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| — THE GUNNISON VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
REGION

INTRODUCTION

The Gunnison Valley 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (the Plan) has been prepared as part of the
Colorado Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) Regional and Statewide Transportation Planning
Process. The Gunnison Valley Transportation Planning Region (TPR) is one of 15 TPRs comprising the
entire State of Colorado. The Gunnison Valley TPR consists of Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Montrose,
Ouray, and San Miguel Counties and is located in CDOT Region 3 and Region 5. The Plan considers all
modes of transportation. The Planning process has been instrumental in developing not only long range
plans, but dialogue between representatives of the TPR, local officials, the public, and CDOT. The plan
addresses the planning period from 2005-2030. Its purpose is to develop an understanding of the long-
term transportation needs of the region and to identify priorities for funding. This has not been a simple
task. The needs are diverse and extensive, while available funding is generally understood as inadequate.
Therefore, tough choices have necessarily been made regarding the level of improvements that might be
reasonably expected, and on what facilities.

It is the belief of the Gunnison Valley Regional Planning Commission that this plan best represents the
needs of the TPR within the context of stringent financial constraints. The Plan also takes a new approach
for the TPR in that rather than a simple project-based plan that attempts to identify specific improvements
at specific locations, it develops a corridor-based approach. The Plan identifies multimodal corridors that
may contain a highway, transit providers and service areas, airports, railroads, and bicycle pedestrian
facilities. These modes move the region’s people, goods and services and are critical to its economic well
being and the general quality of life, not only for this region, but also for the state as a whole.

The plan is also unique in that two previously distinct planning processes have been brought together for
the first time. Until now, a Regional Transportation Plan formed the basis for (primarily) state highway
funding, while the separate Transit Development Program (TDP) was used to establish short- and mid-
term needs for public transportation providers. The current planning process dispenses with the TDP in
favor of the new Transit Element, containing both short- and long-term public transportation needs. The
Transit Element process, while focused on transit needs, is an integral component of the 2030
transportation plan. While published under separate cover, key sections have been summarized and
incorporated in this document. The plan is available online at:

http://www.dot.state.co.us/StatewidePlanning/PlansStudies/.

The RPC engaged a team of consultants to assist with the plan. URS Corporation provided professional
services for the regional transportation plan and LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., with Ostrander
Consulting, Inc., provided professional services for the Transportation Element.

FHWA Participation

This document has been prepared using Federal funding from the United States Department of
Transportation. The United States Department of Transportation assumes no responsibility for its contents
or use thereof.


http://lsccs.com/projects/scrtp/sc_rtp.htm

Exhibit 1: Study Area Map
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THE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

The regional transportation plan is based on a combination of the TPR’s Vision and Values and CDOT’s
stated policies, goals, and investment strategies. The plans are seen to incorporate the statewide
transportation vision as expressed by CDOT. Together with statewide programs such as surface treatment,
safety programs and the bridge rehabilitation and replacement program, the entire state’s needs are
encompassed within the Statewide Transportation Plan. In other words, the Statewide Transportation Plan
is the summation of needs at the regional and statewide levels.

Consistency with State and Federal Requirements

This plan is offered in response to state and federal requirements to have in place a current long-range
transportation plan. The planning process will be based primarily on TEA-21, Title 43 Colorado Revised
Statutes, Colorado’s Statewide and Regional Transportation Planning Process Rules and Regulations,
the Regional Planning Guidebook, and the Transit Element Guidelines.

Other potential sources of guidance include the Colorado Statewide Planning Public Involvement
Guidelines, Environmental Justice guidance issued by CDOT and the FHWA, CDOT’s Corridor
Optimization Guidelines, the State of Colorado Access Code, Federal guidance on Limited English
Proficiency, and other appropriate documents.

Exhibit 2: Statewide Transportation Planning Process

cooT
TPR/MPO . : ,
Visions & Values tarewide Transportation™ Policy. Godls, &
l Vision Strategy

Statewide Transportation Plan

Regional Statewide
Transportation

Plan

This plan meets all regulatory and statutory requirements with respect to public involvement and review,
subject matter covered, projected timeline, and other items as required.

FHWA Participation

This document has been prepared using Federal funding from the United States Department of
Transportation. The United States Department of Transportation assumes no responsibility for its contents
or use thereof.
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THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

The Gunnison Valley Regional Planning Commission (RPC) has been established by memorandum of

agreement to include a representative from each county and each incorporated municipality within the

TPR. The RPC has the responsibility to carry out the regional planning process and adopt the plan. The
RPC met regularly throughout 2003 and 2004 to oversee the plan.

Table 1: Regional Planning Commission Members

Gunnison Valley Regional Planning Commission Members

Vince Rogalski

Woodie Sprouse
Chuck Steams

GVTPR Chairperson

Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Mt. Crested Butte
GVTPR Rep. Town of Mt Crested Butte

Name Organization Location
Tom Hollenbeck GVTPR Rep. Ouray County Commissioner Ouray,
Larry Jakublak Town of Hotchkiss — Mayor Hotchkiss
Shirley Jentsch San Juan Corridors Coalition Montrose
Robert Johnson GVTPR Rep. Town of Paonia Paonia
Region 10 Chairperson
Erin Kennedy GVTPR Rep. Town of Ridgway Ridgway
Kathy Mahoney GVTPR Rep. Town of Mountain Village Mountain Village
Bill Miller GVTPR Rep. Town of Cedaredge Cedaredge
Bill Murray GVTPR Rep. Town of Crawford Crawford
John Norris GVTPR Rep. Town of Paonia Paonia
Michael Penny City of Ouray Administrator Ouray
Roberta Peterson Alternate GVTPR Rep. Town of Telluride Telluride
Imogene Pettis GVTPR Rep Town of Naturita Naturita
Michelle Pierce GVTPR Rep. Town of Lake City Lake City

Mt. Crested Butte

Lolly Ross GVTPR Rep. Town of Naturita Naturita
Richard Sales GVTPR Rep. City of Delta Delta
Al Shriver GVTPR Rep. Town of Olathe Olathe

Mt. Crested Butte
Mt. Crested Butte

Jonathan Sweet Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Mtn. Village Mtn. Village
Scott Truex GVTPR Rep. Town of Crested Butte Crested Butte
Gary Violetti Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Hotchkiss Hotchkiss
Ralph Weaver GVTPR Rep. Town of Norwood Norwood
David White Alternative GVTPR Rep. City of Montrose Montrose
Stan Berryman GVTPR Rep. Town of Telluride Telluride
Lynn Black Town of Telluride Administrator Telluride
Ray Blaum Alternate GVTPR Rep. Town of Lake City Lake City
Bill Brougham Mayor City of Montrose Montrose
Chris Brown Alternate Rep. Town of Crawford Crawford
Scott Brownlee Alternate GVTPR Rep. Montrose County Montrose
Mark Collins Alternate GVTPR Rep. City of Gunnison Gunnison
Marlene Crosby GVTPR Rep. City of Gunnison Gunnison
Tamara Dargavel Alternate GVTPR Rep. Town of Norwood Norwood
Mary Helen deKoevend GVTPR Rep. Town of Nucla Nucla

Bob Dodge Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Olathe Olathe
Carol Drake GVTPR Rep. Town of Lake City Lake City
Vernon Ebert GVTPR Rep. San Miguel County Commissioner Telluride
Rick Englehart City of Delta Manager Delta

Bill Ferguson GVTPR Alternate Rep. City of Ouray Ouray
Elaine Fischer Alternate GVTPR Rep. San Miguel County — Commissioner Telluride
Maria Forester Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Cedaredge Cedaredge

Bob Gillie GVTPR Rep. Town of Crested Butte Crested Butte
Susan Hansen GVTPR Rep. Delta County Delta

Ted Hayden GVTPR Rep. Delta County Commissioner Delta

John Hess Alternative GVTPR Rep. Town of Crested Butte Crested Butte
Marc Hitchcox GVTPR Rep. City of Ouray Ouray

Brian Wilson GVTPR Rep. Montrose County Montrose
Henry Woods GVTPR Rep. Town of Lake City Lake City
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TRANSIT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Transit Advisory Committee (TAC) was established to provide technical guidance during the
development of the Transit Element. The TAC met on September 26, 2003 and November 20, 2003 to
oversee transit planning. Members included transit providers, elected officials, technical staff and the

general public.

Table 2: Transit Advisory Committee Members

Gunnison Valley Transit Advisory Committee

Lou Costello

Representative
Michael Erie
Representative
Chris Read
Peter Sowar
John Loring
Representative
Stan Berryman
Representative
Robert Patterson

Bank Representative

Alpine Express

Bank of Telluride

Community Care Center of America
Community Options, Inc./Six Points
Crested Butte Mountain Resort Adaptive
Sports Center

Crested Butte Town Taxi

Delta County Council on Aging

Delta Transit Company

Town of Telluride Transit/Galloping Goose
Greyhound/TNMO

Gunnison Health Care Center

Gunnison
Telluride
Delta
Montrose
Crested Butte
Crested Butte
Crested Butte
Cedaredge
Delta
Telluride
Gunnison, Montrose, Delta, & Ouray
Gunnison

Durell Thompson Hinsdale County Jubileers Lake City

Susan Pritchett Horizons Care Center Eckert

Marian Bell Midwestern CO Mental Health Care Center Montrose
Madaline Lake Montrose County Accessible Transportation Montrose

Scott Truex Mountain Express Crested Butte
Darcy Levtzow Mountain Limo Telluride

Tom Sharp Mountain Village Metropolitan Dist. Mountain Village
Walter Rule Ouray County Council on Aging Ouray

Leslie Jones Region 10 Montrose
Representative Rose Victorian Food Mart Telluride

Tracy Goetz San Juan Living Center Montrose

Lynn Black San Miguel Senior Transportation Telluride

Cindy Farny Skyline Ranch/Ophir Telluride
Representative TeleCare Plus Ouray, Montrose, & Delta Counties
Drew Smith Telluride Express Montrose
Representative Telluride Transit Company Telluride
Representative The Peaks Resort Hotel Mountain Village
Leila Cave Valley Manor Care Center Montrose

Bobby Collins Western Express Taxi Montrose
Skippy White Young at Heart Senior Citizens Gunnison

Lacey Anderson Aspen Diversified Industries Montrose
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[l — PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public involvement process provides for communication among all interested parties through public
meetings, newsletters, and project updates. It is the essential element in facilitating cooperation and
consensus building. This planning process sought to involve all interested parties at key points in the
visioning, identification of issues, and drafting of the plan.

The consultant team developed a comprehensive mailing list of local agencies, interest groups, modal
representatives and citizens with an interest in the plan. A series of three public meetings, as
recommended by CDOT in the recent update to the Guidelines for the Public Involvement in Statewide
Transportation Planning and Programming, were held in the TPR at the plan visioning, draft and final
stages.

The public involvement plan considered the needs of those persons or groups that may be considered
traditionally under-served or that could potentially be impacted by future transportation decisions. All
meetings were held in locations accessible to those with disabilities. Provisions were made to translate
meeting notices and documents as needed, but no requests were received.

CDOT has developed recommendations for its environmental justice initiative that give specific
guidance on its three fundamental principles:

e Toavoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-
income populations

o Toensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process

e To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
and low-income populations

These environmental justice principles and other guidance on implementing the Federal Title VI
elements with respect to income, race, ethnicity, gender, age and disability have been central parts of the
planning process. The plan used a Geographic Information System to identify areas of concern based on
these principles. Every attempt was made to involve those neighborhoods and/or groups in the planning
process.

DOLA OUTREACH PROGRAM

The Gunnison Valley RPC, with assistance from the Department of Local Affairs and CDOT, held
community input meetings for each community in the TPR with fewer than 5,000 residents. URS
provided supporting information and documentation for this outreach program. The presentation included
an overview of the planning process, data about the transportation system, and an opportunity to identify
specific issues or ideas about transportation in the surrounding area. The meetings were widely regarded
as successful and informative. Residents of the smaller communities were appreciative of the chance to
voice their concerns and have them included in the long-range plan.
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Table 3: DOLA Meetings — Location and Date

DOLA Outreach Meetings

Location Date
Delta County August 29, 2003
Town of Cedaredge August 21, 2003
Town of Crawford August 20, 2003
City of Delta September 16, 2003
Town of Hotchkiss September 11, 2003
Town of Orchard September 17, 2003
Town of Paonia August 26, 2003
Gunnison County September 9, 2003
Town of Crested Butte September 15, 2003
City of Gunnison August 19, 2003
Town of Mount Crested Butte August 19, 2003
Town of Pitkin September 9, 2003
Hinsdale County/Lake City September 3, 2003
Montrose County September 3, 2003
City of Montrose September 4, 2003
Town of Naturita/Town of Nucla September 18, 2003
Town of Norwood September 10, 2003
Town of Olathe August 25, 2003
Ouray County August 25, 2003
Town of Ridgway/City of Ouray August 13, 2003
San Miguel County/Town of Mountain Village/Town of Telluride October 14, 2003

Comments received have been incorporated in this report in two ways: recommendations were included,
if appropriate, in the representative projects portion of the corridor visions; for concerns considered short-
term and not appropriate for this long-range plan, comments were forwarded directly to CDOT for
possible attention.

Four Values for the GVTPR were identified from comments resulting from the DOLA meetings and are
listed below.

= State Highway as Main Street and the conflicts associated with this Local concerns/needs exist
regarding signals, curbs & gutters, signage, speed limits, snow removal and cross walks.

= Variance in the boundaries of the planning region, engineering regions, and Transportation
Commission Districts is a concern.

= Concerns about revenues available for projects.

= Highway issues including access, safety, surface condition, and wildlife crossings.
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PUBLIC MEETINGS

Three rounds of public meetings were held to provide the opportunity for public input at each critical step

in the process.

Table 4: Public Meetings — Round 1 — Project Initiation

County or City
North Fork Area Open House

Date
November 18, 2003

Location
Hotchkiss Town Hall
276 West Main, Hotchkiss

Time
7:00 pm to 9:00
pm

Hindsdale County Open House

November 19, 2003

Cursey Annex
311 N. Hensen Street, Lake City

3:00 pm to 5:00
pm

Gunnison County Open House

November 20, 2003

Gunnison County Planning Dept.
221 N. Wisconsin, #D, Gunnison

7:00 pm to 9:00
pm

Delta County Open House

November 20, 2003

Heddles Recreation Center
530 Gunnison River Drive, Delta

7:00 pm to 9:00
pm

West End Open House

December 3, 2003

Naturita Community Center
222 East Main, Naturita

7:00 pm to 9:00
pm

Ouray County Open House

December 9, 2003

Ridgway Community Center
201 North Railroad Street, Ridway

4:00 pm to 6:00
pm

Montrose County Open House

December 9, 2003

Montrose Chamber of Commerce
1519 E. Main Street, Montrose

7:30 pm to 9:00
pm

San Miguel Open House

December 10, 2003

Telluride Fire House
131 West Columbia, Telluride

6:00 pm to 8:00
pm

Region 10 Conference Room

GVTPR Meeting December 11, 2003 300 North Cascade, Ste #1, Montrose 1:00 pm
Table 5: Public Meetings —Round 2 — Preferred Plan
County or City Date \ Location Time

Heddles Recreation Center

6:30 pm to 7:30

Delta March 24, 2004 530 Gunnison River Drive, Delta pm

Gunnison March 25, 2004 g;(;j(;] Ezgtn Vci:r(g),]lijrr\?g?ésuennison grgo P 0600
24,2000 | o S ese |
Loz
San Miguel March 22, 2004 San Miguel County , Miramonte Rm, 10:00 am to 1100

333 W. Colorado Ave., Telluride

am

Table 6: Public Meetings —Round 3 — Draft Plan

County or City

Location

Montrose

Sept 23,2004

Holiday Inn Express, Montrose

4:00 pm-7:00 pm
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Overview of Public Meetings

In December 2003, the Gunnison Valley Regional Planning Commission (GVRPC) held the first round of
public meetings to introduce the regional transportation planning process to the public. At these meetings,
the public was given the opportunity to participate in the planning process, voice their concerns on
specific transportation issues and to comment on previous plans Vision, Values and Regional
Issues/Needs. Typical concerns focused on highway construction, particularly the US 50, US 550, SH
145, SH 92, and SH 133 corridors, the adequacy of aviation and transit services within the region, and
concern over limited transportation dollars. The second round of meetings were held in mid-March 2004
to present the Preferred Transportation Plan to the public for comment. At these meetings the public was
given the opportunity to bring forward any additional transportation projects for consideration. The
Preferred Transportation Plan includes all transportation projects identified in the development of the
Gunnison Valley RPC regional transportation plan. The third public meeting was held in September 2004
as a joint meeting with CDOT and the Gunnison Valley Regional Planning Commission for the purpose
of presenting the findings of the Draft 2005-2030 Colorado Transportation Plan and Draft 2005-2030
Gunnison Valley Regional Transportation Plan and Transit Element to the public for review and
comments.
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Il — REGIONAL VISION, GOALS & STRATEGIES

This task provided the opportunity for the TPR to identify issues that will help in the development of
Regional Vision, Goals, and Strategies. Ultimately, the Regional Vision, Goals, and Strategies developed
through public, RPC, and TAC processes were used in developing evaluation criteria for use in the
transportation alternatives development phase of the plan. The Vision provides the basis to compare
projects for consistency with the final adopted 2030 plan.

The consultant team led the RPC in a series of exercises to help reach consensus on the Regional Vision,
Goals, and Strategies and how best to implement them in support of regional quality of life. CDOT’s
Regional Planning Guidebook offers a series of questions to assist in the completion of this task.

Each plan item was compared to the TPR’s Vision, Goals, and Strategies for consistency. This ensured
that final planning components support the originally conceived ideas of how best to support the regional
quality of life.

CDOT’s guidance in developing this portion of the plan requests that the TPR begin with the
Department’s Mission as a foundation:

The mission of the Colorado Department of Transportation is to provide the best multi modal
transportation system for Colorado that most effectively moves people, goods, and information.

CDOT also offers the following vision as part of its guidance:

To create an integrated transportation system that focuses on moving people and goods, develops
linkages among transportation choices, and provides modal choices to enhance the quality of life
and environment of the citizens of Colorado.

2030 VISION FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES IN THE GUNNISON
VALLEY REGION
The regional vision statement for the GVTPR is:

Maintain and improve our quality of life, environmental health and economic viability within
Region 10 through the establishment of an efficient, safe, and environmentally sound regional
intermodal transportation system.

During the project process, the four Values were identified as priorities for the region.

Value 1 Quality of Natural Environment

Value 2 Preservation of Rural Character & Western Values
Value 3 Sense of Community

Value 4 Economic Opportunity

URS 10
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In addition, the following list of issues confronting the GVTPR surfaced in terms of providing the region

with:
[ ]
[ ]

Tourist/Visitor Services

Safety

Maintenance

Air Service

Rail Service

Bicycle/Pedestrian System Development
Resolutions to Rural/Urban Conflicts

Land Use Planning

11
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[V — TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM INVENTORY

This chapter provides a comprehensive overview of the existing transportation system including highway
system, public transportation, bicycle, pedestrian, rail, and aviation systems. Each mode has been
examined along with its infrastructure, level of service, capacity, operating, and safety characteristics etc.
to identify existing conditions. Not only will this “picture” of the existing systems broaden our knowledge
of what types of systems serve the TPR, it also provides the base of information necessary to determine
future transportation investments by allowing for the identification of deficiencies within each system.

The approach to collecting data on the existing transportation system will depended, to a significant
degree, on the Transportation Planning Data Set as developed by CDOT. The Dataset contains complete
information as collected by CDOT on the highway characteristics and traffic data as well as modal
components of the state’s transportation system. Information from the Dataset have been mapped and
displayed using the ArcView/GIS program.

Note on Transit: A complete inventory of transit operators and their services was undertaken during the
transit element process and is fully integrated with the RTP. This document contains summary
information about local transit systems; for complete information about public transportation, please see
the Transit Element published separately.

HIGHWAY SYSTEM

The following section utilizes the best, most current data available as provided by CDOT. Most highway
information is for the year 2001, the most recent available. The section describes the region’s highway
system with the following information:

e  Project Area

e National Highway System

e  Scenic Byways

e  Functional Classification and Mileage
o  Traffic Volumes

e  Surface Condition

e Bridges

e  Accident Locations

e  Commercial Truck Traffic

e Hazardous Materials Routes

URS 12
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Project Area Map
The project area encompasses Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Montrose, Ouray and San Miguel Counties.

Exhibit 3: Project Study Area Map
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National Highway System

The National Highway System (NHS) was first proposed in the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) in 1991 and was adopted by Congress. The NHS is a system of principal arterials
that are considered significant components of a nationwide network linking major ports to commercial
and industrial centers, connecting major metropolitan areas, providing access to major recreational areas,
connecting major intermodal facilities, and designating a sub-component of strategic defense highways.
The system contains all Interstate Highways plus other major highways and totals about 161,000 miles
nationwide. Of the nearly 700 miles of state highway in the GVTPR, 186 miles are identified as being on
the NHS.

Exhibit 4: National Highway System Map
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Scenic Byways

The Colorado Scenic and Historic Byways program is a statewide partnership intended to provide
recreational, educational, and economic benefits to Coloradans and visitors. This system of outstanding
touring routes in Colorado affords the traveler interpretation and identification of key points of interest
and services while providing for the protection of significant resources.

Scenic and Historic Byways are nominated by local partnership groups and designated by the Colorado
Scenic and Historic Byways Commission for their exceptional scenic, historic, cultural, recreational, and
natural features. (From The Official Site of Colorado’s Scenic and Historic Byways -
http://www.coloradobyways.org/Main.cfm).

The major Scenic Byways in the region include the San Juan Skyway, the Unaweep and Tabeguache, the
Alpine Loop, the West Elk Loop and the Silver Thread are identified in Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5: Scenic Byways Map
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Functional Classification

The classification of the highway system, as defined by FHWA, and is divided between rural and urban
areas. The functional classification system is based on the grouping of streets and highways into classes,

or systems, according to the character of the service they are intended to provide. The road classes are are
used for urban and rural systems:

o Arterial - a major highway primarily for through traffic usually on a continuous route. The

classification is divided into Interstate, Freeways and Expressways, Principal Arterials, and Minor
Arterials.

o Collector - streets whose primary purpose is to serve the internal traffic movement within an area.
The classification is divided into Major and Minor Collector (Rural), and Collector (Urban).

o Local - streets whose primary purpose is feeding higher order systems (Collector & Arterial), or
providing direct access with little or no through traffic.

Exhibit 6: Functional Classification Map
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State Highways

The following table shows mileages and percent of total state highways for each functional classification
within the TPR. Of just under 700 miles, approximately 49.3% are Minor Arterial Rural, 25.4% are Other
Principal Arterial Rural, and 22.7% are Major Collector Rural.

Table 7: State Highway Functional Classification

State Highway Functional Classification

Highway Classification % of Total Miles
Freeway Urban 0.0% 0
Other Principal Arterial Urban 1.6% 11
Collector Urban 0.1%
Minor Arterial Urban 0.1%
Interstate Rural 0.0%
Other Principal Arterial Rural 25.4% 175
Minor Arterial Rural 49.3% 338
Major Collector Rural 22.7% 156
Minor Collector Rural 0.7% 5
Total 100.0% 686

Source: CDOT

Local Roads

The following table shows mileages and percent of total local roadways for each functional classification
within the TPR. Local roadways are under the jurisdiction of a county or municipality. Of just under
3,500 miles, approximately 75.1% are Local Rural.

Table 8: Local Road Functional Classification

Local Road Functional Classification

Road Classification Miles % of Total
Principal Arterial Rural 0.0 0.0%
Minor Arterial Rural 0.0 0.0%
Major Collector Rural 185.3 5.4%
Minor Collector Rural 580.3 16.9%
Local Rural 2,587.4 75.1%
Highway Urban 0.0 0.0%
Principal Arterial Urban 0.0 0.0%
Minor Arterial Urban 5.7 0.2%
Major Collector Urban 11.4 0.3%
Local Urban 73.1 2.1%

Total 3443.2 100%

Source: CDOT
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Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes on state highways were generated using CDOT data for 2001, the most recent available.
The data is based on a mix of permanent traffic counters, temporary (mobile) traffic counters, and a
model comparing known values to similar roadways across the state. The Average Annual Daily Traffic
(AADT) is a commonly used measure that provides the total number of vehicles on a highway throughout
the year divided by 365. This method helps “smooth” peaks and valleys in the traffic profile that may be
seasonal (recreation or agriculture) or special event triggered.

Exhibit 7: Average Annual Daily Traffic 2001 Map
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Volume to Capacity Ratio

The Volume to Capacity Ratio, commonly referred to as V/C (V over C), is another commonly used
measure of traffic. It provides information about congestion on the facility, rather than the raw number of
vehicles. For instance, 5,000 vehicles per day on a narrow, two-lane road with no shoulders is much more
congested than 5,000 vehicles per day on a 4-lane interstate facility. In the following maps, the Volume
(AADT) is compared with the Capacity of the facility to obtain a ratio between 0 (no congestion) and 100
(gridlock). Congestion starts to become a noticeable problem in rural areas at about 0.60 or 60% of
capacity. In urban areas, 0.85 is more commonly acknowledged as the lower limit of severe congestion.

Exhibit 8: Volume to Capacity Ratio 2001 Map
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Surface Condition

CDOT rates the condition of highway surfaces with its Pavement Management System, providing a range
of years of remaining service life of the pavement of the highway segment depending on roughness,
cracking, patching, rutting and other indicators of smoothness and structure. The Colorado Transportation
Commission has set a goal of maintaining the state’s highway system, overall, with a minimum of 60%
rated Good or Fair. Resurfacing projects are not normally chosen as part of the long range plan, but are
scheduled by CDOT according to the output of the Pavement Management System.

Exhibit 9: Highway Miles by Surface Condition Chart
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CDOT has reallocated significant funding from construction programs to the surface treatment program to
attempt to meet its number one goal of maintaining the existing system at an acceptable level. The region
has not met this goal as 40.8% of the roadways are categorized as either in good or fair condition. In
addition, almost 60% of the region’s roadways are considered to be in poor condition.

Table 9: State Highway Condition

State Highway Condition

Miles per Condition Percentage per Condition
County Miles Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor
Delta 114 36 29 50 31.3% 25.3% 43.4%
Gunnison 191 101 13 77 52.8% 7.0% 40.2%
Hinsdale 39 0 10 29 0.0% 24.9% 75.1%
Montrose 194 38 3 154 19.3% 1.5% 79.2%
Ouray 48 23 18 7 48.2% 36.9% 14.9%
San Miguel 100 10 0 90 9.9% 0.0% 90.1%
Total 686 207 73 407 30.2% 10.6% 59.3%
Source: CDOT 2001
20
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The following map shows the distribution of Good, Fair and Poor highway segments in 2001. Recent
repaving projects may have changed to picture somewhat, but as some segments are being repaved, others

reach the end of service life.
Exhibit 10: Surface Condition Map
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State Highway Bridges

Each bridge on the state highway system is given a Bridge Sufficiency Rating by CDOT’s Bridge
Management System relevant to its structural (aging or other engineering deficits) or functional (usually
width limitations) integrity. Bridges are ranked from 0-100. Bridges with a sufficiency rating less than
.80 and more than 20 feet in length are eligible for rehabilitation funding. Bridges with a sufficiency
rating of less than 50 and 20 feet in length are eligible for replacement funding. Those bridges are plotted
on the following map.

Bridge repair and replacement projects are not a normal part of the long range planning process, but are
chosen by CDOT on the basis of sufficiency rating, funding availability, and proximity to other highway
projects. When highways are upgraded or have other major work performed, CDOT also upgrades the
associated bridges to current standards as a matter of policy. The data presented here concerning bridges
is for information only about the region’s system and not intended as part of the major scope of the plan.

Exhibit 11: Functionally Obsolete/Structurally Deficient Bridge Map
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Accident Locations

Two sources of information about highway safety and accident locations were examined for this report.
CDOT provided a segment-by-segment analysis for the planning process, which showed a crash rate, an
injury rate, and a fatality rate on each section of highway. This data provided information for the
prioritization of corridors and about the type of work that should be done in the Alternatives Analysis
chapter of this report. In addition, year 2001 crash data has been plotted in the following map to provide
an overview, for one year, of the distribution and concentration of crashes in the region.

Exhibit 12: Accident Locations Map
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Freight

The two following maps, Exhibits 13 and 14, provide a picture of the level of commercial truck use on
regional highways. The first, Commercial Truck AADT, shows the actual volume of commercial trucks
on highways. The heaviest used highways, more than 150 trucks per day, include US 50 across the entire
region, US 550 (north of Ridgway), and sections of SH 62, SH 141 and SH 145. The second, Commercial
Truck Percent Total of AADT, shows the percentage of trucks relative to the total traffic stream. A
percent of greater than 10% indicates that a corridor more than likely plays a role in the movement of
commerce within the TPR. This map shows the highest percentage of trucks (over 10%) occurs on US
550, US 50, SH 141, and a segment of SH 90 near the Utah border.

Exhibit 13: Commercial Truck Average Annual Daily Traffic — 2001 Map
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Exhibit 14: Commercial Trucks Percent Total AADT — 2001 Map
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Freight Analysis Framework

Additional information was acquired from existing federal and local databases as appropriate. For
instance, a new federal database reporting model, the Freight Analysis Framework, is available to assist
us in understanding commercial vehicle movements in relationship to inter-regional and interstate travel
on the state highway system.

“Understanding future freight activity is important for matching infrastructure supply to demand and for
assessing potential investment and operational strategies. To help decision makers identify areas in need
of capacity improvements, the U.S. Department of Transportation developed the Freight Analysis
Framework (FAF), a comprehensive national data and analysis tool, including county-to-county freight
flows for the truck, rail, water, and air modes. FAF also forecasts freight activity in 2010 and 2020 for
each of these modes. Information about the methodology used in developing FAF is available on the
Office of Freight Management and Operations’ website www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight.

The U.S. freight transportation network moves a high volume of goods each year. Over 15 billion tons of
goods, worth over $9 trillion, were moved in 1998. The movement of bulk goods, such as grains, coal,
and ores, still comprises a large share of the tonnage moved on the U.S. freight network. However, lighter
and more valuable goods, such as computers and office equipment, now make up an increasing proportion
of what is moved. FAF estimates that trucks carried about 71 percent of the total tonnage and 80 percent
of the total value of U.S. shipments in 1998. By 2020, the U.S. transportation system is expected to
handle about 23 billion tons of cargo valued at nearly $30 trillion.

The following map shows the relative flows of commercial truck traffic on a national basis that either
originates or terminates in Colorado. Inthe TPR, US 50 and US 550 stand out in this macro-level view.
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Exhibit 15: Map Freight Flows to, From, and Within Colorado by Truck: 1998 (tons)
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Hazardous Materials Routes

Two major routes - one east-west and the other north-south - in the region are designated as hazardous
materials routes. These hazardous materials routes in the GVPTPR are US 50/US 550, and SH 141.
Transporters of all hazardous materials in Table 1 in the Colorado Code of Regulations, Part 172 must
adhere to these routes. Transporters of hazardous materials must adhere to the designated routes if the
guantities being transported are over certain regulated amounts or in certain types of containers.
Exceptions may be granted under some conditions. Information, permits, and complete regulations are
available for the Colorado State Patrol at http://csp.state.co.us/HazMat.htm.

Exhibit 16: Hazardous Materials Routes Map
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TRANSIT SYSTEM
This section discusses transportation providers within the Gunnison Valley study. The information
includes public, private, and nonprofit transportation providers.

A Transportation Provider Survey was sent to all providers in the region. Table 10 lists all transit
providers in the region with detailed information for providers that responded to the survey. Limited data
were submitted from several agencies because they do not currently track all transportation information.

For more detailed information on transit needs, please see the Gunnison Valley 2030 Regional Transit
Element, published separately. The Transit Element forms an integral part of this long-range
transportation plan. Summary information from the Transit Element is included in the following section.

Public Transportation Inventory
Alpine Express, Inc.

Alpine Express provides a variety of transportation services that vary by season including door-to-door
airport service, employee “shuffle” services, luxury limousine service, and summer jeep/scenic tours.

Airport Service

Alpine Express has provided airport service for 15 years. The door-to-door ground transportation services
connect the Gunnison County Airport to the resort communities of Crested Butte and Mt. Crested Bultte.
This service is provided year-round, but is oriented more toward the ski season peak when the Gunnison
Airport gets direct flights daily from Dallas and Atlanta. In 2001, the agency provided approximately
56,200 annual demand-response passenger-trips, with 280,000 annual miles.

Employee “Shuffle” Service

The Shuffle provides employee transportation between the City of Gunnison and Crested Butte during the
ski season. Some intermediate stops are also made between Gunnison and Crested Butte. The Shuffle
ridership is approximately 23,500 during the ski season (150 days), with 41,000 vehicle-miles of service.
Approximately half of those trips are from Gunnison to Crested Butte, and the other half of the trips are in
the reverse direction. The Shuffle is funded through the Gunnison Valley Rural Transportation Authority
(RTA). The RTA was created in the November 2003 election and is sales tax funded. The vehicles are
described as “school buses.” Alpine Express purchased a bus in 1996, which cost $70,000.

Aspen Diversified Industries, Inc. (ADI)

Aspen Diversified Industries is a nonprofit agency dedicated to assisting disadvantaged and disabled
individuals by providing training and creating meaningful career opportunities in the existing job market.
ADI has over 160 employees in seven Colorado communities — Colorado Springs, Denver, Canon City,
Pueblo, Alamosa, La Junta and Montrose. ADI forms partnerships with local human service agencies,
businesses, and governmental entities.

In January 2003, the Colorado Pina Project identified the most troublesome areas within the Montrose
community. Transportation was rated the largest problem for the community for each agency. ADI
became a leading advocate on the Transportation Committee. A plan was developed for a fixed-route
service within Montrose. ADI identified a cost per year to run a transit operation and began to propose a
voucher system for the agencies to purchase and distribute to their employees, clients, and consumers.
The transportation service is available to anyone needing transportation. The City of Montrose agreed to
take part in the effort and granted ADI $19,500 for the service. The service began on March 30, 2004.
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Community Care Center of America

The Community Care Center of America at Delta is a private (for profit) organization providing transport
to its residents, who come from the surrounding area but are not limited to just Delta County. Service is
available Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Center has one 1995 vehicle, a Ford
extended cab that carries eight passengers, including three wheelchair tiedowns. One full-time and one
part-time driver are employed year-round. The vehicle travels approximately 10,000 annual miles. Ninety
percent of the passengers are elderly residents within the region.

Community Options — Delta/Montrose

Community Options is a private nonprofit organization providing 24-hour service to Montrose and Delta.
There is a fixed route, but transportation is also provided as needed for planned events. No fare is
charged. Community Options has a large fleet of vehicles, 31 of which are used to transport clients. One
full-time year-round driver is employed; however, the residential staff of 60 caregivers serve as drivers
whenever needed. Approximately 25,000 one-way annual passenger-trips are made, with approximately
340,000 vehicle-miles and 9,200 hours. Service is provided 365 days of the year with annual operating
cost of approximately $75,000. Community Options receives annual funding from the state department
for developmental disability services. Administrative expenses are approximately $16,000 annually,
operating expenses are approximately $200,500 annually, and capital expenditures for passenger service
are approximately $60,500.

Crested Butte Mountain Resort Adaptive Sports Center

The Adaptive Sports Center at Crested Butte Mountain
Resort is a private, nonprofit recreation organization for the “
disabled population. The agency provides services mostly in N e

and around Mount Crested Butte and the immediate vicinity. EER SR ANSS NN =TN S
Transportation is provided once a week for the Gunnison Community School and on an as-needed basis

in response to the demand of summer clients of the Adaptive Sports Center. No fare is directly charged, as
costs are included in their activity fee. The agency owns one 15-passenger Dodge van and an 8-passenger
GMC Suburban. Winter instructors or summer guides are utilized as drivers. Funding of $500,000
annually comes from activity fees, donations, and fundraisers. Most riders have some sort of disability.

Crested Butte Town Taxi, Inc.

Crested Butte Town Taxi provides on-call, on-demand taxi service in Crested Butte and Mt. Crested
Butte, plus some service in Aspen. The company began operation in 1987 and is available 365 days per
year, from 9:00 a.m. to 2:30 a.m. The company reports approximately 73 percent of the riders are youth
under age 18, 25 percent are adults age 18-60 years, and two percent are elderly residents over age 60.

Crested Butte Town Taxi, Inc. reports that normally two vehicles are in operation at any one time during
the day. The exceptions to this rule are from 4:00 — 5:00 p.m. and after 8:00 p.m. The company employs
one full-time year-round driver, one full-time seasonal driver, and other part-time drivers as needed.
Vehicles are stored on the company parking lot, and the taxi contracts with a local garage for
maintenance.

Delta County Council on Aging (DCCOA)

Delta County Council on Aging provides transportation service to the elderly, low income, and disabled
residents of Delta County. Residents are also transported to congregate meal sites within the county. All
service is provided on a donation basis. Several services are offered by the Council on Aging. Operating
costs in 2002 were approximately $43,414. Revenue sources for the service include donations, Title 111B
of the Older Americans Act, state general funds, city and county funds, and other sources. The agency
provided 21,780 annual passenger-trips in 2002 with approximately 29,210 annual vehicle-miles and
3,723 vehicle-hours.
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Delta Transit Company

Delta Transit is a private company operating within Delta County and providing call-and-demand service
Mondays through Saturdays from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., as well as emergency service when needed.
Delta Transit owns two non-accessible vehicles in good condition. The agency provides approximately
13,000 annual passenger-trips, with approximately 53,000 annual miles. Operating costs are
approximately $40,000 annually.

Franz Klammer Lodge

For employees, a 15-passenger van is operated between Montrose and Telluride, with stops in Ridgway.
This service is provided seven days per week, arriving at 8:00 a.m. and departing at 5:00 p.m. Depending
upon the day and the season, 3 to 15 people use the van. The vehicle used for this service is leased for
approximately $20,000 annually. For guests, seven vehicles are available to shuttle guests between
Mountain Village and Montrose.

Gunnison Valley Rural Transportation Authority (RTA)

The Gunnison Valley Rural Transportation Authority was created in the November 2003 election and is
funded by sales tax. The 2003 budget is approximately $900,000. The RTA currently funds the Shuffle
Program between the City of Gunnison and Crested Butte during the ski season. The RTA is focusing on
several other areas of transportation, which will be in progress as the 2030 Transit Element is completed.

e Expand the current level of service between the City of Gunnison and Towns of Mount Crested
Butte and Crested Butte to meet the demand of the work force.

e Provide convenient quality transportation services for tourist and local residents to encourage the
use of mass transit rather than personal vehicles to travel between and within the City of
Gunnison and the Towns of Crested Butte and Mount Crested Butte.

e Research the feasibility of providing public transportation between the City of Gunnison, Crested
Butte and Mount Crested Butte to the trailheads located between Mount Crested Butte and the
town site of Schofield.

e Provide expanded year round air service for residents and visitors of Gunnison County to enhance
the local economy and support the tourist industry through contracts for service with various air
carriers.

o Review the needs for specialized transportation services within the boundaries of the Rural
Transportation Authority.

o Implementation of the new service plan will begin with an amended Upper Gunnison
Transportation Plan that will be adopted during 2004. Service improvements will be achieved on
a phased basis, as needed and necessary new equipment and staff can be deployed. It is estimated
this process will take 12 to 18 months from the date the Authority was formed.

Greyhound / TNMO

Texas, New Mexico, & Oklahoma (TNMO)/Greyhound provides
scheduled service to Gunnison, Montrose, Delta, and Ouray with flag
stops at other locations along the routes. This scheduled service
provides connections in Grand Junction to Denver and Salt Lake
City. This service is provided using two routes. One originates from Albuquerque, traveling northbound
through Ouray, Montrose, and Delta to Grand Junction, then west to Salt Lake City. The other originates
from Pueblo and travels through Gunnison, Montrose, and Delta to Grand Junction.
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There is one bus in each direction (eastbound and westbound) per day. The eastbound bus departs at 9:30
a.m., arriving in Pueblo at 1:30 p.m. Fares from Gunnison to Pueblo are approximately $30 one-way.
Connections can be made in Pueblo to Colorado Springs and Denver. The fare from Gunnison to
Colorado Springs is approximately $35 one-way.

The westbound bus departs at 6:45 p.m. daily. Stops are made in Montrose (approximately 8:00 p.m.) and
in Delta (approximately 8:30 p.m.). The bus arrives into Grand Junction by 7:30 p.m. The fare is
approximately $25 one-way.

Two northbound buses depart from Montrose and Delta on a daily basis. The first bus leaves Montrose at
12:05 p.m., stopping in Delta and departing at 12:30 p.m. The first bus arrives in Grand Junction at 1:30
p.m. The second bus leaves Montrose at 8:05 p.m., stopping in Delta and arrives in Grand Junction at
9:30 p.m. The fares are approximately $15 one-way.

One southbound bus departs Montrose each day, and two buses depart from Delta each day. The second
of the two Delta departures is the same as the eastbound departure discussed above. The primary
southbound trip departs Delta at 5:40 a.m., passing through Montrose, Ridgway, Ouray, Durango, an