Regular Meeting Agenda
Thursday, April 11, 2019, 9:00 a.m.
SWCCOG Offices, 295 Girard Street, Durango
I.

Introductions

9:00 a.m.

II.

Remarks from CDOT Executive Director Shoshana Lew

9:05 a.m.

III.

Consent Agenda:
1. February 2019 Meeting Minutes
2. Financial Report: July 2018 – February 2019 – Sara Trujillo

9:25 a.m.

IV.

Reports
9:30 a.m.
1. February and March 2019 STAC Update – Amber Blake
2. Update on SB 1 Multimodal Options Fund Subcommittee – Amber Blake
3. Transportation Commissioner Report – Sidny Zink
4. SWCCOG Four Corners Coordinated Transit Plan – Meredith Greene
5. SWCCOG Cortez/Durango Transit Service Report (written report)

V.

CDOT Reports
1. Construction Update – Kevin Curry
2. Planning Reset - Michael King
3. Funding Opportunities - Matt Muraro

10:30 a.m.

VI.

Discussion
1. Archuleta County and Pagosa Springs Resolutions expressing support
for the McCabe Creek Culvert Project

11:15 a.m.

VII.

VIII.

Other Business
1. Transit Provider Updates
2. Community Updates – Round Robin (pending available time)
Adjourn

Next meeting date: Thursday, June 13, 2019

Video/Phone Conference Info:
https://zoom.us/j/109670693
1-646-558-8656 (US Toll), Meeting ID: 109 670 693
PO Box 963, Durango, CO 81301
970.779.4592
www.swccog.org

11:30 a.m.

Southwest Colorado Regional Transportation
Planning Commission
Thursday, February 7, 2019 - 9:00 a.m.
295 Girard Street, Durango, CO
TPR Members in Attendance:
Ronnie Maez – Archuleta County
David Schanzenbaker – Town of Pagosa Springs
Amber Blake – City of Durango
David Black – Town of Bayfield
Chris La May – Town of Bayfield
Jim Candelaria – Montezuma County
Keenan Ertel – Montezuma County
Doug McDonald - Southern Ute Indian Tribe (by phone)
Clyde Church - La Plata County (by phone)
Fred Brooks – Town of Mancos (by phone)
Others in Attendance:
Ann McCoy Herald – Senator Gardner’s Office
Jim Horn – Russell Planning and Engineering
Sarah Dodson – City of Durango
Matt Nesbitt – Southern Colorado Community Action Agency
Debbie Condrey – Archuleta County (by phone)
Julie Bingham - Dolores County (by phone)
Sidny Zink – Transportation Commissioner
Tony Cady - Colorado Department of Transportation
Mike Timlin – Colorado Department of Transportation
Cory Kendell - Colorado Department of Transportation
Marissa Gaughan – Colorado Department of Transportation (by phone)
Sara Trujillo - Southwest Colorado Council of Governments (by phone)
Jessica Laitsch – Southwest Colorado Council of Governments
The meeting was called to order at 9:06 a.m.
Introductions
Reports
Transportation Commissioner Report
Sidny Zink reported that there will be reimbursement for repairs from the rockfall and flooding on
Red Mountain Pass. The new executive director was introduced. There was discussion about
the statewide plan and the various formula programs. Sidny described various proposed
legislation items, including a yellow light prior to a green light, use of electronic devices and
changes to the specific ownership tax. Jim Horn asked if the difference between a tax and a fee
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is significant. Sidny replied that there are significant implications between a fee and a tax due to
TABOR.
Bustang Outrider Update - Mike Timlin
Mike presented information about Bustang Outrider, the rural regional bus service. He described
the planning and prioritization process. Keenan asked about using MOCO or Dolores to tie into
Bustang. Sarah asked about identifying operators. Mike replied that CDOT would be looking at
existing operators to potentially take on new service areas. Debbie asked about using existing
drivers in Pagosa Springs. Mike replied this would certainly be a possibility. Tony asked if this
went to the Transit and Rail Advisory Committee (TRAC). Mike replied that it will go to the
TRAC, to the STAC and to the Transportation Commission.
Chris asked if it would be worth considering using existing infrastructure. Mike replied that this
would work if there are vehicles available. There was discussion about ensuring quality
standards of buses being used. There was discussion about potential routes, challenges related
to funding, and travel to recreation areas.
Tony asked about compressed natural gas (CNG). Mike replied that it is difficult to manage
space to store both CNG and luggage, and manufacturers are not currently building for liquefied
natural gas.
December 2018 Meeting Minutes
Keenan Ertel motioned to approve the December 2018 meeting minutes, David Black
seconded, unanimously approved.
Financial Report: January - December 2018 – Sara Trujillo
Keenan Ertel motioned to approve the January-December 2018 Financial Report, David
Black seconded, unanimously approved.
December 2018 and January 2019 STAC Updates – Amber Blake
Amber mentioned that she could send out the summaries from the STAC meetings. She
reported that there were discussions regarding rankings relative to the nation for road
conditions, bicycle use, transit use, bridge conditions and incidents rate. There was an overview
of the Statewide Plan kickoff. There was an update on the High Performance Transportation
Enterprise. There was an update on various legislation tracked by CDOT. There was an update
on the Bustang fare increase.
CDOT Reports:
1. Construction Update – Cory Kendell
 SH 151 Priority Culvert - Completed
 160 Wolf Creek Signs – Should be completed this month, weather permitting.
 550 Durango Signal Replacement – This includes ADA compliant curb ramps,
pedestrian push buttons, a dedicated right-turn lane, and conduit.
 Guardrail Replacements/Upgrades West – Project has been awarded.
 US 160 Mesa Verde Chipseal – Re-advertise next month for construction in summer.
 US 550/160 Pedestrian Sidewalk Ramps – Scheduled to go out in the spring.
 US 491 CR S/CR BB – Awarded and ready to go.
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US 160/550 Durango Signal Ops – Expected to begin in the spring, should not
impact traffic.
Tape and Pavement Markings – Will go to ad in March for start in May.
Chain Station Improvements – This will include several passes, and is for lighting,
signs, and striping. Will go to ad in the spring for construction in summer or fall.
US 491 Ute Farms Ditch – The Ute Mountain Ute Tribe will do construction alongside
another larger project.
US 160 Rest Area Improvements – Expected to begin in the fall.
US 160 Passing Lanes North Towaoc – Will go to ad in February. Keenan described
the County’s new planned connection resulting from this project.
US 160 Priority Culverts – Includes four locations, will go to ad in spring for
construction in the late summer.
Bridge Preventative Maintenance – Includes eight bridges, will go to ad in May.
US 550/160 Connection South Design – Letters of interest have been received. They
are working to finalize various design elements.
US 550 Wall Failures – This includes two locations south of Bear Creek.
US 160 San Juan River Bridge Scour – Construction is scheduled in 2020, currently
awaiting funding.

New STIP for 2020-2023; SB-1 or SB-267 Future Project Funding; Funding Updates
- Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Multi-Modal Fund - Tony Cady
Tony presented information about the next part of the process for the transportation plan
development. He described the history of CDOT funding. There was discussion about various
potential future projects. Tony will send out the development list so communities can add their
potential projects for discussion at the next meeting.
Regional Transportation Plan Development Process and Schedule
Marissa described the Transportation Plan Development schedule. She mentioned that there
would be CDOT planning staff at each TPR meeting, but it may vary who specifically would be
in attendance. Amber asked if it would be helpful to change the meeting date to avoid schedule
conflicts. Marissa replied that changing the dates would allow more CDOT staff to attend.
Other Business
Meeting dates:
Amber asked what the group’s thoughts were about shifting the meeting dates one week later in
the month to avoid schedule conflicts with the San Luis TPR. There was discussion about the
prior change to the current schedule. Amber asked if the group would like to pose the question
to the SWCCOG about moving their meeting dates to the following week. There was general
consensus that the second week of the month would work for the members in attendance and
that the question would be asked of the SWCCOG.
Transit Provider Updates
Sarah reported that the City of Durango is fully staffed with drivers. They are working to expand
the contract with Roadrunner to include US 160. There was a transportation forum including
public and private transportation providers that was well attended.
Debbie reported that Archuleta County is testing systems to track buses. Ridership has been
up.
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Community Updates – Round Robin
Ronnie reported that Archuleta County is in negotiations with a new county manager. They are
moving ahead with certificates of participation for building a new jail. Keenan asked about the
scope of the project. Ronnie replied that they are building a 54 bed jail, they will need to address
a Sheriff’s administration building later. They will be working on a feasibility study for the
courthouse.
David reported that the Town of Pagosa Springs is working on a public works facility. He asked
if there is a back-up option for when the Wolf Creek Pass signs are not working. Tony replied
that they would look into why they were not working.
Amber reported that Tuesday was the last day for candidates for Durango City Council to
register. The City will have ballot question for a 0.5 cent sales tax for street infrastructure and
maintenance.
Keenan reported that Montezuma County has received a good amount of moisture. They moved
MOCO to the fleet department.
David reported that the Town of Bayfield’s snow removal is going well.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:42 a.m.
The next meeting date to be announced.
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SWTPR Financials
To:

SWTPR Board

From:

Sara Trujillo

Date:

11 April 2019

Comments:

Please see the attached Profit and Loss report
Items to Note:
The TPR grant runs on a state fiscal year July 1 to June 30. The attached P&L is
dated 7/1/2018 to 2/28/2019 to show the current grant status. Because this is a
reimbursement grant, the net income is showing in the negative as funds have
been spent but not yet reimbursed. A reimbursement request for January – March
2019 will be submitted April 2019; therefore, that reimbursement income will
show in later financials.

Southwest Colorado Council of Governments

9:16 PM

Profit & Loss

04/02/19
Accrual Basis

July 2018 through February 2019
Jul '18 - Feb 19
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
CDOT Grants
SWTPR Grant

7,114.66
7,114.66

Total CDOT Grants

7,114.66

Total Income

7,114.66

Gross Profit
Expense
Conference Fee
Internet Connectivity
Internet Connection (AT&T)

33.72

Total Internet Connectivity

33.72

Office Supplies
Professional Fees
Legal

31.94

Total Professional Fees

14.40
14.40

Rent
Salary and Wages

99.50
4,811.41

Travel

5,909.15

Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

1,015.40

11,915.52
-4,800.86
-4,800.86
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1 INTRODUCTION
COORDINATED PLANNING
Presidential Executive Order 13330 on the Coordination of Human Service Programs, issued by the
president on February 24, 2004, created an interdepartmental Federal Council on Access and Mobility to
undertake collective and individual departmental actions to reduce duplication among federally funded
human service transportation services, increase the efficient delivery of such services, and expand
transportation access for older individuals, people with disabilities, people with low income, children, and
other disadvantaged populations within their own communities.
In 2006, the Safe, Affordable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act-A Legacy for Users (SAFETEALU) established an executive order stating that agencies involved in the coordination or delivery of
transportation services are required to produce a coordinated public transit human service plan. That
executive order was carried over to the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) in 2012,
and subsequently the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act in 2015. Additionally, federal
transit law requires that projects selected to receive funding under the Enhanced Mobility for Older Adults
and Individuals with Disabilities (Section 5310) Program are “included in a locally developed, coordinated
public transit human service transportation plan,” and that the plan be “developed and approved through a
process that included participation by seniors, individuals with disabilities, representatives of the public,
private, and nonprofit transportation and human service providers and other members of the public”
utilizing transportation services.

ABOUT THIS PLAN
One of the greatest challenges in the Four Corners region is adequate public transportation. The region itself
is vast, encompassing four states: Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah, and includes multiple
challenges to providing cohesive transportation, such as topography and a highly rural landscape.
The purpose of this plan is to operate as a guide for the implementation of comprehensive, regional transit
coordination. This plan includes a listing of existing services available in the region as well as background
information regarding those services. This plan makes recommendations on services and strategies designed
to best suit the region and meet various transportation needs.

THE PLANNING PROCESS
The initial project phase examined existing services available in the Four Corners region, not only to
understand the range of service available to consumers, but also to ascertain how existing services are
managed and operated. This background information assisted in evaluating the institutional resources
available to develop a broader and more comprehensive program. A thorough assessment of existing
services helped to identify strategies that were appropriate for the region. The assessment also helped to
determine how SWCCOG and stakeholders may best proceed to build the framework for a more coordinated
four-state system.
Developing a service inventory and understanding of service coverage will also support an analysis of service
and programmatic needs. The project team examined and assessed the needs of customers and tourists
alike, to determine the most appropriate strategies for the region. Working closely with stakeholders in the
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 1
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Four Corners region, the list was prioritized and articulated into a series of implementation strategies that
support and help strengthen the recommended framework designed around clear-cut goals and objectives,
and will help implement coordinated services to meet the regional needs.

PLAN PROCESS
The coordinated planning process, while prescriptive, does allow room for each individual region to
determine strategies, or recommendations, that are best suited to improving overall coordination in the
respective region. In general, however, the coordinated planning process consists of the following steps:


Assessment of transportation needs for individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people
with limited income



Inventory of available services that identifies areas of redundant service and gaps in service



Strategies to address identified gaps in service



Identification of coordination actions to eliminate or reduce duplication in services and
strategies for more efficient utilization of resources



Prioritization of implementation strategies
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The transit picture of the Four Corners region is very complex. Not only is the area governed by four states,
but there are also three Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regions determining the allocation of Section
5311 funds (among other streams), at least four councils of government (COGs), at least one metropolitan
planning organization (MPO), and a nebulous definition of the number of counties and population centers.
The Four Corners region’s definition is loose, but this study incorporates the boundaries of the COGs which
touch the meeting point of Four Corners National Monument as a starting point for understanding
variations and opportunities for coordinated transit between the states. They are (and headquartered in):


Northern Arizona Council of Governments (Flagstaff, AZ)



Southwest Colorado Council of Governments (Durango, CO)



Northwest New Mexico Council of Governments (Gallup, NM)



Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments (Price, UT)

Summaries of the area under the purview of these COGs are detailed in Figure 1.
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THE FOUR CORNERS REGION
Figure 1

Overview of Essential Four Corners Facts

; Navajo Nation

PAST PLANS
The Four Corners region encompasses many different jurisdictions, each of which has developed multiple
plans and processes to account for the transportation infrastructure, the propensity for expanding, and the
feasibility of programming such an expansion (and maintenance). The contents of each plan includes many
details and varying priorities but, ultimately, from a larger interstate perspective, there is much common
ground. This is important because the shared characteristics and priorities of the four states can emerge as a
starting point for a true coordinated effort to expand and maintain a bona fide Four Corners transit service.
This report section provides a summary-level review of the transit planning context in the Four Corners
Region. Transportation plans at local, regional, and state levels – from approximately the past 10 years –
were reviewed to identify context to transit service coordination in the Four Corners Region.
Each of the following plans, which were provided to Nelson\Nygaard by project stakeholders, was reviewed.
Special attention was paid to each plan’s purpose, the identified transportation needs, and
recommendations. It is important to know, however, that this is a “snapshot” of the “lay of the land” in terms
of transportation and transit conditions. Due to the complexities and unofficial definition of the Four
Corners Region, there may be entities and plans that are not included in this review, but they should not be
discounted.
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Figure 2

Overview of Reviewed Plans

State

Plan

Year

Agency

Arizona

Coordinated Mobility Plan

2017

Northern Arizona Council of
Governments

Colorado

Regional Public Transit Feasibility Report

2015

Southwest Colorado Council of
Governments

Colorado

Southwest Transportation Planning Region
Regional Coordinated Transit & Human Services
Plan

2014

Colorado Department of
Transportation Division of Transit and
Rail, Southwest Transportation
Planning Region

Colorado

Gunnison Valley Regional Coordinated Transit
and Human Services Plan

2014

Colorado Department of
Transportation Division of Transit and
Rail, Gunnison Valley Transportation
Planning Region

Colorado

Southwest Colorado Regional Transit Feasibility
Study

2009

Region 9 Economic Development
District of Southwest Colorado

Colorado

Inventory and Prioritization of Roads in La Plata
County for Improved Bicycling, Pedestrian, and
Motorist Safety

2007

Safe Roads Coalition

New Mexico

Northwest RTPO and Farmington MPO

2015

New Mexico Department of
Transportation

New Mexico

Statewide Public Transportation Plan

2010

New Mexico Department of
Transportation Transit and Rail
Division

New Mexico

Rural Transit Study

2005

Northwest New Mexico Council of
Governments

Utah

Southeastern Utah Coordinated Human Service
Public Transportation Plan Update

2015

Southeastern Utah Association of
Local Governments

Utah

Coordinated Human Service Public
Transportation Plan

2007

Utah United We Ride Board

Key Findings


The reviewed plans were created for multiple reasons and were therefore highly varied in their goals.
Several of these plans were written to conform to federal requirements, particularly those
originating and specific to activities within the MPO boundaries. Other plans originated from a
special need (such as the Regional Rural Transit Feasibility Study).



Most of the plans sought to identify gaps, barriers, and needs pertaining to transportation options in
the respective areas.



A majority of plans noted a combination of limitations in geography and resources for public
transportation service and operation. Some also noted the lack of marketing and popular awareness
of existing services.



Information and awareness was not limited to just the population of transit riders. The NACOG
Coordinated Mobility Plan noted a need for providers to share information and resources to help
identify duplications and gaps in the network.



Many plans noted a presence of vulnerable populations (including people with low income, people
with mental and physical disabilities, and senior populations) but were inconsistent in conveying
these facts. Several noted proportional changes on a county or regional level. The Northwest RTPO
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 5
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and Farmington MPO Plan, however, used a comprehensive demographic index and GIS mapping to
locate pockets of where populations potentially in need of public transportation resided at a Census
Block group level.


Plans noted the importance of synergistic planning for transit service alongside other transportation
modes. For example, the La Plata County roads assessment noted how “failure to provide an
accessible pedestrian network for people with disabilities often requires the provision of costly
paratransit service.”



Few plans identified future transit funding options beyond existing federal, state, and local streams.
However, the SWCCOG Transit Feasibility Report made multiple suggestions of new dedicated
streams for public transportation. Those worthy of consideration for future implementation and
political buy-in include:


sales taxes



property taxes



vehicle fees



parking fees for localities



increased fuel taxes



vehicle-miles traveled fees



corporate sponsorships and public-private partnerships



transient taxes on hotel occupancy



gaming taxes on casinos



The importance of transportation to and from major employers outside the immediate region were
noted, including the Navajo Agricultural Products Industry (Farmington), Rocky Mountain
Chocolate Factory (Durango), and various casinos and hotels.



A need for transportation to and from major cities, particularly those with Veterans Affairs facilities
(like Grand Junction, Flagstaff, and Albuquerque) was noted.



Plans did detail corridors and locations of particular importance, including:


“the most common commute patterns in the region include the west-east route from
Montezuma to La Plata and the north-south route from New Mexico to La Plata,” (SWCCOG
2014)



along major corridors in between Farmington and Aztec, and between Farmington and
Bloomfield

Figure 3
State

Reviewed Plans
Plan

Relevant Short-Term Priorities

Relevant Long-Term Priorities

Arizona

Coordinated Mobility Plan

 Create a mobility advisory committee
 Upgrade fleets
 Standardized reporting and tracking
forms
 Identify service areas of the many
providers

 Development of route management
software
 Establish a centralized call center
 Matching county funds for local
mobility managers
 Offering guidance to agencies
regarding contract language and
referral services

Colorado

Regional Public Transit
Feasibility Report

 Produce a “clear delineation of what
the expected role of SWCCOG will be
in the coordination of transportation
and human services”

Strategies were not given an
implementation timeline.
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 Hire dedicated staff on coordination
and funding efforts
 Collaborate with jurisdictions to
develop a fixed intercity transit service
between Cortez and Durango,
following US Highway 160.
Colorado

Southwest Transportation
Planning Region Regional
Coordinated Transit &
Human Services Plan

 Full-time staffing for dedicated
regional mobility managers
 Sustaining online portals (such as SW
Connect)
 Creating public-private partnerships
for enhancing and streamlining
services
 Expanding car sharing and
vanpooling options for employers
 Expanding van services for veterans
 Implementing voucher programs for
low-income, elderly, and/or disabled
local transit riders
 Maintaining all existing public transit
services at the country level
 Planning for further opportunities for
fare integration, park-and-ride
locations, and programming intercity
and regional bus networks
 Identifying new funding opportunities
via local match, discretionary grants,
and cost sharing

 Centralizing all information
pertaining to services under the
umbrella of the Regional Transit
Coordination Council as a one-stop
“clearinghouse of information”
 Developing feeder bus services with
increased service frequencies to
intercity and regional stations
 Subsidizing Mountainside
Concierge transit for San Juan
County’s low-income residents
 Coordinating to create rail transit
between Silverton and Durango for
residents (not just tourists)

Colorado

Gunnison Valley Regional
Coordinated Transit and
Human Services Plan

 Continued funding of existing services
and creation of new connective
service to Montrose via Gunnison,
Delta, and Telluride
 Expanded human services
transportation funding for the region
 Creating dedicated and stable funding
sources
 Centralizing the call center and
mobility management for the region
 Establishing upgraded assets (e.g.,
bus stops) and asset management
practices

 Strategies were not given an

Colorado

Southwest Colorado
Regional Transit
Feasibility Study






Inventory and
Prioritization of Roads in
La Plata County for
Improved Bicycling,
Pedestrian, and Motorist
Safety

 An accommodation policy to be

Colorado

Form a Coordinating Council
Hire a Mobility Manager
Intercity Service
Improve Rideshare Program
adopted at the County, State, and City
of Durango levels to “incorporate
bicycling and walking facilities into all
transportation projects.”
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New Mexico

Northwest RTPO and
Farmington MPO

 Servicing places with “high
concentrations of special needs
populations”
 Increasing intercity connections to
centers including locations like
“Albuquerque, Aztec, Bloomfield,
Farmington, Gallup, the NAPI Center,
and Durango, Colorado,” as well as
“educational and healthcare facilities”
 Introducing services “to unserved or
underserved populations in both
urban and rural areas”
 Improving demand-responsive and
transit information services with
sharing operational resources and a
“one number to call” mentality
 Improving services to go “beyond the
minimum requirements of the ADA”
 Coordinating with providers and
agencies “to fill transportation service
gaps”

 Submitting transit data to Google for

New Mexico

Statewide Public
Transportation Plan

 “Continued use of the Regional
Transit District (RTD) model for
addressing public transportation
needs in the state”
 Human services and coordinated
transit serving Cibola County
(particularly Grants) and intercity
commuter service serving the “low
volume, but relatively concentrated
corridor” between Grants and Gallup

 Coordination amongst agencies for

Google Transit Feed Specification
to assist with rider information
 Install Traffic Signal Priority on
buses
 Encourage land use patterns with
mixed uses and higher density
areas that support transit

future planning

 Strategic investment in key
corridors

New Mexico

Rural Transit Study

 A 14-passenger shuttle providing two
round trips from Gallup to
Albuquerque each weekday
 The placement of stops at central
multimodal locations in the town
centers of Albuquerque, Grants, and
Gallup
 Centrally located stops with “handicap
accessibility, lighting, security, shelter,
benches, payphone, display of bus
times, bike rack […], sidewalks, [and]
trash cans”
 Bus drivers receive regular training
and are asked to provide public input

 The incorporation of emerging
technologies and data collection to
understand “possible new stopping
locations” and the routes’ ongoing
feasibility

Utah

Southeastern Utah
Coordinated Human
Service Public
Transportation Plan
Update

 A centralized directory of information
and dispatch center in coordination
with the Utah 2-1-1 call system
 Education for current and potential
riders, as well as service providers
 Development of a reliable system and
roster of drivers to provide
transportation to outlying areas

Strategies were not given an
implementation timeline
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Utah

Coordinated Human
Service Public
Transportation Plan

 Education of service providers,
current transit riders, and potential
transit riders
 Coordination between public and
private service providers to expand
regional transit service
 Coordination and education of
medical personnel to consolidate
medical trips (e.g., combining doctor
and pharmacy visits)
 Development of a roster/system of
drivers

Strategies were not given an
implementation timeline

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE
A detailed inventory of all the existing transit services is featured in the appendix, which will function as a
service brochure for all agencies and service centers, and profiles all the known contact information for
transit services.

Public Transportation
There are 27 public transportation services by mode (e.g., local bus, commuter bus, demand-response) in
the Four Corners region which reported figures to the National Transit Database (NTD) for 2017. They are
profiled in Figure 4.

Key Findings

1



Over 2017, public transportation provided at least 3.3 million trips in 137 vehicles across the Four
Corners region.



Seven of the reporting entities are tribal transit providers. They account for at least 225,000 annual
riders, or 7% of the total regional transit annual ridership.



Largest among the tribal transit providers is Navajo Transit System, only one of two transit agencies
currently operating service which crosses state boundaries in the region.



The other service which openly crosses state lines serves Dolores County, CO. The demand-response
service, which is open to all but prioritizes medical trips in scheduling, provides service from Dove
Creek to Monticello, UT,



Services within urbanized areas have highly varying levels of efficiency by mode. In Farmington’s
Red Apple Transit, the fixed-bus routes cost approximately $7.88 per trip while the demandresponse service cost approximately $12.58 per trip. Meanwhile, Durango Transit’s fixed service and
demand-response service cost $4.24 and $68.90, respectively.



There was not a single reporting agency from Utah’s portion of the Four Corners region found in the
NTD, but Navajo Transit System does provide service to Blanding. Additional non-reporting services
include Carbon County Senior Bus.



In October 2017, North Central Regional Transit District (NCRTD), a bus service centered on
Espanola and Santa Fe, added service to Farmington to its network. Partially funded by Jicarilla
Apache Nation, the route travels 111 miles from Chama to Farmington, Tuesdays and Thursdays. 1

https://www.ncrtd.org/uploads/FileLinks/ad079f8eb84c49e49e233770613806f4/AR_2017.pdf
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Figure 4

State

AZ
CO

Agency
Name

Mountain Line
Durango
Transit

National Transit Database Statistics on Four Corners Public Transportation Services (2017)

Trips per
Revenue
Vehicle
Mile

Operating
Expenses
per
Unlinked
Trip

Vehicles
Operating

Main City

Mode

Unlinked
Trips

Trips per
Revenue
Service
Hour

Flagstaff

Local Bus

2,078,694

27.7

2.3

$3.04

20

Durango

Local Bus

472,105

15.8

1.1

$4.24

13

AZ

Four Seasons
Connection

Show Low

Local Bus

169,867

22.8

1

$2.62

4

AZ

Navajo Transit
System

Ft. Defiance

Commuter
Bus

149,429

8.3

0.2

$15.76

13

NM

Red Apple
Transit

Farmington

Local Bus

121,828

6.8

0.4

$7.88

8

AZ

Cottonwood
Area Transit
(CAT)

Cottonwood

Local Bus

80,366

8.6

0.6

$8.14

3

AZ

CAT Verde
Lynx

Cottonwood

Commuter
Bus

55,211

9.5

0.4

$9.81

2

Zuni

Local Bus

39,270

10.2

0.4

$7.86

3

Page

Local Bus

23,226

1.9

0.1

$35.51

5

NM
AZ

A:Shiwi
Transit
Helping
Hands

AZ

Mountain Line

Flagstaff

DemandResponse

23,128

2.9

0.2

$41.14

7

AZ

Hopi Senom
Transit

Kykotsmovi

Local Bus

22,754

4.2

0.1

$21.52

4

AZ

Cottonwood
Area Transit
(CAT)

Cottonwood

DemandResponse

18,216

2.2

0.2

$19.33

5

CO

Road Runner
Transit and
Stage Lines

Ignacio

DemandResponse

17,893

3.7

0.2

$12.14

4

AZ

White
Mountain
Connection

Show Low

Commuter
Bus

15,602

5

0.2

$14.98

3
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CO

Montezuma
County

Cortez

DemandResponse

15,413

1.8

0.1

$14.32

7

CO

Road Runner
Transit and
Stage Lines

Ignacio

Local Bus

13,319

2.4

0.1

$27.11

3

NM

Carrot
Express

Milan

DemandResponse

10,250

3.2

0.1

$22.14

3

Flagstaff

Vanpool

9,044

3.3

3.1

$8.52

8

Ignacio

Commuter
Bus

6,587

1.7

0

$76.57

2

AZ
CO

Mountain Line
Road Runner
Transit and
Stage Lines

CO

Durango
Transit

Durango

DemandResponse

6,252

1.9

0.1

$68.90

2

NM

Shaa'srk'a
Transit

Laguna

DemandResponse

6,016

1.4

0.1

$28.62

5

CO

Dolores
County

Dove Creek

DemandResponse

5,981

1.9

0.1

$29.20

7

NM

Red Apple
Transit

Farmington

DemandResponse

4,017

1.6

0.1

$12.58

2

AZ

YavapaiApache
Nation (YAN)
Transit

Camp Verde

Local Bus

3,819

1.1

0.1

$29.49

2

NM

Shaa'srk'a
Transit

Laguna

Local Bus

2,998

1.6

0.1

$27.15

1

CO

Southern Ute
Tribe

Ignacio

DemandResponse

1,462

1

0.1

$33.92

1

Private Transportation
There are multiple taxi services based in larger towns and cities throughout the region, including Flagstaff,
Durango, Cortez, and Farmington. They typically provide service 24 hours a day, seven days a week.
However, service is not typically provided across state lines at affordable rates.

Human Services Transportation
In addition to public transportation, at least 50 nonprofit and human services organizations across all four
states provide some level of demand-response service. These services are specifically targeted towards
special needs populations including youth, people with disabilities, veterans, and senior citizens. They do
not typically provide service across state lines. A major exception is the emergency medical services (EMS)
providers of the region. For example, the Utah Navajo Health System EMS will field 911 calls throughout the
region and provide emergency service to the area’s hospitals, which include Blue Mountain Hospital in
Blanding, Southwest Memorial Hospital in Cortez, Northern Navajo Medical Center in Shiprock, and
Kayenta Indian Health Services in Kayenta.
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EXISTING FUNDING
Formula Funds for Public Transit
Federal funding for public transit comes primarily through the U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S.
DOT). Funding for the U.S. DOT is authorized by the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act,
the first federal transportation authorization in over a decade to fund federal surface transportation
programs through 2020. The FAST Act was signed into law in December 2015, and provides $305 billion in
funding over fiscal years 2016 through 2020 for the U.S. DOT and its subsidiary agencies, including the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
The following discussion of funding for public transit is based on the provisions of the FAST Act effective
through September 2020. The FTA allocates funding for transit systems in urbanized and rural areas and for
programs for older adults and individuals with disabilities. The FTA allocates funds based on formulas or
discretionary awards. Ten FTA funding programs apportion to urbanized areas or states by specific formula.
Eight FTA programs are based on discretionary funding. In addition to FTA grant programs, the FHWA
administers programs that provide the flexibility to transfer funds to the FTA for transit projects.

FTA FORMULA FUNDS
Of the 13 FTA funding programs that are allocated by formula, the FTA allocates funds to nine programs
based on formulas that include population and land area as criteria. The FTA allocated formula funds
according to classification of an area as urbanized or non-urbanized.
All areas are defined as either urbanized or non‐urbanized based on population and population density. The
Census Bureau designates urbanized areas based on the most recent decennial census. While the U.S. DOT
has no direct role in the designation of these areas, they are critical to the administration of FTA and FHWA
transportation programs. Urbanized Areas (UZAs) are important to the designation of a metropolitan
planning organization and application of metropolitan planning requirements, designation of transportation
management areas, application of air quality conformity requirements, and allocation of funding.
Under current definitions, the Census Bureau delineates UZAs according to population densities of census
blocks and block groups and their proximity to an urban core – with the sum of the population for these
geographic units equaling 50,000 people or more. Similarly, urban areas of less than 50,000 people are
designated as urban clusters (UCs). For the purposes of transit funding, all UZAs are considered “urbanized”
while all areas outside of UZAs (including UCs) are considered “non‐urbanized.” For FTA funding
allocations, the FTA designates UZAs further into three groups according to population: small urban areas
with a population of 50,000 to 199,999, large urban areas with a population of 200,000 to 999,999, and
very large urban areas with a population of 1 million and over. Funding formula allocation and restrictions
on the use of funds differ by the size of the UZA according to these three groups.
The following list of sections from the FAST Act identifies the formula funding category and the basis for
formula apportionments.

Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program
The largest FTA funding program is the Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program. Section 5307
authorizes federal capital and, in some cases, operating assistance for transit in UZAs. A UZA is an area with
a population of 50,000 or more that has been defined as such in the most recent decennial census (2000) by
the Census Bureau.
The FTA apportions Section 5307 funds based on legislative formulas. Different formulas apply to UZAs
with a population of less than 200,000 (small UZA or small urban area) and to UZAs with a population of
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200,000 or more (large UZA or large urban area). The FTA allocates to UZAs with a population 1 million or
more (very large UZA or very large urban area) based on the same formula as large UZAs.
For the small UZAs with a population less than 200,000, the FTA bases the formula solely on population
and population density. The FTA sets aside 1% of Section 5307 funds for Small Transit Intensive Cities. The
FTA apportions these funds to UZAs with a population of less than 200,000 that operate at a level of service
equal to or above the industry average level of service for all UZAs with a population of at least 200,000 but
not more than 999,999. The FTA allocates the funds based on level of service and performance in one or
more of six categories: passenger miles per vehicle revenue mile, passenger miles per vehicle revenue hour,
vehicle revenue miles per capita, vehicle revenue hours per capita, passenger miles per capita, and passenger
trips per capita.
For UZAs with a population of less than 200,000, the FTA apportions Section 5307 funds to the governor of
each state for distribution. The governor or designee may determine the suballocation of funds among the
small UZAs or elect to obligate the funds in the amounts based on the legislative formula.
For UZAs with a population of 200,000 or more, the FTA bases the Section 5307 formula on bus vehicle
revenue miles, as well as population and population density. An incentive payment is based on bus
passenger miles divided by operating costs. An agency that provides transit using fixed guideway is eligible
for additional formula funds based on fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles and fixed guideway route miles.
An incentive payment is based on fixed guideway passenger miles divided by operating costs. The FTA
apportions funds directly to a designated recipient selected locally to apply for and receive federal funds.
Eligible purposes for use of Section 5307 funds include planning, engineering design, and evaluation of
transit projects and other technical transportation‐related studies; capital investments in bus and bus‐
related activities such as replacement of buses, overhaul of buses, rebuilding of buses, crime prevention and
security equipment, and construction of maintenance and passenger facilities; and capital investments in
new and existing fixed guideway systems including rolling stock, overhaul and rebuilding of vehicles, track,
signals, communications, and computer hardware and software. All preventive maintenance and some
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit service costs qualify as capital costs. For
most projects, up to 80 percent of project costs use federal funds. The federal contribution may be 90
percent for some projects that support ADA or the Clean Air Act.
Small UZAs with a population of less than 200,000 may also use Section 5307 funds for operating assistance
up to 50 percent of the operating deficit (operating expenses less fare revenue). For UZAs with populations
of 200,000 or more, operating assistance is not an eligible expense. The FTA provides UZAs that reach or
exceed the 200,000 population threshold for the first time after the most recent decennial census a
transition period of several years to eliminate the use of Section 5307 funds for operating assistance.
In urban areas with a population 200,000 or more, at least 1 percent of the funding apportioned to each area
must be used for transit enhancement activities such as historic preservation, landscaping, public art,
pedestrian access, bicycle access, and enhanced access for people with disabilities.

Section 5311 Non‐Urbanized Area Formula Program
The Section 5311 Non‐Urbanized Area (rural) program provides formula funding to states for the purpose of
supporting public transit in rural areas with a population of less than 50,000. The FTA bases 80 percent of
the statutory formula on the rural population of the states and 20 percent of the formula on land area. No
state may receive more than 5 percent of the amount apportioned for land area. In addition, FTA adds
amounts apportioned according to the Growing States formula factors to rural areas. Each state prepares an
annual program of projects, which must provide for fair and equitable distribution of funds within the state
and must provide for maximum feasible coordination with transportation services assisted by other federal
sources.
Funds may be used for capital, operating, and administrative assistance to state agencies, local public
bodies, nonprofit organizations, and operators of public transit services. The maximum federal share for
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capital and project administration is 80 percent. Projects to meet the requirements of the ADA, the Clean Air
Act, or bicycle access projects may be funded at 90 percent federal contribution. The maximum FTA
contribution for operating assistance is 50 percent of the net operating costs. State or local funding sources
may provide the local share.
The FTA makes available 15 percent of the Section 5311 funds in each state for improvement of intercity bus
services, also known as the Section 5311(f) program. The funds are to be used for planning, infrastructure,
and operating needs related to the linkage of cities through intercity bus carriers unless the chief executive
officer of the state certifies that the intercity bus service needs of the state are being met adequately. If all
funds are not obligated to intercity bus improvements, the funds may revert to the general Section 5311
program for public transit in rural areas.

Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program
Section 5310 provides formula funding to states for the purpose of meeting the transportation needs of the
seniors and individuals with disabilities when the transportation service provided is unavailable,
insufficient, or inappropriate to meeting these needs. The FTA apportions $125,000 to each state and then
apportions the balance based on each state’s share of population for these groups of people.
Capital projects are eligible for funding. Most funds are used to purchase vehicles or provide preventive
maintenance for transit fleets; acquisition of transportation services under contract, lease, or other
arrangements, and state program administration are also eligible expenses. The maximum federal share is
80 percent. State or local funding sources may provide local share.

Section 5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Congress appropriates federal funding to support a cooperative, continuous, and comprehensive planning
program for transportation investment decision making at the metropolitan area level. State departments of
transportation are direct recipients of funds, which are then allocated by formula for planning activities.
The FTA allocates 80 percent of funds to states as a basic allocation according to each state’s UZA
population for the most recent decennial census. The FTA provides the remaining 20 percent to states as a
supplemental allocation based on an FTA administrative formula to address planning needs in the larger,
more complex UZAs. Generally, funds require a 20 percent local match, although FTA planning funds can be
awarded as a consolidated planning grant with the FHWA, which permits a 10 percent local match.

Section 5304 Statewide Transportation Planning
The Section 5304 program provides financial assistance to states for statewide transportation planning and
other technical assistance activities (including supplementing the technical assistance program provided
through the Section 5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning Program). The FTA apportions the funds to
states by a statutory formula that is based on each state’s UZA population as compared to the UZA
population of all states according to the most recent decennial census.

Section 5311(b) (3) Rural Transit Assistance Program
The Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP) provides funding to assist in the design and implementation
of training and technical assistance projects, research, and other support services tailored to meet the needs
of transit operators in non‐urbanized areas. The FTA allocates $65,000 to each state and then allocates the
balance of funds to each state based on an administrative formula using the non‐urbanized population
according to the most recent decennial census.
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FTA DISCRETIONARY FUNDS
Section 5309 Capital Program – Bus and Bus Facilities
Funds for the Capital Investment Program (49 U.S.C. 5309) – Bus and Bus Facilities provide capital
assistance for new and replacement buses and related equipment and facilities. Eligible capital projects
include the purchase of buses for fleet and service expansion, bus maintenance and administrative facilities,
transfer facilities, bus malls, transportation centers, intermodal terminals, park‐and‐ride stations,
acquisition of replacement vehicles, bus rebuilds, bus preventive maintenance, passenger amenities such as
passenger shelters and bus stop signs, accessory and miscellaneous equipment such as mobile radio units,
supervisory vehicles, fare boxes, computers, and shop and garage equipment.
Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facilities funds are allocated on a discretionary basis. Eligible recipients for
capital investment funds are public bodies and agencies (transit authorities and other state and local public
bodies and agencies thereof) including states, municipalities, other political subdivisions of states; public
agencies and agencies comprised of one or more states; and certain public corporations, boards, and
commissions established under state law. Prior to the FAST Act, private nonprofit entities could receive FTA
funds only if they were selected by a public authority through a competitive process, and private operators
were not eligible sub‐recipients. With the SAFETEA‐LU authorization, private companies engaged in public
transportation and private non‐profit organizations are eligible sub‐recipients of FTA grants.
Private operators may now receive FTA funds as a pass‐through without competition if they are included in a
program of projects submitted by the designated public authority acting as the direct recipient of a grant.
The FTA has the discretion to allocate funds, although Congress often fully earmarks all available funding.
The maximum federal share for a discretionary grant is 80 percent, although recent FTA practice is to award
funds that represent a lower federal share and higher state and local contribution.

Clean Fuels Grant Program
In 1998, TEA‐21 established the Clean Fuels Grant Program. The program was developed to assist non‐
attainment and maintenance areas in achieving or maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
for ozone and carbon monoxide (CO). Additionally, the program supports emerging clean fuel and advanced
propulsion technologies for transit buses and markets for those technologies. Although the program was
authorized as a formula grant program from its inception, Congress did not fund the program in annual
appropriations. SAFETEA‐LU changed the grant program from a formula‐based to a discretionary grant
program (49 U.S.C. 5308). The program, however, retains its initial purpose through the FAST Act.
The Clean Fuels Grant Program is available to an entity designated to receive federal urbanized formula
funds under Section 5307, in accordance with the applicable metropolitan and statewide transportation
planning processes. SAFETEA‐LU amended the term “recipient” to now include smaller urbanized areas
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with populations of less than 200,000. All recipients must meet one of the following criteria: (1) be
designated as an ozone or CO non‐attainment area or (2) be designated as a maintenance area for ozone or
CO.
Eligible activities include purchasing or leasing clean fuel buses and constructing new or improving existing
facilities to accommodate clean fuel buses. The federal share for eligible activities undertaken for the
purpose of complying with or maintaining compliance with the Clean Air Act under this program is limited
to 90 percent of the net (incremental) cost of the activity. The FTA administrator may exercise discretion
and determine the percent of the federal share for eligible activities to be less than 90 percent. Funding for
clean diesel buses is limited to not more than 25 percent of the amount made available each fiscal year to
carry out the program.

5320 Alternative Transportation in Parks and Public Lands
The Alternative Transportation in Parks and Public Lands Program is administered by the FTA in
partnership with the U.S. Department of the Interior and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest
Service. The program funds capital and planning expenses for alternative transportation systems such as
buses and trams in federally managed parks and public lands.

5339 Alternatives Analysis
The Alternatives Analysis Program provides grants to states, authorities of states, MPOs, and local
government authorities to develop studies as part of the transportation planning process. These studies
include assessments of a wide range of public transportation alternatives designed to address a
transportation problem in a corridor or subarea. The federal share may not exceed 80 percent of the cost of
the activity.

5311(c) (1) Public Transportation on Indian Reservation Program
The FTA refers to 5311(c) (1) as the Tribal Transit Program. The funds are drawn from the Section 5311 Non‐
urbanized Area Program. The funds are to be apportioned for grants to Indian tribes for any purpose eligible
under Section 5311, which includes capital, operating, planning, and administrative assistance for rural
public transit services and rural intercity bus service. The funds are not meant to replace or reduce funds
that Indian tribes receive through the Section 5311 program but are to be used to enhance public
transportation on Indian reservations and transit serving tribal communities.

Over‐the‐Road Bus Accessibility Program
The Over‐the‐Road Bus (OTRB) Accessibility Program was authorized under TEA‐21 and amended by
SAFETEA‐LU. OTRBs are used in intercity fixed‐route service as well as other services, such as commuter,
charter, and tour bus services. The OTRB Accessibility Program is intended to assist OTRB operators in
complying with the OTRB accessibility regulation, “Transportation for Individuals with Disabilities’’ (49
CFR Part 37, Subpart H).
Capital projects eligible for funding include adding lifts and other accessibility components to new vehicle
purchases and purchasing lifts and associated components to retrofit existing vehicles. Eligible training costs
include developing training materials or providing training for local providers of over‐the‐ road bus services.
This funding is provided on a national competitive basis. The federal share is 90 percent, and the local share
is 10 percent. Funding is available to private operators of over‐the‐road buses.
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FTA COMPETITIVE FUNDS
Access and Mobility Partnership Grants
In September 2018, the FTA announced the availability of $6.3 million in grant funding for capital projects
that enhance mobility and access for coordinated transportation projects that improve access to healthcare
opportunities; the purpose of the funding being to bridge the gap for individuals with limited transportation
options and to spur further coordination between transportation and healthcare providers. Under the
initiative, there are two funding opportunities for 2018, including the Innovative Coordinated Access and
Mobility (ICAM) Pilot Program, and the Human Services Coordination Research (HSCR) grants. The ICAM
Pilot Program is designed with a maximum federal funding share of 80%, with 20% of funds from local
match. Competitive projects under the HSCR program have a maximum federal share of capital costs at 80%
and 50% of operating costs, with the remainder being local match.
Eligible activities under the ICAM Pilot Program include capital projects that improve the coordination of
non-emergency medical transportation (NEMT) services. Activities under HSCR include innovative
strategies to provide more effective and efficient transportation services for older adults, individuals with
disabilities, and those with low incomes.

Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Transportation Grants
Program (formerly TIGER)
The BUILD grants program is the U.S. DOT’s answer to what was formerly known as TIGER grants,
established by The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018. The Act appropriated $1.5 billion for BUILD
transportation grants, with any one maximum award being $25 million for a single project. There is a $5
million minimum for urban projects, and a $1 million minimum for rural projects. The BUILD program
funds investments in transportation infrastructure, including transit, that contribute to America’s energy
independence. The FTA is the administering agency for BUILD projects that directly impact public
transportation.

Low- or No-Emission Vehicle Program (5339)c
The Low- or No-Emission program (also known as Lo/No) provides funding for the purchase or lease of lowand zero-emission transit vehicles for state and local government authorities. Funding is also available for
the acquisition, construction, and leasing of facilities needed to support the vehicles. Through the FAST Act,
$55 million per year is available through 2020.

Public Transportation on Indian Reservations Program; Tribal Transit Program 5311(j)
The Tribal Transit Program (TTP) continues to be a set-aside from the FTA’s Formula Grants for Rural
Areas program, but currently consists of $30 million in formula grants and $5 million in competitive grants.
A 10% local match is still required under the formula program. The TTP grants are funded through Section
5311(j) of the FAST Act, authorizing public transportation on Indian reservations for Fiscal Years 20162020. Tribes that are federally recognized may apply for the funding, which can be used for capital,
operating, planning, and administrative expenses related to public transit projects that meet the needs of
rural tribal communities.

OTHER MAJOR SOURCES OF FEDERAL FUNDING FOR PUBLIC TRANSIT
In addition to FTA grant programs, there are other sources of funding for transit from a variety of federal
agencies. In most cases other sources of funding for transit are available only to the extent that
transportation is supportive of the primary purpose of the federal agency. However, the FHWA does
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administer programs that provide the flexibility to transfer funds to the FTA for transit projects. Two
programs are highlighted below.

Surface Transportation Program
The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides the greatest flexibility in the use of funds. These funds
may be used (as capital funding) for public transit capital improvements, carpool and vanpool projects,
fringe and corridor parking facilities, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and intercity or intracity bus terminals
and bus facilities. As funding for planning, these funds can be used for surface transportation planning
activities, wetland mitigation, transit research and development, and environmental analysis. Other eligible
projects under STP include transit safety improvements and most transportation control measures.
STP funds are distributed among various population and programmatic categories within a state. Some
program funds are made available to metropolitan planning areas containing urbanized areas over 200,000
population; STP funds are also set aside to areas with a population under 200,000 (small urban areas) and
under 50,000 (urban clusters). STP funds are programmed typically by the local MPO.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
Under the Clean Air Act as Amended in 1990 (Clean Air Act), urbanized areas are classified by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as non‐attainment areas if air pollution levels exceed the national
Ambient Air Quality Standards on a continual basis. Depending upon the level of pollution and the
frequency the standards are exceeded, urbanized areas are classified according to increasing pollution levels
as either marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme, with marginal being the lowest level of pollution
and extreme being the highest. Cities meeting the standard, but with concern that the standards may be
exceeded, are classified as maintenance areas. Vehicle emissions are significant contributors to the ozone
pollution. Vehicle emissions increase with traffic congestion and the number of vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled.
The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) has the objective of improving
the nation’s air quality and managing traffic congestion. CMAQ projects and programs are often innovative
solutions to common mobility problems and are driven by Clean Air Act mandates to attain national
ambient air quality standards. Eligible activities under CMAQ include transit system capital expansion and
improvements that are projected to realize an increase in ridership; projects to demonstrate travel demand
management strategies and shared ride services; and pedestrian and bicycle facilities and promotional
activities that encourage bicycle commuting. Programs and projects are funded in air quality non‐attainment
and maintenance areas for ozone, CO, and small particulate matter (PM‐10) that reduce transportation‐
related emissions.

UNIQUE STATE FUNDING MECHANISMS
Arizona and New Mexico have not provided state-specific funding for public transportation (capital or
operations) in 2014, among other years this decade. This makes them unique among many of the 50 states. 23
Utah, on the other hand, has funded only operations of public transportation.4
Colorado is the beneficiary of multiple funding sources, including Funding Advancement for Surface
Transportation & Economic Recovery (FASTER) and the Veterans Trust Fund. However, some of these

https://cms.bts.dot.gov/archive/publications/state_transportation_statistics/state_transportation_statistics_2015/chapter6/table6_10
3 https://www.bts.gov/content/federal-and-state-funding-public-transit-2015
4 https://www.surtc.org/transitfactbook/downloads/2016-rural-transit-fact-book.pdf
2
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revenue mechanisms, such as the gas tax, are “not indexed to inflation or motor fuel prices,” which may
result in a lag between capital revenues and capital costs.
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3 OVERALL NEEDS ASSESSMENT
Through conversations with stakeholders in the region, visits to transit stops and regional centers,
review of past plans, and the analysis of existing transportation performance indicators, multiple
needs have been identified in this plan. This chapter is separated into two sections; the first is
dedicated to takeaways from outreach which are applicable to the region, and the second is a
summation of the full needs facing the Four Corners region’s coordinated transportation system.

FEEDBACK FROM STAKEHOLDERS
Over the summer and fall of 2018, the project team worked to gather feedback from major
stakeholders throughout the region. An online survey was also distributed to service providers; 36
responses were received, including from state departments of transportation, regional councils of
government, city governments, public transit providers, human service transportation providers,
and human service referral organizations.
Providers were asked to voice details of their service, but also to share their experiences and
challenges providing transportation. Of the surveyed providers who listed their customers’ Top 5
challenges, two-thirds of responses included: “Public transit service does not operate late
enough in the evening” while half of responses included: “Public transit service does not
operate on weekends.” This value placed on expanded service times was reiterated in a
supportive survey response:
“Personal experience of ridership on the Roadrunner system for the past
two months: It is an effective service that would be used more if hours of
operation (evenings and weekends) were expanded.”
Other positive attributes identified by stakeholders of the existing system include partnerships
between separate governments:
“The partner transit system (Grants, Milan, and Cibola County) is a great
collaborative effort in providing a transportation opportunity for those
who cannot afford, whether monetarily or physical/mental health.”
However, other comments in the survey responses corroborated fiscal, institutional, and
geographical challenges to improved transit coordination:
“Recent service reductions based on reduced grant funding eliminated
several routes”
“Rural governments serving large areas, with inadequate funding”
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In the responses, stakeholders in Colorado and New Mexico stood out for identifying sources of
funding which were not federal or state based; examples of funding sources in these two states,
include municipal funds (through parking fees or property taxes), county funds, transit
assessment districts, and tribal funds.
Figure 5

Distribution of Self-Reported Funding Sources in Stakeholder Survey by State
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Responding organizations generally serve a vast cross-section of the public, but there is certainly
an emphasis on special needs, including low-income, senior, and disabled populations.
Figure 6

Survey Responses Regarding Serviced Population Groups Across the Full Region
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As part of the outreach for the plan and the associated survey, the project team attended five
meetings in Durango, CO; Gunnison Valley, CO; Price, UT; Flagstaff, AZ; and Pueblo Acoma, NM.
These meetings attended by the project team were the transit committee meetings hosted by
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regional councils of government. Feedback was solicited, and the online survey was distributed to
those who were both in attendance and those who were unable to attend. Feedback from the
surveys was universally supportive of initiatives which allowed greater coordination between the
disparate entities and jurisdictions under the Four Corners umbrella. Notably absent from these
meetings were representatives of larger tribal transit providers.

SUMMARY OF NEEDS
Building off of contributions of the stakeholders and issues reviewed in this plan, the following
challenges are identified as a starting point for improvements to coordinated transit in the Four
Corners region.

Due to limited resources, all attempts to cover the Four Corners region with a
transit network comes at the sacrifice of frequency.
For example, direct service between Shiprock and Farmington is only available on Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday. A person relying on this service to get to work five days a week would
need to transfer in Fort Defiance at least two of those days. Similarly, service between Farmington
and Bloomfield, only 14 miles apart, is only provided by North Central Regional Transit District
(NCRTD) on Tuesdays and Thursdays (Red Apple Transit, the local bus provider, has not served
Bloomfield since the City of Bloomfield withheld funds). Additionally, most publicly available
services are limited to a span of time during weekdays and working hours (also usually limited to
a single or two runs in peak direction), while services offering 24-hour service are predominantly
restricted to eligible populations.

There is some overlap between transit systems serving population centers and
tribal transit systems providing coverage across reservation lands.
As a result, there are potentially logical transfer points between systems in locations like Blanding
(UT), Cortez (CO), Durango (CO), Farmington (NM), Gallup (NM), and Winslow (AZ).

Limitations in funding have created gaps in service, including but not limited to:


Prescott Valley, AZ



Aztec, NM to Ignacio, CO



Moab, UT to Blanding, UT



Farmington NM to Bloomfield, NM (other than Tuesday and Thursday)



Senior transportation services in Archuleta County, CO



Inter-county services out of San Juan County, CO

Some of these services may not have been fiscally feasible. However, some of the decisions to cut
services may be owed to a need for better communication and performance measurement. For
example, the service between Aztec and Ignacio was cut in 2018 due to the Southern Ute Indian
Tribal Council’s decision to withdraw all support to Southern Ute Community Action Programs
(SUCAP), the operator of such transit service5. The decision to withdraw funding was based on
the belief that SUCAP services were not directly beneficial to the interests and population of the

5

https://durangoherald.com/articles/236998
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Southern Ute Indian Tribal Council. In short, transit services must track and convey their benefits
to their constituents and funders.

Where there is no service, the cohesion of a transportation network and
provision of access is entirely dependent on the creation and continuity of
informal networks and volunteer drivers.
Government is not meeting all people’s needs for transportation services, and where needs are
unmet, the burdens of mobility shift to riders in need and drivers with the time and motivation to
volunteer. In the plan review, CDOT surveys of seniors and people with disabilities showed that a
majority of respondents rely on others for transportation and experience difficulty finding
transportation for medical appointments. Additionally, where service exists, a switch in
contracted operators can quickly disrupt established driver-rider relationships and trust in the
transportation system.

The region’s ongoing economic challenges certainly include transportation
accessibility and mobility.
Good transportation access and options are an enabler of a healthy economy. It does not achieve
this simply by moving people to get to work or their doctor’s appointments. Transportation’s
economic impact includes giving aspiring bus drivers sufficient training and licensures in the
operation of commercial vehicles, providing jobs for Mobility Managers and other coordination
and dispatch professionals, and facilitating commerce through the provision of access to shopping
centers and tourist destinations.
Meanwhile, in each of the four states comprising the Four Corners region, the gas tax is set below
the national average. The gas tax is the traditional user fee for publicly funding transportation
improvements. At the same time, people in the Four Corners region have voiced significant
concerns regarding both the limited number of transportation options in the community and the
cost of transportation. These issues may continue a self-fulfilling prophesy of limited investment
in transportation programs and infrastructure begetting limited economic growth and activity.

Despite the lack of connectivity between the many transit systems and services
operating in the region, there are corridors bearing potential for intercity
service.
Multiple plans noted how a lack of connectivity and integration between systems essentially
creates a requirement for the public to “obtain alternative means for transportation from private
for-profit transportation providers, human service agencies, or facility members.” 6
The provision of intercity commuter transit service is not new to the four states containing the
Four Corners; Greyhound and Amtrak utilize existing rights-of-way to provide limited intercity
service, although they may be cost-prohibitive to certain populations.
However, in recent years, specialized services such as Bustang, serve intercity corridors as well
(particularly from Colorado Springs to Denver). In addition, recent plans specific to the Four
Corners identify propensity for intercity service along the following corridors:


6

Pagosa Springs and Cortez, CO to Durango, CO (US Highway 160)

NACOG
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Cortez, CO to Monticello, UT (US Highway 491)



Silverton and Durango, CO to Farmington NM (US Highway 550)

Ideas on increasing efficiency in delivering transit service and access in the
region are already on paper and in practice.
Whether it is delineating responsibilities, hiring new dedicated professionals to coordination,
centralizing call centers, and training volunteer drivers, agencies and nonprofits alike in the Four
Corners region are already acting and planning on these issues.

A SWOT (Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats) Analysis for the region
reveals a balance between existing localized resources and strong fiscal and
physical constraints.
Overall, a SWOT analysis can be applied to the Four Corners region as a means to understand the
context of transit planning in the area. Strengths and weaknesses, respectively, are the advantages
and disadvantages that are a function of the Four Corners region itself. Such issues would include
characteristics such as the population and resources of the region. Opportunities and threats,
meanwhile, are also respective advantages and disadvantages, but they are primarily a
consequence of the environment the Four Corners region is placed within. The source of these
issues may include statewide bureaucracy, federal politics, and natural formations. This may
make possible solutions more obscure, institutionalized, and consequently out of the control of a
locally acting agency or population. Nevertheless, when understanding the possibility and efficacy
of policies and programs in the Four Corners region, the SWOT analysis may be a useful starting
point.
Figure 7

Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats Analysis for Four Corners Transportation

External

Internal

Positive

Negative

Strengths

Weaknesses



Diverse population with pockets of high transit
propensity



High poverty; limited access to vehicles,
technology, and training opportunities



Presence of major commercial transcontinental
corridor



Limited local supply of drivers



Sufficient capacity for express bus transit on
regional and state roads



Low population density



Auto-dependence; very low existing transit service,
especially along intercity corridors



Inconsistent condition of transportation facilities
and vehicles

Opportunities

Threats



Multiple federal funding sources





Presence of community colleges and other
campuses for job training

Marginalization of region in regards to statewide
and urban-centric policy priorities





Precedent for multi-state compacts for transit
service elsewhere in the United States

Mountainous terrain creating indirect and resourceintensive transit routes



Limited revenue via statewide gas tax
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4 RECOMMENDATIONS
SERVICE ENHANCEMENT SOLUTIONS
Continued Investment in Regional/Intercity Trunk Services
Intercity transportation, used both for travel and commuting, has become more prominent in two
of the four states comprising the Four Corners region. In Colorado, the successful Bustang service
expanded its suite of Denver-based intercity routes to include the route connecting Durango and
Grand Junction through a partnership with the Southern Colorado Community Action Agency
(the operator). This route connects Durango, Mancos, and Cortez to Grand Junction, where the
nearest Veterans Affairs hospital is located. The service previously was known as “Road Runner
Transit.” Its integration with the Bustang brand elevated the route’s prominence and increased
service to seven days a week. The change also broadened the service to a larger audience and
eventually integrated an online ticketing platform.
In New Mexico, the North Central Regional Transit District (NCRTD) provides weekday service
out of hubs in Espanola and Santa Fe. Routes go as long as 110 miles (Chama to Farmington) and
serve part of the Four Corners region. As an indicator of ongoing success of the service, all four
counties in the district (Taos, Santa Fe, Los Alamos, and Rio Arriba) voted to reauthorize the
0.125% sales tax that supports it by nearly a three-to-one margin. Also notable is the current “fare
free” policy of riding the NCRTD “Blue Buses.”
Intercity routes may not necessarily be limited to the public sector. Establishing a partnership
with a private sector carrier may reduce the amount of red tape necessary to provide interstate
services. The Travel Washington Intercity Bus Program is an example of such a partnership.
Begun in 2007 following a series of cuts in Greyhound service, the Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) developed RFPs to identify for-profit operators for intercity routes.
The network totals four lines, including two lines serving primarily rural cities (Ellensburg to
Omak and Pasco to Walla Walla). The services are funded through section 5311 (f) with fares
providing a local match. As a result, WSDOT primarily takes an administrative role in the system,
coordinating central ticketing, branding, and planning.7

https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/38B326F9-2E93-4F7C-B6F5F8EF3CBB4E4E/0/TravelWashingtonIntercityBusProgrammap.pdf and https://planning-org-uploadedmedia.s3.amazonaws.com/legacy_resources/divisions/transportation/papercompetition/2015/Cox.pdf
7
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Added or Expanded Transfer Stop Amenities
Figure 8

Existing Conditions at Farmington Walmart Transfer

Recently, the number of opportunities to transfer between services throughout the Four Corners
has increased due to partnerships and schedule coordination. The Farmington Walmart transfer
stop added in 2018 (for transfers between Navajo Transit and Red Apple Transit) is one example.
There remain questions about how to make the most of this and other transfer points. Are these
locations suitable for everybody? How do potential new customers get information? Given the
climate in the Four Corners region, is the transfer point comfortable? Is it safe? Are there public
restrooms nearby?
Amenities at transit stops, including benches, shelters, electronic information (showing upcoming
arrival times), static information (with agency contact information, maps, and schedules), trash
cans, and lighting at night, are all essential components of the transit experience, often as
important as the ride itself.
Local jurisdictions typically construct bus stop amenities. In some instances, outdoor advertising
companies will construct them. When determining where to place or enhance transfer stops, data,
planning, coordination, and outreach are all factors in making the right choices. Bus operators,
riders, and local planners are often the best resources.
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Combining Package Delivery with Transit Service
According to a 2017 Texas Transportation Institute Study, “Package delivery can offer transit
agencies the opportunity to provide an additional service to their customers and improve rural
residents’ accessibility to good and services.” Revenues from package delivery can be help to
sustain rural transit in the Four Corners as well. The study notes:
A successful rural package delivery program connects public transit agencies and
private intercity bus carriers, especially when transferring packages from the main
carrier (e.g., Greyhound Package Express, UPS, FedEx) to the last-mile carrier (e.g.,
transit agency). Collaboration and coordination with rural transit agencies and private
package carriers can reinforce the first- and last-mile connection for package delivery.
It is important to create central package drop-off and pickup locations that are
convenient to both customers and package carriers. Integrating schedules and
frequencies has the potential to increase both ridership and package delivery. 8
The Texas study includes surveys from numerous rural transportation entities, some of which are
similar to those in Four Corners. With the ever increasing growth in package delivery, such
partnerships are worth exploring further.

Implementing Flexible Transportation Vouchers
An effective mobility enhancement strategy, flexible transportation vouchers (flex vouchers) can
fill an important gap for eligible individuals and provide additional revenues to transportation
providers and even volunteer drivers. Some programs solely cover non-emergency medical
transportation (NEMT) while others also cover specific trip purposes.
Flex vouchers can be issued or sold to eligible individuals and used to purchase trips from public
or private transportation providers, or to reimburse volunteer drivers. They may serve as a way to
reduce the cost of current transportation programs and provide new service.
In 2013, the Bear River Association of Governments in Logan, UT started its flex voucher
program to cover NEMT trips and then expanded the program in 2014 with a grant from the Utah
Department of Workforce Services to cover trips related to:


Employment/training activities



Job search activities



Educational activities (school or vocational training)



Family/personal improvement activities (counseling, addiction intervention, support,
mentoring, financial responsibility, etc.)

A single agency typically administers a flex voucher program to screen and approve applicants for
eligibility, identify providers and partner organizations, provide the vouchers to participants, and
reimburse providers.
Eligibility is based on age, disability, income criteria, or the need for a specific type of trip, such as
employment transportation. Flex voucher programs that can potentially be used with any type of
service and recognize family members as eligible providers of service, could fill temporal and

8

Guidebook Using Public Transportation to Facilitate Last Mile Package Delivery, Texas Transportation Institute, 2017
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geographic gaps in fixed-route and demand-response service for older adults and people with
disabilities.
Voucher programs could also offer a means of employment transportation for individuals
requiring access to jobs in areas not served by public transportation or during hours when those
services are not in operation. Similar to other types of programs that provide subsidies to
individuals rather than to transportation providers, flex voucher programs are consumer driven,
and allow consumers to control resources directly and to make their own decisions about service
providers. Other advantages include low start-up and administrative costs, support for existing
transportation providers and services, and the flexibility to adapt to a variety of local conditions.
The Association of Programs for Rural Independent Living (APRIL) has published guidance
titled, Toolkit for Operating a Rural Transportation Voucher Program, 2017.9 According to the
report, APRIL worked with local Centers for Independent Living and Section 121 American Indian
Vocational Rehabilitation programs to implement and demonstrate a traveler's check concept at
10 sites, including Zuni Entrepreneurial Enterprises, in Zuni, NM. Rather than providing
transportation to people with disabilities, it provides resources and support to individuals and
gives them the opportunity to use their creative talents and personal resources to achieve their
own transportation goals.
The toolkit outlines the roles and responsibilities for the sponsoring agency, a community
transportation coordinator, a bookkeeper, riders, and providers. Organizing a transportation
interest network (TIN) of public, private, and political entities is a key first step. The
recommendations are applicable to a broader flex voucher program. The mobility management
group discussed in the next section could serve as a Four Corners TIN.

COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION SOLUTIONS
Mobility management at any level, whether regional, municipal, or tribal is complex. When
resources are limited, travel options are few, and if a region is very large and rural, the challenges
can appear overwhelming. Add four states, three FTA regions, and multiple tribal nations to the
mix, and the challenges may seem insurmountable. But progress is possible and begins with
collaboration, either with new partnerships or by reinforcing existing relationships. Whether
collaboration is formal or informal, it works best when participation is as broad as possible.
A starting point in coordination begins with the cross-honoring of fares between systems. In
Cottonwood, AZ, tickets between Cottonwood Area Transit and the commuter Verde Lynx line
from Sedona are honored by Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN) Transit Lines, and vice-versa. This
program, in addition to the message sent by both transit lines that “everyone is welcome” on
board, is a positive step in an inclusive and coordinated transit network.
Establishing coordination partnerships involves identifying stakeholders, defining barriers and
opportunities to working together, outlining shared goals and visions, and sharing resources and
responsibilities. Effective coordination among transit service providers, human service providers,
nonprofit organizations, and private sector organizations can provide substantial benefits by
combining duplicative services, combining facilities and funding opportunities, and leveraging
skills and assets.

9

http://rtc.ruralinstitute.umt.edu/www/wp-content/uploads/TEXT-ONLY-complete-Transportation-Voucher-Toolkit.pdf
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Leadership is an essential ingredient for successful coordination. Leadership doesn’t have to come
from the top to be effective and no single model of coordination is most appropriate. Effective
outcomes are possible even without a full-fledged regional organization as long as the
coordination involves regional stakeholders. This can take the form of advisory committees,
interagency task forces, or less formal entities.
Ultimately, active organization and involvement across jurisdictional and institutional silos will
be key to improvement in the region. As noted by a 2018 report on the region:
“The only way to successfully transition Farmington and the Four Corners
area from a dependence on a fossil fuel economy is to explore and implement
a wide range of economic development initiatives in coordination with each
other.”10

Four Corners Mobility Management Group
One option for successful coordination is to establish a formal Four Corners mobility
management organization that has a website, officers, and a board, and which meets periodically.
At a minimum, this group would include all entities involved in coordinating and providing
services. A couple of existing organizational models are the Bay Area (California) Mobility
Management (http://mybamm.org) and the Mountain Ride Transportation Resource Center
(www.mtnride.org). The Community Transportation Association of America (www.ctaa.org) is an
excellent resource for establishing a Four Corners regional mobility management entity.
Given the size of the geographic area and the diversity of organizations involved, an interim
strategy is to establish a member-only LinkedIn or Facebook group for peer-to-peer coordination.
Examples of intergovernmental transportation coordination groups on LinkedIn include the
Southeast Florida Transportation Council (www.seftc.org) and the Minuteman Advisory Group on
Interlocal Coordination (MAGIC), based in suburbs northwest of Boston.11
Whether formal or informal, a Four Corners mobility management group should include mobility
managers, transportation and human service professionals, and providers. Once established,
group members could share information, collaborate, and ultimately coordinate transportation.
The group could also provide feedback to other agencies—including the four state DOTs—and
potentially seek grant funding to support additional coordination efforts.
If the less formal model results in more communication, a potential next step is to organize a
meeting or conference. This could even begin online with mobility managers giving periodic
presentations. The ultimate goal would be to increase communication through a centralized and
easily accessible forum.
Such a forum should be inclusive and ensure participation and hands-on involvement from the
following parties:


Tribal Nations



State Departments of Transportation

Public Land Solutions, “Review of Existing Economic Development Efforts,” 2018 https://publiclandsolutions.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/01/PLS-Four-Corners-Economic-Report-JK-121517.pdf
11 See https://www.mapc.org/get-involved/subregions/magic/ and https://www.linkedin.com/groups/4025638/.
10
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A regional champion/organization representing the full area that is defined as the Four
Corners



Any other political and economic partners willing and interested in funding
transportation capital improvements, operational expenses, and managing transportation
revenues

Increased Peer-to-Peer Coordination
In such a vast geographic area with limited transportation connections, transit solutions that
connect people to places will remain challenging. Matching drivers with riders is an effective and
important resource for addressing mobility in the Four Corners region. Examples of peer
coordination include ride matching and volunteer driver programs, discussed below.

Ride Matching Technology
One of the most significant evolutionary changes to improving personal mobility is access to the
smartphone. And while not everyone has a phone or consistent wireless service, access to and use
of smartphone services is increasing. Smartphone adoption has risen from 35 percent in 2011 to
77 percent in 2018. Among Americans aged 18-29, the rate is 94 percent and the rate among 3049 year-olds, is 89 percent.12 Transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft,
and other “micro mobility” solutions have dramatically altered mobility in urban areas. However,
very few locations in the Four Corners have benefited from the ability to use TNCs.
Looking ahead, as smartphone adoption expands and service quality improves in rural areas, the
potential exists for using technology for ride matching. At present, smartphone applications such
as Waze Carpool match drivers and riders for commute trips, typically in large metropolitan
areas; however, there may be applications in rural/regional areas. Other applications that may be
usable anywhere could be in development. Ideally, an application would function similar to an old
fashioned ride board, where someone posts a need for a ride on a specific date and time to a
common location. These often work best when both parties are making a round trip, particularly
when there are no transit options available for the rider.
At a minimum, it is advisable to keep track of developments in technology as they can serve as
brokers of rides. If suitable applications become available, mobility managers can promote them
as part of marketing and education efforts.

Expanded Volunteer Driver Programs
Volunteer driver programs currently exist in Farmington, Flagstaff, and Window Rock.
Continuation and expansion of volunteer driving is an important resource for matching drivers
with riders. According to the National Rural Transportation Assistance Program (RTAP), “More
and more transit systems are looking to volunteers to help meet the transportation needs of their
communities.” The November 2018 report, an update of a report from 2000, lists advantages and
disadvantages of such programs. Advantages include more flexibility in rural areas for trip
coordination and booking than a traditional transit system, though it is sometimes difficult to find
individuals who wish to be volunteer drivers. In the Four Corners region, however, a volunteer
driver program may work well for those wishing to cross state boundaries for various services.

12

http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-sheet/mobile/
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MARKETING AND EDUCATION SOLUTIONS
Distributed Transportation Guides
Current and potential users of the transportation system in the Four Corners require knowledge
about the existing service available to them. Important information includes span of service,
locations served, fares, contact information, and accommodations for senior citizens, people with
disabilities, veterans, students, and other populations with special needs.
Information ab0ut transportation service ultimately depends on each individual agency’s
willingness to post and share that information. Information about coordination between two
services or providers depends on partnerships and a deliberate intent to distribute information. If
information about a given transit service is not widely distributed, the user base of that will be
limited to the people who are already aware. This comes to the detriment of attracting new riders
and the service building new fare revenue.
Therefore, with the intent of advancing the degree of coordination, this plan includes a listing of
region-wide transit service (See Appendix).
It is most imperative that the guide is placed in the hands of those who are at the front line of
distributing information, namely:


Every dispatch operator serving the Four Corners region



Every person who answers the phone lines of a transit agency, a 2-1-1 call center, or
transportation program

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 31

FOUR CORNERS COORDINATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN | FINAL REPORT
Southwest Colorado Council of Governments
Figure 9 Example Transportation Guide for Durango Transit Center
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Continued Incremental Rollout of One-Call, One-Click
The one-call, one-click resources in the Four Corners generally end at state boundaries, or are
limited to the smaller sub-regions surrounding the area’s largest cities (e.g., Farmington) and/or
reservations (e.g., Navajo). However, there are advantages to continuing to pool together
resources.
Figure 10 Screenshot of Mountain Ride Transportation Resource Center Website

By pooling together foundation and agency resources across seven counties, the Mountain Ride
Transportation Resource Center is allowed to scale up and provide consolidated information on
public transportation options, broker/dispatch rides for Medicaid transportation, and coordinate
and refer transit services for populations with special needs. More pertinent to the needs of the
Four Corners, however, is the Resource Center’s website, which lists out a “how-to-ride” guide,
fixed-route services, demand-response services, volunteer driver programs, human services, and
other options for each county.
The management of such a consolidated resource could be the first formal step of a Four Corners
Mobility Management Group. Providers would register with the webmaster (sometimes provided
and financed by a third-party mobility platform such as RideAmigos or RideShark) to ensure
information is easily updated.

CONCLUSION
The road to an advanced, seamless, and coordinated intercity mass transportation network in the
Four Corners region will be a long one. In the meantime, there are many strategies that SWCCOG,
and other leaders in the Four Corners region, can undertake to ensure the people of the Four
Corners region with the greatest needs have access to the currently available fleet of transit
vehicles, have a willing and able network of drivers, and that providers in the Four Corners region
have the resources to become brokers and providers of ongoing demand in transportation.
Strategies will require heavy lifting and inclusive discussions. The following summary
assessments should be considered a road map for coordination in Four Corners transit going
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forward. Each strategy is assessed on a gradient of their precedence in past plans, potential
impacts in the Four Corners region, and realization of plan goals. Furthermore, each strategy’s
necessary investments, partnerships, funders, and leaders are outlined as a means to implement
these strategies.
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Figure 11

Summary Assessment of Alternate Solutions – Goals and Objectives
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Figure 12

Summary Assessment of Alternate Solutions – Implementation Estimates
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Abstract & Misc.

Abstract
This project is part of a larger contract with the National Association of Development
Organizations (NADO) Research Foundation, Technical Assistance for Rural Transportation
Systems: Connecting Rural Transportation with Economic Opportunity.
The Southwest Colorado region has prioritized a regional, inter-city fixed route transit line
between Cortez and Durango as a major strategy for meeting the region’s transportation needs,
as consistently identified over nearly ten years. In particular, the Southwest Colorado Council of
Governments (SWCCOG) is looking for assistance with:




Determining the potential route (stop locations, etc.)
Operational aspects of the route (timing, number of runs, etc.)
How the route/service could/should be funded

The primary objective of this project was to evaluate the potential for a Regional Intercity Bus
Service between Cortez and Durango.
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Introduction

Introduction
The Southwest Colorado Council of Governments (SWCCOG), which covers five counties in the
southwest corner of Colorado (Figure 1), provides leadership on behalf of governments
throughout the area by defining issues, advocating for mutual goals, and administering regional
programs.

Figure 1. SWCCOG Five-County Region

It is in the spirit of advancing regional solutions that SWCCOG applied for technical assistance
to research implementing additional transit services between Cortez and Durango.
Demographic Overview
Cortez, located in Montezuma County, is the second largest city in the area with a 2017
population estimated at 8,709 people, and Durango, located in La Plata County, is the largest city
in the area with an estimated population in 2017 of 18,465 people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).
Table 1 presents a breakdown of the population by several age ranges for each of the five
SWCCOG counties, and the largest city in each county.
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Table 1. Population distribution by age for SWCCOG counties and cities

County
Largest City
Archuleta
Pagosa Springs
Dolores
Dove Creek
La Plata
Durango
Montezuma
Cortez
San Juan
Silverton
SWCCOG Totals

Less
than 15

15-19

1,815
361
328
145
8,762
2,388
4,871
1,782
47
41
15,823

594
71
42
21
3,835
1,756
1,533
546
12
9
6,016

Age Group
20-24
25-34

831
82
83
50
3,537
2,095
1,396
554
36
32
5,883

1,018
404
213
64
7,464
3,427
2,736
1,064
95
91
11,526

35-59

60+

4,065
538
530
173
18,433
5,541
8,334
2,690
213
199
31,575

4,032
510
593
187
11,963
2,700
7,136
2,047
149
121
23,873

2016
TOTAL
Population
12,355
1,966
1,789
640
53,994
17,817
26,006
8,683
552
493
94,696

(Source: U.S. Census Bureau (1))

San Juan is the least populated county in Colorado, and as indicated by Table 1, Dolores County
has a low population as well. Dolores County has the highest percentage of residents aged 60
years or older (33.15%) in the SWCCOG area, and Archuleta County isn’t far behind, with 32.63
percent of its residents aged 60 or older. La Plata County is the only one of the five counties that
doesn’t have at least 25 percent of its residents in the category of 60 years old or older (it’s at
22.16%).
Existing Transportation Services
SWCCOG and others in this region have explored adding fixed-route commuter bus service
between the two communities of Cortez and Durango, which are approximately 45 miles apart.
While there is intercity and demand-response bus service connecting these communities, the
current schedule for the intercity service is such that there is only one departure from Durango to
Cortez in the morning (at 6:40 am) and a return trip from Cortez to Durango in the early evening
(6:10 pm). One of the issues is that this schedule would not work for someone who wants to
travel from Cortez to Durango for work and would certainly not work for someone who needed
to spend just a half-day in either community for medical, shopping, recreational or educational
purposes. There are numerous transportation services that are providing connections between
Cortez and Durango. The majority of these operate on a demand-response basis, meaning that
someone has to schedule a ride, sometimes up to two weeks in advance, for the trip. Further,
many of these services are limited to specific customers/clients (e.g., the elderly, those taking a
Medicaid trip, etc.).
While Cortez has roughly half the population of Durango, it should in no way be considered a
“bedroom community” for Durango, as Cortez has its own medical facilities (Southwest Health
Systems), retail options including a Walmart Supercenter and Big R, and many local businesses.
While not within the city limits of Cortez, the Pueblo Community College (Southwest) is located
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approximately 12 miles east of the town. This institution also has a facility in Durango. Finally,
the Cortez Airport has direct flights to Denver and Phoenix. So, while Cortez and Durango each
have the amenities necessary to meet the needs of their citizens, there is still considerable traffic
flowing between the two communities.
Connection to Economic Development
Transportation is typically the second highest expense for an individual or family, behind only
housing (2). Further, the American Automobile Association (AAA) distributes an annual report
on the costs of owning and operating a vehicle. Based on the most recent figures, commuting
daily between Cortez and Durango would put approximately 22,500 miles on a vehicle (90 miles
roundtrip per day * 250 working days) and would cost an average of nearly $10,920 (AAA,
2018).
Discussions with some stakeholders noted that transportation was a problem for some of their
constituents, especially on longer trips. Transportation is known to be tightly tied to the
economic well-being of an area, although transportation in-and-of-itself cannot create an
improved economy. Much of the economy in the SWCCOG area is dependent upon tourism,
either to the ski areas in the winter, or to Mesa Verde National Park, or other Federal or State
lands in the area.
As noted in the Southwest Transportation Planning Region Regional Coordinated Transit &
Human Services Plan (reference):
Economic benefits of transit include providing access to jobs, shopping, and other
destinations; creating jobs in public transit and related industries; reducing the cost of
transportation for individuals and families with a portion of the cost savings
redirected to the local economy; providing businesses with access to a broader labor
market with more diverse skills; and providing savings associated with the reliability
and effects of reduced congestion.
Social benefits of transit include providing transportation options to access
destinations; reducing household expenditures on transportation, allowing savings to
be spent in the local economy; reducing non-transportation service costs; reducing
travel time and accidents because of less congestion on the road; providing
accessibility of transit by all segments of the population; providing health benefits
associated with walking to/from transit; and providing an overall savings in time and
money.
The remainder of this document covers the three main tasks that were conducted as part of this
project, which include: 1) Literature Review; 2) Meetings and Data Gathering/Analysis; and, 3)
Conclusions and Recommendations.
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Literature Review
The research team conducted a comprehensive literature review to understand existing
information regarding the potential implementation of a commuter bus service between Cortez
and Durango. Researchers reviewed past plans and other literature, focusing on implementation
plans, as well as funding sources for the proposed transit service. The results of the Literature
Review conducted during the project can be found in Appendix A. The following section
summarizes literature that relates to key points that helped guide the majority of this project.
Perhaps the most relevant literature reviewed are the two most recent reports: the 2015 Regional
Public Transit Feasibility Report (University of Colorado, Denver) and the 2015 Statewide
Transit Plan (Felsburg, Holt & Ullevig, et. al.). The Feasibility Report mirrored many of the
tasks that were identified for this project. The report provided a review of previous
reports/literature, provided estimates for the costs of a commuter service between Cortez and
Durango, and even presented a schedule/route for the potential new service. The 2015 Statewide
Transit Plan does an excellent job of providing demographic information and reviewing existing
transit services, as well as identifying transit gaps and needs. It provides a financial outlook and
funding sources, but perhaps most importantly, provides recommendations and implementation
actions. A list of all known studies/reports conducted in the last ten years (in order from most
recent to least) are as follows:










2015 Regional Public Transit Feasibility Report (3)
2015 Statewide Transit Plan (4)
2014 Colorado Intercity and Regional Bus Network Plan (5)
2014 Southwest Transportation Planning Region Regional Coordinated Transit & Human
Services Plan (6)
2012 Southwest Regional Transportation Coordinating Council Action Plan (7)
2009 Regional Transit Feasibility Study (8)
2008 Colorado Statewide Intercity and Regional Bus Network Study (9)
2008 Southwest Local Transit and Human Service Transportation Coordination Plan (10)
2035 Regional Transportation Plan (published in 2008) (11)

In summary, the literature shows that implementing a fixed-route commuter transit service has
been studied numerous times. While some studies/plans have focused on additional
routes/service in addition to a Cortez – Durango service, these two communities are the largest
(most populated in the area) and connecting these two towns are key to making additional
services feasible. Further, while the timing of potential routes, key stops, and potential costs vary
to an extent between the various studies, most point to the need (or desire) for such service.
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Meetings and Data Collection/Analysis
To launch the project work, several meetings were held in the Cortez and Durango area to
finalize the Scope of Work and gather new and relevant information.
Kick-Off Meeting (Durango)
At the beginning of the project, researchers met with SWCCOG representatives to review the
Scope of Work and plan a meeting with key stakeholders, including members of the SWCCOG
Regional Transit Coordinating Council. At the kick-off meeting, the City of Durango (Durango
Transit) announced that it had received notice from the Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) that CDOT had implemented a new formula for distributing the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) Section 5311 funds. As a result, Durango Transit would go from receiving
over $1 million per year in Section 5311 funds to receiving approximately $415,000 per year. It
was noted that the reduction would take place over a four to five year period.
In related discussions, many of the counties in the area, including La Plata and Montezuma
counties, noted that they had reduced their budgets in the last year, due to a reduction in revenue.
A part of the reduction in revenue was due to reduced activity regarding oil and gas extraction in
the area.
Stakeholder Meetings (Durango and Cortez)
The researchers and SWCCOG representatives met with COG’s Regional Transit Coordinating
Council, which includes transportation providers from the area including Durango Transit and
the Southern Ute Community Action Program (SUCAP). As noted later in this document,
SUCAP is now knows as SOCOCAA. Minutes from the meeting, including a copy of WTI’s
presentation, are in Appendix B.
Much of the meeting centered around the purpose of the potential transit system, and whether it
would be focused on moving people for medical appointments, jobs, educational opportunities,
recreational opportunities (including moving tourists), or a combination of all these purposes.
There was discussion on implementing van pools in the area to address those who were
commuting for work purposes. It was noted that while there may be a few vanpools operating in
the area, current options were limited.
There was some discussion about how the system would be judged in terms of “success.” Would
success be judged by the number of rides provided, or the cost per ride, or would other factors be
included, such as providing a way for people to get to work or a medical appointment who would
not have otherwise been able to make the trip. Additional conversation focused on coordinating
services, such as making sure that people who rode the Road Runner Stage Lines service
between Durango and Cortez could get on the Montezuma County service in Cortez to access
other stops/locations in that community.
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Staff (Mary Holaday and Sue Fletcher) from the Montezuma County Public Transportation (Mo
Co Public Transportation) were not able to attend the meeting. However, researchers were able
to meet with them later, as the researchers traveled from Durango to Cortez to review previously
noted routing and timing for potential bus service. It should be noted that while that Montezuma
County is not a member of SWCCOG, it does participate as part of the Regional Transit
Coordinating Council. Further, Montezuma County Public Transportation does not currently
receive any funding from the County (Montezuma County). Mary and Sue noted that the
transportation agency provides trips from the greater Cortez area to Durango, primarily for
specialty medical needs. Further, it provides service to some of the smaller communities in the
area including Dolores, Dove Creek, Mancos and Towaoc.
Colorado DOT
The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has multiple funding sources that could be
used to help with the start-up and on-going operations of a service/route between Cortez and
Durango. In addition to distributing funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to
the rural transit systems, CDOT also oversees the distribution of the Funding Advancement for
Surface Transportation & Economic Recovery (FASTER) state funds for transit.
Researchers had numerous discussions (via email, over the phone, and in person) with staff from
CDOT’s Transit & Rail Division regarding potential funding for a proposed service. Details
regarding potential funding are in the Cost Estimates section.
Transit Service Parameters
As noted in the literature review, there has been some relatively recent work on potential
routes/schedules for a bus service to operate between Cortez and Durango. The 2015 Report (3)
noted a schedule with two roundtrips per day. While that level of service may address some of
the transportation needs in the corridor, the reality is that ridership on transit (the usability of
transit) typically increases with frequency. Therefore, a service that had three to five roundtrips
per day would be more useful than a service with only two roundtrips per day. It should also be
noted that given the time to travel between Cortez and Durango (approximately one hour each
way), it can be harder to implement a service using only one vehicle. For example, a bus leaving
Cortez at 7 am could get people towork in Durango by 8 am, but it would not get people from
Durango to Cortez until at least 9 am. A potential schedule for the proposed service is shown in
Table 2.
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Table 2. Potential Schedule for Proposed Cortez – Durango Service

Stop
Cortez-Montezuma County Annex Building
Cortez-Walmart
Southwest Colorado Community College
Mancos
Durango West
Durango Transit Center
Mercy Regional Medical Center

7:00 am
7:10 am
7:25 am
7:40 am
8:00 am
8:10 am
8:25 am

10:00 am
10:10 am
10:25 am
10:40 am
11:00 am
11:10 am
11:25 am

1:00 pm
1:10 pm
1:25 pm
1:40 pm
2:00 pm
2:10 pm
2:25 pm

4:00 pm
4:10 pm
4:25 pm
4:40 pm
5:00 pm
5:10 pm
5:25 pm

Mercy Regional Medical Center
Durango Transit Center
Durango West
Mancos
Southwest Colorado Community College
Cortez-Walmart
Cortez-Montezuma County Annex Building

8:30 am
8:45 am
8:55 am
9:05 am
9:20 am
9:35 am
9:45 am

11:30 am
11:45 am
11:55 am
12:05 pm
12:20 pm
12:35 pm
12:45 pm

2:30 pm
2:45 pm
2:55 pm
3:05 pm
3:20 pm
3:35 pm
3:45 pm

5:30 pm
5:45 pm
5:55 pm
6:05 pm
6:20 pm
6:35 pm
6:45 pm

Morning service from Durango to Cortez would be available through the Bustang Outrider
service, which currently departs Durango at 6:40 am, arriving in Cortez at 7:27 am, before
continuing service all the way to Grand Junction. That same bus returns to Cortez at 6:10 pm,
arriving in Durango at 7:10 pm. The proposed schedule (Table 2) could be adjusted based on
trial run times, and a determination if ridership would be higher if the morning bus from Cortez
to Durango should arrive by 7:30 am or 7:45 am, if potential riders would ride to work for an
8 am to 5 pm job. While the Bustang Outrider service from Durango to Grand Junction operates
seven days per week, it is anticipated that the Cortez to Durango commuter service would begin
operating just five days per week (Monday-Friday). While this schedule would work well for
those working 8 am to 5 pm in Durango (commuting from Cortez), it still would not address a
return trip for those working until 5 pm in Cortez.
Cost Estimates
The 2015 Report (3) estimated potential first year costs, including capital costs (acquiring a bus)
and operating costs at $167,457. It is likely that given the various transportation providers in the
area, a bus for this potential service already exists. Therefore, only operating costs would need to
be available for implementation. Operating costs would cover items such as the driver’s wages
(including all applicable benefits), fuel, maintenance and vehicle/liability insurance.
Operating costs are often expressed in either a per mile or per hour basis. If an estimated
operating expense of $70 per hour is used, the proposed service would cost approximately
$214,000 to run on an annual basis. The calculation is as follows:
255 service days * 12 hours per day * $70 per hour = $214,000
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The service days (255) reflect the number of days (Monday – Friday) that the bus would operate,
taking into consideration that the bus would likely not operate during five days due to six major
holidays: New Year’s Day; Memorial Day; 4th of July; Labor Day; Thanksgiving Day and
Christmas. The actual cost for implementing the service would depend ultimately on which
provider is selected to operate the services, their costs, and the acutal days of operation (more
holidays may be included, or, the service may operate on some of the major holidays noted
above).
Based on the most recent conversations, CDOT expressed that it would be willing to consider
providing 80 percent of the funding needed to start the service as part of a two-year pilot project.
Therefore, the local funding needed to implement this service would be approximately $43,000
($214,000 * 20% = $42,800) per year for the first two years of service. Afterward, the funding
match would likely revert to the 50/50 funding ratio currently noted by the FASTER regulations.
Recent Developments
As noted earlier in this document, one of the issues that could affect implementation of a
route/service between Cortez and Durango was the reduction in FTA Section 5311 funds for the
City of Durango (Durango Transit). However, the new allocation formula implemented by
CDOT that will reduce Durango’s funding will provide additional funding to Montezuma
County’s Public Transportation service. Over the next four to five years, Montezuma County
should see its Section 5311 funding increase from approximately $66,000 per year to $157,000
per year. CDOT notes that the 5311 funding should be used for local service, however, the
increase in 5311 funding may allow other funds in the area to be allocated to a regional service,
such as the proposed Cortez-Durango service.
Another relatively recent development involves the Southern Ute Community Action Program
(SUCAP), which operates the Road Runner Stagelines service from Durango to Grand Junction,
as well as Road Runner Transit, which connects many communities on the Southern Ute
Reservation (in La Plata County), as well as connecting those communities to Bayfield and
Durango. In the September/October 2018 timeframe, SUCAP’s relationship with the tribal
government changed, and there was some concern that there would be enough funding to
continue the current level of transit operations. Further, SUCAP changed its name and became
the Southern Colorado Community Action Agency (SOCOCAA). In addition, the service from
Durango to Grand Junction was renamed the Bustang Outrider service, to reflect branding for
intercity services by CDOT (Bustang and Bustang Outrider). As of the writing of this report, it
did not appear that the transit services offered by SOCOCAA had changed.
Finally, there is also a Coordinated Transit Plan (Planning) effort for the Four Corners area,
which includes all five counties in the SWCCOG area, four counties in Arizona, three counties in
New Mexico, and four counties in Utah. It is anticipated that the plan will be completed in early
2019 and may include discussion of connecting the larger communities in the SWCCOG area,
including Cortez and Durango.
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Conclusions & Recommendations
As President Eisenhower often said (more often when he was a General), “Plans are worthless,
but planning is everything.” In his view, a plan is a static item, while planning is an on-going
dynamic process. This is relevant to this report, because as previously noted, there have been
numerous plans and reports that discuss implementing a commuter, fixed-route bus service that
would connect Cortez and Durango. As noted herein, some of the literature reviewed discusses
how the service may be integrated into a larger regional system, while other literature focuses on
a stand-alone service. Regardless, there has been much planning put into, and plans written about
this proposed/potential service.
As Mahatma Ghandi said, “The future depends on what we do in the present.” If this is so, then
having a scheduled, fixed route transit service that connects Cortez and Durango in the future
will depend on decisions that should occur within the near future (four to twelve months).
Hopefully, the information contained herein will help with that process.
Conclusions
As noted herein, there has been a significant amount of planning that has focused on a fixedroute bus service between Cortez and Durango. The literature review highlights some of the
planning efforts (plans) related to this topic. All these plans/reports, including this one, provide
the foundational information needed to implement a service. Further, while conditions in the area
have recently changed (county budgets; FTA/CDOT funding levels; and service providers’
relationships with other entities), the reality is that the infrastructure exists to implement such a
service. While local match (funding) would need to be secured, it seems all other elements are in
place to start a two-year pilot/trial period for the service.
Recommendations
It is recommended that SWCCOG continue discussions with its Regional Transit Coordinating
Council to finalize the details of a proposed Cortez-Durango fixed route transit service. We
recommend that the service begin operating five days per week (Monday-Friday) based on the
preliminary schedule (Table 2). The schedule should be verified by operating a bus for two days,
and finalizing where stops should be located in Mancos and Durango West. The stop locations
should be as close to US-160 as possible to minimize the route time. The cost to provide the
service would be determined based on the actual operating cost for the selected provider, which
would determine the amount of FASTER funding to be applied for, as well as the local match
needed. During the SWCCOG process, it could be determined whether one provider should be
selected, or if a Request for Proposals (or Request for Bids) process should be used to determine
which provider should implement the service.
Further, even careful and comprehensive planning efforts like this one will need to be monitored
and updated. Therefore, after the first year of the service has been implemented, it is likely that
changes will be needed to the service. These changes may be to the schedule (timing of the
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service), adding or reducing stops, or even adding or reducing service (based on ridership and
demand).
Applications for FASTER funding are due in April 2019 (and likely April 2020), so it is
recommended that SWCCOG work with CDOT and the regional providers to formulate a plan in
preparation for submission of a FASTER application. If it is not feasible to submit an application
in 2019, the 2020 date should be attainable.
Nearly all Federal funds for transit are tied to the Surface Transportation Bill, also known as the
Highway Bill. The most current version of that legislation is known as the Fixing America’s
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, which expires September 30, 2020. The authorization of the
next Surface Transportation Bill could have a significant impact on the funding available for
transit systems throughout Colorado and the rest of the nation. While potential changes to federal
funding should be monitored, that concern shouldn’t stop SWCCOG from moving ahead with
efforts to implement a Cortez-Durango fixed route service.
The recommendations to move forward with implementing a service may be best articulated by
the following quote:

I have been impressed with the urgency of doing.
Knowing is not enough; we must apply.
Being willing is not enough; we must do.
--Leonardo Da Vinci
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Appendix A – Literature Review Summary
The following table provides a list of the five most recent documents, reports, plans, etc. that are
related to this project. Highlights from each document and available lessons learned are
provided.
Title
2015 Regional Public Transit
Feasibility Report
http://www.swccog.org/assets/Tra
nsit%20Combination%20Study%2
0Report%202015.pdf

2015 Statewide Transit Plan
https://www.codot.gov/programs/t
ransitandrail/plans-studiesreports/statewidetransitplan/statew
ide-transit-plan
Colorado Intercity and Regional
Bus Network Plan – 2014
https://www.codot.gov/projects/int
ercityregionalbusnetworkstudy/int
ercity-and-regional-bus-networkplan
Southwest Transportation
Planning Region
Regional Coordinated Transit &
Human Services Plan – 2014
https://www.codot.gov/programs/c
olorado-transportationmatters/documents/regionaltransit-plans/southwest-regionaltransit-plan.pdf
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Description
This report was part of the Capstone process for a
graduate student in the Master of Urban and Regional
Planning (MURP) degree program at the University of
Colorado Denver. Through the process of developing the
report, the student provided background information (the
research methodology, a literature review, and a review
of past planning efforts), and then provided
recommendations for the proposed transit service,
including funding sources and the cost of operations.
This report provides a good basis for moving toward
implementation of a service.
This is a statewide plan, but does a good job of
highlighting existing conditions, identifying needs and
gaps in services, and providing recommendations and
implementation strategies. At the bottom of page 103 it
notes a Cortez-Durango route with service at five days
per week, and a long-term goal of eight trips per day.
This 2014 study is an update to one prepared in 2008,
and addresses changing conditions, current needs, and
funding. This is a long-range plan and will be adopted as
part of the State Transit Plan and the 2040 Statewide
Transportation Plan, both now underway. The plan does
note proposed regional services in the Cortez-Durango
area.
This plan does an excellent job of laying out the planning
process, providing a regional context and overview,
reviewing existing transit providers and human service
agencies, and current and potential funding sources. The
plan then highlights transit needs and service gaps,
provides a financial and funding overview, and then
gives an implementation plan, laying out high priority
strategies.
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This plan highlights four main goals for the area, which
are: #1 Sustain & expand public and specialized
transportation services in the region; #2 Develop
mechanisms to coordinate existing public & specialized
transit service providers; #3 Develop mechanisms to
sustain & strengthen the Regional Transit Coordinating
Council; and, #4 Complete Southwest Colorado
Accessible Transportation Plan for end users.

Colorado Department of Transportation, Division of Rail & Transit
https://www.codot.gov/programs/transitandrail
CDOT manages the Federal and State funding related to public transportation services, including
funding for planning for such services. SWCCOG will need to keep CDOT informed of planning
efforts and will need to submit application for funding to CDOT for future transit services.
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Appendix B – Meeting Notes & Presentation
The following are the notes from the SWCCOG Regional Transit Coordinating Council meeting.
Durango-Cortez Bus Meeting 4-19-18, 10:00 am
Attendees: David Kack, Rebecca Gleason- Western Transportation Institute (WTI), Peter
Tregillis – Southern Ute Community Action Program (SUCAP), Matt Nesbitt – SUCAP, Jessica
Laitsch – Southwest Colorado Council of Governments (SWCCOG), Jason Armstrong – SW
Center for Independence- SW rides, Sarah Dodson – City of Durango, Matt Muraro – CDOT
Region 5.
Via Phone conference line: Shane Hale - City of Cortez, City Manager, Phil Johnson - City of
Cortez, Public Works Director, Chris Burkett - City of Cortez, Interim City Manager, Sam
Proffer - City of Cortez, Building & Planning Director, Peyton Heitzman - City of Cortez, Intern,
Myron Baker - Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Planning Dept, Kalisha Crossland - San Juan Basin
Public Health Department
David Kack provided project and WTI background and presented overview of issues (see
attached pdf presentation)


A fixed route bus line between Cortez and Durango has been a high priority in regional
planning documents for years. What would it look like if we could implement? This project
is funded from the National Association of Development Organizations, a Dept of
Agriculture grant.



David has been working in public transportation for 18 years. He led a project to create
Bozeman-Big Sky bus service in Montana www.Skylinebus.com WTI was selected with
North Dakota State University and Eastern Washington to lead the Small Urban, Rural and
Tribal Center on Mobility (SURTCOM). This is a University Transportation Center (UTC)
with funding from the USDOT to address transportation issues.



WTI takes a broad view of transportation including: winter maintenance, road ecology,
freight movement, and emergency incident response. When thinking about mobility, most
people think about the automobile. WTI has a broad view- bus, bikeshare, vanpools and
considers how these urban solutions may apply to small urban and rural areas.



Mobility is typically the 2nd largest expense to most people in the U.S. after housing, up to
50% of income combined for housing/mobility. With a high cost of living in Durango or
Bozeman, people move to outlying communities, not knowing the cost of their commute.
AAA 2017 average cost $7480 for a car driven 10,000 miles annually. What are other
options? Work, school, medical care- all require mobility. Quality of life suffers without
mobility.

Western Transportation Institute
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Are you a one percenter - most people use about 1% of their car’s capacity. We spend $7500
per year on a vehicle and only using 1% capacity. Does this make sense?

How do we provide mobility to SWCCOG residents?





Coordinate existing services, expand existing services, start new services
What is success? Providing a ride to a job for someone that didn’t have one before could be
success… What does success mean to this project? What is minimum service to provide
mobility?
Peter- success is relative. It is hard to compare apples to apples w/ transit. Every system has
its own characteristics and challenges. Durango system versus more regional systems differ.
Frequency is another challenge. When we increased frequency in dial a ride went from 650
rides to 16,000 for 10 hours of service. Safety is an issue as well. Durango to Ignacio - how
to handle later evening routes.

What issues are you trying to address with this project?









For employment- vanpool is low cost compared to fixed route transit
Sarah – curious about who riders are? Osprey has vanpools for 4-5 people from Durango to
Cortez daily. What are other trip purposes?
Matt - Employment, tourists in summer months Mesa Verde, medical.
Jason- focused on La Plata County medical trips. Pressure for door to door for medical and
some for employment. Some requests for Cortez area. Riders want to go from La Plata
County to Mancos. Accessibility to people w/ disabilities and seniors.
Kalisha - Does Durango offer different clinics than Cortez? She represents clients with
medial needs. Montezuma county has no pediatric. Medicaid clients must come to Durango.
Works both ways as far as clients needing to get to Cortez and Mancos. Valley wide health –
one of the only Medicaid providers before expansion. Frontier areas outside of Cortez – need
access to care.
Peter – wonders about ability to attract “choice” riders. Haven’t had financial oomph to
market. It takes about 40 minutes to drive and an hour on transit from Durango-Cortez.

Can you get to 3 round trips between Cortez and Durango- one in morning, noon and
afternoon?


Peter – Bayfield has 2, no funding for 3.

What existing services are here?
Define what resources are out there now. Roadrunner one-way service. What other providers are
there? Can you expand to public rather than specialized? A transit system will be more resilient
if it is not tied to one funding source. Can we implement something for a year and try it out?
Cortez – who is utilizing services and why? Colorado is challenging as a place where people
love vehicles.
Western Transportation Institute
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What are current statistics on available routes and how they bisect the area. What is defining
success? What is goal? Reduce carbon footprint or a service for disenfranchised people?










Daily medical trips from MoCo (Montezuma County) transit to Durango. There is an existing
last mile system in Cortez. Serving them could be greatest need. Nursing students from La
Plata must commute to Pueblo Community College east of Cortez.
Kalisha did scan of service in Montezuma county. Free and reduced lunch 51% (47% of
those are free). Role of public health -access to care for people with health disparities that
are accessing health services in La Plata county. From Kids Count- reliable data source. No
one from Montezuma CAB in room – need to talk to them. MoCo – could get ridership –
from Evan. Medicaid transportation – dead head. Talk to Mary Holiday – Montezuma
County transit manager. Start with info from Kalisha on inventory. Senior services in
Montezuma.
Jason DAV – daily trips for medical to La Plata
Peter- vanpools – did webinar a few years ago. Had 2 vanpool companies do PowerPoints.
May have been a vanpool that came from it- Hermosa to Durango. Modal shifts are tough.
Hospital foundation has said no to public transit funding to lots of people. Told Jason rates
are too high. Scheduling is challenging. People don’t know if they have transportation
benefits from Medicaid.
Mesa Verde – should service be provided to this location/destination.

Matt- DTR is putting together a development plan. Put projects on there over $250k – above and
beyond- outside of STIP. Looking for shelf-ready projects that could enhance transportation
system – not necessarily operating costs. Meeting on May 8th at 1:00-3:00 in this office, to draw
line of what projects are in and out. Important to get projects on list by end of this month. Ask
Matt, Jessica or DTR.
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