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'METRO TRANSPORTATION FINANCE:
CAN DENVER AVOID A HOLLOW CORE?

By Rex Reed

RIDING ON OTHER PEOPLE'S MONEY
Introduction by the Editors

Rapid, efficient movement of people and
goods 1is fundamental to the vitality
and prosperity of any metropolitan
area. Metro Denver faces growing pains
as it seeks to modernize an overcrowded
transportation system so that mobility
is more nearly equal for everyone and
costs are more directly allocated to
users.

Policy analyst Rex Reed argues that the
dozens of political units comprising
_Colorado's state capital region can
best achieve that objective by a) look-
ing beyond narrow self-interest to
seize cooperative advantage and b)
harnessing the revenue capacity of

(Continued on Page 2)

TOO MANY EYES ON THE SKY?
Foreword by Mark A. Emmert

History teaches us that the growth and
decline of cities are, in large part,
the result of transportation systems.
Cities that have capitalized on trans-
portation technologies, whether based
on water, land, or air, have flour-
ished. The metropolitan Denver area is
certainly no exception.

Many are now staking our economic
future on our geographic centrality and
a new airport. Ironically, while we
plan for a bright future as an interna-
tional transportation center, we are
—confronted with immediate local trans-
pgortation decisions that will dramati-

(Continued on Page 2)

THE SIBLING RIVALRY HEATS UP
By Rex Reed

Denver and its suburbs may be headed
for an unpleasant falling-out like the
biblical Joseph and his brothers.
Sibling rivalries can turn hostile when
one is perceived to wear the favored
coat of many colors. What are now man-
ageable differences between the needs
of Denver and other communities may
over the next few years grow into sub-
stantial conflicts.

In recent times, Denver has gone to the
metropolitan communities asking for
help 1in its pet projects. The conven-
tion center, airport, and the cultural
taxing district are several examples.
Some suburban officials have suggested
that in return Denver should loosen its
hammerlock on area water, but little
has occurred to change the water status
quo.

Denver continues to hoard its water be-
cause Tlittle is risked by doing so.

(Continued Page 3)

Reed's Estimate of Taxpayer Cost
To Divert One Rider
From Existing Roads

Beltway? Four cents.
Railway? Four dollars-plus.
Busway?  Seven dollars-plus.

See table on page 9.

Note: The Independence Issue Papers are published for educa tional purposes only, and the authors
speak for themselves. Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily representing the views of
the Independence Institute or as an attempt to influence any election or legislative action.



EDITORS: OTHER PEOPLE'S MONEY - Continued

individuals' preference for the automobile to help finance bus and rail routes
into the car-choked urban core.

OPM, other people's money, is one way to evaluate transportation alterna-
tives but not the only way. Motoring around the outer rim of the metro area on a
toll highway, Reed calculates, might cost as little as four cents per trip in OPM
tax subsidies, while zipping downtown from the Tech Center by train could cost
over four dollars in subsidy per trip -- and heading for the hub along any of seven
busway spokes could cost over seven dollars OPM per trip.

The trouble is, access to that hub is not optional: certainly not for the
people of Denver, but not for county dwellers in Adams, Arapahoe, Jefferson,
Boulder, and Douglas either, if they know their economic and cultural ABCs. No
great city can really survive, even at the edges, if it goes hollow or dead at
the center. Beltway/busway/railway are perhaps better seen as variable ingredients
of a mutually interdependent mix, than as stark alternatives in an all-or-nothing
conflict.

Financially, as Reed demonstrates, the mutual interdependence could prove
quite attractive if there is enough metro statesmanship to overcome both the
suburbs' suspicions and the core city's aloofness.

“Transportation planning is inherently political," the Rocky Mountain News
pointed out in an editorial last November 17. Metro Denver, the News added, must
beware "the mistaken belief that if we just took planning out of the hands of
politicians and gave it to 'professionals' we could cut through red tape and do
what needs to be done." Mobility politics were hot in the fall, when voters
accepted a vehicle tag fee to start planning E-470, and they have gotten hotter
this winter as a similar vote was debated for W-470 and the legislature has been
asked to create a Metropolitan Transportation Authority that would absorb both of
the latter entities along with the RTD bus system and the TCA rail plan,

Behind the political rhetoric and the jurisdictional horse-trading stand
some rather dramatic numbers -- ridership and vehicle-mile figures, subsidy price
tags, and metro demographic shifts. This issue paper provides a participant's (or
spectator's) data reference guide to the transportation debates of 1989 and beyond.

EMMERT: EYES ON THE 5KY - Continued

cally affect the economic health of Denver's central business district. Looking to
the sky, we may ignore the more mundane issues of moving our own people into and
around the metro area,

Rex Reed's research points out the potential impact of local transportation
decisions. He reminds us that the City of Denver and surrounding suburbs can be
differently influenced by transportation systems. What is good for downtown
Denver is not necessarily good for Aurora or Jefferson County. It is now the
case that more people commute from suburb to suburb rather than from the suburbs
to the central business district. Future transportation systems will either
promote this pattern or encourage mevement in and out of the city.
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This issue paper provides important grist for the public policy mill in the
major debates of 1989. Reed's analysis demonstrates the great expense of trans-
portation options currently under consideration and the need for carefully con-
sidered funding mechanisms. Additionally, he identifies the potential for Denver
and its neighbor communities to pursue self-interest at one another's cost.
Clearly, what is needed is a cooperative strategy. But, as is discussed here,
quick action must be taken before inertia takes over and we make crucial decisions
by default.

REED: SIBLING RIVALRY - Continued

Denver has been able to achieve many enviable goals at the expense of the sub-
urbs, and until the latter take a tougher negotiating stance, the core city will
naturally seek to push ahead with other projects while saving its "water chip."1

Success belongs to those who take the initiative, and Denver, in the absence
of suburban resistance, can hardly be expected to relinquish the initiative. The
next big item on the Queen City's wish list appears to be a suburban-subsidized
mass transit system.

Desire for Mass Transit

Denver's administration understands the need for mass transit.2 Unable to
annex new land, the City and County cannot look to raw real estate as its ticket
to economic development. As it sits landlocked in the center of the metro area, it
has to worry that the central business district (CBD) will be eclipsed by newer
commercial centers evolving in the suburbs. Transportation thus becomes crucial.

Unless Denver can provide faster and easier access to the CBD for workers,
shoppers, and entertainment-goers, downtown Denver may gradually lose its ability
to compete with suburban business centers. The fact that the heart of the metro
area could shift elsewhere and leave a gutted core is not lost on Denver officials.

Being a landlocked and already devel-
oped community, the core city knows that

building new roads to serve the CDB is CONTENTS: QUICK REFERENCE
prohibitively expensive. So the car is an
unlikely mode of moving more people in and Defiming Goshshe % 2098 Bhd 44 - 4
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must place on the CBD. Nor should it be
surprising that the suburbs view transpor-
tation differently.



The only transportation project that has evolved in the suburbs eschews the
focus on the CBD. Instead, it was developed to match today's dominant travel
pattern in the Denver metropolitan area. The largest number of trips in the
metro area is not between the suburbs and the CBD but instead between suburbs and
other suburbs.® Already, travel demand in the suburbs is growing faster than
in the center of the metro area. Consequently, the 470 beltway, which serves
suburb-to-suburb travel, is the transportation project of choice for Adams,
Arapahoe, Jefferson, Boulder, and Douglas Counties.

The beltway is also the project that best provides suburban access to the
new airport and the land development bonanza that will follow. Under Denver's
fixed guideway transit, all lines will lead to the CBD including the spur that
runs to the airport.5 Alternately, the beltway will provide the suburbs with a
direct link to the airport.

Each area, the hub and the ring, places high hopes and vast economic stakes
on its respective transportation vision. Those visions may appear competitive,

even mutually exclusive. But there is no reason why they have to be, In fact, a
mutually beneficial synergy may even be possible.

COSTS AND COMPARISONS

Tapping Metro Resources

Not only are the stakes high among transportation projects: so are the
costs. All three major transportation proposals for the metro area (rail, bus,
and beltway) will need to draw resources from almost the whole tax and economic
base of the metropolitan area.

Because the money needed to build any of the three proposals will have to
come from the entire area, an important standard of comparison is to ask which
plan can do the most for the entire area at the lowest cost.

The Background and Definition of Cost

If the need for mass transit and beltway can be traced to any one problem,
it would be today's highway congestion. At the beginning and the end of each
workday, thousands of cars pack onto a grid of streets, roads, and highways
overloaded with commuters. The average commuter already knows the costs of
congestion, but it bears repeating that crowded roads add to air pollution,
vehicle wear, road deterioration, stress-related health costs, and insurance
expense,

Reducing congestion and associated costs requires increasing the capacity of
the existing system or finding alternative methods of transportation. Consequently,
it is appropriate to talk of mass transit and new highways when discussing solutions
to congestion. Anytime someone would board an RTD bus, step on a TCA light-rail
car, or turn onto a beltway, it would diminish some of the pressure on the existing
grid.



Yet simply seeking a way to build all the major transportation projects cur-
rently under consideration would ignore the possibility that some systems are
more efficient than others. An important value in any mass transit or beltway
project is the cost associated with its ability to divert travel from the existing
metro area grid.

The term cost has many meanings. Politicians and analysts, attempting to
reduce (or induce) confusion, may throw around such terms as operating costs,
capital costs, total costs, public costs, and social costs.

But for the purposes of this paper, cost is equated to public subsidy -- all
expenses not covered by operating revenues. Operating revenues are those collec-
tions that users voluntarily exchange with a mass transit system or beltway for a
service provided. Examples are farebox collections, advertising revenues from
posters in buses or Tlight-rail cars, and vehicle tolls. Our question in the next
section, therefore, will be:

What is the subsidy, or burden on the taxpayer, needed to build and operate
a transportation system that will heTp reduce congestion found on the metro
area s existing roadway system?

RTD's Fastrack Proposal

Of the three proposed transportation projects, RTD's Fastrack (special bus
lanes added to existing roads and highways) is undoubtedly the most expensive,
both in absolute dollar costs and in costs per diversion, i.e., ride. Over the
first 20 years of Fastrack's projected 1ife, the average subsidy per ride will be
$7.47. That calculation is taken from RTD's own projections (see spreadsheets in
appendix, page 16). The total subsidy for RTD's Fastrack over the same time span
is-$3.4 billion, an average of $170 million per year.

If this entire subsidy were to be charged against RTD's existing sales tax
base, the $78 million in tax revenues experienced in 1986 would have to more than

trig1e.

Even if the burden were spread statewide (politically far-fetched, to say
the Teast), the Highway Users Tax Fund revenue performance of $427 million in
fiscal year 1987-88 would have to grow by 40% simply to finance the busway system.b

Such an illustration should help explain why it is impossible for a city

like Denver to singlehandedly finance mass transit proposals =-- and why it is a
staggering burden for even a metrowide system to collect that quantity of revenue.

TCA's Light Rail Proposal

Financing a 1ight rail system is an equally awesome task when viewed in per-
spective. Whereas the Fastrack proposal would fund seven transportation corridors,
the Transit Construction Authority's Final Report proposes a funding and construc-
tion scheme to build only one corridor./ That would run from the downtown central
business district south past the Denver Technological Center to Arapahoe Road,
with a spur running to Parker Road.




This one corridor will cost -- that is, need subsidies -- approximately one-
seventh of the Fastrack proposal or $457 million over 20 years. Although the
Final Report projects lower ridership in that corridor than RTD's proposal,8
TCA's cost per diversion is still somewhat less, $4.79. (See spreadsheets in the
appendix, page 18).

However, one has to be very careful about comparing TCA's $4.79 subsidy per
ride against RTD's subsidy because RTD includes debt service in its cost projections
while TCA does not include debt service. Unless TCA finances a light-rail system
on a pay-as-you-go basis, (which is very unlikely), its subsidy per ride will in
all likelihood be substantially higher.

Although the TCA proposal has a lower diversion cost than Fastrack, it still
is expensive and would drain a considerable amount of money from the metro area's
economy. For example, if RTD had to increase its sales tax levy to cover the TCA
rail line proposal, RTD would have to raise an additional $23 million a year.

Since RTD's actual sales tax collections in 1986 were about $78 million (1988 facts
and figures), this would require an increase in rates and/or base amounting to
nearly 30 percent.

Moreover, the additional $23 million per year subsidy would only serve one
corridor, give the community it serves a privilege denied less politically powerful
communities, and carry no more than 0.8 percent of the metro area's population.

In all -- a heavy price for a rather light return,

Federal Subsidies for Mass Transit

To meet the levels of subsidies outlined above would require an economic
drain far beyond the ability of Denver to carry. It has to look elsewhere for
the money. Some might be garnered from the federal government, but even that
source will not nearly cover all that is needed.

According to RTD projections, federal grants will meet only about ten percent
of their needs for Fastrack.? The TCA is more optimistic in their planning and
hope to garner between 25% and 28% of their capital needs through federal grants.

But note that unlike RTD's figures, TCA's calculations exclude operating costs

when projecting federal fund participation.l0 As a result, The percentage of federal
offset for TCA's total financial need is probably much lower than suggested above.

Bus or Rail: The Bottom Line

The foregoing analysis makes it clear that Denver is going to have to look
elsewhere for money to plan, build, and operate its transportation proposals.
Again, the suburbs are a likely target.

The 470 Beltway and Its Segments

History records a proposal to ring Denver with a highway in the 1930s. A
second proposal was made in the 1950s. More time passed, and Colorado's no-
growth attitudes in the 1970s finally killed the chance to begin a beltway with
federal interstate highway dollars during that decade.

b=



Now in the 1980s, the beltway dream is closer to reality than ever before,
yet its final form is uncertain. What is known is that the beltway will be a
toll road. That is the only way local governments, which instigated the project
in the absence of state or federal leadership, can afford to build the road.
Currently, only local officials in the Denver area are directing the beltway
project. As a result, unsurprisingly, no single entity is in charge of designing,
constructing, and operating the beltway. Rather, the completed ring will require
coordination among at Teast two entities and possibly three.

The E-470 Authority, a cooperative venture of local governments, controls
the design, financing, and construction of the beltway segment east of Interstate
Highway 25. The W-470 Authority, another intergovernmental co-op, oversees the
beltway in the metro area's northwest quadrant. In the southwest quadrant C-470,
a state freeway already partially built with federal and state money, is being
considered as the last segment of the beltway.

However, C-470 may be an unwilling partner in the beltway if that would
require conversion to a toll road. Area residents and officials are already
opposing the conversion.ll The Colorado Department of Highways, which owns and
maintains C-470, has yet to take an official position on the beltway and C-470's
contribution.

Beltway Financing

No single authority coordinates all beltway activity, but the two existing
authorities have explored the possibility of a single financing mechanism for the
entire beltway. A good source document is W-470 Highway Authority Plan of
Finance.12 1In that plan, both Option Three and Option Four propose a financing
mechanism that funds the entire beltway.

In contrast to RTD and TCA's transportation schemes, both options in the
Plan of Finance are self-liquidating and then some. That is, each approach would
generate more money than the beltway would consume. However, both options still
propose subsidies.

Option Three proposes a $10 registration fee for vehicles in the six-county
metro area and impact fees in the early years of beltway construction. That
subsidy is used to generate a quicker cash flow that will strengthen bond ratings
and accelerate construction schedules. In exchange, under this option, excess
tolls would be returned to the six counties in the later life of the beltway as
shared revenues.

Option Four assumes a much larger subsidy in the form of a $25 vehicle
registration fee and a $.06 per gallon fuel tax (both of which would be levied
throughout the six-county area now covered by RTD). This revenue stream would be
shared not only with the beltway but also with the core city's mass transit projects.
The considerable drain represented by sharing the subsidy with mass transit
projects does have an impact upon beltway financing. It doubles the beltway's
construction schedule. In turn, the longer construction time increases costs.

Total construction cost would increase 69%, and total accumulated debt would
increase 440%.



More significant to suburban local officials, the amount of shared revenue
sent back to the suburban governments under Option Four would be cut in half
and spread thinner over the years. Over time, participating governments could
find themselves foregoing some $2.6 billion in all.

Perhaps most daunting to local officials is the amount of subsidy which
their jurisdictions would be committed to raise under this option. Because
Option Four commits the beltway authorities, which are backed by suburban govern-
ments, to subsidizing mass transit, the total amount of fee- and tax-funded
subsidy they would need to pledge is thirty-fold larger than under Option Three.

Considered in the narrow fiscal and political context of suburban self-
interest, Option Four is obviously less attractive than Option Three. Yet it
does have the political advantage of buying the support of politically important
special interest groups, such as the mass-transit, clean-air, and environmental
groups, as well as the core-city political constituency.

Economically, Option Four may seem extravagant if not ludicrous. But politi-
cally, it is business as usual.

CHART COMPARING BELTWAY FINANCE
OPTIONS 3 AND 4

Percent
Point of Option Option Increase Increase
Comparison 3 4 (Decrease) (Decrease)
Car registration = 10 $ 25 $ 15 150%
Fuel tax = 0 .06 .06 N/A
Shared revenue going =
to participating =
governments (millions) = $ 5,508-a $ 2,865-b $(2,643) (48)%
Time to completion =
in years = 8 20 12 150%
Total debt over 30 =
years (millions) =G LR $ 4,645 $ 3,784 440%
Total construction =
cost (millions) = H] 5T $ 1,785 5 778 69%
Total required sub- =
sidy (millions) =% 114 $ 3,618 $ 3,504 3,079%

a - 22 years starting 1996
b - 30 years starting 1989

Beltway: The Bottom Line

Option Three is the most efficient use of subsidies to divert traffic from
the existing transportation grid. As such, it has the greatest potential to
reduce metro area congestion. Over the course of twenty years, its subsidy per



trip is $.04. (See spreadsheets in appendix, page 21). By 2010, conservative
estimates suggest it would will carry over 12% of the metro area highway vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). Each day, approximately 8% of the metro area's person-trips

would ride on the beltway. Annually, that would equal over 323 million person-trips.

COMPARISON OF MAJOR METRO TRANSPORTATION PROPQOSALS

% of 2010 Subsidies
Required Metro as % of

Subsidy Subsidy Area Total
in per Person- Project

System Millions Trip Trips Expenditure

RTD's Fastrack = $ 3,408 $7.47 0.78% 89.25%
TCA's Light Rail = Y a5y $4.79 0.25% 82.03%
470 Beltway = 5 iz $0.04 8.29% 4.11%

(using Option 3)
A GROWING CHALLENGE TO DENVER

As noted in the preceding section, Beltway Option Four appears best suited
for a strategy aimed at strengthening the metro area's overall transportation
system for both personal and collective modes of travel. Logically, Denver
should support that option. However, the core city may no longer have the luxury
to take anything for granted, including Option Four.

Fortunately for Denver, metro area residents still possess a collective
instinct that Denver is the uncontested economic engine of the metro area.
Denver would be well advised to capitalize on this perception without delay.
Although Denver has recently succeeded with the new airport, convention center,
and cultural tax, its continued success at tapping suburban resources is not

assured -- because of its declining relative weight in the metro area.

Denver's pre-eminence has fallen drastically in recent decades. Today,
the City and County is more an equal competitor with the other two powerful metro
counties: Arapahoe and Jefferson. This makes the timing of implementing a mass-
transit network -- using Denver as a hub with spokes radiating out into the
surrounding communities -- all the more urgent.

Denver's need to push for mass transit as quickly as possible is not idle
theory.  The city's economic, demographic, and political clout is waning.l3
As portrayed in Denver Regional Council of Government figures (see chart on next
page), Denver's weakening position in the area becomes plainly evident. In 1970,
Denver accounted for 63% of area retail sales. By 1984, that share was cut
almost in half; by then it was the surrounding counties that accounted for 64% of
retail sales.

The demographic strength of Denver is also diminishing. Since the 1920s,
Denver County's share of the metro population has been dropping. Since the 1950s,
it has been plummeting. In the 1980s, Denver County has experienced the slowest
growth among the area's six counties. Denver even experienced negative net
migration during much of the '80s. As a result, Jefferson and Arapahoe counties
are quickly gaining on Denver.

0.



The last two decades have also seen a turn-around in metro employment. In
1970, 65% of the area's jobs were in Denver. By 1984, the counties surrounding
Denver contained the majority of work environments with over 55% of metro area
jobs.

Personal income also followed the shift in populations and jobs. In 1970,
56% of the total metro area personal income was located in the non-Denver counties,
By 1984, that figure had grown to 72%.

Lastly, Denver's share of the area's assessed property valuation is shrinking.
In 1961, 62% of the area's assessed valuation was found in Denver County. By
1987, Denver could count only 35% of the four-county region's assessed valuation.

CHART COMPARING DENVER'S SHARE OF ECONOMIC
INDICATORS TO THE REMAINING METRO AREA

1961 1970 1984

e e e
Sales e s
Personal 14 1o Meyairs 41 &' €1 oo 51 Biggoiinde i Cogain
Incone e e
Enployment - Demvert = n/a = 65t - ask

- Otlerst et o1 a3 3 ggn il ST T
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Valuation  -eepshenew 91a £ Hggge Seliiat o iAT 66 2308

*as part of six-county metro area
** as part of four-county metro area

Whether using a four- or six-county metro area for comparison purposes, the
relative strength of Denver has been declining. Potentially, the privileges that
Denver enjoys as the premier county are threatened. It can no longer claim that
what benefits Denver will automatically benefit all. Jefferson and Arapahoe
counties have now grown in stature enough to claim that money they send to subsi-
dize Denver projects diminishes their own resources or, even more likely, makes
them forego their own beneficial projects.

If that realization has not yet dawned in Arapahoe or Jefferson counties, it
soon will, for the size and strength of those two counties make them very real
competitors to Denver. When that happens, many of the relationships Denver takes
for granted may abruptly end. Even the core city's grip on the Denver Water
Board will not necessarily be a saving grace. Over recent years, the suburbs
have gained control of a growing percentage of metro water. That is why there is
an urgency for Denver to lock in its mass transit projects now, by dealing for
the suburban subsidies necessary to make them a reality.
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RECOMMENDED STRATEGY FOR MASS TRANSIT (CORE CITY VIEWPOINT)

Of the three transportation projects that have realistic chances in the metro
area, only the 470 Beltway is persuasive on purely economic grounds. The beltway
will not only pay for itself but also generate surplus funds. (Even though the
Options 3 and 4 assume a subsidy from fees and fuel taxes to help bootstrap the
early construction outlays, that subsidy is more than offset by net toll revenues,
which in turn are paid out as revenue sharing under both options and also as a
mass transit payment under Option 4. See first chart on page 8.)

The other two projects, TCA rail and RTD busways, cannot meet a marketplace
justification, as they are money consumers that rely upon political hopes and
strategies to command the subsidies they need. Fortunately for Denver, two
circumstances exist that will improve the chances of finding the resources it
lacks to develop expanded mass transit.

This paper proposes that Denver maneuver to claim a portion of beltway re-
venues for its own and use them to subsidize mass transit which feeds into the
CBD. That is probably the only way by which mass-transit can be financed in the
metro area.

As noted earlier the idea of using beltway revenues to subsidize mass-transit
is currently under discussion among politicians, planners, and developers in the
form of W-470's Option Four. Over the course of 30 years, Option Four could generate
over $2.8 billion for mass transit (see first chart on page 8). While that is
not enough to pay for everything on the mass-transit wish 1ist, it would certainly
bridge the gap for RTD/TCA funding schemes that find themselves subsidy-short
from other sources.

The use of beltway revenues is a very real financing source; however, unless
Denver acts quickly, the political opportunity to draw upon those funds may
slam shut.

The Need to Act Before the Suburbs

Beltway Option Three, in contrast to Option Four, is the much more attractive
plan for the suburbs according to some criteria of cold jurisdictional self-interest.
It can be argued that every suburb will lose if Option Four is implemented. If
they all formed a bloc against Denver -- the only municipality or county seeing a
direct dollar benefit from Option Four -- the fate of mass-transit would be
sealed.

Under Option Three, all metro area governments, including Denver, would share
equally in $5.51 billion over 22 years. Under Option Four, those same governments
would share only $2.8 billion over 30 years because half the shared revenue would
first go to mass transit. Option Four has two ramifications. First, it reduces
the suburban shared revenue by one-half. Second, it delays completion of the
beltway and so hurts the suburbs' ability to benefit from the economic development
spreading out from the new airport.

Viewed from Colfax and Broadway, on the other hand, Option Four offers Denver
vast benefits at negligible cost and risk. Under that option, Denver does not have
to give up any asset in return, such as water. Denver does not have to risk any
more subsidy than will its neighboring counties; all would impose the same vehicle
registration fees and fuel taxes. If it could successfully Tobby for Option
Four, Denver would in essence receive something of inestimable value to its own
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community for a proportionately smaller risk than the risks borne by other
communities. That posture is the envy of many communities out to capture advan-
tages and economic gain. Will the city be able to cash in on it?

Time is Running Short

It is to Denver's advantage that many of the suburban communities sponsoring
the beltway still seem unaware of what they might potentially lose to the transit
projects favored by the CBD. To some extent, this has allowed Denver to put an
informal "first claim" on that money (figuratively similar to a prior appropriation
in Colorado's water vernacular.) And Denver politicians must feel lucky that the
suburbs have not asked for a resolution of the metrowide water question in return.

The suburbs could easily lock Denver out of the beltway revenue stream, or
they could insist on some kind of quid-pro-quo. Technically, Denver has no control
over the beltway process, and the suburbs are not required by law to give up any
of their funds. Yet as matters now stand, Denver has a good chance to participate
in the vast beltway revenues without exchanging anything of equal value. Those
revenues will for all intents and purposes be free, and from Denver's perspective,
the money if used to subsidize mass transit will be going to a good cause.

Thus Denver City officials would be well advised to press an agenda somewhat
as follows:

1. Lobby the state legislature to create a metrowide transportation authority.
This will allow them an avenue to tap into suburban resources.

2. Push for a governing board on the metrowide transportation authority
that favors the central city.

3. Insist that all the beltway projects come under the control of the
metrowide transportation authority.

4. Work to have Option Four adopted by the metrowide transportation authority
with the provision that half or more of the excess revenue generated by
the beltway be dedicated to mass transit projects.

The suburbs' self-interest, on the other hand, might well lead them to oppose
each of the above points -- or at least to seek a more balanced set of compromises.
Advantageous short-run politics for one side or the other does not always equate
beneficial long-run public policy for all sides inclusively.

CONCLUSION

Well into the 1990s, the metro area will continue to struggle with transporta
tion problems and investigate solutions. Metro residents will have to decide if
they will move ahead with the automobile, return to mass transit, or mix their
solution between the two.

It can be argued that the straightest path to building a better transportation
system in the future is to bet on the personal automobile. Political considerations,
however, may well override the economic efficiency of the car and secure a future
for mass transit.
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There 1s irony in the outlook for metrowide mass transit: success is linked to
the automobile. The funding needed to finance additional mass transit in the
Denver area will only come from some combination of levies against the automobile:
gas tax, vehicle registration fees, and beltway tolls. Of those, the most politi-
cally feasible is beltway revenues, yet the feasibility of beltway revenues is of
limited duration. Timely execution by Denver is needed to advance the political
teamwork and agreements permitting it to exploit that coveted "cash cow."

If Denver takes too much time, the suburbs (rightly or wrongly) may grow
Jjealous of their forsaken bonanza. Should that happen, the chance for mass
transit will dissolve. An even more interesting consequence is the possibility
that leadership in metrowide projects will shift from Denver to the surrounding
counties. If that should happen, the demise of metro mass transit may usher in
a new era of Denver history -- one in which Denver becomes no more than a
county among equals, perhaps a poor relation pitied by prosperous upstarts.

---------- Copyright © 1989 - Independence Institute - = = = = = = = - -

INDEPENDENCE INSTITUTE is a nonprofit, REX REED is a founding member of
nonpartisan Colorado think tank. It is the Independence Research Net-

governed by a statewide board of trustees
and holds a 501(c)(3) tax exemption from
the IRS. Its public policy research
focuses on local government effectiveness,
economic growth, education reform, and
equal opportunity.

PERMISSION TO REPRINT this paper in whole
or in part 1is hereby granted, provided
full credit is given to the Independence
Institute,

B e

work, specializing in budget re-
view for state and local govern-
ments. He was formerly a policy
analyst for the Colorado Center
and the Wisconsin Institute.
MARK EMMERT is an associate pro-
fessor of public administration
at the University of Colorado at
Denver and supervised Reed's
master's thesis at UCD, from
which this paper is adapted.

EDITOR of the Independence Issue
Paper Series is John K. Andrews,
Jr., president of the Institute.




(1)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)

(12)

(13)

Footnotes

Mayor Federico F. Pena and City Councilman T.J. "Ted" Hackworth, Letter

to Governor Roy Romer and 5State Senator Dave Wattenburg expressing their
concern with lack of interest in mass transit and requesting time to pre-
sent its case before the Metro Sub-group of the Colorado Governor's Trans-
portation Roundtable, letter dated August 9, 1988, on Mayor Pena's letter-
head, City and County of Denver, City and County Building, Denver, CO 80202.

Pena and Hackworth letter.

Transportation Committee, 2010 Regional Transportation Plan, Denver, CO:
Denver Regional Council of Gowvernments, adopted July 15, 1S987.

Transportation Committee, Mobility '85, Denver, CO: Denver Regional
Council of Governments, no date listed, p. 3.

Regional Transportation District, House Bill 1249 Implementation Program
Summary Report: Fastrack, Denver, CO: Regional Transportation District,
January 1988, p. 4, Figure 1.1.

and

Transit Construction Authority, Final Report, Denver, CO: Transit Con-
struction Authority, 11-28-88, p. 11.

Colorado Department of Highways, Overview of the Colorado Department of
#%ghways Fiscal Year 1987-1988, Denver, CO: 5tate of Colorado, January
8, pp. 34-39.

Final Report, pp. 3 & 10-47.

Final Report, pp. 54-55, Figure 0-3 & 0-4.

Fastrack, p. 12, Figure 2.3.

Final Report, pp. 62-6.

"E-470 Short $104 Million." Littleton Sentinel Independent, August 10,
1988, p. 6.

Board of Directors, W-470 Highway Authority Plan of Finance, Golden, CO:
W-470 Highway Authority, adopted 8-17-88, pp. 3-4f.

Denver Regional Council of Governments, Demographic and Economic Data
Series, 1970-1984, Denver, CO: Denver Regional Council of Governments,
June 19&b.

and

Denver Regional Council of Governments, 1987 Population and Household
Estimates, Denver, CO: Denver Regional Council of Governments, September

1987, pp 21-39.

Ay



Appendix

SPREADSHEETS ON MAJOR PROPOSALS
RTID. Fastrack Busways. . oo fienne el iy
o R A e e s . 18

470 Beltway Option Three. . . . . . . 21

Note on Sources and Methodology: Presented here is what the
editors believe to be the first apples/apples comparison of
the three projects' cost-efficiency in terms of subsidies
required per rider diverted from existing roads. The cal-
culations are based entirely on proponents' own published
figures; no estimates by the author were required. Light
rail operating costs were derived by applying TCA's stated
cost-recovery percentage for each route segment to the
Authority's anticipated revenue for that segment. Beltway
person-trips, yielding the four-cent diversion cost figure,
were derived by applying DRGOG's assumptions for average
trip length to W-470's projections of total vehicle-miles
travelled.
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RTD SUBSIDY PER RIDE REQUIRED EY "FASTRACK' PROPOSAL

Ysource: HE 1269 Implementation Program, Summary keport: Fastrack
by Regional Transportation District, January, 1988
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Concluded - from page 16

RTD SUBEIDY PER RIDE REGUIRED BY “FASTEACK® PROPGSAL
Ysource: HE 1265 Implementation Program, Suamary Report: Fastrack
by kegional Transportation District, Januvary, 1988
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TCA SUBSIDY PER RIDE {capital costs spread over 20 yzars from beginning of project)
Ysource: Transit Construction Authority November 78, 1968, Final Plan
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i AGSREGATE :

Continued - from page 18
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470 BELTWAY: SUBSIDY PER TRIP

source: W-470 Authority Plan for Finance, pp. 3a- 3f, dated: 8/10/88 and
DRCOG VMT projections for 2010.

Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled, by Year
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Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled, by Year
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INDEPENDENCE ISSUE PAPERS
AND OTHER PUBLICATIONS

{All Publications are $5.00 Unless Ciherwise Noted)

Economic Growth

Three Remedies for the Tax Drag on Colorado's
Economy

Should Colorado Taxpayers Impose Tougher Spending
Controls?

Interstate Banking: How Colorado Would Benefit

Plentiful Water through Market Forces

State Capitalism Won't Buy Real Growth

How Much Deregulation in Telecommunications?

Four-Siep Plan for State Income Tax Reform

Game Plan for Economic Development in Colorado

Fiscal Policies for Economic Growth in Colorado

Why Not an Economic Miracle for Colorado?

Education Reform

Curriculum Abuse: What Parents Can Do ($3.00)
Teacher Certification: Safeguards or Superstition? ($3.00)
How Union Contracts Block School Reform:
A Denver Case Study
Quality Checklist for Education Consumers
Colorado Policy Guide to Higher Education Governance
School Choice: Not Yet Real in Colorado's
Biggest District
What Excellence at What Price?
When Educating For World Affairs,
First Cover Home Base
Public Schools By Choice (Book, $7.00)
To Improve School Productivity,
Bid Out Instructional Services
Consumer Sovereignty in the Schools
What if Teachers Could Choose Their Schools?
Eener Schools Through Wider Choice
Classrooms for the Free Society
Public Schools of Choice
Educational Clinics: Rescue Plan for Dropouts
Home Education in Colorado
Globalism: Education or Indoctrination?
Selling the State School Lands -- A Cure for Massive, and
Chronic Underleasing

Equal Opportunity

Racial Quotas: Not the Solution to
Today's Civil Rights Problems
What Counties and Companies Can Do
About Welfare Dependency
Are Black and Hispanic Priorities Due for a Change?
What Justifies Reverse Discrimination in
Denver's Public Works Contracting?
Protecting Civil Rights Should Be an
Urgent Conservative Issue
Colorado Sourcebook on Equal Opportunity
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Metro and State Affairs

Just Say "No" to Centralized Water Planning

Limit Terms, Expand Democracy

Finding a Comfort Level --
Truth and Myth at Rocky Flais

Environmentalism and Privaie Property:
Adversaries or Allics? (53.00)

Drug Testing: Shaky Science May Nullily Good
Intentions (53.00)

Restoring The People's Voice in Air Quality
Planning

Look 1o Business, Not Government for a Better
Denver Airpont

Game Plan for the Denver World Trade Center

Metro Transportation Finance: Can Denver
Avoid a Hollow Core?

Privatization Primer

Private Prisons Now

Payroll Discipline Could Stretch Colorado's
Budget Dollar

The Monopoly Economics of Juvenile Custody

Clearing the Air on Carbon Monoxide

Build Two Forks for Us, Young Colorado
Argues

Fiscal Constitution Breaking Down in Colorada

Lotto's Losing Numbers

Contracting Out RTD Bus Routes 1o Privaie
Carriers

Financial Framework for Metro Cooperation

Leadership Realities for Metro Denver

Trimming the State Workforce Could Save
5215 Million

A Win-Win Solution for
Mertropolitan Cooperation

Put RTD on a Tax Diet

Can the Legislature Lead Colorado into the
199057

The World and Colorado
Helping the New Russia: A Primer for Donors
Better Thinking Better Government
Turmoil in Central America (Book, §7.00)
Independence Radio Commentary
Return of the Radio Conservatives (Book)
Eroadcasts a personal view [rom the right, left,
and middle on state issues...

every weekday at 7:12 am and 4:35 pm.

Independence Feature Syndicate

Thirteen Colorado newspaper subscribers print the Instituie's
ten syndicate writers either weekly or monthly. Through these
op-cd pieces, cilizens across the state arc informed on 2 wide
variety of state issues.
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