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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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Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act - Transit and Rail
Highlights

The following information was provided by Ron Papsdorf, CDOT’s Federal Affairs and Local Government Liaison, at
the CDOT Transit and Rail Advisory Committee meeting on Friday, January 26, 2016:

On December 4, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act.
The FAST Act authorizes Federal highway, transit, and rail programs for five years from 2016 to 2020 and
represents the first long-term comprehensive surface transportation legislation since 2005.

The FAST Act is a five year (FY 2016 — FY 2020) $300 billion highway, transit, highway safety and rail bill. It provides
approximately $225 billion in contract authority over five years for the Federal-aid Highway program, increasing
funding from $41 billion in FY 2015 to $47 billion in FY 2020. The bill continues to distribute nearly 93 percent of
all Federal-aid Highway program contract authority to State DOTs through formula programs. The bill creates a
new National Highway Freight program (approximately $1.2 billion a year) that is distributed to the States by
formula and creates a new discretionary program for Nationally Significant Freight and Highway Projects
(approximately $900 million a year). The FAST Act gradually increases the percentage of the Surface
Transportation Program that is sub allocated by population from 50 percent in FY 2015 to 55 percent in FY 2020.
The bill also includes a $7.6 billion rescission of unobligated Federal-aid Highway contract authority in FY 2020.

The FAST Act provides approximately $61 billion over five years for Federal transit programs including $48.9 billion
in Highway Trust Fund contract authority and roughly $12 billion in funding from the General Fund. For highway
safety the bill provides $4.7 billion for NHTSA ($3.7 from the HTF) and $3.2 billion for the Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Administration. The FAST Act authorizes approximately $10 billion over five years for the Federal Railroad
Administration and Amtrak.

For Colorado, the bill increases highway formula funding from $516 million in 2015 to $542 million in 2016 and
grows to $592 million in 2020. Overall, this represents an increase of about $250 million over MAP-21 funding
levels over the five years of the bill. On the transit side, funding increases from $111.5 million in 2015 to $114.6
million in 2016 and grows to $124.8 million in 2020. Overall, this represents an increase of about $40 million over
MAP-21 funding levels over the five years of the bill. A funding summary by program area is attached.

Transit Provisions Highlights

The FAST Act provides a total of $61.1 billion over five years and grows transit funding by more than 10% in year
one and by almost 18% over the five years of the bill. The bill grows the Urbanized Area Formula program by less
than 2% in 2016, staring at $4.5 billion. It is increased by 10.6% over the five-year authorization to $4.9 billion. The
Rural Area Formula Program grows by 10.8% from $620 million in FY 2016 to $673 million in 2020.

Definitions

e Improvements to landscaping and streetscape must be ‘functional’ to be eligible as an associated transit
improvement.

e Bicycle storage shelters and parking facilities and the installation of equipment are eligible.

e Allows leasing equipment or a facility for use in public transportation as a capital project without being
subject to regulations that the Secretary prescribes limiting the leasing arrangements to those that are
more cost-effective than purchase or construction.
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Now allows capital projects to include outfitting of commercial space or a part of a public facility not
related to public transportation as part of a joint development improvement.

Capital projects include the provision of non-fixed route paratransit transportation services in accordance
with section 223 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12143), but only for grant
recipients that are in compliance with applicable requirements of that Act, including both fixed route and
demand responsive service, and only for amounts not to exceed 20 percent of such recipient’s annual
formula apportionment under sections 5307 and 5311, if, consistent with guidance issued by the
Secretary, the recipient demonstrates that the recipient meets at least 2 of the following requirements:

Provides an active fixed route travel training program that is available for riders with disabilities.

Provides that all fixed route and paratransit operators participate in a passenger safety, disability
awareness, and sensitivity training class at least biennially.

Has memoranda of understanding in place with employers and the American Job Center to increase access
to employment opportunities for people with disabilities.

Adds two new capital project types:
Associated transit improvements.
Technological changes or innovations to modify low or no emission vehicles.

Defines Value Capture: recovering from the increased property value to property located near public
transportation resulting from investments in public transportation.

Metropolitan and Statewide Transportation Planning

Plans and TIPs for each Metro Area shall provide for intermodal facilities that support intercity
transportation, including intercity buses and intercity bus facilities and commuter vanpool providers.

Transportation plans must include the identification of intercity bus facilities.

Transportation and transit enhancement activities must include consideration of the role that intercity
buses may play in reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption in a cost-effective manner and
strategies and investments that preserve and enhance intercity bus systems, including systems that are
privately owned and operated.

Includes intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs, such as a carpool program,
vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out program, shuttle program, or telework
program as part of the private transportation providers that must be afforded a reasonable opportunity to
comment on the Plan.

Within a metropolitan planning area serving a transportation management area, the transportation
planning process under this section shall address congestion management through a process that provides
for effective management and operation, based on a cooperatively developed and implemented
metropolitan-wide strategy, of new and existing transportation facilities eligible for funding under this
chapter and title 23 through the use of travel demand reduction (including intercity bus operators,
employer-based commuting programs, such as a carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit
program, parking cash-out program, shuttle program, or telework program), job access projects, and
operational management strategies.

The statewide transportation plan and the transportation improvement program developed for each State
shall provide for the development and integrated management and operation of transportation systems
and facilities (including accessible pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation facilities, and intermodal
facilities that support intercity transportation, including intercity buses and intercity bus facilities and
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commuter vanpool providers) that will function as an intermodal transportation system for the State and
an integral part of an intermodal transportation system for the United States.

e Public ports and intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs, such as a carpool
program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out program, shuttle program, or
telework program shall be given a reasonable opportunity to comment on the long-range statewide
transportation plan.

Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grants
e Removes weekend service requirement for corridor-based bus rapid transit projects.
e Adds small start projects in definition of Program of Interrelated Projects.

e Increases maximum size of small start grant from $75 million to $100 million and the maximum size of
small start project from $250 million to $300 million.

o Redefines Corridor-Based Bus Rapid Transit Project to mean a small start project that emulates rail fixed
guideway systems, the majority of which does not operate in a separated right-of-way dedicated for public
transportation use during peak periods.

Enhanced mobility of seniors and individuals with disabilities

e Pilot program for innovative coordinated access and mobility to provide grants for innovative projects that
improve the coordination of transportation services and nonemergency medical transportation (including the
deployment of technology).

Formula Grants to Rural Areas

e Remainder of net project costs may be provided in cash from non-government sources or from revenues from
the sale of advertising and concessions

General Provisions

e Grants or loans may not be used to pay incremental costs of incorporating art or nonfunctional landscaping
into facilities, including the costs of an artist on the design team.

e  Buy America waiver for the cost of components and subcomponents produced in the US remains 60% for FY
2016 and 2017, but increases to 65% for FY 2018 and 2019 and then 70% for FY 2020. Makes other changes to
Buy America provisions.

e Grant recipients may use the revenue generated from value capture financing mechanisms as local matching
funds for capital projects and operating costs.

Grants for buses and bus facilities

e Re-creates a competitive grant bus program which includes a 10% rural set-aside and a cap that not more
than 10% of all grant amounts can be awarded to a single grantee.

e Allows states to submit statewide applications for bus needs, which would allow the State to distribute
competitively, awarded funds.
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The competitive bus program includes $55 million annually for no/low emission buses and grows from
$268 million in 2016 to $344 million by 2020.

Grants may be used to replace, rehabilitate, and purchase buses and related equipment, including
technological changes or innovations to modify low or no emission vehicles or facilities and to construct
bus-related facilities.

Each State will receive $1.75 million each fiscal year in formula grants.
Non-Federal share may be provided from revenues generated from value capture financing mechanisms.

Creates a new pilot program under which an eligible recipient of formula grant funds in an urbanized area
with population of not less than 200,000 and not more than 999,999 may elect to participate in a State
pool.

0 The purpose of a State pool is to allow transfers of formula grant funds among the designated
recipients in a manner that supports their transit asset management plans.

0 A State, and eligible recipients in the State, may submit to the Secretary a request for participation
in the program.

0 A participating State shall develop an allocation plan for FY 2016 through 2020 to ensure that an
eligible recipient participating in the pool receives an amount that equals the amount that would
have otherwise been available.

Innovative Procurement

Allows the creation of a cooperative procurement contract between a State or eligible nonprofit entity
and 1 or more vendors under which the vendors agree to provide an option to purchase rolling stock and
related equipment to multiple participants.

A grantee may participate in a cooperative procurement contract without regard to whether the grantee
is located in the same State as the parties to the contract.

Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety Improvements

This grant program is funded at $1.103 billion over five years with an 80-20 Federal-State split. At least 25% is
reserved for projects in rural areas. Funds may be used for the following project types:

Deployment of safety technology, including positive train control and rail integrity inspection systems.

Capital projects identified by the Secretary as being necessary to address congestion challenges affecting
rail service.

Highway-rail grade crossing improvements, including installation, repair, or improvement of grade
separations, railroad crossing signals, gates, and related technologies, highway traffic signalization,
highway lighting and crossing approach signage, roadway improvements such as medians or other
barriers, railroad crossing panels and surfaces, and safety engineering improvements to reduce risk in
quiet zones or potential quiet zones.

Rail line relocation and improvement projects.
Capital projects to improve short-line or regional railroad infrastructure.

Preparation of regional rail and corridor service development plans and corresponding environmental
analyses.
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e Any projects the Secretary considers necessary to enhance multimodal connections or facilitate service
integration between rail service and other modes.

e Development and implementation of a safety program or institute designed to improve rail safety.

e Any research the Secretary considers necessary to advance any particular aspect of rail-related capital,
operations, or safety improvements.

Federal-State Partnership for State of Good Repair

Provides $997 million over five years for this grant program. The Act directs the DOT to give preference to projects
for which Amtrak is not the sole applicant, applications submitted jointly by multiple applicants, and projects with
a proposed Federal share of less than 50%.

e Replace existing assets in-kind.
e Replace existing assets with assets that increase capacity or provide a higher level of service.
e Ensure that service can be maintained while existing assets are brought to a state of good repair.

e Bring existing assets into a state of good repair.






Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act
Funding Summary for Colorado

Highway Programs 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
National Highway
Performance Program $297,705,132 $304,312,514 $310,098,755 $316,507,189 $323,099,910 $1,551,723,500

Surface Transportation
Block Grant Program
Surface Transportation

$137,015,364

$140,516,942

$143,558,486

$146,342,615

$149,830,157

$717,263,564

Block Grant Set-aside $10,486,329 $10,486,329 $10,703,299 $10,703,299 $10,703,299 $53,082,555
STBGP Set-aside:

Recreational Trails $1,591,652 $1,591,652 $1,591,652 $1,591,652 $1,591,652 $7,958,260
Program

Highway Safety

Improvement Program $29,431,653 $30,085,816 $30,649,742 $31,201,622 $31,834,485 $153,203,318
Railway-Highway

Crossings Program $3,236,539 $3,308,462 $3,380,386 $3,452,309 $3,524,232 $16,901,928
CMAQ Program $42,132,383 $43,067,485 543,886,376 $44,689,751 $45,597,422 $219,373,417
Metropolitan Planning $5,266,924 $5,373,578 $5,486,478 $5,604,275 $5,734,725 $27,465,980
National Freight Program $15,546,723 $14,870,779 $16,222,667 $18,250,501 $20,278,334 $85,169,004
Total $542,414,715 $553,615,574 $565,579,859 $578,345,232 $592,196,236 $2,832,151,616
Transit Programs 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
5303: Metropolitan

Planning $1,807,282 $1,844,151 $1,882,878 $1,922,795 $1,963,558 $9,420,664
5304: Statewide

Planning $372,263 $379,857 $387,834 $396,056 $404,452 $1,940,462
5307+5340:Urbanized

Area Formula $74,345,208 $75,863,206 $77,506,323 $79,505,365 $81,219,297 $388,439,399
5329(3): State Safety

Oversight Program $536,630 $547,362 $558,857 $570,704 $582,803 $2,796,356
5310: Enhanced Mobility

for Adults and People $3,781,419 $3,857,047 $3,938,045 $4,021,532 $4,106,788 $19,704,831
with Disabilities

5311+5340: Non-

urbanized Area Formula $11,158,622 $11,408,398 $11,674,316 $11,948,201 $12,228,030 $58,417,567
5311(b)(3): RTAP $158,456 $161,625 $165,019 $168,518 $172,090 $825,708
5311(c)(1): Indian

Reservation Formula $182,995 $182,995 $182,995 $182,995 $182,995 $914,975
High Intensity Fixed

Guideway $13,880,464 $14,116,715 $14,360,514 $14,607,801 $14,859,341 $71,824,835
High Intensity Motor Bus $420,108 $427,258 $434,634 $442,121 $449,735 $2,173,856
5339: Bus and Bus

Facilities Formula $6,225,267 $6,382,263 $6,550,237 $6,723,078 $6,899,443 $32,780,288
5339: Statewide

Allocation $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $8,750,000
Total $114,620,730 $116,922,894 $119,393,670 $122,241,185 $124,820,552 $597,988,941






Bustang

The Bustang interregional express bus service went into operation July 13, 2015. PD 1605 requires the Director of
the CDOT Division of Transit and Rail (DTR) to report operational and performance measures to the Committee on
a quarterly basis, by route based on the fiscal year. This quarterly update covers October 2015 through December
2015. The West Route from Glenwood Springs to Denver is the most productive route.

Bustang Operations Data

|Q1: Jul-sep 2015 [qQ2: Oct - Dec 2015 Oct 2015 Nov 2015 Dec 2015
Total / Average for all Routes
Revenue riders 17,576 24,426 7,753 7,844 8,829
Revenue $ 172,660 | $ 258,905 | $ 79,652 80,188 98,795
Cumulative Avg. Fare | $ 9.82 | $ 8.58 $10.31 10.22 $11.19
Load Factor 23% 26% 22% 22% 28%
Farebox Recovery Ratio 28% 38% 35% 38% 40%
South Route
Revenue riders 7,206 9,665 3,421 3,022 3,222
Revenue $ 63,897 | $ 92,182 | $ 34,135 27,468 30,579
Cumulative Avg. Fare | $ 8.87 | $ 9.54 | $ 9.98 9.09 9.49
Load Factor 19%) 21% 20%) 21% 21%
Farebox Recovery Ratio 21% 28% 30% 28% 27%
North Route
Revenue riders 8,062 10,567 3,450 3,603] 3,514
Revenue $ 68,909 90,661| $ 32,853 28,424 29,384
Cumulative Avg. Fare | $ 8.55 | $ 8.58 | $ 9.52 7.89 8.36
Load Factor 23% 26% 23% 29% 26%
Farebox Recovery Ratio 32% 39%) 41% 38% 37%
West Route - Glenwood Springs to Denver
Revenue riders 2,636 4,396 878 1,216 2,214
Revenue $ 43,470 | $ 79,089 12,664 24,107 38,778
Cumulative Avg. Fare | $ 16.49 | $ 17.99 | $ 14.42 19.82 17.51
Load Factor 48% 56% 37%) 54% 72%
Farebox Recovery Ratio 41% 60% 36% 62% 75%
revenue and ridership report failed December 30 & 31- data recovery in process - this report includes estimates for both days

Other Details

January 4 Schedule Changes

— Schedule and ridership analysis, including inception to date trends, survey requests and public comments led to
service refinements that went into effect on January 4. The number of runs in each corridor remains the same, but

departure times were altered to better manage the demand.

Social Media Update

e Web Page hits for October averaged 817 hits per day, November 1,050 hits/day, December 1,028 hits /day.
e Facebook Likes grew from 736 in October to 846 in December; Facebook received 22 surveys which rated

Bustang 4.6 stars out of 5.
o Twitter followers grew from 208 in October to 277 in December.

e Facebook “reach” for each post reached 136 users in October and grew to 173 in November and December.
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Customer Survey/Comment

An on-line customer survey was conducted in November 2015.

Schedule adjustments based on survey input and general public comment were implemented and effective
January 4.

A few requests for Castle Rock, Denver Tech Center, Longmont, Johnstown, Georgetown and Idaho Springs
service.

Many requests for direct service to DIA
Many accolades for West line weekend service.

Many requests for Denver area winter recreational day schedules.

West Route Daily Service:

Average Saturday/Sunday ridership — 66 passengers per day.

Thanksgiving Day- 34 passengers handled.

Christmas Day — 23 passengers handled.

13 extra buses operated for overloads; 9 between December 21 and December 31.

Between December 21 and December 31 — 106% load factor without extra buses, 84% with extras.

Heaviest travel days — West Route December 30 with 185 passengers handled; followed by December 31
with 165 passengers handled.
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Grants Activity

Grant . Amount App.
Program/Year Project Requested | Deadline AREICILE Status
Grant Executed
CY2015 FTA 5311 AMF Phase 4 $896,278 | 12/1/2014 | 3/17/2015
General »1,014,550
FY2016 FTA 5311 . (51,065,27 RFTA received the NTP on
Admin/Operating |  OPeT3ting 8 RFTA 6/5/15 9/14/15 1/6/2016
Expenses
match)
$200,000 + Grant Executed
CY 2016 FASTER Hogback $200,000
Operating Operating RFTA 11/14/14 2/6/15
match
Incremental The final grant agreement
cost of CNG was executed on
DOLAAltFuels | Carbondale | $34,000 | 9/1/2015 | 9/24/15 10/30/2015. Vehicle
Circulator delivery is projected for
Vehicle JUIy 2016.
Incremental
cost of CNG
DOLA Alt Fuels engines for (6) | $1,000,500 | 12/1/2015 | March 2016
MCI CNG
Coaches
Garfield County . .
. The primary use for this
1
Federal Mineral | (1)One MCl | 55 604 | 5/28/2016 | April 2016 |  bus, initially, will be for
Lease District CNG Coach Bus Grand Avenue Bridee
(GCFMLD) wvenue bridg
mitigation
Rio Grande
State Trails Trail $200,000 11/5/15 March 2016 Awaiting grant award
Program Enhancement announcements
& Maint. Plan
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November 23, 2015

Staff Report and Summary — Conservation Covenant Area Assessment

e General Comments:

The Conservation Covenant Area assessment report prepared by Tom Newland of Newland Project
Resources for 2015 identifies compliance and potential violations as described within the Conservation
Restriction Covenant. The nine conservation areas and the locations of activities and potential violations
are described based on the Rio Grande Trail mile marker numbering system and the railroad mile post
system. The Conservation Restriction Covenant document identifies nine specific classes of potential
violations, but this year Tom’s assessment did not find any new violations. However, there are still a
couple of old violations that need to be resolved, a berm and structure on RFTA’s ROW, and exploring
whether or not a smooth wire fence is on RFTA property.

A discussion of the past and present violations follows.
e Category (2) Fence:
In Conservation Area #7 there is a possible violation. There is a smooth wire fence, with metal T posts on or

near the corridor. Staff needs to determine if the fence is indeed within RFTA ROW and have the adjacent
property owner remove the fence, if that is the case.

2015 C.E.C. DRAFT - BRM





e Category (9) Other
Conservation Area # 6, please refer to photos below.
The following text is drawn verbatim from the 2010 report:

“The fence, berm, irrigation system and out building noted in area 6 involve a landowner who has been
approached regarding these corridor incursions in prior years and provided RFTA with a letter stating their
willingness to remove the berm and fence, but who so far has taken no action to rectify the situation. Staff
recommendation is that the berm, fence and barn be removed or relocated back onto the adjacent
landowner’s property for the following reasons: first, the structures restrict the access of the public to
public lands; second, the structures are inconsistent or are maintained in a fashion that is inconsistent with
the general character of a rural environment embodying significant conservation values; and third, the
structures present a negative impact on the use of this public property by wildlife.”

Staff recommendation remains unchanged for the 2015 report.

The area in question describes an unlicensed encroachment by the adjacent property owners AKA
Smith/Irwin. This is a high-profile and high-priority encroachment which has not been acted upon pending
resolution of another possibly precedent setting encroachment elsewhere along the corridor. RFTA staff is
reviewing the past documentation and will be pursuing a solution this year.
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ce gate located in corridor at Smith/Irwin property looking east
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View of berm, fence, outbuilding and red barn looking west. Everthinishé‘ncrroaching in the RFTA

corridor.
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e Conclusions:
RFTA staff will continue working to keep the values of the conservation areas intact.

Almost all of the previous issues have been resolved, and we are not seeing any new encroachments or
violations.

The landscape berm and outbuildings along Hook’s Spur Road remain from the initial reporting in 2009.
Again, Staff will review prior actions taken and begin working in earnest towards a resolution for the next

C.E.C. meeting in 2015.

Overall Staff feels that the Rail Corridor and Trail are in excellent condition.

2015 C.E.C. DRAFT - BRM
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Roaring Fork Transportation Authority

Mr. Josh Tenneson

Open Space Program Manager

State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund
303 E. 17" Avenue, Suite 1060

Denver, Colorado 80203

March 1, 2016

Re: Annual Report of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor Covenant Enforcement
Commission

Dear Mr. Tenneson:

On December 9, 2015, the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority Covenant
Enforcement Commission (“CEC” and “Commission”) held a meeting to review the
progress of the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (“RFTA”) in enforcing the
conservation covenants that apply to RFTA’s rail corridor. The members of the
Commission are listed on an enclosed page.

The members of the CEC include one elected official from each of the entities that
participated in the purchase of the rail corridor: Aspen, Snowmass Village, Basalt,
Carbondale, Glenwood Springs and the counties of Pitkin and Eagle. The CEC also
includes two at-large members of the Roaring Fork valley and one representative from
each of Pitkin County Open Space and the Roaring Fork Open Space Special District. The
Commission needs to fill the two at-large seats as they are currently vacant. In addition,
the Town of new Castle--a RFTA member-- is always invited to participate with the CEC.

| would like to remind you why the CEC member from the Roaring Fork Open Space
Special District is not listed among the members of the CEC. The Open Space Special
District was formed in 2000 by a majority vote of the District’s electors. However, the
electors failed to approve a companion ballot measure that would have provided taxes
to fund the District. So, although the Open Space Special District was formed, it has no





funding. Consequently, the Open Space Special District does not wish to participate in
the Covenant Enforcement Commission until such time as the District is funded.

Background of the CEC

The rail corridor was initially purchased on June 30, 1997, by the Roaring Fork Railroad
Holding Authority (“RFRHA”), a consortium of Roaring Fork Valley Governments.
Additional contributors to the Corridor purchase were Great Outdoors Colorado
(“GOCO”) and the Colorado Department of Transportation (“CDOT”). When the Roaring
Fork Transportation Authority was formed by voter approval in 2000, the operating plan
included absorption of an existing transit system, and absorption of RFRHA. In 2001,
RFRHA was dissolved and its assets, liabilities and obligations were transferred to RFTA.

Initially the Corridor was held subject to a Conservation Easement administered by the
Aspen Valley Land Trust. However, when a Comprehensive Plan was developed for
management of the Corridor it was determined that many portions did not contain the
attributes described as “conservation values” warranting protection under the
conservation easement. Subsequently, RFRHA entered an amended agreement with
GOCO to change the Conservation Easement to a Conservation Covenant. One of the
requirements of GOCO for removal of the Conservation Easement was the formation of
the Covenant Enforcement Commission (CEC). The CEC monitors management by RFTA
of the conservation areas called out in the Comprehensive Plan.

In 2002, RFTA hired an independent consultant to survey the entire length of the
Corridor and report on potential violations of the Conservation Covenants. The same
consultant, Newland Project Resources, was hired to assess the Corridor in 2003
through the present. The report for 2014 was submitted to the CEC and the
Commission reviewed and questioned in detail each potential violation cited in the
report.

Summary Findings of the CEC for 2015

The following is a summary of the findings of the 2015 Corridor Assessment Report (the
full report is included with this letter):

The 2015 report found generally acceptable or improved compliance with the terms of
the Conservation Restriction Covenant; there were no new violations identified. There
are two (2) existing violations in place the first violation involves a berm and a structure
in conservation area six (6) which are encroaching on the south side of the corridor. The
second violation involves a fence which may or may not be located in conservation area
seven (7). Staff will be contacting a local surveying team to go out and establish
whether or not the fence is actually encroaching into the conservation area.





Conclusions of the CEC

e Overall the corridor is in outstanding condition. The Trail is well used and
maintained.

e Regarding the remaining violation (the landscape berm and outbuildings along
Hook’s Spur Road), staff will be working on removal of the specified structures or
relocation to the corridor boundary. Removal or relocation would be consistent
with the narrow latitude offered by the GOCO legal agreement initially signed on
to by RFRHA in 2001. In addition, this approach is believed to best preserve the
physical and conservation integrity of the public lands within the corridor.

In closing, a copy of the final 2015 CEC Report is included with this letter. Please don’t
hesitate to contact me or any of the members of the CEC listed on the following page
with any questions.

Sincerely,

The Roaring Fork Railroad Corridor Covenant Enforcement Commission
By Angela M. Henderson
Assistant Director, Project Management & Facilities Operations

Inclusions: 2015 Corridor Assessment
2015 Staff Report
List of CEC members
Letter to the RFTA Board of Director’s from RFTA Attorney





RFTA COVENANT ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION 2010
(3 yr terms)

APPOINTED
Mr. Steve Skadron
City of Aspen

APPOINTED
Mr. Michael Owsley
Pitkin County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Ms. Stacey Bernot
Town of Carbondale Council Member/Mayor

APPOINTED
Ms. Markey Butler
Town of Snowmass Village Council Member

APPOINTED
Ms. Kathryn Trauger
Glenwood City Council

APPOINTED
Ms. Kathy Chandler-Henry
Eagle County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Ms. Jacque Whitsitt
Town of Basalt, Town Councilor/ Mayor

APPOINTED
Mr. Paul Holsinger
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails

APPOINTED, New Castle joined RFTA in 2005
Mr. Robert Gordon
Mayor of Town of New Castle

APPOINTED
Mr. John Krueger
Aspen Transportation Department

AT LARGE MEMBERS
Mr. George Trantow — Pitkin County
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Phase I Integrated Transportation
System Plan/Due Diligence Regarding
Feasibility of Potential Ballot Initiative

Outline and Schedule:

PURPOSE

KEY MILESTONES AND DELIVERABLES

1. Organizational Structure/Capacity/ Efficiency Review
Inventory of Existing Assets
Inventory of Services
Efficiency Review
Organizational Structure Assessment
Service Alternatives Plan
Capital Replacement and Expansion Plan
Succession Planning

2. Long Range Financial Sustainability Plan

3. Due Diligence Regarding Feasibility of 2016 or Subsequent Year Property Tax Ballot Initiative

PROPOSED TIMELINE





Purpose

The purpose of this document is to outline the process and schedule of Phase | of the Integrated Transit
System Plan (ITSP) activities and deliverables. The purpose of the ITSP is to create a simple and logical,
yet compelling long-term plan and vision for RFTA. The ITSP will be a visionary document for both the
organization and for the residents and voters who support the system. As such, the information in the
ITSP may be used as a basis for a potential ballot initiative in November 2016 or some subsequent year
for property tax revenue to support capital replacement.

Due to priorities, scheduling, and budgets, RFTA has established a Phase | program of projects to be
completed in year 2016.

The goal of Phase | is to understand RFTA’s needs--for facilities, fleet, human capital, capital and
operating budgets and other resources—based on its current roles and responsibilities. Phase | will also
establish forecasts of growth in the transit system, and outline what RFTA must do to sustain this
growth. Phase | is intended to culminate in a compelling narrative and vision for what RFTA plans to do
and be in the future, how it will generate the requisite financial resources, and why it has chosen its
intended path to financial and operational sustainability.

Key Milestones and Deliverables

Meeting current and future needs will require both internal changes to improve efficiency, and the
generation of additional resources to address future demands. RFTA anticipates the following
deliverables from the ITSP process. The purpose of these deliverables is to provide information and
direction to RFTA Board and staff, and to provide information that the public needs to make decisions
on a potential property tax ballot measure in November 2016 or some subsequent year.

Regional Transportation Authorities are authorized to impose a uniform mill levy of up to 5 mills, with
voter approval. The current legislative sunset on this authorization is January 1, 2019. RFTA is still
examining the feasibility of whether to approach voters for a property tax mill levy of some amount in
2016 or some subsequent year. While all the information and deliverables herein may not be
completely finalized by the time voters would go to the polls in 2016, it is believed sufficient information
will be available to enable the public to determine that RFTA is cultivating the vision, leadership and
capacity to build a modern and effective transportation system, as well as the resources to manage,
maintain, and sustain it.

RFTA will adapt the information gathering process and schedule, reflected below, to ensure that the
RFTA Board, staff, and constituents have the information and understanding needed to assist them with
decisions they need to make about RFTA’s future.





1. Organizational Structure/Capacity/ Efficiency Review
The purpose of this task is to help RFTA and its constituents understand RFTA’s abilities to address its
current and future responsibilities. The components of this review should include:

Inventory of Existing Assets
Quantity, condition, and efficiency of RFTA’s facilities, fleet, staffing, office space, housing, and capital
and operating budgets.

Inventory of Services
RFTA’s scope of services and responsibilities, such as:
e Transit routes, schedules, operating hours, operating miles
e Boarding areas and park and rides
e Rio Grande Trail management and operations
e Regional planning responsibilities
e Other core functions, such as construction management

Efficiency Review
This task will assess:

e Strengths and weaknesses of RFTA’s current approach to managing its services and
responsibilities, and recommendations for improvement

e Areas of excess capacity and of deficiencies (in terms of fleet, facilities, organizational structure
and staffing, service levels, and other resources)

e Strategies RFTA can employ to manage more efficiently with existing resources under current
conditions and priorities

e Contingency planning related to cost reduction strategies in the event of economic downturns

Organizational Structure Assessment

This task will update the 2012 Organizational Assessment and consider organizational structure options
for RFTA commensurate with current and long-tern operational plans. The Organizational Structure
Assessment update will review titles, roles, management responsibilities, skills and training needed, and
guantities of staff.

Service Alternatives Plan

The purpose of this task is to develop transit service alternatives, based on current conditions and
forecast needs and responsibilities for the next 15-20 years given a range of assumptions about growth.
Operating plans will include estimated operating and capital budgets based on factors including but not
limited to:

e Land use, population, and employment forecasts
e Fleet operating hours and miles

e Organizational Structure and staffing

e Facilities, Equipment, and Infrastructure





Capital Replacement and Expansion Plan

The purpose of this task is to develop a capital replacement and expansion plan, based on current
conditions and forecasted needs and responsibilities for the next 15-20 years, given a range of
assumptions about growth. The capital plan will evaluate and address expansion and replacement
needs and priorities, cost estimates, RFTA’s financial capacity, and potential revenue sources.

Succession Planning

A majority of RFTA’s Directors and Key Staff are long-term employees are approaching retirement. Their
departure may deplete RFTA’s experiential and institutional knowledge base and potentially impair
business continuity necessary for efficient planning, operation and growth of the system. This task will
create a succession plan or plans to ensure as seamless a transition to new staff as possible, as current
staff retire. This task may be delayed until near the end of 2016, or to early 2017.

2. Long Range Financial Sustainability Plan
The purpose of this task is to gain an understanding of current and long-term forecasted revenue and
expenditures, and develop strategies to ensure that income and expenses and financial goals and
agency operational goals are as aligned as possible.

The consultant should develop forecasts of anticipated expenses and revenues for a 15-20 year period.

The consultant should then discuss strategies to ensure financial sustainability. These strategies could
include:

e Increasing fares (to increase revenues and/or manage demand)

e Identifying financing options, such as lease-purchases and bonding

e Public-private partnerships

e Efficiency measures: reducing transit service levels or other responsibilities

e Evaluating the feasibility of and proposing potential new or additional sales taxes, visitor benefit
fees, impact fees, property taxes, etc.

RFTA and the consultant will then determine the most appropriate strategies and create a plan and
timetable for implementation.

3. Due Diligence Regarding Feasibility of a 2016 or a Subsequent Year

Property Tax Ballot Initiative
Based on RFTA’s current analysis, fleet replacement will be a critical challenge. RFTA must replace over
80 vehicles within the next 18 years. The cost of a fully-equipped 35 — 57 passenger Compressed Natural
Gas transit vehicle is between $550,000 and $750,000 in today’s dollars. RFTA believes that a property
tax in its service area of approximately 1 mill could generate sufficient revenue to fund 75% of RFTA’s
fleet replacement needs. The consultant team, in coordination with RFTA Bond Counsel, will determine
if this is a workable financial sustainability strategy, and if so, develop a plan and schedule to place a
measure on the November 2016 ballot, if advisable and authorized by the RFTA Board of Directors, or
wait until another year





Plan elements include:

e Analyzing the opportunities and constraints of a ballot measure in 2016 and/or a subsequent
year

e Polling the public to determine public support for a mill levy at different rates, and for specific
components (such as fleet replacement and/or facility upgrades)

e Creating and implementing a public education campaign

e Following appropriate processes and schedules to place the ballot measure on the ballot.

Proposed Timeline:

The attached chart (next page) outlines a proposed schedule for activities, key 2016 election decisions,
and milestones. This timeline will be modified as RFTA finalizes the ITSP work plan with the consultant
team. It appears that there are three key decision points or deadlines:

o |f the RFTA Board determines that it is advisable to move forward with a ballot measure in 2016,
it must do so by approximately July 15, 2016.

e RFTA must notify the County Clerk(s) that it has taken action to participate in the Election by
July 29, 2016.

e RFTA must certify the ballot issue by September 9, 2016.





Phase | ITSP/Ballot Initiative Schedule

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

ITSP Prime Consultant Selection (1/15)

x

ITSP Kickoff Meeting (1/30)

Finalization of Work Plan and Schedule 2/7

b

1. Organizational Structure Review

Inventory of Assets

Inventory of Services

Organizational Structure Assessment/ Efficiency Review

Service Alternatives Plan

Capital Replacement and Expansion Plan

Succession Planning

2. Long Range Financial Sustainability Plan

3. Property Tax Ballot Initiative Research and Development

Analysis of Ballot Issue Alternatives, Feasibility, and Timelines

Surveys, Community Engagement, Outreach

Decision on moving forward with November 2016 Ballot Issue

4. Ballot Issue Election Timeline

RFTA notifies County Clerk if it has taken formal action to participate in election 7/29

RFTA enters into IGA with County Clerk, Id's Designated Election Official (DEO) 8/30

DEO certifies ballot issue (9/9)

Written Comments for or against filed with DEO (9/23)

DEO transmits TABOR notice to County Clerk (9/27)

County Clerk mails TABOR notice (10/7)

Mail ballots sent to electors (10/19)

Specified financial information posted to RFTA web site (10/19)

Notice of Election posted (10/19)

34| 33

Election Day (11/8)
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I. Introduction., Approach to the Assessment

The Rio Grande Corridor is a 34-mile long stretch of property running from
Glenwood Springs to Woody Creek, Colorado. The Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority (RFTA) owns the corridor and is charged with
maintaining the property for public transportation and recreation purposes.
A trail is currently located on the corridor that enjoys heavy use by trail
enthusiasts. As a part of the purchase of the corridor, RFTA and the Great
Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund (GOCO), a funding partner, agreed to place a
Covenant on approximately half of the corridor to preserve the “conservation
values” on the property.

To monitor and enforce the covenant, RFTA created a Covenant Enforcement
Commission (RFTA CEC) made up of representatives from each of the entities
that the Authority serves. It is the responsibility of the Commission to meet
annually to make an assessment of the rail corridor and to recommend to
RFTA that it make any corrections necessary to ensure that the conservation
values of the areas described within the Conservation Covenant are not
compromised. An annual assessment of the nine Conservation Areas is
conducted to determine if any potential violations exist. The report is then
presented to and discussed by the RFTA CEC, usually in November.

The following report is a compilation of the assessment conducted in early
October, 2015, of the nine Conservation Areas:

e Chapter Il is a spreadsheet that summarizes any observed violations,
and recommends remedies and actions to be taken to address these
violations. The spreadsheet is a living document — a tool to be used
by RFTA to track violations and the actions taken to resolve them.

e Chapter Il is a summary of outstanding violations.
e Appendix A of this report describes the nine Conservation Areas.

e Appendix B of this report describes the 2015 visual inspection
conducted of each Conservation Area. During the visual inspection, the
corridor is assessed for any potential violations to the Conservation
Areas as described in the Covenant. These potential violations include
structures, fences, crossings, timber harvesting, mining activities,
paving, roads, trash, weeds and “other improvements”. These are
referred to in the report as “potential” violations because further
research will need to be made to determine if the potential violations
are actually in the corridor or pre-date the purchase of the corridor
(June 1, 1996). If the encroachment was present before June 1, 1996,
the encroachment can remain on the corridor.
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1. Observed Violations and Proposed Remedies

Following is a spreadsheet listing the potential violations to the Conservation
Restriction observed in the field.

Column 1: Conservation Area (See APPENDIX A for detailed description of
each Conservation Area).

Column 2: Categories of potential violations as described within the
Conservation Restriction Covenant:

1) Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures
2) Fences

3) New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements

4) Harvesting of Timber

5) Mining

6) Paving and Road and Trail Construction (a public recreational
trail running the length of the corridor is exempt)

7) Trash

8) Weeds

9) Other

Column 3: Description of any potential violation observed in the field within
each category.

Column 4: Date when the violation was first noted and the location of the
violation within the conservation area.

Column 5: Recommendation of a remedy that RFTA could follow to correct
the potential violation.

Column 6: For use by RFTA staff to document the course of action followed
to correct the potential violation.

Items highlighted in bold denote violations that were noticed to be present
on the corridor during this year’s inspection.
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Conservation Area #1
MP 2.68 to 3.64

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County Violation
First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
Rosebud Cemetery to 2) Fences None Noted
Buffalo Valley 3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted

Conservation Area #2
MP 5.22 to 6.25

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County Violation
First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
County Road 107 (lronbridge) 2) Fences None Noted
To CMC Intersection 3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted

Conservation Area #3
MP 8.28 to 8.78

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None noted
Bend in River near 2) Fences None Noted
Cattle Creek 3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted

Conservation Area #4
MP 10.28 to 11.07

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
East of Aspen Glen to Sutank 2) Fences None Noted
Bridge 3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT
OCTOBER 6, 2015 - NEWLAND PROJECT RESOURCES, INC.

PAGE 3






Conservation Area #5
MP 11.47 to 11.61

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

Railroad Bridge and Approaches
Across the Roaring Fork River

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
2) Fences None Noted
3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other Possible camping on corridor September 19, 2014 Investigate and determine Upon investigation, the camp

Observed at Milepost 11.55

Appropriate course of action.

was located outside of the
corridor boundary. The campir]
activity has also ceased as of
October 2, 2015.

Conservation Area #6
MP 15.92 to 21.60

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

Catherine Store Bridge to
Sopris Creek

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
2) Fences None Noted
3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other Berm and Structures on south October 2009 - 2015 Negotiate License or

side of Corridor still in ROW

MP 19.80 — 19.85
Eagle County

have berm and structures
relocated

Conservation Area #7
MP 21.97 to 24.88

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

Sopris Creek to Wingo Junction

1) Construction of Buildings

None Noted

2) Fences

Fence (metal T-posts with

September 2013 and 2015

Determine location of fence &

smooth wire) on or near MP 23.22 contact landowner for
corridor. removal, if on corridor.

3) New Crossings None Noted.

4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted

5) Mining None Noted

6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted

7) Trash None Noted

8) Weeds None noted

9) Other None Noted
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Conservation Area #8
MP 25.26 to 27.83

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
Wingo Junction to Dart Ranch 2) Fences None Noted
(Lower Snowmass Canyon) 3) New Crossings None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted

Conservation Area #9
MP 30.36 to 33.45

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

1) Construction of Buildings None Noted
Phillips Curves (Upper Snowmass | 2) Fences None Noted
Canyon) to Woody Creek Road 4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash None Noted
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted
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11l. Summary

Based on the visual inspection of the corridor, the following is a summary of
the remaining violations on the corridor:

New Violations Noted.

No new violations were observed.

Violations Still in Place.

Conservation Area #6: A berm and structure are encroaching on the south
side of the corridor.
Conservation Area #7: Fencing noted in Basalt High School area.

Violations Remedied.

The potential camping violation noted last year was investigated. The
camping area was determined to be outside of the rail corridor property. In
addition, no camping was observed during the 2015 assessment.

General Corridor Comments:

Overall the corridor is in outstanding condition. The trail is well used and
maintained. Minor trash was noted along the highway in Conservation Area
#1, but after reviewing the survey maps, it appears that the trash was
primarily on adjacent Colorado Department of Transportation property.

Conservation Enforcement Commission Comments:

In regard to section 6, Commissioner George Newman asked about providing
a license for the encroachment. Angela advised we cannot allow
encroachments within the Covenant areas.

Commissioner Michael Owsley asked about the potential for RFTA to remove
the encroachment since it has been there for so long. RFTA staff advised that
letters have been sent and received between the owner and RFTA
acknowledging that the owner would remove encroachments but it has not
happened yet. Staff will continue to press the owner to remove the
encroachments.

Commissioner Paul Holsinger, who is the trail manager for Pitkin County
Open Space and Trails, said he would talk to the owner of the encroachment
on Section 7 and see about removing the fence.
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Appendix A:
Description of the Conservation Area By Section

CONSERVATION AREA #1: Milepost 2.68 to 3.64,
(0.96 miles)
Rosebud Cemetery to Buffalo Valley

Running from the Glenwood Springs City Limits south to the
intersection of Highway 82 and Grand Avenue (old Highway 82), this
area is well vegetated by native, scrub oak dominated mountain-shrub
vegetation that offers excellent habitat for birds and small animals.
Outstanding views of Mount Sopris are also provided on this section of
the railroad corridor. The generally steep but benched hillside also
provides a natural buffer between Highway 82 and Grand Avenue.
Direct river access is offered from the railroad corridor over Grand
Avenue.
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CONSERVATION AREA #2: Milepost 5.22 to 6.25,

(1.39 miles)
County Road 107 (lronbridge) to CMC Intersection

This section begins at the crossing of County Road 107 (known
as Coryell Ranch Road) to a location about ¥2-mile west of the
CMC Road/Highway 82 intersection. This area is well vegetated
by mature native, mountain-shrub and related plant species that
offer excellent habitat for birds and small animals. The generally
steep but benched hillside also provides an excellent, natural
buffer between Highway 82 and County Road 107. Direct river
access is offered from the railroad corridor over County Road
107. Dramatic views of Mount Sopris are also provided on this
section of the railroad corridor.
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CONSERVATION AREA #3: Milepost 8.28 to 8.78,
(0.50 miles)
River Bend Near Cattle Creek

This section of the railroad corridor covers the broad bend in the
Roaring Fork River between the Bair Chase property and the ranchette
parcels near Aspen Glen. Sage shrubs are predominant in this section
that are some of the most mature sage plants in the valley. The
mountain shrub ecosystem on the corridor in this area provides
excellent habitat for birds and small animals. The Roaring Fork River
sweeps towards then away from the railroad corridor, providing access
opportunity and riparian habitat protection. Outstanding views of
Mount Sopris are also provided on this section of the railroad corridor.
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CONSERVATION AREA #4: Milepost 10.28 to 11.07,
(0.79 miles)
East of Aspen Glen to Sutank

This section goes from about a 3-mile south (up valley) of the Aspen
Glen entrance to a private crossing located just below the confluence
of the Crystal River and the Roaring Fork River. This area is well
vegetated by mature native, mountain-shrub and related plant species
that offer excellent habitat for birds and small animals. Direct access
to the Roaring Fork River is provided over the moderately sloping
hillside that the railroad corridor crosses. Two significant irrigation
ditches also follow within the railroad corridor, providing wetlands and
riparian habitat. Views of Mount Sopris and the confluence of the
Crystal and the Roaring Fork rivers are also provided on this section of
the railroad corridor.
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CONSERVATION AREA #5: Milepost 11.47 to 11.61,
(0.16 miles)

Railroad Bridge over Roaring Fork River

This section surrounds the Railroad Bridge at Sutank and offers
excellent river and recreation access opportunities and preserves
wetland and riparian habitat. Views of Mt. Sopris are provided
on the bridge.
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CONSERVATION AREA #6: Milepost 15.92 to 21.60,
(5.76 miles)
Catherine Store Bridge to Sopris Creek

This section begins near the Catherine Store Bridge (County Road 100)
and continues southeast to Emma Road including the Rock Bottom
Ranch property. Rock Bottom Ranch is owned by a non-profit entity,
the Aspen Center for Environmental Studies, as a nature preserve.

The nature preserve is also encumbered by a Conservation Easement
held be the Aspen Valley Land Trust (AVLT). The railroad corridor is
nestled between a broad, riparian area of the Roaring Fork River and
Bureau of Land Management property. A number of conservation
values are provided within this section of the corridor including riparian
and wetland habitat protection; access to river recreation
opportunities; access to public lands; preservation of habitat critical to
eagle, hawk and heron populations in the valley; and preservation of
winter range migratory patterns for macro fauna (mule deer and elk).
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CONSERVATION AREA #7: Milepost 21.97 to 24.88,
(2.91 miles)

Sopris Creek to Wingo Junction

This section begins directly east of the Emma Road/Highway 82
intersection, continues toward the Basalt High School between ranch
properties and federal lands and ends just east of the Wingo
pedestrian bridge over Highway 82. A parcel of land owned by the
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Program along the corridor
contains a conservation easement to preserve a known migratory
route for mule deer and elk. Another portion of private property in
this area now contains a golf course and very low-density housing.
This area is well vegetated by mature native, mountain-shrub and
related plant species that offer excellent habitat for birds and small
animails.
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CONSERVATION AREA #8: Milepost25.26 to 27.83,
(2.65 miles)

Wingo Junction to Dart Ranch (Lower Snowmass Canyon)

This section starts at the east side of the Wingo Subdivision and
continues southeast to the end of the Dart Ranch on Lower River Road.
Several conservation values are present on this section of the corridor,
including habitat for birds and small animals along the interface
between mountain shrub and grassland habitat; access to the Roaring
Fork River for recreation; access to National Forest lands; and
preservation of critical habitat for macro fauna (mule deer and elk). A
significant portion of this section is surrounded by a conservation
easement held by Pitkin County on the Dart Ranch. Riparian
vegetation along the Roaring Fork is also present. The railroad
corridor can access several fisherman easements along the Roaring
Fork River.
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CONSERVATION AREA #9: Milepost 30.36 to 33.45,
(3.29 mi)

Phillips Curves (Upper Snowmass Canyon) to Woody Creek

This section begins near the crossing of Lower River Road, continues
through the Woody Creek area until the end of the corridor at Woody
Creek Road. The river side of this section contains mountain shrub
and riparian vegetation that offers excellent habitat for birds and small
animals. The railroad corridor is situated on a steep slope that comes
down from Triangle Mountain (National Forest lands) and ends at the
Roaring Fork River. The railroad corridor affords access to both the
Roaring Fork River and National Forest lands. In addition, the railroad
corridor can access several fisherman easements along the Roaring
Fork River. The uphill side of the railroad corridor contains primarily
steep shale hillside and includes or is adjacent to Lower River Road. In
the Woody Creek area, the rail corridor is perched on a short but steep
hillside that affords excellent views of the Elk Mountain range and
Aspen-area ski resorts.
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Appendix B: Potential Violations

Listed below are the potential violations of the conservation area as noted during
visual inspection of the corridor in late September and early October of 2013. Each
of the nine Conservation Areas are listed below. The potential violations are
categorized in the order that they are described within the Conservation Restriction
Agreement:

1) Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures;

2) Fences;

3) New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements;
4) Harvesting of Timber;

5) Mining;

6) Paving and Road and Trail Construction;

7) Trash;

8) Weeds;

9) Other.

CONSERVATION AREA #1: Milepost 2.68 to 3.64 (0.96 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #1, Milepost 2.68, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other

OoooOoOoooon
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End of Conservation Area #1, Milepost 3.64 and looking north.

Minor trash located in short areas. This trash is obviously coming from the adjacent State Highway 82.
The rail corridor is 200-feet wide in this area. However, the trash is for the most part located within an
existing 75-foot wide easement to CDOT. The easement dates back to before the purchase of the rail
corridor, so the use (and associated trash) is allowed under the Conservation Covenant.
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CONSERVATION AREA #2: Milepost 5.22 to 6.25 (1.39 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #2, Milepost 5.22, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures
Fences

New Crossings

Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Other

Trash

Weeds

Other

ooooOoOoooo

End of Conservation Area #2, Milepost 6.25 and looking north.
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CONSERVATION AREA #3: Milepost 8.28 to 8.78 (0.50 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #3, Milepost 8.28, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures, and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other

OooOooooooo

End of Conservation Area #3, Milepost 8.78 and looking north.
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CONSERVATION AREA #4: Milepost 10.28 to 11.07 (0.79 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #4, Milepost 10.28, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other

Oooooooooo

End of Conservation Area #4, Milepost 11.07 and looking north
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CONSERVATION AREA #5: Milepost 11.47 to 11.61 (0.16 miles)

OoooooOoooo

Beginning of Conservation Area #5, Milepost 11.47, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements

Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other: The 2014 Assessment noted possible camping on corridor at Milepost
11.55. Upon further investigation, the camp site was located outside the
rail corridor property. The camping activities were not noticed during
this year’s assessment.

End of Conservation Area #5, Milepost 11.61 and looking north
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CONSERVATION AREA #6: Milepost 15.92 to 21.60 (5.76 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #6, Milepost 15.92, looking south

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures.

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements

Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds.

Other: Berm and structure are encroaching on the south side of the
corridor at MP 19.80.
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End of Conservation Area #6, Milepost 21.60 and looking north

CONSERVATION AREA #7: Milepost 21.97 to 24.88. (2.91 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #7, Milepost 21.97, looking south

1 Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures: No violations observed.
Fences: Short fence noticed, possibly in corridor. MP 23.22
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New section of smooth wire fence near Basalt High School
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New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash:

Weeds

Other

ooooOood
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End of Conservation Area #7, Milepost 24.88 and looking north

CONSERVATION AREA #8: Milepost 25.26 to 27.83 (2.65 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #8, Milepost 25.26, looking south
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Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other

Oooooooooo

End of Conservation Area #8, Milepost 27.83 and looking north

CONSERVATION AREA #9: Milepost 30.36 to 33.45 (3.29 miles)

Beginning of Conservation Area #9, Milepost 30.36, looking south

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT
OCTOBER 6, 2015 — NEWLAND PROJECT RESOURCES, INC. PAGE 26





Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures

Fences

New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements
Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash

Weeds

Other

OoooOoOoooono

End of Conservation Area #9, Milepost 33.45 and looking north
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Monthly Solar Array Production

Monthly kW Sunnyside Ranch Array (kW)
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e Average solar production trends thru November 2015
e December production drops due to weather, snow loads between December
14t and December 18t are above average
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Solar Production v. Actual HCE Usage

Solar Production v. HCE Consumption

160,000
144,332
140,000
119,401
120,000
100,000 91,421 =0
78,991 83,399
80,000
64,217
61,98 78,590
60,000 51,980 49,392
40,000
20,000
0
June July August September October November December
——Solar Production = ——HCE Consumption

e Through the initial 7 month production period RFTA has offset 80% of their HCE electrical
power usage with solar over specific meters
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Bill Credits v. Actual HCE Bill

Bill Credits v. HCE Bill
$16,000

$13,827

$12,000
$10,000

$8,000 $6,96

6,019 S5,720

$6,000 $6,581
$4,000
$2,000

S0

June July August September October November December

——Bill Credits ——HCE Bill

e The initial 7 month period has resulted in a reduction of HCE bills by 115%
e CEC suggests rebalancing the RFTA meter portfolio to allow monthly usage of
total credits earned, reducing excess credits carried over to subsequent months
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June - December 2015

7 Month Solar

Total HCE

Address System Size Generation Usage Running Solar| Solar Credit Total HCE Bill ($) Excess Cref.iit

(kw) (kWh) (kWh) Offset % Amount (-)/HCE Bill
AMF/Pitkin County Bus Barn 313.54 321,117 532,800 60% -$37,185 $40,391 $3,206
Brush Creek BRT Station 85.36 87,354 10,165 859% -$10,116 $1,036 -$9,079
AABC BRT Upvalley/37644 Highway 82 24.44 25,011 18,035 139% -$2,896 $1,724 -$1,172)
AABC BRT Downvalley/37645 Highway 82 19.74 20,201 5,387 375% -$2,339 $579 -$1,760
El Jebel BRT Upvalley 11.75 12,025 18,128 66% -$1,392 $1,794 $401
Basalt BRT Upvalley 11.99 12,265 14,558 84% -$1,420 $1,412 -$8
Buttermilk BRT Upvalley 8.93 9,139 15,238 60% -$1,058 $1,511 $453
Willits BRT Upvalley/19722 Hwy. 82 8.93 9,139 9,473 96% -$1,058 $980 -$78
Buttermilk BRT Downvalley 5.88 6,012 5,371 112% -$696 $576 -$120
Basalt BRT Park-n-Ride #1 Lights 4.94 5,050 6,984 72% -$585 $737 $152)
Basalt BRT Downvalley 4.94 5,050 7,270 69% -$585 $762 $177
El Jebel BRT Downvalley 2.82 2,886 4,044 71% -$334 $468 $134
Willits BRT Downvalley/19100 Hwy. 82 2.82 2,886 2,390 121% -$334 $311 -$24
Aspen Junction Park-n-Ride 0.94 962 1,215 79% -$111 $192 $81
Total 506.995 519,096 651,058 80% -60,111 $52,473 -$7,638

CEC suggests changes made to:
e Brush Creek BRT Station/AABC BRT Downvalley — Reducing capacity on these locations will
help offset bill credits on other meters outlined .
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7 Month

System | Solar fota *Runnin| Solar % Bill

. .| HCE .. |Total HCE .

Address Size |Generati Usaze | B Solar | Credit Bill ($) Credit

(kW) on (kWi) Offset %| Amount offset

(kWh)

AMF/Pitkin County Bus Barn 403.46 | 413,183 | 532,800 78% -S$47,842 | $45,653 105%
Brush Creek BRT Station 8.595 8,796 10,165 87% -$1,019 $1,235 82%
AABC BRT Downvalley/37645 Highway 82| 6.58 6,734 5,387 125% -$779 $652 120%

 Reducing Brush Creek Capacity to 8.595kW

e Reducing AABC Downvalley to 6.58kW

Change went in effect as of January Statements

013 Clean Energy Collective ®

Moved 76.76kW from Brush Creek Station to Pitkin County Bus Barn

Moved 13.16kW from AABC BRT Downvalley to Pitkin County Bus Barn

Pitkin County Bus Barn has a 403.46kW system assigned after the change






New MyOwnCleanEnergy.com
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Lifetime Savings

Savings
Generation Period
12/01/2015 - 12/31,/2015
11/01/2015 - 11/30,/2015
10/01/2015 - 10/31,/2015
09/01,/2015 - 09/30/2015
08/01/2015 - 08/31/2015
07/01,/2015 - O7/31/2015
06/01/2015 - 06/30/2015

05/01,/2015 - 05/31/2015

Year-To-Date Savings

kwh
3592
28312
8748
10809
13296
15677
17988

12544

c Q, Search

Type
Bill Credit
Bill Credit
Bill Credit
Bill Credit
Bill Credit
Eill Credit
Bill Credit
Bill Credit

Amount

5415.92

5062.34

51012.79

51251.39

51539.29

51814.95

S52082.56

51452.28

T BHa 9 3+ & D

Sunnyside Ranch Community Solar Array (85360) - Active - 04012015 - 1199

$415

Posting Date

01/13/2016
12/07/2015
11/09/2015
10/07/2015
09/09/2015
08/07/2015
07/08/2015

06/15/2015

Currently working on building a new www.MyOwnCleanEnergy.com webpage
e Will create easier reporting for each premise

Expected launch Q1 2016
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http://www.myowncleanenergy.com/



A

e Currently offsetting 80% of usage with solar with assigned
meters

e Currently offsetting 115% bills with on-bill credits

— Adjusting meters will evenly distribute solar credits across meters
reducing any monthly overage

e Better meter visibility with new
www.MyOwnCleanEnergy.com
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN
AND THE ROARING FORK TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
FOR OPERATION OF THE RUBEY PARK TRANSIT CENTER

This Agreement dated this____ day of 2016, between the Roaring Fork Transportation
Authority ("RFTA”), a political subdivision of the State of Colorado, and the City of Aspen,
Colorado, a home-rule city ("City" or "Aspen™), concerns and specifies the following:

RECITALS:

1. RFTA and City desire to enter into this Intergovernmental Agreement for the continued
operation and use of the Rubey Park Transit Center located at 450 East Durant Street, City of
Aspen. (Hereinafter “Rubey Park” or the “Project”).

In consideration of the mutual promises herein contained, the parties agree as follows:

I. DESCRIPTION OF PREMISES
City hereby grants to RFTA the non-exclusive right to use Rubey Park, as depicted in exhibit A
attached hereto, to provide transit services to the RFTA service area.

Il. TERM

The term of this agreement shall be for a period commencing upon the execution of this agreement
by both parties, through December 31st of 2016. Thereafter, this Agreement shall renew
automatically on an annual basis for successive one (1) year terms, commencing as of January 1
immediately following the date this Agreement is executed, and shall continue in full force and effect
unless otherwise terminated as provided herein. This Agreement shall also be reviewed by City and
RFTA staff a minimum of every five years and updated as mutually agreed.

I INTENT

The intent of this Agreement is to define the terms and conditions under which City and RFTA will
jointly manage and operate Rubey Park. The general premise of this Agreement is that the City, a
constituent member of RFTA, is the owner of Rubey Park, and RFTA, a regional transportation
authority, will operate transit services from Rubey Park. Both parties acknowledge that the other has
a vested interest in the maintenance and operation of Rubey Park and agree to cooperate and manage
Rubey Park. City shall manage and maintain all of the systems of Rubey Park in a state of good
repair so that they are safe and operate as designed for the purpose of allowing RFTA to operate its
transit services.

IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS
a. RFTA shall use Rubey Park for the purpose of operating transit-related activities such as bus
staging, bus loading/unloading, ticket sales, customer service, transit related special events,
employee services and administration.

b. As the owner of Rubey Park, City shall handle and process any insurance claims related to
the physical improvements of the property. RFTA shall process any insurance claims related
to the use or involvement of a RFTA bus, RFTA vehicle or RFTA employee. Claims related
to the general public use of Rubey Park shall be jointly handled by the City and RFTA to the
extent of their interests and potential liability.
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c. RFTA and City shall each handle any workman’s compensation claims that occur at Rubey
Park brought by their respective employees.

d. RFTA and City shall comply with all laws, ordinances, rules and regulations that may pertain
or apply to Rubey Park and its use. In performing their obligations hereunder, neither party
shall discriminate against any worker, employee or job applicant, or any member of the
public, because of race, color, creed, religion, ancestry, national origin, sex, age, marital
status, physical handicap, affectional or sexual orientation, family responsibility or political
affiliation, nor otherwise commit an unfair employment practice.

e. RFTA shall inform City’s Director of Transportation and the Transportation Manager of
significant incidents occurring at the facility, including criminal activity, vehicular accidents,
pedestrian accidents, property damage and theft within seventy two (72) hours of each such
occurrence. Minor incidents involving RFTA vehicles that do not cause any property
damage and do not involve a pedestrian or any other vehicle do not need to be reported.
RFTA will not be required to report to City workman’s compensation claims that occur at
Rubey Park and are filed by RFTA employees.

f. RFTA will manage and maintain the Rubey Park security system, including the security
camera system and the card key door security system. RFTA will provide designated City
staff with card key access to the appropriate areas of the facility as determined by City and
RFTA.

g. RFTA will oversee the commissioning, testing and warranty of the mechanical systems and
maintain control of access to the mechanical rooms during the first year of operations. At the
end of the warranty period RFTA will provide access to the appropriate City personnel and
turn over operation of the mechanical systems to the City.

h. Due to the inherent reliability issues associated with any IT system, RFTA cannot guarantee
that the video security system will function 100% of the time. RFTA will keep security
camera footage for a minimum of 14 days and make the footage available to City upon City’s
request. A City representative and the Director of the RFTA IT department shall work
together to develop a mutually acceptable system of sharing security video from the camera
system at Rubey park.

i. City and RFTA each reserve the right to use portions of Rubey Park for alternative
transportation programs as well as other temporary functions such as command posts for
special events or incident command. This use will be performed in a manner so as to not
impact RFTA’s transit operations or bus parking.

j. City and RFTA acknowledge that space at Rubey Park is limited and will work to keep
within their respective storage areas organized, clean and free of clutter. Long-term
equipment storage will not occur outside of the buildings.

k. All property of City and/or RFTA kept or stored at the facility shall be at the sole risk of the
party storing the property.

I.  Vending machines, lockers or similar items not in place at the commencement of this
Agreement shall not be placed at Rubey Park without the express approval of City.
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m. No improvements shall be constructed, signs erected, accessories added or modifications

otherwise made unless approved in writing by City. Additionally, no alterations/removals
shall be made to the design of the facility without express consent in writing from the City.

In the spirit of cooperation, RFTA and the City of Aspen shall collaborate to provide security
services on site to protect both the facilities and the customers.

V. TRANSIT OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER SERVICE

a.

Designation of transit loading/staging locations for individual City routes or services will be
determined by mutual written agreement. Once determined, this plan shall not be
substantially amended without further written agreement. City agrees to make every effort to
ensure that the approval of changes is handled in a timely manner. RFTA, at its discretion,
may move the loading and staging location of non-city routes and rearrange the loading and
staging of buses and associated bus berth signage to meet RFTA’s needs.

All parking of RFTA vehicles or associated vehicles shall occur in designated parking or
vehicle circulation areas. RFTA vehicles shall not be parked on sidewalks or landscaped
areas. RFTA service vehicles shall be issued service parking permits from City.

RFTA will staff the Customer Service Office with a minimum of one Clerk during hours of
transit operation or as mutually agreed upon by City and RFTA staff. This position will be
located in the Customer Service Office.

VI. MAINTENANCE AND ROUTINE REPAIRS

It is the intent of this section to provide a framework for the respective obligations of City and RFTA
for the repair and maintenance of the Rubey Park. Neither RFTA nor City shall invoice the other for
their respective staff time to manage or maintain Rubey Park or for activities such as project
management time associated with capital projects and repairs. The City shall be responsible for the
maintenance of all City infrastructure improvements such as roadway, signage, utility and storm
water. City acknowledges that certain design decisions were made during the design process such as
the addition of solar panels, green roof, and storm water treatments that the City shall be financially
responsible for maintaining. The obligations of RFTA and City shall be as follows:

a. City of Aspen Obligations:

i Act as owner of the facility and manage and maintain all of Rubey Park’s
components and systems and ensure that these systems are maintained and perform as
they were designed and operate within their design parameters, except those
specifically assigned to RFTA.

ii. Insure all required preventive maintenance is performed; all annual required
inspections of the facilities system occur and maintain the required documentation.

iii. Provide RFTA with a written policy and procedure manual to follow that addresses
the procedures for handling routine maintenance at the facility as well as issues and
emergencies that occur after hours, during holidays and weekends.
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Invoice RFTA for its share of the shared maintenance expenses. The City and the
RFTA finance departments shall develop a mutually acceptable invoicing and
payment system that meets each of their respective accounting requirements and
clearly shows what expenses were incurred, total cost, RFTA’s share and the
appropriate back up documentation to justify the expense.

b. RFTA Obligations:

Final 2-3-16

Act as the operator and manager of the Rubey Park IT system, door security, ticket
vending machine and video security systems and all other video screens, radios,
computers, telephones and other equipment directly related to RFTA operating its bus
service and ensure that these systems are maintained and perform as they were
designed and operate within their design parameters. RFTA shall be wholly
responsible for all costs associated with these systems and equipment.

“Paint to paint” routine and preventive maintenance of the RFTA administrative area,
clerk’s office and the customer waiting area.

Remainder of page intentionally left blank
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Chart of Financial Responsibilities and Obligations:
The following Chart 1 depicts the obligations and expenses of each party and the
expenses shared by City and RFTA.

Chart 1
Shared Expense
Rubey Park Expenses City of Aspen  RFTA 50/50 split
A B C
City infrastructure improvements X
Electrical expense X
Green roof repairs and maintenance including plant materials and
roof system X
Hauling and disposal of snow stacked by RFTA X
IT, phone and internet service for the facility X
Janitorial service for the customer service area, clerks office and
RFTA administrative offices. X
Landscaping on the platform X
Natural gas expense X
Pedestrian and street lighting X
Pest control X
Platform and bus birth signage and all other outdoor signage,
newspaper racks and public information boards X
Platform and site furniture cleaning, repairs and maintenance X
Public bathroom janitorial service, repairs and maintenance X
Security expenses for transit operations as determined by RFTA X
Security for special events X
Security for the Rubey Park facility X
Security systems-cameras and door card key system repair and
maintenance X
Silva cells and associated issues X
Snow removal by hand or any ice removal required on the
platform or the building. X
Snow removal as defined in exhibit A X
Solar PV system operation and maintenance X
Storm water system from inlets to the rain garden. X

Testing, inspecting, preventive maintenance and repairs and
maintenance of all the facility systems except those noted in

Columns "A" & "B" X
Ticket vending machine repair and maintenance X

Trash service at Rubey Park for the clerks office, indoor public

waiting area and RFTA admin offices. X

Water and sewer expense X
Window washing X
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VII. CAPITAL REPLACEMENT/MAJOR REPAIRS

No improvements shall be constructed, signs erected, accessories added or modifications otherwise
made unless approved in writing by City. All alterations, additions and improvements made on the
Rubey Park premises shall be the property of City unless otherwise agreed in writing by City.

RFTA and City will plan and budget for capital replacement and major repairs not associated with
City’s infrastructure or the building system in Chart 1 Column B via each party’s long-range
budgeting process. RFTA and City shall create a capital replacement/repair schedule and shall budget
appropriately. The expense for all capital repair and replacement projects shall be split between
RFTA and the City on a 50%-50% basis subject to available resources, annual appropriations, and
mutual agreement. The respective staffs shall work in a cooperative manner to insure the long term
maintenance needs of the facility are met.

IX. SNOW REMOVAL

RFTA shall be responsible for plowing and stacking the snow in the areas defined in Exhibit A and
have the facility ready for operation by 5 am each day. City shall be responsible for hauling and
disposing of the snow from the designated snow stack areas off site as quickly as possible after a
snow event. The City and RFTA acknowledge the critical nature of the Rubey park facility to the
valleys transportation system and agree to work cooperatively to keep the facility and surrounding
streets clear and the facility operational during snow events.

X. PUBLIC INFORMATION

Designated public information areas shall be used for the posting of information rather than doors
and windows. Signage will be constructed to ensure cohesive, high quality design. RFTA shall not
post signs on the interior or exterior of the building, nor shall RFTA allow the posting of materials by
the public outside of the designated areas known as the Community Board. City reserves the right to
post information related to City issues outside of those related to transit operations.

City and RFTA agree to following areas of responsibility regarding public information:

City:

1. Maintenance/repair/use of newspaper racks.

2. Management of the public information boards

3. Installation/maintenance/repair of parking, traffic control, bus staging and berthing sign poles
and directional signage.

4. Installation of interior/exterior regulatory signage in accordance with City regulations.

5. Current posting of information related to City services in the designated locations.

6. City shall manage and maintain the community bulletin board

RETA:

=

Staffing of customer service clerks in the Customer Service Office during operating hours.
2. Installation and maintenance of pay phone if necessary. The posting of current of route
designation signage and schedules.

Maintenance, repair and proper/current information on electronic display boards.

4. Stocking of schedules and brochures in the interior brochure racks.

w
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X1. CONFLICT RESOLUTION

Disputes, if any arising under this Agreement shall be considered in the context of each party’s stated
missions and will be resolved by discussion among the staffs of the parties at elevating levels as
follows:

Staff

Supervisor

Department Directors

City Manager and Chief Executive Officer
Legal Counsel

Conflicts that cannot be resolved at a staff level should be elevated to Aspen City Council and the
RFTA Board of Directors. Notwithstanding the foregoing, each party reserves the right to pursue
available legal remedies.

XIl. AMENDING AND MODIFICATIONS TO THIS AGREEMENT

The City of Aspen Transportation Director and the RFTA Facilities Director shall have the authority
to interpret this Agreement to their mutual satisfaction and make changes and modifications to this
Agreement by amendment as necessary to resolve or clarify administrative and operational issues
that arise during the course of operating and maintaining Rubey Park. No such amendment to this
Agreement shall take effect unless and until approved and counter-signed by both the City Manager
and RFTA CEO. The Aspen City Manager and the RFTA CEO will have the authority to determine
if any proposed amendment constitutes a material change that should be directed to their respective
boards for concurrence.

XI11. INDEMNIFICATION AND LIABILITY INSURANCE

To the extent permitted by law, RFTA and the City shall each defend, indemnify, and hold the other
harmless from any and all claims, suits, costs and liability occasioned by the acts or neglects of
RFTA, City or their agents, employees, or invitees. In this regard, RFTA and the City shall each
procure, at their own expense, public liability coverage for the benefit of RFTA and City (each
naming the other as co-insured) with limits of not less than those specified by Section 24-10-114,
C.R.S., as may be amended. RFTA and the City shall maintain such coverage in full force and effect
during the term of this Agreement and shall furnish each other with a copy of such insurance policy
or a certificate evidencing such coverage prior to, and as a condition of, the use of the property in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement. All insurance policies maintained pursuant to this
paragraph shall contain an endorsement substantially as follows:

“It is hereby understood and agreed that this insurance policy may not be cancelled by the
surety nor the intention not to renew be stated by surety until thirty (30) days after receipt by
the City or RFTA, by registered mail, of a written notice of such intention to cancel or not to
renew.

The parties hereto understand that the City is a member of the Colorado Intergovernmental
Risk Sharing Agency (CIRSA) and as such participates in the CIRSA Property/Casualty
Pool. Copies of the CIRSA policies and manual are kept at the City of Aspen Finance
Department and are available for inspection during normal business hours.
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Further, the parties hereto understand and agree that City and RFTA are relying on, and do
not waive or intend to waive by any provision of this contract, the monetary limitations
(presently $350,000.00 per person and $990,000 per occurrence) or any other rights,
immunities, and protection provided by the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act, Section
24-10-101 et seq., C.R.S., as from time to time amended, or otherwise available to City and
RFTA, its officers, or its employees.

XIV. TERMINATION AND AUTOMATIC RENEWAL
This Agreement may be terminated by either party upon one (1) year written notice of termination.

XV.NO ASSIGNMENT
Neither party may assign this Agreement nor any rights granted pursuant to this Agreement, or
sublease any portion of the property without the prior written consent of the other party.

XVI.NOTICE

All notices required pursuant to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have been
given if either delivered personally or mailed by certified or registered mail to either party, at the
address below or to such other address as either party may so notify the other of in writing:

CITY: RFTA:

City Manager and Director of Transportation Chief Executive Officer
130 South Galena Street 51 Service Center Drive
Aspen, Colorado 81611 Aspen, Colorado 81611

XVII. BINDING EFFECT
This Agreement shall be binding upon and shall insure to the benefit of City and RFTA and their
respective successors and assigns.

XVIII. GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement shall be enforced and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of
Colorado. Any action brought to enforce or interpret this lease shall be brought in the District Court
in and for Pitkin County, Colorado. In the event of litigation between the parties concerning this
Agreement or matters arising therefrom, the prevailing party shall be awarded its costs and
reasonable attorney’s fees.

XIV. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
1. This Agreement contains the entire understanding of the parties hereto and may be modified only
by written agreement executed by each of the parties.

2. If any of the provisions of this agreement shall be held invalid, illegal or unenforceable it shall not
affect or impair the validity, legality or enforceability of any other provision.

3. There shall be no third-party beneficiaries to this Agreement.
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Signed this day of , 2016.

ROARING FORK TRANSPORTATION
AUTHORITY

By:

Chief Executive Officer

ATTEST:

CITY OF ASPEN

By:

City Manager

ATTEST:

EXHIBITS

“A” area of operations and snowplowing
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Snow Melt
Snow Removal Stacks

[ operational Area

o=t

Exhibit A Snowplowing and Operational Area
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WA IAWEST

PLANNING | LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE | DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

January 28, 2016

Mr. Dan Blankenship

CEO

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
VIA EMAIL: dblankenship@rfta.com

RE: The Tree Farm PUD — Commitment to RFTA Support Facilities
Dear Mr. Blankenship,

Thank you for your time in meeting with Dave Marrs and me on January 5™ and again on January 22" to
continue our discussion on The Tree Farm PUD’s commitments toward providing support facilities for
RFTA. On behalf of Woody Ventures, LLC (the applicant/owner of The Tree Farm), | am providing below a
summary of the Project’s commitments to RFTA:

1. Pedestrian Underpass. Consistent with prior written and verbal agreements, The Tree Farm PUD
is committed to providing $910,000 in cost-sharing funds for the construction of the existing
Willits underpass, minus engineering costs incurred to date of $52,495. Therefore, the total
remaining cost-sharing contribution amount is $857,505.

As you are aware, The Tree Farm PUD, by design as a Transit Oriented Development (TOD), is
planning to tie into the existing pedestrian underpass. Conceptual designs for this connection
have been provided with the Preliminary Plan application to Eagle County, and were included in
referral copies of that application that RFTA has previously received. In regards to the design
and function of this planned connection to the underpass, The Tree Farm PUD agrees to

a collaborative process in which RFTA will be able to provide constructive input at the design
development level, and review of the final design prior to permitting with Eagle County
and/or CDOT. All costs for improvements or modifications that are planned by The Tree Farm
PUD shall be financed by The Tree Farm. We understand that RFTA shall not be responsible for
any ongoing maintenance costs of any improvement other than the existing bus stations and
approaches, which are currently maintained by RFTA. Our overall design goal is to greatly
enhance the connectivity of the underpass, providing exceptional function and amenities for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
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2. Park & Ride Facilities. As discussed during our most recent meeting on January 22nd, The Tree
Farm PUD is committed to providing 20 parking spaces within the PUD at a location near the
existing underpass, for use as park & ride spaces for RFTA patrons. In addition to these 20 on-
site spaces, The Tree Farm PUD will provide an additional financial contribution of $400,000 for
the benefit of RFTA to acquire or build additional parking anywhere within its service area at
RFTA’s discretion.

3. Tax Revenue Generation for RFTA. The Preliminary Plan application for The Tree Farm PUD
includes a Fiscal Impact Study (Appendix K), which provides an estimate of projected tax
revenues that will be generated by the project for RFTA. The RFTA tax revenues are estimated at
$84,771 per year at final build-out, and $762,939 in the first 15 years of the Project’s life.

At this time, Woody Ventures, LLC wishes to establish an agreement with RFTA as to the general terms
of these commitments, in particular items #1 and #2 as discussed above. We respectfully request return
correspondence from RFTA to this effect. It is important to note that any such agreement between
Woody Ventures, LLC and RFTA at this time is predicated on Eagle County’s approval of The Tree Farm
Preliminary Plan PUD, and that by reaching a mutual agreement on the aforementioned items, we
recognize that RFTA is in no way endorsing approval of the Project. However, should the Project be
approved by Eagle County, we will look forward to our continued work with you on the provision of
these improvements and financial contributions.

We look forward to your return correspondence on these items. Thank you for your continued
involvement, and we sincerely appreciate your time and consideration in this process.

Sincerely,

LANDWEST

Jon Fredericks
Principal

Cc: Dave Marrs, Woody Ventures, LLC
David Johnson, RFTA
Scot Hunn, Eagle County
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Roaring Fork Transportation Authority

Board of Directors

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
1340 Main Street, #4

Carbondale, Colorado 81623

February 11, 2016

Re: 2015 Annual Report of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor
Covenant Enforcement Commission

Dear Directors:

This is to provide you with the Annual Report of the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor Covenant Enforcement
Commission, based on information provided to me by Angela Henderson.

On December 9, 2015, the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority Covenant Enforcement Commission
(“CEC” or “Commission”) held a meeting to review the progress of the Roaring Fork Transportation
Authority (“RFTA”) in enforcing the conservation covenants that apply to RFTA’s rail corridor. The
members of the Commission are listed on an attached page.

The members of the CEC include one elected official from each of the entities that participated in the
purchase of the rail corridor: Aspen, Snowmass Village, Basalt, Carbondale, Glenwood Springs and the
counties of Pitkin and Eagle. The CEC also includes two at-large members of the Roaring Fork valley and
one representative from each of Pitkin County Open Space and the Roaring Fork Open Space Special
District. In addition, the Town of New Castle is always invited to participate with the CEC.

You should be reminded as to why the CEC member from the Roaring Fork Open Space Special District is
not listed among the members of the CEC. The Open Space Special District (the District) was formed in
2000 by a majority vote of the District’s electors. However, the electors failed to approve a companion
ballot measure that would have provided taxes to fund the District. So, although the District was formed,
it has no funding. Consequently, the District does not wish to participate in the Covenant Enforcement
Commission until such time as the District is funded.

Background of the CEC

The rail corridor was initially purchased on June 30, 1997, by the Roaring Fork Railroad Holding Authority
(“RFRHA”), a consortium of Roaring Fork Valley Governments. Additional contributors to the Corridor
purchase were Great Outdoors Colorado (“GOCO”) and the Colorado Department of Transportation
(“CDOT”). When the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority was formed by voter approval in 2000, the
operating plan included absorption of an existing transit system, and absorption of RFRHA. In 2001,
RFRHA was dissolved and its assets, liabilities and obligations were transferred to RFTA.

Initially the Corridor was held subject to a Conservation Easement administered by the Aspen Valley Land
Trust. However, when a Comprehensive Plan was developed for management of the Corridor it was
determined that many portions did not contain the attributes described as “conservation values”
warranting protection under the conservation easement. Subsequently, RFRHA entered into an amended





agreement with GOCO to change the Conservation Easement to a Conservation Covenant. One of the
requirements of GOCO for removal of the Conservation Easement was the formation of the CEC. The CEC
monitors management by RFTA of the conservation areas called out in the Comprehensive Plan.

In 2002, RFTA hired an independent consultant to survey the entire length of the Corridor and report on
potential violations of the Conservation Covenants. The same consultant, Newland Project Resources,
was hired to assess the Corridor in 2002 through the present. The report for 2014 was submitted to the
CEC and the Commission was able to review and question in detail each potential violation cited in the
report.

Summary Findings of the CEC for 2015

The following is a summary of the findings of the 2015 Corridor Assessment Report (the full report is
included with this letter):

The 2015 report found generally acceptable or improved compliance with the terms of the Conservation
Restriction Covenant; there were no new violations identified. There are two (2) existing violations. The
first involves a berm and a structure in conservation area six (6) which are encroaching on the south side
of the corridor. The second involves a fence which may or may not be located in conservation area seven
(7). Staff will be contacting a local surveying team to establish whether or not the fence is actually
encroaching into the conservation area.

Conclusions of the CEC

e Overall the corridor is in outstanding condition. The trail is well used and maintained. Regarding
the remaining violation (the landscape berm and outbuildings along Hook’s Spur Road), staff will
be working on removal of the specified structures or relocation to the corridor boundary.
Removal or relocation would be consistent with the narrow latitude offered by the GOCO legal
agreement initially signed on to by RFRHA in 2001. In addition, this approach is believed to best
preserve the physical and conservation integrity of the public lands within the corridor.

In closing, a copy of the final 2015 CEC Report is included with this letter. Please do not hesitate to
contact me or any of the members of the CEC listed on the following page with any questions.

Sincerely,

The Roaring Fork Railroad Corridor Covenant Enforcement Commission
By Paul Taddune
RFTA Interim General Counsel

Inclusions: 2015 Corridor Assessment
2015 Staff Report
List of CEC members





RFTA COVENANT ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION 2015

APPOINTED
Mr. Steve Skadron
City of Aspen

APPOINTED
Mr. Michael Owsley
Pitkin County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Ms. Stacey Bernot
Town of Carbondale Council Member/Mayor

APPOINTED
Ms. Markey Butler
Town of Snowmass Village Council Member

APPOINTED
Ms. Kathryn Trauger
Glenwood City Council

APPOINTED
Ms. Kathy Chandler-Henry
Eagle County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Ms. Jacque Whitsitt
Town of Basalt, Town Councilor/ Mayor

APPOINTED
Mr. Paul Holsinger
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails

APPOINTED, New Castle joined RFTA in 2005
Mr. Robert Gordon
Mayor of Town of New Castle

APPOINTED
Mr. John Krueger
Aspen Transportation Department

AT LARGE MEMBERS
Mr. George Trantow — Pitkin County
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