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Summary of Technical Advisory Committee and Regional

Coordination Committee Workshops

This appendix presents a summary of the North 1-25 EIS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
and Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) workshops that were conducted after the release
of the Draft EIS. The goal of these workshops was to determine the elements of the Preferred
Alternative. This appendix presents the decision making process and the agreements made
regarding the Preferred Alternative.

The TAC and RCC were established at the beginning of the project, prior to release of the
Draft EIS to the public. The TAC included staff representatives from the 45 municipalities and
counties in the regional study area that chose to participate, as well as representatives from
RTD, EPA, USACE, and metropolitan planning organizations. The RCC consisted of elected
officials from the 45 municipalities and counties that chose to participate as well as RTD and
the metropolitan planning organizations in the North 1-25 regional study area. During the
decision making workshops described below, the TAC and RCC met as a joint committee
(referred to as the TAC/RCC). The workshop dates and times were posted on the project
website, and members of the public were free to attend and participate.

In addition to the TAC/RCC, An Executive Oversight Committee (EOC) was established,
consisting of representatives from the lead agency (FHWA) and CDOT, which met to
determine policy decisions relating to the project. Originally, FTA was a member of the EOC
until FTA decided that they were more appropriately a cooperating agency. The EOC met at
key project milestones. The EOC continued to provide policy guidance during the decision
making process, as described below.

Decision Making Process

A collaborative decision making process was used to develop consensus among the

45 communities and agencies (including CDOT and FHWA) on the elements in the Preferred
Alternative. A collaborative decision making process, conducted through a series of workshops
with the TAC/RCC, was used because of the need for broad community support and limited
financial resources available for transportation improvements in the region. Broad community
support sets the stage for local agency participation, partnerships, and commitment to
implementation through policies, zoning, adoption of complementary land use and
transportation plans. Broad community support is also more likely to attract funding. The
collaborative decision making process is the mechanism for achieving broad community
support for a Preferred Alternative which addresses Purpose and Need in a manner that
allows FHWA and CDOT to take responsibility for the decision and implement it.

The format of the decision making process is consensus. Operating guidelines were discussed
with the stakeholders (TAC/RCC). These guidelines included the definition of consensus which
does not necessarily mean unanimity. Some parties may strongly support a particular
recommendation while other may accept it as a workable agreement. In a consensus
agreement, the parties recognize that given the combination of gains and tradeoffs, the
resulting agreement is the best one the parties can make at that time. If consensus is not
possible then the level of support and dissention will be noted and all deliberations and
products of the collaborative decision making will be considered by CDOT and FHWA in their
decision making. After each major discussion each member of the TAC/RCC present were
asked to indicate their level of support.
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The discussion process that led to the Preferred Alternative entailed several steps. First the
TAC/RCC identified the goals and values important to their respective communities or
agencies. Next the TAC/RCC considered these values in relation to the major transportation
system components under evaluation in the EIS. In support of this effort, data describing the
components was distributed to the stakeholders. For example, the information included safety
effectiveness of the components. The next series of meetings formed an iterative discussion
process with the TAC/RCC requesting additional information, and subsequent provision of
data as the stakeholders revisited the importance of their respective community values. In this
way the TAC/RCC developed a recommended Preferred Alternative. At this point, the
recommended Preferred Alternative was brought to the EOC for consideration and review.
Upon receiving direction from the EOC, the TAC/RCC finalized the recommended Preferred
Alternative and all participants indicated their support for the Preferred Alternative, thus
establishing consensus.

After identification of the Preferred Alternative, a similar discussion process with the TAC/RCC
was used for identifying the necessary phasing for implementing the action. Phasing of the
project is required because current funding is not sufficient to implement the project in its
entirety. The first discussion with the TAC/RCC described these funding limitations in detail,
and also described the implications of phasing. The first phase identifies a subset of
components of the Preferred Alternative with a cost equal to the available funds in the fiscally-
constrained long range plans. It was also clarified that the order of components in subsequent
phases could be implemented as additional funds become available regardless if they were
included in Phase 2 or Phase 3. It would be a matter of including the project in the conforming,
fiscally constrained long range plan. Given this information, the TAC/RCC were first tasked
with identifying phasing criteria. The TAC/RCC developed the phasing criteria by referring to
the defined elements of purpose and need, as well as their community and agency values. In
addition, CDOT provided guidance regarding the need for a cohesive system for each major
phase. A collaborative decision making process ensued with the TAC/RCC over a series of
meetings. In the end, consensus was achieved on a recommended three phase
implementation plan.

This section further describes the TAC/RCC discussion workshops, and the process used to
gain consensus on the Preferred Alternative and the Phasing Plan.

Preferred Alternative Consensus Workshops

PA Workshop #1 Goal: Identify factors that are of importance to their communities and which
would lead to a successful project:

The TAC/RCC identified the following factors that should be considered during the
development of the Preferred Alternative. No priority was set on these factors.

» Operation integration » Operation infrastructure
» Travel time » Address freight need
» Short trips in addition to Fort Collins — » US 287 impacts (impacts to local network)

Denver trips
» Capital infrastructure » Impact on local transportation network

» Connections — regional connectivity transit  » Fix aging infrastructure
or roadway
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» Seamless ride

» Address safety Inter-community
connections

» Multimodal options

» Emerging trends (ridership, price of fuel,
centers of population)

» BNSF representative present
» Community acceptance

» Scientific-based prioritization

» Cost/benefit

» Funds for maintenance

Interaction of transit component with other
transit providers

Linkage — transportation land use

Identify specific safety needs

How much highway improvement before
moving to rail — threshold

Long-term sustainability
Phasing opportunities

True costs to user between transit and
highway

Environmental regulations met
(Section 404, Section 4(f))

Benefits side-by-side with impacts

PA Workshop #2 Goal: Determine which elements of the packages were supported by the
TAC/RCC and which would need to have more discussion to reach consensus.

Four breakout groups were asked to develop their vision of the Preferred Alternative. The
intent was to determine which elements of Packages A and B were supported for inclusion in
or exclusion from the Preferred Alternative. The TAC/RCC was provided with technical
information from the Draft EIS about all of the impacts from the two build packages, by mode.
These data included impacts to community and natural resources, how well each package
responded to purpose and need, and engineering data such as capital and operating costs by
package and component.

Information from the Draft EIS was presented to the TAC/RCC about transportation and
environmental considerations for development of the Preferred Alternative. Information on
Package A and Package B were provided for the factors identified at Workshop #1 as
requested by the joint committee to assist with the development of a Preferred Alternative.
These included each mode’s ability to address the multimodal needs, improve mobility,
improve accessibility, compatibility with emerging trends, and impacts environmental
resources. Information was also provided on the level of community support expressed for that
mode, the anticipated capital and operating cost and the potential revenue generated.

Technical presentations of data, legislative protections of certain resources and the
implications of those data were also presented, including the requirements of Section 4(f)
legislation and the requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Impacts to wetlands
and other jurisdictional waters were presented by package and by mode. Information about
impacts to other aquatic resources (streams, riparian areas) was also presented in the context
of the requirement by the US Army Corps of Engineers to choose the Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative. The NEPA/Section 404 Merger Agreement was described,
including the various steps in the process where sign-off from the US Army Corps of Engineers
is required.
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Similarly, information about effects of the various alternatives and components to properties
protected by Section 4(f) of the DOT Act (parks, recreational areas, historic properties) was
presented. This presentation included a description of the legislative mandate that FHWA not
approve of the use of a Section 4(f) property unless there has been a determination that there
is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the property and that the action includes all
possible planning to minimize harm from that use.

Breakout groups were provided a map and details about each of the components included in
Packages A and B, including many of the factors previously identified by the breakout group.
Each breakout group was asked to answer the following questions:

1)  What mode or modes of transit should be included in your vision of the Preferred
Alternative?

a. Bus Rapid Transit on |-25
b. Commuter Rail on the BNSF and North Metro commuter rail line
c. Commuter bus on US 85

2) Which highway improvements should be included in your vision of the Preferred
Alternative

a. Tolled Express Lanes
b. General Purpose Lanes

Presentations by each breakout group were made to the TAC/RCC. For each of the questions
above, the reasons for identification of these various components was provided. The reasons
given included the list of factors that had been identified in PA Workshop #1, including land
use compatibility, capital cost, community support, and ability to generate funds for
maintenance.

Key results of this exercise include:

» All four breakout groups identified the need to provide Tolled Express Lanes between SH 66
and US 36 to relieve congestion in the metro area and provide bus travel reliability.

» All four breakout groups included Commuter Bus along US 85 to downtown Denver and DIA
because it is a relatively low cost option that addresses the need to add modal alternatives on
the US 85 corridor.

» All breakout groups included Commuter Rail along the BNSF (Longmont to Fort Collins). Three
of the four groups also included Commuter Rail between the two planned FasTracks rail lines
(North Metro and Northwest Rail). The inclusion of commuter rail addresses the need for
adding modal options, providing long-term sustainable mobility, and addressing the desire to
serve the community centers.

» Two breakout groups included Bus Rapid Transit along 1-25. One group opted to truncate the
BRT service and provide it only south of SH 66. These breakout groups included BRT because
it was a cost effective modal option and could be relatively easy to implement in the near term.

» All breakout groups included widening along 1-25 north of SH 66. Two groups identified Tolled
Express lanes and two breakout groups identified General Purpose lanes. All breakout groups
identified address safety, infrastructure and mobility needs along this section of [-25.
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PA Workshop #3 and #4 Goal: Refine the Preferred Alternative. Determine which elements
were supported by the TAC/RCC and which would need to have more discussion to reach
consensus.

At subsequent workshops, the TAC/RCC was again broken up into breakout groups to further
refine the Preferred Alternative elements. The breakout groups were provided a map
illustrating the areas of consensus previously identified and asked to again work together to
develop the Preferred Alternative. The two questions asked were: 1) Would you improve 1-25
north of SH 66 with Tolled Express Lanes or General Purpose Lanes and 2) Should the
Commuter rail component between Longmont and Thornton be included?

At the previous workshop, the TAC/RCC requested additional information to help answer these
two questions. The additional information was provided for consideration in answering these
two questions and included:

» Costs of Tolled Express Lanes and BRT Service (what costs are included in each
improvement)

» Impacts on ridership if BRT on |-25, commuter rail along US 287 and commuter bus on US 85
are all provided

» The differences between double track and single track with passing track
» Ridership impacts if commuter rail ties in to Longmont but not Thornton

» The link between land use and transit

» Travel time along for each potential mode of travel

» Why the commuter rail line travels along the BNSF and not I-25

The environmental impacts of the commuter rail component between Longmont and Thornton. Key
information provided included wetlands, noise, visual and land use impacts of this component

Areas of prior consensus illustrated on the map provided included US 85 Commuter Bus,
Commuter Rail between Longmont and Fort Collins and Tolled Express Lanes south of SH 66.

These workshops resulted in the following key findings:

» All four breakout groups opted for Express Bus Service, instead of BRT, along I-25. This
service type would eliminate the median BRT stations that were not considered user friendly
and was considered more compatible and less competitive with commuter rail than BRT.

» The breakout groups remained split on the improvements needed north of SH 66 on 1-25. All
four breakout groups recommended some form of managed lane north of SH 66 to maintain
long-term reliability for travel on |-25. However, three of the four breakout groups suggested
that the new lanes be flexible and suggested that the lanes initially be used as HOV lanes or
general purpose lanes and eventually converting them to Tolled Express Lanes.

» The breakout groups also remained split on the inclusion or exclusion of commuter rail between
the two planned FasTracks lines. Two breakout groups supported its inclusion to ensure that
this option was preserved into the future. One breakout group suggested extending the North
Metro line to the North I-25 EIS CR 8 station but not connecting CR 8 to the Northwest Corridor
rail line in Longmont. This option would reduce cost and serve population centers in southwest
Weld County and Erie. The fourth breakout group did not include the connection but stated that
they would be open to right of way preservation. However, two communities expressed strong
concern over excluding the connection between RTD’s two FasTracks rail lines (Longmont and
North Metro end of line) because of the need for regional system connectivity.
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During these workshops information was provided on the benefits and impacts of single
tracking the commuter rail line. It was determined that this could reduce cost by 20 percent as
well as reduce impacts to some sensitive environmental resources. The Package A service
plan could be maintained with a single track system but reliability could be somewhat
impacted.

The possibility of retaining a somewhat narrower median on |1-25 than currently exists along
the corridor north of SH 7 was also considered. This design modification could accommodate
two additional lanes (10 total), guardrail safety measures, and capital costs could be reduced
by 15 to 25 percent. The design modification would also reduce impact to aquatic resources
and wildlife habitat.

PA Workshop #5 and #6 Goal: Identify 1-25 Cross Section north of SH 66 and Inclusion of
Commuter Rail between Longmont and Thornton

During the previous workshops the breakout groups had identified the need for additional
capacity on I-25 north of SH 66 but had not reached consensus on what the cross section
should look like. At this workshop, three optional cross sections and the pros and cons of each
were reviewed with the TAC/RCC with the intent on reach consensus on what cross section
would most effectively address the project’s needs.

The following three options for the cross sections for I-25 north of SH 66 were reviewed by the
TAC/RCC:

» Add two general purpose lanes and two tolled express lanes (one of each per direction)
» Add four barrier-separated tolled express lanes

» Add two tolled express lanes

The impact to freight traffic, cost per lane mile, and percent of capacity utilized was reviewed
for each alternative. The first option best accommodated freight traffic, cost the least per lane
mile and would be utilized to a level that would enable acceptable traffic operation. Based on
the information provided and ensuing discussion, the TAC/RCC opted to include option 1 in
their vision of the Preferred Alternative.

In addition, the TAC/RCC continued discussions about options for addressing the Commuter
Rail connection between the two FasTracks rail corridors and the cross section on [-25 north of
SH 66. The resolution of these two issues is described below.

Commuter Rail North Metro to Northwest Corridor Resolution

A number of scenarios were considered and reviewed with the TAC/RCC to reach consensus
on the inclusion or exclusion of the commuter rail line between the two FasTracks rail
corridors. These are described below.

Extending RTD’s North Metro rail line north to the North 1-25 EIS commuter rail station at

CR 8 — This option would be less costly than constructing the entire line between the North
Metro rail and Northwest commuter rail. It would provide rail service to Erie and the southwest
Weld County communities. These communities would not be able to access Northern
Colorado via rail under this option.
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Extending RTD’s North Metro rail line north to the North 1-25 EIS commuter rail station at CR 8
and showing a dashed line, to illustrate a future connection, between CR 8 and FasTracks —
This option would impact property owners without the EIS being able to commit funding to the
construction of the rail line. It was unclear at the time if the commuter rail would be funded in
Phase 1 and included in the Record of Decision.

Connecting RTD’s Northwest Rail line and North Metro Rail line with a stop at CR 8 — This
option would cost the most but would provide the highest level of mobility and accessibility
because all communities along the rail line would be able to access downtown Denver,
Boulder, Longmont and Fort Collins, the largest employment centers along the corridor.

Further analysis and updates provided by RTD resulted in travel times that were 13 minutes
faster for northern Colorado travelers with the connection to the FasTracks North Metro line
than traveling along the Northwest rail line through Boulder. Ridership for the alignment with a
connection to both corridors was 30 percent to 40 percent higher.

Through additional discussions with the concerned communities and guidance from the EOC,
it was agreed that the Preferred Alternative should include the full commuter rail including the
connection between FasTracks’ two northern commuter rail lines.

Developing the Phasing Plan

The primary focus of five workshops was on the development of a phasing plan for the
Preferred Alternative. This was necessary because anticipated funding identified in the

2035 fiscally constrained regional transportation plans is insufficient to construct the entire
Preferred Alternative. To best match the anticipated funding three phases were necessary to
reasonably match historic trends in revenue for these planning areas. The first would be
completed in 2035. The second in 2055 and the third phase would be complete in 2075. These
timeframes could be accelerated if funding becomes available.

Phasing Workshop #1 Goal: Identify and Prioritize Key Criteria for Development of a Phasing
Plan.

The TAC/RCC, again divided into breakout groups, were asked to identify and prioritize key criteria
to be considered when developing a Phasing Plan. Their criteria are listed below. The first three
are consistent with the project’s Purpose and Need statement and were identified by the TAC/RCC
as the most important criteria to address when developing a Phasing Plan.

1) Address I-25 Safety — All four breakout groups included safety as one of their top two
most important criteria to address.

2) Address I-25 Aging and Obsolete Infrastructure — Three of four breakout groups identified
this criterion as one of their top two most important criteria.

3) Improve Mobility — All four breakout groups identified this criterion as being very important
in the development in a Preferred Alternative. This category included transit ridership,
greatest number of users, reduction of congestion and overall improved mobility.

4) Coordinate with Community Plans — This category included the desire to see the Preferred
Alternative encourage rail and transit oriented development, connect to other projects, be
environmentally sensitive and be sustainable.
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5) Consider Long-Term Vision with Near-Term Implementation — All four breakout groups
identified the need to consider right of way preservation and ensure that the Preferred
Alternative would include a long-range vision.

6) Implement Cost Effective Solutions — Two of the four breakout groups identified the need
to consider cost, cost effectiveness, and the return on investment when developing the
Preferred Alternative.

Phasing Workshop #2 Goal: Prioritize Improvements Included in the Preferred Alternative

In Phasing Workshop #2, the TAC/RCC prioritized 10 Preferred Alternative improvements as a
near-term priority, mid-term priority or a long-term priority. This exercise resulted in the
following outcomes:

» All bus improvements were identified as a near-term priority.

» Highway widening and interchange improvements north of SH 66 were identified as a
near-term priority.

» Rail improvements were evenly divided between being a short-term and long-term priority.
» Highway widening south of SH 66 was evenly divided between mid-term and long-term priority.

» Interchange improvements south of SH 66 were divided between near-term and long-term.

Phasing Workshop #3 Goal: Develop and Agree on Principles for Development of Phasing
Plan

The TAC/RCC suggested that the phasing options not focus on either transit or highway but a
balance of the two. It was suggested that the options should show progress toward commuter
rail with a low-cost/no-cost option during the first and early phases. A key factor that was
relevant to this discussion was an update on the FasTracks Implementation Plan, which
indicated that it was likely both the Northwest Rail Line and the North Metro Corridor would be
opened later than the other FasTracks corridors, and, unless other sources of revenue were
identified, likely not until after 2035, which is the end of Phase 1. This was critical because all
of the North I-25 commuter rail options merged with the FasTracks corridors.

Based on this input, three principles were developed to help guide the development of phasing
options:

» Address concerns on I-25 north of SH 66 in the early phase
» Include bus transit in early phases

» Include a commitment to rail in an early phase

Phasing Workshop #4 and #5 Goal: Evaluate Optional Phasing Plans and Reach
Consensus

Using the phasing principles developed in Phasing Workshop #3 and the prioritized list of
improvements from Phasing Workshop #2, three optional phasing plans were developed and
reviewed with the TAC/RCC. Options focused on the following three primary improvements in
Phase 1: general purpose lanes north of SH 66, tolled express lane north of SH 66 or
interchange reconstruction along the corridor. Information on how each option would address
the project’s purpose and need was provided and reviewed. After reviewing the optional plans,
the TAC/RCC requested more information about where specific safety, mobility and
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infrastructure issues existing and were anticipated along |-25 with regard to the phasing plan.
Their desire was to ensure that the areas along 1-25 with the most acute safety, infrastructure
and mobility issues be addressed in Phase 1. This information was developed and reviewed
with the TAC/RCC. It identified that SH 14 and US 34 interchanges had the highest accident
rates. SH 1, SH 14, US 14 and SH 56 interchanges had the lowest structural sufficiency
ratings and pavement along the entire corridor north of SH 66 had limited remaining service
life. After reviewing this information, a fourth phasing plan was developed upon which the
TAC/RCC reached consensus. The consensus phasing plan included implementation of US 85
commuter bus, 1-25 express bus, as well as some |-25 highway improvements in Phase 1. The
consensus phasing plan is described in detail in Chapter 8 Phased Project Implementation of
this Final EIS.
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North I-25 EIS
TAC/RCC Meeting

October 14,
2008

2to5PM

r@ i

Setting the Stage

* Why is the process of
establishing a Preferred
Alternative (PA) so important to
the completion of the project?

— Must generate multi-agency
consensus

— Lack of focus/energy/consensus
will result in significant project
delays

— Project funds are limited

- An extended PA process equals
cost increase/schedule delay

Agenda

* Introductions & Public

Comments
* Setting the Stage
Establishing a Charter
Project Review/DEIS Findings
Guide for Local Jurisdictions
— Public Comments
Workshop Process
What's Next
— Project Schedule
NEPA/404 Merger

Establishing a Charter

Charters are used by groups who
wish to create a collaborative
working environment.

The charter clearly defines the
roles of participants and goals of
the group.

The charter will outline the process
that takes place and how
consensus will be reached.

» CDOT will present a draft charter
that the group will be asked to
amend as necessary and then
committo as a gartner in the
process of establishing a Preferred
Altemative

North I-25 EIS

Introductions
&
Public Comments

North I-25 EIS

* Project Review
—EIS Process
— Purpose & Need
— Package Review

DEIS Findings
* Transportation
* Environmental
« Costs
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Transportation Findings

No A B

Action
Transit NA 5,850 5,850
Ridership
(Dalty)
vMT 48.68M | 49.15M | 49.12M
{Daily)
Transit <1% 55% 50%
Market
Share sesen
v ph by

AL QN
s 3’-.5_5;
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e

GI_D_ Travel Time

Comparison
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e
in
55
arin
62
i

40 0 el g i e o .

TEL Travel Time
Comparison

WU vorst B pvirge 1% v e saminge
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oo 25 e
o g
e Hodaton _ over -daien

Transit Travel Time
Comparison

Transit Travel Time

Comparison

Social/ROW
Beqeﬁts - chkageA and Pac_kage B

-ﬁnw;tthnnbﬁymadm
emergency response except for Package B
barrier-separated tofl lanes
proved mobiy for 0
populations

Impacts
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Environmental Justice
Packages provide both bensfits and impacts to minority and
low-income poputations
Benafits — Package A and Package B

“Highmay - shoulder and
and an travel, improved

safety and responss times
*Transk - Empioyment opportundiss, improved regional
‘connectivity and mobity
fmpacts
kage A end B hghway - 3 residentis ions within

within minorty and low-income popuiations
Mitigation
To be determined, consistent with US DOT Order 5610.2

Water Resources,
Wetlands, & Floodplains

Impacts

No A B
Action
Wetlands None 17.48 16.11
(acres)
tmpervious Area | 1,257 1,946 2,001
(acres)
Floodplains None 128 135
(acres)
Mitigation
d ion in vith Clean Water Act and
Exscutive Order (EO) 11990
*F best {BMPs)
and construction BMPs reduce water quallly impacts

F n with EO 11888, 23
CFRof Federal 650, and local i

Air Quality

Impacts

*National Ambient Air Quality Standards
would not be exceeded

*Air emissions for Package A and B slightly
greater than anticipated under No-Action
Altemnative

*All Packages - Emissions in 2030
substantially lower than existing levels

Mitigation

*EPA Tier 3 and Tier 4 locomotive emission
standards for transit vehicles

*Construction management practice

Noise and Vibration
Impacts
Traflic Noise:
No-Action = 626 receivers (includes Category B® and C™)
Package A = 623 receivers
Package B = 756 receivers
Transit Noise and Vibration:
Package A = 167 receivers moderately impacted by noise
Package A = 87 receivers impacted by vibration
Recommended Mitigation
Transk: Quist zones, use of tire-derived aggregats, noise
barriers

Highway: Noise barmiers

“Catagory B (Inchudes. Residences. molais. hotals, public mesting rooms.
sports arems, and paris. )

**Catgory C (inchudes: lands, properiies, or acivies not
inchuded )

Wildlife ahd.SpeciaI
Status Species
Impacts

No Action A 8

Temestrial None |-20acres| ~2.4acres
Widife Habitat

Widlife Increased 10 5
Movement Animal | movement | movement

Collisions
{AVCs)
Aquatic Habllat -1.8acres | ~2.3 acres
T/E - Sensitive None 283 acres | 359 acres

Habitat

Mitigation
«Conformance Act (ESA) and

with Endangered Species
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), The Bald and Golden

Eagle Protection Act, as amended { 16 USC 688-668d), and
Colorado State Stafuts 33 (CRS Ann. §§33-2 to 102-106)

A

Historic Preservation
Adverse Impacts
*Emphasis on avoidance of historic sites

*Package A: Removal or demolition of 2
historic buildings, removat or demolition of
one historic farmhouse, and one historic
railroad segment affected

*Package B adversely affects a portion of a
historic ditch

*Mitigation

*To be determined through consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Officer
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Parks and Recreational

Resources
Impacts

* Extensive efforts to modify design to avoid and
minimize i to parkland wh

No Action A B

Substantial None 1 1
Impacts

Minor None 6 7

*Both packages affect the McWhinney Hahn
Sculpture Park

Mitigation
*Ci i with local ies on de
impacts

*Relocation of sculpture park

North 1-25 EIS

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide to Local Jurisdictions

* Guide to Reviewing the DEIS
— General content of each chapter

— Suggestion of type of comments
to make

Land Use

Impacts

Package A

* Commuter rai would shift growth towarnds whan
centers

= Longmont would increase in denslly & size

+ Feeder bus routes along east-west corridors designed
o serve commuter rail stations could stimulate
ncreased development

Package 8
» Bus rapid transit (BRT) would provide less incentive for
transii-orientad development

* Market-driven growth would continue to be focused
along 25

* Communities west of -25 would continue to expand
towards the east

* Some concentration of growth could occur near BRT
stations along 25

Capital Costs

* No Action ($57 M)
» Package A ($2.433 B)

 Package B ($2.006 B)

(costs are 2005 dollars)

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Executive Summary
O Have unresolved issues been
appropriately documented?
O Are all major environmentalimpacts
identified?
0 Are all major actions proposed by other
governmental agencies identified?

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Chapter One — Purpose and Need

O Purpose/content: succinct discussion of
transportation problems and needs -
now and in 2030

O Are there any transportation problems
that have not been well defined? Have
local jurisdiction issues or needs been
acknowiedged? (Could include
congestion concems, compatibifity with
local plans, transit access or mobility
concems)

O Is there any new information or changed
conditions?

O Do you agree that there is a need for this
project?
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Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions
Chapter Two - Alternatives

What are your recommendations for which criteria
should be used to identify a preferred atemative?
What elements would you like included in the
preferred altemnative?

Are there comments or concems about what
mitigation has been included? (as an example,
are there comments about traffic mitigation that
will be paid for by the project?)

Are there specific design elements that you have
concems about?

Are there design refinements you would like
considered?

0 Cc co

Are there other altematives that should have been
considered?

0 O 0o o

Is there new information or changed condition?

Chapter Three - Affected Environment

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

and Environmental Consequences

O Pumpose/content: description of existing
conditions and future impacts with no
improvements compared to one or more
build altematives.

Q Are the descriptions of existing
conditions comect? Do they adequately
reflect your experience?

O Are the impacts of the altematives
correctly described?

O Has mitigation for impacts been
identified?

Q Are there any impacts that have not
been addressed?

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Chapter Four - Tr portation Impacts

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Chapter Five — Section 4(f) Evaluation

O Purpose/content: description of impacts to
public parks, wildlife refuges, and historic
properties.

Q Are all parks adequately described?

Q Are there any impacts that have not been
identified?

O Do you concur with any findings that the
project will not adversely affect a park's
attributes or features?

0 Is there a way to avoid impact to a park,
wildlife refuge or historic property?

0 Would you recommend any additional
mitigation?

and Mitigation Measures

O Purpose/content: description of future
transportation benefits and impacts.

0O Do the future project benefits meet your
expectations?

Q Are the impacts of concems to your
agency adequately described?

0 Is mitigation identified for adverse
impacts? Is there any mitigation that you
would like to see included that is not
addressed?

O Are there any changed conditions that
should be considered?

QO Do you agree with the methodology that
was used?

Chapter Six — Financial Analysis

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Q Purpose/content: identify costs, possible
funding, and risks and uncertainties.

O Do the construction cost estimates make
sense?

Q Have annual costs to operate and
maintain the transit corridor been
identified?

O Have funding sources been identified?

Q Are there any risks or uncertainties that
have not been identified?

Q Has risk mitigation been defined?

Chapter Seven - Evaluation of Alternatives

Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Q Purmpose/content: presentation of a
summary of the evaluation of altematives
caried forward.

QO Have trade-offs between a no action
condition and a build condition been
described?

Q Have other trade-offs been described?
{Design options?)

Q Is it clear how the project would meet the
project goals?

O If applicable, have responsiveness to
New Starts criteria been identified?
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Reviewing NEPA Documents:
A Guide for Local Jurisdictions

Chapter Eight ~ Public Involvement

O Pumpose/content: description of public
involvement program.

O Have scoping comments been
presented?

O Have Cooperating agencies been
identified?

O Has future public involvement been
described?

QO Are there any public or agency issues
that you are aware of that have not been
identified?

What's Next

Remainder of year

- DEIS public comment period
—~ Compile comments
January 2009

- Establish Preferred Altemative
FEIS - Remainder of 2009

- Analyze and address public comment
- FEIS traffic modeling

— Develop document

-~ Agency review

- Public hearing
* ROD - Summer2010

Public Comment

* Public Notification
- Bilingual newsletter
- Press release
- Flyers
* Public Review
- Nov1toDec15
- Hardcopy available at 25 locations
* Public Hearing
~ Nov 18 - Longmont
— Nov 19 - Fort Collins
- Nov 20 - Loveland
(-25 & US 34)
* Web Access
- Throughout review period

North I-25 EIS

NEPA/404 Merger
Margaret Langworthy
USCOE

Workshop Process

Goal — idently 8 Preferred Alernative (PA)

Workshop 1
« Goal- Determine what the local and regional agency prorlies
are in identifying a preferred sitermetive

n
- Contactcizens to understand ther interests in the PA
= Lead indiive n ther communty

effort
= idently PA from wih the viewpomt of communty
Whlmlﬂlﬁqm

Questions and Comments?
Open Discussion

Thank you!

How to stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
970.352.5455 or 303.779.3384
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A IRCC Meeting
October 14, 2008
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North I-25 EIS

December 15, 2008
2t0 4 PM

— MNORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Agenda

Introductions and Overview
Public and Agency Comments to Date
Informal Presentations
Updates
— RTD FasTracks
— Rocky Mountain Rail Authority
— Travel Demand Model
« January Workshops
— Expectations
— Workshop Process
— Evaluation Criteria
— Package Components
* Wrap up

= NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

TAC/RCC Coordination During Final
EIS Preparation Process

e - NORTH 125
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Public and Agency

Comments to Date
« 133 comments received through the
project Web site

41 in transcripts from public hearings (11
Longmont, 13 Fort Collins, 17 Loveland)

37 total written comments from public
hearings (8 Longmont, 10 Fort Collins, 19
Loveland)

¢ 1 comment came in by phone call

= a !:' S

e

SR = NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Public and Agency
Comments to Date

* 48 support commuter rail

» 45 support package A because of commuter rail

10 provide support for package A without stating
specifically why

9 are additions to the mailing list

3 suggest alternative rail alignment and station locations
7 support transit of any kind

4 support both packages

3 don't support either package

1 wants whatever safety improvements can be made
18 are general comments that do not fit in a category

i INORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Informal Presentations
Location Date
* Longmont 12-4
* Greeley 12-8
*  Weld County 12-9
« Larimer County 12-9
* Loveland 12-9
* Longmont 12-16
« Fort Collins City Council 12-16
» Town of Frederick 12-16
« Berthoud 1-6
- E —— NORTH 25
EIS
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Updates

. =
a;—-ﬁaa&-;_g NR D

——

miormaren. Cocpeon. iaRsportaten.

FasTracks Update

» Overview of FasTracks budget challenges

« Implementation options and “equity” scenarios
— NW Rail and North Metro specifics

¢ North Metro Update

— Preferred alternative, technology, stations,
infrastructure

— Potential contracting mechanisms
— Schedule — planning, design/construction, opening
¢ Northwest Rail Update

— Preferred alternative, technology, stations,
infrastructure

— Potential contracting mechanisms
— Schedule — planning, design/construction, opening

Overview

* Like everyone in the country — RTD is feeling the
impact of these tough economic times

e The FasTracks program is struggling with the
combination of
— Increases in fuel and construction costs
— Decreases in RTD required revenues from sales tax

* Because of these changes in economic conditions,
RTD is

— Modifying our long term cost escalation and revenue
assumptions

— Developing options for delivering the FasTracks program

Impact of Reduced Sales Tax
Forecasts

$16.0
$14.0
$12.0 -
$10.0 -
$8.0 -
$6.0 -
$4.0 -
$2.0 -
$0.0 -

$13.7

Billion:

2004 2007 2008
Forecast Forecast Forecast

13

Impact of Increased Cost
Escalation

®
o

~
o

o
o

o
o

IS
o

Cost (in billions)

w
o

»
o

-
o o

2004 (Original) 2007 APE 2008 APE (Completion

0 Approved Budget B Scope Changes O Changes/Railroad Req. O Escalation |

14
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Basic Assumptions by 2017

« All options presented include completion of the
following activities by 2017:

— Complete all environmental documentation, basic
engineering and purchase railroad right-of-way
Complete projects in construction: West, 36 BRT Phase 1
— Complete Denver Union Station and ALL Maintenance
Facilities
Complete Gold Line and East Corridor to retain eligibility for
$1 billion in federal funds

< This does not affect the extent to which remaining

corridors are impacted

[T

* Basic Assumptions
by 2017

Why West, Gold Line and
East Corridors Qualify for FTA Funding

» All FasTracks projects meet regional needs, but do
not meet requirements to receive Federal money
* Only projects that could qualify under the FTA New
Starts criteria, a nationwide competitive grant process
— Projects must meet a Cost Effectiveness Index,
which considers cost and ridership, to be
eligible for FTA funds
« Part of original 2004 FasTracks finance plan
assumptions
* Eligible for $1.3 billion (West, East, Gold)
— If federal funding does not come through, entire
FasTracks program would be impacted

Public Input Summary

Feedback from 17 public meetings, 3 regional
governments meetings and Web comments:

— 73 percent of public support finding additional
revenues to build complete FasTracks program
by 2017 as planned

— If additional revenues not possible, public was
slightly more supportive of building shorter
segments of corridors with full service by 2017,
then continuing full build-out over time

— Local jurisdiction desire to gain a better
understanding of the cost/revenue assumptions
and calculations

— Local jurisdiction concern about “equity” 18

Potential New Revenue
Sources

Approaches for new revenue sources include:

— Partner with CDOT for state-wide transportation
initiative (Blue Ribbon Panel)

— Pursue additional Public-Private Partnership funding
opportunities

— Pursue all available federal transportation grant
revenues

— Sales tax increase

— Monitor and participate in any Regional
Transportation Authority that might be formed in the
metro area

— Optimize RTD’s operating revenues (parking fees,
fares, advertising)
18

Financial Assumptions for All
Options
« FasTracks budget required to complete entire
program by 2017 = $7.9 B
« FasTracks budget projected to be available by 2017
=$5.88B

— Using 2008 Annual Program Evaluation cost escalation
and revenue assumptions

— Assumes $1B in Federal grants for East and Gold Line
* Completion of basic assumptions = $4.5 B
« Total budget remaining for all other corridors by 2017
=$1.3B

« Entire FasTracks program can be completed by 2034
at new estimated cost, earlier if revenues allow
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Next Steps

» On-going — Metro Mayors/Commissioners
Task Force

» January — Public opinion phone survey

» Jan/Feb — Metro Mayors input to RTD
Board on preferred option for FasTracks

* March — RTD Board adoption of preferred
FasTracks implementation plan

North Metro Corridor

+ 18 miles diesel or
electric commuter
rail

« Connects downtown
Denver, Commerce
City, Northglenn and
Thornton

+ Complete in 2015
3

North Metro Corridar

North Metro Update
Preferred alternative
— Alignment and most station locations determined
Technology
— DMU and EMU to be carried through DEIS
Infrastructure
— EIS will clear footprint for double-track line
— Current plan builds single-track north of 124t
Potential contracting mechanisms
— Design/Build
— Eagle P3?
Current Schedule
— Planning — ROD by end of 2009
— Design/Construction — 2011
— Open — 2015

North

Northwest Rail Update

Technology
- DMU
Infrastructure

— EE will clear footprint for double-track line Denver
to Boulder; single-track Boulder to Longmont

Planned delivery mechanism

— BNSF to design and construct improvements

— Annual pmt to BNSF to operate specific schedule
— Eagle P3 or other private operator may run line
Current Schedule

— Planning — FONSI by end of 2009

— Design/Construction — 2010

— Opening — 2015

* 41 miles diesel
commuter rail

 Connects downtown
Denver, Westminster,
Broomfield,
Louisville, Boulder
and Longmont

» Complete in 2015

west Rail Corridor

el Foiie

Questions?
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Rocky Mountain Rail Authority

» Membership: 50 total along I-70 & I-25
corridor

» Purpose: Is inter-city, high-speed ralil
technically, financially and economically
feasible?

« Study Elements: study is evaluating
planning, engineering, and economic
aspects

— T

— MNORTH 25
EIS

miormaon. compen.

RMRA Update (continued)

e Schedule: Process began in summer 2008
and will conclude by mid-2009.

* Progress:

« Developing range of alternative routes
through 1-25/ 1-70 workshops meetings

» Developed technology options (90 mph
average speed or higher)

¢ Conducted market assessment

¢ Developed station concepts

NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

e - NORTH 125
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

RMRA Update (continued)

* Results:

— At study completion, feasibility will be
determined for each corridor. The specific
alternative studied may not be the most
feasible or best solution.

— Will include financial feasibility and project
ridership (investment grade).

NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Comparison Between Two

RMRA StUdIeS North 1-25 EIS
* Purpose of the study is to « Purpose of the study is to
determine if high speed rail is determine combination of
feasible. Focus on financial and transportation modes that best
ridership only. Will not make final meets the purpose and need for
decision on alignments. improving travel along 1-25
« Alignments include BNRR, « Alignment evaluated for commuter
UPRR, and 1-25 (but not through rail is along BN corridor with a
Denver). short segment along UP corridor
« Technology is likely to be high « Technology is commuter rail
speed rail or maglev (120 mph or
higher). i
o o
- E T NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton

Comparison Between Two
Studies

RMRA (CONTINUED)  North 1-25 EIS

« Likely two primary stationsonly |+ Ten stations, so intermediate
(Fort Collins and Northern communities can be served

Denver)
* Average rail speed must be 90 mph |« Likely commuter rail average
or faster running speed is 40 to 50mph
» Trip types are long distance, likely |« Trip types primarily home to work,
focused on recreation (example is but also some recreational or
Fort Collins to Vail) shopping trips on weekends and
evenings
S
- E NORTH 25
EIS

miorTaRoe. CoMpEE. faRsporaton
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Comparison Between Two
Studies

RMRA (CONTINUED) - Njorth 1-25 EIS

Likely grade separated « Only occasionally grade separated

Could be implemented in addition |« Would not preclude high speed rail
to commuter rail along the BN along 1-25 in the future
corridor

Likely in the very long term future |+ Could be shorter term solution (as
compared to high speed rail)

- MNORTH F25
EIS

Thormation. compenon. MaRsportaten

[-25 vs. BN Alignment

* The BN alignment has more than double the
population and employment surrounding
stations than an I-25 alignment

« The BN alignment is about 35% cheaper

e The BN alignment is more compatible with
land use plans to strengthen downtown areas
of Fort Collins, Berthoud, Longmont and
Loveland

- NORTH 25
EIS

Thormation. compenon. MaRsportaten

1-25 vs. BN Alignment conines
The BN alignment has fewer impacts to
aguatic resources

The BN alignment has more opportunities
for phasing (such as single tracking)

Model Update to 2035

« DEIS analysis with 2030 data
« Order of magnitude effect of 2035 data

NORTH 25
EIS

Thormation. compenon. MaRsportaten

NORTH 25
EIS

January Workshops
" NORTH 25
EIS

mlormaton. CocpeBan. faRsportaton

Expectations for Workshops

» Develop a recommendation for a preferred
alternative for the North [-25 corridor
— Address Purpose and Need
 Increase Mobility
* Replace Aging Infrastructure
« Improve Safety
« Provide Multi-modal options
— Fulfill Regulatory Requirements
— Consider Communities’ Desires
— Consider Public and Agency Comment

NORTH 25
EIS

Thormation. compenon. MaRsportaten
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Workshop Process

* What transportation considerations are important to your
community?
« How can the project best address mobility, infrastructure and safety
issues on 1-25?
— Tolled Express Lanes
— General Purpose Lanes
— Combination of TEL and GP
+ What type of transit operation best meets the communities’
transportation needs?
— Commuter Rail
— Commuter Bus
- BRT
— Combination of these services

Potential Criteria for Preferred
Alternative

What factors are critical to your community
to ensure that this project is successful?

Components

Summary of each Package component
provided in handout

What's Next?
Charter
Next Meeting

January 8, 2009
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
970.352.5455 or 303.779.3384
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Meeting Minutes NORTH 225

Technical Advisory Committee EIS

Regional Coordination Commitiee information. cooperation. transportation
December 15, 2008 s e
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Page 1 of 2

MEETING DATE - December 15, 2008

LOCATION: Southwest Weld County Services Complex

ATTENDEES: See Sign In Sheet

PREPARER: FHU — Holly Buck

INTRODUCTIONS AND OVERVIEW
Fort Collins representatives expressed frustration with the review process. Given the

importance of the project they feel they can'’t give proper consideration due to the time
constraints for comments.

PROCESS

Carol provided the group a review of the process to develop a preferred alternative and the
Final EIS.

PuBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS TO DATE

Kim McCarl provided the group an update on comments received to date during the official
comment period.

The group requested that Kim fold feedback from councils, boards, etc. into the public
comments. Kim has included these in the comment summary provided.

The group requested that Kim supply transcripts from the public hearings as requested.

The group was reminded to provide details about why they like a package or a package
component vs just saying “I like Package X”.

RTD FASTRACKS UPDATE

A transit operator does not need to be identified for the FEIS. However, to get to a ROD, an
operator would be needed.

Karen Morales gave an update on FasTracks program.
Karen was asked to check the rail assumption to Longmont. Is it double or single track?

ROCKY MOUNTAIN RAIL AUTHORITY UPDATE
Craig Gaskill gave a presentation comparing RMRA corridor to North 1-25 EIS.

TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL UPDATE
Chris Primus provided an update on the travel demand model efforts. The model is being
updated from the 2030 time frame to 2035.

JANUARY WORKSHOPS
Holly Buck provided an overview about the expectations for the January workshops and the
workshop process. The group was then asked the identify the key criteria for developing a
preferred alternative. The group identified the following factors that are of importance to their
communities and which would lead to a successful project:

Operation integration
Operational infrastructure

Federal Highway Administration * Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of TranspPagieB-27



Meeting Minutes NORTH 225

Technical Advisory Committee EIS
Regional Coordination Committee
December 15, 2008
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM
Page 2 of 2
Capital infrastructure
Seamless ride
Interaction of transit component with other transit providers
Multimodal options
Travel time
US 287 impacts (impacts to local network)
Impact on local transportation network
Fix aging infrastructure
Address safety
Identify specific safety needs
Address freight need
Short trips in addition to Fort Collins — Denver trips
Connections — regional connectivity transit or roadway
Inter-community connections
Linkage — transportation land use
Emerging trends (ridership, price of fuel, centers of population)
Long-term sustainability
Community acceptance
How much highway improvement before moving to rail — threshold
BNSF representative present
Scientific-based prioritization
Phasing opportunities
Environmental regulations met (Section 404, Section 4(f))
True costs to user between transit and highway
Cost/benefit
Funds for maintenance
Benefits side-by-side with impacts

information. cooperation. transportation.

These factors will be used to develop and evaluate potential preferred alternative scenarios
during the January workshops.

NEXT TAC/RCC MEETING: Thursday - January 22, 2009
2:00 PM
SW Weld County Services Complex

Federal Highway Administration * Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of TranspPagie’B-28



NORTH 125 |
EIS .y

AG E N DA information. cooperation. transportation.

NORTH I-25 JOINT RCC/TAC MEETING @ Southwest Weld County Services Complex
Thursday January 22, 2009
2:00 PM to 4:.00 PM

VL.

Public/local agency comment summary
Criteria
Instructions and overview of today’s exercise

Groups develop vision of preferred alternative

a. Introductions and assignments

b. Review mode comparison matrices

C. Identify transit and highway im provements

d. Group presentations

Summary of areas of agreement and areas of disagreement (time permitting)
Next Workshop

Thursday January 29"

2:00 PM to 4:00 PM
Southwest Weld County Services Complex

Subsequent workshop dates

February 12"

February 26"

2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Southwest Weld County Services Complex

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation

J:103225105. TAC\2009 TAC\TAC - 012209 ag.doc

Page 1
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NORTH [-25

EIS
Criteria Suggested at the December 15th Meeting Information. cooperall 0
RCC/TAC Workshop
16-Jan-09
Purpose and Need
Multimodal Needs
Ridership
Provide multimodal transportation opportunities
Aging Infrastructure
Replace aging infrastructure on |-25
Mobliity
Reliable travel
Fast travel

Minimum impact to local street network

Seamiess Ride

Impacts to freight movement (travel time and use of iane)
Safety

Correct existing geometric deficiencies

Minimize crashes on 1-25
Accesslibility

Efficient connections to highway

Connect to other transit systems

Emerging Trends
Sustainability
Fuel efficiency
Ability to serve existing and planned development
Potential to impact future land use pattems

Environment
NEPA - 404 Resources
Impacts to wetiands
Impacts to jurisdictional open water
Section 4(f) Resources
Impacts to parks/recreation areas and wildlife refuges
Impacts to historic properties
Federally Protected Specles Resources
Impacts to threatened and endangered species habitat
Impacts to bald eagle roosts and foraging habitat
Other Resources
Impacts to floodplains
Impacts to aquatic species & habitat

Community Acceptance
Public and agency input

Cost
Capital cost
Operating and maintenance cost
Cost/user

Revenue

Potential revenue generation
Potential farebox revenue

Criteria identified for future discussion
Phasing/prioritization opportunities
Transit operator

Page 2
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NORTH 25 - :
Workshop EIS
January 22, 2009

information. cooperation. transportation

Instructions for Generating Your Group’s Vision of the Preferred Alternative

Today you will break into smaller working groups. Each | Remember:
group will develop their vision of the Preferred

Alternative. This conceptual exercise will help to Don't get bogged down in details;
identify transportation im provements with common we'll discuss the following at
support and those improvements without consensus. subsequent workshops:

The results will help define subsequent workshop Bzgz;’r“g

efforts to identify the final preferred a lternative. Financing
Step | — 5 minutes Introduce your selves and then Your vision must include both
choose the group’s facilitator, speaker and secretary. transit and highway improvements
to address the project’'s Purpose
Facilitator - Ensure that the group stays on track and Need.

and finishes the questions below in a timely

fashion. improvements on i-25 must span
SH 14 to E-470 to address the
Speaker — Present the group’s Preferred project’s Purpose and Need.

Alternative and reasoning for choices.

Secretary — Record conversation and reasoning for major decisions made by the
group. Note any questions where the group can’t reach consensus and why.
Note when the group identifies an area in which they feel that additional
information would be helpful.

Step Il - 15 minutes Review the mode comparison information provided. Discuss as a
group. Does everyone understand t he strengths of each mode? Are there additional
criteria that should be

considered? Remember:

, The project purpose is to meet long-term travel needs
Step Il Develop your group’s between the Denver Metro Area and the rapidly growing
Preferred Alternative by population centers along the 1-25 corridor north to the Fort
addressing the transit and Collins-Wellington area.

highway elements outlined below.
The project must:
Transit Elements — 20 minutes * Improve safety on i-25
1a. What mode or modes e Replace aging infrastructure on I-25
of transit should be e Improve mobility and accessibility
included in your vision of » Provide modal alternatives
the Preferred Alternative?
. Bus Rapid Transit on 1-25 to downtown Denver and to D IA
. Commuter Rail on the BNSF line to Longmont, Thornton and
downtown Denver
. Commuter Bus on US 85 and to DIA

Page 3
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Workshop EIS

January 22, 2009

informatian. cooperation. transportation.

1b. Should this improvement be included in its entirety or just a portion of it? e.g.
Commuter Bus to downtown Denver but not to DIA.

1c. Discuss why you chose this mode or modes. Be sure to review the mode
comparison criteria to understand more clearly the impacts of that particular
mode and your choices.

1d. Add your transit mode/modes to the map provided.

Highway Elements — 20 minutes

2a. Which highway improvements should be included in your vision of the
Preferred Alternative?

» Tolled Express Lanes (TEL) on I-25 from SH 14 to US 36

* General Purpose Lanes (GP) on |-25 from SH 14 to E470/NW Parkway

2b. Do you want this improvement for its entire
length or would y ou improve some sections of |-25
with general purpose lanes and other sections with
tolled express lanes? If so, which sections should
be TEL and which should be GP?

Remember:

If you chose BRT for all or part
of the transit improvement in
question 1, your highway
improvement must include
Tolled Express Lanes for at
least 50% of the BRT route.

2c. Discuss why you chose these improvem ents.
Use the mode comparison information provided to
understand the impact of your choices.

2d. Add your highway im provement(s) to the map provided.

A few basic guidelines on phasing in case it comes up:

- Phases consisting of short sections of general pur pose lanes are more viable than short
sections of TEL
- Commuter rail must connect to one of the planned FasTracks rail lines in the Denver metro

area

- TEL lanes could be converted into general purpose lanes, however at this time legislation
does not allow general purpose to be converted into toll | anes

Step IV - 10 minutes per group Prepare to share your group's Preferred Alternative.
In your presentation include discussion on the foll owing:

Transit and highway improvements that your group agreed on

Transit and highway improvements that your group disagreed on

Your group’s reasoning for selection of or disagr eement on those
improvements

Your group’s discussion of impacts

Additional criteria your group felt were important (other than those identified at
the previous meeting and called out in the mode comparison matrix)

Page 4
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Package A

LEGEND

mm 1 New General Purpose Lane
(GPL) in Each Direction

Em®E 1 New General Purpose Lane
(GPL) + Auxiliary Lane in Each

Direction

Commuter Rail (CR)

Commuter Bus (CB) Service on
us 85

Feeder Bus Service
interchange Upgrades
Number of Lanes
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Commuter Rail Station
FasTracks Rail Line
FasTracks / RTD Transit Station
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SH1 " |
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NoORTH [-25 ‘
EIS

Transit Mode Comparlson whormation. Cooperation. bampartation.
RCC/TAC Workshop
t6~Jan-08

TRANSIT

Commuter Rall on BNSF to Longmont, Thornton and
Commuter Bus on US 85 to downtown Denver and DIA BRT on 1-25 to downtown Denver end DIA downtown Danver

Purpose and Need
Multimodal Needs

IDaii ﬂdavshlE 12030) [1.550 |5 850 [4.300 |

Would offer tha most rellabie travel
Would b. impacted the isast by inclament weather or

Transit signal priority would enable mora refiable travel than
ivate auto travel on the corridor

network
Au‘il»llbll

Would connect to GET in Greeley and Evans and to RTD in
Connect to other transit ms |Denver GET in Greele:

Emerging Trends
Sustainability (Capacity to meet

Would have capacity avallabla bayond the dsmand in 2030
[Vehicle type has not besn determinad

Would serve axisting communities along US 287
'Would likaly generate redeveiopment in community canters
along US 287

BRT would impact approximatsly 0.5 acres of wetlands dus to!

the construction of stations impacts to approximately 3.48 acres of wetiands. Wetlands
associated with Big Thompson River, Bouldar Craek, Cache !«
TEL would impact appmxlma!aly 18.11 acres of wetlands (see]Poudre River, Fossil Creek, Liitle Thompson River, St. Vrain

!IM to wetlands Would not affect any wetisnds Creak

BRT would not affect any jurisdictional open water

Environment
NEPA - 404 Resources

impacts to jurisdictional open 2.27 acres ol
{water Would not affect any jurisdictional open water i 15 to approximatety .02 acres of jurisdictional open wat

Section Resources

BRT wouid not affact any parksirecreation areas and wildiife

rafuges
TEL wouid affect a total of t.2t acres, or 27%, of One refuge Ranch)
impacts to parka/recreation Would not affect any parks/recreation areas and widlifa park for the placament of new ramps (see highway mode with recommended de minimis findings. De minimis impacts
areas and wildlife ref es matrix} jare thosa that are considared minor of negligibls.

Adverse effects would consist of removal or demolition of two
BRT would not adversely affact any historic properties historic buildings and one historic farmhouss; and one historic
railroad ssgment adversely affected

' TEL would adversely affect a portion of e historic ditch. Seven:
historic propertias, 9 historic ditches, and 1 historic ralroad  [Seven historic ditches, 3 historic propertias, and one historic
with recommended de minimis findings. De minimis impacts |railroad are recommended 1or de minimis findings. De
|impacts to historic properties Would not adversely affect any historic ies are those that are not considered adverse. |minimis_impacts are those that are not considered adverss.
Foederally Protected Species Resources

TBRT would not affect any T/E species habitat

TEL would affect approximately 8.t acres of T/E species
impacts to Wutanod and habitat and 232.7 acres of bald eagie roosts and foraging
gered s

Would not affect any T/E_habitat habitat Would not affect any T/E habitat
Would affect approximately 6.08 acres of bald eagle roosts | Would affect approximately t6. t5 acres of bald eagia roosts
i Would not affect any baid e roosts and foraging habitat _|and foraging habitat

TERT would not affect any flaodplains

foraging habitat

Would affect approximately 0. t acres of fioodpiains TEL would affect approxima 13.5 acres of floodplains Would effect approximately t.9 acres of floadplaing
BRT would not directly affect aquatic species and habitat
Impacts to aquatic species &
habitat Would not directly affect aquatic species and habitat TEL would affect approximately 2.25 acres of aquatic habitat_|Would not directty affact aquatic species and habitat
Community Acceptance
Public and agency i Gain su) from sast side communities Less support than commuter rail but relatively well accepted [Much public support has been sxprassed for commuter rail

$118 miliion (does not includs cost of TEL construction $1.088 bitlion

Revenus
|EM-|D-End Fare lSG.BO ISBJD [$t4.00 ]
Criteria idantified for future discussion

Phasi itization of nities | I |
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NORTH [-25 f
EIS

nghway Mode compaﬂson information. cooperation. transportation.

RCC/TAC Workshop

16-Jan-09
[ HIGHWAY ]
| General Purpose Lanes (GP) | Tolled Express Lanes (TEL) |

Purpose and Need

Muftimodal Needs

Provide multimodal transportation I Would provide semi-exclusive lanes for BRT
ortunities Would not provide special provision for altemate travel modes. __|Would provide lanes for high-occupancy vehicle trave!
Aging infrastructure

Replace aging infrastructure on 1-25
Mobliity

ing infrastructure along !-25 would be replaced

ing infrastructure along !-25 would be replaced |

Reliable travel

[\ncreases in congestion beyond 2030 would impact reliability of
travel in GP lanes.

Fast trave! (128 minutes for No Action)

TEL would provide more reliable travel in perpetuity through
variable pricing policy.

118 mins SH 1 to 20th Street (in peak hour)

Minimurn Impact to local street network

113 mins on GP/65 mins on TEL SH 1 to 20th Street (in peak
hour}

Would reduce volumes on paralle! arterials north of E-470,
compared to TEL lane

Would result in somewhat higher volumes on paraltel arterials
north of E-470, compared to GP lane expansion

Efficient connections to highway

Consider impacts to freight movement
travel time and use of lane]

Overall expansion of general purpose !anes would benefit truck
traffic

Would upgrade alf currently deficient interchanges

'Would upgrade all currently deficient interchanges
Truck traffic would not be permitted in the TEL

TEL would provide faster travel time than GP

Safoty
Correct existing geometric deficiencies Would correct existing geometric deficiencies Would correct existing geometric deficiencies
Minimize crashes on 1-25 1.5% more predicted crashes than Tolled Express lanes 1.5% fewer crashes pradicted than on general purpose lanes
A Ibi
TELs would not connect directly to cross streets and have limited
Efficient connections to highway Would connect at all existing interchanges accesses along the corridor
EmerglnF Trends
Would meet 2030 fravel need and TEL can maintain fast travel
Sustainability Would meet 2030 travel demands time beyond 2030
Land development could increase adjacent to improved Land development could increase adjacent to improved
Potentia! to impact future land use pattems_linterchanges interchan,
Environment
NEPA - 404 Resources
Impacts to approximately 13.26 acres of wetlands. Wetlands Impacts to approximately 18.11 acres of wetlands. Wetlands
associated with Big Dry Creek, Big Thompson River, Cache !a [associated with Big Dry Creek, Big Thompson River, Cache la
Poudre River, Fossil Creek, Little Thompson River, St. Vrain Poudre River, Fossi! Creek, Little Thompson River, St. Vrain
Impacts to wetlands Creek, South Platte River Creek, South Platte River
|!mpacts to jurisdictional open water Impacts to approximately 1.84 acres of jurisdictional open water _|!mpacts to approximately 2.27 acres of jurisdictional open water
Sectlon

m Resources

Impacts to parks/recreation areas and
wildlife refuges

Would affect a total of 1.21 acres, or 27%, of sculpture park for
the placement of new ramps. Mitigation includes relocation of the
|sculpture park.

Four parks/recreation areas/wildlife refuges with recommended
de minimis findings: Arapaho Bend Natural Area, Archery Range
Natura! Area, Big Thompsan Ponds Wildlife Area, Little
Thompson River Corridor. De minimis impacts are those that are
considered minor or negligible.

L!mpacts to historic properties

Would affect a total of 1.21 acres, or 27%, of sculpture park for the
placement of new ramps. Mitigation includes relocation of the
sculpture park.

Six parksirecreation areas/wildlife refuges with recommended de
minimis findings. Arapaho Bend Natural Area, Archery Range
Natural Area, Big Thompson Ponds Wildiife Area, Little Thompson
River Corridor, Civic Center Park, Grant Park. De minimis impacts|
are those that are considered minor or negligible.

Would adversely affect a portion of a historic ditch

Seven historic properties, 9 historic ditches, and 1 historic railroa

Seven historic properties, 9 historic ditches, and 1 historic raitroad

with recommended de minimis findings. De impacts are
those that are not considered adverse.

with ded de g are
those that are not considered adverse.

Would affect approximately 7.22 acres of T/E species habitat

Would affect approximately 188.5 acres of bald eagle roosts and

foraging habitat

Would affect approximately 8.1 acres of T/E species habitat
Would affect approximately 232.7 acres of bald eagle roosts and
foraging habitat

pacts to aquatic species & habitat

Would affect approximately 10.8 acres of floodplains

Would affect approximately 1.82 acres of aquatic habitat Would affect approximately 2.25 acres of aquatic habitat

Would affect approximately 13.5 acres of floodplains

Some resistance to the idea of increasing free highway capacity
it compromises a transit option
improvements

i
7ISug@rt for safety improvements

million annualt

1.864 billion
million annualt
0.50

Revenue

[Potential revenue generation No potential to generate revenue

Criteria Identified for future discussion

$4.7-$5.8 million annually (end-to end peak period toll $13

Phasing/prioritization rtunities

Page 8
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NORTH 1-25

EIS
Group Notes information. cooperation. transportation.
RCC/TAC Workshop
16-Jan-09

Any additional information that

Describe the reasoning for this choice below. If you could not reach agreement describe why below. would be helpful?
Circle transit mode(s) selected From where to where do you want this improvement?
Commuter Rail to
Commuter Bus to
Bus Rapid Transit to
Circle highway mode(s) selected
General Purpose Lanes to
Tolled Express Lanes to
Group # List Group Members
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EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

Summary of Written Comments from Local and Regional
Agencies

Jurisdiction

Preference for:

Package A | Package B

Comments

Regional Planning Agencies

DRCOG

Should include 2035 information

North Front Range
MPO

Should evaluate single track for
commuter rail.

Should drop the rail component from
Longmont to Thornton.

Should increase BRT costs to include a
proportion of TEL capital and operating
costs.

Should project TEL costs and revenue out
to 30 years?

Should mention RMRA study.

Should include costs to widen bridges and
overpasses to accommodate future HSR.,

Should remove CSU commuter rail
station.

Should better explain difference between
optional BRT and express bus service.

Should increase monitoring and upkeep
of expanded carpool lots.

Should say new interchange at SH 66 is
under construction.

Should clarify interchange and ramp
construction at Harmony Road.

Should clarify SH 392. What will be
needed under No Action Alternative?

Should clarify that SH 60 to E-470 is
being constructed.

10of5
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EIS ~

Summary of Written Comments from Local and Regional Agencies

Jurisdiction

Preference for:

Package A

Package B

Comments

Counties

Boulder County

Recommend managed lanes implemented
in phases.

Tolis should reflect cost of operations,
support transit service and never cost less
than comparable transit fare.

Recommend commuter rail that connects
to NW Rail and North Metro corridors.

Commuter bus service to Greeley along
US 85.

Feeder bus service.
TDM

Larimer County

Should pair commuter rail with a TEL.

Need information about impact of trains
on cross-street traffic.

Should end rail at south end of Fort
Collins.

Should consider potential expansion of
transit alternatives to north.

Should get buy in from RR.

What is cost savings of ending in south
Fort Collins?

Should provide user cost and time
consumption.

Alternatives do not offer equitable
benefits and costs.

Weld County

Purchase additional R/W along I-25 for
new lanes: “pay as you go” concept.

Add rail along I-25 in future.

City and County of
Broomfield

Reconstruction of SH 7 interchange is
needed.

Package A has no station available for
Broomfield residents.

Package B provides better highway travel
time.

20of5
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EIS i

Summary of Written Comments from Local and Regional Agencies

Jurisdiction

Preference for:

Package A | Package B

Comments

Counties

City and County of
Broomfield (cont'd)

Package A has no transit operator.
Package B replaces more structures.
Package B has fewer relocations.
Package B has no transit noise impacts.

Package B has lower capital and
operating costs.

Support component B-H3 as highest
priority.

Towns and Cities

Town of Berthoud

Need for an alternative north-south route
in addition to I-25.

Consistent with location of existing
population centers.

City of Fort Collins

Questions about travel patterns.
Questions about financial analysis.

Package A seems to better address core
community values.

Should develop separate land use
assumptions for each alternative.

Should single track commuter rail north of
South Transit Center.

Questions about treatment of natural
areas.

Questions about noise and air quality
assessment.

Questions about water quality and
floodplain analysis.

Town of Frederick

Package B has lower capital and
operating costs.

Package B has better service.

3of5
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Summary of Written Comments from Local and Regional Agencies

Jurisdiction

Preference for:

Package A | Package B

Comments

Towns and Cities

Town of Frederick
(cont'd)

= Support commuter bus on US 85.

= If commuter rail moves forward, would
prefer alignment S.

City of Greeley

= Support commuter bus service on US 85.

= Should preserve ROW for rail along
US 85.

= Support TEL and BRT on I-25.

= Should prioritize US 85 improvements,
including upgrading intersections to
interchanges.

City of Longmont

= Support both bus and commuter rail.

= Support future growth toward existing
urban centers.

= Mitigation needs to be provided for
impacts in Longmont.

= Should consider single tracking to reduce
impacts.

= Should consider Quiet Zones.

» Longs Peak Avenue crossing has gates.
= 8 lane section on I-25 increases traffic.
= Should beef up bicycle connections.

= Should rail ridership be more because of
connections to both NW Rail and North
Metro?

= Concerns about impact to historic
properties and views.

= Will substation for Longmont Power and
Communication be impacted?

= Concerns about park and vegetation
impacts.

= Should consider bus service to Sandstone
Ranch.

40f5
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EIS .y

Summary of Written Comments from Local and Regional Agencies

Jurisdiction

Preference for:

Package A | Package B

Comments

Towns and Cities

City of Loveland

= Support for non tolled lanes.

= Support for economic development in
downtown Loveland.

= Support for commuter rail to NW Rail and
North Metro.

= Support upgrades to existing
interchanges.

= Concern about financing.
= Concern about phasing.

= Need support for local transit
connections.

Town of Timnath

= Package A would require out of direction
travel for Timnath residents.

= TELs provide best travel time.
= BRT is faster than rail.

= Package B is less costly to build and
operate.

= Should relocate Harmony/I-25 BRT
station to ¥z mile south of interchange.
Could fit well with planned development
on west side of 1-25.

J:\_Transportation \071609. 400\working\McAfee\Local and Regional Agenices_Comment Summary.doc

50f5
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Agenda
* Public and Agency Comment Summary
¢ Criteria
North I-25 EIS + Instructions and Overview
* Preferred Alternative Group Visioning
* Visioning Summary

January 22, 2009

~ NORTH 125
EIS
o _ _m » iroration. cxpontion. FpoTton

Publicand Agency ~ Potential Criteria for Preferred
Comments to Date Alternative
* 1130 comments received Oct. 31 through What factors are critical to your community to ensure
Dec. 30 that this project is success%l?
* 415 received through an informal petition — Purpose and Need
process = Efjﬁ,’,’:ﬁ;’,@"s
+ 392 received through Web site = mn:munity Acceptance
* 282 mailed to the project office - Revenue

. . I . — Phasing/Prioritization {future workshop discusslon)
* 41 in transcripts from public hearings

NORTH 125
EIS

rvaton wxTEWOY WapNiatoN

NORTH 125
EIS

iematon coprtte. Sweptston

Workshop Instructions Workshop Instructions

1. Introductions and elections (5 mins) 2. Review the mode comparison info (15
 Facilitator — Keep discussion on track and mins)
on time « Criteria identified at the 12/15 meeting
« Speaker - Present the group's vision to the « Transit matrix compares BRT, CR and CB
committee  Highway matrix compares GP and TEL

« Secretary - Record areas of agreement and
disagreement, request additional information
(use the sheet provided)

NORTH 125
EIS

lormaten. capeaton wepHtIREY
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Workshop Instructions Cont. Workshop Instructions Cont.

3. Develop your group's vision (40 mins) 4. Speaker will share your group's vision
- Select transit mode(s) BRT, CR, CB with the committee (10 mins/group)
¢ In their entirety .

What your group agreed on and why?

* In select pleces (CB to downtown but not DIA) or »  What your group could not agree on and

* Combine modes (CB with BRT)

why?

- Select highway mode(s) GP, TEL * Your discussion of benefits and impacts.
R senurety or - Additional information that would be helpful.
¢ Combination of GP and TEL

NORTH |25
EIS
Tips for Developing Your Vision Package Review

* Don't get bogged down in the details

* Your vision must include both highway and
transit improvements

* Your highway improvements must span
the entire corridor

NORTH 125

NORTH 23 &
EIS EIS
Next Workshop:
Group Reports January 29th
« What your group agreed on and why? Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2
» What your group could not agree on and e
why? Stay Involved;
* Your discussion of benefits and impacts. www.cdot.jnfo/northi25eis/
+ Additional information that would be helpful. ST03522408 303 T/ S04
NORTH 125 NORTH 125
EiS ElS

2
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2/3/2009 2:00
RCC/TAC Workshop - January 22, 2009

General Purpose Lanes

Commuter Bus

We chose the Commuter Bus to create
conductivity from the East |I-25 corridor to
West. Plus its facilities.

Tolled Express Lanes

incorporate various bus options for phasing
for transit in the area or region. We
discussed the fact that the TEL could be
used for bus service without the
requirement of median stations. Phasing of
the I-25 corridor would require further

Bus Rapid Transit

Commuter Rail

We chose the Commuter Rail because it is
located at the population centers and
conform to existing long range planning. It
also creates a long-term solution that will
connect to the metro system (i.e, RTD).

Split on Bus Rapid Transit and Commuter Windsor - CR on west side is good. Can
Rail. General agreement for BRT onl-25 have parallel systems joining at SH 119,
with a few abstainers. Town of Frederick BRT serves E. BR serves west. From SH
difference in capital cots and operating 119 south BRT. CR only does not serve
All agree Commuter Bus needs to be on costs of rail vs. BRT without more users Weld County. Berthoud supports Commuter
85. Favors TEL on I-25 (not total in agreement) favors BRT. Rail, Fort Collins to Longmont.
BRT from 66 to Denver (to accommodate -
longer trips)

GP lanes only from 66 north due to local

traffic patterns CB on 85 is unanimously agreed upon. TEL from Hwy 66 to Denver CR in line with local planning

Support for existing population centers
along 287. Concern and questions about
value of Commuter Rail Longmont to
Denver. Want to hold it for planning but
TEL from SH 119 66 to Denver possibly phase it.

GP from Fort Collins to SH 119 CB Greeley to Denver
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REGIONAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE

Date: January 22, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVIC

SIGN-IN SHEET

atownsend@fciol.com

Aaron ‘Townsend Johnstown

Anne ‘Brewster Senator Allard's Office Anne _brewster@allard.senate.gov

Barbara  Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmeyer@co.weld.co.us

Ben Manfel FE e~ Fort Collins < v.com

Bill Kaufman CDOT bill@williamkaufmanpc.com

Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com

Bob Felsburg FHU Bob.feisburg@fhueng.com _
Bob iGaiser Broomfield bgaiser@broomfieldcitycouncil.org

Bob Garcia CDOT Robert.garcia@dot.state.co.us

Cameron _ |Parrott Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us

Car Harvey Lasalle charvey@lasalietown.com

Carol Parr CDOT carol.parr@dot.state.co.us

Cheri Anderson Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us

Cheryl Hauger Lﬂ—: Erie hauger@erieco.gov

Chris Primus Jacobs primusci@c-b.com

Chris Quinn RTD chris quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com

Cliff Davidson NFR MPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org _
Dave Klockeman Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us

David Beckhouse FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov

Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmccloskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.or

Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot.state.co.us .
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com

Don Feldhaus X ¢ Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com

Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us

Donna Benson Timnath mayor@timnathcolorado.org

Doug Rademacher ﬁ Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us

Doug Young Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail.house gov

Fred Sandal fé DRCOG fsandal@drcog.org

Gene Pielin Loveland mayor@ci.loveland.co.us 29 ol
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REGIUNAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE

Date: January 22, 2009 o
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM SIGN IN SHEET
Locat ELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

Gina |McAfee T amn Jacobs T gina.mcafee@jacobs.com

Greg McCallum Erie gmecallum@ci.erie.co.us

James Starling RTD james starling@RTD-FasTracks.com

Jennifer Hilthouse JH. Vo )/ e Denver jennifer.hillhouse@denvergov.org .
Jennifer Webster ' CDOT jennifer.webster@dot.state.co.us

Jill Parsons Northglenn iparsons@northglenn.org

Jim Burack Milliken jburack@town.milliken.co.us .
John Bauer : X Berthoud jbauer@berthoud.org _
John Vi oX— ;:; v%/ T~ Windsor jvazquez@windsorgov.com _

Kathie iNovak Northglenn mayor@northglenn.org

Kelly Armold N Windsor kamold@windsorgov.com

Kim McCarl Y/\V\ v/ _ Viadimir Jones kmccari@viadimiriones.com

Larry Heckel W i/ Loveland larry.heckel@ci.loveland.co.us

Larry Lorentzen i Waellington LorentzL@co.larimer.co.us

Lee Dong CDOT leland.dong@dot.state.co.us

Lee Kemp RTD Board lee_kemp@rtd-denver.com _
Linda Gonzales Brighton Igonzales@brightonco.gov

Long Nguyen CDOT long.nguyen@dot. state.co.u

Manuel Esquibel Brighton mesguibel@brightonco.gov _
IMeg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office margaret _corwin@salazar.senate.gov .
Mindy Crane N CDOT mindy.crane@dot.state.co.us

Monica Pawviik M FHWA monica.paviik@fhwa.dot.gov

Robert Edgar _ EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov

[Roger Lange (QDﬁ Longmont Roger_lange@qwest.net

Sean Conway Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.

Tom Connelly Larimer County tconnelly@larimer.org _
Tom Anzia FHU Tom.anzia@fhueng.com

Vicky Sprague Weld County ________vsprague@co.weld.co.us

William __Haas FHWA william haas@fhwa.dot.goy /2172009
age B~



SIGN-IN SHEET

SHAUN, CUTTING © EHUR . OUT. Gov
,.i:zlvikg ( ;szi_‘ﬁmﬂ: e
dogg !,&; . ﬂﬂs&'“‘@ doo". SM&. %

w2
Page B-48



BEGIONAL COORDINATION COMMITTEE N I 25
ORTH I-25 ~
Date: January 22, 2009 SIGN-IN SHEET EIS

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX
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North I-25 EIS

January 29, 2009

NORTH 23
EIS

FEOER EEER. S

Agenda
* Welcome
* Review from last week
* Additional information
* Continue Preferred Alternative Group
Visioning
* Reports
— Question 1

— Question 2

Additional Information
TEL/BRT Costs

Chan%e in ridership with transit service on BNSF
and |-25

« Clarify how double track is shared with freight
and transit

» How does ridership change with commuter rail
connection between Longmont and Thornton

* Transit and land use connection
* Travel times
+ Commuter rail along I-25 vs. BNSF

NORTH 125
EIS

intymeton cxpneon. emvmtiwL

Workshop Instructions Cont.
2. Continue deveiopment of your vision

(30 mins)

1) Would you improve |-25 north of SH 66 with

Tolled Express Lane or General Purpose
Lanes?

1b) Would you also like to include bus service
north of SH 66 in your vision?

2) Should the Commuter Rail segment Between

Longmont and Thornton be Included?

NORTH 25
EIS

Frmeton GOSN WaartRTA

Workshop Instructions
1. Introductions and elections (5 mins)

» Facilitator — Keep discussion on track and
on time

» Speaker- Present the group’s vision to the
committee

» Secretary — Record areas of agreement and
disagreement, request additional information
(use the sheet provided)

NORTH 125
EIS

ndomeca cxpaie: baepaaton.

Workshop Instructions Cont.
3. Group Reports
*  What your group agreed on and why?

*  What your group could not agree on and why?
* Additional Information that would be helpful.

» Questions 1 and 1b Group Reports
* Question 1 Committee Discussion
* Question 2 Group Reports

* Question 2 Committee Discussion

NORTH 125
EIS

FOER, ©aRN. VINpITRIR.
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Tips for Developing Your Vision

* Don't get bogged down in the details

* Your vision must include both highway and
transit improvements

* Your highway improvements must span
the entire corridor

Group Reports
* What your group agreed on and why?
* What your group could not agree on and
why?
* Your discussion of benefits and impacts.
+ Additional information that would be helpful.

NORTH 25
EIS

Next Workshop:
February 12th
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/

NorTHE25 &
EiS:

omea aXpasc EmswistT.
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RCC/TAC Workshop - January 29, 2009

Tolled Express Lanes vs. GPL North of SH 66
Tolled express lanes - Keep it easy, keep it fast, keep it
cheap. Ability to manage lanes is critical. Tolled Express
Lanes could be opened up to General Purpose during
non-peak hours.

Bus north of SH 66? EB or BRT

Express Bus - 100% agreement. Potential to phase in
BRT in the future.

Commuter Rail between Longmont and Thomton?

150/50 split. Low priority to phasing question. May
jimpact future land use without much chance of being
{built. High cost

HOV lanes phased to future TEL, encourages more
people per vehicle, there is no need for TEL to extend
north today. Support for TEL is that there is a long term
commitment/permanent solution such as TEL that could
attract additional transportation options.

Express Bus - Want support for transit option north of
SH 66 along 1-25 corridor

Yes, with condition. Current cost benefit does not
warrant public construction. To preserve option for this
if demand & potential public private partnership options
might arise in future.

Tolled express lanes - HOV - TEL conditions, barrier
separated starts as HOV with toll implemented as
congestion dictates.

Express Bus - Providing a bus alternative for
commuters, cost/ridership. Want to provide single seat
alternative.

Nope - but want a bus connect from 66 and 119
Commuter Rail station to EB service on I-25. Open to
right-of-way designation after research

Initially GP then phase to TEL. Since traffic will grow
gradually build GPL in a way that can be converted to
TEL (lines to separate vs solid barriers). Incentivizes
people to use transit options, car pools, especially if toll
applied during busy times. Electronic possibilities in
future?

Express Bus - We saw EB as more easily installed more
compatible with feeder transit can be scaled back if
commuter rail carries increasing loads. Less expensive.

Yes, group wants to preserve option for commuter rail to
metro Denver. Make sure we have a connection
between south end of train in Longmont and bus service
on [-25, until train connection completed.
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Regionai Coordination Committee (RCC)
echnical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

Euckert

Y
L

SIGN-IN SHEET

C

e
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Eeaeatad

euckert@ci.dacono.co.us |

A.J. Dacono

Aaron Townsend Johnstown end@fciol.

Aaron Willis CDOT aaron.willis@dot.state.co.us

Amy Mueller Denver __amy.mueller@cidenvercous
Andres Gomez ) NFR MPO agomez@nfrmpo.org

| Angie Drumm &K/ CcDoT angie.drumm@dot.state.co.us

Anita Riley A — Boulder County aariley@bouldercountyorg |
Anne Brewster et Senator_Allard's Office Anne brewster@allard senategov |
Barbara ___|Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmeyer@co.weid.co.us

Ben Manvel NS U Fort Collins bmanvel@fcgov.com

Bill Andrews WA Greeley Bilandrews@greeleygov.com |
Bil Haas B FHWA William.haas@fhwa.dot.dov |
Bill Kaufman CDOT il@willl ufmanpc.co

Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32 .COM

Bob Felsburg Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Bob felsburg@fhueng.com

Bob Gaiser /’ /,r:‘\ Broomfield maiser@broomﬁeldg_rg' council.org _
Bob Garcia \@ CDOT Robert.garcia@dot.state.co.us L |
Brad Beckham CDOT brad,beckham@dot state.co.us

Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us

Cameron__ [Parrott Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us

Carl Harvey n Lasalle charvey@lasalletown.com

Carol Parr O_B_/h cbot carol. do us

Cheri Anderson \ Firestone candersen@ci. firestone.co.us

Cheryl Hauger Erie hau rieco.gov

Chris Cramer Commerce City ccramer@ci.commerce-city.co.us

Chris Primus v Jacobs chris.primus@jacobs.com

Chris Quinn RTD chris.quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com

w9
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Regi. 4l Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

=

Location: S

SIGN-IN SHEET

Cliff Davidson NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org
Dan Carl DRCOG deari@drcog.org

Dave Beckhouse P FTA avid. e@dot.qo
Dave Klockeman W Loveland Klockd@ci.loveland.co.us
Dave Lindsay 23 L Firestone diindsay@ccsinc.us

David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.us
David Heller DRCOG dheller@drcog.org

David Krutsinger e RTD David.krutsinger@RTD-denver.com _
Debra Baskett A C\@ Broomfield dbaskett@broomfield.org
Debra Gray all Northglenn dgray@northglenn.org
Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmccloskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.or:
Dennis Wagner Windsor dwagner@windsorgov.com
Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne cavaliere@dot.state.co.us
Diggs Brown Fort Collins brown@fcgov.com

Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com

Don Williams Loveland williD@ciloveland.co.us
Donna Benson — Timnath mayor@timnathcolorado.org
Doug Pearson NE CcDOT douglas. pearson@dot. us
Doug Rademacher @ Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us
Doug Young Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail.house.qgov
Earl Smith Evans esmith@ci.evans.co.us
Fred Sandal = DRCOG dal@drcog.or

Gary Behlen 61?\ Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov
Gene Putman S ol Thomton Gene.putman@cityofthomton.net
Gene Pielin Loveland ma i.loveland.co.
George Gerstle Boulder ggerstie@bouldercounty.org
Gina McAfee el Jacobs gina.mcafee@jacobs.com
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

Location: SW WE

SIGN-IN SHEET

=r3 3 “_ ! ;ﬁ,ﬂ
@lements@ci.comme[cg;gig.co.us

gmeccallum@ci.erie.co.us

balserh@ci.louisville.co.us
Holly.buck@fhueng.com

james.hamblin@ci.denver.co.us

james.starling@RTD-FasTracks.com

jcarter@co.weld.co.us

'|shreve@co.adams.g.us
Jeff.houk@ﬂnwa.dot.gov

jennifer.hillhouse@denvergov.org _

jkrieger@ci.dacono.co.us

jennifer. merer@jacobs.com

jennifer.webster@dot state.co.us

jourack@town.milliken.co.us

jhayes@northglenn.org _

jim. dot.state.co.us

iwhite@berthoud.o[g
'|baueg@§erthoud.ogg

ifi lin@townofiohnstown.com

manager@tgwnofsevgrance.o;g

Givfsjts@aol.com

jvazqu windsorgov.com

jnevarez@brig htonco.gov

kariaharding@timnathcolorado.org

Greg Clements Commerce City
|Greg McCallum Erie
Heather Balser Louisville
Holly Buck v Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
James Hamblin Denver
James Starling RTD
Janet Carter /D C Weld County
Jeanne Shreve (M,\ Adams County
Jeff Houk [ FHWA
Jennifer Hillhouse q_j H Denver
Jennifer Krieger ' Dacono
Jennifer Merer Jacobs
Jennifer Webster CDOT

Jill Parsons Northglenn
Jim Burack Milliken
Jim Hayes Northglenn
Jim Paulmeno CDOT

Jim White Town of Berthoud
John Bauer X Berthoud
John Franklin - Johnstown
John Holdren Severance
John Taylor Gilcrest
John Vazquez “’i/ Windsor
Juanita Nevarez Brighton
Karla Harding K-H" Timnath
Kathie Novak ttn St Northglenn
Kathleen  |Bracke f Fort Collins

mgxor@northglenn.o;g

kbracke@fcgov.com _—
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Reg.  al Coordination Committee (RCC)
echnical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

Armnold Windsor kamnold@windsorgov.com
Waido AW Fort Collins kwaid ov.com
McCarl ’ Viadimir Jones kmecari@viadimiriones.com
Heckel L "f Loveland larry.heckel@ci.loveland.co.us
Ketcham Milliken larry@town. milliken.co.us
Lorentzen Dg Wellington LorentzL .larimer.co.
Squires N FTA larry.squires@dot.gov
Cryer RTD Lee.cryer@RTD-FasTracks.com
Dong CDOT leland.dong@dot.state.co.us
Kemp ' XK RTD Board lee kemp@rtd-denver.com
Linda Gonzales Brighton Igonzales@brightonco.gov
Liz Telford RTD Eli A D- s.com
Long Nguyen L/\/ CDOT long.nguyen@dot.state.co.us
Manuel Esquibel Brighton mesquibel@brightonco.gov
Marc Cittone Loveland cittom@ci.loveland.co.us
Margaret _|Langworthy USACE ret.k.langworthy@usace.army.mil
Mark Gosselin Ml CDOT mark.gosselin@dot state.co.us
Mark Jackson ¥ Fort Collins mjackson@fcgov.com
Mark Peterson P Larimer County mpeterson@larimer.org .
Meg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office margaret corwin@salazar.senate.gov
Michelle  [Krezek Boulder County mkrezek@bouldercounty.org
Mickey Ferrell CDOT mickey.ferrell@dot state.co.us
Mike Friesen Mead meadtown@aol.com
Mike Woodruff Milliken mwoodruff@town. milliken.co.us
Mindy Crane I CDOT mindy.crane@dot.state.co.us
Monica Pavlik FHWA monica.paviik@fhwa.dot.gov
Myron Hora CDOT

myron.hora@dot.state.co.us
9
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Regional Coordination Committee {RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WE

SIGN-IN SHEET

nmeier@glattevillegov.org
Nick.wolfrum@ci Jongmont.co.us

" Platteville
Nick Wolfrum Aw Longmont
Phil Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci.longmont.co.us
Randall Rutsch Boulder rutschR@ci.boulder.co.us
Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@larimer.org
Rebecca Davidson Timnath rebeccadavidson@timnathcolorado.org
Richard Leffier krﬂ Frederick Dleffler@frederickco.gov .
Robert Edgar ) EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov
Robert Paulsen Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us
|Roger Lange Longmont Roger_lange@qgwest.net
Sean Conway Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.us
Sharon Sullivan Ault Sullis@townofault.org
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun.cutting@fhwa.dot.gov
Steve Cook DRCOG scook@drcog.org
Steve Rudy DRCOG srudy@drcog.org
Suzette Mallette OF NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org
Tom Acre \7 N Commerce City tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Tom Anzia 7T Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Tom.anzia@fhueng.com
Tom Connelly Larimer County tconnelly@larimer.or
Tony Huerta Berthoud thuerta@berthoud.org
Vanessa _{Henderson U CDOT Vanessa.henderson@dot state.co.u
Vicky Sprague Weld County vsprague@co.weld.co.us
Vivien Hoang FHWA Vivien.hoang@fhwa.dot.gov
Wendi Palmer Erie wpalmer@ci.erie.co.us
Wendy Wallach Jacobs wendy.wallach@jacobs.com
William Haas FHWA

william.haas@fhwa.dot.gov
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Date: January 29, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

4 Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

SIGN-IN SHEET FIS

NORTH 25

PUBLIC A

7 3 DE
Dan Herlihey McWhinney/Centerra danh@mewhinney.com
Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam.biz
Rick White Landowner rwhite@laam.biz
Irene Fortune ; 4 vladimir1992@hotmail.com
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NORTH 125 ™%
EIS

AG E N DA information. cooperation. transportation.

NORTH I-25 JOINT RCC/TAC WORKSHOP

Thursday February 12, 2009
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

. Introductions

il. What is consensus?

lll. What does it mean to be the LEDPA?

IV. Summary of previous group discussions/visions

e Your draft vision to date

o]

O 0O OO0

Commuter rail on the BNSF

Express bus on I-25

Commuter bus on US 85

Tolled express lanes on I-25 south of SH 66
Phased in tolled express lanes north of SH 66

V. Commuter rail between Longmont and Thornton

Vi. Small group discussions on priorities and phasing

What factors are important to your community and why?

VII. Next workshop

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation

J:103225104. RCC _ Combined List\2009 RCC_TAC Combined\021209 RCC_TAC Workshop\TAC - 021209 ag.doc
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North I-25 EIS

What is Consensus?

* Members can participate in the
consensus without embracing each
element of the agreement with the
same fervor as other members or
having each interest fully satisfied.

¢ In a consensus agreement, the
parties recognize that given the
combination of gains and trade-offs
in the recommendation package,
potential impacts and options, the
resulting agreement is the best one
the parties can make at the time.

Agenda

. Introductions
. What is consensus?
. What does it mean to be the
LEDPA?
. Summary of previous group
discussions/visions
~  Yourdraft vision to date
- C rail b Long! and
Thomton

. Small group discusslons on
priorities and phasing
- What factors are important to your
community and why?

. Next workshop

What is the LEDPA?
Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Altemative
 Regulated by the Corps of
Engineers
* The altemative that:

— Has the least impacts to the
aquatic ecosystem (wetiands,
rivers, reservoirs)

— Meets purpose and need

—Is practicable

* cost

« existing technology

What is Consensus?

+ A consensusis an agreement built by
identifying and exploring all parties'
interests and assembling a package
agreement that satisfies these interests to
the greatest extent possible.

* A consensus is reached when all parties
agree that their major interests have been
taken into consideration and addressed
in a satisfactory manner.

= Consensus does not necessarily mean
unanimity. Some parties may strongly
endorse a particular recommendation
while others may accept it as a workable
agreement.

s Noxmils M
- EIS

How does the LEDPA
impact your Vision?
Package A has the least impact to
the aquatic ecosystem (19.34 acres)
Therefore your Vision must:

- Have the same or fewer impacts to
wetlands and jurisdictional open
waters than Package A

A preliminary estimate of the Vision
minus the CR component from
Longmont to Thomton is that it could
be the LEDPA

The Longmont to Thomton
component adds 3.5 acres of impact
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Summary of Workshops

NoerH F25
ES
e, e Ve

o) G e e P

Iy ="

Lo 8 e

Draft Committee Vision

* Tolled Express Lanes

- |-25 south of SH 66 (buffer
separated)
* 6 GP + 2 TE lanes

Draft Committee Vision

» Commuter Bus

- Greeley to downtown Denver

— Transfer to Express Bus to DIA

— Stations located in Greeley,
Evans, Platteville, Fort Lupton
and metro Denver

Ko |
EIS.

s e i

taveignd

Draft Committee Vision

* Phased Tolled Express Lanes
—1-25 north of SH 66

« SH 60 to SH 66 (4 GP+ 2 buffer-
separated TEL)

= SH 60 to Harmony Road (4 GP + 4
barrier-separated TEL)

* Harmonyto SH 14 (4 GP + 2
buffer-separated TEL)
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S ——— NORTE 125
e & : ommittee vision ﬁ

A —ry—

Draft Committee Vision

» Express Bus

- Fort Collins to downtown Denver
and DIA

— Greeley to downtown Denver

- Stations will be identified to
maximize ridership while
maintaining competitive travel
times

~ Stations will likely differ
somewhat from those included in
Package B BRT

Draft Committee Vision Your Draft Vision

« Commuter Rail « Commuter Rail Longmont to

— Fort Collins to Longmont Thomton
- Service to Boulder and - Workshop comments do not
downtown Denver using reflect strong support
Northwest Rail line — Impacts to wetlands and historic
— Stations in Fort Collins, resources
Loveland, Berthoud, and — Inclusion with TEL may preclude
Longmont achieving the LEDPA
— High cost
— Directly competes with Express
Bus
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Workshop Instructions

1. Elections (5 mins)
» Facilitator — Keep discussion
on track and on time

» Speaker- Presentthe group’s
priorities to the committee

= Secretary - Record the group’s
discussion on priorities and
reasons for selection (use the
sheet provided)

Phasing and Priorities

3. 20 minutes

* Prioritize the factors on your
index cards

* Record your reasoning for this
prioritization

o

Phasing and Priorities
o,
?‘:‘,?Q’Z% o,
2. 30minutes %,
- Whatfactors should be" %,
considered in the 7
development of a phasing
plan?
— Write factors on index cards
provided
* Why are these important?

— Group discussion about
factors

Group Reports

* Your group’s prioritization of
factors

* Reasoning for your prioritization

Phasing and Priorities

* Factors identified by CDOT
— Address safety issues on |-25

— Replace aging infrastructure on
1-25

- Increase capacity
— Ability to implement

i NomrH125 %
. EIS T

Next Workshop:

Monday March 16th
Southwest Weld County Services
Complex
2PM
Stay involved:
WWW, inf i25ei:
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N 125
RCC/TAC Groups' Prioritized Phasing Factors Highlighted by ORTH EIS k

Common Theme ;

Workahop 3 - Fabruary 12, 2000

=R Oroup 3= Vi oyies T (U= H < Group 32 0 e e |

1
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2
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Reg¥ nal Coordination Committee (RCC)
Teclinical Advisory Committee (TAC)

. |Date: February 12, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4.00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

#2259/

SIGN-IN SHEET
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V‘Q\ AJ. Euckert Dacono euckert@ci.dacono.co.us
§ LN Aaron Townsend Johnstown atownsend@fciol.com
N Aaron Willis CDOT aaron.willis@dot.state.co.us
s Amy Mueller Denver _amy.mueller@cidenvercous |
8 Andres Gomez NFR MPO agomez@nirmpo.org
k Angie Drumm v cDOT angie drumm@dot.state.co.us

Anita Riley AL, Boulder County asriley@bouldercounty.org
“\\ Anne Brewster = Senator Allard's Office Anne_brewster@allard.senate.gov
Q\ Barbara Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmeyer@co.weld.co.us
)\ Ben Manvel _&’VI«/ Fort Collins bmanvel@fcgov.com

Bill Andrews ASA- Greeley Bill.andrews@greeleygov.com

Bill Haas FHWA William.haas@fhwa.dot.gov

Bill Kaufman CDOT bill@williamkaufmanpc.com

Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com

Bob |Felsburg v Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Bob.felsburg@fhueng.com

Bob Gaiser \// Broomfield nggiser@brogmﬁeldg_rtm uncil.org

Bob Garcia e cDOT Robert,garcia@dot state.co.us

Brad Beckham CDOT brad beckham(@dot.state.co us

Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us

Cameron _ IParrott Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us

Carl Harvey Lasalle charvey@lasalietown.com

Carol Parmr v’ CDOT carol.parr@dot.state.co.us

Cheri Anderson . Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us .

Cheryt Hauger L/ Erie hauger@erieco.gov

Chris Cramer -_ Commerce City ccramer@ci.commerce-city.co.us

Chris Primus v Jacobs chris. primus@jacobs.com

Chrig Quinn b RTD chris.quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com
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Rey. .al Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: February 12, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SE

Sl 4 5 At S T z
Z A fne
e

SIGN-IN SHEET

NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org
Dan Carl DRCOG deari@dreog.org
Dave Beckhouse FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov
Dave Klockeman M}&/ Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us
Dave Lindsay Firestone diindsay@ccsinc.us
David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.us
David Heller DRCOG dheller@dreog.org
David Krutsinger RTD David.krutsinger@RTD-denver.com
Debra Baskett Broomfield dbaskett@broomfield.org
Debra Gray Northglenn daray@northglenn.org
Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmecloskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.org _
Dennis Wagner Windsor dwagner@windsorgov.com
Dianne Cavaliere cDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot state.co.us _
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com
Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com
Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us
Donna Benson A Timnath maxor@timnathoolorado.o;g
Doug Pearson N cboT douglas pearson@dot.state.co.us
Doug Rademacher -ﬁ@\ Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us
Doug _ Young c Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail.house.qov
Eari Smith Evans esmith@ci.evans.co.us
Fred Sandal DRCOG fsandal@drcog.org
Gary Behien om Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov
Gene Putman NNs— Thornton Gene.putman@cityofthomton.net .
Gene Pielin Loveland mayor@ci.loveland.co.us .
George Gerstle Boulder ggerstle@bouldercounty.org
Gina McAfee Jacobs gina,mcafee@jacobs.com
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: February 12, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Lo

SIGN-IN SHEET

Greg Clements

Commerce City

gclements@ci.commerce-city.co.us .

gmecailum@ci.erie.co.us
bal§erh@ci.lggisville.cg.us

Hollx.buck@fhueng.oom

|'ames.hamblin@ci.denver.co. us

'|ame§istar1ing@RTD-FasT@cks.com

rter@co.weld.co.us

;’shrevem.gdams.co.us

Jeff.houk@fhwa.dot.gov

'|ennifgr.hillhouse@denvergov.org

jkrieger@ci.dacono.co.us

jennifer. merer@jacobs.com
'|ennifer.webster@dot.state.co.us

igarson§@northglenn.org

jburack@town.miitiken.co.us

ihayes@northglenn.or
jim.pauimeno@dot.state.co.us

jwhite@berthoud.or:

'|b§ueg@berthoug.org

‘|franklin@townoﬁghnstown.com

manage;@townofseve@nce.org
Gtvfs'|t5@aol.gm

jgggg@m’n@ggov.com

inevarez@brightonco.ggv

karlgharding@timnathcolorado.org
maxor@northglenn.om

Greg McCallum Erie
Heather Balser Louisville
Holly Buck v’ Felsburg Holt & Ullevi
James Hamblin Denver
James Starling v* RTD
Janet Carter >SN O Weld County
Jeanne Shreve Adams County
Jeff Houk FHWA
Jennifer Hillhouse J \’\ Denver
Jennifer Krieger Dacono
Jennifer Merer Jacobs
Jennifer Webster CDOT

Jifl Parsons Northglenn
Jim Burack Milliken
Jim Hayes Northgienn
Jim Paulmeno CDOT
Jim White Town of Berthoud
John Bauer @7( Berthoud
John Franklin \J Johnstown
John Holdren Severance
John Taylor Gilcrest
John Vazquez ~ Windsor
Juanita Nevarez Brighton
Karla Harding X Timnath
Kathie Novak ' Northglenn
Kathlgen _|Bracke 5@% Fort Collins

kbrag@fggov.gm
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Re, .l Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: February 12, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

SIGN-IN SHEET

Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

karnold@windsorgov.com

kwaido@fcgov.com

kmgﬂ@vladimig‘ones.com
larry.heckel@ci. loveland.co.us

Iagy_@town.milliken.co.gs

LorentzL @co larimer.co.us

Igﬁ.guireg@dot.gov

Lee.cryer@RTD-FasTracks.com

Ieland.dong@dot.state.co.us

lee.kemp@rtd-denver,com _

Igonzales@brightonco.gov _

Elizabgh.;e[ford@RTD—Fast:acks.m

Iong.nguxen@dot.state.co.us
mesquibel@brightonco.gov

cittom@gi.loveland,g,gs

mgrgggtik.Ianggogng@usace.armx.mil

mark.gosselin@dot.state.co.us

mjackson@fcgov.com

mpeterson@larimer.orq

margaret_corwin@salazar.senate.gov

mkrezek@gouldercoung.org

mickex.ferrell@dot.stgte.g.us
meadtown@aol.com

mwoodruff@town. milliken.co.us _

mindrcrane@dot.s;gte.co.us _

monica.pavlik@fhwa.dot gov |

Amold Windsor

Waido Fort Collins

McCarl a Viadimir Jones
Larry Heckel ,éﬁ Loveland
Larry Ketcham ! Milliken
Larry Lorentzen Wellington
Larry Squires FTA
Lee Cryer RTD
Lee Dong CDOT
Lee Kemp RTD Board
Linda Gonzales Brighton
Liz Telford RTD
Long Nguyen v coort
Manuel Esquibel Brighton
Marc Cittone Loveland
Margaret _|Langworthy USACE
Mark Gosselin CDOT
Mark Jackson Fort Coliins
Mark Peterson dnd Larimer County
MQL Corwin Senator Salazar's Office
Michelle Krezek Boulder County
Mickey Ferrell CDOT
Mike Friesen Mead
Mike Woodruff Miliiken
Mindy Crane e CDOT
Monica  |Pavlik M FHWA
Myron Hora CcDOT

mﬁgn.hora@got.state.co.us
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Reglona| Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: February 12, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

SIGN-IN SHEET

Platteville

nmeie@glaﬁevillegov.org

Wolfrum

Longmont Nick.wolfrum@ci.longmont.co.us
Phil Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci.longmont.co.us
Randall Rutsch Boulder rutschR@ci.boulder.co.us
Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@|arimer.org
Rebecca  {Davidson Timnath rebeccadavidson@timnathcolorado.org
Richard Leffler Frederick Dleffler@frederickco.gov
Robert Edgar EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov
Rabert Paulsen _ Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us
Roger Lange [ESZAN Longmont Roger_lange@awest.net
Sean Conway Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.us
Sharon Sullivan Ault Sullis@townofault.org
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun.cutting@fhwa.dot.gov
Steve Cook DRCOG scook@dreog.org
Steve Rudy P DRCOG srudv@drcog.or:
Suzstte Mallette / NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org

tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us

Tom.anzia@fhueng.com

imer.or

thuerta@berthoud.org

Vanessa.henderson@dot.state.g.us

vsprague@coweldcous =~ |
Vivien.hoagg@mwa.dot.gov

wpalmer@ci.erie.co.us

wendy.wallach@jacobs.com

Tom Acre Commerce City
Tom Anzia v~ Felsburg Holt & Ullevig _
Tom Connally v Y dagae g Glovimes o Larimer County
Tony Huerta /mv ' i Berthoud
Vanessa  |Henderson - CDOT

Vicky Sprague Weid County
Vivien Hoang FHWA

Wendi Palmer Erie

Wendy Wallach Jacobs

William Haas FHWA

yle s Tkroog MT

Town of Feedeqch

william_haas@fhwa.dot.gov .
M'ﬂ\cmog@ frD_XQq'g K;@- %ﬁ
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13! Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: February 12, 2009 SIGN-IN SHEET
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM information. cooperation. transportation.
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX ]
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PUBLIC'ATTEN

Dan Herlihey McWhinney/Centerra danh@mcwhinnev.com

Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam.biz

Rick White Landowner rwhite@laam.biz

Irene Fortune viadimir1992@hotmail.com .

2/11/2009
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North 1-25 EIS

RCCI/TAC Workshop 4

April 9, 2009

i (5

~What We Have
Accomplished and What
We Have Remaining

NORTH 125 °%
Els 0

S vrenn v v

= Y

esersi Purpone Lunen

# Exmeas B

Agenda

Introductions and Welcome

Finalizing the Primary
Elements of the Preferred
Alternative

— Tolled Express Lane
Configuration

— Commuter Rail North Metro to

Northwest Rail

Prioritization and Phasing
Next Meeting

Commnr Bus ¥
Talted Brprasa Lones
Pastod Tabod Exprens Luoes|
Bt Raphd Tramsit

Comvmuter a2
Foadr Bus Sorvies

INORTH 23
ommiitee vision T

s g Mot

Introductions

Tolled Express Lane
Configurations
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R e S BTy ol
Cross Section with Proposed TEL Cross Section with Proposed TEL Cro:s "S;ctl é?(: A f foposad
South of SH 66 South of SH 66 *Northof SHE6

Yows 1379

« 3 options for adding Tolled Express
Lanes

— Add 2 general purpose lanes and 2 tolled
express lanes (CDOT Recommended Crass
Section)

— Add 4 barrier separated tolled express lanes
— Add 2 tolled express lanes

= = '_ = AR =,
Add 2 General Purpose + Add 2 Tolled Express
2 Tolled Express Lanes Lanes Lanes
Percentage of Capacity Truck Cost/
e U Lane Mie Percentage of Capacity Truck Cost/ Pementagel mmd Sty ;—r,’:gc e
GP TEL % ofGP Utiized Trafic | Lane Mie — — — LEns MiS
Capacity GP TEL %olGP e,
~70% ~50% 1% 36m Espact)
>100% | -25% 1% 45m >100% | ~50% 7% 44m
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Commuter Rail
North Metro to Northwest Rail

* Recap of last
meeting

* Subsequent
coordination

+ Recommendation
for discussion 2

Infrastructure
Preservatlon _

3 Gumeimvey [l + vwaeemn

azvem |8 e AL

NOKTHI2S
Eis

—— s sr——

Commuter Rail
North Metro to Northwest Rail

+ Recommendation
for discussion

+ Implications of
this
recommendation

Pnontlzatlon and
Phasing
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Coordinate with
Community Plan

Your Prioritized

Phasing Factors
¢ Preservation of Infrastructure
* Address Safety Concems

* Improve Mobitity

* Coordinate with Community
Plans

« Consider Long-Term with Near-
Term Implementation

* Implement Cost Effective
Solution

Consider Long-Term with
Near-Term Implementation

ot *» apre Vimgancnry Tt haiey Cuugemn
<o rivaie
2 Vo maem
e 1 et menc ot | o
v vt
e e v semcravans | 2oy
Comcrmnn o
e
S Py e s
230y ne 3 Eicorrae
- i
3 Cametty T e

Prioritization Exercise

* Commuter Bus Greeley to Denver

« Commuter Rail Longmontto Fort
Collins

»  CommuterRail North Metro to CR 8

+  Express Bus Fort Collins to Denver

»  Express Bus Fort Collins to DIA

+ ExpressBus Greeley to Denver

= |25 htert:hanaes (without widening 1-
25) north of SH 66

¢ 125 interchan?_'es (without widening -
25) south of SH 66

+  1-25 widening north of SH 66 (would
include interchanges if they have not
been reconstructed in an earlier phase)

»  1-25 widening south of SH 66 (would
include interchanges if they have not
been reconstructed in an earlier phase)

F L
Implement Cost

Effective Solution

e z ™ [y R

e 18 ¢ ruapra LI Svtiomios | 1 1oy Logeson
D iad "
RSy
2 Mott; oy mew
k> T Coatont esubar 2
Eareng EET Y [ R
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Ry Fs
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Group Ranking
Exercise

* Work in groups to rank the

projects in each of the three
categories

Keep in mind your prioritized
phasing factors!

— Preservation of Infrastructure
— Add Safety Cc

— Improve Mobility
— Coondinate with Community Plans

- Consider Long-Term with Near-Term
Implementation

— Implement Cost Effective Solution

Next Workshop:
April 23rd

Southwest Weld County
Services Complex
2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
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NORTH 25 "
EIS
M E ET' NG M I N UTES information. cooperation. transportation.

MEETING DATE: April 9, 2009

LOCATION: Southwest Weld County Complex
ATTENDEES: See Attached Sign-In Sheet
PREPARER: Holly Buck

COPIES: RCC/TAC members

l. Introductions

L. What We’ve Accomplished
Carol Parr presented the elements of the Preferred Alternative that have been agreed to by
the committee to date and discussed elem ents that are still being discussed and need
resolution to move forward.

Il Tolled Express Lane Configuration

The group reviewed three different cross sections that were considered for im plementation
north of SH 66 on I-25 and discussed a recommendation by CDOT to move forward with a
cross section that would add one general purpose lane and o ne tolled express lane in each
direction north of SH 66. The group asked questions and disc ussed the cost per lane mile
and utilization information presented. T he desire to see this cross section built in phases
that would start with the tolled express lanes was expressed by members. The group
agreed to move forward with the cross section recommended by CDOT.

Iv. Commuter Rail North Metro to Northwest Corridor

At the previous meeting, select communities expressed concern over not includi ng the
connection between the two F asTracks rail lines in the North 1-25 F EIS Preferred
Alternative. Subsequently CDOT met with those communities and brought forward a
recommendation to include an extension of RTD’s North Metro rail line north to CR 8 and I-
25 as a compromise for inclusion in the Preferred Alternative. The group discussed this
compromise and generally agreed that they would like to see it included in the Preferred
Alternative. Members requested that additional consideration be given to incl uding the other
portion of this connection as a dashed line in the FEIS or perhaps including discussion
about their desire to see this connection made in the text. Options for address the other
portion of the connection will be brought back at the next meeting.

V. Priority and Phasing

Page 1
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RCC/TAC Workshop
April 9, 2009

Participants used CDOT s instant scoring machines to answer questions abou t the priority
(near, mid or long) of 10 potential improvements within the North I-25 EIS Draft Preferred
Alternative. Table 1 summarizes the result of this exercise illustrating which alternatives
were identified as a near-term priority, mid term priority and a long-term priority.

Table 1. Prioritization Exercise Summary

Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term
Question Priority Priority Priority

1. Commuter Bus Greeley to Denver on US 85 18 v 12 7
2. Commuter Rail Longmont to Fort Collins 12 8 18 v
3. Commuter Rail North Metro Extension to CR 8 11 11 14 v
4. Express Bus Fort Collins to Denver on Harmony Rd & 1-25 22 v 11
5. Express Bus Fort Collins to DIA on Harmony Rd, 1-25 & E- 18 v 15
g?gxpress Bus Greeley to Denver on US 34 & I-25 19 v 10 9
7. 1-25 Interchanges North of SH 66 24 v 11 2
8. I-25 Interchanges South of SH 66 13 v 10 14 v
9. I-25 Widening North of SH 66 23 v 7 7
10. 1-25 Widening South of SH 66 9 14 v 15 v

In the second part of the exercise participants were asked to rank the projects in each of the
three prioritization c ategories considering the phasing factors that had b een identified at the
previous meeting — Preserve infrastructure, im prove safety, improve mobility, coordination with
community plans, consider-term with near-term implementation and implement a cost effective
solution .

Groups presented their results and provided some commentary on their rankings. T able 2
summarizes the groups’ results.

Group 1 stated that they wanted to see com muter rail moved to the near term category.

Group 2 supported commuter bus because it doesn’t take as m uch money to implement. They
also supported widening 1-25 both n orth and south of SH 66 with express bus lanes only.

Group 3 did not reach consensus but presented t he following as one potential ranking.
1. Fix interchanges, north and south (safety)
2. Widening — north and south
3. EB Fort Collins to Denver
4. EB to DIA
5.CB
(EB very important, but need highway im provements first.)

Group 4 stressed the need to address safety, infrastructure preservation and mobility
improvement with the project rankings.

Page 2
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RCC/TAC Workshop
April 9, 2009

Table 2. Group Rankings

Question

Near-Term Priority

Mid-Term
Priority

Long-Term
Priority

Group #

3*

1. Commuter Bus Greeley to Denver on US 85

2. Commuter Rail Longmont to Fort Collins

11

3. Commuter Rail North Metro Extension to CR 8

4. Express Bus Fort Collins to Denver on Harmony Rd
and I-25

5. Express Bus Fort Collins to DIA on Harmony Rd, I-
25 & E-470

6. Express Bus Greeley to Denver on US 34 & I-25

ak

7. 1-25 Interchanges North of SH 66

8. I-25 Interchanges South of SH 66

9. I-25 Widening North of SH 66

4***

Sl O = O

10. I-25 Widening South of SH 66

wl w ol A &l & &~

5****

\AF_J%(_J \_Y_J

NOTE:
* Did not reach consensus

**  #6 — Should be included in Express Bus, Fort Collins to Denver

*** #9 — Express bus lanes only
**** #10 — Express lanes only

Page 3
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[Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) NORTHI25
S SIGN-IN SHEET EIS
Time: 2:00 PHi - 4:00 PM information  cooperation. transportation
|Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX _ _l
E&eﬂ Dacono
Townsend Johnstown

Aaron Willis CDOT
Amy Musller Denver
Andres Gomez / NFR MPO
Angie Drumm {) cDOT
Anita Riley Boulder County
Anne Brewster Senator Allard’s Office
Ayman Salloum A CDOT
Barbara _|Kirkmeyer — Weld County
Ben Manvel Ch Fort Collins

e L-1L Andrews— Retire d Greeley Bj v.com
Bill Haas FHWA Will v
Bill Kaufman CDOT bill ,
Bill Swenson / CDOT _bswen32@yahoo.com
Bob Autobee CDOT autobee e.co,
Bob Felsburg A~ Felsburg Holt & Ullevig sburg@fhueng.com
Bob Gaiser I2¥A Broomfield bgaiser@broomfieldcitycouncil.org
Bob Garcia ) CDOT Robert. ot. [ee)
Brad Beckham CDOT brad.beckham@dot.state.co.us
Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci broomfield.co.us
Cameron Parrott Evans ci.evans.co.us
Carl Harvey h Lasalle
Carol Parr (A cooT ]
Cheri Anderson \ Firestone restone.co.us
Cheryl Hauger W Ere hau er v
Chris Cramer Commerce City ccramer@ci.com ity.co.us
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Region... ~oordination Committee (RCC) !

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) NORTH 225

e AL, 2008 SIGN-IN SHEET EIS

Time: 2:00 PM -4:00 PM information. cooperation. transportation

Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX A‘ _

Chris Primus Jacobs

Chris Quinn RTD

Cift Davidson (4 ] NFRMPO

Dan_____|Carl ~ DRCOG

Dave Beckhouse . FTA

Dave Klockeman Loveland

Dave Lindsay 0L Firestone

David Downing Westminster

David Heller DRCOG

David Krutsinger RTD

Debra ___|Baskett DN Broomfield

Debra Gray - Northglenn

Dennis McCloskey Broomfield

Dennis Wagner Windsor

Dianne Cavaliere CDOT

Digas Brown Fort Collins

Don Feldhaus Greeley

Don Williams Loveland

Donna_ Benson A Timnath

|Doug Pearson J&g cDOoT t sts

Doug Rademacher @ Weld County _ d r@co weld.co.us

Doug Young Senator Udall's Office oug.young@mail.house.gov

| Earl Smith Evans

Fred Sandal g;% DRCOG ;

Gary Behlen Erie hehlen@erieco.q

Gene Putman .-&3 Thornton g.putman@cit Nnomion. net

Gene Pielin_ Loveland mayor@ci loveland.co.us _
41912009



[Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) NORTH 25
|oate: Aprits, 2008 SIGN-IN SHEET EIS
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 Pl information. cooperation. transportation
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

George __|Gerstle Boulder

Gina McAfee Jacobs

Greg Clemerts Commerce City

Greg McCallum Erie

Heather Balser Louisville alserhiici louigville.co.us
Holly Buck Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Holybuck@fhuengcom |
James Hamblin Denver es.hamblin@ci denve
James Starling RTD

Janet Carter N Weld County

Jeanne Shreve Adams County

Joff _ Houk FHWA

Jennifer Hillhouse f'} Denver

Jennifer __|Krieger S ___Dacono

Jennifer _[Merer Jacobs

Jennifer Webster CDOT

Jill Parsons Northglenn

Jim Burack Milliken

Jim Hayes Northglenn

Jim Paulmeno - cDoT

Jim Starling ) RTD

Jim White 5 Town of Berthoud

John Bauer % Berthoud _

John Frankiin Johnstown

John Holdren Severance

John Taylor . Gilcrest

John Vazquez //,/ Windsor

Juanita Nevarez ol Brighton




Regio. coordination Col

|Date: April 9, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM -4:00 PM

mmittee (RCC)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTH 25
EIS

nformation  cooperation. transportation

Location: SW WELD CO SE.:!VICES COMPLEX
Kara Harding 714; g@umnathcolorado.org
Kathie Novak - Northglenn mavor@northgiennorg |
Kathieen _|Bracke LD Fort Collins Kbracke@fcgov.com
Kelly Amold ~ < Windsor kamol com
Ken Waido %W Fort Collins kwaido@fcgov.com
Kim McCarl ] Viadimir Jones _kmccari@viadimiriones.com = |
Lamy Heckel ﬁ Loveland larmry.heckei@ci.loveland.co.us .
tary |Ketcham il Millien _lamy@ownilikencoys |
[Lamy Lorentzen ﬁ' Weliin Lorentzl@colarimercous |
Larry Squires ( FTA
Lee Cryer %:2 RTD
Lee Dong CcDoT
Lee Kemp ] RTD Board
Linda Gonzales Brighton
Liz Telford \ RTD
Long ___ |Nguyen MV CcDOT
Manuel Esquibel g Brighton
Marc Cittone £ Loveland
Margaret __|Langworthy R USACE
Mark Gosselin M cooT
Mark Jackson ' Fort Collins
Mark Peterson Ay Larimer County
Meg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office
Michelle _|Krezek Boulder County
Mickey Ferrell cDoT
Mike Friesen Mead i
Mike Woodruff Milliken mwoodruff@town.milliken.co.us
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[Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) NORTH 25
Pate: Apri 8, 2000 SIGN-IN SHEET EIS
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM information. cooperation. transportation.
lLocaﬁon':_ SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

Mindy CDOT
Monica___|Paviik VY FHWA

|Myles Throop Town of Frederick
Myron Hora "F CDOT

Nick Meier Platteville

Nick Wolfrum (NN Longmont

Phil Greenwald Longmont
Randall Rutsch Boulder_
Randy Eubanks Larimer County
Rebecca __|Davidson Timnath
Richard __|Leffler /< Frederick
Robert Edgar EPA

Robert Paulsen __Loveland
[Roger Lange Longmont

Sean Conway Weld County
Sharon Sullivan Ault

Shaun Cutting FHWA

Steve Cook DRCOG

Steve Rudy Vi __DRCOG
Swzette |Mallette 3 NFRMPO

Tom Acre = Commerce City
Tom Anzia VLA Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
Tom Do Larimer County
Tony Huerta Berthoud
Vanessa__|Henderson v CDOT
Vicky {Sprague Weld County
Vivien Hoang FHWA




{Date: April 9, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

' ﬁeglm. soordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

SIGN-IN SHEET EIS

NORTH 225

wformation cooperatian. transportation

™ -

Wendi Palmer Erie mer@eci.erie.co.us

Wendy Wallach Jacobs wendy.wal .com

William Haas FHWA william.haas@fhwa.dot.gov
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D RAFT AG E N DA information. cooperation. transportation.

NORTH I-25 RCC/TAC WORKSHOP

Thursday June 11, 2009
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

l. Introductions
[l. Review Draft Committee Vision

IIl. New Information
o Maintenance Road
o Travel time
. 2035 Population and employment data

IV. Update
o Meeting with EOC

V. Refined Vision
) Narrow highway median
o Single-track rail

VI. Discussion and Consensus

VIl. Next workshop
. Phasing

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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North I-25 EIS

RCC/TAC Workshop 5

June 11, 2009

1

Introductions

Draft Committee Vision

CEBE Eoweom
BN Commutnhes EN
& rrecrange upgraon -
B eosien '1
O rmuasien rort
L
4 Las ac
..... wf
s
S~
eatiae | YA
N

iR

Sl

| Coﬁcéhs with Draft
Committee Vision

» DEIS Purpose and Need
* Cost Implications
 Aquatic Resource Impacts

Agenda

» Review Draft Committee Vision

» Executive Oversight
Committee Direction

» New Information

* Proposed Modified Vision

* Discussion and Consensus
* Next Workshop

Direction from Executive
Oversight Committee

 Achieve Community Support
» Reduce Cost
* Minimize Impacts
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New Information

* Maintenance Road
* Travel Time

* Population and Employment
Data

NowrH 25
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2035 Population and
Employment Data

Maintenance Road

* BNSF will require adjacent
gravel road for rail line
maintenance

mm‘
Ers B

= e

Proposed Modifications to
Address EOC Direction

* Reduced I-25 Median Width
* Single Track Commuter Rail

.
Travel Time
Rail Travel Thnes
Downtown Fort Cotling 1o DUS
130 19
120 -
110 e
100
9%
T 80
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£ w
i
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‘Rowte/Version
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I-25 Cross Section
North of SH 66
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I-25 Impacts and Costs

¢ Cost Estimates

PackageA $1.3 billion
Package B $1.9 billion
Current Vision $1.8 billion
Modified $1.5 billion

Wetland Impact Estimates

Package A ~15 acres
Package B ~20 acres
Current Vision ~19 acres
Modified ~17 acres

Impacts and Costs
* Cost Estimates

PackageA $1.1 billion
Current Vision $1.1 billion
Modified $0.8 billion

» Wetland Impact Estimates

PackageA ~5 acres plus BNSF
maintenance road

Current Vision ~5 acres plus BNSF
maintenance road

Modified -5 acres including
BNSF maintenance road

Commuter Rail Cross Section
Fort Collins to Longmont

Modified Cross Current Vision
Section

Total
Impacts and Costs

Cost Estimates

Current Vision

2.9 billion

Modified

2.3 billion

Savings

$0.6 billion

Inchudes express bus and commirter bus services

Wetland Impact Estimates
Package A ~20 acres pius
Current Vision ~24 acres plus

Commuter Rail Cross Section
Longmont to Thomton

Modified Cross Current Vision

Discussion and

Consensus
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Next Workshop:
July 23rd

Southwest Weld County
Services Complex

2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/

NowTH 25 28
EIS i

e qepcn Yprtin.
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Meeting Minutes - Workshop

Technical Advisory & Regional Coordination Committee
June 11, 2009

2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Page 3
MEETING DATE - June 11, 2009
LOCATION: Southwest Weld County Services Complex
ATTENDEES: See Sign In Sheet
PREPARER: FHU — Holly Buck

INTRODUCTIONS AND OVERVIEW

¢ No Public Comment
e Bob Garcia made opening remarks on consensus. The NEPA process doesn’t neces sarily meet up

with the bigger planning vision. Trim implies cuts and sometimes we can’t meet everyone’s desires.
We recently met with the North I-25 EIS Executive Oversight Committee. Russ George was
supportive of our process to date. Our current state requires new way of looking at issues. We need
to work in partnership. He acknowledged F HWA and FTA for stepping up to work toward a solution
and maintain their high standard.

REVIEW DRAFT COMMITTEE VISION

e Carol Parr reviewed the current comm ittee vision with the group. Since the last meeting CDOT met
with some communities and have modified the vision to include commuter rail between E rie and
Longmont to address the desires of these communities. The express bus leg along Harmony Road
was eliminated to reduce competition between the bus and the commuter rail line.

» Representatives from Frederick expressed concem that the commuter rail link goes through
Frederick but no additional discussion was held with that community subsequent to the last meeting.
At the previous meeting Frederick supported showing a possible future connection between Erie and
Longmont but they do not support including this | ink in the preferred alternative.

» Fort Collins is pursuing express bus along Harmony Road. They would like to know more about
how ridership on com muter rail was impacted by this leg of express bus.

EXECUTIVE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE DIRECTION
e Carol Parr provided more information on the EOC meeting. The specific direction coming out of that
meeting was to minimize impacts to achieve the LEDPA and to try to achieve consensus among the

communities for the preferred alternative.

NEW INFORMATION

* Maintenance Road
+ The BNSF is now requiring that a m aintenance road be provided along their r ail line that

would used by the commuter rail. The team will meet with BNSF this summer and bring
more details to the group.

o Travel Time
+ RTD data previously indicated that the North M etro rail line was not much faster than the

Northwest rail line. As RTD has progressed in the planning and design of its FasTracks
lines the travel times have been updated. New travel tim e estimates indicate that the
North Metro line is now 13 minutes faster than the Northwest Rail line, for a trip between
Fort Collins and downtown D enver. The previous estimates indicated a 4 minute
difference.

+ The two MPOS have updated their population and employment information to 2035. Our
latest travel model utilized this new data. The graphic provides a com parison of how the
2035 data compares to the previous 2030 dataset.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportagon B-90
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Meeting Minutes - Workshop

Technical Advisory & Regional Coordination Committee
June 11, 2009

2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Page 4

PROPOSED MODIFIED VISION
In order to achieve consensus among the group and still meet the requirements of the Corps of
Engineers to select the alternative with the fewest impacts to aquatic resources the team suggested the
following design modifications:

+ Reduce the median width. The current design provides a 56 foot median. This new

narrower design would provide a 32 foot grass median.

+ Single track the commuter rail line.
Dave Klockeman asked why the 56’ median was maintained initially. Bob Garcia responded that the
median was maintained to keep the “rural” character. However, the new, narrower cross section is
consistent with cross-section south of SH 66. Long Nguyen also told the group that there is still room to
expand, if need be.

Gene Putman told the group that the rail would not operate well without passing track. Long Nguyen
said that passing track will be provided but the details on the length and location have not yet been
finalized. The passing track will enable the single track commuter rail to operate with the same service
plan as the double track rail evaluated in Pac kage A of the DEIS.

Land from Fort Collins to Longmont is owned by the BN SF and would not include purchasing property.
The maintenance road would be on BNSF property.

The committee asked if the rail would be able to be expanded. More property than what you need for
single-track. The committee also asked if there was enough property to double track in the future ?

The final required ROW width for single track has not been determined at this time. We can take into
account the need for potential future double track

Martina asked if operations are the same with single and double, why woul d we have double track.
Reliability and travel time would be reason for keep ing double.

The committee asked if the $1.1 billion includes the Erie to Thornton piece. Yes, that leg between E rie
and Longmont cost about $350 million and it is included in the $1.1 billion.

Bob Garcia asked if RTD is required to build the maintenance road as well? Yes, their commuter rail
projects in the BNSF right of way will also be required to include a maintenance road.

DISCUSSION AND CONSENSUS

Each member of the group was as ked to write on a note card if they support the modified vision, if they
support it with a caveat or if they do not support the modified vision and why. After everyone had an
opportunity to fill out their card each person was asked to share their thoughts with the rest of the group.
Each cell of the following table summarizes each note card, .

SUPPORT SUPPORT WITH
CAVEAT Questions/Comments
Fully support modified vision Support the modified alternative, but Concern over Weld County Road 8 to 1-25 /

need convincing about deletion of the Longmont Commuter Rail section. Cost
east — west Harmony fink. Low cost will | concerns and lack of discussion with
probably increase overall ridership. Fredrick over adding it back into plan.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportagon B-91
age B-



Meeting Minutes - Workshop

Technical Advisory & Regional Coordination Committee

June 11, 2009
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM
Page 5

Are the modifications and costs
accommodated consistent with the
original Purpose & Need? (yes)

= Support Express Bus connection
on Harmony to Mason Corridor
(consistent with city plans)

»  Support Express Bus connection
on US 34 between Greeley &

= What are implications of reduced
highway width with respect to all of the
specific interchange analyses that have
occurred to date?

*  Single-track seems to make sense if

Loveland. operationally similar to double.
Greeley supports the Modified Support minus CR connection to If we're looking to "trim” costs, there are no
Alternative Longmont doubt other items that could have been

Cost/Benefit does not support addition
(15% of total modified package cost)

considered.

[The team has] found creative ways to
address costs and impacts

General support for highway altemnative
changes, safety, etc, (with some
technical questions) but lack of
data/detail on CR modifications makes
it challenging to understand what we're
achieving (besides a 13 minute change
in routes that may “improve”
attractiveness of Longmont connection
ridership

Concem that we risk losing credibility if we
can't show very significant increase in ridership
by spending $1.1B vs $500M

Support the commuter rail line coming
down from Fort Collins through
Longmont/Erie and tie into north line
of RTD. (H-7)

General support to identify alternatives
and complete document that does not
preclude the ability to make future
improvements.

Data based decision making seems to have
been replaced by parochialism.

Express Bus/Toll Express Lane:

» Decrease median width is good

= Good north of E-470 & then south
is not in DRCOG financial
contract. This may be difficult

= Still need additional funding

The Longmont-Enie link is considered
option added, if funding allows.

Concem over plans costs and being able to
sell plan to public

Commuter Rail:

= Very good addition putting back

* 13 minutes is a major
improvement in travel time over 4
minutes

= Need to show passing track with
the single track and denote
increase in signalization

The Town of Erie strongly supports the
modified version, with the single-track
and the reduced median on I-25 with
the caveat that station locations remain
as identified in Package A DEIS.

Narrowing median on 1-25 - Concern

What are we giving up from a technical
perspective — adding capacity in center ROW
vs money for additional ROW on outside
(Does this really hamstring ability to add
capacity in future @ reasonable costs?

Support vision & modifications

=  Important to have a multi-modal
plan to ensure all modes are
considered.

= Need phasing plan

»  This plan/vision is vital to the
success of corridors

= Strong links to activity centers &
important modes

| support the modification to single
track to minimize cost/impacts. Every
opportunity should be made to double-
track where it does not add significant
cost or impacts. Take advantage of
opportunities.

* Easily phased

= Don't completely give up on dual
tracks. Just because other areas
have started single-tracks doesn't
mean it works best.

= Keep studying ridership to
determine cost effectiveness

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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Meeting Minutes - Workshop

Technical Advisory & Regional Coordination Committee
June 11, 2009

2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Page 6

»  Modified solution reflects
“consensus” vision

=  Attempts to reconcile fiscal
constraint issue

= Achieves NEPA/COE objectives

Meets the objectives of the current
Strategic Action Plan of the NFRMPO
- meaning a combination or multi-
modal solution. OK.

Support plan with Longmont and
Thornton/Erie spur.

Berthoud fully supports modified
alternative as long as service provided
is not negatively impacted as this
moves forward.

»  Meets Purpose & Needs

= Meets public's comments in Open
House

= With station location as indicators
on original alternatives, i.e., Erie

= Meets community needs!

Carol Parr said at the next meeting, the project team will provide information to answer the remaining
questions and concerns identified dur ing today’s meeting. The next meeting’s agenda may also cover
phasing.

NEXT TAC/RCC WORKSHOP: Thursday - July 23, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM — 4:00 PM
SW Weld County Services Complex

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportagon B.93
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: June 11, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTHI25 o
EIS

informatien. cogperation. transportation.
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A Euckert Dacono euckert@ci.dacono.co.us

Aaron Townsend Johnstown atownsend@fciol.com

Aaron Willis CDOT aaron.willis@dot state co.us _
Amy Mueller Denver amy.mueller@ci.denver.co.us

Andres Gomez NFR MPO agomez@nfrmpo.org

Angie _ Drumm cDoT angie.drumm@dot state.co.us

Anita Riley Boulder County aariley@bouldercounty.or:

Anne Brewster Senator Allard's Office Anne _brewster@allard.senate.gov
Ayman Salloum CDOT ayman.salloum @dot.state.co.us
Barbara Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmever@co.weld.co.us

Ben Manvel Fort Collins bmanvel vV.cCOm

Bill Haas FHWA William.haas@fhwa.dot.gov

Bill Kaufman CDOT bill@williamkaufmanpc.com

Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com

Bob Autobee CDOT robert.autobee@dot.state.co.us

Bob Felsburg Pwk Felsburg Holt & Ullevig _ Bob fels fhueng.com

Bob Gaiser —~ Broomfield bgaise@broomﬁeldcgo_ogngjl.org

Bob Garcia (@ CDOT Robert garcia@dot.state.co.us

Brad Beckham CDOT brad.beckham@dot.state.co.us

Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us
Cameron  |Parrott Evans ci.eva us

Carl Harvey Lasalle charvey@lasalletown.com

Carol Parr (\LD CDOT carol.parr@dot state.co.us

Cheri Anderson \ Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us

Cheryt Hauger Comn Erie hay erieco.gov

Chris Cramer & Commerce City ccrame@ci.commgrce—cig.co.ug

Chris Primus % Jacobs chris.primus@jacobs.com

517 3
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Date: June
Time: 2:00
Location: S

ity
R os

11, 2009
PM - 4:00 PM
W WELD CO

Ee_g. 41 Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

SIGN-IN SHEET

Chris RTD chris.quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com
Cliff Davidson ( »ﬁ\ NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org

Dan Carl ~ DRCOG deari@drcog.org

Dave Beckhouse . FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov
Dave Klockeman M Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us
Dave Lindsay Firestone dlindsay@ccginc.us

David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.us
David Heller DRCOG dheller@drcog.org

David Krutsinger RTD David.krutsinger@RTD-denver.com
Debra Baskett Broomfield dbaskett@broomfieldorg |
Debra Gray Northglenn dgray@northglenn.o

Dennis McCloskey Broomfield oskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.or:
Dennis Wagner Windsor dwagner@uwindsorgov.com
Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot.state.co.us
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com

Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com

Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us
Donna Benson Timnath mayor@timnathcolorado.org
Doug Pearson cpbot douglas pearson@dot.state.co.us
Doug. Rademacher Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us
Doug Young Senator Udall's Office douqg.young@mail.house.gov
Earl Smith Evans esmith@ci.evans.co.us

Fred Jones P City of Greeley fred.jones@areeleygov.com

Fred Sandal T/S DRCOG fsandal@drcog.org

Gary Behlen Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov

Gene Putman % Thornton Gene.putman@cityofthomton.net
Gene Pielin Loveland mavor@ci.loveland.co.us |

5/13/2008
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Date: June 11, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WEL

S

Regionai Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

D CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

Boulder ggerstie@bouldercounty.org
Vladimir Jones ghayward@vladimiionescom
McAfee (S Jacobs gina.mcafee@jacobs.com
Clements Commerce City clemen i.commerce-city.co.us
Greg _|McCallum Erie gmecalum@cieriecous |
Heather Balser Louisville balserh@gci.louisville.co.us
Holly Buck -EB Felsburg Holt & Ulievig Holly.buck@fhueng.com _
Ina Zisman CDOT ina.zisman@dot.state.co.us _
James Hamblin Denver jam blin@ci.denver.co.
James Starling RTD james starling@RTD-FasTracks.com
Janet Carter Weld County carter@co weld.co.us
Jeanne Shreve Adams County jshrev _adams.co.us
Jeff {Houk FHWA Jeff. houk@fhwa.dot gov
Jennifer Hillhouse \J_H' : Denver jennifer.hillhouse@denvergov.org
Jennifer Krieger Dacono jkrieger@ci.dacono.co.us
Jennifer Merer Jacobs iennifef.mgrgr@‘g‘ cobs.com
Jennifer Webster CDOT iennifer.weg§tg@dot.statg.co.us
Jill Parsons Northglenn i ns@northglenn.or: _
Jim Burack Milliken jpurack@town.milliken.co.us
Jim Hayes Northglenn ihayes@northglenn
Jim Pauimeno CDOT jim.paulmeno@dot.state.co.us
Jim Stariing RTD ames.stari TD-Fa ks.com
Jim White Town of Berthoud jwhite@berthoud.org
Joe Hodas Viadimir Jones jhodas@vladimiriones.com
John Bauer e Berthoud jbauer@berthoud.org
John Franklin - Johnstown jfranklin@townofiohnstown.com
John Holdren Severance manager@townofseverance.

T3
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-Reg 4 Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

NORTHI25 P

Date: June 11, 2009 SIGN-lN SHEET EIS

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX 5
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John Taylor Gilcrest Givisits@aol.com

John Vazquez Windsor jvazqu windsorgov.com
Juanita Nevarez Brighton inevarez@brightonco.gov
Karla Harding Timnath karlaharding@timnathcolorado.org
Kathie Novak Northglenn mayor@northalenn.org
Kathleen Bracke Fort Collins kbracke@fcgov.com

Kelly Arnold Windsor kamold@windsorgov.com
Ken Waido Fort Collins kwaido@fegov.com

Kim McCarl Vladimir Jones kmccari@viadimirjones.com
Larry Heckel Loveland larry.heckel@ci.loveland.co.
Larry Ketcham Milliken I town.milliken.co.us
Larry Lorentzen Wellington Loren co.larimer.co.us
Lamry Squires @ FTA la ot

Lee Cryer ) RTD Lee. RTD-FasTracks.com
Lee Dong CcDOoT leland.dong@dot.state.co.us
Lee Kemp RTD Board lee_kemp@rtd-denver.com
Linda Gonzales Brighton l brightonco,

Liz Telford RTD Elizabeth telford@RTD-Fastracks.com
lLong Nguyen LH'I\/ CDOT long.nguyen@dot.state.co.u
Manuel Esquibel Brighton mesquibel@brightonco.gov
Marc Cittone Loveland cittom@ci.loveland.co.us
Margaret __|Langworthy USACE margaret.k langworthv@usace.army.mil
Mark Gosselin g cboTt mark_gosselin@dot.state.co.us
Mark Jackson - Fort Collins mjackson@fegov.com
|Mark Peterson ML‘J Larimer County mpeterson@larimer.org
Martina Wilkinson M\ Larimer County mwilkinson@larimer.org
LMES Corwin B Senator Salazar's Office margaret corwin@salazar.senate.qgov

]
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) L
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: June 11, 2009 S|GN'|N SH EET

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

ik v s R
3 ‘. % }’S- = ; : .'g . > G lN i \TA. ’a

RES /Attendance A e i

.‘\. e i y e T ¥ ;

-'7. - 7 i o TR & . £ =
Michelle  |Krezek Boulder County mkrezek@bouldercounty.o
Mickey Ferrell CDOT mickey ferreli@dot.state.co.us
Mike Friesen Mead meadtown@aol.com

Mike Woodruff Milliken mwoodruff@town. milliken.co.us

Mindy Crane CDOT mindy.crane@dot state.co.us

Monica Pavlik FHWA monica.paviik@dot.gov
Myles Throop Town of Frederick mthroop@frederickco.gov

Myron Hora CDOT myron.hora@dot.state.co.us

Nick Meier " Platteville nmeier@plattevillegov.org

Nick Wolfrum }UA) Longmont Nick.wolfrum@ci.longmont.co.us

Phil Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci.longmont.co.us

Randall Rutsch Boulder rutschR@ci.boulder.co.us

Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@larimer.org

Rebecca  [Davidson Timnath rebeccadavidson@timnathcolorado.org
Richard Leffler Frederick Dieffler@frederickco.gov

Robert Edgar EPA Edgar.robert@epa.qov

Robert Paulsen . Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us

[Roger Lange LQ@K Longmont Roger_lange@qwest.net
Ryan Boothe e City of Greeley n.boothe@areelevgov.com
Sean Conway %’ Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.us

Sharon Sullivan Ault Sullis@townofault.org .
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun.cutting@fhwa.dot.gov

Steve Cook DRCOG scook@drcog.org
Steve Rudy DRCOG srudy@drcog.org
Suzette Mallette NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org
Tom Acre Commerce City tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us

Tom Anzia Felfsburg Holt & Ullevig Tom anzia@fhueng.com
1 g

Page B-98



Reg. i Coordination Committee (RCC) !
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: June 11, 2009 SIGN'IN SHEET

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

cal =i

Tom Donnelly Larimer County tdonnelly@iarimer.org

Tony Huerta Berthoud thuerta@berthoud.org
Vanessa _ |Henderson Ve cDOT Vanessa.henderson@dot.state co.us
Vicky Sprague Weld County vsprague@co.weld.co.us
Vivien Hoang FHWA Vivien.hoang@fhwa.dot.gov
Wendi Palmer Erie wpalmer@ci.erie.co.us
Wendy Wallach Jacobs wendy.wallach@ijacobs.com
William _ |Haas FHWA william.haas@fhwa.dot.gov
DE. SM\TH Caty o ™ yomith@ law 28 CO + &\ OV
{ R A e H e e LT 2 = ? ; : FaT
Dan Herlihey McWhinney/Centerra danh@mcwhinney.com
Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam.biz
Rick White Landowner white@laam.biz
Irene Fortune viadimir1992@hotmail.com
CST - Larimer Co.
Citizens for Smart
Jeanne Bolton Transportation
5/13/2009
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DRAFT AGENDA

NORTH 25 &
EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

NORTH I-25 JOINT RCC/TAC WORKSHOP

Thursday July 23, 2009
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2:00 PM to 4.00 PM

I. Introductions

[I. Review Draft Committee Vision
« Memo responding to comments
«  Preferred Alternative

lll. Phasing
= Review of previous phasing work
= February - Phasing factors
= April — Voting exercise
=  Workshop process
= Fiscal constraint

IV. Next workshop
= Phasing

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation

C:\Documents and Settings\Laura\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\P2MYRACQ\TAC - 072309 ag.doc
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Modified Vision
Additional Information informaiion comperation, transuataiibn

To:  Regional Coordination Committee
Technical Advisory Committee

From: Carol Parr
Long Nguyen

Date: July 17, 2009

Re: Modified Vision— Additional Information

At the June RCC/TAC meeting the majority of committee members expressed support
for the Modified Vision Alternative presented at the meeting. However, a few members
requested more information about specific aspects of the Modified Vision. This memo
responds to those comments and requests for additional information.

Commuter Rail: Erie to Longmont

Committee Comments
Some committee members expressed concern over the value of including this portion of
the rail line specifically in relation to the additional cost.

Additional Information

Subsequent to the release of the North I-25 Draft EIS, RTD revised the rail travel time
estimates for the Northwest Rail line. As a result, new travel time estimates for service to
Fort Collins would be 13 minutes longer for a commuter rail configuration traveling
through Longmont and Boulder to downtown Denver (configuration 1) versus a
configuration that would travel from Longmont over to Thornton and into downtown
Denver via the North Metro rail line (configuration 2).

This change improves travel demand for configuration 2 making it a more viable travel
option and more competitive with private auto travel than originally thought in the Draft
EIS. Initial travel demand forecasting estimates comparing the two configurations
indicate that rail travel demand would be 30-40% higher with configuration 2 than with
configuration 1, depending on the amount of express bus service on I-25.

Based on the Draft EIS cost estimates commuter rail between Erie and Longmont would
cost approximately $340 million. However, the committee has recently agreed that
providing single track commuter rail with passing track is a viable option that would
reduce costs and potential impact to environmental resources. The latest estimates
indicate that the cost of this section of rail could be reduced by $60 to $80 million.

For these reasons, it is recommended that the commuter rail leg between Erie and
Longmont be included in the North 1-25 EIS Preferred Alternative.
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I-25 Highway Median

Committee Comments

Committee members requested information about how the narrower median would
impact the ability to add lanes to I-25 (beyond what is planned in the EIS), if the narrow
median would impact safety and how it would impact the interchange analyses
conducted.

Additional Information

The narrowed median design would not preclude the future addition of travel lanes in the
median. A median of 26 to 32 feet (edge of pavement to edge of pavement) is proposed
along 1-25 from SH 7 to SH 14. While this is narrower than the 56 feet identified in the
Draft EIS north of SH 66, it would still accommodate one additional lane in each
direction, for a total of 10 lanes. The proposed median width reduction policy revision is
in conformance with other associated existing CDOT and AASHTO design criteria.

The narrowed median would still accommodate a tension cable guardrail system, which
reduces the potential for cross over crashes. With the addition of the 9" and 10" lanes,
the barrier system would be changed from a cable barrier to a concrete barrier.

The interchange operational analyses conducted in the Draft EIS would not be impacted
by the narrowed median design because the ramp lengths, intersection spacing, lane
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configurations, and signal timing would not be modified as a result of the narrowed
median.

The overall cost of I-25 improvements would be decreased approximately 15%-25% (as
compared to Package B) as a result of the narrowed median. The following items
represent the majority of the cost difference: a decrease in bridge quantities, a reduction
in [-25 pavement quantities, a decrease in the amount of retaining walls, and less right-
of-way.

Commuter Rail Single Track

Committee Comments

Committee members requested more information about where passing track would be
necessary and how single tracking would impact operations. They also suggested that,
when possible, double track should be provided.

Additional Information

A schematic illustrating the locations of recommended passing tracks is attached. As
shown, five locations have been identified. They are all at or near stations to provide
locations where early/late trains can hold until trains in the opposite direction have
passed.

Single tracking (with passing track) is expected to reduce the capital project cost of the
commuter rail line by approximately 20%.

While the frequency of service can be maintained with the single track option (30
minutes in the peak and 60 minutes in the off peak) the ability to stay on schedule may
be impacted. Where it is possible to lengthen the passing track without impacting
environmental resources or cost dramatically, longer passing tracks will be provided to
improve flexibility of accommodating early/late trains and improving overall reliability and
schedule adherence.

Express Bus on Harmony Road

Committee Comments
Several committee members expressed the desire to maintain the Express Bus link
along Harmony Road.

Additional Information

Express bus service along Harmony Road was removed from the last vision plan in
response to concerns about it competing for ridership with the commuter rail line.
However, subsequent travel demand forecasting confirmed that the level of competition
would be minimal. In addition, it costs relatively little to provide this service —
approximately $550,000 annually. Therefore, express bus service along Harmony Road
will be included in the Preferred Alternative.
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2035 Population and Employment
There was some confusion over the 2035 versus 2030 population graphic presented at
the last RCC/TAC meeting.

Additional Information

During the Draft EIS 2030 land use projections were used for the evaluation effort.
Subsequently, the two MPOs have updated their land use projections to 2035. The
graphic presented at the last meeting illustrated the change in population and
employment projections between 2030 and 2035 but does not show the total increase in
population and employment between now and 2035. In the future, the existing
population centers along the western side of the study area will continue to have the
highest population and employment densities to support fixed-guideway transit. In a 2-
mile buffer around the US 287 corridor, the population is expected to total 373,000 in
2035. In contrast, the 2035 population in 2-mile buffers around the [-25 and US 85
corridors is forecast to be 208,000 and 156,000, respectively.
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North 1-25 EIS

RCC/TAC Workshop 6

July 23, 2009

Agenda

Introductions and Welcome
Meeting Goals

Additional Information
Requests

Review Preferred Alternative
Phasing
Next Workshop
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Cbmmuter Rail: Erie to

Longmont

+ Travel time through North Metro —
13 minutes faster

. Ridershi?| through North Metro —
30-40% higher
— Approx 2,900 daily riders in 2035
— This segment serves 2,450

» Cost - Single tracking (including
passing track) improves cost
effectiveness

— $270 million, a savings of $60 - 80
million

» Recommendation: Include in the
Preferred Alternative

Single Tracking

* Five passing track locations
recommended

e 20% decrease in commuter rail
capital costs

» Service plan remains
unchanged

Reliability could be impacted

Recommendation: Include in
the Preferred Alternative
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EXx us: Harmony
Road

Minimal competition with
commuter rail

Serves 25 riders daily
Costs $550,000 annually
Strong community support

Recommendation: Include in
the Preferred Alternative
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2035 Populatlon

within 2 miles of the corridor

» US 287 Corridor: 373,000
* |-25 Corridor: 208,000

« US 85 Corridor: 156,000

Wldth
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-I-'25: RedUced Median
Width

» Could accommodate two additional
lanes (10 lanes total)

» Guardrail safety measures can be
accommodated

* 15% to 25% decrease in |-25
capital costs
- ROW
— Bridge

» Reduced aquatic impacts

« Recommendation: Include in the
Preferred Alternative
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Phasmg Factors as
Defined by the RCC/TAC

* Address |-25 Safety
* Preserve I-25 Infrastructure
* Improve Mobility

» Coordinate with Community
Plans

» Consider Long-Term Vision
with Near-Term
Implementation

* Implement Cost Effective
Solutions

e EIS |
LB torston. compersion. paesponstion.
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Transit Phasing
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e Sl 18 v (12 7
EoE (3 7 2
gl (1SRN 75 5
o e IR 9 v [10 9
bl | ) 8 18 v
e ol (Mt 11 14 v
el [

p—

Highway Phasing

Near-Term | Mid-Term | Long-Term
e A T 2
o ruscresocll i1 SRR £0 14 v
Nomorsies |23 Y |7 7
e IY 14 v |15 v

Page B-115



Process

Identify CDOT'’s safety and
infrastructure preservation
requirements

Review 3 highway/transit
phasing strategies
1. Balanced highway and transit
2. Greater focus on highway
3. Greater focus on transit

Phasing Workshop

Process

» Update strategies/develop new
strategies

* Evaluate based on:

— Purpose and Need

— Phasing Factors

— Initial Phasing Input

— FasTracks Assumptions
- Fiscal Constraint
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Next Workshop:
August 27th

Southwest Weld County
Services Complex

2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
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MEETING MINUTES TRE
RCCITAC Workshop NORTH 25 "
Thursday July 23, 2009 EIS
8:30 AM to 11:00 AM

information. cooperation. transportation.

MEETING LOCATION: Southwest Weld County
PREPARED BY: Holly Buck - Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
ATTENDEES: See Attached Sign-In Sheet

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION
Introductions and Welcome

Meeting Goals
» Finalize the Preferred Alternative
* Begin Phasing Discussion

Additional Information Requests

Commuter Rail Erie to Longmont
» Travel time through North Metro — 13 minutes faster
* Ridership through North Metro — 30-40% higher
— Approx 2,900 daily riders in 2035
— This segment serves 2,450
» Cost - Single tracking (including passing track) improves cost effectiveness
— $270 million, a savings of $60 - 80 million

The group agreed with the team’s recommendation to include this piece of commuter rail in the Preferred
Alternative

Single Tracking
» 20% overall decrease in commuter rail capital costs
Service plan remains unchanged
» Five passing track locations recommended
Reliability could be impacted

The group agreed with the team’s recommendation to single track the commuter rail and provide passing
track was more economical and environmentally sensitive and should be included in the Preferred
Alternative.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES T
RCCITAC Workshop NORTH 25 "
Thursday’ July 23, 2009 EIS
8:30 AM to 11:00 AM

information. cooperation. transportation.

Express Bus on Harmony Road

The initial draft Preferred Alternative did not include the express bus leg along H armony Road to avoid
having the Express Bus compete with the Commuter Rail and to save money. At the previous meeting
the group asked for additional information about this decision and made a number of recommendations to
keep the service in the Preferred Altermnative.

« Minimal competition with commuter rail

« Serves 25 riders daily

« Costs $550,000 annually

« Strong community support

The group agreed that this leg of bus service should be incl uded in the Preferred Alternative.

Commuter Rail Alignment

During previous discus sions some newer members of the TAC/RCC group asked for information about
where growth was occurring in the study area. A previous graphic had shown large growth on the [-25
corridor an in the eastern side of the corridor. While growth in those areas is som ewhat higher than the
western side of the corridor the overall popul ation numbers in 2035 remain higher on the western side of
the corridor. The following represent the 2035 Popul ation within 2 miles of the three major corridors.

» US 287 Corridor: 373,000
» |-25 Corridor: 208,000

« US 85 Corridor: 156,000

One member asked about the possibility of adding a com muter rail station at SH 119/CR 7. The team
responded that an express bus station is located very near by. Adding a commuter rail station at this
location would cause competition between the two modes. Both modes would then look even less cost
effective. However, a station could be added later if it went through a NEPA process, likely a CatEx, and
could be locally funded.

Another member asked if the BNSF been coordinated with. T here has been some early coordination with
them and it will continue through the FEIS process.

Reduced Median Width

During previous dis cussions the group requested that we provide information about the limitations and
benefits of reducing the median width of 1-25.

» Could accommodate two additional lanes beyond what is included in the Preferred Alternative (10
lanes total)
* Guardrail safety measures can be accommodated
+  15% to 25% decrease in I-25 capital costs
- ROW
— Bridge
* Reduced aquatic impacts

The group agreed with the team ’s recommendation to include a reduced median width in the Preferred
Alternative.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES QU T N
RCCITAC Workshop NORTH 25 "
Thursday’ July 23, 2009 EIS

8:30 AM to 11:00 AM

information. cooperation. transportation.

Review Preferred Alternative
With the changes described above, the Preferred Alternative now includes the following elements

General Purpose lanes from SH 66 to SH 14

Tolled Express lanes from US 36 to SH 14

I-25 Express Bus from Fort Collins and Greeley to dow ntown Denver

I-25 Express Bus from Fort Collins to DIA

US 85 Commuter Bus from Greeley to downtown Denver

Commuter Rail from Fort Collins through Longmont to North Metro’s end of line; with an extension
of the Northwest Rail to provide a connection at the Sugar Mill station in southern Longmont.

The group agreed that with the updated describe d above, this was their Preferred Alternative.

Phasing

Reviewed the two phasing discussions that occurred at previous meetings. At the first discussion the
group developed a prioritized list of factors that should be considered when dev eloping a phasing
strategy. These factors were:
+ Address |-25 Safety
Preserve {-25 Infrastructure
Improve Mobility
Coordinate with C ommunity Plans
Consider Long-Term Vision with Near-Term Implementation
Implement Cost Effective Solutions

The second meeting included a voting exercise w here the group identified if select i mprovements should
be constructed in the near, mid or long term. The group identified all bus improvements as near-term
priorities; rail improvements were evenly divided between short-term and long-term priorities. O n the
highway side, addressing interchanges and highway widening north of SH 66 were considered nea r-term
projects while interchanges south of SH 66 were about evenly divided between near and long term.
Widening south of SH 66 was evenly divided between mid and long term.

The group suggested that the phasing options s hould not focus on either transit or highway but a balance
of the two. It was suggested that the options should show progress toward commuter rail with a low-
cost/no-cost option during the first and early phases. The group would like to see general phasing
scenarios before the next meeting.

Next Workshop

Date: August 27th

Location: Southwest Weld County Services Complex
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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Aaron Townsend Johnstown atownsend@fciol.com
Aaron Willis CDOT aaron.willis@dot.state.co.us
Amy Mueller . / Denver amy.mueller@ci.denver.co.us
Angie Drumm C‘m cboTt angie. dumm@dot.state.co.us
Anita Riley o Boulder County aariley@bouldercounty.org
Anne Brewster Senator Allard's Office Anne brewster@allard.senate.gov
Ayman Salloum CDOT ayman.salloum,@dot.state.co.us
Barbara Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmeyer@co.weld.co.us
Ben Manvel % Fort Collins bmanvel@fcgov.com
Bill Haas FHWA William.haas@fhwa.dot.gov _
Bill Kaufman CDOT ill@williamkaufmanpc.com
Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com
Bob Autobee CDOT robert.autobee@dot.state.co.us
Bob Felsburg . Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Bob felsburg@fhueng.com
Bob Gaiser ‘6 6 Broomfield bgaiser@broomfieldcitycouncil.org
Bob Garcia ’ CcDOT Robert.garcia@dot state.co.us
Brad Beckham CDOT brad.beckham@dot.state.co.us
Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us
Cameron  |Parrott Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us
Carl Harvey Lasalle charvey@lasalletown.com
Carol Parr CDOT carol.parr@dot.state.co.us
Cheri Anderson Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us
Cheryl Hauger M Erie hauger@erieco.gov
Chris Cramer Commerce City ccramer@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Chris Primus Jacobs chris.primus@jacobs.com
Chris Quinn RTD chris. quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com
Cliff Davidson NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org
Dan Carl DRCOG dcarl@drcog.org
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TDave Beckhouse BN FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov

Dave Klockeman W Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us

Dave Lindsay B L Firestone dlindsay@ceginc.us _
David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.

David Heller N A DRCOG dheller@drcog.org

Debra Baskett LG ﬁ Broomfield baskett@b field.o

Debra Gray Northglenn ray@n nn.o

Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmccloskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.o
Dennis Wagner Windsor wadne indsorgov.com

Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot.state.co.us
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com

Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com

Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us

Donna Benson - Timnath mavyor@timnathcolorado.omg
Doug _ |Pearson A_p CDOT dougias. dot.state.co.us
Doug Rademacher Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us

Doug Young Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail. house.gov

Earl Smith Evans mith@ci.evans.co.us |
Fred Jones City of Greeley fred.jones@agreeleygov.com

Fred Sandal DRCOG fsanda .0

Gary Behlen %’ Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov

Gene Putman Thornton ne.putman(@ci hornton.net
Gene Pielin Loveland mayor@ci.loveland.co.us

George __|Gerstle Boulder tl ul unty.o

George Hayward Viadimir Jones hayward@viadimifones.com

Gina McAfee Jacobs gina.mcafee@jacobs.com

Greg Clements Commerce City lem ci.comm ity.co.us
Greg McCailum Erie mccallum@ci.erie.co.us

Heather Balser Louisville balserh@ci.louisville.co.us
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Holly Buck

Holly.buck@fhueng.com

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
Ina ==man CDOT inaZisman@dotstatecous |
James _ _|Hamblin Denver james hamblin@cidenver.cous
James Stariing RTD james.staring@RTD-FasTracks.com |
Janet Carter DS Weld County jcarter@co.weld.co.us
Jeanne Shreve Adams County jshreve@co.adams.co.us
Jeff Houk FHWA Jeff.houk@fhwa.dot.gov
Jennifer Hillhouse Denver jennifer.hillhouse@denvergov.org
Jennifer Krieger Dacono jkrieger@ci.dacono.co.us
Jennifer __|Merer Jacobs jennifer. merer@jacobs.com
Jennifer Webster CDOT jennifer. webster@dot.state.co.us
Jill Parsons Northglenn iparsons@northglenn.org
Jim Burack Milliken jburack@town.milliken.co.us
Jim Hayes Northglenn jhayes@northglenn.org
Jim Paulmeno CDOT jim.paulmeno@dot.state.co.us
i Siading — M RTD :’Em RTD-F_;_sTracks.com
Jim White Town of Berthoud jwhite@berthoud.org
Joe Hodas ., Viadimir Jones jhodas@vladimirjones.com
Joe Smith % City of Brighton jsmith@brightonco.gov
John Bauer Berthoud jpauer@berthoud.org
John Franklin Johnstown ffranklin@townofiohnstown.com
John Holdren Severance manager@townofseverance.org
John Taylor Gilcrest Gtvfsits@aol.com
John Vazquez Windsor ivazquez@windsorgov.com
Juanita Nevarez Brighton inevarez@brightonco.gov |
Karla Harding Timnath karaharding@timnathcolorado.org
Kathie Novak Northglenn mayor@northglenn.org
Kathleen  [Bracke IS (o ?eg Fort Coliins kbracke@fcgov.com
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Arnold Windsor kamold@windsorgov.com
Ken Waido Fort Collins kwaido@fcgov.com
Larry Heckel Loveland _lamry heckel@ci.loveland.co.us _
Larry Ketcham Milliken larry@town.milliken.co.us
Larry Lorentzen Wellington LorentzL @co.larimer.co.us
Larry Squires FTA larry.squires@dot.gov
Lee Cryer RTD Lee.cryer@RTD-FasTracks.com
Lee Dong CDOT leland.dong@dot.state.co.us
Lee Kemp RTD Board lee kemp@rtd-denver.com |
Linda Gonzales Brighton Igonzales@brightonco.gov
Liz Telford RTD Elizabeth.telford @RTD-Fastracks.com
Long Nguyen LAN CDOT long.nguven@dot.state.co.us
Manuel Esquibel Brighton mesquibel@brightonco.gov
Marc Cittone Loveland cittom@ci.loveland.co.us .
[Margaret __|Langworthy USACE margaret.k.langworthy@usace.army.mil
Mark Gosselin CDOT mark.gosselin@dot.state.co.us
Mark Jackson Fort Colling mjackson@fcgov.com
Mark Peterson I\W Larimer County mpeterson@larimer.org
Martina Wilkinson Larimer County mwilkinson@larimer.org
[Meg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office margaret _corwin@salazar.senate.gov
Michelle Krezek Boulder County mkrezek@bouldercounty.org
Mickey Ferrell CDOT mickey ferreli@dot.state.co.us
Mike Friesen Mead meadtown@aol.com
Mike Acimovic Town of Erie macimovic@erieco.qov
Mike Woodruff Milliken mwoodruff@town.milliken.co.us
Mindy Crane CDOT mindy.crane@dot.state.co.us
Monica Pavlik ‘Mf’ FHWA monica.pavlik@dot.gov
Myies Throop Town of Frederick mthroop@frederickco.qov
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Myron Hora CboT myron.hora@dot.state.co.us
Nick Meier R Platteville nmeier@plattevillegovorg |
Nick Wolfrum A Longmont Nick wolfum@ci.longmont.cous |
Phit Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci.longmont.cous |
Randall Rutsch Boulder rutschR@ci.boulder.co.us
Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@larimer.org
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Richard __|Leffler = Frederick Dleffler@frederickco.qov |
Robert Edgar -~ EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov
Robert Paulsen Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us
Roger Lange Longmont Roger_lange@qgwest.net
Ryan Boothe City of Greeley ryan.boothe@greeleygov.com
Sean Conway Weld County sconway(@co.weld.co.us
Sharon Sullivan Ault Sullis@townofault.org .
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun_cutting@fhwa.dot.gov
Steve Cook DRCOG scook@drcog.org
Steve Rudy DRCOG s drcog.
Suzette Mallette Q,{’}V\_ NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org
Tom Acre Commerce City tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Tom Anzia Felsburg Holt & Ullevig_ Tom.anzia@fhueng.com
Tom Donnelly A9 Larimer County tdonnelly@larimer.org
Tony Huerta Berthoud thuerta@berthoud.org
Vanessa Henderson CDOT Vanessa.henderson@dot.state.co.us
Vicky Sprague Weld County vsprague@co.weld.co.us
Vivien Hoang FHWA Vivien.hoang@fhwa.dot.gov
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Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM information. cooperation. transportation.

Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX ]

Dan Herlihey McWhinney/Centerra danh@mcwhinney.com
Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam.biz
Rick White Landowner rwhite@laam.biz
Irene Fortune vladimir1992@hotmail.com
CST - Larimer Co.
Jeanne Bolton Citizens for Smart Transportation
7/21/2009
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Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative was recommended by the TAC/RCC on July 23, 2009. It includes a
variety of multimodal improvements:

®*  Two new I-25 Tolled Express lanes (TEL) between SH-14 and US-36, one TEL lane in
each direction buffer-separated;

= Two new I-25 general purpose lanes between SH-14 and SH-66, one new additional lane
in each direction;

= Interchange improvements at 20 locations;

= Commuter rail operating as an extension of RTD FasTracks North Metro rail service
between Thornton and downtown Fort Collins, with a connection to RTD FasTracks
Northwest Rail in Longmont;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to downtown Denver, originating in Fort
Collins and Greeley;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to DIA, via E-470;

= Commuter Bus operating on US-85 between Greeley and downtown Denver.

The total cost of the Preferred Alternative is estimated to be approximately $2.6 billion, in year
2005 dollars.

The North I-25 EIS Preferred Alternative is depicted on the following two graphics.

1
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Recommended Preferred Alternative
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Phasing Time Periods and Funding

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will occur over three phases. The first phase occurs
in the time period covered by the 2035 Regional Transportation Plans of NFRMPO and
DRCOG. The two subsequent phases are assumed to each have an approximate 20 year time
period.

=  Phase 1: current day to 2035
Phase 2: 2035 to approximately 2055
= Phase 3: 2055 to approximately 2075

The amount of funding available for Phase 1 is determined by amounts already included in the
NFRMPO and DRCOG 2035 Regional Transportation Plans. The NFRMPO RTP identifies
approximately $352 million for the North I-25 Corridor project. The DRCOG RTP identifies
$213 million for the I-25 corridor in north metro Denver. Therefore, the amount of funding for
Phase 1 improvements is assumed to total $565 million.

The total cost of the Preferred Alternative is approximately $2.6 billion. For ease of phasing
scenarios we have assumed an even split between Phase 2 and Phase 3, totaling $1 billon dollars
for each phase. The amount of available funding is assumed to be greater for Phase 2 and Phase
3 compared to Phase 1, due to an expected increase in awareness of infrastructure needs,
increased population, increased traffic congestion, and continued support for commuter rail
implementation.

4
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Phasing Development
The set of improvements identified for Phase 1 are based on input from the TAC and RCC.

Initially, as obtained in the meeting on February 12, 2009, the committee identified the following
factors to consider for phasing:

* Address I-25 Safety

* Preserve I-25 Infrastructure

* Improve Mobility

* Coordinate with Community Plans

* Consider Long-Term Vision with Near-Term Implementation

* Implement Cost Effective Solutions
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At a subsequent TAC/RCC phasing meeting on April 9, 2009, elements of the Preferred
Alternative were voted upon regarding near-, mid-, and long-term phasing priorities. Table 1
below contains the voting results for the transit elements, and Table 2 shows the voting results

for the highway elements.
Table 1: TAC/RCC Phasing Priority Voting Results: Transit Elements
Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term
Commuter Bus US 85 18 v 12 7
Express Bus Fort Collins to
Denver 22 ‘l 1 B
Express Bus Fort Collins to DIA | 18 v 15 5
Express Bus Greeley to Denver 19 \l 10 9
Rail Longmont to Fort Collins 12 8 18 \l
Rail North Metro to CR 8 11 11 14 v
. Not included in April
Rail CR 8 to Longmont voting exercise

Table 2: TAC/RCC Phasing Priority Voting Results: Highway Elements
Near-Term Mid-Term Long-Term

I-25 Interchanges North of SH 66

24 11 2
I-25 Interchanges South of SH 66 [

13 10 14 A
1-25 Widening North of SH 66

vx IR 7 7
I-25 Widening South of SH 66 -

9 14 15

6
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After compiling the phasing factors and analysis of the voting results, the TAC/RCC priorities
for early phasing factors were summarized to:

» Address Concerns on I-25 North of SH 66

* Include Bus Transit

* Include a Commitment to Rail

These became the guiding principles for developing the attached set of improvements for Phase
1.

Each of the three options includes the same set of draft transit improvements in Phase 1. These
are depicted on the following graphic.

7
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Phase 1 Transit Improvements
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Draft Phasing Options

Three phasing options have been drafted. Included in each are a common set of transit
improvements for Phase 1, as shown on page 8 of this handout. The three options differ in the
Phase 1 set of improvements for the highway, as well as subsequent staging of improvements in
future phases.

The three options are described in Table 3 and depicted on the three following graphics.

9
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Table 3: Comparison of Phasing Options
OPTION 1 oN2 |  opTioN3
TRANSIT - TRANSIT
e Commuter Rail ROW e Commuter Rail ROW
* initial 1-25 Bus and 4 Stations s and 4 Stations * Initial 1-25 Bus and 4 Stations
* US 85 Commuter Bus o US 85 Commuter Bus
HIGHWAY 'HIGHWAY

» |-25 General Purpose Lanes
- SH 66 to SH 402 (~12ml.)
* |-25 Tolled Express Lanes
- US 36 to Thornton Pkwy. (~3mi.)
* 5 Interchanges North of SH 66
- CR 34, SH 56, SH 60, CR 16, SH 402
o 4 Interchanges South of SH 66
- US 36, 84th Ave., Thornton Pkwy., SH 7

Phasc 1

» |-25 Tolted Express Lanes
- US 38 to Thornton Pkwy. (~3m.)

* 10 interchanges North of SH 66
- CR 34, SH 56, SH 60, CR 16, SH 402,

US 34 (partial), Crossroads, Harmony,
~ Prospect,SH14
~ ® 4 Interchanges South of SH 66

- US 36, B4th Ave., Thomton Phwy., SH 7

TRANSIT

o Commuter Ralil
- Longmont to Fort Colling South Transit Center

TRANSIT

‘e Commuter Rail

- - Longmont to Loveland
- North Metro to CR 8

HIGHWAY

| HIGHWAY

- Fort Coliing STC to DTC

* |-25 General Purpose Lanes Lanes = |-25 General Purpose Lanes
- SH 402 to SH 14 (~14mi.) ;  -SHBBOSH14(-26mi)
* 5 Interchanges 3 North of SH 66 o1 Interchange
- US 34, Crossroads, Harmony, Prospect, R 16, SH 402, US 34 (partial), ! - US 34 (remainder)
SH 14 s ‘many, Propect, SH 14
—
TRANSIT TRANSIT
e Commuter Rall e Commuter Rall
- Langmont to North Metro - Longmont to CR 8

- Loveland to Fort Collins DTC
o |-25 Express Bus (remainder)

HIGHWAY

* |-25 Tolled Express Lanes
- Thomton Pkwy. to SH 14 (~48 mi.)

3 Interchanges
- 104th Ave., Mountain Vista, SH 1

led Express Lanes
ovs_u_ 86 (~23 ml)
Purpose Lanes
H14(-26mi)

Phasc 3

HIGHWAY
* {-25 Tolled Express Lanes
- Thornton Pkwy. to SH 14 (~49 mi)

* 3 Interchanges
- 104th Ave., Mountain Vista, SH 1

10
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Phase 1: 2035

Fort o

3

Existing Interchange

Greoloy|
tasen,
_l -
f rrea s
L
.
)
—
o
der T
.‘ I
e
ROoMTH
() r —
Comitor e
0 :
ajom
D
LEGEND 2005 Doliars
EmOmm Commuer Bus & Stations. $25m
e Inby 125 Bus & 4 Stations 45
D Commuter Raa ROWPreservation $30M
& Interchange Upgrades 125
Qs OO TP T ExressLonex
TOTAL $565M
©  NFRSepwaeAcson Interchange Upgrade
(No-Acoon Aermate)
E—— FasTracks RmiLne

Phase 2: ~2055

w-nd ]

ey
J RS
LA
Fort Callin: &
Trw— [PRN
[
Grnl-yt
22, s
®
—

ouLBER ———
S
e L) =
d )
der
P ~
e TGS
12
RoO0M!
- Comidioe
0
aFon L -
]

D Den L
LEGEND 2005 Doliars
onOmmm  Convrutsr Rar & Stations $300M
* Gergenl Purpose Lanes

and incerthange Usgades . $620M

TOTAL $1.000M
wmmwww FasTracks Ral Line
. Existing interchange

2005 Doliars
Cammueer Fall & Susons. $axM
1-25 Cxpress Bus Statiom fremonder)  $60M
Toled Expreus Lanes
andinezrchance Upgrades. $5104
TOTAL — $1.000m

FasTracks Rail Line
Existing Imarchango

13
Federal Highway Administration « Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation

Page B-141



NORTH 125 &
EIS

North 1-25 Phasing Preparation Packet information. cooperation. transportation.

Evaluation of Phase 1 Options

The three phasing options were evaluated for Phase 1 using the elements of purpose and need
established for the North I-25 EIS project. The Purpose and Need elements are:

* Address the number and severity of crashes;

* Address traffic congestion leading to mobility and accessibility problems;

» Address aging and functionally obsolete infrastructure;

* Address lack of modal alternatives.

Table 4 contains a tabulation of how well Phase 1 options address the purpose and need
elements.

14
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Table 4: Evaluation of Phase 1
MEASURE OPTION 1
Improves 33 miles of I-25 with a | 12 Mil
Safety lower than average safety performance ms':{r::f:_s" «;zes

(DEIS, Table 1-1, p.1-6)

Provides relief to the 40 congested miles
of I-25 between SH 7 and SH 14

Relieves 12 Miles

(DEIS, Table 1-3, p. 1-11)

H 66 to ~S
(DEIS, Figure 1-3 p. 1-10) SH 1o -SH 402
Mobility

Accommodates anticipated
- growth in freight traffic in Yes
8 northem Colorado (DEIS, p. 1-9)
r4 Replaces 9 functionally Replaces 5 Interchanges
'g Accessibility obsolete interchanges between CR 34, SH 56, SH 60,
< SH 7 and SH 1 (DEIS p. 1-9) CR 16, SH 402
o
o
E' Replaces 16 aging and Replaces 7 Structures
S obsolete structures 5 Interchanges,
o

2 Railroad Structures

OPTION 3
Improves 0 Miles

Relisves 0 Ililgs

No

Replaces 10 Interchanges|
- CR 34, SH 56, SH 60, CR 16,
- SH402, US 34 (partial),
~ Crossroads, Harmony,

 Propect, SH 14

r Replaces 10 Structures
10 Interchanges ]

Aging Infrastructure
Replaces the worst 12 miles of . : o
1-25 pavement between CR 34 and US 34 Replaces 10 Miles Replaces 0 Miles
(DEIS, Table 1-3, p. 1-11) CR 34 to SH 402
Provides alternative travel modes %
Modal Aiternatives along all three corridors Yes Yes
(DEIS, p.1-12)
15
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TAC/RCC Meeting

We are looking forward to your input and discussion at the TAC/RCC meeting.
2:00 pm
September 17, 2009

Southwest Weld County Services Complex

16
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Agenda Goals
* Introductions and Welcome * Present and discuss phasing
North I-25 EIS « Meeting Goals options
RCCOACWorken 4 + Review Preferred Altemative * Obtain feedback on phasing
* Phasing and Funding options
+ Phasing Principles * |dentify phasing option with
: . most support
September 17, 2009 * Phasing Options
+ Evaluation
* Next Workshop

Recommended -\mngl;i J ] s it 2
Preferred Alternative e oo 5 .
- | Phasing and Funding Phasi d Fundi
ol * Phase 1: current day to 2035 asing and runding
* $237M Strategic Projects Highway — 20 years each
- $36M CMAQ and STP-Metro —$1 Billion each
* Increased awareness of
— DRCOG $213 Million infrastructure needs
* Regional Projects ldentified in RTP * Increased population
= SH7 Interchange « Increased congestion

=~ 125: US 38 to Thomton Pkwy / 84™ Ave
Interchange Reconstruction

« Continued support for commuter
rail

— UFR/ DRCOG / R4 $102 Million
* $ 94M" Strategic Projects - After 7* Pot
= $ 8M CMAQ and Congestion Relief
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» Address |-25 Safety
* Preserve I-25 Infrastructure
* Improve Mobility

* Coordinate with Community
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* Include Bus Transit
* Include Commitment to Rail
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NORTH 25
EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

Table 4: Evaluation of Phase 1
MEASURE OPTION 1
Improves 33 miles of I-25 with a | 12 Mil
Safety lower than average safety performance ms':{r::f:_s" «;zes

(DEIS, Table 1-1, p.1-6)

Provides relief to the 40 congested miles
of I-25 between SH 7 and SH 14

Relieves 12 Miles

(DEIS, Table 1-3, p. 1-11)

H 66 to ~S
(DEIS, Figure 1-3 p. 1-10) SH 1o -SH 402
Mobility

Accommodates anticipated
- growth in freight traffic in Yes
8 northem Colorado (DEIS, p. 1-9)
r4 Replaces 9 functionally Replaces 5 Interchanges
'g Accessibility obsolete interchanges between CR 34, SH 56, SH 60,
< SH 7 and SH 1 (DEIS p. 1-9) CR 16, SH 402
o
o
E' Replaces 16 aging and Replaces 7 Structures
S obsolete structures 5 Interchanges,
o

2 Railroad Structures

OPTION 3
Improves 0 Miles

Relisves 0 Ililgs

No

Replaces 10 Interchanges|
- CR 34, SH 56, SH 60, CR 16,
- SH402, US 34 (partial),
~ Crossroads, Harmony,

 Propect, SH 14

r Replaces 10 Structures
10 Interchanges ]

Aging Infrastructure
Replaces the worst 12 miles of . : o
1-25 pavement between CR 34 and US 34 Replaces 10 Miles Replaces 0 Miles
(DEIS, Table 1-3, p. 1-11) CR 34 to SH 402
Provides alternative travel modes %
Modal Aiternatives along all three corridors Yes Yes
(DEIS, p.1-12)
15

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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North I-25 EIS

RCC/TAC Workshop 7

September 17, 2009

Recommended “‘"“'Ssi
Preferred Alternative s oo ]

1000w
— it C s L

Agenda

* Introductions and Welcome
» Meeting Goals

* Review Preferred Altemative
* Phasing and Funding

¢ Phasing Principles

* Phasing Options

+ Evaluation

* Next Workshop

Phasing and Funding
Phase 1: current day to 2035

- NFRMPO $274 Million
« $237M Strategic Projects Highway
+ $36M CMAQ and STP-Metro

— DRCOG $213 Million
» Regional Projects ldentified in RTP
~ SH 7 interchange
=~ 125: US 38 to Thomton Pkwy / 84™ Ave
Interchange Reconstruction

— UFR/ DRCOG / R4 $102 Million
* $ 94M" Strategic Projects - After 7* Pot
= $ 8M CMAQ and Congestion Relief

12/22/2010

Goals

* Present and discuss phasing
options

+ Obtain feedback on phasing
options

* |dentify phasing option with
most support

Phasing and Funding

* Phase 2 (2055) and 3 (2075)
— 20 years each
— $1 Billion each

* Increased awareness of
infrastructure needs

* Increased population

* Increased congestion

« Continued support for commuter
rail

Page B-151



Phasing Factors as

Defined by the RCC/TAC
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Phasing Factors as
Defined by the RCC/TAC

» Address |-25 Safety
* Preserve I-25 Infrastructure
* Improve Mobility

* Coordinate with Community
Plans

 Consider Long-Term Vision
with Near-Term
Implementation

* Implement Cost Effective
Solutions

Transit Phasing
Near-Temn | Mid-Term | Long-Term
cmmampats 19—~ 192 7
e e | 2o B A 11 4
TS 7R v |15 5
Commtn . (18 v [10 9
e TR 8 18 v
=0T 1 14 v
:;l‘h ::a:;l.l

Guiding Principles for

Phase |

» Address Concerns on I-25
North of SH 66

* Include Bus Transit
* Include Commitment to Rail

12/22/2010

2
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~_ Option1

Phase 2: ~2033

Phase | Transit Cost

Initial 1-25 Bus with 4 Stations
—  $45 Million
US 85 Commuter Bus
— $25 Million
* Commuter Rail ROW
Preservation
— $30 Million
Total Phase | Transit
— $100 Million

o

. e T

—__ Option = —_ Opton2
Phase 2: ~2035

Phase 3: ~2075 norizs SO

3
Page B-153



12/22/2010

~_ Option1

Phase 2: ~2033

Phase | Transit Cost

Initial 1-25 Bus with 4 Stations
—  $45 Million
US 85 Commuter Bus
— $25 Million
* Commuter Rail ROW
Preservation
— $30 Million
Total Phase | Transit
— $100 Million

o

. e T

—__ Option = —_ Opton2
Phase 2: ~2035

Phase 3: ~2075 norizs SO

3
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[ Option2

Phase 3: -2075 N

Nowr 25
EIS S
ot e Sy

~_ Option 3

hase 3: ~207:
Phase 5 ""”"{ﬁ‘

T,

~ Option 3

Phase 1: 2035

~ Option 3

Phase 2: 2055

Evaluation of Options

* Purpose and Need

— Address the number and severity
of crashes;

- Address traffic congestion
leading to mobility and
accessibility problems;

— Address aging and functionally
obsolete infrastructure;

— Address lack of modal
altematives.

12/22/2010

4
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'_Pha.se | EvaILlation

Discussion

Using your index cards tell us:
Which option do you support?

If you support something other
than Option 1 tell us why?

Are there modifications we
should consider to your
preferred option?

Next Workshop:
October 1

Southwest Weld County
Services Complex

2 PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/

DEIS 2030 Daily
‘ Volum_e Es_timates

—

12/22/2010

5
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MEETING MINUTES L]
RCC/TAC Workshop NORTH 25 "
Thursday' September 17, 2009 EIS .
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

MEETING LOCATION: Southwest Weld County

PREPARED BY: Holly Buck - Felsburg Holt & Ullevig

ATTENDEES: See Attached Sign-In Sheet

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION
Introductions and Welcome

Meeting Goals
* Present and discuss phasing options
» Obtain feedback on phasing options
+ Identify phasing option with most support

Review Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative was recommended by the TAC/RCC on July 23, 2009. It includes a variety
of muitimodal improvements:

=  Two new |-25 Tolled Express lanes (TEL) between SH 14 and US 36, one TEL lane in each
direction buffer-separated;

=  Two new |-25 general purpose lanes between SH 14 and SH 66, one new additional lane in
each direction;

= [nterchange improvements at 20 locations;

= Commuter rail operating as an extension of RTD FasTracks North Metro rail service between
Thornton and downtown Fort Coliins, with a connection to RTD FasTracks Northwest Rail in
Longmont;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to downtown Denver, originating in F ort Collins
and Greeley;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to DIA, via E-470;

= Commuter Bus operating on US -85 between Greeley and downtown D enver.

The total cost of the Preferred Altemative is estimated to be approximately $2.6 billion, in year 2005
dollars.

The committee suggested that the section of commuter rail ROW owned by RTD (North Metro End of
Line to the CR 8 station) shouid be designated as such.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration « Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES
RCCITAC Workshop NORTH 25
Thursday’ September 17, 2009 EIS
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

Phasing and Funding

Phase 1: current day to 2035
NFRMPO $274 Million
$237M Strategic Projects Highway
$36M CMAQ and STP-Metro
DRCOG $213 Million
— Regional Projects Identified in RTP
+ SH 7 Interchange
» 1-25: US 36 to Thormnton Pkwy / 84th Ave Interchange Reconstruction
UFR/DRCOG / R4 $102 Million
— $ 94M* Strategic Projects — After 7th Pot
- $ 8M CMAQ and Congestion Relief

Phase 2 (2055) and 3 (2075)
~ 20 years each
— $1 Billion each
+ Increased awareness of infrastructur e needs
Increased population
Increased congestion
Continued support for commuter rail

Phasing Principles

The principles for phasing w ere developed based on input from the committee at two previous
meetings. The first was February 12, 2009 when the com mittee generated the following
prioritized factors that should be considered w hen developing a phasing plan.
* Address [-25 Safety
Preserve 1-25 Infrastructure
Improve Mobility
Coordinate with Community Plans
Consider Long-Term Vision with Near-Term Implementation
Implement Cost Effective Solutions

The second was the scoring exercise conducted at the April 9, 2009 TAC/RCC meeting where
members were asked to identify when improvements should be implemented - in the near-term,
mid-term, and long-term. Table 1 and Table 2 below summarize the results of that scoring
exercise.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES Tl |
RCC/TAC Workshop NORTH 25 " '
Thursday’ September 17, 2009 EIS
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

Table 1 April 9 TAC/RCC Scoring Exercise Results
Transit Improvement Near-Term Mid-Term | Long-Term
Commuter Bus US 85 18 ] 12 7
Express Bus Fort Collins to Denver 22 ] 11 4
[Express Bus Fort Collins to DIA 18 ) 15 5
|Express Bus Greeley to Denver 19 ] 10 0
[Rail Longmont to Fort Collins 12 I8 18 )
Rail North Metro to CR 8 11 11 14 ]
Rail CR 8 to Longmont Not included in April
conng exercise
Table 2 April 9 TAC/RCC Scoring Exercise Results
Highway Improvement Near-Term Mid-Term | Long-Term
[I-25 Interchanges North of SH 66 24 ) 11 D
||-25 Interchanges South of SH 66 13 ] 10 14 ]
t25 Widening North of SH 66 23 ] 7 7
II-25 Widening S outh of SH 66 |9 14 ] 15 ]

Based on the input from these two meetings and input received over the cour se of the project,
the following three principles were developed to help guide the developm ent of phasing options :

1) Address concerns on I-25 north of SH 66 early
2) Include bus transit early
3) Include a commitment to rail in an early phase

Phasing Options

Three options presented. The focus of the discussion was on Phase 1 though each option presented
three phases: Phase 1 included pieces of the project to be constructed between now and 2035. Phase 2
included pieces built between 2035 and 2055 and Phas e 3 included the portion of the project to be
constructed between 2055 and 2075 . These time frames were chosen to refiect the current and futur e
fiscal constraint.

All three options included the same transit improvements in Phase 1. They are the following:

Phase 1 Transit

« Initial I1-25 Bus with 4 Stations
—  $45 Million

+ US 85 Commuter Bus
—  $25 Million

*  Commuter Rail ROW Preservation
-~ $30 Million

* Total Phase 1 Transit
- $100 Million

Federal Highway Administration * Federal Transit Administration  Colorado Department of Transportation
3
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MEETING MINUTES
RCCITAC Workshop NORTH I-25
Thursday September 17, 2009 EIS <oy
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

There was general agreement on the inclusion of these transit improvements in Phase 1.

Other improvements inciuded in ali three options were:
= TE lanes between US 36 and Thornton Parkway (inc luding interchange upgrades).
= SH 7 interchange upgrade
= SH 392 interchange upgrade (included in the No Action alternative)

The DRCOG representative pointed out that including T E lanes between US 36 and Thornton Parkway
would require an am endment to DRCOG's plan next year. While the current plan calls for capacity
improvements along this stretch of i-25, the widening is identified as general purpose lanes and not tolled
express lanes.

In addition to the improvements described above, Option 1 added general purpose lanes betw een SH 66
and SH 402. Option 2 added T E lanes between SH 66 and SH 60. Option 3 upgraded interchange
structures north of SH 66.

Evaluation

After reviewing the three options in detail, the team reviewed the preliminary evaluation of these options
using the project’s Purpose and Need as the basis for the ev aluation criteria. The evaluation considered
safety, mobility, aging infrastructure and modal alternatives. The following (Table 3) was presented to the
committee. Based on this screening, the project team’s recommendation was Option 1 which added
general purpose lanes between SH 66 and SH 402.

Table 3
MEASURE OPTION 1 ~ OPTION3
Improves 33 miles of I-25 with a : TEILE
Safety lower than average safety performance 'ms'::g:?_g'fg“ Improves 0 Mifos
(DEIS, Table 1-1, p.1-6)
Provides refief 1o the 40 congested miles e
of 1-25 between SH 7 and SH 14 Rollenss 12 ites Relleves 0 Miles.
(DEIS, Figure 1-3 p. 1-10)
Mobility
Accommodates anticipated |
° growth in freight traffic in Yes No
8 northem Colorado (DEIS, p. 1-9) e B
z Replaces 9 functionally Replaces 5 Interchanges Replaces 10 Interchanges
'g Accesslbility obsolete interchanges between CR :;, ?;‘ ::‘, ::1250. i QRs,S;,‘So;I' ?‘gi‘l 80, _C!!,)1_3.
K 3 | 81402 {partial),
® SH 7 and SH 1 (DEIS p. 1-9) R Hanown
S,J o Propect, 8H 14
o —_—
a Replaces 16 aging and Replaces 7 Structures ' Replaces 10 Structures
: DELS, Tabl 13,p. 1 s (o stacons
, Table 1-3, p. 1- 2 Rallroad
& Aging Infrastructure ! p. 11 e i e ]
Replaces the worst 12 miles of e ol
1-25 pavement between CR 34 and US 34 Replaces 10 Miles Replaces 0 Miles
(DEIS, Table 1-3, p. 1-11) CR 3410 5H 402
Provides altemative travel modes .
Modal Alternatives along all three corridors Yes Yes.
(DEIS, p.1-12)

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
information. coaperation. transportation.

After general committee discussion regarding the improvements for Phase 1, each member was asked
to indicate their support for one of the options. If they supported an alternative other than Option 1 they
were asked to provide an explanation of their opinion. During the roundtable process, some members
suggested and supporte d a fourth option. The fourth option would add TE lanes in the Denver Metro
area to address the area of worst congestion, and to fix the worst i nfrastructure in the northern area: be
it interchanges, bridges, or pavem ent. It was also suggested that Express Bus be completed no later
than Phase 2 because it was an improvement that had near-term support by the com mittee during the
April scoring exercise. Table 4 below summarizes the support for each option.

Table 4 Summary of Committee Support for Each Phasing Option
Option | Option | Option | Option
1 2 3 4
Number Supporting 9 4 2 7

Additional Comments

Direct any additional money or shift funds to 4 1 2
address more aging structures

Consider TEL lanes south of SH66
Provide additional data regarding safety & capacity 1 2

E-N

Through the process a number of members requested some additional information to help understand the
implications of the three options better. Additional data requested included:

= Which structures and pavement were of the highest need for replacement
= Person carrying capacity / TEL vs GP
= TEL impact to bus (time)

The team agreed to pull together th at data and provide it at the subseque nt meeting
The team suggested that a formal Option 4 would be developed and togethe r with Option 1 be pre sented

to the committee for further review and evaluation at the subsequent m eeting. The group suggested that
additional funds identified by the NFR MPO for the project should be focused on infrastructure upgrades.

Next Workshop

Date: October 1, 2009

Location: Southwest Weld County Services Complex
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
5
Page B-162



Regional Coordination Committee (RGC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: September 17, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

R T i

TR 5.«.'.

SIGN-IN SHEET

Dacono guckert@cidacono.coys |
Aaron Townsend Johnstown atownsend@fciol.com
Aaron Willis CDOT aaron.willis{@dot.state.co.u
Amy Mueller Denver amymueller@cidenvercous
Angie Drumm CDOT angie.drumm@dot.state.co.us .
Anita Riley Boulder County __aariley@bouldercountyorg |
Anne Brewster Senator_Aliard’s Office Anne brewster@allard senate.gov. |
Ayman Salioum CDOT aymansalloum@dotstatecous
Barbara Kirkmeyer Weld County bkirkmeyer@co.weld.co.us
Ben Manvel Fort Collins bmanvel@fcgov.com
Bill Haas FHWA William. haas@fhwa.dot.gov
Bill Kaufman CDOT bill@williamkaufmanpc.com
Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com
Bob Autobee CDOT robert.autobee@dot.state.co.us
Bob Feisburg a) Feisburg Holt & Ullevig Bob.felsburg@fhueng.com
Bob Gaiser ( Broomfield ggaise[@broomﬁeldc'gxcouncil.org
Bob Garcia 2 CDOT Robert.garcia@dot.state.co.us
Brad Beckham 55!{,5 CDOT brad.beckham@dot.state.co.us
Burt Knight / ; Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us
Cameron Parrott i Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us
Carl Harvey N Lasalle charvey@lasalletown.com
Carol Parr { WL\@J\I\ cDoT carol.parr@dot.state.co.us _
Cheri Anderson - Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us
Cheryl Hauger 1) 4 Erie hauger@erieco.gov
Chris Cramer Commerce City ccramer@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Chris Primus C f Jacobs chris.primus@jacobs.com
Chris Quinn X RTD chris.quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com
Cliff Davidson NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org
Dan Carl DRCOG deari@drcog.org
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"|IReg 1 Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: September 17, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

1 AT
Al -u_-' e

Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTH [-25 =
EIS| .

information. cooperation. transportation.

Dave Beckhouse FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov

Dave Klockeman ,W Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us

Dave Lindsay 6L Firestone dlindsay@ceginc.us

David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.us
David Heller DRCOG heller@drcog.o

Debra Baskett Broomfield dbaskett@broomfield.org

Debra Gray Northglenn dgray@northglenn.org

Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmccloske1@broomﬁeldc'ycouncil.o[g
Dennis Wagner Windsor dwagner@windsorgov.com
Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot.state.co.us
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com

Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com

Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us

Donna Benson _ Timnath mayor@timnathcolorado.org
[Doug Pearson N CDOT douglas.pearson@dot.state.co.us
Doug Rademacher Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us
Doug Young Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail.house.gov

Earl Smith Evans esmith@ci.evans.co.us

Fred Jones ) City of Greeley fred.jones@greeleygov.com

Fred Sandal Y DRCOG fsandal@drcog.org

Gail Hoffman CDOT - DTD gail. hoffman@state.co.us

Gary Behlen ~ o~ Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov

Gene Putman &?—J Thornton Gene.putman@cityofthornton.net
Gene Pielin ) Loveland mavyor@ci.loveland.co.us .
George Gerstle )«/ Boulder ggerstie@bouldercounty.org _
George  [Hayward N\ Vladimir Jones ghayward@vladimirjones.com
Gina McAfee [GX AN Jacobs ina.mcafee@jacobs.com

Greg Clements N Commerce City gclements@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Greg McCallum Erie gmccallum@ci.erie.co.us

9/16/2009
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Date: September 17, 2009

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

information. cooperation. transportation.

| INMAL E £
PR T For To ANY. >3
pliis s i . ~ to contactin e et
Heather Balser Louisville balserh@ci.louisville.co.us
Holly Buck uwé Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Holly.buck@fhueng.com
Ina Zisman ' CDOT ina.zisman@dot.state.co.us
James Hamblin Denver james hamblin@ci.denver.co.us
Jane Donovan D RTD jane.donovan@RTD-FasTracks.com
Janet Carter / / - Weld County jcarter@co.weld.co.us
Jeanne Shreve W\/ Adams County jshreve@co.adams.co.us |
Jeff Houk FHWA Jeff.houk@fhwa.dot.gov
Jennifer Hillhouse < JH Denver jennifer.hillhouse@denvergovorg |
Jennifer Krieger i Dacono krieger@ci.dacono.co.us
Jennifer Merer Jacobs jennifer. merer@jacobs.com
Jennifer Webster CDOT jennifer.webster@dot.state.co.us
Jill Parsons Northglenn jparsons@northalenn.org
Jim Burack Milliken jburack@town.milliken.co.us _
Jim Hayes Northglenn jhayes@northglenn.org
Jim Paulmeno CDOT jim.paulmeno@dot.state.co.us
Jim White Town of Berthoud jwhite@berthoud.org
Joe Hodas Viadimir Jones jhodas@viadimiriones.com
Joe Smith AL City of Brighton jsmith@brightonco.gov
John Bauer W Berthoud jbauer@berthoud.org .
John Frankiin A Johnstown jfranklin@townofjohnstown.com
John Holdren Severance manager@townofseverance.org
John Taylor Gilcrest Gtvfsits@aol.com
John Vazquez Windsor jvazguez@windsorgov.com
Juanita Nevarez Brighton inevarez@brightonco.gov
Julie Cozad Milliken NO EMAIL ADDRESS ON SIGN-IN SHEET
Karla Harding Timnath karlaharding@timnathcolorado.org
Kathie Novak Northglenn mayor@northglenn.org
Kathleen Bracke Fort Collins kbracke@fcgov.com
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Re, i Coordination Committee (RCC)
Techrical Advisory Commiittee (TAC)

Date: September 17, 2009
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

SIGN-IN SHEET

kamold@windsorgov.com

kwaido@fcgov.com

lanry.heckel@ci.loveland.co.us

larry@town.milliken.co.us

Lorentzl @co.larimer.co.us |

larmy.squires@dot.gov
Lee.cryer@RTD-FasTracks.com |

leland.dong@dot.state.co.us

lee.kemp@rtd-denver.com

Igonzales@brightonco.gov

Elizabeth.telford@RTD-Fastracks.com

long.nguyen@dot.state.co.us

mesquibel@brightonco.gov

cittom@ci.loveland.co.us
mal_'garet.k.Iangworthg@usace.armz.mil

mark.qosselin@dot state.co.us

miackson@fcgov.com
mgterson@lan‘mer.ogg

mwilkinson@larimer.on_'g

margaret _corwin@salazar.senate.gov .

mkrezek@bouldercoung.o;g
mickeg.ferrell@dot.statg.co.us

meadtown@aol.com

macimovic@erieoo.gov

mwoodruff@town.milliken.co.us
mindy.crane@dot.state.co.us

monica.paviik@dot.gov

Windsor

L Fort Collins
Larry Heckel Loveland
Larry Ketcham Milliken
Larry Lorentzen Wellington
Larry Squires FTA
Lee Cryer A RTD
Lee Dong d CDOT
Lee Kemp RTD Board
Linda Gonzales Brighton
Liz Telford RTD
long  [Nguyen LHN cpoT
Manuel Esquibel Brighton
Marc Cittone M Loveland
Margaret __|Langworthy USACE
Mark Gosselin CDOT
Mark Jackson Fort Collins
Mark Peterson Larimer County
Martina Wilkinson Larimer County
IMeg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office
Michelle Krezek Boulder County
Mickey Ferrell CDOT
Mike Friesen Mead
Mike Acimovic Town of Erie
Mike Woodruff Milliken
Mindy Crane R CDOT
Monica Paviik A FHWA
Myles Throop Town of Frederick
Myron Hora ﬂ—‘ CDOT

mthroop@frederickco.gov .

myron.hora@dot.state.co.us

9/16/2008
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!Reglonal Coordination Committee (RCC)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Date: September 17, 2009 SIGN-IN SHEET
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX
B g. =0 g
Nick Meier X\ Platteville nmeier@plattevillegov.org
Nick Wolfrum O Longmont Nick.wolfrum@ci.longmont.co.us
Phil Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci longmont.co.us
Randall Rutsch Boulder utschR@ci.boulder.co.us _
Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@larimer.org
Rebecca Davidson Timnath rebeccadavidson@timnathcolorado.org
Richard _|Leffler =4 Frederick Dleffler@frederickco.gov
Robert Edgar ) EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov
Robert Paulsen Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us
|Roger Lange _ Longmont Roger lange@gwest.net
Ryan Boothe ) 2 City of Greeley ryan.boothe@areeleygov.com
Sean Conway Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.us
Sharon Sullivan Ault Sullis@townofault.org
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun.cutting@fhwa.dot.gov
Stephanie  |Brothers Town of Berthoud NO EMAIL ON SIGN-IN SHEET
Steve Cook DRCOG scook@dreog.org
Steve Rudy DRCOG srudv@drcog.org
Suzette Mallette NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org
Tom Acre _ Commerce City tacre@cl.com merce-city.co.us
Tom Anzia TwWA Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Tom.anzia@fhueng.com ,
Tom Donnelly Ta Larimer County tdonnelly@larimer.ogg
Tony Huerta Berthoud thuerta@berthoud.org
Vanessa Henderson Vo CDOT Vanessa.henderson@dot.state.co.us
Vicky Sprague_ Weld County vsprague@co.weld.co.us
Vivien Hoang FHWA Vivien.hoang@fhwa.dot.gov
Wendi Palmer 7 Erie wpalmer@ci.erie.co.us
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Dan McWhinney/Centerra danh@mcwhinney.com
Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam biz
Irene Fortune viadimir1992@hotmail.com
CST - Larimer Co.
Citizens for Smart
Jeanne Bolton Transportation
Jim & Colleen|Anthony Milliken Board of Trustees CJKid@ix.netcom.com
Rick White Landowner rwhite@laam.biz
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Summary of September TAC/RCC Workshop

At the September 17, 2009 TAC/RCC workshop, three options for phasing the committee’s
Recommended Preferred Alternative were considered by the committee. The focus of the
discussion was on Phase 1 though each option presented three phases: Phase 1 included pieces of
the project to be constructed between now and 2035. Phase 2 included pieces built between
2035 and 2055 and Phase 3 included the portion of the project to be constructed between 2055
and 2075. These time frames were chosen to reflect the current and future fiscal constraint.

All three included the same transit improvements in Phase 1. These included:

=  Commuter Rail Right-of-Way preservation

» Initial bus service on I-25

= Commuter Bus on I-25
There was general agreement on these transit improvements. These recommended
improvements are illustrated in Appendix 2.

Other improvements included in all three options were:
» TE lanes between US 36 and Thornton Parkway (including interchange upgrades)
» SH 7 interchange upgrade
»  SH 392 interchange upgrade (included in the No Action alternative)

The other highway improvements varied for the three options. Option 1 added general purpose
lanes between SH 66 and SH 402. Option 2 added TE lanes between SH 66 and SH 60. Option
3 upgraded interchange structures north of SH 66.

After general committee discussion regarding the improvements for Phase 1, each member was
asked to indicate their support for one of the options. During the roundtable process, some
members suggested and supported a fourth option. The fourth option would add TE lanes in the
Denver Metro area to address the area of worst congestion, and to fix the worst infrastructure in
the northern area; be it interchanges, bridges, or pavement.

Oprien 2-
@-\—\O‘\‘ \ - ﬂ:mzwm Wproutmiv, mewre
-Bamxe oF AMESNG SR e
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Table 1 is a brief summary of the support for each phasing option presented.

Table 1: Summary of Committee Support for Each Phasing Option
Option Option Option  Option
1 2 3 4
Number Supporting 9 4 2 7
Additional Comments
Direct any additional money or shift funds 4 1
to address more aging structures
Consider TEL lanes south of SH66 2
Provide additional data regarding safety & 1 5
capacity

Additional comments during the workshop discussion included:

2
Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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= General support of Tolled Express Lanes
= Requests for additional information
= Support for Express bus
= Support for Commuter Rail
| ]

Recognition of need to amend DRCOG plan

Funding Update

The total cost of the Preferred Alternative is approximately $2.6 billion. The amount of funding
available for Phase 1 is determined by amounts included in the NFRMPO and DRCOG 2035
Fiscally Constrained Regional Transportation Plans. The NFRMPO RTP identifies
approximately $427 million for the portion of the project with in CDOT’s Region 4 area (north
of SH 7). The DRCOG RTP identifies $213 million for I-25 improvements in CDOT’s Region 6
area (south of SH 7). Therefore, the amount of funding currently identified for Phase 1
improvements is assumed to total $640 million.

In order to construct TE lanes in the Denver metropolitan area between US 36 and Thornton
Parkway, the DRCOG RTP would need to be amended. In addition, a number of the Denver
metro area communities expressed an interest in extending TE lanes north to 112" or 120
Avenues. This extension would require that additional funds be allocated to I-25 in DRCOG’s
fiscally constrained RTP.

Additional Data

During the September 17" discussion RCC and TAC members requested some additional
information to help understand which structures and pavement were of the highest need for
replacement. Figure 1 illustrates CDOT’s structural sufficiency ratings, pavement ratings,
accident rates, and level of service data. As shown the pavement between SH 56 and Crossroads
Boulevard has reached the end of its service life. Interchange structures at SH 1, SH 14,
Prospect, US 34 and SH 56 have sufficiency ratings less than 75. The highest accidents rates are
experienced at Mountain Vista, SH 14, US 34 and SH 60.

3
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Figure 1
Evaluation of Structures & NORTH 125

EIS
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Draft RCC/TAC Phasing Option

Based on the input received from RCC/TAC members and the evaluation of structures and
pavement, a draft RCC/TAC Phasing Option has been developed. It is illustrated in Figure 2.
Phase 1 of this option is described below.

Phase 1 Transit Improvements:
* Commuter Rail Right-of-Way preservation
® Initial bus service on [-25
®  Commuter Bus on I-25
Phase 1 Highway Improvements
= Rebuild I-25 to six lanes SH 14 to US 34
® Interchange Upgrades

= SH-14

= Prospect

= Crossroads
« US 34

« SH7

» Thomton Parkway
» 84" Avenue
= US36

= TE Lanes US 36 to 120th

5
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TAC/RCC Meeting

We are looking forward to your input and discussion at the TAC/RCC meeting.
2:00 pm
October 1, 2009

Southwest Weld County Services Complex

7
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Appendix 1: Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative was recommended by the TAC/RCC on July 23, 2009. It includes a
variety of multimodal improvements:

= Two new I-25 Tolled Express lanes (TEL) between SH 14 and US 36, one TEL lane in
each direction buffer-separated;

®* Two new I-25 general purpose lanes between SH 14 and SH 66, one new additional lane
in each direction;

® Interchange improvements at 20 locations;

® Commuter rail operating as an extension of RTD FasTracks North Metro rail service
between Thornton and downtown Fort Collins, with a connection to RTD FasTracks
Northwest Rail in Longmont;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to downtown Denver, originating in Fort
Collins and Greeley;

= Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to DIA, via E-470;

= Commuter Bus operating on US-85 between Greeley and downtown Denver.

The total cost of the Preferred Alternative is estimated to be approximately $2.6 billion, in year
2005 dollars.

The North I-25 EIS Preferred Altemative is depicted on the following two graphics.

8
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Appendix 2: Phase 1 Transit Improvements

Phase 1 Transit Improvements
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Agenda

Introductions and Welcome
Meeting Goals

Review Preferred Alternative
Additional Information
Phasing Options

Evaluation

Next Workshop

North I-25 EIS

RCC/TAC Workshop 7

October 1, 2009

(‘ Feciercl Highwway

Adminisirciion
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Recommended
Preferred Alternative

Goals =
* Present and discuss ® EE
information requested at the 8 e
last meeting ko
« Present and discuss phasing S
options ey
 Obtain feedback on phasing
options

* |dentify the recommend
RCC/TAC phasing option

Page B-183



September Meeting
Review
» 3 Phasing Options Presented

— Developed based on guiding
principles from committee input

» Address Concerns on I-25 North of
SH 66 early

* Include Bus Transit early

* |[nclude Commitment to Commuter
Rail

j NortHI25 M
EIS |

- information. COPErStion, tranEpOrtation

i Séptember Meeting
Review

» Option 1 had support

» Option 4 suggested by
committee members

— Extend TE lanes in Denver Metro
area

* Requested additional
information on sufficiency,
safety, operations
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Additional Information

ey —

Phasing ahd Funding

* Phase 1: current day to
2035

— NFRMPO $324 Million

— DRCOG / R4 $102 Million

— DRCOG/R6 $213 Million
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Modified Option 1

Phase 1
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RCCI/TAC Option
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RCC/TAC Option

Evaluation of Options

* Purpose and Need

— Address aging and functionally
obsolete infrastructure;

— Address the number and severity
of crashes;

— Address traffic congestion
leading to mobility and
accessibility problems;

— Address lack of modal
alternatives.
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Phase | Evaluation Discussion

» Which option do you support?
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Next Workshop:
November 5th

Southwest Weld County
Services Complex

2PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
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@Exsting
@No Action
[OPackage A

| lopackages

H -SH1to SH14 H2 - SH 14 to SH 60 H3 -SH 6010 E-470 H4 -E47010 US 36
25 Component

* Average GPL Vehicle Occupancy 1.23 to 1.25
* Average TEL Vehicle Occupancy 1.96 to 2.06
- GP Vehicle Occupancy drops to 1.03 to 1.12
SH 402 132 n GP to 114 n TEL 86%
SH 52 163 m GP to 157 in TEL 96%

Y

Page B-193



K EXbress Bus Travel

CR ROW Costs :
Time
« Sugar Mill Station to Fort Collins * Travel Time E-470 to US-36,
Downtown Transit Center: $20 AM peak year 2030
million — In the TEL lanes: ~14 minutes
* CR 8 to Sugar Mill: $9 million — In the General Purpose lanes: ~ 38
« SH 7 to CR 8: $1 million AITIEE
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MEETING MINUTES
RCCITAC Workshop DRAFT NORTH Ezlg ‘

Thursday’ October 1, 2009

2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

Southwest Weld County

MEETING LOCATION:

PREPARED BY: Holly Buck - Felsburg Holt & Ullevig
ATTENDEES: See Attached Sign-In Sheet
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Introductions and Welcome

Meeting Goals

Present and discuss information requested at the last meeting
Present and discuss phasing options

Obtain feedback on phasing options

Identify the recommend RCC/TAC phasing option

Review Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative was recommended by the TAC/RCC on July 23, 2009. It includes a variety of
multimodal improvements:

Two new 1-25 Tolled Express lanes (TEL) between SH 14 and US 36, one TEL lane in each
direction buffer-separated;

Two new [-25 general purpose lanes between SH 14 and SH 66, one new additional lane in each
direction;

Interchange improvements at 20 locations;

Commuter rail operating as an extension of RTD FasTracks North Metro rail service between
Thornton and downtown Fort Collins, with a connection to RTD FasTracks Northwest Rail in
Longmont;

Express Bus operating in the 1-25 TEL lanes to downtown Denver, originating in Fort Collins and
Greeley;

Express Bus operating in the I-25 TEL lanes to DIA, via E-470;

Commuter Bus operating on US-85 between Greeley and downtown Denver.

The total cost of the Preferred Alternative is estimated to be approximately $2.6 billion, in year 2005

dollars.

The committee suggested that the section of commuter rail ROW owned by RTD (North Metro End of
Line to the CR 8 station) should be designated as such.

Funding Update
The NFRMPO has identified $50 million more than was previously identified for Phase 1. The total
available funding for Phase 1 is as follows:

— NFRMPO $324 Million
— DRCOG /R4 $102 Million
-~ DRCOG/R6 $213 Million

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES

RCCITAC Workshop DRAFT NORTH 25 N
Thursday’ October 1, 2009 EIS -
2:00 PM - 4:00 PM

— - information. cooperation. transportation.
Additional Information Ooperation. transportati

At the previous meeting there were a number of requests for additional information. The presentation
focused on the information most pertinent to the discussion but the team provided other information on
request. Information on interchange accident rates, pavement ratings, interchange level of service,
structural sufficiency, and traffic volumes were presented. Some of the key findings were:
e Pavement from SH 66 north to Prospect will be in need of replacement by the time the
North I-25 EIS Phase 1 is built
e SH 14 and US 34 experience the highest accident rates of the interchanges north of SH 66
SH 14 and Prospect had the lowest structural sufficiency ratings.

Phasing

Options
Three phasing options were presented. All three options included the following:
s A Phase 1 RTP amendment to DRCOG’s Metro Vision to change the general purpose
widening between US 36 and Thornton Parkway to Tolled Express Lanes.
e A Phase 1 RTP amendment for additional funding to extend Tolled Express Lanes north to
120™ Avenue
Completion of the I-25 Express Bus Service in Phase 2
e Extension of Tolled Express Lanes from 120" Avenue to E-470 in Phase 2
Commuter rail from Longmont to Loveland in Phase 2

In addition to the improvements described above, the first option presented was a modification of Option
1 presented at the September 17" meeting. It was called Option 1 with RCC/TAC Modifications. This
option added general purpose lanes between SH 66 and US 34.

Option 2 (Draft RCC/TAC Phase Option) looked at the potential of adding pavement and improving
interchanges between US 34 and SH 14 in Phase 1.

Option 3 (RCC/TAC Phasing Option) widened |-25 between SH 66 and SH 60 and put the remainder of
the Phase 1 funds to address infrastructure concerns at SH 14, Prospect and US 34. It would also
replace and widen the pavement between Prospect and SH 392 to provide auxiliary lanes between these
two interchanges. After widening is completed between SH 60 and SH 392, these auxiliary lanes would
become the fifth and sixth general purpose lanes.

General Discussion

Some members express a desire to see a particular improvement or portion of an improvement moved
from up from Phases 2 or 3 to 1 or 2, respectively. These included commuter rail from the North Metro
end of Line to CR 8 and from Loveland to Fort Collins. Fort Collins felt that commuter rail could not be
constructed in two separate phases. They would like to see it extended into Fort Collins in the initial built
phase. To maintain relativelx similar funding budgets in the 2™ and 3 phases we could consider removing
the TEL extension from 120" Avenue to E-470 in Phase 2 and adding in another section of commuter rail.

The commuter rail extension of North Metro could be funded by annexing into the RTD district. The
committee generally liked the idea of including information about other funding sources and means of
getting later portions of the project moved up to earlier phases. There was concern expressed however
about calling out a specific project such as the commuter rail extension of North Metro because at this
time there is no schedule to vote for inclusion in RTD.

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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MEETING MINUTES NORTH 125

RCCITAC Workshop DRAFT

Thursday’ October 1, 2009 EIS

iR o informati ratign. transpoptation
Gene Putman expressed concern with the suggestion to modify the GP lanes m"BfﬁES)Eges palréin ?o pIOE?_ '
lanes. He said there is “going to be a fight” over this.

The group had a discussion about the possibility of converting a GP to TEL and/or designing the Phase 1
lanes such that they could be either GPs or TELs. It was pointed out that technology could be different in
10 years, so do not need to decide today. The group felt that this was a good option and like the idea of
showing it as a green/blue hatched line on the map. Fort Collins cleared up a misperception that they are
opposed to TE Lanes. They are not in opposition to TE Lanes. FHWA pointed out that looking at
converting a shoulder to TEL or converting existing GP lanes to TELs could be explored to connect the
northern area lanes to the existing metro Denver lanes.

There was also a substantial amount of discussion about having just two phases instead of three.
Committee members felt that the community members might not like seeing the commuter rail finished in
the 2005 to 2075 time frame. During the meeting FHWA express their desire to see three to four phases
maintained for this project. The team will continue to have discussions with FHWA on the committee’s
behalf. The team also agreed to provide text about how potential funding scenarios could allow
improvements to be built sooner.

CDOT will look into the history of the former railroad structure over I-25 near CR 8. It was taken down
when [-25 was widened. Funds may have been set aside to replace this structure in the future. CDOT
agreed to look into this further.

The group reviewed person trips data from the DEIS. This analysis showed that between E-470 and
Harmony Road the number of person trips served was very similar between Tolled Express Lanes and
General Purpose Lanes but that they were served with 5 to 15% few vehicle trips.

Evaluation

After some discussion and a question and answer period with the group members it was clear that the
third option presented appeared to address their concerns and the project’s purpose and need the best.
Members were asked to show their support for this option by giving a thumbs up, a sideways thumb for
those that would not actively oppose the concept, and a thumbs down to show that that member does not
support the Phase 1 of the 3™ option presented (white option). Members were very supportive of the
option with all but three members giving it a thumbs up. The other three members had agreed that they
would not actively oppose the option and none of the members gave the option a thumbs down.

Next Workshop

November 5th

Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2PM

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
3
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DRAFT NORTH 125 ¥
Phasing and Funding EIS

information. cooperation. transportation,

February 24, 2010
Introduction

Consistent with the USDOT's objective of analyzing and selecting transportation
solutions on a broad enough scale to provide meaningful analysis and avoid
segmentation, a Preferred Alternative for the entire project has been identified for
evaluation in the Final EIS. However, total funding for the FEIS Preferred Alternative
has not been identified at this time. The availability of funding will impact the timing and
phasing of construction of the Preferred Alternative and will require a phased Record of
Decision.

FHWA, FTA, and CDOT have established a process wherein phased implementation of
the total project will be considered to complement the availability of funding. This
Phased ROD approach enables FHWA and FTA to meet their federal obligations while
addressing the needs of the area on a broad scale. Ultimately, it is the intent of these
agencies to work toward implementation of the Preferred Alternative in its entirety
through this phased approach, as funds become available.

This paper describes the anticipated phases, how they were developed and how they
are tied to the availability of funding.

Funding

The first phase of the project must have funding identified in the current fiscally
constrained regional transportation plans. The project study area covers two planning
regions, the NFRMPO and DRCOG. The NFRMPO 2035 Regional Transportation Plan
includes $324 million, and the DRCOG 2035 Metro Vision Transportation Plan includes
another $315 million allocated to elements of the Preferred Alternative’. These funding
amounts represent the likely funding anticipated through 2035 for these two planning
regions based on current funding sources and allocations. This falls far short of the
estimated $2.6 billion cost of the Preferred Alternative.

While it is difficult to anticipate what funding will look like beyond 2035, estimates for the
timeframe beyond 2035 haven also been made based on current funding sources and
allocations. This is done to determine a reasonable timeframe for full implementation of
the Preferred Alternative.

As described above, $640 million is allocated to the Preferred Alternative in Phase 1.
However, it is anticipated that the increased awareness of infrastructure needs, the
increased population, increased congestion and the strong support for commuter rail will
be used to leverage an increase in funding for the Preferred Alternative in the
subsequent two planning horizons. Based on these factors, the project team felt it was
reasonable to assume that each of the two subsequent planning horizons would allocate

' DRCOG's $315 million includes $102 million allocated to CDOT Region 4 in the Statewide 2035 Plan
and $213 million allocated to CDOT Region 6.
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information. cooperation. transportation
$975 million to implementation of the Preferred Alternative, an increase of more than
50% over the current allocation.

It is important to remember that changes in the current funding scheme are likely
and communities committed to implementation of particular elements of the
Preferred Alternative such as Commuter Rail, can pursue new and separate
funding sources to implement these elements in a more timely fashion. Typical
funding sources could include but are not limited to sales tax, property tax, and
registration fees.

Phasing

The selection of an initial phase and subsequent phases for implementation is
dependent on prioritization of corridor needs, logical phase sequencing and the fiscal
constraint described above.

The project’s Purpose and Need statement identifies a need to replace aging
infrastructure on 1-25, address safety concemns on 1-25, improve mobility and provide
modal options.

In addition, the two North 1-25 committees representing the municipalities and agencies
in the corridor identified the following guiding principles for development of Phase 1:
+ Address concems(safety, infrastructure and capacity) on I-25
north of SH 66
* Include bus transit
* Include a commitment to Commuter Rail

A review of current interchange safety rates, sufficiency ratings for structures,
anticipated volumes in 2035 and remaining service life for pavement resuited in the
foliowing key findings:

> Pavement between SH 66 and Prospect has no practical remaining service life.

> Interchange structures at SH 1, SH 14, Prospect, US 34, and SH 56 all have
sufficiency ratings below 75.

> Pavement and structures south of SH 66 are relatively new with a long remaining
service life.

» Accident rates are higher than average at the SH 14, US 34, and SH 60
interchanges with 1-25.

A number of phasing scenarios were developed and reviewed with the RCC and TAC
and the project's Executive Oversight Committee. Each was evaluated on its ability to
address the acute safety, mobility and infrastructure issues on I-25 and its ability to
complement the guiding principles developed by the committees.
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information. cooperation, transportation

Phase 1
The effort described above resulted in the Phase 1 shown in Figure 1. As shown, this
alternative includes the following elements.

o Widening I-25 between SH 66 and SH 60 with one tolled express lane in
each direction.

e Widening I-25 between SH 392 and Prospect - would initially be used as
continuous accel/dece! lanes but would ultimately become part of the six-lane
cross section.

e Widening I-25 between 104™ Avenue and approximately US 36 — one buffer-
separated tolled express lane in each direction.

¢ Interchange replacement and upgrades — SH 14, Prospect, SH 60, SH 56,
CR 34 SH 7, Thornton Parkway and 84" Avenue would be constructed to
their ultimate configurations. The initial improvements to the US 34
interchange (diamond configuration) would be completed. SH 392 would be
completed as part of a separate project.

e Commuter Rail right of way preservation — All ROW necessary to construct
the ultimate commuter rail configuration would be purchased as part of Phase
1.

* |Initial I-25 Bus — Regional bus service connecting Fort Collins and Greeley to
downtown Denver and DIA would be initiated. Four transit stations would be
constructed as part of Phase 1.

e Commuter Bus — Commuter bus along US 85 connecting Greeley to
downtown Denver would be implemented in Phase 1.

Figure 2 illustrates the breakdown of funding and projects by planning region. As

shown, there are five projects identified in the DRCOG region totaling $315 million and
seven projects identified in the NFRMPO regional totaling $327 million.
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Figure 1. North 1-25 Preferred Alternative Phase 1

Phasing Option 1
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Phase 1 Capital Improvement Projects
by Planning Region
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Phases 2 and 3

As discussed under “Funding”, projects identified in Phases 2 and 3 could be
implemented sooner than anticipated if funding is identified earlier. However, for the
purposes of this phasing discussion the following elements are anticipated to be
constructed in phases 2 and 3.

Phase 2:

» Completion of express bus service on I-25

» Commuter rail service would begin on an initial corridor segment between
Longmont and Loveland

» Tolled Express Lanes from SH 60 to SH 14

> Tolled Express Lanes from 104" Avenue to E-470

> Interchange replacement and upgrades — CR 16, SH 402, Crossroads, Harmony,
Mountain Vista, and SH 1 would be constructed to their uitimate configurations.
The second phase of improvements to the US 34 interchange would be
completed.

Phase 3
» Completion of commuter rail service
> Tolled Express Lanes from E-470 to SH 66 and the associated interchange
upgrade required (1 new buffer-separated tolled express lane in each direction)
> General purpose lanes from SH 66 to SH 14 (1 new lane in each direction)
» Completion of the US 34 interchange
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NORTH 1-25 JOINT RCC/TAC MEETING

Thursday February 25, 2010
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

VL.
Vil.

Viil.

Introductions

Executive Oversight Committee Meeting Follow Up
DRCOG Follow Up

Public and Agency Comments

Community Meetings

Phasing Follow Up

Schedule

Next workshop

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation

J:103225\04. RCC _ Combined List\2010 RCC TAC\February 25\Agenda 022510 v2.doc
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North |-25 EIS

RCC/TAC Meeting

February 25, 2010

Agenda

Introductions and Welcome
Meeting Goals

* Recap

— Preferred Alternative

— Phasing

Executive Oversight
Committee Guidance

Phasing Discussion
Next Steps

1
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Introductions and
Welcome

2= L 1 ‘:- ig

Meeting Goals

» Updates on the project

» Respond to your questions and
suggestions on phasing

 Finalize phasing

2
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Preferred Alternative
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Preferred Alternative
Refinement
» Crossroads Express Bus
Station

— Two sites evaluated in DEIS
— Met with Loveland

— Site south of Kendall Parkway
and west of |-25

— Preferred site allows for TOD
opportunities
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Refinement Refinement
» Commuter Rail » Maintenance Facility

— Fort Collins passing track — Two rail sites evaluated in the
implications DEIS

— Longmont passing track * Berthoud site selected based on
implications strong community support

— Longmont connection to — Two bus sites evaluated in the
Northwest Rail DEIS

* Greeley site selected to minimize
out-of-direction travel

4
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Prefe-rr.emd Altérnative
Refinement

« SH7

—DEIS
recommended
diamond with
space for future
partial cloverleaf

— FEIS traffic
requires partial
cloverleaf to
achieve LOS D at
the ramp
terminals

.

Phasing

5
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RCC/TAC Option Phase 1
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Phasing

* Questions and Comments
Raised at October RCC/TAC

— Would it make sense to operate
the widened section of I-25
between SH 66 and SH 60 as
TELs?

— Extend the metro area TELs to
120 Avenue.

~ Can we move forward with two
phases instead of three?

EXécutive Oversight
Committee Guidance

* Preferred Alternative

— Expressed some concern over
the size of the Preferred
Alternative

— Encouraged by collaboration and
consensus of communities

—~ Encouraged by project progress

— Approved Preferred Alternative
for FEIS

7
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Executive Oversight

Committee Guidance

* Phase 1
— Approved

— Supported design and
construction of lanes to
accommodate TELs

— Recommended operation of new
lanes as TELs in Phase 1
e No future controversial conversion

» Assist with future funding (potential
bonding)

* Act as queue jump for |-25 Express
Bus

Executive Oversight

Committee Guidance

e Extension of TELs in Metro
Denver

— Preliminary cost estimates
indicate 104t

— Strongly encouraged extending
TELs to 120th

— New cost estimates in April

- Planning Environmental Linkage
study in the metro area

— Potential use of shoulders —
separate project

8
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Executive Oversight |
Committee Guidance

 Two versus Three Phases

— Three phases required

* Funding scenarios need to be at
least somewhat reasonable and
based on past history

* The likely end date needs to be
clearly disclosed to the public

— Modify messaging for phases 2
and 3

— Discussion on handout

Finalized Phase 1
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Concurrence on
Finalized Phase 1

Next Steps

Schedule

0835 Public Comment -
Period & Public Heartngs

e amavs IR
\dantily Prefemed Alemative

nd sy

Evaluate Preferred
Alemative & Oraft Final 85 -
Fes 5t o /-

Final 55 Pubilic Comment we are here
Period & Pubic Hearings (m

Phase 1 Record of Decision B
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Web Site

* New web address

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/north-i-25-eis

* TAC/RCC page removed

+ Contact:
Carol Parr
carol.parr@dot. state.co.us

970.350.2170

11
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MEETING MINUTES NORTH 125 PllgEL

RCC/TAC Meeting DRAFT
Thursday February 25, 2010 EIS
2:00 PM — 4:00 PM

information. cooperation. transportation.

MEETING LOCATION:  Southwest Weld County
PREPARED BY: Holly Buck - Felsburg Holt & Ullevig

ATTENDEES: See Attached Sign-in Sheet

Introductions and Welcome

Self introductions were made around the room. Bob Garcia welcomed the group and made
remarks about the excellent progress the RCC/TAC groups have made and the need to
continue our collaborative effort in or der to keep the project on schedule.

Meeting Goals

The primary goals for the meeting were to provide the com mittees with updates on the project,
respond to their comments and questions from the previous meeting on phasing, and finalize
phasing.

Recap of Preferred Alternative

Chris Primus provided the group with a quick recap of what is i ncluded in the Preferred
Alternative that was developed by them through a series of workshops in 2009. The
committees’ recommended this Preferred Alternative on July 23, 2009.

Preferred Alternative Refinement

There were a few areas of refinement that needed to be resolved to finalize the Preferred
Alternative. Craig Gaskill and Holly Buck provided updates on the following i tems:

» Crossroads Express B us Station - Two sites evaluated in DEIS. The team met with
Loveland to determine which site should be carried into the FEIS. They felt the site
south of Kendall Parkway and west of |-25 better fit their future transportation and land
use plans. The site would allow for TOD opportunities.

+ Fort Collins and SH 7 Express Bus Station - Two sites evaluated in DEIS. A single
location has been identified for analysis in the FEIS.

+ Commuter Rail — The 30 minute peak period service on the planned si ngle track would
have implications to sensitive resources in Fort Collins and Longmont.

— In Fort Collins the impacts were minimized by modifying the service to 60
minutes in the peak period north of the South Transit Center.

- In Longmont the passing track design was reviewed and modified to minimize
impacts to residences along the corridor.

— The planned rail connection to FasTracks Northwest Rail in Longmont was also
reviewed. The new configuration is expected to reduce the cost of the
connection and impacts to sensitive resources in the area.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration * Colorado Department of Transportation
1
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Thursday February 25, 2010 EIS

2:00 PM - 4:00 PM information. cooperation. transportation.

* Maintenance Facility

— Two rail maintenance facility sites were evaluated in the DEIS. The Berthoud
site selected based on strong community support throughout the DEIS process
and during the development of the Preferred Alternative.

— Two bus maintenance facility sites were evaluated in the DEIS. The Greeley site
was selected to minimize out-of-direction travel for the two bus servic es.

* SH7 - The DEIS evaluation recommended a diamond interchange wi th space to
accommodate a future partial cloverleaf at this interchange with 1-25. The preliminary
FEIS traffic analysis indicates that LOS D at the ramp terminals cannot be achieved with
the diamond configuration. This is a result of the evaluation being updated from the
2030 travel demand model to the 2035 model. The preliminary analysis also indicates
that a partial cloverleaf could operate at LOS D or better. We will contact the adjacent
communities soon to discuss options available at this location.

Phasing

At the September TAC/RCC meeting the project team presented an initial set of phasing
options. The committees asked for more information on the safety, capacity and infrastructure
concemns discussed in the project's purpose and need to determine how the limited funds in
Phase 1 could be best used to address those concerns. The team presented inform ation on
accident rates at interchanges, pavem ent conditions, structuraf ratings, and level of servic e at
the October TAC/RCC meeting to answer these questions.

At the October meeting the team also provided an updated Phase 1 for review by the TAC/RCC.
The Phase 1 plan included the following:

e Upgrading the follow ing interchanges 84™ Avenue, Thornton Parkway, SH 7, CR 34,
SH 56, SH 60, US 34, Prospect and SH 14.

e Widening I-25 between SH 66 and SH 60 and widening with auxiliary lanes between
SH 392 and Prospect.

e Widening I-25 with TELS from the existing reversible lanes to Thornton Parkw ay.
e Commuter rail right of way preservation.

e Commuter Bus along US 85.

¢ Initial Bus Service on 1-25.

In October, the group agreed that the Phase 1 presented by the project team best addressed
the project's purpose and need and achieved the visi on of the committee with the limited
resources available. The committees did have the following caveats:

¢ Phase 1 widening should be designed and constructed to accom modate tolled
express lanes not general purpose lanes.

e Extend the TELs in the metro area north of Thornton Parkway if possible.

o Consider using two phases instead of three.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
2
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2:00 PM - 4:00 PM information. cooperation. transpartation.

Executive Oversight Committee Guidance

Holly Buck gave the TAC and RCC a summary of what was discus sed with the EOC at the
meeting in December. The project team met with the EOC to get their approval on the
committee’s recommended Preferred Alternative and to get in put from the EOC on Phase 1 and
initial operation of TELs in Phase 1.

e Preferred Altemative — The EOC expressed some concern over the size of the PA
and wondered if norther n Colorado really needed all of these improvements in 2035.
However, they were glad to hear that the communities had been working together
and had been able to reach a consensus. The EOC approved moving forward with
the recommended PA in the FEIS.

¢ Phase 1

The EOC supported the TAC/RCC recommendation to design and construct the
widening of I-25 as TELs. They strongly supported ope rating the lanes between SH
66 and SH 60 as TELs in Phase 1 as well. The EOC felt that this would be beneficial
on a number of levels such as:

o No conversion to TELSs in the future which could be highly controversial
though technically allowed now

o Could help with funding the other pieces of the Preferred Altemative in
Phases 2 and 3 sooner through bonding

o Felt that it would be beneficial to the express bus travel times acting as a
queue jump when the general purpose lanes are congested

The EOC also strongly supported the idea of extending the metro area TELs to 120th
Avenue. Understanding that there is not additional funding to extend the project
north, the team will look closely at the cost estimates for this area to atte mpt to
extend the lanes as far north as possible

e Two phases or Three ~ The EOC said that three phases would be require d because
the funding scenarios need to be at least somewhat reasonable and based on past
history. Additionally, the likely end date needs to be clearly disclosed to the public.

Phasing Discussion

To help address the committee’s concern about the long time frame for completion shown with
the three phases, the team generated a paper describing Phase 1 in text and m ap form and
then generally describi ng phases 2 and 3. The discussion in Phases 2 and 3 also includes a
description about how projects in these two phases can be moved up if funding is identified.
The paper was emailed to the group earlier in the week and handed out to the group for
discussion.

The following comments and questions were received on the phasi ng paper:

e Likes ability of communities to find funding

Federal Highway Administration » Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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o Clarifies the message, but what is the flexibility? Monica answered that Phase 2 or 3
projects could be done b efore Phase 1, if the RTPs are amended.

¢ Are the Commuter Bus stations in Upper Front Range? Holly answered that there
are two CB stations in the Upper Front Range. M yron states that while dollars are
not specifically identified in the Upper F ront Range plan, these projects are
consistent with the US 85 corridor vision.

e How are changes made to Phase 1? Can MPOs make changes without this group?
Monica responded that te chnically yes, the MPOs can change the projects without
consensus of the TAC/RCC group.

e Funding — does it include bonded money from TEL? No, additional funds that could
be generated through bonding are not included in the Phas e 1 funding.

+ SH 392 interchange is excluded from the Phase 1 funding — Note: Private $ will fund
interchange improvements (these must be in RTPs). Impact fees are sometimes
restricted to expenditure in spec ific areas.

e Expression of concern over the lack of equity between transit and highway funding in
Phase 1. Phase 1 - $500m on hi ghway and $100m for transit. It was pointed out
that the cost of the TELs that would benefit the transit system is included in the
highway cost. The team will provide a rough breakdown between these costs.

e Can new GP lanes be repurposed as HOV? HOVs were eliminated in Phase 2 of this
project however, technically yes, GPs could be repurposed as HOVs or TELs. It was
the EOCs recommendation to begin with T ELs.

¢ Public support for non-SOV travel should use ROW to |-25 to allow buses to connect
to rail.

+ Would like to see Commuter Rail extended to |-25 and CR 8 in Phase 1. There is
currently no money to add this to Phase 1 without remov ing other projects planned in
the DRCOG portion of the study area.

e Canimplement TEL bus service cheaper than Commuter Rail. Most effective use of

resources.

Provide white paper to explain Phase 1 logic.

Impact fees are included in No A ction of this plan for local roads.

Would like FEIS to include environmental impacts of phasing.

Will induce growth be discussed in the FEIS? Yes.

Consensus Exercise

Each TAC/RCC member was asked to give a thum bs up if they support the current phasing
plan, a sideways thumb if they don’t fully support but won't actively oppose the phasing plan or
a thumbs down if they oppose the current phasing plan.

All members except five gave the proposed phas ing plan a thumbs up. Four gave a sideways
thumb. One member, Gene Putman, opted to not participate. Gene opted out of the exercise
noting that he would lik e to see the rail extend north to I-25 and CR 8. The remainder of the
group agreed that Gene's support of this rail extension w ould not constitute opposition to what is
currently being proposed.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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information. cooperation. transportation.

Next Steps and Contact Update

Carol Parr reviewed the next steps in the EIS process and provided the group with the new w eb

address for the project - http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/north-i- 25-eis

It was suggested the next meeting would be held after the FEIS analysis is complete, probably
in the fall of 2010.

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration » Colorado Department of Transportation
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Date: February 25, 2010
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTH 225
EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

~ Name For Today's ANY CHANGE Affiliation - E-Mail Address

i B AR to contact info ol S T e
;.I Euckert Dacono euckert@ci.dacono.co.us
Aaron Townsend Johnstown atownsend@fciol.com
Aaron Wiillis CDOT aaron.willis@dot.state.co.us
Amy Mueller - Denver amy.mueller@ci.denver.co.us
Angie Drumm W CDOT angie.drumm@dot.state.co.us
Anita Riley Boulder County aariley@bouldercounty.org
Anne Brewster Senator Allard's Office Anne_ brewster@allard.senate.qov
Ayman Salloum » CDOT ayman.salloum,@dot.state.co.us
Barbara Kirkmeyer ?)D Weld County /[l P& bkirkmeyer@co.weld.co.us
Ben Manvel Wi ) Fort Collins ! bmanvel@fcgov.com

Bill Haas FHWA Wiliiam.haas@fhwa.dot.gov
Bill Kaufman CDOT bill@williamkaufmanpc.com
Bill Swenson CDOT bswen32@yahoo.com

Bob Autobee CDOT robert.autobee@dot.state.co.us
Bob Felsburg Felisburg Holt & Ullevig Bob.felsburg@fhueng.com
Bob Gaiser r\ﬁ,) Broomfield bgaiser@broomfieldcitycouncil.org
Bob Garcia [ ;’ﬁ CDOT Robert.garcia@dot.state.co.us
Brad Beckham CDOT brad.beckham@dot.state.co.us
Burt Knight Broomfield bknight@ci.broomfield.co.us
Cameron Parrott Evans cparrott@ci.evans.co.us
Carl Harvey A\ Lasalle charvey@lasalletown.com
Carol Parr (\ \‘\ D CDOT carol.parr@dot.state.co.us
Cheri Anderson \ Firestone candersen@ci.firestone.co.us
Cheryl Hauger (\W!/ Erie hauger@erieco.gov

Chris Cramer Commerce City ccramer@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Chris Primus (¥ Jacobs chris.primus@jacobs.com
Chris Quinn PP RTD chris.quinn@RTD-FasTracks.com
Cliff Davidson ﬂé NFRMPO cdavidson@nfrmpo.org
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) '
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) NORTH 1_25
Date: February 25, 2010 SIGN-IN SHEET EIS
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM '
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX information. cooperation. transportation.
:  INITIAL Ve i _ -

- Name For Today’s ANY CHANGE Affiliation E-Mail Address
25 W Attendance to contact info R T
I'-(:Taig Gaskill Cﬁb Jacobs craig.gaskill@jacobs.com
Dan Carl DRCOG dearl@drcog.org
Dave Beckhouse FTA david.beckhouse@dot.gov
David Averill NFRMPO daverill@nfrmpo.or:
Dave Kiockeman W Loveland klockd@ci.loveland.co.us
Dave Lindsay DAL Firestone dlindsay@ccginc.us
David Downing Westminster ddowning@ci.westminster.co.us
David Heller DRCOG dheller@drcog.org
Debra Baskett Broomfield dbaskett@broomfield.org
Debra Gray Northglenn dgray@northglenn.or .
Dennis McCloskey Broomfield dmccloskey@broomfieldcitycouncil.org
Dennis Wagner Windsor dwagner@windsorgov.com
Dianne Cavaliere CDOT Dianne.cavaliere@dot.state.co.us
Diggs Brown Fort Collins dbrown@fcgov.com
Don Feldhaus Greeley Donfeld7@cs.com
Don Williams Loveland williD@ci.loveland.co.us
Donna Benson Timnath mayor@timnathcolorado.org
Doug _ Pearson &9 CDOT douglas.pearson@dot.state.co.us
Doug Rademacher ' Weld County d.rademacher@co.weld.co.us
Doug Young Senator Udall's Office doug.young@mail.house.gov
Earl Smith Evans esmith@ci.evans.co.us _
Fred Jones City of Greeley fred.jones@aqreeleygov.com
Fred Sandal VS DRCOG fsandal@drcog.or:
Gail Hoffman I CDOT - DTD gail.hoffman@state.co.us
Gary Behlen % Erie gbehlen@erieco.gov
Gene Putman %’f Thornton Gene.putman@cityofthornton.net
Gene Pielin Loveland mayor@ci.loveland.co.us
George _ Gerstle Boulder ggerstle@bouldercounty.org
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Commiittee (TAC)

Date: February 25, 2010
Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTH 125
EIS

information. cgoperation. transportation.

e = INITIAL Vi o F

il Name 'For Today's ANY CHANGE Affiliation E-Mail Address 3

i Attendance to contact info .

George Hayward Viadimir Jones hayward@vladimirjones.com

Gina McAfee N Jacobs gina.mcafee@jacobs.com |
Greg Clements Commerce City gclements@ci.commerce-city.co.us ‘
Greg McCallum Erie _gmccallum@ci.erie.cous |
Heather Balser Louisville _balserh@ci.louisville.cous |
Holly Buck -A-\B Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Holly.buck@fhueng.com

Ina Zisman CDOT ina.zisman@dot.state.co.us

James Hamblin Denver james hamblin@ci.denvercous
Jane Donovan RTD jane.donovan@RTD-FasTracks.com

Janet Carter RY & Weld County jcarter@co.weld.co.us

Jeanne Shreve Adams County jshreve@co.adams.co.us

Jeff Houk FHWA Jeff.houk@fhwa.dot.gov

Jennifer Hillhouse Denver jennifer.hillhouse@denvergov.org

Jennifer Krieger Dacono jkrieger@ci.dacono.co.us

Jennifer Merer Jacobs jennifer.merer@jacobs.com

Jennifer Webster CDOT jennifer.webster@dot.state.co.us

Jill Parsons Northglenn jparsons@northglenn.org

Jim Burack Milliken jburack@town.milliken.co.us

Jim Hayes Northglenn jhayes@northglenn.org

Jim Paulmeno CcDOT jim.paulmeno@dot.state.co.us

Jim White Town of Berthoud jwhite@berthoud.org

Joe Hodas Vladimir Jones jhodas@vladimiriones.com

Joe Smith % City of Brighton jsmith@brightonco.gov

John Bauer v Berthoud jbauer@berthoud.org

John Franklin Johnstown ifranklin@townofjohnstown.com

John Holdren Severance manager@townofseverance.org

John Taylor Gilcrest Gtvfsjts@aol.com

John Vazquez Windsor jvazguez@windsorgov.com
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Regional Coordination Committee (RCC)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

NORTH 225
EIS
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Date: February 25, 2010 SIGN-IN SHEET

Time: 2:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: SW WELD CO SERVICES COMPLEX

st INITIAL ST o] :
~ Name For Today's ANY CHANGE Affiliation E-Mail Address
M - Attendance to contact info _ _

Juanita Nevarez Brighton jnevarez@brightonco.gov |
Julie Cozad Miliken NO EMAIL ADDRESS ON SIGN-IN SHEET _|
Karla Harding J4 Timnath _karlaharding@timnathcolorado.org |
Kathie Novak Northglenn mayor@northglennorg |
Kathleen Bracke Fort Collins kbracke@fcgov.com
Kelly Arnold Windsor kamold@windsorgov.com
Ken Waido W h- Fort Collins kwaido@fcgov.com
Larry Heckel A0 Loveland larry.heckel@ci Joveland.cous |
Larry Ketcham i Milliken lary@town.milliken.co.us
Larry Lorentzen Wellington Lorentzl @co.larimer.co.us |
Larry Squires OSL FTA larry.squires@dot.gov
Lee Cryer & RTD Lee.cryer@RTD-FasTracks.com
Lee Dong / CcDOoT leland.dong@dot.state.co.us
Lee Kemp RTD Board lee.kemp@rtd-denver.com
Linda Gonzales Brighton lgonzales@brightonco.gov
Liz Telford RTD Elizabeth.telford@RTD-Fastracks.com
Long _ Nguyen L Hul cDOT long.nquyen@dot.state.co.us
Manuel Esquibel Brighton mesquibel@brightonco.gov
Marc Cittone Loveland cittom@ci.loveland.co.us
Margaret Langworthy USACE margaret.k.langworthy@usace.army.mil
Mark Gosselin M é( CboT /mark.gosselin@dot.state.co.us
Mark Jackson Fort Collins mjackson@fcgov.com
Mark Peterson /u//Z_P Larimer County mpeterson@larimer.org
Martina Wilkinson Larimer County mwilkinson@}arimer.org
[Meg Corwin Senator Salazar's Office margaret corwin@salazar.senate.gov
Michelle Krezek Boulder County mkrezek@bouldercounty.org
Mickey Ferrell CDOT mickey.ferrell@dot.state.co.us
Mike Friesen Mead meadtown@aol.com
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SIGN-IN SHEET

NORTH 225
EIS
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~ Name |  ForToday's ANY CHANGE Affiliation E-Mail Address
: g 2% - Attendance to contact info : __

Mike Acimovic Town of Erie macimovic@erieco.gov
Mike Woodruff Milliken mwoodruff@town.milliken.co.us
Mindy Crane CDOT mindy.crane@dot.state.co.us
Monica Pavlik wi’ FHWA monica.pavlik@dot.gov
Myles Throop Town of Frederick mthroop@frederickco.gov
Myron Hora 74‘ CDOT myron.hora@dot.state.co.us
Nick Meier v 1\ Platteville nmeier@plattevilleqov.or:
Nick Wolfrum /U b Longmont Nick.wolfrum@ci.longmont.co.us
Phil Greenwald Longmont Phil.greenwald@ci.longmont.co.us _
Randail Rutsch Boulder rutschR@ci.boulder.co.us .
Randy Eubanks Larimer County reubanks@larimer.org
Rebecca Davidson Acga &g@ e Timnath rebeccadavidson@timnathcolorado.org
Richard Leffler .z Frederick Dleffler@frederickco.gov
Robert Edgar EPA Edgar.robert@epa.gov
Robert Paulsen Loveland paulsr@ci.loveland.co.us
[Roger Lange Longmont Roger_lange@qwest.net
Ryan Boothe ‘75\} City of Greeley an.boothe@greeleygov.com
Sean Conway Weld County sconway@co.weld.co.us
Scott Weeks L City of Fort Collins sweeks@fcgov.com
Sharon Sullivan - Ault Sullis@townofault.org
Shaun Cutting FHWA shaun.cutting@fhwa.dot.gov
Stan Elmquist NFRMPO selmquist@nfrmpo.org
Stephanie Brothers Town of Berthoud NO EMAIL ON SIGN-IN SHEET
Steve Cook DRCOG scook@drcog.or
Steve Rudy DRCOG srudy@drcog.org
Suzette Mallette NFRMPO smallette@nfrmpo.org
Tom Acre Commerce City tacre@ci.commerce-city.co.us
Tom Anzia Felsburg Holt & Ullevig Tom.anzia@fhueng.com
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INIT e <A1
ANY CHANG Affiliatio
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NORTH 225
EIS
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Tom Donnelly Larimer County tdonnelly@larimer.org

Tony Huerta Berthoud thuerta@berthoud.org

Vanessa Henderson CDOT Vanessa.henderson@dot.state.co.us

Vicky Sprague Weld County vsprague@co.weld.co.us

Vivien Hoang FHWA Vivien.hoang@fhwa.dot.gov

Wendi Palmer Erie wpalmer@ci.erie.co.us
‘.DGMS (vbom L ED N e M Pe cd a3 & nfemey - gye

hord | Nipollf NIC 07

nucolle  korgd & oot Yoo 0.

i 1 s .'.-‘Q A
Dan Herlihey McWhinney/Centerra danh@mcwhinney.com
Dave White Landowner dwhite@laam.biz
Irene Fortune ] V& “:w ey 4"’

CST - Larimer Co.
Citizens for Smart

Jeanne Bolton Transportation
Jim & Colleen |Anthony Milliken Board of Trustees CJKid@ix.netcom.com
Rick White Landowner rwhite@laam.biz
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AGENDA

NORTH [125
EIS

information. cooperation. transportation.

RCC/TAC MEETING

Wednesday November 10, 2010
Southwest Weld County Services Complex
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Iv.

VL.
VIL

VIl

Introductions

Schedule Update

Cost Estimate Review
Phasing Update

RTP Amendment

RTD Ridership Projections
What’s Next

Next Meeting

Federal Highway Administration = Federal Transit Administration = Colorado Department of Transportation
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North 1-25 EIS
RCC/TAC Meeting

A= 11-10-10
i &

Agenda

Introductions and Welcome
Schedule Update

Cost Estimate Review
Phasing Update

RTD Ridership Projections
What’s Next

FHWA Cost Estimate Review

For each line of the cost estimate,
the review considers:

— Sequencing and timing construction
— Recent similar projects

— Opportunitiesfor cost savings

— Threats that could increase cost

- Escalation rates for materials and
right of way

12/22/2010

Schedule Update

Phase 1 Summary

Commuter rail right of way preservation
Initial 1-25 bus service and stations
US 85 commuter bus

Interchange improvements

—SH14

— Prospect

— SHS6

—CR34

—SH7
Auxiliary Lanes: SH 14 to SH 392
Tolled express lanes

— SH 56 to SH 66

— 120%™ Avenue to US 36
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Phasing Update

* Commuter rail right of way
preservation

Initial I-25 bus service and
stations

~1-25 at Harmony

—1-25 at SH 119
~1-25atSH7

—US 34 at 83 Ave

* US 85 commuter bus

— All stations

s =

12/22/2010

Phasing Update

SH 14 interchange improvements
~ 150 space carpool parking
Prospect interchange
improvements

— 110 space carpool parking
Auxiliary Lanes: SH 14 to SH 392

NORTH 125 P8
EIS B
e e e

* US34
Interchange
— Initial phasing
schemes
— Complexity of
interchange &

— Interim improvements sufficient for
near term

~ CDOT is committed to this regionally
significant corridor

—_ ———-

B =a e

Phasing Update

Tolled express lanes

—SH 56 to SH 66

~ 120" Avenue to US 36

SH 56 interchange improvements
— 140 space carpool parking

CR 34 interchange improvements
SH 7 interchange improvements
— 280 space carpool/transit parking

Phase 2
* Completion of express bus service on I-
25
* Initiate Commuter Rail service
* Bus maintenance facility
* Commuter rail maintenance facility
* Tolled Express Lanes
~ SH14to SH56
— 120th Avenue to E-470
* Reconstructi-25 mainlineSH 1 to SH 14
Interchange replacement and upgrades

Phase 3

Extend Commuter Rail
Tolled Express Lanes

— E-470to SH 66

General purpose lanes

—SH 14 to SH 66

Complete US 34 interchange
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12/22/2010

Ridership Projections What'’s Next
* DRCOG revised the regional model * Completion of FEIS
* RTD ridership projections have gone * RTP Amendment
up — Initiate in January

* lLegal sufficiency review
— February, 45-60 days
* Committee update (next meeting)
— Late April
Public review period

= Changes were based on:
— Land use projections
— Recent survey of transit riders
* Could increase North I-25 ridership

* Convened a panel to estimate — May, 30 days
change * Signed ROD
* FEIS text - July 2011
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