AGENDA
June 22, 2020
Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee (GVRTC) Meeting
Roll Call
Call Meeting to Order
Rules of Decorum
Changes to the Agenda
Director Reports
Transportation Commissioner Report
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Region 3 Update
Approval of Minutes
1. GVRTC Meeting – April, 2020
 Attachment
2. GVRTC Executive Session – May 6, 2020
 Attachment
3. GVRTC Special Meeting – May 8, 2020
 Attachment
4. GVRTC Special Meeting – May 27, 2020
 Attachment
Consent Item(s)
The Consent Agenda is intended to allow the Board to spend its time on more complex items.
These items are generally perceived as non‐controversial and can be approved by a single motion.
The Board Members or public may ask that an item be removed from the Consent Agenda for
individual consideration.
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Individual Consideration Item(s)
Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless otherwise
restricted by the Chair).
5. Approving the CARES Act funding distribution– Dana Brosig, RTPO
 Attachment
6. Adopting the Multi Model Options Fund Project List #2 Recommended by the Selection
Committee by approving Resolution #2020‐007 and authorizing the Chair to sign – Dana
Brosig, RTPO
 Attachments
Briefing Item(s)
Briefing items are scheduled to provide informational exchange between the Board and Staff.
7. Public Transportation Safety Plan (PTASP)
 Attachment
8. GVT Fleet Maintenance Report‐ Jay Valentine, City of Grand Junction Fleet
 Discussion Item
9. GVT Operations Report for May 2020 – Valdon Lewis, GVT
 Attachment
Unscheduled Business:
The Unscheduled Business portion of the agenda provides the public to speak about issues that
were not on the main agenda. Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per
speaker (unless otherwise restricted by the Chair). Testimony relating to scheduled agenda items
will not be allowed during Unscheduled Business.
Adjourn
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GVRTC Meeting Rules of Decorum


All persons attending this meeting are expected to behave in a professional and civil manner and
the Chair reserves the right to require persons violating the rules of decorum to leave the meeting.



Outbursts and interruptions from any person in the meeting are prohibited.



All comments from the public shall only be made by persons recognized by the Chair, and shall
only be made to the Chair (no comments or questions shall be directed at staff, presenters or
other members of the public).



All individuals from the public making comments must identify themselves for the record.



Rules of Decorum for attending the meeting via telephone must be followed in the same manner
as if you were attending in person.
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GVRTC Minutes for April 27, 2020
Attendees: Dana Brosig, Dean Bressler, Kathy Young, Scott Mai, Ken Haley, Mike Bennett, Trent Prall,
Tom Downey, Todd Hollenbeck, Sarah Brooks, Jason Smith, Julie George, Janet Hawkinson, Mark Rogers,
Valdon Lewis, Greg Caton, Andy Gingerich, TJ Burr, Kathy Hall, Sara Benedict, Rob Beck,
Roll Call: Scott McInnis, Acting Chair – Mesa County, called the meeting to order. Lori Buck – City of
Fruita, Greg Mikolai – Town of Palisade and Phyllis Norris – City of Grand Junction are present.
Call Meeting to Order: 3:00p.m. Meeting will be recorded.
Changes to the Agenda: Item # 5 has been moved to a meeting in the future.
Presentations: None
Member Representative Remarks: Introductions of Greg Mikolai and Lori Buck as new board members
and their backgrounds.
Transportation Commissioner Update:
Transportation Commission has been meeting almost every week via Zoom and discussions on the state
budget. SB267 is on hold until bond market stabilizes. In limbo on how to move forward. Any idea on how
much taxes will be down? Impacts are very grim. Requested information be provided to staff to be
disbursed. There is a Youtube video of Transportation Commission meeting last week. Revenue outlook
is on that link. Receiving briefings every week. Grand Valley MPO is having a meeting with Ms. Lew
tomorrow with RTPO & CDOT staff. Discussion of fiscal impact the County is expecting as well as a
discussion of COVID stats for Mesa County. $7 billion estimated shortfall by the legislature based on this
fiscal year. HUTF estimated at $50 million less this year. What % will be down? These figures are variable
at this point and very preliminary. Total HUTF received through March is $186 billion.
CDOT Region 3 Update:
Jason Smith: North Avenue and ADA ramp project underway to get the existing ramps up to standards.
Also going to start on Hwy 340 widening projects. United Companies will be completing the overlay project
on Hwy 330 to Collbran. Start in July timeframe. Culvert project not awarded as wasn’t within budget.
Will reissue later this summer after reworking scope. Another ADA ramp project are for various ramps all
over the valley that need to be improved to meet current standards. Quite a few projects are under design.
Working on a study of Clifton to Palisade and what the needs are. Surface treatments and center median
improvements on North Avenue. 20 Road interchange project on Hwy 6 still progressing. What is the
timing of the 1st Street and Grand Avenue as staff have been receiving questions. Phase 5-design finishing
up. Working on purchasing ROW. On schedule for advertising in Feb/Mar 2021. Construction in 2-3
months from that. May-June time frame. Finishing up in Spring 2022. This project is funded with FASTER
safety and RPP and therefore more secure. Not affected by SB267. Glad projects are moving forward.
Approval of Minutes
1. Adopt the minutes from the February 24, 2020 GVRTC Meeting.
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Scott McInnis asked for a motion. Phyllis Norris so moved and Scott McInnis submitted a request to 2nd
the motion. Vote was 2-0 in favor. Greg Mikolai & Lori Buck abstained as they were not at this meeting.
Consent Item(s)
The Consent Agenda is intended to allow the Committee to spend its time on more complex items. These
items are generally perceived as non-controversial and can be approved by a single motion. The public or
Committee Members may ask that an item be removed from the Consent Agenda for individual
consideration.
2. Adopting the 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment #5 by approving
Resolution 2020-004, an Agreement between the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and
the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO) and authorizing the Chair to sign. –
Dean Bressler, RTPO
 Attachment
This TIP expires on June 30, 2020. Staff explained the TIP requirements and how this TIP is in line
with the 2040 Plan as well as the recently adopted 2045 plan. There were several Multimodal Option
Fund projects added that this board approved for funding at the last meeting. This TIP also includes
the intersection improvements at F ½ Road and I-70B as well as actual transit funds received so
funding could be obligated before 7/1/20. These are reflected on packet pages 11-28 and highlighted
in yellow.
3. Adopting the 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) by approving Resolution 2020005, an Agreement between the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Grand Valley
Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO) and authorizing the Chair to sign. – Dean Bressler, RTPO
 Attachment
This TIP is taking the existing 2020-2023 TIP and moving it forward by one year and it takes effect on
7/1/20. Adding a lot of SB267 funded projects. Discussion of the preamble within the document and
how this doesn’t change much but the tables do. Tables are shown on packet pages 43-48 and new
or increased funding amounts are highlighted in purple. Any projects not obligated by 6/30/20 will roll
forward. Added 2024 funding projections for transit projects.
These projects were not controversial by previous board members.
Scott McInnis asked for a motion. Lori Buck so moved and Phyllis Norris submitted a request to 2nd
the motion. Vote was 3-0 in favor. Due to Greg Mikolai not yet being officially appointed to the GVRTC
he is not yet allowed to vote.
Individual Consideration Item(s)
Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless otherwise restricted by
the Chair).
4. Election of the GVRTC Chair and Vice-Chair positions. Currently, the Chair is vacant after David Karisny’s
term ended with Fruita City Council in April and Scott McInnis is the Vice-Chair. The majority vote of
the Members present at the time of the vote will determine the officers.
Scott McInnis will run for chair. Phyllis Norris so moved, Lori Buck 2nd the motion. Vote was 3-0 in
favor.
Lori Buck moved for Phyllis Norris to be Vice Chair. Scott McInnis 2nd the motion. Vote was 3-0 in
favor.
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5. Approving Resolution 2020-006, a recommendation to the Mesa County Board of Commissioners to
amend the Grand Valley Transit operations contract with Transdev Services, Inc. in response to the
COVID-19 pandemic and the CARES Act funding. – Dana Brosig, RTPO
 Attachment
This item has been moved to a future meeting yet to be determined.
Briefing Item(s)
Briefing items are intended to allow the Committee to give Staff guidance in the day-to-day operations of
the Regional Transportation Planning Office, or to hear general presentations from others.
6. CARES Act Funding – Dana Brosig, RTPO
 Attachment
Discussion of the CARES Act vs. apportioned 5307 grant funding. Discussion of matching funds. FTA
funds can’t match FTA CARES act funds. Grants are reimbursement based after local funds expended.
Challenges on funding with bus replacement. Could move forward with the needs we have with these
funds. Discussion of local funding. Transit operating budget is around $3 million a year. Discussion of
grant for four buses received from CDOT and the pending bus grants for two replacement buses and
three expansion paratransit buses. 80/20 match for these bus grants. We want to maximize the grant
funds we receive and minimize local funds used. What do we expect to get regarding grant funds? A
budget of what we have, what we need, and projections. Discussion of what projects CARES act funding
can go towards. Discussion of IGA amendment and increasing operating and maintenance costs.
Transdev will be renegotiating union agreement later this year. Discussion of what’s included with
Transdev contract. Pre-meeting to discuss information and a separate meeting to take action regarding
the Transdev contract amendment.
7. Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) – Dana Brosig, RTPO
 Attachment
This is a new requirement of FTA and was due 7/20/20 but has been relaxed a bit due to the pandemic.
Discussion of minimum requirements and which entities are involved. Accountable Executive and Chief
Safety Officer is a big piece of the plan. Suggestion would be the GVRTC chair as the Accountable
Executive. Assumption is that all entities, City Fleet, County Fleet, Transdev, already have a safety plan
in place. Staff is utilizing FTA’s draft plan and has already reached out to entities and what their safety
plans are. Discussion of developing an overarching safety committee that covers all aspects of the
transit system and meets quarterly with quarterly fleet meeting to discuss safety issues . Safety report
on every GVRTC agenda.
Chief Safety Officer requirement discussion. Suggestion could be County Administrator and City
Manager. RTPO staff would be working with supervisor of each department who then reports to County
Administrator and City Manager. Suggestion was RTP Director as Accountable Executive and Transit
Coordinator as Chief Safety Officer. Concern about these positions not having control over budget and
staff of other departments. Realize RTP staff will be doing the leg work and presenting it to the
Accountable Executive and Chief Safety Officer. Staff believes the Chief Safety Officer can be more
than one person. GVRTC would like organizational chart that shows different roles of each position.
Further discussion is needed.
8. Amalgamated Transit Union Local 1776 (ATU) Letters – Dana Brosig, RTPO
 Attachment
Discussion of GVRTC members not interfering with Transdev’s agreement with the union.
9. GVT Operations Report for March 2020 – Andy Gingerich, RTPO and Valdon Lewis, GVT
 Attachment

8

Thanked all Transdev’s staff for their commitment to continue to provide service to the community.
Discussion of providing shadow buses and additional cleaning in order to keep drivers employed.
Ridership has decreased substantially during the pandemic but has levelled off a bit. Was doing well at
the beginning of March before the pandemic hit.
Unscheduled Business:
The Unscheduled Business portion of the agenda provides the public to speak about issues that were not
on the main agenda. Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless
otherwise restricted by the Chair). Testimony relating to scheduled agenda items will not be allowed during
Unscheduled Business.
The current meeting room will not work for future meetings. Suggestions are the public hearing room at
Mesa County. City Hall public hearing rooms is also an option depending on the dates and if it’s available.
Discussion of needing to have more meetings instead of every other month. Executive Session will be
necessary and looking at next Monday.
Judi Derusha, President of the local ATU and representing the GVT employees spoke about the request for
drivers related to the pandemic. Concern that GVT staff are required to wear masks but passengers are
not. Staff never trained on proper use of the masks. Request of permanent barriers on the buses and a
complete accounting of how the CARES Act funding is spent.
Meeting Adjourned: 5:05p.m.: Minutes submitted by Kathy Young.
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GVRTC Special Meeting Minutes for May 6, 2020
Attendees: Dana Brosig, Kathy Young, Todd Hollenbeck in person. Tom Downey, James Sylvester, Sarah
Benedict via phone.
Roll Call: Scott McInnis, Chair – Mesa County, called the meeting to order. Phyllis Norris – City of Grand
Junction, Lori Buck – City of Fruita, and Greg Mikolai – Town of Palisade are present.
Call Meeting to Order: 10:04am.
Changes to the Agenda: None
Briefing Item(s)
Briefing items are intended to allow the Committee to give Staff guidance in the day-to-day operations of
the Regional Transportation Planning Office, or to hear general presentations from others.
1. CARES Act funding
Scott McInnis asked for a motion to enter into executive session. Phyllis Norris stated: It is May 6, 2020,
at 10:06 a.m., and we are here at a special meeting of the Governing Board of the Grand Valley Regional
Transportation Committee, which has been properly noticed. I move that the Board enter into an executive
session for the purposes of (1) receiving legal advice on questions concerning the CARES Act funding and
the rights and obligations of Mesa County and the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee; and
(2) determining positions relative to matters that may be subject to negotiations, developing strategy for
negotiations, and/or instructing negotiators concerning the CARES Act funding; all as authorized by C.R.S.
Sections 24-6-402(4)(b) and 24-6-402(4)(e)(I). Greg Mikolai seconded the motion. Vote was 4-0 in favor.
Executive Session:
Executive Session of the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee Governing Board ("GVRTC") for
the purpose of receiving legal advice on questions related to CARES Act funding, all as authorized by C.R.S.
Sections 24-6-402(4)(b) and (e)(I).
Scott McInnis stated: The Board will not reconvene into open session at the conclusion of this executive
session. It is 10:08 a.m., and the first part of the executive session is being held for the purpose of
receiving legal advice on specific questions concerning the CARES Act funding, as authorized by C.R.S.
Section 24-6-402(4)(b).
The following persons are present either in person or via telephonic or video conferencing: GVRTC Board
Representatives Scott McInnis, Phyllis Norris, Lori Buck, and Greg Mikolai, Community Development
Director Todd Hollenbeck, Regional Transportation Planning Director Dana Brosig, Kathy Young- Assistant
to the Director, and Legal Counsel Tom Downey, Sarah Benedict and James Sylvester of Ireland Stapleton
Pryor and Pascoe. Today is May 6, 2020, and the time is 10:08 a.m.
GVRTC Attorney, Tom Downey, stated: The executive session is for the purpose of providing attorney-client
privileged communications and will not be recorded.
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Scott McInnis stated: It is still May 6, 2020, and the time is 12:05 p.m. This portion of the executive
session will be recorded. It is 12:05 p.m. and the executive session has concluded. This meeting is
adjourned.
Meeting Adjourned: 12:05 p.m.: Minutes submitted by Kathy Young.
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GVRTC Minutes for May 8, 2020
Attendees: Dana Brosig, Kathy Young, Tom Downey, Ken Haley, Greg Caton, Todd Hollenbeck, Dean
Bressler, Valdon Lewis, TJ Burr, Andy Gingerich, Sarah Benedict-Attorney, Cheryl Gibboney, Julie George,
Michael Bennett, Judi DeRusha all via phone
Roll Call: Scott McInnis, Chair – Mesa County, called the meeting to order. Phyllis Norris – City of Grand
Junction, Lori Buck – City of Fruita, and Greg Mikolai – Town of Palisade are present.
Call Meeting to Order: 9:10 a.m.
Changes to the Agenda: None
Director Reports: None
Approval of Minutes
None
Consent Item(s)
The Consent Agenda is intended to allow the Committee to spend its time on more complex items. These
items are generally perceived as non-controversial and can be approved by a single motion. The public or
Committee Members may ask that an item be removed from the Consent Agenda for individual
consideration.
None
Individual Consideration Item(s)
Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless otherwise restricted by
the Chair).
1. Response to Transdev Services, Inc. request regarding the Grand Valley Transit operations contract
in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and the CARES Act funding. – Dana Brosig, RTPO
Transdev did send the GVRTC a letter requesting to continue to be pay for service if there are service
cuts. The board is happy with the contract how it is written and does not want to amend the contract.
Instruct GVRTC legal counsel, Tom Downey, to draft a letter stating such. The letter should include
that the draft amendment presented at the GVRTC meeting on April 27, 2020 is rejected.
Motion directing legal counsel to draft a letter to Transdev regarding the contract. Greg Mikolai so
moved. Phyllis Norris 2nd the motion. Vote was 4-0 in favor.
2. Appointing Phyllis Norris as the lead for the GVRTC board regarding the Transdev Services, Inc.
contract and discussion with the Regional Transportation Planning Office staff. – Dana Brosig, RTPO
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Scott McInnis asked for a motion to appoint Phyllis Norris as the lead. Greg Mikolai so moved and Lori
Buck 2nd the motion. Vote was 4-0 in favor.
3. Discussion of requiring GVT riders to wear face coverings while riding the bus. –Dana Brosig, RTPO
At the last board meeting staff discussed ridership. Ridership was ranging from 1000-1200 trips a day.
As things are opening back up and economic stimulus checks are going out, ridership is increasing
resulting in 1200-1500 trips/day last week. This is going to make social distancing on the buses more
difficult. With our fleet, we will continue to provide shadow buses as much as possible. Additionally,
the CDC recommends people to wear masks in public when social distancing is not practical. Research
of other transit agencies requiring masks within Colorado including RFTA, Pueblo, Avon, Eagle County,
Durango. The City and County of Denver requires face coverings anytime someone leaves their house
resulting in riders on RTD also need to wear face coverings. Definition of a shadow bus is a second
bus that follows in order to limit 10 riders on any bus. Amtrak is now requiring all riders to wear masks
and passengers must supply own mask. Are we supplying the masks? We have been supplying masks
for riders to come to the transit centers and for drives to hand out. Have been in contact with homeless
shelters to supply masks for those riding transit and communicating with homeless shelters about riders
wearing masks. Will the responsibility of having a mask be on the rider? We are requiring drivers to
wear masks. RFTA is also accepting a scarf or any type of face covering. It would be irresponsible
for us to not post something that riders must wear a mask. Not sure what the enforcement will be.
What happens if the riders don’t or take it off once on the bus? Tom Downey stated there is no case
law, but recommend something similar to what’s now common practice for existing rules. What is the
enforcement? Can tell public but what is they refuse? What if we run out masks? What if a municipality
is requiring face coverings and a bus travels through it? RTD is requiring it as the City of Denver is
requiring it. Our recommendation is requiring mask and develop a policy on if deny service without
one. Everyone can come up with a face covering even if it’s a shirt they are wearing pulled up over
their face. What do if passenger boards with a mask and then takes it off? Want to avoid confrontation
with a driver as well as affecting other passengers. Going to have issues with some taking it off once
board the bus. Too much to pull bus over if remove face covering. Signage on the buses to make it
clear masks are required and not take it off. Wearing face covers is showing respect for bus driver and
others on the bus. How it is going to be enforced? Making a rule that is not enforceable and it’s not
a law in Mesa County. Are we setting our drivers up for confrontations? We don’t want to put drivers
and other passengers on the spot. Causing more issues if requiring it? Would the sheriff’s department
enforce it? We are putting our people on the line and have to defend something that is not defendable.
What are RFTA and RTD doing regarding some of the questions from the Directors? We already have
signage on the buses stating please wear a face covering. Enforcement from the other agencies doesn’t
specify on their website. Drivers have requested this requirement. Goal is to keep everyone as safe as
possible. Need to have signage that drivers can deny service and contact supervisor if there is a
confrontation. Tom Downey stated whenever we have a new legal situation where there is no direct
legal guidance, we follow existing practices. What do you do if a passenger is eating or not wearing
shirt? How is that handled? If someone is intoxicated, what is the policy? Valdon Lewis stated that in
all those cases, we can refuse service. If on the bus and a passengers starting to drink, the driver will
give a warning reminding them of the policy. Driver can warn again and then contact the supervisor.
What is Transdev as a whole doing? Mixed response across the country. Some require, some don’t.
Greg Mikolai stated as long as we pass the policy language and why requiring it, this will help with
enforcement. Valdon Lewis stated that many of the steps we have taken is to protect our drivers as
they are a very valuable service. If the drivers catch the virus, could cause the service to shut down
as don’t have enough drivers to operate. Have we had a recommendation from the County Health
department? Yes, they recommended face covering but didn’t want to take the stance of requiring
them for GVT. They also stated that it is ultimately GVT’s decision how to implement recommendations.
We should take action on this today and what should the language should say. Legal counsel said
GVRTC can give a broad direction and legal counsel can develop and be similar to other policies on the
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bus. GVRTC would develop policy and Transdev would enforce. There are currently Rules for Riding
on maps and internet. Could add face mask to the existing Rules for Riding.
Greg Mikolai moved to require masks of riders on GVT buses and direct staff to develop language on
rules of riding. Phyllis Norris add this is during the COVID-19 pandemic so it doesn’t go on forever.
Dana Brosig added saying face covers covering mouth and nose.
Greg Mikolai moved that the GVRTC adopt a policy requiring face coverings that cover the nose and
mouth on GVT buses that is incorporated in the rules for riding to expire once the COVID-19 pandemic
no longer deemed dangerous to the public. Phyllis Norris 2nd the motion.
Anyone from the public have any comments: Judi DeRusha, president of the local ATU stated to keep
it simple, masks are required to ride our buses or face coverings. Suggest maybe not make it so
specific to COVID-19 as there may be pandemics in the future.
Recognize may have pandemics in the future but need to make it specific to the moment in response
to what is happening now. In a future pandemic the board would take action again appropriate to that
situation. Need to get this information out to the public as much as possible. Implement in a few days
to give riders time.
Vote was 4-0.
Briefing Item(s)
Briefing items are intended to allow the Committee to give Staff guidance in the day-to-day operations of
the Regional Transportation Planning Office, or to hear general presentations from others.
None
Unscheduled Business:
The Unscheduled Business portion of the agenda provides the public to speak about issues that were not
on the main agenda. Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless
otherwise restricted by the Chair). Testimony relating to scheduled agenda items will not be allowed during
Unscheduled Business.
None
Meeting Adjourned: 10:00 a.m.: Minutes submitted by Kathy Young.
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GVRTC Minutes for May 27, 2020
Attendees: Dana Brosig, Kathy Young, Valdon Lewis, Todd Hollenbeck, Andy Gingerich, Ken Haley, James
Sylvester (via phone), Janet Hawkinson, Judi DeRusha, Don Bramer, Jason Smith, Greg Caton,
Roll Call: Scott McInnis, Chair – Mesa County, called the meeting to order. Phyllis Norris – City of Grand
Junction, Lori Buck – City of Fruita, and Greg Mikolai – Town of Palisade are present.
Call Meeting to Order: 10:02 a.m.
Changes to the Agenda: None
Director Reports: None
Consent Item(s)
The Consent Agenda is intended to allow the Committee to spend its time on more complex items. These
items are generally perceived as non-controversial and can be approved by a single motion. The public or
Committee Members may ask that an item be removed from the Consent Agenda for individual
consideration.
None
Briefing Item(s)
Briefing items are intended to allow the Committee to give Staff guidance in the day-to-day operations of
the Regional Transportation Planning Office, or to hear general presentations from others.
1. CARES Act Funding- Discussion of GVT long-term needs and best use of the CARES Act funding -Dana
Brosig, RTPO
See presentation. Discussion of what the CARES Act funding is. Staff developed a model looking at
different scenarios to expend the CARES Act funding and there are many assumptions. Discussion of DASH
service and suspending service. Hope to relaunch in the fall when CMU is back in session and travelers are
utilizing the airport, but will be coordinated with partners.
Model assumes board will approve moving MMOF funds from operations to capital. Fleet Maintenance
Facility assumption discussion and the need related to late preventative maintenance, increase of
paratransit ridership, and limited maintenance bays for GVT buses. Exploring if this is the direction we need
to go with City Fleet. Fleet need (buses) projections based on TAM plan over next five years. Discussion
of improvements to bench and shelters and/or replacement. Possibly increase advertising revenue. CWOA
contracts ends in February 2021. CWOA maintains the bus stops in exchange for 10% revenue to GVT.
Proposing to split next contract between advertising and maintenance. Discussion of new exterior bus
advertising contract. Discussion of issues with existing benches and people sleeping on them, the need to
repaint the existing shelters and possibly utilizing local artists to use the existing frame and make them
community assets instead of eyesores. Discussion of grant recently applied for in collaboration with Central
Library. DDA has grants available and art stored that may be useful.
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Has a cost analysis been done regarding maintenance of bus shelters and benches by the respective
jurisdictions? Maybe each representative entity could take over maintenance of benches & shelters.
Currently the Grand Junction Regional Center staff and clients pick up trash at stops that are not maintained
by CWOA. Who maintains the shelter at Fruita Monument High School? Need to find this out. Staff now
working on new RFPs for maintenance and advertising contracts.
Opportunities for electric charging stations grants at an 80/20 match at transfer facilities. Discussion of
how much they would be utilized and someone utilizing it all day. Concern with government competing
against private sector. This is not part of the modeled scenarios.
IGA discussion and finding alternate sources of funding, ie ballot initiative. Is there interest in pursuing
this? Have looked at having a separate authority in the past for GVT. Should the ballot initiative be
combined with multimodal projects? No interest in pursuing this at this time. This can be looked at in the
future.
Many assumptions are made in the model on how COVID-19 will impact GVT. If there are regulations that
require more social distancing and ridership increases, the cost of shadow buses will also increase. This
also applies if there is additional PPE needs.
Is DASH paid for by GVT funding? DASH is funded by City of Grand Junction separately by the partners of
DDA, CMU, Horizon Business Improvement District and Grand Junction Regional Airport. Currently DASH
service is suspended until further notice. Model reflects DASH local costs from Aug-Dec 2020 if it’s
relaunched. DASH is not funded by Fruita, Palisade, or Mesa County. There is a 50% federal match on
these costs.
Scenario 1 discussion. All operations expenses would use CARES Act funding except the MM grant as this
is a separate grant at an 80/20 match and CIP bus grants. See presentation graphs. IGA amounts
discussed.
Scenario 2 discussion. Utilize CARES act funding for 50/50 expenses only and 5307/5310/local funds for
80/20 expenses. IGA amounts discussed. Most efficient use of funding and this is staff’s preferred scenario.
Scenario 3 discussion. Utilize CARES act funding for transit operations and 5307 and 5310 grants for all
other expenses. This spreads out the funding more so that there is less of an increase in 2022. IGA amounts
needs discussed.
Has staff worked with the City Managers? Need to have more meetings with them and so they in turn can
provide input on this to their respective GVRTC board members. GVRTC Chair first requested the input of
the board and then the board can discuss this with their managers. Managers should be advising GVRTC
representatives of the budget. Staff has had discussions with Grand Junction and Mesa County. Could
these decisions be made late summer after more sales tax revenue is in? Currently, CARES Act funding is
being used to cover expenses since April. IGA partners have not been billed for 2nd quarter. Need a
decision before end of June. Discussion of needing to get our fleet up to par.
The representatives could come up with a different scenario as well. Discussion of when the partners will
feel the impact the most within next two years. Could utilize scenario 1 in 2020 and a different scenario in
2021.
Discussion of exact IGA amounts for each scenario, how to maximize the funding and addressing
preventative maintenance issues. Possibly adding a 3rd mechanic for GVT but not a space for them to work
currently. Discussion of the existing Whitewater maintenance facility.
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Discussion of how fleet is replaced based on useful life mileage. Discussion of how much preventative
maintenance is required in addition to the breakdowns. Discussion of bus needs in 2020 regarding awarded
grants vs. pending grants. Discussion of remaining MMOF is available for transit. Staff have already
completed a notice of intent for projects for this remaining $359,812 in MMOF funding.
Another scenario is to suspend the IGA dues for the rest of the year. If that is the case, then MMOF will
be needed for the CIP local funds to cover bus grants. This would take away from other MMOF potential
projects.
There is another GVRTC meeting currently set for end of June. Could have further discussion at that time
or could push this out to July meeting.
Representative Mikolai and City of Grand Junction Manager suggested a Scenario 4 that included a
modification to Scenario 2 that would give greater benefit to partners in 2020 with less relief in 2021 and
an increase in 2022. Immediate help now would be beneficial to Grand Junction. Mikolai proposed a
decrease of 63% in 2020, 47% decrease in 2021 and 5% increase in 2022. This scenario will be modelled
and the results sent to both the GVRTC Board Members as well as the City Manager of Grand Junction,
Fruita and Palisade, Mesa County Administrator, and City of Grand Junction Attorney.
Mesa County Community Development Director expressed concern that once GVT IGA gets lowered, it’s
very difficult to get funding back up. Scenario 2 with the modification addresses the concerns of Mesa
County. How are fares being accounted for? There are savings even with the shadow buses and cleaning
of buses. This may be an opportunity to look at paratransit applications and in the future, we may need
to also look at a doomsday scenario regarding service reductions.
Plan an earlier June meeting with a new Scenario 4 related to modification to Scenario 2.
Individual Consideration Item(s)
Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless otherwise restricted by
the Chair).
2. MMOF Funds- On February 24, 2020 the GVRTC approved a list of Multi Modal Option Fund (MMOF)
projects that included $93,000 for GVT Operations. We would like to discuss moving those funds to
GVT Capital program - Dana Brosig, RTPO
Discussion of how this could impact CARES Act funding. Requesting that $93,000 be moved from GVT
Operations to Capital
• $30,000 for 2020 fleet grants
• $30,000 for 2021 fleet grants
• $33,000 to be matched with $33,000 CARES Funds for bus bench and shelter upgrades
Scott McInnis asked for a motion. Greg Mikolai moved to have the $93,000 moved from GVT Operations
to GVT Capital. Lori Buck seconded the motion. Vote was 3-1 in favor. Phyllis Norris voted against the
motion.
Unscheduled Business:
The Unscheduled Business portion of the agenda provides the public to speak about issues that were not
on the main agenda. Please limit public comment to a maximum of five (5) minutes per speaker (unless
otherwise restricted by the Chair). Testimony relating to scheduled agenda items will not be allowed during
Unscheduled Business.
Judi DeRusha-President of the local ATU. Discussed the concern of the health and financial wellbeing of
the essential works to maintain the service of GVT. The workers are putting themselves and their families
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at risk. Requesting hazard pay, pandemic leave, safety barriers and UV filtrations systems that will kill the
virus that can live in our filters. The ATU has made the request to make these funds available. The board
rejected an amendment that addressed some of these needs. Use the CARES Act funds as they were
intended.
Meeting Adjourned: 11:56 a.m.: Minutes submitted by Kathy Young.
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CARES Act Model – Changes highlighted in yellow
Assumptions used in ALL Scenarios:















January‐ March, 2020 paid expenses and contributions were not changed
Assumed farebox revenue down 60% for 2020 (assumed $200,000), 40% for 2021 (assumed
$300,000). 0% for 2022 (assumed $500,000)
Paratransit ridership expenses assumed to be 75% of 2019 for 2020 to reflect decrease in
ridership during pandemic and unknown increase over the rest of 2020. For 2021 costs, assumed
a 5% increase from 2019 costs as ridership goes back to normal. For 2022, a 2.64% increase from
2021 was used.
Additional COVID‐19 related expenses including cleaning, PPE, plexiglass barriers, shadow buses
etc‐ $100,000 (increased from $50k to account for continued need for shadow buses) for 2020
and $30,000 for 2021
Increase legal counsel fees by $20,000 for 2020
DASH costs were removed from the model in both the expenses and IGA. These can be done by a
separate IGA or added in at a later date.
5307 Funds can be used the year appropriated plus 5 years. CARES Act funds do not have an end
date, however we are encouraged to spend them expeditiously.
MMOF
o $30,000 for 2020 fleet grants (already submitted)
o $30,000 for 2021 fleet grants
o $33,000 with a $33,000 match from 5307 funds to upgrade/replace benches and shelters
(model updated so that CARES Act funds not used for any capital projects, 5307 Funds can
be used to match MMOF funds)
o MMOF amount slightly decreases the IGA amount for capital
Fleet Maintenance Facility
o Currently using City of Grand Junction maintenance facility under MOU with City of
Grand Junction for fleet maintenance. There are limited bays so often buses must be
reassembled and moved until parts arrive and then must wait for an available bay to
complete repair. Additionally, there are no pits so all buses have to be lifted to inspect
and to be worked on.
o A new facility would make it much more efficient to work on buses which would save
money and directly address our problem with late Preventative Maintenance (PM).
o ~$1,000,000 of FTA funds transferred from Whitewater Maintenance Facility by Mesa
County (appraisal needed to determine cost)
o ~$1,200,000 from 5307 or other 80/20 grant source, $300,000 from local funds (2021)
o Talking with CDOT on the possibility of partnering on a maintenance facility for Bustang
Fleet needs
o Current grant applications for fleet assume local match contribution of 20%.
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o

2021 and 2022 IGA amount includes actual needed per the Transit Asset Management
Plan. Reevaluate needs in 2022 as fleet replacement is based on useful life (mileage or
age).

Fleet needs per Transit Asset Management Plan
2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

Number of Cutaways

3

2

2

0

3

10

Number of Lowfloors

3

2

3

2

0

10

Fleet Expansion

3
$2,413,305

$1,375,400

$2,029,400

$1,229,000

$452,400

$7,499,505

Local Share (20%)**

$294,351

$275,080

$405,880

$245,800

$90,480

$1,311,591

MMOF

$190,000

$30,000
$405,880

$245,800

$90,480

Total Cost*

Actual Needed

$157,500

$245,080

*Replacement costs from most recent available quotes. Per TAM assume a 5% annual increase.
**2020 from existing grant applications, local share is less than 20% because of MMOF
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Total

Timeline Assumptions:
2020








Scheduled fixed route operations with shadow buses as needed
Likely prolonged decrease in paratransit riders. Drivers/buses used to cover shadow buses and
additional cleaning.
Capital
o CDOT grants awarded for 1 low‐floor and 3 cutaways (local funds)
o Pending FTA grant for 2 low‐floors (replacement) and 3 cutaways (paratransit expansion)
(MMOF and local funds)
o Fueling meter (MMOF)
Contracts
o RFP/contract for ITS Upgrade and contract (CDOT FASTER grant)
o RFP/contract for bench/shelter advertising to begin in February, 2021
o RFP/contract for bench/shelter maintenance to begin in February, 2021
Continue to use revenue from CWOA(bench/shelter advertising) and Taillight(bus advertising)
toward operating costs

2021






Scheduled fixed route operations
Paratransit riders return to pre‐pandemic levels
Benches/Shelters
o Must use advertising funds from bench/shelter contract to pay for maintenance of
benches/shelters (current contract will be split in two)
o As benches/shelters have had little maintenance over the 20‐year advertising contract,
would like to start upgrading shelters and replace benches with $66,000 from MMOF/
Section 5307 as well as with additional revenue from bench/shelter advertising contract
and bus advertising. Any additional funds to be used for other transit operations, as
needed.
Capital
o Model includes projected need for 2 cutaways and 2 lowfloor buses.
o Model includes construction of a $2.5M fleet maintenance facility ($300,000 local match)

2022





Scheduled fixed route operations
Paratransit riders return to pre‐pandemic levels
Capital
o Model includes projected need for 2 cutaways and 3 lowfloor buses.
IGA largely returns to pre‐CARES Act funding level depending on funding scenario
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Scenarios modeled‐ Results shown on page 5
*Order has changed to show scenarios from highest relief in 2020 to lowest relief in 2020‐ Scenario 3
output was removed from graphs to simplify comparison
* Amounts have changed slightly due to moving $33k from CARES to 5307 funds in model

Scenario 1: All operations expenses reimbursed with CARES Act except Mobility Manager (5310‐ 80/20)



Partners contribute local funds for Sec 5339 Grants for new buses (from CDOT and FTA grant
applications awarded and pending).
IGA match decreases ~66% in 2020 and ~51% in 2021 and increases ~24% in 2022 from projected
IGA. IGA includes fleet needs as well as fleet maintenance facility.

Scenario 4: CARES Act to cover Transit Operation such that IGA decreases 63% from 2020 IGA



Partners contribute local funds for Sec 5339 Grants for new buses (from CDOT and FTA grant
applications awarded and pending) and 5310 Mobility Manager Grant.
Partners cover some 80/20 and 50/50 match expenses such that IGA decreases ~63% in 2020 and
~41% in 2021 and increases ~5% in 2022 from the projected IGA. New IGA includes fleet needs as
well as fleet maintenance facility.

Scenario 2: All operations expenses that are reimbursable at 50/50 use CARES Act funding, those that are
reimbursable 80/20 use 5307/5310 funds and local funds




Partners contribute local funds for Sec 5339 Grants for new buses (from CDOT and FTA grant
applications awarded and pending).
IGA match decreases ~57% in 2020 and ~52% in 2021 and increases 7% in 2022 from projected
IGA. IGA includes fleet needs as well as fleet maintenance facility.
Recommended model as it maximizes matching funds and minimizes local funds.

Scenario 3: Use CARES Act Funding for 50% of Transit Operations costs and 5307/5310 for all other
expenses



Partners contribute local funds for Sec 5339 Grants for new buses (from CDOT and FTA grant
applications awarded and pending).
IGA match decreases ~49% in 2020 and ~39% in 2021 and 11% in 2022 from projected IGA. Note
that 2022 has the greatest projected fleet replacement needs through 2024. Fleet replacement
needs are less in 2023 and 2024. IGA includes fleet needs as well as fleet maintenance facility.

Recommendation: Board to approve a motion to use Scenario 4 or Scenario 2 to direct use of CARES Act
funding and 2020 and 2021 IGA.
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Typical Expense Reimbursement vs Scenarios

Scenario 4

Scenario 2

2020

2020

50% Federal

50% Local

50% Local

50% Federal

Transit Operations, Fleet Fuel, Security

Transit Operations, Fleet Fuel, Security

CARES ACT FUNDING

CARES ACT FUNDING

80% Federal

20%
Local

Paratransit, fleet maintenance, Mobility Manager
64% of remaining 2020 80/20 expenses are being covered with
CARES ACT funds

80% Federal

20%
Local

Paratransit, fleet maintenance, Mobility Manager

Model Summary
CARES ACT funding
$5,408,461
Annual Operating
Costs
Annual CARES Act
Funding Used for
Operations
5307 Funding used
for Shelters/Benches
Upgrade***
Local FundsOperations
Local Funds-CIP*
IGA Paid (Jan-March,
2020)**
Previous Projected
IGA
Modeled IGA Total
Mesa County (65%)
Grand Junction
(30%)
Fruita (3%)
Palisade (2%)
Average % change
from projected IGA
amount
Cost Savings from
projected IGA Amount

2020

Scenario 1
2021
2022

2020

Total

2020

Scenario 2
2021
2022

Total

$3,696,796

$3,609,079

$3,496,178

$10,802,054

$3,696,796 $3,609,079

$3,496,178

$10,802,054 $3,696,796 $3,609,079

$3,496,178

$10,802,054

$2,776,357

$2,632,104

$0

$5,408,461

$2,522,027 $2,312,106

$574,328

$5,408,461 $2,120,651 $2,642,312

$645,498

$5,408,461

$33,000
$11,009
$118,125

$198,457
$545,080

$1,423,651
$405,880

$33,000

$33,000

$1,633,117
$1,069,085

$61,875
$118,125

$375,000

$358,456
$545,080

$1,136,487
$405,880

$33,000

$33,000

$1,556,818
$1,069,085

$148,150
$118,125

$375,000

$33,000
$193,353
$545,080

$1,152,453
$405,880

$1,493,956
$1,069,085

$375,000

$1,500,000
$504,134
$327,687

$1,527,870
$743,537
$483,299

$1,475,813
$1,829,531
$1,189,195

$4,503,684
$3,077,202
$2,000,182

$151,240
$15,124
$10,083

$223,061
$22,306
$14,871

$548,859
$54,886
$36,591

$923,161
$92,316
$61,544

$166,500
$16,650
$11,100

$271,277
$27,128
$18,085

$462,710
$46,271
$30,847

$900,487
$90,049
$60,032

$192,383
$19,238
$12,826

$221,530
$22,153
$14,769

$467,500
$46,750
$31,167

$881,412
$88,141
$58,761

-66%

-51%

24%

-32%

-63%

-41%

5%

-33%

-57%

-52%

6%

-35%

-$995,866

-$784,333

$353,718

-$1,426,481

-$945,000

-$623,614

$66,554

$82,520

-$1,565,642

$1,500,000 $1,527,870
$555,000 $904,256
$360,750 $587,767

Total Paid,
2020

Percent
Change

$555,000
$360,750
$166,500
$16,650
$11,100

-63%
-63%
-63%
-63%
-63%

Scenario 1

2020 IGA

IGA Total (includes 2020
Capital)
Mesa County (65%)
Grand Junction (30%)**
Fruita (3%)
Palisade (2%)

Total

Scenario 4
2021
2022

$1,475,813
$1,542,367
$1,002,539

$4,503,684 $1,500,000 $1,527,870 $1,475,813
$3,001,623 $641,275 $738,433 $1,558,333
$1,951,055 $416,829 $479,982
$1,012,916

-$1,502,060 -$858,725 -$789,437

Scenario 4

2020 IGA

2020 IGA,
paid (JanMarch)

IGA Balance for
Transit
Operations (AprilDec, 2020)

Total Paid,
2020

Percent
Change

IGA
Balance for
Transit
Operations
(April- Dec,
2020)

$1,500,000
$975,000
$450,000
$45,000
$30,000

$375,000
$243,750
$112,500
$11,250
$7,500

$129,134
$83,937
$38,740
$3,874
$2,583

$504,134
$327,687
$151,240
$15,124
$10,083

-66%
-66%
-66%
-66%
-66%

$180,000
$117,000
$54,000
$5,400
$3,600

* Capital costs related to fleet will be re-evaluated in 2021 for 2022 IGA depending on current mileage of fleet vs useful life.
** DASH Partners paid $12,875 for the first quarter of service. This is not included in the IGA figures
*** Use 5307 funds rather than CARES Act funds for bench and shelter upgrades
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Scenario 2
IGA
Balance for
Transit
Operations
(April- Dec, Total Paid,
2020)
2020
Percent Change
$266,275
$173,079
$79,883
$7,988
$5,326

$641,275
$416,829
$192,383
$19,238
$12,826

-57%
-57%
-57%
-57%
-57%

$4,503,684
$2,938,041
$1,909,727

CARES Act Funds Distribution between 2020‐2022 for Scenario 1, 4, and 2
120%

100%

11%

12%

80%

49%
43%
49%

60%

40%

51%

47%

20%

0%

39%

0%
Scenario 1

Scenario 4

‐20%
2020

2021
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2022

Scenario 2

Percent Change between Projected IGA and 2020‐ 2022 for Scenario 1, 4 and 2
30%

24%

Scenario 2

Scenario 4

Scenario 1
20%
10%

6%

5%

0%
‐10%
‐20%
‐30%
‐40%
‐41%
‐50%
‐51%

‐52%

‐60%
‐70%
‐80%

‐57%
‐63%
‐66%

2020

2021

2022

Note: Scenarios all include projected fleet needs per the 2019 Transit Asset
Managment Plan. Projected IGA did not fully address these needs and additional
capital would have been necessary.
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Cost differential between projected IGA and Scenario 1, 4 and 2
$500,000

Scenario 1 $353,718

Scenario 4

Scenario 2
$82,520

$66,554
$‐

$(500,000)
$(623,614)
$(784,333)

$(789,437)
$(858,725)

$(1,000,000)

$(945,000)

$(995,866)

$(1,500,000)

$(1,426,481)

$(1,502,060)

$(1,565,642)

$(2,000,000)
2020

2021

2022

Total

Costs Savings from Projected IGA (did not include all fleet needs) and
Scenario 1, 4, and 2 (does include all projected fleet needs)
Scenario 1
2020

2021

Scenario 4
2022

2020

2021

Scenario 2
2022

2020

2021

2022

IGA Total

$ (995,866) $ (784,333) $ 353,718

$ (945,000) $ (623,614) $

66,554

$ (858,725) $ (789,437) $

82,520

Mesa County (65%)

$ (647,313) $ (509,817) $ 229,917

$ (614,250) $ (405,349) $

43,260

$ (558,171) $ (513,134) $

53,638

Grand Junction (30%)

$ (298,760) $ (235,300) $ 106,115

$ (283,500) $ (187,084) $

19,966

$ (257,617) $ (236,831) $

24,756

Fruita (3%)
Palisade (2%)

$

(29,876) $

(23,530) $

10,612

$

(28,350) $

(18,708) $

1,997

$

(25,762) $

(23,683) $

2,476

$

(19,917) $

(15,687) $

7,074

$

(18,900) $

(12,472) $

1,331

$

(17,174) $

(15,789) $

1,650
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IGA Comparison between 2020‐2022 for Scenario 1, 4 and 2
$3,500,000

Scenario
1

Scenario
4

$3,077,202

Scenario
2
$3,001,623

$2,938,041

$3,000,000

Difference between
Scenario 1 and 4‐
2020‐2022 total IGA is
$75,579

$2,500,000

Difference between
Scenario 4 and 2‐
2020‐2022 total IGA is
$63,582

$2,000,182
$2,000,000

$1,951,055

$1,909,727

$1,829,531
$1,558,333

$1,542,367
$1,500,000

$1,189,195
$923,161

$1,000,000

$904,256

$1,012,916

$1,002,539
$900,487

$881,412

$743,537
$504,134
$500,000

$483,299

$555,000

$548,859

$360,750

$327,687
$151,240

$223,061

$641,275

$587,767
$462,710

$738,433

$416,829

$271,277

$166,500

$479,982

$192,383

$221,530

2020

2021

$467,500

$0
2020

2021

2022
IGA Total

Total

2020

Mesa County (65%)

2021

2022

Grand Junction (30%)
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Total
Fruita (3%)

Palisade (2%)

2022

Total
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6.
5. MMOF Project Selection‐ Round 2
‐Received three applications in the second round of Call for Projects

Entity

Application
Title

Total Cost

MMOF Project List
MMOF
Funding
Requeste Required
d
Match

Match Source
GVT can
match funds
Grand Valley Transit requests that any funds that are not
80/20 or
awarded by the end of the second call for projects, or any
50/50
MMOF funds that have been awarded to a project but are
depending on
unused or become available for any reason, be then awarded how the
funds are
to Grand Valley Transit for transit related projects or
used.
expenses.

Unused
MMOF
Funds for
1 GVT
GVT
Magnus
Subdivision
School
Mesa
Connectivity
2 County Project
$250,000
City of
24 Road
Grand
Multimodal
3 Junction Path
$1,300,000

$125,000

$360,000

Overmatch

Total
Match

$125,000

Mesa County

$360,000

City of Grand
Junction

$580,000

$940,000

‐ The Selection Committee unanimously agreed that all remaining funding, $359,812 should go
to City of Grand Junction for the 24 Road Multimodal Path and that any unused funds be used by
GVT for operations or capital.
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Updated MMOF Recommended Project List
Entity
Town of
Collbran
GVT
Town of
Palisade
Mesa County
City of Fruita
City of Fruita
RTPO
City of Grand
Junction

Application Title
Town of Collbran Trail
Feasibility Study
Capital for GVT
Town of Palisade Multimodal
Hwy 6 Project
Rocky Mountain Elementary
SRTS Sidewalk
City of Fruita Active
Circulation Plan
Fremont Street Multi‐Modal
Design
Statewide Travel Survey
24 Road Multimodal Path

Total Cost

MMOF Funding

$
$

71,000
1,312,500

$
$

56,250
262,500

$

912,726

$

547,726

$

570,400

$

285,200

$

90,000

$

45,000

$
$

250,000
5,925,000

$
$

125,000
50,000

$

1,300,000

$

359,812

Total
Amount
Available

$

1,731,488

$

1,731,488

Recommendation
GVRTC to approve by adopting RESOLUTION # 2020‐007, A Resolution of the Grand Valley
Regional Transportation Committee to approve the inclusion of 24 Road Multimodal Path to the
MMOF Project List and for any unused MMOF funds to be used by GVT for operations or capital
projects.
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RESOLUTION # 2020-007
A RESOLUTION OF THE GRAND VALLEY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE TO
APPROVE THE REVISED MULTIMODAL OPTIONS FUND PROJECT LIST AS RECOMMENDED BY
THE SELECTION COMMITTEE.
WHEREAS,

SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund with
$80.12 Million of that fund specified as pass-through monies for projects selected
by local governments with $1,731,488 allocated to the Grand Valley MPO
(incorrectly stated in Resolution 2020-003 as $1,773,755); and

WHEREAS,

The legislation also states that the Multimodal Options Fund should promote a
complete and integrated multimodal system that benefits seniors by making
aging in place more feasible; benefits residents of rural areas by providing them
with flexible public transportation services; provides enhanced mobility for
persons with disabilities; and provides safe routes to school for children.

WHEREAS,

SB 18-001 requires a local match equal to the amount of the award, excepting
that Transportation Commission may grant a match reduction for disadvantaged
areas based on population size and poverty level; and

WHEREAS,

The Selection Committee which included representatives from Mesa County, City
of Grand Junction, City of Fruita, Town of Palisade and Town of Collbran
reviewed a second Call for Projects and scored projects according to the criteria
set out in the legislation; and

WHEREAS,

The Selection Committee selected the 24 Road Multimodal Path to be added to
the project list and for any unused Multimodal Options Funds to go to GVT for
operations or capital;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee hereby
agrees to the updated project list and funding amounts as recommended by the Selection
Committee.
Passed and adopted by the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee on this 22nd day of
June 2020.
Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee
_______________________________
Scott McInnis, Chair
Attest:
_______________________________
Recorder to the Committee
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PTASP Organigram

ACCOUNTABLE EXECUTIVE
GVRTC Chair

Facilities Safety Committee
CHIEF SAFETY OFFICER
OF OPERATIONS
RTPO Director

FACILITIES SAFETY
MANAGER
Designated by County
Administrator

OPERATIONS SAFETY
MANAGER
GVT General Manager

FLEET SAFTEY MANAGERS (2)
Designated by Grand Junction
City Manager and County
Administrator
Fleet Safety Committee

Employee/Public
Reporting

Operations Safety
Committee

Transit Safety Committee
Safety Managers regularly send
agency safety records to Chief
Safety Officer.

Chief Safety Officer Reports
major safety incidents in the
Safety Risk Register (SRR)
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PTASP Safety Events Reporting
ACCOUNTABLE EXECUTIVE
GVRTC Chair

Transit Safety Committee
Review

MAJOR EVENT
Risk Assessment

Safety Risk
Register
Employee/Public
Reporting

CHIEF SAFETY OFFICER
RTPO Director

Safety Record
Report

Facilities

Operations

City Fleet

County Fleet

Chief Safety Officer Reports major safety incidents in the Safety Risk Register (SRR)
Transit Safety Committee assists CSO in risk assessment of major safety events
41 who compiles information into a quarterly report,
Safety Managers send regular safety records to CSO,
which is then reviewed by the Transit Safety Committee
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Trip Count by Route Analysis MAY 2020
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