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Introduction
The federal transportation legislation SAFETEA-LU, the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users, requires “a financial plan that demonstrates
how the adopted transportation plan can be implemented,
indicates resources from public and private sources that are
reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the
plan, and recommends any additional financing strategies for
needed projects and programs.”

Beyond the federal requirement, long-range financial planning at the regional level makes good sense. It is not
possible to present a realistic picture of the future transportation system in the Mesa County region without a
distinct set of scheduled improvements supported by a reliable funding analysis.
In this chapter, the financial assumptions
for system maintenance and roadway,
transit, and non-motorized facilities are
enumerated. The chapter begins with an
overview of where the money comes from
to fund transportation improvements and
how projects are implemented. Recent
trends in transportation costs and
revenues are explored next as a prelude to
the discussion of revenue forecasts to
fund the Plan. The chapter concludes with
a section on additional funding
opportunities that might be considered for
potentially raising additional revenue for
the transportation system.
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Who Pays for the Transportation System?
This section presents information about how funding programs are funded. The following section will describe
the actual funding programs through which money flows to transportation projects and services. As one might
expect, the funding originates from residents and visitors, households, businesses, and private development
through taxes on motor fuels, vehicle registration fees, sales taxes, development fees, and other sources.

Household Transportation Costs
Did You Know?
Figure 4-1 shows graphically how much a typical household
spends on transportation. This information was sourced from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics for a median income US
household since local data is not available at this level of detail.
What the graphic in Figure 4-1 indicates is that after housing
and income taxes, transportation is the next largest annual
expense of typical households. Of every dollar earned by the
average household, roughly 14 cents goes to transportation.
That’s about $8,800 per year spent by the average household
on transportation.



Transportation costs are the third
highest expense of the average US
household, behind housing and income
taxes.



The average US household spends
$8,800 annually on transportation.



Of this amount, about $340 per year is
paid as fuel taxes to help build and
maintain the transportation system.



In Colorado, motor fuel taxes have
remained constant since the early 1990s
at:

The household transportation costs are broken down further in
Figure 4-2. About 27%, or $2,400 per year, of household
transportation costs are for gasoline, oil, and the taxes on
them. At $2.80 per gallon and 25 miles per gallon, this equates
to about 21,500 miles per household per year. Higher income
households and newer, more fuel efficient vehicles accumulate
more travel miles per year on average. The motor fuels taxes
amount to about $340 per year per household, or about $28
per month.




40.4 cents per gallon on gasoline
($0.22/gallon state; $0.184/gallon
federal), and



44.9 cents per gallon on diesel
($0.205/gallon state; $0.244/gallon
federal).

Households also pay vehicle licensing

To put that into perspective, of the approximately $8,800 the
and registration fees and sales taxes,
average US household spends on transportation each year,
some of which go to fund the
only about $340 (4%) goes to build and maintain the
transportation system.
transportation system. The vehicle purchases, gas and oil,
insurance, maintenance and repairs, and financing costs are all
individually more costly to the average household than are the fuel taxes. In addition to motor fuel taxes, a
portion of vehicle licensing fees and sales taxes goes towards funding the transportation system and are
contributed by residents, visitors, and businesses.

The local sales taxes stay at the local level and are prioritized and spent based on the local jurisdiction’s
priorities. The state sales taxes and motor fuel taxes are collected at the state and federal levels. Some funds are
returned to the local jurisdictions for use on the local transportation system; and some funds are retained by the
Colorado Department of Transportation to fund state priorities.
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Figure 4-1: Household Transportation Costs
How much does a typical U.S. household spend on transportation?

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009

Figure 4-2: Household Transportation Costs
What percentage of our household transportation costs goes to fund infrastructure and services?

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009
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Business and Private Development
What about businesses? How do they contribute to building, maintaining, and operating the
transportation system?
Businesses collect retail sales taxes from purchases
made by residents, visitors, and other businesses.
State sales taxes typically do not go towards
transportation, but a portion of the local sales taxes
are invested in transportation. At the local level,
the use of sales tax revenues on transportation
programs varies depending on each community’s
priorities and obligations.
Private development contributes to the
transportation system through developerconstructed transportation facilities and impact
fees, also known as exactions. When a new
subdivision is constructed, the developer is usually
required to build the local and collector streets
within the subdivision as well as possibly a portion
of the arterial street system adjoining the
development. In addition, some communities
charge impact fees on new residential and
commercial developments. These fees, or
exactions, are intended to pay for the impact to the
roadway system caused by traffic from
developments.
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Revenue Sources
Roadways
Funding for roads is a complicated picture, as shown
in Figure 4-3. To simplify, it may be helpful to first
define the on-system and off-system networks. The
on-system network includes any road that is a
On—system roads in Mesa
numbered state or federal highway. These on-system
County are shown in orange. All
highways are under the jurisdiction of the Colorado
other roads are off-system.
Department of Transportation (CDOT). All other roads
are considered off-system and are the responsibility
of the local city or county jurisdiction. The distinction between on and off-system roads is important not only
because of the agency or jurisdictional responsibility but also because the programs that fund them are distinct
as well.

Figure 4-3: Roadway Funding - A Complicated Picture
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On-System Roadway Network - Funding Sources
Funding for the on-system roadway network in the Mesa County region and across the state is distributed
through the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT). CDOT uses multiple programs to fund maintenance
and system preservation needs, new and widened highways, reconstructed roads, safety programs, and a
multitude of other transportation needs and functions.
The Highway User Tax Fund (HUTF) funds a majority of the CDOT on-system roadway improvements. The other
primary sources for CDOT are federal funds and FASTER (Funding Advancements for Surface Transportation and
Economic Recovery). Figure 4-4 shows how the HUTF is traditionally funded. Motor fuels taxes are the primary
contributor to the HUTF program. Vehicle license and registration fees make up most of the remainder of the
revenue stream for the HUTF.

Figure 4-4: Colorado Highway User Tax Fund Revenue Sources

Source: Office of the State Auditor, Office of the State Treasurer

HUTF funds are traditionally distributed by the State of Colorado in the manner shown in Figure 4-5. About 12
percent is considered off-the-top because it goes to fund transportation-related programs such as the Colorado
State Patrol (CSP), ports, safety, state parks roads, and the like. The off-the-top amount is growing by about 6%
annually. About 34% of the HUTF is distributed monthly back to cities and counties in Colorado based on
measures of roadway lane miles and the number of vehicle registrations. These HUTF payments are primarily
used for maintenance of off-system roads by the local jurisdictions as the graphic in Figure 4-3 indicates.

Figure 4-5: Highway User Tax Fund Distributions (Colorado)

Source: Office of the State Treasurer
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Off-System Roadway Network – Funding Sources
In the Mesa County region, off-system roads are typically funded through three sources – development
exactions/impact fees, local sales taxes, and HUTF fuel tax and vehicle fee returns.
In Fruita, for example, the City contributes a portion of their General Funds annually for the construction of
capital projects. These capital project funds are then divided between roadway, drainage, park and open space,
and building improvement projects based upon project prioritization and ability to leverage funds with alternate
funding sources. This results in contributions to roadway projects from the City of Fruita’s local tax dollars
varying significantly from year to year. However, the City of Fruita has been relatively successful in having the
majority of improvements to collector roads funded in part by grant sources and nearly all new local streets
constructed through developer contributions and/or impact fees.
In the Town of Palisade, off-system roads are funded through a variety of sources, including the Highway User
Tax Fund (e.g., motor vehicle registration fees, motor vehicle taxes, motor fuels taxes) for maintenance and
traffic impact fees, sales taxes, and property taxes for capital
FTA Programs
improvements.

Trails and On-Street Bike Lanes
The multi-use trail system in the Mesa County region is
primarily constructed through local sales tax revenues, Great
Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) state lottery grants, and Federal
Transportation Enhancement grants. Grant funding is
competitive and therefore varies significantly by year.
Maintenance and snow removal on the trail system is funded
by local sales taxes and partially by the local HUTF share of
motor fuel taxes and vehicle fees.
For construction of on-street bike lanes, funding typically
comes from the same revenue source that is funding
adjoining roadway improvements since the bike lanes are
typically built at that time. For on-system roads, this would be
the fuel taxes and vehicle licensing fees that flow through the
CDOT programs. For off-system roads, the bike lanes are
funded either by the developer constructing the road,
through local sales taxes, or possibly grant funds. The HUTF
returns and local sales taxes typically fund maintenance and
snow removal on these bike lanes.

Pedestrian Facilities
In addition to the multi-use trails in the region, the pedestrian
system also includes sidewalks, crosswalks, and other
amenities. Missing sidewalk segments are funded as roads are
improved to urban standards. Funds from development
impact fees are often pooled to implement sidewalk projects.

The Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula
Program provides funding to urban areas for
transit capital, operating, and planning assistance.
These funds are formula-allocated to metropolitan
area recipients.
The Section 5309 Major Capital Investments
Program provides transit capital discretionary
grants awarded by the Federal Transit
Administration, often with Congressional input.
They are available to all jurisdictions.
The Section 5310 Program supplies capital
assistance for the elderly and disabled
transportation programs.
The Section 5311 Program provides capital and
operating assistance for rural public transportation
programs. These funds cannot be used in
urbanized areas.
The Section 5316 Program, known as the
Job Access Reverse Commute Program, or JARC,
funds access to employment for specific
population groups in un-served or underserved
urban and rural areas.
Section 5317 New Freedom grants provides
funding for services and facilities beyond
Americans with Disabilities Act requirements for
disabled persons. Expanded paratransit services
would be eligible for funding under this program.
Note: All of these federal programs have local match
requirements of at least 20% for capital and 50% for
operating.
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Transit
Funding for transit in Mesa County comes from federal and local programs and fares paid by bus riders. At the
federal level, these would be motor fuel taxes returned to the local area through Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) programs that fund transit capital and operating needs. Local general funds and fares make up the
remainder of the capital and operating funds for the Grand Valley Transit (GVT) system. Most of the funding for
transit is from automobile and truck use through fuel taxes and from local residents, tourists, and visitors paying
sales taxes. About 12% is collected through fares, as shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Grand Valley Transit Funding Sources
Expense

Fed / State /
Local

Capital
(e.g., buses, stops,
transfer centers, etc.)

Who Pays?

Federal motor fuel taxes

Automobile users and
freight haulers

44% Local

Local general funds (e.g., sales
taxes, property taxes, etc.)

Local residents, businesses, visitors,
and tourists

12% User

Fares

Bus rider

HUTF (e.g., fuel taxes, vehicle
registration fees, etc.)

Automobile users and freight
haulers

Local general funds

Local residents, businesses, visitors,
and tourists

44% Federal
Operating

Source

80% Federal
20% Local

Source: Grand Valley Transit Revenue Evaluation (LSC Transportation Consultants, September 14, 2010) and 2035 Grand
Valley Transit budget provided by RTPO.
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Trends in Transportation Revenues and Costs
In order to forecast revenues to fund transportation needs through 2035, an understanding of trends affecting
funding sources at the federal, state, and local levels is warranted. Some noteworthy trends are as follows:
Motor Fuel Taxes – One of the primary funding sources for
transportation is motor fuels taxes. However, these taxes
have remained constant since the early 1990s at 40.4
cents per gallon on gasoline ($0.22/gallon state;
$0.184/gallon federal) and 44.9 cents per gallon on diesel
($0.205/gallon state; $0.244/gallon federal). More
significant is the lack of benchmarking to inflation. Since
fuel taxes are not based on a percentage of the cost of the
fuel, tax revenues do not increase when the price of fuel
goes up like most other taxes.
Inflation and Construction Cost Increases – The
purchasing power of a dollar decreases each year due to
inflation. Of more significance is the trend that
construction and maintenance costs have increased faster
than inflation in recent years. As a result, costs are
outpacing revenues.
Fuel Efficiency – The federal government recently raised the standard for passenger cars from 27.5
(1990 to 2010 standard) to 39.0 miles per gallon in 2016 as part of the Corporate Average Fuel Economy
(CAFE) standards. Standards are lower for light trucks but also increasing from 23.5 to 30.0 miles per
gallon. While this may have a positive effect on emissions and reduce our dependency on foreign oil, it
has the effect of also reducing motor fuel tax revenues by 30 to 40% per vehicle mile driven over time.
The efficiency requirements only apply to new vehicles, so the impact on transportation revenues occurs
incrementally over time as older vehicles in the fleet are replaced with new vehicles.
Alternative Fuels and Electric Vehicles – As plug-in electric vehicles become a more significant part of
the vehicle fleet across the country, funds for transportation will decrease at least in the short-term.
Currently, there is no mechanism to recover revenues from vehicles that operate on power from the
electric grid. This is also true to varying degrees for vehicles that operate on natural gas, propane, and
other alternative fuels.
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Construction costs and gas prices are outpacing the collection of revenues to fund transportation programs.

Growth will continue to outpace our ability to invest in the construction, maintenance, and operation of our
transportation system due to national, state, and local trends. If nothing is done to reverse these trends, here in Mesa
County traffic congestion will increase, transit service will decrease relative to today’s standard, and road and trail
construction and maintenance will suffer.
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Revenue Forecasts for the 2035 RTP
Forecasting revenues for the roadway system involves a multi-step process with key assumptions made at each
step. Many of the federal and state programs that fund the regional transportation system are short-lived
relative to the 25-year timeframe of the Regional Transportation Plan. In fact, the current federal transportation
legislation has been extended since it was set to expire in September 2009. Therefore, forecasting revenues for
2035 can be speculative. This is one of the reasons the federal legislation requires updates to the Regional
Transportation Plan on a regular basis.

Revenue Forecast - On-System Roadways
Transportation revenues used to fund the on-system roadway network are allocated at the state level to CDOT
Region 3, which includes fourteen counties in west and northwest Colorado, and then to the Transportation
Planning Regions (TPR). Within Region 3 there is one urban TPR, the Mesa County TPR, which shares the Mesa
County boundary and within it is the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO) and three other
non-urban planning regions. Because of the size, population, and roadway lane-mile relationships of the 4 TPRs
in CDOT Region 3, between 20 and 25% of the Region 3 funding are assumed to reach the Grand Valley TPR
although this assumption varies by program.
Most of the funding assumptions for
developing revenue forecasts for on-system
programs come from CDOT’s Amendment to
the 2035 Revenue Forecast and Resource
Allocation. This forecast and allocation
process is conducted at the statewide and
regional levels for long and short term
planning and fiscal management.
Table 4-2 summarizes the various CDOT
programs applicable to the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan. The figures in Table 4-2
have been adjusted to reflect 25 years of
revenues instead of the 27 years in the
CDOT data; and they have been adjusted
from 2008 dollars to 2010 dollars. For this
analysis, revenue figures are reported in
constant year 2010 dollars. Year of expenditure dollar amounts are shown in the respective chapters for nonmotorized, transit, and roadway investments.
The average annual revenues shown at the bottom of Table 4-2 are for reporting purposes since the actual
values will vary by year. In other words, the net revenues in constant year dollars are decreasing slightly each
year due to the effects of inflation and construction cost increases. The 25-year revenue forecasts adjusted for
inflation and construction costs are reported in constant year 2010 dollars near the bottom of Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2: CDOT Program Revenue Forecast to Fund On-System Roadway Network
(2010 $$ in millions)

Program
FASTER Safety
Regional Priority Program / Earmarks
Total (25 Years)
Annual

CDOT Region 3 Revenue
Allocations

Grand Valley / Mesa
County TPR Revenues

$283.4

$70.9

$85.5

$21.4

$368.9

$92.2

$14.8

$3.7

Note: Estimated revenues are based on historical trends and recent CDOT forecasts but are not guaranteed.

The programs in Table 4-2 are defined by CDOT as follows:
FASTER - In 2009 the Colorado General Assembly passed Senate Bill 09-108 also known as FASTER.
Monies collected under FASTER are used for construction, reconstruction, or maintenance projects that
the Transportation Commission, a county, or municipality determine are needed to enhance the safety
of a state highway, county road, or city street. FASTER Bridge Fund monies are to be used to repair or
replace Poor rated bridges on the state highway system.
Regional Priority Program – Funding for priorities not addressed in the other programs, usually for
major construction or reconstruction projects identified cooperatively with CDOT and the planning
region.

Revenue Forecast - Off-System Roadways
Transportation revenues used to fund the off-system roadway network come primarily from local funding
sources although they can include CDOT and federal sources as well. Each jurisdiction is different, but generally
their transportation funds come from one or more of the following sources:
HUTF payments from the State to cities and counties;
Local sales tax revenues; and
Developer-built roads and development impact fees.
Table 4-3 shows the estimates revenue forecasts from local sources for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) improvements, which includes off-system roads at a roadway functional classification of arterial street and
above. Revenues are assumed to remain stable in constant year 2010 dollars. At the bottom of the table a net 1% annual adjustment was made to reflect construction cost increases above and beyond inflation.
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Table 4-3: Local Revenue Forecasts for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (2010 $$, millions)
Roads/Capital
Jurisdiction

On-System
Annual

1

Mesa County
Grand Junction
2
Fruita
3
Palisade
4
Collbran
De Beque

4

Total
Total
(25 years, adjusted for Inflation)

Maintenance
Off-System

25-years

Annual

Off-System

25-years

Annual

25-years

$0.0
$0.1
$0.0
$0.0
$0.0

$0.0
$2.5
$0.0
$0.0
$0.0

$16.2
$1.6
$1.0
$0.1
$0.1

$405.9
$40.4
$26.0
$1.4
$1.4

$10.8
$3.3
$1.6
$0.2
$0.0

$270.8
$82.3
$39.9
$3.9
$1.2

$0.0

$0.0

$0.1

$1.8

$0.1

$1.5

$0.100

$2.5

$19.1

$476.9

$16.0

$399.6

$2.2

$419.5

$351.6

Note: Estimated revenues are based on historical trends and recent local forecasts but are not guaranteed.

Notes for Table 4-3
1. Mesa County capital revenues are for bridges, roadway safety improvements, center turn lanes,
intersection and signal improvements, and roadway capacity. Off-system arterial street roadway
capacity needs in unincorporated Mesa County are estimated at $25 million (2010 $$) through 2035.
2. Fruita does not have off-system arterial street capacity needs based on a 2035 needs assessment.
Capital funds are assumed to be for signal and intersection improvements, roadway safety
improvements, and center turn lanes.
3. Palisade does not have off-system arterial street capacity needs based on a 2035 needs assessment.
Capital funds are assumed to be for signal and intersection improvements, roadway safety
improvements, and center turn lanes.
4. Collbran and De Beque figures were estimated based on 2009 populations as a percent of total
county population and using average maintenance costs per lane-mile from other jurisdictions.

Revenue Forecast – Transit
Transit revenues for the Mesa County region were estimated based on recent historical funding amounts and
trends. Like roadways, transit funding is complicated as shown in Figure 4-6. The baseline transit forecasts
include the resources necessary to operate GVT local bus and paratransit systems and purchase new
replacement buses on a regular schedule. It also includes incremental investments in transit infrastructure such
as transfer centers, park-n-ride lots, bus shelters, bus pullout lanes, alternative fuel buses, and the like; although
these are often funded through competitive grant programs that vary significantly from year to year.
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Figure 4-6: Transit Funding Sources in Mesa County

The transit revenue forecast is shown in Table 4-4. The forecast assumes that revenues will increase at
approximate rate of inflation so that future funding levels increase in cash value but remain stable in constant
2010 dollars. Operating costs tend to be relatively consistent from year to year, but revenues for capital can vary
significantly based on bus fleet replacement needs, grant funding availability, local matching funds, and other
factors. An average figure is used for capital funding in the table.
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Table 4-4: Transit Revenue Forecast (2010 $$, millions)
Category

Program

Description

Annual

25-Years

OPERATIONS
Local

General Revenues

Matching for Federal Operating Programs

$1.1

$27.5

Local

Fares

Operational Support

$0.3

$8.0

Federal

5307/5310/5316/5317

$1.1

$27.5

Federal

5311/5316

$0.2

$4.8

$2.7

$67.8

Formula and Grant Programs - Operations
(Urban)
Formula and Grant Programs - Operations
(Rural)
Subtotal - Operations
CAPITAL

Local

General Revenues

Matching for Federal Capital Programs

$0.1

$2.5

Federal

5307/5309/5310/5311/5316/5317

Formula and Grant Programs - Capital

$0.4

$10.0

Subtotal - Capital

$0.5

$12.5

Grand Total

$3.2

$80.3

Note: Estimated revenues are based on historical trends and recent local forecasts but are not guaranteed.

Revenue Forecast – Non-Motorized
Revenue forecasts for non-motorized travel modes
– bicycle and pedestrian – are difficult to predict for
several reasons. For example, many bicycle facilities
are constructed as part of roadway improvements
and are not itemized in the Transportation
Improvement Program or local Capital Improvement
Programs. While some pedestrian facilities such as
pedestrian overpasses are identified, investments in
sidewalks rarely are specified unless part of a larger
project. In addition, sidewalk improvements are
often made as part of commercial and residential
developments and are therefore funded privately
and not necessarily inventoried.
Therefore, the non-motorized revenue forecasts are
based on the off-street multi-use trail system in the
region. The multi-use trail system in the Mesa
County region is constructed through local sales tax
revenues, Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) state lottery grants, and Federal Transportation Enhancement
grants. Grant funding is competitive and therefore varies significantly by year.
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Maintenance and snow removal on the trail system is funded by local sales taxes and partially by the local HUTF
share of motor fuel taxes and vehicle fees. The HUTF local share returns are accounted for in the roadway
revenue forecasts, so the non-motorized forecasts only contain capital assumptions.
Based on historical implementation of the off-street trails system, revenues are anticipated at approximately
$400,000 per year in the region. This amount is assumed to increase in cash value and real dollar value each year
to offset inflation and construction cost impacts.
Table 4-5 contains a summary of the anticipated non-motorized revenues.

Table 4-5: Non-Motorized Revenue Forecast (2010 $$, millions)
Category

Annual

Maintenance

25-Years

See Local HUTF Returns in Local Roadway Forecast

Capital – Off-Street Multi-Use Trail System
Total

$0.4

$10.0

$0.4

$10.0

Note: Estimated revenues are based on historical trends and recent local forecasts but are not guaranteed.

Revenue Forecast – Summary
Table 4-6 summarizes the anticipated total transportation revenues for the Mesa County region over the next 25
years.

Table 4-6: Total Transportation Revenues for the Mesa County Region
(2010 $$, 25 years, millions)
Category
On-System Roads (CDOT)

Revenues

%

$92.2

10%

Off-System Roads – Capital

$419.5

44%

Off-System Roads – Maintenance

$351.6

37%

Transit

$80.3

8%

Non-Motorized

$10.0

1%

Total

$953.6

Note: Estimated revenues are based on historical trends and recent local forecasts but are not
guaranteed.
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Transportation Funding Options
Transportation funding is decreasing over time due to several factors – inflationary costs of construction
materials and other items; lack of inflation-protected motor-fuel taxes; motor fuels tax rates that were set
almost 2 decades ago; increasing fuel efficiency; and others. As a result, transportation dollars are being
stretched thinner than ever, and the public and elected officials seem to be indicating a desire for increased
transportation investments in order to catch up.
Although the revenues for transportation over the 25-year life of the Regional Transportation Plan may seem
like a large amount, they are actually not sufficient to keep pace with growth or fund the needs and desires of
local residents. Subsequent chapters that document maintenance, transit, non-motorized, and roadway plans
each contain a section that presents the available revenues in the context of long-range needs and desires for
the transportation system.
The need for additional funding beyond anticipated revenues stems from the long list of transportation
improvements desired by elected officials, staff, and the public. In many cases, there are strong technical or
emotional arguments for additional improvements beyond what can be afforded with base anticipated
revenues.
With that thought in mind, the elected officials at the Public Officials Workshop in
August 2010 were presented with a series of funding options that could be pursued to
increase local funding for transportation. This keypad polling exercise was simply to
prioritize a list of options if local funding increases were desired in the future. A ballot
vote would be required of any new taxes under State law.
Table 4-7 summarizes the most feasible funding options based on the keypad polling
responses at the Public Officials Workshop. Tables 4-8 through 4-11 provide more
information on each of these options. In addition to the potentially feasible options
shown in Tables 4-8 to 4-11, several other options that have been used in other areas
but were not considered appropriate for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan due to
legislative, public opinion, or other feasibility issues are as follows:
Tax Increment Financing (TIF)
Vehicle Miles of Travel (Odometer) Fees
Local Gas Tax
Head Tax (Local Income Tax)
Tolls
Parking Fees
Bed and Car Rental Tax
Bicycle Registration Fee
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Table 4-7: Summary of Feasible Funding Options
Rank

Option

Description

1

Transportation Impact
Fees

A fee applied to new developments to pay for necessary infrastructure due to
growth impacts.
Paid for by developers and/or new building owners/ tenants.
Many local jurisdictions currently use transportation impact fees in the region. In
some cases the fee structures may be out of date.

2

Dedicated Sales Tax /
Regional
Transportation
Authority (RTA)

A specified amount (1/4 or 1/2 cents) applied to retail sales.
Often identifies specific projects for implementation.

3

Transportation
Maintenance Fees

4

Wheel Tax/
Local Vehicle
Registration Fee

Monthly fee paid by residential and commercial property owners.
Could be passed on to renters/ tenants.
Based on the land use and trips generated.
Can be applied to roads, bikeways, sidewalks, snow/ice, signs/markings, etc.
Local vehicle registration fee.
Can be applied as a property tax based on the vehicle’s value or through a vehicle
registration fee.
Can include factors such as weight and vehicle type (including hybrid and electric
vehicles) and even vehicle miles of travel.
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Table 4-8: Funding Option – Transportation Impact Fees
(also known as Development Exactions, Growth Pays for Itself)
Description
A fee applied to new developments to pay for necessary infrastructure due to growth impacts.
Paid for by developers and/or new building owners/ tenants.
Many local jurisdictions currently use transportation impact fees in the region. In some cases the fee structures
may be out of date.
Advantages
Eliminates need for case by case (ad hoc) negotiation of development proposals.
New development pays for its impacts on roadway infrastructure.
Disadvantages
Not easily or traditionally applied to multi-modal projects.
Can be an unpredictable revenue stream due to economic volatility.
Difficult to implement due to need for start-up funds.
Increases the cost for new development.
Does not address existing needs / deficiencies, maintenance, or operating costs.
Application
The transportation impact fee requires a transportation study that defines the relationship (nexus) between traffic impacts
from new development and a list of transportation improvements. Adoption of the fee is through the local jurisdiction.
Examples
There are numerous examples of transportation impact fees throughout Colorado. They typically range from $1,500 to
$3,000 per dwelling unit and also apply to commercial uses.
Revenue Potential
At a growth rate of 1,000 dwelling units per year, the revenue forecasts would be:
$1,500 per DU: $1.5 Million annually (regionwide)
$3,000 per DU: $3.0 Million annually (regionwide)
Adding non-residential uses, typically on a per square foot equivalent basis, the transportation impact fees would
approximately double.
Note: Many jurisdictions in the region already have active Traffic Impact Fee programs. Therefore, the revenue potential
estimated above is for comparison purposes since funds are already being collected through the active programs.
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Table 4-9: Funding Option – Dedicated Sales Tax / Regional Transportation Authority
Description
A specified amount (1/4 or 1/2 cents) applied to retail sales.
Often identifies specific projects for implementation.
Advantages
Can fund multi-modal improvements
Revenue capture from visitors/tourists
Disadvantages
Not tied directly to actual use
This is an additional tax
Sales taxes can be considered regressive
Application
A dedicated sales tax can be requested by an individual jurisdiction or a group of jurisdictions through a RTA. A sales tax
must be put on the local ballot and pass by a majority of voters. If done at a regional level, voters must approve the RTA.
Examples
There are numerous examples of local sales tax used for transportation improvements throughout the State of Colorado
and the US. RTD in the Denver area is collecting a 1% sales and use tax for transit – 0.6% for operations and 0.4% for the
FasTracks rail system. The Pikes Peak Area RTA is collecting 1% for a specific list of street and bridge improvements as well
as transit operations.
Revenue Potential
Based on Colorado Department of Revenue figures for the fiscal year July 2008 to June 2009, a sales tax in Mesa County
would currently generate:
$6 Million annually at ¼%
$12 Million annually at ½%
$24 Million annually at 1%
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Table 4-10: Funding Option - Transportation Maintenance Fee
(also known as transportation utility fee, street maintenance fee, road user fee, or street utility fee)
Description
A fee that is paid monthly by residential and commercial property owners to provide funds to maintain the existing
transportation system. It is paid through the regular utility bill and could be passed on to renters/tenants.
The fee is intended to be based on the amount of use of the transportation system by the property owner or occupant.
Fees are often based on land uses, Institute of Transportation Engineers’ trip generation rates, and/or amount of roadway
frontage so that they are proportional to the use. Transportation Maintenance Fees can be applied to roads, bikeways,
sidewalks, snow/ice, signs/markings, etc.
Advantages
Based on trips and land uses, so it is reasonably reflective of use.
Equitable since virtually everyone contributes to the maintenance need and would receive the benefit.
Easy to administer - part of monthly utility bill.
Stable source of income for transportation.
Disadvantages
Trips are based on trends not reflective of actual use.
Lack of visitor/tourist participation.
Variability in trip-making among land uses can make this more difficult to administer.
Can be considered regressive since fee would apply to all income levels.
Application
This is a monthly fee typically used for street maintenance. It could be expanded to include on-system highways, bikeways,
sidewalks, graffiti removal, snow/ice, signs/markings, and other maintenance items. Because this is a maintenance fee,
rates are approved and set by the agency providing the maintenance service, such as a local government. It would be
similar to water and sewer fees. A transportation maintenance fee is a fee for maintenance services and is not a tax.
Therefore, as a fee it does not need to be voted on. However, this funding option can also be applied as a tax, which would
require a vote.
Examples
Loveland, CO:
$16.50/yr. per dwelling unit
$184/yr. per industrial acre

Several examples in Oregon, Montana, and Florida.
Corvallis, Oregon generates $400k per year from about 20,000
households for about $20 per household per year.

$700 to $1800/yr. per retail acre
$240/yr. per office / institution acre
About $1m per year collected
Revenue Potential
At a monthly transportation maintenance fee of $10 per household per month, the region with approximately 60,000
households would generate $7 million per year for transportation system maintenance. This maintenance fee revenue
would typically double to $14 million per year with the addition of non-residential uses.
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Table 4-11: Funding Option – Wheel Tax
(including/also known as Local Vehicle Registration Fee)
Description
A Wheel Tax is an additional tax levied by a municipality or county that applies to motor vehicles registered in the
jurisdiction. Monies collected from the Wheel Tax are used for transportation purposes.
Advantages
Allows local jurisdictions to collect funds from vehicle owners (users) to fund roadway maintenance and capacity
projects.
Difficult to evade paying since collected as part of vehicle registration.
Disadvantages
Tends to be regressive since it is typically not based on the value of the vehicle.
Not typically indexed to inflation, so revenue growth is based on increasing numbers of vehicles.
Application
The Wheel Tax is enacted by local governments and paid during the annual renewal of vehicle registration. An RTA may
change a vehicle registration fee as well.
Examples
Omaha, Nebraska’s Wheel Tax generates about $15 million annually based on $35 per vehicle.
Revenue Potential
At $35 per vehicle, this strategy could generate about $3.2 million annually. At $20 per vehicle, it could make about $1.8
million annually.

CHAPTER 4:
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND FUNDING RESOURCES

This Page Left Intentionally Blank

