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N/A Summary of Technical Advisory Committee and Regional Coordination 

Committee Workshops 

October 14, 2008 
December 15, 2008 
January 22, 2009 
January 29, 2009 
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June 11, 2009 
July 23, 2009 
September 17, 2009 
October 1, 2009 
February 25, 2010 
November 10, 2010 

Materials from Joint Regional Coordination Committee and Technical Advisory 
Committee meetings 
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Summary of Technical Advisory Committee and Regional 
Coordination Committee Workshops 
This appendix presents a summary of the North I-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 I-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 – 
Denver trips 

 US 287 impacts (impacts to local network) 

 Capital infrastructure  Impact on local transportation network 

 Connections – regional connectivity transit 
or roadway 

 Fix aging infrastructure 
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 Seamless ride  Interaction of transit component with other 
transit providers 

 Address safety Inter‐community 
connections 

 Linkage – transportation land use 

 Multimodal options  Identify specific safety needs 

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

 How much highway improvement before 
moving to rail – threshold 

 BNSF representative present  Long‐term sustainability 

 Community acceptance  Phasing opportunities 

 Scientific‐based prioritization  True costs to user between transit and 
highway 

 Cost/benefit  Environmental regulations met 
(Section 404, Section 4(f)) 

 Funds for maintenance  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 I‐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 I‐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 I‐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 I-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 I-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 I‐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 I‐25. All 
four breakout groups recommended some form of managed lane north of SH 66 to maintain 
long-term reliability for travel on I-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 I-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 I-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 I‐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 I‐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 I‐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 I-25 with regard to the phasing plan. 
Their desire was to ensure that the areas along I-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, I-25 express bus, as well as some I-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
December 15, 2008

2 to 4 PM

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

TAC/RCC Coordination During Final 
EIS Preparation Process

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) g , , )

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

• 1 comment came in by phone call 

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 t lt ti il li t d t ti l ti• 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 

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
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Updatesp

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 

• 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

4

Impact of Reduced Sales Tax 
Forecasts
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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

4

– 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

• Basic Assumptions 
by 2017

5

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

6

– 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 

18

– 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”

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
P ll il bl f d l t t ti t

18

– 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)

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 
= $5.8 B
– Using 2008 Annual Program Evaluation cost escalation 

and revenue assumptionsp
– 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 
= $1.3 B

• Entire FasTracks program can be completed by 2034 
at new estimated cost, earlier if revenues allow
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• On-going – Metro Mayors/Commissioners 
Task Force

• January – Public opinion phone survey

Next Steps

• 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

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 124th

• Potential contracting mechanisms
– Design/Build
– Eagle P3?

• Current Schedule 
– Planning – ROD by end of 2009
– Design/Construction – 2011
– Open – 2015

Northwest Rail Corridor
• 41 miles diesel 

commuter rail

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

• Complete in 2015

Northwest Rail Update
• Technology

– DMU
• Infrastructure

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

Pl d d li h i• 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

Questions?
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Rocky Mountain Rail Authority

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

• Purpose: Is inter-city, high-speed rail 
technically financially and economicallytechnically, financially and economically 
feasible? 

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

RMRA Update (continued)
• Schedule: Process began in summer 2008 

and will conclude by mid-2009. 
• Progress: 

• Developing range of alternative routes 
th h I 25/ I 70 k h tithrough I-25/  I-70 workshops meetings

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

• Conducted market assessment
• Developed station concepts

RMRA Update (continued)
• Results:

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

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

Comparison Between Two 
StudiesRMRA North I-25 EIS

• Purpose of the study is to 
determine if high speed rail is 
feasible. Focus on financial and 
ridership only.  Will not make final 
decision on alignments.

• Purpose of the study is to 
determine combination of 
transportation modes that best 
meets the purpose and need for 
improving travel along I-25

• Alignments include BNRR, 
UPRR, and I-25 (but not through 
Denver).

• Alignment evaluated for commuter 
rail is along BN corridor with a 
short segment along UP corridor

• Technology is likely to be high 
speed rail or maglev (120 mph or 
higher).

• Technology is commuter rail

Comparison Between Two 
Studies

(CONTINUED)RMRA North I-25 EIS
• Likely two primary stations only 

(Fort Collins and Northern 
Denver)

• Ten stations, so intermediate 
communities can be served

• Average rail speed must be 90 mph • Likely commuter rail averageAverage rail speed must be 90 mph 
or faster

Likely commuter rail average 
running speed is 40 to 50mph

• Trip types are long distance, likely 
focused on recreation (example is 
Fort Collins to Vail)

• Trip types primarily home to work, 
but also some recreational or 
shopping trips on weekends and 
evenings
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Comparison Between Two 
Studies

(CONTINUED)RMRA North I-25 EIS
• Likely grade separated • Only occasionally grade separated

• Could be implemented in addition 
t t il l th BN

• Would not preclude high speed rail 
l I 25 i th f tto commuter rail along the BN 

corridor
along I-25 in the future

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

I-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
• The BN alignment is more compatible with 

land use plans to strengthen downtown areas 
of Fort Collins, Berthoud, Longmont and 
Loveland

I-25 vs. BN Alignment (continued)

• The BN alignment has fewer impacts to 
aquatic resources

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

Model Update to 2035
• DEIS analysis with 2030 data 
• Order of magnitude effect of 2035 data

January Workshops

Expectations for Workshops
• Develop a recommendation for a preferred 

alternative for the North I-25 corridor
– Address Purpose and Need

• Increase Mobility
• Replace Aging InfrastructureReplace Aging Infrastructure
• Improve Safety
• Provide Multi-modal options

– Fulfill Regulatory Requirements 
– Consider Communities’ Desires
– Consider Public and Agency Comment
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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 I-25?
– Tolled Express Lanes
– General Purpose Lanes
– Combination of TEL and GPCombination 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
2 PM

Stay involved:
www.cdot.info/northi25eis/
970.352.5455 or 303.779.3384
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Meeting Minutes 
Technical Advisory Committee 
Regional Coordination Committee 
December 15, 2008 
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM 
Page 1 of 2 

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

 

 
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 I-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 
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Regional Coordination Committee 
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2:00 PM to 4:00 PM 
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Federal Highway Administration ▪ Federal Transit Administration ▪ Colorado Department of Transportation 

 

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 

 
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 
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