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Technical Comments on North I-25 EIS
North Front Range MPO Staff
December 30, 2008

Commuter Rail vs. BRT
There are two major areas of technical concern with the draft EIS for North I-25. The first
is the overestimated infrastructure need and therefore overestimated cost in the proposal
for passenger rail in Package A. The second is the cost allocation, or the lack thereof, for
Bus Rapid Transit. When these two deficiencies are combined, they create a fatal flaw
which results in the Package A alternative being eliminated from consideration for funding
reasons.
1. The first area has two components, the major one of which is the question of whether or
not the Package A commuter rail proposal requires double tracking from Fort Collins to
Longmont. The EIS, on page 2-21, acknowledges that the single track option assumed
fairly limited rail service during the peak period and no service during the rest of the day.
It also assumed a reduced number of stations and limited passing tracks. Therefore it is
no wonder that there was a “…very noticeable reduction in ridership that would result.”
The single track option, if it is to be compared to the double track option, should have
used as similar a set of assumptions as possible, given the constraints of a single track.
These assumptions are in terms of service levels, number of stations, and passing tracks.
The MPO’s rail consultant has indicated that “a single track railroad with proper signaling Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) – can easily handle up to 25 trains per day.” He goes on
to say “BNSF runs all Metra trains west from Chicago’s Union Station where freight is
mixed with commuter rail on a CTC controlled railroad.”
On the same page, the draft document states “Because these options [single tracking]
would not include constructing a new track adjacent to the existing freight rail track, they
would result in substantially less construction and thus result in substantially less impact to
environmental impacts.”
It is our recommendation that the single track option be evaluated in the draft
document with a similar set of assumptions as were made for the double tracking
option in terms of service levels, number of stations, and passing tracks.
2. The second component that bears further scrutiny is the inclusion of the double track
line from Longmont to FasTracks North Metro Corridor end-of-line in Thornton as Part of
Package A. According to the document, the difference in transit time between that option
and the Commuter Rail without Connection option is exactly four minutes. It seems to
make no sense to include the connection in terms of transit travel time, let alone in terms
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of the added expense. Right of way along Highway 119 is going to be extremely
expensive, as is construction of new track. We therefore recommend that this piece of
Package A commuter rail be eliminated from consideration.
This second area also has two components.
a) The first relates to the way in which Package B allocates the cost of constructing,
operating, and maintaining the tolled express lanes (TEL). It is our understanding that
none of the costs for adding the TEL was attributed to BRT, which clearly is inaccurate,
since without these lanes, BRT would not be able to show any travel time advantage over
travel times in the general purpose lanes. A proportion of the costs for the right of way,
roadway, barrier separation, and all other construction components of the TEL should be
attributed to BRT. The same is true with the costs of operating and maintaining the
facility.
We recommend that a reasonable proportion of all these costs be assigned to BRT
in order to arrive at a true cost for the service being proposed.
b) The second technical component is the way in which revenues have been determined
for the TEL. While we are far from experts on this subject, we’re guessing that the
numbers were based on a 10-year time period. The use of this time period excludes the
cost of replacing equipment that has only a ten-year life. If the projections went out 30
years, which seems to be somewhat standard for facilities of this sort, the life cycle costs
would result in a much less favorable picture for the TEL. In addition, it is of concern that
the recent economic situation is causing a significant shortfall on the Pennsylvania,
Indiana, and Skyway toll facilities.
We recommend that the TEL costs and revenues be projected on a 30 year basis to
obtain an accurate cost/benefit picture.
It is clear that the costs and service levels in the present document are unfairly slanted
toward BRT and against commuter rail. Thus, the reviewer is unable to make an informed
judgment on the technical merits of the proposal.

Rocky Mountain Rail Authority High Speed Rail
Feasibility Study
There is no mention of the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority High Speed Rail Feasibility
Study anywhere in the document. This is unfortunate since so-called “private” projects
such as the “Falcon Expressway” and “Front Range Rail Plan” (neither of which are
planning projects endorsed by any jurisdiction in Northern Colorado) are recognized in the
DEIS.
Recommendation - At the very least, the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority (RMRA)
project should be given the same credence. After all, it is a CDOT-funded project.
Recommendation - Bridge and overpass designs that allow for the future provision
of rail service in the I-25 median should be forwarded, in spite of the excess cost. A
failure to do so virtually ensures additional costs and complications if indeed it is
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determined that High Speed Rail is deemed feasible by the RMRA and CDOT (study to be
completed in June of ’09 with a recommended alignment for HSR in the I-25 Corridor).

Rail Stations
It doesn’t make sense technically to provide two commuter rail stations within 1.2 miles of
each other in Fort Collins – one at the Downtown Transit Center and another at Colorado
State University. This station spacing is impractical when designing a commuter rail line.
Ideally, commuter rail stations are spaced approximately 3-5 miles apart. Stations with a
greater distance may miss potential ridership and stations closer together typically have
decreased level of service due to increased travel times, not to mention increased capital
costs associated with station construction. The proposed CSU station also does not
include a Park & Ride facility, so it will not provide the level of vehicular access that one
would typically like to see afforded at a commuter rail station. The Mason Street Corridor
BRT system will have duplicating stop at the CSU location.
Recommendation is to re-evaluate the proposed CSU station for the above reasons.

BRT
On the question of so-called “Bus Rapid Transit” operating on I-25 in Package B, our
concerns center on this particular transit option being oversold to the public by portraying
a mode that for all practical purposes would be more accurately called “express bus
service” to Denver. BRT by nature has a very loose definition, and at the very least we
believe that a more thorough discussion should be presented that accurately places this
specific proposal into the “continuum” of BRT services.
For example, most literature and guidance pertaining to BRT implementation suggests
that several factors must be in place in order to maximize the ridership and costs benefits
associated with the project. Some of these factors are: an exclusive guideway for the sole
operation of the BRT vehicles (the TEL lanes as proposed are not a substitute), platform
boarding at stations and stops (mentioned in the text of the EIS but not illustrated in the
conceptual drawings), signal pre-emption, high frequencies (typically 10 to 15 minute
headways) and on-board fare collection.
All of these factors, when implemented, take regular city bus or express service to the
next level of speed, passenger convenience, and overall competitiveness with the SOV to
the next level. It is not clear that the “BRT” option as presented contains any of these
additional components. Put simply, the BRT option as proposed is absolutely the lowest
grade of service that might be implemented and still earn the title “BRT.”
Looking at the differences between this proposal and the Mason Street Corridor project in
Fort Collins illustrates the “continuum” of “BRT” options that are nevertheless lumped into
the same category.
Recommendation - The EIS should take great pains to explain these differences
(express bus service vs. BRT) so that the public is plainly aware of what they are
commenting on and the differences between the types of services. Anything less
may be construed as misleading.
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Additionally, it concerns us that the decision to locate BRT stations in the median of I-25
was seemingly made so that BRT could be “as competitive as possible with commuter rail
service” (page 2-44). Two questions immediately come to mind:
a. Does locating the so-called BRT stations in the median preclude future HSR
service in the median?
b. Making a decision intended to make one alternative more competitive with
another seems to indicate a bias in the analysis. If BRT in the I-25 corridor can
be competitive with the commuter rail alternative in Package A then shouldn’t it
be analyzed on its own merits and not be “propped up” to compete better in the
final analysis?

Park & Ride Lots
Recommendation – CDOT should increase visual monitoring and upkeep of the
expanded park & ride/carpooling lots to ensure vehicle safety from theft and
vandalism. Since CDOT Region 4 and the MPO partnered to install monitoring devices
and lighting at specific park & ride lots, it is our understanding from local law enforcement
that vandalism has decreased and safety has increased.

Miscellaneous Comments
There may need to be some consideration of additional components for mixing and
matching into a preferred package. The latter is probably the most important feedback
that CDOT needs to hear. However, we are also concerned that there may be
assumptions about the costs of the packages that would be affected if the timing of current
and upcoming (committed) construction projects on I-25 are not being given attention and
then appropriately updated by the EIS team when mixing and matching components into a
preferred alternative package.
Stale Descriptions
Regarding Component A-H3: I-25, SH 60 to E-470, the material currently says, "A new
interchange at SH 66 is planned as part of a separate action." Recommendation - to
avoid confusion this should have said that the new interchange at SH 66 is
"currently under construction..." (that is, not just "planned").
Regarding Component A-H2: I-25, SH 14 to SH 60, the material currently says, "The
relatively new interchange at Harmony Road would be widened to provide additional
capacity." The previous sentence says that it will be "reconstructed." Recommendation Hopefully, what needs to happen at Harmony Road will not discard and then
reconstruct the existing bridge, which would be very expensive, but would be more
like what is described elsewhere (see Component A-H3: I-25, SH 60 to E-470) about
the SH 52 interchange: "The relatively new SH 52 structure over I-25 would be
widened to provide additional capacity along SH 52." (Perhaps ramps at Harmony
Road will also be widened and should be mentioned.)
Recommendation - Perhaps the plans underway by Fort Collins and Windsor to
totally reconstruct the interchange at SH 392 should be pointed out as "likely to
be part of a separate action if adequate funding can be arranged." If this would not
fit well into the description of the component, then perhaps it could be mentioned
under the "Considerations" heading, since its timing might affect the
comparisons of total costs for a recommended package. If Fort Collins and
4

Windsor do reconstruct the SH 392 interchange, would a "Minor Structure Rehab"
still need to be shown as part of the "No Action" alternative and be included in its
costs?
Regarding Component A-H3: I-25, SH 60 to E-470, the material currently says, "No
widening would be included between SH 66 and SH 52; this section is to be constructed to
six lanes with No-Action." (emphasis added) Recommendation - It seems that that in
order to avoid confusion, the material could just as well say "this section is
currently being constructed to six lanes."
Assortment of Components
Regarding Component A-T1: Commuter Rail, Fort Collins to Longmont, at the
December 15th RCC/TAC meeting, it was stated that RTD's FasTracks plan is looking at a
single (not a double) track operation for the north end of the Northwest Rail corridor.
RTD's web site says, "...the BNSF must determine whether the new track will be built on
the east or west side of the existing track. Trains from Boulder to Longmont will run on the
existing track."
The reference about building "on the east or west side" is evidently associated with the
portion of the corridor south of Boulder, where the result would be "double tracking" which
would reduce schedule conflicts between commuter train and freight train traffic. The use
of the "existing track" from Boulder to Longmont implies a single-track commuter rail
service.
Recommendation - If a clear case has not yet been made from the EIS analysis
about the need for double-tracking north of Longmont, then this existing
component's capital cost (assuming double-tracking between Longmont and Fort
Collins) might be putting commuter rail at a competitive disadvantage in
any potential package that would include it. Perhaps another component needs to
be added to the assortment of components for addressing a single-track option
mixing and matching.
On the other hand, if double-tracking north of Longmont has been established as
being crucial, then perhaps another component needs to be added yet to the
assortment of components: It would address, for the sake of compatibility and
continuity, double-tracking between Boulder and Longmont on the Northwest Rail
line. Might the need for double tracking either north or south of Longmont
be affected by whether or not there will be any new connecting rail line --be it
single- or double-tracked-- between Longmont and RTD's North Metro line?
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DRCOG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the North I-25 draft EIS. We only have a few
comments, as follows:
Overall:
The Draft EIS makes reference to currently available information from the 2030 MVRTP and uses
a combined traffic model with data from the North Front Range MPO, prepared with assistance
from a technical group that included modeling staff from DRCOG. We would note, however, that
there have been recent changes that should be considered in the final EIS.
•
•
•

In December 2007, the MVRTP was updated to 2035 (and will be formally amended in
January 2008)
Appendix 4 of the 2035 MVRTP, available from the DRCOG website, includes a current
listing of fiscally constrained capital improvements and estimated costs (in 2008 dollars)
for regional road and transit facilities currently included in the MVRTP.
In February 2008, the DRCOG planning area was expanded to include a portion of
southwest Weld County. Thus, geographic and document references may need to
change from the Upper Front Range TPR to the DRCOG region.

Page Specific:
•

Page 2-3 and elsewhere: reference should be made to the specific document title of the
2030 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan (2030 MVRTP) rather than simply
“Metro Vision” - unless clear definition, early on, is given as to what the term “Metro
Vision” references (e.g. on bottom of page 4.1).

•

Page 4-2, line 15 - Was it the assumption for the EIS modeling that FasTracks (RTD)
service would actually be extended north? Or intermingling of new service provider? Or
simply a connection (page 4-3). Likewise, page 4-15 references “long-haul transit
service.” Further explanation of assumptions is provided on 4-44, but a little should be
provided earlier, such as on page 4-2.

•

Page 4-3, line 25 - The 2035 MVRTP references a vision for HOV/BRT on I-25 north of
US-36. While not precluding “managed lanes” or tolled express lanes from being
amended into the plan at a future date, it does not specifically define it as such at this
time.

•

Page 4-51 - Figure 4-26 appears to show many types of facilities besides trails. The
legend should be changed (possibly to “Facility”) and maybe in title note: (excluding
pedestrian-only sidewalks) or something like this. We understand that this is always a
tricky issue with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Lines 20-23 of page 4-50 are also
confusing. Clarification should be made in the FEIS with further verification of the
facilities shown on Figure 4-26.

•

Page 6-3 - The specific RTP should be referenced. What SH-7 improvements were
included in the Package Capital Cost? Should the SH-7 funding source amount be
included as available funding for the project? If so, it would be better to say funding has
been identified rather than “approved.” Would be useful to have more detail for funding
cost components in Tables 6-1 to 6-3.

RESOLUTION NO. 27-08

A RESOLUTION OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF BERTHOUD, LARIMER AND
WELD COUNTIES, COLORADO CONFIRMING THE BOARD’S FORMAL SUPPORT FOR
PACKAGE A OF THE NORTH I-25 EIS ALTERNATIVES
WHEREAS, the boundaries of the Town of Berthoud include portions of I-25 and the BNSF
Railroad; and,
WHEREAS, Package A includes a commuter rail station in the Town of Berthoud, feeder bus
service to the rail station from I-25, and a potential commuter rail operational and maintenance
facility in Berthoud; and,
WHEREAS, the continued reliance on I-25 as the dominant north/south transportation corridor
to the exclusion of commuter rail service may/does not give due consideration to the
importance/necessity of having both an alternative north/south route and alternative
transportation modality; and,
WHEREAS, Package A would be responsive to needs along I-25 and BNSF Railroad; and,
WHEREAS, Package A contains an interchange upgrade at the intersection of I-25 and State
Highway 56; and,
WHEREAS, Package A contains one new General Purpose Lane in each direction on I-25 north
and south of the Berthoud exit on I-25.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE TOWN OF
BERTHOUD, LARIMER AND WELD COUNTIES, COLORADO THAT:
The Board of Trustees of the Town of Berthoud hereby specifically states its support of the
Package A EIS Alternatives.
This resolution was introduced, read and adopted by the Board of Trustees at the regular meeting
in favor and 0
opposed.
on December 9, 2008 by a vote of 7

TOWN OF BERTHOUD
ATTEST:

________________________
Mary Cowdin, Town Clerk

________________________
T. P. Patterson, Mayor

TOWN OF FREDERICK
401 LOCUST STREET • P.O. BOX 435 • FREDERICK, CO 80530-0435
PHONE: (303) 833-2388 • FAX: (303) 833-3817
WEBSITE: WWW.FREDERICKCO.GOV

December 22, 2008
Ms. Carol Parr
CDOT Region 4
1420 2nd Street
Greeley, CO 80631
Dear Ms. Parr:
This letter is being provided to pass on comments from our Town Board that were made during the overview of
alternatives presented last week by Long Nguyen, CDOT Assistant Project Manager, and Holly Buck, FHU
Senior Transportation Engineer. The Board expresses support for an alternative that would combine the
Package B Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Tolled Express Lane (TEL) improvements with the Commuter Bus
Service on US 85 component. This combination of improvements would have capital costs that are 16% lower
than Package A. And more importantly, the annual operating costs would be 45% less than Package A. The
combined daily users, while possibly slightly less than the combined total ridership of 6,850 per day (obtained
by adding 5,650 for I-25 BRT and the 1,200 for US 85 Commuter Bus), would far exceed the 4,300 daily rides
projected for Commuter Rail along the BNSF route. The projected operating cost for BRT would be less than
$4 per ride for BRT compared to nearly $18 per ride for the commuter rail option. BRT also provides a better
level of service with 3 buses per hour during peak hours and 2 buses per hour during off peak compared to 2
trains per hour during peak and one train per hour during off peak for commuter rail. All measures of Travel
Time Comparisons indicate that Package B out-performs Package A by a significant margin. All of these facts
indicate that Package B would have a better cost-benefit ratio than Package A. The environmental impacts of
the two packages are very similar. Based on these facts, and the belief that the combination of Package B plus
the Commuter Bus Service on US 85 would better serve the Town of Frederick, the Board recommends that an
alternative consisting of Package B plus the Commuter Bus Service on US 85 component be selected for further
analysis in the final EIS.
While the Board is of the opinion that Package A should not be the preferred option, if the commuter rail
component is included for further study, we would voice the Town of Frederick’s strong support for the
recommended Alignment S for the connection between Longmont and the FasTracks North Metro Corridor.
Alignment S was the alignment initially chosen by the project team. It is the Town Board’s position that the
selection of Alignment S as the recommend connection was made using appropriate criteria and a process that
was developed after months of involvement by all interested parties, and that this remains the best option for the
commuter rail component. With the population center shifting to the east in this region, the Board questions a
commuter rail alignment located west of I-25. There are no apparent benefits to Frederick for the commuter rail
components as presented in the North I-25 DEIS.
The Town of Frederick has been involved in the North I-25 EIS process and appreciates the opportunity to
participate in this project that is vital to the Town and Northern Colorado in shaping the future of transportation
for the region. It is critical that the North I-25 EIS project team select a Preferred Alternative that best meets the
Purpose and Needs for this study and that can be implemented in the most cost effective manner. Both BRT
components can be implemented for a fraction of the cost of just commuter rail component A-T1. The
projected ridership for BRT is more than one-third greater than the combined ridership for A-T1 and A-T2. The
BRT component offers much better cost-benefit ratio for all measures of performance. The Board supports the

Ms. Carol Parr
December 22, 2008
Page 2 of 2
Bus Rapid Transit components B-T1 and B-T2, the Package B Highway components, and the Commuter Bus
component A-T3, as the recommended option to move forward as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS.
Respectfully,

Eric E. Doering, Mayor

Copy:
Tom Anzia, P.E., Project Manager
Felsburg Holt and Ullevig
6300 S. Syracuse Way #600
Centennial, CO 80111
Gina McAfee, AICP, Deputy Project Manager
707 17th Street, Suite 2300
Denver, CO 80202-3414
Kim McCarl, Public Involvement Manager
5640 S. Quebec Street, STE. 330
Greenwood Village, CO 80111

December 29, 2008

Colorado Department of Transportation
Long H. Nguyen, P.E., Project Manager
Region 4, Loveland Engineering
2207 East Highway 402
Loveland, Colorado 80537
Mr. Nguyen:
Thank you for your presentation to the Citizen Transportation Advisory Board on December 8,
2008. The Department of Public Works has completed a review of the North I-25 Draft
Environmental Impact Study (EIS). The draft study proposes three options - Package A, B, and
the No-Action Alternative. Staff recognizes that there are benefits associated with all of the
packages including the No-Build Alternative.
Overall staff supports most of the options included in Package A; however, a few of the
recommendations in Package B are also supported by staff. Staff understands the importance to
mitigate congestion along the I-25 corridor, it is equally important to improve the east and west
connections by up-grading the interchanges that cross I-25. For Greeley, US Highway 85 has
been identified as a critical transportation corridor. Therefore, improvements to US Highway 85
need to be considered as a high priority. Staff feels this can be accomplished with the following
prioritized recommendations between the proposed packages.
1. The US 85 Commuter Bus service to Denver and DIA best serves the needs of Greeley.
Especially due to the low cost of this service vs. other proposed options. (Package A)
2. The need for future consideration (beyond the scope of the EIS) of preservation of ROW
for commuter rail along US 85 to serve Greeley and cities to the south, as development
increases to the point of supporting the service.
3. The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Separated Tolled Express Lanes along I-25 from SH
14 to Denver.

S E R V I N G O U R C O M M U N I T Y I T’S A T R A D I T I O N
We promise to preserve and improve the quality of life for Greeley through timely, courteous and cost effective service.
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At the December 23rd City of Greeley work session, a presentation on the I-25 DEIS was made.
Council expressed their support for the US 85 corridor by:
1. Placing more emphasis on the US 85 corridor.
2. Supporting a commuter bus along US 85. It would be the least expensive option due to
cost, no additional lanes needed, and could be implemented in a short time period.
3. Improving US 85 by constructing interchanges – where signals now exist – would
increase its use and reduce traffic on I-25.
4. Preserving the corridor for commuter rail in the future as population grows.
We look forward to reviewing the final EIS at a future date.
Sincerely,

Steve Bagley, P.E.
City Engineer
c:

Mayor Clark and City Council
Roy Otto, City Manager
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