
Front Range Passenger Rail District  
REGULAR BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

Douglas County Philip S. Miller Building 
1st Floor Conf Rooms A&B 

100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO, 80104  

Click here to join with Microsoft Teams 
Join by Phone: 720-739-2066 

Phone Conference ID: 691 255 6# 

Friday, March 24, 2023, 9:00am MDT

1) Call to Order; Roll Call

2) Public Comment

3) Approval of Minutes February 24, 2023, Regular Meeting

4) General Manager’s Report

A. CIDP Application

B. Alternative SDP Update

5) Fiscal Year 2023 Budget

A. Public Hearing on the Proposed 2023 Budget

B. Discussion and Consideration of Resolution #23-01 Approving the 2023 Budget

6) Presentation by the City of Colorado Springs on Downtown Station Planning
Efforts

7) Committee Reports

A. Executive

B. Planning

C. Finance

D. Government Affairs/Communications

8) Director Updates / Other Business

9) Adjourn
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Board Role Director Executive Finance Planning GA/Comms 

CDOT Amber Blake X 

Gov. Appt. Daneya Esgar X 

PACOG Dennis Flores X 

Colo Springs ~ 
PPACG 

Jill Gaebler 
Vice Chair X 

PPACG John Graham X 

NFRMPO Will Karspeck X 

Gov. Appt. Josh Laipply  X X Chair 

Gov. Appt. Claire Levy X 

SCCOG Luis Lopez X 

DRCOG Julie Duran Mullica Secretary X X 

DRCOG Deborah Mulvey X X Chair 

DRCOG Chris Nevitt Treasurer Chair X 

NFRMPO Johnny Olson X 

Gov. Appt. Sal Pace 

DRCOG Joan Peck X X X 

Gov. Appt. Jose Soto 

Gov. Appt. Jim Souby Chair X 

I-70 Coalition Randy Wheelock X 

RTD Debra Johnson 

Amtrak Alex Khalfin 

BNSF Jim Tylick 

Union Pacific Nathan Anderson 

Wyoming Dale Steenbergen 

New Mexico David Harris 

Directors in italics are non-voting members 
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Attendance: 

Not Present: 

Chair Souby called 
the meeting to order 
@ 9:00 am: 

Old Business: 

Public Comment: 

Treasurer’s Report: 

Old Business:  
Modifications for 
Legal Compliance 

Northwest Mayors & 
Commissioners 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT (THE “FRPRD”) 
Held: Friday, February 24, 2023; 9:00 am 

(Virtual) 

The regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the FRPRD was convened in accordance 
with applicable statutes of the State of Colorado, with the following Directors present: 

Nathan Anderson, Amber Blake, Daneya Esgar, Dennis Flores, Jill Gaebler, John Graham, Will 
Karspeck, Alex Khalfin, Josh Laipply, Claire Levy, Luis Lopez, Julie Duran Mullica (joined after 
roll call), Deborah Mulvey, Chris Nevitt, Johnny Olson, Sal Pace, Joan Peck, Jose Soto, Jim 
Souby, Dale Steenbergen, Jim Tylick, and Randy Wheelock. 

Debra Johnson and David Harris 

Chair Souby welcomed everyone and took roll. Chair Souby shared that Chrissy Breit has 
joined the District as a new staffer. General Manager Karsian introduced Ms. Breit, who 
expressed her excitement joining the District and working with the Board.  

Director Olson motioned to accept the prior meeting minutes and Director Flores seconded. 
Thereafter, Director Levy noted necessary corrections for the minutes. Specifically, many of 
the directors were referred to with the incorrect pronouns and the minutes noted an 
incorrect meeting adjournment time. General Manager Karsian expressed regrets for these 
errors. Director Peck shared that she likewise noticed the pronoun oversight and that she 
was missed from roll call. Chair Souby discovered that a line from the list of directors’ names 
was cut off the agenda. This error will be fixed moving forward. Chair Souby asked for an 
amended motion to accept the minutes as corrected. Director Gaebler motioned, and 
Director Nevitt seconded. The motion passed unanimously.   

Chair Souby shared that no public comments were received in advance of the meeting. He 
asked if any members of the public had comments. No public comments were raised.  

Treasurer Nevitt noted that during last month’s board meeting, the Board reviewed the 
2022 financials and adopted a budget for 2023. Director Nevitt noted that the budget had 
two places where expenditure would be defined later: hiring the new staffer and setting up 
PERA for General Manager Karsian and Ms. Breit. Additionally, the District reformatted the 
budget to comply with the requirements of the Department of Local Affairs (DOLA). The 
reformatted budget complies with DOLA, and the Board will readopt the budget in its 
corrected format in the March board meeting. 

Chair Souby informed the Board that there a few items where decisions the Board has made 
need to be modified to be in compliance with Colorado statutes. Chair Souby continued that 
when the Board adopts the budget, there will need to be a public comment hearing before 
adoption.  

General Manager Karsian shared that some of the District directors (Peck, Levy, Johnson) 
and Mr. Karsian went to Washington D.C. last month to meet with the Colorado delegation 
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Coalition Visit to 
Washington D.C. 

FRA’s Amtrak Daily 
Long-Distance 
Service Study 
Stakeholder 
Workshop  

and federal agencies. Director Peck commented that it was a productive trip and she 
appreciated the opportunity to represent as a group. She noted positive conversations with 
Amtrak and FRA, and was heartened by their support for FRPR. Director Levy added that she 
and Director Peck are part of the Northwest Mayors & Commissioners Coalition (MCC), 
which goes to DC every year to lobby the Colorado delegation and federal transportation 
officials on the MCC’s transportation priorities. Director Levy affirmed encouraging signals 
from FRA about the CIDP (Corridor Identification and Development Program). She noted a 
productive meeting with FRPR Board Member Alex Khalfin of Amtrak regarding co-locating 
FRPR passenger rail service with RTD’s unfinished commuter rail service.  

Director Peck added that General Manager Johnson and RTD Directors Davidson and 
Guissinger also were also in attendance during the DC visit. She stated the importance of 
partnership with Amtrak, BNSF and RTD so there is a continuum of service in the northwest 
area. The interest is not related to one-time meetings; it’s enduring partnership.  

Chair Souby noted that earlier this month, FRA’s Long-Distance Service Study (the Study) 
held a stakeholder workshop in Denver. He clarified that FRPR service is not considered long 
distance, or part of FRA’s Study, but the District is expected to stay engaged with the Study 
given the California Zephyr and Southwest Chief routes. General Manager Karsian noted 
productive conversations regarding connections to the Southwest Chief. Director Khalfin 
clarified this is a separate program from the CIDP. The FRA Study is evaluating passenger 
services that were suspended by Amtrak since 1971 and services in operation before 1971 
that have otherwise been discontinued. At the conclusion of the Study, FRA will provide a 
report to Congress suggesting services that should be restored or frequency increased. This 
report is expected to be completed at the end of this year; there are no implementation 
stages following the report. While this is different program, it has overlaps with the CIDP; 
they are two parallel tracks that will independently look at the same corridors. 

Director Soto added that LiUNA is headquartered in DC and board members are welcome to 
visit the office while in town. LiUNA has strong relationships with FRA, which can be utilized. 

Director Laipply noted that many FRPR Directors are often in DC. He asked how the Board 
can leverage these DC visits as opportunities to advance the District. He noted the 
importance of having talking points that Directors can use to leverage these DC visits, 
especially if the District is pursuing grants. 

Director Wheelock shared that Clear Creek County will be in DC in late June with Accelerate 
Colorado and may be meeting with FRA and FTA. He affirmed the importance of integrating 
FRPR with long-range rail. Director Wheelock offered to advocate for FRPR during his visit.  

Director Olson echoed that he’ll be in DC frequently as part of national boards he is on, 
including the National League of Cities. He reiterated that if there are things the District 
would like him to raise during his meetings to let him know. He affirmed the value of talking 
points. 

Chair Souby recommended the District develop a list of directors’ key relationships as well as 
talking points.  

Director Mulvey noted it’s important to speak to all areas of the District during these rail 
conversations. She recommended the talking points and communications encompass all 
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Southwest Chief 
Thru-Car Study  

Fiscal Year 2023 
Budget 
Public Hearing on 
the Proposed 2023 
Budget 

areas and that they provide local contacts. Lastly, she noted that she’ll be in DC in the end of 
June. 

Ms. Breit shared that she sees the Government Affairs/Communications committee having a 
role in crafting and advocacy plan that weaves together these ideas, ideally developing a 
streamlined approach for communications and outreach. 

Director Lopez shared that Rick Klein, La Junta’s City Manager, has raised concerns that 
there won’t be rail in Las Animas County. Director Lopez recommended General Manager 
Karsian meet with Mr. Klein and communicate that the boundaries of the initial Service 
Development Plan (SDP) does not preclude expansion from border to border service. Chair 
Souby noted he wanted to discuss some of these exact issues under Other Business, but it’s 
worth discussing now. Director Souby informed the Board that the Southwest Chief Thru-Car 
Study is evaluating connecting the Southwest Chief from La Junta to Pueblo, and then on to 
Colorado Springs. Before the District was formed, the Southwest Chief & Front Range 
Passenger Rail Commission decided the SDP should assess Fort Collins to Pueblo because 
Amtrak’s parallel work is evaluating connections from Pueblo to La Junta and Trinidad. The 
Thru-Car Study report is anticipated for June.  

Director Gaebler shared that this was her first time hearing that Amtrak is considering not 
extending thru-car service to La Junta. She requested to see the preliminary report Chair 
Souby noted. Chair Souby clarified it was a verbal briefing, not a preliminary report. La Junta 
is still very much a part of the Thru-Car Study and the report will come out in June. Director 
Gaebler affirmed the need to coordinate with Mr. Klein and La Junta. 

Director Pace cautioned the board about sharing preliminary reports before they’re vetted. 
Regarding ridership, he noted the District is building a system to change habits across the 
Front Range for the next 100 years. Director Pace added that the District Board took a vote 
in September to direct the District staff to provide estimates to add additional studies to 
evaluate continuing the service to Trinidad.   

Chair Souby noted it’s important to keep emphasizing that the District is intended to run 
from border to border and the segmentation chosen for the SDP is the result of the 
understanding that the Thru-Car Study would evaluate the Pueblo to Trinidad leg.  

Director Esgar shared that she received a phone call from Representative Ty Winter, the new 
representative for Colorado’s House District 47. Representative Winter likewise expressed 
concern about the initial phase of FRPR not going to Trinidad. She recommended General 
Manager Karsian connect with Representative Winter as well. General Manager Karsian 
responded that he has met with Representative Winter and had a productive conversation.  

Brent Butzin, legal counsel for the District, noted that the budget has been updated to 
include both revenues and expenditures. Mr. Butzin expressed his appreciation to the Board 
as the District works through new processes and requirements. Noticing meetings through 
the District website is sufficient for most District activities, but some items require special 
notice, including the budget hearing. Resolution #23-04 Amending the District Notice Policies 
identifies the Denver Post as the publication of general circulation for the District. FRPR is a 
large District, so it's hard to find a newspaper that serves the entire area. He added that the 
Board has the discretion to change the paper of choice.  
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Resolution #23-01 
Approving the 2023 
Budget 

Board Action Items: 
Resolution #23-02 
Ratifying Contracts 
for the 
Administration of 
District Start-up 
Business 

Resolution #23-03 
Authorizing Director 
and Employee 
Reimbursements 

Regarding Resolution #23-01 Approving the 2023 Budget, the public hearing for the budget 
was not noticed in a publication prior to the meeting. As such, Mr. Butzin recommend the 
Board still use this meeting to talk about the budget, but that the Board defer the actual 
hearing and action on the budget to the next meeting to ensure legal compliance.  

Regarding the budget resolution, Director Peck asked noted the phrasing “at the proper 
time” lacks clear definition as to the timing of the budget process. She recommended the 
Board specify a timeframe for the budget process. Mr. Butzin clarified that the District is 
required to file a budget to the Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) by January 31. 
Mr. Butzin’s firm has developed a budget process timeline memo for General Manager 
Karsian that can be shared with the Board. Director Peck reiterated her desire to see the 
budgetary process timeline laid out. Mr. Butzin shared that the resolution is written vaguely 
since the District is late in filing this year, but that moving forward the District will meet 
DOLA filing requirements. Director Peck recommended that the resolution be amended to 
note the DOLA timeline. Mr. Butzin clarified that moving forward approving the budget will 
likely take place in fall/winter to meet the January 31 DOLA timeline. He continued that the 
resolution language is specific to the 2023 budget and does not apply to future budgets.  

Director Mulvey asked if the minutes would reflect that the Public Hearing on the Proposed 
2023 Budget and Resolution #23-01 Approving the 2023 Budget was considered on first 
reading and that it will be taken up a second time. Mr. Butzin noted action on this is 
deferred to next month. Director Mulvey raised the concern that the published agenda 
makes it look like there’s a public hearing being held, and yet there isn’t, and that raises 
concerns of transparency. General Manager Karsian affirmed that transparency is important, 
and that in this vein, it’s important that the hearing be properly noticed. This item will carry 
through on to the March agenda and the hearing will be properly noticed in the Denver Post. 

Mr. Butzin asked if anyone from the public was in attendance given the budget agenda item. 
Mr. Souby asked for public comments. No one from the public offered comments on the 
budget proposal.  

General Manager Karsian informed the Board that the contracts page of the Board packet 
shows the contracts the District has entered into, including the Service Development Plan, 
legal representation, website updates, and additional staff and administrative expenses. 

Chair Souby requested a motion to adopt Resolution #23-02 Ratifying Contracts for the 
Administration of District Start-up Business. Director Nevitt motioned, and Director Mulvey 
seconded. The motion passed and the resolution was adopted.  

Chair Souby introduced Resolution #23-03 Authorizing Director and Employee 
Reimbursements. Director Nevitt motioned, and Director Lopez seconded. General Manager 
Karsian explained that this resolution concerns the process for reimbursing the Board for 
mileage and lodging costs. This resolution does not extend to per diems as there is not 
enough budget to offer per diems to the board at this time. This resolution offers a process 
to reimburse directors for lodging and mileage at the IRS and GSA federal reimbursement 
levels. Director Olson noted it’s possible to add per diem language to the resolution, while 
noting that it’s not available until a set time or circumstance. Director Olson noted it is 
preferable to develop a resolution that includes this possibility now, so the Board does not 
need to address this at a later time. Chair Souby asked for an amended motion to adopt the 
Director and Employee Reimbursements resolution with a clause pertaining to per diems 
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Resolution #23-04 
Amending the 
District Notice 
Policies 

Resolution #23-05 
Adopting a Colorado 
Open Records Act 
(CORA) Public 
Records Policy 

Discussion Items 
PERA Affiliation 

when funding is available. Mr. Butzin asked for clarification. Director Olson explained that if 
per diem is going to be allowed in the future, the resolution should be amended now to 
include this possibility, so the District doesn’t need to amend the resolution at a future date. 
Mr. Butzin shared that the resolution is currently written as such to include the possibility 
for per diems. Director Olson read the resolution and determined that per diem language in 
the resolution as written is sufficient.  

Director Levy noted that the resolution is written in such a way to suggest that a new 
resolution would need to be adopted each year as Resolution #23-03 Authorizing Director 
and Employee Reimbursements includes 2023 reimbursement rates. Director Levy 
recommended amending the resolution to remove the year and specific reimbursement rate 
associated with that year, and instead reference the rate structure/policy that will be used 
for reimbursements. Mr. Butzin noted this resolution was written in this format because he 
envisioned holding an administrative housekeeping Board meeting in January of each year 
focused on addressing annual resolutions, like the noticing policy, that must be passed each 
year.  

Chair Souby asked for an amended resolution to adopt an amended version of Resolution 
#23-03 Authorizing Director and Employee Reimbursements to remove date-specific 
references. Director Levy moved to amend Resolution #23-03 Authorizing Director and 
Employee Reimbursements to remove the reference to the specific year, but retain the 
source documents that will be relied upon for establishing reimbursement rates. Director 
Olson seconded. The amended resolution passed unanimously.  

Chair Souby noted the District notice policies must be adopted annually. Chair Souby 
requested a motion to adopt Resolution #23-04 Amending the District Notice Policies. 
Director Nevitt moved, and Director Graham seconded. The resolution passed unanimously. 

Chair Souby introduced Resolution #23-05 Adopting a Colorado Open Records Act 
(CORA) Public Records Policy. Director Nevitt moved, and Director Olson seconded. 
Referencing the last page of Resolution #23-05, Director Mulvey noted there’s currently a 
bill in the Colorado legislature addressing CORA access. She noted $.20 per page may be an 
excessive fee for copies and printouts. The recommendation was made to amend the 
resolution to have language that says “actual cost, up to $.20 per page.” Director Mulvey 
voiced her support for this amendment. Chair Souby called for an amended motion. Director 
Mulvey moved to amend the motion to insert the words “actual cost, up to $.20 per page.” 
Director Karspeck seconded. The amended motion passed unanimously.  

In reference to the CORA resolution, Director Laipply recommended the District establish 
email accounts for the Board directors. Ms. Breit shared that the District is working to 
establish these. 

General Manager Karsian shared that he is meeting with PERA the following week to discuss 
having the District affiliate with PERA. Affiliating with PERA will impact the District budget. 
The Board will need to formally pass a resolution to join PERA. General Manager Karsian will 
provide additional materials to the Board, in advance of the March Board of Directors 
meeting, concerning PERA.  
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Discussion of 
Framework for a 
District Procurement 
and Purchasing 
Policy 

Chair Souby raised that his biggest concern will be the budget impacts. Director Levy asked 
which group the District staff would be affiliated with (i.e., local governments, judicial, 
educators, etc.). Mr. Butzin added that as a special district, FRPR must affiliate with the local 
government unit of PERA. Members of the Finance Committee are invited to join the FRPR 
District’s meeting with PERA. 

Director Nevitt asked if it is anticipated that the Board will take formal action on PERA 
affiliation at the March board meeting. General Manager Karsian confirmed that is the 
intent. Chair Souby noted that the Finance and Executive committee may choose to discuss 
the PERA matter before the March board meeting. 

General Manager Karsian introduced the discussion topic. He noted that over time, the 
District anticipates having significant procurement needs. As such, the District is looking to 
establish procurement policies and procedures. Chair Souby asked if the threshold whereby 
the General Manger may enter into contracts for goods or services should be raised from 
$3,000, as noted in the draft policy shared with the board, to $5,000. Director Laipply added 
that transparency is the critical factor, and that it is likewise important the Board not put 
anything in policy that is constraining. He is curious if there are best practices that can be 
learned from other boards. 

Director Soto shared that Las Animas County has a $6,000 limit before going to any bid 
procurement agreements. Their administrator has the authority to go up to $6,000 before 
needing approval from the Board of County Commissioners. Director Soto shared that this 
policy has worked well for Las Animas. He supported Chair Souby’s recommendation of 
$5,000 or a little higher. 

Director Peck asked how $3,000 was chosen and noted language that one bid would be 
solicited. She raised concerns about bids being evaluated purely on cost without an eye to 
quality as well. General Manager Karsian shared that the $3,000 was introduced as a 
conversation starter. General Manager Karsian noted that price and quality in tandem is 
always the lens used to evaluate contracts. He continued that administrative services, like 
bookkeeping, are the primary expenditures for the District right now. Director Peck asked if 
one bid is enough to consider if the goal is quality. General Manager Karsian responded that 
there isn’t a formal RFP process for these small items. Mr. Karsian added his assurance that 
the District evaluates more than one option when purchasing. Chair Souby suggested 
language be added to the policy that includes a comment about the importance of making 
choices with an eye to quality and that General Manager Karsian consult with Board 
members before making purchases.  

Director Soto agreed that $5,000 is a good benchmark starting point. He noted that having a 
policy in place will be important when the District starts procurement for construction. He 
recommended consideration for responsible contracting and best value. General Manager 
Karsian affirmed that when the District reaches the construction phase, there will be 
competitive bidding with a focus on best value. 

Mr. Butzin noted that Director Laipply and Director Soto were referring to construction of 
public works, and the policy under discussion solely applies to goods and services. Mr. Butzin 
continued that this policy was written as a starting point, based upon a similar policy his firm 
developed for another local government. Regarding construction of public works, the 
District is subject to Article 92, Title 24. The District can do design-build procurement, but 
otherwise the District follows the state procurement requirements, which is separate from 
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this policy piece and the discretion the General Manager may have. Director Soto requested 
that Mr. Butzin provide a copy of Article 92, Title 24. Mr. Butzin noted this is the policy CDOT 
follows for projects they procure, but certain divisions within CDOT follow different policies. 
Director Soto reiterated his support for choosing best value, rather than lowest initial bid. 

Director Mulvey recommended item V. Sole Source Criteria for Contracts have an upper limit 
added to it. She recommend a range from the minimum procurement figure (as discussed 
earlier) to $10,000. On item VIII. Small Businesses Enterprises, Director Mulvey asked if 
“small and disadvantaged businesses” includes female businesses. General Manager Karsian 
noted the District will clarify this. Director Laipply noted that the District and the policy 
haven’t defined “Small Business Enterprise,” so its uncertain if the federal definition of SBE 
applies, which is broad, or if it’s Disadvantaged Business Enterprise, which Director Laipply 
believed is neither race nor gender specific, but instead based upon dollar amount. General 
Manager Karsian thanked the directors for the conversation and noted these definitions will 
be solidified. Director Laipply voiced that it will be important to have these clarifications 
ascertained before the District takes major action. He shared that agencies often adopt 
others’ definitions. Mr. Butzin noted that considering where the District is going, it is 
recommended to use federal definitions, especially since the District may seek federal 
reimbursement or financing. Director Laipply agreed that it’s important to have a DBE 
requirement that complies with the federal definition, however, that doesn’t mean the 
District can’t do an SBE or emerging small business criteria on top of that. He recommended 
the District continue to consider this. 

Director Olson shared that when he was with CDOT, the agency differentiated procurement 
of services and procurement of professional services. He asked if this policy applies to one or 
both. Mr. Butzin noted that right there is no distinction in this policy. Director Olson then 
asked that given that the District is a state District, must it follow the State’s procurement 
policies, or can it adopt its own? He continued that when the District receives federal funds, 
it will need to follow the Brooks Act for professional services, where price is not a top 
consideration for federal contracts. Mr. Butzin noted that the District is not subject to the 
State procurement code. Regarding federally compliant procurement, Mr. Butzin 
acknowledged there is more to discuss on this matter. He noted that if the District received 
Corridor Identification and Development Program (CDIP) funding, then the District would be 
beholden to additional federal administrative and accounting policies. Mr. Butzin clarified 
that the policy under discussion now is meant to apply to the smaller scale work the District 
is engaged in today, like the website updates. Mr. Butzin shared that the reason the District 
is instituting policies is because without this, there are none in play to guide such 
procurement. Mr. Butzin noted that if it’s helpful to carve out design and professional 
services for the next version of the policy, that can be done. He confirmed the importance of 
not tripping up on federal laws that may not apply today but eventually will. 

Director Soto raised the importance of being competitive applicants when pursuing 
competitive grants. Strong procurement policies can support one’s application status. 

Director Nevitt raised a concern about the small business component. He wanted to confirm 
that the District will not get into the space of certifying businesses as meeting a category. He 
expressed his hope that the District would not do that. For example, the City and County of 
Denver has their own MBE/MWBE policy and program. He recommended the District follow 
others’ certifying requirements.  
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Committee Reports: 

General Managers 
Report: 

Other Business: 

Presentation by the 
City of Colorado 
Springs on 
Downtown Station 
Planning Efforts: 

Adjourn: 

Mr. Nevitt summarizes that the charge for the board right now is to review the threshold 
levels set forth in this policy and provide feedback on it. Chair Souby requested Finance 
Committee discuss the policy and provide a recommendation to the Board in March.  

Chair Souby shared that the chairs of the committees are also the members of the Executive 
Committee. A table displaying committee membership is provided in the Board packet. 
Director Laipply recommended revising the committee membership table to reflect 
Directors’ roles on the board, not their organizations of employment. General Manager 
Karsian shared that no committees other than Executive Committee have met yet. Ms. Breit 
is in the process of scheduling the committees to meet before the March board meeting. Mr. 
Butzin noted that these committee meetings all need to be posted publicly. Director Soto 
asked if directors not currently assigned to a committee may participate down the line. Chair 
Souby responded yes.  

General Manager Karsian thanked the Directors for their support as the District stands up 
administratively. He looks forward to the committee reports next month.  

Director Mulvey noted that public outreach will soon begin for the SDP. As part of Board 
directors’ efforts to engage their elected officials and communities in advance of this 
outreach, she raised if Directors will have business cards and letterhead. General Manger 
Karsian noted he would follow-up on this item.  

Director Levy noted that in her previous meeting she requested General Manager Karsian 
develop a flowchart illustrating available funding, including deadlines and purposes. General 
Manager Karsian appreciated the reminder, noted that he has gathered new information, 
and will share that, in addition to an update on the CIDP application, at the March board 
meeting.  

In the interest of time and Director participation, General Manager Karsian recommended 
this agenda item get scheduled for next month’s Lunch-n-Learn. Director Gaebler concurred 
with the recommendation to reschedule the presentation and thanked the consultant and 
Mountain Metro Transit members in attendance.  

Director Laipply motioned to adjourn the meeting. It was seconded by Director Soto. Motion 
passed unanimously.  

The Board adjourned at 10:57 a.m. 
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Memorandum 

DATE: March 21, 2023 

TO: Front Range Passenger Rail District, Board of Directors 

FROM:  Andy Karsian, General Manager 

SUBJECT: Alternative Service Development Plan  

Background 

Colorado Revised Statute Article 22, Title 32 defines the Front Range Passenger Rail District’s 
(FRPRD) boundaries as Colorado’s southern border with New Mexico to its northern border with 
Wyoming. Counties and cities within the District have a clear expectation of receiving benefits 
from the future rail service. While the District boundaries span border to border, the limits 
chosen for the FRPRD’s Service Development Plan (SDP) are Fort Collins to Pueblo. The 
boundaries for the SDP were determined by the Southwest Chief and Front Range Passenger 
Rail Commission, which predated FRPRD. 

In December, FRPRD Board of Directors approved the following motion directing the General 
Manager to: 

Explore with HNTB (the consultant completing the SDP), in conjunction with CDOT and the 

FRA, the scope and cost of including within (or parallel to) the SDP: 

• Connectivity to Trinidad, including but not limited to the potential Southwest Chief
reroute and connectivity with the State of New Mexico;

• Connectivity to Greeley and potential connectivity to State of Wyoming; and,

• Amending the existing SDP scope and cost to complete the key components that are
necessary to seek funding from the federal government in a faster timeframe than the
schedule currently contemplated for the existing SDP.

SDP Overview 

FRPRD has the objective of securing federal grant money to develop the passenger rail system. 
For FRPRD to receive Corridor Identification and Development Program funding from the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), FRPRD must develop an SDP. An SDP is a planning 
document that guides FRPRD policy decisions. An official SDP is overseen by the FRA, 
developed in accordance with the FRA’s requirements, and ultimately approved by the FRA.  

SDP Proposals 

Per the Board motion, General Manger Karsian contacted two consulting firms, HNTB and HDR, 
to solicit proposals regarding modifying the SDP and developing new SDP(s) encompassing 
Pueblo to Trinidad and/or Denver to Greeley. Additionally, General Manager Karsian sought 
their expertise regarding opportunities to expedite the timeline of the existing SDP.  
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Both proposals are based in these assumptions: 

• A new SDP would require amending the data sharing agreements with BNSF Railway

and Union Pacific Railroad.

• A new SDP would encompass these FRA-required components:

○ Existing Conditions
○ Design and Operational Engineering
○ Alternatives Analysis
○ Environmental Analysis
○ Service Planning
○ Stakeholder Engagement
○ Governance

HNTB: 

HNTB recommended against amending the existing SDP as doing so would not expedite the 
timeline. To perform a parallel SDP, the consultant team examined the current SDP efforts 
underway and scaled the cost and scope to match the proposal. While the corridors between 
Pueblo and Trinidad and Denver to Greeley are far shorter in length than the Fort Collins to 
Pueblo segment being evaluated in the existing SDP, the efforts have similar costs because of 
the numerous planning components required by FRA. HNTB projected a parallel SDP to cost 
between $500,000 and $1,000,000, depending on whether one or both of the corridors are 
studied.  

HNTB noted that during the FRPRD Directors Board Retreat in December 2022, Directors 
identified guiding principles that support the success of Front Range Passenger Rail. The 
Directors coalesced around the theme of:   

• Avoiding surprises;

• Making data-driven decisions;

• Working with a common vision;

• Avoiding backtracking;

• Staying focused;

• Being efficient and effective; and,

• Maximizing opportunities for federal funding.

In keeping with this vision, HNTB recommended against developing a parallel SDP at this time, 
noting that spur connections can always be added after an initial service is developed.  

HDR: 

HDR identified several potential risks regarding an amended SDP process, most notably 
negative impacts to the existing SDP’s schedule, and harm to the working relationships with 
agencies and stakeholders. Acknowledging the work that has been done to date and the delays 
that additional approvals and agreements would require, amending the current SDP is not 
recommended. 

HDR noted that service development planning for Pueblo to Trinidad and Denver to Greeley 
could be accomplished separately or as one effort. However, with respect to data sharing 
agreements with BNSF Railway and Union Pacific Railroad, as well as approvals from FRA, it is 
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likely more efficient to study these segments separately. From the broader perspective of 
implementing a new passenger rail system along the Front Range, segmenting these corridors 
enables the District to continue its phased implementation approach. 

HDR projected initiating a new SDP for Pueblo to Trinidad and/or Denver to Greeley would cost 
between $600,000 and $1,500,000. 

General Manager Recommendation 

As the FRPRD boundaries extend beyond the endpoints of the current SDP, it is essential that  
community members within all areas of the District, including future passengers, find value and 
opportunity in being a part of the District. The District is currently seeking additional operating 
funding from the Colorado General Assembly through a budget request from the Governor’s 
Office. This presents an opportune time to request funding from the legislature for a parallel 
SDP spanning one or both segments.  

General Manager Karsian will work with the Governor’s Office to include a request for additional 
planning dollars for the District to perform a parallel SDP from Pueblo to Trinidad and Denver to 
Greeley.  
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Front Range Passenger Rail District Board of Directors 

FROM: KAPLAN KIRSCH & ROCKWELL LLP 

DATE: March 17, 2023 

SUBJECT: Local Government Budget Law of Colorado Timeline and Requirements 

The Front Range Passenger Rail District (“FRPRD”) is subject to the Local Government Budget 

Law of Colorado, § 29-1-10, et seq., C.R.S.  (the “Law”).1 This memo describes the general 

requirements the FRPRD must satisfy to comply with the Law for fiscal year 2023 and 

subsequent budget years.2 

I. General Budget Requirements

The FRPRD’s annual budget may not propose expenditures exceeding available revenues and 

beginning fund balances. Nor can any spending agency of the FRPRD3 expend or contract to 

expend any money exceeding the amounts appropriated.4  

Additionally, the FRPRD’s annual budget must set forth the following: 

• All proposed expenditures for administration, operations, maintenance, debt service, and

capital projects to be undertaken or executed during the year;

• Anticipated revenues for the budget year;

1 See § 32-22-103(1), C.R.S. (establishing the FRPRD “as a body politic and corporate and a political subdivision of 

the state”); see also § 29-1-102(13), C.R.S. (defining local governments subject to the Law to include “any … 

district, or other political subdivision of the state …”). 

2 The Law defines a fiscal year to be a calendar year, beginning on Jan. 1 and ending Dec. 31. See § 29-1-102(9), 

C.R.S.

3 The FRPRD may designate spending agencies, which are “any [internal] office, unit, department, board, 

commission, or institution which is responsible for any particular expenditures or revenues.” § 29-1-102(17), C.R.S. 

4 There is an exception to this rule to cover an “emergency which could not have been reasonably foreseen at the 

time of adoption of the budget.” § 29-1-111, C.R.S.  
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• Estimated beginning and ending fund balances;5

• The corresponding actual figures for the prior fiscal year and estimated figures projected

through the end of the current fiscal year, including disclosure of all beginning and

ending fund balances, consistent with the basis of accounting used to prepare the budget;

• A written budget message describing the important features of the proposed budget,

including a statement of the budgetary basis of accounting used and a description of the

services to be delivered during the budget year;

• Explanatory schedules or statements classifying the expenditures by object and the

revenues by source; and

• A supplemental § 29-1-103(3)(d), C.R.S. schedule that contains:

o The total amount to be expended during the ensuing fiscal year for payment

obligations under all financed purchase of an asset or certificate of participation

agreements involving real property;

o The total maximum payment liability of the FRPRD under all financed purchase

of an asset or certificate of participation agreements involving real property over

the entire terms of such agreements, including all optional renewal terms;

o The total amount to be expended during the ensuing fiscal year for payment

obligations under all financed purchase of an asset or certificate of participation

agreements other than those involving real property; and

o The total maximum payment liability of the FRPRD under all financed purchase

of an asset or certificate of participation agreements other than those involving

real property over the entire terms of such agreements, including all optional

renewal terms.

5 A “fund” is “a fiscal and accounting entity with a self-balancing set of accounts in which cash and other financial 

resources, all related liabilities and residual equities or balances, and changes therein are recorded and segregated to 

carry on specific activities or to attain certain objectives in accordance with special regulations, restrictions, or 

limitations.” See § 29-1-102(10), C.R.S. A “fund balance” means “the balance of total resources available for 

subsequent years’ budgets consistent with the basis of accounting elected for budget purposes.” Id. at 102(11). 
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II. Compliance Timeline for Fiscal Year 2024

• By a date designated by the Board (recommended to be in the first half of the current

fiscal year), all spending agencies of the FRPRD shall prepare and submit specific

information to the person or committee the Board tasks with preparing the budget (the

“Designated Party”). The required information includes:

o Expenditure requirements and estimated revenues for the budget year;

o The corresponding actual figures for the last completed fiscal year and the

estimated figures projected through the end of the current fiscal year;

o An explanatory schedule or statement classifying the expenditures by object and

the revenues by source; and

o The information to be included in the § 29-1-103(3)(d), C.R.S. schedule.

• By October 15, 2023, the Designated Party must submit the proposed budget to the

Board.

• Upon receipt of the proposed budget, the Board will publish notice in a newspaper of

general circulation in the jurisdiction about a forthcoming hearing on the Budget. The

notice must include:

o The date and time of the hearing at which the adoption of the proposed budget

will be considered;

o A statement that the proposed budget is available for inspection by the public at a

designated public office located within the boundaries of the FRPRD, or, if no

public office is located within such boundaries, the nearest public office where the

budget is available; and

o A statement that any interested elector of the local government may file any

objections to the proposed budget at any time prior to the final adoption of the

budget by the governing body.

• After notice is published, the Board shall hold a hearing to consider the adoption of the

proposed budget, at which time it will consider any objections of the electors.

• Before December 31, 2023, the Board must adopt a budget. See § 29-1-108(4), C.R.S.

The Board may adopt the budget at the same hearing described above. Notwithstanding

any other provision of law, the adoption of the budget, the appropriation of funds, and the

certification of any mill levy shall be effective upon adoption.
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• No later than thirty days following the beginning of the fiscal year, the Board shall file a

certified copy of the budget, including the budget message, with the division of local

government in the department of local affairs.

• The Board may transfer, make a supplemental appropriation, or revise an appropriation

during the fiscal year through a resolution subject to certain requirements, including:

o The resolution for any modification must comply with the notice provisions

described above, meaning that before the resolution is adopted, sufficient notice

was provided, objections were considered, a hearing was held, etc.

o The resolution for any transfer must set forth in full the amounts to be transferred

and must be documented in detail in the minutes of the meeting of the FRPRD. A

certified copy of such resolution must be transmitted immediately to the affected

spending agencies and the FRPRD officer or employee responsible for drawing

warrants or orders for the payment of money and for keeping the record of

expenditures. A certified copy of such resolution shall be filed with the division.

o The resolution for any supplemental budget and appropriation must set forth in

full the source and amount of such revenue, the purpose for which such revenues

are being budgeted and appropriated, and the fund or spending agency which shall

make such supplemental expenditure. A certified copy of such ordinance or

resolution shall be filed with the division.

III. Compliance Timeline for Fiscal Year 2023

The FRPRD was not able to meet many of the statutory deadlines the Law would normally 

impose for fiscal year 2023 because of its recent creation. The Law identify alternative deadlines 

or other specific requirements applicable to a new entity in its year of formation.   

With respect to the fiscal year 2023 budget, at its March 24, 2023, regular meeting the Board will 

hear any objections to the proposed budget and vote to adopt the budget.  The Board may 

“revise, alter, increase, or decrease the items as it deems necessary in view of the needs of the 

various spending agencies and the anticipated revenue” of the FRPRD at the meeting, without 

publishing additional notice. See § 29-1-108(1), C.R.S.  After the budget is adopted, the FRPRD 

will file a certified copy of the budget with the division of local government in the department of 

local affairs. 

If the Board desires to amend the annual budget after its adoption, it will need to comply with the 

obligations listed in Section II relevant to transfers, supplemental appropriations, or revised 

appropriations. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2023-01 

OF THE FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 

ADOPTING A BUDGET AND SUMMARIZING EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES 

FOR THE FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT FOR THE CALENDAR 

YEAR BEGINNING ON THE FIRST DAY OF JANUARY 2023 AND ENDING ON THE 

LAST DAY OF DECEMBER 2023 

WHEREAS, pursuant to § 32-22-101, et. seq., Colorado Revised Statutes (the “Act”), the 

Front Range Passenger Rail District (“District”) was established as a body politic and corporate 

and a political subdivision of the state to research, develop, construct, operate, and maintain an 

interconnected passenger rail system within the front range that is competitive in terms of travel 

time for comparable trips with other modes of surface transportation; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has appointed the General Manager of the District to prepare and 

submit a proposed budget to said governing body at the proper time; and 

WHEREAS, the General Manager has submitted a proposed budget to this governing 

body for its consideration and; 

WHEREAS, except as otherwise specifically provided, the Board exercises and performs 

all powers, privileges, and duties vested in or imposed upon the District in the Act; and  

WHEREAS, Section 29-1-103, C.R.S. of the Local Government Budget Law of Colorado 

requires the District to adopt an annual budget; and 

WHEREAS, the District published the proposed budget for Fiscal Year 2023 on its 

website and provided advanced notice in the Denver Post for the hearing at which the Board 

would consider the proposed budget; and 

WHEREAS, the Board held a public hearing on the proposed budget for Fiscal Year 

2023 on March 24, 2023, at which time it considered objections of District electors; and 

WHEREAS, Section 29-1-108, C.R.S. allows the Board to revise, alter, increase, or 

decrease the items in the proposed budget at a public hearing as it deems necessary; and 

WHEREAS, Section 29-1-113, C.R.S. requires the Board to cause a certified copy of its 

adopted budget for Fiscal Year 2023 to be filed with the Division of Local Government in the 

Department of Local Affairs no later than thirty days following the beginning of the fiscal year; 

and 

WHEREAS, Section 29-1-108(5), C.R.S. states that the adoption of the budget and the 

appropriation of funds shall be effective upon Board of Directors’ adoption of the budget for 

Fiscal Year 2023; 
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Resolution No. 2023-01 

Page 2 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Front Range 

Passenger Rail District: 

Section 1: That the budget as submitted and amended, is hereby approved and adopted as 

the budget of the Front Range Passenger Rail District for Fiscal Year 2023, a copy of which is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2: That the budget hereby approved and adopted shall be signed by the Chair and 

Secretary and that a copy of such budget shall be maintained in the District’s files. 

Section 3: That a certified copy of such budget will be filed with the Division of Local 

Government in the Department of Local Affairs. 

Section 4: That the District be authorized to expend funds consistent with the 

appropriations described in the budget for Fiscal Year 2023. 

[Signatures and record of votes continue on following page] 
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APPROVED this 24th day of March 2023. 

Chair 

ATTEST: 

_______________________________ 

Secretary 
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EXHIBIT A 

FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 

FISCAL YEAR 2023 BUDGET 

(attached) 
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Front Range Passenger Rail District
FY 2023 Budget

Jan-Dec

Acct. General Fund

No. Description Actual Estimated Final 

(Prior Year) (Current Year) Budget
2021 2022 2023

ESTIMATED RESOURCES:

Beginning Balance: Jan. 1, 2023 -$ -$ 4,351,328$               

Estimated Fund Revenue: -$  -$ -$  

FUND BALANCES: -$ -$ 4,351,328$               

Operating Revenue:

     Sales and Services -$ -$ -$  

     Fines -$ -$ -$  

     Fees -$ -$ -$  

     Miscellaneous -$ -$ -$  

     Other:  (Specify) -$ -$ -$  

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES: -$ -$ -$  

Non-Operating Revenue:

     Intergovernmental:  (specify)

        Federal: -$ 2,500,000$              

        State: -$ 1,900,000$              -$

        Other: -$ -$ -$

     Interest Income 348,480$  

     Other:  (Specify)

         Contributions -$ -$ -$

Transfer In From Other Funds -$

TOTAL NON-OPERATING REVENUES: -$ 4,400,000$              348,480$  

Pass Through Dedicated FundsNote 2
-$ 12,000,000$            12,000,000$            

Designated Reserves - Emergency -$ -$ 1,418$

TOTAL AVAILABLE RESOURCES: -$ 4,400,000$              4,701,226$               

Notes:

Front Range Passenger Rail District

2. Transfer from prior Southwest Chief/Front Range Passenger Rail Commission accounts pursuant to SB21-238; amounts held and 

dedicated for expenditure for the Southwest Chief La Junta Subdivision Corridor Improvements. Amounts will not be reflected as

District expenditures until transferred (intergovernmental) for such use. Amounts not included in District Total Available Resources.

1. Specific revenue and expenditure accounts utilizing the Uniform Chart of Accounts (UCA) will be developed in FRPRD in 2023 as

part of its stand-up operations.
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Front Range Passenger Rail District
FY 2023 Budget

Jan - Dec

Acct. General Fund

No. Description Actual Estimated Final 

(Prior Year) (Current Year) Budget
2021 2022 2023

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES:

General Government:

Board of Directors -$ 3,233$  6,650$

Virtual Meetings -$  1,674$  3,360$

District Memberships -$  -$ 590$  

Administration

Payroll -$  100$  552$  

Accounting -$  -$ 3,795$

Audit -$  -$ -$  

Legal -$ 14,878$ 96,000$

Salaries and Wages -$ 14,738$ 185,710$  

Benefits -$ 1,506$  15,525$

Insurance

P&L -$  5,344$  5,344$

Workers Comp -$ 507$  5,964$

Supplies -$  3,265$  4,410$

Travel and Entertainment -$  1,609$  4,415$

Communications

Website -$ 400$  10,398$

Events -$  -$ 1,650$

     Miscellaneous -$ -$ 3,600$

Total General Government Expense: -$  47,254$ 347,963$  

Operating Expenditures:

Consultants

Grant Writing -$ -$ $137,500

Service Development PlanNote 2
-$ $1,640,000

Other -$ -$

Total Operating Expenditures: -$  -$ $1,777,500

Emergency Reserve -$ 1,418$  63,764$

TOTAL USES OF RESOURCES: -$ 48,672$ 2,189,227$               

Notes:

Front Range Passenger Rail District

1. Specific revenue and expenditure accounts utilizing the Uniform Chart of Accounts (UCA) will be developed in FRPRD in 2023 as

part of its stand-up operations.

2. Service Development Plan expenditures committed from prior Southwest Chief/Front Range Passenger Rail Commission accounts; 

CDOT transferred the old SW Chief funds to the FRPR district; $400K payments quarterly
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BUDGET MESSAGE 

(Pursuant to 29-1-103(1)(e), C.R.S.) 

Front Range Passenger Rail District  

Pursuant to Section 29-1-103(1)(e), C.R.S., the budget must include the budget message.. 

The attached Budget for the Front Range Passenger Rail District (the “District”) for Fiscal Year 
2023 includes these important features: 

The District will continue to focus this year on start-up efforts, in particular focusing its 
expenditures on establishing procedures for compliance with applicable law.  The 
District’s largest non-salary expenditure for the year will be for grant writing consultants, 
as the District seeks federal funds to suppose future years’ efforts toward planning for 
Front Range Passenger Rail service development and an ballot issue.  

* “important features” are not defined in statute; however, important features of the budget would include
starting/ending a service; increases or decreases in levels of services, increases/decreases to revenues
(taxes/rates) and/or expenditures; acquisition of new equipment; start or end of capital project; etc.

The budgetary basis of accounting timing measurement method used is: 

[x] Cash basis

[  ] Modified accrual basis

[  ] Encumbrance basis

[  ] Accrual

The services to be provided/delivered during the budget year are the following:

The District will continue, pursuant to an agreement with the Colorado Department of 
Transportation (“CDOT”) to advance the Service Development Plan (“SDP”) for Front 
Range Passenger Rail.  The SDP efforts are funded by the District and CDOT. The 
District will apply for additional federal funding through various grants created under the 
federal infrastructure bill passed a few years ago. 
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To view the Colorado Springs Station Planning Presentation, visit: 

Colorado Springs Station Planning Presentation 
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Attendance: 

Committee Updates: 

FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
Thursday, March 16, 2023; 2:00 p.m. (Virtual) 

FRPRD Directors: Jim Souby, Chris Nevitt, Josh Laipply, Deborah Mulvey, Amber Blake, Joan 
Peck  
FRPRD Staff: Andy Karsian, Chrissy Breit 
CDOT Staff: David Singer, Charissa Smith  

Planning (provided by Chair Laipply): 

• First meeting held March 8, 2023.

• Committee developing a deeper understanding of the Service Development Plan.

• Discussion touched on different opinions throughout the District toward FRPR
service and stations; not all communities want service or a station, and not
everyone that wants a station may necessarily get one.

• Planning Committee will need to coordinate with Government
Affairs/Communications Committee on messaging planning decisions.

• Committee agreed to extend the monthly meeting to 90 minutes; discussed
collaborating with committee members on agenda in advance of meetings.

Finance (provided by Chair Nevitt): 

• First meeting held March 15, 2023.

• Budget reformatted in compliance with Department of Local Affairs. March Budget
Hearing advertised in Denver Post.

• Committee members are reviewing the draft Procurement and Purchasing Policy.
Anticipate providing updated version for Board action at April meeting.

• General Manager Karsian developed a memo following his meetings with PERA.
Until FRPRD has dedicated revenue stream, recommendation is FRPRD not join
PERA. General Manager is researching alternative District staff retirement plan
options.

• FRRPD has been in financing conversations with Governor Polis’s office and
CDOT. Funding is three-fold: how much will it cost to construct and operate the
system, what financing options could be used, and what is the timing and
language regarding a potential ballot initiative. District anticipates providing
Governor’s office with financial analysis in spring of next year.

Government Affairs/Communications (provided by Chair Mulvey): 

• First meeting held March 6, 2023.

• It’s a priority to cultivate communication across the FRPRD board and staff so
everyone is aware of outreach occurring.

• Important to share the perspectives of different communities to support broader
understanding among the board and staff.

• First action item of committee is developing a concrete Communications Strategy.

• Important for the committee to coordinate with Planning Committee, especially as
relates to common community concerns like access and parking.
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Committee 
Procedures: 

March Board 
Meeting Agenda: 

March Board 
Meeting Logistics: 

Action Items/Next 
Steps: 

FRPRD staff connected with legal counsel to clarify committee operations. Non-voting 
members of committees have full participation privileges on committees. Executive 
Committee members concurred with the recommendation that three committee members 
be in attendance for a committee to be considered a meeting. Committees do not take 
formal action. For any discussion matters, decisions will be made by the majority of directors 
in attendance for the committee meeting. 

Committee summaries will be reviewed by chairs and Executive Committee before the board 
packet is finalized. During monthly board meetings, committee chairs will provide 
committee updates. The purpose of the Executive Committee is to provide committee chairs 
the opportunity to discuss committee updates with fellow members, coordinate agenda 
items, and review the draft board agenda.  

Executive Committee members reviewed the draft March board meeting agenda. 

FRPRD staff noted that the March 2023 board meeting will be held in-person. There will be a 
virtual link for directors unable to attend in-person.  

Executive Committee agreed to meet monthly on the third Thursday. The meeting 
adjourned at 3:03 p.m.  
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Attendance: 

Call to Order: 

Budget Posting: 

FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 
FINANCE COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, March 16, 2023; 1:00 p.m. (Virtual) 

FRPRD Directors: Jim Souby, Chris Nevitt (Chair), Dennis Flores, Luis Lopez, Josh Laipply 
FRPRD Staff: Andy Karsian, Chrissy Breit 
FRPRD Legal Counsel: Brent Butzin 

Chair Nevitt called the meeting to order. 

General Manager Andy Karsian shared that the District budget is compliant with Department 
of Local Affairs (DOLA) standards and has been uploaded to the District website. A notice of 
the budget hearing will run in the Denver Post on March 17, 2023. The March 24, 2023 
FRPRD Board of Directors meeting will include a public hearing on the proposed 2023 
budget, which will be followed by the board adopting the 2023 budget. A memo 
summarizing the budget timing process that will be used moving forward will be provided in 
the March board packet.  

In the future the District will need to retain an accounting firm to complete a financial audit 
of the District. General Manager Karsian shared that the District anticipates being audited 
this year and is seeking bookkeeping services. The nature of the District has made it 
challenging to find a firm interested in doing the District’s bookkeeping. Director Flores 
recommended contacting the Special District Association of Colorado for recommendations. 
Mr. Butzin recommended contacting CliftonLarsonAllen. 

Directors noted that the budget document refers to fiscal year, yet the District operates on 
the calendar year. They posed the question of auditing timeframes for the District. Legal 
counsel will research the specific auditing requirements for the District and provide an 
update at the next committee meeting.  

The District will need to do a budget amendment later this year if additional funds come to 
the district via the legislature or federal government. When this happens, the District will 
need to notice the amended budget again in a publication of circulation within the district. 
Given the costs to post, the District hopes to minimize the number of amendments to the 
budget this year, and is looking into cheaper alternatives than posting in the Denver Post 
while maintaining the need for transparency and accountability.  

Director Lopez asked how TABOR interacts with the District. Mr. Butzin shared that the 
District’s boundary is also its TABOR boundary. Director Lopez noted that it will be incredibly 
important to have accurate TABOR limits in a future ballot measure. Mr. Butzin added that it 
will require high levels of coordination with the counties to estimate the amount of tax that 
will be generated. Director Laipply shared that the City and County of Denver typically gets 
approval for a range of mill levies that can be floated. He further asked if the District wants 
to include language in the ballot measure that allows for debrucing. Mr. Butzin noted the 
Eagle County RTA debruced in the ballot question, which is a more common practice lately. 
However, El Paso County has not traditionally included debruceing in their ballot initiative.  
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Procurement Policy: 

PERA Affiliation: 

District Fiscal 
Conversations: 

General Manager Karsian shared that CDOT transferred the interest revenue accrued on the 
now dissolved Southwest Chief and Front Range Passenger Rail Commission’s balance  to the 
District.  

The District has received CDOT’s matching portion for the federal RAISE grant for the 
Southwest Chief La Junta Route Restoration Program -- $12M for track improvements on the 
Southwest Chief line. Mr. Karsian noted these funds are in FPRR’s bank account and are pass 
through funds for the City of Trinidad to administer. The State’s share was funded through 
American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funding. Mr. Karsian shared that it is really important for 
the District to transfer these funds to the City of Trinidad to encumber the funds by the end 
of the year. Director Lopez has been in contact with Trinidad public officials about this issue 
and offered to reach out to the City Manager and ask him to connect with Mr. Karsian.  

Directors noted this conversation tangentially relates to the Amtrak-led Southwest Chief 
Thru-Car Study, which is evaluating offering offer direct connections—or thru-car service—
between the cities of La Junta, Pueblo, and Colorado Springs, connecting these communities 
with Amtrak's existing Southwest Chief service. Director Lopez recommended Chair Souby 
develop a written history of the Southwest Chief and Front Range Passenger Rail 
Commission so FRPRD directors have a shared understanding of past decisions. 

The February Board of Directors meeting had robust discussion on the draft procurement 
policy. At that meeting, it was determined that Finance Committee would review the 
procurement policy and provide a recommended version to the Board for consideration at a 
future meeting. Chair Nesbitt noted that the framework is strong, but the breakpoints need 
consideration. Finance Committee decided to spend the next month reviewing the policy, 
and anticipates providing an updated version at the April board meeting. General Manager 
Karsian noted that its important to remember that the policy is focused on personnel and 
administrative services – not capital projects. This needs to be evident in how the policy is 
written. The directors also noted the importance of aligning district policies with federal 
requirements. 

General Manager Karsian provided a memo to the committee about affiliating with PERA.  
Until FRPRD has a dedicated revenue stream, General Manager Karsian recommended the 
District not affiliate with PERA. General Manager Karsian is researching alternative 
retirement plan options, like a 401k, for District staff and will provide a proposal to the 
Finance Committee. Director Flores asked if it’s a requirement for the District to join PERA 
and if there are any penalties for not affiliating. Mr. Butzin will research the matter to 
ascertain requirements but noted that most special districts do not join PERA. The 
committee affirmed that the District intends to contribute to employee retirement accounts. 

There have been a series of conversations with the Governor’s office regarding financing the 
District. Conversations span anticipated infrastructure improvements and estimated costs to 
operate. General Manager Karsian, Chair Nevitt, CDOT, and the Governor’s office met earlier 
in the week to discuss the idea of a parallel process alongside the Service Development Plan 
to evaluate these broader fiscal questions and provide this information to the Service 
Development Plan team. The goal is by mid-April 2024, the Governor can review the data 
and determine when to advance a ballot measure. Chair Nevitt noted that these 
conversations push the schedule up. A ballot measure may require legislative changes to the 
District bylaws in early 2024. Mr. Butzin asked who the consultants would enter into a 
contract with and noted these conversations may necessitate the District determining roles 
and responsibilities, specifically regarding project sponsor and sponsor for federal funds. He 
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Adjourn: 

raised the concern that it could be complicated if the financial consultant is working for a 
different entity than the recipient of project funds. Additionally, Mr. Butzin noted there are 
three distinct types of financial consultants: 1) revenue estimators (fare collection and 
taxes), 2) cost estimators, and 3) those who take the revenue and cost inputs and develop a 
capital markets delivery structure that includes bonding, TIF, and similar funding. Mr. Butzin 
emphasized the importance of bringing all three types of consultants to the table. The 
financing expertise needed for this is beyond the scope of what the Service Development 
Plan consultant can provide. 

Director Laipply noted it will be important for close coordination between the Planning and 
Finance committees because there’s a dialectical, iterative relationship between identified 
projects and revenue structures. A ballpark understanding of available financing informs the 
type of service identified in the Service Development Plan. 

Mr. Karsian also noted that the District will need to develop its first CIDP funding request 
before the SDP is completed. 

Chair Nevitt adjourned the meeting. 
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Attendance: 

Welcome and Roll 
Call: 

Identifying 
Committee Chair: 

Vision of Success 
from FRPR Board 
Retreat:  

Group Brainstorm - 
Planning Committee 
Charge: 

FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 
PLANNING COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, March 8, 2023; 9:00 a.m. (Virtual) 

FRPRD Directors: Jill Gaebler, Josh Laipply, Deborah Mulvey, Chris Nevitt, Johnny Olson, 
Randy Wheelock  
FRPRD Staff: Andy Karsian, Chrissy Breit 
CDOT Staff: David Singer  

Ms. Breit opened the meeting by welcoming FRPRD directors to the first meeting of the 
Planning Committee.  

Ms. Breit opened the floor to discuss choosing a chair for the committee. General Manager 
Karsian recommended Director Laipply, citing his prior experience as CDOT’s Chief Engineer 
and his experience with complex infrastructure projects. Director Laipply expressed his 
desire to serve the committee, whether that be as chair or in a different role (should others 
wish to be chair). Director Nevitt put forth a motion to confirm Director Laipply as chair and 
Director Mulvey seconded. Committee members in attendance unanimously voted for 
Director Laipply to chair the committee.  

As a framework to promote common understanding across the committee, Ms. Breit shared 
a PowerPoint slide synthesizing how FRPR directors defined District success at the December 
board retreat. The slide is provided at the end of this summary. Committee members 
affirmed this synthesis of the retreat discussion and did not have additional comments. 

Ms. Breit introduced a virtual whiteboard activity for committee members to share why they 
joined the Planning Committee and what they want to learn or to discuss through the 
committee. A picture of the whiteboard activity is provided at the end of this summary.  

Why I Joined: 
• This committee will drive the train with what the District is charged to accomplish

over the next two years. This committee will drive informing the public.
• To share my expertise about systems that do/do not work from the technical and

legal perspective.
• Ensure all areas of the region have a voice in the District.
• Represent the middle of the Colorado – to ensure we’re building a rail system that is

usable for all along the Front Range corridor.
• Bring my knowledge of funding, especially IIJA resources, to the Board.
• To guide the Service Development Plan.
• To marry the “how” discussions of the Finance Committee with the “where,”

“what,” and “when” discussions of Planning Committee.

What the Committee Should Discuss/Focus On: 
• Funding – making tough decisions around phasing or scope.
• Answering the where (stations), what (train technology), and when (service timing).
• Ensuring the line is successful – not getting distracted by shiny objects.
• Discussing and balancing multiple timelines and priorities.
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Service 
Development Plan 
Update: 

Chair Laipply asked committee members what they think their role is in the Service 
Development Plan (SDP). Responses below: 

• Guiding the where, what, and when of FRPR stations and service.
• Bringing a better understanding of what people want to use the train for to inform

SDP development.
• Guiding the SDP to develop an affordable and useful service.
• Guiding phasing for financial purposes.
• Ensuring a fiscally responsible SDP.
• Crafting an SDP that demonstrates the regional benefit of rail line so voters see the

benefit of a new rail service.
• Bringing local community knowledge to the table to inform a successful plan that

leads to a successful ballot measure.
• Developing a deep understanding of the scope and phasing of the SDP;

communicating this to the broader District board.
• Two-way communication with CDOT staff and SDP consultant team.

Committee members asked whether non-voting Board directors are allowed to vote on 
committees. Director Mulvey expressed how important these voices – RTD, UP, BNSF, I-70 
Coalition – are and wants to make sure the committee operates correctly. Director Nevitt 
noted that the bylaws state that non-voting District directors have the same privileges as 
other members except for voting on items at the Board meetings. Director Mulvey 
expressed her concern that others may interpret the bylaws differently. She also raised the 
question about what constitutes a quorum for committee voting. FRPRD staff will follow up 
with the District’s lawyer for legal guidance.    

Director Wheelock expressed his appreciation for this conversation. He noted that he wants 
to bring his lens and experience to support planning efforts. As a non-voting member of the 
Board, he values the opportunity to listen and provide input as relates to integrating FRPR 
with other state transportation systems. He shared that he is comfortable participating 
regardless of whether legal counsel determines he is allowed to vote on committees. 

David Singer, CDOT’s Project Manager for the FRPR Service Development Plan, presented on 
the SDP. The slide deck is included at the end of this summary.  

His presentation centered on three items: 
1) Service Development Plan – measurements & process
2) SDP Timeline and Lookahead
3) Planning Committee Role in SDP

Mr. Singer noted that a SDP defines the operational and financial plan for a passenger rail 
service. He shared that the following feasibility considerations drive the SDP: 

1) Operational: What will the ridership be? Can the service provide a competitive
travel time? How does the system perform?

2) Contextual: Are impacts to natural, cultural and community resources acceptable?

3) Financial: What is the cost to build, to operate and to maintain?

4) Political & Public Interest: Is there local/state/federal support to advance the
service concept?
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Mr. Singer presented FRA’s SDP Process: 
1) Purpose and Need

a. Rooted in the District’s vision of success developed at the December board
retreat.

b. Sets the structure for subsequent decision-making.

2) Alternatives Analysis
a. Identifies the route the service will use.
b. Determines the recommended service – type and number of trips.
c. Identifies the capital investments required (bridges, tunnels, platforms,

stations, track upgrades).

Director Nevitt raised the consideration of whether it’s better to choose a route or station 
locations first. Mr. Singer noted the differentiation between route and alignment. Route 
refers to the broad stroke of choosing the BNSF subdivision versus UP’s. Alignment refers to 
configuration within the route – to the left or the right side. The SDP is in the broad stroke 
phase. Stations come later as a subsequent element based upon on market analysis.  

3) Project Planning
a. Travel Demand Forecasting
b. Operations Analysis
c. Station and Access
d. Fleet
e. Conceptual Engineering
f. Labor
g. O&M Costing

Mr. Singer continued that after initial alternatives are identified, they’re tested for 
performance – ridership, how they interact with the railroads, which markets they serve, 
fleet needs, engineering improvements needed, labor needs, and long-term operating and 
maintenance costs.  

4) Environmental
a. Natural
b. Social
c. Cultural
d. Physical

While an SDP is a pre-NEPA activity, the SDP takes into consideration existing conditions, 
constraints, and mitigation measures. 

5) Finance and Governance
a. Financial Planning
b. Benefits-Cost Analysis
c. Governance
d. Implementation Phasing

These inputs inform decisions around costs. This step evaluates funding sources and 
determines a financial structure. At this time, phasing considerations are considered – which 
project elements are constructed first? What does a starter service look like?  
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Mr. Singer noted that stakeholder engagement is an ongoing activity throughout the SDP’s 
development. He shared there are opportunities for FRPRD directors and constituents to be 
involved at every phase of the SDP development.  

Work has already been started on many of these elements – governance, station planning, 
ridership, routes. He continued that the District is not starting the SDP from scratch – the 
work the Commission and District have completed to date is infused into the SDP. 

Director Mulvey asked for a copy of the FRA process graphic as it would help with 
communications. Director Mulvey noted that a significant amount of work was completed in 
the preliminary SDP and asked if this SDP effort refines prior work. Mr. Singer affirmed that 
the previous planning work had similar ambitions, but that it was a broader exercise. The 
current SDP is more focused, enabling a more narrowed conversation. 

Director Mulvey asked which category safety – specifically grade crossings – falls in. Mr. 
Singer responded that it falls under purpose and need, evaluation criteria, environmental, 
and engineering. 

Director Mulvey noted that Castle Rock is a possible location for a station. In Castle Rock, the 
route that UP and BNSF share splits, so she raised considerations about how aligned BSNF 
and UP are with future FRPR service. Mr. Singer shared that this consideration is part of the 
evaluation criteria in early deliverables that the consultant team is developing. Director 
Mulvey asked who is engaging UP and BNSF through route selection. Mr. Singer shared this 
is being completed as part of the Operational Analysis task of the SDP. Director Mulvey 
noted that UP and BNSF are on the FRPRD board, so she asked how this works for the 
District as a whole. Mr. Singer appreciated this comment and expressed his desire to address 
it when he reaches the Planning Committee Role slide.  

Director Wheelock asked if the SDP development will include a Context Sensitive Solutions 
(CSS) type process. CSS is a process for involving local community and interest groups in 
decision-making during NEPA studies. Director Wheelock spoke highly of the process for 
navigating challenging contexts. Mr. Singer noted that he comes from a CSS space. A project 
development process of this spirit will be applied to the SDP, but the process may not be as 
proscribed as CSS. 

Mr. Singer presented an SDP lookahead. Internally, the Study Team is finalizing the Purpose 
and Need to submit to FRA. Thereafter, the Purpose and Need will be shared with the 
Planning Committee. Later this spring, the Study Team will work through the Route Analysis 
and adapting FRA’s Evaluation Criteria to the Colorado context. Additionally, the Study Team 
is in conversations with the railroads concerning data sharing.  

Chair Laipply asked if there are any communities that don’t want a station. Director Mulvey 
noted that many communities in Denver-South Metro are resistant to a station. She 
continued that much of the outreach in the initial planning study focused on people 
perceived as typical users and commuters. She notes there’s a market that can be 
recognized in Denver-South Metro for shorter trips, for example visiting colleges. She 
expressed her hope that the Purpose and Need includes this market for which there isn’t 
much data yet.  
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Confirming Standing 
Meeting Time: 

Action Items/Next 
Steps: 

Director Mulvey shared that in her area opposition to FRPR spans financing and taxation, not 
in my backyard, concerns with existent freight train noise, skepticism the train would be a 
benefit, preference to invest in roadway improvements, and station access concerns.  

Mr. Singer noted that the station methodology is rooted in objective criteria – market 
criteria, spacing – not a result of the loudest voice. Right now, the SDP envisions 8 to 9 stops 
from the northern to southern extent. He added that it’s possible that smaller market stops 
could be added in later phasing.  

Mr. Singer added that there will be overlap between the work of the District’s 
Government Affairs and Communications Committee and stakeholder engagement for 
the SDP. Given time considerations, the committee progressed to the next slide.  

Planning Committee Role: 
Mr. Singer emphasized the importance of ongoing engagement between the SDP Study 
Team and FRPRD Board of Directors. He anticipates monthly updates to the Planning 
Committee. He recommended a process whereby a topic is presented conceptually through 
an education-focused format, and then discussion of data points and input opportunity – 
application of the concept—is covered in a follow-up session. Mr. Singer raised that FRPRD 
engagement in the SDP needs to balance transparency, urgency, and efficiency. It will be key 
to right size the FRPRD’s role at each step. He noted the District makes recommendations 
and decisions that the FRA, as grantor, then must approve.  

Chair Laipply recommended Planning Committee meet for 90 minutes on a monthly basis, at 
least initially. Committee members concurred with meeting the second Wednesday of each 
month from 8:30 – 10 a.m. Chair Laipply requested committee members receive the agenda 
and slide deck a week before the meeting.  

FRPRD staff to get legal input on committee voting opportunities for non-voting board 
members, as well as clarification regarding quorums.  

FRPRD staff to provide SDP development process graphic to committee members. 

FRPRD staff and Chair Laipply to meet week of 3/13 to begin to develop an agenda, to share 
with committee members for a call for agenda items. 
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FRPR Visions of Success– December Board Retreat

Grounded in Planning and Best Practices
• An airtight, comprehensive service development plan
• Passenger Train runs as planned in SDP
• Addressing Funding needs (e.g., securing federal funding)

High-Quality System People Use  Mode Shift
• Ridership exceeds expectations
• Public buy-in
• Ease of use and affordability
• A self-sustaining passenger rail
• Reduced congestion on I-25
• FRPR is seen as the best way to do inter-city travel
• Disrupt transportation paradigms without disrupting existing

transit infrastructure

Nearer-Term Implementation 
• Construction begins less than 1-year following a passed

ballot
• On time delivery of a ballot measure
• A constructed project

Transparent, Inclusive, Collaborative Process
• Majority approval of plan and direction
• Collaboration leads to all-stakeholder benefits
• Public respect for the Board
• Clear public communications

Benefit to Local Communities
• Connected communities
• FRPR as an engine of local economic development
• All communities and regions feeling heard, recognized, and

included
• Positive economic impact
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Planning Committee SDP Update
March 2023
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Agenda

Service Development Plan
• Measurements & Process

SDP Timeline and Lookahead

Planning Committee Role
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Operational Feasibility: What will the ridership be? 
Can it provide a competitive travel time? How does 
the system perform?

Contextual: Are impacts to natural, cultural and 
community resources acceptable?

Financial Feasibility: What is the cost to build, to 
operate and to maintain?

Political & Public Interest: Is there local support to 
advance concept?

Project Development: What is needed to move forward?

41



Environmental 
• Natural
• Social
• Cultural
• Physical

Finance and Governance
• Financial Planning
• Benefits-Cost Analysis
• Governance
• Implementation Phasing

Purpose and Need

Project Planning
• Travel Demand Forecasting
• Operations Analysis
• Station and Access
• Fleet
• Conceptual Engineering
• Labor
• O&M Costing

Alternatives Analysis
• Route
• Service
• Investments

FRA Service Development Plan Process

Service 
Development 

Plan 

42



March Spring

Technical 
Work

• Purpose and Need

• Stakeholder
Engagement Plan

• Re(launch)
Website

• Eblast

• Evaluation
Criteria

• Stakeholder
Interviews

• Segment-specific
corridor coalition
meetings

Lookahead

• Route
Analysis

Outreach
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Planning Committee Role

Monthly updates on SDP progress and risks as study moves through CIDP program

Schedule & Sequence:
○ Introduction of Theory & Concepts
○ Application of Concepts

District makes decisions on SDP, FRA Approves as grantor
○ District’s ability to take action: Reports vs briefings

■ Transparency, Urgency & Efficiency
■ Actionable components

● Methods/Scope/Schedule
● Decisions/Recommendations
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Parking Lot
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OUTCOMES/
NEEDS

Speaking to problems and outcomes are two sides of the same coin. 
We need to do both and remained aligned throughout our work and engagement.

SDP focuses on operational options nested under and 
supporting the broader vision

Presentation date

VISION
Choice Passenger Rail System that changes 

how people travel

PURPOSE
Integrated Initial Service that attracts early 

adopter passengers

ECONOMIC 
VITALITY

COMMUNITY 
CONNECTION

S

ENVIRONMEN
TAL 

SUSTAINABILI
TY

EXCELLENT 
CUSTOMER 

EXPERIENCE
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Modified from Federal Register: Establishment of the Corridor Identification and Development 
Program

❷ The projected ridership, revenues, capital
investment, and operating funding
requirements;

❻ The committed or anticipated non-Federal
funding for operating and capital costs;

⓮ Whether a passenger rail operator has
expressed support for the corridor. BUSINESS

❹ The projected trip times and their
competitiveness with other transportation
modes;

❿ Whether the corridor would benefit or
improve connectivity with existing or
planned transportation services of other
modes;

⓫ Whether the corridor connects at least 2 of
the 100 most populated metropolitan areas;

CUSTOMER (OR
PROXY FOR)

❶ Whether the route was identified as part of
a regional or interregional planning study;

❽ Whether the corridor is included in a State's
approved State rail plan;

❾ Whether the corridor serves historically
unserved or underserved and low-income
communities or areas of persistent poverty;

POLICY

❸ The anticipated environmental, congestion
mitigation, and other public benefits;

❺ The anticipated positive economic and
employment impacts;

❼ The benefits to rural communities;
⓬ Whether the corridor would enhance the

regional equity and geographic diversity of
intercity passenger rail service;

⓭ Whether the corridor is or would be
integrated into the national rail passenger
transportation system and would create
benefits for other passenger rail routes and
services;

BENEFITS
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Engagement Process
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Engagement Toolbox 

Materials Presentations 
and Briefings

Passive and 
Digital 

Communications

Public Webinars 
and Meetings Other Tactics
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Attendance: 

Welcome and Roll 
Call: 

Identifying 
Committee Chair: 

Government Affairs/ 
Communications 
Brainstorm: 

FRONT RANGE PASSENGER RAIL DISTRICT 
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS/COMMUNICATIONS COMMITTEE 
Monday, March 6, 2023; 10:00 a.m. (Virtual) 

FRPRD Directors: Will Karspeck, Julie Duran Mullica, Deborah Mulvey, Joan Peck 
FRPRD Staff: Andy Karsian, Chrissy Breit 
CDOT Staff: David Singer  

Ms. Breit opened the meeting by welcoming FRPRD directors to the first meeting of the 
Government Affairs/Communications Committee.  

Ms. Breit opened the floor to discuss choosing a chair for the committee. General Manager 
Karsian recommended Director Mulvey, citing her proactive board involvement. Director 
Mulvey expressed her interest in being chair, noting that her relationships with public 
officials and her public relations experience would serve her as chair. Directors Peck and 
Mullica affirmed the recommendation of Director Mulvey as chair. Committee members in 
attendance unanimously voted for Director Mulvey to chair the committee. Committee 
members discussed the degree to which parliamentary rules apply to committee business. 
Committee members determined that decisions will be made by majority of voting 
committee members present. 

Ms. Breit introduced a virtual whiteboard activity for committee members to brainstorm 
goals, audience, messaging, and strategies to guide FRPRD government affairs and 
communications efforts. Ms. Breit noted that the results of this exercise, and ongoing 
conversations with the committee and FRPRD board, will inform the FRPRD’s 2023 
Advocacy Plan. 

Goals: 

• Have elevator pitch/talking points that Directors can use to effectively communicate
on behalf of the District.

o Successfully speak to different trip types/potential users.
o Successfully address concerns as relates to FRPRD.

• Develop documents to help members of the public and key audiences understand
FRPR phasing, funding, cost, and route.

• Have a role in larger funding conversations; work with finance committee,
legislators, and transportation leaders on funding approaches.

Audiences: 

• Legislators/elected officials: municipal, state, federal

• Governor Polis

• MPOs/regional groups, including North Area Transportation Alliance (NATA)

• Transit providers – Mountain Metro, Transfort, RTD, etc.

• Chambers of commerce/business organizations

• Realtors

• Taxpayers

50



Messaging: 

• Address concerns: full cost of FRPR, how it will be funded and phased.

• Address proposed route.

• Communicate that burden will not fall on residents’ shoulders without a successful
outcome.

• Address potential relationship to RTD and FasTracks dollars.

• Distinguish FRPR from RTD.
o Members of the public recognize we’re not RTD.
o Intercity rail is different from commuter rail.

• Effectively communicate and message the unknown.
o Right now, FRPR is in the early stages, so many key questions (funding,

phasing) are not known. Communicate facts and process – not opinions.
o Develop timeline/process graphics to communicate when we’ll get

information that is currently unknown.
o Be transparent, avoid over-promising.

• Address fear and public hesitancy.
o Navigate FRPR being seen as another large government ask.

Strategies: 

Short Term 

• Talking points for FRPRD directors
o Messages for conversations with legislators

• Timeline/process graphic on website, handout, briefing kit

• Clean-up and update existent website

• Update website FAQs

• Handout/factsheet

• Briefing kit; empower FRPRD directors to present on behalf of the District

• SharePoint site with messaging, briefing kit, letterhead, etc.
• Newsletter

Mid-Term 
• Stakeholder engagement through SDP; Director augmentation of SDP outreach to

personalize community touchpoints

• Briefing packet for federal and state elected officials

• FRPR Briefing Day/Event
o Elected officials/staffers, MPOs

• Regional briefings and engagement

• District rebrand and new website development

• Coordination with General Manager Johnson/RTD

Longer-Term 

• Hire public relations consultant when SDP is finalized and outreach is more targeted
to a ballot measure. FRPR is up against challenges in terms of rail/RTD; need outside
consultant expertise.
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Confirming Standing 
Meeting Time: 

Action Items/Next 
Steps: 

Additional Brainstorming Takeaways: 

• Prioritize developing communications content, then focus on engagement. Vet and
solidify messaging first.

• FRPRD staff are developing District-focused communications materials. The
consultant team is developing materials specific to outreach for the SDP process.

• Government Affairs/Communications Committee would like to review staff-
developed communications content before it goes public.

• Government Affairs/Communications Committee will need to coordinate with
Planning Committee as relates to SDP outreach, specifically consultant-developed
materials.

Communications/Government Affairs Committee members supported meeting monthly, at 
minimum. Attendees agreed to meet the first Monday of each month at 10 a.m. Members 
emphasized the importance of providing committee updates to the full board.  

FRPRD staff will develop meeting summary and begin development of talking points. 
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