatives, scheduled trips are included
between the most common destinations within the North Front Range region. The
Moderate alternative includes three express trips per day in the busiest corridors within
the region, one each in the morning, mid-day, and late afternoon. The High alternative
expands this to five trips per day in the busiest corridors, with two trips in the morning
and evening peaks, and one trip mid-day.
The development of transit service is illustrated in Figure 4.4. The growth and
development of transit service in each corridor follows the same pattern. The
application of this development for each alternative is illustrated in Table 4.1.

Figure 4.4 Development of Transit Service

Page 63 of 149

No transit service.
Strengthen vanpools as needed.


Peak hour only service, with number of trips and frequency
increased over time.


Hourly service in mid-day.


More frequent peak hour service, extending the peak period as justified by
ridership.


Expanded service into evenings and weekends and/or peak hour service with express or
limited stops based on passenger demand and route characteristics.

For this analysis, it is useful to compare the estimated ridership for the four alternatives.
Table 4.1 identifies each corridor and the estimates for daily ridership demand in both
directions. The estimates in Table 4.1 reflect the ridership numbers from the NFRMPO
travel demand model and the service levels discussed in detail in Chapter 5. The Status
Quo alternative only considers additional FLEX service, which explains the lack of
ridership on the eight corridors; however, as funding and service levels increase,
ridership would increase as well.
Travel models are calibrated using real-world ridership and vehicle counts to ensure the
ridership and traffic volumes predicted by the model match the observed volumes in the
initial year. The difficulty with this method is that these are new transit service corridors
with no ridership with which to compare.
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Table 4.1 Comparison of Potential Daily Ridership by Corridor
NFRMPO Travel Model Analysis for 2040
Corridor

Status
Quo

Basic

Moderate

High

1: Evans-to-Milliken-to-Berthoud
along SH 60 and SH 56

0

0

215

43

2: Greeley-to-Denver along US 85

0

0

363

234

3: Greeley-to-Windsor-to-Fort
Collins along SH 257 and SH 14

0

160

69

132

4: Greeley-to-Longmont along US
85, SH 66, and SH 119

0

0

0

320

5: Greeley-to-Loveland along US 34

0

1,652

1,366

2,365

6: Fort Collins-to-Bustang (Express
Route)

0

451

366

362

7: Greeley-to-Bustang
Route)

0

0

72

7

0

0

80

2

1,261

1,570

1,656

1,829

1,261

3,833

4,445

5,294

(Express

8: Loveland-to-Bustang (Express
Route)
FLEX Route
TOTAL

Source: NFRMPO 2040 Regional Travel Demand Model, 2015
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CHAPTER 5: SERVICE & CORRIDOR
ALTERNATIVES
This chapter describes the four transit service alternatives for the 2040 planning horizon. These
alternative visions focus on developing services along regional transit routes.
This is a long-range plan with a 25-year planning horizon. With the projected population growth,
regional transit services are anticipated to be part of the future transportation network. The
region’s desire for commuter rail service is also reflected in the North I-25 FEIS. The preferred
plan includes bus and rail services with a comprehensive set of regional routes connecting the
cities and towns with each other and with the Boulder and Denver metro areas.
Three key challenges in this planning effort are:
 Refining the vision for regional transit services;
 Identifying how long-term planning impacts near-term choices for transit service
development, finance, and governance; and
 Setting practical, near-term objectives and strategies to move the region towards
achieving this vision.
The North I-25 FEIS identified a multi-modal solution to address the anticipated north-south
transportation needs for the corridor from a statewide perspective. This 2040 RTE examines
many of the same corridors, but adds a focus on the east-west connections needed for regional
mobility and connectivity. The focus is also on the practical steps necessary to develop the
foundations for these regional services.
North Front Range communities support the BATS, COLT, GET, and Transfort systems through
local general funds or sales taxes. Berthoud, Fort Collins, Longmont, Loveland, and Boulder
County developed the FLEX regional service along the US 287 corridor, governed and funded
through an intergovernmental agreement. A plan which includes a vision for developing regional
transit services, a conceptual network plan, which goes beyond goals and strategies providing
options for governance, funding, and operations could move the region towards implementing a
cohesive regional transit service network.
Figures 5.1 through 5.4 illustrate each of the four service alternatives and the level of service
that could be expected for each by 2040. Based on these projected levels,1 Table 5.1 provides
information on the routes and service levels in each alternative. Table 5.2 is intended to provide
an understanding of the level of service proposed in each alternative and the associated costs
to help frame the discussion for governance and financing. Information in Table 5.2 is based on
information provided in the 2040 NFRMPO Regional Travel Demand Model.

Hours for each route have been calculated using current drive times plus an allocation of time for stops along the
route. The number of stops and dwell time within each stop significantly affects overall route travel time. Increasing
congestion has been assumed over time.
1
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Figure 5.1 Status Quo Alternative
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Figure 5.2 Basic Alternative
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Figure 5.3 Moderate Alternative
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Figure 5.4 High Alternative
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Table 5.1 Conceptual Service Plan
Corridor

Alternative
Status Quo

Basic

Moderate

Evans-to-Milliken-toBerthoud along SH 60
and SH 56

Vanpool Only

Vanpool Only

Peak hour service.
4-5 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Extend Peak hour service.
Add 1-2 mid-day trips

Greeley-to-Denver along
US 85

Vanpool Only

Vanpool Only

Peak hour service.
4-5 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Extend Peak hour service.
Add 1-2 mid-day trips

Greeley-to-Windsor-toFort Collins along SH
257 and SH 14

Vanpool Only

Peak hour service.
4-5 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Greeley-to-Longmont
along US 85, SH 66, and
SH 119

Vanpool Only

Vanpool Only

Greeley-to-Loveland
along US 34

Auto/Carpool
Only

Auto/Carpool Only

Fort Collins to Bustang
(Express Route)

Auto/Carpool
Only

Peak hour service.
4 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Greeley to Bustang
(Express Route)

Auto/Carpool
Only

Auto/Carpool Only

Peak hour service.
4 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Loveland to Bustang
(Express Route)

Auto/Carpool
Only

Auto/Carpool Only

Peak hour service.
4 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.

Extend Peak hour service.
Add 1-2 mid-day trips

Vanpool Only
Peak hour service.
4-5 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.
Peak hour service. 4 trips in AM
and PM.
2 mid-day trips.
Weekdays only.
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High

Half-hour headways in Peak
hours.
Hourly headways mid-day.
Weekdays from 6:00 a.m.-7:00
p.m.
Peak hour service.
4-5 trips in AM and PM.
Weekdays only.
Half-hour headways in Peak
hours.
Hourly headways mid-day.
Weekdays from 6:00 a.m.-7:00
p.m.
Peak hour service. 4 trips in
AM and PM.
2 mid-day trips.
Weekdays only.
Peak hour service. 4 trips in
AM and PM.
2 mid-day trips.
Weekdays only.
Peak hour service. 4 trips in
AM and PM.
2 mid-day trips.
Weekdays only.

Table 5.2 Characteristics of Alternatives
Basic

Moderate

High

Annual Service Hours

Status
Quo
17,737

42,479

85,382

160,820

Annual Miles

372,572

883,116

1,719,958

3,010,330

4

11

17

30

$1.6 M

$3.8 M

$7.7 M

$14.5 M

$0.1 M

$0.2 M

$0.3 M

$0.6 M

$0 M

$0.1 M

$ 0.2 M

$0.3 M

$1.7 M

$4.1 M

$8.2 M

$15.4 M

Characteristic

Peak Period Vehicles
Operating Costs at $90/hour
Annualized Vehicle Costs
($500,000/vehicle)
Annualized Operating Facility Costs
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS

There is a general level of service, fleet size, and expenditure associated with each
alternative. The actual development and demand may occur at a different rate in some
corridors than is envisioned in this 2040 RTE. This would likely result in resources shifting
between corridors, rather than increasing the overall level of service.
Regional services cannot exist apart from local and feeder services. Continued evolution of
local transit services, as currently anticipated in the planning documents for each service, is
expected. While residents will be able to access regional services by bus and car, it is
important to provide effective transit access through local transit and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities for residents who do not have access to automobiles.
The region is diverse and communities have varying levels of local services. Some areas do
not provide local transit at all. Selecting a uniform vision for regional transit services is not
required. When a transit service is being developed in a corridor, the emphasis will need to
be on agreement between the communities to a specific level of regional services to connect
them and ensure adequate access is provided so the service can be successful.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
Perspectives on the recommendation for the region were solicited through meetings with
local governments in the region and the City of Fort Collins Planning, Development, and
Transportation Open House held at the Fort Collins Museum of Discovery on February 20,
2014. Considerations in evaluating the alternatives included:


Transportation Network Diversity. What is the relative importance of providing
a diverse set of transportation options, and providing alternative transportation for
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various trip markets? Of serving peak commuter needs? Of building a foundation
for more extensive service?


Corridors. Are the corridors included in each alternative for transit service
appropriate?



Regional Services Parallel to Local Service Levels. How well do the proposed
regional services match with planned local transit service levels? Unless it is
anticipated that most riders will walk or drive to the regional stops, the lack of
adequate feeder service will diminish ridership on regional routes. Similarly,
residents and social service programs will likely want transit services that are
balanced, with local services parallel in quality to regional options.



Financing. Do the residents support taxes that would be needed to finance
public transit? What is the capacity to finance the various levels of service?
Financing of transit services in regional corridors will require partnerships
between communities within the MPO as well as with entities outside the
NFRMPO boundaries and the State.



Quantitative Performance Measures. These may include riders per trip or
service mile; passenger miles provided or reduced vehicle miles traveled; fare
recovery ratio; or cost per trip.



Congestion Mitigation. To what extent should regional services focus on
meeting the needs of the transit dependent population, veterans, and the
increasingly aging population and to what extent should it provide congestion
relief?



Reduce Emissions. What impact do the regional transit services have on the
environment, and in particular air quality?

Ultimately the choices made on the appropriate level of regional transit services will reflect
the priorities of the region. Different communities may select different alternatives, reflecting
the diversity in the region.

CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT
The basic service alternative was built from the corridors identified in Chapter 4. The service
alternatives used mode share calculations to identify the approximate level of ridership
anticipated in each corridor, appropriate for the conceptual level of planning undertaken in
this 2040 RTE. It is useful to compare the corridors on other factors as well to identify the
potential of and priorities for developing corridor services. This section identifies a variety of
tools for evaluating the corridors and provides a summary comparison between the
corridors.
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Designing service for each of the potential corridors will require additional analysis for the
exact routes, level of service, and phasing. Additionally, there will need to be a discussion of
who the partners will be and how the new service will operate. Considerations such as
proximity to an existing local service as well as ridership will need to be taken into account
when determining the service operator. The development of corridor service plans for each
corridor is recommended. These plans would address detailed transit service planning
issues as well as evaluate the potential for TDM activities.
Each route will also have unique logistical and access issues which must be considered.
The timing and through routing must also be considered when routes are designed. The
travel time and length of a route must be factored into the time needed to serve the route
and the number of buses needed to keep it on schedule. This technical analysis should, and
will necessarily, be supplemented by social and political considerations. Community or
financial support may also incentivize certain routes. Ultimately, the best transit service plan
will balance all of these factors: technical feasibility, social need, and political support.

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL CORRIDORS
A variety of tools can be used to help decision-makers determine how to allocate financial
and capital resources between corridors. Criteria are identified for initiating services in a
corridor and for maintaining and expanding services. They can assist the MPO communities
in building and supporting a comprehensive and cohesive network of regional services.
These criteria can also be used to identify priorities for services among the various corridors.

Service Development Criteria


Number of housing units, schools, and jobs within walking distance (½-mile) of
bus stops.



Number of housing units within driving distance, extending from ½- to 5-miles
from park-n-ride facilities, transfer centers, or bus stops.



Level of transit service connections.



Number of vanpool riders traveling in a corridor. While the unique characteristics
of vanpools make them an imperfect predictor of future transit systems, high
numbers of vanpoolers in a corridor provide a ready market for a new transit
system which may offer lower cost transportation to the passenger,
independence, and more flexibility in travel time.



Directness of service measured in travel time for the bus portion of route. If travel
time is less than 1.5 times auto travel time, the corridor could be considered to
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have high potential; between 1.5 and 2 times auto travel time – medium potential;
or more than 2 times auto travel time – low potential.2


Is the land use development along a corridor conducive to transit service with
good bicycle/pedestrian and bus access? Serving developments by diverting
regional buses from their main route is typically unproductive. The gain in
passengers from a specific development can be offset by the loss of passengers
frustrated by the additional time en route.

Service development criteria are used to compare the efficiency of various corridors. It is
also useful to consider when development is anticipated to occur and the transit services
that might be appropriate in the corridor over time.
The corridor between Greeley and Loveland, along the US 34 corridor (Corridor 5), stands
out. This corridor performed the best in the transit model analysis and would allow an eastwest transit connection currently missing in the region. While a trial transit service, the 34
Xpress, operated along this corridor for almost two years and was subsequently terminated
due to low ridership, the corridor analysis shows there is a future demand for this service. It
is recommended the Greeley to Loveland corridor along US 34 be high on the list of
corridors where detailed service planning is carried out.
Another corridor where early development of services planning may also be useful is the
Greeley to Denver corridor along US 85 (Corridor 2). Commuter bus service along US 85
was identified in the preferred alternative for the North I-25 EIS. This is a corridor with
logistical complexities, including roadway access for pedestrians, park-n-ride access, setbacks for buildings, and local transit connections. Construction of new park-n-ride facilities is
underway due to current demand for multimodal connections and future transit service. It
may be useful to identify how to connect riders for the first and last miles of their trips.
Working through these issues early in the process provides more opportunities to overcome
difficulties and establish successful services.

Service Standards
Regional service standards should be established as criteria for maintain or expanding
services. It will be important to establish criteria for maintaining and expanding services,
similar to the criteria for initial development. Categories for maintaining or expanding
services may be quantitative or qualitative. Quantitative measures could include:




2

Passengers per trip or per hour;
Total cost and fare recovery per trip; and
Passenger miles traveled or vehicle miles reduced.

TCRP Report 165: Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition
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These quantitative measures will need to show the investment in these services generally
compare fairly with other transit service investments. The scales for the routes will be
different due to distance traveled, making passengers per trip a better measure across
corridors than passengers per hour or per mile.
The qualitative measures are more difficult to capture and will be guided by the network
plan, goals, and objectives. Important categories include:




Providing stable and continuous services;
Building on successes; and
Providing a comprehensive network with services to all major population and
activity centers.

The quantitative measures are supportive of each other, for example, a route with high
ridership will rank well in each category. On the other hand, the qualitative measures require
finding balance. Where resources are limited, choices to build on successes and placing
additional resources into an existing route will pull resources away from establishing
services in new corridors. This requirement for balance can be addressed in the
development of the network plan and goals and also in evaluating governance and financing
options.
Additionally, Environmental Justice (EJ) must be considered. EJ is defined by the EPA as
the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.3 This analysis includes the
following principles:
1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on
minority and low-income populations in relation to transportation improvements.
2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in
the transportation decision-making process.
3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits
by minority and low-income populations.4

3
4

EPA, Environmental Justice Website: http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/
EPA, Environmental Justice Website: http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/
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CONCLUSION
This chapter has provided the big picture of four basic service alternatives:





Status Quo
Basic
Moderate
High

A rail alternative was also described; however, detailed planning was not completed as it is
outside the scope and time horizon of this 2040 RTE. The alternatives are described by the
level and type of regional services that would be provided in each corridor.
Additionally, information has been provided on how the individual corridors compare with
each other and tools for developing services. These include:




Criteria for developing regional transit services;
Criteria for maintaining or expanding regional services; and,
The recommendation that detailed service planning occurs for each corridor prior
to implementing transit services.

In considering the basic service alternatives, it will also be useful to conduct a detailed
financial analysis. This will provide a break-out of how costs might be split between federal,
State, and local sources.
Ultimately, the choices made as the appropriate level of regional transit services will reflect
the priorities of the region. It is likely different communities will select different alternatives
reflecting the diversity in the region.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM CHAPTER 5
The best transit service plan will balance all of these factors: technical feasibility, social
need, and political support. The region should:


Assist smaller communities within the region with senior transit services between
communities and to transit centers is a recommended priority for essentials, such
as medical and grocery store trips.



Develop service standards for each corridor.
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CHAPTER 6: FUNDING & GOVERNANCE
Governance is the institutional structure used to oversee and provide services. The
options discussed in this chapter range from institutional structures to the initial
processes used to make decisions. Funding is closely related as funding options are
often defined or limited by governance structures. The funding options also influence the
governance structure by defining the agencies that pay for service and the control they
have over those services.

FUNDING
The transit alternatives presented in Chapters 4 and 5 require reliable and stable
funding sources. Even the Status Quo alternative, which continues the current FLEX
service with the 2016 expansion to Boulder, requires stable, ongoing funds for operation.
Additionally, if the service continues or expands, capital for replacement and expansion
vehicles will be needed. Currently within the region:


Local communities have difficulty funding local transit services. FTA funds are
available, but these must be augmented with local funds to cover operational
costs. Systems with more extensive transit services must also further
augment their FTA funds to maintain their capital foundation. In many cases,
this means transit must compete for allocations from a jurisdiction’s General
Fund.



There is uncertainty in the level of FTA funding that will be available in the
future due to potential changes in urbanized area boundaries and because
new long-term transportation legislation is needed.



The role of the State in funding transit services is new, appears to be limited,
and continues to change.

Several partners may share funding responsibilities for regional transit services. As a
result, each corridor could have a different set of partners and funding structure.
Additionally, funding may include a mixture of federal, state, and local funds. There are
sources of operating funds available for pilot projects (such as CMAQ funding), but
providing long-term regional transit services requires stable, on-going funding sources.
It concludes with a discussion of the funding issues needing to be addressed as the
region and State begin to develop regional transit services.

REVENUE BREAKOUTS: FEDERAL, MATCH, AND FARES
Funds for transit come from a combination of federal funds, matching funds, and
operating revenues (including fares and advertising). The percentage from federal, local,
and operating revenues can be estimated. This estimate provides a basis for discussing
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the funds required for each alternative and the role of federal, State, and local funding
for capital and operating expenditures.
Figures 6.1 through 6.4 illustrate the revenue breakouts for 2012 for the operating
expenses associated with North Front Range regional transit services. The percentage
of funding from fare revenues or other operating revenue sources, such as advertising,
varies by agency. Figure 6.1 shows the average for the three local transit agencies.
Currently, fare and operating revenues make up an average of 13 percent of the
funding for the three services. Federal and local/matching funding make up a majority of
the revenues for these services. Federal assistance ranges from 30 percent for
Transfort to 74 percent for COLT. Local/matching funds range from 16 percent for
COLT to 52 percent for Transfort. Matching funds may be sales tax, student fees, or
revenues from other sources. The remaining one to three percent of the funding comes
from other revenue generators such as advertising.
Figure 6.1 Typical Regional Average Transit Operating
Revenues, 2012 Data
Other Funds
2%

Fare
Revenue
13%

Federal
Assistance
52%

Local Funds
33%

Source: National Transit Database Transit Profiles, 2015
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Figure 6.2 COLT Operating Revenues, 2012 Data
Other Funds
2%

Fare Revenue
8%
Local Funds
16%

Federal
Assistance
74%

Source: National Transit Database Transit Profiles, 2015

Figure 6.3 GET Operating Revenues, 2012 Data
Other Funds
1%
Fare Revenue
16%
Federal
Assistance
52%

Local Funds
31%

Source: National Transit Database Transit Profiles, 2015
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Figure 6.4 Transfort Operating Revenues, 2012 Data
Other Funds
3%
Federal
Assistance
30%

Fare Revenue
15%

Local Funds
52%

Source: National Transit Database Transit Profiles, 2015

FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FUND SOURCES
The basic funding options are listed in this section, with a discussion of what each
source can be used to fund.

Federal
The most common source of federal funding for transit services are FTA funds. There
are a variety of programs, with the Urbanized Area formula funds (§5307 funds) and the
Bus and Bus Facility funds (§5339 funds) most commonly used in the region. Rural
transit providers can also use Formula Grants for Rural Areas funds (§5311 funds).


§5307 funds are allocated to the Designated Recipient agency or jurisdiction.
For the Fort Collins/Loveland Transportation Management Area (TMA) this is
the City of Fort Collins. For the Greeley/Evans urbanized area this is the City
of Greeley.



§5307 formula funds are distributed to the TMA and the City of Greeley
based on a formula allocation for areas of 50,000 to 199,999 and areas with
over 200,000 in population.


The City of Greeley receives funding based on population and
population density, and number of low-income individuals.



The TMA receives funding based on a combination of bus revenue
vehicle miles, bus passenger miles, fixed guideway revenue vehicle
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miles, and fixed guideway route miles as well as population and
population density and number of low-income individuals.1


Transfort is the Designated Recipient for the Fort Collins TMA and is
responsible for facilitating the allocation of §5307 funds between member
jurisdictions in the TMA through an approval process. The NFRMPO Planning
Council must approve the final allocation of these funds.



The Bus and Bus Facilities funds (§5339 Funds) replaced the §5309 Funds.
These funds are allocated directly to TMAs and are eligible to be transferred
by the State to supplement rural formula grant programs (§5307 and §5311).2



§5307 funds are fully used for current services, although the agencies within
the TMA do transfer funds between themselves based on need and
availability of local matching funds. Agencies within the TMA currently
providing transit services and participating in this internal allocation include
Berthoud, Fort Collins, and Loveland.



Other FHWA funds, for example, CMAQ and Surface Transportation Funds
(STP), that can be flexed for transit are transferred into the existing FTA
programs and must abide by the same rules as other FTA funds.

As mentioned above, CMAQ funds are another important source of funds. These funds
can be used at an 80 percent federal match level for starting new services. MAP-21
allowed for transit agencies to fund up to five years of operating service (two years at 80
percent federal and third year spread out over the next three years) and can also be
used to purchase equipment.3
Other federal funds eligible for flexing, or transferring to FTA for transit projects, include
National Highway System (NHS), Interstate Maintenance, STP, Highway and Bridge
Replacement and Rehabilitation (HBRRP), and Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) funds. A well-defined process has been laid out by FHWA and FTA and as with
the transit funds these are fully utilized in the region.

State Funds
In March 2009, Funding Advancements for Surface Transportation and Economic
Recovery Act of 2009 (FASTER) was signed into law. Through the increase or creation
of fees, fines, and surcharges this law generates increased revenues for transportation
improvements statewide.4 These funds can be used for transit capital and beginning in
2016 for limited transit operating assistance for regional service. The FASTER Safety
FTA Fact Sheet: Urbanized Area Formula Grants, §5307 & 5340: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/MAP21_Fact_Sheet_-_Urbanized_Area_Formula_Grants.pdf
2 FTA Fact Sheet: Bus and Bus Facilities, Section 5339: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/MAP21_Fact_Sheet_-_Bus_and_Bus_Facilities.pdf
3
Interim Program Guidance, FHWA, 2013:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/policy_and_guidance/2013_guidance/
4 Office of State Planning and Budgeting FASTER Fact Sheet
1
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funds could potentially be used for improvements at certain transit facilities, such as
Park-n-Ride facilities as long as a calculated safety benefit is realized. Compared to the
need for transit funding the amounts are limited, but the availability of these funds is an
important step. FASTER Transit funds may be used for regional operating assistance
through a competitive application process.
FASTER Transit funds are split into three categories:


Regional projects provide service within one Transportation Planning Region
(TPR) but serve more than one municipality, and travel more than 25 miles;



Interregional projects provide service in more than one TPR or CDOT Region,
operate over a long distance, and make limited stops; and



Statewide projects serve a substantial portion of the state.5 With the launch of
Bustang, the statewide projects pool was reduced by $3M to provide an
operating set-aside for this new service.

All three pools of FASTER Transit are awarded on a competitive basis by CDOT. CDOT
awards operating assistance for regional services based on the type of service and its
recovery rate. Recipients of the other two FASTER Transit funds are required to provide
a 20 percent local match. Since the inception of FASTER Transit, 138 projects across
the State have been funded.
CDOT does not have a source of local matching funds, which places it in a position
similar to local jurisdictions when it comes to providing operating funds for regional
services. Transit is not currently an allowable expenditure for Highway User Tax Fund
(HUTF), the State’s primary source of matching funds for roadway projects.
CDOT also is responsible for administering and allocating several FTA programs. These
include the §5311 Rural Transit and §5310 Elderly & Disabled Capital programs. The
§5311 program is for rural areas only, while the §5310 funds are for the entire MPO
region. Of these funds, only §5311 could potentially help fund proposed regional transit
services. Any future federal transportation legislation is likely to impact how
transportation system dollars are distributed.

Local Funds
Currently, matching funds for transit come from the local general funds of most
jurisdictions operating transit in the North Front Range region. Additional funding will be
needed for implementing regional transit services. In 2010, MPO staff prepared a report
on transportation impact fees. Currently, development impact fees can only be used for
capital expenditures; however, some states allow such fees to be used for transit
operations. As Colorado considers how to fund transit services as part of a multi-modal
transportation network, it may useful to explore this possibility.

5

CDOT FASTER Transit Regional Operating Assistance Application Guidance, 2014.
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GOVERNANCE
From the perspective of the efficient delivery of transit services, a single entity
responsible for providing regional transit services is desirable. However, the jurisdictions
within the region have different community values, priorities, and methods of delivering
and funding services. It is likely a solution will be needed which can reflect the different
values across the region and coordinate services across jurisdictions.
It is useful to consider the other governance requirements for delivering transit services.
Local communities currently provide individual governance for local transit services.
Regional services like FLEX are operated by Transfort, but are governed and funded
through an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between multiple jurisdictions and the
transit agency.
The 2013 North Front Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study evaluated six types of
transit governance options for the North Front Range region. The communities of
Berthoud, Fort Collins, Loveland, Larimer County, and the NFRMPO completed the
feasibility study to explore integrating transit operations and decision-making structures
for regional transit services. Figure 6.4 shows the grades given to each governance
structure based on various criteria. The chart considers status quo, or existing conditions,
IGA, Regional Service Authority (RSA), Regional Transit Authority (RTA), Special District,
and Special Statutory District. IGAs, RSAs, and RTAs are explained further in the
Governance Options section of this chapter. As can be seen in the chart, status quo
scored low in four of the five categories, while IGAs scored well in all five categories.
RSAs, RTAs, Special Districts, and Special Statutory Districts score well, with the
exception of their lack of political and community viability as a result of their taxing
abilities and lack of local controls.
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Figure 6.4 Summary of Evaluations for Governance Options

Source: North Front Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study, 2013.

GOVERNANCE OPTIONS
Local communities which provide transit services have explored options for providing
regional transit services. Governance options were explored thoroughly in the 2013
North Front Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study. Basic options include:


Intergovernmental Agreements (IGA): Easiest to establish for a single route
with a limited number of partners. Relies on annual budgetary commitment
and renewal. IGAs are approved by local governments.



Regional Service Authority (RSA): Can provide either local or regional
services or both. Local jurisdictions can purchase transit services at the level
they desire from the RSA. These can be established by local or regional
jurisdictions or by voters; with voter approval it can levy a property tax.
Transfort’s Strategic Operating Plan Update recommends this alternative.



Regional Transportation Authority (RTA): Provides for transit services within a
flexible boundary. Generally used for both local and regional services and
requires a vote to establish. Can levy sales tax, motor vehicle registration
fees, and visitor benefit taxes, with voter approval.
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Mass Transit Authority: Counties can establish Mass Transit Authorities with
the ability to levy a sales tax. This option is generally used in rural counties,
as in Eagle and Summit Counties. County Commissioners serve as the Board
and cities do not have a formal role on the board.



State: CDOT now has the authority to operate transit and rail services, but
this is still in development.

MOVING FORWARD
There is a need for significant discussion at the regional and State level, about the roles
and responsibilities of each of these entities in both the funding and governance of
regional transit services for the North Front Range region.
At the regional level, this will result in a key activity: the establishment of a regional
transit network plan for the region. The service options in this 2040 RTE range from
simply maintaining existing services, including the FLEX service, to aggressive
alternatives providing high levels of transit services on State highways. The High service
alternative is similar to the plan recommended in the North I-25 FEIS.
At the state level, CDOT will need to address their role in funding and/or operating
regional services. Funding, bus operations, and rail operations also need to be
considered.
This 2040 RTE illustrates how the definition of the roles and responsibilities of local and
state partners will impact the financing levels and choices each party will need to
consider. It is recommended the North Front Range region:


Engage member agencies in addressing regional transit issues and
developing policy responses;



Formally initiate discussions with CDOT regarding the roles, responsibilities,
and funding of regional transit services in the North Front Range; and



Participate in statewide efforts to address these questions.
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CHAPTER 7: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Public involvement is essential for the planning process and requires a varied approach to be
successful. In the case of the 2040 RTE, the NFRMPO approached the general public as well
as local communities and transit providers for input. As with the 2035 RTE, the 2040 RTE
incorporates the public’s guidance for priorities, needs, and values regarding the development
of regional transit services. Local governments act as a key audience as they are the entities
responsible for fiscally balancing the needs for local and regional services. Working on both a
local and regional level, local governments aims to foster relationships, establish governance
structures, and set local priorities.
The NFRMPO has taken steps to create a more robust public involvement program. Staff held
meetings and gave presentations throughout 2013 and 2014 to educate the public and officials,
while also staffing public meetings and attending community events. Through this process, the
MPO has devised a plan which reflects the needs and values of the communities based on their
input.

MOBILITY COUNCIL INITIAL COMMENTS
In April 2013, MPO staff presented information to the Larimer County Mobility Council (LCMC)
and the Weld County Mobility Council (WCMC) at their respective meetings. The Mobility
Councils consist of transit and human service agency representatives, bringing together
individuals who work with transit-dependent populations. Following the presentations, members
provided feedback and described the needs and values of their organizations.
Both mobility councils described the difficulty individuals with disabilities have to get to work or
to medical appointments. Appointments, both within and outside of the region, can be difficult to
reach for those who have mobility issues.
Both LCMC and WCMC members mentioned the need for improved intra- and interregional
connections. For Weld County, connections along I-25, US 85, and US 34 were cited as the
most important. Larimer County stated connecting Fort Collins to other major municipalities in
the region is a priority, especially as a way to improve employment transportation for its growing
workforce.
Both LCMC and WCMC members highlighted the need to connect the major urban centers
within the region to Metro Denver. Many people have medical appointments and/or are
employed in the Metro area, but do not have reliable transportation options. LCMC members
stated, while there are transportation alternatives like Connecting Health Van, VanGo, and
Greyhound, each of these have a variety of issues, including price and schedule which are not
convenient for a majority of work schedules or appointments.
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INITIAL PUBLIC OUTREACH
PRESENTATIONS TO LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS
MPO staff provided local jurisdictions with the opportunity to participate in the public
involvement phase of this 2040 RTE. Local jurisdictions referred the presentations to the
Transportation Advisory Boards (TAB), a collection of city staff and appointed members who
consider local and regional transportation issues with the potential to update their local
Transportation Master Plans. Additionally, staff reached out to other local groups, transportation
or otherwise, to have a wider range of feedback and participation.
The organizations and events the MPO reached out to and participated in late 2013/early 2014
included:









Greeley Citizen Transportation Advisory Board;
Windsor Business Expo;
Larimer County Mobility Council
Weld County Mobility Council;
City of Fort Collins Transportation Board;
Fort Collins Transportation and Planning Open House;
Fort Collins Salud Family Health Centers “Block Party”; and
City of Loveland Transportation Advisory Board.

Information presented to each group included an overview of the MPO, project goals for the
2040 RTE, and how the 2040 RTE fits in with previous and existing planning efforts. Staff
stressed the 2040 RTE does not replace local plans, but rather works in tandem with them.
Feedback from the public was wide-ranging and informative. Board member comments
mentioned the need for better connectivity to work, better services between cities, as well as
improved services for those who face economic hardships. Transit is seen as a way to help
connect people to jobs, especially for those individuals without cars. Board members also asked
about what impediments exist for implementing and operating transit within the region.
Public comments also recommended transit services be extended into southeastern Fort
Collins, specifically in the area south of Harmony Road. Intense development has led to
insufficient transit connections in this area.

PARTNERSHIP WITH CDOT
In addition to working with local jurisdictions, MPO staff worked with CDOT as they completed
their Statewide Transit Plan. Partnering with CDOT allowed the MPO to understand the local
trends, needs, and capabilities in the larger statewide arena. CDOT undertook the Statewide
Transit Survey of Older Adults and Adults with Disabilities as part of the Statewide Transit Plan
outreach. CDOT provided the North Front Range Transportation Planning Region survey
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responses to the MPO, allowing the MPO to incorporate the responses into this 2040 RTE.
These are included in Appendix E.

SURVEY
In 2013, MPO staff developed a survey to obtain feedback from the public on transit in the
region. Specifically the survey focused on what improvements are needed to increase ridership
and usage. The survey was available at the public outreach events as well as online beginning
in August 2013 through September 2014. Combined, 138 completed surveys were received,
providing feedback on the perception of transit in the region. Participants ranged in age,
occupations, needs, and values and provided insight into how transit is viewed in the region.
The survey was short, with seven questions asking if transit usage would increase if more
transit was provided, where the respondents’ journeys might begin and end, and the purpose of
potential transit trips. Respondents were not required to answer every question, but were invited
to choose multiple options from the list or create their own answers.
Figures 7.1 through 7.4 summarize the responses to this survey. Nearly half of respondents
stated they would take transit one to two days per week, and nearly a third would take it multiple
days per week. Social reasons provide the most potential transit trips followed by shopping.
Frequency and saving time and money were most important to potential transit users. Fort
Collins provides the highest number of potential transit users with a strong demand for service
to Metro Denver. Conversely, the smaller communities of Eaton, Johnstown, Milliken, and
Severance provide few potential transit trips.
Figure 7.1 Frequency of Use of Potential Transit Options
Occasionally,
6%
1-3 times per
month, 20%
3-5 days per
week, 31%

1-2 days per
week, 43%

Source: NFRMPO 2040 RTE Survey Responses, 2014
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Figure 7.2 Reasons to Take Potential Transit Trips
Nutrition/
Grocery
6%

Other
7%

Social
31%
Work
19%

Shopping
24%

Medical
9%
School
4%

Source: NFRMPO 2040 RTE Survey Responses, 2014

Figure 7.3 Reasons to Use Transit
Other
6%

Frequent
28%

Convenient
16%

Saves Money
23%

Saves Time
20%

Safe
7%
Source: NFRMPO 2040 RTE Survey Responses, 2014
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Figure 7.4 Potential Transit Start and End Points

Start Trip
Other location

Cheyenne/Laramie/other
Wyoming

Boulder Longmont

Metro Denver

Timnath/Windsor

Eaton/Severance

Johnstown/Milliken

Greeley/Garden
City/Evans/LaSalle

Fort Collins

End Trip
Berthoud/Loveland

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Source: NFRMPO 2040 RTE Survey Responses, 2014

TAC AND PLANNING COUNCIL
At the October 2014 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting, staff presented four
additional corridors to be considered as the 2040 RTE Transit Scenarios, for a total of nine
corridors. These nine corridors are shown in Figure 4.1 in Chapter 4 and include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Evans-to-Milliken-to-Berthoud along SH 60 and SH 56
Greeley-to-Denver along US 85
Greeley-to-Windsor-to-Fort Collins along US 34, SH 257, and Harmony Road
Greeley-to-Longmont along US 85, SH 66, and SH 119
Greeley-to-Loveland along US 34
Fort Collins-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Greeley-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Loveland-to-Bustang (Express Route)
Proposed North I-25 Commuter Rail Line from Fort Collins-to-Longmont

TAC concurred with the recommended removal of the FLEX service to Longmont and the
Bustang from Fort Collins-to-Denver as these corridors are committed or currently in service.
The North I-25 Commuter Rail was included, although the anticipated year of operation, 2075, is
beyond the scope of this 2040 RTE.
Staff provided an update on the transit corridor additions at the Planning Council Meeting on
November 2014. Councilmembers were given time to critique the possible transit corridors and
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favored the corridors being considered. The public in attendance also provided comments
concerning the most important routes to consider, specifically mentioning the connection
between Greeley and I-25; one of the 2040 RTE Corridors to be evaluated.

2014-2015 PUBLIC MEETINGS
As part of the public outreach for the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, MPO staff attended
multiple events and meetings to discuss the 2040 RTE corridors. Staff brought a large map of
the corridors to these events and discussed transit needs in the region with the public. To
engage a wide audience, staff participated in a wide variety of meetings and staffed booths at
local events. The events and meetings staff attended included:













Larimer County Mobility Council—December 18, 2014;
Greeley Citizens Transportation Advisory Board —January 26, 2015;
Weld County Mobility Council—January 27, 2015;
Loveland Transportation Advisory Board—February 2, 2015;
GET Open House—February 9, 2015;
Loveland Public Library—February 10, 2015;
Transfort South Transit Center—February 12, 2015;
Colorado State University Student Union—February 17, 2015;
Fort Collins Transportation Board—February 18, 2015;
US 85 Coalition—March 12, 2015;
Hwy 287 Corridor Coalition—March 26, 2015; and
Greeley Chamber of Commerce Local Government and Business Affairs Committee—
April 3, 2015.

Comments were varied; however, they focused on the need for regional transit connections.
Both bus and commuter rail connections were brought up to help solve connectivity issues
within the region and to Denver. A common issue cited was the need for an east-west
connection between Greeley and Fort Collins and Greeley and Loveland, similar to the 34
Xpress bus. One key recommendation was that staff should analyze why routes like the 34
Xpress was not successful to ensure the same mistakes do not happen in the future.
Additionally, there should be connections to DIA which do not require a transfer at Denver’s
Union Station.
A Greeley Citizens Transportation Advisory Board member stated the region should not be
looking at buses for 2040 because transportation technology is improving rapidly. A large
number of citizens wondered why the commuter rail service to Denver is expected in 2075.
Many commented they would support the service if it started sooner.
Students at CSU provided input regarding transit at the CSU Transit Center. Students
mentioned the low frequency of the buses leads to crowding on routes that serve the CSU
Transit Center. In inclement weather, when more students ride the bus, they stated it is common
to miss the bus due to overcrowding. Students also mentioned connections to Denver as one of
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their primary concerns. One student stated they cannot connect to the CSU campus via transit
because there are no routes from Laporte.
Citizens Transportation Advisory Board suggested staff maintain a regional dialogue about
transit by having transportation experts from around the country discuss and present to the
public on transportation issues. Because many citizens are not aware of new technologies,
laws, or policies impacting transportation, the region may benefit from a series of speakers on
these topics.
Staff collected verbal and written responses received at the public meetings and events. These
testimonies are available at the NFRMPO offices.
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APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA
TRANSFORT
Date
Acquired

Wheel
Chair
Accessible

Seat
Capacity

Stand
Capacity

WC
Capacity

Condition

35' 1993 GILLIG PHANTOM

06/30/1993

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1993 GILLIG PHANTOM

09/09/1993

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1993 GILLIG PHANTOM

09/09/1993

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1997 GILLIG PHANTOM

03/01/1997

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1997 GILLIG PHANTOM

03/01/1997

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1997 GILLIG PHANTOM

03/01/1997

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1997 GILLIG PHANTOM

03/01/1997

Yes

37

28

2

Good

40' 1997 GILLIG PHANTOM

03/01/1997

Yes

43

26

2

Good

35' 1998 GILLIG PHANTOM

06/17/1998

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1998 GILLIG PHANTOM

06/17/1998

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1998 GILLIG PHANTOM

06/30/1998

Yes

37

28

2

Good

35' 1998 GILLIG PHANTOM

06/17/1998

Yes

37

28

2

Good

29' 2001 GILLIG LOW FLOOR

09/28/2001

Yes

28

22

2

Good

29' 2001 GILLIG LOW FLOOR

09/28/2001

Yes

28

22

2

Good

29' 2001 GILLIG LOW FLOOR

09/28/2001

Yes

28

22

2

Good

29' 2001 GILLIG LOW FLOOR

09/28/2001

Yes

28

22

2

Good

Description
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Fuel
Type
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel
BioDiesel

Notes
Inactive
Inactive
Inactive
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement
Due for
Replacement

APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA
Date
Acquired

Wheel
Chair
Accessible

Seat
Capacity

Stand
Capacity

WC
Capacity

Condition

Fuel
Type

09/28/2001

Yes

28

22

2

Good

BioDiesel

03/10/2006

Yes

32

10

2

Good

CNG

05/15/2008

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2008 NABI BUS 35LFW3510.01

05/15/2008

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2008 NABI BUS 35LFW3510.01

05/15/2008

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

6/15/2009

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 NABI BUS 40LF

2/5/2010

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2009 INTERNATIONAL 3200

11/1/2010

Yes

25

10

1

Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 40 FOOT

9/21/2011

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 40 FOOT

9/21/2011

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 40 FOOT

9/21/2011

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 40 FOOT

11/2/2011

Yes

36

43

2

Very Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 35 FOOT

11/15/2011

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2011 NABI LF 35 FOOT

11/28/2011

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Yes

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Yes

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Yes

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Yes

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Yes

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

Description
29' 2001 GILLIG LOW FLOOR
32' 2005 ELDORADO BUS
LOW FLOOR
2008 NABI BUS 35LFW3510.01
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Notes

APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA

2013 NABI BRT ARTIC

12/15/2013

Wheel
Chair
Accessible
Yes

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

2013 NABI LF 35 FOOT

1/15/2014

Yes

30

30

2

Very Good

CNG

Description

Date
Acquired

Seat
Cap

Stand
Cap

WC
Cap

Condition

Fuel
Type

43

73

2

Very Good

CNG

Source: Transfort, March 2014
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Notes

APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA
GET
Year
1987
1990
2002
2003
2004
2004
2005
2005
2005
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2011
2011
2011
2012
2013
2013
2013
2013

Make/Model
Chevrolet Custom Deluxe Pickup
Ford Van
Thomas PT Van
Ford Crown Victoria
Ford Goshen
Ford Goshen
Ford E450
Ford E450
Ford E450
Ford Senator
Ford Starcraft
Chevrolet Express
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Chevrolet Senator
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender-Hybrid
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender
Champion Defender

Date Placed in Service
8/31/1987
3/5/1990
6/28/2002
5/28/2003
5/27/2004
6/15/2004
5/5/2005
6/1/2005
6/30/2005
6/7/2007
6/7/2007
4/25/2008
6/16/2008
6/16/2008
11/5/2008
11/11/2008
12/10/2008
12/15/2008
1/28/2010
2/1/2010
2/1/2010
2/10/2010
7/7/2010
3/3/2011
3/14/2011
3/30/2011
7/19/2012
7/26/2012
8/17/2012
9/4/2012
10/15/2012

Seat Capacity
3
11
14
6
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
14
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
23

Source: GET, March 2014

Page 97 of 149

WC Capacity
0
0
3
0
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Fuel

Diesel-50
Diesel-55
Diesel-55
Diesel-55
Diesel-55
Diesel-55
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50
Diesel-50

Replacement Date
1/1/2014
TBD
TBD
1/1/2014
1/1/2013
1/1/2013
1/1/2013
1/1/2014
1/1/2014
1/1/2014
1/1/2014
1/1/2015
1/1/2015
1/1/2015
1/1/2015
1/1/2016
1/1/2016
1/1/2016
1/1/2017
1/1/2017
1/1/2017
1/1/2017
1/1/2018
1/1/2018
1/1/2018
1/1/2021
1/1/2019
1/1/2019
1/1/2019
1/1/2019
1/1/2019

APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA
COLT
Unit

Usage

Status

Year

Unit
Condition

Chassis
Make

Body
Make

Seat
Capacity

Fuel

8008

Fixed

Active

2004

Excellent

8018

Para

Active

2002

Fair

8019

Fixed

Active

2011

Excellent

8021

Fixed

Active

2011

Excellent

8022

Para

Active

2007

Good

E450
Van
E350
Van
E450
Van
E450
Van
E350

Ford

StarTrans

20

Gas

Ford

Thomas

21

Diesel

Ford

StarTrans

23

Gas

Ford

StarTrans

23

Gas

Ford

StarCraft

8

Gas

8024

Para

Active

2007

Good

E350

Ford

StarCraft

8

Gas

8026

Utility

Active

2007

Good

Mini Van

Chevrolet

Uplander

5

Gas

8060

Fixed

Active

2009

Good

Trans

Gillig

Gillig

35

Diesel

8070

Fixed

Active

2011

Excellent

Trans

Gillig

Gillig

35

Diesel

8080

Fixed

Active

2011

Excellent

Trans

Gillig

Gillig

35

Diesel

Model
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APPENDIX B: PROVIDER DATA
BATS

Ford E 350 Brahn

Seated
Capacity
8

Standing
Capacity
1

2009

Ford E 350 Star Craft

12

2010

Ford E 350 Turtle Top

10

Quantity

Year

Manufacturer

1

2008

1
1

Unleaded

Replacement
Year
2015

1

Unleaded

2020

1

Unleaded

2025

Source: BATS, March 2014
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Fuel Type

Notes
A van will be
replaced every 5
years
High-mile vehicle,
may replace
sooner

APPENDIX C: DEMAND ANALYSIS
The travel demand analysis included the following steps:
1. Creation of trip matrices for 2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040 to show all daily trips from
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) to TAZ using the NFRMPO Travel Model.
2. The trip matrices produced were aggregated by subregion. There are seven subregions
in the modeling area. Currently, no fixed-route transit exists or is proposed in subregions
5 or 6 so they were removed, leaving five subregions for analysis.
3. The trip matrices were organized by mode share and all transit related tables were used,
including: walk to local transit, walk to express, walk to premium, drive to local transit,
drive to express, and drive to premium. An example of an express route is the MAX in
Fort Collins. An example of a premium route is the CDOT Bustang on I-25.
4. The trip matrices were validated based on current assumptions in the transit portion of
the travel model. Examples include, but are not limited to:
a) No fixed-route service exists from Greeley to Fort Collins, resulting in zero trips.
b) More trips inside Fort Collins (subregion 3) due to increased availability of transit
service.
c) ‘Other’ (subregion 1) is farther away from service resulting in the least amount of
trips.
d) Trips are allocated between Loveland and Greeley/Evans in year 2020 because
of the connection to the CDOT Bustang route.
Figure C.1 shows the regional model’s subregions. Tables are also included showing each
transit trip table. The summary is presented by year (2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040) and then for
each mode share as explained in step 3.
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Figure C-1: Map of Subregions
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Total Transit Trips in Subregions
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.302249

2
0.017418

3
4
70.581863 29.260921

2

0.249004

789.15698

3

30.671244

0.0

6158.7163 13.896188

0.287766

4

68.918182

0.0

304.44424 384.06897

1.489053

7

0.124145

0.0

0.0

0.97078

0.0

3.463137

7
0.171634
0.0

0.065847

2020 Total Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
5.166989

2
0.086133

3
4
7
78.135503 93.545127 10.402236

2

5.074603

919.18408

9.619768

0.000003

0.001203

3

270.86942

0.0

2627.46

30.500271

2.494927

4

78.224197

0.0

82.925678 331.06632

2.134064

7

4.319334

0.0

0.826385

0.244381

1.232461

2030 Total Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
6.927782

2
0.115026

3
4
7
115.25202 95.898003 15.961254

2

6.220092

1011.7441 10.068281

3

337.4058

4
7

0.000028

0.001097

0.0

2964.2108 32.349952

2.457655

88.843782

0.0

93.073849 369.32379

4.984965

6.517692

0.0

1.969484

0.726882

4.730233

2040 Total Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
13.359252

2
0.1987

3
4
7
168.26032 88.560858 13.883645

2

36.441015 1173.8563

7.674283

0.013672

0.041363

3

359.72947

0.0

3264.5315 95.981775

3.631879

4

87.653656

0.0

173.05861 458.16067

7.420274

7

28.886776

0.0

4.226872

1.068119
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5.867521

Total Transit Trips in Subregions - Driving to Premium
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Drive to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.0

2
0.0

3
0.0

4
0.0

7
0.0

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2020 Total Drive to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
1.449042

2
0.0

3
0.053992

4
0.006948

7
0.000214

2

0.000158

0.0

9.619636

0.000003

0.00012

3

0.000387

0.0

190.66872

1.273187

0.0

4

0.00008

0.0

17.913092

0.0

0.000002

7

0.000024

0.0

0.19315

0.000619

0.000031

2030 Total Drive to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
2.066251

2
0.0

3
0.056723

4
0.006841

7
0.000771

2

0.000716

0.0

10.067297

0.000028

0.00018

3

0.000286

0.0

207.25203

1.129658

0.0

4

0.000059

0.0

20.176685

0.0

0.000003

7

0.000017

0.0

0.427195

0.00069

0.000039

2040 Total Drive to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
4.341418

2
0.0

3
2.209179

4
0.050896

7
0.024095

2

0.123694

0.0

7.328702

0.01367

0.004957

3

34.358891

0.0

395.52243

18.983261

0.120047

4

0.255143

0.0

64.571663

6.59728

0.070025

7

3.740354

0.0

2.296173

0.167028

0.187036
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Total Transit Trips in Subregions - Driving to Express
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Drive to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.0

2
0.0

3
0.0

4
0.0

7
0.0

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2020 Total Drive to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
3.411463

2
0.0

3
9.208811

4
10.544762

7
5.769111

2

4.462962

0.0

0.000132

0.0

0.001083

3

62.598118

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.00007

4

3.725879

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.000008

7

2.424868

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.000144

2030 Total Drive to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
4.449793

2
0.0

3
13.870559

4
9.358322

7
7.877994

2

5.347093

0.0

0.000984

0.0

0.000917

3

78.515594

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.000195

4

5.869981

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.000009

7

3.19241

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.000164

2040 Total Drive to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
8.777694

2
0.0

3
17.154818

4
7.059377

7
5.106394

2

35.313606

0.0

0.345581

0.000002

0.036406

3

24.62759

0.0

0.0

0.047772

0.000086

4

12.677208

0.0

0.012999

0.0

0.016838

7

20.682579

0.0

0.001219

0.0

0.012301
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Total Transit Trips in Subregions - Walking to Premium Transit
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Walk to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.0

2
0.0

3
0.0

4
0.0

7
0.0

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2020 Total Walk to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.020668

2
0.0

3
39.750725

4
0.000152

7
0.000102

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

103.81763

0.0

1026.8746

17.707773

0.163665

4

0.000283

0.0

52.359798

0.0

0.000495

7

0.003542

0.0

0.050215

0.000036

0.000073

2030 Total Walk to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.026693

2
0.0

3
52.112709

4
0.000159

7
0.000107

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

129.98407

0.0

1087.7223

16.600889

0.237373

4

0.000272

0.0

55.885181

0

0.000775

7

0.003559

0.0

0.211389

0.000032

0.000097

2040 Total Walk to Premium Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.05191

2
0.0

3
42.834236

4
0.000823

7
0.000266

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

195.7272

0.0

1102.0986

47.567444

0.720388

4

0.000435

0.0

48.798645

0

0.001589

7

0.003418

0.0

0.149375

0.000138

0.000183
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Total Transit Trips in Subregions - Walking to Express Transit
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Walk to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.0

2
0.0

3
0.0

4
0.0

7
0.0

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2020 Total Walk to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.001346

2
0.0

3
4
13.565547 14.023744

7
3.507531

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

84.633614

0.0

0.0

0.493575

0.041737

4

24.59758

0.0

0.134796

0.0

0.035411

7

1.670061

0.0

0.007789

0.001468

0.005702

2020 Total Walk to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.001346

2
0.0

3
4
13.565547 14.023744

7
3.507531

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

84.633614

0.0

0.0

0.493575

0.041737

4

24.59758

0.0

0.134796

0.0

0.035411

7

1.670061

0.0

0.007789

0.001468

0.005702

2040 Total Walk to Express Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.000855

2
0.0

3
4
27.830683 17.006975

2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

81.911873

0.0

0.0

0.619573

0.092557

4

28.644835

0.0

0.406553

0.0

0.051124

7

4.167819

0.0

0.097499

0.002401

0.015288
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7
5.23599

Total Transit Trips in Subregions - Walking to Local Transit
(2012, 2020, 2030, and 2040)
2012 Total Walk to Local Transit Trips
Subregion

1

2

3

4

7

1

0.3

0.0

70.6

29.3

0.2

2

0.2

789.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

3

30.7

0.0

6158.7

13.9

0.3

4

68.9

0.0

304.4

384.1

1.5

7

0.1

0.0

1.0

3.5

0.1

2020 Total Walk to Local Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.28447

2
0.086133

3
4
15.556428 68.969521

2

0.611483

919.18408

3

19.819672

0.0

1409.9166 11.025736

2.289455

4

49.900375

0.0

12.517992 331.06632

2.098148

7

0.220839

0.0

0.575231

0.238431

0.0

0.0

1.230338

7
1.125278
0.0

2030 Total Walk to Local Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.384048

2
0.115026

3
4
25.684555 75.355118

2

0.872283

1011.7441

3

26.237595

0.0

1669.2365 13.915969

2.126154

4

59.438808

0.0

16.676987 369.32379

4.953976

7

0.381665

0.0

1.261743

0.717892

0.0

0.0

4.72737

7
3.534412
0.0

2040 Total Walk to Local Transit Trips
Subregion
1

1
0.187375

2
0.1987

3
4
78.231407 64.442787

2

1.003715

1173.8563

3

23.103912

0.0

1766.9104 28.763725

2.698801

4

46.076035

0.0

59.268753 451.56339

7.280698

7

0.292606

0.0

1.682606

0.853311

0.0
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0.0

5.697954

7
3.5169
0.0

DISCUSSION ITEM: 2040 Regional Transit Element Recommendation
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS)
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
Meeting Date
May 20, 2015

Agenda Item

Submitted By

2040 Regional Transit Element
Recommendation

Becky Karasko

Objective / Request Action
Staff is providing the draft 2040 Regional Transit Element (RTE)
recommendation, developed with input from the local transit agencies and
public input for TAC review and discussion.
Key Points










Report
Work Session
Discussion
Action

On April 30, 2015 staff met with the three local transit agencies to discuss a recommendation
for the 2040 RTE
Although the RTE was originally anticipated to be an update, there have been too many
significant changes in transit services

Committee Discussion
At the April 15, 2015 meeting, TAC discussed 2040 RTE Chapters 4-8. The MPO Executive Committee
met on April 23, 2015 and requested TAC provide a recommendation for the 2040 RTE. In response,
Staff met with the local transit agencies and developed a recommendation. TAC’s discussion of and
feedback on this recommendation is being requested.
Supporting Information
The 2040 RTE recommendation includes:
 Further study into the transit connections between:
 Greeley and Fort Collins;
 Greeley and Loveland and
 Greeley and Denver.
 Additional service and investment along the FLEX corridor, following the 2016 expansion to
Boulder.
 Additional service and investment in the MAX system, as specified in Phase 3 of Transfort’s
2009 Transit Strategic Operating Plan.
Advantages
Having the three local transit agencies develop a recommendation for the 2040 RTE with NFRMPO
staff allows the agencies who will be operating future transit services in the region to formulate the
vision for those services. A draft recommendation provides a starting point for Planning Council
discussions on the RTE recommendation.
Disadvantages
None noted.
Analysis /Recommendation
Staff requests TAC members review the community connections shown in the map and provide
comments.
Attachment



2040 RTE Recommendation Map
2040 RTE Chapter 8: Moving Forward
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2040 Regional Transit Element Recommendations
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County Rd 22

Greeley and Denver
Greeley and Loveland
Greeley and Fort Collins
Enhanced Corridor (MAX)
Enhanced Corridor (FLEX Improvements)
Existing Park-n-Rides
Current Local Transit Routes
NFR Boundary
Rivers
Lakes and Reservoirs

CHAPTER 8: MOVING FORWARD
RECOMMENDATION
For the 2035 RTE, the NFRMPO Planning Council selected the Basic Alternative with the
addition of service along US 85 (Corridor 2) as the preferred alternative (Basic+).
However, for the 2040 RTE, the NFRMPO is moving forward with suggested actions
based on the recommendations of the three local transit agencies, TAC, input received
during the public outreach phase, and previously completed studies, specifically the 2013
North Front Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study. The recommendation includes:


Further study into the transit connections between:


Greeley and Fort Collins;



Greeley and Loveland; and



Greeley and Denver.



Additional service and investment along the FLEX corridor, following the 2016
extension to Boulder.



Additional service and investment in the MAX system, as specified in Phase 3 of
Transfort’s 2009 Transit Strategic Operating Plan.

Figure 8.1 shows the three city-to-city connections for further study and the two enhanced
transit service corridors for further investment.
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Figure 8.1 2040 RTE Recommendation
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Focusing on the broad connections between cities rather than on the corridors themselves
allows for a more comprehensive transit analysis. There are a variety of reasons to
operate and fund regional transit services, which should be analyzed on a case-by-case
basis. Special considerations for transit trips include access to medical facilities and
employment centers, and connectivity for transit-dependent groups. In-depth analysis
provides the greatest flexibility and allows for unique considerations for each connection.
For example, studying connections between Greeley and Fort Collins may lead to the
study of routes through Timnath and Windsor and/or a route through Loveland.
Rather than focusing on the specifics of each corridor in this document, the 2040 RTE
recommends transit in the region expand upon existing services, existing relationships,
and previous studies. Further studies of the recommended connections will also refine the
planning process and result in changes as services are implemented.
As identified in Chapter 6, there are significant questions to resolve regarding
governance, funding, and service delivery. Previous studies, like the 2013 North Front
Range Transit Vision Feasibility Study, presented recommendations for further studies,
actions for implementation, and potential partnerships. As the region moves forward with
regional transit, a consideration of previously completed work should guide future actions.
The North Front Range region has a successful regional funding and governance model in
the FLEX service.
The region should build on its successes in transit, such as the IGA model used for the
FLEX service and the partnership funding GET. Through a mixture of town, city, and
county subsidies, Transfort operates the FLEX service through partnership each member
jurisdiction. Transfort continues to operate as the transit operator with input from each
member community. Transfort has an existing governing structure, and the ability to
operate and maintain the vehicles. This is not to say all future regional transit should be
operated by Transfort, but rather the process for governance and funding could be
replicated. Similar to Transfort operating FLEX, GET operates service in Evans and
Garden City through IGAs. Using this mechanism, GET provides routes through the two
communities without having to introduce a new governance structure or provide funding
for these services itself.
It is anticipated it will take at least three years to establish service in a new corridor once
the financial and institutional issues are addressed. The three year estimate allows time
for project programming, budgeting funds, acquiring equipment, and implementing service.
The expansion of FLEX and MAX services should continue based on the respective
strategic plans that exist. The FLEX service will be expanded to the City of Boulder in
2016, which opens the door for additional service hours and further connections. MAX
service is laid out in Transfort’s 2009 Strategic Operating Plan, including the expansion
of service along West Elizabeth Street through the CSU campus. Between the extended
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FLEX and MAX services, a continuous transit corridor will run from downtown Fort Collins
to downtown Boulder. This will provide connections to local COLT, RTD, and Transfort
routes, five transit centers, and two major universities.
Table 8.1 summarizes the actions completed in the region since 2011, when the 2035
RTE was adopted and the North I-25 EIS was completed.
Table 8.1 Summary of Actions Since 2011
Action

Date

Result

Examination of Regional Transit

April 2013

North Front Range Transit Vision
Feasibility Study (did not include GET)

MAX BRT Service Began

May 2014

Increased use of transit in the Mason
Corridor and Fort Collins

2014

DRCOG CMAQ funding to extend
FLEX service to Boulder.

February 2015

Link between local transit route and
interregional route.

July 2015

Service between Fort Collins/Loveland
and Denver

3 years of Funding for FLEX route
extension to Boulder service in 2016
Extension of Transfort service to
Bustang
Establish Bustang service
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Table 8.2 lists those actions recommended to move the North Front Range region towards
regional transit connections.
Table 8.2 Summary of Recommended Actions
Action

Timeframe

Responsibility

Establish multimodal actions and strategies as part of
2015 CMP update

2015

MPO staff

Establish corridor priorities
 Program funding for corridor studies
 Align resources for regional transit service
development and TDM activities

2016

Planning Council

Establish MPO process for involving stakeholders in
development of regional transit connections

As needed committees with staff support

Representation in regional discussions

Communication channels

2016

Planning Council

COLT extension to Bustang

2016

COLT

FLEX extension to connect CSU and University of
Colorado (CU) in Boulder

2016

Transfort

Adopt policy positions which support local, state, and
federal initiatives that build funding options for regional
transit services.

2016-2017

Planning Council

Park-n-Ride to accommodate Bustang

2016-2017

Fort Collins/CDOT

Support local finance options that recognize and allow
for the funding of regional services.

Ongoing

Local
Communities/Planning
Council

Include development of regional transit connections as
a priority in project evaluation and selection criteria

Ongoing

Planning Council with
TAC support

Monitor progress towards completing these actions

Ongoing

TAC with MPO staff
support

Work with local providers to develop a regional fare
structure to provide distance-based fares and seamless
transfers between systems

Ongoing

Transit agencies with
MPO staff support

Extend MAX hours of service

Ongoing

Transfort
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SUMMARY
This 2040 RTE provides a long-range vision for regional transit services, but the focus of
the recommended actions is short term because the plan will be updated again in four
years. Further action should be taken as the connection analyses are completed. The
region has had success in working together on transit, as shown by the FLEX route and
the partnerships funding GET. It is through cooperative action and many small steps that a
regional transit vision will become a reality.
The 2040 RTE recommendation includes:


Further study into the transit connections between:


Greeley and Fort Collins;



Greeley and Loveland; and



Greeley and Denver.



Additional service and investment along the FLEX corridor following the 2016
extension to Boulder.



Additional service and investment in the MAX system, as specified in Phase 3 of
Transfort’s Transit Strategic Operating Plan.
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY (AIS)
North Front Range Transportation & Air Quality Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
Meeting Date

Agenda Item

Submitted By

May 20, 2015

Discussion of 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
Chapters 4 and 7

Becky Karasko

Objective / Request Action
Staff is providing the second of five groups of chapters for the 2040
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for TAC review and comment.
Key Points










Report
Work Session
Discussion
Action

MPO staff is developing the 2040 RTP, scheduled for September 2015 Council approval
The 2040 RTP includes a long term transportation vision for the region

Committee Discussion
At their February 18, 2015 meeting, TAC requested staff provide a revised schedule of when staff
would require Committee review and input on the 2040 RTP chapters.
Supporting Information
The 2040 RTP is a fiscally constrained federally-mandated plan for MPOs and includes a long-term
transportation vision for the region. The 2040 RTP summarizes the existing transportation system:
roadways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, the environment, and includes a corridor plan
for the future.
Advantages
Providing the chapters as they are drafted allows TAC to maximize their time and input in reviewing
the 2040 RTP chapters. Staff will provide presentations on the changes to the RTP to summarize
changes to assist TAC in their review.
Disadvantages
None noted.
Analysis /Recommendation
Staff requests TAC members review the portions of the 2040 RTP Chapters 4, and 7 applicable to their
jurisdictions for accuracy and content.
Attachments
RTP Chapters:
 Chapter 4: Performance-Based Planning
 Chapter 7: Travel Demand Analysis
Rev. 9/17/2014
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Chapter 4: Performance Based Planning
Transportation agencies have applied performance management in the planning process for decades. MAP-21
mandates this for the first time for all state-wide, metropolitan, and non-metropolitan transportation planning
agencies to receive federal-aid funding. Performance-based planning uses the existing planning process to answer
four primary questions:





Where do we want to go?
How are we going to get there?
What will it take?
How did we do?

This process framework is shown in Figure 4-1, along with its three stages: Planning, Programming, and
Implementation and Evaluation.
Figure 4-1: Framework for Performance-Based Planning and Programming
Planning
Strategic Direction
Where do we want to go?

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND DATA

Goals and Objectives
Performance Measures
Analysis
How are we going to get there?
Identify Trends and Targets

Investment Plan
Resource Allocation

Identify Strategies and
Analyze Alternatives
Develop Investment Priorities

Monitoring
Evaluation
Reporting

Program of Projects

Implementation
and Evaluation
How did we do?

Programming
What will it take?

Source: FHWA Performance-Based Planning and Programming Guidebook, 2013
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A. Goals, Objectives, Performance Measures, and Targets
As identified in MAP-21, CDOT is required to develop goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets
(GOPMT) aligning with federal goals. MAP-21 requires MPOs to align their GOPMT with both the federal and State
DOT. These GOPMT must be used to drive project selection as MPOs are required to report in their TIPs and RTPs
the projects selected move the region towards achieving the goals, based on the targets adopted. The GOPMT
are developed during the Planning stage of Performance-Based Planning.1 This section reviews the three steps in
Performance-Based Planning.
Planning
The GOPMT are developed in the two phase Planning stage: Strategic Direction and Analysis. NFRMPO Staff and
TAC began working on the GOPMT in May 2014. The MPO’s GOPMT are based on the national goals, CDOT
GOPMT, real-time data, and examples from other MPOs. The development of each part of the GOPMT is
summarized in the following section.
Vision Statement
A clear vision statement provides the strategic direction typically articulated for the public and stakeholders on
how the GOPMT will work as a top-down performance-based process. The vision statement for the GOPMT
addresses the question “Where do we want to go?” by defining the overall direction the region wishes to move
towards. The vision statement for the 2040 RTP GOPMT is:
“We seek to provide a multi-modal transportation system that is safe, as well as socially
and environmentally sensitive for all users that protects and enhances the region’s quality of
life and economic vitality.”
Goals
Goals are the first step to supporting the vision statement. Goals address the key desired outcomes for the region.
MAP-21 requires the MPO to comply with national and State GOPMT. Currently, seven national goals have been
established: infrastructure condition, freight movement and economic vitality, environmental sustainability,
safety, congestion reduction, system reliability, and project delivery. CDOT was consistent with the national goals
with the exception of eliminating project delivery as its own goal, instead encompassing it throughout all of their
goals. The MPO goals specific to the NFRMPO are in Table 4-1.
Objectives
Objectives are needed to support and accomplish the set goals. Objectives have not been released at the national
level; however, CDOT has released a list of objectives for each of their goals. The MPO used CDOT’s objectives and
local data to determine appropriate objectives for each goal in Table 4-1.

1

FHWA’s Performance-Based Planning and Programming Guidebook, September 2013.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/pbpp_guidebook/pbppguidebook.pdf.
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Table 4-1: Goals and Objectives
Goals
Economic Development/Quality of Life: Foster a
transportation system that supports economic
development and improves residents quality of
life
Mobility: Provide a transportation system that
moves people and goods safely, efficiently, and
reliably
Multi-modal: Multi-modal system that improves
accessibility and transportation system continuity

Operations: Optimize operations of
transportation facilities

Objectives
Conforms to air quality requirement
Maintain transportation infrastructure and facilities to
minimize the need for replacement or rehabilitating
infrastructure Investment
Reduce number of severe traffic crashes
Use the Congestion Management Process (CMP) to
reduce congestion
Reliable travel time
Support transportation services for all including the most
vulnerable and transit dependent populations
Implement RTE, Regional Bicycle Plan, and North I-25 EIS
Develop Infrastructure that supports alternate modes
and connectivity
Use Transportation Demand Management techniques to
reduce congestion and optimize the system
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
not
exceed
change
in in
population
Enhance
transit
service
the NFR
Reduce project delivery time frame


Performance Measures
Performance measures support objectives and serve as a basis for comparing projects and tracking results over
time. Performance measures finalize the strategic direction phase of the planning stage in Figure 4-1. Many
performance measures can be used to accomplish multiple objectives, Figure 4-2. Performance measures are used
to assess projects and to prioritize options. Performance measures were required for all projects in the FY 20162019 Call for Projects to determine if the projects selected would move the region towards accomplishing the
goals. More detail on project selection and prioritization is discussed later in this chapter.
Performance measures also provide the foundation to answering the question “How did we do?” in the
implementation and evaluation step. Performance measures are measurable data, able to be monitored and
recorded over time. The MPO performance measures approved by the Planning Council are shown in Table 4-2.
Targets
Targets are specific levels of performance desired to be achieved within a certain timeframe. Targets are
established for each performance measure. Targets are the first step in the analysis phase of the planning stage.
This phase relies on baseline data from past trends, tools to forecast future performance, and information on
possible strategies, available funding, and other constraints to allow for appropriate targets, to be set. The MPO
used only attainable targets, while CDOT used both attainable and aspirational targets. The MPO targets are listed
in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2: Performance Measures and Targets
Performance Measure
Target
Air quality conformity tests on plans and programs
Passes conformity
Number of facility samples with poor surface conditions

Reduce by 1%

Bridges with a sufficiency rating below 50.0

Less than 5% of bridges

Five-year rolling average of injury and fatal crashes

No increase in crashes

Regionally significant congested corridor with a travel time
index of 2.5 times or less than free flow
Population and essential destinations within paratransit and
demand-response service area within the MPO boundary

Maintain at least 80%

Non-motorized facilities per capita

Increase by at least 2%

Fixed-route revenue hours per capita within service areas
Transit service vehicles within useful life parameters
established
FTA
VMT growthby
per
capita
Fixed-route ridership per capita within service areas

At least 85%

Increase by 30%
Maintain 75%
Change in VMT should not exceed change in
population
Increase by 10%

Programming
There are three phases in the programming stage of performance-based planning: investment plan, resource
allocation, and program of projects. This stage answers the question “What will it take?” MPO member agencies
currently do not use the RTP as an investment plan, but could if they choose to do so. The MPO receives resource
allocations from three FHWA funding sources: Surface Transportation Program (STP-Metro), Congestion,
Mitigation, and Air Quality Program (CMAQ); and Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP). Projects submitted
to the FY 2016-2019 Call for Projects went through a selection process to receive funding and the selected projects
were programed into the FY 2016-2019 TIP and FY 2016-2019 State Implementation Program (STIP).
Implementation and Evaluation
The last stage in performance-based planning is implementation and evaluation. Projects included in the TIP are
selected on the basis of performance and show a clear link to meeting performance objectives. It is important to
note what type of data are needed from these projects to ensure the projects selected move the region forward
to meet the Goals. There are three phases important in checking the status of the region in achieving the GOPMT.
These include:
 Monitoring – Gathering information on actual conditions.
 Evaluating – Conducting analysis to understand the extent to which implemented strategies have been
effective.
 Reporting – Communicating information about system performance and the effectiveness of plans and
programs to policymakers, stakeholders, and the public.
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Figure 4-1: 2040 RTP GOPMT
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B. FY 2016-2019 Call for Projects
For the FY 2016 – 2019 Call for Projects, the NFRMPO member agencies had the ability to apply for three federalaid funding programs: STP-Metro, CMAQ, and TAP. The NFRMPO is given an allocation for each program and must
go through a project selection process to prioritize eligible projects to receive funding. Each federal-aid funding
program available for member agencies is summarized in this section, including the FY 2016-2019 Project Scoring
Criteria and Process and selected projects.
Surface Transportation Program (STP-Metro)
STP-Metro is typically the most flexible and largest of the funding programs. These funds can be used for highway,
bridge, transit, ITS, and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure projects. The NFRMPO receives a federal allocation
for local priority projects. The TAC identified STP-Metro funding targets for large and small communities, allocating
71.5 percent of the funding for large communities and 28.5 percent for small communities. Sponsors were limited
in the amount of funding they could apply for, to cap the number of applications reviewed. This allowed higher
priority projects to move forward. The TAC also recommended Planning Council allow small communities to use
the federal STP-Metro funding for heavy maintenance improvements. With the passing of MAP-21, the Highway
Bridge Program was eliminated and the money rolled into the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP).
This forces STP-Metro funds to be used to pay for off-system bridges. A new burden to repair and rehabilitate
deficient bridges will likely make it harder to use this source to fund local priorities in the future.
Table 4-3: STP-Metro Project Selection
Evaluation Criterion

Possible
Points

Safety
Mobility (multi-modal, congestion, reliability, continuity, etc.)
System Preservation (maintaining the current system based on current pavement condition)
Partnerships (Each partner must contribute at least 10% of the local match requirement)
Total

Small Large
25
50
25
45
25
0
25
5
100
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Project

Sponsor

Table 4-4: STP-Metro Project Selection
Federal
2016
2017
Request

2018

2019

Total

Unfunded

CDOT Projects
I-25 Truck Climbing Lane

CDOT

$3,000,000

$3,000,000

$200,000

$0

$0

$3,000,000

$0

I-25/Crossroads

CDOT

$2,000,000

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$2,000,000

$0

Fort Collins

$2,400,000

$0

$1,252,912

$1,114,955

$0

$2,367,867

$32,133

Loveland

$2,320,000

$0

$0

$646,560

$461,471

$1,108,031

$1,211,969

Larimer County/ Berthoud

$865,855

$0

$0

$532,014

$333,841

$865,855

$0

Greeley

$3,100,000

$0

$0

$0

$1,498,216

$1,498,216

$1,601,784

Fort Collins

$1,168,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,168,000

Evans

$1,808,259

$293,529

$937,176

$0

$0

$1,230,705

$577,554

Eaton/ Weld County

$103,440

$0

$103,440

$0

$0

$103,440

$0

Berthoud/ Larimer County

$1,000,000

$0

$0

$0

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

$3,293,529

$3,293,528

$3,293,529

$3,293,528

$13,174,114

$4,591,440

Large Community Projects
Horsetooth and College
Intersection
Improvements
US
34 Widening
LCR 17 Expansion
th

10 Street Access Control
Implementation
US 287 Intersection
Improvements
Small
Community Projects
65th Ave Widening
Collins Street Resurfacing
LCR 17 Expansion
Total

Source: NFRMPO FY 2016-2019 TIP
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Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ)
The purpose of the CMAQ program is to fund transportation projects or programs that reduce emissions and
contribute to attainment or maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and
carbon monoxide (CO). The CMAQ program supports two important goals of the USDOT: improving air quality and
relieving congestion.2 CMAQ funds are required to be invested in the nonattainment ozone area and maintenance
CO area. At a minimum, projects must include three things: they must be a transportation project, generate an
emissions reduction, and be located in or benefit a nonattainment and/or maintenance area. The requirement
which determines project criteria is its ability to generate an emissions reduction. The MPO determined the
emissions reduction in projects based on the evaluation criteria, depicted in Table 4-5. During project selection,
the TAC identified three project pools for funding: signal timing, CNG Bus Replacement, and CNG Equipment. In
each funding pool, the communities with projects in the pools were allowed to negotiate the award
recommendations for these pools. The projects selected for CMAQ funding for the FY 2016 – 2019 are shown in
Table 4-6.

Table 4-5: CMAQ Project Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation Criterion
Possible Points
Short Term Emissions Benefit (Year 1)
20
Long Term Emissions Benefit(Years 2-5)

40

Total Emissions Benefit / Federal Cost

40

Total

100

2

USDOT’s Transportation for a New Generation: Strategic Plan FY 2014-2018, November 2014.
http://www.dot.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/2014-2018-strategic-plan_0.pdf
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Sponsor

Table 4-6: CMAQ Project Selection
Federal
2016
2017
Request

Greeley

$185,000

$185,000

Loveland

$380,000

Loveland Adaptive
Signals

Loveland

GET CNG Bus
Replacement
Transfort CNG Bus
Replacement

Project

Signal
Timing

CNG Bus
Replacement

CNG
Equipment

2018

2019

Total

Unfunded

$0

$0

$0

$185,000

$0

$380,000

$0

$0

$0

$380,000

$0

$770,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$770,000

Greeley

$5,892,933

$764,842

$778,567

$778,567

$1,558,255

$3,880,230

$2,012,703

Fort
Collins

$3,311,600

$1,177,857

$791,926

$793,154

$0

$2,762,936

$548,664

COLT CNG Bus
Replacement

Loveland

$2,208,000

$0

$0

$363,308

$363,308

$726,616

$1,481,384

Vehicle/Expansion

Weld
County

$5,195,802

$1,363,252

$1,252,472

$887,936

$901,400

$4,405,060

$790,742

LaSalle CNG Vehicle
Replacement

LaSalle

$107,627

$103,054

$0

$0

$0

$103,054

$4,573

Loveland CNG Vehicle
Replacement

Loveland

$2,343,720

$0

$127,716

$127,716

$127,716

$383,147

$1,960,573

Larimer County CNG
Vehicle Replacement

Larimer
County

$1,473,662

$95,787

$95,787

$95,787

$95,787

$383,147

$1,090,515

$21,868,344

$4,069,791

$3,046,467

$3,046,467

$3,046,466

$13,209,190

$8,659,154

Greeley
Comprehensive Traffic
Signal Timing
Loveland Traffic
Optimization

Total

Source: NFRMPO FY 2016-2019 TIP
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Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
The Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) was implemented with MAP-21. The program provides a variety
of alternative transportation projects, including many previously eligible activities under separately funded
programs such as Safe Routes to School, Recreational Trails, and the Transportation Enhancement (TE) Program.
The TAP is the smallest funding program for the MPO and has the most restrictive criteria. MAP-21 allocated TAP
funding to MPOs based on population and allows MPOs to conduct their own project selection. MPO member
agencies are eligible for MPO and CDOT TAP funds. The MPO’s available funding is estimated at $250,000 per fiscal
year. The MPO used CDOT’s Evaluation Criterion for project selection to assist sponsors that might be applying for
both MPO and regional CDOT TAP funds, shown in Table 4-7. After project selection, two projects received awards,
the Great Western Trail and the Colorado Front Range Trail. Details of these projects are shown in Table 4-8.
Table 4-7: TAP Project Evaluation Criterion
Evaluation Criterion
Enhance Safety
Increase Bicycling and/Walking Activity
Maximize Transportation Investment/Network Connectivity Improvement
Improve State and Regional Economy
Expand Recreational Opportunities, Enhance Quality of Life, and Improve Public Health
Provide Transportation Equity
Project Readiness
Integration with Plans and Community Documented Support
Total

Possible Points
20
9
50
11
45
8
0
8
5
4
20
20
100

Table 4-8: TAP Project Selection
Project

Sponsor

Federal
Request

2016

2017

2018

2019

Total

Unfunded

Colorado Front
Range Trail

Larimer
County

$450,000

$250,000

$200,000

$0

$0

$3,000,000

$0

Great Western
Trail

Windsor

$550,000

$0

$50,000

$250,000

$250,000

$2,000,000

$0

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$250,000

$1,000,000

$4,591,440

Total

Source: NFRMPO FY 2016-2019 TIP
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Chapter 7: Travel Demand Analysis
A. Overview
The MPO prepared the NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional Travel Demand Model with input based on the socioeconomic data provided in Chapter 3 to evaluate the effects of growth on the transportation system in the
North Front Range region and to meet the Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements. The NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional
Travel Demand Model provides estimates and forecasts for the following scenarios:
 2012 Base Year – Model calibrated to 2012 using the 2010 NFRMPO Household Survey and validated using
traffic counts and transit boarding’s.
 2015 Interim Year – Interim for Conformity testing (CAA), includes 2015 transportation network and 2015
socio-economic forecasts.
 2025 Interim Year – Interim for Conformity testing (CAA), includes 2025 transportation network and 2025
socio-economic forecasts.
 2035 Interim Year – Interim for Conformity testing (CAA), includes 2035 transportation network and 2035
socio-economic forecasts.
 2040 No Build – 2012 transportation network and 2040 socio-economic forecasts.
 2040 Build – 2040 transportation network based on the fiscally constrained plan (described in Chapter 10
and 2040 socio-economic forecasts for Conformity testing (CAA).
It is important to recognize transportation improvements other than increasing highway capacity may result in
the reduction of roadway travel demand. The NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional Travel Demand Model is a mode
choice model, meaning transit is modeled on the roadway network to allow for scenario testing both modes.
This section provides a summary of travel demand forecasting results from the NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional
Travel Demand Model.

B. Existing Travel Characteristics
The NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional Travel Demand Model uses a base year of 2012 to provide estimates and
forecasts of travel within the North Front Range modeling boundary to the 2040 horizon year. The base year was
calibrated using the NFRMPO Household Survey of 2010. The survey indicated the main reason for nearly 34
percent of traveling was returning home from non-work activities (e.g., shopping). Other frequently reported
reasons for travel included work (11 percent), routine shopping (nine percent), and attending class (six percent),
Table 7-1. The differences in travel modes in different portions of the region is summarized in Figure 7-1.
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Table 7-1: Primary Reasons for Traveling
Main Reason for Traveling
Number of Trips
Percent
Working at home
127
0.90%
Shop at home
0
0.00%
On-line school at home
7
0.00%
Return home from non-work activities
4,920
34.00%
Work/job
1,637
11.30%
All other activities at work
70
0.50%
Attending class
790
5.50%
All other activities at school
92
0.60%
Change of mode/transportation
354
2.40%
Dropped off passenger from car
566
3.90%
Picked up passenger from car
557
3.80%
Drive through
88
0.60%
Other – travel related
37
0.30%
Work/business related
618
4.30%
Service private vehicle
160
1.10%
Routine shopping (groceries, clothing, etc.)
1,236
8.50%
Shopping for major purchases or specialty
91
0.60%
Household errands (bank, dry cleaning,
475
3.30%
items
Personal
business
(attorney,
accountant,
241
1.70%
etc.)
577
4.00%
etc.)Eat meal outside of home
Health care (doctor, dentist)
224
1.50%
Civic/religious activities
196
1.40%
Outdoor recreation/entertainment
254
1.80%
Indoor recreation/entertainment
516
3.60%
Visit friends/relatives
435
3.00%
Loop trip
18
0.10%
Other
180
1.20%
100.00
Total
14,467
Source: NFRMPO Household Survey of 2010
%

Page 130 of 149

Avg. Trip Duration (min)
14.16
-8.8
17.17
19.34
17.82
15.53
11.75
15.43
12.95
14.6
9.93
10.97
20.36
13.21
12.5
18.35
11.18
16.86
12.09
18.59
14.89
23.18
16.42
33.89
38.74
14.33
16.76

Figure 7-1

Travel Modes by Area

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%
0%

Greeley/Evans

AutoDriver
60.5%
65.6%

AutoPass
19.9%
24.0%

Loveland

66.5%

Larimer County

Transit

Walk

Bike

Other

1.2%

9.7%

6.7%

2.0%

0.3%

7.3%

0.7%

2.2%

22.6%

0.5%

6.5%

0.3%

3.7%

71.4%

23.0%

0.0%

2.5%

0.6%

2.5%

Weld County

67.0%

20.4%

0.0%

7.7%

1.1%

3.8%

Overall

65.3%

21.6%

0.6%

7.0%

3.1%

2.5%

Fort Collins

Source: NFRMPO Household Survey of 2010
Travel by Automobile
The majority of trips within the region (referred in Figure 7-1 as Overall) are trips in single occupancy vehicles
(SOV), which are vehicles with only the driver as an occupant (identified as Auto-Driver in Figure 7-1). Auto-Pass
in Figure 7-1 refers to vehicles carrying passengers, which is the second most used travel mode in the region at
21.6 percent.
Non-Motorized Travel
The survey showed 10.1 percent of work and non-work related trips in the region are by non-motorized modes,
either bicycle or pedestrian travel. These are stand-alone trips or augment transit trips (to and from transit
stops). Generally, people in the region make non-motorized trips more frequently to attend class (e.g., at
Colorado State University or University of Northern Colorado) or non-work related activities. Fort Collins and
Greeley have large college student populations which contribute to the higher percentage of bicycling in those
communities. Fort Collins leads the region in work trips made by bicycle. Greeley has the highest percentage of
work trips by pedestrians. Survey results indicate 13 percent of Greeley/Evans residents do not have a driver’s
license, which may also contribute to higher levels of walking.
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Survey data shows approximately 70 percent of households in the region have at least one bicycle, and 50
percent have two or more bicycles. More than 24 percent of survey respondents indicated a household member
walked or rode a bicycle to school or work at least once per week. The highest numbers were reported for Fort
Collins and the lowest numbers in non-urbanized areas of Weld County.
Transit Use
In the region, transit use accounts for less than one percent of work-related and other trips based on the survey.
A large portion of the region consists of rural areas not served by transit, which is a contributing factor to the
overall low rate of transit use. Most transit users connect to transit by walking or bicycling. Nearly seven percent
of survey respondents indicated they use transit at least once per week. Transit use is highest in Greeley/Evans
(12 percent) and lowest in non-urbanized areas of Weld County (two percent) according to survey respondents.
Of the adult survey respondents, four percent reported having a transit pass. The highest levels were reported in
Fort Collins (7.2 percent), which has the largest transit system in the region. The lowest levels were reported in
non-urbanized Larimer County (0.5 percent). Less than two percent of survey respondents reported their
employers provide a transit pass.
The lack of available transit options and sustainable revenue sources are likely reasons behind the low transit
pass use. Another factor to explain the low rates of transit use is the high percentage (nearly 95 percent
throughout the region) of employers providing free parking. Employees have fewer incentives to use other
modes of transportation when there is abundant free parking.

C. Travel Demand Growth
Roadways
Daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the total distance traveled by all motor vehicles each day. VMT was used to
measure forecasted growth of travel in the region on roads included in the model. Table 7-2 shows the
estimated VMT for 2012 and the forecasted VMT for 2040 for the subregions defined in Chapter 3.
It should be noted, using a no-build scenario does not always result in realistic outputs for small areas of the
region. This is due to significant levels of congestion in the forecast year without any improvements to the
roadway system.
Forecasts from the NFRMPO 2040 Regional Travel Demand Model show VMT for the region is projected to grow
by 55 percent between 2012 and 2040. This growth assumes no roadway, transit, or non-motorized
improvements in the future and only accounts for growth in households and employment. This assumes current
patterns and travel trends are held constant. This VMT growth compares with household growth forecasts of 56
percent and employment growth forecasts of 60 percent for the same period.
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Table 7-2: Growth in Vehicle Miles of Travel
Daily VMT
Area
2012
2040 (No-Build) Percent Growth (%)
Fort Collins Area 3,396,160
5,389,502
63%
Greeley Area
2,178,371
4,469,485
49%
Loveland Area
2,107,930
3,405,071
62%
Other Areas
4,024,476
6,915,250
58%
Central I-25
1,689,677
3,609,157
47%
NFRMPO
10,314,179
18,915,133
55%
Entire Model*
14,426,233
23,824,397
61%
Source: NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional Travel Demand Model
* Includes: Fort Collins Area, Greeley Area, Loveland Area, Other Areas, and Central I-25

Roadway Volume/Capacity
Volume over capacity (V/C) is a quantitative measure, which takes the roadway volume and divides it by the
roadway capacity. This is used as a system-wide measure to analyze the impacts of growth on transportation.
V/C ratios have been calculated on all arterials, expressways, and freeways. Congestion, defined in the 2015
Congestion Management Program (see Chapter 11), is a ratio of 0.8 and above.
The percent of congested roadway lane miles during the average peak period in 2012 is four percent. It is
anticipated to grow to 22 percent during the average peak period by 2040, with no transportation
improvements. Figures 7-2 and 7-3 depict the 2012 and forecasted 2040 V/C ratios. This V/C analysis is based on
results from the NFRMPO 2040 Regional Travel Demand Model and does not account for intersection operations
or delay.
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Figure 7-2: 2012 Volume/Capacity
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Figure 7-3: 2040 Volume/Capacity

Mode Choice
The NFRMPO uses a mode choice model as it allows the estimation of transit ridership on the local, regional, and
interregional systems on the existing roadway network. The NFRMPO first built the Regional Travel Demand
Model with mode choice capability for the 2030 model. Transit alternatives can be tested both locally and
regionally. Transit ridership is verified and validated for the base-year scenario through on-board surveys which
count the number of riders on any given route. This is similar to the validation of the highway portion of the
model verified using traffic count data.
Regional Routes
The Regional Transit Element (RTE) 2040, a companion document to the 2040 RTP, describes the demand
analysis used to model potential regional transit corridors. The 2040 RTE used the NFRMPO 2040 Regional Travel
Demand Model to show how anticipated growth over the next 25 years could impact transit ridership in the
proposed regional corridors.
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Service Standards and Policies
Service standards are set by each of the three local transit agencies. Currently, Transfort’s service standards act
as a model for COLT and GET. Service standards can be divided into three groups: productivity standards, load
standards, and on-time performance. For productivity and load standards, Transfort groups its routes into five
categories which provide different types of service:






Rapid Transit (routes in a dedicated guideway);
Commercial (provide basic route coverage and access);
University (routes near and connecting to CSU);
Residential (routes serving residential routes); and
Regional (routes operating outside of Fort Collins).

By dividing the route system based on type of service, the transit agency can tailor the service standards to the
purposes of each route. Transit routes can operate for different reasons and therefore should be measured
appropriately.
Productivity standards alert transit staff to which routes and services require marketing, revision, or elimination.
The two measures include passengers per revenue hour and passengers per revenue mile. The measurement of
passengers per revenue hour considers the number of customers on a given service divided by the total number
of revenue hours. The measurement of passengers per revenue mile considers the total number of passengers
over the route’s extent. These numbers are collected and compared on an annual basis. Each measurement is
monitored and categorized into four levels of performance:





E (exceeds);
S (satisfactory);
M (marginal); and
U (unsatisfactory).

Using these grades, the transit service can consider schedule changes, marketing, redesign, or elimination. For
example, the Fort Collins City Council has set a system wide benchmark of 20 passengers per hour for routes as a
measurement of consideration. Routes above this benchmark perform well, while routes below this benchmark
should be evaluated for possible changes to improve or eliminate the route.
Minimum and maximum load standards measure when to provide additional service, reductions in service, or
service eliminations. In this case, loads are the number of passengers on a given service compared to the
capacity of the bus providing service. Peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 2:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) and offpeak hours typically have different load standards. For example, local Transfort buses have a maximum load
standard of 125 percent of the seated capacity during peak hours, and a maximum load standard of the seated
capacity during off-peak hours.
On-time performance is a service standard used for dependability and can be measured either by percent of
trips operated or schedule adherence. Each transit agency defines schedule adherence differently. Transfort
considers “on-time” to mean arriving at a bus stop between zero minutes early and five minutes late, while GET
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defines “on-time” as zero minutes early to eight minutes late. As a service standard, each transit agency sets a
minimum for on-time percentage: Transfort sets a standard of 90 percent of peak-hour buses and 95 percent of
off-peak buses to arrive on time, while COLT requires 95 percent on-time performance for all buses. Buses which
are consistently early or late should have their schedules evaluated to improve schedule adherence.
Further explanation of service standards can be found in the City of Fort Collins’ Service Standards and Policies
document1. GET is in the process of creating similar system wide benchmarks, expected to be completed by the
end of 2015. COLT measures the same service standards and is in the process of creating benchmarks.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The State of Colorado, under the FASTER legislation, is required to address the reduction in Green House Gas
(GHG) emissions. To assist the State, a technical analysis out of the travel demand model is included in this plan.
GHG in the atmosphere absorbs and emits radiation. GHGs are tied to the natural process, or greenhouse effect,
whereby they capture radiant heat from the sun in the Earth’s lower atmosphere. The gases that contribute
most to the greenhouse effect are water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, and nitrous oxides (NOx). Most
greenhouse gases have both natural and human activity sources. Transportation is the second largest source of
GHG emissions, accounting for roughly 27 percent of all emissions2.
As it relates to the transportation system, energy is directly consumed by vehicles (automobiles, trucks, and
buses) using the regional system and indirectly consumed by equipment during the construction of
transportation capital improvement projects (non-mobile source). The GHG emissions quantified for this 2040
RTP are based only on the direct energy (i.e., energy consumed by vehicles using the facilities). Transportation
emissions from fuel combustion in vehicles are normally presented as the total carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent
released, and take into account the potential greenhouse effect of each gas. For example, motor vehicles emit
small amounts of nitrous oxide (N2O), which has a greenhouse gas effect potential 310 times that of CO2.
Therefore, each ton of N2O is equivalent to 310 tons of CO2. The greenhouse gas emissions presented in this
section are all presented as a CO2 equivalent.
Table 7-4 compares the total mobile source on- and off-network greenhouse gas emissions from the 2015 land
use and transportation system, as well as the 2040 forecasts, with the fiscally constrained transportation system
(2040 Fiscally Constrained). The energy calculations are based on VMT forecasts generated by the NFRMPO 2040
Regional Travel Demand Model and calculated by Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) using the MOVES20143 emissions model. MOVES2014 is an upgraded version of the EPA’s modeling
tools for estimating emissions from motor vehicles and adheres to new federal emission standard rules not
included in previous modeling tools. A base year of 2015 was used for this calculation because it is the first input
network year available in the MOVES2014 emissions model for the North Front Range region. The North Front

1

Service Standards and Policies, 2009:
http://www.ridetransfort.com/abouttransfort/plans-and-projects/transfort-strategic-plan
2

EPA, Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2013

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/sources.html
3
79 FR 60343, https://federalregister.gov/a/2014-23258, 2014
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Range region records GHG emissions for the winter and summer months due to the difference in non-mobile
source emissions between the Estes Park area and the NFRMPO. The Estes Park area has higher emissions
during the summer due to tourist activity from Rocky National Park and other destinations within the area. The
NFRMPO has much higher emissions in the winter because of the traffic generated by Colorado State University
(CSU) and the University of Northern Colorado (UNC). The direct energy consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions associated with the use of the regional transportation system is projected to increase by
approximately 19 percent in the winter and 20 percent in the summer, less than the projected VMT increase of
75 percent for the entire region from 2015 to 2040.

Time Period
Winter
Summer

Table 7-3: Mobile Source Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Tons of CO2 Equivalent
2015
2040 (Fiscally Constrained)
Percent Growth (%)
6,677
7,948
19.0
6,716
8,062
20.0

Source: NFRMPO 2012-2040 Regional Travel Demand Model, CDPHE, MOVES 2014
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Chapter 10: Financial Plan
The 2040 Financial Plan is based on the financial forecast identified from the CDOT Program Distribution and from
discussion with the local communities and how these resources are allocated to the Regionally Significant
Corridors (RSCs) outlined in Chapter 2 and Chapter 9. Resource allocation has been developed by the NFR
Transportation and Air Quality Planning Council (NFRT&AQPC), the NFR Technical Advisory Committee (TAC),
CDOT, and local communities to project anticipated revenues used for transportation improvements on the
various corridors during the life of the 2040 plan.

A. Funding Program Distribution
On February 20, 2014, the Colorado Transportation Commission (CTC) passed Resolution #TC-3139 approving
Program Distribution for FY2016 – 2040 which identified federal sources anticipated to fund the various
transportation programs listed in this section. Estimates of available federal, State, and local funding for the 2040
RTP period from FY2016 to FY2040 are included in Table 10-1. These are considered by CDOT and local
communities to be reasonable estimates of what will be available for the timeframe of the 2040 RTP. Sources for
these revenue projections include CTC program distribution estimates, the FY2016-2019 NFR Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP), and local government impact fee and funding estimates. All funding estimates are
shown in deflated FY 2016 dollars. Figure 10-1 shows the 2040 Program Distribution percentage breakdown
(excluding local funds) between Highway Construction and Maintenance, Bridges, Non-Motorized Facilities, Air
Quality, and Transit. Figure 10-2 shows the 2040 Program Distribution Federal/State and Local share percentage
breakdown.
Figure 10-1: 2040 Program Distribution Percentage
Breakdown

2040 Program Distribution

Figure 10-2: 2040 Program Distribution Federal/State
and Local Share Breakdown

Federal/State and Local Share

Air Quality
12%
Transit
13%
Local
32%

NonMotorized
2%
Bridges
3%

Construction
and
Maintenance
70%

Federal/State
68%
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Table 10-1: Program Distribution Funding Estimates (FY 2016 $)
Federal / State
Local
Funding Program
(thousands)
(thousands)
Regional Priority Program
$54,230
$0
FASTER Safety
$70,569
$0
FASTER Bridge Enterprise
$11,631
$0
Highway Safety Investment Program
$37,601
$0
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
$11,153
$0
Surface Transportation Program – Metro (STP$59,381
$0
Metro)
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) $68,485
$0
FASTER Transit Local
$1,794
$0
Asset Management – Maintenance
$242,415
$0
Asset Management – Surface Treatment
$178,285
$0
Asset Management – Structures On-System
$31,731
$0
FTA 5307
$86,129
$0
FTA 5310
$10,433
$0
FTA 5311
$3,250
$0
FTA 5339
$8,786
$0
Local Impact Fees
$0
$158,642
Local General Funds
$0
$109,800
Local Sales Tax
$0
$85,955
Fort Collins Building on Basics 2.0
$0
$38,600
Fort Collins .25% Sales Tax
$0
$26,250
Total
$875,873
$419,247

Total
(thousands)
$54,230
$70,569
$11,631
$37,601
$11,153
$59,381
$68,485
$1,794
$242,415
$178,285
$31,731
$86,129
$10,433
$3,250
$8,786
$158,642
$109,800
$85,955
$38,600
$26,250
$1,295,120

Funding estimates total $1.3 B for the timeframe of the 2040 RTP. Federal and State funds account for $875.87
M, or 68 percent of the total. Local funding, including local government and private contributions, are projected
to be $419,247 M, or 32 percent of the total.
As individual projects are added to the TIP, they are assumed not to be regionally significant in terms of air quality
impacts unless they trigger an air quality conformity determination. Air quality significant projects are defined by
the NFRMPO if they:








Add a travel lane at least one mile in length, or completing a regional connection;
Add a new intersection on principal arterials or above;
Add new interchanges or grade separated intersections;
Major improvements to existing interchanges, excluding drainage improvements and ramp widening;
Regional transit projects between jurisdictions;
Regional transit projects on fixed guideways that offer a significant alternative to regional highway travel; or
Add or delete a major bus routes with 3,000 riders per day, taking into account existing service levels.

Program applicants are required to coordinate with the NFRMPO to ensure consistency with the current RTP and
the TIP. Similarly, communication with CDOT is necessary to facilitate coordination between regional and
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statewide plans and programs. The consistency requirement is considered to be met in the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) if demonstrated at the RTP and TIP level. This enables the projects
awarded funds under the discretionary programs to be interpreted as eligible for inclusion in the STIP. Projects
included in the NFRMPO TIP and the STIP selected from the funding programs are typically considered to be
consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2040 RTP.
CDOT Controlled Highway Programs
Projects in the NFRMPO TIP and the CDOT STIP are selected from the following programs by processes involving
statewide competition, program-specific applications, or CDOT Region 4 are typically considered to be consistent
with the goals and objectives of this plan:
 Regional Priorities Program (RPP): The goal of this program is to implement regionally significant
projects identified through the transportation planning process. These funds are flexible in use and are
allocated to the regions by the CTC on an annual basis. The allocations are based on regional population,
CDOT on-system lane miles, and CDOT on-system truck VMT.
 FASTER Funds: In the spring of 2009, the State of Colorado passed legislation to impose fees to
generate revenue for transportation within the State. The fees are assessed on vehicle registration, rental
cars, and an increase to oversize and overweight vehicle permits. For CDOT, FASTER funds are broken into
three programs: Bridge, Safety, and Transit. FASTER Bridge is administered through the Colorado Bridge
Enterprise, which targets funding to address Colorado’s deficient bridges and for 2040 RTP purposes is
considered and included as a CDOT program.
o

o
o

FASTER Safety: Created by the Colorado General Assembly, funds roadway safety projects
including construction, reconstruction, or maintenance of projects needed to enhance the safety
of the State and federal highway system. Collected fees are distributed by CDOT to cities, towns,
and counties based on crash data weighted by the National Safety Council. Estimates include cost
per fatality, injury, or other crash types.
FASTER Bridge Enterprise: This program was formed in 2009 to finance, repair, reconstruct
and replace bridges designated as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.
FASTER Transit: A CDOT administered, statewide program implemented to promote, plan,
design, finance, operate, maintain, and contract for transit services such as passenger rail, buses,
and advanced guideway systems.

 Asset Management
o

Maintenance: This program evaluates maintenance levels of service on the State Highway
system. The CTC has established specific grade levels as objectives for the various activities
associated with the maintenance program.

o

Surface Treatment: This program identifies the remaining service life of the State Highway
system to determine where the surface treatment funding should be used in meeting the CTC’s
goals. In 2013, the Transportation Commission set an objective of having 80 percent of the State
Highway system rated as high-drivability (10+ years) or moderate-drivability (four to 10 years)
remaining life.
Bridge Program (Structures On-System): This program identifies the condition of every
bridge on the Federal and State highway systems to determine where bridge funding should be

o
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allocated. The purpose of the Bridge Program is to finance, repair, reconstruct, and replace
bridges designated as structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.
NFRMPO Controlled Highway Programs
The NFRMPO Council selects projects to receive funding from the following programs, through an approved call
for projects process. The most recent call for projects was completed in December 2014 for the FY2016-2019 TIP.
These projects represent the first four years of the 2040 RTP.
 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP): TAP was authorized under MAP-21 legislation to
provide funding for programs and projects defined as transportation alternatives. These programs
include, but are not limited to, on-road and off-road bicycle and pedestrian facilities, infrastructure for
non-driver access to public transportation, recreational trail program projects, and safe routes to school
projects. TAP replaces and consolidated the Transportation Enhancements Program previously authorized
under SAFTEA-LU, recreational trail program, and safe routes to school programs, which were separate
programs.
 Surface Transportation Program Metro (STP-Metro): These FHWA funds are sub-allocated to
urbanized areas with populations over 200,000. The sub-allocation is based on each area’s share of the
urbanized areas in the US. Funds may be used on a wide variety of highway transportation improvement
projects, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 123.1 This is one of the most flexible federal funding sources available.
 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvements: CMAQ funds are FHWA funds
restricted to improvements which contribute to attainment or maintenance of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). CMAQ funds are eligible for air quality improvement projects, including ITS,
alternative fuel vehicles and vehicle retrofitting, non-motorized improvements, and alternative fuel bus
purchases and replacements. CMAQ funds used for transit purposes can be flexed from FHWA to Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) funds including for limited transit operations.
Transit Programs
FTA allocates funding based on formulas or projections from previously reported data. The total amount available
for a program is based on funding authorized under MAP-21 and is apportioned according to population and other
reported data. There are two transit providers that receive FTA funds based on population in the region: the City
of Fort Collins (Transfort) and Greeley-Evans Transit (GET):
 Transfort receives funds based on an urbanized area formula program for areas with a population
between 200,000 and 999,999. Transfort receives FTA funds on behalf of the Fort Collins – Loveland –
Berthoud Transportation Management Area (TMA), which also includes the VanGo™ vanpool program.
 GET receives funds based on an urbanized area formula program for areas with a population between
50,000 and 199,999. GET uses the FTA funds to cover the Greeley – Evans area.
The two transit providers produce a program of projects each fiscal year based on FTA apportionments as
published annually in the Federal Register. The program includes projects to be carried out using funds made
available based on the urbanized area formulas. These projects include capital transit improvements, bus

1

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/docs/title23usc.pdf
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purchase and rehabilitation, bus facility upgrades, maintenance, and operations. The transit providers program of
projects are amended into the TIP as they are received. The FTA requires all projects to be included in the TIP and
STIP before funds can be obligated. CDOT also administers some FTA funding programs through a competitive
process.
The following formula programs are anticipated to continue to be available for transit funding in the region:
 FTA §5304 Statewide Planning: this program provides funding to support cooperative, continuous,
and comprehensive (3C) planning for making transportation investment decisions at the statewide level
 FTA §5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program: This program makes federal resources available to
urbanized areas for transit capital and operating assistance. Urbanized areas are considered incorporated
areas with a population of 50,000 or more as designated by the US Census Bureau.
 FTA §5310 Transportation for Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities Program: This
program supports the purchase of vehicles for transportation of the elderly and individuals with
disabilities. It is used by a variety of non-profit and public agencies. In Colorado, 5310 funds can also be
used for mobility management program and project implementation.
 FTA §5311 Rural & Small Urban Areas Non-urbanized Areas Program: This formula based
program provides funding in support of public transportation in rural areas with population of less than
50,000.
 FTA §5339 Bus and Bus Facilities Program: This program provides capital funding to replace,
rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment, and to construct bus-related facilities.
Projects selected to receive discretionary program funding are also included in the TIP and STIP. The discretionary
programs for transit projects are not formula-based and typically result in a competitive application process:
Local Programs and Fees
 Impact Fees: Impact fees are development charges imposed to fund capital projects intended to offset
the impacts caused by a proposed development. Impact fee projections are based on information from
the 2010 NFRMPO Transportation Impact Fee Report. For the purposes of the 2040 RTP, it is estimated
that 50 percent of generated transportation impact fees would be used on RSCs.
 General Funds: General funds typically are the primary operating funds for municipalities. The general
funds represented in the 2040 RTP are specifically directed towards transportation system improvements
and maintenance. For the purposes of the 2040 RTP, it is estimated that 50 percent of general funds
would be used on RSCs.
 Sales Tax: Funds generated by sales tax can be transferred to general funds or directed towards capital
projects. Sales tax funds represented in the 2040 RTP are specifically directed towards transportation
system improvements. For the purposes of the 2040 RTP, it is estimated that 50 percent of sales tax funds
would be used on RSCs.
 Fort Collins Building on Basics 2.0: Fort Collins began implementing a capital improvement tax in
1973 as part of the general election cycle. The current improvement tax, an extension of the 2005 Building
on Basics (BOB) initiative, is a 0.25 percent sales tax for the construction of certain capital projects. BOB
2.0 was approved by voters on April 7, 2015 and covers a 10 year period including FY2016 – FY 2025. The
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2040 RTP assumes BOB would be granted a third extension through FY2035, and that 30% of BOB funds
would be spent on RSCs.
 Fort Collins 0.25 Percent Sales Tax: In April, 2015, Fort Collins residents voted to approve an
extension of a 0.25 percent sales tax to fund the street maintenance program for a 10 year period covering
FY2016-2025. The 2040 RTP assumes the sales tax would be granted another extension through FY2035,
and that 15 percent of the funds would be spent on RSCs.

B. Resource Allocation
Resource allocation is a process which establishes how the NFRMPO intends to distribute the limited funding
available for regional transportation system improvements to best achieve the vision and goals of the 2040 RTP.
Figures presented in Table 10-2 were derived from historic funding trends in the FY2012-2017 and the FY20162019 TIPs. Figure 10-3 shows the percentage breakdown of how funding resources are to be allocated.

Figure 10-3: 2040 Program Resource Allocation
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Regional Priority
Program
FASTER Safety
FASTER Bridge
Enterprise
Highway Safety
Investment
Program
TAP
STP-Metro
CMAQ
FASTER Transit
Local
Asset
Management –
Maintenance
Asset
Management –
Surface Treatment
Asset
Management –
Structures OnSystem
FTA 5307
FTA 5310
FTA 5311
FTA 5339
Local Impact Fees
Local General
Funds
Local Sales Tax
Fort Collins BOB
2.0
Fort Collins .25%
Sales Tax
Total

Total

Paratransit Capital

Bus Capital

Transit Operations and
Maintenance

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facilities

Air Quality and
Environment

Congestion
Management

Roadway Maintenance,
Operations, Rehab, and
Safety

Funding Program

Table 10-2: Resource Allocation ($ in thousands)

$24,950

$29,280

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$54,230

$50,669

$19,760

$0

$140

$0

$0

$0

$70,569

$11,631

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$11,631

$37,601

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$37,601

$0
$39,785
$0

$0
$13,064
$17,806

$0
$0
$22,600

$11,153
$6,532
$4,794

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$23,285

$0
$0
$0

$11,153
$59,381
$68,485

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,794

$0

$0

$1,794

$242,415

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$242,415

$178,285

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$178,285

$31,731

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$31,731

$0
$0
$0
$0
$126,915

$0
$0
$0
$0
$17,450

$0
$0
$0
$0
$5,552

$0
$0
$0
$0
$8,725

$86,129
$0
$3,250
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$8,786
$0

$0
$10,433
$0
$0
$0

$86,129
$10,433
$3,250
$8,786
$158,642

$87,840

$12,078

$3,843

$6,039

$0

$0

$0

$109,800

$68,764

$9,455

$3,008

$4,728

$0

$0

$0

$85,955

$5,018

$2,895

$0

$24,705

$0

$5,982

$0

$38,600

$26,250

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$26,250

$931,854

$121,788

$35,003

$66,816

$91,173

$38,053

$10,433

$1,295,120
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C. North I-25 Corridor
In 2014, the North Front Range Transportation and Air Quality Planning Council (NFRT&AQPC) voted to direct
funds toward transportation improvements on the North I-25 Corridor within the NFRMPO Boundary. The Council
chose to commit $5 M in STP-Metro funds over the four year period of the FY2016-2019 TIP to two regionally
significant projects to help alleviate congestion on I-25 in the region. Those projects are included in Table 10-3.

Project Name
North I-25 Corridor (Denver to
Fort Collins)

I-25 Post EIS Design & ROW
I-25 Truck Climbing Lane
I-25 / Crossroads Boulevard

Table 10-3: North I-25 Project Specific Funding
Funding Program
Federal
State
Regional Priorities
$1,090
Program
RAMP
$28,000
FASTER Safety
$5,000
Regional Priorities
$3,203
$801
Program
STP-Metro
$3,000
STP-Metro
$2,000

Local

Total
$34,090

$4,004

Total:

$3,000
$2,000
$43,094

The Corridor Vision for I-25, RSC 22, is discussed in detail in Chapter 9 and includes a summary of investments
needed along the North I-25 Corridor.

D. Project Prioritization
Background
The NFRMPO developed a project prioritization process in 1994. The process has been refined in each successive
regional planning process; however, the original intent and structure have largely been maintained. For the
corridor-based 2040 RTP, the process has been refined to select projects located on RSCs to include in the FY2016
– 2019 TIP. Estimated available resources must be used to complete transportation improvement projects on RSCs
as defined in the 2040 RTP. This process allows for flexibility in allocating funds as they become available, and
allows project prioritization as a function of developing the TIP.
Projects on RSCs will draw from funds outlined in Table 10-2. Projects included in the TIP are required to be on
the RSCs, as outlined in Chapter 2.
Conformity with the State Implementation Plan for Air Quality
The NFRMPO is required to conduct an Air Quality Conformity Determination on the Fiscally Constrained Plan.
Projects that are part of the conformity determination are all significant projects in terms of their potential effects
on regional air quality. All projects included in a conformity determination must come from a fiscally constrained
plan. Air quality significant roadway projects are defined in the FY2016-2019 TIP as:





Adding a travel lane at least one mile in length or completing a regional connection;
Adding a new intersection on principal arterials or above;
Adding new interchanges or grade separated intersections;
Major improvements to existing interchanges, excluding drainage improvements and ramp widening;
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 Regional transit projects between jurisdictions;
 Regional transit projects on fixed guideways that offer a significant alternative to regional highway travel;
 Addition or deletion of major bus routes with 3,000 riders per day, taking into account existing service levels.
Projects not considered air quality significant are able to be funded within fiscal constraints in the TIP, but are not
modeled during air quality conformity determinations. The following are some examples of non air quality
significant projects:
 Bicycle and Pedestrian system improvements;
 Other Highway (intersection or interchange improvements, safety/geometric improvements, operational
improvements, shoulder widening, park-n-ride lots, freight related improvements, rail/highway grade
crossing improvements);
 Local transit projects that do not add or delete a significant route and/or are not located on fixed
guideways;
 Transportation Demand Management programs;
 Transportation Systems Management programs;
 CNG and other alternative fuel equipped vehicle purchase or retrofitting
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