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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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RFTA 2018 Passenger Survey

Since 2004, RFTA Staff has been conducting a semi-annual, one-day onboard passenger survey
in English and Spanish all routes from Aspen to Rifle. The purpose of the onboard survey is to
gauge passenger opinions on key aspects of RFTA services, such as safety, reliability, and
courtesy. The feedback assists Staff in providing the best transit and trail services.

The 2018 Passenger Survey was successfully conducted on Wednesday March 21%; onboard
and online. The Operations Department, specifically the supervisors and the drivers, did a great
job distributing blank surveys on the buses and collecting completed surveys from the AMF,
GMF and Rubey Park. Preliminary data reveals that about 1,900 of the 5,800 surveys were
returned and deemed complete. This 34% return rate is above average for survey efforts.

In addition to the paper onboard surveys, the RFTA Marketing/Communications Department
conducted the same survey on RFTA’s website for one week. Preliminary Survey Monkey data
reveals that about 350 customers answered at least part of the survey. The online data will be
combined with the paper survey data for a full data analysis; projected to be available by the
RFTA Board Retreat on May 10t.

How did you get to this bus?

Snapshot of a typical Survey Monkey result from the Passenger Survey





APTA Legislative Conference /Meeting with Congressional
Delegation

On March 20, Michael Yang, David Johnson and Steve Skadron met with RFTA’s congressional
delegates in Washington DC to discuss RFTA’s significant role in rural bus transit, both
regionally, statewide, and nationally. RFTA is the largest rural transit agency in the United
States; approximately 3% of all rural bus trips in the US are taken on RFTA. RFTA also
advocated for continued Federal investment in transit, contrary to efforts to reduce or
eliminate Federal transit funding. Critical projects such as RFTA’s Glenwood Springs
Maintenance Facility Renovation and Expansion cannot be funded entirely by local sources, and
cannot be funded by the private sector, as advocated by the current Administration.

Both Senator Bennet and Representative Tipton were able to meet personally with RFTA, and
were very receptive.

Electric Bike Public Process

Electric bikes, or e-bikes, are revolutionizing the biking world and challenging public lands
policies for both soft and hard surface trails across the State. Bipartisan House Bill 1151 that
Governor John Hickenlooper signed into law in 2017, made Colorado a permissive state by
default for e-bikes.

The law says a person may ride Class 1 or Class 2 electric-assist bicycle where bicycles are
authorized to travel, unless a local jurisdiction prohibits the e-bikes. More specifically, the law
defines Class 1 e-bikes as those that only provide assistance when the bike reaches 20 miles per
hour. Class 2 e-bikes are those that operate continuously, even when no one is pedaling, but
switch off when 20 mph has been reached. The law leaves Class 3 bicycles — those that have
motors that switch off at higher speeds — completely up to local jurisdictions; with an
assumption they are not permitted.





Locally, the topic gained more attention in the summer of 2017 when CDOT approached
downvalley jurisdictions about allowing e-bike usage along the Rio Grande Trail (RGT) during
the Grand Avenue Bridge (GAB) project as a means of alternative transportation to reduce road
congestion. The City of Glenwood Springs and the RFTA Board authorized the usage of Class 1
and Class 2 e-bikes along the lower sections of the Corridor, while Pitkin County and the City of
Aspen placed a ban on all e-bikes along their sections of the RGT until a more robust public

outreach process could be conducted.

On Feb. 20", 2018 RFTA kicked off a
roundtable discussion with regional
trails partners about e-bikes. The
group decided to shift outreach
responsibility to Pitkin County and
utilize the Aspen-based firm, PR
Studio, to lead the public process.
According to the project website,
“Pitkin County Open Space and Trails
in conjunction with Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority (RFTA) and
the Lower Valley Trails Group (LoVa)
is asking for public input on the use of
e-bikes on hard-surfaced (paved) bike
paths throughout our valley. The
results from your input will help
shape the recommendation on
whether and where to allow class 1 &
2 e-bikes in the future.” The flyer
below directs users to a public survey
and offers up five community meet-
ups/bike demos in April from Aspen
to New Castle.

— e bikes

ROARING FORK + COLORADO RIVER VALLEY
PUBLIC INPUT

Share your opinion on
allowing e-bikes on paved
bike paths from New Castle
to Aspen.

- Take the Su rvey_

You can complete the online survey & submit comments at:

ebikesroaringforkvalley.com z

MEET. 2 DE

Informational and outdoor demo events:

E

4t

S
10t
11t
12

on next to Rio Grande Traill behind
Center. 567 Colorade Avenue

5-7em
enter: parking lot
151 clubhouse Drive

ASPEN
Aspen Rec Center: parking lot
0861 Maroon Creek Road

GL

pal
aleng the Grande Trall

BASALT
Mext to Basalt High Scheel parking,
lot along the Rio Grande Trall

mary objective
of this project is to
collect public opinion
regarding class18& 2
e-bike usage on
paved trails. The
summary of this
inputwill help the
project team make
arecommendation
for consistent
regulations on
all paved trails
throughout the
regional trail system.

e

Project & Event Information
(970) 340-4334 | info@ebikesroaringforkvalley.com

ebikesroaringforkvalley.com
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RFTA Board
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April 12, 2018
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* |TSP Stage | — performed stakeholder outreach
and developed project goals (Mar - Jul 2016)

* |TSP Stage Il — analyzed future land use and
ridership needs using Air Sage data (Aug 2016 -
Feb 2017)

Pa St U pd a5  UVMS (Upper Valley Mobility Study) —
developed LRT and BRT alternatives along

to YO U modified direct alignment (Sept 2016 — June
2017)

e |TSP Stage Ill — Analyze Options kick off &
funding discussion (May 2017-present)





April 2018:
* Financial Model Update (ITSP Stage V)

* Review of public meetings/work sessions
information

* Recap of public meetings/work sessions to

TOday’S date
Update to You » 30-year improvement schedule

* Priority list discussion

* Mill levy straw poll





e Draft model provided to RFTA

* RFTA and PFM reviewing and finalizing
model inputs, assumptions and
functionality

i 2l * Form, credit and structure of future
INancid bonds analyzed — should bond funding

Model Update be necessary

* Next step is performing analyses of
(|TSP Stage |\/) refined capital project delivery
schedule(s) and mill levy rates to provide
preliminary indications of financial
feasibility, bonding needs, etc.






Review of public
meetings/work sessions
information





 2nd | grgest Transit system in Colorado,
and largest rural transit system in the
nation

e Operates first rural Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) System in the USA, VelociRFTA

* Includes public bike share program
WhO IS (WE-cycle) and RFTA Rio Grande Trail.

* At AM peak, RFTA moves 35%-38% of
RFTA? all commuters into Aspen.

* Non-driving mode share (walking,
biking, transit) for the region is
approximately 30%, roughly double
the national average

* Over 5 million riders annually






Destination
2040 will

* Reduce congestion

*Provide multimodal travel
options that work for any
lifestyle

*Expand and improve transit
service

*Provide modern, quieter,
cleaner buses that are
better for the environment





Active
Stakeholders

* Snowmass Parachute
Village * Aspen Valley

* Basalt Hospital

 Pitkin County * RE 2 School

. Aspen District

. Glenwood  * RE 1 5chool
Springs District

. Carbondale ° Valley View
WSS 4 Hospital

.ew 5 e Grand River

* Silt Medical

e Garfield Center
County * Aspen Ski

* Eagle County Company
* Rifle * ECO Transit

e CDOT
Division of
Transit & Rail

* CDOT Region
3

* Rifle
Economic
Development
Corporation

* Mid Valley
Planning
Commission





Stakeholder Outreach Timeline

DEFINE THE VISION - STAGE1

April 2016 : 12 City and County staff
meetings

April - May 2016 : 5 Business / Employment
Center meetings

April-May 2016: 3 CDOT and ECO
Transit Meetings

August 2016: 2 bilingual public open
houses

May-June 2016: 8 City and County Elected
Officials meetings

DETERMINE FUTURE NEEDS - STAGE 2

October-November 2016:
4 Small Group Meetings

February-May 2017: 10 City and County Elected
Officials Meetings

ANALYZE OPTIONS - STAGE 3

October 2017-March 2018: 4 Small
Group Meetings

November 2017-Feb 2018:
10 City and County Elected
Officials Meetings

ESTABLISH FINANCIAL PLAN - STAGE 4

April 2018-May 2018: 7 Public Meetings/Elected Official
Meetings

June - July 2018 : RFTA Board to decide whether to add
Destination RFTA question to November 2018 ballot





Destination 2040 : Improvements for the Environment

Category

Bus Replacement Subtotal

Pedestrian Crossings Subtotal

TDM and Other Improvements Subtotal

Trails Subtotal

Total Project Cost Estimate

RFTA Contribution Cost
Estimate

Annual O&M
Capital Cost
P ($/yr.)

$89,000,000
$63,870,000
$4,026,000 $556,800

$31,973,000

Annual
Capital Cost | O&M
(5/yr.)

$66,750,000

$9,988,000

$4,026,000 $556,800

$18,973,000





Destination 2040 : Improvements for Reducing

Congestion and Improving Mobility

Total Project Cost Estimate e Cont{'fbutfon Lo
Estimate
Catego T
i Annual O&M Annual
Capital Cost ($/yr.) Capital Cost O&M
' (S/yr.)

Bus Expansion Subtotal $8,900,000 $8,900,000

Parking and PNR Improvements Subtotal $37,022,000 $15,800 $24,662,000 $15,800

Regional Service Improvement Subtotal $3,640,000 $3,640,000






Destination 2040: Improvements for Transportation and

Safety

RFTA Contribution Cost

Total Project Cost Estimate .
Estimate

Cat
ategory Annual

Capital Cost | O&M
(5/yr.)

Annual O&M

Capital Cost ($/vr)

Facility Expansion Subtotal $62,013,000 $54,432,100

Housing and Offices Subtotal $31,668,000 $31,668,000






Destination 2040 - The Future Rides on RFTA!

Integrated Transportation System 30 year Plan (3 and 5 Mill) Revenue and Project Funding Scenarios For Discussion Purposes

Input
Service 30%
Capital 70%
100%

3 Mill

Total Annual Funding
Annual Amount for Service
Annual O&M Need

O&M Revenue Balance
(Additional Revenue Required)

Annual Amount for Capital

$10,500,000
$3,150,000
$3,640,000

($490,000)

$7,350,000

5 Mill

Total Annual Funding
Annual Amount for Service
Annual O&M Need

O&M Revenue Balance
(Additional Revenue Required)

Annual Amount for Capital

$17,500,000
$5,250,000
$3,640,000

$1,610,000

$12,250,000





30 Year Funding Scenario

3 Mill Funding for 30 Years 5 Mill Funding for 30 Years
Est. 30 Year Total Revenue $315,000,000 100% Est. 30 Year Total Revenue $525,000,000 100%
Est. 30 Year Operating $94,500,000 30% Est. 30 Year Operating $157,500,000 30%
Revenue Revenue
Est. 30 Year Operating ($14,700,000) -5% Est. 30 Year Operating $48,300,000 9%
Revenue Balance Revenue Balance
Remaining Capital : 70% Est. 30 Year Capital Revenue $220,500,000 70% Est. 30 Year Capital Revenue $367,500,000 70%
Remaining Capital Total Capital Cost % Funded Total R'F TA Capital Percentage of 3 Mill Amount % of Percentage of . % of
Improvements by RFTA Funding Needed Total Need Total Rev. Total Need 5 Mill Amount Total Rev.
Trails $31,973,000 59% $18,973,000 100% $18,973,000 16% 100% $18,973,000 4%
Bus Replacement $89,000,000 75% $66,750,000 100% $66,750,000 21% 100% $66,750,000 13%
Pedestrian Crossings * $63,870,000 16% $9,988,000 100% $9,988,000 3% 100% $9,988,000 2%
TDM and Other $20,730,000 100% $20,730,000 100% $20,730,000 7% 10% $20,730,000 4%
Improvements **
Bus Expansion $8,900,000 100% $8,900,000 100% $8,900,000 3% 100% $8,900,000 2%
Parking and PNR $37,022,000 67% $24,662,000 100% $24,662,000 8% 100% $24,662,000 5%
Improvements
Facility Expansion $62,013,000 88% $54,432,100 100% $54,432,100 17% 100% $54,432,100 10%
Housing & Offices $31,668,000 100% $31,668,000 100% $31,668,000 10% 100% $31,668,000 6%
Total $345,176,000 68% $236,103,100 100% $236,103,100 75% 100% $86,100,100 16%
Capital Revenue Over N/A N/A ($15,603,100) -5% $281,399,900 54%

Expenses





Potential Additional Destination 2040 Projects

. Annual O&M , Annual O&M
Category Capital Cost ($/yr.) Capital Cost ($/yr.)

Local Service Improvements Subtotal $2,451,000  $3,207,000  $1,225,500  $1,603,500

Other Regional Service Improvements Subtotal  $29.105000 $1,607,700  $29,105,000  $1,607,700

Other Trails Options Subtotal $28,010,000 $14,005,000






What does
a
Residential

Mill Levy
Look Like?

ACTUAL PROPERTY VALUE

Residential : What will the RFTA Mill Levy cost me? Rate7.2%

$IM

$800K

$600K

$500K

$400K

$200K

$6.00 $18.00
1 MILL 3 MILL 5 MILL

$5 $10 $15 $20 $25

$30.00

$30






Commercial : What will the RFTA Mill Levy cost me? Rate 29%

S2M $48.73 $145.00 $241.67

What does
a e
Commercial
Mill Levy
Look Like?

$50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300





Destination 2040 - The Future Rides on RFTA! iy

BI040

OUR FUTURE RIDES OW RFTRS

Note: The eight current members of RFTA are City of Aspen, Town
of Snowmass Village, Town of Basalt, Town of Carbondale, City of
Glenwood Springs, Town of New Castle, incorporated and

e . s unincorporated Pitkin County and only the precincts 7, 8, 24 and 25
ImpaCt to ReSldentlal and CommerClal Property in the Roaring Fork Valley section of Eagle County.
Taxes by RFTA Member Communities

Note: Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), regional and local buses operate

between Aspen and Rifle (70 miles). RFTA maintains annual

service contracts with Garfield County, the City of Rifle, the City of

GLENWOOD SPRINGS Glenwood Springs, the City of Aspen, Garfield County Traveler and

NEW CASTLE Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.0% Aspen Skiing Company for additional transit services.

Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 0.8% 5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $1,129,223

5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $254,257 Note: RFTA owns 33.4 miles of the Rio Grande Railroad

Corridor/Rio Grande Trail and maintains the Corridor from Glenwood

Springs to Emma. Pitkin County Open Space & Trails owns and

operates the remaining 8.6 miles from Emma to Aspen.

EAGLE COUNTY PRECINCTS 7, 8, 24, 25

Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.805%

PARACHUTE 5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $4,538,391

CARBONDALE
Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.0%
- 5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $685,729 -
Grand Junction GARFIELD COUNTY BASALT EAGLE COUNTY

Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.3% Precincts 7, 8, 24, 25 = Denver =

MESA COUNTY

o~
7 s B

PITKIN COUNTYj
A

UNINCORPORATED PITKIN COUNTY
VILLAGE Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.805% ¥4

. AREA OF DETAIL 5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $4,538,391
[ own-city Boundary ° SNOWMASS VILLAGE \ e

Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.165%
5 Mill Levy Tax Increase: $793,232

]r__:____,-] County Boundary

:I RFTA Tax Jurisdictions

m=mm= RFTA Bus Routes

=== Potential Future Connections
=== Rio Grande Railroad-Trail Corridor

Effective RFTA Sales Tax Rate: 1.165%

Cartography: Jason White, RFTA \\ 3 MIllevylaxinaesse: 31,705,002 LAKE COUNTY
y: ite,
Source: Open Source & County GIS Depts. ?
COLORADO Q (
N ~y \ )
; L s ? GUNNISONCOUNTY
w@,.; 0 5 10 20 Miles & A 4 LL-\ {
L | | I | | ] 1 | W\ 1 i






Recap of public
meetings/work sessions
to date





Aspen City
Council
ABIRIN 20 B8

Need the voters to understand what the projects are that
they are voting for

Show how the projects will improve the RFTA experience
and the improvements that non-RFTA riders will
experience (reduced congestion, electric buses will
reduce noise, improved environment, etc.)

Property tax increase is harder to get approved compared
to sales tax increase

Without RFTA this community will not survive. RFTA will
keep the community working.

Support for moving forward





Pitkin Cou
Boarc

Nty
of

Cou
Commission

Nty
ers

April 3, 2018

Voters should also understand the annual property tax
impacts

The benefits (riding the trails, driving in less congestion,
cleaner quieter buses, parking benefits) should be
publicized more

These benefits are social benefits that make our society
run well

Federal and State funding is not stable, the annual cost
and region wide vote needs to be clear

Support to move forward





Glenwood
Springs City | -T18D
Council
April 5, 2018






 April 16" Town of Showmass Village Council
Work Session and Open House

 April 25t Carbondale Open House
April 26t Basalt Open House

May 15t New Castle Open House
May 8t Basalt Council Update
Glenwood Springs Open House TBD

Remaining
Meetings






30-Year Improvement
Schedule

(refer to display board)





Priority List Discussion

(refer to handout)





Mill Levy Straw Poll





QUESTIONS /

DISCUSSION
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Destination 2040 - The Future Rides on RFTA!

Integrated Transportation System 30 year Plan (3 and 5 Mill) Revenue and Project Funding Scenarios For Discussion Purposes

Input
Service 30%
Capital 70%
100%

Remaining Capital : 70%

Remaining Capital Total Capital Cost
Improvements
Trails $31,973,000

Bus Replacement
Pedestrian Crossings *

TDM and Other
Improvements **

Bus Expansion

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Facility Expansion

Housing & Offices

Total

Capital Revenue Over
Expenses

Total Annual Funding

O&M Revenue Balance
(Additional Revenue Required)

$89,000,000
$63,870,000

$20,730,000

$8,000,000

$37,022,000

$62,013,000

$31,668,000

$345,176,000
N/A

3 Mill

$10,500,000
Annual Amount for Service

Annual O&M Need $3,640,000

($490,000)

Annual Amount for Capital

% Funded
by RFTA

59%
75%
16%

100%

100%

67%

88%

100%

68%

$3,150,000

$7,350,000

5 Mill

Total Annual Funding
Annual Amount for Service

Annual O&M Need

O&M Revenue Balance
(Additional Revenue Required)

Annual Amount for Capital

Total RFTA Capital
Funding Needed

$18,973,000
$66,750,000
$9,988,000

$20,730,000

$8,000,000

$24,662,000

$54,432,100
$31,668,000

$236,103,100

N/A

$17,500,000
$5,250,000
$3,640,000

$1,610,000

$12,250,000

3 Mill Funding for 30 Years

Est. 30 Year Total Revenue

Est. 30 Year Operating
Revenue

Est. 30 Year Operating
Revenue Balance

Est. 30 Year Capital Revenue

Percentage of

Total Need

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

$315,000,000

$94,500,000

($14,700,000)

$220,500,000

3 Mill Amount

$18,973,000
$66,750,000
$9,988,000

$20,730,000

$8,000,000

$24,662,000

$54,432,100
$31,668,000

$236,103,100

($15,603,100)

100%

30%

70%

% of

Total Rev.

16%
21%
3%

7%

3%

8%

17%

10%

75%

_5%

2

<
RETA /4]

GUR FUTURE RIDES ON RFTH/

|44 Environmental Improvements

Congestion and Mobility Improvements

Transportation Improvements

* Includes $45M South Bridge Cost

** Capital Cost and 30 Year O&M Cost Included

5 Mill Funding for 30 Years

Est. 30 Year Total Revenue $525,000,000 100%
Est. 30 Year Operating $157,500,000 30%
Revenue
Est. 30 Year Operating $48,300,000 0%
Revenue Balance
Est. 30 Year Capital Revenue $367,500,000 70%
Percentage of . % of
Total Need 5 Mill Amount Total Rev.
100% $18,973,000 4%
100% $66,750,000 13%
100% $9,988,000 2%
10% $20,730,000 4%
100% $8,000,000 2%
100% $24,662,000 5%
100% $54,432,100 10%
100% $31,668,000 6%
100% $86,100,100 16%
$281,399,900 54%






RFTA Destination 2040
DRAFT RFTA Funded Project List and Costs

Vi1 /4

Update 4/2/18
Total Project Cost Estimate RFTA Contribution Cost Estimate
DUR FUTORE BIDES DN RETE!
RETA RFTA A 1 O&M A 1 0&M Descripti RFTA
Category Team Board |Improvement Capital Cost nnua Capital Cost nnua escrip l(.Jn o.f
n . (S/yr.) (S/yr.) contribution
Priority |Priority

Improvements for the Environment

Bus Replacement Bus Replacement $71,000,000 $53,250,000

25% grant revenue
assumed

Bus Replacement E1 (E5) 2 Bus Replacement (Electric to replace CNG in Short Term) $18,000,000 $13,500,000
25% grant revenue

assumed

Bus Replacement Subtotal $89,000,000 $66,750,000

Pedestrian Crossings of 27 Street and Highway 82 in Glenwood 9 ibuti

: g g y $8,559,000 $4,279,500 50% RFTA contribution
Springs assumed for RGT
community crossings

Pedestrian Crossings D1 10

Pedestrian Crossings D5 9 South Bridge Highway 82 Connection in Glenwood Springs $45,000,000 $4,000,000 L
$4M RFTA contribution

assumed

50% RFTA contribution
assumed for RGT
community crossings

Pedestrian Crossings D4 26 Pedestrian Crossing at 23 Street in Glenwood Springs $2,091,000 $1,045,500

Pedestrian Crossings D2 27 Buttermilk Pedestrian Crossing in Pitkin County $8,057,000 $500,000 L
$500,000 RFTA contribution

assumed

Enhanced Crossing of Rio Grande Trail at 14th Street in Glenwood

Pedestrian Crossings D6 45 . $163,000 $163,000
Springs
Pedestrian Crossings Subtotal $63,870,000 $9,988,000

TDM and Other . X

A6 11 Bike Share Expansion $1,271,000 $550,000 $1,271,000 $550,000
Improvements
TDM and Other . X

Al6 20 Real Time Traveler Information $2,755,000 $6,800 $2,755,000 $6,800
Improvements

TDM and Other Improvements Subtotal $4,026,000  $556,800 $4,026,000 $556,800

Trails LOVA Trial Construction from Glenwood Springs to New Castle $15,000,000 $2,000,000

$2M RFTA contribution
assumed

Trails Rio Grande Trail Maintenance and Improvements $16,973,000 $16,973,000

Trails Subtotal $31,973,000 $18,973,000

Page 1of4





LUR FUTHRE BIDES 0N BEFEY

Category

Bus Expansion

Bus Expansion

Bus Expansion

Bus Expansion

Bus Expansion

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Parking and PNR
Improvements

Regional Service
Improvements

Regional Service
Improvements

Regional Service
Improvements

Regional Service
Improvements

Regional Service
Improvements

Vi i/ //4

RFTA Destination 2040
DRAFT RFTA Funded Project List and Costs

)

Update 4/2/18

Total Project Cost Estimate

RFTA Contribution Cost Estimate

RFTA
Team
Priority

RFTA
Board
Priority

Improvement

Bus Expansion for Service Improvement A3C - Service Increases for

Capital Cost

Annual O&M
(s/yr.)

Capital Cost

Improvements for Reducing Congestion and Improving Mobility

Annual O&M
(/yr.)

Description of RFTA
contribution

E5 (A3C) L i X $2,100,000 $2,100,000
Optimization, 30-minute Valley service
£S5 (A3B) Bus.Ex.pan.smn for Service ImprO\{ement A3B - Service Increases for $2,200,000 $2,200,000
Optimization, Weekend BRT (Spring/Fall)
E5 Bus Expansion for Service Improvement A11F - Optimize I-70 Grand
. . $2,700,000 $2,700,000
(A11F) Hogback Service - 27th Street to New Castle, 30 minute headways
£S5 (A5) Bus Expansmn. for Service Improvement A5 - Expand BRT Service in $1,400,000 $1,400,000
Glenwood Springs
£5 (A4) Bus Exp?nsmn for Service Im.provement A4 - Better transit service $500,000 $500,000
connections to Snowmass Village on Brush Creek Road
Bus Expansion Subtotal $8,900,000 $8,900,000
Improvements to Highway 82 Bus Stations $1,603,000 $1,603,000
Glenwood Springs 27 Street BRT Station Parking Expansion $4,445,000 $4,445,000
Willits BRT Station Parking Expansion $2,000,000 $2,000,000
Carbondale BRT Station Parking Expansion $3,551,000 $3,551,000
Aspen Junction (Basalt) PNR Expansion $1,863,000 $1,863,000
New Castle Park and Ride Expansion Burning Mountain Avenue $1,516,000 $1,516,000
Town of Snowmass Village Transit Center $12,860,000 $500,000 o
$500,000 RFTA contribution
assumed
Upper Valley Congestion Management Study $325,000 $325,000
Buttermilk Parking Management $15,000 $15,800 $15,000 $15,800
BRT Enhancements to Brush Creek Intercept Lot $8,493,000 $8,493,000
Micro Transit Accommodations at BRT Stations $351,000 $351,000
Parking and PNR Improvements Subtotal $37,022,000  $15800  $24,662,000  $15,800
Service Optimization - Service Increases for Optimization, 30-minute
. $624,000 $624,000
Valley service
Service Optimization - Service Increases for Optimization, Weekend
Rk $651,000 $651,000
BRT (Spring/Fall)
Optimize |-70 Grand Hogback Service - 27th Street to New Castle, 30
. $941,000 $941,000
minute headways*
Expand BRT Service in Glenwood Springs $1,007,000 $1,007,000
Better transit service connections to Snowmass Village on Brush
$417,000 $417,000
Creek Road
Regional Service Improvement Subtotal $3,640,000 $3,640,000
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Category

Facility Expansion -
AMF

Facility Expansion -
AMF

Facility Expansion -
AMF

Facility Expansion -
AMF

Facility Expansion -
AMF

Facility Expansion -
GMF

Facility Expansion

Facility Expansion

Housing & Offices

Housing & Offices

Vi1 /4
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RFTA Destination 2040
DRAFT RFTA Funded Project List and Costs

Update 4/2/18

Total Project Cost Estimate

RFTA Contribution Cost Estimate

RFTA
Team
Priority

RFTA
Board
Priority

Improvement Capital Cost

Improvements for Transportation and

Annual O&M
(s/yr.)

Safety

Annual O&M

Capital Cost
P ($/yr.)

Description of RFTA
contribution

Aspen Maintenance Facility Expansion Phase 5 (Two Story Offices
. . $4,660,000 $4,194,000
and Electric Charging) 10% grant revenue
assumed
£a 17 Aspen Maintenance Facility Expansion Phase 6 (Parts Room and $2,307,000 $2,076,300
Storage) 10% grant revenue
assumed
£a 16 Aspen Maintenance Facility Expansion Phase 9 (Replacement of Fuel $3.115,000 $2,803,500
Farm) 10% grant revenue
assumed
£a 36 Aspen Maintenance Facility Expansion Phase 7 (Additional Indoor $5,371,000 $4,833,900
Bus Storage) 10% grant revenue
assumed
£a 37 Aspen MalntenarTce Facility Expansion Phase 8 (CNG $7.949,000 $7,154,100
Compressor/Fueling) 10% grant revenue
assumed
E2 4 RFTA Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility Expansion $34,077,000 $30,669,300
10% grant revenue
assumed
900 Block Grand Avenue In-Line Transit Stations in Glenwood
B1 14 B $868,000 $868,000
Springs
B8 15 Transit Station in Glenwood Springs $3,666,000 $1,833,000 o
50% RFTA Contribution
assumed
ty Expansion Subtotal $62,013,000 $54,432,100
Replacement of Employee Housing and Carbondale Office Space $19,952,000 $19,952,000
Expansion of Employee Housing and Carbondale Office Space $11,716,000 $11,716,000
Housing and Offices Subtotal $31,668,000 $31,668,000
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RFTA Destination 2040
DRAFT RFTA Funded Project List and Costs

Update 4/2/18

Total Project Cost Estimate

RFTA Contribution Cost Estimate

RFTA RFTA
5 Annual O&M 5 Annual O&M Description of RFTA
Category Team Bo'art'i Improvement Capital Cost (S/yr) Capital Cost (S/yr.) contribution
Priority |Priority
Potential Additional RFTA Destination 2040 Projects
Local Service
Imr.rrovements Expanded Circulators: Carbondale $630,000 $851,000 $315,000 $425,500 50% RETA Contribution
(Circulators) assumed
Local Service
i : 1,101,000 1,273,000 550,500 636,500
Imr.rrovements Expanded Circulators: Basalt $ S $ $ 50% RFTA Contribution
(Circulators) assumed
Local Service
i : 720,000 1,083,000 360,000 541,500
Imr.rrovements Expanded Circulators: New Castle $ S $ $ 50% RFTA Contribution
(Circulators) assumed
Local Service Improvements Subtotal $2,451,000  $3,207,000  $1,225500  $1,603,500
Other Regional Service Alternative for UVMS Optimized BRT Service from Brush
Service Creek Intercept Lot to Aspen (Short term phasing: replace current $26,780,000 $835,000 $26,780,000 $835,000
Improvements buses with electric buses)
Other Regional
Service Service connection to ECO Transit $2,325,000 $772,700 $2,325,000 $772,700
Improvements
Other Regional Service Improvements Subtotal $29,105,000  $1,607,700  $29,105,000  $1,607,700
Other Trails Options D3 Rio Grande Trail Connectivity and Safety Improvements $28,010,000 $14,005,000 50% RFTA contribution
assumed for RGT
community crossings
Other Trails Options Subtotal $28,010,000 $14,005,000

Page 4 of 4







)
 RETA

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority

Board of Directors

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
1340 Main Street

Carbondale, Colorado 81623

April 12, 2018

Re: 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 7, 2017, 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 Railroad 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 Railroad 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.

The Roaring Fork Open Space Special District (the “District”) is not listed among the members of the CEC.
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. 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 Railroad 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 2003 through the present; the report for 2016 was submitted to the
CEC Board at the May Fom meeting and they were able to review and question in detail each potential
violation cited in the report.

Summary Findings of the CEC for 2017

The following is a summary of the findings of the 2017 Corridor Assessment Report (the full report is
included with this letter):

The current encroachments are far fewer than in past years. New violations noted in conservation areas
#2, #6 and #9. Violations still in place from May 2017 report include areas #6 and #7. Violations remedied
in last 7 months: areas #2, #5, #6, #7, #8, and #9. Overall, the corridor is in outstanding condition, well
used and maintained with a couple of violations still in need of consideration, and many more remedied.

Staff feels the corridor is in excellent condition. They have continued to make progress controlling noxious
weeds without using herbicides. They are constantly weeding and picking up trash, and will work in

earnest to keep the values of the conservation areas intact.

Conclusions of the CEC

e Overall the Railroad Corridor is in excellent condition. The Rio Grande Trail within the
Railroad Corridor is well used and maintained.

e Regarding the potential violations and/or the remaining violations: staff will research
water rights in conservation area two (2) and work with the homeowner regarding
structures in the ROW; staff is in contact with the property owner in area six (6) about
ongoing encroachments, and is researching the legal chain of title of this property, and
staff will contact the property owner near area nine (9) to determine specifics of
irrigation.

A copy of the final 2017 CEC Report is included with this letter. Please don’t hesitate to contact Angela,
any of the members of the CEC listed on the following page or me with any questions.

Sincerely,
e el

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

Enclosures: 2017 Corridor Assessment
2017 Staff Report
List of CEC members





RFTA COVENANT ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION 2017
{3-year term 4-1-17 10 11-1-19)

APPOINTED
Ms. Ann Mullins
City of Aspen Council Member

APPOINTED
Mr. George Newman
Pitkin County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Mr. Dan Richardson
Mayor - Town of Carbondale

APPOINTED
Ms. Markey Butler
Mayor - Town of Snowmass Village

APPOINTED
Ms. Kathryn Trauger
Glenwood Springs City Council

APPOINTED
Ms. Jeanne McQueeney
Eagle County Commissioner

APPOINTED
Ms. Jacque Whitsitt
Mayor - Town of Basalt

APPOINTED
Mr. Paul Holsinger
Pitkin County Open Space and Trails

APPOINTED, New Castle joined RFTA in 2005
Mr. Art Riddle
Mayor - New Castle

APPOINTED
Mr. John Krueger
Aspen Transportation Department

AT LARGE MEMBER
George Trantow — Eagle County





October 20, 2017

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 2017 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. There are on-going maintenance issues that staff continues to work on, and | think we are
making good strides. Tom and | found a couple new issues this year and there are still a couple of old
violations that need to be resolved, for example the berm and structure on RFTA’s ROW along Hooks Spur
Rd.

A discussion of the violations follows.

CONSERVATION AREA #1:

e Category (9) Other: Cedar Networks (a utility company) was found trespassing in 2016 and installing
fiber optic on RFTA property. Unfortunately, we didn’t catch them early enough and they installed
their conduit and covered it up by the time we could issue a cease and desist. Cedar disturbed quite a
bit of dirt and finally did hire a company to seed and hydro mulch the area. See the pictures below for
current conditions.

2017 C.E.C. DRAFT - BRM
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Photo — Conservation Area #1. Cedar Networks disturbance Seeded and hydro mulched in summer of 2017. This photo was
taken on 10/16/2017.
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CONSERVATION #2:

e Category (8) Weeds: The Thompson Glen Ditch Company has been cleaning out their ditch and they
are leaving their ditch spoils and cut vegetation along the trail and in the corridor. Not only are they
making a big mess, they are not revegetating or reseeding their disturbance and it is causing noxious
weeds to spread prolifically. Staff held a meeting with the Thompson Glen Ditch company to discuss
this ongoing maintenance issue. RFTA used 220 goats in this area in the effort to help clean the ditch
and RFTA corridor. See photos below.

Photo — Conservation Area #2. Noxious Weeds due to disturbance from ditch maintenance. No sign of seed or attempt at
revegetation.
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Photo — Conservation Area #2. Ditch spoils stacked along the trail.
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Photo — cut vegetation from ditch maintenance stacked along corridor.
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CONSERVATION AREA #5

e Category (7) Trash: We have had an ongoing problem with vagrants trashing the corridor under the
Roaring Fork Bridge. Staff has been keeping a closer eye on this area and has spent a good bit of time
cleaning up each year. RFTA Staff has posted signs asking folks to clean up and installed a trash bin at
the bridge this summer. It appears that people are using the trash can! Staff has notified the Garfield
County Sheriff and Carbondale PD when there is gang affiliated graffiti or people camping within the
ROW.

S

Photo — Trash rec

cle added at the bridge to encourage good behavior.

CONSERVATION AREA #6

e Category (9) Other
Please refer to photo below and 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 2017 report.
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I hoto- V|e of berm and old fencelocated in corridor at Smlthlrwin roperty looking east

CONCLUSIONS:

Overall Staff feels that the Rail Corridor and Trail are in excellent condition. We have continued to make
progress with controlling noxious weeds (over 2 years without spraying herbicides!) and we are constantly
picking up trash. Unfortunately, we have seen some negative impacts from neighbors and utility
companies. Staff needs help to prevent this trend from growing.

RFTA staff will continue working to keep the values of the conservation areas intact.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Brett Meredith

RFTA Trails and Corridor Manager

bmeredith@rfta.com
970.384.4975
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ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR
CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT
August 28, 2017

Prepared For:
Covenant Enforcement Commission
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority

Prepared By:
NEWLAND PROJECT RESOURCES, INC





l. 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 assess 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.

The following report is a compilation of the assessment conducted on August
28th and 29th of the nine (9) Conservation Areas:

e Chapter Il is a spreadsheet that summarizes any observed violations
(highlighted in red), and recommends remedies if they are found to be
actual 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 all outstanding violations.
o Appendix A of this report describes the 9 Conservation Areas.

e Appendix B of this report describes the 2016 visual inspection
conducted for 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 within the corridor or pre-date the purchase of the corridor (June
1, 1996). Per the Covenant, if the encroachment was present before
June 1, 1996, the encroachment can remain on the corridor.

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT PAGE 1
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1. Observed Violations and Proposed Remedies

Following is a spreadsheet listing the potential violations to the Conservation
Covenant 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 red denote new observed violations. Items highlighted
in bold denote violations that were noticed to be present on the corridor
during inspections from previous years.

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT PAGE 2
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Conservation Area #1
RRMP 362.90 to 363.82 or
RFTA MP 2.68 to 3.60

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
RRMP 365.40 to 366.47 or
RFTA MP 5.18 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 MP 5.75: Addition to existing 8-28-17 Determine if new addition is on
County Road 107 (lronbridge) house appears to be in corridor corridor, then determine options.
To CMC Intersection 2) Fences None Noted
3) New Crossings MP 5.88: Irrigation Pipes 10-27-16 Investigate legality of additional | 8-28-17: Pipe remains in Corridor
crossing the corridor. pipes and remove those that do
not have water rights.
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 MP 5.54: Display of American 10-27-16 Remove flags, keep area under 8-28-17: Flags removed
Flags watch

Conservation Area #3
RRMP 368.50 to 369.0 or
RFTA 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
RRMP 370.50 to 370.92 or
RFTA MP 10.28 to 10.70

Conservation Category

Observed Violation

Date and County
Violation First Observed

Recommended Remedy

Documentation of Actions Taken
To Correct Violation

East of Aspen Glen to Sutank
Bridge

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

None Noted

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT
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Conservation Area #5
RRMP 371.69 to 371.83 or
RFTA MP 11.47-11.61

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 MP 11.47 — 11.61: Excessive trash 10-27-16 Remove trash and address the
under bridge abutments and piers cause, which is use of area by
teens and/or vagrants.
8-28-17 Trash cleaned up and site
Maintained, although trash
Continues to accumulate
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other MP 11.47 — 11.61: Graffiti on 10-27-16 Remove graffiti and address
Bridge girders and posts. cause, which is use of area by
teens and/or vagrants
8-28-17 Graffiti still present

Conservation Area #6
RRMP 376.14 to 381.82 or
RFTA MP 15.92 to 21.6

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 MP 17.48: Fence (metal T-posts w| 10-27-16 Determine location of fence &
smooth wire) on or near contact landowner for
corridor. removal, if on corridor. SPI1D#

239132403003
8-28-17 Fence not in Corridor

3) New Crossings None Noted

4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted

5) Mining None Noted

6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted

7) Trash MP 19.3: Trash containers stored| 10-27-16 These trash containers were
on corridor. approved by RFTA previously

under certain conditions.
Determine if conditions are
Being met and if not, contact
the property owner: Michael
Davies, SPID#246503301001
8-28-17 Trash cans still in Corridor
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other Berm and Structures on south October 2009 - 2017 Negotiate License or

side of Corridor still in ROW

MP 19.80 — 19.85

8-28-17

have berm and structures
relocated
Berm & Structure in Corridor

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT
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Conservation Area #7
RRMP 382.19 to 384.90 or
RFTA MP 21.97 to 24.68

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
Sopris Creek to Wingo Junction 2) Fences Fence (metal T-posts with September 2013 - present Determine location of fence &
smooth wire) on or near MP 23.22 contact landowner for
corridor. removal, if on corridor.
8-28-17 Fence still in place
3) New Crossings MP 23.3: ATV crossing of 10-27-16 Determine who created this and
corridor why. Proceed based on this
information. Adjacent property
Owner: Grange Family Ranches
LLC, SPID #246718200005
8-31-17 RV tracks/social trail still in place
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 #8
RRMP 384.90 to 388.05 or
RFTA MP 24.68 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 MP 25.32: Thistle outbreak 10-27-16 Determine extent of infestation
observed on or near corridor and contact adjacent landowner
east of Wingo Bridge regarding control of thistles
Adjacent Landowner:
Roaring Fork Meadows, LLC
SPID# 246721203801
Thistle patches have been
8-30-17 sprayed and are dying
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other None Noted
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Conservation Area #9
RRMP 390.58 to 393.67 or
RFTA 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

Phillips Curves (Upper Snowmass
Canyon) to Woody Creek Road

1) Construction of Buildings MP 31.87: New trash building 10-27-16 Determine if building is on
constructed on or near corridor. corridor.
8-30-17 Building (bear proof shed for
trash) is not on corridor
2) Fences None Noted
4) Harvesting of Timber None Noted
5) Mining None Noted
6) Paving, Roads, Trails None Noted
7) Trash MP 31.26: Furniture placed 10-27-16 Contact leaseholder regarding
Along corridor against railcar. the removal of furniture
8-30-17 Furniture removed, replaced by
sitting area
8) Weeds None Noted
9) Other MP 31.88: Private Irrigation system | 8-30-17 Contact property owner to

on Corridor

determine specifics
regarding the system and possible
remedies

6190 Upper River Road
SPID# 264305300002
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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.

Conservation Area #2:

e Addition to adjacent house may be in Corridor
Conservation Area #9:

e Irrigation System in Corridor

Violations Still in Place.

Conservation Area #6:
e A berm and structure are encroaching on the south side of the corridor
e Trash containers left on corridor

Conservation Area #7:
e Fencing noted in Basalt High School area

Violations Remedied.

Conservation Area #2:

e Irrigation pipes in corridor. Water rights along the corridor are senior
to the railroad. Since the pipes are small and do not impact the
corridor, it is recommended that the pipes remain in place.

e American Flag Display in Corridor: Display was removed and has not
returned.

Conservation Area #5:

e Excessive trash removed from under the bridge. Trash removal is
ongoing.

o Graffiti under bridge. Removal of graffiti is problematic and would be
counter to the conservation values of the corridor. It is recommended
that the graffiti remain for this reason.

Conservation Area #6:

¢ New wire fence on or adjacent to corridor. Fence is not on the

corridor.
Conservation Area #7:

e ATV crossing over corridor. Crossing used by adjacent rancher and
has become a social trail to the High School. The crossing is therefore
compatible with the conservation values of the corridor.

Conservation Area #8:
e Thistle infestations have been sprayed and are dying.
Conservation Area #9:
e Building (for bear-proofing trash) near not inside Corridor
e Furniture removed from trail adjacent to railcar
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General Corridor Comments:

There were two new potential violations this year, but overall the corridor is
in outstanding condition. The trail is well used and maintained. Some of the
violations are recurring from previous reports.

Conservation Enforcement Commission Comments:
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Appendix A: Description of the Conservation Areas

CONSERVATION AREA #1: Milepost 2.68 to 3.64,
RxR Milepost 362.90 — 363.86 (0.96 miles)

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,
RxR Milepost 365.44 — 366.47 (1.39 miles)

This section begins at the crossing of County Road 107 (known
as Coryell Ranch Road) to a location about ¥-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,
RxR Milepost 368.50 — 369.00 (0.50 miles)

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.
RxR Milepost 370.50 — 371.29 (0.79 miles)

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
RxR Milepost 371.69 — 371.83 (0.16 miles

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.
RxR Milepost 376.14 — 381.82 (5.76 miles)

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,
RXR Milepost 382.19 — 385.10 (2.91 miles)

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,
RxR Milepost 385.48 — 388.05 (2.65 miles)

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,
RxXR Milepost 390.58 — 393.67 (3.29 mi)

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 ElIk 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 October of 2016. 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:

Key:

No Potential Violation
Potential Violation
= Potential Violation Corrected

NX O
Il

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

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.

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

oo0ooOoOoooo

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures
Fences

New Crossings

Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Other

Trash

Weeds

Other

CONSERVATION AREA #2: Milepost 5.22 to 6.25 (1.39 miles)

Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures: MP 5.75

An addition to a structure adjacent to Corridor. This addition appears to be in the
Corridor, however, more investigation is needed.
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U Fences
New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements: MP 5.88:

Irrigation pipes placed across and under the corridor. In 2005, one (1) pipe was
located here and determined to be a use present before 1996 (water rights to
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ditch). Now, there are two (2) pipes in the corridor. Both seem to service the
same property, located at 4606 CR 154, SPID# 218536300005. However, since
the water right was existing prior to 1996, there may be a legal right for this use in
the corridor.

2017

0 Harvesting of Timber
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0 Mining

0 Paving and Road and Trail Construction

0 Trash

0 Weeds

M Other: MP 5.54: Display of American flags on fence posts in corridor:

2016

The flags have been removed and have not returned.

2017
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CONSERVATION AREA #3: Milepost 8.28 to 8.78 (0.50 miles)

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

OooOoOoooono

CONSERVATION AREA #4: Milepost 10.28 to 11.07 (0.79 miles)

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

oo0ooooooo

CONSERVATION AREA #5: Milepost 11.47 to 11.61 (0.16 miles)

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

ROOOOOOd

Trash: MP 11.47 — 11.61: Excessive trash under bridge abutments and piers:
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2017
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O Weeds
M Other: MP 11.47 — 11.61: Graffiti on bridge girders and post:

2016

Graffiti should not be removed as doing so could impact the conservation values of
the corridor.

2017
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CONSERVATION AREA #6: Milepost 15.92 to 21.60 (5.76 miles)

0 Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures.
M Fences: MP 17.48: New fence along or in corridor:

After measuring in the field, this fence is not located on the Corridor.

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

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction

Trash: MP 19.3: Trash containers on corridor:

xOOO0Od

2016

Trash cans still on corridor.
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0 Weeds.
Other: Berm and structure are encroaching on the south side of the corridor at
MP 19.80.

Berms and structures still in corridor:

2016 2017

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

O Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures: No violations observed.
Fences: Short fence noticed, possibly in corridor. MP 23.22
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Fence still possibly in Corridor:

M New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements: MP 23.3: ATV
crossing of corridor:

ROARING FORK RAILROAD CORRIDOR CONSERVATION AREA ASSESSMENT PAGE 27
September 12, 2017 - NEWLAND PROJECT RESOURCES, INC.





Crossing still in corridor. However, the crossing is also being used as a social
trail to the high school. Both uses are compatible with the conservation values of
the corridor.

Harvesting of Timber

Mining

Paving and Road and Trail Construction
Trash:

Weeds

Other

Ooooooad

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

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: MP 25.32: Thistle Outbreak near and/or on corridor.

ROOOOOOO

The weeds have been sprayed and are dying:
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O Other

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

M Construction of Buildings and/or Other Structures: MP 31.87: In 2016 a building
was being constructed on or near Corridor:

2016

Building is not in Corridor, although very close:
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2017

0 Fences

O New Crossings, Structures and/or Crossing Improvements

0 Harvesting of Timber

O Mining

O Paving and Road and Trail Construction

M Trash: MP 31.26: In 2016, furniture and trash placed in corridor near railcars:
2017
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0 Weeds
Other: An irrigation system has been installed in the Corridor to service an
adjacent property:

Property information: 6190 Upper River Road; SPID# 264305300002.
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