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VISION, MISSION & VALUES OUTCOME AREAS

\\ - \\\ The RFTA Board of Directors and Staff have agreed upon the following seven
3 OUR VISION Outcome Areas: Safe Customers, Workforce and General Public; Accessibllity
and Mobility; Sustainable Workforce; Financial Sustainability; Satisfied
T ; Envi i abllity; and High Performi !
innovation In providing Customers; Environmental Sustalnabllity; and High Performing Organization
OURVALUES Each RFTA director/manager continuously assesses these themes and ties their

Safe, Accoungable, —rrre ha % departmental goals back to these guiding principles.
Affordable, Comvienjgot; -~ oy

Dependable, Efficlenty S5,

Sustainable .

VAN i ) A

SAFE CUSTOMERS, IIL SUSTAINABLE
WORKFORCE AND WORKFORCE
GENERAL PUBLIC

OUR MISSION ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY

Connecting our region

with transit and trails

Housing

Lack of housing was the main topic of discussion at the Colorado Resort Transit Agencies (CREST) meeting at
the September CASTA Conference. Many agencies see affordable employee housing as essential to
recruiting and retaining drivers. CASTA has scheduled a CREST+Employee Housing Forum for November 1
from 10:30 am -12:30 pm in Summit County. The plan is to have each agency/town talk about their housing
model, what works well, what doesn't and what they have in the works for the future.

On November 1, CASTA hosted a meeting in Frisco with transit agencies across the State, focusing on the
resort area agencies, where housing appears to be in the shortest supply. All agencies at the meeting reported
that housing was a serious concern or the main concern impacting long-term employee retention. This was
particularly of concern to transit agencies that were not part of a City or County, as the strictly-transit agencies
could not draw on land use and housing expertise or programs. CASTA plans to lobby the State to view transit
workforce housing as integral to transit operations, on part with fleet and facilities.

FTA Sustainable Transit for a Healthy Planet Challenge

Transportation is a major source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the United States, accounting for 29
percent of 2019 GHG emissions (EPA’s U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2019). Public
transportation plays an important role in reducing a community’s transportation GHG emissions through
transportation and land use efficiencies.

On April 22, 2021, President Biden announced an ambitious goal: for the United States to achieve a 50-52
percent reduction from 2005 levels in economy-wide net greenhouse gas (GHG) pollution in 2030.
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On June 15, 2021, FTA launched the Sustainable Transit for a Healthy Planet Challenge to encourage transit
agencies to build on progress already made and to further reduce GHG emissions from public transportation to
support President Biden’s GHG reduction goal. The Challenge encourages transit agencies to take bold
actions and investments to cut GHG emissions. The Challenge calls on transit agencies to develop climate
action strategies with measurable goals to achieve GHG emission targets.

Environmental sustainability is one of RFTA’s seven strategic outcomes, and climate action was a major topic
at the RFTA Board Retreat in July. A takeaway was that RFTA’s greatest impact on GHG emissions is to
continue to provide quality public transportation as an alternative to personal vehicle trips with cumulative
emissions. Staff was tasked with beginning to work on a RFTA Climate Action Plan (CAP). The first step will be
to create baseline metrics of our current energy footprint, so we can then create reasonable, measurable
outcomes for future sustainability initiatives. For example, if RFTA were to set a target to reduce emissions
30% by 2030, it would be difficult to measure success if we do not understand how much energy we used in
previous years.

As of November 1%, 165 agencies have voluntarily signed up for the FTA Challenge, and RETA is one of four
Colorado transit agencies. The Planning Department will provide updates on the climate action planning
process in 2022.

AABC Energy Box Project

Pitkin County adopted the Pitkin County Climate Action Plan that addresses conservation measures that could
be adopted to reduce its carbon footprint. Pitkin County and the Aspen Pitkin County Airport, working in
partnership with Holy Cross Energy and RFTA, utilized a 2019 DOLA planning grant to complete a feasibility
analysis to create a locally sustainable and regionally resilient energy corridor throughout the Aspen Airport
Business Center.

The primary goal of the Energy Box study was to “evaluate emerging clean energy technologies and best
practices to design an integrated clean energy system that balances production and storage across four major
public facilities”™: (1) Aspen Pitkin County Airport; (2) RFTA Aspen Maintenance Facility; (3) Pitkin County
Public Works; and (4) Holy Cross Energy electric system operations from Brush Creek Park n’ Ride to the
Aspen Substation. The second key element of the project extended beyond the technology and evaluated the
economic feasibility of implementation, including what is the shared risk among entities to rely on one another’s
energy production.

The full scope of the feasibility analysis included research and design of new technologies, how to retrofit
existing infrastructure and identify the legal and operational framework needed to execute such a project
across diverse agencies and energy operations.

The report provided limited recommendations for areas where conservation measures may reduce the carbon
footprint and address the feasibility of implementing green energy improvements and microgrid technology at
each facility or a combination of facilities. As an example, a battery system at the AMF could help to balance
electricity loads across the microgrid, as well as providing resiliency to keep the electric buses operating during
a power outage.

The planning team is now seeking additional grant funding for the next steps of technological
recommendations, cost estimates and location-based implementation.



https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-programs/environmental-programs/challenge-participants

https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-programs/environmental-programs/challenge-participants

https://www.aspentimes.com/news/microgrid-feasibility-study-underway-to-connect-aspen-airport-rfta-public-works/

https://www.aspentimes.com/news/microgrid-feasibility-study-underway-to-connect-aspen-airport-rfta-public-works/



Pitkin County, City of Aspen Emissions Inventory

Transportation is now the highest source of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) in Colorado. The state has
ambitious science-based targets to help address climate change: 26% reduction in GHGs by 2025, 50% by
2030% and 90% by 2050 from 2005 levels. These are outlined in the Colorado Greenhouse Gas Pollution
Reduction Roadmap.

According to the 2017 Pitkin County Action Plan, transportation is responsible for about 25% of county
emissions. Pitkin County and the City of Aspen, with assistance from the consulting teams Fehr & Peers and
Lotus Sustainability, are undertaking a Pitkin County Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventory and a
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment. In planning and science circles, these are the most important
data points to measure regional emissions, and they are also the most elusive as a result of the difficulty in
tracking vehicle travel patterns and their associated emissions.

RFTA’s role in these studies is to provide transit ridership data, route distances and annual mileage to better
understand the energy footprint of regional public transportation. These datasets can help to better understand
the actual emissions from the buses, as well as the “avoided emissions” of bus passengers that would
otherwise be in their private vehicles. The latter is an important reminder that the mere existence of public
transportation is sustainable.

The consulting team hopes to have the two studies completed in early 2022 and we will provide links to the
final reports at that time.

2020 Carbon Emissions by Sector: 126 MMT CO.e

8% ® | lectric Power
® Transportation
® Bulldings
il and Gas
® Agriculture
) 8 Coal Mining
® Industnal Processes
® Waste Managemen!

2020 State of Colorado Emissions by sector, from the Colorado Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Roadmap.




https://energyoffice.colorado.gov/climate-energy/ghg-pollution-reduction-roadmap

https://energyoffice.colorado.gov/climate-energy/ghg-pollution-reduction-roadmap

https://pitkincounty.com/DocumentCenter/View/14694/Climate-Action-Plan?bidId=



Grants and Funding Update

Grants Summary

The first priority for grant development is likely to be the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility. Labor,
materials and shipping costs have soared over the past several months and some may have reached record
highs. Agencies that are building infrastructure are facing significant sticker shock, and are struggling to
determine how to fix the gap between comprehensive cost estimates and actual costs. Since this is not at all
unique to RFTA, nor to FTA or USDOT or grant program administrators, RFTA remains hopeful that future
grant opportunities will likely allow backfill or re-scoping.

These are the grant programs that RFTA is considering from the Glenwood Springs Maintenance Facility.

FTA Section 5339 — Bus and Bus Facilities Program
Notice of Funding for this traditional transit grant program was released September 20, and grants are due to
CDOT in November. CDOT creates a consolidated proposal on behalf of all rural transit agencies and sends it
to the USDOT, per guidance. While RFTA has a traditional recipient, funds for infrastructure are limited.
Slightly over $400 million is available nationwide. RFTA will request 12.5 million in 5339(b) funds, with a local
match commitment up to $3.2 million, for the following:

1. Bus fuel and wash lane

2. 30-bus Indoor Storage

3. Pre and Post-Trip Bus Inspection Canopy

4. BEB Charging

These components have been removed from the overall Regional Transit Center construction package due to
cost escalations. These will be designed, and, as funding becomes available, will be added back into the
project.

SB17-267 (MMOF) and SB21-260

The Multimodal Options Fund, originally created in 2018 under Senate Bill 2017-267, sought to expand and
improve the quality and accessibility of alternative modal transportation choices throughout all regions of the
state, with a particular intent of addressing the lack of these choices in rural Colorado. Funding in the program,
limited initially in one-time appropriations of State money, was made eligible for transit, transportation demand
management, multimodal technologies or studies, and bicycle/pedestrian projects.

Within its broad transportation measures, SB2021-260 made several changes to the MMOF program, including
fundamental changes that expand its overall purpose and provide long-term funding for related projects. In
addition to changing the name to the Multimodal Transportation & Mitigation Options Fund, it expanded
the program to be eligible for projects that mitigate transportation emissions of Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
throughout the state. It also adds a specific focus in the goals of the program to expand the choices and
accessibility to alternative transportation modes for Colorado’s Disproportionately Impacted Communities.
These are defined in the Bill as communities with higher concentrations of low-income, minority or housing
cost-burdened individuals.

The original one-time appropriations of approximately $80 million in FY2019-20 were quickly awarded
throughout the Transportation Planning Regions (TPRs) of the state and continue to be implemented in over
100 eligible local projects. With the implementation of the new program in 2019 came many successes, but
also some hard lessons and some unexpected administrative challenges.

SB2021-260 makes $124 million of federal stimulus funds immediately available for local projects and a
potential total of $288 million for local projects over the next ten years. Considering the increased focus on
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multimodal investments with steady program funding, and the programmatic changes to MMOF from SB260,
CDOT is considering modifications to the adopted Funding Distribution Formula for the program to align more
closely with the expanded goals defined in the program. This time also presents opportunities to consider the
lessons-learned by both sponsors of local MMOF projects and by CDOT in administering the program to find
ways to streamline the use of its funds simplify administrative challenges and address the shortfalls in the
existing MMOF Match Reduction Policy.

E@ MMOF Annual Funding Projections
|| Projected Revenue State Local
FY2022 S 146,840,000 0
FY2023 S 27,025,000 S 4,053,750 S 18,377,000
FY2024 S 27,025,000 S 4,053,750 S 18,377,000
FY2025 S 37,525,000 S 5,628,750 S 27,302,000
FY2026 S 37,525,000 S 5,628,750 $ 27,302,000
FY2027 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 27,302,000
FY2028 S 10,500,000 $ 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2029 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2030 $ 10,500,000 $ 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2031 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
FY2032 S 10,500,000 S 1,575,000 S 8,925,000
TOTAL $ 338,940,000 $50,841,000 $273,694,0sq

The biggest issues are re-defining match formulas so that more cash-strapped agencies and entities can use
the funds, and to adapt program requirements to the emerging GHG rules and to 2020 census data that may
more accurately define equity and hardship. CDOT reconvened the 2019 MMOF Work Group in September to
develop and recommend updates to the MMOF Distribution Policy and the MMOF Match Reduction Policy.

To quickly facilitate the distribution of funds to MPOs/TPRs so that their project selection processes can begin
promptly, draft distribution and match formulas were presented to STAC in October.





Local MMOF Funding Distribution Formula
MMOF Advisory Committee Recommendation
October 13, 2021

School
Aged Disabled Revenue [ Unlinked Bike Ped Zero
Pop Pop | DI Pop Pop Pop 65+ Miles Trips Jobs | Crashes | Crashes | vehicle
TPR Name 2019 | (517) | (2019) | (2019) (2019) (2019) {2019) | (2018) | (2015-19) |{2015-19)| HH Alloc%|  Allocation
Pikes Peak Alea 12.3%] 131%] 11.7% 13.8% 11.2% 5.5% 2.6%| 10.0% 7.6% 10.6% 9.7%| 5.90%| $11107521
Urban Denver Area 57.7%| 58.19%| 58.2% 50.4% 52.8% 69.4% T8.9%| 64.3% £5.9% 70.1%| @3.0%] e0.04%| $74.937493)
(81%) Morth Front Range 8.9% B.9%| 7.2% 8.2% 8.7% 3.9% 4.1%| 8.0% 13.6% 7.0% 7.5%| 7.28% $9,D85,1?4l
: Pueblo Area 3.0% 3.0% 4.8% 5.4% 3.9% 1.3% 0.6%| 2.3% 2.2% 3.3% 4.4% 2.60% 3,248 160
Grand Valley 27%| 26%] 24% 3.9% 36% 1.0% 0.6%| 2.6% 4.0% 2.2% 2.6%| 2.18% 2,720,993
Eastern 1.5% 1.5% 1.1% 1.7% 1.9% 0.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.3% 1.3% 1.50% 1,874 875
Southeast 0.8% 0.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.6% 0.1% 0.2% 1.4%, 1.26% $1,572 108
San Luis Valley 1.2% 1.1% 1.8% 2.0% 1.7% 0.1% 0.0%| 0.9% 0.5% 0.3% 1.7% 1.65% $2,054,501]
Gunnison Valley 1.8% 1.6% 1.9% 2.5% 29% 5.9% 3.5%|) 14% 1.1% 0.8% 1.7% 2.88% $3,595,215)
Rural |Southwest 1.7% 1.5% 1.4% 2.0% 24% 0.9% 0.3%) 1.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8%] 1.86% $2,322,44g|
(19%) JIntermountain 3.0%| 2.9%| 34% 1.9% 2.8% 9.4% 7.9%|) 3.5% 2.1% 2.0% 1.6% 3.95% 4,931,243
Northwest 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 1.2% 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.8% 1.14% $1,41B,?D4l
Upper Front Range 2.0% 2.0% 1.7% 2.4% 2.4% 0.7% 0.1% 1.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.3% 211% $2,529,41§I
Central Front Range 1.8% 1.4% 1.4% 2.6% 27% 0.3% 0.1%| 1.0% 0.5% 0.6% 1.3% 1.99% $2 489 984
South Ceniral 0.4%] 0.3%] 0.7% 0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0%] 0.3% 0.1% 0.2%] 1.0%
Total| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%( 100.0%| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%[100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%] $124,814,000
Urban Formuwla wi| 20.0% | 10.0% | 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% | 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% | 10.0% 100.0%
Rural Formula wi| 15.0%| 10.0%] 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 5.0%| 10.0% 100.0%
POPULATIONS Disadv. Pop. TRANSIT OTHER
Urban weighting 30.0% 10.0% 20.0% 40.0%
Rural weighting 250% 45.0% 10.0% 20.0%

STAC and TRAC will then have opportunity for final review of the recommended formulas in November before
final adoption by the Transportation Commission on November 18.

E@ Next Steps / Timeline

Convene MMOF Work Review Formula STAC & TRAC final
Group Recommendations recommendations
(STAC, TC)
Develop Distribution & TC Adoption of Formulas &
Match Formulas Distribute Project Status Match Policy
Report

Project Status Report to
Discuss & Begin Project CDOT
Selection

NOTE: CDOT to develop recommendations for state MMOF funding; 10-yr plan
options; and MPO needs for modeling help to comply with GHG rule







October 28, 2021

Dan Blankenship

Chief Executive Officer

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
2307 Wulfsohn Road

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Re: Basalt Microtransit Proposal
Dear Dan,

Please consider this letter as the Town’s request to share costs for a one-year pilot project for
microtransit in the Town of Basalt. We have solicited a bid from Downtowner, who currently operates
in Aspen, to provide options for first/last mile and travel within and between our distinct
neighborhoods.

The attached proposal was recommended by our Town Council at their regular meeting on October 26™.
The proposal will include services for eight months and will omit the “shoulder season” months of April,
May, October, and November. During the months of operation, this option will include on-demand
service which will be requested via phone or downloadable application (Downtowner App). The hours
will include weekday service from 6 am —9am and 3 pm -10 pm with weekend service on Saturday and
Sunday from 6 am — 10 pm. Downtowner proposes to purchase two transit vans to provide the service.

The total estimated budget for the pilot would include a total cost of $379,586 which includes the
following:

e Program setup: $10,894
e Year 1 operation costs: $363,424
e Annual service hours: $5,268

The Town requests that RFTA consider paying fifty percent of the cost. That equates to $189,793 for
each of our organizations. The proposal indicates that this is a “proposed” budget so we will seek to
finalize the cost with Downtowner but we do not expect the cost to materially increase.

In addition to the hard costs, we have an option to brand the vehicles with our logos or any other
branding we wish. We will also need to provide two parking spaces for the vans, which you and | have
discussed, and were proposed to be in a visible location in one of the RFTA Park and Ride lots in Basalt.

The Town is excited to partner with RFTA on this pilot project. We understand that a future funding
source may need to be identified should we wish to continue the service beyond 2022. This has been a
priority for the Town of Basalt and was identified in the 2020 Master Plan as the second highest ranked
project, just after affordable housing, by our residents.





On behalf of the Town Council and Staff, we ask that you strongly consider this partnership, and we look
forward to hearing back from you after your discussion with the Board of Directors. Please let us know
if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Ryan Mahoney, Town Manager

Enc. - Downtowner — Basalt Microtransit Proposal
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a Downtowner

Background

Communities of all sizes and types - from small mountain resorts to large urban cities - use
Downtowner’s software and operations to deploy on-demand, fixed route and flex route transit
systems. Downtowner has been providing on-demand and routed transit services in high
volume, fast paced settings since our company launched in early 2012. Using patent pending
algorithms designed to balance efficiency and user experience, our technology moves millions
of passengers every year. Our philosophy stems from the desire to provide more usable public
transits. Historically, public transit has been intimidating for many to use. Surveys show many
people avoid public transit because they believe it to have confusing timetables, inconvenient
routes and gaps in coverage. Downtowner simplifies the transit experience.

Making Shared Transit Smarter

Our dynamic route and shared ride technology is allowing us to reshape the mobility landscape.
With a customizable piatform and years of operational experience, we're providing our private
and public partners with award winning transit systems. We offer turnkey programs operated by
Downtowner as well as technology licensing to partners who wish to provide their own '
operations.

Customized and Integrated

Downtowner’s roots in on-demand microtransit have led the way for our fully integrated software
platform, which now also includes deviated-route and fixed-route systems. We've learned
transportation is not one size fits all, so we're building the tools necessary to configure
customized transit systems that fit the needs of our clients and are easy for our riders to use.

Providing Efficient and Usable Programs

We're focused on vehicle resource optimization as well as rider experience, and have a 4.9 out
of 5 average rider rating on nearly 600,000 ratings. Many of our programs experience 50% or
more of trips shared by 2+ parties, meaning we're moving more people with less vehicles. Our
firm has deployments around the nation.






Downtowner

Example Program: Aspen, CO

In Aspen, CO our company was contracted as part of a parking and transportation initiative to
get nearby residents and visitors out of their cars. This effort was to fill in gaps in fixed route
services, free up valuable downtown parking, decrease traffic caused by people looking for
downtown parking and reduce carbon emissions. Our program was deployed alongside a
downtown parking rate increase. Our service allowed for a positive incentive not to drive
personal cars into the core, while the increased parking rates provided the negative incentive.

e 17,484 personal car trips replaced in 2019 according to in-app rider survey results

“There are fewer cars coming into town looking for a parking space. The service is also one of
the things we have done in Aspen that has received near unanimous support from the local
business community. | look forward to even stronger ridership and fewer vehicles needing to
park in town." Mitch Osur, City of Aspen Parking Department Director

Program type / software: Shared, on demand rides
Program launch date: June 17, 2016

Employee Drivers: 10 - 15 (depending on seasonality)
Vehicles online: up to 3

Fleet ‘ - - Trip pattern visualization from ride data






a Downtowner

Basalt Operation

Service Hours
e Service operates 8 months out of the year (no service Apr, May, Oct, Nov)
e 6am-9am + 3pm - 10pm, Daily
e 6am - 10pm, Saturdays and Sundays during summer months

Ride Requests
e Request rides on-demand using‘a mobile app or call in number
e Rides available within or between the Willits and Basalt zones

Fleet
e Transit Van
o Quantity: 1
o Standard passenger seating: 12
o ADATransit Van
o Quantity: 1
o Standard passenger seating: 8
o Wheelchair seating: 1

Vehicles and Equipment
Downtowner will provide a dedicated fleet of vehicles and corresponding equipment for this
operation’s use only.

Staff
Downtowner will provide local, onsite management staff and employee drivers.

Reporting
Downtowner will provide ridership reports to the Client at a designated interval. Custom reports
will also be provided as requested.






a Downtowner

Service Area

&y B! Whole Foods Market

Arbaney Kitlle Trallhead Q

Trip Requests
Riders can request trips within or between the Willits and Basalt zones shown above.

www.ridedowntowner.com





a Downtowner

Simulation

Simulation Trips

Simulation Results

e Inputs such as Trip Type, Passengers per Pickup, Peak Hours and Trip Direction are
used to simulate ridership demand and vehicle needs
e We simulated 75 daily trips with two vehicles online

Vehicles online

Daily trips (3pm - 10pm)

Percent picked up in under 20 min

2

75

80%

www.ridedowntowner.com






a Downtowner

Program Budget

Estimated Budget
e Program setup: $10,894
s Year 1 operation costs: $363,424
e Annual service hours; 5,268

Others
e Vehicle Branding
o Provided by Client
e Vehicle Parking
o Provided by Client
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Downtowner

Background

Communities of all sizes and types - from small mountain resorts to large urban cities - use
Downtowner’s software and operations to deploy on-demand, fixed route and flex route transit
systems. Downtowner has been providing on-demand and routed transit services in high
volume, fast paced settings since our company launched in early 2012. Using patent pending
algorithms designed to balance efficiency and user experience, our technology moves millions
of passengers every year. Our philosophy stems from the desire to provide more usable public
transits. Historically, public transit has been intimidating for many to use. Surveys show many
people avoid public transit because they believe it to have confusing timetables, inconvenient
routes and gaps in coverage. Downtowner simplifies the transit experience.

Making Shared Transit Smarter

Our dynamic route and shared ride technology is allowing us to reshape the mobility landscape.
With a customizable platform and years of operational experience, we're providing our private
and public partners with award winning transit systems. We offer turnkey programs operated by
Downtowner as well as technology licensing to partners who wish to provide their own
operations.

Customized and Integrated

Downtowner’s roots in on-demand microtransit have led the way for our fully integrated software
platform, which now also includes deviated-route and fixed-route systems. We've learned
transportation is not one size fits all, so we’re building the tools necessary to configure
customized transit systems that fit the needs of our clients and are easy for our riders to use.

Providing Efficient and Usable Programs

We’'re focused on vehicle resource optimization as well as rider experience, and have a 4.9 out
of 5 average rider rating on nearly 600,000 ratings. Many of our programs experience 50% or
more of trips shared by 2+ parties, meaning we’re moving more people with less vehicles. Our
firm has deployments around the nation.





Downtowner

Example Program: Aspen, CO

In Aspen, CO our company was contracted as part of a parking and transportation initiative to
get nearby residents and visitors out of their cars. This effort was to fill in gaps in fixed route
services, free up valuable downtown parking, decrease traffic caused by people looking for
downtown parking and reduce carbon emissions. Our program was deployed alongside a
downtown parking rate increase. Our service allowed for a positive incentive not to drive
personal cars into the core, while the increased parking rates provided the negative incentive.

e 17,484 personal car trips replaced in 2019 according to in-app rider survey results

Program type / software: Shared, on demand rides
Program launch date: June 17, 2016

Employee Drivers: 10 - 15 (depending on seasonality)
Vehicles online: up to 3






Downtowner

Basalt Operation

Service Hours
e Service operates 8 months out of the year (no service Apr, May, Oct, Nov)
e 6Gam - 9am + 3pm - 10pm, Daily
e 6am - 10pm, Saturdays and Sundays during summer months

Ride Requests
e Request rides on-demand using a mobile app or call in number
e Rides available within or between the Willits and Basalt zones

Fleet
e Transit Van
o Quantity: 1
o Standard passenger seating: 12
e ADA Transit Van
o Quantity: 1
o Standard passenger seating: 8
o Wheelchair seating: 1

Vehicles and Equipment
Downtowner will provide a dedicated fleet of vehicles and corresponding equipment for this
operation’s use only.

Staff
Downtowner will provide local, onsite management staff and employee drivers.

Reporting
Downtowner will provide ridership reports to the Client at a designated interval. Custom reports
will also be provided as requested.





Downtowner

Service Area

wﬁq_l__e Foods Market
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Arbaney Kittle Trailhead @

Trip Requests
Riders can request trips within or between the Willits and Basalt zones shown above.

www.ridedowntowner.com





Downtowner

Simulation

Simulation Trips

Simulation Results

e Inputs such as Trip Type, Passengers per Pickup, Peak Hours and Trip Direction are
used to simulate ridership demand and vehicle needs
e We simulated 75 daily trips with two vehicles online

Vehicles online

Daily trips (3pm - 10pm)

Percent picked up in under 20 min

2

75

80%

www.ridedowntowner.com






Downtowner

Program Budget

Estimated Budget
e Program setup: $10,894
e Year 1 operation costs: $363,424
e Annual service hours: 5,268

Others
e Vehicle Branding
o Provided by Client
e Vehicle Parking
o Provided by Client






Elected Officials Transportation Committee (EOTC)

C/0 Pitkin County Administration

ATTN: David Pesnichak, Regional Transportation Administrator
530 E. Main Street, Suite 302

Aspen, CO 81611

November 2, 2021

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA), Board of Directors
C/0 Dan Blankenship, Chief Executive Officer

2307 Wulfsohn Rd.

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

RFTA Board of Directors:

On behalf of the Elected Officials Transportation Committee (EOTC), which is comprised of the City of
Aspen City Council, Town of Snowmass Village Town Council, and the Pitkin County Board of County
Commissioners, we would like to extend our gratitude and appreciation for your recent October 14,
2021 RFTA Board decision to assume the Aspen-Snowmass-Woody Creek No-Fare Service.

As you are aware, the EOTC’s budget has and will continue to be negatively impacted as a result of the
2019 House Bill 1240 (HB 19-1240), which altered how sales and use taxes are collected statewide.
While we recognize that HB 19-1240 is an important and positive step overall, since the EOTC’s funding
was primarily supported by a 0.5% Pitkin County-wide use tax on construction which has all but been
eliminated by HB 19-1240, the EOTC has seen revenues decline by over 30% since 2019.

Meanwhile, HB 19-1240 has notably increased sales tax revenues, which in the case of the Pitkin County
0.5% Pitkin County transit sales tax is split between the EOTC (18.96%) and RFTA (81.04%). As a result of
this sales tax split, RFTA has seen much stronger revenue growth from sales taxes than the EOTC.

In 2019, EOTC staff approached RFTA staff to identify possible mitigation strategies to HB 19-1240 given
the rising revenues for RFTA from the 0.5% Pitkin County transit sales tax and decreasing revenue for
the EOTC from the 0.5% Pitkin County transit use tax. Since 2019, RFTA staff have worked cooperatively
and creatively with EOTC, Pitkin County, Town of Snowmass Village, and City of Aspen staff to identify a
positive solution for all parties, including and most importantly the traveling public.

The EOTC is very supportive and excited about the transit fare reductions starting on November 22,
2021 and the creation of additional no-fare zones throughout the Valley, including the Aspen-
Snowmass-Woody Creek no-fare zone (formerly paid for by the EOTC), that was proposed by RFTA staff
and approved by the RFTA board on October 14, 2021. The EOTC believes that the reduction in fares and
the inclusion of additional no-fare zones throughout the Valley will help reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) while promoting equity in mobility.

Again, we thank you and your staff for being a highly valued and productive partner in creating and
maintaining a convenient, equitable and efficient transportation system for the Roaring Fork Valley.





Sincerely,

it

Torre, Mayor of the City of Aspen

Bl Madsn

Bill Madsen, Mayor of the Town of Snowmass Village
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Kelly McNicholas Kury, Chair of the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners
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ENDS
POLICY 1.0 OUTCOMES

RFTA’s Mission
Connecting our Region with Transit and Trails

1. Safe Customers, Workforce and General Public
RFTA will ensure the safety of its workforce, customers and general public through its safety
first culture, systematic procedures, and practices, and policies for managing risks and
hazards.

2. Accessibility and Mobility
RFTA will provide accessible, effective and easy to use mobility options that connect our
region, for all user types.

3. Sustainable Workforce
RFTA will ensure organizational sustainability by enhancing its ability to continue to recruit
and retain an engaged, well-trained, resilient professional workforce.

4, Financial Sustainability
RFTA will ensure cost-effective and responsible use of funding, maintain and monitor its
short-term and long-term financial forecasts, seek funding partnerships and diversification of
revenues.

5. Satisfied Customers
RFTA will strive to exceed customer expectations by providing modern, courteous, safe,
convenient, highly reliable, dependable, comfortable, sustainable, cost efficient, and
affordable transportation choices to our residents and visitors.

6. Environmental Sustainability
RFTA will research and implement innovative, environmentally sustainable practices in all
areas of transit and trails management.

7. High Performing Organization
With integrity, RFTA will deliver efficient, innovative, transparent, accountable, effective,
and collaborative regional transportation services that reflect community values.





MANAGEMENT LIMITATIONS

POLICY 2.0 GENERAL EXECUTIVE CONSTRAINT

The CEO shall not knowingly cause or allow any practice, activity, decision or organizational
circumstance that is unlawful, unethical, imprudent, in violation of the Intergovernmental Agreement, or

in violation of commonly accepted business practices.





POLICY 2.1 TREATMENT OF THE PUBLIC

With respect to interactions with the public, the CEO shall not knowingly cause or allow conditions or
procedures that are unfair, unsafe, untimely, unresponsive, disrespectful or unnecessarily intrusive.

Accordingly, he/she shall not:

1.

Collect, review, transmit, store or destroy credit card information gathered from the public in
a manner that fails to comply with the Purchase Card Industry Data Security Standards.

Fail to clearly communicate to the public what may be expected from the services offered.
The public shall be provided an opportunity to comment on proposed “major” service
reductions and to any changes in fares at least 30 days prior to implementation of them.
Major Service changes are defined as:

A. Reductions in service hours for an upcoming season that are greater than 10% when
compared to the same season in the previous year;

B. Elimination of a route or a portion of a route (except for seasonal services such as the
Bike Express);

C. Reduction in regular headways of 20% or greater; and

D. Other changes that RFTA staff may deem significant.

The requirement for an opportunity for public comment on proposed “major” service

reductions and to any changes in fares at least 30 days prior to their implementation may be

waived by the RFTA Board in the event of an emergency. In the event the emergency waiver

is exercised, an opportunity for public comment will be scheduled as quickly as possible after

the waiver is exercised or the “major” service reduction or fare change is implemented.

Fail to have safety policies and procedures in place and utilized by all employees.

A. And shall not fail to obtain a Safety and Security accreditation from Community
Transportation Association of America, or a similarly qualified organization, at least
every three (3) years beginning in 2014.

Fail to provide an effective complaint and suggestion response process.





POLICY 2.2 TREATMENT OF STAFF

With respect to the treatment of staff, the CEO shall not cause or allow conditions that are unsafe,
undignified or disrespectful.

Accordingly, he/she shall not:

1. Operate without a written personnel guidelines and Departmental Handbooks, approved by
legal counsel, which clarifies personnel rules for employees, provides for effective handling
of disputes, and protect against wrongful conditions.

2. Retaliate against a staff member for non-disruptive, internal expression of dissent. Any
formal allegations of retaliation shall be referred to the RFTA General Counsel and he/she
shall report them to the Board.

3. Allow staff to be unprepared to deal with emergency situations or:

A. Fail to obtain the CTAA Safety and Security Accreditation at least every three (3)
years.





POLICY 2.3 FINANCIAL CONDITION AND ACTIVITIES

With respect to financial condition and activities, the CEO shall not cause or allow the development of
fiscal jeopardy, or a material deviation of actual expenditures from the Board’s Ends priorities.

Accordingly, the CEO shall not:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Expend more funds than have been received in the fiscal year to date unless the liquidity and
long-term reserve requirements below are met:

A The CEO may not incur debt (other than regular use of a credit card for incidental
purposes) in excess of the Board-approved $1,000,000 Line of Credit with a bank or
lending institution.

B. The CEO may not borrow from reserves in an amount greater than can be replenished
by certain, otherwise unencumbered revenues within 90 days.

C. The CEO may not allow cash to drop below that amount necessary to meet operating
expenditures over a 30 day period.

Use Board-designated long-term reserves/funds.
Allow inter-fund shifting.
Fail to settle payroll and payables in a timely manner.

Allow tax payments or other government ordered payments or filings to be overdue or
inaccurately filed.

Execute a check or purchase commitment of greater than $50,000, unless such expenditure
has been explicitly itemized in Board-approved budgetary data. Splitting orders to avoid this
limit is not acceptable.

Acquire, encumber or dispose of real property.

Fail to aggressively pursue material receivables after a reasonable grace period.

Obtain revenues from sources not, in fact and appearance, legal and consistent with the
mission and values of the organization.

Use restricted funds for purposes other than stated.

Fail to exercise adequate internal controls over disbursements to avoid unauthorized
payments or material dissipation of assets.

Fail to maximize RFTA’s generation of State/Federal grant funds for which it is eligible.





POLICY 2.4 ASSET PROTECTION

The CEO shall not allow RFTA’s assets to be unprotected, inadequately maintained or unnecessarily

risked.

Accordingly, the CEO may not:

1.

10.

11.

Fail to insure:
A. Against theft and casualty losses to at least 100% of replacement value;
B. Against liability losses to Board members, staff and the organization itself in an

amount equal to or greater than the average for comparable organizations; and
C. Against employee theft, dishonesty, fraud and forgery.
Subject facilities and equipment to improper wear and tear or insufficient maintenance.

Fail to employ risk management practices to minimize exposure of the organization, its
Board or staff to claims of liability.

Allow any purchase wherein normally prudent protection has not been given against conflict
of interest.

Allow a purchase of $10,000 or more without having obtained comparative prices and
quality. Splitting orders to avoid this requirement is not allowed.

Fail to protect intellectual property, information and files from loss or significant damage.

Receive, process or disburse funds under controls insufficient to meet the Board-appointed
auditor’s standards (as set forth in Management Letter and/or other correspondence).

Compromise the independence of the Board’s audit or other external monitoring or advice.

Invest or hold operating capital in insecure instruments or in non-interest-bearing accounts
except where necessary to facilitate ease in operational transactions.

Endanger RFTA’s public image or credibility or its ability to accomplish Ends.

Create obligations to consultants, vendors, or contractors that are not subject to annual
appropriations and which fail to comply with State and Federal laws.





POLICY 2.5 FINANCIAL PLANNING/BUDGETING

Financial planning for any fiscal year or the remaining part of any fiscal year may not deviate materially
from the Board’s Ends priorities, risk fiscal jeopardy, or fail to be derived from a multi-year strategic

plan.

Accordingly, the CEO shall not allow budgeting that:

1.

Risks incurring those situations or conditions described as unacceptable in the “Financial
Conditions and Activities” policy.

Omits credible projection of revenues and expenses, separation of capital (including
replacement and depreciation) and operational items, cash flow projections, and disclosure of
planning assumptions.

Plans the expenditure in any fiscal year of more funds than are conservatively projected to be
received.

Fails to provide resources to complete the Rio Grande Trail and develop the infrastructure to
manage and maintain it.

Fails to allocate at least an average of two (2) months of budgeted General Fund Revenues to
Operating Reserves or an average of two (2) months of budgeted General Fund Expenditures,
whichever is larger. Revenues include property tax, sales and use tax, service contracts, fares,
operating grants and contributions. Expenditures include, operating expenditures, operating
expenditures allocated to service contracts, and debt service. Such Operating Reserves may
be drawn upon on recommendation of the CEO with Board approval to compensate for
expected shortfall. At year-end, any available surplus in General Fund will be allocated in the
following manner: 75% to Committed Capital Reserves and 25% to Unassigned Fund
Balance. The portion allocated to Committed Capital Reserves will be further allocated in the
following manner: 75% Transit Capital Reserves, 20% Facilities Capital Reserves and 5%
Trails Capital Reserves. Such Capital Reserves may be drawn upon on recommendation of
CEO with Board approval to fund capital needs and replenish, using year-end surpluses.

Provides less for Board activities during the year than is set forth in the Governance
Investment policy.





POLICY 2.6 EMERGENCY EXECUTIVE SUCCESSION

In order to protect the Board from sudden loss of CEO services, the CEO shall not fail to ensure that at
least two (2) other members of the management team are sufficiently familiar with Board and CEO
issues and processes to take over with reasonable proficiency as an interim successor.





POLICY 2.7 COMPENSATION AND BENEFITS

The CEO will not cause or allow jeopardy to RFTA’s fiscal integrity or public image when dealing with
employment, compensation and benefits for employees, consultants or contractors.

Accordingly, the CEO may not:

1. Change his or her own compensation and benefits, except as his or her benefits are consistent
with a package for all other employees.

2. Promise or imply anything other than “at-will” employment.

3. Fail to have the RFTA compensation plan reviewed regularly, but at least every two (2)
years, by an independent third party compensation consultant.

4. Establish or change retirement benefits.
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POLICY 2.8 R1O GRANDE CORRIDOR

With respect to the management of the Rio Grande Corridor, the CEO shall:

1.

Preserve the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor’s railbanked status under 16 U.S.C. 1247(d),
under the jurisdiction of the STB for future freight rail activation.

Review and update the Rio Grande Corridor Comprehensive Plan as often as necessary;
however, normally every five (5) years, unless authorized by the Board to extend this time
frame.

Review and update the Rio Grande Corridor Access Control Plan and Design Guidelines as
often as necessary; however, normally every five (5) years, unless authorized by the Board to
extend this time frame.

Maintain the recreational trail in the Rio Grande Railroad Corridor in a State of Good Repair.

Make an annual report to the Covenant Enforcement Commission and the RFTA Board
regarding compliance with Great Outdoors Colorado covenants.

11





POLICY 2.9 FIVE-YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN

With respect to Long-Range Strategic Plan, the CEO shall not:

1.

2.

Fail to update the Five-Year Strategic Plan annually.

Fail to align the subsequent year’s Strategic Planning Initiatives with the annual budget
process.

Fail to solicit RFTA Board and staff input on the Five-Year Strategic Plan on an annual
basis.

Fail to monitor progress towards implementation of the current year’s Strategic Initiatives
and report to the RFTA Board of Directors on a quarterly basis regarding any significant
variances from the plan.

12





BOARD-MANAGEMENT DELEGATION

POLICY 3.0 GOVERNANCE - MANAGEMENT CONNECTION

The Board’s sole connection to the operational organization, its achievements and conduct will be
through a Chief Executive Officer (CEO).

13





POLICY 3.1 UNITY OF CONTROL
Only officially passed actions of the Board are binding on the CEO.
Accordingly:

1. Decisions or instructions of individual Board members, officers, or committees are not
binding on the CEO except when the Board has specifically delegated this authority.

2. If Board members or committees request information or assistance without Board
authorization, the CEO shall refuse such requests that require, in his/her opinion, an
inappropriate amount of staff time or funds or is disruptive. In such a case, the requestor may
choose to bring the request to the Board.

14





POLICY 3.2 ACCOUNTABILITY OF THE CEO

The CEO is the only staff person accountable to the Board of Directors for operational achievement and
conduct.

Accordingly:
1. The Board will not give instructions to persons who report directly or indirectly to the CEO.
2. The Board will not evaluate, either formally or informally, any staff other than the CEO and

General Counsel.
3. The Board will view CEO performance as identical to organizational performance, so that

organizational accomplishment of Board stated Ends and compliance with Management
Limitations would be deemed successful performance by the CEO.

15





POLICY 3.3 DELEGATION TO THE CEO

The Board will instruct the CEO through written policies that prescribe the organizational Ends to be
achieved, and describe organizational situations and actions to be avoided, allowing the CEO to use any
reasonable interpretation of these policies.

Accordingly:

1.

The Board will develop and maintain Ends policies instructing the CEO to achieve certain
results, for certain recipients at a specified worth or priority. These policies will be developed
systematically from the broadest, most general level to more defined levels. All issues that
are not Ends issues as defined above are Means issues.

The Board will develop and maintain Management Limitations policies that limit the latitude
the CEO may exercise in choosing the organizational means. These policies will be
developed systematically from the broadest, most general level to more defined levels. The
Board will not prescribe organizational means.

As long as the CEO uses any reasonable interpretation of the Board’s Ends and Management
Limitations policies, he/she is authorized to establish all further policies, make all decisions,
take all actions, establish all practices and develop all activities.

The Board may change its Ends and Management Limitations policies, thereby shifting the
boundary between Board and CEO domains. By doing so, the Board changes the latitude of
choice given to the CEO. However, as long as any particular delegation is in place, the Board
will respect and support the CEQ’s choices.
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POLICY 3.4 MONITORING CEO PERFORMANCE

The Board will systematically and rigorously monitor CEO Job performance to determine the extent to
which Ends are being achieved and whether operational activities are within boundaries established in
Management Limitations policies.

Accordingly:

1.

Monitoring is simply to determine the degree to which Board policies are being met.
Information that does not address Ends and Management Limitations policy compliance will
not be considered in the evaluation of CEO performance.

The Board will acquire monitoring data by one or more of three methods:

A. By internal report, in which the CEO discloses policy interpretations and compliance
information to the Board;

B. By external report, in which an external, disinterested third party selected by the
Board assesses compliance with Board policies; and

C. By direct Board inspection, in which a designated member or members of the Board,
or the General Counsel, assess compliance with the appropriate policy criteria.

The Board will act on all monitoring reports received. Acceptance of a monitoring report will
reflect the Board’s judgment as to whether (a) the CEQ’s interpretation is reasonable, and (b)
whether the data demonstrate accomplishment of or compliance with the CEO’s
interpretation. If the Board does not accept the report for either of the reasons above, the
Board will articulate its expectations for remediation.

In every case, the standard for compliance shall be any reasonable CEO interpretation of the
Board policy being monitored. While the Board is the final judge of reasonableness, it will
always judge with a “reasonable person” test.

All policies instructing the CEO will be monitored at a frequency and by a method chosen by
the Board. The Board may monitor any policy at any time by any method, but will ordinarily
depend on the following routine schedule:

INITIAL MONITORING SCHEDULE THROUGH DECEMBER, 2003:

Policy
2.0

2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4
2.5

Method Frequency  Schedule
General Executive Constraint Internal Annually
Direct by
Gen. Counsel Quarterly
Treatment of Members/Consumers Internal Annually
Treatment of Staff Internal Annually
Financial Condition & Activities Internal 6 per Yr. Even # Month’s pkt.
External Annually Close of F.Y.
Asset Protection Internal Annually
Financial Planning/Budgeting Internal Quarterly Aug/Nov
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2.6
2.7
2.8

MONITORING SCHEDULE EFFECTIVE JANUARY, 2004:

Policy
2.0

2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8

Emergency CEO Succession
Compensation and Benefits
Board Awareness & Support

General Executive Constraint

Treatment of Members/Consumers

Treatment of Staff

Financial Condition & Activities

Asset Protection

Financial Planning/Budgeting
Emergency CEO Succession
Compensation and Benefits
Board Awareness & Support

Internal
Internal
Internal

Method
Internal
Direct by
Gen. Counsel
Internal
Internal
Internal
External
Internal
Internal
Internal
Internal
Internal

Annually
Annually
Annually

Frequency
Annually

Quarterly
Annually
Annually
6 per Yr.
Annually
Annually
Quarterly
Annually
Annually
Annually

MONITORING SCHEDULE EFFECTIVE JULY — DECEMBER, 2003

Policy
2.0

2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8

General Executive Constraint

Treatment of Members/Consumers

Treatment of Staff

Financial Condition & Activities

Asset Protection

Financial Planning/Budgeting
Emergency CEO Succession
Compensation and Benefits
Board Awareness & Support

Method
Internal
Direct by
Gen. Counsel
Internal
Internal
Internal
External
Internal
Internal
Internal
Internal
Internal

Frequency
Annually
Quarterly

Annually
Annually
6 per Yr.
Annually
Annually
Quarterly
Annually
Annually
Annually

Schedule
Aug. Packet

(Jan/Apr/Jul/Oct)
May
May

Close of F.Y.

June
Feb/May/Aug/Nov
June

June

July

Schedule
Aug. Packet
Oct Packet

May
May

Even # Month’s pkt.

Close of F.Y.
June
Aug/Nov
June

June

July
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POLICY 3.5 BOARD/GENERAL COUNSEL RELATIONSHIP

The purpose of the General Counsel is to ensure that RFTA’s actions take place with competent legal
counsel and representation.

1. Accountability of the General Counsel

A. The General Counsel is accountable to the Board acting as a body, never to any
individual Board member or group of members, nor to the CEO.

B. If Board members or committees request information or assistance without Board
authorization, the General Counsel shall refuse such requests that require, in his/her
opinion, an inappropriate amount of staff time or funds or is disruptive. In such a
case, the requestor may choose to bring the request to the Board.

C. General Counsel Accountability is for all resources, including personnel, under his or
her control. Therefore, any accomplishments or violations due to actions of a
subordinate of the General Counsel are considered to be accomplishments or
violations by the General Counsel.

D. The General Counsel may accomplish the “Job Products” of the position in any
manner not imprudent, unethical, or in violation of the prohibitions listed below under
“limitations on General Counsel Authority.”

E. The General Counsel may use any reasonable interpretation of Board language. The
General Counsel is authorized to establish all further policies, make all decisions, take
all actions and develop all activities as long as they are consistent with any reasonable
interpretation of the Board’s policies.

2. Job Products of the General Counsel

A. Timely opinion on documents and contemplated actions of the Board and the CEO.

1) Any action or document the CEO submitted for preparation or opinion.
2) Legal ramifications of pending litigation.
3) Legal process of the Board.

4) Any action or document of the Board or of duly appointed Board Committees
submitted for opinion.

5) When requested or appropriate, alternate language or action to achieve Board
or CEO intentions in a lawful manner.

B. Advice regarding avoidance of litigation or settlement of potential litigation.

1) Timely provision of information regarding potential litigation.
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C.

2) Settlement of otherwise unavoidable litigation without undue loss of future
options.

3) Negotiations for settlement.

Diligent and competent representation of RFTA in litigation.

Limitations on General Counsel Authority

A

B.

No exercise of authority over CEO or other staff.
No violation of applicable codes of professional ethics and conduct.
No treatment of the public or staff in a disrespectful or unfair manner.

All employees under the General Counsel purview must comply with the same
personnel policies, compensation plans and other policies, which have been adopted
by the CEO for all of RFTA’s employees, the only exception being that the first step
in the grievance process will be the General Counsel.

No contracting-out of legal services except as justified by excess workload or
insufficient expertise of legal staff, and within Board allocated budget for General
Counsel’s office.

No expenditures or fiscal encumbrances beyond those authorized under Board policy.
Information shall not unreasonably be withheld from the CEO, nor shall General

Counsel fail to cooperate with the CEO in the performance of his/her official
functions.

Evaluation of General Counsel Performance

A.

General Counsel Accountability is only for job expectations explicitly stated by the
Board in this document. Consequently, the provisions herein are the sole basis of any
subsequent evaluation of General Counsel Performance, though he or she may use
any reasonable interpretation of the Board’s words.

The Board may monitor General Counsel Performance with respect to these

expectations at any time, but the Board intends to monitor Counsel’s performance on
an annually in May.
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GOVERNANCE PROCESS

POLICY 4.0 GOVERNANCE COMMITMENT

The purpose of the Board of Directors (the “Board”), on behalf of the residents and the business
community of the RFTA member jurisdictions (the “ownership”), is to ensure that RFTA (1) achieves
appropriate results at an appropriate cost (as specified in Board Ends policies), and (2) avoids
unacceptable actions and situations.

21





POLICY 4.1 GOVERNING STYLE & VALUES

The Board will govern lawfully and in accordance with the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority
Intergovernmental Agreement, observing the principles of “Policy Governance,” with an emphasis on
(a) outward vision rather than internal preoccupation, (b) encouragement of diversity in viewpoints, (c)
strategic leadership rather than administrative detail, (d) clear distinction of Board and chief executive
roles, (e) collective rather than individual decisions, (f) future rather than past or present, and (g)
proactivity rather than reactivity.

Accordingly:

1.

The Board will cultivate a sense of group responsibility. The Board, not the staff, will be
responsible for excellence in governing. The Board will be the primary initiator of governing
policy. The expertise of individual members will not be used to substitute for the judgment of
the Board, although such expertise may be used to enhance Board understanding.

The Board will direct, control and lead the organization through the careful establishment of
written policies reflecting the Board’s values and perspectives. The Board’s major focus will
be on RFTA’s intended long-term impacts, with appropriate regard to the administrative or
programmatic means of attaining those effects.

The Board will utilize the jurisdictional knowledge and perspective of its members in forging
decisions with a regional emphasis.

The Board will enforce upon itself whatever discipline is needed to govern with excellence.
Discipline will apply to matters such as attendance, preparation for meetings, policymaking
principles, respect of roles, and ensuring the continual enhancement of governance
capability. Although the Board can change its governing policies at any time, it will
diligently observe those currently in effect.

All governing policies of the Board are contained in this document, and they remain in effect,
unless amended or deleted by Board action.

The Board will ensure orientation of new Board members in the Board’s governance process
and with these policies.

The Board’s commitment will allow no officer, individual or committee of the Board to
hinder or be an excuse for not fulfilling the Board’s commitments.

The Board will monitor and discuss its process and performance at each meeting. Self-

monitoring will include comparison of Board activity and discipline to Governance Process
and Board-Management Delegation policies.
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POLICY 4.2 BOARD JOB PRODUCTS

The Board will ensure appropriate organizational performance by assuming direct responsibility for the
following:

1. The Board is the link between the “ownership” and the operational organization.

A. Needs Assessment: The Board will assess the needs of the ownership as they relate to
RFTA’s activities and scope of influence, and will develop Ends policies identifying
the results RFTA is to produce to meet those needs.

B. Advocacy: The Board will inform the ownership of the organization’s expected future
results, and its present accomplishments and challenges.

2. The Board will develop and maintain written governing policies that realistically address the
broadest levels of all organizational decisions and situations:

A. ENDS: Organizational products, effects, benefits, outcomes, recipients, and their
relative worth (what good, for which recipients, at what cost).

B. MANAGEMENT LIMITATIONS: Constraints on CEO authority that establish the
prudence and ethics boundaries within which all management and operational activity
and decisions must take place.

C. GOVERNANCE PROCESS: Specification of how the Board conceives, carries out
and monitors its own task.

D. BOARD/MANAGEMENT DELEGATION: How authority is delegated and its
proper use monitored: the CEQ’s role, authority and accountability and that of the
General Council.

3. The Board will assure successful organizational performance on Ends and on Management
Limitations.

4. The Board may take positions on transportation matters, including local, state, or federal
issues that affect the organization’s regional goals and the organization’s ability to achieve its
Ends.

5. The Board will approve RFTA’s annual operating budget (subject to its meeting the criteria

set forth in the Financial Planning/Budget policy).

A. Requirements for RFTA contributions to quasi-governmental or non-profit
organizations, to be known as “Partnership Grants”, shall be as follows:

1) Total contributions will not be greater than $50,000 individually or in the

aggregate during any calendar year unless additional funding is approved by
the Board.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Requests for RFTA funding from such organizations will be considered
during RFTA’s annual budget process.

Request for RFTA funding shall be submitted by deadlines to be established
by RFTA each year.

Organizations requesting RFTA funding shall demonstrate that the use of
RFTA funding will have a nexus to RFTA’s mission of providing convenient,
cost effective, and environmentally-friendly multi-modal public transit and
trails services and programs.

Providing a report regarding the accomplishments/benefits achieved/derived
from using RFTA and other funding during the previous budget cycle to be
submitted by deadlines to be established by RFTA shall be a condition to any
such funding.

6. The Board will make determinations regarding all RFTA sales tax/bonding initiatives for
transit or trails.
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POLICY 4.3 AGENDA PLANNING

The Board will prepare and follow an agenda plan that includes (1) a complete re-exploration of Ends
policies annually and (2) continuous improvement in Board performance through Board education,
enriched input and deliberation.

Accordingly:

1.

The Board’s annual planning cycle will conclude each year on the last day of July so that
administrative planning and budgeting can be based on accomplishing a one-year segment of
long-term Ends.

The annual cycle will start with the Board’s development of its agenda plan for the next year.

A The Board will identify its priorities for Ends and other issues to be resolved in the
coming year, and will identify information gathering necessary to fulfill its role. This
may include methods of gaining ownership input, governance education, and other
education related to Ends issues, (e.g. presentations by futurists, advocacy groups,
demographers, other providers, staff, etc.).

B. At the commencement of the Board’s annual planning cycle, the Chair will prepare,
for the Board’s approval, a tentative agenda plan for the following year’s meetings.

The Chair will determine the agenda for each meeting, although Board members may request
or recommend any appropriate matters for Board consideration.

A. A Board member recommending or requesting a matter for Board discussion will
advise the Chair of such matter at least ten (10) days prior to the scheduled Board
meeting.

B. The meeting agenda and packet are to be received by Board members at least six (6)
days prior to the scheduled Board meeting.

C. By an affirmative vote of a majority of the members of the Board, or of those present
at a meeting, additional matters may be added to the agenda of any Board meeting.

The Board will attend to consent agenda items (those items delegated to the CEO yet
required by law or contract to be Board-approved) as expeditiously as possible.

A. Requests for clarification or information regarding Consent Agenda items are to be
made prior to the Board meeting.

B. If there is concern about such an item, it may be removed from the Consent Agenda
at the request of any Board member.

Other than Board review/approval of monitoring reports, monitoring and evaluation of CEO

activities and performance will be included on the agenda only if monitoring reports or other
data indicate policy violations, or if discussion of policy criteria is put forth on the agenda.
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6.

CEO remuneration will be decided during the month of September, to be effective January
1%, after a review of monitoring reports received during the last year.
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POLICY 4.4

CHAIR’S ROLE

The Chair, serving as the Chief Governance Officer (CGO), assures the integrity of the Board’s process
and, secondarily, represents the Board to outside parties.

Accordingly:

1.

The Chair will ensure that:

A.

C.

The Board behaves consistently with its policies and those legitimately imposed upon
it from outside the organization.

Meeting discussion content includes only those issues that, according to Board policy,
clearly belong to the Board to decide or to monitor.

Deliberation is fair, open, thorough, timely, orderly, and kept to the point.

The Chair is authorized to make decisions consistent with the Board’s Governance Process
and Board/Management Delegation policies, with the exception of (a)
employment/termination of the CEO or the General Counsel, or (b) instances where the
Board specifically delegates portions of this authority to others. The Chair is authorized to
use any reasonable interpretation of these policies.

A.

The Chair is empowered to preside at and manage Board meetings with all of the
commonly accepted power of that position (e.g. ruling, recognizing).

The Chair has no authority to make decisions within Ends and Management
Limitations policy areas. Therefore, the Chair has no authority to supervise or direct
the CEO or the General Counsel.

The Chair may represent the Board to outside parties in announcing Board-stated
positions and in stating decisions and interpretations within the area delegated to her
or him,

The Chair may delegate his/her authority but remains accountable for its use.

The Chair may appoint Board members to serve on Board Committees, unless
specified otherwise in Bylaws or Board policies.
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POLICY 4.5 BOARD MEMBERS’ CODE OF CONDUCT

The Board commits itself and its members to ethical, professional, and lawful conduct, including proper
use of authority and appropriate decorum when acting as Board members. Accordingly:

1. Board members must demonstrate loyalty to the interests of the ownership.
2. Board members must avoid conflict of interest with respect to their fiduciary responsibility.
A. There must be no self-dealing or any conduct of private business or personal services

between any Board member and the RFTA organization.

B. Board members will annually disclose their involvements with other organizations,
with vendors, or any associations that might be or might reasonably be seen as being
a conflict.

C. When the Board is to decide upon an issue about which a member has an unavoidable

conflict of interest, that member shall disclose the conflict to the Board. With the
exception of jurisdictional conflict, that Board member shall absent herself or himself
without comment from not only the vote but also from the deliberation.

D. Board members must not use their Board positions to obtain staff employment for
themselves, family members or close associates. Should a Board member apply for
staff employment, he or she must first resign from the Board.

3. Board members must not attempt to exercise individual authority over the organization.

A. Board members’ interaction with the CEO or with staff must recognize the lack of
authority vested in individuals except when explicitly Board authorized.

B. Board members’ interaction with public, media or other entities must recognize this
limitation and that Board members are not to speak for the CEO, or to speak for the
Board except to repeat explicitly stated Board decisions.

C. Except for participation in Board deliberation about whether the CEO has achieved a
reasonable interpretation of Board policies, Board members must not express
individual judgments of performance of employees or the CEO. Board members must
not express any such judgments with any third party.

4. Board members must respect the confidentiality appropriate to issues of a sensitive nature.

5. Each member of the Board must support the legitimacy and authority of the final
determination of the Board concerning any particular matter, irrespective of the member’s
personal position concerning such matter.

6. Board members and/or alternates are expected to attend Board meetings. If a jurisdiction has
no representation (regular or alternate) from more than two (2) of the Board’s regularly
scheduled meetings in any fiscal year, this will constitute notification to the appointing
authority of RFTA’s request for more active participation.
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Board members will prepare for Board and board committee meetings and will participate
productively in discussions.

The CEO is accountable only to the Board as an organization, and not to individual Board
members. Therefore, the relationship between the CEO and individual members of the
Board, including the Chair, is collegial, not hierarchical.
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POLICY 4.6 BOARD COMMITTEE PRINCIPLES

Board committees, when used, have one essential role, “to strengthen and support the work of the Board
as a whole.” Board committees are not to interfere with delegation from Board to the CEO, or from the

CEO to other staff.
Accordingly:

1. Board committees are to help the Board do its job, not to help, advise, or exercise authority
over the CEO or staff.

2. Board committees will be used only when needed. They will most commonly assist the
Board by undertaking activities not delegated to the CEO, by preparing policy alternatives
and implications for Board deliberation, or by performing specifically assigned monitoring
functions.

3. Board committees may not speak or act for the Board except when formally given such
authority, typically for specific and/or time-limited purposes. The Board will carefully state
its expectations and committee authority in order not to conflict with authority delegated to
the CEO.

4. Board committees must not exercise authority over staff. Because the CEO works for the full
Board, he or she will not be expected to obtain approval of a Board committee before an
executive action.

5. This policy applies to any group formed by Board action, whether or not it is called a

committee and regardless of whether the group includes Board members. It does not apply to
committees formed under the authority of the CEO.
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POLICY 4.7

BOARD COMMITTEE STRUCTURE

A committee is a Board Committee only if its existence and charge come from the Board. The only
Board Committees are those set forth in this policy. Unless otherwise stated, a Board Committee will
cease to exist when its task is complete. Unless otherwise specified, the CEO, or his/her staff designee,
will serve as a non-voting member of each committee.

1.

Board Development Committee

A.

Product #1: Upon appointment of new Board members, arrangement of
orientation/training of Board members in the Board’s governing process and strategic
issues of the Board’s choosing.

Product #2: Recommendations brought forth for Board consideration regarding
additional Board training opportunities to enhance the Board’s governance
capabilities.

Authority: To incur costs of no more than $____in direct charges and no more than
____hours of management time.

Audit Committee

A

Product #1: Annual specification of scope of audit, prior to outside audit, consistent
with Board monitoring policy.

Product #2: Assessment and confirmation of auditor’s independence, and
recommendation to Board for engagement of auditor, by no later than

Authority: To direct work of outside auditors, to use management time as needed for
administrative support, and to incur costs of no more than $ for all matters
related to the audit.

CEO Compensation Committee

A

Product: CEO compensation/benefit adjustment alternatives for Board consideration.
To be presented to the Board in a timely manner to allow final action to be taken by
both parties by September of each year.

Authority: To incur costs of no more than $___in direct charges, to include
compensation surveys, and no more than ___ hours of management time.

External Relations Committee

A

B.

Product: Assists the Board with development and implementation of plans for Board
approval for effective linkage with other agencies and the ownership.

Authority: To incur costs of no more than $___in direct charges of management
time.

31





5.

Community Advisory Committee

A.

Product: Assists the Board as a resource for needs assessment and public input for
policy considerations and recommendations. Identifies critical conditions, trends and
strategic issues deserving Board attention.

Authority: To incur costs of no more than $___in direct charges and no more than
____hours of management time.

Composition: To be broadly representative of the region, including passengers, the

business community, CMC, public school system, social service agencies and civic
associations.
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POLICY 4.8 GOVERNANCE INVESTMENT

The Board will consciously invest in its ability to govern competently and wisely.

Accordingly:

1.

Board skills, methods, and supports will be sufficient to assure governing with excellence.

A Training and retraining will be used appropriately to orient new Board members, and
to maintain and increase existing Board member skills and knowledge.

B. Outside monitoring assistance, including fiscal audit, will be arranged as needed so
that the Board can exercise confident control over organizational performance.

C. Outreach mechanisms will be used as needed to ensure the Board understands owner
viewpoints and values.

Costs will be prudently incurred, but sufficient to ensure the development and maintenance
of superior governance.

A. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board training, including publications.

B. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board member travel/reimbursements
(attendance at conferences, workshops, etc.).

C. Upto$ in fiscal year for audit and other third-party monitoring of
organizational performance.

D. Upto$ in fiscal year for surveys, focus groups and opinion
analyses.

E. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board-hosted ownership

linkage/outreach events.

F. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board meeting and retreat costs.
G. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board committee functions.
H. Upto$ in fiscal year for Board General Counsel

The Board will establish its governance budget for the next fiscal year each year during the
month of August.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE ELECTED OFFICIALS TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE (EOTC)
AND THE ROARING FORK TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (RFTA) FOR NO-FARE
TRANSIT SERVICE BETWEEN THE BRUSH CREEK PARK AND RIDE, CITY OF
ASPEN, TOWN OF SNOWMASS VILLAGE, AND WOODY CREEK

THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU”) is made and entered into as of
this__ day of , 2021, by and among the CITY OF ASPEN, Colorado, a
home-rule municipal corporation (the "City"), THE TOWN OF SNOWMASS VILLAGE,
Colorado, a home-rule municipal corporation (the "Town"), the BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF PITKIN, Colorado, a body corporate and
politic (the "County"), and the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority ("“RFTA”).

RECITALS

1. On September 14, 1993 the City, Town and County entered into an
Intergovernmental Agreement establishing a committee made up of the elected officials
from the City, the Town, and the County that has become known as the Elected Officials
Transportation Committee (the “EOTC”).

2. On May 3, 2021 the City, Town and County entered into an updated
Intergovernmental Agreement further defining the EOTC.

3. In 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 61 adopting a Comprehensive
Valley Transportation Plan (the “Plan”) establishing an initial framework for a
comprehensive mass transportation strategy for the Roaring Fork Valley.

4. On July 16, 2020 the EOTC approved by separate resolutions an updated Plan that is
to be updated from time to time.

5. On 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 62 which adopted specific
elements to be funded from the proceeds of transportation revenue bonds.

6. On November 2, 1993 the County electorate approved a County-wide one-half (1/2)
cent sales tax and one-half (1/2) cent use tax (collectively, the “one-half cent sales and
use tax”) to fund the Plan, as amended, and other elements for the purpose of
increasing and improving the public mass transportation system within the Roaring Fork
Valley.

7. On September 12, 2000, the City, the Town, the County and certain other
municipalities and counties in the Roaring Fork Valley entered into the Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority Intergovernmental Agreement (the “Authority IGA”), forming the
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority ("RFTA”);

8. The Authority IGA furthered the goals set forth in the 1993 IGA and Joint Resolutions
61 and 62, but also amended the uses and distribution of the revenues of the one-half





cent sales and use tax and of the one cent mass transportation sales tax (collectively,
the “one cent sales”) approved by County voters at the County-wide election on May 3,
1983, (together with the one-half cent sales and use tax, the “sales and use taxes”).

9. In connection with execution of the Authority IGA and the formation of the Authority,
the City, the Town and the County adopted joint Resolution No. 1, Series of 2000, which
established a funding commitment to the Authority from the one-half cent sales and use
tax.

10. To effectuate such funding commitment, the City, the Town and the County entered
into the Intergovernmental Agreement — Transportation Sales Tax Distribution dated as
of April 25, 2001 (the “Distribution IGA”), which specified the distribution of (a) the one-
half cent sales and use tax between the County and the Authority, and (b) the one cent
sales tax among the City, the Town and the Authority.

11. As of the date of the Distribution IGA, there were outstanding certain County
revenue bonds secured by the County’s share of the revenues of the one-cent sales
and use tax issued that were issued pursuant to the County’s Resolution No. 92-392
and certain subsequent County resolutions supplemental thereto (collectively, the “Bond
Resolution”), with voter-approved authority to issue additional such bonds (collectively
with such then-outstanding bonds, and together with any bonds or other debt issued
thereafter or hereafter that are payable from or secured in whole or in part by the one
cent sales tax, the one-half cent sales and use tax, or any portion of either such tax, the
“Sales and Use Tax Bonds”).

12. Accordingly, Section 4 of the Distribution IGA contains certain protections with

respect to the sales and uses taxes for the holders of any such Sales and Use Tax
Bonds, and additionally contains certain protections for the City, the Town and the

Authority with respect thereto.

13. At a County-wide election held on November 2, 2004, the voters of the County
approved a multiple fiscal year financial obligation of the County to contribute a portion
of the one-half cent sales and use tax to the Authority (the “2004 Ballot Issue”) in
connection with the approval by the members of the Authority other than the County, the
City and the Town of separate sales and uses taxes in their respective jurisdictions to
provide funding to the Authority.

14. Substantial structural changes occurred in 2019 by Colorado HB19-1240 which
affect the revenue projections for RFTA and EOTC.

15. HB19-1240 changed Colorado’s administration of the State’s sales tax by taxing
Ecommerce sales and shifting the nexus of taxation such that products delivered into
Pitkin County are now subject to the County’s sales tax.

16. The increased scope of the sales tax reduces use tax revenues from construction
materials as products may not be double taxed from both sales and use tax.





17. RFTA and EOTC share the 72 cent Pitkin County transportation sales tax whereby
RFTA’s share is 81.04% with the balance of 18.96% going to EOTC with the sharp
increase in sales taxes benefiting both parties.

18. The EOTC retains 100% of the use tax that is declining sharply after passage of HB
19-1240 thereby negatively affecting the EOTC budget starting in 2020-2022 as the
declines in the use tax exceed the growth in EOTC’s share of the sales tax.

19. In 2010, in order to progress the Plan and increase transit ridership the EOTC with
agreement from RFTA elected to make transit fares free to the rider between the Brush
Creek Park and Ride, the Town of Snowmass Village, the City of Aspen, and Woody
Creek (“No-Fare Service”).

20. In 2010, the EOTC and RFTA agreed to set the No-Fare Service subsidy at 36.7%
of the actual cost of the service two years prior to the year being budgeted.

21. Since 2010 the EOTC has budgeted and covered the cost for the No-Fare Service.

22. The EOTC desires to transfer the cost of the No-Fare Service from the EOTC to
RFTA in order to move this cost from the EOTC where revenues are declining to RFTA
where revenues are increasing due to the effects of HB19-1240.

23. RFTA hired consulting firm PFM Group Consulting LLC who produced an analysis
of the expected financial impacts from HB19-1240 on RFTA and the EOTC relative to
the cost of the No-Fare Service, dated September 3, 2021.

24. The PFM Group Consulting LLC analysis showed that RFTA sales tax revenue from
the Pitkin County 0.5% transit sales tax would increase sufficiently to cover the cost of
the No-Fare Service should it be assumed by RFTA.

25. The PFM Group Consulting LLC analysis showed that the cost of the No-Fare
Service is roughly equivalent to the expected reduction in revenues to the EOTC as a
result of HB19-1240.

26. The purpose of this MOU is to document the events and justification for the transfer
of the No-Fare Service from the EOTC to RFTA in order to mitigate the financial impacts
from HB 19-1240.

27. It is not the desire or intention of the parties to modify or amend the distribution
described above of the sales and uses taxes or any portion thereof, or to modify, amend
or impair any of the protections with respect to the sales and use taxes currently in
place in the documents described above for the benefit of the holders of the Sales and
Use Tax Bonds, the City, the Town or the Authority.





In consideration of the recitals set forth above and as a non-binding Memorandum of
Understanding between them, the parties state as follows:

A. The Recitals outline the events leading to the transfer of the No-Fare Service from
the EOTC to RFTA in order to mitigate the financial impacts from HB 19-1240 A
compendium of documents titled “COMPENDIUM OF EOTC FUNDING DOCUMENTS”
is hereby incorporated herein for historical reference.

B. RFTA has assumed all costs associate with No-Fare Service between the Brush
Creek Park and Ride, the Town of Snowmass Village, the City of Aspen, and on the
Woody Creek route starting on January 1, 2022 up to and until such fare structure is
amended by the RFTA Board, in the Board’s discretion, after a noticed public hearing.

C. Itis RFTA’s current intention that no fares will be charged to the rider / passenger on
RFTA operated transit service between the Brush Creek Park and Ride, the Town of
Snowmass Village, and the City of Aspen, or on the Woody Creek transit route.

D. Itis RFTA’s current intent to maintain aggregate seasonal service levels between
Brush Creek Park and Ride, the Town of Snowmass Village, the City of Aspen, and the
Woody Creek transit route at or exceeding those in effect during service year 2021.

E. Transit service for special events (e.g. X-Games) and other RFTA transit routes not
servicing both an origin and destination between the Brush Creek Park and Ride, the
Town of Snowmass Village, and the City of Aspen, or on the Woody Creek route are not
intended to be subject to this MOU.

F. Although this MOU does not have the effect of law and is non-binding, all parties
recognize that it is in the best interest of all parties to strive for consensus on any
modifications to the arrangements set forth in this MOU.

G. This MOU defines and clarifies the understanding between the EOTC and RFTA to
transfer the cost of the No-Fare Service from the EOTC to RFTA intended to take effect
on January 1, 2022. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this MOU,
any supporting documents with respect thereto and hereto, or any amendments thereof
or hereof: (a) nothing contained in this MOU, or any such supporting documents or
amendments is intended to modify or amend, and the same shall not modify or amend,
the distribution of the sales and uses taxes set forth in the Distribution IGA and the 2004
Ballot Issue; and (b) nothing contained in this MOU, or any such supporting documents
or amendments is intended to modify, amend or impair, and the same shall not modify,
amend or impair, any of the protections granted by the 1993 IGA, Joint Resolutions 61
and 62, the Bond Resolution, the Distribution IGA, the 2004 Ballot Issue or any of the
other agreements or other documents described in the recitals hereto to or for the
benefit of (i) the holders of any Sales and Use Tax Bonds, so long as any Sales and
Use Tax Bonds remain outstanding, or (ii) the City, the Town and the Authority.





H. This MOU is not intended to create any right in or for the public, or any member of
the public, including any contractor, supplier or any other third party, or to authorize
anyone not a party to this MOU to maintain a suit to enforce or take advantage of its
terms. The duties, obligations and responsibilities of the parties with respect to third
parties shall remain as imposed by law.

|. This MOU constitutes the entire understanding between the parties and all other
promises and agreements relating to the subject of this MOU, whether oral or written,
are merged herein.

J. Any notice required or permitted under this MOU should be in writing and should be
provided by electronic delivery to the e-mail addresses set forth below and by one of the
following methods 1) hand-delivery or 2) registered or certified mail, postage pre-paid to
the mailing addresses set forth below. Each party by notice sent under this paragraph
may change the address to which future notices should be sent. Electronic delivery of
notices shall be considered delivered upon receipt of confirmation of delivery on the part
of the sender. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to preclude personal service
of any notice in the manner prescribed for personal service of a summons or other legal
process.

To: Elected Officials Transportation Committee (EOTC):

Pitkin County Administration

c/o David Pesnichak, Regional Transportation Administrator
530 E. Main Street, Suite 302

Aspen, CO 81611

david.pesnichak@pitkincounty.com

To: Roaring Fork Transportation Authority:

2307 Wulfsohn Road

Attn: Dan Blankenship, Chief Executive Officer
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
dblankenship@rfta.com

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Memorandum of
Understanding on the day and year first above written.
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Elected Officials Transportation Committee
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By:

Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) -
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Executive Summary

The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (“RFTA”) retained PFM to analyze
the potential to transfer the funding of no-fare service from the Elected
Officials Transportation Committee (“EOTC”) to RFTA.

Using the 2-year lag methodology, RFTA estimates that the cost of the no-
fare service covering Aspen, Snowmass, and Woody Creek to range from
$814,000-t0-$1.06 million between 2021 and 2025.

Substantial structural changes have occurred since 2019 which affect the
revenue projections for RFTA and EOTC. HB19-1240 changed Colorado’s
administration of the State’s sales tax by taxing Ecommerce sales and shifting
the nexus of taxation such that products delivered into Pitkin County are now
subject to the County’s sales tax.

However, the increased scope of the sales tax reduces use tax revenues from
construction materials. If the materials pay the County’s sales tax, they no
longer pay use tax.

RFTA and EOTC share the 2 cent Pitkin County transportation sales tax.
RFTA's share is 81.04% with the balance of 18.96% going to EOTC. So, the
sharp increase in sales taxes benefits both parties.

However, EOTC retains 100% of the use tax which is declining sharply after
passage of HB19-1240 and the consequent fall in use taxes on construction
materials. Most of the negative impact on the EOTC budget occurs in 2020-
2022 as the declines in the use tax exceed the growth in EOTC’s share of the
sales tax.

However, over time the projected increases in EOTC’s sales tax revenues
are expected to offset declines in use tax revenues through 2025 as Figure
E1 illustrates. Overall, EOTC'’s total revenues are projected to grow from less
than $2 million in 2021 to over $3 million by 2025.
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Figure E1. Annual Changes in EOTC Sales and Use Tax Receipts
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RFTA revenues increased substantially in 2019, because of a strong
economy and HB19-1240. The 2020 Covid19 Recession caused RFTA
revenues to dip. The forecast for 2021 and 2022 is for significant gains as
the economy recovers and then for sales tax revenue gains to return to their
more normal levels of about 5% per year.

Based on these projections, can RFTA absorb the costof the no-fare service?
The answer is yes, as Table E1 shows.

The combination of HB19-1240 and a rebounding economy from 2021-23 will
result in strong gains in the %2 cent transit sales tax pushing RFTA's 81.04%
share up strongly as well. Some of this revenue growth would have occurred
without the effect of HB19-1240. From 2005-2018 RFTA's share of the transit
tax grew at a 4% annual rate as shown in the column labeled “RFTA Base
No HB19-1240.” The “RFTA Increase over Base” column shows the amount
of additional sales tax revenues resulting from HB19-1240, which expanded
the sales tax base and taxed products purchased elsewhere, but delivered
into Pitkin.
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Table E1. RFTA Revenue

Year | Transit 1/2 Cent RFTA @ RFTA Base No RFTA Increase EOTC No Fare RFTA Increase Net
Sales Tax 81.04% HB19-1240 over Base Service Cost of EOTC No Fare

subsidy

2018 $5,669,869 $4,594,862 $4,594,862 $0 NA $0
2019 $6,929,287 $5,615,494 $4,764,269 $851,226 NA $851,226
2020 $6,783,014 $5,496,955 $4,939,921 $557,033 NA $557,033
2021 $8,449,872 $6,847,776 $5,122,050 $1,725,726 $814,000 $911,726
2022 $9,534,548 $7,726,798 $5,310,894 $2,415,904 $870,980 $1,544,924
2023 $10,078,385 $8,167,524 $5,506,700 $2,660,824 $931,949 $1,728,875
2024 $10,598,248 $8,588,820 $5,709,725 $2,879,096 $997,185 $1,881,911
2025 $11,203,532 $9,079,342 $5,920,235 $3,159,107 $1,060,000 $2,099,107
Total $69,246,756 $56,117,571 $41,868,655 $14,248,917 $4,674,114 $9,574,803

e RFTA staff estimates the EOTC No Fare Service Cost at $814,000 in 2021
rising to $1,060,000 by 2025. Since the RFTA Increase over Base revenues
are projected to be more than the No Fare Service Costs, there would be
more than enough revenue increase to support the subsidy through 2025.

These considerations are illustrated in Figure E2.

Figure E1. RFTA Revenues and the No Fare Subsidy
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Figure E3 expands on the analysis of the no fare subsidy by showing the
RFTA increase over the base, the no fare service cost, and the remaining
RFTA revenue net of the subsidy. The RFTA revenue net of the subsidy is
projected to range from $1.5 million in 2022 to over $2 million by 2025.
Therefore, RFTA can absorb the no fare subsidy.

Figure E3. RFTA Revenue Increase Over Base, No Fare Subsidy and

RFTA Increase Over Base net of No Fare Subsidy
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It is also useful to review the impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC’s revenues
compared to the estimated cost of the no fare service. Table E2 shows that
through 2025 the no fare service has a total estimated cost of $3,860,114.
HB19-1240 is projected to increase EOTC’s sales tax revenues, but it will
also decrease use tax revenues by even more with the net result of a
reduction of $2,472,977 by 2025. It is important to note that the forecasted
reduction of EOTC revenues is less than the estimated cost for the no fare
service for each year through 2025. It is worth consideration for RFTA to
absorb the cost of the no fare service up to the amount of forecasted reduction
in EOTC revenues and then have the EOTC to contribute the difference.
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Table E2. Net Impact on EOTC of HB19-1240 and

Shifting the No Fare Service to RFTA

Year EOTC No Fare NetImpact of HB19-1240 Potential EOTC

Cost on EOTC Contribution
2022 $870,980 -$432,355 $438,625
2023 $931,949 -$569,416 $362,533
2024 $997,185 -$680,954 $316,231
2025 $1,060,000 -$790,252 $269,748
Total $3,860,114 -$2,472,977 $1,387,137

Finally, there are additional policy considerations concerning the no-fare

service. The same forces that are boosting RFTA revenues will boost sales
tax revenues for all the EOTC communities and for all RFTA participants that

collect sales taxes.

decisions concerning the no-fare service.

These increases should be factored into the policy

6|Page





2

ANALYSISOF THE POTENTIAL FOR THE TRANSFER OF
NO-FARE SERVICEFROMEOTC TO RFTA
ROARING FORKTRANSPORTATIONAUTHORITY

1.0

Assignment and Overview
1.1  Assignment

The Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (“RFTA”) retained PFM to analyze the
potential to transfer the funding of no-fare service from the Elected Officials
Transportation Committee (“EOTC”) to RFTA. RFTA estimates that the cost of the
no-fare service covering Aspen, Snowmass, and Woody Creek to range from
$814,000-to-$1.06 million between 2021 and 2025.

1.2 Overviewof Report

Section 2 reviews the revenue structure and history of the EOTC budget. The
section begins with an overview of the EOTC and then describes its revenue
structure. The historic performance of the EOTC budget is reviewed to provide the
background for the projections.

Section 3 focuses on the econometric forecasting methodology used to project the
EOTC budget. PFM developed two econometric forecasting formulae, one for sales
tax revenues and the other for use tax revenues. The formulae were estimated
using ordinary least squares regression. The regression procedures are discussed
along with the economic forecasts from Moody’s Analytics that are used for the
independent variables in the forecasting equations.

Section 4 presents a summary of the economic outlook for the U.S. and Pitkin
County. The discussion begins with an analysis of the structural changes occurring
in the national and local economies and then provides the forecasts.

The forecasts and analyses in Section 4 are used to drive the EOTC revenue
projections described in Section 5. Forecasts are provided separately for sales
taxes and use taxes.

With the forecasts as foundations, Section 6 examines the potential to transfer

responsibility for the non-fare service from the EOTC to RFTA. Additional policy
considerations are also discussed.
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2.0

Revenue Structure of EOTC
21 The EOTC

The EOTC was established in 1993 as an advisory committee for fixed route public
transit within the Roaring Fork Valley. The EOTC members are elected officials from
the City of Aspen, Town of Snowmass Village, and Pitkin County.

Colorado Revised Statute 29-2-103.5, enacted in 1990, gave counties the authority
to levy sales and use taxes "for the purpose of financing, constructing, operating, or
maintaining a mass transportation system within the county." In November 1993,
Pitkin County voters approved a 0.5% County Transit Sales and Use Tax for the
purpose of financing, constructing, operating, and managing a mass transportation
system within the Roaring Fork Valley.

In conjunction with the countywide ballot measure, Pitkin County, the Town of
Snowmass Village, and the City of Aspen adopted a 1993 Intergovernmental
Agreement (“IGA”): (a) establishing the EOTC; (b) determining its structure; and (c)
defining how the collected funds may be allocated. The EOTC allocates the
countywide 0.5% sales tax and a 0.5% use tax funds in a manner that is consistent
with State Statute, the 1993 ballot language, and the IGA.

2.2 Revenue Structure

Since 2005, the EOTC receives funding from three sources. First, the EOTC shares
the 0.5% Pitkin County sales tax with RFTA. The EOTC’s share is 18.96% with the
balance of 81.04% going to RFTA. Second, the EOTC is allocated 100% of Pitkin
County’s 0.5% use tax. Third, the EOTC collects revenue from its investments and
other miscellaneous sources.

2.3 Revenue History

Figure 1 presents the revenue history for the EOTC by component from 2005
through 2020. During this period, EOTC revenue has varied from $1,512,076 in
2010 to $3,257,373 in 2019. The annual variation in EOTC revenues is displayed
in Figure 2.

Annual variations have ranged from $649,964 to -$1,323,494. In many years,
revenues have changed by $1,000,000 on a base of less than $3,000,000. The
variable nature of EOTC revenues from year-to-year have obvious implications for
the forecast.
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Figure 1. EOTC Revenue History by Component

$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$0

B O 0 OO O ™~ AN MM T« D O 0 O O

© ©O O O O ¥©“ © « ©“ ©“ «m v v v v

© © © © © O 9O 9 O © © © o O o

N N N N N N N N AN AN NN N AN N N

mEOTC @ 18.96% mTransitUse Tax mEOTC Investment Income

Figure 2. Annual Changes in EOTC Revenue
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Much of the recent volatility in EOTC revenues results from the economic
consequences of the Covid19 recession and changes in Colorado law
governing the collection of sales taxes. HB19-1240 became effective June
1, 2019. The law allows the State to collect sales taxes on Ecommerce sales
greatly increasing sales tax revenue.
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However, it also decreased use tax revenues in 2020 with implications going
forward. This is because of the structure of the County's use tax. Pitkin
County imposes a 0.5% use tax on construction materials and motor vehicles.
As Table 1 shows, construction use taxes plummeted in 2020 in large part
because of HB19-1240, which changed the State’s sales tax collection
system. Monthly revenue in 2021 indicate that this trend is accelerating.

Table 1. Pitkin County Use Tax Collections

Year 413000 - Construction 413010 - Motor Total
Use Tax Vehicle Use Tax

2019 $1,332,173 $316,398 $1,648,572

2020 $50,939 $344,667 $395,606

The Pitkin County construction use tax applies to all projects within the
county, including those inside municipal jurisdictions. The County collects a
0.5% use tax on construction and building materials used in the county on
which no Pitkin County sales tax was collected. The expansion of the State’s
sales tax to include Ecommerce sales, along with the change in the nexus of
the tax, as described below, results in sales taxes being applied to
construction materials purchased outside Pitkin County and collected and
provided to Pitkin County for materials delivered to a Pitkin County address.

Concerning the nexus, H.B.19-1240 substantially increases retailers’
collection requirements for state-administered local taxes (statutory city,
county, and special districts) by requiring a retailer with Colorado nexus to
collect local taxes regardless of whether the retailer has store or physical
location within the local jurisdiction. Until the passage of H.B.19-1240, a
retailer (whether in-state or out-of-state) with physical presence in Colorado
was not required to collect state-administered local sales taxes on sales
shipped or delivered to a local jurisdiction for which it lacked a physical
presence, and was further not required to collect local sales taxes at the retail
store location for sales shipped or delivered to a different local jurisdiction.
With the passage of H.B.19-1240, a retailer with Colorado nexus having more
than $100,000 in Colorado sales, is now required to collect all state-
administered local sales taxes based upon the shipping / delivery address
regardless of whether the retailer has physical presence or a specified level
of sales with the local jurisdiction.

As a result, construction materials purchased for use in Pitkin County and

delivered to a Pitkin County address will pay the Pitkin County sales tax. This
will then exempt these materials from the use tax.
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3.0

Methodology to Forecast EOTC Revenue

31 Overview

Beginning in 2005, EOTC revenue comes from three sources: (a) 18.94% of the
0.5% Pitkin County sales tax; (b) 100% of the Transit Use Tax; and (c) 100% of
investment and other miscellaneous income. Each component is projected
separately since they have differing bases and factors that determine their
trajectories. PFM developed a set of econometric forecast formulae estimated using
ordinary least squares regression methods to project the EOTC revenue streams
through 2025.

3.2 Economic Models

An econometric model is essentially an algebraic formula based on economic
theory. The parameters or coefficients of the formula (i.e. the weights or amounts)
are estimated using a statistical method called regression based on the economic
data for the variable of interest (the dependent variable) and explanatory variables
(independent variables).  Stated differently, the goal of the exercise is to
mathematically describe the relationship between the dependent variable and the
independent variables.’

In this case, PFM hypothesized that the trajectory of Pitkin County’s 2 cent sales
tax can be explained by the trajectory of U.S. retail sales and changes to the
Colorado sales tax law enacted in 2019. While we recognize that the composition
of economic activity in Pitkin County is not an exact replicate of the U.S. economy,
the two datasets move closely together (they are highly correlated). In fact, the
growth rate of Pitkin County’s %2 cent sales tax has a correlation of 0.8 with the
growth in U.S. retail sales from 2001-2018. This means that 80% of the variation in
growth the sales tax tracks the growth in U.S. retail sales as Figure 3 illustrates. The
only substantial deviation between the trajectory of the growth in U.S. retail sales
and the growth in Pitkin County’s %2 cent sales tax came in 2019. This was the result
of the change in Colorado law HB19-1240 that imposed sales taxes on Ecommerce
sales in Colorado.

' Wooldridge (2013), pages 1-16.
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Figure 3. Growth in Pitkin County’s 2 Cent Sales Tax and U.S. Retail Sales
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Turning to the use tax, PFM found that it was correlated with the growth in Colorado’s
gross state product (“CGSP”). The correlation between the growth in use tax
collections and growth of CGSP was 0.47. Since the use tax is collected on sales
of construction materials and motor vehicles, it is reasonable to model them based
on the growth in Colorado’s gross state product. An additional explanatory variable
is added to account for the impact of HB19-1240, as discussed previously. Finally,
PFM included an “Other” episodic explanatory variable to capture various one-time
events pushing the use taxes up and down dramatically in certain years.

Finally, PFM modeled investment income as a function of the one- year prior amount
of total EOTC revenue. From 2015 through 2020, investment income averaged 6%
of the prior year total EOTC revenue in each year.

3.3 Regression Analysis

As discussed above, PFM specified three equations to quantify the relationships
between the three EOTC revenue sources and a set of explanatory variables. The
equations are set out in algebraic form below.

(1) Growth in %2 Cent Sales Taxt =B1 + B2 * Growth in U.S. Retail Salest+ B3*
HB19-1240

(2) Growth Use Taxt = B1 + B2 * Growth Colorado GSPt1 + B3 * HB19-1240 + B4 *
Other Episodic Factors

(3) EOTC Investment Incomet =6% * EOTC Investment Incomet-1
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B1, B2, B3 and B4 are coefficients whose values will be estimated using regression
procedures. T is for time and T-1 is for one year lagged. PFM used the ordinary
least squares (“OLS”) regression method to estimate the coefficients for the
equations. OLS estimates the coefficient values by minimizing the sum of the
squared errors between the actual values and the fitted values to generate the best
fitting linear equation. If the assumptions underlying OLS are met, then coefficients
estimated using OLS are the best and most reliable coefficient estimates.

There are seven classical OLS assumptions, that if satisfied, assure the best
coefficient estimates.?

(1) The equations are linear in the coefficients and the error term.

(2) The error term has a mean of zero.

(3) All the independent variables are uncorrelated with the error term.
(4) The errors are uncorrelated with each other (no autocorrelation).
(5) The error term has a constant variance (no heteroscedasticity).
(6) No multicollinearity.
(7) The error term is normally distributed.

The results of the OLS regressions are presented next, along with a discussion of
their statistical properties.

3.4 Forecast Equations

Table 2 displays the regression results for the equation to explain the growth in Pitkin
County’s 2 cent sales tax. The equation provides a good fit to the data explaining
80% of the variation in the growth of the 72 cent sales tax as demonstrated by the
Adjusted R Square statistic of 0.8. The equation is highly reliable as a whole, based
on its F score of 34. Any F score over 4 is reliable. The coefficient estimates for the
growth in U.S. retail sales and HB19-1240 are reliably estimated based on their low
standard errors producing their high t-stats. A t-stat above 2 is one that is highly
reliable. As the P-values show, the probabilities that the coefficients are zero instead
of the values estimated by the OLS regression are essentially zero.

Figure 4 shows that the model provides an equation generating a very close fit to
the actual trajectory of the growth in the 2 cent sales tax. The statistical properties
of the equation satisfy the seven requirements of the OLS method. The equation is
linear in form and the coefficients are linear in their effects, as shown in Figure 4.
The error term, which is the difference between the fitted value and the actual value
also called the residual, has a mean of zero.

? Frost (2019), pages 195-203.
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Table 2. Regression Results for the Growth of the 2 Cent Sales Tax

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.90
R Square 0.80
Adjusted R Square 0.78
Standard Error 0.04
Observations 20.00
ANOVA
df SS MS F
Regression 2 0.09 0.04 34.66
Residual 17 0.02 0.00
Total 19 0.1
Standard

Coefficients Error t Stat P-value
Intercept 0.01 0.01 0.93 0.364275
US Retail 1.59 0.25 6.35 7.31E-06
HB19-1240 0.1 0.02 5.67 2.79E-05

Figure 4. Comparison of Actual v.Forecast Growth in /2 Cent Sales Tax
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The plot of the residuals shown in Figure 5 indicates that they are not independent
over time. For example, each year from 2005-2008 and 2013-2016, the model
underestimated the actual growth rate in the %2 cent sales tax. The effect is to
compromise the precision of the coefficient estimates. However, in this case the
effect is minor given the very high t-Stat values.

Figure 5. Plot of the Residuals

The scatter plot of the actual data compared to the residual values shown in Figure
6 demonstrates that the error term has a constant variance (no heteroscedasticity).
If not, the scatter plot will show a tell tale cone shape where the residuals increase
in one direction or another.

A check of the correlation between the explanatory variables shows that the

correlation is low. Thus, there is no multicollinearity to worry about. Finally, the
residuals exhibit a normal distribution.
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Figure 6. Scatter Plot of the Actual Data and the Residuals
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Table 3 shows the regression results for the equation for the growth in the Pitkin
County use tax. The equation provides a very good fit to the data with its Adjusted
R Square of 0.83. Figure 7 shows, the model tracks the actual variations in the use
tax except for extreme years such as 2008 when use taxes jumped 70%, or in 2010
when they plunged 33%.

The F score of over 26 indicates that the overall model is highly reliable. The
coefficient estimate for Colorado GDP has a t Stat of 2.08 making it reliable different
from zero with a96% level of confidence. The coefficient on HB19-1240 has at Stat
over 2.8 making it highly reliable with 99% confidence. The coefficient estimate for
Other factors is also highly reliable with a t Stat of nearly 7.

The mean of the error terms is zero as required. The plot of the residuals in Figure
8 shows no sign of serial correlation with each error independent of the next. There
is no heteroscedasticity either as Figure 9 shows. Multicollinearity is not an issue
since the correlations among the independent variables is low. Finally, the residuals
exhibit a normal distribution.
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SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Table 3. Regression Results for the Growth in the Use Tax

Multiple R 0.9
R Square 0.83
Adjusted R Square 0.80
Standard Error 0.13
Observations 20
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 3 1.41 047 26.82 1.7648E-06
Residual 16 0.28 0.02
Total 19 1.70

Coefficients  Standard Error t Stat P-value  Lower 95%
Intercept -0.07 0.06 -1.17 0.26 -0.21
CO GDP-1 2.48 1.19 2.08 0.05 -0.04
HB19-1240 -0.43 0.15 -2.80 0.01 -0.76
Other 0.40 0.06 6.28 0.00 0.26

Figure 7. Comparison of Actual v.Forecast Growth in Use Tax
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Figure 8. Plot of the Residuals
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Figure 9. Scatter Plot of the Actual Data and the Residuals
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4.0

Economic Outlook
4.1 Overview

It is beyond the scope and budget for this assignment to provide detailed economic
forecasts for the U.S. and Pitkin County economies. However, summary projections
are a necessary foundation for the EOTC revenue forecast. The sections below
focus on the most important factors affecting the EOTC forecast.

4.2  Structural Changes

Prior to the Covid19 outbreak and recession, the U.S. economy was undergoing a
set of structural changes. Globalization of supply chains and the expansion of
international trade over the last 20 years has resulted in very low inflation, low
interest rates, and virtually no growth in real wages for a substantial portion of U.S.
households. Birth rates and the levels of net migration have caused U.S. population
growth to slow to about 1%. Since the Great Recession in 2007-8, investment in
plant and equipment has slowed sharply. All of this has slowed the long-term rate
of U.S. growth to about 2% annually.

Without a major change in U.S. economic policies, there is no reason to believe that
the outlook for growth or inflation will change significantly. The Trump tax cuts failed
to boost U.S. investment spending or productivity. To date, the effect has been to
exacerbate the growing inequality of wealth distribution. The potential impact of
President Biden’s infrastructure proposals is uncertain because of the political
process and prospects for amendments and risk of passage. Regardless, the
programs will have only small impact in the very near term.

What is certain is that the massive federal stimulus programs enacted to offset the
impact of the Covid19 recession have triggered a strong rebound pushing GDP back
above its prior pre-Pandemic level. The structural changes wrought by the
Pandemic are unfolding. The Pandemic proved that work-from-home worked for
many businesses and many employees. While this is certain to have major
structural impacts on many industries and occupations as well as many locales, it
will take a few more years for the process to reach equilibrium. All of these forces
cloud the outlook adding more than the usual uncertainty for any forecast.

4.3 Macro Outlook

PFM uses the macroeconomic forecasts provided by Moody’s Analytics. As Figure
9 shows, Moody’s is projecting continuing strong economic growth over the next few
years supported by the massive federal response to the Pandemic, and the
expectation that the current surge of Covid19 caused by the Delta Variant, will peak
in August and vaccination rates will improve providing a buffer against future viral
surges.
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Figure 9. Growth of Real GDP
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The forecast equation for the growth in Pitkin County’s 2 cent sales tax is driven by
the projection for growth in U.S. retail sales. Moody’s forecast is shown in Figure
10. Moody’s has projected a 15% jump in retail sales this year followed by an 11%
gain in 2022. Thereafter, gains in retail sales will settle back to their more normal
pace of +/- 3% per year.

Figure 11 shows the projections for growth in Colorado’s gross state product which
is used to drive the forecast for Pitkin’s use tax collections. Moody’s expects growth
of about 5% in 2021 with a surge in 2022 to 11%. Strong growth is projected through
2025 averaging about 5.5% per year.
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Figure 10. Growth of U.S. Retail Sales
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Figure 11. Growth in Colorado Gross State Product
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5.0

Revenue Forecast and Analysis for EOTC
5.1 Revenue Forecast for EOTC

As noted above, the EOTC receives funding from three sources. First, the EOTC
shares the 0.5% Pitkin County sales tax with RFTA. Since 2005, the EOTC’s share
is 18.96% with the balance of 81.04% going to RFTA. Second, the EOTC is
allocated 100% of Pitkin County’s 0.5% use tax. Third, the EOTC collects revenue
from its investments and other miscellaneous sources.

Substantial structural changes have occurred since 2019 which affect the revenue
projections for EOTC. HB19-1240 changed Colorado’s administration of the State’s
sales tax by taxing Ecommerce sales and shifting the nexus of taxation such that
products delivered into Pitkin County are now subject to the County’s sales tax.
However, the increased scope of the sales tax reduces use tax revenues from
construction materials. If the materials pay sales tax, they no longer pay use tax. In
addition, the Covid19 recession and recovery have had dramatic impacts on sales
tax revenues.

The % cent transit sales tax soared $1.3 million higher in 2019. Then, revenues
dropped $150,000 in 2020 pushed lower by the recession. Sales tax revenues are
on track to rebound by $1.7 million this year.

The revenue forecast for EOTC was developed by using the forecast equations
discussed in Section 3 in combination with the forecasts for the independent

variables provided by Moody’s shown in Section 4. Table 4 contains the history and
projections for the EOTC revenues along with its components.

[The balance of this page left intentionally blank.]
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Table 4. EOTC Revenues by Component

History and Forecast

Year Transit ¥ RFTA @ EOTC@ Transit EOTC EOTC Total
Cent Sales 81.04% 18.96% Use Tax Investment
Tax Income
2000 $3,173,527 $1,524,562 $1,648,965  $412,241 $229,483 $3,815,251
2001 $3,087,144 $1,483,064 $1,604,080 $489,096 $225,419 $2,318,595
2002 $2,952,182 $1,415,871  $1,536,311 $469,937 $273,872 $2,280,120
2003 $2,937,595 $1,411,221 $1,526,374  $444,861 $162,925 $2,134,160
2004 $3,203,296 $1,538,863 $1,664,433  $542,548 $196,227 $2,403,208
2005 $3,541,309 $2,869,877 $671,432  $537,039 $485,076 $1,693,547
2006 $3,825,453 $3,100,147 $725,306  $574,180 $705,319 $2,004,805
2007 $3,997,592 $3,239,649 $757,943  $622,008 $800,644 $2,180,595
2008 $4,034,722 $3,269,739 $764,983 $1,055,214 $543,017 $2,363,214
2009 $3,371,170 $2,731,996 $639,174 $1,079,909 $162,517 $1,881,600
2010 $3,580,664 $2,901,770 $678,894  $720,201 $112,981 $1,512,076
2011 $3,798,447 $3,078,261 $720,186  $743,775 $91,897 $1,555,858
2012 $3,913,565 $3,171,553 $742,012  $751,827 $51,181 $1,545,020
2013 $4,185,934 $3,392,281 $793,653  $940,434 $41,522 $1,775,609
2014 $4,567,135 $3,701,206 $865,929 $1,271,318 $50,288 $2,187,535
2015 $4,929,637 $3,994,978 $934,659 $1,454,532 $56,747 $2,445,938
2016 $5,106,873 $4,138,610 $968,263 $1,390,061 $75,190 $2,433,514
2017 $5,357,764 $4,341,932 $1,015,832 $1,978,646 $89,000 $3,083,478
2018 $5,669,869 $4,594,862 $1,075,007 $1,484,002 $166,211 $2,725,220
2019 $6,929,287 $5,615,494 $1,313,793 $1,648,572 $295,008 $3,257,373
2020 $6,783,014 $5,496,955 $1,286,059  $957,794 $252,213 $2,496,067
2021 $8,449,872 $6,847,776 $1,602,096  $431,576 $107,870 $2,141,542
2022 $9,534,548 $7,726,798 $1,807,750  $483,640 $119,453 $2,410,843
2023 $10,078,385 $8,167,524 $1,910,862  $577,870 $134,474 $2,623,206
2024 $10,598,248 $8,588,820 $2,009,428  $656,703 $146,320 $2,812,451
2025 $11,203,532 $9,079,342 $2,124,190 $741,453 $156,876 $3,022,518

After falling sharply in 2020, EOTC revenues are expected to decline again
modestly in 2021. Thereafter, EOTC revenues will grow slowly fueled by
gains in both sales and use taxes. Sales taxes will return to their normal
trajectory after the big surges in 2021 and 2022. After falling sharply in 2020
and 2021 because of the impact of HB19-1240, use taxes stabilize and begin
growing with gains in use taxes from autos. Figure 12 displays the forecast
for EOTC’s revenue.
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Figure 12. EOTC Revenues
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Table 5 highlights these projected changes in revenues by focusing on
revenue growth. After dropping over $761,000 in 2020, EOTC revenues will
grow by about $200,000 per year through 2025. The growth is propelled by
gains in the 2 cent sales tax and a stabilization use tax revenues generated
by the use tax on vehicles.

Table 5. Growth in 2 Cent Sales Tax, Revenue Distributions, and Use

Tax

Year Transit 1/2 RFTA@ EOTIC@ Transit EOTC EOTC Total

Cent Sales 81.04% 18.96% Use Tax Investment

Tax Income
2015 $362,502 $293,772 $68,730 $183,214 $6,459 $258,403
2016 $177,236 $143,632  $33,604 -$64,471 $18,443 -$12,424
2017 $250,891 $203,322 $47,569 $588,585 $13,810 $649,964
2018 $312,105 $252,930  $59,175 -$494,644 $77,211 -$358,258
2019 $1,259,418 $1,020,632 $238,786 $164,570 $128,797 $532,153
2020 -$146,273 -$118,540  -$27,733 -$690,778 -$42,795 -$761,306
2021 $1,666,858 $1,350,822 $316,036 $35,970 -$144,343 $207,663
2022 $1,084,676 $879,022  $205,655 $52,064 $11,583 $269,302
2023 $543,837 $440,726  $103,112 $94,230 $15,021 $212,363
2024 $519,863 $421,297  $98,566 $78,833 $11,845 $189,244
2025 $605,284 $490,522 $114,762  -$11,703 $5,310 $108,369
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As Figure 12 illustrates, gains in the EOTC portion of the sales tax along with
modest increases in use taxes support modest total growth in EOTC
revenues through 2025.

Figure 12. Annual Changes in EOTC Sales and Use Tax Receipts
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Impact of HB19-1240 on Revenues for EOTC

As discussed previously, HB19-1240 has substantially increased sales tax
revenues but at the cost of major reductions in use tax revenues. Table 6
quantifies the effect of HB19-1240 on the EOTC’s share of the sales tax.
From 2005-2018, the EOTC sales tax has increased at a 4% annual rate.
The column “EOTC Base No HB19-1240" shows what those sales tax
revenues would have been using this historical growth rate. The impact of
HB19-1240 can be gauged by the difference between: (a) the base and (b)
the total amount of EOTC'’s sales tax revenues, labeled “EOTC Increase over
Base” in Table 6. As Table 6 demonstrates, HB19-1240 had a substantial
positive impact on EOTC’s sales tax revenues which are projected to be more
than $3.3 million higher through 2025 because of the effects of HB19-1240.
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Table 6. Gauging the Impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC’s Sales Tax Revenue

Year EOTC @ 18.96% EOTCBase No EOTC Increase

HB19-1240 over Base
2018 $1,075,007 $1,075,007 $0
2019 $1,313,793 $1,114,641 $199,151
2020 $1,286,059 $1,155,737 $130,323
2021 $1,602,096 $1,198,347 $403,748
2022 $1,807,750 $1,242,529 $565,221
2023 $1,910,862 $1,288,339 $622,522
2024 $2,009,428 $1,335,839 $673,589
2025 $2,124,190 $1,385,090 $739,100
Total $13,129,185 $9,795,529 $3,333,656

Table 7 repeats this exercise for EOTC’s use tax revenue. The actual and
projected levels for the use tax are shown in the second column from left.
PFM used the regression analysis for the use tax described above to estimate
what the level of use tax revenues would have been but for HB19-1240. The
total impact from 2019-2025 is projected to be a reduction of nearly $7 million
compared to what would have otherwise been expected, but for HB19-1240.

Table 7. Measuring the Impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC’s Use Tax Revenue

Year EOTC Use Tax EOTC Use Tax EOTC Increase
No HB19-1240 over Base

2018 $1,438,539 $1,438,539 $0

2019 $1,648,572 $1,806,811 -$158,239
2020 $395,606 $1,211,600 -$815,994

2021 $431,576 $1,321,763 -$890,187

2022 $483,640 $1,481,216 -$997,576

2023 $577,870 $1,769,808 -$1,191,939

2024 $656,703 $2,011,246 -$1,354,543

2025 $741,453 $2,270,805 -$1,529,352

Total $6,373,958 $13,311,788 -$6,937,830
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Table 8 brings the two types of impacts shown in Tables 6 and 7 together
thereby showing the combined impact of HB19-1240 on EOTC revenues.
HB19-1240 is projected to increase EOTC revenues by $3.3 million through
2025 (as shown in Table 6) while at the same time depressing use tax
revenues by nearly $7 million (see Table 7). On a combined basis HB19-
1240 is projected to reduce EOTC revenues by $3.6 million compared to
levels without HB19-1240.

Table 8. Total Impact on EOTC Revenues from HB19-1240

Year EOTC Sales & Use EOQOTC Sales & Use Net Impact of

Tax with HB19-  Tax without HB19- HB19-1240

1240 1240

2018 $2,513,546 $2,513,546 $0
2019 $2,962,365 $2,921,453 $40,912
2020 $1,681,665 $2,367,336 -$685,671
2021 $2,033,672 $2,520,110 -$486,438
2022 $2,291,390 $2,723,745 -$432,355
2023 $2,488,732 $3,058,148 -$569,416
2024 $2,666,131 $3,347,085 -$680,954
2025 $2,865,643 $3,655,895 -$790,252
Total $19,503,143 $23,107,318 -$3,604,174

Finally, in considering the impacts of HB19-1240 on EOTC revenues, it is
important not to lose sight of the fact that total EOTC revenues are projected
to grow from 2020 through 2025. By 2025 EOTC revenue are projected to
nearly regain their prior level before HB19-1240. So, while HB19-1240
pushed EOTC revenues below where they otherwise would have been,
HB19-1240 is not expected to cause EOTC’s revenues to fall after their big
decline in 2020.
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6.0 Analysis of the Potential to Transfer No-Fare Service from EOTC to RFTA
6.1 Potential Considering Revenue Forecast
Can RFTA reasonably be expected to absorb the cost of the no-fare service
covering Aspen, Snowmass, and Woody Creek that is estimated to range
from $814,000-to-$1.06 million between 2021 and 2025? Based on PFM's
projections, the answer is yes. RFTA's revenue increased significantly in
2019 and after dipping in 2020, revenues are likely to grow substantially again
this year and in 2022. These are step-ups that are not likely to be reversed
anytime soon since they are based on the structural change caused by HB19-
1240 and the expected growth in the area’s economy.
As Table 9 shows, the combination of HB19-1240 and a rebounding economy
from 2021-23, will result in strong gains in the % cent transit sales tax pushing
RFTA's 81.04% share up strongly as well. Some of this revenue growth
would have occurred without the effect of HB19-1240.
From 2005-2018, RFTA’s share of the transit tax grew at a 4% annual rate as
shown in the column labeled “RFTA Base No HB19-1240." The “RFTA
Increase over Base” column shows the amount of additional sales tax
revenues resulting from HB19-1240, which expanded the sales tax base and
taxed products purchased elsewhere but delivered into Pitkin.
Table 9. RFTA Revenue Forecast and Analysis
Year | Transit 1/2 Cent RFTA@ RFTA Base No RFTA Increase EOTC No Fare RFTA Increase Net of
Sale Tax 81.04% HB19-1240 over Base Service Cost EOTC No Fare
subsidy
2018 $5,669,869 $4,594,862 $4,594,862 $0 NA $0
2019 $6,929,287 $5,615,494 $4,764,269 $851,226 NA $851,226
2020 $6,783,014 $5,496,955 $4,939,921 $557,033 NA $557,033
2021 $8,449,872 $6,847,776 $5,122,050 $1,725,726 $814,000 $911,726
2022 $9,534,548 $7,726,798 $5,310,894 $2,415,904 $870,980 $1,544,924
2023 $10,078,385 $8,167,524 $5,506,700 $2,660,824 $931,949 $1,728,875
2024 $10,598,248 $8,588,820 $5,709,725 $2,879,096 $997,185 $1,881,911
2025 $11,203,532 $9,079,342 $5,920,235 $3,159,107 $1,060,000 $2,099,107
Total $69,246,756  $56,117,571 $41,868,655 $14,248,917 $4,674,114 $9,574,803
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RFTA staff estimates the EOTC No Fare Service Cost at $814,000 in 2021
rising to $1,060,000 by 2025. Since the RFTA Increase over Base revenues
are projected to be more than the No Fare Service Costs, there would be
more than enough revenue increase to support the subsidy through 2025.
These considerations are illustrated in Figure 13.

Figure 13. RFTA Revenues and the No Fare Subsidy
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Figure 14 expands on the analysis of the no fare subsidy by showing the
RFTA increase over the base, the no fare service cost, and the remaining
RFTA revenue net of the subsidy. The RFTA revenue net of the subsidy is
projected to range from $1.5 million in 2022 to over $2 million by 2025.
Therefore, RFTA can absorb the no fare subsidy.
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Figure 14. RFTA Revenue Increase Over Base, No Fare Subsidy and
RFTA Increase Over Base net of No Fare Subsidy
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6.2 OtherPolicy Considerations

Finally, there are other revenue considerations. Sales tax revenues for all
EOTC communities have and will increase significantly going forward. Just
as is the case for RFTA’'s sales tax revenues, the structural change wrought
by HB19-1240, coupled with the strong economic outlook through 2025,
supports the view that EOTC communities will continue to enjoy strong gains
in their sales tax revenues.
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Regional Bikeshare and
First & Last Mile Mobility

Study

Project Update
Thursday, November 11, 2021






First/Last Mile Mobility
Study Update





FLM Recommendation Themes

= Microtransit Technologies:
= Enhancing existing fixed route
= Enhancing existing local circulators
= Developing grassroots microtransit
= Community Carpooling
= Secure Bike Parking Facilities
= Pick up and Drop off
= Community E-Bike Libraries

= Materials for Spanish Speakers






Typology Applicability

= Listing each of the FLM recommendation themes by applicability to typology.

‘ Most applicable

Maybe applicable depending on situation

D@ Not applicable





City (Aspen

Town (e.g. New Castle, BRT stop and Rural local stop and

Recommendation g;ﬁrllegr;v)vood Carbondale) surroundings surroundings

Microtransit — Fixed Route —— [@ D@
Enhancements

Microtransit — Local Circulator —_— l‘

Enhancements [@ D@
Microtransit — Grassroots microtransit [@ l‘ lb I
Secure Bike Parking Facilities - lb l‘  —
Community Carpooling l‘ l‘ ——
Pick-up and Drop-off Enhancements l‘ ——
Community E-Bike Libraries I‘ [[;1__\‘9 [@

Materials for Spanish Speakers l‘ Ib l‘ l‘





Researching Our Recommendations

 |ldentify and recommend software and technology to support
microtransit in different typologies.

 ldentify and recommend software and technology to support
community carpooling.

* |dentify the key locations for:
* Secure bike parking
 Pick-up and drop-off locations

« Community e-bike libraries






Draft Bikeshare System
Plan






Revised Bikeshare System Plans

Upper Valley:
= Downtown Aspen system almost built-out
= Difficult to get developer funding

=  (Coordination of ABC/Buttermilk needs to be in concert
with the County

= County recognizes need to bring funding to the table
= Bikeshare pilot in Snowmass Village

=  Connections to Brush Creek and Buttermilk Lots
dependent on infrastructure

Please review revised system plans and provide
feedback by: November 18t"






Revised Bikeshare System Plans

Mid Valley
= Emphasis on safety and crossings of Hwy 82
= More coordination with Eagle and Pitkin Counties

=  Opportunity for developer contributions to help with
capital and build-out

Please review revised system plans and provide
feedback by: November 18th






Revised Bikeshare System Plans

Lower Valley

= Competition with interest in shuttle expansion or
circulator in Carbondale

=  Smaller opening systems
» |nterest in accelerating something in West Glenwood

= Considering other options for low-density areas (e.g.,
New Castle and West Glenwood)

« Example: e-bike subsidy; e-bike lending program; e-bike
parking and charging at RFTA stations

Please review revised system plans and provide
feedback by: November 18th






Capital Cost Analysis

= Cost of equipment:
Kiosks
Map panels
Station plates
Docks
Bikes

= Assumptions

~25% solar powered stations
~33% e-bikes





Capital Cost Analysis

= [ncludes:
« Station assembly
« Station installation
« Map printing
« Tools and supplies
=  Accounts for:
* 3% annual price inflation
* 10% shipping and customs

« 5% p.a. replacement cost (starting after 5-yrs)





Capital Cost Analysis

= Calculated per community per year





Operating Cost Analysis

= QOperating cost components:
« Start-up (new communities)
« Personnel:

= Qverhead
= Qperations
 Costs:

= QOverhead
= QOperations

Source: WE-cycle





Operating Cost Analysis

= Personnel:

 Qverhead:

= Management Team
= Program Support

* Operations:

= City or Town demand
= 6-, 9-, 12-month season

= Bring staffing levels and wages up to
iIndustry standard

Source: WE-cycle





Operating Cost Analysis

= Costs:
« Qverhead

* Operating

= (Costs include:
3% annual inflation

 (Costs scale with increase in bikes or
stations

Source: WE-cycle





Operating Cost Analysis

= Will be calculated per community per year





Implementation Stages

1. “Destination 2040”;

» Phase 2 in Aspen & Mid-Valley; Base Service in Carbondale and Glenwood Springs
2. “EOTC + RFTA”:

= Phase 3 & 4 in Aspen; Phase 2 in Shnowmass

3. “RFTA + Local A”:
= Phase 3 in Mid-Valley; Phase 2 in Carbondale; Phase 2 in Glenwood Springs

4. "RFTA + Local B™:

» Phase 3 in Snowmass; Phase 3 in Glenwood Springs; Base Service in New Castle

5. “Development + Infrastructure™
= D+| Phases in Aspen, Mid-Valley, Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs





Cost Analysis Next Steps

= Review capital and operations cost analysis results to determine
share of system cost that can be covered by Destination 2040 funds,
identify gaps, and supplemental funding options





Destination 2040

= $1.271 Million Capital designated for Bike Share Expansion

= $583,000 designated for Bike Share Operations beginning 2020
and increasing by 3% per year

Bike Share Expansion Description: RFTA intends to increase mobility and better
address “first and last mile” connectivity issues surrounding BRT stations by expanding the

WE-cycle bike share system to Carbondale and Glenwood Springs, and by increasing the
level of bike share service in Aspen and Basalt.






Funding Discussion

= Destination 2040
= Eligibility
= Bikeshare only

= + Bike-related programs?
= + All FLM programs?

= Allocation or competitive

= Timeline for use

= | ocal Match
= Additional RFTA funds
= Role of EOTC and counties






Stakeholder Findings
RFV Roadmap

October 2021






Opening/Welcome

Introductions

Overview of Stakeholder Workforce Resiliency input and outcomes
What do we want to do with what we heard?

|dentify next steps





Introductions

e Name
e QOrganization and work you do

e \What's been the biggest impact from COVID-19 on your work?






Roaring Fork Valley Roadmap Overview

e Scope:
-Implement strategies necessary to build a sustainable workforce for the Roaring Fork Valley

e C(Collective Impact
-Build regional leadership collaboration to address priority areas
-Collectively leverage local, state and federal funding to have the biggest impact on
addressing the issues/barriers to sustainability

e Engage diversity of stakeholders and communities
-Listen to and engage with a diversity of stakeholders to determine areas to produce greater
regional workforce resiliency and improve the quality of life for all workers and their
families.





RFV Groundwork Process / Next Steps

Stakeholder Meetings

RFV Steering Committee

Roadmap Planning

Week of October 25th

To listen to and engage with a
network of stakeholders who
have insights into the Roaring
Fork Valley’s workforce in order
to determine how any potential
funding could be leveraged to
produce greater regional
workforce resiliency and improve
the quality of life for

all workers and their families.

Immediately following
Stakeholder Meetings

Review topics and discussions of
stakeholder meetings

Identify opportunities / priorities
for collective impact and funding

Clarify next steps for planning
process and develop a roadmap
to address priorities

November - June 2022

Move forward with Phase 2 of
Roadmap Process - Planning

Paired with a consultant through
DOLA process to help develop a
Roadmap that meets our region’s
needs

Based on outcome of
Stakeholder meetings, will
identify what additional
resources may be needed during
this time





Stakeholder Profile - Who we heard from

Stakeholders by Sector

Business/Tourism
Community Outreach
Education

Family Resources
Faith

Financial Literacy
Food Security

Health Care

Housing

Housing Stability

Sector

Immigrant Justice

Legal Services

Mental Health

Public Safety

Recovery Resources
Senior Services

Social Justice
Transportation
Workforce Development

Total

45 Total





Stakeholder Profile - Who we heard from

Stakeholders by Service Area

All
31.9%

Upper Valley
38.3%

Lower Valley
14.9%

Mid Valley
14.9%






Finding #1: Current Realities






Finding #2: Range of Solutions (Tactical - to - Strategic)

Housing:

Pot of funding to incentivize developers to actually
implement that structure.

“Company town” where all of there additional houses etc go
in the same place- start building infrastructure around that
are to serve people and all their needs

Valley wide housing authority and a workforce center.
Every business and entity should offer affordable housing
Creation of strategic regional housing collaboration
Business and gov collaboration with regional housing effort
Tri-county Regional housing authority

Getting all large employers in the valley to add to a main
regional housing authority

Incentivize long term rentals

Find a donor for an affordable housing complex in Pitkin
County

Having a fund for first time homeowners

Equitable access to resources/daily needs:

Being bilingual and bicultural should be compensated.
RFTA should be free.

Universal healthcare for physical and mental health.
Navigation system, to get help

Paying off mortgages for childcare facilities

Universal preschools

Free community college

Economic Diversification:

Regional economic development plan
Hiring that is not dependent on legal status.
Tri county and collaborative social services

Retaining workforce:

Creating hybrid flexible work schedules for employees
Incentivize employers to increase remote work

Access and Inclusion:

True representation regionally of who lives here
Decisions made on data.

A part of the decision making process
Representation of our community at the table
Human-Based Design

Define the community you want to be and define your laws
and policy around that.
Old model needs to be evaluated
- We keep saying “The new normal”
- We need to completely rewrite the old process, not
return to the old, but rewrite the story.





Finding #3: Regionalism

These are clear regional issues because of our economic, geographic, social and revolving
interdependencies. There are significant questions about the lack of a regional mechanism

to solve these problems.

There is no perceived regional vision, articulated values, or demonstrated evidence of
working together.

Consistent comments reflected “We haven't, we aren’t and we won't.”





Finding #4: Approach to Solving Current Realities

There is great diversity of thought and opinion on how to approach and solve regional
issues.

Two Paradigms:

Depth vs breadth
What we do and how we do it.





Finding #5: Inclusion

There is difference of opinion on the representative vs inclusive governance problem
solving models.

Some participants were comfortable speaking for their constitutes, others wanted more
inclusive processes.

This diversity of preferences to approach adds to the complexity of how to solve these
regional issues.





Different stressors are appearing for different economic groups. The
equalizer is that they are all stressors. Bottom line: Stressors are cutting
across socioeconomic lines. The solutions are different resulting in more
complexity.

Workforce fatigue is being experienced both virtually and in face to face
work- we cannot assume that the fatigue is just with the direct service
population.

Leadership is tired, vast majority of leaders expressed fatigue leading their
workforce. It will be difficult to renew employees/workforce when the
leaders are tired. We were reminded that these leaders are also a part of the
workforce that are impacted by the lack of the economic diversity, systemic
inequalities and increased traumas from COVID.





Next Steps

Problems are deeper than we thought

We have given you the issues in finding 1 plus the solutions in finding 2

We would be negligent if we did not bring up 3,4,5

Where do we go from here?






Discussion Summary

Key Issues for Addressing:

e Housing Security (Affordable, Available and Diverse)
o Address both in breadth and depth

e Mental Health of the Community

o The Trauma of Covid-19. Can't tackle big issues when the community’s leadership and
workforce is tired.

Next Steps:

e Follow-up virtual call
o Whatis the “project” we want for the roadmap
o  What are the efforts that will parallel the roadmap effort





Appendix

Overview of DOLA Roadmap process
Link to slide deck from Stakeholder Meetings
Meeting Summaries

Additional Resources (links only)
a. Detailed meeting notes
b. Northwest Colorado Workforce Area Fall Labor Market Update

HwnN =




https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1t6DcNCqTGX4ZqM9tSetIYHPzuZI1dTKMR0MN1f1vR7Y/edit?usp=sharing

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1wloTVzxfYdoZET8BG_E_SdUehYDR9sPHrQrEqrmbspI/edit?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/10n5Tw3PdNFrMOFZgjkZgD454M2WyPoKb/view?usp=sharing



DOLA Resiliency and Recovery Roadmap Process

Provides essential recovery and resiliency planning support for rural communities to take a
long-term, holistic view to reimagine their regional economies and advance priority projects.

Phase 1: Groundwork Phase 2: Planning Phase 3: Implementation
August - October October - June 2022 June 2022 - June 2023

e Teams get aligned & e Teams are paired e The State Recovery
set goals for their with a consultant that Team will support
roadmaps has the appropriate implementation by

o TERE A experience to help helping cpmmunltles
N — develop a Roadmap find funding for

NI WOTRIOgEteT that meets the team's projects identified in

e Teams receive data needs the Roadmaps.
packages tp help e Roadmaps are
assess their top ;

; data-informed,
issues &

fast-moving, and

opportunities action-oriented.





Working Definitions

Workforce
® Anyone that works in the Roaring Fork Valley, regardless of where they live

Sustainable Workforce / Workforce Resiliency

®\What are the systemic needs/infrastructure to ensure the workers of the RFV have the tools
and resources to weather any future economic or environmental changes

Areas may include:
oHousing stability
oAffordable/Workforce Housing
oChildcare
oMental Health / Health Care
oWorkforce Development
oTourism / Service Economy
oTransportation

oAnd more!
S





Stakeholder Meeting Priorities - By Meeting

Meeting 1 Priorities:

1) Housing

2) Retaining Current Workforce

3) Systemic Inequalities

4) Mental/emotional health

5) Personal/Family Health and Safety

Meeting 2 Priorities:

1) Depths + Diversity of economy

2) Living Wage

3) Inequity in accessibility of resources/support
4) Housing + Transportation

5) Legal Status

Meeting 3 Priorities:

1) Housing

2) Meeting Daily/ Basic Needs

3) Economic Diversification

4) Workforce Recruitment + Retention





Meeting 1
Summary:

Top priorities:

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)

Housing
Retaining Current
Workforce
Systemic
Inequalities
Mental/emotional
health
Personal/Family
Health and Safety






Tl
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Innovative Ideas:

Define the community you want to
be and define your laws and policy
around that.

“Company town” where all of there
additional houses etc go in the
same place- start building
infrastructure around that are to
serve people and all their needs

Pot of funding to incentivize
developers to actually implement
that structure.

Old model needs to be evaluated
-  We keep saying “The new
normal”
We need to completely
rewrite the old process, not
return to the old, but rewrite
the story.






Meeting 2

Summary
Affinity Groups
| INSecolmy j Pooects Lk 0F M
;“,,g.é";_f ] s car 1) Depths + Diversity of
/ economy

| Costok iy

2) Living Wage

3) Inequity in accessibility
of resources/support

s s o Sl B 4) Housing +

el L : rE Transportation

‘ 5) Legal Status

Could not make one a priority.

ey
o senae Each element is

o interconnected

Valigy, 7 "

Having a human centered
approach






Themes:

Bilingual people need to be
compensated for being bilingual
and bicultural.
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What are the values that you wish
the decision makers were basing
their direction off of?
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Session 2:

Meeting # 2: 9:00AM - 11:00 AM
Wednesday, October 27

- Who was there

- What did they represent

At the point of answering question 2 of prioritization, the group took it in another direction by
answering this question instead:

“What would be the ideal values for decision makers for guiding regional change?”

Considering that the group agreed that everything was too interconnected, too dependent on the
other, and also very much based in equity and accessibility- it did not make sense to begin to
prioritize and pick a top one or two issues to address. This led to a conversation in the ways that
agencies, local government, businesses and nonprofits all work together to address change.
Comes down to the fact that there is extreme complexity. When you don't have a regional level of

cooperation to handle the complexity, nothing gets done. There is a need for the conversation to
be driven by values.





Meeting 3
Summary

Priorities

1) Housing

2) Meeting Daily/
Basic Needs

3) Economic
Diversification

4) Workforce
Recruitment +
Retention





Innovative Ideas:

Tri-county Regional housing
authority

Getting all large employers in the
valley to add to a main regional
housing authority

Creating hybrid flexible work
schedules for employees

Find a donor for an affordable
housing complex in Pitkin County

Incentivize long term rentals

Incentivize employers to increase
remote work

Having a fund for first time
homeowners

Paying off mortgages for childcare
facilities






Additional Responses (Those unable to attend

From your perspective, what are the impacts of COVID on the workforce in this valley? What are the curren)workforce realities that are
and will impact the RFV for the next 5 years.

e Theimpacts were already here before Covid
e Housing shortage / Mental Health
e Tourism job was a means to and end. Stress and pressures exacerbated by COVID
o  Evaluate what's important
o Making choices to not be in restaurant/service industry
e  Childcare exacerbated by COVID
o Not returning to the workforce - and will they?
e No more scraping by to “make it work”
o  Come to jesus - what's important in their lives / what are their priorities
e Transportation / office space
o  Some shifting, downsizing office spaces, or bring more in
o Commercial real estate and rental prices
e Retirement/selling of businesses
o  Substitute teachers and bus driver shortage /
e  Mass exodus of boomers - generational shift
o Not the opportunity for younger generation to establish themselves as a business owner
e Side business - buy out businesses local entrepreneurs
e Impact of loss of local ownership on workforce
o  Opportunity in corporately owned - mobility
o Cultural shift both ways - can you still work three jobs to make it work
o Messy vitality/funkiness that makes each of our communities.





Additional Responses (Those unable to attend)

Based on the current realities, how could we have the greatest impact / make the greatest improvement for building a resilient workforce in the RF
Valley?

What's the smartest thing we could do to build a more resilient workforce in the Valley?

Be kind. Highlighting the front-line workers

e  Access to more:

o  Transportation

o  Childcare

o  Housing/lodging

o Political will what is necessary not what is advantageous
e  Qualifications for housing - where you can work and where you can live

o What are the qualifications up and down the valley

o  Can we remove the handcuffs to enable employment mobility in the valley

o  Enable a diversity of housing options. People are consciously making a choice of where they want to live
e  Focus on succession planning of the next generation of business owners

o Business apprenticeships - transition plan with financial planners and resources
e How do we address the “opt-out” of service industry

o Growth within the field

o  Childcare

o  Hospitality as a career path

o Marriott model of promoting within - including within the community

m  Thereis an opportunity to do something different before burnout
m  Shiftin people want to be involved in the different facets of the community/career
o Higher within the valley/ foster the talent to be competitive





Additional Responses (Those unable to attend

Remembering that the focus of this meeting is how we could work together on a regional basis to create a more resilien)workforce, what innovative
ideas do you have?

e Internal hire requirement - within the valley
e What are the opportunities to further your career - pipeline for growth
e Changing the mindset to work traditional hours
o  Resources for how to be more flexible - i.e. childcare responsibilities and work
o Retain the great employees, employers change their mindset of what is needed to keep them
e Moving away from the “checkbox” versus the skills for training/upskilling
e  Will help achieve the diversity we want in our community
e Data as baseline is needed to move the needle
o Regional database of housing/salaries/rent

Who leads it;

e  Public/Private partnership
o  CMC/Workforce/SBDC
o  Using what businesses are doing here as ideas and sharing out to others
m Individuals purchasing housing for employees / resources
m  Housing co-ops
e Regional hiring incentive
o  Business law background
o  Stats on the impact of hiring externally versus internally - Carolyn Tucker
o What are big employers in the valley doing? Casual conversations






MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU”) is made this day of
, 2021 by and between Colorado Mountain College (“CMC”), the City of
Aspen, Aspen Valley Hospital, Roaring Fork Transportation Authority and the Aspen School
District, collectively referred to as the “Partners”.

1. Recitals.

a. The United States Forest Service (“USFS”) is authorized to lease or sell its 2.13
acres of land and facilities located at 806 W. Hallam in Aspen, Colorado as part of the U.S.D.A.
leasing program created by Section 8623 of the 2018 Farm Bill.

b. The Partners are considering a collaborative effort to participate in potential site
redevelopment that would provide attainable housing for employees and students.

C. In order to determine whether or not to move forward with this collaboration, the
Partners propose to hire a land planner to conduct a planning study which may serve as the basis for
a formal proposal to the USFS and the White River National Forest’s Realty Specialist, Land
Conveyance Program Manager.

d. The Partners desire to collaborate on this first step of analysis pursuant to the terms
and conditions stated herein.

2. Adgreement.

a. For the purposes of this MOU, CMC shall act as the fiscal agents for the Partners and
all actions taken shall be in compliance with CMC’s procurement rules and regulations.

b. CMC shall issue a request for proposal (“RFP”) to solicit proposals from local land
planners. The scope of work for the RFP will include, generally, planning and concept design
Services.

C. The Partners will each assign one representative to be an active member of the
selection committee for the RFP. Such member shall participate in a meaningful way, review and
score all proposals and attend any interviews.

d. Upon engagement of the land planner, each Partner will cooperate with the land
planner by providing any information needed in a timely manner so that the land planner can
complete the planning study.

e. Upon completion of the planning study, the Partners will decide whether or not to
move forward with a proposal to the USFS. Those Partners deciding to move forward with work
collaboratively on the proposal and will execute another agreement between the Partners related to
the next phase of this collaborative effort.





3. Consideration. Upon execution of this MOU, each Partner shall pay to CMC the amount of
$12,500 to be held by CMC for payment to the land planning firm that is selected. Any amounts
remaining shall either be returned to the Parties or shall remain held by CMC for future collaborate
efforts, upon agreement of the Partners. Other than this consideration, each Partner shall bear its
own costs and expenses incurred in the performance of this MOU.

COLORADO MOUNTAIN COLLEGE CITY OF ASPEN

By: By:

Its: Its:

ASPEN VALLEY HOSPITAL ROARING FORK TRANSPORTATION
AUTHORITY

By: By:

Its: Its:

ASPEN SCHOOL DISTRICT

Its:








