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RFTA Staff Responses to Comments Received  
on the  


Proposed Rio Grande Railroad Corridor Access Control Plan (ACP) Update 
 
 
City of Glenwood Springs Comments: 
 
 
1. ACP Comment:  Please inventory the segments of right-of-way obtained through the Federal 


Railroad Act in the 1800s and identify the adjoining property owners. This information would be 
valuable in evaluating alternatives to the rail banking approach to preserving the corridor. 


 
Response:  RFTA is in the process of identifying all of the adjoining property owners and evaluating 
whether there are any viable alternatives to "railbanking."  More information on this process will 
most likely be provided to the RFTA Board of Directors at the August 13th meeting 


 
2. ACP Comment:  Many culverts were placed by the Denver Rio Grande Railroad when the rail line 


was built. The City does not want to take jurisdiction or maintenance responsibility for any culvert 
constructed to benefit the railroad. 


 
Response:  RFTA would appreciate clarification of this comment.  If the City is referencing specific 
culverts, it would be helpful if the City could provide a list of them to RFTA.  If any of the culverts 
were installed as a part of an existing agreement, there should be a maintenance clause associated 
with the installation. For any new projects that require the installation of culverts for drainage, 
maintenance will be addressed and agreed upon as part of a maintenance agreement. 
 


3. ACP Comment:  The City does not believe that RFTA owns all of the land shown in the Ownership 
Atlas. In fact, the City holds the deed to the wye parcel in the downtown area. Other deeds grant the right of 
way for 7th Street. Other errors exist also. 


 
Response:  The survey of the railroad right of way performed by Farnsworth Group (FGI) depicts the 
boundaries of the Railroad Corridor conveyed to RFRHA. Limited ownership research was performed 
in a small number of select areas in an attempt to confirm the railroad's right of way boundaries. In 
the area of 7th Street, as well as other areas, there very well may be conflicting title interests that 
need further research and investigation; however, generally, the FGI survey established the 
boundaries of the Railroad Corridor that were included in the acquisition by RFRHA. In the 33 1/2 
miles of railroad corridor right of way, FGI is only aware of one incorrect boundary portion of the 
survey, i.e. the portion of the boundary that mistakenly included the Garfield County Court House.  
RFTA requests that the City provide any information it has regarding the existence of other potential 
survey errors or ownership conflicts. 
 


4. ACP Comment:  As the ACP impacts local land use (just like the State's ACP), it would seem the 
policy should be approved by IGA by each member entity.  This is the way CDOT's access control 
plan works. 
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Response:  The proposed update of the ACP can only be adopted by a unanimous vote of the RFTA 
Board members that represent the original constituent governments of RFRHA: Glenwood Springs, 
Carbondale, Eagle County, Basalt, Snowmass Village, Pitkin County and Aspen.    This very high 
threshold for adoption of the proposed update of the ACP will require total consensus and should 
generate considerable discussion, compromise, and collaboration, by and among all of the RFTA 
member governments.   RFTA believes the current process for adoption of the proposed ACP, as well 
as the impending update of the Corridor Comprehensive Plan should suffice and that a separate and 
duplicative IGA process is unnecessary 
 


5. ACP Comment:  Some of these policies dictate the ability of public agencies to approve and manage 
land development and zoning master plans that have been in place before this policy was 
developed.  It also interferes with growth and future potential tax revenue that public agencies and 
property owners are entitled to under zoning regulations and property rights. This document is 
draconian in nature and does not create a proactive environment to promote the best interests of 
RFTA or the agencies that ultimately make up the RFTA Board. It could create lawsuits and years of 
litigation for which RFTA claims it is not obligated to and will eventually be passed onto the public 
agencies that make up the RFTA Board. In my opinion, this document is a litigation nightmare that 
does not consider obligations, historical documents, and prior obligations that need to be honored. 
It does not consider property rights of homeowners or private citizens, or the privileges afforded to 
those property owners under zoning laws and policies. It does not acknowledge prescribed rights, or 
pre-exiting conditions that may reside within the easement and fee titles to land that may have 
existed before the railroad. It seems this document opens liability issues to RFTA and the public 
agencies that may have a detrimental effect to all the hard work that has gone into creating this 
transit agency. 


 
Response:  The Railroad Corridor is regulated by the federal Surface Transportation Board (STB) 
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) (interim trail use and preservation of corridor for possible future rail 
reactivation) and a series of STB decisions.  STB jurisdiction preempts state and local law that is in 
conflict.  See 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) and 49 U.S.C. 10501(b).   STB in general requires that interim trail 
managers preserve railroad Corridors for future rail reactivation.  The agency also takes the position 
that “railbanking” under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) requires that Corridors not be “severed” for rail purposes. 
RFTA accordingly must manage the Railroad Corridor in order to preserve it not only for its current 
recreational uses but also for possible future public transportation uses.  RFTA believes that the best 
way to ensure the protection of the contiguous railbanked Corridor is to manage it as though it is an 
active freight rail corridor, or as a corridor on which service has been discontinued, but which is 
being kept intact with a bona fide intent to preserve it for future rail reactivation.  RFTA’s 
management approach is based on long standing recommendations from legal and engineering 
advisors.   Therefore, RFTA does not agree that the ACP represents a litigation nightmare but, 
instead, views the ACP as simply restating commonly used principles in the railroad industry 
designed to protect the integrity of railroad corridors for railroad uses.  RFTA justifiably wouldn’t 
want to lose the contiguous Corridor because it underestimated the importance of protecting the 
Corridor for future freight rail reactivation.  However, RFTA understands that opinions differ as to 
the level of management controls necessary (particularly as it pertains to public crossings) to 
adequately protect the Corridor’s railbanked status. For that reason, RFTA is supportive of engaging 
in a collaborative effort with the City and Town of Carbondale to obtain guidance from the STB as to 
the level of management controls necessary to ensure preservation of the Corridor’s railbanked 
status.    With respect to prescribed rights or pre-existing conditions, Federal case law appears clear 
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that a railroad that acquires property under the 1875 Grant is entitled to exclusive possession of the 
entire width of the Corridor and that no prescriptive rights can be acquired against such property. 
 


6. ACP Comment:  In a review of the Design Standards, it appears that RFTA is asking jurisdictions and 
private parties that cross the Rail corridor to improve the Rail Classification from a Class III short line 
rail road to a Class I major carrier standard and Track Standard from a Class 2 standard (30 mph) to a 
Class 3 standard (60mph). This seems to conflict with RFTA’s stated goals of Corridor protection. It 
also would require RFTA or any new carrier that wanted to reestablish service on the line to re-
grade and reconfigure the horizontal curvature of the existing corridor and perhaps replace existing 
structures to meet the new standards. 


 
Response:  In RFTA’s view, the Design Guidelines don’t conflict with RFTA’s goal of corridor 
preservation.  Instead, they are intended to help assure that reactivation of freight rail service is 
feasible.  In addition to the standards governing the horizontal geometry and vertical clearances of 
the track alignment of freight railroad lines, the vertical geometry consists of two components, i.e. 
its profile and its vertical curves.  This seems to be the cause of most of the confusion about various 
standards. The profile and vertical curve standards that the railroad industry uses for freight 
railroads, to this day, are the same as laid out by A.M Wellington in 1887, and remain largely 
unchanged. Depending on the various railroad standards being used currently by the UPRR, BNSF, 
and other major railroad companies, you will see modifications to the allowable rate of grade 
change separated into either main (heavy haul) line or branch line criteria (occasionally railroads 
added a relaxed low speed yard or backtrack standard for switching, industrial or hump yard 
applications).  The RFTA Railroad Corridor was always considered as a branch line of the D&RGW 
Railroad, and that is what RFTA is maintaining as the standard.  There is nothing in the profile 
standard that UPRR, BNSF or RFTA uses that specifies either FRA Track Class or Railroad size class. 
RFTA holds the rate of change to be the branch line rate of change (RFTA Section 8, Part 4.0 for 
Branch line or speed under 40mph) to the same standard as UPRR or BNSF for branch line use.  
There is a vertical curve standard in the AREMA Manual (first printed 2012) that is less restrictive, 
but it is intended for transit (uniform lightweight cars of a similar size and similar center of gravity). 
That standard has yet to be adopted by any Class 1, 2 or 3 (sized) railroad in the United States or 
Canada, to the best of our knowledge. There has yet to be any rigorous dynamic testing or modelling 
for freight railroads using freight railroad dynamic forces with the 2012 AREMA vertical curve 
standard. Until that happens, and if the results are accepted by the major railroad companies, it is 
unlikely that that standard will be adopted for freight railroad use.  Until such time, RFTA also has 
refrained from adopting that 2012 transit standard. RFTA Standards hold to the freight railroad 
standard as opposed to light rail or the higher speed passenger rail standards because of RFTA’s 
NITU status for the Corridor. This standard is a Branch Line freight standard, which is the same as 
was used by the D&RGW RR. 
 


7. ACP Comment:  Page 4, paragraph 1 – RFTA states that parties seeking to cross RFTA’s corridor are 
admonished to consider whether the crossing is compatible with freight rail reactivation and 
commuter rail uses. 


 
Response:  As previously noted, STB, a federal agency, preemptively regulates the Railroad Corridor, 
with a concern that it be kept intact compatible with rail reactivation, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1247(d).  
RFTA will consider changing “admonish” to a term such as “advise” but all parties should recognize 
that RFTA must discharge its responsibility under the statute to preserve the Corridor for potential 
freight rail service reactivation.  In addition, the Railroad Corridor was originally acquired in part for 







4 
 


a future public transportation system.  RFTA is committed to working cooperatively with crossing 
sponsors to enable them to design and construct their crossings as economically as possible, while 
minimizing the potential for successful claims of severance, which could jeopardize the Corridor’s 
railbanked status and thus its availability for trail, open space, and future public transportation 
needs. 
 


8. ACP Comment:  Page 4  - "unencumbered by future financial burdens" In the event a rail carrier or 
shipper requests to have freight rail reactivated what is the criteria for reactivation by the STB and 
who pays for reactivation?  Has there ever been a case decided by the STB where the corridor has 
been determined to be severed because of the expense associated with reactivation?  A  December 
2014 STB Decision regarding a rail banked trail in Kirkland and King County Washington indicates 
that the railroad seeking to reestablish rail service on the trail must bear financial responsibility for 
reinstituting rail service, replacing track, etc., not the trail manager or trail sponsor. This STB 
Decision is attached.  If the STB has ever ruled that the trail manager or trail sponsor was 
responsible for upgrading the trail to a rail ready platform, RFTA should provide these STB decisions 
to demonstrate the risk. 


 
Response:  In response to the first question, i.e. (criteria for reactivation and who pays):  If RFTA 
(which holds the reactivation rights) sought to reactivate, STB case law indicates that the 
reactivation would be allowed as a matter of course.  If a hostile third party sought reactivation, 
then, the King County case indicates that the third party must have financial responsibility to pay for 
the cost of restoring track, ties, and acquiring the property interests of RFTA necessary to operate a 
railroad.  Please note, however, that STB precedent in Offers of Financial Assistance (49 USC 10904) 
and Feeder Line (49 USC 10907) forced sale scenarios tends to value rail easements at zero, and 
portions of this right of way appear to be based on the 1875 Act, which the Supreme Court recently 
held conveyed only an easement type interest.    
 
In response to the second question, i.e. (STB decisions on severance due to the cost of removal of 
obstructions placed by third parties with railbanker consent):    
 


In Roaring Fork Railroad Holding Authority – Abandonment Exemption – in Garfield, Eagle and 
Pitkin Counties, AB 547X, served May 21, 1999, Garfield County argued that CDOT had severed 
the Aspen Branch at Wingo Junction and Offer of Financial Assistance applicants Kulmer and 
Schumacher argued on the same basis that STB should grant emergency relief against RFRHA 
over the alleged severance. STB stated that “RFRHA “has acted appropriately to protect its 
interests and responsibilities by negotiating with CDOT a commitment to restore the track and 
to indemnify RFRHA at the conclusion of the project.”  Slip at 3-4.  At p. 4 footnote 9, STB said 
that “[t]he project contemplates a grade-separated crossing, in conjunction with projected light 
rail service or, upon reasonable request, freight service.”   
 


This decision indicates a means to defeat a claim of severance, i.e. a means to create a kind of “safe 
harbor” from a claim of severance.  In particular, it suggests that if the railbanker requires the party 
proposing a highway project or other use to restore the rail line in the event rail use is properly 
requested, and to indemnify the railbanker, then there is no severance.   The indemnifying entity 
here was CDOT, presumably not a judgment proof agency.  
 
If the owner of a railroad allows an obstruction that bars or impedes supplying rail service to a bona 
fide shipper, and the shipper demands service, the railroad (a) must embargo the line or it is liable 
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to pay the shipper's lost profits if it fails to provide the service, and (b) if it embargoes the line to 
avoid liability for lost profits, it is obligated to restore service or abandon the line (if STB is willing to 
authorize abandonment).   
 
When RFRHA originally acquired the Aspen Branch, it was an operating line of a railroad. In order to 
avoid liability for lost profits, RFRHA arranged to deliver a carload of beer for Orrison Distributing at 
Glenwood Springs.  The significant expense of doing so precipitated RFRHA’s effort to railbank the 
Aspen Branch.  16 USC 1247(d) treats railbanked corridors as equivalent to unabandoned corridors.  
It would follow that the rules applicable to inactive but unabandoned rail corridors apply to 
railbanked lines.  Accordingly, if a shipper sought reactivation and was prepared to pay for track 
restoration and required property interests (assuming the King County case applies), RFTA could 
face the choice of removing a very expensive obstruction, or abandoning the Corridor.  This problem 
would appear to be alleviated if the proponent of the costly obstruction agreed to assume all 
liability to remove it in the event of reactivation for rail purposes and had adequate resources to do 
so (consistent with the 1999 Garfield County case).   
 


9. ACP Comment:  Page 5 - Conservation Covenant- What happens when there are conflicts between 
the corridor preservation and conservation requirements? 


 
Response:  RFTA doesn’t believe there is a conflict between corridor preservation and the GOCO 
Agreement conservation requirements.  The Amended GOCO agreement in section 2.2 reads: "The 
parties agree and acknowledge that the Corridor was originally purchased and is held by RFRHA 
(now RFTA) in perpetuity not only for its Conservation Values and the construction and maintenance 
of a trail, but for the re-establishment of a mass transit system in the future."  it continues later in 
the section to read "Accordingly, RFRHA (now RFTA) shall be permitted to take all actions necessary 
with the STB and the State of Colorado, Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Public 
Utilities Commission (PUC), to ensure the continuing ability of RFRHA (now RFTA) to operate and 
manage the Corridor as a railroad.  It is not the intent of the parties to interfere with the legal rights 
and obligations of RFRHA (now RFTA) attendant to the operation of a mass transit corridor or the 
legal rights and obligations of tenants or grantees of easements upon the corridor, including the trail 
easement owned by the Board of County Commissioners of Pitkin County, Colorado, on the corridor 
within Pitkin County, provided however, to the extent reasonable and practicable the design criteria 
and operation of mass transit improvements and rail alignments shall consider and respect the 
Conservation Values of the Property and trail uses of the corridor." 
 


10. ACP Comment:  Page 6 – “unfunded and/or unaccounted for financial obligations.” As stated above, 
in the event a rail carrier or shipper requests to have freight rail reactivated what is the criteria for 
reactivation by the STB and who pays for reactivation?  Has there ever been a case decided by the 
STB where the corridor has been determined to be severed because of the expense associated with 
reactivation? 


 
Response:   Please see answer to number 8.    In all events, the absence of a case does not mean 
absence of a problem.  For example, it may mean that no one has yet created such a condition, 
much less brought such a condition to the agency’s attention.   
 


11. ACP Comment:  Pages 6 and 7, purpose of the policy – RFTA states three things:  “The policy seeks 
to ensure compliance with 16 U.S.C. 1247(d).” A copy is attached of what I believe is the most recent 
interpretation of this code by the STB (May 30, 2012). In reading the decision I believe RFTA takes a 
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very conservative, “no risk to RFTA” stance to the preservation of the corridor. RFTA should be 
asked to provide evidence (STB decisions) to support their claim of the risk of “financial severance”. 
In research done on other rail banked corridors in the United States, no other corridors had such an 
extreme policy for crossings. This research is attached.  The policy seeks to minimize new at grade 
crossings and consolidate existing at grade road crossings.  The policy seeks to avoid any future 
financial liability and cost to RFTA arising from third party use, including the expense of upgrading 
any existing or approved crossings of the rail corridor. 


 
Response:   As to the bona fide concern of RFTA about “financial severance,” see response to 8.  As 
noted there, Garfield County and OFA applicants argued exactly that as to Wingo Junction.  STB did 
not say there was no legitimate concern.  STB indicated that RFRHA had obligated Colorado DOT to 
restore the Corridor at CDOT expense in the event of rail reactivation.   It is appropriate for RFTA to 
act within the scope of existing decisions, for if STB determined the Corridor to have been severed 
by an action in which RFTA was complicit, the public would lose the contiguous Corridor for all the 
purposes for which it was acquired, including transportation, recreation, conservation and open 
space.  The public investment would be lost, and RFTA might incur additional financial liabilities.  As 
to the practices of other interim trail managers, it may be that due to local geography and 
population density, other railbanked corridors researched by the commenter simply do not have 
crossings or obstructions that raise potential severance issues.  In other instances, the trail 
managers may be acting in ignorance or may be misadvised.  In addition, RFTA notes that a number 
of the interim trail managers researched by the commenter indicated that they granted licenses (as 
opposed to easements) for crossings, and made them subject to the reactivation of freight rail 
service.  In the event of freight rail reactivation, these licenses contained language requiring the 
crossing sponsors to either remove or reconstruct the crossings if necessary.   Permanent easements 
could be problematic if the proposed crossings are incompatible with freight rail reactivation.  So 
far, the City has not indicated an ability to accept financial responsibility for rendering the crossing 
compatible with rail in the event of reactivation.    RFTA has been advised by its legal counsel that 
the construction of crossings that are incompatible with freight rail reactivation, which result in the 
accumulation of deferred costs to restore the Corridor to proper working order for a freight rail 
service, might lead to claims of severance which, if successful, could result in the loss of large 
segments of the contiguous Corridor consisting of federal land grant areas.    
 
In addition, the Corridor was purchased in order to preserve it for a future public transportation 
system.  It is important, therefore, for RFTA to keep the Corridor as free as possible from obstacles 
that might impair the efficient and safe operation of a future public transportation system.   
 
RFTA is committed to doing all it can to work with crossing sponsors to minimize their crossing costs 
to the maximum extent feasible, while ensuring that their crossings won’t jeopardize the Corridor’s 
railbanked status.  RFTA urges all crossing sponsors to consider other means in which RFTA may 
work with it to equitably defray costs for all concerned.   


 
12. ACP Comment:  Page 6, “Purpose and Intent”:  It is my understanding that the freight rail corridor 


may already be severed at Wingo Junction due to a bridge that cannot support freight rail activity. 
Isn’t RFTA tasked with maintaining all infrastructures required to support rail operations in the event 
that an entity wants to utilize this corridor for freight rail?  This document should also discuss the 
existing condition of the freight rail corridor and what steps are in place now to maintain the current 
rail status. 
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Response:  RFRHA (now RFTA) has an agreement in place with CDOT that obligates CDOT to 
reconstruct the Wingo Junction Railroad Crossing at the time that rail service is restored.  CDOT, as 
an investor in the acquisition of the Railroad Corridor ($3 million), has a financial interest in ensuring 
that the contiguous Railroad Corridor isn't lost due to a claim of severance.  In AB 547X, served May 
21, 1999, STB rejected Garfield County's claim that CDOT severed the Corridor at Wingo Junction, 
and also rejected Kulmer/Shoemaker’s request for emergency relief against CDOT, stating that 
RFRHA acted appropriately in requiring grade separation and indemnity by CDOT if rail service is 
restored.  Without a written agreement with CDOT assuring that the rail Corridor would be restored 
at Wingo Junction in the future, the STB might have ruled in favor of the County’s claim.  This 
example is instructive, because it indicates that claims of severance can arise when alterations to 
the Railroad Corridor are allowed that appear to be incompatible with freight rail reactivation.  
 


13. ACP Comment:  Page 8, paragraph 4 - The statement “The Surface Transportation Board (STB) has 
exclusive jurisdiction over transportation by rail, including rail-banked right of ways such as the 
railroad corridor.”  In STB decision 49 CFR Part 1152, it says, “ The STB’s role under the Trails Act is 
largely ministerial….The STB plays no part in the negotiations between trail sponsors and railroads, 
nor does it analyze, approve or set the terms or rail banking/interim trail use agreements… The 
Board does not “regulate activities over the actual trail, and has no involvement in the type, level or 
condition of the trail…” 


 
Response:  RFTA agrees that to date, STB has not attempted to regulate trails on a railbanked rail 
corridor.  Instead, STB focusses on rail reactivation.  The STB tends to view railbanking as simply a 
means to keep railroad corridors intact for future rail reactivation.  The agency’s regulations provide 
that interim trail use is subject to being cut off at any time for the reinstitution of rail service.  49 
C.F.R. §§1152.29(a)(3), (c)(2) & (d)(2).  A railbanked line is not abandoned, but rather remains part of 
the national rail system, albeit temporarily unused for railroad operations.  Consequently, if and 
when a railroad wishes to restore rail service on all or part of the property, it may request that the 
CITU/NITU be vacated to permit reactivation of the line for continued rail service.  E.g., Georgia 
Great Southern Division – Abandonment – between Albany and Dawson, AB 389 (Sub-no. 1X), 
served Feb. 2, 2004 (reactivation over the objections of interim trail manager).     Thus, although the 
STB does not regulate the trail, it does have power to require rail reactivation.  As to rail 
reactivation, STB case law indicates that although there is always a holder of the right to reactivate 
(the original abandoning railroad or its lawful transferee, in this case RFTA), an agency or a shipper 
request may result in a STB order of reactivation.  The STB in effect says it will monitor the discretion 
of those holding the right to reactivate and/or may order involuntary transfer of that right.  In this 
case RFTA is not only the NITU holder but it also holds the certificate for reactivation of the rail line.  
This is unique to RFTA and (with approval of voters in the region to assure an appropriate level of 
funding) it would allow RFTA to reinstitute a freight rail and/or a commuter rail system in the 
Roaring Fork Valley in an expeditious fashion. 


 
14. ACP Comment:  Page 8 - The ACP applies to the entirety of the corridor owned by RFTA. The City of 


Glenwood Springs owns a portion of the corridor as deeded to the City by RFTA.  Does RFTA intend 
that the ACP apply to the portion the City owns? 


 
Response:  As long as the UPRR’s exclusive freight rail easement exists in the Wye, RFTA believes 
this issue is moot.  RFTA will otherwise administer the ACP on its right of way in the Corridor.   
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15. ACP Comment:  Page 8 - Authority- Does approval of this policy by RFTA affect member 
jurisdiction’s ability to appear before the CPUC?  Should this policy be approved by every member 
jurisdiction to be effective? 


 
Response:  This policy does not affect a member jurisdiction’s ability to appear before the CPUC. 
RFTA, as the Railroad, would be notified by the CPUC of any applications affecting the Railroad 
Corridor and it would have an opportunity to support or oppose such applications. Regarding the 
need for the policy to be approved by every member jurisdiction, see RFTA’s response to Comment 
#4, above.  


 
16. ACP Comment:  Page 9, paragraph 2 – In this paragraph RFTA states that there is no intent to 


abrogate any easement, license, covenant or any other private agreement or restriction. This is 
contradicted by the following: Page 14, paragraph 1 – Failure to obtain approval from RFTA for a 
private crossing, failure to pay the license fee, or failure to comply with RFTA guidelines (requiring 
grade separation) may result in refusal to grant the license or termination of an existing license and 
removal of the crossing. Page 14, paragraph 4 – Licenses shall be specific to private individual 
landowners and entities and shall not run with the land, nor shall they be subject to assignment or 
transfer to another private party In other words, landowners cannot sell their properties without 
risk of losing their access. Landowners will be forced to negotiate with RFTA for a new license (and 
be required to meet their grade separation standards), or negotiate with adjoining property owners 
to consolidate an access point.  This policy could result in a taking of the private landowner’s home 
or property rights, if they could not afford to construct a grade separation of their access, or if the 
adjoining landowner refused to cooperate in consolidating the access point.  Page 17, paragraph 5 – 
“A change in use of an existing crossing may also result in the requirement to upgrade the crossing, 
or revocation/removal of the crossing and improvements.” “A change in use” is not defined, and 
could be anything RFTA chooses.  Closing of any crossing public or private should not be a decision 
made by RFTA staff. 


 
Response:  To the extent consistent with 49 USC 10501(b) and 16 USC 1247(d), this ACP is not 
intended to abrogate any existing easement. The licenses that RFTA has issued to adjacent property 
owners are the same agreements that the D&RGW, SPRR and the UPRR have used to license uses 
since the 1800's.  Maintenance and Improvements are addressed in the licenses and the language is 
consistent throughout all of the license documents.  If a rail service is restored in the Corridor, 
crossings along the entire Corridor may need to be evaluated to determine whether there might be 
alternatives for consolidation in order to enhance the safety and efficiency of the system.  RFTA 
would not have the ability to make needed modifications to crossings if it granted adjacent property 
owners easements instead of licenses and the easements did not contain language that allowed the 
modifications.  It is with a view to a future public transportation system that RFTA intends to 
continue offering adjacent property owners revocable licenses, which are the standard in the 
railroad industry.  RFTA will work cooperatively with adjacent property owners to ensure that they 
have access to their land, while maintaining the flexibility for RFTA to modify their crossings in the 
future, if necessary.  Issuing licenses for crossings of the Corridor is not considered a taking.  If a 
property owner refuses to sign a license agreement; however, RFTA would then be forced to 
exercise its rights under Colorado law to compel them to do so consistent with its obligation to 
maintain the railbanked status of the Corridor and comply with GOCO requirements.  Although it 
would be challenging to define or foresee every potential change of use that might trigger the 
requirement to upgrade a crossing, RFTA can attempt to provide some guidance in the proposed 
update of the ACP.  For example, a change from ingress/egress for a single family home or owner 
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occupied ranch to ingress/egress for a new housing development or a change from serving a 
residential use to a commercial use, may result in the requirement to upgrade the crossing.  If a 
jurisdiction approved additional commercial activity on an adjacent property that would increase 
vehicular traffic over an existing licensed crossing, RFTA might require the license holder to provide 
additional safety measures for trail users. 


 
17. ACP Comment:  Page 9, paragraph 4 – RFTA reserves the right to adopt amendments to this policy 


at any time.  This policy has broad effect on land use throughout the valley.  We suggest that this 
policy and all amendments have extensive public process and be adopted by the RFTA Board, as well 
as all member jurisdictions. 


 
Response:  RFTA will ensure that proposed amendments of the ACP are disseminated to the public, 
member jurisdictions, and CDOT, with sufficient time for review and comment.  Similar to the 
adoption of updates to the ACP and Comprehensive Plan, all amendments to the ACP must be 
adopted by a unanimous vote of the seven RFTA member jurisdictions that were the constituent 
members of RFTA.  Most likely, except in the event of an emergency, RFTA will provide for two 
readings of the proposed amendments prior to adoption. 
 


18. ACP Comment:  Page 10, Great Outdoor Colorado Requirements and locations defined. This section 
speaks of a spread sheet of violations or encroachments to the Rail Corridor. How have these 
encroachments been handled in the past? Have these encroachments been researched against case 
law involving prescribed rights? How does this affect encroachments that have been long standing 
without dispute? How are the encroachments written in areas where RFTA only has an easement?  
This seems like a very dangerous policy that may institute unnecessary litigation. Areas where RFTA 
only owns an easement, which does not adequately define the use of the land for a prescribed right 
such as rail, may not give RFTA the right to dictate encroachment. It does not reduce the right of the 
fee title holder to utilize that land for other uses that are not in conflict with the right of a single rail 
line. 


 
Response:  In 2001, RFTA assumed ownership of the Railroad Corridor from RFRHA, as well as the 
responsibility for managing the Conservation Covenant Areas included in the 2001 GOCO 
Agreement. To assist with this requirement, RFTA created a Covenant Enforcement Commission 
(CEC) consisting of representatives from each RFTA member government, a Pitkin County Open 
Space and Trails’ representative, and two at-large representatives living within the boundaries of the 
two counties that make up the nine Conservation Covenant Areas.  The CEC meets annually to 
assess RFTA’s compliance with GOCO requirements and to make recommendations to the RFTA 
Board regarding corrective action needed to adhere to the conservation values set forth in the 
GOCO Agreement.  RFTA retains a consultant to conduct a thorough annual inspection of the nine 
Conservation Covenant Areas to determine whether any potential violations exist.  The nine 
Conservation Covenant Areas consist of approximately 50% of the 34-mile long Railroad Corridor 
owned by RFTA.  RFTA also completes its own assessment of encroachments in the Conservation 
Covenant Areas and holds an annual meeting with the CEC to discuss the status of the previous 
year’s violations, any new violations that have been identified, and any other concerns associated 
with the Railroad Corridor.  The CEC makes recommendations to the RFTA Board of Directors 
regarding any remedial action that is needed and the Board directs staff to eliminate and/or license 
the violations.  Each year, RFTA provides GOCO with a letter outlining all violations and describing 
the plan for eliminating them.  The GOCO covenants are very restrictive and, over the years, RFTA 
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has eliminated or licensed multiple encroachment violations within the Railroad Corridor, both 
within and outside of the GOCO Conservation Covenant Areas.   
 
Federal case law appears clear that a railroad that acquires property under the 1875 Grant is 
entitled to exclusive possession of the entire width of the Corridor and that no prescriptive rights 
can be acquired against such property.   
 


19. ACP Comment:  Page 14, Private Encroachment: How will this be applicable if RFTA does not own 
the underlying fee of the property, and the easement is not specifically defined? 


 
Response:    To the extent the 1875 Grant Land is being referred to in this comment, the width of 
the railroad right of way is defined by the 1875 Act and the center line of the right of way is the track 
as originally constructed.  Please see the response to Comment #5, above. 


 
20. ACP Comment:  Page 14, Private Crossing Maintenance Responsibility: How can the access not run 


with the land?  If the owner dies or sells the land, then the access becomes null and void? If the 
access is denied, RFTA has just devalued the land and basically landlocked the land based on the 
sale. Is this legal in the State of Colorado? This could be looked at as a condemnation from a public 
agency and may not be a wise policy choice. 
 
Response:  Licenses by definition do not run with the land.  RFTA intends to issue, terminate, and 
reissue licenses to adjacent property owners in accordance with Colorado law, while maintaining the 
railbanked status of the Railroad Corridor and complying with the GOCO requirements.  RFTA 
possesses the ability, and sometimes has the need, to specify the location for accesses and to 
consolidate access points when feasible and reasonable.  RFTA does not allow a license to 
automatically transfer to a new owner, but it will provide a new license for a new property owner as 
part of the closing documents for acquisition of a parcel.  During the ACP comment period, a private 
property owner asked RFTA to add language to the ACP (regarding the issuance of crossing licenses 
to subsequent property owners) that reads "which approval will not be unreasonably withheld."  
RFTA will revise the proposed update of the ACP to include this language.  Many properties adjacent 
to the Railroad Corridor have changed ownership since rail was introduced into the valley and RFTA 
does not believe they have been devalued due to the need to obtain licenses from the railroad for 
their accesses.   
 


21. ACP Comment:  Page 15, paragraph 3 – Public Encroachment – An “encroachment” is any use of any 
portion of the railroad corridor without the permission of RFTA.  It is RFTA’s policy to treat any 
encroachment in a similar manner as a crossing and require a license for any encroachment. An 
unlicensed encroachment is a trespass and may be removed by the user, or it will be removed or 
blocked by RFTA at the user’s expense.”  While RFTA has yet to publish lists of the approved 
crossings, we believe there are a number of unlicensed utility crossings and potentially a road 
crossing (23rd, 8th Street, South Bridge). With this language, RFTA has the ability through their 
license process to require the City to grade separate any crossing (licensed or not) or block the 
access point at the City’s expense. 
 
Response:   When RFRHA acquired the Corridor in 1997, it developed  lists of existing approved uses 
of the Corridor (List A), tentatively approved new uses of the Corridor (List B), and  proposed new 
uses of the Corridor that were subject to approval in the future (List C). These lists will be 
incorporated as attachments to the updated ACP.  An update to this list, which  identifies all of the 
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current uses in the Corridor, i.e. crossings, encroachments, utilities, etc. will be developed in the 
future as time and resources allow.  Subsequently, RFTA will address removal of the encroachments 
that no longer serve a purpose, licensing of allowed encroachments, and requests for new uses of 
the Railroad Corridor.  Until RFTA is able to compile a complete inventory of the Railroad Corridor, 
updating the list of approved uses may be challenging.  However, if there are concerns about any 
potential current unlicensed City uses, RFTA can work with the City to inventory all of the existing 
uses and develop licenses for any uses that currently might not have licenses. 
 


22. ACP Comment:  Page 15 - Does approval of this agreement preclude a member from going to 
hearing at the PUC?  Should RFTA be requiring fully built rail crossings for a rail banked line when 
there is no plan for re-activation of any type or any funding in place? This seems to be a waste of 
public money and/or private money. 


 
Response:  RFTA's responsibility, as delegated by the jurisdictions that were the members of RFRHA, 
and that are now members of RFTA, is to preserve and protect the Railroad Corridor for a future 
public transportation system.  Railbanking is the mechanism that is currently preserving and 
protecting the contiguous Corridor, which is an asset of inestimable value. Railbanking requires RFTA 
to maintain the Corridor’s viability for future freight rail reactivation; therefore, RFTA must exercise 
caution in approving crossings or uses of the Corridor that could significantly impair, if not preclude, 
the Corridor’s suitability for reactivation of freight rail service.  RFTA has no intention of preventing 
CDOT or local jurisdictions from obtaining access over the Corridor, so long as such crossings don’t 
jeopardize RFTA’s ability to maintain the Corridor’s railbanked status, inasmuch as railbanking is the 
mechanism that keeps the contiguous Railroad Corridor intact.  The ACP does not preclude a 
jurisdiction from applying to the CPUC for a crossing; however, it would be best if these jurisdictions 
worked cooperatively with RFTA to design their crossings in a way that would  be compatible with 
freight rail reactivation, so that RFTA can support their CPUC applications.   
 


23. ACP Comment:  Page 15 - Public Encroachment- What enforcement authority does RFTA have? This 
policy will be very expensive to enforce. 


 
Response:  As a landowner, RFTA has the same rights to remove encroachments or sue for trespass 
as any other landowner and that is what it has done when it has faced this situation in the past.  As 
to the expense for enforcement, like any other business decision – a cost-benefit analysis of bringing 
a lawsuit must be carefully evaluated before engaging in litigation. 
 


24. ACP Page 16, paragraph 1 – RFTA has not included in the document their lists of permitted 
crossings, List A and List B. These lists were not provided so the lists cannot be reconciled with the 
City's crossings.  This should be done before any further consideration of the policy. 


 
Response:  The existing lists will be attached to the ACP and provided to the City and other 
interested parties. 
 


25. ACP Comment:  Page 16, paragraph 2 – Improvements.  RFTA states here that “Owners shall be 
responsible to improve and maintain existing crossings in conformity to applicable standards so as 
to allow and not impede freight rail reactivation.  (Improvements or maintenance can be triggered 
by the following):  General transit system improvements initiated by RFTA, RFTA determines that 
increased traffic over an existing crossing warrants improvements, Where improvements have been 
agreed to through RFTA’s License Agreement process.  This statement requires that RFTA be a part 
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of the City’s land use process. RFTA would need to review all new land use proposals to decide 
whether traffic had increased enough in their opinion to warrant imposing their grade separation 
standards on the City or the developer. In addition, any changes to a public crossing would require 
an updated application to the CPUC for review. 
 
RFTA offers no standard at which that determination might be made. (CDOT requires the City to 
submit land use applications to them to determine an adverse effect on the State Highway system. 
CDOT’s threshold is a 20% increase in volume at the intersection. CDOT can require new 
acceleration and deceleration lanes, a new signal or signal retiming. RFTA has stated that they would 
like to eliminate 50% of all existing at grade crossings (Design Standards – Section 5, paragraph 2). 
Grade separation of a roadway is a huge cost, roughly $5-$10 million in today’s dollars. In addition, 
RFTA through this section would have the ability to require an existing crossing (licensed or not) to 
meet their design standards with a “general transit system improvement.”  It is unclear what this 
means, and could be a simple as adding a bus stop. 


 
Response:  Crossings in existence when active rail service existed on the Corridor are presumably 
compatible with rail reactivation.  RFTA’s goal is to ensure that the condition of the Corridor at the 
time of the purchase is not allowed to deteriorate so that in the event freight or passenger service 
reactivation, significant modifications to existing crossings will be necessary.  In the interim, conflicts 
between vehicles and trail users could prompt RFTA and jurisdictions to jointly modify crossings to 
improve safety.   A change in use from a private crossing with minimal traffic, to a public crossing or 
a private crossing involving commercial uses and/or significantly higher volumes of traffic, might 
also prompt RFTA to seek safety improvements from crossing sponsors.  However, changes to 
existing crossings or proposed new crossings that adversely impact RFTA’s ability to maintain the 
Corridor’s railbanked status would engender significantly greater concern and reduce the likelihood 
that RFTA would be supportive of them.  Particularly in the case of proposed new public crossings, 
project sponsors would need to also obtain permission from the CPUC, whether or not rail is active 
in the Corridor.  Generally, RFTA plans to continue to allow at-grade crossings of the Corridor as long 
as there in no active rail service.  The implementation of active rail service in the Corridor could 
prompt RFTA to reevaluate the need for grade-separation of public crossings at certain locations.   
As far as establishing specific thresholds similar to CDOT’s that would potentially trigger the need to 
upgrade an at-grade crossing to a grade-separated crossing, RFTA will attempt to develop such 
guidelines and incorporate them into the proposed update of the ACP Design Guidelines and 
Standards.  Most likely these standards would be applied when rail is imminent or active.  As it 
relates to proposed new public crossings, the CPUC will determine whether the crossing should be 
at-grade or grade-separated and it could allocate the costs of any proposed crossing between the 
sponsor and RFTA.  There may be limits, though, on the amount, if any that could be properly be 
allocated to RFTA at this time under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d). 
  


26. ACP Comment:  Page 16, Existing Public Crossing: If a private crossing already exists, and does not 
have adequate safe crossing apparatus meeting current standards, and the replacement is not 
discussed in the current language of the crossing, it would stand to reason that RFTA may have a 
future financial obligation that it cannot write away in policy.  What is RFTA considering regarding 
public roadways that already cross the Corridor, but are not on the A, B, or C list?  There does not 
seem to be a crossing listed for 23rd Street although the City has built and paid for a rail crossing at 
this location for South Grand Avenue. How will RFTA handle this type of situation? Some parcels of 
land may have been platted or homesteaded and may predate the rights of the railroad.  Has a list 
been compiled of such properties? 







13 
 


 
Response:  It is possible that with the reintroduction of rail service in the Corridor that the rail 
project might need to bear a substantial portion of the cost to upgrade public or private crossings.  
The 23rd Street crossing at MP 361.73 is DOT #253718R, D&RGW Contract #27326 and, therefore, is 
licensed.  There is also a PUC Decision on this crossing; PUC Application #18466 (1961) plus Appl. 
23872/71005 (1966). Because this is an at-grade crossing, and rail is not active, RFTA does not 
foresee this crossing being a problem as far as preserving the Corridor’s railbanked status.   
 
Over time, as resources allow, RFTA will attempt to develop an inventory of adjacent property 
owners and, where uncertainty about ownership is identified, attempt to resolve these issues in a 
fair and equitable manner.  
 


27. ACP Comment:  Page 16, paragraph 12 - Crossing improvements and Maintenance of Existing 
Crossings:  Has each agreement been researched to verify this policy? Is this a sound policy if 
existing crossing documents are not concise? If the language already exists for the crossing and 
predates this document, how will RFTA handle these issues? 
 
Response:  RFTA’s crossing licenses contain language that was derived from licenses issued by the 
D&RGW and the Southern Pacific Transportation Company.  Maintenance of and improvements to 
private crossings are addressed consistently in RFTA’s licenses.  It has been RFTA’s experience that 
public crossings are typically maintained by the jurisdictions in which they are located.  In some 
instances, when tracks have not already been removed and/or paved over, RFTA might be asked to 
share the expense of maintaining the tracks.  Private crossings are a different matter.  Currently, 
there is a recreational trail located within the Corridor.  Where private crossings intersect and cross 
the trail, owners of the crossings are required to maintain their crossings to ensure that they are 
safe and not causing unwanted damage to the Corridor or the trail itself.  RFTA has been managing 
the trail for nearly 15 years and has not found this requirement to be a problem for licensees.  If rail 
is reactivated, changes to crossings may be required.  Where tracks have been removed or paved 
over, RFTA might need to bear the cost of repairing the crossings.  However, the cost of maintaining 
approaches to the crossings would typically be borne by jurisdictions if the crossings are public or by 
adjacent property owners if the crossings are private. 
 


28. ACP Comment:  Page 17, paragraph 4 – “All crossings shall meet the current minimum Design 
Guidelines and Standards adopted by RFTA… An owner may be required to upgrade an existing 
crossing that does not comply with the design standards, at no cost to RFTA, when freight or 
commuter rail activation takes place, a subdivision or site development is proposed, or when the 
crossing itself is proposed to be improved, realigned or reconstructed.”  As stated above, this 
statement requires RFTA to be included in the City’s land use decisions. It also allows RFTA to 
impose very costly improvements to both private and public landowners. The policy will require the 
City to involve RFTA in every new project, public or private on the west side of the City. 
 
Response:  Staff will be revisiting this language as it pertains to impacts on private property owners.  
The proposed ACP language, as written, provides RFTA with flexibility to make or to require 
improvements to existing crossings when rail service is restored, or when crossing sponsors propose 
new uses or changes to existing license agreements.  Regarding the Land Use comments, the 
Corridor Comprehensive Plans have envisioned that the City and other jurisdictions wishing to utilize 
the Railroad Corridor would include RFTA in their land use processes.  As it relates to the Corridor, 
RFTA should be considered a referral agency and impacts to the Railroad Corridor should be 
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mitigated to the greatest extent possible to ensure its ongoing preservation as a trail and/or a future 
public transportation Corridor. RFTA has no intention of usurping the sovereignty of local 
governments through which the Corridor passes, but as a landowner, RFTA should be consulted 
when it is anticipated that the Corridor will be impacted by projects proposed by others.  In 
addition, the Corridor holds a unique status, in that it  is regulated under 16 USC 1247(d), which 
preempts state and local law to the contrary, just as federal rail regulation preempts state and local 
law to the contrary. 


 
29. ACP Comment:  Page 17 - Design Guidelines and Standards "at no cost to RFTA." This may not be 


consistent with State policy as ruled on by the CPUC where cost allocations can be determined. 
 


Response:  RFTA agrees with this comment and the language will be revised in the next version of 
the proposed ACP update to acknowledge the CPUC’s role in allocating the cost of public crossings 
between the crossing sponsors and RFTA, within the limits of 16 U.S.C. 1247(d).  
 


30. ACP Comment Page 19 - This policy will likely cause lawsuits against RFTA at some point in the 
future.  Has RFTA considered the costs and negative impact on entity? 


 
Response:  The Aspen Branch Corridor was subject to considerable litigation before and after RFRHA 
acquired it.  RFTA believes that the way to avoid more litigation is to comply with 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) 
as interpreted by STB, and to comply with other applicable law.  If RFTA complies with 16 U.S.C. 
1247(d), then many claims against the Corridor might be preempted.  In addition, this approach 
preserves the contiguous Corridor intact for its current recreational uses and its future use as a 
public transportation Corridor.  The creation of unfunded obligations that might pose a significant 
impediment to freight rail reactivation could jeopardize RFTA’s ability to maintain the Corridor’s 
railbanked status.  Claims of severance could arise, which if upheld by the STB, could result in the 
potential loss of federal land grant areas that keep the contiguous Corridor intact.   The safest policy 
for RFTA, absent specific guidance about the types of actions that the STB would consider a 
severance of the Corridor, is to not allow crossings that would pose a physical barrier to freight rail 
reactivation or which result in the accumulation of unfunded obligations to repair or restore the 
Corridor in the future.   RFTA believes that it is instructive that In AB 547X, served May 21, 1999, the 
STB rejected Garfield County's claim that CDOT severed the Corridor at Wingo Junction, and also 
rejected Kulmer/Schumacher’s request for emergency relief against CDOT, stating:  


 
"In a third instance, it appears that a highway reconstruction project by CDOT has obstructed 
the rail line beyond Carbondale, CO, an obstruction that apparently will continue for some 
period of time. That portion of the railroad, however, has been under embargo for at least a 
decade, since before RFRHA acquired the line. RFRHA has no control over the highway project, 
but has acted appropriately to protect its interests and responsibilities by negotiating with 
CDOT a commitment to restore the track and to indemnify RFRHA at the conclusion of the 
project. We find that offerors have failed to allege any facts upon which emergency relief may 
be granted, and, therefore, deny such relief.”  
 


31. ACP Comment:  Page 19 - Does the STB look at the number of crossings to determine if a Corridor 
has been severed, or is financial cost to reestablish rail service considered when assessing the 
possibility of severance?  RFTA should demonstrate the threat of severance through current STB 
decisions regarding number of crossings or financial cost. 
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Response:  As indicated in the response to #30, above, the STB intervenes when claims of severance 
are made.  In the Wingo Junction example, the STB noted that the Railroad Corridor had been 
obstructed but it ruled against the claim of severance noting that “RFRHA had acted appropriately to 
protect its interests and responsibilities by negotiating with CDOT a commitment a commitment to 
restore the track and to indemnify RFRHA at the conclusion of the project.”  It can be inferred from 
the STB ruling that RFRHA’s “responsibilities” were to not to allow an obstruction for which there 
was no provision for removal and restoration of the Corridor so as to be compatible with freight rail 
reactivation. 
 


32. ACP Comment:  Page 19, paragraph 4 – “No new at grade crossings will be considered or permitted 
to serve any new parcels or lots, without consolidation or eliminating existing crossings elsewhere 
so that there are NO NET NEW CROSSINGS”  If this policy passes the RFTA Board, this statement 
would have a huge effect on future public projects. All crossings would need to be grade separated, 
at considerable cost. At this time the City is being required to grade separate South Bridge, at an 
additional cost of $4.5 million dollars. 14th Street Bridge would also need to be proposed as a grade 
separation. 
 
Response:  The redesign of South Bridge project allows the roadway to cross the Railroad Corridor 
at-grade by raising Highway 82 in order to create an interchange system.  RFTA will consider revising 
this language to make it clear that new at-grade crossings may be allowed depending on the 
circumstances.  RFTA will, however, continue to have a goal of minimizing new at-grade crossings 
and reducing existing at-grade crossings (most likely through consolidation).  Although RFTA may 
allow new public at-grade crossings, they must be safe for trail users, not jeopardize the Corridor’s 
railbanked status, and also be approved by the CPUC.   
 


33. ACP Comment:  Page 19, paragraph 5 – Denial of Private Crossing. RFTA retains the right to deny a 
private crossing request.  This provision does not affect the City as greatly as it does other 
jurisdictions. However, it does raise the same concerns mentioned above, in that this policy could be 
construed to be a taking of private property, and could subject RFTA and all of the member 
jurisdictions to lawsuit. 


 
Response:  RFTA has no intention of denying private crossings for frivolous reasons.  Because the 
Corridor has been in existence for over 100 years, the vast majority of properties adjacent to the 
Corridor already have approved accesses.  In the case of requests for new private crossings, RFTA 
should be able to establish the conditions surrounding such crossings, to ensure that they are safe 
and constructed to certain standards.  If an existing property owner that already has a crossing 
requests a new crossing, RFTA may make the approval of the new crossing contingent upon the 
abandonment of the old crossing.  If a property is subdivided and the owner requests a crossing for 
a new parcel, RFTA may require that the crossing be consolidated with an existing crossing in order 
to minimize the proliferation of crossings, which could impair the safe and efficient operation of a 
future rail system.   RFTA has been involved in only one Corridor-related lawsuit during the past 15 
years that it has managed the Corridor. This lawsuit was brought by RFTA against an adjacent 
property owner concerning an encroachment on the Corridor.  Ultimately, this lawsuit was favorably 
settled and the encroachment was removed. 


 
34. ACP Comment:  Page 20, “No new crossing will be permitted that could …, trail and other uses for 


which RFTA has obligated itself.” Reading this statement, it appears that RFTA is absolving itself 
from prior agreements. These agreements may not afford RFTA the freedom of breaking without the 
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agreement of both parties. Does this policy invite lawsuits for breeches in contracts for which RFTA 
and the public agencies that make up RFTA may be liable? 
 
Response:  RFTA does not intend to absolve itself from any prior agreements or commitments.  To 
the contrary, it is because of agreements entered into by RFRHA and its member jurisdictions (that 
were assigned to and assumed by RFTA) that RFTA is doing its best to maintain the Corridor’s 
railbanked status and to preserve the Corridor for a future public transportation system.  If there are 
specific prior agreements to which the City refers, please specify and/or provide copies of such 
agreements.  
 


35. ACP Comment:  Page 21, Approval Criteria, “1. Improvements shall not create a future financial 
obligation or physical obstruction to freight rail, commuter rail reactivation, trail use or other uses 
that RFTA has obligated itself;”  This language appears that RFTA is using this document to dissolve 
contractual obligations in previous agreements. If this is the case, this seems fiscally and 
managerially irresponsible to use this document to try and dissolve binding agreements. 


 
Response:  See response to comment #34, above. 
 


36. ACP Comment:  Page 22, paragraph 5 – Appeal process.  Angela Kincade and Mike Hermes will 
determine whether the crossing will be approved. If the applicant disagrees, they have 10 days to 
file an appeal with the Board. RFTA staff will then send the appeal to the Board with their 
recommendation for denial. The Board will then determine whether or not the appeal will be heard. 
If the board chooses to hear the appeal, the applicant then only has 10 minutes to make the case for 
a different decision.  This appeal process seems to be very limited for making large land use 
decisions. 


 
Response:  RFTA initially wished to ensure that there was an expeditious appeal process in order to 
avoid delay.   However, RFTA will revise the ACP appeals’ process to provide more time for appeals 
to be submitted and adjudicated.    
 


37. ACP Comment:  Page 24, Paragraph 2 – “RFTA reserves the right to deny or condition any and all 
licenses, permits or contracts for use of RFTA property not withstanding participation in a prior 
planning process.”  Here the RFTA policy asserts that RFTA has a higher land use authority than the 
local jurisdictions. 


 
Response: The agreements for management of the Railroad Corridor were put in place by all 
participating jurisdictions.  RFTA has been delegated the responsibility for complying with 
agreements that it inherited from RFRHA and for managing the Railroad Corridor according to the 
terms and conditions of those agreements.   The ACP asserts no land use authority over local 
jurisdictions.  However, local jurisdictions should not assume that they can cause or allow impacts to 
the Railroad Corridor that might jeopardize its railbanked status.  RFTA will work cooperatively with 
local jurisdictions to assist them in obtaining authorization for Corridor crossings.  The language in 
this paragraph is intended to inform others that merely because RFTA participates in planning 
meetings and processes involving other jurisdictions, it should not be assumed that RFTA has given 
its assent to proposed crossings and other uses of the Corridor.   
 


38. ACP Comment:  Page 24 - Financial responsibility. The CPUC allocations for crossings suggest the 
railroad may or should have partial responsibility for the cost of crossings. 







17 
 


 
Response:    The allocation of crossing costs will be decided on a case-by-case basis by the CPUC; 
however, if a proposed crossing could affect the railbanked status of the Corridor, the CPUC may not 
have jurisdiction either to grant the crossing or to allocate the costs of the crossing to the railroad. 
 


39. ACP Comment:  Page 24, Coordination and Development Review with Local Jurisdictions: In order 
for RFTA to be involved with the development review process, it would require adoption or an IGA 
with a local agency. The problem is that this policy prohibits development and in some cases may 
create reverse condemnation of properties based on the nature and wording of the document. If 
adopted, developers would spend a tremendous amount of money to get a project approved, and in 
the end, may not be able to develop because of the restrictive nature of the document. 


 
Response:  Nothing in this policy is intended to prohibit development or create inverse 
condemnation of properties.  RFTA has a responsibility to adhere to the agreements it inherited 
from RFRHA; to maintain the Corridor’s railbanked status and to preserve the Railroad Corridor for 
its primary use as a future public transportation Corridor and its secondary recreational and other 
public uses.  RFTA has an obligation to manage the rail Corridor in a responsible fashion and agrees 
that it needs to work cooperatively with the jurisdictions to develop a joint land use review process 
for projects that impact the Railroad Corridor.  Currently, RFTA is a referral agency for projects that 
impact the Railroad Corridor; however, RFTA doesn't always receive referrals in a timely manner and 
then it is forced to react after the fact instead of during the review process, which is not ideal.  RFTA 
wants to work in harmony with its jurisdictional partners to ensure that crossing sponsors develop 
the best and most affordable projects for all concerned, including RFTA.  Although the proposed 
update of the ACP may undergo additional revisions before it is adopted, RFTA believes that the 
updated ACP, when adopted, should help jurisdictions better understand RFTA’s crossing guidelines 
and constraints and ultimately assist them in getting their crossings approved more rapidly.  
 


40. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 1.1, paragraph 8 – “There may be current 
third party uses of the RFTA property that do not conform to these guidelines and standards…On a 
case by case basis, RFTA will endeavor to remove or ameliorate the non-conforming uses to the 
extent consistent with applicable contracts and legal requirements.”  The City has a number of 
crossings that do not meet the proposed RFTA standards. The City would be subject to removal or 
improvement of the crossings to meet RFTA standards, at the City’s cost. 


 
Response:  The statement in this Section and paragraph is generally accurate, but it should be 
clarified that it is referring to the time when rail returns to the Valley.  At that time, all of the 
existing crossings will need to be reviewed and some will undoubtedly need to be reconstructed, 
consolidated, or relocated, in order for rail to operate safely and efficiently.  RFTA recognizes that 
most of the costs associated with the reintroduction of rail will likely need to be included as a part of 
a future rail system.  In addition, the voters in the Valley will need to vote to support funding for a 
rail system.  In order to have the greatest potential for success at the polls, it would seem wise to 
limit the accumulation of unfunded costs that would be required to repair damage created by 
crossings that aren’t designed to be compatible with freight or commuter rail activation. Building 
and then having to remove a public crossing, instead of building it to accommodate a future rail 
system from the outset, could be considered wasteful and lead to an erosion of public support for 
the future commuter rail system.   
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41. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 1.2, paragraph 2 – “Railroads do not recognize 
private crossings unless permitted under a written agreement between the land owner and RFTA.  In 
this regard, to protect the Corridor, RFTA intends to act as if it were a railroad. No private crossings 
are permitted except pursuant to a written license agreement with RFTA, or a predecessor of RFTA.”  
As discussed above, this is another statement that will require private landowners to negotiate with 
RFTA for a 30 day revocable license agreement, and subject the property owner to the expense of a 
grade separated crossing. RFTA has also stated that no new private crossings will be allowed without 
consolidation. 


 
Response:  Because of its unique NITU/CITU status, and because the Corridor was purchased for a 
future public transportation corridor, RFTA manages the Corridor as a Railroad Corridor.  The ACP 
promotes a standardized approach to the management of existing private crossings and to the 
development of new private crossings of the Railroad Corridor.  If rail returned to the valley, RFTA 
would need to ensure that all crossings of the Corridor, whether public or private, were safe.  In 
some cases, RFTA would need to work with private property owners to consolidate or realign their 
crossings.  As part of that process, RFTA anticipates that the majority of costs would be borne by the 
rail project; although the private property owner could incur some costs associated with approaches 
to the crossings.  They might also need to agree to the relocation or consolidation of their crossings.  
The need to manage private crossings in this way is not new, nor was it created by RFTA but, rather, 
it was created by RFTA’s predecessor RFRHA. RFTA is a public agency and it will require public 
support in order to develop a future rail system; therefore, RFTA plans to continue working 
cooperatively with private property owners.  
 
Having a 30-day revocable license, the standard that railroads use, has not been a problem in the 
past.  This potential problem appears to be theoretical and contrary to history.  While RFTA is 
amenable to extending the revocation time frame for legitimate cause, RFTA, as the owner of the 
Corridor, has the responsibility for preserving the potential for future rail operations, as well as 
protecting current and future trail users from safety issues created by others. The licensing process 
and Design Guidelines and Standards are tools that RFTA uses to help protect the public, the 
Corridor, and RFTA. This system is similar to the ones railroads historically have employed as a 
means of managing safety and risk.  Finally, it is RFTA understanding that the rail industry uses 30-
day terminable licenses in order to ensure that federal regulatory authorities do not view some non-
rail use an illegal de facto abandonment or unreasonable burden on rail service. 
 


42. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 1.2, paragraph 3 – “Railroads traditionally 
allowed private crossings with a 30 day terminable license. In order to protect the corridor in a 
fashion compatible with rail reactivation, RFTA intends to continue that practice.”  
Continued…“Adjoining landowners are admonished that sales of real property adjacent to the 
RFTA’s right of way corridor do not imply that the successor in interest to the adjoining landowner 
shall have a right to cross the railroad corridor. Failure to acquire a license 
agreement/contract/permit with RFTA may result in denial/revocation or removal of the private 
crossing. Change in use of the crossing may also result in the requirement to upgrade the crossing 
improvements, or revocation/removal of the crossing and improvements.”  This provision is so 
onerous that it may be construed to be a taking of private property rights.  As stated above, at a 
minimum, landowners seeking to establish or reestablish access to their homes and land would first 
be forced to negotiate with their neighbor for consolidation, and then second be forced to grade 
separate a crossing to freight rail standards. 
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Response:  This language is standard language used by railroads to protect their ability to safely 
operate within their railroad Corridors.  This language already exists in the license agreements that 
RFTA has, for many years, had with the Corridor’s adjacent property owners.  For more information 
on this topic, please see RFTA responses to comments 16, 20, 28, 33, 37, and 41, above.  
 


43. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 1.3, general comment – RFTA’s policy 
implements a large and likely expensive application process. In it they reserve the right to act in the 
capacity of a NEPA reviewing agency. RFTA can request information on environmental issues, 
drainage issues, hazardous materials operations, health and safety, noise and or light pollution, 
traffic impact analysis and emergency and fire services mitigation.  In the end, all private crossings 
(residential, commercial and utility), if granted, would be granted with a 30 day revocable contract 
or license.  In Section 2.1, in the fourth paragraph, the policy states that RFTA will only permit 
crossings for a public agency in the form of a license agreement or contract, but not in the form of a 
permanent easement. This will likely to cause problems with Federal funding of projects. It seems 
unlikely that Federal funds would be allocated to a project that could be blocked or removed by 
RFTA.  In addition, RFTA will need to hire additional staff for review of all of the land use applications 
and enforcement of this policy. Some or all of the cost could be funded through application fees, but 
costs to the developer would be very high.  Finally, CDOT has made the City aware that in their 
negotiations with the Union Pacific Railroad for crossings, the UP grants CDOT permanent 
easements. In this document RFTA asks for a higher standard than an operating Class I railroad.   
 
Response:   Railroads use an application process for parties seeking to use their Rail Corridors for 
access or other purposes.  Customarily, any uses permitted by railroads are permitted by a license.    
It is not “new” for developers to apply to owners of railroad corridors for various uses.   It is not 
RFTA's intent to create an additional layer of process for developers but, rather, it hopes that it can 
work with its member jurisdictions to ensure that the public’s assets and interests are protected.  
RFTA feels obligated to issue revocable licenses because they help to protect the Corridor’s 
railbanked status and preserve the Corridor for a future public transportation system.  Nonetheless, 
RFTA will consider easements for public crossings, assuming that the crossings are approved by the 
CPUC and designed and constructed in a manner that won’t jeopardize the Corridor’s railbanked 
status.   Given the complexity of managing a railbanked corridor, RFTA must accept the legal, 
engineering, and management costs associated with ensuring that the Corridor is adequately 
protected. 
 


44. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 1 – “To this end RFTA seeks to 
avoid any obstructions to the Corridor which might amount to an arguable “severance” precluding 
rail reactivation. This requires RFTA to be vigilant not only to avoid granting property interests that 
disrupt the continuity of the Corridor, but also to avoid allowing changes in the elevation of the rail 
bed, or the installation of aerial, surface or subsurface structures that are incompatible with freight 
rail reactivation or commuter rail construction and operation.“ Here RFTA states that they would 
rather not allow crossings of the corridor. However, they may let a public entity or private individual 
cross if you do not disturb the rail bed.  RFTA stated this position during the negotiations around the 
South Bridge crossing. The City initially proposed lowering the trial/ rail line to Federal AERMA 
standards. RFTA said that the grades were too steep. RFTA preferred that we keep a rail/ trail grade 
of less than 1.5% (AERMA standards allow 2%). This required very long transitions and excessive 
cost, roughly $10 million to meet RFTA’s preferences. In the end RFTA said that they would prefer 
South Bridge to cross their trail/rail corridor at grade in this location. This decision conflicts with this 
proposed policy, and may not be allowed if this policy passes. The decision to allow the South Bridge 
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project to cross the rail corridor at grade still requires that the City and County raise State Highway 
82 by 8 feet at the intersection and install a grade separated interchange and a series of retaining 
walls. The cost for this solution is $4.5 million. 


 
Response:  RFTA believes that the City’s South Bridge project, as originally described in the 
Environmental Assessment, did not account for the cost of restoring the rail bed if freight or 
commuter rail were to be activated in the future.  The estimated cost of repairing the Corridor so 
that rail vehicles could pass under the City’s road was approximately $10 million. This is the type of 
unfunded obligation that RFTA is attempting to avoid in order to maintain the Corridor’s railbanked 
status and to preserve it as a viable future public transportation Corridor. The additional $5 million 
cost of the redesigned South Bridge project will avoid damage to the Corridor and could possibly 
work better for traffic flows on Highway 82. Would RFTA prefer to have a grade-separated crossing 
of the Corridor rather than an at-grade crossing at this location?  Yes, but RFTA recognizes that the 
cost of grade- separating the roadway in a manner that wouldn’t harm the rail bed would be 
considerably more expensive than the City’s current at-grade crossing design.  RFTA was clear from 
the inception of the South Bridge EA process, that the project should not negatively impact the 
Railroad Corridor and, potentially, jeopardize the Corridor’s railbanked status.  In 2010, the City 
Engineer and the EA consultants represented to the RFTA Board that the project sponsors would put 
in escrow funds necessary to repair and restore the Corridor in the future if freight rail became 
active.  However, in the EA, no mention of this commitment was made and RFTA objected to this 
omission.  Considerable additional time and expense have been incurred by the City and RFTA to 
find a compromise crossing design that is workable from RFTA’s perspective.  Perhaps this additional 
time and costs might have been avoided if the current proposed ACP and Design Guidelines and 
Standards had been adopted and available for reference at the outset of the South Bridge design 
and environmental process.   While it is in the best interest of RFTA, trail users, and a future public 
transportation system, to limit the number of new at-grade crossings of the Railroad Corridor and to 
consolidate existing crossings where feasible and reasonable, RFTA will make allowances when 
necessary. 


 
45. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 2 - “Consistent with general 


railroad policies, RFTA seeks to consolidate or to remove as many at grade motor vehicle crossings 
as possible. New motor vehicle crossings, especially at grade crossings, should be avoided, if at all 
possible. Such crossings should be grade separated to minimize risk of impairing future rail 
restoration.”  As stated above, grade separation for public and private entities requires a bridge or a 
tunnel, both of which are hugely expensive, in the range of $5-$10 million per crossing in today’s 
dollars. Not many new developments are able to absorb this kind of cost. If passed, RFTA’s policy 
may significantly slow or stop development on the west side of the Roaring Fork Valley. 


 
Response:  The cost of a grade separation may be overstated in this comment. The cost of a grade 
separation can vary widely and is very dependent on local site conditions, local geometry and safety 
needs. Often, costs of $1.5 to $2.5 million are more common for small local public road overpasses 
and underpasses. Full highway interchange costs are obviously much higher and also include many 
other improvements not directly associated with the road crossing of a railroad itself.  Many public 
road crossings have alternatives that involve different cost and other considerations.  Ideally, the 
costs of proposed crossing projects shouldn’t be minimized to the detriment of the Railroad 
Corridor.  RFTA will look at each crossing proposal on a case-by-case basis and work with crossing 
sponsors to develop crossings that are as affordable as possible for the sponsors while also avoiding 
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negative impacts on the Railroad Corridor.  RFTA has no intention of hindering future developments 
or the transfer of real property.    
 


46. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 4 – “Public crossings require a 
written license or other contract agreement with RFTA prior to construction, operation or 
alteration…..Failure to comply with the terms of the license or other agreement with RFTA will 
constitute a breach of contract and risk closure of the crossing.”  In this statement RFTA claims the 
ability to close public crossings. Glenwood Springs only has two crossings of the Roaring Fork River, 
both of which cross the RFTA Corridor. Closure of either one of these crossings would result in 
considerable traffic congestion and delay very similar to the closure of the Grand Avenue Bridge in 
2017.   


 
Response:  Whether RFTA would ever force closure of a public crossing for breach of contract 
depends on the circumstances presented.  Although unlikely, RFTA needs to maintain that right, 
even as a last resort, in the event of an inability or unwillingness of a jurisdiction to execute a license 
agreement with RFTA, possibly jeopardizing the Corridor’s railbanked status.  In the case of public 
crossings in the Railroad Corridor, the CPUC still has the final word on any potential closure and the 
PUC would determine how costs for improvements to existing or new crossings would be allocated 
between RFTA and the jurisdictions making the changes within whatever limits are imposed by 
regulation under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d).  RFTA envisions this issue would generally pertain more to utility 
crossings than roadway crossings, since most public crossings have previously received decisions 
from the CPUC. 
 


47. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 5 – “Private crossings require a 
prior written agreement in the form of a 30 day terminable license between a private individual or 
entity and RFTA consistent with RFTA’s ACP. New private at grade motor vehicle crossings shall be 
avoided.”  As discussed previously with other statements, this policy statement could be construed 
to be a taking of private property rights. A 30 day terminable crossing license will not be viewed very 
favorably by many banks and financial institutions. In addition, the cost to construct the bridge or 
tunnel crossing will be too much for most private projects to bear. 
 
Response:  30 day terminable licenses have been the standard since the Railroads began operating 
in the Roaring Fork Valley in the late 1800's.  To RFTA’s knowledge, this process hasn’t negatively 
impacted the property values or the transfer of real property adjacent to the Railroad Corridor.  
RFTA is routinely contacted by the title companies in the Valley when parcels are changing hands.  In 
such instances, RFTA supplies a new license as a part of the closing documents.  RFTA has no 
intention of hindering future developments or the transfer of real property where there is no 
negative impact to the Corridor.  As has been stated elsewhere, most private landowners already 
have licenses for accesses to their properties.  In a number of cases, the crossings have already been 
consolidated.  RFTA must preserve the ability to work with property owners to consolidate 
crossings, if possible and practical, when “new” crossings are requested. 
 


48. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 6 – “Private crossing licenses 
may not be sold, subdivided or otherwise assigned. All private crossing rights are personal to the 
individual private licensee and do not run with the land.” Again, this statement could be construed 
to be a taking of private property rights. With the sale of private land, the owner is forced through 
this policy to consolidate the private access and bear the cost of grade separating the access point. 
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Response:  In general, licenses are personal to the licensee and do not run with the land.  This is not 
a taking.  The process of terminating the licenses of previous property owners and reissuing them to 
new property owners happens with regularity.  When property sales happen, RFTA is notified and 
issues a new license to the new owner for the existing crossing of the Railroad Corridor. Licenses are 
not transferrable.  This is a management tool that RFTA uses to ensure notification of changes in 
ownership of the parcels requiring access across the RFTA Railroad Corridor.  This policy provides 
RFTA with the flexibility to work with property owners to realign and consolidate private crossings 
when necessary, desirable, and practical.  Normally, the transfer of a crossing license from one 
owner to the next occurs without any changes to the crossing itself.  There is no mandatory 
requirement for a private owner to grade-separate a crossing.   
 


49. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 7 – “ Private parties 
contemplating subdivision and redevelopment are hereby on notice that RFTA’s policy prohibits 
additional new private motor vehicle crossings of the RFTA’s Corridor without consolidation, or 
otherwise eliminating existing crossings elsewhere.”  See statement above. 


 
Response:  RFTA must have the ability to work with private property owners to consolidate 
crossings when it is possible and practical.  During the period that it has been managing the Railroad 
Corridor, RFTA has been asked to approve very few new private crossings of the Corridor.  RFTA 
does not anticipate a tremendous number of new private crossing requests in the future.  
Consolidation may be considered when private property owners that have multiple licensed crossing 
already in existence agree to eliminate one or more crossings in order to be approved for a new 
crossing.  Since RFTA acquired the Corridor, it has been working cooperatively with private property 
owners and has experienced minimal disputes.  ACP provisions about which the City expresses 
concern have, to a large degree, been included in previous versions of the ACP.  RFTA believes that 
the biggest ACP issue that needs to be addressed is how to facilitate affordable public crossings of 
the Corridor without jeopardizing the railbanked status of the Corridor.  
 


50. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 8 – “For all private crossings 
licensed after the date of adoption of this ACP, the minimum insurance requirement for RFTA’s 
protection from personal liability or property damage arising from the crossing shall be the greater 
of (a) $2,000,000 per incident /$6,000,000 aggregate or (b) the coverage limits of the relevant 
liability policy of the private individual or company owning the adjacent land served by the 
crossing.”  This provision adds an additional cost to the already outrageous cost to grade separate a 
crossing of the RFTA corridor for a private individual. 


 
Response:  Current licenses, which RFTA patterned after the railroad, require the licensee to assume 
all liability arising from their crossings and indemnify RFTA.  As a result of the ACP comment and 
review process, it is likely that the proposed insurance provision will be modified in the final draft of 
the proposed update of the ACP. RFTA has no desire to add unnecessary financial burdens on license 
holders; however, RFTA must ensure that it is protected from potential liabilities that could result 
from accidents involving trail users or others that are caused by the licensees.  An insurance 
requirement will likely be added to the ACP for situations in which private property owners are 
performing work in the Corridor.  There is no mandatory requirement for a private owner to grade-
separate a crossing.   
 


51. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 10 – “ To the extent possible, it 
is RFTA’s policy that all crossings must have an assigned FRA/DOT number and must be entered into 
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the Federal Database (administered locally by CDOT).  Any crossing without a valid DOT number is 
subject to closure and may be removed.”  This is yet another mechanism for RFTA to close an 
existing crossing, with huge consequences to the local jurisdiction or private property owner. 


 
Response:  This is a federal requirement.  Crossing numbers are issued by any one of the following: 
RFTA, CDOT (Intermodal), or FRA.  In most cases RFTA and CDOT would jointly issue the number. The 
DOT number is for Safety recordkeeping & inventory purposes.  This is not a system put in place to 
eliminate crossings, its purpose is to manage and monitor existing crossings and provide for 
management of new crossings.  Closure of a crossing would be a last resort measure.  RFTA believes 
it is unlikely that a property owner or a local government would refuse to take the relatively minimal 
steps necessary to obtain a valid DOT number for their crossings in order to comply with this policy.  
RFTA will assist everyone with getting their crossings the required FRA/DOT numbers if they don’t 
have them already. 
 


52. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 11 – “RFTA shall treat the Rio 
Grande Trail corridor as if it were an operating freight rail corridor. Bridges (overpasses and 
underpasses) constructed on the corridor shall be designed and constructed in accordance with 
applicable railroad clearances…..Any crossing of the RFTA corridor must be designed to meet current 
freight rail standards when constructed. Pledges to conform to rail standards at some future date 
are not an acceptable substitute because of future financial uncertainties as well as uncertainties in 
estimating construction and compliance costs.”  It seems unfair and well beyond the original 
purpose of RFTA to treat this corridor as an operating rail corridor. It adds huge costs to all crossings, 
and may well significantly slow or eliminate development on the west side of the Roaring Fork River 
from Glenwood Springs to Woody Creek.  In addition, the UPRR does allow at grade crossings of 
their rail corridor. Why should RFTA’s standards for a rail banked line be more stringent that the 
UPRR’s requirements for an active line? 


 
Response:  The Railroad Corridor was acquired by RFRHA and its constituent governments.  The City 
of Glenwood Springs was a signatory to a 1997 Intergovernmental Agreement that approved the 
purchase of the Corridor.  The IGA states as follows:   
 


If any one Government wishes to utilize all or a portion of the Property for a 
new or different use not enumerated in the Comprehensive Plan and within 
the jurisdiction of that Government, it may do so provided that such a use is 
approved by the Board of Directors of the Roaring Fork Railroad Holding 
Authority, does not preclude the desired future uses as determined by the 
Board of Directors, as is consistent with the obligations imposed by the funding 
sources referenced at Section 5, above.  It is the responsibility of the 
Government proposing this new or different use to prove and otherwise 
insure that the use will not preclude any desired future use from occurring to 
the satisfaction of the Board of Directors. 


 
The Governments recognize the potential issues surrounding certain existing 
physical conditions of the Property, in particular existing and proposed at-grade 
crossings by public rights-of-way and accesses.  Placement, modification, 
improvement and/or relocation of at-grade crossings will be allowed 
provided that those improvements follow generally accepted standards and 
do not result in negatively impacting the primary use of the Property, and 
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are consistent with the grant conditions from the various funding sources 
described above.  Attached as Exhibit “H” is an inventory of the Property 
identifying certain crossings, accesses, and uses along the Property (the “Access 
Plan”).  This Access Plan shall assist the Roaring Fork Railroad Holding 
Authority in identifying current uses of the corridor, and in the adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Notwithstanding any language to the contrary herein, 
nothing in this Agreement shall be construed or interpreted to mean that any 
illegal crossings, trespass, uses, unauthorized encroachments or homesteads upon 
the Property are being legalized or approved by the adoption of this Agreement.” 


 
In addition, the IGA states: 
 


Development of a Comprehensive Plan.  A Comprehensive Plan for the 
property (hereinafter the “Plan”) shall be developed and approved by the RFRHA 
Board of Directors prior to improvement of the Property for public transportation 
uses.  The parties hereto acknowledge that the Property is currently being used for 
certain purposes (rail transportation, utility easement, crossings for access to 
adjacent properties and related purposes.)  Consistent with the Purpose section of 
this Agreement, it is not the intent of the parties hereto to interfere with the 
legal obligations attendant to the operation of a rail transportation corridor 
or the legal rights of tenants or grantees of easements upon the Property.  The 
Plan shall include the following: 


 
i.  A listing and description of possible uses for the property, including 
but not limited to such improvements necessary to place and operate a 
public transportation system, public trail and/or access to public lands; 


 
ii.  A detailed improvements and operations plan for the ultimate preferred 
use(s) on the property, including a recommended management and 
funding strategy; and 


 
iii.  An interim plan which incorporates the interim use of the rail corridor 
for a temporary trail following approval from the Surface Transportation 
Board of a certificate of interim trail use pending the re-establishment of 
rail service. 


 
A review of the founding RFRHA IGA’s and the 2000 Comprehensive Plan, as well as the provisions of 
the GOCO agreement, indicates that RFRHA intended to allow public at-grade crossings so long as 
the project sponsors demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Board of RFRHA that such crossings 
would not preclude or negatively impact the primary use of the Corridor for a public transportation 
system.  The members of RFRHA also agreed not “to interfere with the legal obligations of RFRHA 
attendant to the operation of a rail transportation corridor.”  RFTA is doing its best to comply with 
the responsibility for protecting and preserving the Railroad Corridor that was conferred upon 
RFRHA by its constituent governments, including Glenwood Springs, and assigned to RFTA in 2001.  
 


53. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 2.1, paragraph 14 – “RFTA will treat any 
opening or gate in a right of way fence on the corridor as a crossing. Unless the crossing has a 
license, RFTA will treat it as undocumented. Undocumented crossings are prohibited. RFTA shall 
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reserve the right to fence, lock or otherwise permanently obstruct the crossing, without liability to 
RFTA, and will require that all costs, including attorney’s fees, be borne by the user of the 
undocumented crossing.”  This statement seems over the top and very unreasonable. Why 
pedestrian gates are a danger to the rail banked status of the line? 


 
Response:  Pedestrian gates are a safety issue for a Railroad Corridor.  If the gates are public and 
involve a crossing, they require CPUC approval.  If they are private, they must be licensed so that, if 
a rail system begins operating in the Corridor in the future, the gate can be removed, if necessary, to 
protect the public from accidents involving pedestrians and trains.  Licensing gates is merely a 
management tool that enables RFTA to identify all uses of the Corridor and potential current and 
future safety and liability concerns. 


 
54. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 4.1, paragraph 2 – “If an underpass structure 


is required, the project must temporarily reroute train traffic around the construction site by 
utilizing a shoofly track subject to local operating review and approval. Shoofly tracks will be 
designed per Section 4.1.1.”  The City examined a shoofly track for the 8th Street project. It was 
deemed infeasible there. This expense is inappropriate for a corridor where there is no active 
service. 


 
Response:  Shoofly tracks are a safety measure used for construction on an active Railroad Corridor.  
RFTA is managing this Corridor as a Railroad Corridor and as such has created a policy to account for 
all potential future uses of the Railroad Corridor.  This policy will be applied when rail returns to the 
Railroad Corridor and if shoofly tracks are deemed necessary and appropriate for the situation at 
that time. 
 


55. Design Guidelines and Standards Comment:  Section 5, paragraph 2 – “As stated in Parts 1 and 2 of 
this document, Federal guidance laid out in the 2008 Railway Safety Improvement Act and 23 -USC -
130 to reduce the total number of at grade crossings by 50% by elimination or consolidation of at 
grade crossings in order to preserve RFTA’s corridor for future rail reactivation and for commuter 
rail use, RFTA believes it is prudent to apply the Federal guidance to management of the rail-banked 
corridor.”  Again, this policy is too extreme for a corridor which was purchased and rail-banked by 
the local jurisdictions with the intent of managing a recreational trail through the Valley. The 
existing crossings and any proposed new crossings enable better access to our cities and provide 
economic development in our valley. The idea of eliminating crossings and making new crossings so 
expensive as to be cost prohibitive will slow, and perhaps eliminate economic development in the 
Valley, and will also provide ample fodder for law suits against RFTA and all of the supporting 
member jurisdictions. 


 
Response: Please note that RFRHA originally purchased the Railroad Corridor as an operating line of 
railroad.  It was railbanked only when actual provision of low volume freight rail service seemed 
prohibitively expensive.  In any event, the Corridor was purchased for its primary use as a public 
transportation corridor and its secondary recreational and other public uses.   Railroad Corridors are 
difficult to assemble and easy to lose but, with proper management, the Railroad Corridor should 
support good land use planning and help to preserve many of the Valley's long range transportation 
goals.  To date, RFTA has not found the process to be litigious.  If the Corridor is going to be 
preserved, it must be protected.  If the growth and development that the City envisions occur, a 
viable, unencumbered, public transportation Corridor will be even more necessary and valuable 
than it is today. 
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Garfield County Comments: 
 
1. ACP Comment:  Foremost, the Board believes this document to be draconian in nature and does not 


create a proactive environment to promote the best interests of RFTA and the citizens of Garfield 
County 


 
Response:  The proposed 2014 ACP is an update to the 2000 and 2005 versions of the Access 
Control Plan (ACP) that have been previously adopted  either by RFTA or all of the constituent 
jurisdictions of the Roaring Fork Railroad Holding Authority (RFRHA) that currently comprise RFTA.  
The proposed 2014 update was written to include design Guidelines & Standards for all requested 
uses of the Corridor.  Except for the inclusion of the proposed Guidelines & Standards, the proposed 
2014 update is very similar in substance to the previous 2000 and 2005 versions.  For informational 
purposes going forward, the 2014 update also includes non-substantive but important information 
regarding the history of the Corridor, the fundamental elements and concepts inherent in 
railbanking and a definitive explanation of the Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) Conservation 
Covenant areas and RFTA’s management requirements associated with them.   
  
While the proposed ACP emphasizes the need to protect the Corridor’s railbanked status by 
disallowing barriers to the reactivation of freight rail service (a Surface Transportation Board 
railbanking requirement) to a greater extent than its predecessors, many of the provisions of the 
previous ACP’s have been incorporated verbatim. To address concerns that have been expressed 
about the overly restrictive nature of the proposed ACP, RFTA has formed a collaborative ACP Work 
Group, consisting of staff members of jurisdictions throughout the region. The goal of the Work 
Group is to improve the ACP in a way that doesn’t’ jeopardize the Corridor’s railbanked status, so as 
to keep the contiguous Corridor intact.  
 


2. ACP Comment:  The County also believes that some of these policies dictate the ability of public 
agencies to approve and manage land development and zoning master plans that have been in place 
before this policy was developed. 


 
Response:  The inclusion of Design Standards and historical information in the proposed 2014 
update ACP was not intended for the purpose of dictating land use policies.  Rather, the focus has 
been to comply with the updating process that is required by the GOCO agreement and assure that 
the railbanked status of the Corridor is maintained. RFTA’s fiduciary responsibility to preserve and 
protect the valuable Corridor asset requires it to manage it in a way that doesn’t jeopardize its 
railbanked status.  When land use issues arise, local governments and RFTA will need to work closely 
together to find workable solutions that enable all of the parties to achieve their respective goals to 
the greatest extent feasible. 
 


3. ACP Comment: The County believes this ACP is an excessive means to protecting the "rail banked" 
status of said corridor. Alternatives for protecting the corridor such as converting the corridor to a 
right of way for trail use instead of preserving it for future rail under the railbanking legislation may 
be more appropriate. 


 
Response:  The Corridor’s railbanked status provides strong and unique Federal protections for 
many citizens and guests of the Roaring Fork Valley who enjoy and use of the Corridor today, while 
also preserving it for its intended use as a future public transportation Corridor. Although it is in 
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process of researching other ways to manage the Corridor, RFTA isn’t optimistic that it will be able 
to find suitable and/or affordable options that provide the same level of protection that railbanking 
affords.  Conversion of the Corridor from a Rail Corridor to a trail Corridor will require the 
acquisition of the federally granted lands comprising the Corridor.   In light of the holding of the 
recent United States Supreme Court case of MARVIN M. BRANDT REVOCABLE TRUST ET AL. v. 
UNITED STATES -01-2014), whereby landowners prevailed in their argument as adjacent owners that 
they were entitled to ownership of abandoned Federal easements, railbanking both protects the 
Corridor from intrusion by private interests and preserves it for use in the future as a public 
transportation Corridor for the entire region. 
 


4. ACP Comment:  In reviewing this plan, the County would like to ensure that private landowners are 
protected and that, if necessary, adjustments are made to impacted property boundaries and areas 
of encroachment  Garfield County has received correspondence from concerned constituents in 
regard to fee titles to land that may have existed before the railroad. The County encourages RFTA 
to resolve these issues proactively with respective property owners. 


 
Response:  RFTA is in the process of identifying all potentially impacted adjacent property owners 
and developing a strategy for cleaning up any and all boundary issues related to the Railroad 
Corridor.  Meetings have already been held with potentially impacted adjacent property owners for 
the purpose of resolving legal boundary issues. 
 


5. ACP Comment:  The specific provisions for the proposed appeal process are extremely limited, are 
inappropriate for the complexity of the issues at hand and may not allow for an appellant to be 
heard. The County believes the appeal process should be reconsidered to allow for more than 10 
days to appeal, and not limit  the time of argument to be made within a short 10 minutes. The 
County is also concerned that the plan provides for inappropriate duties assigned to the Assistant 
Director of Project Management, such as the unilateral ability to approve new accesses. 
 
Response:  Revisions that will hopefully address these concerns will be explored and discussed with 
the ACP Working Group and the RFTA Board. 
 


6. ACP Comment:  As both RFTA and the County are aware, as stated in the original Intergovernmental 
Agreement entered into on December 31, 1994 concerned with the purchase and public ownership 
of the Aspen Branch of the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Right-of-way ("1994 IGA"), the 
primary use for the property was to be as a public transportation corridor and the secondary use 
could include recreation.  RFRHA (now RFTA) was to continue to evaluate all aspects of a freight 
operating agreement for reactivation of freight services on the Rail corridor. 


 
Response:  RFTA has been delegated the responsibility for preserving and protecting the Corridor 
for a future public transportation system. In addition, the Corridor has been railbanked through the 
Surface Transportation Board; therefore, RFTA is required to manage the Corridor in the same 
fashion as an operational freight and compatible passenger or commuter rail service. 
 


7. ACP Comment:  The 1994 IGA was restated in a new Intergovernmental Agreement made on June 
26, 1997 ("1997 IGA"). It is the failure of the draft ACP to recognize critical pieces of this IGA.  The 
Governments recognize the potential issues surrounding certain existing physical conditions of the 
property, in particular an existing proposed at-grade crossings agreement that causes concern for 
the County.  Of utmost relevance is Section 6.d.iii.paragraph 2 of the 1997 IGA [being] public right-
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of-way and access. Placement, modification, improvement and /or relocation of at grade crossings 
will be allowed provided that those improvements follow generally accepted standards, do not 
result in negatively impacting the primary use of the Property, and are consistent with the grant 
conditions from various funding sources." 


 
Response:  References to all agreements related to the acquisition and management of the Railroad 
Corridor should be included in the ACP and copies made readily available.  
 


8. ACP Comment:  The County is concerned that the draft ACP does not recognize the allowance for 
modifications, improvements and/or relocations to existing public roadways. In 1997, RFRHA also 
provided a list of Identified Accesses and Uses for the Roaring Fork Trail corridor. It is in this 
document, as list A, List B and List C, that provides assurance to the County that existing public right-
of-ways can continue in use (and future modification) unhampered by the proposed draft ACP.   As a 
solution to this omission, the County requests that this section of the IGA as well as Lists A, B and C 
be both referenced in the ACP as clear exceptions to the application of the plan as well as provided 
as an exhibit to the draft document. In addition, all prior agreements in regard to use and rights 
need to be acknowledged and preserved. 


 
Response:  Generally, RFTA agrees with this statement and will be including the original list of 1997 
identified existing, future proposed and approved, and future proposed but not yet approved 
accesses, as well as an updated list of new uses as a part of the final accepted version of the 
updated ACP.  Future modifications to existed uses will require a review.  


 
Colorado Department of Transportation Comments: 
 
1. ACP Comment:  CDOT is extremely concerned that interpretation of requirement imposed by 16 


USC 1247(d) by the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) and their implementation through 
this ACP will place unnecessary requirements on entities seeking to modify or install new crossings 
of the Rio Grande Trail. The Colorado State Highway Access Code provides authority to and 
authorizes the CDOT to regulate vehicular access to or from any public highway under its jurisdiction 
from or to property adjoining a public highway for the health, welfare and safety of the traveling 
public. 


 
Response:   Please take note of STB’s 1999 Garfield County decision involving Garfield County’s 
claim that the Corridor was severed due to a CDOT project at Wingo Junction.  STB disallowed 
Garfield County’s claim on the ground that RFRHA appropriately required CDOT to restore the 
Corridor in the event of rail reactivation.  That decision suggests that public projects on the Corridor 
should be consistent with rail reactivation, or the proponent of the project should agree to bear the 
costs of restoration in the event of reactivation.  RFTA is simply following the precedent set by 
CDOT’s prior actions.  In any event, RFTA's responsibility, as delegated by the jurisdictions that were 
the members of RFRHA, and that are now members of RFTA, is to preserve and protect the Railroad 
Corridor for a future public transportation system.  Railbanking is the mechanism that is currently 
preserving and protecting the Corridor, which is an asset of inestimable value. Railbanking requires 
RFTA to maintain the Corridor’s viability for future freight rail reactivation, therefore, RFTA must 
exercise caution in approving crossings or uses of the Corridor that could significantly impair, if not 
preclude, its ability to reactivate freight rail service.  RFTA has no intention of preventing CDOT or 
local jurisdictions from obtaining access over the Corridor so long as such crossings don’t jeopardize 
RFTA’s ability to maintain the Corridor’s railbanked status.  Failure to maintain the Corridor’s 
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railbanked status would result in the loss of significant segments of Federal land grant areas that 
keep the contiguous Corridor intact.   
 


2. ACP Comment:  The draft ACP does not balance the interests of the traveling public and has the 
potential to impede CDOTs administration of the Colorado State Highway Access Code.  In recent 
coordination for a proposed new connection between SH 82 and the new South Bridge in Glenwood 
Springs we learned that RFTA defines avoiding "obstruction to freight rail reactivation" to mean that 
any new crossing must be designed as if freight rail were in existing operation on the corridor or 
financial assurances provided such as sufficient escrowed funds to make future changes. Freight rail 
operation in the corridor seems highly unlikely; however, such requirements were imposed and will 
lead to a substantial cost increase for the project. 


 
Response:  Regulatory authorities and industry groups have devised standards and principles for 
management of railroads in a fashion compatible with the interests of the traveling public, and 
insofar as possible, RFTA is simply seeking to apply those same standards and principles to the Rail 
Corridor.  The Rail Corridor was purchased to preserve it as a future public transportation corridor.  
The original South Bridge design, which may be precipitating this CDOT comment, would have 
adversely impacted the ability to use the Corridor not only for freight rail but, also, passenger rail. 
Also, as proposed in the Environmental Assessment, the original South Bridge project did not 
address how, in the event of freight rail or commuter rail reactivation, the estimated $10 million in 
cost to restore the Corridor to would be paid. The subsequent redesign of the South Bridge project 
may cost more to construct initially, but it may work better for motorists on Highway 82 than the 
original design, it will save tax payers money if rail service is ever reestablished, and it will not 
jeopardize the Corridor’s railbanked status.  In addition, the CPUC could allocate a portion of this 
crossing cost to RFTA. 


 
3. ACP Comment:  This is evidence the draft Access Control Plan could easily place costly restrictions 


on governments and private landowners seeking access between their local streets and the State 
Highway System. We understand the need to protect the RFTA interests; however, it is our opinion 
this is overly restrictive and does not anticipate inevitable economic growth or related changes in 
land use.  


 
Response:  RFTA’s interests are also the interests of its constituent governments, the citizens living 
in the region, tourists, Great Outdoors Colorado, and CDOT.  The Corridor is an asset of inestimable 
value, not only for its current use as a recreational trail but, also, for its potential future use as 
corridor for a public transportation system.  If the economic and population growth to which CDOT 
refers materializes, corridor preservation should be one of CDOT’s highest priorities.  CDOT, itself, of 
necessity, limits and consolidates access onto the State highway system in order to make it operate 
more efficiently and to preserve its capacity.  The limited availability and high cost of a contiguous 
corridor right of way in developing areas is one of the greatest hurdles that must be overcome in 
order to increase transportation system capacity.  RFTA, quite frankly, is surprised that CDOT is not 
more supportive of its efforts to preserve and protect the Corridor so that a future public 
transportation system can efficiently serve the growth in density that CDOT envisions.  While the 
amount of growth and development that will occur in the future, and the pace at which it will 
happen, are highly speculative, RFTA has been delegated the responsibility for preserving and 
protecting the Corridor in case it is needed to make traveling in the Roaring Fork Valley more 
convenient in the years ahead.  Regrettably, corridor preservation is not a mission that is universally 
embraced; however, CDOT, too, is often required to make hard decisions that are in the best long-
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term interest of the public, even when they conflict with the wishes of the local communities with 
whom they are partners.   
 
ACP Comment:  The current transportation infrastructure cannot accommodate increases in local 
access without crossing the RFTA right of way and eliminating existing access points or constructing 
crossings to freight rail design standards places a substantial and unexpected burden on your 
neighbors. 


 
Response:  RFRHA originally purchased the Aspen Branch as an operating line of railroad, and all 
members of the organization presumably were aware that crossings would need to meet freight rail 
standards when the Corridor was originally purchased.  The decision to railbank the Corridor under 
16 U.S.C. 1247(d) was not precipitated by any intention to facilitate crossings, but instead was to 
avoid the costs of sporadic common carrier requests.  CDOT was a party to the purchase of the 
Corridor and, on June 3, 1998, provided a letter of support to RFRHA supporting the railbanking of 
the Corridor (see Attachment A).  In this letter, CDOT indicated that it had been working closely with 
RFRHA to develop a Corridor Investment Study, Environmental Impact Statement, and 
Comprehensive Plan which would identify transit and trail uses in the Roaring Fork Valley.  The 2000 
Corridor Comprehensive Plan and the Access Control Plan included in it stated the following with 
respect to new crossings of the Railroad Corridor:1 
 


 
                                                 
1 2000 RFRHA Comprehensive Plan, Summary of Key Findings of the Access Control Plan, page 12 
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The Corridor Comprehensive Plan required concurrence by CDOT, Great Outdoors Colorado, and it 
had to be unanimously approved by each of the seven constituent governments of RFRHA.  
Admittedly, there has been considerable turnover at CDOT, on local Boards and Commissions, and 
among jurisdiction staffs since 2000, when the original Corridor Comprehensive Plan was jointly 
developed and approved.  This may explain why CDOT and RFTA’s  local partners believe that 
designing crossings to freight rail standards imposes a substantial and unexpected burden on them, 
but this burden was assumed by their predecessors who assigned the responsibility for preserving 
the Corridor and adhering to their polices to RFTA.  Currently, RFTA is in the unenviable position of 
reminding its partners that the Corridor was railbanked by them and that there are requirements 
that should be met in order to ensure continued public ownership of the contiguous Corridor.  In 
any event, the ACP for the Railroad Corridor does not prevent a jurisdiction or CDOT from increasing 
local access points.  It does define the standards that must be met so that crossings will not 
undermine RFTA’s ability to protect the Corridor’s railbanked status and, by extension, its ability to 
preserve the contiguous Corridor for the primary purpose for which it was acquired; namely, a 
future public transportation system.  Stewardship of the Corridor was conferred upon RFTA by 
means of Intergovernmental Agreements, a vote of the citizens that created RFTA, and as a result of 
Agreements that its predecessor, RFRHA, entered into with GOCO.  While RFTA will do everything it 
can to work with crossing sponsors, so as to minimize their crossing costs to the maximum extent 
feasible, it cannot allow crossings that could jeopardize the Corridor’s railbanked status.  RFTA may, 
however, help to mitigate increases in crossing costs caused by adherence to the ACP’s Design 
Guidelines and Standards by considering and from time to time participating in innovative funding 
arrangements, consistent with its obligations and fiscal means. 
 


4. ACP Comment:  CDOT considers stakeholder input to be vital and requests that implementation of 
the RFTA Railroad Right of Way Corridor  Access Control Plan be put on hold until meaningful 
collaboration occurs that balances the interests of all affected stakeholders. 
 
Response:  At the direction of the RFTA Board of Director's, RFTA undertook a 120 day public 
comment period for the proposed update of the ACP,  RFTA held 8 open houses to explain the 
proposed ACP update, and made numerous presentations to elected officials throughout the region.  
In preparation for the open houses RFTA mailed out approximately 3000 postcards to property 
owners within 500' of each side of the centerline of the Railroad Corridor notifying them of the 
upcoming open houses.  In addition RFTA formed a collaborative ACP Work Group consisting of staff 
members from jurisdictions throughout the region that are assisting RFTA with the finalization of the 
proposed update of the ACP.  A unanimous vote of the seven RFTA member jurisdictions that were 
the original members of RFRHA will be required in order to adopt the proposed update of the ACP.  
Consequently, RFTA believes that meaningful collaboration that balances the interested of all 
affected stakeholders must occur before adoption of the proposed ACP update.  In the meantime, 
the 2005 ACP, which is similar in many respects, remains in effect. 
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RFTA Planning Department Monthly Update 


August 13, 2015 
 


 
 
RFTA Vision Statement 
RFTA pursues excellence and innovation in providing preferred transportation choices 
that connect and support vibrant communities. 
 
 
RFTA Planning Department Vision Statement 
We will work creatively, cooperatively and comprehensively with our partners in the 
public, private and nonprofit sectors and other groups to create healthy and vibrant 
communities. 
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Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit Access Plan 
 
RFTA was awarded a FTA Section 5304 grant in 2014 to conduct a Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit 
Access Plan, herein RBPTAP, for the Roaring Fork and Colorado River Valley region. Pitkin County, Eagle 
County and Garfield County are providing local cash match for the grant award. The technical advisory 
committee (TAC) consists of RFTA trail staff, CDOT bicycle-pedestrian staff and the three counties.  
 
The purpose of the RBPTAP is to establish a region-wide vision with goals, objectives and a 25-year list of 
projects that integrate the bicycle and pedestrian system with the overall transportation system. This 
plan does not intend to overstep local jurisdictions; rather this regional plan will bring attention to 
localized plans for the purpose of creating a seamless regional trail network in the future. A regional 
bike-ped plan will set our region up for success for future bike-ped funding at the Federal and State 
levels. 
 
The consultant team, Alta Planning and Design and Design Workshop, began work on this project in early 
December 2014. To date, the team has completed the following tasks:  


• Existing conditions maps for the study area (Nov/Dec 2014) 
• Extensive outreach with staff and public (Feb. 2015) 
• Condensed notes/maps from the outreach listing priority community projects (March 2015) 
• An opportunities/constraints memo that distills feedback on priority projects (April 2015) 
• Three technical advisory committee (TAC) meetings for project guidance 
• Project prioritization criteria and weightings (June/July 2015) 
• Cost estimation for top 10 priority projects (July/August 2015) 


 
Alta is currently working with the technical advisory committee (TAC) on project selection criteria, cost 
estimation for the top 10 priority projects and exploring open source mapping programs for public view. 
The final report is expected in late August.  
 
The plan has yet to be completed and there are already regional groups eager to utilize the information. 
The LiveWell Garfield County Built Environment Working Group intends to utilize State public health 
funds to dig deeper into public outreach and community bike/ped project planning throughout Garfield 
County communities. The RFP will be solicited in early September. RFTA staff is hopeful that this regional 
plan will provide similar positive benefits in other communities throughout the study area. 
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New Castle Priority Projects from the Opportunities & Constraints Technical Memo, created by Alta Planning 
(lead consultant) 


Regional Travel Patterns Study 
Background 
 
The original Local and Regional Travel Patterns Study (RTPS) for the Colorado River and Roaring Fork 
River Valleys, from Parachute to Aspen, was conducted in 1998.  In 2004, Garfield County led the update 
effort; RFTA is currently taking the lead on a second update, incorporating additional information as 
requested by the local jurisdictions.  
 
Purpose 
The primary purpose of this project is to update the 2004 Study, which details how, why, and when 
residents and tourists are moving within the Roaring Fork and Colorado River Valleys region from 
Parachute to Aspen. Public survey data questions include: where people live and work; the mode of 
travel (to work & other trips); employer policies (bus passes, parking, telecommuting); local walking & 
biking environment; transit use patterns and demographic information.  
 
Status 
The travel behavior component of the project has been completed, and the community travel profiles 
can be accessed here: http://www.charlier.org/index.php?id=1,347,0,0,1,0. 
 



http://www.charlier.org/index.php?id=1,347,0,0,1,0
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The Consultant team delivered the final draft report to RFTA on July 2. RFTA held a meeting with the 
technical advisory team on July 22nd to discuss the final draft report and how the deliverables relate to 
the consultant team’s original scope of work and project schedule. Overall, the group was pleased with 
the process and it is encouraging to see that this group of regional planners is already starting to use 
some of the travel patterns data for local projects.  
 
Geoff Guthrie, City of Glenwood Springs Transportation Manager, has used the data to make a case for 
increased travel demand measures (TDM), such as bike share and bus lanes, during the forthcoming 
Grand Avenue Bridge Replacement Project in downtown Glenwood Springs. The City of Aspen has been 
working on their own local-level vehicle miles traveled (VMT) study and they are able to utilize some of 
the survey data from the RTPS for to answer questions about local travel in and around Aspen.  
 
The draft final report can be accessed here: https://app.box.com/s/x4iydy02fa14by12trz4ubw0nnnr67ne 
The final report is expected in mid-August and will be distributed widely to the public and regional 
partners.  
 


 


 



https://app.box.com/s/x4iydy02fa14by12trz4ubw0nnnr67ne
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Current/Future Grant Opportunities 
 
The Planning Department invests great effort in researching, applying for, and administering a variety of 
grant opportunities. We provide these tables in our quarterly projects updates for the benefit of all RFTA 
departments 


Grant 
Program/Year Project Deadline Amount 


Requested 


Projected 
Award 
Date 


 
Status 


DOLA Energy 
Mineral Impact 


Assistance 
(EMIA) 


Program 


 
GMF 


Construction – 
Phase I 


 
4/29/2015 


 
 


$1,500,000 
 


 
August 
2015 


 
 


Mike presented to the Statewide 
Advisory Committee in Steamboat on 


7/21. See below for other 
applications. 


DOLA EMIA 
Program 


GMF 
Construction – 


Phase I 
8/1/2015 


 
$1,500,000 


 
Dec. 2015 


 
This is very similar to the Spring 2015 
application; notices of awards have 
not been announced for the Spring 
application. If RFTA receives $1.5 M 
from the Spring application then this 
Fall application will be withdrawn. 


DOLA EMIA 
Program 


GMF 
Construction – 
Phases 2 & 4 


8/1/2015 
 


$1,750,000 
 


Dec. 2015 


 
If RFTA does not receive funding from 
the Spring 2015 cycle, RFTA wishes to 
re-submit for Phase I and withdraw 
this application for Phases 2 and 4. If 
RFTA receives funding for Phase I from 
the Spring 2015 funding cycle, RFTA 
wishes to submit this request for 
funding Phases 2 and 4. 


 


CORE 
Randy Udall 


Grant 


AMF Geo-
Exchange 
System #2 


5/1/2014 $200,000 July 2015 


 
RFTA’s application did not score as 


high as other projects. A final decision 
is expected in mid-August 


USDOT 
TIGER 7 


 
GMF 


Renovation/ 
Expansion 


 
6/5/2015 


 
$18 million November 


2015 


 
 


FTA 5311 
FY2016-17 


Admin/ 
Operating 


 
General 


Operating 
Funding 


 
6/5/2015 


 
$1,065,278 


September 
2015 
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Garfield 
County Federal 
Mineral Lease 


District 
(GCFMLD) 


GMF 
Renovation/ 


Expansion 


 
8/28/2015 


 
$450,000 


 
October 


2015 


DOLA Alt Fuels 


Incremental 
cost of CNG for 


Carbondale 
Circulator 


Vehicle 


8/1/2015 $35,000 October 
2015 


 
Grant was successfully submitted 


Great 
Outdoors CO 


(GoCo) 


Rio Grande 
Railroad 


Corridor/Trail 
improvements 


11/5/15 $200,000 March 
2016 


 
The CPW Trails Grants applications 


will be posted in September 
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Request for Qualifications for On-Call 
Planning Consulting Services 


1. Solicitation, Offer and Award 


1.1 Purpose of Procurement 
The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (“RFTA”) is soliciting Statements of Qualifications (SOQ) from 
firms or teams capable of providing RFTA with a wide range of on-call planning consulting services 
generally relating to: 


• Planning and Implementation of Transportation Plans, Programs and Planning Projects 
• General expert advice, opinions and recommendations of a planning nature 


If the Proposer is a team, the team must be led by a firm that has the managerial and technical 
resources to communicate and coordinate directly with RFTA and manage the work of the entire team, 
including all task orders issued by RFTA. 


The requested services will be conducted in accordance with generally accepted standards and as 
defined within the Scope of Services (Part II of this RFQ). This solicitation does not commit RFTA to 
award a contract, or pay any cost incurred in preparation of the SOQ, or to produce or contract for 
services. 


1.2 Award 
RFTA reserves the right to award a contract without regard to potential future similar projects. RFTA 
may competitively procure any project when it is deemed to be in its best interest to do so. Selection for 
this award would not bar the selected firm or any team member firm from proposing on any of RFTA’s 
other projects; however, the selected firm and team member firms could be restricted from proposing 
on projects directly resulting from any work performed under the contract resulting from this RFQ. 


1.3 Type and Term of Contract 
The successful proposer will be required to execute a professional services contract with RFTA. The term 
of the contract will be for a period of twelve (12) months with the option to renew the contract for up to 
four (4) additional twelve month periods. Any contract award made as a result of this solicitation shall 
bind the Proposer to all of the terms, conditions, and specifications set forth in this solicitation. 


The contract will be a Professional Services (Consulting) contract, with indefinite delivery and indefinite 
quantities, managed by task order. The number of task orders that may be issued under the contract is 
limited only by the total dollar amount of the contract. The cumulative amount of all task orders under 
the contract shall not exceed the total negotiated contract amount. 







Task orders may or may not be funded with federal grant funds. Task orders that are funded with 
federal grant funds shall be subject to federal contracting requirements and shall be limited to projects 
and services that are directly in support of, directly connected to, directly related to, or lead to 
construction, alteration, or repair of real property. 


Time is of the essence in the performance of the services outlined in this solicitation and the attached 
contract. The contract will require the Consultant to begin performance under the Contract on the date 
of contract execution, or as soon thereafter as is practical. 


1.4 Solicitation Schedule 


1.5 Restrictions on Communications with RFTA during Solicitation, Offer & 
Award Period 


1.6 Deadline for Submission of Statements of /Late Submissions 


1.7 Format of Submissions 


1.8 Method of Delivery/Location for Submission 


1.9 Pre-Proposal Meeting 


1.10 Amendments to Solicitation (Addenda)/Postponement of Submission 
Deadline 


1.11 Modification of Statements of Qualification 


1.12 Conditional Statements of Qualification 


1.13 Withdrawal of Statements of Qualification 


1.14Single Response to Solicitation 
If only one SOQ is received in response to this solicitation, an evaluation of the single respondent’s SOQ 
will be performed. If the single respondent is determined to be qualified, then a price proposal will be 
requested. A cost analysis, evaluation, and/or audit of the price proposal may be performed by RFTA in 
order to determine if the proposal price is fair and reasonable. If RFTA determines that a cost analysis is 
required, the single respondent must be prepared to provide, upon request, detailed summaries of 
estimated costs (i.e., labor, equipment, supplies, overhead costs, profit, etc.) and documentation 
supporting all cost elements. 







1.15 Confidential/Proprietary Information 


1.16 Reserved Rights 
RFTA reserves the right to reject any and all SOQs or any portion of a specific SOQ for any reason. RFTA 
also reserves the right to award a single or multiple contracts as a result of this solicitation; however, 
issuance of this RFQ and receipt of SOQs does not commit RFTA to award a contract or contracts. 


RFTA has the sole right to select the successful submission for contract award; to reject any SOQ as 
unsatisfactory or non-responsive due to non-conformance with the requirements of this RFQ; to cancel 
the solicitation and to advertise for new SOQs or not to award a contract as a result of this RFQ. 


RFTA reserves the right to accept any submittal deemed to be in the best interest of RFTA and to waive 
any irregularities that do not prejudice other Proposers. RFTA further reserves the right to negotiate 
with any source whatsoever. A contract will be negotiated with the Proposer whose SOQ is considered 
by RFTA in its sole discretion to be most advantageous to RFTA. 


RFTA further reserves the right to retain all SOQs submitted and to use any ideas or concepts in any SOQ 
for any purpose regardless of whether that SOQ is selected for contract award. 


SOQs shall be submitted to RFTA on the most favorable of terms possible from the standpoint of quality 
and technical capability. No Proposer shall have any cause of action against RFTA arising out of the 
methods by which SOQs are evaluated. 


1.17 Equipment 


1.18 Personnel 
The Proposer represents that he/she has, or will secure at his/her own expense, all personnel required 
in performing the services under the contract. Such personnel shall not be employees of or have any 
contractual relationship with RFTA. All the services required hereunder will be performed by the 
Proposer or under his/her supervision, and all personnel engaged in the work shall be fully qualified and 
shall be authorized or licensed, if applicable, under state and local law to perform such services. None of 
the work or services covered by this contract shall be sub-contracted without prior written approval by 
RFTA. 


1.19 Knowledge of Conditions 


1.20 Tax Exempt 


1.21 Prime Consultant Responsibilities 
The Consultant will be required to assume responsibility for all services required by the contract 
regardless of who provides them. Further, RFTA will consider the Consultant to be the sole point of 
contact with regard to contractual matters, including payment of any and all charges resulting from the 
contract. 







1.22 Conflicts of Interest 
 


1.23 Contractual Relationships 
RFTA intends to execute a Professional Services Contract for the provision of the required services with 
the successful Proposer (Consultant). The Consultant’s contractual responsibility must solely rest with 
one firm or legal entity, which shall not be a subsidiary or affiliate with limited resources. 


RFTA will not be a party to agreements between the Consultant and/or any subcontractors it may 
choose to employ during fulfillment of the contract; however, the Consultant shall execute fair and 
reasonable agreements with its subcontractors (if any) and shall provide RFTA with copies of said 
agreements not later than five (5) business days prior to their execution. 


1.24 Responsibility for Compliance with Legal Requirements 


1.25 Protests 
 


1.26 Information Required from the Proposer 


Cover Sheet 


Cover Letter 


Proposer Questionnaire 


Acknowledgement of Addenda to RFQ 


Federal Standard Form 330 (Architect-Engineer Qualifications) 


Approach to Management 


References/List of Relevant Work 


Conflict of Interest Statement 


Debarment & Suspension 


DBE 


Corporate Certification of Illegal Aliens 


Certification Regarding Lobbying. 
 







1.27 Proposal Evaluation and Consultant Selection 


Standards for Award 


Evaluation and Award Process 


Evaluation Criteria 
 


PART II – Scope of Services 
 


2.1 Organizational Background & Summary 
 


2.2 Purpose of the Procurement 
In accordance with the provisions of 40 U.S.C. § 1102, 49 U.S.C. § 5325b and C.R.S. § 24-30 part 14, 
C.R.S. 12-25-102, C.R.S. 12-25-202 and C.R.S. 12-25-302, the types of services to be provided by the 
selected Consultant shall be limited to the following: 


A. Practice of architecture, as defined in section 12-25-302(6), C.R.S.; 


B. Practice of engineering, as defined in section 12-25-102(10), C.R.S.; 


C. Practice of professional land surveying, as defined in 12-25-202(6), C.R.S.; 


D. Practice of landscape architecture, as defined in 24-30-1402(4), C.R.S.; 


E. Practice of industrial hygiene, as defined in 24-30-1402(3.5), C.R.S.; 


F. Professional services of a planning nature that are associated with research, planning, development, 
design, and implementation  


G. Other professional services of an planning nature, or incidental services, which members of the 
planning, architectural and engineering professions (and individuals in their employ) may logically or 
justifiably perform, including studies, investigations, surveying and mapping, evaluations, consultations, 
comprehensive planning, program management, conceptual designs, plans and specifications, and other 
related services. 


2.3 Contract Information 
The selected Consultant or Consultant Team shall provide On-Call Planning Consulting services to RFTA 
for a period of twelve (12) months with the option for RFTA to renew the contract annually for up to 
four (4) additional 12-month periods. The services to be provided to RFTA shall include a range of 
planning and transportation-related technical services. Consulting Teams should be led by the firm that 







will be self-performing a majority of the work and that has the managerial and technical resources 
capable of leading the team to assist and advise RFTA and which will function as the prime consultant. 


The contract will be a Professional Services (Consulting) contract, with indefinite delivery and indefinite 
quantities, managed by task orders. Task orders shall be entered into for individual projects under the 
contract. The number of task orders that may be issued under the contract is limited only by the total 
dollar amount of the contract. The cumulative amount of all task orders under the contract shall not 
exceed the total negotiated contract amount. 


Task orders may or may not be funded with federal grant funds. Task orders that are funded with 
federal grant funds shall be subject to federal contracting requirements and shall be limited to projects 
and services that are directly in support of, directly connected to, directly related to, or lead to 
construction, alteration, or repair of real property. 


Plans for most facilities/systems will be completed in accordance with Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and/or Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT)’s 
Plan Development Process as appropriate to the project. Otherwise, guidance will be provided for each 
Project Task Order. 


2.4 Scope of Services 


The entire range of services to be provided by the selected Contractor during the contract term is 
unknown by RFTA at the time of solicitation; however, the following list represents those services that 
are known or expected by RFTA to be required. The following list is not intended to be a comprehensive 
or exclusive list of all services to be provided during the contract term; however, Proposers should 
include subcontractors on their teams that can provide all of the listed services. 


Proposers should be aware that while most work to be assigned by RFTA will be for planned projects, 
the selected Consultant or team must also have the capability of immediately responding to emergency 
requests by RFTA. 


The services to be provided by the selected Contractor shall include performing all tasks associated with 
the research, planning, design, phasing and implementation of transportation facilities/systems for the 
following: 


• Transit Operations/Optimization  
• Transportation Demand Management Plan 
• Active Transportation Planning 
• Development and implementation of local transit systems 
• Analysis, Development and Implementation of Intelligent Transportation Systems  
• Transit Oriented Development Scoping, Feasibility and Implementation 
• Master Planning for Administrative, Operations, and Maintenance Facilities 
• Bus Boarding Area, Park and Ride, and Parking Master Planning 
• Public-Private Partnerships Feasibility and Implementations 







• Alternatives Analysis and Phasing of BRT, LRT and other mass transit options 
• Organizational Capacity Assessment 
• Incentivizing multimodal transportation and other goals through the entitlements process 
• Transportation Modeling 
• Transportation Surveys 
• Transit System Financial Sustainability and Forecasting 
• Railbanking, Rail ROW Preservation and Access Control Planning 
• Estimation of lost fares generated by Fare-Free Service in various locations 
• Property Tax Ballot Initiative Planning and Implementation 
• General expert advice, opinions and recommendations of a planning nature 
• Other improvements or combinations of improvements as required. 


 


2.4.1 Specific Projects 
At the time of this solicitation, RFTA knows of three (3) specific projects that the selected Consultant will 
perform through task orders. These projects are representative of the types of projects that the selected 
Consultant will be required to perform for RFTA; however, additional types of projects may also be 
required. Proposers should address how they would accomplish these specific projects in their SOQ. The 
three (3) projects are as follows: 


Integrated Transportation System Plan 
RFTA has experienced great success with the rollout of VelociRFTA, the country’s first rural Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) system. Now, RFTA must build upon a foundation of 30 years of transit investments by 
creating an ITSP. The ITSP will guide development of a transportation network that integrates a variety 
of multimodal transportation options, such as walking, bicycling, paratransit, regional transit, local 
transit systems, fixed guideway options, park-n-rides, transit station/stop redevelopment, Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD), and bike share. The Plan will consider catalysts and establish triggers for 
optimizing, enhancing, or expanding service, and for transitioning to different modes, such as from BRT 
to fixed-guideway. 


The ITSP is intended to be inclusive and comprehensive, analyzing the impacts of population and 
employment growth, and land use policies and development patterns. The ITSP will evaluate the cost-
effectiveness of various multi-modal public transportation options, assess organizational capacity, and 
forecast the financing needed in order to accomplish the goals and objectives of the region.  The ISTP 
should outline the roles and responsibilities of RFTA and its partners as they relate to the financing, 
development and implementation of transportation infrastructure and services.  The ISTP should 
establish a decision-making framework for RFTA and its partners when it comes to reviewing proposed 
developments, transit projects and services and investment alternatives. RFTA intends to develop the 
ITSP by undertaking a thorough Board, organization, stakeholder and public engagement process. The 
ISP should cast a vision that engages, energizes, and empowers the Board, RFTA employees, 
stakeholders, and the public to shift the focus from “what is” to “what is possible.” 







Ultimately, the ITSP is intended to be a short and long-term, living, integrated, comprehensive vision and 
implementation plan for the region’s public transportation system and investments. The ITSP should 
establish RFTA as the “Go To” and “Can Do” organization in the region for implementing multimodal 
transportation options that are safe, attractive, comfortable and workable, and helping to make the 
communities it serves more livable. The ITSP should demonstrate that RFTA is responsive and proactive, 
that it has the capacity to maintain the safety and quality of its services, equipment, infrastructure, and 
facilities, while also accommodating growth and development and in the future.  


Without resources, plans are not implemented. The ITSP should inspire public and stakeholder 
confidence in RFTA and help create the community involvement, momentum, and support RFTA will 
need in order to achieve the region’s short and long-range multi-modal goals and objectives. 


Property Tax Ballot Initiative 
RFTA has a fleet of 100 full-size buses, which have a manufacturer-recommended service life of 12 
years/500,000 miles. RFTA usually keeps vehicles in service for a minimum of 15 years and 750,000-
1,000,000 miles. Despite RFTA’s efforts to extend the service life of vehicles through driver training, 
consistent maintenance, and engine and transmission replacement, RFTA will be challenged to replace 
vehicles in a timely manner without additional revenues.  


The purpose of this project is to develop a plan to assess the feasibility and to implement a process to 
achieve a successful ballot initiative in 2017. RFTA estimates that a 1 mil property tax increase will 
provide enough funding to offset approximately 50% - 75% of the cost of long-term bus replacement.   


Pitkin County Bus Management/Entrance to Aspen Alternatives Analysis and Phasing 
RFTA began construction of the new Rubey Park Transportation Center in the spring of 2015.  Rubey 
Park is the terminus of BRT and other transit routes, and the most heavily used boarding location in the 
RFTA region. This roughly $8 million project will increase the number of bus staging areas at Rubey Park 
to roughly 25, a 10% increase. Unfortunately, this expansion will barely meet current bus staging needs, 
and as ridership demand increases, space constraints and community concerns about bus-related noise, 
emissions and congestion will likely preclude additional staging options at Rubey Park. 


The purpose of this study is to consider ways to streamline the circulation and staging of buses within 
the City of Aspen, while ensuring that Aspen aggressive transit ridership goals are attained. Potential 
Alternatives include the implementation of LRT or other transit options between Brush Creek Park and 
ride and Rubey Park.     


2.4.2 Special Project Requirement 
All work is to be performed under the direction and supervision, appropriate to the task, of a Colorado-
Licensed Professional Transportation Planner, a Colorado-Licensed Professional Engineer, a Colorado-
Licensed Architect, or, as appropriate, any combination of the foregoing. 
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VISION/MISSION 
RFTA pursues excellence and innovation in providing preferred 


transportation choices that connect and support vibrant communities. 
 


VALUES 
SAFE 


Safety is RFTA’s highest priority. 
ACCOUNTABLE 


RFTA will be financially sustainable and accountable to the public, its users, and its employees. 
AFFORDABLE 


RFTA will offer affordable and competitive transportation options. 
CONVENIENT 


RFTA’s programs and services will be convenient and easy to use. 
DEPENDABLE 


RFTA will meet the public’s expectations for quality and reliability of services and facilities. 
EFFICIENT 


RFTA will be efficient and agile in management, operations, and use of resources. 
SUSTAINABLE 


RFTA will be environmentally responsible. 
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RFTA OVERVIEW 
 


 


 
The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) is the second largest transit agency in Colorado and the largest rural 
transit agency in the nation. RFTA operates a variety of public transportation services along the State Highway 82 
corridor from Glenwood Springs to Aspen, and the Interstate 70 and State Highway 6 corridors from Glenwood Springs 
to Rifle; covering three counties and 70 linear miles. RFTA currently has eight member jurisdictions that provide 
dedicated sales and use tax revenue: Pitkin County, City of Aspen, Town of Snowmass Village, Eagle County, Town of 
Basalt, Town of Carbondale, City of Glenwood Springs and the Town of New Castle. RFTA also maintains separate 
service contracts with the City of Aspen, Aspen Skiing Company, City of Glenwood Springs, Garfield County and the City 
of Rifle. RFTA currently operates 120 buses and vans, owns and co-manages the 42-mile Rio Grande Rail-Trail Corridor 
between Glenwood Springs and Aspen, and employs approximately 300 employees in the peak winter season. 2014 
system-wide ridership is forecasted to reach 4.9 million, an 18% increase over 2013. Valley commuter service ridership 
is forecasted to be up approximately 28% over 2013. Between 1976, when transit service first began in the region, and 
RFTA’s pre-recessionary peak in 2008, ridership grew from approximately 312,000 trips per year to nearly 4.85 million 
per year, a 1450% increase. 


 


 
 


RFTA’s genesis began in the mid-1970’s, when the City of Aspen and Pitkin County each implemented their 
separate transit services. The City of Aspen focused on fixed-route services within the City and, during the winter, 
operated skier shuttle services in cooperation with Aspen Skiing Company. Pitkin County provided services to 
commuters residing in communities along the Highway 82 corridor as far “downvalley” as El Jebel, in 
unincorporated Eagle County. 


 
In 1983, the City of Aspen and Pitkin County merged their transit systems and formed the Roaring Fork Transit Agency, 
RFTA’s predecessor. Between 1983 and 2000, the Transit Agency incrementally expanded its regional commuter transit 
services to accommodate a growing number of commuters residing in more affordable bedroom communities further 
down valley on SH 82, such as Basalt, El Jebel, Carbondale and Glenwood Springs. In 1992, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, designated the City of Aspen as a PM-10 non-attainment area. Transit services were nearly doubled 
between 1994 and 1996 as part of the plan to reduce vehicle miles traveled in the non-attainment area in order to 
achieve acceptable air-quality standards. 


 
Train operations in the Roaring Fork Valley decreased in phases between the 1960s and the mid-1990s. On 
October 3, 1996, the Roaring Fork Railroad Holding Authority (RFRHA), a public entity created in 1993 by the  
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towns and counties within the Roaring Fork Valley, purchased the Aspen Branch of the Denver & Rio Grande Western 
Railroad right-of-way (33.3 miles from Woody Creek to Glenwood Springs) from the Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company for $8.5 million. The purchase was funded by a consortium of state and local interests including the Counties 
of Garfield, Eagle, and Pitkin, the City of Aspen, the City of Glenwood Springs, the Town of Snowmass Village, the Town 
of Basalt, the Town of Carbondale, the Eagle County Regional Transportation Authority, The Pitkin County Open Space 
and Trails Program, The Colorado Department of Transportation and the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund (GOCO). 


 
State of Colorado Rural Transportation Authority (RTA) enabling legislation, created in 1997, was the impetus for 
creating a more modern regional Transportation Authority structure. In November of 2000, voters in Glenwood Springs, 
Carbondale, Eagle County, Basalt, Snowmass Village, Pitkin County and Aspen approved the creation of the RTA and 
dedicated sales taxes to support the ongoing operation and development of transit and trails programs. Subsequently, 
over the next two years, the employees and assets of the Roaring Fork Transit Agency and the Roaring Fork Railroad 
Holding Authority (RFRHA) were merged into RFTA. 


 
The Rio Grande Rail-Trail Corridor is primarily owned by RFTA and co-managed by regional partners, such as Pitkin 
County, Basalt, Eagle County, Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs. The Corridor has been preserved for trail use and 
future rail/transportation services pursuant to the federal rail banking provision of the National Trails System Act. 
Railbanking status protects the transportation corridor for future transportation/transit uses, thus limiting 
development that might preclude re-introduction of rail or other mass transportation systems in the Roaring Fork 
Valley. The interim use is an extremely popular 10’ wide paved trail from Glenwood Springs to Woody Creek. A soft 
service trail, owned by Pitkin County connects Woody Creek with Aspen. 
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In 2004, voters in existing RFTA member 
jurisdictions approved additional sales taxes for 
the improvement of transit and trails, and 
voters in the Town of New Castle agreed to join 
RFTA and contribute revenue to support transit 
services. 


 
According to the 2004 Local and Regional 
Travel Patterns Study, bus mode share in the 
SH82 corridor was about five to ten times what 
would normally be expected in a rural/small 
town region in the U.S. It was also two to three 
times the rate of major rail transit cities like 
the Portland- Salem Metropolitan Area. 


 
At this point, the stage was set to implement 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). A successful voter 
referendum in 2008, in the midst of the na- 
tional economic downturn, approved a 4/10th-cent regional sales tax increase and $44.55 million in bonding authority 
for the implementation of BRT and other capital projects. The project was widely supported by Federal, State, and local 
governments. As a result, in 2011, RFTA received a $25 million Federal Transit Administration Very Small Starts grant to 
complete design, engineering, and construction of the $46.2 million BRT system. 


 
On September 3, 2013, on time and on budget, RFTA began operation of the VelociRFTA BRT service, the nation’s 
first rural BRT system. This was four years ahead of the 2017 goal established by the RFTA Board of Directors in 
2006. VelociRFTA BRT operates along the 40-mile SH82 corridor from Glenwood Springs to Aspen, serving nine 
major BRT stations. Supported by transit signal priority in key locations and roughly 18 
miles of bus-only or Bus/HOV lanes, BRT provides travel times that are competitive with the private automobile. 
Stations are built to environmentally-sensitive standards and include amenities such as park and ride 
facilities, covered bike parking, real-time bus arrival information, ticket vending machines, snowmelt 
systems, and attractive, semi-enclosed passenger waiting areas. VelociRFTA has been so successful that 2014 
Roaring Fork Valley commuter ridership was up 29% over 2013. 
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TRANSIT & TRAILS 
 


RFTA provides the following transit services: 
 
• Bus Rapid Transit BRT service along the 40-mile SH 82 corridor from Glenwood Springs to Aspen 
 
• Express and Local regional commuter service along the SH 82 Corridor from Aspen to the Town of 


Snowmass Village, and from Aspen to Glenwood Springs 
 


• Commuter service along the Grand Hogback route between Glenwood Springs and Rifle in the I-70 corridor 
 


• Municipal transit services under contracts with the City of Aspen and the City of Glenwood Springs 
 


• Public skier shuttle services under contract with Aspen Skiing Company 
 


• Senior/paratransit transportation services under contract with Garfield County Senior Van/Traveler and the Senior 
Van for Pitkin County 


 
• Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness Area bus tours in partnership with the US Forest Service 


 
RFTA also owns and co-manages 34 miles of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor and the Rio Grande Trail, along the 
Roaring Fork River between Glenwood Springs and Woody Creek. RFTA is preserving the entire 34-mile federally 
“railbanked” corridor as a future transportation corridor. In the interim, RFTA constructed, and maintains a 10’ wide, 
multi-use Rio Grande Trail (RGT) for non-motorized uses (walking, biking, and equestrian). The RGT has gained national 
attention as a uniquely scenic trail for sightseers and long distance bicycling events. 
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2015 FORECAST RFTA STATISTICS 


 
•  5 million system-wide passenger trips 
•  5 million miles operated 
•  310 employees during peak winter season 
•  Approximately $2.1 million in State/Federal capital grants and $1.02 million in Federal Operating assistance 
•  104 buses, includes 22 compressed natural gas (CNG) BRT buses, 39 utility vehicles, and 22 vans 
•  $30.6 million Operating Budget/$8.6 million Capital Budget 
•  70-mile service region: Aspen to Glenwood Springs (40 miles) and Glenwood Springs to Rifle (30 miles) 
•  153 bus stops served 
•  14 park & ride facilities 
•  Maintenance facilities and administrative offices located in Aspen, Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs 
•  Own and co-manage the 34-mile Rio Grande Railroad Corridor and Rio Grande Trail 


 
 
2016 FORECASTS 


 
TO BE DEVELOPED IN 2015 DURING THE 2016 BUDGET 
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
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ANTICIPATED 2015 MAJOR ACHIEVEMENTS 


 
1. Updated the RFTA 5-Year Strategic Plan 
2. Updated the RFTA 15-Year Financial Forecast 
3. Completed Update of Board Governance Policies 
4. Began development of Succession Plan/Training Plan for RFTA employees 
5. Completed Customer Service Plan 
6. Complete Long-Range Financial Sustainability Plan 
7. Completed Service Optimization Plan 
8. Revised the RFTA Personnel Guidelines and distributed copies to all employees (except Union employees) 
9. Began working with CASTA to extend the sunset on Regional Transportation Authority Law property tax 


authority beyond January 2019, and to include Eminent Domain Power for RTA’s 
10.  Completed a 5-Year Strategic Plan for the Garfield County Traveler Senior Transportation Program 
11.  The Carbondale Park-n-Ride Expansion has been bid and a construction contract has been awarded. 


Construction should be completed by the end of 2015. 
12.  RFTA obtained a one-year grant extension from the Garfield County Federal Mineral Lease District to 


construct the New Castle Park-n-Ride. 
13.  The RFTA Board approved the purchase of 507 kW of solar power production from the Clean Energy 


Collective (CEC) for the purpose of offsetting a large amount of RFTA’s Holy Cross utility bills 
14.  RFTA Staff helped the Town of Basalt apply for TAP funding for the Basalt Avenue Pedestrian Crossing; the 


Town was awarded $250,000 
15.  Completed design and the majority of construction of the Rubey Park Renovation Project 
16.  Completed Phase 1, and a DRAFT of Phase 2, of the 20-Year Office Space & Housing Master Plan 
17.  Completed design and bid of Phase 3 of the Aspen Maintenance Facility (AMF) Renovation Project 
18.  Developed a Grand Avenue Bridge Replacement Transit Mitigation Plan 
19.  Undertook the development of a web-based system for RFTA policies and procedures (3-year project) 
20.  Successfully submitted a TIGER VII application for  the GMF Renovation/Expansion Project 
21.  Completed design of the West Glenwood Springs Park-n-Ride Trail and Sidewalk Improvements 
22.  Implemented Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) systems for both Fleet Maintenance and Facilities 


Departments 
23.  Completed an update of the Access Control Plan and Design Guidelines; the first components of the up-dated 


Rio Grande Railroad Corridor Comprehensive Plan 
24.  Secured an appraisal of the UPRR easement and RFTA Wye Property in Glenwood Springs 
25.  Installed Wi-Fi technology on 100% of RFTA’s bus fleet 
26.  Began work on updating the RFTA website and creating a new system-wide map 
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2016 MAJOR GOALS 


 
1. Begin development of a Regional Integrated Transportation Plan (RITP) 
2. Create a dedicated capital replacement reserve for replacement of the RFTA fleet 
3. Create and Recruit Chief Financial and Administrative Officer (CFAO) 
4. Acquire property in Glenwood Springs near 27th St. BRT station for future park & ride expansion 
5. Update CEO and Management Team Succession Plan/Training Plan for employees 
6. Update RFTA 5-Year Strategic Plan 
7. Update RFTA 15-Year Financial Forecast 
8. Update RFTA 15-Year Financial Sustainability Plan 
9. Update Long-term Capital Replacement Plan 
10. Complete Transit Service Optimization Plan 
11. Update Customer Service Plan 
12. Negotiate Collective Bargaining Agreement 
13. Provide ongoing support for We-Cycle.  Purchase one bicycle kiosk for RFTA BRT station. 
14. Work with Legislature to extend RTA Property Tax Authority beyond 2019; seek Eminent Domain Power 
15. Complete construction of New Castle Park & Ride 
16. Secure funding for Phase I (at minimum) of the GMF renovation and expansion project 
17. Construct temporary parking for 20 buses at Glenwood Maintenance Facility (GMF) 
18. Provide ongoing support for the expansion of WE-cycle program 
19. Closeout BRT Very Small Starts grant 
20. Complete all sections of the updated Rio Grande Railroad Corridor Comprehensive Plan 
21. Continue to work with RFTA member jurisdictions to implement safe and affordable public crossings of the 


railbanked Rio Grande Railroad Corridor 
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STRENGTHS 
• Experienced Management Team 
• Experienced and dedicated RFTA employees 
• Innovative and pioneering 
• Dedication to environmental sustainability 
• Dependable and reliable bus service, 365 days per year 
• Dedicated sources of funding 
• Favorable public response to VelociRFTA BRT service 
• High utilization of RFTA transit and trails programs 
• Good working relationship with State/Federal funding partners 
• Regional organization and Board of Directors which has unparalleled decision-maker support 
• Infrastructure generally in a State of Good Repair 
• Good project and construction management capabilities 
• Excellent procurement system and processes 
• Proven Federal/State grant awards and financial management capability 
• Government Finance Officers Association Award-winning annual budget document 
• Affordable employee housing units 
• Own and co-manage 34 miles of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor, which is currently railbanked and being preserved 


for future transportation uses 
 


WEAKNESSES 
• Need long-range financial sustainability plan 
• Many members of Management Team are approaching retirement 
• Improvement in succession planning needed 
• Employees are widely scattered; communication is challenging 
• Competition for Bus Operators and Mechanics is intensifying 
• VelociRFTA service is capacity-constrained during peak hours in peak seasons 
• Office space is over-capacity 
• Glenwood Maintenance Facility is i over-capacity, which causes it to be inefficient 
• VelociRFTA BRT park-n-rides are over-capacity during peak seasons 
• Need a plan for bus replacements that are due in the next 5 – 10 years 
• Need a Facilities Master Plan 
• Need more design plans on the shelf to capitalize on grant opportunities 
• Need better training programs for all employees 
• Need to complete Comprehensive Corridor Plan and Access Control Plan 
• Need better planning for ongoing management and maintenance of Rio Grande Rail-Trail Corridor 
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OPPORTUNITIES 
• Partnerships with RFTA member jurisdictions, CDOT, FTA for major infrastructure projects, such as the 


Grand Avenue Bridge construction project, Basalt, Buttermilk and 27th Street Pedestrian Underpasses 
• Regional planning perspective and grant leverage on behalf of member jurisdictions 
• Excess bus capacity during non-peak times that can be promoted 
• Use of new ITS data collection capabilities to optimize efficiency of transit services 
• Expansion of CNG fleet 
• Sale of CNG to other governmental entities 
• Consolidation of RFTA offices 
• Secure passage of property tax for capital replacement 
• Developing harmonious working relationship with Union employees 
• Development of workforce training programs in cooperation with CMC, Mountain States Employers 


Council 
• Development of circulator services to make mainline services more efficient 
• Potential new State/Federal funding for transit 
• TIGER/Ladders of Opportunity grant funding for GMF expansion 
• Increased energy efficiency and possible solar energy offset projects 
• Ownership of the Rio Grande Trail; a 10’ wide, paved trail being utilized as a non-motorized 


transportation option 
 


CHALLENGES 
• Long-range financial sustainability 
• Long-term capital replacement 
• Staff communication across various locations 
• Managing/forecasting growth in demand 
• National/State demographic shifts – More Baby Boomers needing paratransit services 
• Developing adequate transit capacity during peak hours in peak seasons 
• Securing additional source(s) of revenue 
• Maintaining transit operations during AMF Phase III, Rubey Park, GMF, and Grand Avenue Bridge 


construction projects 
• Maintaining the railbanked status of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor for a future transportation option 
• Making public crossings of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor affordable for local governments 
• Identifying suitable/affordable site for additional parking at 27th Street BRT station 
• Compliance with Federal/State/Local regulations 
• Maintaining adequate staffing levels with qualified, skilled, motivated employees 
• Rising costs of doing business 
• Aging, bilingual and seasonal workforce 
• Health care 
• Rising Liability/Worker Compensation/Health Care insurance costs 
• Fuel diversification and escalating prices 
• Properly sized vehicles for BRT and other transit services 
• Rising cost of goods and services 
• Risk management 
• Maintaining IT systems and maximizing benefits from them 
• Managing public and employee expectations 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


CEO 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016- 2020 
 
To align the RFTA Board and Staff in the pursuit of excellence and innovation in providing preferred 
transportation choices that connect and support vibrant communities. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1.  Began development of CEO and Management Team Succession Plan/Training Plan for all employees 
2.  Began implementation of Organizational Structure Review recommendations 
3.  Completed update of Board Governance Policies 
4.  Updated the RFTA 5-Year Strategic Plan 
5.  Updated RFTA 15-Year Financial Forecast 
6.  Completed RFTA 15-Year Financial Sustainability Plan 
7.  Completed Long-Term Capital Replacement Plan 
8.  Completed Grand Avenue Bridge Transit Mitigation Plan in cooperation with Glenwood Springs and CDOT 
9.  Created Transit Service Optimization Plan 
10. Created Customer Service Plan 
11. Undertook development of a web-based system for documenting and linking RFTA policies, procedures, and 


processes (3-year process). 
12. Provided support for the expansion of WE-cycle throughout the Roaring Fork Valley 
13. Updated the RFTA Personnel Guidelines 
14. Began working with CASTA on a plan to seek amendments to RTA Law for the purpose of extending 


property tax authority beyond 1/1/2019; and to obtain Eminent Domain Power for all RTA’s 
15. Developed a 5-year Strategic Plan for the Traveler Senior Transportation Program 
16. Obtained a long-term commitment from RFTA Board to continue the Carbondale Circulator service 


 
 


2016 – 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue development/implementation of a CEO and Management Team Succession Plan/Training Plan for 


employees 
2.  Conduct due diligence for potential future property tax referendum, subject to Board authorization 
3.  Update the Long-term Capital Replacement Plan 
4.  Complete construction of additional bus parking at GMF 
5.  Acquire property in Glenwood Springs near 27th St. BRT station for future park & ride expansion 
6.  Continue implementing Organizational Structure Review Recommendations 
7.  Update Board Governance Policies as needed 
8.  Update the 15-Year Financial Sustainability Plan 
9.  Update the RFTA 5-Year Strategic Plan 
10. Update the RFTA 15-Year Long Range Financial Forecast 
11. Update Long-Term Capital Replacement Plan 
12. Complete the Rio Grande Corridor Comprehensive Plan and all of its components 
13. Update the Transit Service Optimization Plan 
14. Update the RFTA Customer Service Plan 
15. Continue providing support for expansion of We-Cycle throughout the Valley 
16. Closeout the BRT Project 
17. Continue to work with CASTA and Legislature to extend the sunset on Regional Transportation Authority Law property tax 


authority beyond January 2019, and to include Eminent Domain Power for RTA’s 
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5-YEAR PLAN CEO CONTINUED 


 


 


 
YEARS 2-5 
 
1.  Update CEO and Management Team Succession Plan 
2.  Update RFTA Board Governance Policies 
3.  Update RFTA 5-Year Strategic Plan 
4.  Update RFTA 15-Year Financial Forecast 
5.  Update RFTA 15-Year Financial Sustainability Plan 
6.  Update Long-term Capital Replacement Plan 
7.  Undertake Construction of the Glenwood Maintenance Facility Expansion 
8.  Provide transit service mitigation in 2017 for the Grand Avenue Bridge replacement project 
9.  Update Transit Service Optimization Plan 
10. Update RFTA Customer Service Plan 
11. Partner with Colorado Association of transit Agencies, other Transit Systems, and CDOT to secure 


statewide funding for Transit 
12. Complete implementation of Organizational Structure Review recommendations 
13. Identify funding for Mid-Valley Circulator systems 
14. Continue to Provide support for expansion of WE-Cycle throughout Roaring Fork Valley 
15. Update RFTA Personnel Guidelines 
16. Continue working, as needed, with Legislature to extend sunset property tax authority beyond 2019 and to include 


Eminent Domain Power for RTA’s 
17. Obtain 3rd-Party Safety & Security Accreditation (every 3 years) 
18. Build Partnerships with Garfield County and Western Colorado County Communities 
19. Create Transit/Trails Advisory Board 
20. Continue to work with RFTA member jurisdictions to implement safe and affordable public crossings of the 


railbanked Rio Grande Railroad Corridor 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


FACILITIES 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016 – 2020 
The vision for the Facilities Department for the next five years includes the following components: 


 
1.   Capital Development: Develop a long-term (20-30 year) capital development program for RFTA’s maintenance 


facilities, housing, office space, bus stops and park and rides, and implement this program 
in a cost-efficient and professional manner. Design and construct projects, on time and on budget, that will 
improve and sustain RFTA’s services for the next twenty years 


2.   Facilities Maintenance: Implement the Trapeze EAM software and use this system to develop a professional 
Facilities Maintenance Department to manage and maintain RFTA’s facilities and assets. 


3.  Asset Management: Implement an accountable and efficient asset management program to plan and bud- get the 
year-to-year and long term maintenance of assets 


4.  Rio Grande Railroad Corridor and Rio Grande Trail: Continue to manage the Corridor and Trail in a professional 
manner for the purpose of preserving the current railbanked status, working collaboratively to implement safe 
and affordable public crossing options and reserving an option to construct and operate a future alternative 
transportation system along the Corridor. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Completed design of the Rubey Park Renovation Project 
2. Completed design of the New Castle PNR 
3. Completed Phase 1, and a Phase 2 DRAFT, of the 20-Year Office Space & Housing Master Plan 
4. Completed design of Phase 3 of the AMF Renovation Project 
5. Received a CDOT grant to complete design of Phase 4 of the AMF Renovation/Expansion Project 
6. Completed design of the West Glenwood Springs Park-n-Ride, Trail and Sidewalk Improvements 
7. Implemented Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) for the Facilities Dept. 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 


1. Complete construction of Rubey Park Transit Center in Aspen 
2. Construct the New Castle PNR by October 15, 2016 
3. Complete construction of AMF Phase 3 by fall of 2015 
4. Complete construction of the Carbondale PNR Expansion by Winter 2015-2016 
5. Complete Phase 2 of the 20-Year Office Space & Housing Master Plan 
6. Find funding for Phases 2 & 3 of the 20-Year Office Space & Housing Master Plan 
7. Complete the design and bid the project for Phase 4 of the AMF Renovation/Expansion 
8. Complete the design and bid the project for Phase 1 of the GMF Renovation/Expansion 
9. Construct the West Glenwood Springs PNR, Trail and Sidewalk Improvements 
10.  Continue to train employees and increase usage of Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) software for 


Facilities Maintenance and Rail-Trail 
 


Long Term Strategic Planning Projects 
 
1. Complete long-term 20-Year Office Space and Housing Master Plan 
2. Complete three Rio Grande Railroad/Trail documents: Rio Grande Corridor Land Management Plan, Rio 


Grande Trail Management/Maintenance Plan, and Rio Grande Trail Access Plan 
3. Complete CNG Facilities Plan (to determine where CNG facilities are needed, type and capacity, based on 


current and future vehicle staging) 
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5-YEAR PLAN FACILTIES CONTINUED 


 


 


 
4. Complete the GMF Expansion Plan, including phasing plans that can adapt to incremental funding plans 
5. Substantially complete the RFTA Accessibility Assessment (how to access BRT and other major stations) 


through completion of the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit Access Plan (RBPTAP) 
6. Complete Capital Replacement Plan for all RFTA facilities 
7. Design and construct Phase 4 improvements at the AMF (building exterior improvements) 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1.  GMF Expansion 
2.  Buttermilk Pedestrian Crossing 
3.  27th Street Pedestrian Crossing(s) 
4.  SH133/Village Road Pedestrian Crossing 
5.  Intermodal Center/BRT Station in downtown GWS 
6.  Bus Operators’ break area at 27th St BRT Station 
7.  Carbondale Maintenance Facility (CMF) Site Plan 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


FINANCE 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2015-2019 
 
The vision for the Finance Department for the next five years includes the following components: 
 
1.  Demonstrate quality, professionalism and increasing efficiency in short-range and long-range financial 


forecasts 
2.  Focus on inter-departmental communication and coordination of financial plans and strategies 
3.  Maintain the Finance Department’s competency and sustainability through the development of staff capability 


and succession planning 
 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 


1. Obtained the Distinguished Budget Presentation Award from the GFOA for RFTA’s 2015 Budget 
documents 


2. Identified and monitored ongoing post-issuance compliance matters pertaining to bonds 
3. Continued succession planning for the department 
4. Began to create an ITS Data Transition Plan for the improved transmission of ridership, transit hours and transit 


mileage reports 
5. Began the process to refine cash collection processes pertaining to ticket vending machines and fare-


boxes 
6. Hired 2 FTE positions: Payroll Specialist and an Accounts Receivable/Revenue Receiving Specialist 
7. Continued coordination to create an existing documentation for workflow policy/procedures and succession 


planning for integration with centralized best practices software for RFTA 
 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Assist in the ATU negotiations by providing timely financial information and analysis needed to make 


informed decisions as part of the annual budget process 
2. Refine RFTA’s Long Range Financial Forecast to include updated information pertaining to the Capital 


Investment and Replacement Plan 
3. Participate in and support efforts to seek additional revenue sources to fund long term needs and assist in 


developing strategies to obtain them 
4. Review, revise and consolidate financial policies into one document for ease and efficiency to reference 
5. Develop training plans for key staff in order to continue their professional development 
6. Streamline data collection from new software (i.e. Clever Devices, Enterprise Asset Management) 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Obtain unqualified (or “clean”) opinions from the independent auditor for RFTA’s Financial Statements for 


2015-2018 
2. Obtain the Distinguished Budget Presentation Award from the GFOA for RFTA’s 2016-2019 Budget 


documents 
3. Maintain and monitor and disseminate RFTA’s budget and annual financial forecast on a monthly basis, in 


cooperation with Department Directors 
4. Develop and update RFTA’s long-term financial forecast in cooperation with all Departments 
5. Incorporate quarterly or bi-annual review of forecasts with Service Contract partners. 
6. Identify and monitor bond issue compliance matters 
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5-YEAR PLAN FINANCE CONTINUED 


 


 


 
7. Develop and streamline the collection and dissemination of data (from IT, Operations, Maintenance and 


Facilities) required for financial projections and reporting 
8. Develop and implement a succession plan for the Assistant Director and other key staff to ensure the 


Department’s long-term capabilities as staff retires or transitions 
9. Develop a data transition plan for the Finance Department for the improved transmission of RFTA’s new ITS 


data 
10.  Participate in and support efforts to seek additional revenue sources to fund long term needs and assist in 


developing strategies to obtain them 
11.  Review, revise and consolidate financial policies into one document for ease and efficiency of reference 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


FLEET MAINTENANCE 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
1.  The Fleet Maintenance Department has highly skilled staff, and highly efficient and accountable maintenance 


practices, demonstrated by reporting tools that can be viewed and understood by all Departments and by our 
Customers 


2.  The fleet will be maintained and replaced in a financially sustainable manner 
3.  The fleet will be maintained and made available for service throughout construction of major construction 


projects, in coordination with other Departments 
4.  The Fleet Maintenance Department will be prepared for succession of key staff 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Addressed current capacity issues at the GMF by coordinating with Facilities Dept. to plan for bus overflow 


parking for 20 buses in 2016 
2. Assisted with the Grand Avenue Bridge Replacement Transit Mitigation Plan 
3. Lead and develop Implementation of Fleet, Facilities and Trails Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) Project 
4. Continued to train new employees and mid-management to address the new needs and impacts of BRT 


expansion. 
5. Coordinated with applicable departments in budget and budget adherence reporting 
6. Completed successful EAM fleet and facility data upload into the CDOT COTRAMS website 
7. Worked with HR to retain good employees with sufficient maintenance skills and a good work ethic 
8.  Helped spearhead bus purchases via the CMPC and worked with Procurement on multi-year vehicle 


purchasing procurement policies/processes 
 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Resolution of capacity issues at the GMF needs to be a high priority 
2. Develop robust reporting capabilities for Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) systems 
3. Develop Employee Tracking and Development systems within the training program 
4. Develop monthly EAM/Caselle reconciliation reports 
5. Implement EAM State of Good Repair (SGR) reporting program 
6. Review Maintenance Department position needs and pay scale review 
7. Find creative housing programs and new employee assistance programs. 
8. Develop a 3-5 year Growth and Vehicle Replacement Plan. 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Finalize phasing and construction impact mitigation plans for facility improvements 
2. Review staffing needs and positions within the department to maximize the benefits of EAM 
3. Further develop “Ride Around” and “Walk Thru” programs 
4. Continue to update and improve Maintenance Training program 
5. Develop and produce maintenance accountability reports using the EAM software 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


HUMAN RESOURCES 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
To create an environment of health, safety, support, training, satisfaction and productivity for all employees, 
within the context of up-to-date and knowledgeable compliance with employment regulations. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1.   Completed the update of the RFTA Personnel Guidelines 
2.   Distributed a summer survey to better understand employee satisfaction with benefits and to enact positive 


changes accordingly 
3.   Expanded the utilization of “Train the Trainer” online training consoles and employee training consoles 
4.   Established a library of accessible, up-to-date and quality on-line training for the management team, middle 


managers and supervisors 
5.   Working to bring in-house a manager/supervisor training class with face-to-face onsite training classes to be 


offered to directors, managers and middle-management in Summer 2015 
6.   Conducted a comprehensive 1-day new hire orientation with RFTA history, paperwork instructions, benefits etc. 
7.   Worked with Safety & Risk Manager to enhance safety and risk newsletters to increase education and 


minimize claims 
8.   Worked with Safety & Risk Manger to create safety violation policies to improve workplace safety and reduce 


safety-related costs 
9.   Developed a pre-hire fitness for duty evaluation process for any full time drivers that are hired. This testing will 


also be used to validate concerns about someone returning from a Worker’s Comp claim 
10. Improved means of communication with all employees by working toward having an email address for each 


RFTA employee 
 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Keep RFTA in compliance with all employment laws and regulations and utilize best practice principles 
2. Revise Administrative Personnel Performance Evaluation Form to ensure that all performance is tied to 


agency goals and objectives 
3. Continue to find creative ways to hire and retain good employees 
4. Continue to find more ways to get employees involved in the Wellness Program to have a healthier staff 
5. Continue to work on succession planning and coordinate with MSEC 
6. Increase HR Dept. by at least one more employee in 2016 to have a strong presence in both Aspen and 


GWS to be able to accommodate the growing Staff 
7. Will do everything to keep RFTA as a big family that works together to provide safe, great service to our public 


as well as keeping our open door policy as much as we can 
 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Conduct health fairs in spring and fall 
2. Conduct survey of employees every 1-2 years to better understand satisfaction with benefits, and to enact 


positive changes accordingly 
3. Continue to build a library of accessible, up-to-date and quality on-line training for the management team, middle 


managers and supervisors. A sampling of our topics would be employment law, harassment, discrim- ination, EEOC 
compliance as well as How to be an Effective Manager 


4. Work with Safety Manager to issue safety and risk newsletters to increase education and minimize claims 
5. Be 100% paperless within 5 years: Allow employees to submit forms and make changes electronically 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
To create and maintain a fast, efficient, secure, computing environment for employees of RFTA and to 
maintain and improve RFTA’s AVL/CAD operations and reporting system. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1.  Began creating Virtual Desktop systems 
2.   Replaced 5 Desktop and 3 Laptop Computers with faster more efficient computers each year 
3.   Started the process to equip the entire RFTA fleet (except BRT vehicles) with new Digital Video Recorders and 


Cameras (55 buses) 
4.   Continuing to develop mobile apps for passengers 
5.   Installed third metro ethernet line 
6.   Equipped the entire bus fleet with Wi-Fi capability 
7.   Moved IT equipment, and reconfigure routes and driver assignments, consistent with construction phasing of the 


Rubey Park Renovation Project 
 
 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue a maintenance mode on AVL and Fare collection and expand preventive maintenance mode for 


fareboxes 
2. Retire some routers and switches 
3. Our phone system is no longer supported and should be replaced or upgraded 
4. Replace two of the oldest servers 
5. Develop custom in-house reporting mechanisms for ITS programs. The results will be place on SharePoint for 


easy interdepartmental access. 
6. Install cameras for PNR lots 
7. Improve internet connections at some bus stops 
8. Research innovative modes of onboard and off-board fare collection 


 
 
 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1.  Investigate advanced safety devices for buses, such as lane adherence and pedestrian safety monitoring devices 
2.  Investigate more advanced technologies for bus automated vehicle location systems and communications    


systems 
3.  Develop custom dashboards for all departments that show all relevant data at a glance 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


MARKETING & COMMUNICATIONS 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
To provide and improve upon the user-friendliness and ease of access of information the general public needs 
to use RFTA’s transit services throughout the region. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1.   Began the process of updating and modernizing the primary RFTA website www.RFTA.com to refresh 


graphics and create a more user-friendly environment 
2.   Began the process to create system-wide regional and inset maps for print and electronic uses 
3.   Expanded upon a regular public email-news and communications list 
4.   Continuing to improve the ease of understanding and using transit within our region through 


enhanced passenger information tools and effective use of available technology 
5.   Implemented employee internal e-newsletters to enhance communications within the company 
6.   Expanded RFTA’s existing passenger email database 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Plan and execute RFTA seasonal change items on schedule and explore options to streamline processes 
2. Strive to make the RFTA system easier for existing and new users to understand and navigate 
3. Complete a revised RFTA website and new system-wide maps 
4. Increase awareness and enhance image of RFTA services throughout the Valley 
5. Promote RFTA through high potential target markets 
6. Encourage new riders to try transit 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Continually enhance ease of understanding and riding the bus within our service area through enhanced 


passenger information tools and effective use of available technology 
2. Grow and establish a regular public email-news and communications strategy 
3. Establish a regional telephone information center with bilingual capability 
4. Establish a distribution network for riders’ guide and pertinent seasonal service items 
5. Insure that fare media are appropriately communicated and easily available for all of RFTA’s target 


markets 
6. Work to expand Spanish language communications and outreach 
7. Develop strategy to provide enhanced information kiosks at BRT Stations to include full schedules, fliers, and 


additional relevant information 



http://www.rfta.com/
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


OPERATIONS 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
Continue to improve and refine services and schedules to meet or exceed customers’ expectations. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1.   Hired and retained the full complement of drivers and other staff needed to meet service demands, even 


with dramatically increased BRT service and staffing demands 
2.   Worked cooperatively on the preliminary Grand Avenue Bridge Replacement Transit Mitigation Plan in 


Glenwood Springs 
3.   Developed creative recruiting programs to hire and retain competent drivers 
4.   In concert with our HR Department, revised our personnel policies to improve employee attendance 
5.   Implemented shift premium bonuses for drivers with low seniority 
6.   Worked cooperatively to establish near term and longer term construction operating plans for the Rubey 


Park Transit Center Renovation Project 
7.   Worked with the HR Dept. to institute fitness-for-duty tests 
8.   Started working on comprehensive succession planning for all levels of departmental staff 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Establish service optimization meetings to refine our services based largely on data obtained through our 


ITS software data 
2. Continue to update transit mitigation plans for the Grand Avenue Bridge Replacement 
3. Succession planning for all levels of the department 
4. Continue to work on programs and incentives to not only hire but retain employees to strive to meet staff- ing 


levels 
5. Prepare the entire department for a new union environment 
6. Enhance processes to collect and act upon customer complaints 
7. Expand fitness for duty tests for all new hires, pending funding 
8. Continue to evaluate our public safety/security needs by expanding our security training and our security 


contract 
9. Increase staff awareness of employment law pertaining to discrimination and harassment 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Develop succession programs for Operations Directors and Managers 
2. Develop a highly coordinated program for long-term recruitment of bus drivers, recognizing that RFTA will likely 


be a seasonally-dominant service 
3. Institute cross -training programs for Operation Supervisors to learn Trapeze Run Cutting and Scheduling 


Programs 
4. Set up detailed training syllabuses and check lists for every position in the Operations Department 
5. Enhance our information systems and increase computer literacy and skills sets throughout all levels of our 


department to provide easier and more streamlined access to department information 
6. Create standardized testing systems to assess core competencies for supervisors 
7. Obtain bus simulators and other computer aided training systems to improve spatial awareness and 


defensive driving skills of our bus operators 
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5-YEAR PLAN PLANNING CONTINUED 


 


 


 


PLANNING 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
We will work creatively, cooperatively and comprehensively with our partners in the public, private and non- 
profit sectors and other groups to create healthy and vibrant communities. 


 
We will develop expertise in RFTA’s current and new information technologies to communicate RFTA’s past, pres- ent 
and future operations through the data generated by these systems. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Updated the 5-Year Strategic Plan 
2. Provided quarterly updates of the Strategic Plan 
3. Assisted the Town of Basalt in obtaining $250,000 in TAP funding to design/build a future Basalt Ave. 
4. Pedestrian Crossing 
5. Substantially completed the Regional Travel Patterns Study 
6. Substantially completed the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit Access Plan (RBPTAP) 
7. Spearheaded the final approval to purchase 507 kW in solar power production in the Clean Energy 
8. Collective solar array; for the purpose of offsetting a large quantity of RFTA’s Holy Cross utility bills 
9. Secured a one-year grant extension from the Garfield County Federal Mineral Lease District to construct the 
10. New Castle PNR 
11. Successfully submitted a TIGER VII grant application for the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility (GMF) 


Renovation/Expansion Project 
12. Secured CDOT grant funding to construct the Carbondale BRT Station Expansion (secured funding for the 


following projects…(see PD reports) 
13. Created a comprehensive grants and major projects update, which is revised quarterly 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue to provide quarterly updates on the RFTA 5-Year Plan to the Staff and Board 
2. Establish proficiency in ITS software integration and reporting 
3. Finalize the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian & Transit Access Plan (RBPTAP) and complete on priority regional project 
4. In partnership with neighborhood jurisdictions, fund and implement at least one priority project from the 


RBPTAP 
5. Establish grant funding for Phases 1-5 of the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility (GMF) Renovation/ 


Expansion Project 
6. Monitor the productivity of RFTA’s new solar farm purchase 
7. Continue to seek and manage Federal, State and regional grant opportunities that align with RFTA’s project 


goals 
8. Coordinate with all regional jurisdictions regarding transit impacts and mitigation for development projects 
9. Complete the BRT Accessibility Assessment 
10. Complete the 2016 Onboard Passenger Survey 
11. Finalize the Performance Monitoring Plan 
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5-YEAR PLAN PLANNING CONTINUED 


 


 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Establish proficiency in ITS software integration and reporting 
2. Implement the Performance Monitoring/Service Standards Plan by providing quarterly reports to the Board and 


Staff 
3. Secure grant funding for the GMF expansion and other high-priority projects 
4. Continue the Regional Roundtable meetings 2-3 times per year to maintain regional cohesion, 


communication and goal-setting among RFTA and the local governments 
5. Identify and participate in at least one professional development opportunity each year 
6. Fund and complete at least one priority project from the RBPTAP each year, in partnership with applicable 


jurisdictions 
 


 
 
 


 







PAGE 26 


5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


PROCUREMENT 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
Ensure that RFTA’s Procurement Policies and Procedures are being practiced and enforced efficiently, equitably 
and transparently. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Increased agency-wide usage of the centralized Procurement Calendar 
2. Developed performance criteria by which RFTA’s current vendors may be assessed and/or awarded 


contracts 
3. Started the process of updating the Procurement Policies & Procedures Manual to reflect RFTA’s manner of doing 


business 
4. Collaborated with the Finance Department regarding project budgets, vendor invoicing and other 


governing purchasing and accountability policies 
5. Established a partnership with the Colorado Contractor’s Association and Western Colorado Contractor’s 


Association and the City of Glenwood Springs Procurement Department to assist each other with reaching 
potential proposers on projects 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Increase agency-wide utilization of the Procurement Calendar to facilitate long term procurement planning 
2. Begin to assume all contract administration activities currently performed by each department 
3. Update Procurement Policies & Procedures Manual to reflect RFTA’s manner of doing business 
4. Collaborate with the Finance Department regarding project budgets, vendor invoicing and other policies 


governing purchasing and accountability 
5. Collaborate with the Planning Department to coordinate receipt of grants with project budgets and 


procurement timelines 
6. Partner with other municipalities/agencies represented on the Western Slope to increase business 


opportunities for RFTA’s Preferred Vendors 
7. Hold a training session and/or “speed networking” opportunity for Primes and Subs geared toward 


assisting suppliers with developing partnering relationships 
 


 
 


YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Complete centralization of all procurement and contract administration functions with the agency 
2. Identify means/methods to procure goods and services required by RFTA departments as efficiently as 


possible 
3. Provide continuous training and education to internal and external customers 
4. Continue to identify vendors who meet internal customer needs at reasonable prices 
5. Continue to maintain ethical business standards and full legal compliance with all stakeholders 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


RIO GRANDE RAILROAD CORRIDOR & RIO 
GRANDE TRAIL 


 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
The vision for the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor and Rio Grande Trail is to protect the rail-banked status of the 
Rio Grande Corridor for future transportation uses. In the interim, the Rio Grande Trail will be managed for non-
motorized uses and preservation of the scenic and natural qualities of the corridor. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Continue to train and utilize Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) systems for Rail-Trail Staff 
2. Finalized the Wildlife Management Plan for the Rock-Bottom Ranch section of the Rio Grande Trail 
3. Began the update of the Corridor Comprehensive Plan to identify and either license or eliminate all the 


encroachments within the rail corridor right-of-way 
4. Participated as a development referral agency for development projects that may impact the Rio Grande Railroad 


Corridor or the Rio Grande Trail: CDOT/GWS transit mitigation and infrastructure for the Grand Ave. Bridge 
Replacement Project, Wye Property in GWS, South Bridge, 8th Street GWS Extension, River Edge, TCI Lane Ranch, 
Tree Farm 


5. Secured an appraisal of the UPRR easement and RFTA WYE property 
6. Completed the list of capital improvements that were budgeted for the Rio Grande Trail 
7. Monitored and enforced railroad corridor covenants 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue to monitor the Rock Bottom Ranch Wildlife Monitoring Plan and field assessments 
2. Finalize the Corridor Comprehensive Plan within the first quarter of 2016 
3. Continue to monitor and participate in all municipality projects that impact the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor and Rio 


Grande Trail 
4. Trails staff will need to complete asphalt & shoulder repair work along the RGT in 2016 
5. Conduct the annual CEC meeting sometime in November, 2015 and provide a report to the RFTA Board in 


January 2016, with a report to GOCO in the first quarter of 2016 
6. Identify all uses of the Railroad Corridor: crossings, encroachments, utilities, ditches and culverts in the 


Railroad Corridor; and license them, eliminate them and then incorporate them into the GIS mapping system 
7. Work with attorneys to update all of the documents used to manage the Railroad Corridor, including license 


agreements, encroachment agreements, pipeline agreements, fee schedules, etc. 
 


 
 


RIO GRANDE TRAIL PROJECT IDEAS (revised 6/11/2015) 
 
1. Irrigation system on the RGT through Carbondale. Roughly 1 mile long and 100 feet wide. Install would be 


approximately $200,000. 
2. Improve the river access from the RGT at the Satank Bridge. Build steps into the hillside to prevent slips down 


the steep bank. Approximately $5,000 for install. 
3. Improved Signage. Wayfinding and Educational Interpretive signs - Talk about the history of the area, the RR 


corridor, native plants, wildlife, etc. Wayfinding signs - As part of the Carbondale Creative District, RFTA may 
receive some money to pay local artists to make wayfinding signs. Approximately $3,500. 


4. Soft surface pedestrian/equestrian trail adjacent to the existing asphalt trail. 
5. Landscaping and native seeding projects in strategic locations along the corridor 
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5-YEAR PLAN RIO GRANDE TRAIL CONTINUED 


 


 


 
6. Asphalt repair projects. Maybe 2,000 linear feet?  Estimated cost $275k 
7. Shoulder Repair Projects. Remove existing and install new shoulder materials. Perhaps retaining walls in some 


areas? 
8. Install “Do-It-Yourself” bike repair stations at strategic locations. About $1,400 per station. The Town of 
9. Carbondale may partner with RFTA for the purchase of a station in town. 
10. Beautify RGT corridor through Carbondale to create a “linear park” from Carbondale Park-n-Ride up to 


Snowmass Drive. RFTA has partnered with CCAH to submit a NEA Grant Application. Other partners could be 
the Town of Carbondale and local businesses. 


11. Build soft surface/equestrian trail from Hooks Land Trailhead to the new Pitkin County Open Space Property, 
Glassier. Partners could be Pitkin County Open Space and the Roaring Fork Valley Equestrian Group. 







PAGE 29 


5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


SAFETY & TRAINING 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
To improve RFTA’s safety record and safety image through reductions in incidents and crashes, using data from 
advanced crash and safety analyses. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Implemented recommendations from the independent safety and security audit 
2. Conducted regular Executive Safety Committee meetings 
3. Conducted regular evacuation drills and training for all staff 
4. Coordinated with the Planning Dept. to find grant funding for a bus operator simulator 
5. Updated the Safety, Security, and Emergency Preparedness Plan (SSEPP) 
6. Updated the Operations’ Training Manual 
7. Updated the In-Service Training Curriculum for Operations and Facilities Department Employees 
8. Participated in the National and Colorado State RTAP program development 
9. Developed comprehensive accident analysis reporting for vehicle incidents and crashes 
10. Conducted regular emergency procedures/evacuation drills training for all staff 
11. Instituted an Exposure Control Plan for affected employees working in the field 
12. Completed the ADA/Wheelchair Lift Training Plan and have all drivers take the training bi-annually, at a 


minimum 
 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue the development of training program for new supervisors 
2. Continue instituting regular safety training cycles appropriate to each department 
3. Continue to hold regular Executive Safety Committee meetings 
4. Conduct evacuation drills and training for all staff 
5. Update SSEPP 
6. Continue updating Operations’ Training Manual to accommodate changes in transit services and in 


regulations and policies 
7. Continue to develop training materials for Facilities Department 
8. Continue to participate in  Colorado state RTAP program development 
9. Continue to develop more thorough accident analysis for vehicle crashes and other incidents including 


Quantifiable Safety Objectives required by MAP-21 
10. Develop and implement Exposure Control Plan 
11. Continue ADA/Wheel Chair refresher training for operators 
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5-YEAR PLAN 
 


 


 


TRAVELER 
 


Vision/Overall Goal 2016-2020 
 
We provide wheelchair accessible, door-to-door, demand responsive, driver-assisted transportation to Garfield 
County residents who cannot use public or private transportation because it is unavailable, inaccessible, 
unaffordable. This program primarily serves the elderly and people with disabilities. 


 


Anticipated 2015 Accomplishments 
 
1. Transported more passengers than ever, due to regional and national increase in the Senior Citizen population 
2. Integrated a 5-Year Strategic Plan for the Traveler into the overall RFTA 5Year Strategic Plan 
3. Secure new office space in Glenwood Springs 
4. Assisted with grant funding and procurement of two new CNG vans for regional service. 


 
 


2016 - 2020 Goals 
 


YEAR 1 (2016) 
 
1. Continue to seek consistent, long-term funding sources for the service longevity and sustainability. 
2. Additional community awareness/involvement of the Traveler and how to utilize most efficiently. 
3. Demographic indicators show an almost 300% increase in older age population by 2020. Plan for Traveler to absorb this 


natural growth, operationally and financially. 
4. Replace aging fleet with CNG-powered vehicles. 


 
YEARS 2-5 
 
1. Continue to enhance overall public awareness about the Traveler’s services and the limited dedicated 


funding sources. 
2. Continue to seek grant funding and pursue creative long term financing avenues. 
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