
BRT Project 

Roaring Fork Valley, Colorado 

(November 2009) 
 
The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) is planning a 38.8-mile Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line 
from Aspen to Glenwood Springs.  When completed, the project is expected to provide faster transit 
service connecting the communities of Aspen, Snowmass Village, Woody Creek, Basalt, El Jebel, 
Carbondale and Glenwood Springs. Nine new stations and 300 park and ride spaces would be constructed 
as part of the project, and fifteen low-floor buses would be purchased to augment the existing fleet.   
 

The Roaring Fork Valley contains several communities connected by a single transportation corridor, 
State Highway 82 (SH 82). SH 82 is the only continuous roadway serving these communities.  Growth in 
the corridor has increased transit demand between Aspen, Glenwood Springs and all communities in 
between. Congestion on SH 82 is expected to increase, which would further degrade current transit 
services.  The project will use existing high occupancy vehicle lanes and traffic signal priority to provide 
faster, more reliable transit service, and will include branded stations and vehicles.  
 

 Summary Description 
Proposed Project: Bus Rapid Transit 

 
38.8 Miles  
9 Stations 

Total Capital Cost ($YOE): $43.97 Million 
Section 5309 Small Starts Share ($YOE): $24.97 Million (56.8%) 

Annual Forecast Year Operating Cost: $5.17 Million 

Opening Year Ridership Forecast (2013): 3,700 Average Weekday Boardings 

FY 2011 Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High 

FY 2011 Project Justification Rating: Medium 

FY 2011 Overall Project Rating: Medium-High 
 

Project Development History and Current Status  
Previous studies in the corridor include a Corridor Investment Study in 2003 and a re-evaluation of the 
State Highway 82/Entrance to Aspen Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision in 
2007. The locally preferred alternative (LPA) was selected in 2003. An alternatives analysis to refine the 
LPA was completed in 2008.  The project was adopted as part of the 2030 Statewide Plan in 2008, and is 
included in the financially constrained State Transportation Improvement Program. The project was 
approved into Small Starts project development in December 2008. A Finding of No Significant Impact is 
anticipated in late summer 2010, with receipt of a Project Construction Grant Agreement by December 
2010. 
 

Significant Changes Since FY 2010 Evaluation (November 2008) 
The capital cost of the project decreased from $46.40 million to $43.97 million due to the removal of the 
maintenance facility from the project.  An existing facility will instead be expanded as part of a separate 
project to accommodate the agency’s entire bus fleet. 
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 BRT Project           Roaring Fork Valley, Colorado  

Project Justification Rating: Medium 
The project justification rating is based on the weighted average of the ratings assigned to each of the 
following criteria:  the cost-effectiveness criterion is weighted 33 percent; the transit supportive land use 
criterion is weighted 33 percent and the economic development criterion is weighted 33 percent.  
 

Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium  
The Roaring Fork Valley BRT Project is a Very Small Start. The project includes low-cost elements such 
as service branding, low-floor buses operating at improved frequencies, transit stations with real-time 
passenger information, and traffic signal priority, all of which FTA has determined to be cost-effective by 
their very nature and therefore, the project receives a Medium rating for cost effectiveness. 
 

Transit-Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Ratings: Medium 
FTA considers Very Small Starts projects that meet the minimum existing ridership threshold of 3,000 
daily boardings/benefiting riders to be, by definition, in corridors with transit-supportive land use 
appropriate to the proposed level of investment; and therefore, FTA has assigned these projects a Medium 
rating for transit-supportive land use and economic development. 
 

Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High 
The project’s operating cost would be greater than five percent of RFTA’s operating budget, and was 
therefore subject to an assessment of its local financial commitment.  The local financial commitment 
rating is based on the weighted average of the ratings assigned to each of the following criteria:  the New 
Starts share of project costs is weighted 20 percent; the strength of the capital finance plan is weighted 50 
percent; and the strength of the operating finance plan is weighted 30 percent. 
 

Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 56.8%  
Rating: Medium 
 

NOTE:  The financial plan reflected in this table has been developed by the project sponsor and does not reflect a commitment 
by DOT or FTA.  The sum of the figures may differ from the total as listed due to rounding.   

Locally Proposed Financial Plan 

Source of Funds Total Funds ($million) Percent of Total 

Federal:  
Section 5309 Small Starts 
 

 
$24.97 

 
56.8% 

Local: 
Sales tax  

 
$18.99 

 

43.2%

Total:   $43.97 100.0%

 

Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High 
The capital finance plan rating is based upon the weighted average of the ratings assigned to each of the 
subfactors listed below.  The agency capital condition is weighted 25 percent, the commitment of capital 
funds is weighted 25 percent, and the capital cost estimate, planning assumptions and capital funding 
capacity subfactor is weighted 50 percent. 
 

Agency Capital Condition:  Medium-High 
 The average age of RFTA’s bus fleet is less than six years, which is in line with the industry 

average. 
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BRT Project                                                         Roaring Fork Valley, Colorado  

 

Commitment of Capital Funds: High 
 All non-Section 5309 funding sources are committed, including dedicated sales taxes and bond 

proceeds backed by the sales taxes. 
 

Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions and Financial Capacity: Medium 
 Sales tax revenue growth assumptions are in line with historical experience.   
 and the ability of the ending cash balance to withstand funding shortfalls or cost overruns.   
 The capital cost estimate is lacking sufficient detail.  

 

Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High 
The operating finance plan rating is based upon the weighted average of the ratings assigned to each of 
the subfactors listed below.  The agency operating condition is weighted 25 percent, the commitment of 
operating funds is weighted 25 percent, and the operating cost estimates, planning assumptions and 
operating funding capacity subfactor is weighted 50 percent. 
 

Agency Operating Condition:  High 
 RFTA’s current ratio of assets to liabilities as reported in its most recent audited financial 

statement is 2.92.   
 RFTA is in excellent operating condition, with positive cash balances from 2002 to 2007. 

 

Commitment of Operating Funds: High 
 All operating funds are committed. Sources of funds include local sales tax revenues, Section 

5311 funds, fare revenues, service contract income, vehicle registration fees, investment income, 
and rental income. 

 

Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low 
 The operating plan includes optimistic assumptions about growth in ridership and fare revenues 

compared to historical experience.  

Project Profiles – Project Development A - 211



Four Mile Road

C
ounty R

oad 125

C
ounty R

oad 109

G
ran

d A
ven

ue

Red Canyon Road

I

County Road 113

S
ta

te
 H

ig
h
w

a
y
 1

3
3

Prince C
reek R

oad

Fender Lane

State Highway 82

W
ill

it
s
 L

a
n

e

II

Upper Cattle Creek Road

Basalt Avenue

Sopris Creek Road

I

I

Lake Wildcat Road

Woody Creek Road

Basalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & RideBasalt Avenue Park & Ride

L

II Roaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & RideRoaring Fork Marketplace Park & Ride

Carbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & RideCarbondale Park & Ride El Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & RideEl Jebel Park & Ride

WillitsWillitsWillitsWillitsWillitsWillitsWillitsWillitsWillits

ABCABCABCABCABCABCABCABCABC

Buttermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski AreaButtermilk Ski Area

L Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /Colorado Mountain College (CMC) /

County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154County Road 154

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

B
ru

sh
 C

re
ek

 R
oad

 P
ar

k 
&

 R
id

e

I
I

I

GLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOODGLENWOOD

SPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGSSPRINGS

CARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALECARBONDALE

EL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBELEL JEBEL

BASALTBASALTBASALTBASALTBASALTBASALTBASALTBASALTBASALT

WOODYWOODYWOODYWOODYWOODYWOODYWOODYWOODYWOODY

CREEKCREEKCREEKCREEKCREEKCREEKCREEKCREEKCREEK

SNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASSSNOWMASS II

State Highway 82State Highway 82State Highway 82State Highway 82
State Highway 82State Highway 82State Highway 82State Highway 82State Highway 82

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

8
th

 S
tr

e
e
t

Hallam Street
Hallam Street
Hallam Street

Hallam Street
Hallam Street

Hallam Street
Hallam Street
Hallam Street

Hallam StreetMain Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street
Main Street

ASPENASPENASPENASPENASPENASPENASPENASPENASPEN

L

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

S
p

ri
n

g
 S

tr
e
e
t

L
I

Durant Avenue
Durant Avenue
Durant Avenue

Durant Avenue
Durant Avenue

Durant Avenue
Durant Avenue
Durant Avenue

Durant Avenue

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

R
ubey

 P
ar

k

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t

Tra
nsi

t
C

en
te

r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

C
en

te
r

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

G
al

en
a 

&
 M

ai
n

L

L
L

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

8t
h S

tr
ee

t

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

Pae
pck

e 
Par

k

I

L

                   Legend

Proposed Station

Proposed Stop

Proposed System

Street

BRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT ProjectBRT Project
Roaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, ColoradoRoaring Fork Valley, Colorado

000000000 2.52.52.52.52.52.52.52.52.5 555555555
milesmilesmilesmilesmilesmilesmilesmilesmiles


	020 Appendix A Cover through FFGA Cover
	Final Design
	Preliminary Engineering
	North Carolina

	100 CO Denver West LRT
	Denver, Colorado
	(November 2009)


	100 NY New York LIRR East Side Access
	Status

	100 NY New York Second Avenue Subway Phase I
	Status

	100 TX Dallas NW SE LRT MOS
	Status
	Source of Funds


	100 UT Salt Lake City Mid-Jordan LRT
	100 UT Salt Lake City Weber Co to SLC CR
	Salt Lake City, Utah
	(November 2009)


	100 VA NOVA Dulles Corridor - Extension to Wiehle Ave.
	Status

	100 WA Seattle University Link LRT Extension
	Status

	109 Final Design Cover
	110 AZ Tucson Modern Streetcar Project Profile
	110 CA BART to OAC
	110 CA San Francisco Central Subway
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium 
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: High
	Economic Development Rating:  High


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 60% 
	Rating: Medium-High

	Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium
	Agency Capital Condition: Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: Medium
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	 Several revenue assumptions are considered optimistic compared to historical data including the level of operating funds available for capital replacement, state of good repair funding needs, and level of parking revenues.   
	 The capital cost estimate is considered reasonable.  The capital financial plan does not present a formal mitigation plan for potential project cost increases or delays in funding availability. 
	Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium-Low
	Commitment of Operating and Maintenance Funding:  Medium-High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity:  Medium-Low




	110 CT New Britain-Hartford Busway FD Profile
	Medium
	*Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating:  Medium-Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 48.1% 
	Rating: Medium-High
	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium 
	Agency Capital Condition: High
	 The average age of ConnDOT’s Statewide bus fleet is 7.6 years, while the average age of the Hartford Division’s bus fleet is 6.5 years, which is in line with the industry average.
	Commitment of Capital Funds: Medium
	Capital Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium-High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: Medium
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low



	110 CT Stamford Urban Transitway-Phase 2 (2) (2)
	110 DE Wilmington-Newark CR Improvement
	Project Development History and Current Status

	110 FL Orlando CFCRT
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium-Low 
	* Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating.

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 50.0% 
	Rating: Medium

	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium 
	Agency Capital Condition: Medium-High 
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	 The current project cost estimate is considered reasonable at this stage of development. 
	 There is no plan for cost increases greater than five percent of project cost. 
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: Medium-High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low

	 Operating and maintenance costs have been lowered from those assumed last year and appear optimistic compared to other commuter rail systems around the country. 
	 Inflation assumptions are reasonable compared to historic trends. 
	 The financial plan shows a balanced budget throughout the 20-year plan.   
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	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Low
	 The assumptions regarding sale tax revenue collections are considered reasonable. However, the cash flow for the Measure A sales tax program is tight due to the need to transfer funds to VTA’s Enterprise Fund (its transit operations fund) in order to avoid deficits in that fund.   
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	 Many capital planning assumptions and cost estimates are optimistic.
	 The financial plan shows that RTD has the financial capacity to cover only minor cost increases or funding shortfalls equal to 10 percent or less of the estimated project cost.
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	 RTD has stretched the schedule of FasTracks to fit within the combination of substantial cost increases and underperforming sales and use tax revenue.
	 Many capital planning assumptions and cost estimates are optimistic.
	 The financial plan shows that RTD has the financial capacity to cover only minor cost increases or funding shortfalls equal to 10 percent or less of the estimated project cost.
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
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	130 NC Charlotte NE Corridor LRT
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	130 TX Houston-University LRT
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	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium
	 The capital cost estimate is reasonable.
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	130 UT Draper Transit Corridor
	Medium
	*Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating:  Medium-Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 80.0% 
	Rating: Low
	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High 
	Agency Capital Condition: Medium
	 The average age of UTA’s bus fleet is 6.8 years, which is in line with the industry average.
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High
	Agency Operating Condition: High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium



	130 WA Vancouver-Columbia River Crossing
	Medium
	*Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating:  Medium
	Economic Development Rating:  High

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 79.3% 
	Rating: High
	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium 
	Agency Capital Condition: Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: Medium
	Capital Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium-High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low



	140 Project Development Cover
	150 CA Oakland East Bay BRT
	High
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High 
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: High 
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon AC Transit’s acceptable financial condition; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; and evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than five percent of the agency’s operating budget.


	150 CA Riverside Perris Valley Line
	High 
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-Low

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: High 
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon the RCTC’s acceptable financial condition; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than five percent of the agency’s operating budget; and a Small Starts share of less than 50 percent.


	150 CA San Bernardino SBX BRT
	Medium-High
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium-High
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium-Low


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 39.1% 
	Rating: Medium-High

	Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Capital Condition:  Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions and Financial Capacity: Medium-High
	 The project’s cost estimate reflects a high level of design and includes adequate project contingency.
	Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Operating Condition:  Medium-High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium




	150 CA San Francisco Van Ness
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High
	* Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating.
	Economic Development Rating:  High


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon SFMTA’s acceptable financial condition; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; and evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than five percent of the agency’s operating budget.


	150 CO Ft Collins Mason Corridor
	Fort Collins, Colorado
	Medium
	Medium

	Project Justification Rating: Medium 
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium
	* Indicates that measure is a component of Project Justification rating.

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium
	Section 5309 Small Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 80.0% 
	Rating: Low
	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	 Assumptions about growth in operating and maintenance costs are optimistic compared to historical experience.  Operating revenue assumptions are reasonable compared to historical trends.  



	150 CO Roaring Fork Valley BRT
	Medium-High
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium 
	Transit-Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Ratings: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 56.8% 
	Rating: Medium

	Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Capital Condition:  Medium-High
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions and Financial Capacity: Medium
	 The capital cost estimate is lacking sufficient detail. 
	Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Operating Condition:  High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low




	150 MI Grand Rapids - Division Avenue BRT
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 

	150 NY NYC Nostrand Ave BRT
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: High
	Economic Development Rating: Medium-High

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon acceptable financial conditions of both NYCDOT and MTA-NYCT; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; and evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than five percent of the MTA-NYCT’s operating budget.


	150 TX Austin - MetroRapid BRT
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 

	150 WA King County West Seattle BRT David Version
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 

	150 NY NYC Nostrand Ave BRT.pdf
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: High
	Economic Development Rating: Medium-High

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon acceptable financial conditions of both NYCDOT and MTA-NYCT; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; and evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than five percent of the MTA-NYCT’s operating budget.


	150 TX Austin - MetroRapid BRT.pdf
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 

	150 WA King County West Seattle BRT.pdf
	Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium 
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	Final Design
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	130 CA Sacramento South Corridor.pdf
	(November 2009)
	Medium-Low 
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium 
	* Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating.
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-Low
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 50.0% 
	Rating:  Medium

	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium-Low 
	Agency Capital Condition: Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: Medium-Low
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium-Low
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium-Low 
	Commitment of Operating Funds: Medium-Low
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low 


	150 CA San Bernardino SBX BRT.pdf
	Medium-High
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium-Low


	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High 
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 39.1% 
	Rating: Medium-High

	Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Capital Condition:  Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions and Financial Capacity: Medium-High
	 The project’s cost estimate reflects a high level of design and includes adequate project contingency.
	Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Operating Condition:  Medium-High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium




	150 CA San Bernardino SBX BRT.pdf
	Medium-High
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: High
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-Low
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium-Low
	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High
	Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 39.1%
	Rating: Medium-High

	Capital Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Capital Condition:  Medium
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Capital Cost Estimate, Planning Assumptions and Financial Capacity: Medium-High
	The project’s cost estimate reflects a high level of design and includes adequate project contingency.
	Operating Finance Plan Rating:  Medium-High
	Agency Operating Condition:  Medium-High
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium



	corrected FFGA profiles with maps.pdf
	100 CO Denver West LRT
	Denver, Colorado
	(November 2009)


	100 NY New York LIRR East Side Access
	Status

	100 NY New York Second Avenue Subway Phase I
	Status

	100 TX Dallas NW SE LRT MOS
	Northwest / Southeast LRT MOS
	Dallas, Texas
	(November 2009)
	Status
	Source of Funds

	100 UT Salt Lake City Mid-Jordan LRT
	100 UT Salt Lake City Weber Co to SLC CR
	Salt Lake City, Utah
	(November 2009)


	100 VA NOVA Dulles Corridor - Extension to Wiehle Ave.
	Status

	100 WA Seattle University Link LRT Extension
	Status


	correct CO Ft Collins Mason Corridor.pdf
	Fort Collins, Colorado
	Medium
	Medium

	Project Justification Rating: Medium
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium
	* Indicates that measure is a component of Project Justification rating.
	Economic Development Rating:  Medium-High

	Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium
	Section 5309 Small Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 80.0%
	Rating: Low
	Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High
	Commitment of Capital Funds: High
	Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium
	Agency Operating Condition: Medium
	Commitment of Operating Funds: High
	Operating Cost Estimates, Planning Assumptions, and Financial Capacity: Medium-Low
	Assumptions about growth in operating and maintenance costs are optimistic compared to historical experience.  Operating revenue assumptions are reasonable compared to historical trends.


	corrected Riverside page A-190.pdf
	High 
	Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium
	Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-Low
	Local Financial Commitment Rating: High
	The local financial commitment rating is based upon the RCTC’s acceptable financial condition; a reasonable plan for funding for the non-Small Starts share of capital costs; evidence that the operations and maintenance cost of the project is less than...





