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RFTA Planning Department Monthly Update
October 14" 2021

VISION, MISSION & VALUES OUTCOME AREAS

u\\ . \ The RFTA Board of Directors and Staff have agreed upon the following seven

) OURVISION Outcome Areas: Safe Customers, Workforce and General Public; Accessibllity
and Mobility; Sustainable Workforce; Financial Sustainability; Satisfied
Customers; Environmental Sustainability; and High Performing Organization
OURVALUES - Son Each RFTA director/manager continuously assesses these themes and ties their
Safe, Accountable, “yopronr o i departmental goals back to these guiding principles.
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Connecting our region

with transit and trails

Housing

Lack of housing was the main topic of discussion at the Colorado Resort Transit Agencies (CREST) meeting at
the September CASTA Conference. Many agencies see affordable employee housing as essential to
recruiting and retaining drivers. CASTA has scheduled a CREST+Employee Housing Forum for November 1
from 10:30 am -12:30 pm in Summit County. The plan is to have each agency/town talk about their housing
model, what works well, what does not, and what they have in the works for the future.

On Friday, October 1, David Johnson attended an affordable housing tour and workshop in Breckenridge. The
Town has been progressive and successful in its efforts to preserve existing housing stock for the workforce,
and expand the stock of affordable housing. On average, they have added 44 deed restricted units a year for
the last 20 years and created a pipeline of projects. Their current inventory is about 1,129 units, and 574
coming on line.
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The Town’s workforce is diverse, and they have been successful in accommodating a variety of households
(single family, duplexes, Condos, townhomes, apartments) and at various incomes (40% AMI-180% AMI). It is
important to consider the needs of the residents in designing the neighborhoods and to focus on building
community, and not just heads in beds. “For those of us with a roof over our heads,“ says the Town’s Planner
Lauri Best, “sometimes it is easy to forget how stressful housing insecurity can be. So, in addition to thinking
this is all about labor supply and community character it is important to think about the obligation we have to
support our work force and try to lift some of that burden, and mitigate some of the challenges around housing
that impacts all aspects of their lives and health outcomes.”

The Town conducted a needs assessment, pre-COVID, which identified a need for almost 3,500 units
Countywide, the majority for lower AMI rentals ($1,800 month for 2-bed unit). The needs assessment also
warned of concerning commuting patterns throughout the County. The ratio affordable units in Town has
dropped from 40% to only 27% while the number of jobs has only increased by 20%.

In spite of the history of success, the Town readily admits it cannot build enough units, so it is supplementing
new construction with programs to preserve existing inventory that has historically served the workforce and
convert some of the vacation homes back to resident occupied units. In the last couple of years, 36 deed
restrictions on existing units have been accomplished by either buying the unit (a Buy Down) or by paying the
owner for a deed restriction (Housing Helps). The Town notes that preserving existing housing as affordable is
quicker and greener than new construction.

The community has and will continue to evolve. “What Breckenridge looks and feels like in the next 100 years
will depend to a large degree on how we as a community address our greatest challenges,” says Best. “And,
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while we can look to other peer communities for best practices, ultimately the solution needs to be local base
based on our own unique circumstances and opportunities.”

Grants and Funding Update

Grants Summary

The first priority for grant development is likely to be the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility. Labor,
materials and shipping costs have soared over the past several months and some may have reached record
highs. Agencies that are building infrastructure are facing significant sticker shock, and are struggling to
determine how to fix the gap between comprehensive cost estimates and actual costs. Since this is not at all
unique to RFTA, nor to FTA or USDOT or grant program administrators, RFTA remains hopeful that future
grant opportunities will likely allow backfill or re-scoping.

These are the grant programs that RFTA is considering from the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility.

FTA Section 5339 — Bus and Bus Facilities Program

Notice of Funding for this traditional transit grant program was released September 20, and grants are due to
CDOT in November. CDOT creates a consolidated proposal on behalf of all rural transit agencies and sends it
to the USDOT, per guidance. While RFTA has a traditional recipient, funds for infrastructure are limited.
Slightly over $400 million is available nationwide.

SB17-267 (MMOF) and SB21-260

The Multimodal Options Fund, originally created in 2018 under Senate Bill 2017-267, sought to expand and
improve the quality and accessibility of alternative modal transportation choices throughout all regions of the
state, with a particular intent of addressing the lack of these choices in rural Colorado. Funding in the program,
limited initially in one-time appropriations of State money, was made eligible for transit, transportation demand
management, multimodal technologies or studies, and bicycle/pedestrian projects.

Within its broad transportation measures, SB2021-260 made several changes to the MMOF program, including
fundamental changes that expand its overall purpose and provide long-term funding for related projects. In
addition to changing the name to the Multimodal Transportation & Mitigation Options Fund, it expanded
the program to be eligible for projects that mitigate transportation emissions of Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
throughout the state. It also adds a specific focus in the goals of the program to expand the choices and
accessibility to alternative transportation modes for Colorado’s Disproportionately Impacted Communities.
These are defined in the Bill as communities with higher concentrations of low-income, minority or housing
cost-burdened individuals.

The original one-time appropriation of approximately $80 million in FY2019-20 were quickly awarded
throughout the Transportation Planning Regions (TPRs) of the state and continue to be implemented in over
100 eligible local projects. With the implementation of the new program in 2019 came many successes, but
also some hard lessons and some unexpected administrative challenges.

SB2021-260 makes $124 million of federal stimulus funds immediately available for local projects and a
potential total of $288 million for local projects over the next ten years. Considering the increased focus on
multimodal investments with steady program funding, and the programmatic changes to MMOF from SB260,
CDOT is recommending we take advantage of this time to consider modifications to the adopted Funding
Distribution Formula for the program to align more closely with the expanded goals defined in the program.
This time also presents opportunities to consider the lessons-learned by both sponsors of local MMOF projects





and by CDOT in administering the program to find ways to streamline the use of its funds, simplify
administrative challenges and address the shortfalls in the existing MMOF Match Reduction Policy.

E@ MMOF Annual Funding Projections
Projected Revenue
FY2022 $ 146,840,000 522,026,000
FY2023 $ 27,025,000 $ 4,053,750 $ 18,377,000
FY2024 $ 27,025,000 $ 4,053,750 $ 18,377,000
FY2025 S 37,525,000 S 5,628,750 S 27,302,000
FY2026 $ 37,525,000 $ 5,628,750 $ 27,302,000
FY2027 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 27,302,000
FY2028 S 10,500,000 $ 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2029 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2030 $ 10,500,000 $ 1,575,000 $ 8,925,000
FY2031 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2032 $ 10,500,000 $ 1,575,000 $ 8,925,000
TOTAL $ 338,940,000 $50,841,000 $273,694,05(1

The biggest issues are re-defining match formulas so that more cash-strapped agencies and entities can use
the funds, and to adapt program requirements to the emerging GHG rules and to 2020 census data that may
more accurately define equity and hardship. CDOT will reconvene the 2019 MMOF Work Group in September
to develop and recommend updates to the MMOF Distribution Policy and the MMOF Match Reduction Policy.
To quickly facilitate the distribution of funds to MPOs/TPRs so that their project selection processes can begin
promptly, draft distribution and match formulas will be presented to STAC in October. STAC and TRAC will
then have opportunity for final review of the recommended formulas in November before final adoption by the
Transportation Commission on November 18. Project selection will begin this month.





E@ Next Steps / Timeline

Convene MMOF Work Review Formula STAC & TRAC final
Group Recommendations recommendations
(STAC, TC)
Develop Distribution & TC Adoption of Formulas &
Match Formulas Distribute Project Status Match Policy
Report

Project Status Report to
CDOT

Discuss & Begin Project
Selection

NOTE: CDOT to develop recommendations for state MMOF funding; 10-yr plan
options; and MPO needs for modeling help to comply with GHG rule
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community-supported bike share

October 8, 2021

FROM: WE-cycle, Mirte Mallory
TO: RFTA, Dan Blankenship
RE: E-bike and solar-powered e-station insights

Background

In 2020, WE-cycle conducted an e-bike pilot with three e-bikes in the Aspen System and
three in the Mid-Valley System. The six e-bikes (2% of the WE-cycle fleet) were
enthusiastically welcomed by WE-cyclers with 1,832 trips completed by 414 riders in 87
days. They were ridden three times as frequently as the pedal bikes with the ride time
being an average of four minutes shorter. Of the survey respondents, 81% supported an
e-bike expansion. The e-bikes had to be recharged in the WE-cycle every three to four
days, approximately every 20 — 25 rides, which incurred staff time and resources and
removed the e-bikes from service for the duration of the charge cycle.

Note: the City of Aspen and the Town of Basalt contributed funds to purchase these e-
bikes as part of the pilot and WE-cycle was able to secure used e-bikes to make this
pilot a financial reality.

In 2021, WE-cycle expanded its e-bike pilot to include e-stations. The pilot was intended
to continue the electrification of the WE-cycle fleet, as is the industry trend, but to do so
aligned with WE-cycle’s goal of reducing carbon emissions both in its service offering
and in its operations. Since its founding, WE-cycle has been committed to the stations
being 100% solar-powered. It is both the environmental and financial best practice.
Connecting an e-station to the electrical grid is not only cost prohibitive (estimated at
$10,000 - $15,000 depending on location, per WE-cycle discussions with utility
providers) but it commits the station to the particular location into the foreseeable future.
In an effort to find a solution to charge e-bikes at e-stations with renewable power and to
allow for nimble station movement, WE-cycle forged a partnership with Carbondale-
based Skyhook Solar and PBSC Urban Solutions Inc. Together, the parties developed
the first operational solar-powered e-station in the US. This pioneering technology and
infrastructure were deployed in June thereby transforming the Aspen Valley Hospital and
the Basalt BRT Upvalley WE-cycle stations into solar-powered e-stations. Additional
funding for this pilot was provided by the Aspen Business Center Foundation and CORE.
The Town of Basalt and the City of Aspen contributed funds to purchase additional
e-bikes, again used, to bring the system-wide total to 26 e-bikes.

This year’s pilot has shown very promising results and valuable learnings. It has affirmed
that electrification is the future of bikeshare and that e-bikes can be effectively charged
in the field with renewable power. The bikeshare industry has been closely following
WE-cycle’s pilot as there is demand for this product with bikeshare systems adding
e-bikes and e-stations to their offering and seeking to do so in an operationally efficient
and environmentally responsible manner.





We CYCLe

community-supported bike share

By the numbers
Data reflects rides between June 9 — October 4, 2021.

2021 WE-cycle fleet:
o 230 pedal bikes, 90% of fleet _ _ ) St
» 26 e-bikes,10% of fleet S
Total WE-cycle rides: 45,749 130 o eErT

e 30,958 pedal trips, 68% of trips CONIC
e 14,791 e-bike trips, 32% of trips -
Average ride time

e Pedal bikes, 10.41 minutes

o E-bikes, 9.43 minutes

E-bikes help go the distance:

301 trips have been made between
Basalt and Willits/El Jebel, 50% of which
were on e-bikes:

o Basalt — El Jebel / Willits = 164 trips

Total Trips

(81 e-bike)
o El Jebel / Willits — Basalt = 137 trips —

(68 e-bike). By contrast, in 2018, ‘ o

without e-bikes, there were only 74

trips. 2,633 5193 e
An easier ride up:
e Inthe Aspen System, 37% of e-bike

rides end at a more uphill station

than where they began.

Figure 1: VS

e-bike (blue/EFIT) rides per month.
Note, e-bikes were not deployed until
June 9, 2021.






CITY OF

GLENWOQOD

= SPRINGS
Lt

101 West 8" Street
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
(970) 384-6400

October 7, 2021

Dan Blankenship

Chief Executive Officer

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
2307 Wulfsohn Road

Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81601

RE: Request to Authorize the Release of the Destination 2040 Funds to the City to Support the South
Bridge Project

Dear Dan,

The City of Glenwood Springs requests the release of the four million dollars in Destination 2040 Funds
to support right of way acquisition for the South Bridge project. The city believes that this project is
critical to the safety of south Glenwood. Without the additional funding, the project is at risk of stalling
and being ineligible for upcoming grants. It is anticipated that the entire four million dollars will be
needed for right of way acquisition, however, the city will only invoice RFTA for the actual amount
expended for right of way for the South Bridge project up to the four million dollar amount.

We anticipate that this funding would be needed by March of 2022, If RFTA provides the City with the
four million dollars as requested, it will fulfill RFTA’s Destination 2040 commitment to the South Bridge
project. The city will commit to continuing to design for the grade separation of the rail corridor/ Rio
Grande Trail, and should the project be funded, we will construct the pedestrian underpass as designed
at no additional cost to RFTA. The following page contains a current rendering of the underpass as
designed.

We look forward to continuing to work out the remaining details of the project. Please let me know if
this request raises questions with yourself or the RFTA Board.

We appreciate the Board’s consideration.

Soels

Jonathan Godes
Mayor of Glenwood Springs

Sincerely,





RFTA Trail Underpass







RFTA BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
“PRESENTATIONS” AGENDA SUMMARY ITEM # 6. B.

Meeting Date:

September 9, 2021

Agenda Item:

Findings from PFM Analysis of the Potential Transfer of No-Fare Service from EOTC
to RFTA

Strategic Outcome:

Financial Sustainability

Strategic Objective:

4.1 Ensure accurate budget and accounting

Presented By:

Michael Yang, Chief Financial & Administrative Officer
Hank Fishkind, PFM Group Consulting, LLC (PFM)

Recommendation:

No decision is required at this time, but staff will present to the Board highlights from
the Executive Summary from the PFM analysis, along with a copy of the full report,
for discussion and questions. Based on feedback from the Board, staff anticipates to
make a recommendation to the Board on this issue as part of RFTA’s 2022 budget
planning process at the October 2022 meeting.

Core Issues:

RFTA contracted with PFM Consulting Group (PFM) to perform an analysis of the
potential for the transfer of the fare offset for the Aspen-Snowmass Regional No-
Fare Service from the Elected Officials Transportation Committee (‘EOTC”) to RFTA.
RFTA estimates the fare offset or cost of the no-fare service to range from $814,000
to $1.06 million between 2021 through 2025.

The PFM analysis has been completed and the report has been provided for your
reference (an Executive Summary can be found on pages 2 through 6). The report
reviews the revenue structure and history of the EOTC budget, discusses the
econometric forecasting methodology used to project the EOTC budget, presents a
summary of the economic outlook for the U.S. and Pitkin County, provides revenue
projections for sales and use taxes, examines the potential to transfer the fare offset
of the no-fare service.

Highlights from PFM’s Executive Summary include the following:

1. Substantial structural changes have occurred since 2019 which affect the
revenue projections for RFTA and EOTC. HB19-1240 changed Colorado’s
administration of the State’s sales tax by taxing Ecommerce sales and
shifting the nexus of taxation such that products delivered into Pitkin County
are now subject to the County’s sales tax.

2. However, the increased scope of the sales tax reduces use tax revenues
from construction materials. If the materials pay the County’s sales tax, they
no longer pay use tax.

3. RFTA and EOTC share the %z cent Pitkin County transportation sales tax.
RFTA’s share is 81.04% with the balance of 18.96% going to EOTC. So, the
sharp increase in sales taxes benefits both parties.

4. However, EOTC retains 100% of the use tax which is declining sharply after
passage of HB19-1240 and the consequent fall in use taxes on construction
materials. Most of the negative impact on the EOTC budget occurs in 2020-






2022 as the declines in the use tax exceed the growth in EOTC’s share of the
sales tax.

5. However, over time the projected increases in EOTC’s sales tax revenues
are expected to offset declines in use tax revenues through 2025 as Figure
E1 illustrates. Overall, EOTC’s total revenues are projected to grow from less
than $2 million in 2021 to over $3 million by 2025.

Figure E1. Annual Changes in EOTC Sales and Use Tax Receipts
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6. RFTA revenues increased substantially in 2019, because of a strong
economy and HB19-1240. The 2020 Covid19 Recession caused RFTA
revenues to dip. The forecast for 2021 and 2022 is for significant gains as the
economy recovers and then for sales tax revenue gains to return to their
more normal levels of about 5% per year.

7. Based on these projections, can RFTA absorb the cost of the no-fare
service? The answer is yes, as Table E1 shows.

8. The combination of HB19-1240 and a rebounding economy from 2021-23 will
result in strong gains in the %2 cent transit sales tax pushing RFTA’s 81.04%
share up strongly as well. Some of this revenue growth would have occurred
without the effect of HB19-1240. From 2005-2018 RFTA'’s share of the transit
tax grew at a 4% annual rate as shown in the column labeled “RFTA Base No
HB19-1240.” The “RFTA Increase over Base” shows the amount of
additional sales tax revenues resulting from HB19-1240, which expanded the
sales tax base and taxed products purchased elsewhere, but delivered into
Pitkin.






Figure E1. RFTA Revenues and the No Fare Subsidy
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9. Itis also useful to review the impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC’s revenues
compared to the estimated cost of the no fare service. Table E2 shows that
through 2025 the no fare service has a total estimated cost of $3,860,114.
HB19-1240 is projected to increase EOTC’s sales tax revenues, but it will
also decrease use tax revenues by even more with the net result of a
reduction of $2,472,977 by 2025. It is important to note that the forecasted
reduction of EOTC revenues is less than the estimated cost for the no fare
service for each year through 2025. It is worth consideration for RFTA to
absorb the cost of the no fare service up to the amount of forecasted
reduction in EOTC revenues and then have the EOTC to contribute the

difference.
Table E2. Net Impact on EOTC of HB19-1240 and
Shifting the No Fare Service to RFTA

Year EOTC No Fare  Net Impact of HB19-1240 Potential EOTC

Cost on EOTC Contribution
2022 $870,980 -$432,355 $438,625
2023 $931,949 -$569,416 $362,533
2024 $997,185 -$680,954 $316,231
2025 $1,060,000 -$790,252 $269,748
Total $3,860,114 -$2,472,977 $1,387,137

10. Finally, there are additional policy considerations concerning the no-fare
service. The same forces that are boosting RFTA revenues will boost sales
tax revenues for all the EOTC communities and for all RFTA participants that
collect sales taxes. These increases should be factored into the policy
decisions concerning the no-fare service.

RFTA staff’s comments:

It is evident that the net impact of HB19-1240 benefits RFTA more than the EOTC
based on their respective shares of the 7z cent Pitkin County transportation sales
and use tax.






If PFM’s revenue projections are accurate, then it appears that RFTA will generate
sales tax revenues in excess of its base revenues before impacts from HB19-1240
that will be sufficient to cover the estimated cost of the no-fare service. However, this
scenario reveals that the net impact of HB19-1240 on the EOTC'’s revenues will
result in revenue losses, but not greater than the estimated fare offset that it would
pay to RFTA. This creates an opportunity for the EOTC to contribute a portion of the
estimated fare offset and RFTA use sales tax revenues to fund the remaining
portion.

If actual revenues come in under PFM’s projections, then it is possible that RFTA
could not generate enough sales tax revenues over its base revenues to cover the
estimated fare offset. Under this scenario, the net impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC'’s
revenues would result in greater revenue losses which would also reduce its ability
to contribute any portion of the estimated fare offset.

The 1%t draft of the 2022 RFTA budget reflects a full contribution from the EOTC to
RFTA for the fare offset for the no-fare service. If the RFTA Board would like staff to
explore a cost-sharing approach between the EOTC and RFTA, then RFTA staff can
plan to collaborate with the EOTC staff to develop a cost-sharing methodology to
determine a manner in which to calculate the annual contributions from the EOTC to
RFTA to cover a portion of the no-fare offset.

Background:

1. Atthe November 14, 2019 Board meeting (see attachment below on page 19),
staff presented to the Board anticipated impacts of the Colorado HB 19-1240
Sales and Use Tax Administration (effective June 1, 2019). This state law was
the result of the U.S. Supreme Court decision, i.e. South Dakota vs. Wayfair,
which requires all retailers, including out-of-state retailers that do not have a
physical presence in Colorado, to collect state and local sales tax at the point of
delivery. This tax law impacted the sales and use tax revenues, including those
levied in each of RFTA’s member jurisdiction under RFTA’s Regional
Transportation Authority (RTA) 1% sales and use tax authorization and the Pitkin
County mass transit sales taxes dedicated to RFTA by Pitkin County voters in
2000 and 2004. At that time, there was insufficient data available to accurately
estimate the financial impact; however it was anticipated that this law would
result in an increase in local sales tax collections, but will likely result in a
reduction in use tax on construction materials and fabricated goods.

2. The primary issue communicated to the Board was regarding the impacts of the
0.5% Pitkin County Sales and Use Tax revenues to the EOTC and, ultimately,
RFTA. The funding for the EOTC comes from two sources:

a. 0.5% Pitkin County Use Tax on construction goods, fabricated goods, and
motor vehicle registration 100% dedicated to EOTC activities, and

b. 0.5% Pitkin County Sales Tax 18.96% dedicated to EOTC activities, and
81.04% to RFTA.

3. Moving forward, the majority of the use tax revenues are expected to come from
motor vehicle registrations. The EOTC’s anticipated increase in sales tax
revenues will not fully offset the reduction in use tax collections, which will create
long-term revenue concerns for the EOTC that will greatly impair its ability to
maintain current programs and projects, one of which is annual fare offset






contribution to RFTA to support the Aspen-Snowmass Regional No-Fare Service.
Because RFTA anticipates increased revenues from its dedicated share of the
0.5% Pitkin County Sales tax as a result of the tax law, the EOTC wanted to
initiate discussion with RFTA about having RFTA assume all or a portion of the
No-Fare service fare offset. Considering the symbiotic and mutually beneficial
partnership between the EOTC and RFTA, and because the anticipated
reduction in the EOTC use tax should result in corresponding increase in RFTA
sales tax, the request by the EOTC for RFTA to absorb the cost of the No Fare
offset seemed worthy of consideration by the RFTA Board.

4. For 2020, the EOTC approved a transitional budget which included to fully fund
the fare offset for the Aspen-Snowmass Regional No-Fare Service. During the
2021 budget planning presentations to the RFTA Board from August to
November of 2020, staff provided updates on this item resulting from discussions
with the EOTC staff. For 2021, due to the economic uncertainty created by the
COVID-19 pandemic in the region, the EOTC approved $813,678 of budget to
continue the no-fare contribution to RFTA.

5. As part of RFTA’s 2021 work plan, staff has been continuing to discuss RFTA
assuming all or a portion of the No-Fare service fare offset and have been
analyzing actual sales and use tax collections. In the May RFTA Board Agenda
Packet, (on page 31) the CEO report included an update on staff’s efforts to
consider the EOTC'’s request to discuss having RFTA assume all or a portion of
the No-Fare service fare offset due to the anticipated reductions in EOTC
revenues as a result of the tax law change from HB19-1240. Based on staff’s
initial findings over the period between 2018 through 2020, it appeared that the
0.5% Pitkin County Use Tax revenues decreased while the 0.5% Pitkin County
Sales Tax revenues increased. However, the net impact to the EOTC over the
two-year period was a decline in its dedicated share of 0.5% Pitkin County Use
Tax revenues while the net impact to RFTA was an increase in revenues.

6. The actual sales and use tax revenue trends are consistent with the initial
expectations made in 2019. The increase in revenues to RFTA appear to be
sufficient for RFTA to assume all or a portion of the No-Fare service fare offset.
However, information is not available to identify the exact amount of sales tax
revenues that are attributable to the tax law change on June 2019.

7. A third party consultant, PFM Group Consulting, LLC (PFM), has been utilized to
provide an analysis of the potential for the transfer of the No-Fare service fare
offset from the EOTC to RFTA. Part of PFM’s due diligence included a
conference call with Pitkin County and City of Aspen staff, which was facilitated
by RFTA staff. PFM completed their analysis and submitted a draft report to
RFTA staff for review and comment. RFTA staff also shared a copy of the draft
report with Pitkin County and City of Aspen staff for their reference and comment.

Policy Implications:

Board Job Products Policy 4.2.5 states, “The Board will approve RFTA’s annual
operating budget (subject to its meeting the criteria set forth in the Financial
Planning/Budget policy).”

Fiscal Implications:

None at this time. However, if RFTA decides to cover all or a portion of the fare-
offset for the no-fare service, then there may be a reduction in the annual
contribution from the EOTC.




https://3qpuead9yxf3lp4zqrcwbatd-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/full-board-agenda-05.13.2021.pdf

https://3qpuead9yxf3lp4zqrcwbatd-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/full-board-agenda-05.13.2021.pdf



Yes, please see “PFM Analysis Report 9.3.2021.pdf” included in the September
2021 RFTA Board Meeting Portfolio.pdf, attached to the e-mail transmitting the
Board Agenda Packet.

Also, for additional background regarding the EOTC No Fare subsidy issue, please
see RFTA staff briefing from the November 14, 2019 budget presentation titled,
“Anticipated RFTA and Elected Officials Transportation Committee Pitkin County
Mass Transit Sales and Use Tax Revenue Impacts Resulting from Passage of HB
19-1240,” attached below.

Attachments:




https://www.rfta.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/pfm-analysis-report-9.3.2021.pdf



2020-2021 Budget Issues (from November 14, 2019, Budget Presentation):

Anticipated RFTA and Elected Officials Transportation Committee Pitkin County Mass Transit Sales
and Use Tax Revenue Impacts Resulting from Passage of HB 19-1240:

Colorado HB 19-1240 Sales and Use Tax Administration went into effect on June 1, 2019. The new state law is
the result of the U.S. Supreme Court decision, i.e. South Dakota vs. Wayfair, which requires all retailers,
including out-of-state retailers that do not have a physical presence in Colorado, to collect state and local sales
tax at the point of delivery. Although insufficient data are available to accurately estimate the financial impact,
this law should result in an increase in local sales tax collections, but will likely result in a reduction in use tax
on construction materials and fabricated goods. With respect to sales and use taxes levied in each of its
member jurisdictions under RFTA’s Regional Transportation Authority 1% sales and use tax authorization, this
means that reductions in use tax collections should be more than offset by increases in sales tax collections.

Similarly, RFTA should see an increase in the Pitkin County mass transit sales taxes dedicated to it by Pitkin
County voters in 2000 and 2004. As background, when the Region Transportation Authority was formed in
2000, Aspen, Snowmass Village, and Pitkin County decided to dedicate portions of the existing 1986 and 1993
1.5% Pitkin County mass transit sales taxes to RFTA, rather than impose new and additional sales and use
taxes using RFTA'’s sales and use tax authorization. So, in 2000, Pitkin County voters were asked to dedicate
a tax rate of .7215% from the 1.5% Pitkin County mass transit taxes to RFTA.

In a separate 2001 Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA), between Aspen, Snowmass Village, and Pitkin
County, it was determined that the .7215% portion of the 1.5% Pitkin County sales taxes dedicated to RFTA
would be comprised of a tax rate of .4813% of the 1986 1% Pitkin County mass transit sales tax and a tax rate
of .2402% from the 1993 Pitkin county .5% mass transit sales and use tax. The 1% sales tax never had a use
tax component, whereas the .5% mass transit tax was approved as a sales and use tax. In the 2000 vote,
though, only the sales tax portion of the .5% sales tax was dedicated to RFTA by Pitkin County voters.
Although no use tax was dedicated to RFTA with the sales tax, in 2000, when the RFTA Formation IGA was
being crafted, it was agreed by all of the signatories that the amount of funding generated by the sales tax rate
of .7215% from the Pitkin County mass transit sales taxes was sufficient for Aspen, Snowmass Village, and
Pitkin County to defray an equitable share of the new RFTA dedicated financing.

The companion IGA was necessary because it set forth the percentage amounts that each jurisdiction would
contribute from the 1% Pitkin County mass transit tax that would be dedicated to RFTA, with Pitkin County
contributing 100% of the 1% of the tax collected in unincorporated areas, and Aspen and Snowmass Village
contributing approximately 36% each of the amounts collected within their jurisdictions. Pitkin County agreed to
contribute all of its 1% sales tax so that both Aspen and Snowmass Village could retain a sufficient amount of
the 1% Pitkin County mass transit tax to operate their local services.

In 2004, RFTA asked voters to increase dedicated sales and uses taxes by .2% in Glenwood Springs,
Carbondale, Eagle County, and Basalt. Aspen, Snowmass Village, and Pitkin County again decided to
dedicate an additional dedicated tax rate of .165% from the remaining portion of the .5% sales and use tax,
bringing the total amount dedicated to RFTA in 2000 and 2004 from the 1% and .5% sales taxes to a tax rate
of .8104%. Again, these jurisdictions opted to retain the .5% use tax portion of the .5% sales and use tax
which, with the remaining .1% sales tax was used to fund projects and programs approved by the Elected
Officials Transportation Committee (comprised of Aspen, Snowmass Village and Pitkin County).

This background has been provided to explain why, in the case of the portion of the Pitkin County mass transit
sales taxes dedicated to RFTA, RFTA should see an increase in sales tax revenue due to the passage of HB
19-1240, without a corresponding decrease in use tax, since RFTA has never received use tax related to these
revenue sources. However, the EOTC (which uses the remaining .1% of the .5% sales tax and .5% of the
corresponding use tax to fund its capital and operating needs) will see a significant reduction in use tax that will





not be offset by the increase in sales tax. The chart below (which was presented to the EOTC by David
Pesnichak, Regional Transportation Administrator Pitkin County-EOTC, on October 17, 2019) illustrates what
the forecasted impacts of HB 1240 will have on the EOTC’s revenue in the years ahead:

EOTC Revenues Compared to RFTA 1/2% Pitkin County Transit
Sales Tax (81.04%) Revenues

Note: 2019 - 2024 are projected revenues

RFTA 12.7%
Increase in Sales
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Based on the current forecast, the .5% Pitkin County mass transit use tax that largely funds the EOTC is
anticipated to decline by 63%, whereas the EOTC’s .1% Pitkin County mass transit sales tax is only expected
to increase by 12.7%. Overall, it is currently estimated that the EOTC will see a 26% decrease in total funding,
which will greatly impair its ability to maintain current programs and projects, one of which is the
Aspen/Snowmass No Fare service.

2009 was first full year of the No Fare service, which was implemented as a strategy to incentivize transit use
in the upper Roaring Fork Valley and help take cars off the road. The 2009 fare offset amount of approximately
$429,000 was an estimate based on RFTA ridership and survey data. The amount was adjusted upward in
2010 to approximately $551,000, which represented approximately 33% of operating costs. The farebox
recovery ratio for other regional services is approximately 20%, however, the high volume on tourists using the
Aspen/Snowmass service, that paid the cash fare, contributed to a higher than average farebox recovery ratio
for the Aspen Snowmass service compared to the rest of the system. In 2010, the Woody Creek Van service
was also made fare free, which had a negligible impact on the EOTC fare offset because of historically low
ridership. RFTA continued to receive approximately $553,000 per year from the EOTC for the fare offset until,
in 2015, when it was agreed that the fare offset would be calibrated to be 33% of audited annual operating
costs, and the fare offset was increased to $621,658 at that time. Since 2015, the fare offset has gradually
increased and, in 2020, the offset will be $690,075.

For 2020, the EOTC has approved a transitional budget, which will fully fund the Aspen/Snowmass fare offset
and other EOTC programs and projects. However, it is not anticipated that the EOTC will be in a position to
fund the Aspen/Snowmass No Fare service in 2021, due to the anticipated significant reduction in use tax
revenue. That is why the EOTC wants to initiate a conversation with the RFTA Board about having RFTA
assume all or a portion of the No Fare service fare offset, because RFTA will likely see a corresponding
increase in its .4% share of the .5% Pitkin County mass transit sales tax (due to the impact of HB 19-1240).
The EOTC’s commitment to fund the No Fare service through 2020 will allow time to better understand the
impact of HB 19-1240 on the EOTC’s and RFTA’s Pitkin County mass transit sales and use taxes, based on a
year’s worth of actual sales and use tax collection data. Then, as RFTA begins its 2021 budget cycle, the





EOTC would like to determine whether, going forward, RFTA would agree to assume all or a portion of the No
Fare service cost.

The EOTC has been a valued partner with RFTA over many years, contributing to the cost of hybrid buses,
contributing to the cost of the Bus Rapid Transit Service Implementation Plan, constructing $9 million in
exclusive bus lanes in the upper Roaring Fork Valley, contributing to cost of the Rubey Park Transit Center
renovation project, contributing to the cost of the Aspen/Airport Business Center and Basalt pedestrian
underpasses, contributing to the cost of the Battery Electric Bus Pilot Project, and contributing $335,000 to the
cost of the Grand Avenue Bridge closure transit mitigation service. It has also provided ongoing financial
support for WE-cycle and the Winter X-Games transit services. The EOTC is also planning to provide
approximately half of the funding necessary to expand the paved portion of the Brush Creek Park Ride facility,
as well as construct bathrooms at that location. Given the symbiotic and mutually beneficial partnership
between the EOTC and RFTA, and because the anticipated reduction in the EOTC use tax should result in
corresponding increase in RFTA sales tax, a request by the EOTC for RFTA to absorb the cost of the No Fare
offset seems worthy of consideration by the RFTA Board. No decision is required at this time, but staff will be
providing the Board with updates on this issue in the months ahead.
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Outreach Strategies

= Project One Pager”

* Project Website*

= Community Ambassadors®
* Virtual Open House”

= Survey”

» |nteractive Web Map*

= Focus Groups

= |n-person tabling events™

* Materials provided in English and Spanish and Spanish-speaking project team member present (for events only)





Focus Groups and Community Ambassadors

= Advocacy groups
= Bike shops
» Community-based organizations

= Community ambassadors





IN-PERSON EVENTS

= Carbondale Total Participants — 175
= Glenwood Springs 7 Latino — 44%

= El Jebel

= Aspen

= New Castle





Online Survey

= Approx. 140 responses

= Respondents

= 81% of respondents are ages 25 to 64

= 81% identify as white or European

Nearly 10% identify as a person of color

10% prefer not to answer

Where do you live?

Willits/El
Jebel, 4%

Snowmass
Village, 4%

Other, 10%

Aspen, 23%

< Basalt, 4%

Carbondale,
24%

New Castle,
7%

Glenwood
Springs, 24%

Sample size = 138 responses





Online Survey

Do you support the following service expansions (e.g., new stations) to WE-cycle?

New service in New Castle 56% 13% 31%

. mYes
No
Service expansion in Snowmass Village 20% 32%
m Unsure

Service expansion in Willits/El Jebel 59% 9% 5

S
S

Service expansion in Basalt 56% 13% 32%

Service expansion in Aspen 64% 15% AR

Sample size = 126 respondents





Online Map

Where do you live?

= Approx. 120 data points

= Approx. 70 people provided
demographic data

Other, 15%

Aspen, 30%

= Majority identify as white or

European
= 13% identify as person of color
Basalt, 8%
= Majority are ages 25 to 64

Carbondale,
18%

New Castle,

El Jebel, 4%

Snowmass
Village, 4%

Sample size = 70 respondents





First- and Last-Mile
Mobility (FLM) Study





Regionwide FLM Barriers

: . Lack of information or encouragement
Q Informat|0n J campaigns in Spanish.

m Se rVi ces. Lack of feeder services to/from transit.

Lack of long-term secure bike parking.

m | nfrastru Ctu re: Lack of defined pick-up drop-off areas.

Lack of crossing points to access
transit.

Source: UrbanTrans





Case Studies

= TfGM: Bike Parking

= Metro (Oregon): Spanish

Options Marketing Campaign

= LA Metro: Metro Micro

Source: UrbanTrans





First/Last Mile Next Steps

= Set up individual meetings to discuss FLM feedback for each
community.

= Review potential recommendations based on outreach and
engagement.

= Develop recommendations by typology.

Source: UrbanTrans





Draft Bikeshare System
Plan





Planning Approach

= Purpose and opportunity

= Service parameters

= Stakeholder and public input
* Phasing strategy





Stakeholder & Public Input

= TAC suggestions
= WE-cycle suggestions

= Public suggestions
= Online

= |n-person

= Desktop review





Key Assumptions

= Pricing structure
= Electrification
= Density over coverage

= EXxpansion considerations





Aspen

= Existing system:

= 22 stations / 255 docks / 131 bikes
* Phase 2 (2022):

= 7 stations / 75 docks / 42 bikes

= Maroon Creek Valley

= |nfill
= FElectrification





Aspen

* Phase 3 (2023+)
= 4 stations / 64 docks / 24 bikes

= Burlingame
= Buttermilk (nth of 82)

= |nfill / electrification

= Phase 4 (2023+):
= 6 stations / 106 docks / 36 bikes

= ABC
= Buttermilk (sth of 82)
= |nfill / electrification

= Development & Infrastructure

= Development TDM
= Tie to capital projects





Snowmass

= Existing system:
= 2 stations / 30 docks / 15 bikes

* Phase 2 (2025):
= 13 stations / 195 docks / 80 bikes

= Snowmass Club + housing
= Base Village + housing

= Future connection to Brush
Creek

= Other development TDM

= Needs critical mass to create
separate operation center





Mid-Valley

= Existing system:

= 25 stations / 217 docks / 96 bikes
* Phase 2 (2022):

= 2 stations / 38 docks / 10 bikes

= TACAW
= Basalt Vista / High School
= Electrification of existing stations





Mid-Valley

= Phase 3 (2023+):
= 10 stations / 108 docks / 50 bikes

= |nfill stations in Basalt & Willits

= Extend service in Willits & El
Jebel

= Electrification of existing stations
= Development + Infrastructure:
= 12 stations / 172 docks / 60 bikes

= Significant new development to
fund stations as part of TDM





Carbondale

= Opening system:
= 17 stations / 199 docks / 85 bikes

= Core service to areas with limited
transit access

= Connect to local and regional
service

= Connect to key services and
destinations





Carbondale

= Phase 2:
= 7 stations / 69 docks / 35 bikes

= Extend service to further reaching
areas

= |nfill stations within the circulator
route

= Development:
= 3 stations /27 docks / 15 bikes

= New development, e.g., Orchard
Park

= QOther dev + infrastructure
opportunities





Glenwood Springs

= Opening system:
= 20 stations / 350 docks / 160 bikes

= Core service with a density of
stations south of the Colorado
River

= Connect neighborhoods west of
the RF River that have limited
transit options

= Build around Rio Grande Trall,
Blake Ave Greenway, and local
streets





Glenwood Springs

= Phase 2:
= 8 stations / 130 docks / 64 bikes

= Extend west to Glenwood
Meadows and community center

= Expand service into North
Glenwood dependent on
infrastructure improvements





Glenwood Springs

= Phase 3:
= 10 stations / 130 docks / 80 bikes

= Extend to West Glenwood
= Time with extended BRT service

= Dependent on infrastructure
improvements within West
Glenwood and access Highway

= Development:
= 2+ stations / 26 docks / 16 bikes

= Development TDM, or
= Build into capacity infrastructure





New Castle

= Some major challenges
= Density and land use patterns
= Topography
= Bike infrastructure
= Automobile travel patterns
= QOpening system:
= 16 stations / 160 docks / 80 bikes

= Create a “bike circulator”

= Dependent on an operational
system in Glenwood Springs

= Other FLM strategies might be
more effective





Next Steps

= Next steps
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Consultant Contacts RETA Contact
= Adrian Witte
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Super Majority Voting Requirement

» During the development of the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) Intergovernmental
Agreement (IGA), differing up valley versus down valley perspectives had to be overcome.

» Down Valley governments felt upper valley governments should provide more housing for its workforce — didn't feel
they had a responsibility for paying for the exportation of their workforce to up valley jobs that paid more.

» Up Valley governments felt their jobs were helping to stimulate local economies throughout the region.

» Ultimately, there was a realization that every community imports a significant segment of its
workforce from some other community and, as a result, a commuter culture had been spawned
that was contributing to significant highway congestion and pressures on limited parking
supplies.

» However, upper valley governments were concerned that a new regional governance structure
could result in a reallocation of their resources and services.

» Conversely, lower valley governments were concerned that their contributions of dedicated
sales taxes to the Authority could be allocated primarily to serving upper valley needs.

> Finally, when the RFTA IGA was finalized during the summer of 2000, a 2/3'%s Super Majority
voting requirement was the key to overcoming trust issues.
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Super Majority Voting Requirement

Section 3.09. Resolutions and Voting.

All actions of the Board shall be by resolution, which may be written or oral. Except as otherwise provided in
Section 3.10 hereof, resolutions of the Board shall be adopted upon the affirmative vote at a meeting open to
the public of at least two-thirds of the Directors then in office who are eligible to vote thereon voting (which, if all
Initial Signatories become Initial Members and no Director is ineligible to vote, will be five of the seven initial
Directors). The Authority shall provide at least 48 hours’ written notice of meetings to each Director and
Alternate Director and to the Governing Body of each Member. Notwithstanding any other provision hereof, a
Director shall disqualify himself or herself from voting on any issue with respect to which he or she has a
conflict of interest, unless he or she has disclosed such conflict of interest in compliance with sections 18-8-308
and 24-18-101 et seq., Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.
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Super Majority Voting Requirement

» The 2/3rds Super Majority voting requirement meant that it would take representatives from five
of seven member jurisdictions to constitute a quorum and to pass any resolutions of the Board.

» This also meant that when all seven representatives of the Board were present, three member
representatives could veto any resolutions of the Board.

> If three lower valley representatives didn’t agree with a resolution they could veto it.
» If three upper valley representatives didn’t agree with a resolution they could veto it.

» However, if only six members of the Board were present at a meeting, two members could veto
the will of the majority or, if only five members of the Board were present, one member could
veto the will of the majority.

» While a Super Majority voting requirement represents a higher bar for passing resolutions of the Board, decisions
require more consensus-building and, once made, are more difficult to undo.

> Example: A vote to suspend the winter season closure of the Rock Bottom Ranch Trail section failed for a lack of a Super Majority. The decision to
have a seasonal closure on this section of the Rio Grande Trail had involved considerable public and wildlife agency input, resulting in an ongoing wildlife
monitoring program. Several years later, some Board members wanted year-round access to this section of the Rio Grande Trail and made a motion to
suspend the closure. Others, however, wanted to preserve the winter habitat for elk, deer, bears, foxes, mountain lions, coyotes, etc. The motion failed
due to a lack of a Super Majority.





Super Majority Voting Requirement

When New Castle joined RFTA in 2004 and Silt also had the issue on the ballot, due to similar
trust issues, the RFTA Formation IGA was amended in August 2004 so that no matter how many
members the RFTA Board might have in the future, three members of the Board would be able to
veto the will of the majority:

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT

Amendment of Article lll of Agreement. The text of Article lll of the Agreement is
0 amended to read as follows:

Section 3.09. Resolutions and Voting. All actions of the Board shall be by resolution,
which may be written or oral. Except as otherwise provided in Section 3.10 hereof, resolutions
of the Board shall be adopted upon the affirmative vote at a meeting open to the public of a
minimum of two-thirds of the Directors then in office who are eligible to vote thereon voting. In
addition to the minimum two-thirds rule, a resolution of the Board shall be approved only when
at least two less than the total number of members vote for such resolution. The Authority shall
provide at least 48 hours' written notice of meetings to each Director and Alternate Director and
to the Governing Body of each Member. Notwithstanding any other provision hereof, a Director
shall disqualify himself or herself from voting on any issue with respect to which he or she has a
conflict of interest, unless he or she has disclosed such conflict or interest in compliance with
sections 18-8-308 and 24-18-101 et seq., Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended.
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Super Majority Voting Requirement

Safeguards: To ensure continuity of service in case there isn’t a Super
Majority vote on the annual budget:

Section 3.10. Special Rules Regarding Adoption of the Authority’s Annual Budget.

Notwitstanding Section 3.09 hereof, if the Board fails to approve the Authority’s annual
budget by resolution adopted in accordance with Section 3.09 hereof by the end of the
immediately preceding fiscal year of the Authority or any earlier date required by State

law, until an annual budget is so adopted, the Authority’s budget for such year shall be the
prior year’s budget, with adjustments approved by a majority of the Directors then in office
who are eligible to vote thereon that, in the aggregate, do not exceed the sum of
“inflation” and the Authority’s “local growth” as determined in accordance with Article X,
Section 20(2)(f) and (g) of the Colorado Constitution. The procedures set forth in this
Section may be modified by bylaws or rules adopted in accordance with Section 3.12
hereof.
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Adopted by Resolution 2002-09, June 13, 2002

I

I
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RFTA Funding History

» 2000: 7 local governments (Aspen, Pitkin County, Snowmass Village, Basalt, Eagle County,
Carbondale & Glenwood Springs) executed Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) and placed
RTA issue before their respective voters ----- and it passed in all jurisdictions!

» 2004: Town of New Castle, in the I-70 Corridor joined RFTA with a 0.4% RFTA sales and use
tax levy. RFTA now has 8 member jurisdictions represented on its Board.

» 2004: Successful region-wide 0.2% sales tax increase election (funding used to expand transit
service and construct Rio Grande Tralil.

» 2008: Successful 0.4% sales tax increase and $44 million bonding authority election (funding
for Bus Rapid Transit).

» 2018: Successful 2.65 Mill Levy Property Tax and $74.675 million bonding authority election
(funding for Destination 2040 Plan).
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Formation of RFTA - Funding

RTA FUNDING PROPOSAL (IN 1999 DOLLARS) COMPARED WITH ESTIMATED 1999 REGIONAL TRANSIT INVESTMENT

A B C D E. F. G.
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED EST % ESTIMATED
PROPOSED | IMPUTED RTA % OF ACTUAL 1999 | OF TOT ACTUAL| NET NEW
RTA FUNDING | SALES TAX | TOTAL RTA | REGIONAL | 1999 REGIONAL | REGIONAL
JURISDICTION SHARE RATE FUNDING SHARE* FUNDING SHARE**
ASPEN $ 2,267,672 0.60% 34.78%| $ 1,983,047 46.14%| $ 284,625
SNOWMASS VILLAGE $ 632,612 0.60% 9.70%| $ 561,004 13.05%| $ 71,608
PITKIN COUNTY $ 1,315,055 1.20% 20.17%| $ 1,190,464 27.70%] $ 124,591
Upper Valley Subtotal $ 4,215,339 N/A 64.66%| $ 3,734,515 86.90%| $ 480,824
BASALT** $ 328,680 0.70% 5.04%] $ 222,000 5.17%] $ 106,680
EAGLE COUNTY $ 45,229 0.50% 0.69%| $ 86,000 2.00%| $ (40,771)
CARBONDALE $ 245,701 0.40% 3.77%| $ 44,866 1.04%] $ 200,835
GLENWOOD SPRINGS $ 1,505,860 0.40% 23.10%] $ 210,116 4.89%|$  1,295744
GARFIELD COUNTY $ 178,655 0.40% 2.74%] $ - 0.00%] $ 178,655
NEW CASTLE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SILT N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
RIFLE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lower Valley Subtotal | $ 2,304,125 N/A 35.34%)| $ 562,982 13.10%| $ 1,741,143
TOTALS B 6,519,464 | N/A 100.00%| $ 4,297,497 [ 100.00%| $ 2,221,967 |

*Total estimated expenditures for RFTA operations and capital, plus contributions for RFRHA. Does not include reserve and interest
contributed by City of Aspen & PitCo

*Amount over and abowe all contributions to RFTA and RFRHA regional senices in 1999

***Basalt share includes revenue from Eagle County .5 cent transit tax collected in its boundaries.
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Pre-RTA Funding for Regional Transit 1
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Post-RTA Funding for Regional Transit il
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RFTA Funding History

2000 2000 2004 2004 2008 2008
Effective RTA| Actual RFTA |Effective RTA|Actual RFTA| Effective RTA| Actual RFTA
Jurisdiction Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate
Pitkin County 1.24% 0.00% 1.405% 0.00% 1.805% 0.40%
Aspen 0.60% 0.00% 0.765% 0.00% 1.165% 0.40%
Snowmass Village 0.60% 0.00% 0.765% 0.00% 1.165% 0.40%
Combined PitCo Jurisdiction 0.72% 0.00% 0.887% 0.00% 1.452% 0.40%
Basalt 0.70% 0.20% 0.900% 0.40% 1.300% 0.80%
Eagle County 0.50% 0.00% 0.700% 0.20% 1.100% 0.60%
Carbondale 0.40% 0.50% 0.600% 0.70% 1.000% 1.00%
Glenwood Springs 0.40% 0.40% 0.600% 0.60% 1.000% 1.00%
New Castle 0.00% N/A 0.400% 0.40% 0.800% 0.80%
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RFTA Funding History

2018 Est. RFTA 2.65 Mill Property Tax Revenue by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction S Amount % of Total

New Castle S 122,291 1.37%
Glenwood Springs S 576,450 6.45%
Carbondale S 338,838 3.79%
Eagle County S 227,862 2.55%
Basalt S 402,596 4.50%
Subtotal S 1,668,037 18.66%
Snowmass Village S 1,132,205 12.67%
Pitkin county S 2,225,654 24.90%
Aspen S 3,912,455 43.77%
Subtotal S 7,270,314 81.34%

Total S 8,938,351 100.00%






Regional Transportation Authority Background





RFTA Funding History
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