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OVERVIEW

This document contains the Access Control Plan (“ACP”) for the historic Aspen Branch of the
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Corridor between Glenwood Springs and Woody
Creek, Colorado (hereinafter the terms “Corridor”, “Railroad”, “Railroad Corridor”, “Rail
Trail”, “Right of Way” (“ROW)”, and “Property”, all refer to the above noted Aspen Branch of
the Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad, are one and the same and used interchangeably
throughout this document) as now owned by the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
(“RFTA”). The ACP applies to the entirety of RFTA’s ownership area. The ownership area is
approximately 33.4 miles in length and the width of the property varies from 50’ to 200’
with the predominant width of 100’ covering approximately 460 acres of land.

The Roaring Fork Railroad Holding Authority (“RFRHA”) acquired the Railroad Corridor in
1997 as an operating line of railroad pursuant to authority granted by the Surface
Transportation Board (“STB”). RFRHA subsequently “railbanked” the line, which preserved it
for future freight rail reactivation and allowed the Corridor to be used in the interim as a
public trail and for open space purposes. Pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1247(d), a “Notice of Interim
Trail Use” (“NITU”) was issued to RFRHA by the STB in 1998. RFRHA transferred ownership of
the corridor to the RFTA in 2001 pursuant to a NITU substituting RFTA for RFRHA as the
railbanking entity. The residual common carrier obligation and the right to reactivate rail
service was also transferred to RFTA pursuantto a 2004 STB order. This ACP is adopted to
define the responsibilities and expectations of the sponsors of projects proposed to cross or
encroach upon the Corridor, and to ensure reasonable access to the Railroad Corridor
consistent with the Corridor’s interim trail, open space, and other lawful public uses,
including possible freight rail reactivation and/or commuter rail use.

RFTA’s intent is to facilitate the interim use of the Corridor for public trail, open space, and
other lawful uses and to enable reasonable access to and crossing of the Railroad Corridor,
while preserving the Corridor’s railbanked status for future commuter and/or freight rail
service. The ACP takes into consideration the interests of RFTA’s constituent-members as
well as private property owners and allows for reasonable, planned access into and across
the Corridor in keeping with this ACP and RFTA’s Design Guidelines (“DG”). It is not the
RFTA’s intent, by this document, to interfere with any constituent member or other local
governments land use, control or authority over private or public development other than
to protect and preserve RFTA’s rights and obligations to the corridor. Insofar as necessary to
ensure RFTA’s obligations for the Railroad Corridor related to its railbanked status, this ACP
includes an explanation of “railbanking” and the requirements necessary to maintain that status.
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The ACP also includes a brief summary outliningthe obligations related to use of the Great
Outdoors Colorado (“GOCO”) funding, and a brief summary of key findings of the
Recreational Trails Plan.

Background

Train operations in the Roaring Fork Valley decreased in phases between the 1960s and the
mid-1990s. Recognizing its potential value as a future public transportation corridor, RFRHA
was created in 1994 by means of an Intergovernmental Agreement between the City of
Glenwood Springs, Garfield County, Town of Carbondale, Eagle County, Town of Basalt, Town
of Snowmass Village, Pitkin County, the City of Aspen and the Colorado Transportation
Commission, for the express purpose of acquiring the Aspen Branch of the Denver & Rio
Grande Western Railroad right-of-way (33.4 miles from Woody Creek to Glenwood Springs)
from the Southern Pacific Transportation Company. In 1997, RFRHA purchased the corridor
for $8.5 million funded by a consortium of state and local interests, including RFRHA’s
members, the Pitkin County Open Space and Trails Program, the Colorado Department of
Transportation (“CDOT”), and GOCO.

State of Colorado Rural Transportation Authority enabling legislation, enacted in 1997, (i.e.
43-4-601 et. seq., now known as the Regional Transportation Authority Law), was the
impetus for creating a more effective regional transportation authority structure. In
November 2000, voters in Glenwood Springs, Carbondale, Eagle County, Basalt, Snowmass
Village, Pitkin County and Aspen approved the creation of RFTA, the successor to the Roaring
Fork Transit Agency, and dedicated sales taxes to support the ongoing operation and
development of transit and trails programs. Subsequently, over the next two years, the
employees and assets of the Transit Agency and RFRHA were merged into RFTA.

Currently, RFTA manages the Corridor and is preserving it for future rail/transportation
purposes pursuant to the federal rail banking provision of the National Trails System Act, thus
limiting activities that might preclude re-introduction of rail or other mass transportation
systems in the Roaring Fork Valley. The interim use is an extremely popular 10’ wide paved
trail, known as the Rio Grande Trail (RGT), from Glenwood Springs to Woody Creek. A paved
and soft surface trail, owned by Pitkin County, connects Woody Creek with Aspen.

The Corridor, bounded by approximately 500 adjacent private property owners, traverses
three municipalities and three counties, and it is encumbered by multiple licenses, leases,
contracts, or easements. It is the intent of RFTA by means of this ACP to address the
reasonable access needs of RFTA constituent-members in a cooperative fashion, while
protecting the Corridor and fulfilling RFTA’s regulatory and other contractual obligations
given the best information and legal precedent now available.





RAILBANKING

Under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d), Congress acted to encourage interim uses of otherwise-to-be
abandoned railroad lines for trail and other compatible public purposes while preserving
potential future use of such railroad lines for freight and other consistent commuter or
passenger rail uses. As such, Railbanking provides a mechanism that allows RFTA and local
jurisdictions to maintain the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor for alternative public uses, while
preserving the contiguous 33.4-mile Railroad Corridor intact, so long as the Corridor is
maintained in a manner allowing for future freight rail use.

An underlying concern is the interests of individual property owners along the Railroad
Corridor, who maintain property interests subservient to the Corridor’s Railbanked status. In
2014, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled that federally granted rights of way that
comprise many of the nation’s railroad corridors may revert to adjacent property owners
upon STB approved abandonment and the consummation of that abandonment authority. If
the Corridor was removed from Railbanked status and RFTA exercised its underlying
abandonment authority through consummation of the abandonment, then the Corridor
would no longer be subject to STB jurisdiction and approximately seven miles of Federal
Land Grant areas could revert to adjacent property owners. This would render the Corridor
unsuitable for a future public transportation system, and also negatively impact the existing
recreational trail. In order to ensure compliance with 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) and preserve the
Corridor’s Railbanked status, any agreement, crossing, or interim use of the established
Corridor must be constructed and maintained in a manner that would allow for the right to
restore and reactivate freight rail service and would not preclude or permanently interfere
with the restoration and reconstruction of the Corridor for freight railroad purposes. This is
necessary to avoid any potential determination that the corridor has been abandoned.
Regulatory and interpretive guidelines create conditions to which proposed uses (including
crossings) of the Corridor should adhere. In mostinstances, compatibility with freight rail will
also ensure compatibility with possible future commuter rail use, as well as current and
future trail uses. However, compatibility with trail uses does not necessarily mean that a
proposed use or crossing is compatible with freight rail reactivation or future commuter rail
uses. For this reason, parties seeking to use the Corridor for crossings or other purposes are
encouraged, while in the early planning stages, to consider whether their proposed crossings
or other uses are compatible with freight rail reactivation and commuter rail uses before
they file an application for such uses with RFTA.





lll. RFTA Philosophy Regarding Proposed Public and Private Crossings and Other Uses of the
Rail Corridor:

This ACP and the accompanying DG are intended to guide sponsors of crossing projects and
other uses of the Corridor, from the outset of their planning processes, on the design of
their projects in ways that will not create concerns for RFTA with respect to future freight
rail reactivation or commuter rail uses. Subject to CPUC approval, and while rail service is
inactive on the Corridor, RFTA will generally approve public at-grade crossings that meet its
DG, so long as such crossings would not preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s
ability to reactivate freight rail or initiate commuter rail service.

RFTA recognizes and appreciates that the constituent governments of RFRHA, from whom
RFTA inherited the Corridor, are also members of RFTA and that they, too, are committed to
preserving the contiguous Railroad Corridor intact for its future and current uses. For this
reason, RFTA agrees that it will not withhold approval of proposed public crossings and
other Corridor uses that are consistent with RFTA’s ACP and DG and would not preclude or
permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to reactivate freight or initiate commuter rail
service. However, the corridor is subject to obligations associated with CDOT, Federal
Highways Administration (“FHWA”), GOCO, and Land and Water Conservation Funding
(“LWCF”) 6(f) designation grants involved in its acquisition and the construction of the
recreational trail , which may require consultation with these agencies for certain actions
involving the corridor.

RFTA acknowledges that no plans, policies, or guidelines, can foresee every condition or
situation that could potentially arise with respect to all proposed future uses of the Corridor.
RFTA intends that its application of the ACP and DG will be flexible enough to adapt to the
unique circumstance presented by Corridor uses that are proposed in the future. RFTA will
also endeavor to use a reasonable approach when working with crossing sponsors to help
them design their projects to be cost effective, so long as in the absolute discretion of RFTA,
its legal counsel, and railroad engineers, the preservation of the Corridor’s Railbanked status
would not be jeopardized.

RFTA assures parties proposing public or private uses of the corridor that it will endeavor to
work cooperatively with them, consistent with the policies stated herein, to help them
achieve their objectives in the most efficient and cost-effective manner possible, including
collaborating with sponsors during the planning and design processes for their projects.
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IV. GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO (GOCO) — hyperlink to the current CEC reports will be set up
as soon as the document is finalized

On June 30, 1997, RFRHA, a public entity created in 1993 by the towns and counties within
the Roaring Fork Valley, purchased the Aspen Branch of the Denver & Rio Grande Western
Railroad right-of-way from the Southern Pacific Transportation Company. The purchase was
funded by a consortium of state and local interests. In exchange for financial participation of
the property using some funding from GOCO, each of the funding participants agreed to the
placement of a Conservation Easement on the Corridor to protect the “conservation values”
of theproperty.

The conservation covenants of the Conservation Easement required that no new structures,
fences, crossings, or pavement be placed, or that any mining or harvesting of timber occur
on the Corridor. The Aspen Valley Land Trust (“AVLT”) was designated as the steward of the
Conservation Easement and wasresponsible for correcting any of the violations to the
satisfaction of GOCO.

On February 3, 2000, a Comprehensive Plan for the Railroad Corridor was adopted by the
then RFRHA. One of the recommendations of the plan was to reduce the size and scope of
the Conservation Easement on the Corridor. The plan cited that upon careful inspection and
assessment of the Corridor through the Corridor Investment Study (“CIS”) process, many
portions did not contain the attributes described as “conservation values” by the
Conservation Easement. As such, these portions of the Corridor did not warrant protection
under the Conservation Easement. In addition to the reduction of the size of the
conservation areas, RFRHA received strong advice from a member of its federal legislative
contingent that a conservation easement on the Corridor would significantly hinder RFRHA’s
ability to receive federal funding participation for future transportation improvements. In
response to thisissue, the Comprehensive Plan did the following:

A. It changed the Conservation Easement to a Restrictive Covenant. The covenant on the
deed of the property requires the owner to abide by its terms through self-regulation.
(This is different from the previous conservation easement, which was an encumbrance
that ranwith the land and required an entity other than the owner to regulate
compliance.)

B. It reduced the size of the area covered by the restrictive covenant to encompass only
those areas of the Corridor that contain the “conservation values” described within the
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original conservation easement. The size was reduced from 33.4 miles (the full length of
the Corridor from Glenwood Springs to Woody Creek) to 17.3 miles (slightly more than
one-half of the Railroad Corridor).

On January 17, 2001, an Agreement was reached between RFRHA and GOCO that replaced
the Conservation Easement with the Restrictive Covenants. On November 15, 2001, RFTA
accepted ownership of the Railroad Corridor from RFRHA, and RFRHA was dissolved. RFTA
then replaced RFRHA as a party to the Restrictive Covenant Agreement. RFTA created a
Covenant Enforcement Commission made up of representatives of each of its constituent
entities that the Authority serves. It is the responsibility of the Commissionto 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 Covenant Agreement are not compromised as long as such corrections are consistent
with this ACP.

Rio Grande Trail — Recreational Trails Plan hyperlink to the Recreational Trails
Plan will be set up as soon as the document is finalized.

The overall intent of the Recreational Trails Plan is to develop a trails and recreation plan
for the Corridor that provides a wide range of public recreational opportunities including
trails, river access, wildlife viewing, habitat conservation, and educational and interpretive
activities.

The purpose of the Recreational Trails Plan is as follows:

A. To provide a continuous trail between Glenwood Springs and Woody Creek within
the Railroad Corridor that has been environmentally cleared through a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process;

B. To work with other Trails organizations in the Roaring Fork Valley to explore additional
recreational and commuter connection opportunities;

C. To meet the expressed community recreational needs;

D. To develop trails programming and design principles that will provide a quality trail
experience;





VI.

E. To plan for support facilities such as trailheads and parking;
F. To minimize impacts on adjacent landowners; and

G. To develop implementation costs.

The Rio Grande Trail construction was completed in 2008. The RFTA Trails Department
continues to work with RFTA’s member jurisdictions, other local jurisdictions, and other
trails consortiums to stay up to date on the latest recommended safety improvements and
recommendations for trail construction and amenities to keep the Rio Grande Trail one of
the best and most widely used trails in the state.

POLICIES FOR MANAGING RAILROAD CORRIDOR CROSSINGS AND ENCROACHMENTS
1.0 Title

This Policy shall officially be known, cited, and referred to as the “Access Control
Plan.” (ACP)

2.0 Purpose, Intent, and Audiences.

A. This Policy is intended to promote stewardship of the Railroad Corridor by
RFTA, RFTA’s member jurisdictions, CDOT, GOCO, and adjacent property
owners, in an attempt to preserve the Railroad Corridor consistent with 16
U.S.C. 1247(d).

B. The purpose of this policy is to:

1. Preserve the Railroad Corridor for future private and public transportation
options and to maintain the Corridor’s railbanked status under 16 U.S.C.
1247(d) and under the jurisdiction of the STB for future freight and/or
commuter rail reactivation.

2. Establish guidelines to ensure reasonable access into and across the Corridor
for present and future users which are consistent with its status as a
railbanked corridor.

3. Support, promote, and maintain the Corridor’s trail, open space, and public
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uses.
Ensure the safe operation of existing Railroad Corridor crossings.

Ensure the safety of trail users of the Railroad Corridor at private and public
at-grade crossings of the Railroad Corridor.

Minimize and consolidate new or existing at-grade road crossings over the
Railroad Corridor whenever practicable in light of the Corridor’s purpose and
use optimization and costs.

Implement the Restrictive Covenant objectives, by avoiding adverse impacts
to the open space, recreation, scenic, and wildlife values of the Corridor, and
adjacent lands that add to the scenic value and enjoyment of the Corridor.
When adverse impacts cannot be avoided, they shall be mitigated to the
extent practicable.

Minimize, to the extent feasible, future financial liability and costs to RFTA
and constituent-member jurisdictions arising from third party use of the
Railroad Corridor, including the expense of upgrading any existing or
approved crossings of the Railroad Corridor, as practicable. Approval may
include obtaining financial security.

C. The intended audiences for the ACP are:

1.

RFTA’s member jurisdictions, Garfield County, CDOT, GOCO, the RFTA Board
of Directors, and RFTA staff tasked with the management of the Railroad
Corridor;

Adjacent property owners currently holding a license, lease, contract, or
easement for access across or encroachment upon the Railroad Corridor or
adjacent property ownersrequesting a license, lease, contract, or easement
for access across or encroachment upon the Railroad Corridor; and

Local, State, or Federal jurisdictions and/or Utility Companies currently
holding a license, lease, contract, or easement for access across or
encroachment upon the RFTA Railroad Corridor or requesting new access to
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3.0

4.0

5.0

the RFTA Railroad Corridor.

Authority

The RFTA Board of Directors, (the “Board”) has the authority to review, approve,
conditionally approve, and disapprove applications for construction, reconstruction,
realignment, consolidation, and modification of Railroad Corridor crossings. The
Board’s authority emanates from intergovernmental agreements, adopted pursuant
to the Rural Transportation Authority Act, Section 43-4-601, et seq. The Board’s
authority also stems from RFTA’s status as “Interim Trail Manager” and holder of
rights to reactivate freight rail service arising under federal law pertaining to the
Railroad Corridor’s railbanked status under the jurisdiction of the STB. RFTA
acknowledges that this authority is exercised subject to the rights of public and
private interests underlying and adjacent to the Corridor.

Jurisdiction

The ACP applies to the entirety of the Railroad Corridor owned by RFTA, generally
from the Railroad Corridor’s connection with the Union Pacific Railroad main line
(WYE area) in Glenwood Springs to County Road 18 in Woody Creek.

Interpretation, Conflict, and Severability

A. Interpretation. This ACP shall be interpreted to be consistent with all applicable
federal requirements and orders of the STB or applicable court decisions. The
ACP shall beinterpreted consistent with RFTA’s objectives to operate a public trail
on the Corridor while preserving the Corridor for future freight rail and/or
compatible commuter rail reactivation in order to ensure its continued eligibility
for federal railbanking status, to otherwise maintain the Corridor for open space
and park uses consistent with its obligations under the GOCO agreement, the
Corridor’s 6(f) designation under the Land and Water Conservation Fund, its
eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places in 1999, and to
promote other compatible and lawful public uses. This Policy shall be construed
broadly to promote the purposes for which it is adopted.

Notwithstanding anything in this document to the contrary, because this ACP is
advisory, nothing herein is intended to grant to or permit any adjacent
landowner or public entity any greater rights of access over, under, along or
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across the Corridor than they would otherwise have under Colorado law or to
impair or limit RFTA's rights as a public entity and landowner in managing its
Corridor.

B. Conflict.

1. Public Provisions. The STB has exclusive jurisdiction over transportation by
rail, including railbanked right of way such as the Railroad Corridor (16 U.S.C.
1247(d)). In addition, 49 U.S.C. 10501(b) expressly preempts state and local
law inconsistent with keeping railroad corridors intact for future freight rail
reactivation and interim trail use.

2. Private Provisions. To the extent consistent with 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) and 49
U.S.C. 10501(b) this ACP is not intended to abrogate any, license, lease,
easement, covenant, or any other private agreement or restriction, provided
that where the provisions of the ACP are more restrictive or impose higher
guidelines or regulations than an existing license, lease, contract, easement,
covenant, or other private agreement or restriction, then the requirements of
this ACP shall apply upon termination or expiration of such license, lease,
easement, covenant, or other private agreement. RFTA will not unreasonably
withhold the issuance of new licenses to new owners when properties are
sold as long as such licenses are consistent with this ACP and DG.

C. Severability. If any part or provision of this Policy or the application of the Policy
to any person or circumstance is adjudged invalid by any court of competent
jurisdiction and such judgment is upheld on appeal, if applicable,
notwithstanding the federal jurisdiction of the STB, the judgment shall be
confined in its operation to the part, provision, or application directly involved in
the controversy in which the judgment shall be rendered and it shall not affect
or impair the validity of the remainder of the Policy or the application of them to
other persons or circumstances. The Board hereby declares that it would have
enacted the remainder of the Policy even without any such part, provision, or
application that is judged to be invalid.

6.0 Amendments

The ACP cannot anticipate every circumstance or question arising from RFTA’s
management of the Railroad Corridor and the Rio Grande Trail and the need may
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7.0

8.0

arise to change the policies, procedures, or guidelines described in the ACP policy.
The RFTA Board of Director’s reserves the right to adopt amendments to the ACP
pursuant to RFTA Procedures at the time of any proposed amendment. Unless an
emergency exists, amendments of the ACP will require two readings by the RFTA
Board of Directors prior to adoption and can only be adopted in the same manner
that the ACP is adopted, i.e. by a unanimous vote of the seven original RFRHA
member jurisdictions.

Owner Defined

“Owner” means the legal owner of real property or right-of-way, including
easements, or the person or entity that holds fee title to the property or right-of-way
or their designee. Owners may include public bodies, as in the case of a street right-
of-way, or a private entity (e.g., private landowners and utility companies).

Great Outdoors Colorado Requirements and Locations Defined

RFTA created a Covenant Enforcement Commission made up of representatives from
each of its constituent entities that the Authority serves. It is the responsibility of the
Commission to meet annually to make an assessment of the Railroad Corridor and to
recommend to RFTA that it make any corrections necessary to insure that the
conservation values of the areas described within the Conservation Agreement are
not compromised. The restrictive covenants require, among other things, that no new
structures, fences, crossings, or pavement be placed on and that no mining or
harvesting of timber occur within the Corridor.

The assessment of the nine conservation areas will generally be conducted annually
while this ACP is in effect. The full report includes a spreadsheet that summarizes the
observed violations, the remedies recommended, and the actions taken to address
each violation. The spreadsheet is a living document, a checklist to be used by RFTA to
track violations and take actions to resolve them.

The following is a list and brief description of the nine conservation areas:

1. Conservation Area #1: Railroad (RR) Milepost 362.90 to 363.82 or RFTA Milepost
2.68 t0 3.60 (0.92 miles — 21.3 acres) - Running from the Glenwood Springs City
limits south to the intersection of Highway 82 and Grand Avenue (old Highway 82),
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this area is well vegetated by native, scrub oak dominated mountain-shrub
vegetation that offers excellent habitat for birds and small animals.

Conservation Area #2: RR Milepost 365.40 to 366.47 or RFTA Milepost 5.18 to
6.25 (1.07 miles — 14.7 acres) - This section begins at the crossing of County Road
107 (known as Coryell Ranch Road) to a location about one-fourth-mile below 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

Conservation Area #3: RR Milepost 368.50 to 369.00 or RFTA Milepost 8.28 to
8.78 (0.50 miles — 6.1 acres) - This section of the Railroad Corridor covers the
broad bend in the Roaring Fork River between the River Edge property and the
ranchette parcels near Aspen Glen. There are mature sage shrubs in this section
and the mountain shrub ecosystem on the Corridor in this area provides excellent
habitat for birds and small animals.

Conservation Area #4: RR Milepost 370.50 to 370.92 or RFTA Milepost 10.28 to
10.70 (0.42 miles - 7.4 acres) - This section goes from about a three-fourths-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.

Conservation Area #5: RR Milepost 371.69 to 371.83 or RFTA Milepost 11.47 to
11.61 (0.14 miles — 3.4 acres) - This section surrounds the Railroad Bridge at
Satank and offers excellent river and recreation access opportunities and
preserves wetland and riparian habitat. Views of Mt. Sopris are provided on the
bridge.

Conservation Area #6: RR Milepost 376.14 to 381.82 or RFTA Milepost 15.92 to
21.60 (5.68 miles — 85.7 acres) - This section begins near the Catherine Store
Bridge (County Road 100) and continues southwest 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 by the Aspen Valley

Land Trust (AVLT). The Railroad Corridor is nestled between a broad, riparian area
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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).

7. Conservation Area #7: RR Milepost 382.19 to 384.90 or RFTA Milepost 21.97 to
24.68 (2.71 miles — 33.1 acres) - This section begins shortly east of the Emma
Road/Highway 82 intersection, continues toward the Basalt High School between
ranch properties and federal lands and ends just west 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 contains a golf course and very low-density housing.
The area is well vegetated by mature, native, mountain-shrub and related plant
species that offer excellent habitat for birds and small animals.

8. Conservation Area #8: RR Milepost 384.90 to 388.05 or RFTA Milepost 24.68 to
27.83 (3.15 miles — 36.6 acres) - 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.

9. Conservation Area #9: RR Milepost 390.58 to 393.67 or RFTA Milepost 30.36 to
33.45 (3.09 miles — 37.2 acres) - 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
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9.0

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 Railroad Corridor is perched on a short but steep hillside that affords
excellent views of the Elk Mountain range and Aspen-area ski resorts.

Rio Grande Trail within the Railroad Corridor Requirements.

Trail Use: The Rio Grande Trail is designed, built, and operated within the Railroad
Corridor and is operated for multi-purpose use. Trail uses, including walking, running,
biking, skating, equestrian, and cross-country skiing, should be encouraged. No
motorized use except for emergency access and maintenance vehicles and authorized
electrically-assisted bicycles will be allowed. No camping or open fires will be allowed
on the Railroad Corridor.

Linkages: Access and increased connections to the trail should be encouraged to
maximize use by, between, and among neighborhoods and communities. Insofar as
connections are consistent with the ACP and DG, and would not degrade the overall
quality of the RGT user experience or safety, every effort will be made to allow for
easy, convenient, and direct access to the trail. Connections will be coordinated to
provide access consistent with the purposes of this policy. A regional recreational
experience for all individuals and non-motorized modes will be emphasized as a part
of the trail experience. Trail access is governed by RFTA’s Recreational Trails Plan and
administered by RFTA’s Assistant Director, Project Management & Facilities
Operations & RFTA’s Trails Manager and staff. Design principles are located in:

e RFTA’s Recreational Trails Plan and RFTA’s DG
e AASHTO “Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4t" Edition”
https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection detail.aspx?ID=116 or Appendix A

e FHWA — FTA — United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on
Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and recommendations
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environmet/bicycle pedestrian/overview/policy acco

m.cfmhttp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/guidance/bp-

guid.cfm (see section 10, Design Guidance);
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http://www.dhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational trails/guidance/manuals.cf

m
Environmental Impacts/Mitigation: The overriding goal of trail design and
management has been to protect the natural quality of the Corridor. This was done
through minimization of impacts to the natural environment through design,
management, and education. Sensitive areas were identified and mitigation
measurements were and will continue to be implemented where appropriate.

Safety: Safety of the trail user and the adjacent landowners has been addressed
through design and management techniques. This includes providing adequate width
to avoid user conflicts, situating trail access points so that they are sensitive to safety,
and should include providing barrier protection where appropriate between trail and
transit, when transit returns to the Railroad Corridor. Perimeter fencing may also be
used in various locations to reduce conflicts with livestock and wildlife.

Implementation: Implementation of the overall trail system has been a regional
effort that included the local, federal, and state government agencies. RFTA was
responsible for implementation of the sections of trail not developed by local
jurisdictions.

10.0 Types of Crossings and Encroachments Defined
A. Private Crossings and Encroachments shall include:

1. Private Road Crossing - means a crossing of the Railroad Corridor by a private
driveway or road at a single point for ingress and egress to an adjacent
property for a homeowner and/or business. A private driveway or road must
be approved by RFTA and granted by license, lease, contract. Failure to obtain
approval from RFTA for the encroachment, failure to pay the license, lease,
contract fee, or failure to comply with RFTA DG guidelines may result in RFTA
pursuing all available remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be
construed as an approval of a crossing or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. (Refer to
process in section 16.0)

2. Private Utility Crossing — means a crossing of the Railroad Corridor by a utility

service for a single point service to serve an adjacent homeowner and/or a
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business whether above ground or below ground. A private utility crossing
must be approved and licensed, leased, contracted by RFTA. Failure to obtain
approval from RFTA for the encroachment, failure to pay the license, lease,
contract fee, or failure to comply with the RFTA DG may result in RFTA
pursuing all available remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be
construed as an approval of a crossing or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. (Refer to
process in section 15.0)

3. Private Encroachment is any use of any portion of the Railroad Corridor other
than a Private Road Crossing or Private Utility Crossing without the permission
of RFTA. Typical encroachments include fences, buildings, retaining walls, or
temporary construction accesses that encroach upon the Corridor, or
agricultural or landscaping activities or uses by adjoining landowners that
encroach upon the Corridor. RFTA shall treat any private encroachment similar
to a crossing and shall require a license, lease, contract for it. Failure to obtain
approval from RFTA for the encroachment, failure to pay the license, lease,
contract fee, or failure to comply with RFTA DG guidelines may result in RFTA
pursuing all available remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be
construed as an approval of a crossing or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. The
Storage of vehicles, debris, trash, fences, etc. are examples of encroachments
incompatible with open space, trails, rail, wildlife and aesthetic uses of the
Railroad Corridor that will not be licensed, leased, contracted by RFTA. (Refer
to process in section 15.0)

B. Public Crossings and Encroachments shall include:

1. Public Road Crossing means a road-rail crossing where the road on both sides
of the crossing is under the jurisdiction of and/or maintained by the state,
county, city or town. Public road crossings may be granted by easement, so
long: (1) as the designs are consistent with RFTA’s ACP and DG or such other
design as may be approved by the RFTA Board of Directors; (2) the road
authority obtains any necessary PUC approval of the crossing; and (3) the
easement is approved by the RFTA Board of Director’s. Failure to obtain
approval from RFTA for the public crossing may result in RFTA pursuing all
available remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be construed
as an approval of a crossing or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. The design for a

public crossing must be reviewed, approved by RFTA, and to the extent the
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Colorado Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has jurisdiction over railbanked
crossings, require approval by the CPUC. (Refer to process in section 16.0)

2. Public Utility Crossing means a crossing of the Railroad Corridor by a public
utility meant to serve more than one residence or business. Unless otherwise
ordered by a court, a public utility crossing must be approved by RFTA. To the
extent CPUC has jurisdiction over utility crossings of railbanked corridors, such
a crossing will also require approval by the CPUC and RFTA shall have the right
to oppose that approval request unless such crossing is consistent with this
ACP and DG or is appropriately approved by the RFTA Board of Directors.
Failure to obtain approval from RFTA for the utility crossing, failure to pay the
license, lease or contract fee, or failure to comply with the RFTA DG or any
applicable court, CPUC, or STB order may result in RFTA pursuing all available
remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be construed as an
approval of a crossing or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. (Refer to process in
section 16.0)

3. Public Encroachment means any use of any portion of the Railroad Corridor
with the permission of RFTA. Typical encroachments include fences, buildings,
retaining walls, or temporary construction access that encroach upon the
Corridor, or agricultural or landscaping activities or uses by adjoining
landowners that encroach upon the Corridor. It is RFTA’s policy to treat any
encroachment as similar to a crossing and to require a license, lease, or
contract for any encroachment. An unapproved encroachment is a trespass
and must either be approved by lease, license or contract by RFTA or removed.
Failure to obtain approval from RFTA for the encroachment, failure to pay the
license, lease or contract fee may result in RFTA pursuing all available
remedies. Failure to pursue a remedy in no event shall be construed as an
approval of an encroachment or as a waiver of RFTA’s rights. The storage of
vehicles, debris, trash, fences, etc. are examples of encroachments
incompatible with open space, trails, rail, wildlife and aesthetic uses of the
Railroad Corridor that will not be, licensed, leased or contracted by RFTA.
(Refer to process in section 16.0)

11.0 Permitted Crossings Defined
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12.0

A “crossing” means any crossing of the Railroad Corridor by a public street, private

drive, trail, utility, or similar facility.

“Permitted crossings are crossings approved by license, lease, contract, or easement by

RFTA and for public crossings also approved by the CPUC.

Permitted crossings include, but are not limited to, the following:

A.

Crossings that had a license, lease, contract, or easement in place and effective at
the time of RFTA’s (previously RFRHA’s) purchase of the Railroad Corridor from
Southern Pacific Transportation Company (Appendix A — List A); or

Crossings for which RFTA has granted a license, lease or contract, to the extent the
crossings comply with the terms of the licenses, leases, contracts, including
crossings used exclusively by RFTA (Appendix A — List A); or

Crossings that RFTA (previously RFRHA), CDOT, and GOCO have approved as a
“proposed new crossing” (Appendix A — List B) or

New Crossings that RFTA may approve upon further review (Appendix A — List C)

“Existing Crossings” shall include all permitted and unpermitted crossings in
Existence at the time of the adoption of the ACP. All existing crossings are subject
to the terms of the ACP.

Any crossing that is not a “permitted crossing” may be closed at the direction of
the RFTA Board of Directors discretion at any time.

Improvements and Maintenance for Existing Crossings

A.

Improvements.

1. Owner initiated: The costs of owner-initiated improvements to crossings shall
be borne by the owner, and owners will be responsible for improving their
existing crossings consistent with this ACP and DG, so as to allow and not
preclude or permanently interfere with future freight rail reactivation. To the
extent RFTA will benefit from such improvements or maintains a significant
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interest in the condition or manner of improvements to be made, RFTA may
collaborate with the owner and negotiate a proposed contribution to the cost
of improvements. However, nothing in this document, paragraph, or section, is
intended to obligate RFTA to make any contributions or otherwise obligate
RFTA to collaborate on such improvements.

2. RFTAinitiated: In the event of other general transit system improvements
initiated by RFTA, RFTA will bear the costs of such improvements. To the
extent RFTA’s improvements provide a significant, discrete benefit to
identifiable owners, above the benefit conferred to other owners, RFTA shall
cooperate with said owners and negotiate the parties’ equitable contributions
to the cost of improvements.

3. Inthe event that a proposed public or private project causes a verifiable
increase in either the peak hour vehicular volume or the total vehicular volume
using the corridor crossing, or a documented safety issue exists, the need for
rail/trail and/or safety improvements shall be assessed. RFTA may cooperate
with owners to allocate the cost of the safety improvements between the
owners and RFTA as equitably as practicable. However, nothing in this
document, paragraph, or section, is intended to obligate RFTA to make any
contributions or otherwise obligate RFTA to collaborate on such
improvements.

4. Ininstances in which improvements have been agreed to under the terms of a
license, lease, contract, or easement agreement or by separate proceedings.

RFTA shall review and approve the design for conformance with RFTA’s DG, and will
also review and approve the materials to be used and specifications for all
construction, in accordance with this ACP. No improvements shall be made unless a
permit therefore has been issued by RFTA in accordance with Section 16.B.2.

B. Private Crossing Maintenance Responsibility. Owners shall maintain their
roadway approach in a state of good repair. Maintenance shall include, but not be
limited to, removing rocks, soil, vegetation and other material that may fall, slide,
wash, or be placed onto crossing areas; and maintaining the railroad or trail
crossing free of other obstructions (e.g., snow storage, parked vehicles,
equipment, etc.); maintaining the approach grades and acceptable pavement
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13.0

condition to the end of the ties; proper drainage in the crossing area; maintaining
clear view, or site distances required in the DG; and maintaining any gate crossing
appurtenances. As a last resort and after reasonable notice, RFTA retains the right
to undertake supplemental maintenance at the owner’s expense, as necessary.

Public Crossing Maintenance Responsibility - All public and utility crossings shall
be maintained by the roadway authority or public utility in good condition, and in
a manner that is consistent with maintaining the Corridor pursuant to 16 U.S.C.
1247(d) and does not preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to
reactivate freight or initiate commuter rail service. The owner(s) of a public street
or utility crossing shall be responsible for:

1. maintaining and repairing their respective crossing(s);

2. Obtaining approvals from RFTA and any other applicable permitting authority
(ies) (e.g., local government or CDOT) prior to commencing work on an existing
crossing or altering an existing crossing. (If creating a new crossing, RFTA will
also require a signed maintenance and operating agreement to be negotiated
between the road authority and RFTA prior to final approval for any such
public or utility crossing of the Railroad Corridor); and

3. To the extent the CPUC has jurisdiction over railbanked Corridor crossings,
obtaining required approval for new public or utility crossings and/or
alterations to existing public or utility crossings from the CPUC.

. Any construction shall include the obligation to revegetate disturbed areas

according to RFTA’s Revegetation Policy, which is available through RFTA’s
website, www.rfta.com, or on file in the RFTA office.

Design Guidelines for Proposed New Crossings or Up-Grading, Modifying, and
Improving Existing Crossings.

In addition to the specific requirements contained below in this Section 13.0, all
upgraded, modified, or improved crossings, and all new crossings, shall meet the
current minimum DG adopted by RFTA, included as Appendix B of this Policy, and shall
be constructed in a manner consistent with this ACP. Any upgrades, modifications, or
improvements to existing crossings and any new crossings shall be constructed in a
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manner that does not preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to
reactivate freight rail service or initiate commuter rail service.

The general types of crossings are listed in subsections A through E below. Pursuant to
12.0, above, an owner may be required to upgrade an existing crossing that does not
comply with the DG, and may also require safety improvements when freight or
commuter rail activation takes place, a subdivision or site development is proposed,
or when the crossing itself is proposed to be improved, realigned, or reconstructed.
RFTA shall coordinate with the crossing owner, local, state jurisdictions and the CPUC
to determine when improvements are required and develop cost allocations for the
improvements. In those cases where crossings require safety improvements, RFTA
may collaborate with the owner(s) and other parties’ in determining equitable
contributions in making such improvements. However, nothing in this document,
paragraph, or section, is intended to obligate RFTA to make any contributions or
otherwise obligate RFTA to collaborate on such improvements.

A verifiable change in vehicular use of an existing crossing, which may include safety
concerns, an increase in traffic, any physical changes proposed for the crossing
location, or a change from a private crossing to a public crossing, may also result in
the requirement to upgrade the crossing, or revocation/removal of the crossing and
improvements.

A. Grade-Separated Crossings. A grade-separated crossing is a railroad or highway
intersection consisting of an overpass or underpass structure that employs an
elevation difference to avoid a direct connection of two physical alignments. An
existing grade-separated crossing may require safety improvements in accordance
with RFTA’s DG, as well as review and approval by RFTA. To the extent the CPUC
has jurisdiction of public road crossings over railbanked corridors; any safety
improvements done in accordance with RFTA’s DG may also require approval by
the CPUC. RFTA may collaborate with the owner(s) of grade-separated crossings
requiring safety improvements in order to determine RFTA’s and other parties’
equitable contributions in making such improvements. Any safety improvements
may also require a license, lease, contract, or easement agreement with RFTA.
Grade-separated crossings will most likely not be necessary or required until
freight or commuter rail is imminent or active in the corridor, and in any event,
will only be required if deemed necessary following review of projected traffic

volumes, the DG, and other safety concerns. If a new grade-separated crossing is
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proposed by a project sponsor before rail is active in the corridor, it should be
constructed in accordance with RFTA’s DG and must be consistent with this ACP

B. Public At-Grade Street and Highway Crossings. All public at-grade street and
highway crossings that require improvements in accordance with the DG shall,
insofar as reasonably necessary and possible, be constructed and maintained in
conformance with this ACP and the DG; are subject to review and approval by
RFTA; may require a license, lease, contract, or easement agreement with RFTA;
and to the extent CPUC has jurisdiction over public crossings of railbanked
corridors, require approval and an allocation of costs by the CPUC.

C. Private At-Grade Vehicle Crossings. Private at-grade vehicular crossings may
require safety improvements in accordance with the RFTA DG. Such improvements
shall, insofar as reasonably necessary and possible, be constructed and maintained
in conformance with this ACP and the DG; are subject to review and approval by
RFTA; and shall also require a license, lease, contract agreement with RFTA.

D. Trail Crossings. Requests for new Trail crossings of the Railroad Corridor shall
comply with the Recreational Trails Plan; RFTA’s obligations under the 2001 GOCO
Agreement on file with RFTA; and RFTA’s DG. Trail connections designed and built
in conformance with RFTA’s DG may be approved unless unique circumstances
would create unreasonable safety concerns, expenses, or would otherwise
preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to reactivate freight rail
service or initiate commuter rail service; and also require a license, lease, contract
agreement with RFTA

E. Utility Crossings. All existing underground utility crossings shall continue to be
underground. Newly proposed underground utilities shall be designed,
constructed, and maintained in conformance with the RFTA DG and this ACP. Any
above-ground utilities may continue to cross the Railroad Corridor above ground,
but shall comply with RFTA’s DG; include vertical clearance standards per the
CPUC, as a minimum; are subject to review and approval by RFTA; and unless RFTA
otherwise has consented, shall not create a future financial obligation or physical
obstruction that would preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to
reactivate freight rail service or initiate commuter rail service; and also require a
license, lease, contract agreement with RFTA

14.0 Crossing Repair Permits — Existing Crossings
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15.0

All repairs to an existing crossing or other improvements in RFTA’s right of way shall
require a permit. RFTA may issue Repair Permits only after receipt of a written
application. Applications for a permit shall describe the kind of repair to be made, the
material to be used, and sketches, plans, and specifications therefore. Emergency
repairs to critical infrastructure or necessary utilities may be performed without
RFTA’s prior approval. Any utility or local jurisdiction undertaking emergency repairs
shall return the right of way to pre-repair conditions and notify RFTA of the event of
such repairs as soon as practicable but no later than 24 hours. Ensuring the safety of
trail users will be the responsibility of the entity making emergency repairs.

Requirements for Approval of New Crossings.

A. New Crossing Defined. A “new crossing” means a crossing of the Railroad Corridor
by a public street, private drive, trail, utility, or similar facility approved by RFTA
pursuant to this ACP and to the extent the CPUC has jurisdiction over crossings of
railbanked corridors, approved by the CPUC.

B. Policy and Design Guidelines for New Crossings

RFTA must exercise caution not to preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s
ability to reactivate freight rail service. Until freight or commuter rail is imminent
or active in the corridor, RFTA will generally consider new public at-grade crossings
that are consistent with its DG or otherwise are approved by the RFTA Board of
Directors.

When considering requests for new crossings, RFTA will first review the request
for conformance with its primary obligations, which are to:

1. Preserve the Railroad Corridor for freight rail reactivation and interim trail use
by preserving the Railroad Corridor’s railbanked status under 16 U.S.C.

1247(d), under the jurisdiction of the STB;

2. Implement the conservation requirements of the Great Outdoors Colorado
Restrictive Covenants and insure the safety of recreational trail users.
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3. Reference the DG (Appendix B) to insure that to the greatest extent feasible
the design meets the minimum DG developed by RFTA.

RFTA may attempt to negotiate and agree with crossing sponsors to an equitable
allocation of design, construction, and maintenance costs for new crossings. If the
Parties are unable to reach such an agreement, if applicable, they may seek the same
by determination of the CPUC, as necessary. Nothing in this paragraph, however, is
intended to obligate RFTA to pay any costs or to support such approvals at the CPUC.

C. Restriction on New Crossings to Serve New Parcels or Lots. RFTA desires to limit
new at-grade crossings to serve any new parcels or lots, and to attempt to
consolidate new crossings with existing crossings whenever practicable. The DG
will be considered during review of any proposed new crossing. “New parcel”
means a lot or parcel that was created pursuant to state or local laws and
regulations, after the approval of this ACP.

D. Denial of Private Crossings. RFTA retains the right to deny a private crossing
request where another existing or proposed crossing provides reasonable access.

16.0 Process for the application for approval of a New Crossing.

A. General Considerations. For a private crossing, road, utility, or encroachment that
will utilize any portion of the RFTA Railroad Corridor, property owners shall review
the DG, (see Appendix B) submit an application to RFTA for a new crossing and, if
approved by RFTA, obtain a license, lease, contract and construction permit from
RFTA prior to commencing work on any Railroad Corridor crossing, improvements
and/or consolidations. In addition to seeking approval from RFTA, if the crossing
will tie into either the CDOT right-of-way or one of the local jurisdictions street
right of way, then owners will also need to obtain permission from CDOT and/or
the local jurisdiction prior to commencing any work within the RFTA Railroad
Corridor, or the CDOT and/or jurisdictional street right of way.

For a public crossing that is being proposed, in addition to the requirements listed
above for a private crossing, the applicant shall also obtain any permits required
by CDOT, and to the extent the CPUC has jurisdiction over crossings of railbanked
corridor crossings, require approval and an allocation of costs by the CPUC. If a
public crossing is designed consistent with RFTA’s DG or otherwise approved by
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the RFTA Board of Directors, RFTA will grant an easement to the project sponsor,
subject to the approval of the RFTA Board of Directors and/or the CPUC. Until
freight or commuter rail is imminent or active in the corridor, RFTA will generally
approve new public at-grade crossings that are consistent with the DG or
otherwise are approved by the RFTA Board of Directors, insofar as such crossings
would not preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to reactivate
freight rail service

Process. The following review and permitting process applies to the RFTA
Railroad Corridor only. It is the applicant’s responsibility to check with local,
state and federal agencies for any additional requirements related to working in
their Rights of Way (ROW).

1. Approval Criteria. Leases, Licenses, Contracts for Railroad Corridor crossing
improvements and consolidations and new crossings shall comply with the
following approval criteria:

a. Inorder to ensure compliance with 16 U.S.C. 1247(d) as construed by the
STB and the courts, access to and across the Corridor should be designed
by the project proponent to maintain the Corridor and its interim uses in
such a manner so as to preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s right
to reactivate or reconstruct freight and/or commuter rail. Significant
irreversible alterations and unfunded or unaccounted for financial
obligations burdening the Corridor, including significant alterations in the
alignment and/or elevations of the roadbed, property sales or transfers,
and physical obstructions of the railroad line that are incompatible with
freight rail reactivation, would be of significant concern to RFTA and would
require greater assurances from crossing sponsors with respect to how
such issues would be addressed or mitigated. Any upgrades, modifications,
improvements or consolidations should be constructed in a manner that
does not preclude or permanently interfere with RFTA’s ability to
reactivate freight rail service or initiate commuter rail service;

b. To the extent feasible, the DG as applicable, unless otherwise approved by
the RFTA Board of Directors;

c. The State Highway Access Code, as applicable;
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d. Any applicable local government land use and access permit requirements

(e.g., permit to construct in the public way);

Restrictive Covenant requirements, including, but not limited to: Avoidance
of adverse impacts to the open space, recreational, parks, and wildlife uses
and values of the Railroad Corridor to the extent practicable. This shall be
accomplished through careful consideration of alternative access
alignments, consolidations, construction techniques, materials, and
appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., erosion control, landscaping,
screening, buffering, etc.);

The agreement of the applicant to enter into a license, lease, contract,
easement, or other agreement to memorialize the crossing.

2. Applications for crossings, encroachments, utilities. Permit applications for

Railroad Corridor crossings, encroachments, utilities, repairs, improvements,

and consolidations within the RFTA Railroad Corridor right-of-way shall provide

the following:

a.

Complete application form. RFTA shall provide standard application forms
for proposed crossings, crossing improvements and crossing
consolidations. The application forms (available online or from RFTA
offices) shall provide the address and contact information for the owner
and his/her contractor(s); the contractor license/registration number(s); a
description of the proposed improvements; the construction schedule;
proposed traffic control measures; and other pertinent information as
deemed necessary by RFTA.

Payment of an application fee to cover the cost of processing the
application. The fee schedule will be kept on file at RFTA offices and may
also include costs for RFTA’s, legal, engineering consultant reviews and
survey services.

Submission of a site plan and related engineering drawings that include the
Railroad ROW, prepared by a qualified licensed professional (e.g., engineer,
surveyor, planner, landscape architect). The site plan and engineering

drawings shall be drawn to a scale of at least 1 inch equals 40 feet. The
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plans and drawings shall be prepared in accordance with RFTA’s DG and be
designed as a crossing of a freight railroad. Applications shall list all
materials to be used, and provide section details and construction
specifications.

Applications for crossing consolidations shall include two sets of plans: one
for the proposed Corridor crossing and one for the Corridor crossing to be
closed, and shall be provided in both hard copy plot and electronic .pdf file
format. Once approved, Digital CAD drawing files will be required in
addition to the hard copy and .pdf, in accordance with the design
guidelines.

The RFTA CEO or his/her designee shall be responsible for determining
when an application is deemed complete.

C. RFTA Review Process for New Railroad Corridor Crossings. The following review

procedures shall apply to applications for new crossings and encroachments.

Public crossing application procedures will also require a Maintenance and

Operating Agreement to be executed and, to the extent the CPUC has jurisdiction

over railbanked Rail Corridors, submission to the CPUC for its review, approval and

an allocation of costs.

1. The RFTA Chief Executive Officer or his/her designee shall review the
applications submitted as per Section 16.0 (B.2) based on the approval criteria
in Section 16.0 (B.1)

a.

RFTA may refer the application to its engineering consultant for review of
conformance with the DG.

The RFTA Chief Executive Officer or his/her designee shall prepare an
administrative determination recommending approval of or denying the
application.

The determination is final unless the applicant timely files an appeal in
accordance with this subparagraph. The applicant may appeal the decision
of the Chief Executive Officer or his/her designee by filing an appeal of the

administrative determination in writing to the RFTA Board of Directors
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within thirty (30) days of receipt of the determination by the Chief
Executive Officer and/or his designee. The thirty (30) day appeal period
shall commence upon applicant’s receipt of the determination decision,
which determination decision will be emailed and posted on the RFTA
website. Upon receipt of a timely written appeal, RFTA staff will forward
the appeal to the RFTA Board of Director’s for its consideration, along with
the determination by the staff as to why the application was denied.

d. The determination shall be final unless appealed to the RFTA Board of
Directors. If an appeal to the Board is made, a hearing will be scheduled at
a subsequent Board meeting to take place no later than (90) days from the
date a timely appeal is filed. Both the RFTA Chief Executive Officer and
his/her designee and the applicant will be allowed to present his/her
reasons for the upholding or overturning the staff determination.

e. The RFTA Board of Directors will make a final determination on an appeal
and provide the appellant with a written determination thirty (30) days
from the date the appeal hearing is concluded. .

D. Other Requirements.

1. Easements for public roadway crossings and utilities, which are conveyed by
RFTA to jurisdictions shall contain the following provision:

Railbanking Protection. “Jurisdiction” acknowledges that RFTA's Corridor is not

abandoned and is under the jurisdiction of the federal Surface Transportation
Board. “Jurisdiction” further acknowledges that the Corridor is "railbanked"
under the National Trails System Act, 16 U.S.C.§1247(d) and is subject to the
reactivation and restoration of rail service. This Easement shall not be deemed
to give “Jurisdiction” exclusive possession of any part of the Easement area
described, and nothing shall be done or suffered to be done by
“Jurisdiction” at any time that shall in any manner impair the usefulness or
safety of the Corridor or of any track or other improvement on the Corridor
constructed thereon by RFTA in the future. If RFTA in its sole discretion upon
advice of legal counsel believes that an action permitted by this Easement
has or will preclude or permanently interfere with the reactivation of rail
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service or jeopardize the rail banked status of the Corridor RFTA shall notify
the “Jurisdiction” and RFTA and the “Jurisdiction” shall work together to
revise this Easement to correct the potential severance or impediment to
freight rail service. Only in the event no modification can be agreed upon,
may RFTA terminate this Easement.

Please note that all crossings are crossing a railroad that is railbanked for the
preservation of the Corridor for reactivation of freight rail service and must be
considered as such even though rail service may not be active on the Corridor at the
time of submittal of applications for crossings.

2. Should RFTA need to extend, modify, or relocate a previously approved public
roadway or public utility crossing easement in order to accommodate the
reactivation of freight or passenger rail service on the Corridor, RFTA shall be
entitled to do so; however, RFTA shall use its best efforts to ensure that the
extension, modification, or relocation does not substantially and materially
interfere with the connectivity of the crossing. RFTA shall submit for review and
discussion any plans detailing the extension, modification, or relocation to the
public entity holding the easement, and if required, obtain consent or approval
by the public entity, which consent will not be unreasonably withheld, and if
applicable, approval by the CPUC. If the sole cause of the need for such
extension, modification, or relocation is the needs of RFTA, such cost will be
borne by RFTA if RFTA approves the project and costs thereof; it being
understood that any funding for such a project is subject to appropriation of
funding. If the public entity holding the easement should desire to extend,
modify, replace, relocate, or remove the crossing to further its needs, then such
cost shall be borne by the public entity. Any such extension, modification,
relocation, or replacement or repair by the public entity shall only be made in
accordance with plans prepared by the public entity and reviewed and
approved by RFTA, which approval will not be unreasonably withheld, and if
CPUC jurisdiction is exercised, approval by the CPUC. For extensions,
modifications, or relocations that are jointly caused and will benefit both
parties, the allocation of costs shall be by further agreement, or if no
agreement, then as determined by the CPUC or other applicable government
entity.

17.0 Coordination of Development Review with Local Jurisdictions.

RFTA is and should remain a referral agency for land use and development
applications that may affect the Railroad Corridor, including potential rail reactivation,
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RFTA’s interim trail and public recreational uses, and restrictive covenants; therefore,
RFTA desires to participate in the review of planning, zoning, and development
applications to continue to secure its interests and to work cooperatively with RFTA’s
constituent-members and other local jurisdictions. It is not RFTA’s intent to exercise
its authority over the Corridor to limit or control local land use decisions along the
Corridor unless such decisions will preclude or permanently interfere with the
potential for future freight or commuter rail reactivation, interim trail and public
recreational uses, and conservation covenants. Land use and development decisions
are and should remain within the authority of the local jurisdiction with development
review authority, but any applications or actions inconsistent with this ACP or DG will
not be approved.

RFTA will coordinate with property owners, local governments, CDOT, and other
affected agencies to identify areas of concern in any proposed crossing or
improvement during the early stages of development, preferably before a formal
development application has been submitted. RFTA will not withhold approval of any
application, easement, license, lease, or other contract relating to a crossing or
improvement that is consistent with RFTA’s ACP and DG, and approved by the RFTA
Board of Directors. RFTA will work cooperatively with all interested parties to
maximize efficient, reasonable access to and across the Railroad Corridor while
securing RFTA’s rights as necessary for potential rail reactivation and continued
interim uses.

-END-
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Colorado Communities Symposium

Colorado is leading the way on State-led initiatives tackling big issues from environmental
protection to clean energy across all sectors. According to an Executive Order set forth by
Governor John Hickenlooper on July 11, 2017, “the vast majority of our residents, and indeed
the country, expect us to help lead the way toward a clean and affordable energy future. In this
process, we no doubt can address climate change while keeping a priority on household
budgets.”

This EO kickstarted many conversations and actions at the state and national level. After
returning as an invited participant at the the Paris Climate Accord in December 2015, Aspen
Mayor Steve Skadron was disillusioned that the United States backed out of the international
climate pact. Returing home to the valley, Mayor Skadron turned to direct action by conducting
a meeting of the minds in Aspen. At a City of Aspen statewide climate summit on May 23, 2017,
elected officials and senior staff representing 27 local Colorado governments pledged to initiate
a network called the Compact for Colorado Communities; a powerful tool for creating uniform
climate change education, action, and policy statewide. The Colorado Compact is a chapter of
the national Association of Climate Change Officers (ACCO). The early adopters were
determined to by lead by example; especially in rural mountain communities where there are
fewer urban resources and smaller budgets. The compact has now grown to 33 Colorado
signatories and there is a lot of momentum for additional towns/counties to sign on.

On Jan. 31%, 2018 Governor Hickenlooper galvanized the State movement by announcing a
revised Colorado Climate Plan. This rollout also kicked off the first ever conference for the
Compact for Colorado Communities, which was organized and conducted by the ACCO in
Aurora. With an overwhelming 450 attendees from every corner of the State, the conference
was charged with excitement and a desire to really roll up the sleeves to communicate,
collaborate and connect the existing dots of social and environmental capital in rural and urban
areas. Attendees from a wide range of perspectives included resiliency planning, clean
transportation, agriculture and forestry, energy efficiency/clean energy and economic vitatlity.
Speakers included Governor John Hickenlooper, U.S. Senator Michael Bennett and CDOT
Executive Director John Lewis.

The Roaring Fork Valley had quite the contingency at the conference including RFTA, CORE,
CLEER, Garfield Clean Energy and several RFTA member jurisdictions. Highlights included: an
award of excellence for Garfield Clean Energy (GCE), accepted by Garfield County Commissioner
Tom Jankowsky and RFTA Planner Jason White, and a lot of great brainstorming and visioning
around cleaner transportation and transit across the State.



https://www.compactofcoloradocommunities.org/

https://firebasestorage.googleapis.com/v0/b/torid-heat-3070.appspot.com/o/Resources%2FCOCP-2018-PDF-ExecSumOnly.pdf?alt=media&token=97526ea0-5632-4c7b-b3b3-4d6ca04028c5
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Governor John Hickenlooper delivers a keynote address at the Colorado Communities
Symposium on Feb. 1, 2018 in Aurora, CO.

Potential 2018 Statewide Ballot Question

Herman Stockinger, Director of CDOT’s Office of Policy and Governmental Relations reported to
the CDOT Transportation Commission in January that CDOT intends to adopt a draft list of
projects, including a strategy for statewide programs, in anticipation of new funding sources.

Transportation advocates conducted polling in December, and have stated their continued
intent to file a ballot question with the Secretary of State in late January, 2018. Additionally, it
was discovered that the new federal tax law, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) will likely create
an uptick in state revenue, as much as $300 million per year.

On January 2, Governor Hickenlooper submitted an update to his budget request that laid out a
plan to provide the State Highway Fund (SHF) with $148.2 million in upcoming FY '18-'19
(beginning July 1, 2018) for “high-priority state transportation projects.” Moreover, he has
proposed that a portion of the new state revenue (approximately $130 million per year) be
provided to the State Highway Fund on an ongoing basis. If successful, the available revenue
from the General Fund for transportation may allow transportation advocates to pursue a
smaller tax question in November.

A variety of transportation advocates are considering ballot questions for transportation in
2018, including a group led by the Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce. Because high priority
state projects are expected to be a cornerstone of the effort, CDOT has been asked to develop a
list of projects that could be funded with a successful ballot question by the time they file with
the Secretary of State. The level of funding potentially available for state transportation
projects is similar to what we speculated in December (up to $360 million per year). However,
the General Fund money, without an additional ballot question, would likely not be bonded
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against and would be more of a “pay as you go” program, which doesn’t necessarily change the
list of projects, but does change how the overall program would be staged and rolled out.

Both the TC and STAC agreed in December to create one list, effectively tying SB 267 funds and
a ballot list together into a roughly $6 billion list, but expressed concern about a permanent
linkage. CDOT staff agrees with the concerns about tying the lists together through a November
ballot vote, but based on now a potentially third source of revenue (additional state General
Fund dollars) and a fourth source via a potential federal transportation funding package,
Stockinger believes it is important for CDOT to send a message that CDOT has a list of critical
transportation improvements to move Colorado forward. In fact, FHWA recently used the ballot
list as example project when asked whether Colorado would be ready to act if a federal
transportation package was approved. Continuing to have this one large list of needs also
allows flexibility to select projects from the list as appropriate. Adopting a draft list should also
help provide legislators and other transportation advocates confidence that it is unnecessary
for them to choose projects themselves.

Details & Decision Points

Creation of Statewide Strategic Programs

e Both STAC and the TC supported development of statewide programs to supplement
the specific project lists, and discussed many possibilities for programs, with a general
agreement that $500 million may be the right range to cover those programs. Programs
considered include:

e ADA Sidewalk Improvements (curb ramps)

e Technology & Innovation (RoadX)

e Technology & Fiber

e Safety Shoulder (shoulder construction)

e Passing Lanes

e Rest Area Restoration

e Wildlife Crash Mitigation (wildlife crossing)

e Freight Improvements (small freight projects & truck parking)

e Pavement Preservation (surface treatment)

e Rockfall Mitigation

e Bike and Pedestrian Improvements

Over the last several weeks since the December special TC meeting, staff has researched and
discussed the statewide program concept and made several observations which ultimately
impacted the staff recommendation for this month.





Don’t Spread the Money too Thin

Staff considered what it would take to fund the statewide programs in a robust way, and
determined that if the programs are to have a significant impact, there should be fewer
programs. For example, staff discovered that construction of new shoulders where no
shoulders exist costs about $1 million per mile of new shoulder, and Colorado has over 1,500
miles of highway with no shoulders, and more than 2,000 miles of inadequate shoulders.
Additionally, laying one mile of new fiber is estimated to cost about $400,000. Too many
statewide programs will either reduce critical projects from the specific project list or reduce
the impact we can make on critical needs.

Specific is Better

Programs that already have specific projects on the “ballot list” associated with them (freight
corridors and passing lanes) probably don’t need a statewide program as well. In some cases,
Regions were finding they were reducing or dropping specific large freight or passing lanes
projects in favor of a generic program to support freight and passing lanes projects.

Staff Recommendation: Remove large freight corridor projects and passing lanes projects as
categories in the statewide programs fund.

Asset Management Categories

Several programs proposed for the statewide program category (rockfall and surface
treatment) are existing asset categories with specific budget line items. The hope/expectation is
to have a flexible pot of money (including the additional revenue projected as tax revenue
grows over time) to enable us to help sustain our existing system. That can include the rockfall
and surface treatment categories.

Staff Recommendation: Remove rockfall and surface treatment as categories in the statewide
programs fund. If it becomes clear no money would be made available to sustain the existing
system, staff would recommend revisiting this decision.

Each Region has Different Needs

By specifying a dollar amount for every statewide program category, region and local partner
project selection flexibility is lost. With limited dollars in programs such as the Regional Priority
Program (RPP), it would be beneficial for each Region to work with their planning partners to
determine how best to utilize funds for smaller projects in their area.

Staff Recommendation: Combine Safety Shoulders, Rest Area Restoration, Small Freight and
Truck Parking and Wildlife Crash Mitigation into a single statewide program and allow each
region the flexibility to work with their planning partners to select small projects in any of those
categories based on regional need. Additionally, provide Region 1 additional specific project
funds rather than funding in this small project category. This does not eliminate the possibility
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that some of R1’s project funds may be spent on the statewide categories listed above, but
funding for those would come from adjustments to their existing project list.

Embrace Specific Statewide Programs That Are Truly Statewide

Fiber & Technology and the existing but underfunded ADA Pedestrian Sidewalks commitment
(curb ramps) are examples of statewide need that is best coordinated and executed at the
statewide level. The ADA Sidewalk Improvement program has an unfunded commitment of $61
million, and Fiber, Technology and RoadX-type innovation can make use of a significant

amount of money to improve mobility statewide. Fiber also has the added benefit of being able
to make use of public-private and public-public partnerships to stretch the funding a bit further.

Staff Recommendation: Fund Fiber & Technology and ADA Sidewalk Improvement Programas
individual statewide programs.

Bike/Pedestrian Project Should Be Covered

It appears a multi-modal project category that includes a variety of items such as transit
improvements will have a bike/pedestrian component.

Staff Recommendation: Remove this category from statewide programs. Should we determine
there is no other source of funds for these projects, staff would recommend revisiting this
decision.

Summary of Categories for $6 Billion List

Safety Shoulders, Rest
Additional R1 large ADA Area Restoration,
Base Projects projects instead of Fiber & Sidewalk Small Freight Projects
$5.5bvia RPP | Statewide program | Technology | Improvement & Truck Parking,
funds Program Wildlife Crash
Mitigation
R1 $1,960,923,000 $120,700,000 TBD TBD
R2 $1,094,643,000 TBD TBD $67,660,000
R3 $786,149,000 TBD TBD $48,620,000
R4 $1,274,640,000 TBD TBD $78,880,000
R5 $390,591,000 TBD TBD $24,140,000
Total | $5,506,946,000 $120,700,000 $100,000,000 | $61,000,000 $219,300,000
Review of Project Lists

The current list of priority projects can be found here , totaling about $5.6 billion, divided
roughly by the RPP formula. If the Transportation Commission approves this draft list, staff will
continue to refine project scopes and begin creating fact sheets for the projects which will
qguantify the need and benefits of each project. Highlighted in red are the projects that were
reduced or adjusted in some way since December.



https://www.codot.gov/programs/planning/documents/plans-projects-reports/projects/dev-prgm/ballot-transportation-commission-resolution-january-2018



Transit (now Multi-Modal Mobility Funds)

Ballot advocates continue to discuss transit programs. There was widespread support in failed
HB 17-1242 for a “multi-modal mobility” program that would include a wide variety of
alternative modes/strategies, including fixed route and on-demand transit needs (both capital
and operating), bicycle and pedestrian programs, Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
and innovative forms of multi-modal mobility and other multi-modal options. It is currently
proposed that all funds come with a significant local/state match. Current conversations center
on how to divide these multi-modal mobility funds, and three categories are rising to the top:

Bond for large projects: This would be no more than a third of the multi-modal funds, and
would bond for large transit and bicycle/pedestrian needs around the state. CDOT would likely
be tasked with working with planning partners to determine the projects, and they would
eventually be listed on the ballot. Because of the match requirement, CDOT would need to
work with local partners to determine their interest/willingness to provide a match before a
project is added to the project list. Project examples could include Colfax BRT, SH 119 and SH 7
BRT, Colorado Springs downtown transit center, Glenwood Springs maintenance facility (RFTA),
large commuter bike path projects, etc.

Local decision-making: At least half of the funds would be divided around the state by some to-
bedetermined formula, with major metropolitan areas (like DRCOG) receiving pass-through
funds from CDOT to select projects, and more rural areas (Transportation Planning Regions)
helping to decide local funding through a process set up by CDOT (likely to mirror an existing
selection process, such as the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) process.

State-wide priorities: About 10% of the funds would go to CDOT to prioritize statewide needs,
such as Bustang, Bustang Outrider, statewide transportation studies, and park and ride
construction.

CDOT'’s Division of Transit and Rail (DTR), as well as the bicycle/pedestrian arm of the Division
of Transportation Development (DTD) have been considering potential projects for the bonded
portion of the multi-modal mobility funds. CDOTanticipates presenting a list for adoption by the
Transportation Commission in 2018.





The Front Range boom is leading to choked highways and a desire to find additional
Statewide funding for transportation and multimodal projects.

Senate Bill 267 Transit Funds

Background

SB 267 “Concerning the Sustainability of Rural Colorado” authorizes the execution of lease-
purchase agreements on state facilities totaling $2 billion, to be issued in equal amounts over
four years, beginning in State Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-19. CDOT will be the steward of $1.88 billion
of those proceeds, of which 10% must go to transit (5188 million) and a minimum of 25% to
counties with a population of less than 50,000 as of July 2015 (5470 million all projects, $47
million of that to transit projects in counties under 50,000 population).

For transit projects funding, the Division of Transit & Rail (DTR) has outlined the following
principles for discussion.

1. Largely follow the highway project selection criteria: readiness, strategic, supported,
achieves statewide and regional plan goal areas, leverages other funds where possible,
and supports a statewide transportation system.

2. Due to timing requirements, use a current recommended projects list based on
established project priorities for SB 267 Year 1 and Year 2 funds. This would entail up to
approximately $45 M of the $88 M available for Years 1 and 2 transit projects.

3. Based on transparency and fairness expectations, complete a longer-term process (3-6
months) to refine the Transit Development Program, both the overall list and a Tier 1
list. This would be the basis for selecting projects for the remaining $143 M in SB 267
funds.





Slection Criteria

Transit projects, as part of the Development Program effort, have been included in discussions
with the STAC dating back to 2015. The most recent full Development Program posting from
March 2017 included 89 candidate transit projects from around the state, totaling $483 Million,
or just under half a billion in candidate projects. At the time this list was created, CDOT
received feedback that urban area (MPO) projects were not fully represented.

Until the passage of SB 267 in May 2017, funding for transit projects had been limited to on-
going FASTER funds, and a smaller infusion of funds from two years of SB 228. These prior funds
were allocated through regular call-for- project processes (FASTER), and through direct
prioritization discussions with STAC, TRAC, and the Transportation Commission (SB 228 funds).
With 267’s passage, the funding stream is significant enough such that transit project selection
needs to be elevated to the same level of process as for highway projects. Section processes
may include:

1. Largely Follow Highway Selection Criteria

Transit projects can largely use the same criteria as highway projects with several nuances
noted below:

Project Readiness — Ready to proceed to construction by end of the state fiscal year for which
funds are available (June 30, 2020, for the first two years of SB 267 funding).

Strategic Nature — Project is of regional or statewide significance or is part of a statewide
programmatic need (e.g., state of good repair). Some strategic projects may not be CDOT-
owned and are instead best delivered, operated, and maintained at the local level. Examples
include maintenance facilities, bus stations, transfer centers, and some locally-owned transit-
served park-and-rides. While intercity/inter-regional bus service needs can be served by such
local facilities, they are likely only a small part of its overall functionality.

Stakeholder Support — Identified as high priority by Region or TPR(s) or identified as a high
priority in a Regional Transportation Plan

Statewide Transit Plan Goal Areas — Supports statewide plan goal areas of system preservation
and expansion, mobility/ accessibility, transit system development and partnerships,
environmental stewardship, economic vitality, and safety.

Leveraging Other Funds — Leverages other funds, such as discretionary grants, local funds, or
toll revenue.

Supports Statewide System — Supports a statewide transportation system, with consideration
of transportation needs throughout the state.

DTR removed one of the criteria used for highway projects because it did not apply to transit

projects: Potential to Offset Repayment Impact — Helps to offset potential repayment impacts
to existing programs (i.e., tolling projects, asset management projects).
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2. Current Recommended Projects

In November’s Transportation Commission actions, a policy was emphasized for the Division of
Transit & Rail to manage all transit revenues as a whole program. As such, multiple park-and-
rides (served by transit), originally being developed and slated to be funded by SB 228 funds,
were included in the TC action to be moved to the SB 267 program. The approved action
supported the policy of utilizing annual, sustainable funds (FASTER) for operating purposes at a
time when there are significant growth, aging/retirement of society, and minimum-wage
pressures on local operations. FASTER funds, originally programmed for capital expenses, now
moved to help on the operating side, are replenished by SB 228 and SB 267 funds. In addition,
currently proposed highway project selections make other park-and-rides a higher priority
investment item because of the cost savings (economies of scale) that can be realized from
simultaneous construction of highways and park-and-rides together. The following is a resulting
list of projects, consistent with the TC action, that are recommended for early prioritization for
SB 267 transit funds, assuming they meet the stakeholder support and local match criteria
above.

Estimated Total

Project CDOT Share Needed
from SB 2671

Bus Capital Fund “Protection” S20m
Idaho Springs Transit Center / Parking Structure S2m
Monument (I-25 / SH 105) bus slip ramps S8m
Longmont (SH 119 / I-25) park-and-ride S2m
Castle Rock park-and-ride S5m
Berthoud (SH 56 / I-25) park-and-ride S5m
Harmony parkand-ride expansion $3m

3. Use Transit Development Program for Future Project Selection

As noted above, the Transit Development Program inventory from March 2017 includes just
under $0.5 Billion in projects. At the time this list was created, CDOT received feedback that
urban area (MPO) projects were not fully represented. It is true that some attempt had been
made to represent an equivalent “Tier 1 and Tier 2” level of transit projects. So completion of
RTD FasTracks corridors, commuter/high-speed rail along I-25 from Fort Collins to Pueblo, and
high speed transit/AGS technology along the I-70 Mountain corridor from Eagle County
Regional Airport to DIA were not included. It is also true that some projects in urban areas were
not included by virtue of those urban agencies receiving direct-recipient Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) funds, rather than CDOT passthrough funds. These larger projects and
urban partnership opportunities, if included, result in an unconstrained Transit Development
Program list estimated to be in excess of $50 Billion.

CDOT, with consultant assistance, is in the process of reaching out directly to transit agencies
throughout the state, including those in urban areas, to compile a more comprehensive
Development Program. When this information is compiled and analyzed, expected in February
or March, the updated list can then be brought back to STAC, TRAC, and Transportation
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Commission’s T&l Committee. From there, the evaluation process can proceed from the overall
S50+ Billion being whittled down to select projects for the remaining SB267 program funds.

Next Steps

Time Frame Task

February - Return to STAC, TRAC, and Transportation Commission’s T&l Committee with
¥ updated Transit Development Program Inventory and engage in discussion about
March 2018 .
SB267 evaluation process
1. INFRA Decisions are likely to be known, and influence transit projects from the
current recommended project list above. Make decisions about which projects
move forward.
. 2. Authorize design and national environmental policy act (NEPA) work on other
April —June . . .
5018 projects which may receive Year 1 or Year 2 SB 267 funds.
3. Short-list projects which may receive remaining Year 3 or Year 4 SB 267 funds.
These projects would be subject to later approvals as those funds become
available.
Next Steps for RFTA

RFTA has provided the list of ITSP projects to CDOT, and will work with CDOT to refine the list,
based on emerging funding and selection criteria.

Neither SB267 nor the statewide ballot initiatives are likely to provide significant funding to the
western slope, particularly for multimodal projects.
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EXHIBIT A, SHEET 2 OF 2:

DITCH DIVERSION EASEMENT

LOT 1B, 1340 MAIN STREET SUBDIVISION EXEMPTION

OCKFO| TI0

A PARCEL OF LAND SITUATED IN LOT 1B OF 1340 MAIN STREET SUBDIVISION EXEMPTION RECORDED 2010—01—-25 AS RECEPTION NO.

781054 OF THE GARFIELD COUNTY RECORDS WITH ALL BEARINGS RELATIVE TO A BEARING OF S.68°51'37"E. BETWEEN THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF SAID LOT 1 AND THE MONUMENT AT THE INTERSECTION OF 8TH STREET AND EUCLID AVENUE, SAID PARCEL BEING MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

20 FEET OFFSET FROM THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID LOT 1B.
CONTAINING 2,040 SQUARE FEET OR 0.047 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

SOPRIS ENGINEERING - LLC

CIVIL CONSULTANTS
502 MAIN STREET, SUITE A3 sb 14243 2016—09—01
CARBONDALE, COLORADO 81623 M: \3400dwgs\14243\Esmt Exhib
(970) 704-0311 14243—esmt exhib 1340 Main St
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EASEMENT DEED AND AGREEMENT

THIS EASEMENT DEED AND AGREEMENT is entered into this day of

2017, by and between ALPINE BANK, a Colorado banking corporation

(“Grantor”), whose address is 350 Highway 133 Carbondale CO 81623, and the ROCKFORD

DITCH ASSOCIATION, INC. (“Grantee”), whose address is 1493 County Road 106,
Carbondale, Colorado 81623.

NOTICE THAT for ten dollars ($10.00) and other good and valuable consideration, in
hand paid, Grantor hereby grants, sells and conveys to the Grantee a perpetual non-exclusive
easement legally described and depicted on the Realigned Rockford Ditch Easement attached
hereto as_Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference, (the “Easement”) to be used for
the operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of Grantee’s ditch, pipeline and
appurtenances located therein, which Easement is located in, on and across that certain real
property described as Lot 1B 1340 Main Street Subdivision Exemption, located in the Town of
Carbondale, County of Garfield, State of Colorado, recorded in the Office in the Garfield County
Colorado real property records at Reception No. (the “Property”).

This Easement Deed is provided pursuant to and in satisfaction of paragraph __ of that
certain Ditch Relocation Agreement dated , 2017 and recorded in the
Office of the Garfield County Clerk and Recorder as Reception No.
(the “Ditch Relocation Agreement”), and the rights of the parties to this Easement Deed and their
successors and assigns are subject thereto. The Easement granted herein shall supersede and
replace Grantee’s existing ditch easement located on the Property as depicted on Exhibit B.
Upon the completion of all improvements described in the Ditch Relocation Agreement to be
built within the Realigned Rockford Ditch Easement, Grantee’s existing ditch easement recorded
in the Office of the Garfield County Colorado real property records at Reception No. 781054
shall be vacated and terminated by a separate Ditch Easement Vacation instrument Grantee or
Grantee’s assigns agree to restore the Property to its prior existing condition in the event future
maintenance or construction is performed in the Easement area.

The grant of Easement shall run with the land for the benefit of Grantee, burdening the
land covered by the Easement described in Exhibit A hereto, and shall be binding on and shall
inure to the benefit to the parties to this Easement and Deed Agreement and their respective
successors and assigns.

Landscaping Within Ditch Easement. Grantee—agreesGrantee agrees not to construct any
buildings on or over the Ditch as relocated and reconstructed and agrees not to plant or permit

the planting of willow or cottonwood trees within 50 feet of the of the Ditch. Further, all

landscaping on the easements for the Ditch granted pursuant to the provisions hereof shall be

consistent with the landscape plan approved by the Tree Board of the Town of Carbondale in
connection with the approvals for the development of the CRM Property as described in the






Ditch Relocation Agreement. The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (hereinafter referred to
as “RFTA”) holds an option to purchase the Property pursuant to that certain Lease Purchase
Option recorded August 29, 2011 as Reception No. 807432 (“Option”) and has reviewed the
foregoing Easement Deed and Agreement.. RFTA hereby consents and agrees to the realigned
ditch as depicted and assents to the terms of this Easement Deed and Agreement, and further
subordinates its interest in the Option to this Easement Deed and Agreement as if this Easement
Deed and Agreement was a Permitted Exception to the Option and had been executed and
recorded prior to the Option.






This Easement and Deed Agreement is made and entered into on the day and year first written
above.

GRANTOR: ALPINE BANK, a Colorado Banking Corporation

By:
STATE OF COLORADO )
) SS.
COUNTY OF )
Acknowledged, subscribed, and sworn to before me this day of , 2017,
by , on behalf of Alpine Bank.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. My Commission expires:

Notary Public

GRANTEE: ROCKFORD DITCH ASSOCIATION, INC.

By:
President

ATTEST

Secretary

STATE OF COLORADO )

) SS.
COUNTY OF )
Acknowledged, subscribed, and sworn to before me this day of , 2017,

by , on behalf of Rockford Ditch Association, Inc.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. My Commission expires:

Notary Public





ROARING FORK TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
Reoaring-FerkTransportation-Autherity-Consent and Approval

By:

ATTEST

Secretary

STATE OF COLORADO )

) SS.
COUNTY OF )
Acknowledged, subscribed, and sworn to before me this day of , 2017,

by , on behalf of the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. My Commission expires:

Notary Public
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| Past Updates to You

* |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)

* UVMS (Upper Valley Mobility Study) — developed LRT
and BRT alternatives along modified direct alignment
(Sept 2016 — June 2017)

* |TSP Stage Ill — Analyze Options kick off & funding
discussion (May 201 7-present)





| Today’s Update to You

* February 2018:

—Debrief from ongoing Elected Officials
outreach

—Polling update

—Possible Ballot Initiative-Next steps





March - July 2016

Kickoff
meeting with

Assemble Conduct workshops, Develop
background interviews, and vision
information planning sessions statements 4

Convene TAC |

Aug 2016-March 2017

'\
RFTA

March-Dec 2017

Forecast transportation and Organizational capacity
Create capital Develop ridership demand & efficiency review
fand Ogl(tM plém| / tr;nnuslttirggrdaclzle -+ Inventory assets
or muftimoda ILservi Land ) Transit/  Multimodal ||l + Inventory services
transit services alternatives transp ortlati on ——J » Perform efficiency
p|anning review
2018
Fall 2017 . . 2p18
Late Summer 2017 Develop financial C et
Complete sustainability/financing plan Igrr]np ele
2l s sect?gr? of
\ alternatives alterrlls;[]wes Financing [{Developmentallf Identification ITSP
P strategies triggers of revenue document

sources
@8, STAGE | - Define the vision @®) STAGE Il - Determine future needs

@») STAGE III - Analyze options @) STAGE IV - Establish financial plan





I Elected Official Outreach Meetings to Date

Stakeholder Stakeholder Date

Pitkin County 1 1/8/2017

Glenwood Chamber 11/8/2017

Town of Showmass 11/13/2017

Village

City of Glenwood 1 1/16/2017
Trustees

Town of Basalt 1 1/28/2017

Aspen Chamber 11/28/2017

Garfield County 11/20/2018
Board of County

Commissioners

Roaring ForkValley 12/7/2017
Regional Planning

Commiission

New Castle Council 1/2/2018

Eagle County 1/22/2018
Commissioners
Aspen City Council 2/5/2018

Rifle Regional 3/1/2018
Economic

Development Council





Debrief from Eagle County Meeting

Recognizes RFTA’s importance for resort area
mobility.

Eagle County is considering some new transit
revenue sources.

Concerns that Eagle County residents in the RFTA
jurisdiction are not double taxed

Consideration of an IGA to resolve this issue if RFTA
Board moves ahead.

Eagle County is preparing Mid-Valley plan.





| Polling Results

Polling results will be presented at the board
Meeting.





Possible Ballot Initiative-Next Steps

* Mid-February - Convene Messaging Committee
at RFTA to review results and update
communications and outreach efforts.

* March 8 — Board meeting discussion on draft
ballot language, project lists, finance projections

* March-May - Conduct public meetings, outreach
to key stakeholders, possible media outreach,
develop coalition in support

PARSONS





|Possible Ballot Initiative-Next Steps

continued

* May |0 — Present public outreach and other
feedback to board / use that to fine-tune ballot
language / recommend second poll

* May to June — Develop second poll / field ahead of
June board meeting

* June 7 - Present polling results and
recommendations / discuss next steps on ballot
language

PARSONS





QUESTIONS / DISCUSSION

PARSONS






MEMORANDUM 6
TO: Dan Blankenship/RFTA SG M

CC: Mike Hermes/RFTA
FROM: Tony Haschke/SGM
DATE: January 15, 2018

SUBJECT: CNG Support

Project Summary
The purpose of this project is to support the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) in its effort
to maintain the CNG-related safety components at the GMF.

Executive Summary
Inspections were conducted and there were three significant areas of concern to report.

» During the September 19, 2017 monthly inspection, we encountered an unattended diesel bus
in the fueling bay being fueled. We notified the supervisor who responded accordingly.

» Responses from office staff, dispatch, drivers, and hostlers indicate varying degrees of
familiarity with CNG training. Some say CNG training was only conducted when hired, some
say they receive it every 6 months, some say annually. The training should be consistent.
Blake had mentioned he is considering making some videos for continued training.

» SGM observed drivers walking through fueling bay on several occasions this quarter. Only
hostlers and building maintenance personnel should be in the fueling bay. Drivers and other
personnel should not walk through the fueling bay to meet safety standards of CNG fueling.

Noteworthy issues include:

» Building maintenance staff continues to do a commendable job keeping equipment maintained
so that CNG fueling is safe and as uninterrupted as possible. SGM now reviews the
maintenance reports in Trapeze.

0 Reviewing the maintenance reports indicated two instances when the diesel pump was
left on. These two instances occurred on 12/16 and 12/29/2017.

« Staff that was interviewed about safety protocol generally was informed; however, drivers still
have less CNG knowledge than hostlers and mechanics. Consistent training is recommended.

» SGM toured the roof on its last visit and inspected the HVAC equipment, exhaust fans, and
event exhaust fans. Maintenance was being performed by building staff at the time. Air filters
were replaced, belts were checked or replaced, bearings were greased, etc.

Unannounced Safety Inspection Summary
Task: At least once a month, confirm safety procedures are being followed by on-site observation.
Procedures include use of fuel bay and maintenance bays.

Progress Report: Since the last report, fueling, vehicle maintenance, building maintenance, driver and
administration staff on duty at the time was randomly surveyed with the questions listed in the
‘Inspection Checklist’. In general, most staff (except drivers) was familiar with CNG safety protocol
and was adhering to CNG procedures as outlined in the training manual. RFTA staff has consistently
‘passed’ inspections.

T18 W. 67 Street, Suite 200 www.sgm-inc.com (970) 945-1004
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 (970) 945-5948 FAX





Quarterly Safety Inspections

Tasks:

1.

Review maintenance checklists and methane detector calibration record completed by RFTA
staff and/or contractors: Confirm whether maintenance and methane detector calibration is being
documented regularly. Yes to maintenance performed by RFTA staff. Yes to methane detection
calibration.

Review contractor bids and/or invoices: Verify that costs and billing are justified. No invoices
were present this time period.

Physical inspection of equipment: Confirm whether maintenance is occurring regularly and that it
is being performed properly. Inspected equipment includes CNG-related HVAC equipment,
overhead doors, methane detectors (visual inspection only), horns and strobes, emergency
generator and BAS system. SGM started receiving electronic copies of daily, monthly and
quarterly maintenance logs from the Trapeze AssetWorks software after the first quarter of
2017. SGM has reviewed these files for last three quarters of 2017. Spot visual inspection of
equipment and maintenance records indicates that maintenance is being completed.

Functional testing of the sequence of operations: Confirm whether the sequence of operations
for CNG safety components as listed in the Emergency Response Plan is functioning as
intended. This test will include setting off one methane detector for the sole purpose of verifying
sequence of operations.

Run and review trend logs from BAS: Identify any irregular operations or malfunctions through
the review of trend logs. SGM needs RFTA network log on credentials for the BAS system
review. Grimes has given SGM login credentials; however, SGM still needs a Cisco VPN
Client from Andy Herms. | have sent many emails asking Andy for this access.

Progress Report: GSC was contracted to perform quarterly service to equipment, which is now

subcontracted to AR. RFTA Facilities Maintenance staff also performs daily, monthly and quarterly
maintenance. RFTA staff has maintained its increased maintenance inspection interval from monthly
to daily on several components that are critical to the CNG safety system.

All work appeared to be performed as required and there are no obvious signs to the contrary. RFTA
staff maintenance logs were thorough and indicated no obvious signs of system failure.

Annual Safety Inspections

Task: Physical test of all methane detectors: Conduct 20% and 40% test of all methane detectors.

Progress Report: This inspection was conducted on November 14, 2017. The calibration by GSC was

completed per manufacturer’'s recommendations.

Inspection Summary

CNG Support Inspection Report

#

Inspection Freq. e Date Inspector Recommendation

Fail

10/10/2017, | Ty/SGM | Remind drivers not to walk
Mnthly | pass | 11/15/2017, | Ty/SGM | through fueling bay. Remind
12/12/2017 | Ty/ SGM | hostlers to turn off diesel pump.

Fueling
procedures

Vehicle Mnthi ass 10/10/2017, | Ty/SGM
maintenance | P 11/15/2017, | Ty/ SGM

T18 W. 67 Street, Suite 200 www.sgm-inc.com (970) 945-1004
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 (970) 945-5948 FAX





procedures 12/12/2017 | Ty/SGM

Building 10/10/2017, | Ty/ SGM
3 | maintenance Mnthly | pass | 11/15/2017, | Ty/SGM
procedures 12/12/2017 | Ty/SGM
Grimes Service &
4 Al Ray's 11/14/2017
a Electronic . Qrtrly | pass | 11/13/2017 GSC Calibrated sensors.
detector testing
b EF.& MAU artrly | pass | 11/14/2017 Al Ray MAU 3 was noted to have dirty
Maintenance filters.
Sequence of
c Operations Qrtrly | pass | 11/14/2017 GSC
testing
q BAS trend log artrly | pass | 11/14/2017 GSC Issue with JACE battery was
review reported.
e| Report Qrtrly | pass | 11/14/2017 | GSC
communication
5 | Trillium Service Qrtrly n/a None at this time.
6 Phygcal detector Annual n/a GSC Due in December
testing
7 | Other

Inspection descriptions:
1. Verify that RFTA staff follows fueling procedures as outlined in ‘Mechanics Training Manual for
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Transit Vehicles’ (CNG Training Manual).

2. Verify that RFTA staff follows vehicle maintenance procedures as outlined in the CNG Training
Manual.

3. Verify that RFTA staff follows best practice maintenance procedures as outlined in ‘GMF
Maintenance Manual'.

4. Verify that Grimes Service Company, and now Al Rey is complying with its preventative
maintenance contract as outlined in its May 1, 2013 Scope of Work.

5. Verify that Trillium CNG is complying with its service contract as outlined in its Exhibit D.
Physically test methane detection system with gas.

6. Miscellaneous

118 W. 6m Street, Suite 200 WWW.ng-inC.Com (970) 945-1004
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 (970) 945-5948 FAX






)
- RFTA

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority

DATE: Tuesday, January 23, 2018

TO: Dan Blankenship, CEO

From: Kurt Ravenschlag, COO ‘@

RE: SGM Compressed Natural Gas Quarterly Inspection Report
Purpose

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an action plan to address the opportunities for
improvement identified in the January 15, 2018 quarterly safety report from SGM regarding
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) fueling operations and maintenance.

Summary

SGM consultants provides RFTA with quarterly reports of their monthly-unannounced Safety
Inspections of the GMF CNG fueling equipment maintenance and operations. The report
received from SGM on January 15, 2018 for the fourth quarter of 2017 identified a number of
areas where RFTA is performing very well, but also identified some opportunities for
improvement as listed below.

e Ensuring buses are not unattended while fueling
e Provide additional training to bus operators and maintenance staff regarding CNG safety
protocols

Another area identified by SGM that would allow them to better assist in their inspections is
having VPN access to run and review Building Automation System (BAS) trend logs.

Corrective Actions

RFTA staff have reviewed SGM’s 2017 fourth quarter report and have developed follow-up
actions and ongoing monitoring by staff to address these opportunities for improvement. The
primary area for improvement is training and awareness by RFTA Bus Operations and Fleet
Maintenance personnel. Communications to maintenance and operations personnel reminding
them of the expected procedures for bus fueling (CNG and Diesel), CNG fuel bay access and
identified evacuation routes have been provided as well as notifying staff that corrective action
will be applied if protocols are not followed. Staff has also placed additional signage in the CNG
fuel bays to remind staff of access restrictions. In addition, CNG refresher training will be a part





of the spring (beginning the week of April 23) In-Service Training for Bus Operators. Facility,
Fleet and Operations staff will be routinely monitoring operations at the GMF to ensure CNG
safety protocols are being adhered in compliance with RFTA’'s CNG safety procedures for
maintenance, operations and emergency response. Operations Management will review
progress and compliance of the CNG safety procedures monthly in addition to SGM’s continued
inspections.

RFTA staff have also provided the requested information to SGM for their access of the BAS
system review.

Attached: SGM CNG Safety Report, January 15, 2018





