
  
 

 Page 1  

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

Date:  February 13, 2019 

To:  Brian Welch, RTD 

  Doug Monroe, RTD 

From: Steven Marfitano, FHU 

 Holly Buck, FHU 

Re: Final Tier 2 Evaluation Results 

P u r po se 
This memo presents the findings from the Tier 2 evaluation process. A summary of the findings to-date and draft 
information about the ranking process was provided at the December 12, 2018 RTD Local Government Planning meeting. 
Following the meeting, several additional sensitivity model runs were executed to analyze the impact of reduced stop 
frequency and accounting for low line loads on certain routes by shortening the total BRT route length. At all times, the goal 
for the Tier 2 modeling evaluation has been to design BRT routes which optimize potential BRT ridership. Since the last 
meeting, the project team also received comments from agencies which resulted in a passenger-miles of travel metric 
being added to the ranking methodology. The remainder of this memo identifies the final ranking and evaluation 
methodology to move routes forward into Tier 3. 

T ie r  2  –  S co ri ng Me t ho dol og y 
The overall project goal is to identify top priority BRT corridors with the highest potential for the Federal Small Starts 
Program. To that end, the Tier 2 scoring methodology focused on evaluating each of the BRT corridors using the 2040 RTD 
Travel Demand Model with the goal of identifying routes with the highest potential. Three key metrics, which are in 
alignment with the Federal Small Starts application criteria, have been used to score each of the BRT corridors: 

• BRT Boardings per Revenue-Mile – This metric indicates the potential for a route to attract riders 
• BRT Passenger-Miles Traveled per Revenue-Mile – This metric indicates the potential to serve longer trips 
• Percent of Corridor that is Severely Congested – This metric focuses on routes where congestion is prevalent and a 

fixed guideway BRT would provide travel times more competitive with private auto 

To score, each of these metrics was analyzed to calculate the routes by 25 percentiles. The top 25% of Boardings per 
Revenue-Mile received a score of four and the lowest 25% received a score of one. The same procedure was followed using 
Passenger-Miles Traveled per Revenue-Mile and Percent of Corridor that is Severely Congested and the scores totaled.   

Figure 1 provides a map of the all the routes included in Tier 2; routes are numbered, generally, from the northwest to 
southeast across the region, starting with north/south oriented routes, then east/west oriented routes (e.g., Tier 2 – Route 1 
(T2-1)).   
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F i g u r e  1 :  T i e r  2  C a n d i d a t e  R o u t e s  
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T ie r  2  –  E v alu a ti on 
Figure 2 provides a plot showing the relative 
performance of each of the 29 routes. This plot 
displays the three performance metrics, with 
routes moving forward to Tier 3 indicated in 
dark blue. Routes with high Boardings per 
Revenue-Mile, high Passenger-Miles Traveled 
per Revenue-Mile, and more congestion 
generally scored the highest. 

 

 

F i g u r e  2 :  R o u t e  P e r f o r m a n c e  

 

Note:  Study does not include evaluation of SH 119 BRT or Colfax BRT service and therefore they are not included on this 
graphic.   

  

Colfax BRT and SH 119 BRT 

It should be noted that SH 119 between the cities of Boulder and 
Longmont and Colfax Avenue are two corridors that are currently 
planned for BRT service. Both are included in DRCOG’s 2040 Metro 
Vision Regional Transportation Plan and as such have not been 
included in this project evaluation. Both are also currently undergoing 
environmental review and preliminary engineering that will in part 
better define project costs. Accordingly, neither of these BRT projects 
is currently fully-funded. RTD has committed $30 million to the 
construction of SH 119 BRT and Denver’s bond program includes $55 
million for Colfax BRT construction.  
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Figure 3 displays the results of the scoring methodology, the relative score of each route is indicated after aggregating the 
quartile scores for each of the three performance metrics. The lowest possible score is three (bottom 25% of all three 
metrics) and the highest possible score is twelve (highest 25% of all three metrics). The goal for Tier 2 was to identify 10-20 
routes to move forward, this scoring methodology is moving 14 routes into Tier 3. 

F i g u r e  3 :  R o u t e  S c o r i n g  D e m o n s t r a t i o n  

Note:  Study does not include evaluation of SH 119 BRT or Colfax BRT service and therefore they are not included on this graphic.   

Figure 4 shows the result of the Tier 2 evaluation indicating routes moving forward in dark blue. Yellow and green routes on 
this map indicate existing and planned rapid transit projects throughout the region. The original 29 Tier 2 routes traveled 
through 41 local agencies, the 14 Tier 3 routes travel through 24 of those local agencies.  

Next, the fourteen routes identified for Tier 3 evaluation will be reviewed for feasibility and local support. Tier 3 will include 
a review of corridor right of way, local policies, and staff and elected official support. Agencies should expect further 
correspondence as we move forward. Note that the Regional BRT Feasibility Study will also include a list of promising BRT 
corridors that will not advance to Tier 3 but can still be considered for BRT investment. 

  



  
 

 Page 5  

F i g u r e  4 :  R o u t e s  M o v i n g  F o r w a r d  t o  T i e r  3  

 

Note:  Study does not include evaluation of SH 119 BRT or Colfax BRT service and therefore they are 
not included on this graphic.   
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