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March 19, 2008 1560 Broadway, Suite 700, Denver, CO 80202
phone 303.299.6990

US36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition
Municipal Building

1777 Broadway

Boulder, CO 80306

Re: US36 BRT Phase 1 and Phase 2
Dear Members of the US36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition:

In response to comments and concerns raised by the US36 Mayors and Commissioners
Coalition (MCC) members and staff, | am providing the attached information to clarify, and
reiterate the commitment of the RTD Board and staff to implementation of the US36 BRT
Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects of the FasTracks Plan. RTD met with members of the US36
MCC on February 27, 2008. A meeting of technical staff of the US36 MCC, RTD and
DRCOG met on March 6 to discuss the two sets of questions that are discussed below.

| would like to emphasize a few points that are described in more detail in the
attachments. RTD has committed almost $22 million in FasTracks for US 36 BRT Phase 1
improvements, to be expended by 2009/2010. Combined with RTD’s past improvements,
these expenditures fully complete Phase 1. For Phase 2, RTD’s commitment is
approximately $214 million with line items designated for stations, vehicles and a share of
the HOV lanes. If the project moves forward on schedule, which is dependent on
consensus on a Preferred Alternative in the summer of this year, construction could begin
in 2011 and be completed by 2016 in conjunction with the funding and implementation of
roadway improvements on US36.

The attached information includes a budget summary for Phase 1 and Phase 2 that
provides a line item breakdown of major cost categories for the projects. Given the
current level of conceptual design, and without a defined Preferred Alternative, the budget
summary as shown is the best level of detail that we can provide at this time. The budget
summary does provide sufficient detail to show that there is adequate funding for median
stations, based on the best estimates that can be made at this time.

Comment-by-comment responses were prepared to two sets of questions/comments that
were contained in various e-mails received by the RTD staff. These responses are also
attached. While there is considerable overlap among the issues raised in the two sets of
comments, they were treated separately to minimize confusion.

The intent of the responses to the comments is to clarify what appears to be some
misunderstanding on the part of US36 MCC members and staff regarding information
presented in the 2007 Senate Bill (SB) 208 report. In addition to the attached responses,
RTD staff will make revisions to the text of the SB 208 in order to insure that the RTD’s
commitment to the US36 BRT Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects is explicit and clear.
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RTD staff has met with some US36 MCC staff members and DRCOG staff in order to gain
a better understanding of their concerns and to inform US36 MCC staff regarding RTD’s
responses and our continued commitment to the US36 corridor. The attached comments
reflect the results of that discussion. It is my hope that this budget summary and the
responses to comments effectively communicate the intent of RTD to work with the
communities in the US36 corridor, in conjunction with CDOT, to develop a Preferred
Alternative through the ongoing NEPA process that can be implemented within available
funding.

During the March 6 meeting, MCC staff asked for information regarding the design option
for a flyover at the Table Mesa station that would allow transit vehicles to avoiding
merging and weaving in the general purpose lanes to reach the station. As can be seen in
the attached budget summary, there is no specific line item in the Phase 2 budget for this
structure. The consultant team has estimated the cost of this structure to be $31 million
(2004 $). Funding for this structure, if it is included in the Preferred Alternative for Phase
2 must be addressed in the context of the overall budget for Phase 2. The overall cost
effectiveness, travel time benefits, environmental impacts and other factors of this design
option will be evaluated during the process of developing a Preferred Alternative for US36
BRT phase 2.

| believe that this letter and the attached information are responsive to the questions and
concerns raised by the US36 MCC members and staff. It is also my hope that | have fully
conveyed my commitment, and that of the RTD Board and staff, to working with the
US36 MCC and other stakeholders in moving the project forward and implementation of
the significant transit improvements we plan in the corridor.

General Manager

cc: RTD Board of Directors
Liz Rao, Assistant General Manager, Planning and Development
John Shonsey, Senior Manager, Engineering
Rick Clarke, Senior Manager, Program Implementation
Bill Van Meter, Sr. Manager Systems Planning
Document Control

Attachments:

No. 1 - RTD Responses to City and County of Boulder Comments: 2007 SB 208 report
(February 27, 2008)

No. 2 - RTD Responses to US36 MCC Comments (February 25, 2008 e-mail)

No. 3 — FasTracks US36 BRT Phase 1 and 2 Budget Summary



ATTACHMENT 1

RTD Responses to City/County of Boulder Comments — 2007 SB 208 Report

Documentation of SB208 Concerns: received: February 27, 2008
(see attached)

US36 Phase 2 - BRT

Boulder Comment 1. Pages 5 and 30: “RTD, the US 36 MCC and CDOT are exploring
funding options for BRT lanes and median stations.”

Boulder Comment 2. Page 69: “RTD has committed to funding for in-line stations and
proportionate share of bus/HOV lane improvements. RTD will continue to hold discussions
with CDOT and the US 36 MCC regarding funding alternatives for this corridor.”

RTD Response to Comments 1 and 2: RTD has fully committed funds in this
corridor for median BRT stations. In addition RTD’s funding commitment extends
to other improvements, and a proportionate share of funding for bus and HOV
improvements. As indicated in the FasTracks Plan, definition of transportation
improvements in the corridor is subject to the results of the Environmental Impact
Statement process, which is ongoing, and has not been completed at this time.
Implementation of HOV/managed lanes in the corridor is dependent on funding from
CDOT.

Boulder Comment 3. Appendix C; Unit Prices: “The unit price of a BRT station has
decreased...”

Boulder Comment 4. Page 15: “No increase in BRT funding to cover cost increases...”

RTD Response to Comments 3 and 4: RTD has committed over $214 million to
Phase 2 of the US36 corridor. Subtracting the $66 million committed for the RTD’s
share of the HOV lanes, 28™ Street SuperStop funding, the line item for vehicles,
and allocating contingencies and other specific construction costs to the stations,
there is approximately $132 million available for six stations, approximately $22
million per station. Obviously, the amount of funds allocated to a specific station
will be a function of the station site and any special conditions encountered, and
the definition of the Preferred Alternative.

See also the response to Comments 1 and 2, which reaffirm RTD’s commitment to
fully funding the median BRT Stations in the corridor.

Boulder Comment 5. Page 15, Table 1 and page 69: “It is not clear whether this $15
million is still programmed for 28" street [Superstops] or not.”

RTD Response to Comment 5: A portion of the funding originally programmed for
the 28" Street Station Superstops is being applied to the Table Mesa pedestrian
bridge and bus pullout for SB 1 matching funds, since the Table Mesa pedestrian
bridge was not included in the FasTracks program approved by the voters.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RTD Responses to City/County of Boulder Comments — 2007 SB 208 Report

Documentation of SB208 Concerns: received: February 27, 2008
{see attached)

Boulder Comment 6. Page 38: “...RTD anticipates no improvements between completion
of Phase 1 in 2009 and 2016.”

RTD Response to Comment 6: RTD fully anticipates that when the Preferred
Alternative is identified for the US 36 Corridor and the NEPA document is
completed, some early actions will be programmed. Until such time as the
Preferred Alternative is selected, it is not possible to identify what, and when, early
actions or a first phase could be implemented. RTD has indicated a willingness to
be flexible with the timing of funding for Phase Il improvements if and when the
opportunity arises to accelerate all or a portion of these improvements. RTD’s firm
funding commitment actually reserves funds in advance of when funding from other
sources for the build out of the preferred alternative are reasonably expected to be
obtained.

Boulder Comment 7. Page 32: No explicit mention of Small Starts Funding...”

RTD Response to Comment 7: FTA’s Small Starts funding is a competitive grant
program. RTD, in coordination with CDOT and US36 MCC would need to assess
whether the Preferred Alternative for the US36 Corridor would be a viable
candidate for Small Starts funding before approaching FTA. Until such time as there
is sufficient detailed, technical information relating to ridership, capital and
operating costs, performance of the build alternative compared to a baseline, transit
travel time benefits; and other information required by the FTA, it will not be
possible to assess whether the US36 Preferred Alternative would be potentially
eligible for Small Starts funding. RTD is supportive of exploring all funding avenues
to complete the full highway and transit vision for the corridor as identified when
the preferred alternative is selected.

Boulder Comment 8. Page 39: “Bus service levels now include ADA service...”

RTD Response to Comment 8: The RTD, like every other transit agency in the
United States, is legally mandated under the ADA to meet the needs of persons
with disabilities. The FasTracks plan continues to include increases for rubber-tired,
fixed route service, but federally required ADA service is the first priority for RTD’s
bus service funding. While fixed-route bus service also continues to increase in the
FasTracks Pan — ADA service growth is mandated. The need to meet RTD's
obligations under the ADA, and the reality of ever increasing demand for paratransit
services affects, and will continue to affect, the entire RTD system - not just the
US 36 corridor.
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ATTACHMENT 1

RTD Responses to City/County of Boulder Comments — 2007 SB 208 Report

Documentation of SB208 Concerns: received: February 27, 2008
(see attached)

Boulder Comment 9. Page 40: “No discussion of BRT operating characteristics.”

RTD Response to Comment 9: It is not possible to specify service characteristics
for the US 36 corridor until an operating plan has been defined for the Preferred
Alternative.

Boulder Comment 10. No funding is identified for purchase of BRT vehicles.

RTD Response to Comment 10: Specific types of vehicles and/or “branding” of
vehicles (unique paint or wraps) to delineate special service is something that needs
to be discussed as the Preferred Alternative is developed. The line itme for vehicles
in the attached summary is to address the incremental cost for vehicles needed for
anticipated future service levels in the corridor. Commitment to, and selection of a
vehicle with unique characteristics for the corridor would have to be considered as
part of the definition of the Preferred Alternative. That decision would have to
consider several factors such as the interoperability and interlining with the rest of
the RTD system, maintenance and fleet operations issues, and the ability of the
vehicle to operate outside the managed lanes on local streets to serve local activity
centers. RTD has committed that Bruce Abel of Customer and Contracted
Services, will participate in discussions regarding vehicles for the US36 corridor,
taking into the consideration the issue noted above.

Northwest Rail

Boulder Comment 11. Page 13, Table 1: “Elimination of grade separations...”

RTD Response to Comment 11: As the analyses for the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement were conducted, it was found that all of the grade separations
initially identified for the Northwest Rail corridor were not warranted.

Boulder Comment 12. Page 43: “Map includes contradictory information...”

RTD Response to Comment 12: The map was apparently misinterpreted by
Corridor Staff, its representation is correct. The current operating plan for
Northwest Rail would have “opening day” (2015) peak period service of 30 minute
headways from Denver to Longmont. In 2025, peak period headways would be 15
minutes from Denver to Boulder and 30 minutes from Boulder to Longmont. It
should be noted that the final definition of the operating plan for Northwest Rail is
subject to negotiations with the BNSF railroad.
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Documentation of SB208 Concerns

US36 Bus Rapid Transit

RTD intentions regarding funding of median stations as part of FasTracks are unclear, but
seem to be a very low priority.

Page 30: “RTD, the US36 MCC, and CDOT are exploring funding options for BRT
lanes and median stations”

Page 69: “RTD has committed funding for in-line stations and proportionate share
of bus/HOV land improvements. RTD will continue to hold discussions with CDOT
and the U.S. 36 MCC regarding funding alternatives for this project.”

Appendix C; Unit prices: The unit price for BRT station has decreased 66%, from
$6,678,000 to $2,269,000. No discussion in the report about why the decrease in
unit cost for BRT stations, when other station unit cost items increases from 40%
to over 300%. RTD claims it is due investments already made in Phase | — doesn’t
make sense to me since Phase | investments are not designed to be median
stations.

Page 15: No increase in BRT funding to cover cost increases, however every other
corridor has significantly increased funding to cover cost increases.

Page 15 and 69; Table 1: Funding initially programmed for Phase | has been
reduced by $15 million (apparently initially programmed for 28" street Superstops),
and shifted to Phase Il, an increase of $36.9 million from $21.6 million. It is not
clear whether this $15 million is still programmed for 28" street, are not.

Page 38: BRT Phase 2 completion in 2016, therefore RTD anticipates no
improvements between completion of Phase | in 2009 and 2016.

Page 32: No explicit mention of Small Starts Funding in funding discussion.

Page 39: Bus service levels now includes ADA service; wasn’t included in initial
Fastconnects commitments in FasTracks. Means local connections will be sacrificed
to increased ADA service.

Page 40: No discussion of BRT operating characteristics

No funding is identified for purchase of BRT vehicles

Northwest Rail

Significant changes in scope, including the elimination of 8 grade separated road crossing.

Page 13, Table 1: elimination of 8 grade separations. 2006 Description included 9
grade separations; 2007 Description includes 1 grade separation at Utah Junction.
Page 43: Map includes contradictory information re: services: Color of line on map
indicates 30 minute service, note indicates 4 trains/hour.
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ATTACHMENT 2

RTD Responses to US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition Comments
(e-mail) re 2007 SB 208 Report
Comments dated: February 25, 2008 (see attached)

US 36 MCC Comment. The 36 Mayors and Commissions Coalition (MCC) staff met earlier
today and discussed some concerns raised regarding the initial review of RTD's 2007
Annual Report on FasTracks. Some of us just receiving the report in the mail yesterday,
and some not receiving it yet, there has been little time for review. However, we are
concerned that the US 36 BRT is not being treated equitably as compared to other
FasTracks corridors. Attached and pasted below is a quick summary of what we have
seen so far that raise concerns for us. The most significant point may better explain
RTD's recent comments that they may not be able to fund BRT median stations. The
report (in Appendix C) reflects that BRT station investments are being reduced from $6.7
M per station to $2.3 M per station, a two-thirds reduction. As a comparison light rail
station investments are increasing by over 80% and commuter rail station investments are
increasing by over 300%.

RTD Response. RTD has committed over $214 million to Phase 2 of the US36
corridor. That figure includes over $132 million for the six proposed stations.
Subtracting the $66 million committed for the RTD’s share of the HOV lanes, 28"
Street SuperStop funding, the line item for vehicles, and allocating contingencies
and other specific construction costs to the stations, there is approximately $132
million available for the six stations, approximately $22 million per station.
Obviously, the amount of funds allocated to a specific station will be a function of
the station site and any special conditions encountered, and the definition of the
Preferred Alternative.

As detailed in some of the responses below, the differences in treatment of the
US36 corridor, in some instances, is a function of the technology selected for the
corridor, Bus Rapid Transit. BRT is inherently different from light rail.

Some of the comments clearly reflect a lack of understanding of the approach that
RTD took in developing the updated Annual Program Evaluation financing and cost
estimating, or a misconstruing of information presented in the SB 208 Report. For
example, the comments in a number of places, uses the term, “investment,” in
relation to what are changes, or anticipated changes, in projects’ costs. RTD is
committed to “investing” in the US36 Corridor. The form and timing of that
investment in the US36 corridor, as in all FasTracks Corridors, is being affected by
rising costs and falling revenues. Those factors are felt differently in all of the
corridors due to the differences in technologies (BRT, LRT, DMU, EMU), alignment
length, number of stations, schedule, and the potential eligibility of a corridor for
funding from other sources. Regardless, of the differences in project development,
RTD is fully committed to delivering all of the FasTracks projects as cost effectively
and expeditiously as possible. This goal can be met more easily, if we move
forward as partners.
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ATTACHMENT 2

RTD Responses to US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition Comments
(e-mail) re 2007 SB 208 Report
Comments dated: February 25, 2008 (see attached)

US 36 MCC Comment. Page 6 — FasTracks Projected Capital Costs by Corridor. All of
the major rail corridors have capital cost increases ranging from 20% to 63%. US 36 BRT
Phase 1 decreases by 3% and US 36 BRT Phase 2 increases by only 5%. If the US 36
BRT corridor is being treated equitably, then there would be recognition of and action
taken to increase corridor investment levels to keep up with construction cost escalation.

RTD Response. The “decrease” in US36 BRT Phase 1 reflects the construction of
some Phase 1 elements and moving the funding for the 28" Street Superstops
funding to Phase 2. A portion of the funding originally programmed for the 28"
Street Station Superstops is being applied to the Table Mesa pedestrian bridge and
bus pullout for SB 1 matching funds, since the Table Mesa pedestrian bridge was
not included in the FasTracks program approved by the voters and the 28" Street
Superstops have been completed.

It should be noted that the “increase in corridor investment” - is not an
“investment,” but rather a reflection of cost increases for materials and labor.
Light rail guideway and stations are more complex than BRT guideway and stations.
For example, it takes more time, more materials and skilled labor to lay
continuously welded rail and install overhead catenary systems than it does to pour
concrete. In addition to the complexity of construction, the costs of materials
needed for LRT (e.g., steel and copper), that are not needed for BRT, have risen
dramatically in the past few years. Hence, the difference in the projected cost
increases for LRT versus BRT.

US 36 MCC Comment. Appendix C - Cost Estimate Methodology. In the section titled
“Transit Corridors” in which cost escalation and technology changes and other changes
are identified the US 36 BRT corridor is not included with its own description as all of the
other corridors are treated.

In the table titled “Unit Based Tracking Report” RTD reduces the investment in BRT
stations by two-thirds, taking the original investment level of $6.7 M down to $2.3 M per
station. As a comparison, the light rail station improvements increase by 81% per station
and commuter rail stations increase by 312% per station. Clearly an inequitable treatment
of station funding by corridor, RTD is reducing its commitment to median BRT stations and
increasing its commitment to rail stations.

RTD Response. The $2.3 million figure was estimated based on “outside” station
locations for Phase 1 BRT, not centerline (median) stations. The unit cost
estimates are not reflective of all elements necessary to construct a station. The
total budget, including all associated cost elements, not just isolated station
(platform) costs, for centerline stations is approximately $132 million available for
the six stations, approximately $22 million per station.
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ATTACHMENT 2

RTD Responses to US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition Comments
(e-mail) re 2007 SB 208 Report

Comments dated: February 25, 2008 (see attached)

Appendix C was extracted from RTD’s first Annual Program Evaluation (APE) in
pages 18 — 20 of 2007 SB 208 report. The APE was not an exercise in increasing
“investment” or “funding” - such terms imply that the money available for the
program has increased. The APE was an assessment of escalating costs (see
Figure 1, page 17) for materials and labor and their potential impact on the
FasTracks program. As noted above, the projected cost increase of rail
construction is higher than for BRT, as one would expect given the differences in
the number and types of materials, and the complexity of construction, between
the two technologies. There is no “inequitable treatment of station funding,” only a
difference in the reality of what it will take to build light rail and commuter versus
BRT.

US 36 MCC Comment. Page 7 — Third Party Funding. RTD is planning to request CDOT's
Senate Bill 1 (10% for Transit) funds and TIP funds for the West Corridor to add to rail
system funding. RTD has repeatedly noted that CDOT funds are necessary for the BRT
corridor and there is no recognition of requesting CDOT SB 1 funds for the US 36 corridor
BRT improvements.

RTD Response. The West Corridor is anticipated to start construction in the spring
of this year. It is, obviously, a well-defined project. Any funding request to any
funding entity (federal, state, regional, local) must, reasonably, be based on a
defined project. The MCC members and staff should be aware that the current
major activity for the US36 BRT project is to achieve consensus on the Preferred
Alternative, i.e., define the project. RTD remains committed to working
cooperatively with the MCC and CDOT to identify all available funding options for
the full project to supplement RTD’s firm commitment, once a preferred alternative
is identified.

US 36 MCC Comment. Page 30 — Phase 1 BRT vs. Phase 2 BRT. There appears to be
changes in what is being considered Phase 1 and Phase 2 BRT. For example, Table Mesa
Phase 1 BRT improvements are changed to being characterized as Phase 2 BRT even
though the improvements are supposed to occur in the 2009/2010 time frame, similar to
the Broomfield improvements, which is still characterized as Phase 1 BRT. All Boulder BRT
Superstops have been moved to Phase 2 (Page 69). The difference between Phases 1 and
2 and the timing/significance of these changes is unclear.

RTD Response. RTD has sought to move forward with Phase 1 improvements as
expeditiously as possible, and has indeed, implemented most Phase 1
improvements. (Broomfield is in process and scheduled for completion in 2009.)

Table Mesa improvements were not programmed in the original FasTracks plan and
were introduced after the passage of FasTracks for Phase 1. Funding for the SB 1
match is now included in Phase 2 BRT for this improvement. The design and
construction will take place as scheduled with the opening of the pedestrian bridge
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