
     
 

Chapter 11 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
The development of an implementation plan for Teller County transportation improvements must 
take into consideration not only the real and perceived needs, but also the revenues anticipated 
to be available and the political reality of project and program level selection. 
 

Revenue Trends 
An evaluation was conducted of revenues received from 1996 to present.  This analysis looked 
at revenue for 28 discrete revenue sources to see the fluctuations and trends that have 
occurred in the recent past.  Within these 28 sources, there are generally two broad categories 
of funds based on how they can be used.  

 “General” Road and Bridge Fund Revenues  
These are funds from various sources, such as the County property tax mill levy and the State 
Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) that can be used for roadway maintenance and 
improvements at the discretion of the County.  Such activities encompass the full range of 
road and bridge functions, including snow removal, roadway maintenance, signs, 
administrative expenses, etc., as well as capital construction. 
 

 Grant/Project Restricted Funds 
These funds are awarded annually based on grant applications for specific projects, and can 
be used for capital construction only.  This would include reconstruction, resurfacing, 
chip/seal, safety improvements, etc. on eligible roadways. 
 

The sum of these two “types of revenue” is referred to as the Total R&B Fund Revenues. 
 
Since the grant program (including gaming impact grants and mineral impact grants) is a year to 
year request and award, it is not a guaranteed source of funds and the amount of funds can 
fluctuate significantly.  However, in the past three years (1999-2001), these funding sources 
have accounted for almost $1,740,000, or about 19% of all monies allocated for road and bridge 
expenditure.  These funds are an important part of the County’s ability to implement capital 
projects, and should be pursued vigorously in future years. 
 
In order to summarize historic revenue receipts, most of the revenue categories have been 
consolidated to simplify the presentation.  In general, in addition to the mining and gaming 
impact funds noted above, the three largest sources of funds are as follows: 

 General property taxes 
 Highway users tax fund (local share of state tax) 
 Gaming tax. 

 
These have been tracked separately in presenting the revenue summary in Table 21.  Total 
revenues have increased from $2,013,782 in 1996 to $3,332,271 in 2001.  This is primarily due 
to a significant increase in impact grant funds.  “General” road and bridge fund revenues have 
risen from $1,881,215 in 1996 to $2,732,271.  This increase of about 45% is primarily due to the 
influx of significantly more (over $420,000 more) Gaming Tax revenues in 2001 than were 
received in 1996.  Excluding these revenues, all other sources of general R&B revenues 
increased by only an average annual rate of 4.5%. 
 



     
 

In addition, when assessing the growth in the two most stable and significant sources of 
revenue (the General Fund and Highway Users Tax Fund), it should  
be noted that the two combined increased only at an annual average rate of 5.0% (or about 
4.5% compound rate for the five years). 

 
 

Table 21 
Teller County Transportation Plan 

Historical Revenue Receipts 
1996 – 2001 

 
Revenue 
Source 

 
1996 

 
1997 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

Property Tax $256,837 $343,835 $374,075 $414,672 $114,777 $287,565

Highway Users 
Fund 

$1,331,118 $1,446,926 $1,548,749 $1,615,128 $1,775,000 $1,700,000

Gaming Tax $56,637 $67,666 $88,461 $219,528 -0- $478,706

Impact Grants -0- -0- $62,406 $470,026 $419,408 $600,000
Other restricted 
funds 

$132,567 $20,140 -0- -0- $36,302 -0-

All other 
revenues 

$234,623 $288,730 $341,802 $455,577 $471,106 $266,000

Total R&B 
Revenues 

$2,013,782 $2,167,297 $2,415,493 $3,174,931 $2,816,593 $3,332,271

Less grant 
funds & other  
restricted funds 

$132,567 $20,140 $62,406 $470,026 $455,710 $600,000

“General” R&B 
Fund Revenues  

$1,881,215 $2,147,157 $2,353,087 $2,704,905 $2,110883 $2,732,2710

Revenue Projections 
In evaluating anticipated revenue increases for the future, past trends and indications can be a 
reference point, but other factors must be accounted for and considered in assessing future 
growth.  The Teller County Office of Finance evaluated these trends and other factors in 
developing future revenue projections for the next five years from 2002 through 2006.  Past 
2006, the TranSystems team developed three revenue scenarios that anticipated both slightly 
lower and slightly higher growth rates in order to get a bracket of revenue expectations under 
varying assumptions. 
 
Table 22 shows the reasonably anticipated annual revenue by year from 2002 through 2006 
based on a 3% growth rate per year compounded over the five year period.  Beyond 2006, three 
revenue growth scenarios have been developed, using compounded annual interest rates of 
2%, 3% and 4%, with the exception of grant funds (restricted revenues) on which a more 
conservative approach was taken.   For  



     
 

these funds, amounts ranging from $100,000 to $400,000 were assumed to reflect the potential 
volatility of these funding sources and the assumption that funding at higher levels during 
previous years will have addressed most of the needs on eligible roadways. 
 
By the year 2021, total annual R&B revenue will have increased from $3,432,239 in 2002 to 
between $4,362,000 and $6,013,000 depending on the growth scenario that occurs. Annual 
“General R&B revenue totals will have increased form $2,814,000 in 2002 to between 
$4,262,000 and $5,073,000.   
(All revenue dollar amounts are shown in current 2001 dollars.) 
 
 

Table 22 
Annual Revenue Projections 

Teller County Transportation Plan 
2002 – 2021 

($ in millions) 
 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2021 

Scenario 
1 

(2%) 

2021 
Scenario 

2 
(3%) 

2021 
Scenario 

3 
(4%) 

Total R&B 
Fund 

  
Revenues 

 
$3.432 

 
$3.535 

 
$3.641 

 
$3.751 

 
$3.863 

 
$4.362 

 
$5.185 

 
$6.103 

Grant/project  
Restricted 
revenues 

 
$.618 

 
$.637 

 
$.656 

 
$.675 

 
$.696 

 
$.100 

 
$.250 

 
$.400 

“General” 
R&B  

 
Fund 

Revenues 
 

 
$2.814 

 
$2.899 

 
$2.986 

 
$3.075 

 
$3.167 

 
$4.262 

 
$4.935 

 
$5.073 

 
 
Figure 15 shows the projected annual revenue changes graphically.   
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      Figure 15 
 
The total revenues anticipated to be generated during the 20-year period from 2002 – 2021 are 
shown in Table 23 and graphically in Figure 16. 



     
 

 
Table 23 

Projected Total Revenues Generated 2002 – 2021 
 

Revenue source Low Scenario Medium Scenario High Scenario 
“General” R&B 
Revenues 

$73.51 $78.35 $83.62 

Grant/Restricted 
Revenues 

$4.78 $7.03 $9.28 

Total R&B 
Revenues 

$78.29 $85.38 $92.90 

            



     
 

 
 Figure 16 
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Total revenues available for Teller County road and bridge projects could range between $78.29 
million and $92.90 million over the next 20 years, based on the assumptions for the three 
revenue scenarios developed.  Of those totals, approximately $5 to $9 million may be available 
from grant sources and can be applied to specific capital projects.  This is not anticipated to be 
adequate to deal with the increased traffic and road impacts due to gaming and mining 
activities, and will not keep up with deterioration of impacted roadways in the County. 
 
The balance of approximately $73 to $93 million will be available for “general” R&B 
maintenance and repairs.  The following section will compare projected revenue receipts to 
anticipated overall system needs based on the alternative level of service scenarios identified 
earlier in the report. 

Anticipated Roadway Needs 
The three level of service (LOS) alternatives developed for establishing desired performance of 
the transportation system are defined concisely as follows: 

 Medium LOS Scenario – This scenario was used as the basis for comparisons and 
contrasts.  It is generally defined as the current condition or level of service either in current 
policy or being provided by the County.  This is generally stated in terms of performance 
levels, indicated by time intervals, percents, or quantities. 

 Low LOS Scenario – This scenario reduces "easing of" the conditions and standards of 
all investment categories, while not allowing any components of the system to deteriorate to 
an unsafe condition.  The number, percent or time interval defining the service to be 
provided would increase to a level where cost savings could be anticipated but not to a point 
of neglect or hazard, although changes in condition and timeliness would be noticeable.  For 
overall planning of alternative evaluation, it was estimated that the overall reduction in costs 
would be about 15%. 

 High LOS Scenario – The levels of service provided under this option, and the overall 
conditions of the facilities, would improve over the current state if it was adopted and 



     
 

funded.  This would not provide an overly aggressive approach to service and facility 
improvement, but would result in noticeable enhancements to the system over time.  For 
overall planning of alternative evaluation, it was estimated that the overall cost increase that 
would be necessary would be approximately 25%. 

 
These scenarios are presented in more detail in Chapter 7. 
 
It is currently costing the County approximately $2,732,000 in “general” R&B funds to provide 
the current level of service on County maintained roads.  It is anticipated that the cost of 
maintenance and construction will increase between 5% and 8% over the future years.  Cost 
indices for these two types of roadway functions are highly volatile and will vary considerably 
based on the overall economy, degree of competition, availability of work and labor force, and 
many other factors.  In fact, the actual annual rates of increase over the past 20 to 30 years 
have ranged from 1 or 2 percent to over 20 percent. For purposes of this analysis, a rate of 
annual increase (compounded) of 6% has been assumed. 
 
Based on this assumption, a total of $109.27 million would be required over the 20 year period 
to maintain the existing roadway system at its  
current condition and level of service.  This condition state is the same as the performance 
objectives described in the Medium Level of Service scenario.  This total 20-year financial 
requirement, compared to the three revenue scenarios discussed previously, is shown 
graphically in Figure 17.  Costs over the 20-year period to meet the objectives identified in the 
Low and High Levels of Service scenarios total $91.993 and $139.976 million respectively.  
Even under the “high” revenue scenario, funding is still almost $8.5 million short of meeting the 
requirements called for in the Low Level of Service Scenario.  
 

Figure 17 
Projected Total “General” R&B Revenues and “Needs”  

2001 – 2021 
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Another view of this potential projected shortfall in revenues is shown on Figure 18.  This 
illustration shows the growing discrepancy between revenues and “needs” on a year-by-year 



     
 

basis compared to the likely revenue scenarios.  In the year 2021, the shortfall gap could be as 
much as $3 to $4 million. 

 
Figure 16 

Projected Revenues and “Needs” by Year 
2001 – 2021 
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Preferred and Recommended Levels of Service 
As described in Chapter 7, “Transportation Network Alternatives”, the preferred Level of Service 
(LOS) scenario is somewhat optimistic and total costs greatly exceed revenues anticipated to be 
available over the next five and twenty years.  Desired levels of service for general maintenance 
and operations were not too much different than that what currently exists and reflects a general 
level of satisfaction with value being received.   
 
The most significant departure of financial requirements to accommodate the desired level of 
service occurs in the area of capital improvement; the objective of taking gravel roads to hard 
surface when traffic volumes exceed 400 vehicles per day.  As noted in Chapter 8, meeting this 
level of service would cost approximately $1,840,000 today and an additional $5,083200 over 
the next twenty years to hard surface the 86.54 miles of gravel road carrying, or expected to 
carry, in excess of 400 vehicles per day.  This may have been partly caused by the fact that 
future traffic volumes had not been finalized at the time of the second round of public open 
houses, so no reasonable estimate of the number of miles involved was available.  Had the 
citizens been aware of the magnitude of this stated preference, it is quite likely that they would 
have opted for a higher traffic volume trigger. 
 
In order to begin the process of developing a realistic long-range plan grounded by the amount 
of revenues reasonably expected to be available, it is necessary to review the preferred levels 
of service and make adjustments as appropriate to reflect how the needs and conditions of the 
roadways can best be addressed within the projected revenue stream.   
 



     
 

Table 24 shows the preferred and recommended levels of service.  While there are minor 
adjustments to several of the investment categories, the major changes occur in the “gravel to 
hard surface” and dust suppressant categories.  
 
Rather than the 400 vehicles per day trigger expressed in the preferred level of service, it is 
recommended that a level of 800 vehicles per day be set as an objective under the financially 
constrained approach.  This would require about 2 miles to be hard surfaced now, with an 
additional 20 miles (approx.) becoming eligible over the next 20 years.  While some downward 
adjustments in even this lower level may be required in the Capital Improvement Program and 
the long-range plan due to financial limitations, it represents a reasonable objective to provide 
consistency and objectivity in the selection process.  
 
However, setting the threshold for hard surfacing a gravel road at 800 vehicles per day is not 
without its downside and raises some issues that should be considered.  Most sources 
contacted and documentation reviewed suggests that the most cost-effective level to move from 
gravel to hard surface is between 200 and 400 vehicles per day.  This is particularly true in 
areas when dust suppressant material is required to be applied, since repeat applications may 
be necessary and the maintenance required is increased.  It is quite likely that there will be an 
increased maintenance cost on those roads with traffic volumes of between 400 and 800 cars 
per day.  This has not been accounted for in the development of the proposed maintenance 
budgets, and additional reallocations within the R&B fund may be necessary to avoid reducing 
thelevel of service on these roadways.  
 
When considering the “dust suppressant” investment category, it should be noted that Colorado 
Air Pollution Control Division has established a regulation that all dirt/gravel roads in areas at-
risk for air quality non-attainment should be dust suppressed when the daily traffic volumes  
 
39 miles currently being treated, have a dust palliative applied this year.  This would cost an 
additional $213,500.  The recommended plan is to treat those roads exceeding 300 vehicles per 
day this year, which may be reachable with the current dust suppressant budget.  Teller County 
staff is now attempting to develop a program that will spread the 2001 budget to meet this 
objective.  Beginning in 2002, policy decisions will be required to determine if the 200 vehicle 
per day threshold will be applied and how funding will be adjusted to accommodate this 
requirement. 
 
The proportions of resources within the M&O budget should be realigned to provide a better mix 
and balance of activities tied to the preferences and priorities.  As shown in Table 25 the major 
shifts from current to Preferred and Recommended occur in the reduction of resources 
dedicated to Road Condition and the increasing emphasis on routine Summer Maintenance, 
Signs and Dust Suppressant.  This decrease in the level of effort dedicated to blading of gravel 
roadways can be more cost-effectively placed in the stabilization efforts on hard surfaced roads 
(filling pot holes, filling cracks, etc.), and in culvert, drainage, vegetation control, and other 
activities aimed at reducing the deterioration of gravel roads.  The Investment Category of 
“Gravel to Hard Surface” has been eliminated, as a maintenance function is included in the 
capital expenditures portion of the budget. 
 



     
 

Table 24 
Preferred and Recommended Levels of Service 
For Maintenance and Operations Activities 

 

Investment Category 
Preferred Levels of Service 
(Based on citizen preferences expressed at 
public open houses) 

Recommended Levels of Service 
(Constrained based on revenues expected 
to be available) 

Routine Winter Maintenance Plow all Arterials within 12 hours; all collectors 
within 24 hours; all locals within 48 hours 

Plow all Arterials within 12 hours; all collectors 
within 24 hours; all locals within 48 hours 

Routine Summer Maintenance Appropriate maintenance twice a year on arterials 
and collectors; once a year on locals 

Appropriate maintenance twice a year on 
arterials and collectors; once a year on locals 
– increased attention to drainage, slopes, 
vegetation within clear zones, etc. 

Roadway Surface Condition   
     Arterial At least 35% of miles in good condition; no more 

than 25% in poor condition 
At least 25% of miles in good condition; no 
more than 25% in poor condition 

     Collector At least 10% of miles in good condition; no more 
than 10% in poor condition 

At least 10% of miles in good condition; no 
more than 15% in poor condition 

     Local 0% of miles in good condition; no more than 10% 
of miles in poor condition 

0% of miles in good condition; no more than 
10% of miles in poor condition 

Roadway Surface Type 
  

     Gravel to Hard Surface All gravel roads with over 400 vehicles per day are 
eligible for upgrading to hard surface 

All gravel roads with over 800 vehicles per day 
are eligible for upgrading to hard surface 

     Dust suppressant All gravel roads with 200 or more vehicles per day  All gravel roads with 200 or more vehicles per 
day (based on funding constraints, initially get 
to 300 vehicles per day – an additional 
$213,500 will be needed to get to the 200 
vehicle trigger) 

Roadway Geometrics 
     Arterials At least 20% of miles in good condition; no more 

than 30% in poor condition 
At least 20% of miles in good condition; no 
more than 30% in poor condition 
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     Collectors At least 5% of miles in good condition; no more 
than 40% in poor condition 

At least 5% of miles in good condition; no 
more than 40% in poor condition 

     Locals 0 miles in good condition; 0 miles in poor 
condition; all roads appropriate to area 

0 miles in good condition; 0 miles in poor 
condition; all roads appropriate to area 

Signs 
100% of signs in compliance with MUTCD; no 
more than 35% in poor condition 

100% of signs in compliance with MUTCD; no 
more than 40% in poor condition 

Striping 
100% of miles of chip/seal and asphalt roads 
restriped annually 

100% of miles of chip/seal and asphalt roads 
restriped annually 

Guardrail 
Appropriate locations on arterial and collector 
roads with over 1000 vehicles per day 

Appropriate locations on arterial and collector 
roads with over 1000 vehicles per day 

  
 

 
 

Transit Services 
Provide only limited trips for essential purposes 
(accommodate approximately 5% of estimated trip 
demand – about half of today’s service) 

Maintain current level of service 

Trails/Bicycle Facilities Complete bike and trail program in 20 years.  No 
change in accommodation of bikes and peds on 
existing roadways 

Grant funds (non-R&B revenues) should be 
actively pursued and availability should dictate 
completion schedule.  A target of no more 
than 10 years for at least Priorities I and II 
should be established. 
Increased preference or tolerance for bikes 
and peds should be provided on existing 
roadways by implementing better grading and 
maintenance practices, establishing 
designated and signed bike routes, and 
implementing a “share the road” program  

Travel Demand Management Maintain current park and ride facility.  Use 
RIDEFINDERS locator services as is currently 
done 

Actively encourage ridesharing.  Assign 
coordinator to work with RIDEFINDERS, the 
mine and casinos on a periodic basis 
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Table 25 

Allocation of Funds to Maintenance Operations 
 

Current  
    Budget          Preferred     Recommended 
 
 
Winter Maintenance  41.1%  39.1%  39.1% 
 
Summer Maintenance  11.5%  15.3%  18.9% 
 
Road Condition   37.0%  32.5%  28.9% 
 
Signs     1.3%    2.2%     2.2% 
 
Dust Suppressant   4.9%     7.6%        7.6% 
 
Striping      2.2%     2.2%       2.2% 
 
Geometrics       0.7%         0.7%       0.7% 
 
Guard Rail      0.5%          0.4%                   0.4% 
 
Gravel to Hard Surface     0.8%               ----         ----   
 

Preferred Long-Range Plan 
The Preferred Long-Range Plan is developed in order to give a sense to the elected officials 
and citizens of Teller County of the overall magnitude of roadway and transportation needs in 
the County today and in the future.  Only by understanding and agreeing on the magnitude of 
infrastructure and resource needs can a strategic plan be developed to allow the County to 
address the needs at levels that are appropriate. 
 
In order to be reasonable, the plan must be grounded in performance objectives that are 
realistic and in expectations that are attainable.   Certainly, these “reasonable” levels of need 
and resources will vary from person to person, and will cover a broad spectrum of desired 
improvements.  For those reasons, it is important that the “preferred” levels of maintenance and 
improvement not be that of the consultant, the County staff or any other one individual or group.  
For this study, input was solicited form the citizens of Teller County in May 2001 at a series of 
public workshops and considerable advise was received on what those attending believed 
should be the future of transportation in Teller County. While these results are not statistically 
valid or scientific in their approach, it does provide a reasonably well-grounded foundation to 
express the expectation of the citizens for now and in the future.   
 

Roadways 
The Preferred Plan for roadways shown in Table 26 is an expression of these stated 
preferences.  It should be remembered that projections about the future are problematic at best.  
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Whether considering revenues, costs, availability of grant funds, or any other aspect of the Plan, 
those projections shown should be considered as order-of-magnitude revenues and 
expenditures and not absolutes.  For planning purposes, they give policy makers and citizens 
alike a sense of the probable future of transportation if additional revenues are not found. 
 
Table 26 shows the level of service definition for each investment category as well as the 
percent of the M&O budget that would be allocated to each.  The dollar expenditures that will be 
necessary for each investment category are shown for the years 2002 to 2006.  These 
expenditures, when added to the investment necessary for capital construction on high priority 
projects and the funding necessary to hard surface all roadways with over 400 vehicles per day 
would require about $3.256 million in 2002, increasing to over $4 million in 2006.  
 
Therefore, in order to maintain the preferred levels of service in the maintenance investment 
categories (essentially maintain the conditions that exist today) and to meet the expected capital 
improvement expectations on existing roadways, there would be a funding shortfall in today’s 
dollars of approximately $442,000 in 2002, increasing to over $850,000 in 2006.  The total 20-
year revenue shortfall could exceed $23 million over 20 years.  While a major portion of this 
shortfall could be attributed to capital improvement of roadways, the vast majority of the 
unfunded need will be in the M&O areas necessary to maintain the current levels of service.   
 
When assessing the total 20-year shortfall ($23.855 million), it should be noted that only $1.500 
million was assumed for capital construction from 2007 to 2021 , or $10,000 per year.  If this is 
not adequate, the shortfall would increase accordingly.  Grant/project funds are anticipated to 
continue past 2006, but at a reduced level. 

Alternate Modes 
The stated preferences that emerged from the public open houses and workshops reflected a 
less than ambitious approach to the development of alternative modes.  Summarized below are 
the Preferred Plan components for transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and travel demand 
management. 
 
Transit 
This would provide only limited trips for essential purposes (primarily medical) in order to 
accommodate approximately 5% of the transit trip demand identified in the Statewide Transit 
Needs and Benefits Study.  Current ridership on the existing service accommodates about 9% 
of transit demand in the County, so the “preferred” plan level of service would be about half of 
that currently provided. 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
The “preferred” approach calls for the completion of the bike and trails master plan over the next 20 
years.  In addition, there would be no improved accommodation for bicycles and pedestrians on the 
existing roadways.  Only non-road and bridge fund monies, such as outdoor or parks and recreation grants 
should be used to improve these facilities. 
 
Travel Demand Management 
The overall sentiment for the “preferred” approach was to maintain the current program levels for 
ridesharing and other TDM programs.  This currently involves maintaining the park and ride lot in 
Woodland Park and using the RIDEFINDERS carpool locator service provided by PPACG. 
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The overall fiscal impact of these levels of service would be minimal, and the expenditure of the Department of 
Transportation Road and Bridge Fund would be unaffected.  A slight reduction might be possible in general fund 
revenues allocated to transit services, but since most of these funds are used as “matching” funds for federal and state 
grants, the cost effectiveness of reducing these funds is questionable. 
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age 15 of 28 P

Investment 
Category 

Level of Service % of 
M&O 

Budget

M & O 
Budget 

2002

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007-2021 
Total $$

20-year 
Total 

Maintenance 
and 

Operations 

        

       

  

Winter 
Maintenance 

Plow arterials within 12 hours; 
collectors withing 24 

hours;locals within 48 hours

39.1% $0.969 $1.030 $1.092 $1.158
$1.228 

Summer 
Maintenance 

Appropriate maintenance twice 
a year on arterials and 

collectors; once a year on 
locals

15.3% $0.379       $0.403 $0.427 $0.453
$0.480 

Roadway 
Condition 

Arterials 35%good/25%poor; 
Collector 

10%good/10%poor;local 0 
good/10 poor

32.5% $0.805       $0.857 $0.908 $0.963
$1.021 

Geometrics Arterial 
20%good/30%poor;Collector 

5% good/40% poor; local 0 
good/0 poor

0.7% $0.017       

       

       

$0.018 $0.020 $0.021
$0.022 

Striping 100% of hard surface restriped 
annually

2.2% $0.055 $0.058 $0.061 $0.065
$0.069 

Signs 100% compliance; no more 
than 35% poor

2.2% $0.055 $0.058 $0.061 $0.065
$0.069 

Guard Rail Arterials & Collectors + 1000 
vehicles per day

0.4% $0.010       $0.011 $0.011 $0.012
$0.013 

Dust 
Suppressant 

All gravel roadways with 200 
or more vehicles per day

7.6% $0.188       

         

$0.200 $0.212  $0.225
$0.239 

  
 Sub-total for M&O  $2.478 $2.636 $2.794 $2.962 

$3.140 
$77.463  $91.473 

Capital 
Projects 

         

       

      

      

          

 

"General" 
Road and 

Bridge Funds 

 $0.410 $0.435 $0.460 $0.488
$0.517 

$1.500 

Gravel to Hard 
Surface 

All gravel roadways with 400 
or more vehicles per day 

 $0.368 $0.368 $0.368 $0.368
$0.368 

$5.083 

 Sub-Total for Road and 
Bridge Funds

 $3.256 $3.439 $3.622 $3.818
$4.025 

 

$84.046 

Grant/ Project 
Funds 

Funding is assumed to be 
available from sources outside 

R&B Fund

 $0.618 $0.637 $0.656 $0.675 
$0.696 

$3.750   
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Table 26   Preferred Long-Range Plan 



 

 

Recommended Long-Range Financially Constrained Plan 
Since reasonably anticipated revenues under current tax levels and grant programs are 
considerably less that the resources needed to implement the Preferred Plan, it is important to 
understand what the impacts on the transportation system will be if funding is not increased or 
new funding sources are not found.  In order to do so, a financially constrained plan has been 
developed to match desired expenditures with revenues actually anticipated to be available. 
 

Roadways 
Previous scenarios had shown that, in order to maintain the current level of service for M&O 
investment categories, Capital construction would be severely curtailed over the next five years 
and would disappear in 2007.  At that point, the M&O budget would begin to be impacted and 
would decease approximately 17% over the next 15 years.  No capital construction would be 
conducted during this period, resulting in accelerated deterioration for the primary County 
roadways. 
 
For that reason, the recommended plan under a program constrained by today’s revenue limits 
varies from this philosophy during the first five years (2002-2006).  As shown on Table 27, M&O 
expenditures are reduced from the amount necessary to meet today’s levels of service by 3% in 
2002, by 4% in 2003, by 5% in 2004, by 6% in 2005, and by 7% in 2006.  While this would result 
in an overall reduction in M&O resources of 5.1% over the five year period, it will allow some 
much needed repairs of a critical roadway link that is in poor condition and will deteriorated 
rapidly under existing traffic loads if not addressed soon.  In addition, it will allow the hard 
surfacing of approximately five miles of high volume gravel road.  While the impacts on the M&O 
budget is reasonably small in the next five years, this program would result in about a 30% 
reduction in the M&O budget over the 20 year period if no additional funds are obtained. 
 
In addition to the slightly reduced M&O budget totals recommended in the long-range plan, 
shifts in the levels if effort on selected investment categories are also proposed.  Winter 
maintenance is reduced from 41.1% to 39.1% to reflect the elimination of overhead that should 
no longer be necessary under the level of service proposed for this work activity. Additional 
reductions may be possible based on the new objective, but it will not be known until applying 
the new standard for the first year or two.  Another important shift involves the increase in level 
of effort for signing and dust suppressant that is necessary because of the need to meet 
standards and regulations. However, the most significant shift is in the reduction of work on road 
condition (primarily blading of gravel roads) from 37.0% to 28.9%, and placing more emphasis, 
from 11.5% to 18,9%, on routine summer maintenance, such as culverts, drainage ditches, 
vegetation control, watering and compacting, etc.  This will allow most gravel roadways to retain 
a better overall surface condition and ride quality and at the same time correct deficiencies that 
will contribute to road deterioration next year and beyond.  
 

Alternate Modes 
As with the roadway program, the alternate mode elements of the preferred plan were reviewed 
and considered in formulating the recommended financially constrained plan.  Adjustments were 
made based on current revenue sources for these programs, attention the Teller County goals 
for transportation, and the cost-effectiveness of certain limited improvements. 
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Transit  
Transit service is a vital component of the quality of life for certain citizens of Teller County.  
Much of the funding for this program comes from state and federal grants and the level of 
funding provided by the County is reasonable.  Considering that only 1 in 10 trips needed by 
citizens of Teller County is currently being accommodated, no reduction in service is 
recommended.  The financially constrained plan includes transit service to continue at the same 
level being provided today.  The Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments is conducting a 
Transit Development Program study to evaluate the needs and service requirements in the 
Region.  Teller County should participate in this study effort and evaluate the results to see if 
service modifications or expansions should be considered. 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian  
Since external grant funds (non-R&B revenues) will be used to fund the completion of the bike 
and trail program, grant funds should be actively pursued and availability should dictate the 
completion schedule.  A target of no more than 10 years should be established, at least for 
Priorities I and II of the Trails Master Plan should be established. 
In addition, increased preference and consideration for bikes and peds should be provided on 
existing roadways by implementing better grading and maintenance practices, establishing 
designated and signed bike routes, and implementing a “share the road” program.  This will 
benefit residents as well as providing more user-friendly facilities for the growing recreational 
and tourist market that is emerging. 
Finally, the County should consider the addition of shoulders on new and reconstructed hard-
surface roadways in order to improve safety to the motoring public as well as assisting the safer 
movement of bicycles.  However, this will add substantial costs to the roadway improvement 
program, so additional funds should be sought for these additions from non- road and bridge 
revenues.  If outside funds can be obtained, such improvements would be beneficial. 
 
Travel Demand Management  
The recommended level of service is consistent with the preferred plan recommendation for the 
continuation of current programs and facilities; i.e., maintaining the current park and ride lot in 
Woodland Park and continuing to utilize the existing RIDEFINDERS program provided by the 
PPACG.  
In addition, it is recommended that the County take a more active role in promoting and encouraging 
ridesharing.  Installing signs promoting the RIDEFINDERS telephone number and making available 
information on the service could do much to increase the visibility of the program. It is recommended that 
the County assign a “Rideshare Coordinator” on a part-time basis to work with RIDEFINDERS, the 
County offices, the mine and the casinos to understand and encourage carpooling.  This could have a 
noticeable impact on vehicle occupancy of workers commuting along TC 1 and SH 67. 
 
The recommendations of the financially constrained plan for these alternative modes would be minimal.  
The additional costs to be incurred would be the purchase and installation of signs for the bicycle program 
and the time of one staff person 4 to 8 hours a month to coordinated and promote the rideshare program. 
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Investment 
Category 
 Level of Service 

% of M&O 
Budget

M & O 
Budget 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
2007-2021 

Total $$
20-year 

Total 

Maintenance and Operations          

   

   

   

   
   
   

   

   

 

Winter 
Maintenance 

Plow arterials within 12 hours; collectors withing 
24 hours;locals within 48 hours 39.1% $ 0.940 $ 0.990  $  1.038  $1.089 $1.142 

Summer 
Maintenance 

Appropriate maintenance twice a year on 
arterials and collectors; once a year on locals 18.9% $ 0.454 $ 0.478  $  0.502  $0.526 $0.552 

Roadway 
Condition 

Arterials 35%good/25%poor; Collector 
10%good/10%poor;local 0 good/10 poor 28.9% $ 0.695 $ 0.731  $  0.768  $0.805 $0.843 

Geometrics Arterial 20%good/30%poor;Collector 5% 
good/40% poor; local 0 good/0 poor 0.7% $ 0.016 $ 0.018  $  0.019  $0.019 $0.020 

Striping 100% of hard surface restriped annually 2.2% $ 0.053 $ 0.056  $  0.058  $0.061 $0.064 
Signs 100% compliance; no more than 35% poor 2.2% $ 0.053 $ 0.056  $  0.058  $0.061 $0.064 
Guard Rail Arterials & Collectors + 1000 vehicles per day 

0.4% $ 0.010 $ 0.010  $  0.011  $0.011 $0.012 
Dust 
Suppressant 

All gravel roadways with 200 or more vehicles 
per day 7.6% $ 0.183 $ 0.192  $  0.202  $0.212  $0.223

 Sub-total for M&O 100.0% $ 2.404 $ 2.531  $  2.654  $2.784 $2.920 $      63.410  $   76.703 
  represents a 3%,4%,5%,6%,& 7% reduction respectively over level necessary for 2001 condition (5.1% total 5-year reduction)

Capital Projects          
         

  

      

    

 
          

    

    

  
"General" Road 
and Bridge 
Funds  

All of TC 42 (Lower Twin Rocks 
Road),  starting east from TC 1   $ 0.410 $ 0.368  $  0.067  $0.291 $0.094 

  
 
         $1.648

Gravel to Hard 
Surface 

Hard surface approximately 5 miles 
of gravel road 0.265  0.153  

 Sub-Total for Road and Bridge Funds 
 

 $ 2.814 
 

$ 2.899 
 

 $  2.986 
 

 $3.075 $3.167 $      63.410
 

  $   78.351 
  

Grant/ Project 
Funds   $ 0.618 $ 0.637  $  0.656  $0.675 $0.696 $        3.750  $     7.032 

 
 Total for Teller County Road Program 

 
 $ 3.432 
 

$ 3.536 
 

 $  3.642 
 

 $3.750 $3.863 $      67.160
 

  $   85.383 
  

 Revenue Anticipated 
 

  $ 3.432 
 

$ 3.536 
 

 $  3.642 
 

 $3.750 $3.863 $      67.160
 

  $   85.383 
  

 Funding Shortfall   -------  -------   -------  -------  -------  -------    ------  

Table 27  Recommended Long-Range Financially Constrained Plan 



 

 

 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
In order to plan for the short-term, a financially constrained five-year Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) has been developed.  Such a program focuses on the capital construction 
portion of the Teller County Department of Transportation budget, and provides more specificity 
on the projects to be selected and the appropriate phasing based on annual dollar availability.  
Projects have been selected based on the identification and prioritization process discussed in 
Chapter 8. 
 
Based on the maintenance and capital needs identified in the study, and the conflicting 
emphasis that can be placed on one or the other, two differing versions of CIPs were 
developed, each showing more preference to one type of work than the other.  These are: 

 Alternative 1 – developing a capital program that takes care of most of the most critical 
reconstruction needs over the next five years at he expense (an 18% reduction by 2006) of 
the maintenance activities. 

 Alternative 2 – maintaining the maintenance budget at the level necessary to sustain 
today’s levels of service at the expense (a 95% reduction by 2006) of the capital program, 
allowing only Lower Twin 1 Rocks Road from TC 1 to Upper Twin Rocks Road to be 
improved. 

 
Attached are Tables 28 and 29, which depict these two variations.  The capital improvement 
funds in the General R&B range from $922,000 to $2,310,000, a difference of $1,388,000.  
These funds are in addition to the $3,750,000 in gaming grant funds anticipated over the same 
period.  Under a financially constrained plan, expenses must balance with revenues, so 
reductions in program levels are necessary elsewhere. Therefore, the maintenance budget is 
reduced by the same amount as the general R&B capital program over the five years, and 
average of about $277,000 each year. 
 
The long-range plan recommended in the previous section also represents the recommended 
CIP.  The first five years of the recommended long-range plan contains $1,648,000 in capital 
improvement projects from general R&B funds, plus the $3,750,000 in gaming grant funds.  This 
would permit all of TC 42 Lower Twin Rocks Road) to be reconstructed and improved, TC 1 to 
be completed and five miles of high volume gravel roads to be hard surfaced.  This 
recommended CIP is shown in Table30. 
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Table 28- Capital Improvement Program - Alternative 1 

          
     2002 2003 2004 2005  2006
    

 
        

    
 

    

      
"General" Road and Bridge Revenue Anticipated  $       2.814 

  
$   2.899 

 
$   2.986 

 
$   3.075 

 
 $       3.16

 (based on 3% annual increase) 
  

Maintenance and Operations Budget 
 

  $       2.478 
 

$   2.636 
 

$   2.794 
 

$   2.962 
 

 $       3.14
 

Remaining for Capital Projects 
 

  $       0.327 
 

 $  0.263 
 

$   0.192 
 

$   0.113 
 

 $       0.02
 

Percent Reduction from 2001 Construction Level -20% -40% -58% -77%  -95%
          

         

 
   

      
          
          

 

Projects 
1 TC 42 Lower Twin Rocks Road (3 miles)  $       0.327 

 
$   0.263 

 
$   0.192 

 
$   0.063 

 
 

          TC 1 to Upper Twin Rocks Road 
2 Hard surface 1 mile of gravel road 

  
$   0.050 

 
 $       0.02

 

Grant/Project Funds Anticipated   $       0.618 $   0.637 $   0.656 $   0.675  $       0.696
     

         
   

     
Projects 

1 TC 1- US24 S. to Colorado Mtn. Estates(4 miles)  $       0.618 $   0.637 
2 TC 1 N. from end of 2001 project to Co. Mtn Estates (5 miles)  $   0.656 $   0.675  $       0.446
3 TC 1 Evergreen Station to Cripple Creek - resurfacing only(8 miles)

    
 

     
 

   $       0.25
 

Total Capital Program   $       0.945 $   0.900 $   0.848 $   0.788  $       0.72
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Table 29 Capital Improvement Program - Alternative 2 

     
    

 
        

 
    

       

  

        
         

   

  
  

    
      
          

 
    
         

   

 
    
          

 

2002
 

2003
 

2004
 

2005
 

 2006 
  

"General" Road and Bridge Revenue Anticipated  $   2.814 
 

$   2.899 
 

$   2.986 
 

$   3.075 
 

 $    3.167 
  (based on 3% annual increase) 

  
 Capital Projects Budget   $   0.410 $   0.435 $   0.460 $   0.488  $    0.517 

  (increased over 2001 budget @ 6%/year) 
   

Remaining for Maintenance and Operations Budget 
  

 $   2.404 
  

$   2.464 
 

$   2.526 
 

$   2.587 
 

 $    2.650 
 

Percent Reduction from 2001 M&O Level of Service 
  

-3% -7% -11% -14%  -18% 

Projects 
1 TC 42 Lower Twin Rocks Road (3 miles)  $   0.410 $   0.435 
2 Lower Twin Rocks Road - US 24 to Upper Twin Rocks Road  $    0.380 

 
$   0.328 

 
 

3 Hard surface 1 mile of Gravel Road $   0.080 
4 Hard Surface 2 miles of Gravel Road  $   0.160 

 
 

5 TC 25 Trout Creek Road-begin maint. To Blossom   0.332 
6 TC 22 - Rampart Range Road - Resurface 

   
0.185 

 

Grant/Project Funds Anticipated 
 

  $   0.618 
 

$   0.637 
 

$   0.656 
 

$   0.675 
 

 $    0.696 
 

Projects 
1 TC 1- US24 S. to Colorado Mtn. Estates(4 miles)  $   0.618 $0.637 
2 TC 1 N. from end of 2001 project to Co. Mtn Estates (5 miles)  $   0.656 

 
$0.675 

 
 $    0.446 

3 TC 1 Evergreen Station to Cripple Creek - resurfacing only(8 miles)
     

 $    0.250 
 

Total Capital Program   $   1.028 $   1.072 $   1.116 $   1.163  $    1.213 

Page 22 of 28 



 

 
Table 30 

Recommended Capital Improvement Program 
2002 - 2006 

(2001 dollars in millions)  

 

Teller County 
General R&B Funds 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total

1. All of TC 42 
(Lower Twin Rocks 
Road), starting east 
from TC 1 

$0,410 $0.368 $0.067 $0.291 $0.094 

2. Hard surface 
approximately 5 
miles of gravel road 

 $0.265 $0.153 

     Sub-total for 
R&B Funds 

$0.410 $0.368 $0.332 $0.291 $0.247 $1.648

   

Grant/Project Funds 
  

1. TC 1 – US 24 to 
Colorado Mountain 
Estates (4 miles) 

$0.618 $0.637  

2. TC 1 – North 
from the end of 
2001 project (north 
of Evergreen 
Station) to 
Colorado Mountain 
Estates (5 miles) 

 $0.656 $0.675 $0.446 

3. TC 1 – 
Evergreen Station 
to Cripple Creek – 
Resurfacing only (8 
miles) 

 $0.250 

      Sub-total for 
Grant Funds 

$0.618 $0.637 $0.656 $0.675 $0.696 $3.282

   
Total Teller 
County DOT 
Capital Program 

$1.028 $1.005 $0.988 $0.966 $0.943 $4.930

Funding Sources and Approaches 
Bonding 
Development impact fees 
Developer specific 
Increased allocation of County general property taxes to transportation 
Dedicated mill levy for transportation 
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Etc. 
 
 
 

 

 

Infrastructure Investment and Reporting 
The development and construction of public infrastructure by governmental entities 
throughout the nation over a long period of time have resulted in trillions of dollars of 
capital assets that are not reflected in the financial statements of the individual 
jurisdictions.  As a result, these assets are considered sunk costs whose only financial 
significance is the drain they represent on the maintenance budgets on the agencies.   
 
Infrastructure assets contribute significantly to the viability of the Teller County economy 
and its competitiveness.  With millions of dollars invested in the County’s infrastructure, 
Teller County is faced with the choice of preserving these key assets at a reasonable 
cost or deferring maintenance and having to prematurely replace them at a much higher 
cost. 
 
The infrastructure reporting requirements of the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board’s (GASB) Statement Number 34 have the potential to radically change 
infrastructure reporting requirements for states and local government.  GASB 34’s 
direction to require states and local governments to publicly account for the value and 
condition of infrastructure assets reflects the importance of these assets.  It also 
recognizes what maintenance personnel and managers have long known – that it is 
more cost-effective over the long-term to perform preventive maintenance on 
infrastructure than to defer maintenance and incur premature failure and replacement.  
 
GASB 34’s infrastructure reporting requirements will enable governmental entities that 
preserve their infrastructure assets to avoid having to report depreciation of these 
assets.  This will encourage public officials and infrastructure managers to focus more 
attention on asset maintenance and long-term preservation through appropriate asset 
management efforts.  This will, in turn, provide assurances to the general public that the 
agency is being responsive and accountable, thus building support for adequate funding 
to maintain the entity's assets.  Bond rating companies will begin to rely on GASB 34 
reporting to assess the financial condition of government borrowers and rate their bonds.  
These events will seriously influence how infrastructure funding is structured in the future 
relative to capital and maintenance efforts. 
 

Asset Management 
Essentially and simply, the GASB requirements are encouraging governmental entities 
to take a strong management approach to preserving assets and infrastructure.  Asset 
Management is a still-emerging concept in the roadway industry, but the concept 
provides a solid foundation from which to monitor and optimize the preservation, 
upgrading, and timely replacement of roadway assets through cost-effective 
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management and resource allocation decisions.  An Asset Management system 
decision-making framework must: 

 Be guided by performance goals; 
 Cover an extended period of time;  
 Consider economics as well as engineering;  
 Link user expectations for condition and performance with investment strategies;  
 Report on progress made toward achieving goals; and 
 Be flexible and adaptable to address changing trends and conditions. 

 
Although GASB 34 provides that a government may use any established depreciation 
method and identifies both straight-ling depreciation and condition-based depreciation as 
acceptable.  However, it stipulates that infrastructure assets that are a part of a network 
or subsystem of a network do not have to be depreciated if two distinct criteria are met: 

 If the government manages the infrastructure using an asset management 
system, and 

 
 
 

 If the government documents that the infrastructure assets are being preserved 
at, or above a condition level originally established for the assets.   

 
This alternative to the depreciation approach is known as the “modified approach” and is 
currently recommended for most public entities by almost all professional organizations 
and disciplines.  Notably, the American Public Works Administration supports the use of 
the “modified approach” for complying with GASB 34.  The policy statement is quoted 
below in part: 
  

“--- urges state and local governments to adopt the ‘modified approach’ to 
meeting GASB 34 requirements where feasible.” 
  
“APWA urges its members to develop close, cooperative, working relationships 
with appropriate financial and budget officials to develop reporting procedures 
that are useful management tools as well as effective reflections of their 
jurisdiction’s financial well-being.” 

 

GASB and Teller County Roadways 
 
This study was undertaken with the GASB 34 requirements in mind, and as a result of 
the work conducted and the framework established, it is recommended that Teller 
County and the Teller County DOT specifically, adopt the “modified approach” to GASB 
compliance.  
 
In order to implement this approach as it applies to transportation facilities, there are 
three components of the asset management system that must be put in place, and for 
which this study has prepared the framework and established the baseline.  These are: 
 

 Have an up-to-date inventory of assets (and keep it up to date) 
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 Perform condition assessments of the infrastructure assets regularly and 
summarize the results using a measurement scale.  GASB recommends such an 
inventory at least once every three years 

 Estimate the annual amount of resources to maintain and preserve the 
infrastructure assets at the condition level originally established for those assets  

 
While GASB has no enforcement authority or resources, governments in general are 
expected to follow GASB-approved standards in their financial accounting operations.  
Failure to do so can result in auditors filing qualified opinions regarding the adequacy of 
the government’s financial position, which can adversely impact their cost of borrowing.  
Summarized below are both the potential risks of non-compliance and the opportunities 
that can be generated through compliance. 
 
As these lists demonstrate, the potential consequences of GASB 34 can be more far-
reaching than merely achieving compliance with the Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principals.  They include significant reductions in long-term infrastructure costs, 
opportunities for innovative financing of asset management and infrastructure renewal, 
and use of reporting information to establish sound and useful spatial databases for 
decision making. 
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Risks of Non-Compliance 
 

 Constituent uncertainty regarding 
public officials’ stewardship over 
infrastructure assets 

 Lack of public accountability for the 
financial position of the government 

 Possible qualification for government 
annual financial statements by auditors 

 Possible reduction of government’s 
financial ratings due to uncertainty 
regarding its financial condition 

 Higher cost for the government to 
borrow money to support its programs 

 Reduced capability to provide public 
programs and services 

 Undermining of public and private 
confidence in the financial viability of the 
government and the financial management 
of its elected and appointed officials 

Opportunities from Compliance
 

 Demonstration of government 
accountability for its financial management 
related to infrastructure 

 Complete annual financial statements 
that conform to GAAP accounting 
standards 

 Significantly reduced life-cycle costs 
for infrastructure development and 
preservation 

 Increased constituent confidence and 
understanding of the needs for roadway 
improvement 

 Increased financial capability to 
support infrastructure and other public 
programs 

 Improved and more up-to-date 
information to assist policy makers in 
making investment and other funding 
decisions 

Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made with the intent of providing guidance as to the 
steps necessary to allocate funds and track progress consistent with the purpose and 
intent of this study.  This is essentially the framework of a Maintenance Management 
Program. 
 

 Track costs incurred in each identified investment category.  This will require the 
implementation of a simple reporting form from maintenance personnel regarding 
time spent on the various activities identified for each investment category.  This 
should be as simple and easy as possible consistent with the information required.  
Accounting practices will have to be initiated to allocate these personnel costs, as 
well as material and equipment, to the individual investment categories.  Additional 
breakdowns may be desirable in the future, such as breaking routine summer 
maintenance into, culverts repair, drainage, vegetation control, etc. 

 Conduct a condition inventory at least every two years and report results 
consistent with the measurement scales established for each category.  The same 
people using the same process and procedures should do this each time in order to 
get as consistent information over time as possible. 

 Funds and resources should be allocated and budgeted each year for each 
investment category, and should be tracked accordingly.  Results (changes in 
condition states) should be compared to the investment levels as the basis every two 
years following the condition inventory. Adjustments in the budget allocations can be 
made to balance the expenditure of funds with the progress toward reaching and 
maintaining the established performance objectives. 

Page 27 of 28 



 

 Budgeting could be done on a two-year cycle following each condition inventory, 
since modifications on a year-to-year basis could not be made on the basis of 
objective information.  This would also tend to provide some stability to the R&B 
budget and resources. 
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