Commenter
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Comment #1-5

Comment #1-4

Comment #1-3

Comment #1-2

Comment #1-1

STATE AND FEDERAL AGENCIES
Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation, Mark Wolfe for
Georgianna Contiguglia
Comment #1

Comment
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Response to Comment #1-5:
A map for the BNSF Railway Segment (5JF519.7) has been included
in Section 4.7. The site number for Coal Creek Ditch has been
corrected and changed to 5BL5664 and 5BL5664.33 on Figure

Response to Comment #1-4:
Detailed figures have been added to Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-3:
The term “interested parties” has been replaced with “consulting
parties” throughout Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-2:
The citation for No Historic Properties Affected under 36 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 800.4(d)(1) has been corrected. A
description of assessing cumulative effects under Section 106,
specifically 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1), has been added to Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-1:
A description of the substitution of Section 106 regulations within
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) is included in
Section 4.7, Historic and Archaeological Preservation. Section 106
regulations have been referenced and are now described, as
requested, in the Executive Summary.

Response to Comment
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Comment #1-11

Comment #1-10

Comment #1-9

Comment #1-8

Comment #1-7

Comment #1-6

Comment #1-5 (cont.)

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #1-10:
Further consultation on appropriate mitigation measures for adverse
effects will occur with SHPO and consulting parties as part of the
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement described in Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-9:
On February 9, 2009, concurrence was received from SHPO that
these Post World War II Residential Developments were not eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). See Appendix
B, Consultation and Coordination, for the consultation letter. Section
4.7, and Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues, have been updated to
reflect this status.

Response to Comment #1-8:
Shep’s Grave would be affected by the widening of United States
Highway 36 (US 36) under all three build packages and would
entirely be destroyed as a result of excavation and construction for
the project. Effects to this resource will be mitigated by moving the
monument and remains. CDOT will help the Broomfield Historical
Society move the monuments that mark Shep’s resting place to a
more suitable location on the Broomfield Depot Museum grounds.
This mitigation is now described in Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-7:
Detailed figures of impacted resources have been included in
Section 4.7.

Response to Comment #1-6:
In accordance with federal law, The Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979, 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section
470 hh "Confidentiality of Information Concerning Nature and
Location of Archaeological Resources," we do not typically provide
maps showing the scope of work for archeological resources in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

A figure showing the Anderson Extension Ditch has been added to
Section 4.7. The impacts are recommended as de minimis for the
purposes of Section 4(f). The resource appears on Table 7.4-22, De
minimis Uses of Section 4(f) Historic Resources by Segment, and
has been evaluated for de minimis impacts, pending State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurrence.

7.4-25, Uses of Coal Creek Ditch (Map Identification Number 5BL664
for the Entire Ditch, and 5BL664.1 for the US 36 Crossing).
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Comment #2-3

Comment #2-2

Comment #2-1

Colorado State Parks, Natural Areas
Program, Rob Billerbeck
Comment #2

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #2-3:
See the response to Comment #2-6 below.

Response to Comment #2-2:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.
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Response to Comment #2-1:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #1-11:
Site 5BL3935, Anderson Extension Ditch, appears on Table 7.4-22.
We request SHPO acknowledgement of the use of a de minimis
finding for this resource and concurrence with our determination that
the work will result in the Section 106 determination of No Adverse
Effect.

Response to Comment
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Comment #2-5

Comment #2-4

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #2-5:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #2-4:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #2-5 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #2-6

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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A specific distance for how far noxious weed work would extend onto
the Natural Areas would be defined during final design. Table
4.14-24, has been revised to state, “An integrated Noxious Weed
Management Plan will be developed during final design and in
consultation with appropriate land management agencies where
designated sensitive habitats occur.” The project is committed to
continue consultation with these agencies as specific phases of this
project are funded and proceed through final design.

Response to Comment #2-6:
The mesic and xeric tallgrass communities referenced in this
comment are noted and discussed in the Affected Environment
subsection of Section 4.14, Biological Resources: Wildlife,
Vegetation, and Threatened and Endangered Species, regarding
their sensitivity and Colorado Natural Heritage Program ranking.
Table 4.14-24, Mitigation Measures – Biological Resources: Wildlife,
Vegetation, and Threatened and Endangered Species, has been
revised to specifically mention mesic and xeric tallgrass
communities. Mitigation “will be developed based on the relative
numbers of plants that would be affected, the potential for avoidance
or minimization of impacts, and the potential for transplanting of
individuals and seedbeds to suitable habitat on adjoining property.
Mitigation measures will be developed in consultation with the land
management agencies where the impacts will occur.” It should be
noted that no direct impacts to xeric tallgrass are expected to occur
under the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #3-1

NOAA, Christopher W. Harm
Comment #3

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #3-1:
Comment noted. If any Geodetic Control Monuments are impacted
by this project, CDOT will provide the required 90-day notice.
Contingencies are included in this project’s estimate to cover the cost
of miscellaneous items that will be identified as the project
progresses beyond the 5 to 10 percent design stage. This request
has been added to the mitigation summary in Section 4.4, Right-ofWay and Relocations, of the FEIS.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #4-3

Comment #4-2

Comment #4-1

Denver Regional Council of
Governments, Jennifer Schaufele
Comment #4

Comment
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Response to Comment #4-3:
Agreed. Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #4-2:
Travel time calculations have been refined in the FEIS. The
18 minutes of savings is for managed lane users in Package 2
compared to Package 1. High-occupancy vehicle (HOV)//bus rapid
transit (BRT) users in Package 4 would save approximately 19
minutes compared to Package 1. General-purpose lane users would
save approximately 6 to 8 minutes compared to Package 1. Detailed
information on travel time can be found in Section 3.4, Comparison
of How the Packages Meet the Transportation Needs of the Corridor,
in the Transportation Need #3: Provide Congestion Relief
subsection.

Response to Comment #4-1:
Comment noted. Changes to text have been made as requested.

Response to Comment
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Comment #4-14

Comment #4-13

Comment #4-12

Comment #4-11

Comment #4-10

Comment #4-9

Comment #4-8

Comment #4-7
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Response to Comment #4-11:
The 18 minute time savings is based on an SOV driving the entire
corridor under Package 1, compared to an SOV paying to use the
managed lane. The 7 to 8 minute time savings is for an HOV user
using the existing reversible section of US 36 and then the generalpurpose lanes in Package 1, compared to a user in the proposed
special lanes the entire time in Package 2 or Package 4. The large
difference between 18 minutes and 7 to 8 minutes shows that the
most substantial congestion in the general-purpose lanes occurs in
the eastern end of the corridor adjacent to the existing reversible
HOV lane. Detailed information on travel time can be found in
Section 3.4.

Response to Comment #4-10:
This is the average over the entire day. This clarification has been
made in the FEIS to note that the period of time is over the entire
day.

Response to Comment #4-9:
Comment noted. The bullet has been revised to refer to all generalpurpose lane users and not just SOVs.

Response to Comment #4-8:
Agree. Sentence has been deleted in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #4-7:
All highway users would have an opportunity to improve the reliability
of their travel time, as single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) drivers would
have access to the managed lane if they choose to pay a fee.

Response to Comment #4-6:
Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Comment #4-6

Response to Comment #4-4:
Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #4-5:
Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Comment

Comment #4-5

Comment #4-4

Commenter
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Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #4-14:
The volumes on page 3.34-4 in the DEIS are total volumes, and the
volumes on page 3.4-17 in the DEIS are volumes per lane. Some
minor differences may also occur due to rounding.

Response to Comment #4-13:
Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #4-12:
These volumes are westbound only and the increase is in
comparison to Package 1. The bullet has been changed in the FEIS
to note the comparison to Package 1 and to clarify the westbound
direction.

Response to Comment
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Comment #4-24

Comment #4-23

Comment #4-22

Comment #4-21

Comment #4-20

Comment #4-19

Comment #4-18

Comment #4-17

Comment #4-16

Comment #4-15

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #4-19:
Agree. The word “work” has been removed from the sentence in the
FEIS.

Response to Comment #4-18:
The intent of Table 3.4-4, a.m. Peak-hour Travel Times Eastbound
from Boulder to Denver Union Station (Horizon-Year), was to
compare travel times between packages. This comparison is
maximized during the peak hour. Travel times are shown for the
morning (a.m.) peak hour for two reasons. First, the transit network
in the travel demand model is based on the a.m. peak hour.
Second, travel time reliability is usually more important for trips
ending somewhere other than the home. For example, in the case
of a work trip, the work end of the trip is more likely to require a fixed
time. Commuters need to know how long the morning trip is going to
take because they need to know when to leave home. The evening
trip, in contrast, is more likely to have a fixed start time (leaving
work), while the end time (arriving home) is probably more flexible.

Response to Comment #4-17:
The barrier-separated managed lanes in Package 2 would be
designed with barrier breaks for emergency egress. The
configuration and location of these facilities would be determined
during the design process.

Response to Comment #4-16:
While the general-purpose lanes in Package 4 would have some
degree of improved reliability over the general-purpose lanes in the
No Action Package, that reliability is substantially less than the
reliability provided by a managed lane facility. The last sentence of
the bullet has been changed in the FEIS to say “…Due to these
management actions, travel time reliability would be much better in
Package 2 than Package 4.

Response to Comment #4-15:
Text changed as requested to read “…reduce the need for managed
lane users to allow extra time…”

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #4-24:
The analysis of access/egress points is discussed in the Traffic
Engineering Technical Report Addendum (URS 2009).

13

The variables used in the various charts and tables are appropriate
for the topic being shown (i.e., capital costs are in the billions and
annual operations and maintenance (O&M) costs are in the
thousands).

Response to Comment #4-23:
See general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for information on toll
revenues.

Response to Comment #4-22:
Text changed to “managed BRT/HOV lanes.”

Response to Comment #4-21:
Text changed as requested.

Response to Comment #4-20:
CDOT and Colorado Tolling Enterprise (CTE) regard level of service
(LOS) F conditions differently when they occur on a roadway with an
adjacent or accompanying toll or managed facility. To some degree,
congestion in non-managed lanes is a factor in the success of the
managed facility.

Response to Comment
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Comment #4-25

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment #4-25:
More details on intelligent transportation system (ITS) elements are
included in the Traffic Engineering Technical Report Addendum
(URS 2009). More information on Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) elements are provided in Chapter 2,
Alternatives Considered. The US 36 Incident Management Plan will
be updated prior to the beginning of construction.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #5-2

Comment #5-1

U.S. Department of the Interior – Office of
the Secretary, Willie Taylor
Comment #5

Comment
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Response to Comment #5-2:
The boreal toad has been removed from tables and text in Section
4.14, regarding federally protected species. The boreal toad is still a
state endangered species and is discussed in Section 4.14 as
appropriate.

Response to Comment #5-1:
The bald eagle has been removed from tables and text in Section
4.14, Biological Resources: Wildlife, Vegetation, and Threatened and
Endangered Species, regarding federally protected species. The
bald eagle is protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is a state threatened species.
Discussions regarding the bald eagle are included in Section 4.14 as
appropriate.

Response to Comment
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Comment #5-6

Comment #5-5

Comment #5-4

Comment #5-3

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment #5-6:
The dates of nesting season for raptors were changed to December
1 through July 31 in the Mitigation Measures table at the end of
Section 4.14. Text was added to Section 4.14, to reflect actions that
should be taken if the project will occur during the nesting period for
migratory birds. Use of artificial perch structures was also added as
part of mitigation measures.

Response to Comment #5-5:
Comment noted. The information contained in Section 4.26,
Mitigation Summary, of the EIS will be used during the final design
process to ensure that these commitments are honored during
construction.

Response to Comment #5-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #5-3:
Native prairie/grassland was put in a moderate quality category
because the majority of this community existing immediately
adjacent to US 36 has been disturbed to varying degrees and has a
large component of non-native and weedy species. However, it still
has value for grassland species. The foothills vegetation types were
put in a high quality category because they are dominated by native
species and have a much lower level of disturbance. In addition,
their structure makes them suitable for a wider range of species.

Response to Comment
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Comment #5-10

Comment #5-9

Comment #5-8

Comment #5-7

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #5-10:
Comment noted. A Preferred Alternative has been identified and the
associated impacts are included in the EIS. See Chapter 7, Final
Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Response to Comment #5-9:
The section has been clarified to indicate that the number of wells is
based on well records that date from 1985 to 2006; the well data is
considered to be current. A reference to Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) as the data source has
been added to the beginning of the third paragraph, as requested.

Response to Comment #5-8:
The existing conditions have no formal water quality or storm
detention facilities. The project would install storm drainage facilities
that both protect water quality and provide for enhanced storm
conveyance and flood protection. These proposed facilities would
protect the riparian areas by providing stormwater controls where
none exist now.

Response to Comment #5-7:
The water quality study analyzed the effectiveness of water quality
best management practices (BMPs) to treat the increased runoff
from the widened roadway. The increased use of de-icing materials
would be captured in the BMPs. De-icing alternatives are
specifically mentioned for Big Dry Creek. As stated in the EIS,
BMPs will be designed and constructed to comply with CDOT’s
stormwater discharge permit.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment

Commenter
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United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 8, Larry Svoboda
Comment #6

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #6-3

Comment #6-2

Comment #6-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment #6-3:
Water quality capture volumes for the entire project have been
accounted for in the design of water quality treatment facilities. The
Conceptual Drainage Analysis (CH2M Hill, 2009) provides
information on the analysis and illustrates how the BMP
requirements of CDOT’s New Development and Redevelopment
Program would be met.

Response to Comment #6-2:
Package 4 adds new general-purpose capacity in the corridor, but it
also provides full-time, two-way BRT/HOV lanes from Interstate 25
(I-25) to near Table Mesa Drive, as well as five median BRT stations
that allow for rail-like transit service. Impacts to Boulder streets were
analyzed in detail. This analysis is described in a separate technical
report titled Traffic Engineering Technical Report. See the
discussion of the auxiliary lane into Boulder in Section 2.7,
Resolution of Issues.

Response to Comment #6-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #6-4

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #6-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #6-7

Comment #6-6

Comment #6-5

Commenter
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Comment
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Air quality for each of the build packages has been analyzed on a
corridor and regional basis and has been found to be in conformity
with Colorado’s air quality improvement plans and health-based air
quality standards.

Response to Comment #6-6:
Land use in the city of Boulder is assumed to be identical for all
packages. As such, the number of trips generated in Boulder is also
identical. For the most part, improving conditions on US 36 reduces
the propensity of traffic into and out of Boulder to use arterials like
State Highway (SH) 93, South Boulder Road, Baseline Road, and
Arapahoe Road (SH 7). A detailed analysis of traffic impacts on
28th Street and other key arterial streets in Boulder was conducted
and presented in the Engineering Traffic Technical Report and is
summarized in Section 3.5, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation. ,
Based on this analysis, it was determined that very few locations
would require mitigation measures. These mitigation measures are
listed in the FEIS in Section 3.6, Summary of Transportation Impacts
and Mitigation.

Response to Comment #6-5:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment
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The side-platform station configuration at Table Mesa Drive makes
the best use of existing facilities while minimizing environmental
impacts. Buses using the special lane would have to make one
forced merge near Cherryvale Road, one lane change, and the final
diverge at the ramp into the Table Mesa park-n-Ride. As such,
buses would only need to cross over one general-purpose lane. The
Preferred Alternative identified in the FEIS does not have the forcedmerge condition described above and would not require any
additional lane changes compared to Package 2 or Package 4.

Response to Comment #6-7:
Geometrically, both Package 2 and Package 4 are identical from
McCaslin Boulevard to Table Mesa Drive. There is one bufferseparated special lane in each direction in addition to two generalpurpose lanes in this section. Barrier-separation was not provided
west of McCaslin Boulevard in Package 2 because (1) travel
demand estimates did not justify a second managed lane, and
(2) the second lane would have greater environmental impacts to
wetlands and other sensitive habitat. Package 4 only provides
buffer-separation for the BRT/HOV lane.

Response to Comment
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As you indicate, reference to the maintenance path as a joint use
with the bikeway is confusing in the description on page 2.5-20 of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and is not necessary

Response to Comment #6-11:
CDOT does need access to the retaining wall for maintenance
purposes. It was determined that CDOT could access the retaining
wall via the bikeway, if the bikeway was adjacent to US 36 in this
location. However, CDOT access to the maintenance wall does not
require construction of a 12-foot wide paved surface. A natural
surface path would suffice and was included in the impacts of the
roadway improvements without the bikeway. Therefore, the impacts
associated with the paved surface have been attributed to the
bikeway and are in addition to the impacts without the bikeway
adjacent to US 36.

Response to Comment #6-10:
See response to Comment #6-3.

Comment #6-10

Comment #6-11

Response to Comment #6-9:
Clarifications have been added to Section 4.12 as commented.

Comment #6-9

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #6-8:
Section 4.12, Air Quality, has been revised as commented.

Comment

Comment #6-8

Commenter
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Comment #6-13

Comment #6-12

Comment #6-11 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #6-13:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment #6-12:
With any of the proposed build packages, there would not be
sufficient vacant land to accommodate replacement of all the existing
parking at the McCaslin BRT Station. However, refinements to the
provision of parking throughout the corridor have been made during
the EIS process. This has included commitments to mitigate parking
lost at the McCaslin BRT Station. The current commitment is for
future corridor totals to be approximately 5,204 spaces, including
100 spaces at the Boulder Transit Village. Chapter 3, Transportation
Impacts and Mitigation, of the FEIS includes a commitment to
mitigate parking lost as a result of an interchange reconfiguration to
provide approximately 440 spaces at the McCaslin BRT Station,
which is only approximately 26 spaces less than what is currently in
that location.

in that paragraph. The following sentence has been removed from
the text: “A retaining wall in this location would require a
maintenance path, which would share joint use with the bikeway.”

Response to Comment
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Comment #7-1

US 36 CORRIDOR JURISDICTIONS AND MUNICIPALITIES
City of Westminster, Vicky Bunsen
Comment #7

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #7-1:
Detailed maps showing the APE and the eligible and non-eligible
resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE), including those
within Westminster between Federal Boulevard and Church Ranch
Boulevard have been prepared and are included in Section 4.7,
Historic and Archaeological Preservation, of the DEIS and FEIS. A
copy of the survey report and site forms (both eligible and noneligible) was provided to Ms. Bunsen in December 2008 (see
Appendix B, Consultation and Coordination).

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #8-1

City of Boulder, Carl Castillo
Comment #8

Comment

Item #10 is discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Analysis.

Item #9 is discussed in Section 4.13, Noise.

Item #8 is covered in Section 4.12, Air Quality.
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Item #7 is discussed in Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations.

Item #6 is discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, and
throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences, as applicable.

Item #5 is covered in Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and
Mitigation.

Item #4, impacts to University of Colorado (CU) South Campus
property, are shown in Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps, of the
FEIS.

Item # 3 impacts are covered in the specific resource sections of
Chapter 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,
and related mitigation measures are covered in Section 4.26,
Mitigation Summary.

Item #2 is covered in Section 4.13, Noise.

Item #1 is covered in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered; Chapter 5,
Financial Analysis; and Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation.

Response to Comment #8-1:
The topics listed were covered at the DEIS public hearings or are
discussed in the FEIS as noted here.

Response to Comment
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Comment #9-1

City of Westminster,
Mayor Nancy McNally
Comment #9

Commenter
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Response to Comment #9-1:
See response to Comment #14-1, City of Westminster letter from J.
Brent McFall, which incorporates the points noted in this resolution in
their entirety.

Response to Comment
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Comment #9-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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City and County of Broomfield, Mayor
Karen Stuart
Comment #10

Commenter
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Comment #10-4

Comment #10-3

Comment #10-2

Comment #10-1

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #10-4:
Comment noted. The US 36 project team has been working with
Broomfield to determine the appropriate replacement of the Old
Wadsworth Boulevard bridge. CDOT is currently planning to partner
th
with Broomfield to provide a replacement bridge at 112 Avenue in
conjunction with the city’s plans to provide a new connection to the
Arista development.

Response to Comment #10-3:
Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps, has been revised to include
the street labels requested. Other maps throughout the FEIS refer to
local streets where appropriate and possible.

Response to Comment #10-2:
See response to Comment #10-1.

Response to Comment #10-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) proposes
a buffer-separated managed lane with access between each
interchange. For more information, see the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment
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Comment #10-6

Comment #10-5

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Impacts to all properties will continue to be evaluated and minimized,
where possible, as the design process proceeds. Additional detailed
right-of-way (ROW) information is provided in Section 4.4, Right-ofWay and Relocations, of the FEIS.

Response to Comment #10-6:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), the
impacts to the commercial properties in the northwest quadrant of
the Wadsworth Boulevard interchange are the same as Package 2
and Package 4. Impacts to the properties in the vicinity of East
Flatiron Circle have been substantially reduced. Impacts associated
with the drop-ramp at Midway Boulevard are no longer applicable as
the Preferred Alternative does not propose a drop-ramp in this
location.

Response to Comment #10-5:
These improvements are included either as a part of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) or Regional
Transportation District’s (RTDs) Phase 1 improvements being
constructed in the spring of 2009.

Response to Comment
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Comment #10-11

Comment #10-10

Comment #10-9

Comment #10-8

Comment #10-7

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #10-11:
See response to Comment #10-9.
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Response to Comment #10-10:
The FEIS provides a high-level analysis of major drainage and
irrigation structures and does not address minor crossings such as
the Dry Creek Valley Ditch. Similar to the major crossing structures,
minor crossing structures would be extended to provide continuation
of service function. Additionally, if the crossing structure is an
irrigation ditch, BMPs are typically used to mitigate against potential
water quality impacts.

Response to Comment #10-9:
When facilities such as drainages, irrigation ditches, and utilities are
impacted by a construction project, CDOT typically modifies the
facilities to provide continuation of service function and takes
responsibility for the associated cost. The project’s current cost
estimate contains contingencies to cover the cost of miscellaneous
items, such as utilities, that will be identified as the project
progresses beyond the 10 percent design stage.

Traffic, noise, and visual impacts for Package 2 are discussed in
Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation; Section 4.13,
Noise; and Section 4.11, Visual and Aesthetic Resources,
respectively.

Response to Comment #10-8:
The Preferred Alternative identified in the FEIS does not include a
new access point (drop-ramp) at Midway Boulevard, and therefore,
the impacts at Midway Boulevard would be reduced.

Response to Comment #10-7:
The project team has incorporated updated line work for the 120th
Avenue project in Appendix A, which has been revised for the FEIS.

Response to Comment
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Comment #10-16

Comment #10-15

Comment #10-14

Comment #10-13

Comment #10-12

Commenter
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Response to Comment #10-16:
The description of the bikeway has been revised and a typical
bikeway cross section has been added to the FEIS. See the revised
bikeway description and cross-section in Section 2.6.

Response to Comment #10-15:
Comment noted. The bikeway is included in the Preferred
Alternative identified in the FEIS. More detailed information about
the specific bikeway connections included as part of the US 36
bikeway are provided in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #10-14:
Changes to the text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #10-13:
The crossing would be widened by up to 50 feet on both sides as
stated in the DEIS in Chapter 7, Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.
Proposed mitigation is the same for the East Interlocken Trail
Crossing as it is for the South Boulder Creek Trail Crossing. A letter
dated April 9, 2009 from the city and county of Broomfield concurred
that the impacts associated with this crossing can be considered de
minimis. See Appendix B, Consultation and Coordination, to view a
copy of the letter.

Although Frank Varra Park and Miner’s Park are located in the city of
Broomfield, they fall in the Superior/Louisville Segment for the
purposes of the EIS. Because the parks are located in the
Superior/Louisville Segment in the FEIS, they continue to be
discussed in the Superior/Louisville section of Section 4.9, Parks and
Open Space. However, the FEIS text has been updated under the
Affected Environment section of Section 4.9 to note that Frank Varra
Park is owned by the city of Broomfield.

Response to Comment #10-12:
The lengthy project study area was broken into manageable
segments for ease in analyzing and presenting data. The segment
boundaries used for this project generally follow jurisdictional
boundaries, but not always. The segment names utilized are based
on the predominant jurisdiction within a segment.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #10-18:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) has many
of these features (e.g., buffer-separated managed lanes, interchange
improvements, BRT stations, and a bikeway). For information on the
laneage into Boulder, see the discussion in Section 2.7, Resolution
of Issues, of the FEIS. For information on TDM, see the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) Description in Section
2.6.

Response to Comment #10-17:
The current location of the Broomfield School, 11975 Vance Street,
is not within the APE for the US 36 corridor.

Response to Comment
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Comment #11-1

City and County of Denver, Bill Vidal
Comment #11

Comment
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Response to Comment #11-2:
Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative Committee (PAC) has
agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
that includes elements of Package 2 and Package 4 including one
buffer-separated managed lane in each direction, ramp BRT
stations, interchange improvements, a bikeway, and TDM. The
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) provides for
better access to the managed lanes at separate ingress and egress
points located between each interchange and eliminates dropramps. Managed lanes are separated from the general-purpose
lanes by a painted buffer. For additional details, see the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section
2.6, Package Descriptions. Also, see the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #11-1:
Changes to text have been made as requested in the FEIS.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #11-3:
CDOT and RTD will continue to partner with the City and County of
Denver as the design and implementation of these other program
approaches in order to address any potential congestion issues.

Response to Comment
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The proposed McCaslin Boulevard interchange design
accommodates the projected traffic demand, and the northeast loop
is not necessary. Additionally, it is geometrically challenging to
provide, without significant ROW acquisition. The traffic analysis
includes addressing impacts to adjacent intersections from all ramp
terminal intersections.

Additional information related to TDM has been added to the FEIS.
See Section 2.6.

Response to Comment #12-1:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that includes elements of Package 2 and Package 4,
including one buffer-separated managed lane in each direction, ramp
BRT stations, interchange improvements, a bikeway, and TDM. The
Preferred Alternative provides for better access to the managed
lanes at separate ingress and egress points located between each
interchange, and eliminates drop-ramps. Managed lanes are
separated from the general-purpose lanes by a painted buffer. For
more details, see the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions. Also,
see the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #12-5
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Response to Comment #12-6:
The project is only at a 5 to 10 percent level of design, which does
not include identification of all utilities along the corridor. The
project’s current cost estimate contains contingencies to cover the
cost of miscellaneous items, such as utilities, that will be identified as
the project progresses beyond the 5 to 10 percent design stage.

Response to Comment #12-5:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #12-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #12-3:
See response to Comment #6-12.

Comment #12-3

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #12-2:
See response to Comment #12-1.

Comment

Comment #12-2
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Comment #12-9

Comment #12-8

Comment #12-7

Comment #12-6 (cont.)

Commenter
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Responses to specific bulleted comments on Package 2 are
th
addressed below: Highway Segment from South 88 Avenue to
Cherryvale Road – The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) contains one new climbing lane in each direction
extending westbound from McCaslin Boulevard and eastbound from
Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive to the top of Davidson Mesa. A
bus-only auxiliary lane from the top of Davidson Mesa westbound to
Table Mesa Drive/Foothills Parkway and eastbound to McCaslin
Boulevard is also included as part of the Preferred Alternative. While
the traffic analysis indicates a need for the bus-only auxiliary lane by
2035, it is unclear at what point in the future the lane will become
necessary. Therefore, triggers for the implementation of this lane
have been established and agreed upon, and are described in the
FEIS. See Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment #12-9:
See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment #12-8:
The noise analysis was completed in accordance with FHWA and
CDOT standard procedures (CDOT 2002 and FHWA 23 CFR 772).
Noise levels were measured at 20 representative locations along the
alignment. Although noise measurements were not collected at the
Saddlebrooke Subdivision, other measurements along the alignment
were used to evaluate existing conditions and to conduct the noise
analysis for this area. The noise measurements are used to check
the results from the noise model, not to propose mitigations.

Response to Comment #12-7:
The Coal Creek floodplain crossing at US 36 has been studied.
Under existing conditions, Coal Creek overtops US 36. The build
packages include raising the roadway profile and increasing the
bridge length to pass the 100-year flow rates under US 36. See
Table 4.20-8, Floodplain Impact Analysis, for results.

Response to Comment
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Bus routes – The RTD Route F Foothills Parkway/Superior – Market
Street has been eliminated by RTD since the writing of the DEIS.
Table 2.6-2, Proposed Changes to the RTD Bus System Plan for
Package 2, has been updated to remove this route.

BRT, HOV, and express lanes – The Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane in
each direction. HOV and BRT vehicles would use these lanes free
of charge. The remaining capacity to maintain the desired operating
conditions in the manage lane would be available to SOVs for a fee.
The buffer-separated managed lane would allow for better access
between each interchange at separate ingress and egress points.

Response to Comment

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

44

Comment #12-10
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• Additional lane between McCaslin Boulevard and Foothills
Parkway/Table Mesa Drive – See response to Comment #12-9 for
a description of lanes between McCaslin Boulevard and Foothills
Parkway/Table Mesa Drive.

• Managed lane entrance and exit – The eastbound entrance to the
managed lane is approximately 800 feet west Cherryvale Road.
Westbound access into (and eastbound access out of) the
managed lane would be provided near approximately 3,800 feet
west of McCaslin Boulevard through a break in the buffer. In the
westbound direction, the managed lane designation ends
approximately 800 feet west of Cherryvale Road.

• Additional general-purpose lanes – Overall, general-purpose
lanes are not included in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). However, one general-purpose lane is
proposed in the eastbound direction from Sheridan Boulevard to
approximately Pecos Street for the Preferred Alternative. In
addition, auxiliary lanes are proposed between interchanges from
McCaslin Boulevard to Sheridan Boulevard.

Responses to specific bulleted comments on Package 4 are
addressed below:

Response to Comment #12-10:
See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
description in Section 2.6, , for more detailed information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #13-2

Comment #13-1

City of Louisville, Mayor Charles Sisk
Comment #13

Comment
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Response to Comment #13-2:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. The eastbound
entrance to the managed lane is approximately 800 feet west of
Cherryvale Road. Westbound access into (and eastbound access
out of) the managed lane would be provided approximately 3,800
feet west of McCaslin Boulevard through a break in the buffer. In the
westbound direction, the managed lane designation ends
approximately 800 feet west of Cherryvale Road.

Response to Comment #13-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #13-7

Comment #13-6

Comment #13-5

Comment #13-4

Comment #13-3

Comment #13-2 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #13-6:
An arterial improvement to the McCaslin Boulevard/Dillon Road
intersection was included as a mitigation measure for project
impacts. However, note that it is only the responsibility of the project
to improve nearby intersections to mitigate project impacts such that
LOS is either D or better, or equal to the No Action Package LOS,

See also, response to Comment #12-9, Auxiliary Lane between
McCaslin Boulevard and Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive.

Response to Comment #13-5:
An auxiliary lane between West Flatiron Circle and McCaslin
Boulevard is proposed in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). Analysis of year 2035 conditions has
indicated that full-length auxiliary lanes would not be necessary to
keep peak-hour levels of service at E or better. Some congestion on
US 36 at this location is likely to coincide with inclement weather,
disabled vehicles, or other disruptive events, and this congestion
could incent some peak-direction Boulder-oriented drivers to use
alternative routes. Other members of the PAC feel strongly that
maintaining the existing capacity on US 36 between McCaslin
Boulevard and Table Mesa Drive is vital to retaining an incentive for
travelers to carpool and use transit.

Response to Comment #13-4:
th
It was determined that the 88 Street access would be pursued as a
separate project by the city of Louisville.

Response to Comment #13-3:
The land use assumptions used come directly from the regionallyapproved Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG)
model. The US 36 project team has determined the Interlocken
interchange configuration is adequate to handle the 2035 traffic
projections for the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative). The Traffic Engineering Technical Report Addendum
(2009) has more detailed information. This project would not
preclude any future improvements to this interchange’s configuration
if improvements become warranted.

Response to Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #13-11

Comment #13-10

Comment #13-9

Comment #13-8
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The current design for the bikeway through Louisville does include
th
grade-separations under 88 Street and under McCaslin Boulevard,
and a connection between the US 36 bikeway and McCaslin
Boulevard is also provided. However, it does not include bikeway
th
access to/from 88 Street. The bikeway design would make
improvements to and connect to the existing cattle crossing near
Avista Hospital as the bikeway would use the underpass as a point
to transition from the north to the south side of US 36. Additional
detail is provided in the bikeway descriptions in Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions. This section has been revised to provide this more
detailed description.

For more information on the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) process, see the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process that took place subsequent to the release of the DEIS, the
bikeway alignment has been modified to address the impacts to the
Coal Creek Golf Course. The bikeway would transition to the south
side of US 36 at the existing Coal Creek Trail underpass, and remain
on the south side of US 36 east, to the existing underpass just east
of Superior Cemetery. The underpass would be improved to
accommodate the bikeway and the bikeway would not impact
Superior Cemetery. From the underpass east of the Superior
Cemetery to Flatiron Circle, the bikeway would be located on the
north side of US 36 to avoid sensitive wetland habitat on the south
side of US 36.

Response to Comment #13-8:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #13-7:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would not
impact the Coal Creek Golf Course. If Package 2 is ultimately
selected, there will be additional analysis to identify potential impacts
and mitigation for the golf course.

whichever is worse. See Section 3.5, Transportation Impacts and
Mitigation, of the FEIS for an explanation of the LOS impact and
mitigation thresholds.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #13-10:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) ROW
and property impacts have been reduced. Properties that would be
acquired with the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) are identified on the corridor maps. See Appendix A,
Corridor Reference Maps, and Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and
Relocations, for more information.

The noise model took into account the widening of US 36, of
McCaslin Boulevard, as well as the location of the proposed ramps.
Most of the US 36 widening in this area takes place to the other side
of the highway. Regardless, the noise model took into account all
proposed actions, and the predicted noise level at the hotel does not
equal or exceed 66 dBA. Stations were also considered, and no
impacts were found from those according to CDOT and Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) policy.

The Highway Noise Analysis Technical Report, Table 3-1, value of
64 for La Quinta is the correct level. The value of 67 in Table 4.13-1,
Summary of Existing Highway Noise Level Measurements, and
Figure 4.13-3, Location of Existing Noise Level Measurements, of
the DEIS was incorrect and has been revised to show the 64 value in
the FEIS.

Hospitals are considered Category B receptors under CDOT policy,
and thus have a Noise Abatement Criterion of 66 dBA. At the outset
of the noise study it was assumed based on distance that the
hospital would not meet this threshold, and we confirmed this
recently with our model.

Response to Comment #13-9:
The noise analysis was completed in accordance with FHWA and
CDOT standard procedures (CDOT 2002 and FHWA 23 CFR 772).
The projected noise levels of 64 and 65 decibel A-weighted scale
(dBA) are based on the design plans (including BRT stations) and
traffic volumes for the horizon year. Since the levels are below the
CDOT Noise Abatement Threshold, no mitigation is required. As
part of the FEIS, a noise analysis has been conducted for the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). The analysis
has been added to the Highway Noise Analysis Report and is
summarized in Section 4.13, Noise.
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Response to Comment #13-11:
We have reviewed the local plans as part of the FEIS preparation.
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) is
generally compatible with future and existing land use plans in the
project area. Where plans are not compatible, those differences
have been noted in the FEIS. See Section 4.2, Land Use, for more
information.

With any of the proposed build packages there is not sufficient
vacant land to accommodate replacement of all the existing parking
at the McCaslin park-n-Ride. However, refinements to the provision
of parking throughout the corridor have been made during the EIS
process. This has included commitments to mitigation of parking lost
at the McCaslin BRT Station. The current commitment is for future
corridor totals to be approximately 5,204 spaces, including 100
spaces at the Boulder Transit Village. Chapter 3, Transportation
Impacts and Mitigation, of the FEIS includes a commitment to
mitigate parking lost as a result of an interchange reconfiguration to
provide approximately 440 spaces at the McCaslin BRT Station,
which is only approximately 26 spaces less than what is currently in
that location.

Response to Comment
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• Bikeway – A grade-separated bikeway has been included in the
Preferred Alternative. See response to Comment #13-8 and also
the description of the bikeway in Section 2.6.

• TDM – Additional information related to TDM has been added to
the FEIS. See Section 2.6, for a description of the TDM elements
included with the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative).

• BRT stations – Comment noted.

• Interchange improvements – Improvements to the interchanges
listed are included in the proposed Preferred Alternative. See
Figure ES-7, Location of Interchange Improvements, in the
Executive Summary for a depiction and Section 2.6, for a more
detailed description.

• Capacity improvements – The Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) provides multi-modal improvements
throughout the corridor.

• Managed lanes – The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction. HOV and BRT vehicles would use these lanes free of
charge, while SOVs would be charged a fee at all times. The toll
rates will be set, or “managed” through out the day with a goal of
keeping traffic flowing at 45 miles per hour or faster.

Responses to specific bulleted comments are addressed below:

Response to Comment #13-12:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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See response to Comment #13-10 for information on parking at the
McCaslin BRT Station.

Response to Comment #13-16:
RTD is responsible for merging bus service plans for BRT with those
for the Northwest Rail corridor. This requirement is true with both
packages.

Response to Comment #13-15:
Information in Section 2.2, General Alternatives Development and
Evaluation, and Section 2.3, Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation,
reflects the screening process and the appropriate terms used at that
point in time. “Toll lanes” is used appropriately in Table 2.2-1, List of
General Alternatives by Category and Subcategory. No change
made. The “acceleration/deceleration lanes” alternative referenced
in Table 2.2-1, Table 2.2-3, Evaluation Results of General
Alternatives, and Table 2.3-2, Conceptual Alternatives Carried
Forward for Packaging, are equivalent to auxiliary lanes. Likewise,
use of the term “toll lanes” is appropriate in Table 2.2-3, Table 2.2-4,
Categorization of Major Alternatives and Supportive Alternatives,
and Table 2.3-2. No changes made.

Response to Comment #13-14:
A definition for “dynamic pricing” has been added to Chapter 2,
Alternatives Considered, definitions. The name of the US 36
express lanes has been changed to “managed” lanes in the FEIS.
There are many tools that CDOT and RTD have in order to optimize
the use of the lanes, maximize travel time savings, and keep
managed lane traffic flow at 45 miles per hour or faster in the
managed lanes. The tolls for SOVs may be raised; the designation
for HOV may be raised from 2+ to 3+, etc. These elements have
been added to the definition of managed lanes in the Chapter 2
definitions. Also, see the general funding response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #13-13:
The population and employment figures are generated using land
use data directly from the DRCOG. If there are errors in the data
they should be addressed directly with DRCOG.

Response to Comment
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Comment #13-19

Comment #13-18
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Comment #13-16 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #13-19:
The 2035 Metro Vision Regional Transportation Plan (2035 MVRTP)
(DRCOG 2009) included improvements to the US 36/McCaslin
Boulevard interchange. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
customarily lists only a very rough level of detail when describing
projects, because their additional definition is accomplished through
subsequent NEPA and design development processes.

The transportation section of the City of Louisville Comprehensive
Plan Update (City of Louisville 2009) includes principles and policies
addressing multi-modal opportunities and design elements of major
arterial roadways. The Plan states that the city of Louisville should
continue to work with RTD to expand the existing bus transit
network. Several policies in support of this principle include
providing amenities for riders such as bicycle/pedestrian access,
shelters, and lighting, and implementing the Preferred Alternative
recommended in the US 36 Corridor EIS. All build packages support
and are compatible with this Plan.

Response to Comment #13-18:
A discussion of the 2009 Louisville Comprehensive Plan Update has
been added to Chapter 3 as requested.

The checkpoints were specifically chosen as representative
segments on US 36 only, and are not related to the analysis of
impacts on adjacent roadways.

Development of the ConocoPhillips site is included in the DRCOG
2035 model. Traffic impacts are discussed in Chapter 3,
Transportation Impacts and Mitigation.

Response to Comment #13-17:
Comment noted. No changes to the Northwest Parkway connection
to US 36 are proposed as part of this project.

Response to Comment
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The distribution of trips estimated to use the proposed Midway dropramps does not account for the complex redistribution of traffic that
would occur. Outside the immediately adjacent interchange areas,
the impact of the Midway drop-ramps is likely to be minimal, because
the drop-ramps would primarily be re-distributing traffic from those
interchanges, not attracting entirely new traffic from outside the US
36 area.

LOS F conditions at the McCaslin/Dillon intersection prevail
regardless of whether the US 36 project is built. The unacceptability
of such conditions and attendant economic problems are not the
responsibility of the US 36 project. The responsibility of the US 36
project with respect to non-interchange intersections is to mitigate
project impacts, not to fix pre-existing problems.

The results cited on pages 3.5-3 and 3.5-4 (Results subsection of
Section 3) for the Interlocken intersections includes the Tape Drive
intersection north of the US 36 interchange. The Northwest
Parkway/96th Street intersection further north is outside the scope of
this project, defined for all interchanges as the ramp junction
intersection and the next one major intersection (usually a signal) to
each side.

Freeway improvements on US 36 do not preclude the eventual
widening or improvement of the Interlocken Loop intersections by
others. However, this project does not result in a need to widen
these intersections in 2035.

Figure 3.4-3, US 36 a.m. Peak-hour Traffic Volumes (Horizon-Year),
and Figure 3.4-4, US 36 p.m. Peak-hour Traffic Volume (HorizonYear), show traffic volume forecasts for different peak hours, so they
are not intended to be consistent.
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If the value of the remaining property is damaged in the after
condition as a result of the lost parking spaces, and a certified real
estate appraiser and review appraiser conclude that such damages
can be supported by market evidence, the amount of damages must
be included in the offers made to the landowners. In circumstances

The number of parking spaces that would be impacted as a result of
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) is less
than anticipated with Package 2 or Package 4. The locations of
properties that would be acquired with the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) are shown on the corridor maps in
Appendix A.

Response to Comment #13-21:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) avoids
impacts to the Coal Creek Golf Course. Therefore, there would not
be any direct economic impacts to the Coal Creek Golf Course.

The FEIS text discusses impacts to land use in both Superior and
Louisville. Our analysis shows that the build packages are
compatible with the City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan. Specific
areas of compatibility include support of the planned BRT station,
higher-density development planned at McCaslin Boulevard, and
additional transit connections to the other opportunity areas.

Response to Comment #13-20:
Kohl’s, Outback Steakhouse, and Monarch School have been added
to the description of the city of Louisville in Section 4.2 as requested.
The 2009 City of Louisville Comprehensive Plan Update has been
added to Table 4.2-1, Summary of Existing or Proposed Transitoriented Development and Major Development Plans, and the
Highway 42 Revitalization Plan has been added to Table 4.2-2,
Summary of Transportation Policies in Local Transportation and
Land Use Plans. Text regarding Opportunity Area #4 has been
added as requested. Direct impacts to land use resulting from the
conversion of properties to transportation uses, and indirect impacts
to overall land use within Louisville, have been clarified. The direct
land use conversions would be negligible within the context of overall
land use within the city of Louisville, and would not be expected to
change overall land use in the project area or within the city of
Louisville.
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Response to Comment #13-24:
The proposal to construct retaining walls was related to the desire to
minimize ROW acquisitions, but does not relate to environmental
justice concerns. The reference has been removed from the
chapter.

The FEIS has been updated to state that fire protection is provided
by the Louisville Protection District, which is not a city department.

There is no Table 4.5-3 in Section 4.5, Social Impacts and
Community Facilities. The project team assumes the comment is
related to Figure 4.5-3, Community Facilities within Study Area. As
noted above, the FEIS is not being updated with additional
information on affected environment from the DEIS. The Coal Creek
Golf Course is discussed in Section 4.9, Parks and Open Space.

Response to Comment #13-23:
The population and household data used for this analysis (and other
analyses) are from DRCOG. The DRCOG data may not match
municipality data exactly, but are used as representative data
source. The FEIS is relying on information gathered for the DEIS
and as a result the affected environment sections of the FEIS has
not been updated to include other neighborhoods along the
alignment.

Response to Comment #13-22:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) avoids
impacts to the Coal Creek Golf Course. Therefore, there would not
be any direct economic impacts to the Coal Creek Golf Course.

Development of the ConocoPhillips site is included in the DRCOG
2035 model. This information has been updated in the FEIS to take
into account this new employment center and to evaluate potential
areas of restricted access. The impacts of the build-out of the
Colorado Tech Center would not modify the results of this analysis
since it is based on the DRCOG model which is related to population
growth.

where CDOT determines that these damages are significant enough
to be uneconomic to the landowner, CDOT has an obligation under
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 to offer to purchase the entire ownership and
provide relocation assistance to the displaced occupants. For more
detailed information see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations.
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Comment #13-27

Comment #13-26

Comment #13-25 (cont.)

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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The text “Louisville residents have also passed a sales tax to fund
parks and open space acquisition” has been added to the FEIS.

Information has been added to the FEIS that Boulder County plans
to connect the segments of Rock Creek Trail in the future. The
connection under US 36 would be provided as part of the US 36
bikeway.

The Damyanovich Open Space was added to Section 4.9, Parks and
Open Space. None of the alternatives would impact this resource.

Response to Comment #13-27:
The combined alternative would avoid direct impacts to the Coal
Creek Golf Course. From a noise perspective the Coal Creek Golf
Course can be considered a park. Predicted noise levels exceed the
Noise Abatement Criterion for parks (66 dBA) under both existing
and proposed alternatives. As stated in the Noise Report, “The
decision of whether or not to provide noise mitigation for impacted
parks needs to be assessed by the municipality where the park is
located, in consultation with CDOT and FHWA. Priority should be
given to parks where there is regular outdoor use and where noise
mitigation measures would provide a clear benefit. Typically noise
mitigation is not provided for golf courses because although there is
active outdoor use, this use is for a short duration of time.”
Concerns about conflicts between golfers and bikers/pedestrians
would be avoided since the bike path would be located on the west
(south) side of US 36 and would no longer be adjacent to the golf
course. Information on construction impacts to park and open space
resources is included in Section 4.22, Construction-Related Impacts.

Response to Comment #13-26:
Comment noted. The bikeway has been moved to the south side of
U.S. 36 in this location to avoid impacts to the Coal Creek Golf
Course (see general bikeway response); however, there are not
impacts to the Superior Cemetery from the bikeway.

Response to Comment #13-25:
The Prehistoric Hearth is located in the Superior/Louisville Segment.
The text has been revised to reflect this. The suggested mitigation is
appropriate for this type of resource.

Comment noted. This change has been made to Table 4.6-2,
Mitigation Measures – Environmental Justice.
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Comment #13-33

Comment #13-32

Comment #13-31

Comment #13-30

Comment #13-29

Comment #13-28

Comment #13-27 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Retaining wall heights vary too greatly to include in a table that
would be useful. Instead, the range of retaining wall heights is
discussed in the text for each build package; walls would vary
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Response to Comment #13-31:
The design is currently too preliminary for bridge aesthetics to be
determined. During final design, bridge aesthetics will be developed
and will follow the mitigation commitments discussed in Table
4.11-7, Mitigation Measures – Visual and Aesthetic Resources.

Response to Comment #13-30:
Table 4.10-4, Police, Fire, and Emergency Services by Segment,
has been corrected as requested.

Response to Comment #13-29:
Retaining walls will reflect natural appearance in textures and
colored and be graffiti-resistant. Walls will be tiered, where feasible.

USACE requires that compensatory mitigation must be, to the extent
practicable, sufficient to replace lost aquatic resource functions. This
can typically be attained through a 1:1 mitigation ratio. The district
engineer will determine the mitigation required for the Section 404
permit. To comply with FHWA guidance, this project will also
mitigate for all non-jurisdictional impacts. No change required to the
FEIS.

Response to Comment #13-28:
Mitigation measures shown in Table 4.9-6, Mitigation Measures –
Parks and Open Space, are related to parks and open space and
are not related to wetlands regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). Impacts to Coal Creek and its wetlands, and
compensatory mitigation measures, are discussed in Section 4.21,
Wetlands and Other Waters.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #13-33:
The Damyanovich open space has been added to Section 4.9, Parks
and Open Space, as requested in Comment #13-28. However, the
Damyanovich open space is not considered a prime and unique
farmland or farmland of statewide or local importance based on
National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soils data for the
property. Because the open space is not an important farmland as
defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), it is not
discussed in Section 4.16, Farmlands.

At this time, only the general location of sound walls has been
evaluated and 100 percent engineering on the noise walls has not
been completed; therefore, the location of the walls has not been
finalized and cross-sections have not been provided. This
information will be finalized as part of final design.

Response to Comment #13-32:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) the
existing slope in this location would be removed to accommodate the
widening of the highway, the bikeway, and the proposed MS4 ditch.
The existing berm would be replaced with a sound wall.

Mitigation for visual effects of sound walls has been added to
Table 4.11-7.

between 5 feet and 50 or 60 feet high, depending on the build
package.
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Comment #13-36

Comment #13-35

Comment #13-34

Commenter

Comment
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The unnamed ditch in the Broomfield Segment has been identified
as the Dry Creek Valley Ditch. This text has been revised in the
FEIS.

Response to Comment #13-36:
Correct. These ditches and other water features are not located in
the Superior/Louisville Segment. The text in the FEIS has been
revised accordingly.

Response to Comment #13-35:
Comment noted. The project will follow the USACE Compensatory
Mitigation Final Rule (33 CFR 332, April 10, 2008), which states that
creation on site and off site, mitigation banks, and in-lieu fee
programs are all acceptable methods of wetland mitigation.

Response to Comment #13-34:
The scope of the 5 to 10 percent design does not include
identification of all utilities along the corridor. The two ditch
crossings that need to be extended in the Superior/Louisville
Segment are the Warembourg-Bowles lateral and the Coal Creek
Ditch lateral.

Response to Comment
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Comment #13-39

Comment #13-38

Comment #13-37

Comment #13-36 (cont.)

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment #13-39:
The Coal Creek Golf Course and Superior Cemetery are not 4(f)
properties. The ownership of the Coal Creek Trail Crossing has
been corrected to show city of Louisville as the jurisdiction
throughout Chapter 7. Access to the Davidson Mesa trail system to
US 36 bikeway would be accommodated via McCaslin Boulevard.
This would not result in a 4(f) use.

Response to Comment #13-38:
This table summarizes mitigation from previous sections of the FEIS
and is intended to reflect mitigations for the entire project.

Response to Comment #13-37:
Changes made as requested.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #14-1

City of Westminster, J. Brent McFall
Comment #14

Comment

Response to Comment #14-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane and not
barrier separation.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-5

Comment #14-4

Comment #14-3

Comment #14-2

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Regardless of the timeline for property acquisitions, CDOT will
comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended to ensure fair
and equitable treatment of property owners. CDOT will also continue
to communicate with property owners throughout the project.

Response to Comment #14-5:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) has
reduced the ROW impacts, which are identified in Section 4.4, Rightof-Way and Relocations, and shown in Appendix A, Corridor
Reference Maps, of the FEIS. ROW acquisition will occur as
required by project phasing. Information on project phasing is
available in Chapter 8 of the FEIS.

Response to Comment #14-4:
CDOT is required to mitigate for traffic impacts to local roadways
caused by the improvements to US 36. The mitigations, which
include improvements to local roadways, are identified in the FEIS.
See Section 3.5, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation.

As funding for the project becomes available, monies will be
distributed according to the phasing and financing plan as
determined by the PAC. Information on project phasing is available
in Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, of the FEIS.

Response to Comment #14-3:
th
Early in the project’s analysis, an extension of 88 Street under US
36 was proposed. Further traffic analysis determined the proposed
improvements to the Sheridan Boulevard interchange in the
th
combined alternative do not warrant an extension of 88 Street
under US 36. As a result the combined alternative does not include
th
the extension of 88 Street under US 36.

Response to Comment #14-2:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane with access
between each interchange. No drop-ramps are proposed as a part
of this package.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-7

Comment #14-6

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #14-7:
Package 2 is not being carried forward as the Preferred Alternative.
The PAC is recommending a new Combined Alternative Package as
the Preferred Alternative. See the general Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) response for more information.

No change made.

Therefore, resource impacts for the city of Westminster may be
located in more than one project segment.

While Sheridan is not the jurisdictional boundary between
Westminster and Adams County, this north/south arterial is a
meaningful transportation travel shed delineator and as such was
used as a boundary between the two segments.

Response to Comment #14-6:
The lengthy project study area was broken down into manageable
segments for ease in analyzing and presenting data. The segment
boundaries used for this project generally follow jurisdictional
boundaries, but not always. The segment names utilized are based
on the predominant jurisdiction within a segment.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-11

Comment #14-10

Comment #14-9

Comment #14-8

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #14-10:
In order to meet design standards for the improved Sheridan
th
interchange, the access from Sheridan to West 88 Place is
impacted by the westbound off-ramp to Sheridan in the combined
alternative. Some businesses along West 88th Place can be
accessed from Yates Street (Sweet Tomatoes, Joe’s Crab Shack,
and Saltgrass Steakhouse). The Residence Inn and Hampton Inn
th
can be accessed from the remainder of West 88 Place. As the
design progresses to a higher level of detail, access to these
businesses can be further refined. Traffic analysis for the operations

Response to Comment #14-9:
Drop-ramps are not an element of the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). In the Preferred Alternative no
substantial impacts to Westminster Boulevard are anticipated.

For a detailed description of the revised bikeway alignment in the
east end of the US 36 corridor, see the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions.

In particular, additional analysis was done to evaluate the Bradburn
nd
Boulevard alignment connection to the Little Dry Creek Trail at 72
Avenue. It was determined that a pedestrian activated signal would
be added at the intersection of 72nd Avenue at Bradburn Boulevard to
nd
facilitate access across 72 Avenue to the Little Dry Creek Trail.

See the general bikeway response for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #14-8:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process that took place subsequent to the release of the DEIS, the
bikeway alignment on the east was reviewed and modified to
address concerns about the termination of the bikeway.

Response to Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #14-17:
See response to Comment #14-10.

Comment #14-17
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Response to Comment #14-15:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) provides
one buffer-separated managed lane in each direction with access
between each interchange and does not include barrier separation or
drop-ramps. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #14-14:
The word “possibly” has been deleted, however the statement “will
develop…” has not been added.

Response to Comment #14-13:
Information added to Table 4.2-2, Summary of Transportation
Policies in Local Transportation and Land Use Plans, as requested.

Response to Comment #14-12:
The US 36 project will mitigate its LOS impact to adjacent
intersections to LOS D or to the Package 1, which ever is worse.
th
The proposed 74 Avenue/Federal Boulevard mitigation measures,
include re-striping the eastbound approach and adjusting the signal
phasing. Details are provided in Section 3.5.

Response to Comment #14-11:
th
The cost of replacing the Old Wadsworth Bridge with the 112
Avenue Bridge is included in the combined alternative cost estimate.

at the Sheridan interchange do not warrant the extension of 88th
Street under US 36.

Response to Comment #14-16:
See response to Comment #14-14.

Comment

Comment #14-16

Comment #14-15

Comment #14-14

Comment #14-13

Comment #14-12

Commenter
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Comment #14-23

Comment #14-22

Comment #14-21

Comment #14-20

Comment #14-19

Comment #14-18

Comment #14-17 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #14-22:
See response to Comment #14-21.

Although park and open space areas may appear to provide space
for earthen berms, park and recreation property is protected under
Section 4(f), and therefore all impacts must be avoided if prudent and
feasible. Construction of berms would be considered an impact
since CDOT would need to acquire ROW. Additional impacts to
open space areas may result in impacts to biological habitats,
wetlands and other waters of the US, and other resources that need
to be protected; therefore, earthen berms are not practicable
mitigation measures since walls would be effective.

Response to Comment #14-21:
Retaining walls are proposed in the Combined Alternative as
opposed to earthen berms to reduce overall impacts. Berms in lieu
of retaining walls and sound walls require a significantly larger
footprint and more impacts to parks and open space.

Response to Comment #14-20:
See response to Comment #14-6.

Response to Comment #14-19:
See response to Comment #14-5.

Response to Comment #14-18:
Since the US 36 project includes the replacement of the Old
th
Wadsworth bridge, the cost to replace this bridge with the 112
Avenue Bridge is included in the combined alternative cost estimate.
The cost for the 112th Avenue approaches are not included in the
combined alternative cost estimate because the project would not
need to replace the approaches to the Old Wadsworth bridge. The
US 36 project is responsible for replacing the Old Wadsworth bridge.
The project is willing to work in partnership with Broomfield to
accommodate a new location for a crossing but the project will not
incur additional costs for additional elements to do so.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more information.
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Response to Comment #14-23:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would not
have impacts to Oakwood and Rotary parks and therefore, no trail
consideration is needed. If either Package 2 or Package 4 is
ultimately selected, additional consideration will be given to this
comment at that time.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-30

Comment #14-29

Comment #14-28

Comment #14-27

Comment #14-26

Comment #14-25

Comment #14-24

Commenter
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Response to Comment #14-30:
See response to Comment #14-21.

Response to Comment #14-29:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #14-28:
For Package 2 and Package 4 the impacts to the City of Westminster
Open Space property (1219) are included in the associated tables in
Section 4.9, Parks and Open Space. The Combined Alternative
would avoid impacts to this resource.

Response to Comment #14-27:
Lighting improvements are proposed as mitigation to the lengthening
of the pedestrian crossing under US 36 in this location. See Table
4.9-6, Mitigation Measures — Parks and Open Space, for details
about mitigations for Westminster Open Space. Also, see Chapter 7,
Section 4(f) Evaluation, for proposed mitigations for 4(f) resources.

Response to Comment #14-26:
See response to Comment #14-23.

With regards to Oakwood Park, see response to Comment #14-23.

Response to Comment #14-25:
The statement says that that parkland and facilities would be
replaced, this includes construction. No change made.

Response to Comment #14-24:
Access to US 36 and the managed lanes would be provided at
Church Ranch Boulevard and Sheridan Boulevard under the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). These
access points and BRT stations would provide low-income and
minority communities a benefit of increased access to the entire
region through a new transit network. See Section 2.6 for more
detailed description of the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-35

Comment #14-34

Comment #14-33

Comment #14-32

Comment #14-31

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #14-35:
Comment noted. The proposed design is consistent with the City of
Westminster Urban Drainage Agreement and does not increase
capacity. Coordination with the City of Westminster will continue
through final design to address the concern about wildlife crossing.

Response to Comment #14-34:
Traffic noise analysis was completed for undeveloped lands only if
the development was planned, designed, and programmed. The
Hyland Village development is currently on-hold and no construction
is planned in the near future. Since improvements to this section of
the highway are not scheduled as part of Phase I, the Hyland Village
development may be reevaluated when future phases of the project
are implemented.

Response to Comment #14-33:
On this and every CDOT project, noise walls, whether they are new
or are replacing existing walls, are designed to reduce noise levels
by at least 5 dBA and where feasible 10 dBA. The purpose of the
noise study conducted for this project was to determine where new
and replacement walls should be considered. As the project
progresses toward final design, detailed issues such as exact height,
length, placement, end points, wraps, aesthetics, absorption (to
control reflections), etc., will be addressed. Fifteen feet is not a
“standard” height, nor will replacement walls simply be built at their
existing height. Also, walls are not designed to reduce noise levels
to a certain level, such as 66 dBA. They are designed to provide 5 to
10 dBA of reduction, for that is all that is generally feasible.
Certainly, for those areas where levels are relatively high (e.g.,
greater than 70 dBA), the 10 dBA goal should be achieved if at all
possible.

Response to Comment #14-32:
See response to Comment #14-21.

Response to Comment #14-31:
Table 4.13-4, Length of Sound Wall Anticipated in Each Package,
summarizes the general location where new sound walls are
proposed including locations where existing sound walls would need
to be removed to accommodate improvements. Exact location,
length and height of sound walls will be determined during final
design.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-36

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Response to Comment #14-36:
The scope of the 5 to 10 percent design does not include
identification of all utilities along the corridor. The project’s current
cost estimate contains contingencies to cover the cost of
miscellaneous items, such as utilities, that will be identified as the
project progresses beyond the 5 to 10 percent design stage.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-44
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Response to Comment #14-42:
The wetlands at the outlet of the Rotary Park pond drainage system
(adjacent to US 36 to the north) would be impacted by the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). Impacts to these
wetlands have been included in the total wetland impact calculations
for the Westminster Segment and the overall project. These
wetlands are discussed in more detail in the Wetland Technical
Report (URS 2004).

Response to Comment #14-41:
Lower Church Lake (and associated wetlands) would not be
impacted by any of the build packages.

Response to Comment #14-40:
Change made as requested.

Comment #14-43

Response to Comment #14-38:
Only the major irrigation ditches were labeled. The label for Big Dry
Creek has been added to Figure 4.20-1, Floodplain Information for
Streams and Ditches in the Project Area.

Response to Comment #14-37:
Shaw Heights Tributary is a mapped Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain in areas upstream and
downstream from US 36, and is not mapped anywhere in the vicinity
of US 36 or the build package limits. It is noted on Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) Panel 08059C0206E that the 1 percent annual
chance flood discharge is contained in a culvert at US 36 and this is
not a FEMA floodplain. Impacts to storm drainage ponds, culverts,
and storm sewer systems will be evaluated during the design phase
of the project to determine the existing condition performance,
compared to the required local drainage needs and US 36 project
needs, and make modifications as required.

Response to Comment

Comment #14-42

Comment

Response to Comment #14-39:
Table 4.20-2, Major Watercourse Crossings and Designated
Beneficial Uses, has been updated to include the definition of
Class 2 Recreation.

Comment #14-41

Comment #14-40

Comment #14-39

Comment #14-38

Comment #14-37

Commenter
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Commenter
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Response to Comment #14-44:
A discussion about how species-specific threatened and endangered
requirements would be taken into account for the construction
footprint in certain areas has been added to Section 4.22,
Construction-Related Impacts.

Response to Comment #14-43:
The 6 months depicted in Figure 4.22-1, General-Purpose Lane,
Managed Lane, and Bus Rapid Transit Best-Case Construction
Schedule in the DEIS, is an estimate of the length of time needed to
complete demolition and site preparation. This length of time may
change based on the final project footprint, available funding, and
construction phasing, but will approximately be the equivalent of
6 months spread out over 4 to 5 years. Regardless of the time
necessary, all residential and business demolitions deemed
necessary for the project will be overseen by a Certified Asbestos
and Lead Abatement Contractor.
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Comment #14-49

Comment #14-48

Comment #14-47

Comment #14-46

Comment #14-45

Comment #14-44 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #14-49:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would not
have impacts to the Oakwood Park. If Package 2 is selected, there
will be additional analysis to identify potential impacts and mitigation.
Also see response to Comment #14-21.

Response to Comment #14-48:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would not
have impacts to Oakwood Park. If Package 2 is selected, there will
be additional analysis to identify potential impacts and mitigation.

Response to Comment #14-47:
Change made as requested.

Response to Comment #14-46:
Change made as requested.

Response to Comment #14-45:
Information was included in Section 4.6, Environmental Justice,
about temporary impacts to transit facilities as a result of construction
activities. While these impacts would affect all populations, there
would be additional impacts to traditional transit users who rely on
the public transportation network. However, these impacts would not
result in a disproportionate impact.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-51

Comment #14-50

Comment #14-49 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #14-51:
CDOT will coordinate with Westminster Parks and Recreation
representatives during final design on landscape and aesthetic
issues.

Response to Comment #14-50:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would not
have ROW impacts in this area. Therefore, no mitigation in the form
of a trail is included. The US 36 bikeway is located on the south side
of US 36 in this area. See the bikeway description in Section 2.6 for
more detail.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-54

Comment #14-53

Comment #14-52

Comment #14-51 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #14-54:
Under all build packages, the Allen Ditch would flow through culverts
in the locations where it flows under the widened US 36. The ditch
would also be placed in culverts adjacent to the Westminster Center
transit station due to changes at the interchange and transit station
under all build packages. The portion of the ditch near Westminster
Hills Park and in the vicinity of Bradburn Boulevard would not be
affected outside of the culvert extensions needed to convey the ditch
under the widened highway.

Response to Comment #14-53:
CDOT will continue to coordinate with Westminster Parks and
Recreation representatives through final design to identify a safe and
convenient detour for the Big Dry Creek Trail. However, in the event
that a safe alternative can not be identified, temporary closure may
become necessary. Every measure will be taken to minimize harm
to this resource.

Response to Comment #14-52:
Under the Preferred Alternative, no impacts to Rotary Park are
anticipated. If Package 2 is selected, the need for storm drainage
and water quality facilities will be identified during final design.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-60

Comment #14-59

Comment #14-58

Comment #14-57
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Response to Comment #14-60:
See Response to Comment #14-34.

Response to Comment #14-59:
The noise analysis measurements were collected continuously for
approximately 1 week at each of the 20 sites to get a representative
evaluation of the background noise levels. The measured loudest
noise levels at each site are listed in Table 4.13-1, Summary of
Existing Highway Noise Level Measurements. These measurements
should provide a worst-case scenario for background noise levels.

Response to Comment #14-58:
Although a 10 dBA reduction in noise levels is desired, the proposed
mitigation measures must at least reduce noise levels by 5 dBA. In
addition, the sound walls must meet the reasonableness criteria as
outlined in the Methodology subsection of Section 4.13, Noise.

Response to Comment #14-57:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does not
propose the closure of Turnpike Drive at this location. If Package 2
or Package 4 is ultimately selected, there will be additional
consideration to the mitigation measures proposed.

Response to Comment #14-56:
See response to Comment #14-21.

Comment #14-56

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #14-55:
Comment noted.

Comment

Comment #14-55

Comment #14-54 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment #14-66

Comment #14-65

Comment #14-64
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Response to Comment #14-66:
At this time only the general location of noise walls has been
evaluated, and 100 percent engineering on the noise walls has not
been completed; therefore, the location of the walls, relative to
Westcliff Apartments, has not been finalized and cross-sections have
not been provided. This information will be finalized as part of final
design.

Response to Comment #14-65:
See Response to Comment #14-34.

Response to Comment #14-64:
The noise impacts were reevaluated for the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). Also see Response to Comment
#14-33.

Response to Comment #14-63:
See Response to Comment #14-34.

Comment #14-62

Comment #14-63

Response to Comment #14-62:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
property acquisitions along the corridor have been reduced;
therefore, not as many remnant parcels will exist. Please see
response to Comment #14-21 for additional information.

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #14-61:
See Response to Comment #14-34.

Comment

Comment #14-61

Commenter
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Comment #14-70

Comment #14-69

Comment #14-68

Comment #14-67

Commenter
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Response to Comment #14-70:
The 4(f) Section of the FEIS documents that impacts to the
Westminster Hills Park would be considered a direct use. Proposed
mitigation measures are included in the 4(f) section and would be
finalized through consultation with the city of Westminster.

Response to Comment #14-69:
th
The 80 Avenue bridge is now part of a separate study and is
considered part of the No Action. See description of Package 1 in
Section 2.6.

th
Existing access to Westminster Hills Park at 80 Avenue via an
underpass would be retained. The underpass would either remain
as is or be replaced if needed.

Response to Comment #14-68:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
the existing section of trail between Bradburn Boulevard and Lowell
Boulevard will be replaced where impacted. However, this section of
trail is not part of the US 36 bikeway. The bikeway heads south onstreet at Bradburn Boulevard. See the general bikeway response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and the detailed bikeway descriptions in Section 2.6.

Response to Comment #14-67:
Comment noted. Whether the sound walls are new or are replacing
existing walls, they would be designed to reduce to a height that
would reduce noise levels by at least 5 dBA and where feasible
10 dBA. That height will vary depending on specifics for each
location. Also see response to Comment #14-33.

Response to Comment
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Comment #14-72

Comment #14-71

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #14-72:
The city of Westminster was consulted regarding open space
management in the development of the EIS. The Westminster
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (adopted June 28, 2004) was
provided by the city as a resource for analysis of open space
management, and includes discussions on drainageways,
floodplains, wetlands, and soils. Coordination with the city of
Westminster regarding open space management will continue
through final design.

Response to Comment #14-71:
The three noted letters have been added to Appendix B,
Consultation and Coordination.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-1

Adams County, Commissioner Alice J.
Nichol
Comment #15

Commenter
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If either Package 2 or Package 4 is ultimately selected, additional
consideration will be given to further minimizing impacts in Adams
County.

Response to Comment #15-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that was developed subsequent to the DEIS and in
response to concerns about impacts would have substantially less
ROW impact than Package 2 or Package 4 in the Adams Segment.
Additionally, the Preferred Alternative which proposes one bufferseparated managed lane in each direction would provide access to
the managed lanes for Adams County that are not provided in
Package 2 or Package 4. See the general Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-2

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-2:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) ROW
and property impacts have been reduced. Locations of properties
that would be acquired are shown on the corridor maps in Appendix
A, Corridor Reference Maps. Additional information is provided in
Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations. If acquisitions of
residential properties results in shorter back yards or other
detriments so that the value of the remaining property is damaged in
the after condition, and a certified real estate appraiser and review
appraiser conclude that such damages can be supported by market
evidence, the amount of damages must be included in the offers
made to the landowners. In circumstances where CDOT determines
that these damages are significant enough to be uneconomic to the
landowner, CDOT has an obligation under the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 to
offer to purchase the entire ownership and provide relocation
assistance to the displaced occupants. This is a key provision of the
Act designed to address the very concerns raised in this comment.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-8

Comment #15-7

Comment #15-6

Comment #15-5

Comment #15-4

Comment #15-3

Commenter

Comment
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ROW impacts in this area have been reduced as a result of the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) therefore
minimizing impacts to the loss of established neighborhoods. See
Section 4.5, Social Impacts and Community Facilities, for more
information.

Response to Comment #15-6:
Comment noted. The neighborhoods in unincorporated Adams
County that are impacted and more than 40 years old were
evaluated by professional historians to determine whether they are
eligible as historic districts to the NRHP under 36 CFR 800 (Section
106 Regulations). The FHWA determined these neighborhoods did
not meet the criteria of the National Register and the SHPO
concurred. See updated Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues, for a
more detailed description.

Response to Comment #15-5:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #15-4:
Locations of properties that would be acquired with the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) are shown on the
corridor maps in Appendix A.

Response to Comment #15-3:
Water quality capture volumes for the entire project have been
accounted for in the design of water quality treatment facilities for the
Combined Alternative. There are several locations where additional
properties would be required to meet water quality standards, and
the required land area has been accounted for in the analysis of
ROW impacts in Section 4.4.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-9

Comment #15-8 (cont.)

Commenter
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The text in Section 4.5, Social Impacts and Community Facilities,
has been revised to state that the closure of the southbound I-25 and
westbound US 36/I-270 access to Broadway would be an

This comment quotes text from page 4.3-10 of the DEIS. This quote
is an excerpt from the discussion of Package 1 (the No Action
Alternative) and is not a statement of impacts related to the build
packages. Although the build packages would reduce access at
Broadway, other interchanges within the Adams Segment would
receive improvements and would continue to promote mobility within
the segment.

Response to Comment #15-9:
A discussion has been added to Section 4.2, Land Use, and Section
4.3, Economic Considerations, to provide more information about the
impacts to the commercial land uses on Broadway as requested.
The elimination of access from southbound I-25 and westbound US
36/I-270 would likely create impacts to both businesses and
commercial land use on Broadway, and the text has been revised to
discuss this in more detail. Development potential would be
expected to remain similar to current conditions in other areas of the
Adams Segment. Access to other areas and land uses within the
Adams Segment would not be lessened, and land uses would not be
expected to be affected beyond the direct impacts to parcels
immediately adjacent to US 36.

Only eight businesses are now anticipated to be displaced in the
Adams Segment. Also see response to Comment #15-6 and
Comment #15-7.

Response to Comment #15-8:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative significantly reduces the
number of residential and business displacements, both within the
corridor as a whole, and within the Adams Segment specifically.

CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, to
ensure fair and equitable treatment of property owners.

Response to Comment #15-7:
The number of property acquisitions has been greatly reduced with
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), especially
in low-income and minority communities in the Adams Segment.
CDOT cannot accelerate the property acquisition process until a
decision document (i.e., Record of Decision [ROD]) is complete.
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Comment #15-10

Comment #15-9 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #15-11:
The I-25/Broadway interchange is depicted in the FEIS as system-tosystem ramps from southbound I-25 to westbound US 36. This
would eliminate the existing ramp from southbound I-25 and the
westbound US 36 off-ramp to Broadway that currently exists. The
possibility of retaining some or all of this access may be considered
as part of a separate Interstate Access Request.

Response to Comment #15-10:
The addition of capacity to US 36 can be reasonably expected to
result in some traffic that currently uses local streets and arterials to
transfer to US 36. A faster trip on US 36 would result in less traffic in
neighborhoods, not more.

CDOT understands Adams County's concerns about the impacts
that could result from the access changes at Broadway. As noted
above, text has been added to Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.5 to discuss
in more detail the impacts to businesses and commercial land use
on Broadway near US 36. However, CDOT does not feel that the
changes in access at Broadway would result in substantial impacts
to adjacent residential areas or in impacts to land use or
development potential in other areas of the Adams Segment.

inconvenience to residents who currently use that access and who
th
th
would need to use 84 Avenue, Pecos Street, or 70 Avenue
instead. However, traffic accessing the commercial area at
Broadway would not be re-routed through residential neighborhoods
on Conifer Street or Greenwood Boulevard. Rather traffic would be
directed to 84th Avenue, Pecos Street, and 70th Avenue when
traveling from southbound I-25, and to York Street and 70th Avenue
or Pecos Street and 70th Avenue when traveling from westbound US
36/I-270. Traffic would not be expected to increase on Conifer
Street, Greenwood Boulevard, or other neighborhood streets as a
result of the access changes at Broadway.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-14

Comment #15-13

Comment #15-12

Comment #15-11 (cont.)

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #15-14:
See response to Comment #15-11.

Response to Comment #15-13:
See response to Comment #15-11. Mitigation will include further
study and this has been added to Table 4.26-1, Mitigation Summary.

The elimination of a portion of the access to Broadway may result in
localized land use impacts in that area, and this is discussed under
the Adams County Comprehensive Plan later in Section 4.2, and
again under the individual build package analyses. Although
localized land use impacts would be expected in this area, the build
packages are considered to be compatible with land use planning at
the corridor-wide level.

Response to Comment #15-12:
This comment quotes the introductory paragraph from the section on
Compatibility with Existing and Future Land Use Plans, from page
4.2-9 of the DEIS. This introductory paragraph discusses overall
compatibility of the build packages with land use plans in the US 36
corridor. This text is a valid summary of the land use compatibility
analysis conducted for the build packages: on a corridor-wide basis,
the build packages are generally compatible with existing and future
land use plans.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-17

Comment #15-16

Comment #15-15

Comment #15-14 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #15-17:
The drainage reports titled US 36 Conceptual Drainage Analysis,
(2004) and revised version “US 36 Conceptual Drainage Analysis
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Response to Comment #15-16:
During the design phase, local drainage, including underground
storm sewer systems, off-site drainage, ponds, etc., will be identified
and evaluated to determine their existing condition performance,
functionality, project impacts, and the need for modification,
replacement, or expansion. This evaluation will be based on Urban
Drainage and Flood Control District (UDFCD) and local agency
criteria. Coordination with Adams County will continue through final
design and construction.

It is unknown at the current level of project design if any monitoring
wells (landfill or otherwise) will be destroyed. If a monitoring well is
identified within the project area, care will be taken not to disturb the
well or the monitoring well owner will be contacted if necessary.

• Potential public exposure

• Engineering costs

• Materials management and disposal costs (in accordance with
applicable regulations)

• Health and safety monitoring.

Response to Comment #15-15:
The location of known active and historic landfills will be considered
during the design phase of this project. These landfills will be
avoided where possible to prevent additional:

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-20

Comment #15-19

Comment #15-18

Comment #15-17 (cont.)

Commenter
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The intent of the Driscoll Method is to determine pollutant loads that
would enter waterways without treatment. The Driscoll analysis,
therefore, does not take into account stormwater quality BMPs, and
the reported pounds per year are the expected impacts without any
mitigation. Mitigation measures would reduce these loads, but the
actual loads that would enter waterways after treatment were not
measured.

Comment noted. The design of the Combined Alternative complies
with CDOT’s MS4 permit.

Stormwater runoff from the project area would be captured and
conveyed to water quality BMPs prior to discharging into the existing
storm sewer system.

Response to Comment #15-20:

Response to Comment #15-19:
CDOT and various jurisdictions along the project corridor have MS4
permits. Compliance with post-construction stormwater quality
requirements for new projects often includes the installation of
permanent on-site structural Best Management Practices (BMPs).
Various temporary and permanent BMPs will be developed during
each phase of the project to meet the requirements of permit
holders, including the local permit holders. The discussion of the
mitigation measures cites the use of both UDFCD and CDOT
documents for BMP design.

Response to Comment #15-18:
Comment noted. A discussion of impacts to Clear Creek has been
added to the text in the Section 4.20, Water Resources: Water
Quality and Floodplains.

A note has been added to text to make reference to local agency
floodplain ordinances.

Draft, February 2009” include the conceptual level floodplain
analysis, drainage analysis, pond sizing, etc., for the build packages.
Footprints for these features and adjustments required for the
roadway to accommodate modifications to existing drainage
structures have been incorporated into the build package analysis.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-21

Comment #15-20 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #15-21:
See Responses to Comments #14-37, #14-52, and #15-16.
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Comment #15-22

Comment #15-21 (cont.)

Commenter
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For more information on the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) see Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

While the grade-separated facility does not extend all the way to
Broadway, the US 36 bikeway as described in the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) provides a direct and
continuous bikeway for the entire corridor that is adjacent to US 36
as much as possible providing an alternative mode of travel for
people in the US 36 corridor.

As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
the ROW impacts to properties on the south side of US 36 in this
section are significantly reduced. Without the need to acquire those
properties to accommodate the other elements of the project,
remnant parcels are not available for the bikeway in this section.
Therefore, extending the bikeway alignment all the way to Broadway
would require substantial additional ROW and property acquisition
compared to the other bikeway alignment alternatives.

Response to Comment #15-22:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-22 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-23:
Comment noted. The Purpose and Need is appropriate for the
corridor as agreed to by CDOT, RTD, FWHA, and FTA. The FEIS
address impacts to local streets.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-25

Comment #15-24

Comment #15-23 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-25:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) was
developed to address many of the concerns related to the impacts in
the Adams Segment, particularly ROW impacts. It includes one
buffer-separated managed lane in each direction and makes use of
the existing reversible managed lane connecting to I-25. See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more details.

The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) proposes
a narrower cross section than Package 2 or Package 4 between
Sheridan Boulevard and I-25 by keeping the reversible managed
lane facility. This has greatly reduced the residential ROW impacts
in this area.

Response to Comment #15-24:
It is recognized that I-25 is an important facility, and the design of the
rebuilding of the US 36/I-25 interchange was undertaken with
substantial care to avoid precluding future I-25 improvements.
However, the scope of this project specifically limits improvements to
those that address the US 36 corridor’s needs. While the
improvement of conditions for US 36 traffic could have a minor affect
on traffic using I-25 in the vicinity of the US 36 interchange, the
improvements themselves are not expected to attract substantially
more traffic to I-25. Also, a future effort to reconstruct and widen
I-25 should be anticipated within the next generation (although
funding is not currently identified).

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment
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Comment #15-26

Comment #15-25 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-26:
The reference to Broomfield/Church Ranch Boulevard data
describes the location of a CDOT permanent count station, but the
traffic estimates for each mainline segment were derived from those
volumes by adding/subtracting the counted on- and off-ramp traffic.
As such, the data used to develop lane needs for each segment are
appropriate to each segment.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-27

Comment #15-26 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #15-27:
As part of the interchange improvements at Sheridan, Sheridan
Boulevard is widened to three through lanes in each direction over
US 36. See response to Comment #15-11 for information on
Broadway access.

Response to Comment

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

96

Comment #15-31

Comment #15-30

Comment #15-29

Comment #15-28

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-31:
The proposed managed lanes would be available to Adams County
residents who commute along the US 36 corridor.

Response to Comments #15-30:
Comment noted. Access to the managed lane in the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) is provided between
each interchange. The existing reversible lane will be maintained
between Pecos Street and I-25.

Response to Comment #15-29:
See response to Comment #15-22.

Response to Comment #15-28:
CDOT policy is that poor LOS in general-purpose lanes in Package 2
is seen as more tolerable (though not specifically encouraged) than
poor LOS in general-purpose lanes in Package 4 because facilities
that charge a toll benefit from congestion in adjacent generalpurpose lanes. The need is for congestion relief, not the complete
elimination of congestion. When a proposed action on US 36 results
in more traffic using a segment but LOS does not improve, it means
that more traffic is carried on the segment than before. In such
situations, those travelers that modified their route from a local
arterial to US 36 must be doing so because they perceive an
advantage. As such, their trip is improved, even though the LOS on
US 36 does not reflect an improved condition.

Response to Comment
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Comment #15-33

Comment #15-32

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #15-33:
The need to improve outdated facilities refers primarily to the
structural integrity of drainage and bridge structures in the corridor
and the need to update the roadway design to current safety
standards. The intersection LOS at interchanges was used to guide
the design of the ramp junction intersections and to identify impacts
to the next adjacent intersection in each direction. Where an impact
nd
to LOS at an adjacent intersection (such as 72 Avenue and Pecos
Street) is identified, the project will mitigate for those impacts by
improving the final LOS to either LOS D or better, or to the No Action
Alternative LOS, whichever is worse.

Both BRT and commuter rail were on the FasTracks Plan. RTD is
committed to providing what the voters supported. The two modes,
to a large extent, serve different markets with Northwest Rail serving
Longmont, Louisville, East Boulder, Gunbarrel, and South
Westminster, while BRT serves South Boulder, Superior, Louisville,
Broomfield, and Interlocken.

Response to Comment #15-32:
In-line stations are no longer included in the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative).

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #15-36:
See response to Comment #15-11.

Comment #15-36

Response to Comment #15-34:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) was developed to address concerns by the local
jurisdictions and the public about the impacts of the project. Adams
County participated in the PAC process that developed the
Combined Alternative Package.

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #15-35:
See response to Comment #15-11.

Comment

Comment #15-35

Comment #15-34

Comment #15-33 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment #15-43

Comment #15-42

Comment #15-41

Comment #15-40

Comment #15-39

Comment #15-38

Comment #15-37

Comment #15-36 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #15-41:
Comment noted. Extensive analysis for the entire corridor has been
conducted through the course of this project, including the Adams
Segment.

Response to Comment #15-40:
A working group meeting with jurisdictional representatives was held
on April 30, 2008 to discuss water quality and drainage issues in
Adams County. It was agreed at that meeting that Adams County
and CDOT are following the same guidelines and regulations
regarding water quality standards.

Response to Comment #15-39:
The requested comprehensive research effort is documented in
Section 4.23, Cumulative Impacts. Past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects are documented in a series of tables, and
the planned population growth and associated development needs
are also analyzed.

See also response to Comment #15-24.

Response to Comment #15-38:
This project matches the existing ramp geometry and capacity at the
I-25 interchange. The responsibility of determining the need for
future I-25 capacity improvements is outside the scope of this
project.

Response to Comment #15-37:
See response to Comment #15-24.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #15-43:
Existing counts were collected in late 2003, but some other field data
were collected in 2005, and the DRCOG travel demand model was
calibrated to 2005 conditions. The one occurrence of 2025 (as
opposed to 2030) in Section 1.3 of the DEIS has been corrected.
Traffic modeling for the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) in the FEIS used the 2035 DRCOG model while
Package 2 and Package 4 used the 2030 model. A comparison of
the 2030 to 2035 models is provided in Chapter 3, Transportation
Impacts and Mitigation.

Response to Comment #15-42:
Maps included in the EIS are sufficient to meet the needs of NEPA
and are based on the level of engineering available at that time. No
change made.
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Comment #15-46
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Response to Comments #15-47:
Comment noted. The bald eagle has been removed as a federallylisted endangered species in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #15-46:
Before the acquisition process of any acquisition of a total ownership
that will result in displacement of the occupants, the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended, requires two relocation planning studies. One
study is to survey the market to ensure that there is a sufficient
inventory of similar types of properties that the displaced occupants
can purchase or rent to relocate in to. The second study is to
interview each displaced occupant to understand and document all
of the unique considerations of their present circumstance and to
understand what unique considerations need to be addressed in a
relocation dwelling. If these studies indicate that there is not a
sufficient inventory of similar types of properties that the displaced
occupants can purchase or rent to relocate in to, taking into account
all identified unique circumstances, then acquisition and
displacement cannot move forward until the issue is addressed.
These studies are not done until closer to acquisition because the
residences and businesses in occupancy at the time of the actual
acquisition/displacement activity may be very different than the
residences and businesses in occupancy today.

Response to Comment #15-45:
See response to Comment #15-2.

Comment #15-45

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #15-44:
Agreed. The referenced access road is not included in the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).

Comment

Comment #15-44
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Response to Comment #15-50:
Comment noted. More information has been added to the FEIS in
Section 4.2, Land Use, Section 4.3, Economic Considerations,
Section 4.5, Social Impacts and Community Facilities, and Section
4.10, Public Safety and Security, with relation to the Broadway
access impacts. Drainage and floodplain impacts are covered in
Section 4.20, Water Resources: Water Quality and Floodplains.

Response to Comment #15-49:
See response to Comment #15-11.

There is an assurance agreement between the city of Westminster
and the UDFCD regarding maintaining the existing capacity of the
Big Dry Creek crossing at US 36 to allow the existing US 36
drainage structure to act as a flow restricting structure.

Response to Comment #15-48:
Comment noted.
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Comment #15-51

Commenter
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Response to Comment #15-52:
Only selected issues were introduced in the Executive Summary.
See response to Comment #15-50. The Boulder Floodplain Study
was mentioned in the Executive Summary because it is currently
under review and is not yet adopted by FEMA. Drainage impacts will
be dealt with under CDOT MS4 permits during final design.

Response to Comment #15-51:
See response to Comment #15-11 and Comment #15-50.

Response to Comment
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Comment #16-1

Boulder County, Department of
Transportation, Commissioner Ben
Pearlman
Comment #16

Commenter
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Response to Comment #16-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) contains elements of Package 2 and Package 4. See
the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #16-2
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Response to Comment #16-7:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that includes one new climbing lane in each direction,
extending westbound from McCaslin Boulevard and eastbound from
Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive to the top of Davidson Mesa, as
well as one bus-only auxiliary lane in each direction extending
westbound to Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive and eastbound to
McCaslin Boulevard from the top of Davidson Mesa. The bus-only
auxiliary lane would only be constructed if and when specific triggers,
agreed upon by the PAC, are met. See the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more
details.

Response to Comment #16-6:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does not
include new general-purpose lanes between McCaslin Boulevard
and Table Mesa Drive. Attempts to avoid and minimize impacts to
open space and parks along South Boulder Creek (as well as the
entire corridor) have been incorporated into the FEIS. Further
attempts to minimize impacts will continue to be considered as the
project moves through final design.

Response to Comment #16-5:
Additional TDM information has been added to the FEIS. See
Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #16-4:
Elements of the bikeway are included in Phase 1 of the project. See
detailed information in Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for
more information.

Response to Comment #16-3:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #16-2:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that includes BRT access to Table Mesa Drive that
consists of a transition of the managed lane to a general-purpose
lane at a point west of Cherryvale Road. This lane would change the
regulatory designation from a managed to general-purpose lane
th
resulting in the same configuration at 28 Street that exists today.
This access requires only a one-lane traffic weave to the westbound
US 36 BRT side-platform ramp.

Response to Comment
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Comment #16-12

Comment #16-11

Comment #16-10

Comment #16-9

Comment #16-8

Commenter
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The current design for the bikeway through Boulder County does
include grade separations under Cherryvale Road, McCaslin
Boulevard, and 88th Street. Additionally, bikeway connections are
provided to the Table Mesa and McCaslin park-n-Rides, Table Mesa
Drive, South Boulder Creek Trail, McCaslin Boulevard, Coal Creek
Trail, and the cattle crossing at Avista Hospital. However, it does not
th
include bikeway access to Cherryvale Road, 88 Street, or the
Davidson Mesa Scenic Overlook.

Response to Comment #16-11:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

For information on when stations will be implemented, refer to
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation.

Response to Comment #16-10:
As part of Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
development, BRT stations are located on the side ramps, not in the
median.

The configuration of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) requires westbound buses traveling from McCaslin
Station to the Table Mesa Station to make one lane change in
addition to the merge at the end of the climbing lane.

Response to Comment #16-9:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that does not extend the managed lane all the way to the
Table Mesa park-n-Ride. Instead, it includes a transition of the
managed lane to a general-purpose lane at a point west of
Cherryvale Road. This lane would change the regulatory designation
from managed to general-purpose, and would result in a continuous
th
through lane to 28 Street. This configuration would require only
one-lane change for buses to access the westbound US 36 BRT
side-platform ramp.

Response to Comment #16-8:
See response to Comment #13-2.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #16-12:
The analysis conducted as part of the EIS meets NEPA
requirements. This analysis, impacts, and mitigation is discussed in
Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation. Federal agencies
require that NEPA analysis use the approved regional travel demand
model and not sub-regional models.

For information on when the bikeway will be implemented, refer to
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation.

The bikeway will continue to be refined as the engineering of the
project advances through final design.

Response to Comment
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Comment #16-17

Comment #16-16

Comment #16-15

Comment #16-14

Comment #16-13

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Adding efficient electronic engine controls and fuel injections
Purchasing buses with particulate filters on the exhaust
Using low-sulfur diesel fuel
Testing bio-diesel fuel
Implementing a 3-minute bus idle limit
Testing and implementing, as appropriate, hybrid electric buses
Additional mitigation commitments have been added to Table
4.22-2, Mitigation Measures – Construction, regarding
construction practices that help reduce emissions.
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Response to Comment #16-16:
As mentioned, physical improvements do not extend to Baseline
Road. Therefore, noise impacts and mitigation measures in this area
were not considered. However, sound walls are proposed for the
area between Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive and Bear Creek.
See Section 4.13, Noise, for more information.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In addition, RTD has committed to the following with its bus fleet:

Response to Comment #16-15:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), which
has been developed as the Preferred Alternative in conjunction with
local governments in the corridor, would encourage the use of less
polluting modal choices by providing managed lanes to
accommodate the majority of the additional capacity added to US 36.
No new general-purpose lanes would be added, and the continuous
auxiliary lane added in each direction would improve operations on
the highway, reducing congestion and resulting emissions from
vehicles.

Response to Comment #16-14:
See response to Comment #16-5.

Response to Comment #16-13:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #16-17:
The project will avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive habitat as
much as possible and practicable in design and during construction.
If impacts occur, the project will comply with all applicable federal,
state, and local mitigation policies. Mitigation efforts will take into
account the importance of wildlife corridors and connectivity.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-1

City of Boulder, Mayor Mark Ruzzin
Comment #17

Commenter
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For information on the laneage into Boulder, refer to Section 2.7,
Resolution of Issues, and the response to Comment #16-9.

Mitigation will be implemented as the impacts are constructed and
will take into account the quantity and quality of affected resources.
See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for a discussion
on phasing, impacts, and mitigation.

Response to Comment #17-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
contains elements of Package 2 and Package 4 and has many of
the features noted (e.g., buffer-separated managed lanes,
interchange improvements, BRT stations, and a bikeway). See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, of
the FEIS for more details.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-3:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does
not include new general-purpose lanes between McCaslin
Boulevard and Table Mesa Drive. However, it does include one
climbing lane westbound from McCaslin Boulevard, and one
climbing lane eastbound from Table Mesa Drive to the top of
Davidson Mesa. The Preferred Alternative generally has a
narrower footprint than Package 2 or Package 4. For information
on the specific environmental impacts associated with the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), see the
individual resource sections in Chapter 4, Affected Environment
and Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS.

Response to Comment #17-2:
Comment noted. See Chapter 8, for a discussion on phasing,
impacts, and mitigation.

CDOT looks forward to continuing to coordinate with the City of
Boulder through the final design process whenever possible.

For information on TDM and the bikeway, see the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section
2.6. Also, see the general bikeway response in the Clarification
and Detail for Common Comments section of this volume.
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Comment #17-5

Comment #17-4

Comment #17-3 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #17-6:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
includes the bikeway alignment parallel to US 36. The current
design for the bikeway through Boulder does include gradeseparations under Cherryvale Road, and over South Boulder
Creek. Additionally, bikeway connections are provided directly to
the pedestrian overpass at the Table Mesa park-n-Ride, and to
Table Mesa Drive (west of Loop Drive) and the South Boulder
Creek Trail. However, it does not include direct bikeway access to
Foothills Parkway, South Boulder Road, or Cherryvale Road. See
the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more details.

Response to Comment #17-5:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that includes one managed lane in each
direction. The managed lanes do not extend all the way to the
Table Mesa park-n-Ride. Instead, it includes a transition of the
managed lane to a general-purpose lane at a point west of
Cherryvale Road. This lane would change the regulatory
designation from managed to general-purpose, and would result in
th
a continuous through lane to 28 Street. For information on the
intent, use and equity of the tolled facility (managed lanes) see the
general funding response.

Response to Comment #17-4:
As noted, federal agencies require that NEPA analysis use the
approved regional travel demand model. Analysis of impacts
based on sub-regional models is beyond the scope of this project.
Land use inputs are provided by the local agencies to DRCOG.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-7:
Due to the nature and overall complexity of the South Boulder
Creek floodplain issues, the roadway profile in the area affected by
the floodplain will not be changed. The South Boulder Creek
bridge will need to be widened to accommodate the build package
alternatives. The channel within the US 36 ROW will be modified
to make up for the impacts of the wider bridge. CDOT will work
with the city and county of Boulder to minimize/eliminate impacts to
the floodplain. Pending FEMA approval of the new floodplain
study and subsequent plans for flood control by the city, Boulder
County, and the UDFCD, the final elevation of the highway may
need to be modified. While it is uncertain what the final design in
the flood zone will be, CDOT will make every effort to, at a
minimum, maintain the current conditions. When FEMA adopts the
results of the new floodplain study, the information will be
incorporated into the project. (Also see Section 2.7.)

CDOT practice identifies maintenance of bikeways as a
responsibility of the local jurisdiction. Details about maintenance
are negotiated through an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA). An
IGA will be negotiated with the various US 36 corridor local
jurisdictions for maintenance of the US 36 bikeway. The text in
Section 2.6, clarified this arrangement.

Efforts to minimize the impacts of all project components, including
the bikeway, are being incorporated. These include the impacts to
sensitive ecological areas and wildlife. Mitigation to further reduce
the environmental impacts, including those listed in the comment,
are included for the project. Efforts to further minimize impacts to
resources will continue through final design. For more information
on the biological impacts and mitigations refer to Appendix D,
Programmatic Biological Assessment.
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Comment #17-8

Commenter
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Response to Comment #17-8:
Comment noted. See the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more
information on TDM.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-10:
The analysis presented in the FEIS is sufficient to meet the needs
of NEPA. Responses to these summarized points listed in the
comment are addressed in detail in the response to Comment
#17-15 through Comment #17-112 (for Attachment A) below.

The analysis conducted for this project is sufficient to satisfy NEPA
requirements. Federal agencies require that NEPA analysis use
the approved regional travel demand model and not sub-regional
models. Also see response to Comment #16-12.

Local jurisdiction design standards and codes were used and
incorporated into the proposed arterial improvements.
Improvements to US 36 are appropriately consistent with CDOT
and American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) design standards.

Response to Comment #17-9:
City policies established through existing master plans in the
Boulder area have been discussed in Section 4.2, Land Use.
Specifically, the Boulder Transportation Master Plan, the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan, the City of Boulder Transportation
Climate Action Plan, and the Boulder Transit Village Area Plan are
discussed in the section and are summarized in tables in this
section.
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Response to Comment #17-11:
Conceptual mitigation plans for impacts to ecological resources are
included in the FEIS as a part of the resource documentation. See
Appendix D and Appendix C, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation. A
coordination effort is included in these conceptual mitigation plans
to combine resource mitigation where possible to achieve overall
improvement of the ecological system (i.e., wetlands and
threatened and endangered species).

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-13:
CDOT and RTD look forward to working with the city of Boulder in
future phases, including final design, to develop context sensitive
solutions in this area.

Response to Comment #17-12:
The figure shown in the executive summary is a depiction of the
general project study area defined as the area of the project’s
potential indirect impacts that will be assessed. This area is
typically equal to the area described in the affected environment
section for each environmental resource. The boundaries of the
direct impact areas vary by resource. Some resources such as
noise have very specific criteria regarding the impact area that is
analyzed. CDOT policy specifies that noise impacts are to be
analyzed within a 500-foot radius of the project’s physical
improvements. Whereas, air quality impacts are assessed at
regional level. Specific direct impact areas are defined for each
resource in the respective sections in the FEIS. Traffic and service
impacts to local intersections as a result of the proposed project
have been analyzed and are addressed in Chapter 3,
Transportation Impacts and Mitigation.
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Comment #17-13 (cont.)
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Response to Comment #17-14:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane with
access between each interchange. See the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and the discussion regarding west end design Options A
and B and the bus only lanes into Boulder in Section 2.7. Also see
response to Comment #16-9.
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Comment #17-21

Comment #17-19
Comment #17-20

Comment #17-18

Comment #17-17

Comment #17-16

Comment #17-15

Commenter
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Response to Comment #17-21:
Changes made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-20:
Suggested update does not comply with our standard document
style. No change made.

Response to Comment #17-19:
In accordance with the NEPA/404 merger process, the USACE
has been consulted throughout the EIS process. Please see
Appendix C for details concerning this consultation including
copies of all relevant correspondence.

Response to Comment #17-18:
Unable to find the text referenced in the comment on page 1.1-3.
No change made.

Response to Comment #17-17:
Physical improvements from the project are located on US 36
between I-25 and Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive. However,
BRT operations do extend beyond these physical limits and are
discussed in Chapter 3. For more information on impact area
boundaries also see response to Comment #17-12.

Response to Comment #17-16:
Additional analysis is not needed as bus-only auxiliary lanes were
selected for this segment. The Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) includes one new climbing lane in each
direction, extending westbound from McCaslin Boulevard and
eastbound from Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive to the top of
Davidson Mesa as well as one bus-only auxiliary lane in each
direction extending westbound to Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa
Drive and eastbound to McCaslin Boulevard from the top of
Davidson Mesa. The bus-only auxiliary lane would only be
constructed if and when specific triggers agreed upon by the PAC
are met. See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more details.

Response to Comment #17-15:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each direction with
access between each interchange. If Package 2 or Package 4 is
ultimately selected, additional consideration would be given to
access treatments for either of those packages.
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Response to Comment #17-28:
The statement referenced indicates that LOS of E or LOS F could
be considered deficient it does not state that it is unacceptable.
CDOT has not officially established a threshold for acceptable LOS

Response to Comment #17-27:
Comment noted. Daily hours of VHT are also mentioned in
Chapter 3, on Figure 3.4-5, US 36 Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled,
Vehicle Hours Traveled, and Average Speed (Horizon-Year), and
on Figure 3.4-6, Arterial Vehicle Miles Traveled, Vehicle Hours
Traveled, and Average Speed (Horizon-Year).

Response to Comment #17-26:
The DEIS reflected the latest model available at the time (2030) of
the project. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) has been analyzed using the most recent model, 2035
and does not include the addition of general purpose lanes through
this section.

Response to Comment #17-25:
The figure represents person-trips, as indicated by the Y-axis
legend at left. The context of this section is to illustrate unmet
demand, not to propose measures to satisfy that demand.
Transportation improvement alternatives are discussed in Chapter
2, Alternatives Considered.

Response to Comment #17-24:
The demand projected within the study area is based on
information received from and analyzed by DRCOG. Land use
inputs come directly from the local jurisdictions. If there are errors
in the data they should be addressed directly with DRCOG.

Response to Comment #17-23:
The population and employment figures are generated using land
use data directly from the DRCOGs. If there are errors in the data
they should be addressed directly with DRCOG.

Response to Comment #17-22:
The analysis of employment growth within the study area is based
on information received and analyzed from DRCOG. The DRCOG
data evaluates current day employment trends related to a variety
of economic factors and predicts future employment numbers
based on population and household growth.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-30:
Comment noted. Not all the reports and technical memoranda
prepared for this project were published along with the DEIS.
However, they are available upon request. A copy of the Existing
Conditions Inventory and Deficiency Analysis Draft Technical
Report (URS 2004) was sent to City of Boulder care of Tracy
Winfree.

Response to Comment #17-29:
TDM was characterized as a supportive alternative and not a major
(stand alone) alternative because it was determined that TDM
alone could not adequately address all of the project needs.
Additional information related to TDM has been added to the FEIS.
See Section 2.6 for more detailed information.

on future designs and only rules of thumb to help in decision
making. LOS is only one measure used in this process.
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Comment #17-37

Comment #17-36

Comment #17-35

Comment #17-34

Comment #17-33

Comment #17-32

Comment #17-31
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Response to Comment #17-38:
The assumptions used for bus service changes for the proposed
packages are shown in Table 2.6-2, Proposed Changes to the
RTD Bus System Plan for Package 2, and in Table 2.6-7,
Proposed Changes to the RTD Bus System Plan for the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).

Response to Comment #17-37:
See response to Comment #17-29.

Response to Comment #17-36:
The cross sections shown in document meet current design
standards and accommodate the 2035 capacity needs for the
corridor. The 5 to 10 percent design has the potential for further
refinement during the final design stage.

Response to Comment #17-35:
Comment noted. The figure correctly depicts the BRT facility.

Response to Comment #17-34:
As of the writing of the FEIS the proposed build alternatives
maintain the existing vertical profile of US 36 through the South
Boulder Creek floodplain. No elevation change is proposed or
anticipated, so no community involvement on a re-designed is
anticipated.

Response to Comment #17-33:
Additional details about TDM elements have been added to the
FEIS. See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6.

Response to Comment #17-32:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does
not include any new general purpose lanes for this segment of the
project corridor. Furthermore, CDOT and RTD look forward to
working with the city of Boulder in future phases, including final
design, to develop context sensitive solutions in this area.

Response to Comment #17-31:
See response to Comment #17-30.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-42:
At this location, two options were evaluated to provide access from
the University of Colorado, Boulder South Campus (South
Campus) to Table Mesa Drive. This access is currently provided
through Loop Drive, which connects to Table Mesa Drive at an
intersection with the eastbound US 36 exit to Table Mesa Drive.
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would
maintain this connection and require buses to access the BRT
Station on the south side of US 36 from a ramp located on Loop
Drive. In the Local Streets Option, this access would be provided
from Table Mesa Drive, eliminating direct access from the South

Response to Comment #17-41:
The removal of the existing substandard Table Mesa Drive-toeastbound US 36 loop-ramp does not add a signal. It adds a
movement to an existing signal, and the analysis of the impacts of
this change are included in the detailed interchanged analysis
conducted for this project and reported in the DEIS Traffic
Engineering Technical Report (URS 2009).

Response to Comment #17-40:
The Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive interchange will be fully
reconstructed. The interchange configuration will be modified from
the existing configuration. The three successive eastbound
on-ramp to US 36 have been consolidated to two eastbound
on-ramps by the elimination of the loop-ramp.

Response to Comment #17-39:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each direction
through the entire corridor. Barrier separation is desirable in
situations where more than one managed lane in each direction
would be provided. Barrier separation was not provided west of
McCaslin Boulevard in Package 2 because (1) travel demand
estimates did not justify a second managed lane, and (2) the
second lane would have greater environmental impacts to
wetlands and other sensitive habitat. The buffer-separated
managed lanes will have frequent monitoring, both mechanical and
by enforcement officers, to help ensure compliance. CDOT could
follow the example of a similar, successful project in Minnesota
and use some of the revenue collected to pay for dedicated
enforcement personnel to minimize violation.

Response to Comment
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See the general bikeway response for more information in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.
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As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process that took place subsequent to the release of
the DEIS, the US 36 adjacent alignment was selected for the
bikeway in the Combine Alternative Package. Because this
alignment was selected for the Preferred Alternative over the
Cherryvale Road/South Boulder Road alignment, no additional
refinements were made to the Cherryvale Road/South Boulder
Road alignment. However, should the Cherryvale Road/South
Boulder Road alignment ultimately be selected this comment
would be further considered at that time.

Response to Comment #17-44:
Additional text has been added to the FEIS to detail the bikeway
alignment as much as possible based on the level of engineering
completed to date. See the bikeway alignment and Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) descriptions in
Section 2.6.

Response to Comment #17-43:
A bridge is proposed to cross South Boulder Creek and is included
in the project. The Corridor Maps in Appendix A have been
revised to show this detail.

Additional design details and discussion are presented in Chapter
2. Reference maps that depict the two options are included in
Appendix A.

CDOT will coordinate with the University of Colorado, the City of
Boulder, and Boulder County prior to beginning work on
improvements at the Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive
interchange to ensure future work in the area does not preclude
any major options for the Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive
interchange, including access to the South Campus property.

Campus to Table Mesa Drive from Loop Drive. Instead, this
access to Table Mesa Drive would be provided through a
connection to Tantra Drive. These options are shown in Appendix
A, Corridor Reference Maps.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-49:
See response to Comment #4-11.

Response to Comment #17-48:
CDOT practice identifies maintenance of bikeways as a
responsibility of the local jurisdiction. Details about maintenance
are negotiated through an IGA. An IGA will be negotiated with the
various US 36 corridor local jurisdictions for maintenance of the US
36 bikeway. This has been clarified in Section 2.6, for more
information.

Response to Comment #17-47:
Change made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-46:
Additional analysis is not needed as bus-only auxiliary lanes were
selected for this segment. See response to Comment #17-16 and
the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for additional details.

Response to Comment #17-45:
The ITS that would alert drivers to roadway conditions is not
included in Package 4 because Package 4 does not include a
managed lane with a electronic gantry system that would
accommodate the ITS which is proposed in Package 2 and the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
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Response to Comment #17-56:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process that took place subsequent to the release of
the DEIS, the US 36 adjacent alignment was selected for the
bikeway in the Combine Alternative Package. Because this
alignment was selected for the Preferred Alternative over the

Response to Comment #17-55:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that does not extend the managed lane all
the way to the Table Mesa park-n-Ride. While a potentially
valuable measure, person time savings was not used as a
measure in the EIS.

Response to Comment #17-54:
BRT headway assumptions used to generate the ridership
projections can be found in the Modeling Methodology Report
(May 2009). The report is available upon request.

Response to Comment #17-53:
This analysis is comparing the person-trip capacity for each
package based on the package definition, which includes specific
levels of transit service.

Response to Comment #17-52:
The three checkpoint locations were determined early in the
process and are intended to provide, in general, a “west,” “central,”
and “east” representation to large-scale travel data in the corridor.
They simplify complex data presentations and allow the FEIS to
avoid having to report data for all 8 to 12 segments. The “rest of
the report” does not employ a checkpoint for each segment. The
term “checkpoint” specifically refers only to the three
representative locations identified in this part of the document.
Segment-specific data are reported later in Chapter 3, and the
Foothills-to-McCaslin segment is included in that reporting along
with the other segments.

Response to Comment #17-51:
Comment noted.

Comment #17-52
Comment #17-53

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #17-50:
See response to Comment #6-7 and Comment #16-9.
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Response to Comment #17-59:
The representative toll rate assumed in the travel demand
forecasting process (a link-specific additional travel cost, in cents
per mile) was only used to create reasonable traffic estimates for
operational analysis—the travel demand model is not used as a
revenue forecasting tool. The actual toll rate is not related to the
model toll rate assumption, and would be managed by CDOT to
ensure optimizing the use of the lanes, maximizing travel time
savings, and keeping managed lane traffic flowing at 45 miles per
hour or faster in the managed lanes.

Response to Comment #17-58:
The projected toll volumes are correct. The only entrance points in
Package 2 are at the drops-ramps at Westminster Boulevard and
Midway Boulevard and at each end of the corridor.

Response to Comment #17-57:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
proposes one managed lane in each direction with access
between each interchange. Traffic simulation was conducted on
the areas with the highest traffic volumes for weaving analysis.
Those areas were shown to operate at an acceptable level.
Further, this configuration was selected based on input received
from other transportation entities with HOV/BRT lane experience.

Cherryvale Road/South Boulder Road alignment, no additional
refinements were made to the Cherryvale Road/South Boulder
Road alignment. However, should the Cherryvale Road/South
Boulder Road alignment ultimately be selected; this comment
would be further considered at that time.
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Comment noted. Information in this table was based on data
obtained from DRCOG
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Response to Comment #17-64:
The definition of auxiliary lanes is a lane that enters at the
interchange and exits at the next interchange downstream but
does not carry traffic through the interchange. Therefore, the lanes
described are auxiliary lanes.

Response to Comment #17-63:
Comment noted. Not all the reports and technical memoranda
prepared for this project were published along with the DEIS.
However, they are available upon request. A copy of the Boulder
West End Traffic Operations and Supplements (URS 2006) has
been sent to City of Boulder care of Tracy Winfree.

Response to Comment #17-62:
The 15 percent delay threshold for mitigation only applies to
intersections where the 2035 No Action peak-hour LOS would be
F. The reasoning behind this threshold, which was chosen by the
project team, is that intersections exhibiting LOS F conditions are
characterized by a non-linear relationship between traffic volume
and delay. A very small change in volume can, in fact, result in a
large change in delay. Costly mitigations should not be required
when, for example, a volume change of 60 vehicles (or 1 vehicle
per minute) results in a delay change of 5 to 10 percent.

Response to Comment #17-61:
Analysis was conducted on packages, as presented; however,
Package 2 and the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) do not include additional general purpose lanes in this
segment of the corridor.

Response to Comment #17-60:
Comment noted. Not all the reports and technical memoranda
prepared for this project were published along with the DEIS.
However, they are available upon request. A copy of the
Interchange and Station Area Intersection Impacts and Mitigation
Technical Report (URS 2002) has been sent to City of Boulder
care of Tracy Winfree.
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Response to Comment #17-70:
Information about city of Boulder rangers has been added to
Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security.

Response to Comment #17-69:
See response to Comment #17-39 for information on police
enforcement and buffers.

Response to Comment #17-68:
Comment noted. Not all the reports and technical memoranda
prepared for this project are published along with the DEIS.
However, they are available upon request. A copy of the Transit
Station Mode of Access, Parking and Traffic Impacts Technical
Report (URS 2007) was sent to City of Boulder care of Tracy
Winfree.

Response to Comment #17-67:
Comment noted. Not all the reports and technical memoranda
prepared for this project were published along with the DEIS.
However, they are available upon request. A copy of the
Interchange and Station Area Intersection Impacts and Mitigation
Technical Report (URS 2002) was sent to City of Boulder care of
Tracy Winfree.

Response to Comment #17-66:
The text states that these trips would have been destined for
Boulder anyway; however, now it is easier to get into Boulder from
elsewhere, so instead of someone living and working in Boulder,
they might live somewhere else. The total trips destined for
Boulder remains the same, but more of them may come from
outside the city.
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Comment #17-76

Comment #17-75

Comment #17-74

Comment #17-73

Comment #17-72

Comment #17-71

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #17-76:
We are not exactly sure what the comment is talking about. Table
4.13-3, Number of Residences Impacted by Highway Noise, is the
number of residences impacted; Table 4.13-4, Length of Sound
Wall Anticipated in Each Package, is the length of sound wall
anticipated in each package; and Table 4.13-5, Mitigation
Measures – Noise, is a summary of mitigation measures. Figure
4.13-3, Location of Existing Noise Level Measurements, shows the
locations where noise level measurements were taken, not where
walls are proposed. All numbers have been checked and
confirmed.

Response to Comment #17-75:
Comment noted. Reference to RTD’s participation in the City of
Boulder’s FasTracks Local Optimization process to accommodate
the additional bus traffic from FasTracks has been added to
Section 4.13, Noise.

Response to Comment #17-74:
Language has been added to Table 4.11-4 noting that retaining
walls would introduce an urban feel to more rural locations and
could create visual disruption for residents and recreational users.

Response to Comment #17-73:
Providing noise walls for Open Space areas is costly due to the
length of the walls required, would be effective only for the 300 or
so feet of the space closest to the highway, and would in some
cases be ineffective due to topography. Furthermore, the driving
experience through these areas would be diminished. For these
reasons, noise mitigation is typically not provided for Open Space
areas, and is not recommended on this project.

Response to Comment #17-72:
Language has been added to Table 4.11-4, Project Elements That
May Affect Visual Quality, noting that retaining walls would
introduce an urban feel to more rural locations and could create
visual disruption for residents and recreational users.

Response to Comment #17-71:
Comment noted. RTD is working closely with the local
communities to encourage multi-use transit oriented development
around stations. This is within the purview of local agencies, not
RTD.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-86

Comment #17-81
Comment #17-82
Comment #17-83
Comment #17-84
Comment #17-85

Comment #17-79
Comment #17-80

Comment #17-78

Comment #17-77

Commenter
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Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-83:
The referenced text has been updated to read: “…where they are
adjacent to sensitive habitat, to exclude and protect the habitat,
including…”

Response to Comment #17-82:
Comment noted. The numbers in the referenced table have been
checked and confirmed.

Response to Comment #17-81:
The numbers were checked and confirmed. The impact totals do
not include double-counting of the same areas.

Response to Comment #17-80:
The project team has consulted with the local agencies associated
with the US 36 corridor, and has worked with each agency to
identify local regulations that could potentially be applicable to this
project. The project is committed to continue consultation with
local agencies as specific phases of this project are funded and
proceed through final design. Federal and state regulations will be
followed for this project. Applicable local regulations will be
reviewed, discussed and incorporated into the project where
practicable during final design. Text has been added to
appropriate sections of the FEIS stating the project’s commitment
to continue consultation with local agencies through final design.

Response to Comment #17-79:
Text in 4.14 regarding Open Space Management Plan grasslands
has been revised as follows: “Midgrass prairie occurs only in the
Davidson Mesa, and this area is the subject of Boulder Open
Space restoration efforts to control non-native and invasive plants.”

Response to Comment #17-78:
Table 4.14-1, Distribution of Vegetation Types, has been revised
to say “… and native prairie open space.” The reference to
vegetation that exists only in the foothills west of Boulder, outside
of the project area, has been removed.

Response to Comment #17-77:
Comment noted. The city of Boulder has been, and will continue
to be, included in the development of mitigation plans for the
Biological Assessment.
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Comment #17-91

Comment #17-90

Comment #17-89

Comment #17-88

Comment #17-87

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #17-91:
See response to Comment #17-80.
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Response to Comment #17-90:
There are no proposed wet detention ponds in the build packages.
All detention ponds are designed to treat runoff after storm events
and are typically wet for no more than two days after the storm
event. Therefore, evaporative losses are not a consideration in the
design of the detention ponds proposed for this project.

Response to Comment #17-89:
See response to Comment #17-77.

Response to Comment #17-88:
The Integrated Noxious Weed Management Plan will outline a plan
for controlling noxious weeds during construction activities. Once
construction activities are complete, the area will fall under a local
or CDOT ROW maintenance plan.

Response to Comment #17-87:
See response to Comment #17-80.

Response to Comment #17-86:
The large animal underpasses have been included in the mitigation
discussion as an option to consider during final design. In general,
the large animal underpasses would likely be located near riparian
areas along the corridor. Riparian areas typically offer the best
habitat for large animal movement. Please see Appendix D, for
more details on locations of riparian areas. Language was added
to Table 4.14-24, Mitigation Measures – Biological Resources:
Wildlife, Vegetation, and Threatened and Endangered Species, to
reflect these statements.

Response to Comment #17-85:
See response to Comment #17-80.

Response to Comment #17-84:
The referenced text has been updated to read: “This may include,
but is not limited to, …” rather than saying “will consist of.”

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-101

Comment #17-94
Comment #17-95
Comment #17-96
Comment #17-97
Comment #17-98
Comment #17-99
Comment #17-100

Comment #17-93

Comment #17-92

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #17-101:
“Interpretive Center” has been removed from this sentence as
requested.

Response to Comment #17-100:
Changes to text have been made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-99:
Locations of properties that would be acquired with the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) are shown on the
corridor maps in Appendix A.

Response to Comment #17-98:
These elements are included in the next column over in
“Descriptions/Notes.” No change made.

Response to Comment #17-97:
Status of the Boulder Transit Village Area Plan has been updated
with latest information.

Response to Comment #17-96:
Changes to text have been made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-95:
Changes to text have been made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-94:
Boulder Open Space Programs has been added to Table 4.23-2,
Past, Present, and Future Projects in the US 36 Cumulative Study
Area, as requested.

Response to Comment #17-93:
The Boulder Transit Village Area Plan is included in Table 4.2-1,
Summary of Existing or Proposed Transit-oriented Development
and Major Development Plans.

Also note that per the NEPA/Section 404 Merger Agreement, an
Individual Permit for the US 36 project will be issued in conjunction
with the ROD. A conceptual mitigation plan will be a part of the
permit application.

Response to Comment #17-92:
See response to Comment #17-77.
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Comment #17-108
Comment #17-109

Comment #17-106
Comment #17-107

Comment #17-105

Comment #17-104

Comment #17-103

Comment #17-102

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #17-107:
The following text has been added to 4.9, Parks and Open Space:
“Weed control will use the principles of integrated pest
management to treat target weed species efficiently and effectively
by using a combination of two or more management techniques
(biological, chemical, mechanical, and/or cultural). Weed control
methods will be selected based on the management goal for the
species, the nature of the existing environment, and methods
recommended by Colorado State University, county weed boards,
and other weed experts. The presence of important wildlife habitat
or threatened and endangered species will be considered when
choosing control methods.”

Response to Comment #17-106:
All build packages in the FEIS propose the use of walls in this
section to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources.

Response to Comment #17-105:
Text referenced has been revised to reflect a minimal impact
(relative to the large expanse of the open space present), instead
of no impact, on the overall function of the open space in the
Boulder Segment. This statement is supported with the calculation
that 1.7 percent of the open space in the Boulder Segment is
proposed to be impacted by the project (18.7 of 1,097.3 acres).

Response to Comment #17-104:
Although the replacement of the existing bike path with the
proposed bikeway would not be considered an impact by Open
Space and Mountain Park (OSMP) staff the project needs to
account for the impacts in the NEPA process since the land would
be incorporated into a transportation facility.

Response to Comment #17-103:
Lighting is an important safety element for the trail users in
extended underpasses. Since the underpass would be widened by
approximately 33 feet for Package 2 and the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative), and up to 56 feet for Package 4
lighting is an important safety element for trail users.

Response to Comment #17-102:
For information on the equity of tolling see the general funding
response.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-112

Comment #17-111

Comment #17-110

Commenter
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Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #17-112:
See response to Comment #17-111.

Response to Comment #17-111:
The project will continue its Conceptual Mitigation Plan with the
City of Boulder during final design.

Response to Comment #17-110:
The FEIS least harm analysis includes a qualitative and
quantitative comparison of the impacted 4(f) resources. See
Section 7.4, Use of Section 4(f) Resources, for a detailed
description of the resource and its use.

Response to Comment #17-109:
Changes to text have been made as requested.

Response to Comment #17-108:
All build packages in the FEIS propose the use of walls in this
section to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources.
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Comment #17-114

Comment #17-113

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #17-114:
See response to Comment #17-113.
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Refinements to the bikeway would continue as the engineering
progresses through final design. Additional detail about the
connections would be available as the design progresses.

Direct access to Foothills Parkway and South Boulder Road from
the bikeway are not included in the current design. Access to
those facilities is assumed via the existing bike lanes on Table
Mesa Drive/South Boulder Road. The current design does not
preclude additional local connections being made to the regional
US 36 bikeway, but those connections are not included in the
current US 36 bikeway design.

The bikeway is a grade-separated facility on the south side of US
36 between South Boulder Creek and Table Mesa Drive. A direct
connection is provided to the pedestrian bridge to the Table Mesa
park-n-Ride. The alignment continues on the south side of US 36,
Foothills Parkway on-ramp, the realigned US 36 on-ramp, and the
new BRT slip-ramps. Access to Table Mesa Drive from the
bikeway is provided at the terminus of the bikeway at Table Mesa
Drive (west of Loop Drive) where the bikeway transitions to the
existing on-street bike lanes on Table Mesa Drive.

Response to Comment #17-113:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail
for Common Comments section of this volume, and the updated
descriptions of the bikeway in Section 2.6, for more information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-115

Comment #17-114 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #17-115:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process that took place subsequent to the release of
the DEIS, the US 36 adjacent alignment was selected for the
bikeway in the Combine Alternative Package. Because this
alignment was selected for the Preferred Alternative over the
Cherryvale Road/South Boulder Road alignment, no additional
refinements were made to the Cherryvale Road/South Boulder
Road alignment. However, should the Cherryvale Road/South
Boulder Road alignment be ultimately selected; this comment
would be further considered at that time.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-116

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #17-116:
These TDM examples have been considered. As part of the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) process, the
specific TDM elements included in the US 36 EIS have been
expanded upon to provide more detail. See Section 2.6, for more
details on the TDM elements of the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-116 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment
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Comment #17-116 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #17-117

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #17-117:
See response to Comment #17-116.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Mayors and Commissioners Coalition and
36 Commuting Solutions
Comment #18

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #18-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
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Also, see the general bikeway response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume, and the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), bikeway,
and TDM descriptions in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #18-1:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume. The PAC has agreed on a
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) that includes
elements of Package 2 and Package 4, including one bufferseparated managed lane in each direction, ramp BRT stations,
interchange improvements, a bikeway, and TDM.

Response to Comment
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Comment #18-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #18-4:
See the general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume with regards to the
social equity of tolling.

Comment #18-7

Comment #18-9

Comment #18-8
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Response to Comment #18-6:
See response to Comment #13-11.

Response to Comment #18-5:
Drop-ramps are not included as part of the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). If Package 2 is ultimately
selected, then additional consideration will be given to this
comment.

Toll revenues would be used to purchase and maintain the tollrelated equipment (toll readers, gantries, signs, etc.), and to pay for
toll enforcement, collection, and processing activities. Current
estimates of toll revenue to be collected would be sufficient to
cover those costs, but would not likely result in a significant amount
of excess to spend on other parts of the project – like construction
of new managed lanes, or to repay bonds. If additional toll revenue
remains after covering these costs, it would be used to help pay for
the cost of operating, maintaining, and improving the multi-modal
corridor.

Response to Comment #18-3:
The analysis presented in the FEIS is sufficient to meet NEPA
requirements. Also, see response to Comment #16-9.

Comment #18-5

Comment #18-4

Comment #18-3

Comment #18-6

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #18-2:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that includes BRT components. See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more
information.

Comment

Comment #18-2

Commenter
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Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #18-9:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume. Also, see the updated
bikeway descriptions in Section 2.6, for details about grade
separations and connections. Also, see Chapter 8, Phased Project
Implementation, for more information on project phasing.

Response to Comment #18-8:
See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #18-7:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes one managed lane in each direction. HOV
and BRT vehicles would be able to use this lane for free. Any
additional capacity would be sold to SOVs that choose to pay a toll
to use the lane. The lanes would be managed to optimize the use
of the lanes, maximize travel time savings, and keep the managed
lane traffic flowing at 45 miles per hour or faster through
variable/dynamic pricing.

Response to Comment
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Comment #18-12

Comment #18-11

Comment #18-10

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #18-12:
Comment noted. See updated information on TDM in Section 2.6,
for more details.

Response to Comment #18-11:
See response to Comment #14-6.

Response to Comment #18-10:
Specific mitigation measures have been developed for the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) and are
summarized in Section 4.26, Mitigation Summary.

Response to Comment
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Comment
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Comment #19-2

Comment #19-1

City of Boulder, Stephany Westhusin
Comment #19

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

Corridor Maps Package 2 - Option A BRT, Package 2 -Option B BRT and Package 4
- Option B BRT Shows no construction at the Table Mesa/South Boulder Road
intersection. It shows the construction impacts stopping to the east of the
intersection. Package 4 Option A BRT is the only option that shows intersection work
at Table Mesa/South Boulder Road/US36 and it only shows the option that has the
bus rapid transit merging to the outside lanes as opposed to having structures to
bring it to the outside lanes.

In general, on construction impacts the city would like the improvements to be phased
so there are shorter more intensive impacts as opposed to continual impacts for long
periods of time. This also helps with erosion control issues.

Comment
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The Table Mesa Drive/South Boulder Road interchange
improvements were not shown correctly on the Package 2 maps in
Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps, of the DEIS. The maps
have been revised for the FEIS. Package 2 improvements at this
interchange are similar to Package 4 in this location. The
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) corridor
improvement maps have been added to Appendix A for the FEIS.

Response to Comment #19-2:
All interchange arterials including Table Mesa Drive/South Boulder
Road are analyzed at the ramp intersection and the adjacent
intersections to determine the need for improvements as a result of
the US 36 improvements.

Response to Comment #19-1:
The actual construction packages will be smaller than the phasing
packages and will involve stakeholder input regarding priorities and
strategy when they are funded and plans are being made for
design. See Section 4.22, Construction-Related Impacts, for more
information. The phasing discussed in the FEIS involves funding.
See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for additional
details.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #20-3

Comment #20-2

Comment #20-1

US 36 ORGANIZATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER GROUPS
Metro North Chamber of Commerce,
Deborah Obermeyer
Comment #20

Comment

Response to Comment #20-3:
See Chapter 8, for more information on project phasing.
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Response to Comment #20-2:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) has
many of these features (e.g., buffer-separated managed lanes,
interchange improvements, BRT stations, and a bikeway). See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume. Also, see the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions. If Package 2 is ultimately selected,
additional consideration will be given to the use of barrierseparation and access to the managed lanes.

Response to Comment #20-1:
Comment noted. Due to funding constraints, the Preferred
Alternative would be built in phases. For more details see Chapter
8, Phased Project Implementation.

Response to Comment
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Comment #21-2

Comment #21-1

Broomfield Economic Development
Corporation, Hugh Crawford
Comment #21

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #21-2:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane with
access provided between each interchange. The managed lanes
would be used by BRT, HOVs, and SOVs for a fee. See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more information.

Response to Comment #21-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #21-6

Comment #21-5

Comment #21-4

Comment #21-3

Comment #21-2 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #21-5:
Comment noted. With the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative), there are fewer ROW impacts than with
Package 2 or Package 4, including to the property owned by JP
Colorado Land, LLLP at the southwest corner of the Wadsworth
Parkway interchange. The proposed width of US 36 in the
Preferred Alternative is smaller than the proposed width in
Package 2 and Package 4, minimizing impacts along the north
property boundary. The radius of the eastbound off-ramp from US
36 has been decreased to minimize impacts to the northeast
quadrant of the property.

Response to Comment #21-4:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
th
BRT stations are proposed at 116 Avenue and at the Flatirons
park-n-Ride. See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more information.

Response to Comment #21-3:
The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative). See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6, for more information. See
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more information on
project phasing. Also, see response to Comment #10-4 for
th
information on the 112 Avenue bridge.

Response to Comment
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Comment #21-7

Commenter
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Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #21-7:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #21-6:
A bikeway is included in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6 for more information.

Commenter
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Comment #22-1

Boulder North Chamber of Commerce,
Susan Graf
Comment #22

Comment
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Response to Comment #22-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package has been
identified as the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more
information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #23-1

Broomfield Chamber of Commerce,
Jennifer Kerr
Comment #23

Commenter
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Response to Comment #23-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #23-2

Commenter

Comment
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If Package 2 is ultimately selected, additional consideration will be
given to the use of barrier-separation and access.

Response to Comment #23-2:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) has many of these features (e.g., buffer-separated
managed lanes, interchange improvements, BRT stations, and a
bikeway). The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions. See also,
response to Comment #14-9 and Comment #18-4.

Response to Comment
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Comment #23-6

Comment #23-5

Comment #23-4

Comment #23-3

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #23-6:
Comment noted. As part of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was
selected for this section because it would better serve the
transportation goals of the project. Efforts to further minimize the
impact of the US 36 adjacent alignment will be incorporated
through the final design process. See the general bikeway
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #23-5:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #23-4:
Details on location and design aesthetics of sound walls will be
determined during final design. Sound walls located within CDOT
ROW will be maintained by CDOT.

Response to Comment #23-3:
The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative). See the Combined Alternative Package description in
Section 2.6, for more information. See Chapter 8, Phased Project
Implementation, for more information on project phasing. See
th
response to Comment #10-4 for information on the 112 Avenue
th
bridge. No changes to the 96 Street/Interlocken Loop
interchange and the Northwest Parkway configuration are
proposed as part of this project. Access to the Northwest Parkway
would remain as it does today.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #24-3

Comment #24-2

Comment #24-1

36 Commuting Solutions, Audrey
DeBarros
Comment #24

Comment
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For more information on the bikeway, see the Combined
Alternative Package description in Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, and the general bikeway response in the Clarification
and Detail for Common Comments section of this volume. As part
of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), the
nd
bikeway would transition south to 72 Avenue via Bradburn
Boulevard.

Response to Comment #24-3:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process that took place subsequent to the release of
the DEIS, the bikeway alignment on the east was reviewed and
modified to address concerns about the termination of the bikeway.

Response to Comment #24-2:
See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more details.

Response to Comment #24-1:
Comment noted. A bikeway is included as a supportive element of
all the build packages and meets the Purpose and Need for the
project by expanding mode of travel options. The environmental
impacts associated with the bikeway are fully addressed in the
FEIS.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment

Response to Comment
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Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, has been revised to provide
greater detail on the proposed grade-crossings and connections
provided for the US 36 bikeway.

The bikeway alignment has been revised as part of the Combined
Alternative (Preferred Alternative) process to address the concerns
with impacts to the Coal Creek Golf Course. The bikeway
alignment is now located on the south side of US 36 in this
location.

The existing cattle crossing at Avista Hospital would be improved
and used as part of the US 36 bikeway. The underpass would be
used to transition the bikeway from the north to the south side of
US 36.

The bikeway would use the Westminster Boulevard overpass to
transition from the south to the north side of US 36. The current
alignment is located on the north side of US 36 from the Big Dry
Creek Trail continuing east to Westminster Boulevard where it
transitions to the south side of US 36. The bikeway travels up to
Westminster Boulevard via a loop and connects to the Westminster
Boulevard bridge. It uses the existing bikeway on the east side of
the Westminster Boulevard bridge and then travels back down to
the US 36 grade on the south side of US 36 and continues east.

Direct bikeway access would be provided to the Westminster
Center park-n-Ride on the south side of US 36. Access to the
other side of the Westminster Center park-n-Ride on the north
(east) side of US 36 would be accommodated via a bridge over
US 36.

As included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), the bikeway would not continue east across Lowell
Boulevard. Instead, it would turn south using Bradburn Boulevard
west of Lowell Boulevard. An existing sidewalk/path between
Bradburn Boulevard and Lowell Boulevard adjacent to US 36
would be reconstructed as part of the US 36 improvements. The
US 36 bikeway would not make use of this existing sidewalk/path
because of concerns about use of Lowell Boulevard as a
connection to the Little Dry Creek Trail; however, the design of the
US 36 bikeway would not preclude bicycle/pedestrian use of the
sidewalk/path.
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For more information on the bikeway, see the Combined
Alternative Package description in Section 2.6, and the general
bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

BRT vehicle specifications have not been made at this time.
During final design, consideration would be given to
accommodating bicycles on the BRT vehicles consistent with other
RTD regional services.

Direct bikeway access would be provided at all BRT stations and
bicycle parking would be provided at all RTD BRT stations
consistent with other RTD park-n-Ride facilities.

Response to Comment #24-4:
Direct bikeway connections would be provided at the following
locations: Sheridan Boulevard, Church Ranch Boulevard,
Westminster Boulevard, Wadsworth Parkway, McCaslin Boulevard,
and Table Mesa Drive. Direct connections would not be provided
nd
th
th
at 92 Avenue, 112 Avenue, Midway Boulevard, 88 Street, or
Cherryvale Road.
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Comment #24-5

Comment #24-4 (cont.)

Commenter
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There are sensitive ecological habitats on the south side of US 36
between South Boulder Road and McCaslin Boulevard. The
bikeway alignment would be located on the north side of US 36 for
this section to avoid impacts to those areas. See response to
Comment #17-6 for more details.

Response to Comment #24-5:
Refinements to the bikeway design would be ongoing through final
design. Efforts to avoid and minimize impacts will continue to be
pursued. The bikeway alignment has been revised in the area
around the Coal Creek Golf Course to reduce impacts. Refer to
response to Comment #13-8 for additional details.
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US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #24-5 (cont.)

Commenter
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Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter,
Betsy Hand and Bill Roettker
Comment #25

Commenter
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Comment #25-1

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #25-2:
As part of the EIS and as required by NEPA, a range of reasonable
alternatives was evaluated. Subsequent to the release of the
DEIS, the PAC developed and agreed to the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). The Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) has one buffer-separated
managed lane located in the median in each direction with auxiliary
lanes (no new general-purpose lanes – except in the eastbound
direction from Sheridan Boulevard to I-25). In addition, the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) includes
many TDM elements. See the Combined Alternative Package
description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more details.

Response to Comment #25-1:
Comment noted.
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Comment #25-6

Comment #25-5

Comment #25-4

Comment #25-3

Comment #25-2 (cont.)

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

It should be noted that the emission factors used in the analysis
reflect existing average greenhouse gas emissions by vehicle type,
and these emissions are expected to decrease in the future due to
the addition of newer vehicles with tighter emission controls,
cleaner fuels, more stringent emission restrictions, and a higher
percentage of buses operating on compressed natural gas or
electricity. Therefore, the estimated 1 percent increase in
greenhouse gas emissions represents a worst-case scenario,
using future vehicle miles traveled (which are slightly higher than
today), with existing greenhouse gas emission factors (which are
higher than projected in the future).

Response to Comment #25-4:
The FEIS analyzes greenhouse gas emissions on a regional basis,
within the nine-county DRCOG region. Regional greenhouse gas
emissions would increase by up to 1 percent as a result of the
additional bus service added on the US 36 corridor. Other projects
that are identified in the DRCOG long-range plan (such as
FasTracks and other major roadway improvements) are already
accounted for in the analysis, as part of Package 1 (No Action),
and would not be expected to increase greenhouse gas emissions
further.

Response to Comment #25-3:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process, the specific TDM elements included in the
US 36 Corridor FEIS have been expanded upon to provide more
detail. See Section 2.6, for more details on the TDM elements of
the Preferred Alternative. Also, see response to Comment #17-29.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #25-6:
Land use policies and decisions are not the purview of CDOT or
RTD. They are the responsibility of local jurisdictions, and
therefore, alternatives that propose land use changes are not
feasible. The FEIS uses the land use projections provided by the
DRCOG model which is based on land use inputs from the local
jurisdictions. Any limit to future residential and employment growth
must come from the local jurisdictions that have authority over such
matters. However, it is important for local jurisdictions to
understand the effects residential and employment growth have on
the transportation system and the natural environment.

Response to Comment #25-5:
Capacity improvements were demonstrated to improve LOS on
some segments, so there would be some reduction in congestion
for existing users. Another important and often-overlooked aspect
of congestion reduction is that the improvements to regional
facilities tend to induce regional travelers to use those regional
facilities, rather than using arterials. If the facility is “filling up,” it is
at least in part because the travelers attracted to the improved
facility perceive a benefit in changing their route. This secondary
benefit is not captured by simple analysis of LOS on a facility
before and after an improvement.

Response to Comment
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Comment #25-13

Comment #25-12

Comment #25-11

Comment #25-10

Comment #25-9

Comment #25-8

Comment #25-7

Comment #25-6 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment #25-11:
Toll revenues would be used to purchase and maintain the toll
related equipment (toll readers, gantries, signs, etc.), and to pay for
toll enforcement, collection, and processing activities. Current
estimates of toll revenue to be collected indicate these would be

Response to Comment #25-10:
CDOT, CTE, and RTD have agreed to operate the managed lanes
such that they will be managed, in terms of pricing and the
definition of HOV, to ensure optimizing the use of the lanes,
maximizing travel time savings, and keeping managed lane traffic
flowing at 45 miles per hour or faster.

Response to Comment #25-9:
“Hot spot” analysis (an analysis of the worst-performing
intersections in the project area) of particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter (PM10) and carbon monoxide (CO) has been
conducted and the results indicate that no localized significant
impacts of PM10 and CO are expected. Because the hot spot
analysis considers the worst-case locations, other locations within
the corridor would be expected to have similar or lower
concentrations of PM10 and CO. Analysis of localized impacts for
other criteria pollutants and air toxics are not required under NEPA,
and therefore were not evaluated quantitatively in this study.
Please note, emissions of criteria air pollutants for all packages in
2035 are much lower than those in 2005.

Response to Comment #25-8:
See response to Comment #14-12 and Comment #16-12.

Response to Comment #25-7:
While person-carrying capacity is a useful metric, a multi-modal
approach must be evaluated in terms of vehicle capacity as well.
This project must work within the assumptions of the regional
model and the goals of the sponsoring agencies, which include the
use of roadway facilities by vehicles. More attention is given to this
distinction in the FEIS.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #25-13:
See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #25-12:
See response to Comment #16-9.
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sufficient to cover those costs, but would not likely result in a
significant amount of excess to spend on other parts of the project
– like construction of new managed lanes, transit, or TDM, or to
repay bonds. If additional toll revenue remains after covering these
costs, it would be used to help pay for the cost of operating,
maintaining, and improving the multi-modal corridor.
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Comment #25-20

Comment #25-19

Comment #25-18

Comment #25-17

Comment #25-16

Comment #25-15

Comment #25-14

Commenter
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Response to Comment #25-19:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) includes
a bikeway parallel to US 36. The discussion of impacts associated
with the two bikeway options are in comparison of each other, not
in relationship to the impacts associated with auxiliary lanes. The
US 36 alignment has greater impacts to wetlands, Ute ladies’tresses orchid habitat, and Preble’s meadow jumping mouse
habitat than the Cherryvale Road/South Boulder Road off-street
alignment. During final design, further efforts to avoid

Response to Comment #25-18:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), median BRT stations have been replaced with BRT
stations located on ramps adjacent to park-n-Rides at various
interchanges. As a result of this design change, the potential noise
and air quality impacts have been reduced.

Response to Comment #25-17:
Each 5 mile per hour reduction in speed results in approximately
1 dBA of noise reduction. In general, a 3 dBA change would be
required for the human ear to notice a difference. In addition, a
reduction in speed means less traffic flow, which does not meet the
Purpose and Need for this project. Speed reductions are also
difficult to enforce.

Response to Comment #25-16:
Bicycle and pedestrian access would be provided at all stations
and is included in design and cost estimates. While BRT vehicle
specifications have not been made at this time, during final design,
consideration will be given to accommodating bicycles on the BRT
vehicles consistent with other RTD regional services. In addition,
bicycle parking would be provided at all BRT stations consistent
with other RTD park-n-Ride facilities.

Response to Comment #25-15:
See updated information on the unresolved issues regarding the
auxiliary lanes in Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues.

Response to Comment #25-14:
The impacts associated with the auxiliary lanes are included in the
FEIS.

Response to Comment
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More information on the social equity of tolling is provided in the
general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #25-20:
The environmental justice analysis, per federal regulations,
addresses those resources for which there would be an adverse
effect predominately borne by environmental justice populations.
Air quality was not one of the resources. There would be no
exceedances of any of the criteria air pollutants, and while the
emissions would be higher for the build packages than the No
Action Package, they would still be considerably lower in 2035 than
they are today.

For more information on the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative), including bikeway elements, see the
description of the Combined Alternative Package in Section 2.6.
Also, see the general bikeway response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume, and the
updated information on the unresolved issues regarding the
auxiliary lanes in Section 2.7.

environmental impacts will be explored. The Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) includes climbing lanes and busonly auxiliary lanes between McCaslin Boulevard and Foothills
Parkway/Table Mesa Drive. See response to Comment #17-16 for
more details.
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Comment #26-1

Northwest Parkway Public Highway
Authority, Steve Hogan
Comment #26

Commenter
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Response to Comment #26-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #26-3

Comment #26-2

Commenter
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Response to Comment #26-3:
Variable/dynamic pricing would be proposed for all tolled
improvements on US 36. Currently, CDOT operates the I-25
express lanes as a variable toll facility, with the hope to transition to
dynamic pricing for that and future facilities, like the US 36
managed lanes, in the near future. Variable and dynamic pricing
allow higher tolls to be set during the most congested times of day,
thereby encouraging some drivers to carpool, take transit, or
change the time of their trip. For this project, tolls would be set in
such a way to maintain free-flow conditions in the managed lane at
all times, so that impacts to carpool and transit vehicles would be
minimized. Variable pricing is where toll rates vary according to
specific parameters of the toll-paying customer (e.g., by time of day

Access to Northwest Parkway from the managed lanes would be
provided via 96th Street. While a direct connection between
Northwest Parkway and the US 36 managed lanes would not be
provided with the US 36 improvements, it would not be precluded
from happening in the future.

Response to Comment #26-2:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that includes elements of Package 2 and
Package 4, including one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction, ramp BRT stations, interchange improvements, a
bikeway, and TDM. Managed lanes would be separated from the
general-purpose lanes by a painted buffer. For more details see
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, and the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.
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Response to Comment #26-4:
See response to Comment #26-2. If Package 2 is ultimately
selected, additional consideration would be given to the use of
barrier-separation and access.

All proposed toll improvements on US 36 would be fully interoperable with other existing toll facilities, like Northwest Parkway.
This means that the same transponder that is used for Northwest
Parkway would be used for the US 36 managed lanes.

Access to Northwest Parkway from the managed lanes would be
th
provided via 96 Street. While a direct connection between
Northwest Parkway and the US 36 managed lanes would not be
provided with the US 36 improvements, it would not be precluded
from happening in the future.

and day of week of travel), but on a fixed schedule based on typical
traffic patterns. With dynamic pricing, tolls are also varied
according to specific parameters, but they vary in real-time based
on actual data (e.g., levels of congestion). In both variable and
dynamic pricing systems, tolls are set at levels needed to achieve a
specified performance standard (e.g., LOS).
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Response to Comment #26-8:
Additional park-n-Rides between McCaslin Boulevard and Table
Mesa Drive were not considered as part of this study. The land
adjacent to US 36 in this stretch is predominantly city of Boulder
open space and contains sensitive environmental resources.
Alternatives that would require substantial ROW in such an
environmentally sensitive area would likely not be supported by the
city of Boulder and Boulder County.

Response to Comment #26-7:
Comment noted. Sound walls are recommended in several
locations throughout the corridor. See Section 4.13, Noise, for
more information.

Response to Comment #26-6:
Drop-ramps are not an element of the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). See the Combined Alternative
Package description in Section 2.6, for more information.

Response to Comment #26-5:
The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative). See the Combined Alternative Package description in
Section 2.6, for more information.
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Comment #27-1

36 Commuting Solutions
Comment #27

Commenter
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Response to Comment #27-1:
See response to Comment #17-116.
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Comment #27-1 (cont.)
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US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment

Commenter

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #28-1

PUBLIC – WRITTEN AND E-MAIL COMMENTS
Josef and Augusta Faehnrich
Comment #28

Comment

179

It is difficult to quantify the market effects on property value.
Property value is based on many factors. Proximity to the highway
can have negative (noise, vibration, etc.) as well as positive
(location and access) impacts on property value.

With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
ROW and property impacts have been substantially reduced.
Noise impacts are covered in Section 4.13, Noise. Vibration from
the roadway is not typically covered in an EIS. However, vibration
from the buses is included in Section 4.13.

Response to Comment #28-1:
Your concerns have been taken into consideration. See the
general human health response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more information on
the impacts associated with close proximity to highway and transit
infrastructure.
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Comment #29-1

George and Josephine Sanchez
Comment #29

Commenter
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Response to Comment #29-1:
See response to Comment #28-1.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #30-1

Peggy Atkinson
Comment #30

Comment
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Response to Comment #30-1:
CDOT will help the Broomfield Historical Society move the
monuments marking Shep’s Grave to a more suitable location on
the Broomfield Depot Museum grounds.
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Comment #31-2

Comment #31-1

Maryruth Golon
Comment #31

Commenter
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At the time that the TREX project was authorized in 1999, Colorado
did not have the authority to charge tolls on the state highway
system. The CTE came into existence in 2002, well after the plan
of finance and design-build contract for TREX was complete.
Since granted the ability to toll in 2002, CDOT has examined tolling
as an alternative for projects that include adding new capacity (i.e.,
adding additional lanes). In some cases, due to local opposition,
minimal revenue potential, minimal congestion relief benefits, and
other reasons, tolling has not been pursued.

The managed lane would be free to HOVs and buses. Only SOVs
would be charged a toll for using the managed lane. SOVs would
be free to use the existing general-purpose lanes. Use of the
managed lanes by HOVs, buses, and some SOVs should alleviate
some of the congestion in the general-purpose lanes.

Response to Comment #31-1:
Congestion pricing (charging a toll for SOVs) on US 36 is being
proposed as a way to discourage SOV travel during the most
congested times of day when pollution is at its worst. The higher
tolls charged during peak travel periods should encourage some
SOV drivers to carpool, take transit, or change the time of their trip.
When drivers absolutely have to make a trip during peak travel
periods, alone and arrive on a particular schedule, they may
choose to pay the toll for a more reliable travel time that can be
provided by the managed lane. Tolling on US 36 is proposed
primarily for congestion management benefits, not to raise
revenue.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #31-2:
Any tax increase, including a real estate tax, requires voter
approval under TABOR. Only a citizen initiative or legislatively
referred measure, followed by voter approval within the affected
jurisdiction, can raise tax rates. There is no plan to increase taxes
to finance US 36 improvements at present.

Until passage of SB 09-108 (FASTER) in March 2009, tolling in
Colorado was allowed only on new capacity. The US 36 managed
lanes would be new capacity, and only those new lanes would be
subject to a toll. The FASTER bill does allow tolling on existing
capacity, but the US 36 EIS does not propose tolling of the existing
lanes.
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Comment #32-2

Comment #32-1

MWH, Michael Fellows
Comment #32

Commenter
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Response to Comment #32-2:
See response to Comment #23-2.

Response to Comment #32-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #32-3

Comment #32-2 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #32-3:
See response to Comment #23-3.
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Comment #32-7

Comment #32-6

Comment #32-5

Comment #32-4

Commenter
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Response to Comment #32-7:
The proposed alternatives would not result in substantial additional
westbound traffic overall. Some westbound traffic that avoids
US 36 in the morning uses arterials such as South Boulder Road,
Baseline Road, and Arapahoe Road. When capacity is added to
US 36, projected volumes on these other arterials drop. For the
most part, westbound US 36 is the capacity constraint that forces
some regional trips to use these local arterials instead. The
proposed project keeps the existing westbound general-purpose
capacity (two lanes) under the McCaslin Boulevard bridge, so there
would be no increase in the capacity for regional trips to enter
Boulder. Furthermore, the existing westbound arrangement at the
US 36/Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive interchange has two
highway lanes entering on US 36, but four highway lanes exiting
(two on US 36 and two on Foothills Parkway). Even before the
capacity of Table Mesa Drive (to carry westbound traffic to
Broadway destinations) is accounted for, it should be apparent that
US 36 is artificially constraining regional travel demand at this
location. Also, see response to Comment #6-6.

Response to Comment #32-6:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in
this section because it would better serve the transportation goals
of the project. Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36
adjacent alignment will be incorporated through the final design
process. Also, see the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #32-5:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #32-4:
See response to Comment #23-4.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #33-2:
Unfortunately, providing landowners with knowledge that all or a
portion of their property may be acquired by a proposed future
transportation project can negatively impact a property's
marketability. However, public disclosure of proposed
transportation improvements and public involvement in the shaping
and definition of such improvements is a critical component of large
capital improvement projects. Compensation will only be paid to
landowner's that have all or a portion of their property actually
acquired for a build alternative (if a build alternative is approved).
Landowners living in close proximity to the project that will not have
any portion of their property acquired for the project will not be
eligible to receive compensation.

Comment #33-2

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #33-1:
Your address has been changed in the US 36 database to 2274
Kristal Way, as requested.

Comment

Comment #33-1

Harlen and Sharon Garcia
Comment #33
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Comment #33-3

Comment #33-2 (cont.)
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Response to Comment #33-3:
See the general human health response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume. In addition,
CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, to
ensure fair and equitable treatment of property owners. This
includes notification procedures. CDOT will also continue to
communicate with property owners throughout the project.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #34-4

Comment #34-3

Comment #34-2

Comment #34-1

Gail Stembel
Comment #34

Comment
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Response to Comment #34-3:
The format for the July 12, 2006 US 36 EIS public workshop was
an open house, followed by a presentation and a facilitated large
group discussion/question and answer period, ending with an
additional open house with approximately 117 registered
attendees. This format provided the public three different
opportunities to ask questions and receive answers with members
of the project team. The open house portion provided an
opportunity for the public to engage with project team members

Response to Comment #34-2:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), the cross-section of the proposed US 36
improvements between Sheridan Boulevard and I-25 by keeping
the reversible managed lane facility. To keep the existing
reversible managed lane facility, the US 36 centerline remains in
the location where it is today and is no longer shifted to the south.
This has greatly reduced the ROW impacts associated with the
project. Also, see response to Comment #34-1.

Response to Comment #34-1:
A Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) has been
developed that combines elements of Package 2 and Package 4.
The conceptual design of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) has fewer ROW impacts than Package 2
and Package 4. Locations of properties that would need to be
acquired with the Preferred Alternative are shown on the maps in
Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps. ROW impacts for the
proposed improvements were not known until the EIS process
began and are conceptual in nature. During final design every
effort will be made to further reduce impacts to properties as much
as possible. See Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for
details on ROW impacts. Also, see the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #34-5:
After the passage of FasTracks, the highway and rail projects were
separated in 2006 (see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered). The
rail component is now being evaluated by RTD in an Environmental
Evaluation of the Northwest Rail Corridor. The Northwest Rail
Corridor Project includes commuter rail service between Denver
and Longmont. Any changes to BNSF Railway facilities as part of
the Northwest Rail Corridor Project will be addressed as part of
that process. Please contact RTD for more information or visit the
FasTracks website at http://www.rtd-fastracks.com/.

Response to Comment #34-4:
Some attendees at the meetings did express a preference for
Package 1, the No Action Package. However, Package 1 does not
meet the project Purpose and Need, but it is carried forward
through the NEPA process for comparison purposes per federal
requirements.

Also, see Chapter 6, Public Involvement Program, for more
information.

directly, while the facilitated discussion portion posed specific
questions for the public to respond to. The responses highlighted
public concerns. The comments and questions received at the July
2006 public workshops were recorded, summarized, and posted on
the project website at www.us36eis.com.
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Comment #34-7

Comment #34-6

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #34-7:
The information in the FEIS is summarized in the Executive
Summary. We attempt to make the document as reader friendly as
possible, while still meeting regulatory requirements associated
with an EIS. Graphics have been added to show the location of
proposed property acquisition. See the corridor reference maps in
Appendix A. Specific questions can also be directed to the project
team. In addition to the hard and electronic copies of the DEIS
document (available at repositories across the corridor), there were
also three corridor-wide public hearings held where US 36 project
team members presented the information from the DEIS to the
public and answered questions. It was also communicated to the
public that their questions about the US 36 DEIS could be
answered by submitting them through the US 36 project website
(www.us36eis.com); or calling the project team (CDR Associates)
directly at 720-407-4713; and directing questions to co-project
managers: Sandi Kohrs, CDOT, 303-757-9183,
sandi.kohrs@dot.state.co.us, or Gina McAfee, RTD,
303-820-5232, gina.mcafee@c-b.com. Additional information
regarding the US 36 DEIS was provided in the August 2007
newsletter, which was sent to members of the public listed on the
US 36 contact list, both electronically and by mail. Advertisements
communicating this information to the public were also placed in
the Boulder Daily Camera, The Colorado Daily, The Broomfield
Enterprise, and the Westminster Window newspapers.

Response to Comment #34-6:
Unfortunately, providing landowners with knowledge that all or a
portion of their property may be acquired by a proposed future
transportation project can negatively impact a property's
marketability. However, public disclosure of proposed
transportation improvements and public involvement in the shaping
and definition of such improvements is a critical component of large
capital improvement projects. Compensation will only be paid to
landowner's that have all or a portion of their property actually
acquired for a build alternative (if a build alternative is approved).
Landowners living in close proximity to the project that will not have
any portion of their property acquired for the project will not be
eligible to receive compensation.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment #35-4
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Response to Comment #35-4:
Sound walls will be constructed with template forms to mitigate for
visual impacts. Aesthetics for the sound walls will be defined
during final design. CDOT will be responsible for maintaining the
walls, including removing graffiti.

Response to Comment #35-3:
While earthen berms may be more visually pleasing, they require a
substantial amount of undeveloped land between the highway and
homes, which does not exist at any of the impacted sites along the
corridor.

Response to Comment #35-1:
A sound wall is proposed for the north side of US 36 along Apache
Road in this general location. At this time only the general location
of noise walls has been evaluated, and 100 percent engineering on
the noise walls has not been completed; therefore, the location of
the walls, relative to US 36 and Apache Avenue, has not been
finalized and cross-sections have not been provided. This
information will be finalized as part of final design.

Response to Comment

Response to Comment #35-2:
See Response to Comment #35-1.

Comment

Comment #35-3

Comment #35-2

Comment #35-1

Jon Lieber
Comment #35
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Comment #35-7

Comment #35-6

Comment #35-5

Comment #35-4 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #35-7:
Sound walls are constructed at the time of project funding and
qualifying disturbance (adding capacity) at those locations. As
stated in Table 4.13-4, Length of Sound Wall Anticipated in Each
Package, sound walls will be constructed prior to construction
activities, where feasible. In locations where this is possible, this
would provide additional mitigation measures during construction.

Response to Comment #35-6:
Comment noted. Mitigation commitments at this point in time are
sufficient for the FEIS. Specific location and design of the sound
walls will be further defined during final design.

Response to Comment #35-5:
See response to Comment #23-4.

Response to Comment
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Sue Anderson Comment #36-1
Comment #36
Comment #36-2

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
I would like to see a rail commuter line from Denver (Union Station?) to downtown
Boulder. Great if it goes all the way to Longmont. I would like to see a good (paved)
bike lane parallel to US 36 (not too far from US 36) from Boulder to Denver
Ruth Rebekka Struik 9-6-2007

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #36-2:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected
because it better serves the transportation goals of the project.
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more details about
the US 36 bikeway.

Response to Comment #36-1:
See response to Comment #34-5 about the Northwest Rail project.

Commenter

Comment

I’m the Eco Pass coordinator for North Wonderland. No one elected me. I was just
foolish enough to work - I voted for FasTracks, and since FasTracks, I’ve probably
been to about half a dozen of these meetings. They sold the whole FasTracks
package to us, meaning the public as FasTracks. They didn’t sell it as slow tracks.
They didn’t sell it as a medium fast bus. They sold it as FasTracks.
And so under the guidelines of this whole process, they’re supposed to explore every
single alternative to the different processes that come up. Mostly what’s happened is
they’ve come up with a diesel rail, heavy rail system using the Burlington Northern
tracks.
From the very beginning, all of these hearings have been oriented with the Burlington
Northern tracks. They never came up with a fast newer system between - fast rail
system between Denver and Boulder. So now we’ve got this proposal for $2.3 billion
going down the same road, no pun intended, that we’ve been down before, which is
building more and more highway capacity instead of coming up with two alternatives
of a real fast train.
So two years ago, I had the opportunity to ride the Hong Kong Airport Express and
the Hong Kong Airport Express goes 40 kilometers from the airport into downtown
Hong Kong with three stops in 21 minutes. It’s the same distance as between
Boulder and Denver. So you’ve got a 21-minute system versus the 16- or so minute
system from the edge of Boulder to north of downtown Denver and you have - and
then they’re splitting off $2.3 billion for a highway system that just goes down the
same direction of channeling more people into cars.
So what I would suggest instead of the 30-mile-per-hour choo-choo that they’re
coming up with, the diesel rail system that winds allover the place, kill that, $685
billion wasted money, wasted opportunity and come up with Package 5, which they
never explored, which is a true alternative.
They’re supposed to look at all the alternatives of all the different systems, and they
didn’t look at best models in the world. They didn’t go and look at the fast train
systems or come up with a bus system that would be really fast like they have in San
Francisco.
So kill the funds for the choo-choo and no more funds for additional - for cars. Put in
one fast rail system. Put one system that will go 20 minutes, get people out of their
cars, reduce pollution, save people time. And they never considered that.
Prioritize saving people time and making it convenient so people get out of their cars.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6,
2007 US 36 DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
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Comment #37-1

Jesse Kumin
Comment #37
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Response to Comment #37-1:
This comment is in regards to the FasTracks Program and has
been forwarded to RTD.

Response to Comment
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Comment #38-1

James Property Investments, John K.
James
Comment #38

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #38-1:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
there are fewer ROW impacts than with Package 2 or Package 4,
including to the property owned by JP Colorado Land, LLLP at the
southwest corner of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange. The
proposed width of US 36 in the Preferred Alternative is smaller
than the proposed width of Package 2 and Package 4, minimizing
impacts along the north property boundary. The radius of the
eastbound off-ramp from US 36 has been decreased to minimize
impacts to the northeast quadrant of the property.

Response to Comment
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Comment #38-6

Comment #38-5

Comment #38-4

Comment #38-3

Comment #38-2

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #38-6:
The current proposal for improvements to US 36 is shown in the
FEIS as the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
The Preferred Alternative is designed to a 5 to 10 percent level of
engineering. If you wish to meet with CDOT, please contact the
CDOT Project Manager, Irena Motas, at 303-398-6732.

Response to Comment #38-5:
See responses to Comments #38-1 through #38-4.

Response to Comment #38-4:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), the
encroachment into the 75-foot setback is less than in Package 2
and Package 4. The Preferred Alternative improvements and the
locations of properties that would be acquired are shown on the
maps in Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps.

Response to Comment #38-3:
Routing the bikeway up to Interlocken Boulevard away from US 36
in this section would not be consistent with the project Purpose and
Need to provide a direct and continuous bikeway facility; therefore,
no adjustments were made to the bikeway alignment in this
section. See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume, and Section
2.6, Package Descriptions, for more information about the
proposed bikeway alignment.

Response to Comment #38-2:
In the current proposed improvements to US 36, known as the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), the design
of the westbound off-ramp to Wadsworth Parkway was refined to
reduce the impacts to the properties in the northwest quadrant of
the interchange.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Commenter

Comment
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Commenter
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Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #39-2

Comment #39-1

Frederick Solheim
Comment #39

Comment
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Response to Comment #39-2:
CDOT noise analysis procedures are consistent with FHWA
regulations and require a noise analysis be conducted within a
500-foot study zone in all directions if noise sensitive receivers are
present. The noise monitoring locations, including the one you
conducted, are located within that 500-foot halo. While, measuring
noise levels with a handheld noise meter over a short (10-minute)
period may provide a general idea on existing noise levels, it is not
in accordance with FHWA and CDOT noise guidelines. All
measurements taken along the US 36 corridor were collected in
accordance with FHWA and CDOT guidelines.

Response to Comment #39-1:
As stated in Table 4.13-4, Length of Sound Wall Anticipated in
Each Package, noise walls will be constructed prior to construction
activities, where feasible. In locations where this is possible, this
would provide additional mitigation measures during construction.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment #40-4

Comment #40-3

Comment #40-2

Comment #40-1

Al Gunter
Comment #40
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Response to Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #40-4:
While maneuverability between lanes can result in lower adjacentlane speed differentials in rural and mountainous environments,
such that three-lane sections appear safer than two-lane sections,
the opposite has been shown to be the case for urban highways.
Urban highways carry a much lower proportion of heavy vehicle
traffic than rural facilities, especially during peak commuting hours.
The addition of a third lane would create additional conflict points
and would result in a condition in which traffic in the center lane

One goal of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) is to reduce ROW impacts and costs; therefore, a wide
shoulder for future improvements is not included.

Response to Comment #40-3:
See response to Comment #40-1. CDOT, CTE, and RTD have
agreed to operate the managed lanes such that they will be
managed, in terms of pricing and the definition of HOV, to ensure
optimizing the use of the lanes, maximizing travel time savings,
and keeping managed lane traffic flowing at 45 miles per hour or
faster.

The proposed climbing lane and express lane improvements in the
Preferred Package would help address some of these concerns.

Response to Comment #40-2:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
physical improvements of the US 36 project extend to Table Mesa
Drive/Foothills Parkway. For a description of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), see Section 2.6.

The Preferred Alternative is anticipated to cost $1.3 billion, which is
less than either Package 2 or Package 4.

Response to Comment #40-1:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that includes elements of Package 2 and
Package 4, including one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction, ramp BRT stations, interchange improvements, a
bikeway, and TDM. The Preferred Alternative provides for better
access to the managed lanes at separate ingress and egress
points located between each interchange and eliminates dropramps. Managed lanes are separated from the general-purpose
lanes by a painted buffer. For more details, see the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section
2.6, Package Descriptions.
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Comment #40-9

Comment #40-8

Comment #40-7

Comment #40-6

Comment #40-5

Comment #40-4 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #40-9:
Comment noted. The regional model used to generate the traffic
projections for the EIS is the DRCOG model. This model
incorporates population and employment data from member
jurisdictions. The city of Boulder provides demographic input to
DRCOG for development of this model.

Response to Comment #40-8:
As a barrier-separated facility, access to the managed lanes in
Package 2 would be limited to a few locations throughout the
corridor. Package 4, while buffer-separated, also would have
limited access locations. The Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane
in each direction with access between each interchange.

Response to Comment #40-7:
For information on the equity of the express lanes, see the general
funding response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #40-6:
See response to Comment #40-2. Also, see the general funding
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume.

Response to Comment #40-5:
The alternatives analysis in the EIS takes into account the
population and employment growth expected by 2035. Using
travel forecasting models, the anticipated traffic volumes can be
projected and used in determining appropriate transportation
improvements. One of the goals for this corridor is to improve
mobility while expanding mode of travel options and providing
efficient transit service.

has no available adjacent shoulder for refuge when an evasive
maneuver is required. As such, accident rates have been shown to
be higher in Colorado for urban three-lane highway sections than
for urban two-lane sections.

Response to Comment
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Comment #40-9 (cont.)

Commenter
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Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #41-4

Comment #41-3

Comment #41-2

Comment #41-1

Donald Dunshee
Comment #41

Comment
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Response to Comment #41-3:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
Package 2 and Package 4, BRT stations are proposed at
th
116 Avenue and at the Flatirons park-n-Ride.

Response to Comment #41-2:
A bikeway is included in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, response to Comment #15-22, and the bikeway alignment
description in Section 2.6, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #41-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
developed subsequent to the DEIS includes elements of both
Package 2 and Package 4. The Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) includes one buffer-separated managed
lane in each direction. Drop-ramps and the extension of Midway
Boulevard over US 36 is not proposed in the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) therefore; there would not be
impacts associated with the drop-ramps and the Midway Boulevard
extension. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, and the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section
2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Response to Comment
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With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
there are fewer ROW impacts than with Package 2 or Package 4
including to the property owned by JP Colorado Land, LLLP at the
southwest corner of the Wadsworth Interchange. Also see
response to Comment #38-1.

Response to Comment #41-4:
The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative).
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Comment #41-5

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #41-5:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
proposes a buffer-separated managed lane in each direction in the
median with access between each interchange. The managed
lanes would run between I-25 to just west of Cherryvale Road.
West of Cherryvale, the managed lane would become a generalpurpose lane. This would require only a one-lane change to
access the westbound US 36 BRT side-platform ramp at Table
Mesa Drive. As part of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative), congestion pricing would be implemented,
where by SOVs would be charged a fee for using the managed
lanes, while for HOVs and buses it would be free.

Response to Comment
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Comment #42-2

Comment #42-1

Jessica L. Erickson
Comment #42

Commenter
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Comment
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In an effort to make the bikeway as safe as possible, it would be
designed in accordance with CDOT and AASHTO guidelines for
bikeways.

Response to Comment #42-2:
A bikeway is included in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6, to see the revised bikeway descriptions.

The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #42-1:
See response to Comment #41-5. Continuous access is not
recommended due to safety (e.g., driver expectancy and difference
in speeds between the managed lane and general-purpose lanes),
and technology limitations of tolling.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #43-2
Comment #43-3
Comment #43-4

Comment #43-1

Terri L. Groves
Comment #43

Comment

Response to Comment #43-4:
The reconstruction of the Wadsworth Parkway interchange is
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) in Section 2.6.
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Response to Comment #43-3:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
th
Package 2 and Package 4, BRT stations are proposed at 116
Avenue and at the Flatirons park-n-Ride.

Response to Comment #43-2:
A bikeway is included in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative). See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume and, in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, to see the
revised bikeway descriptions.

Response to Comment #43-1:
See responses to Comment #41-5 and Comment #42-1.

Response to Comment
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Comment #44-1

Vivian Kennedy
Comment #44

Commenter
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Response to Comment #44-1:
Direct access from a US highway interchange ramp to a
neighborhood does meet current FHWA design standards. With
the proposed improvements, US 36 needs to be brought in
compliance with these standards. The traffic impact of the closure
of inbound access from the existing Table Mesa Drive westbound
on-ramp to Apache Road and from Thunderbird Drive has not been
analyzed in detail. The details of the analysis of impacts to Boulder
intersections are contained in Section 5, Transit Ridership and
Station Areas, of the DEIS Traffic Engineering Technical Report.

Response to Comment
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Comment #44-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Comment #45-1

Astrella and Rice Attorneys at Law,
T.R. Rice
Comment #45

Commenter
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A response letter with more detail was sent on May 13, 2009.

Federal statutes require extensive planning and environmental
clearance processes for proposed transportation projects to ensure
that safe and efficient transportation facilities are built that minimize
negative impacts to the environment and the socio-economic fabric
of communities in which they are located. Disclosure of
transportation alternatives and active solicitation of public input is
critical to this process. Regretfully, this information sometimes
creates difficulties for individual property owners, but public
involvement processes are critical to ensure sound transportation
decisions.

The existence of an EIS study identifying transportation
improvement proposals will not in any way preclude or impair your
client’s development opportunities for the property.

Response to Comment #45-1:
Pursuant to the requirements of NEPA, a federally funded US 36
project cannot officially exist until a NEPA decision document is
issued by the FHWA. Furthermore, FHWA will not issue a decision
document unless project funding has been identified, and your
letter accurately reflects the reality that such funding has not been
identified for the proposed build alternatives in the EIS study.

Response to Comment
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Comment #45-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #45-1 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment #45-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Comment #46-1

Hines Interests, Andy Heard
Comment #46

Commenter
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Response to Comment #46-1:
See response to Comment #38-1.

Response to Comment
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Comment #46-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment
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Comment #47-3

Comment #47-2

Comment #47-1

Bob Greenlee
Comment #47
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BOB GREENLEE 150 Brittany lane Lafayette, Colorado 80026 (303) 444-0206 / 303)
444-7968 September 15, 2007 To: U.S. Mobility Partnership Highway 36 Re: Draft
EIS To Whom It May Concern: RTD and communities promoting the NW Rail plan
don’t have a plan—it is in development. Because of unknown costs and other key
provisions, whatever outcome may result WILL HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE
CURRENT U.S. HIGHWAY 36 EIS! This should be addressed as an unresolved
issue. Your current EIS draft suggests a “no action” alternative because you claim “it
is already funded”. It is not. What portions are funded? Will an enhanced Bus Rapid
Transit System on Highway 36 eliminate the “need” for the NW Rail project? There is
no current NW Rail plan. The RTD has revealed, in a separate EIS meeting that I
attended that they have no idea what will be included or excluded in their “plan”. Bus
Rapid Transit is included in your current EIS program although the extent to which it
could be enhanced and therefore replace the current NW Rail Program MUST BE
INCLUDED in your current EIS. ALL EIS’S REQUIRE AN ANALYSIS OF ALL
ALTERNATIVES THAT MUST BE COMPARED TO A ‘NO BUILD’ ANALYSIS. THE
NW RAIL PROGRAM IS NOT IN ANY WAY “ALREADY PLANNED” AS YOU CLAIM.
Legal challenges to the current EIS, if the above matters are not included will
certainly lead to court challenges and unnecessary delay. 2) The proposed “bike”
lanes are faulty, ridiculous, and should be eliminated from this EIS. Bikeway, bike
paths, and bike lanes are important intercity programs that make use of city streets,
or separate paths and dedicated infrastructure and should NOT be included in U.S.
Highway planning. They are a safety hazard to bicyclists, a distraction to motorists,
and entirely unimportant for long distance mobility when considering major highway
transportation improvements. 3) Whatever improvement are contemplated in the
current EIS, in all cases or scenarios, the improvements must not stop at McCaslin
Boulevard in Louisville, or near Cherryvale Road, but MUST EXTEND THROUGH TO
ARAPAHOE AVENUE IN BOULDER. If that is not possible, by some exaggerated
claim or notion, the improvements must AT LEAST lead motorists to Boulder’s
Foothills Highway. To do otherwise is entirely shortsighted.
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Response to Comment #47-3:
See responses to Comment #16-9 and Comment #40-2.

Response to Comment #47-2:
There has been overwhelming support for a bikeway as part of the
US 36 corridor improvements. The bikeway would not be on the
US 36 alignment, but adjacent to it and would connect to other
trails and local street bike networks. It is an integral part of
providing multi-modal improvements to this corridor. See the
general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #47-1:
After the passage of FasTracks in 2004, which included a funding
source for the rail elements in the US 36 corridor, FTA and FHWA
jointly determined that the highway elements and the rail elements
of the project had independent utility and should proceed
separately. In 2006 (see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered) the
projects were separated and the rail component is now being
evaluated by RTD in an Environmental Evaluation of the Northwest
Rail Corridor. The Northwest Rail Corridor project includes rail
service between Denver and Longmont. Implementation of BRT
on US 36 does not eliminate the need for commuter rail from
Longmont to Denver. The Environmental Evaluation is scheduled
to be completed in 2009.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
16 September 2007 Dear CDOT, Our request to CDOT for US36 between Table
Mesa & Baseline is: That noise abatement be included along the entire of US36
between Baseline & Table Mesa; that the speed limit be restored to 55 mph; and that
'quiet' pavement be used for surfacing. We live in the Martin Acres area of Boulder,
and have lived here since the 1970's. [We are more than a block from the Turnpike.]
At that time there was almost no noise from US36 at night. Now it is so loud that it is
almost impossible to sleep at night with windows open. Our next-door neighbors lived
here since the 1950's. They saw the noise level grow from inaudible to unbearable. In
the early 1990's, the noise levels from US36 were already above that permitted in a
residential area. With the huge increase in vehicular traffic into and out of Boulder and
higher speeds, the noise level has at least doubled (+6 dB) since that time. With the
proposed changes to US36, they will only grow louder yet. Several years ago the
speed limit on this segment of US36 was increased to 65 mph. This was done by fiat,
with no public comment, with total disregard for those living in the neighborhood, and
over the nearly unanimous opposition of residents of the Martin Acres area of
Boulder. Since noise goes up almost exponentially with speed, we would like the
speed limit restored to 55 mph. When the second bridge over Baseline was installed
more than a decade ago, we were promised that the design would include quiet
(rubberized) asphalt. Instead, the loudest possible surface (riled concrete) was
installed. We request that the surface on the entire segment of US36 between Table
Mesa & Baseline be 'quiet' asphalt. We are not rich people. We are unable to afford to
move to a 'quiet' neighborhood. This is our home, and the incessant noise from US36
is destroying the peace and quiet of our only home. Tom Masterson Renee Swindle
250 31st St., Boulder CO 80305
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Comment #48-1

Tom Masterson
Comment #48
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Particular types of asphalt pavement have been demonstrated to
be as much as 3 to 5 dBA quieter than concrete, however studies
are not conclusive. When considering pavement choice, noise is
only one issue involved in the selection process. CDOT conducts
a 40-year life cycle cost analysis when selecting pavement, which
includes the initial construction cost, maintenance costs,
rehabilitation costs, safety, and user costs (traffic delays). FHWA
does not recognize pavement type, in and of itself, as a noise
abatement measure due to the fact that there are several
components to the noise generated from a roadway facility. In
general, CDOT has found concrete to be the most cost-effective
pavement type in urban areas.

Each 5 mile per hour reduction in speed results in approximately
1 dBA of noise reduction. However, a reduction in speed means
less traffic flow, which does not meet the Purpose and Need for
this project. In addition, speed reductions are difficult to enforce.

Response to Comment #48-1:
Currently, noise mitigation is proposed along Moorhead Avenue
from just north of Table Mesa Drive to the Bear Creek Trail
underpass. The sound wall would be approximately 15 feet tall
and approximately 4,100 feet long and is predicted to achieve over
5 dBA of noise reduction at approximately 100 residences.

Response to Comment
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Comment #49-1

Scott McCarey
Comment #49

Commenter
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distances (e.g., 1,000 feet). However, there is little the highway
department can do about this. Noise walls are not effective at this
distance. Speed reduction and the use of low noise pavement are
somewhat effective, as they prevent noise from being created in
the first place. However, speed reduction runs counter to moving
traffic, and is very difficult to enforce. Pavement design has a
number of considerations in addition to noise, notably safety,
durability, and cost. As for reflections from noise walls, it is agreed
that this occurs. Calculation indicate that a noise wall can increase
noise levels on the other side of the highway by anywhere from a
few tenths of a dB to 2 dB.

It is agreed that noise from US 36 can be heard from large

Response to Comment #49-1:
Noise levels were measured at residences within 200 feet of the
US 36 corridor to evaluate the worst-case conditions. Residences
located greater than 200 feet from of the alignment are generally
second or third row receivers (i.e., they are blocked by other
residences or buildings). The 126 receptors identified in the US 36
DEIS have impacts above the CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria.
Based on the analysis, noise walls would effectively mitigate noise
impacts for these receptors. Other receptors were not identified to
have noise impacts above the Noise Abatement Criteria and
therefore, no mitigation is recommended.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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The Mulhern Group LTD, Michael Mulhern
Comment #50

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #50-3

Comment #50-2

Comment #50-1

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #50-3:
See response to Comment #50-1. Additional information on
proposed ROW impacts is provided in Section 4.4, Right-of-Way
and Relocations. Project ROW needs will continue to be refined
and property acquisitions avoided or minimized where possible
throughout final design. Throughout the process, CDOT will
coordinate with affected property owners. Due to limited funding
availability, the project would be implemented in phases. See
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment #50-2:
Access from Industrial Lane to Midway Boulevard would not be
precluded with the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative).

Response to Comment #50-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does
not include the extension of Midway Boulevard over US 36. ROW
impacts, in general, would be reduced with the Preferred
Alternative.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Response to Comment

Commenter
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Hunter Douglas, Richard Pellett
Comment #51

Comment

Response to Comment
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Comment #51-1

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #51-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does
not include the drop-ramps or extension of Midway Boulevard over
US 36. Without the drop-ramps, there would not be impacts to the
detention pond noted. ROW impacts, in general, have been
reduced with the Preferred Alternative. See Section 4.4, Right-ofWay and Relocations, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #51-2

Commenter

Comment
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The noise levels at this commercial facility do not equal or exceed
CDOT’s 71 dBA Noise Abatement Criterion for commercial
facilities.

Response to Comment #51-2:
Table 4.13-3, Number of Residences Impacted by Highway Noise,
of the US 36 Corridor FEIS documents the proposed distances of
sound walls. In addition, Attachment C of the Highway Noise
Report graphically depicts the locations of proposed sound walls.
At this time only the general location of sound walls has been
evaluated, and 100 percent engineering on the sound walls has not
been completed; therefore, the location of the walls has not been
finalized and cross-sections have not been provided. This
information will be finalized as part of final design.

Response to Comment
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Comment #52-1

Arista Broomfield, Timothy D. Wiens
Comment #52

Commenter
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Comment
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Response to Comment #52-1:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) that includes elements of Package 2 and
Package 4, including one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction, ramp BRT stations, interchange improvements, a
bikeway, and TDM. The Preferred Alternative provides for better
access to the managed lanes at separate ingress and egress
points located between each interchange and eliminates dropramps. Managed lanes would be separated from the generalpurpose lanes by a painted buffer. For more details see the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description
in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment
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Comment #52-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment
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Robert Amidon
Comment #54

Comment #54-1

Commenter

Comment #53-1

Cathy Allen
Comment #53

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Please, please, please fix the broken fences. When they fall down the hwy is "louder".
Also, please take care of the weeds (which creep into my yard). Thanks!

Read article in Camera 9/2 by Ruzzin/Ageton/Toor/McShane who asked for public
comment. I am in favor of the "NO ACTION PACKAGE" which already includes
planned improvements. One is a bikeway along 36. Good idea. Absolutely against
any tolls.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

See also response to Comment #23-4.

On interstate highways, CDOT takes the responsibility for
maintenance to the ROW line. This is done for safety reasons
since most local agencies don’t use the level of safety warnings
CDOT requires. CDOT is obligated to mow a 15-foot pass along
the roadway to maintain a safety line of sight. CDOT mows this
15-foot pass two to three times a year. Any additional mowing (full
bank cutting) is only done after September.

Response to Comment #54-1:
Comment noted. In incorporated areas, Colorado Statute CRS
43-2-135 places the responsibility of maintenance beyond the curb
on the City or Incorporated City and County.

Also, see the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response and general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #53-1:
Comment noted. The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) that includes elements of Package
2 and Package 4, including one buffer-separated managed lane in
each direction, ramp BRT stations, interchange improvements, a
bikeway, and TDM. The Preferred Alternative provides for better
access to the managed lanes at separate ingress and egress
points located between each interchange and eliminates dropramps. Managed lanes would be separated from the generalpurpose lanes by a painted buffer. For more details, see the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description
in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment

Comment
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Comment #57-2

Comment #57-1

To Whom it May Concern, I have heard that electric line power has been deleted from
the proposed project. Please reconsider this option. It is much better for the
environment and for human health. The noise differences between diesel and electric
are very small. There are plenty of successful models in Europe and other countries
to review and us as examples/templates. America is not yet nearly as crowded as
Europe and Asian countries, but we will be. It is in our better financial and
environmental interest to consider the best project plans for the future now. Time
value of money will only make any project more expensive - think progressively.
Please keep me on the mail newsletter list. Thank you for your consideration.

Mercedes Aponte
Comment #57

What happens when the HOV lanes reach I-15 where the HOV lanes are one way?
I prefer Package 2 because it would encourage more use of transit.
BRT options: I prefer option B because it encourages transit use.
The bikeway should be along US36 because it is shorter and encourages use of
bikes.

Why not take C-470 all the way to Boulder and leave 36 alone That way when you go
to I-25 you could also catch the fast track (train) into town (Denver). Why can't you
Grandfather 1/2 taxes for those who have lived in their houses 10 yrs or more. Or who
would have before you moved them.

Comment #55-1
Comment #55-2
Comment #55-3
Comment #55-4

Commenter

Anonymous Comment #56-1
Comment #56
Comment #56-2

Sue Anderson
Comment #55

Response to Comment #57-2:
Your name and mailing address will be retained in the US 36
database.

Response to Comment #57-1:
See response to Comment #34-5.
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Response to Comment #56-2:
See the general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #56-1:
The focus of this study is the US 36 corridor from Denver to
Boulder. Other studies have looked at providing a connection
between US 36 and C-470, which currently does not exist.
However, improvements are still needed on US 36 to address
mobility.

Response to Comment #55-4:
The US 36 alignment for the bikeway was selected as part of the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) that was
developed subsequent to the DEIS. See the general bikeway
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #55-3:
See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #55-2:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #55-1:
The HOV lanes in Package 2 and Package 4 would be connected
to both the I-25 reversible express lane facility and to the I-25
general-purpose lanes with new ramps. The Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) does not include these new ramps,
but would instead connect to the existing one-lane reversible
managed lane at Pecos Street. Eastbound HOV lane traffic could
continue to I-25 southbound or exit to US 36 eastbound.

Response to Comment
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David Baskett Comment #61-1
Comment #61

Comment #60-1

Robert Backerman
Comment #60

Comment #59-2

Peter Arts
Comment #59
Comment #59-1

Comment #58-1

Robin Arlington
Comment #58

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

I strongly support the noise abatement wall suggested for the area of US 36 between
Table Mesa and Baseline. This has been needed for years, along with reduced speed
there, which apparently is not under local control. The noise severely impacts
residents near the highway, and even though I live half a mile away, the noise is quite
bad at times where I live as well. This will positively impact communities on both
sides of the highway. Thank you.
There needs to be general purpose lanes added all the way to Foothills Parkway in
Boulder. Ending them at Superior doesn't make sense.

I would just like to say that this issue is of great importance to our communities and
we all need to work together as one in Boulder County. I have not found that to be the
rule in the past as the folks in Boulder think they know what is good for all of us in the
Louisville area. So many of us commute to our jobs as we cannot afford to or desire
to live in Boulder, but the issue still stands- we need a new approach to US 36 and
include rail as an option. I grew up in the east and the commuter systems back home
put shame to those out here. Rail is used extensively and can be aesthetically
feasible. Count on my family's vote and support on this issue. Robin Arlington
I believe that there should be a barrier separated Bus Rapid Transit lane from Boulder
to Denver and back, maybe reversible like the I-25 HOV lane. The proposals that
leave buses in the traffic do nothing to encourage bus use. There is no time saving by
sitting in the same traffic as the cars. If commuters in cars watch enough buses go
past, maybe they will try the bus and reap those time savings. Striped HOV/BRT
lanes are dangerous. People pulling out of slow traffic into those lanes run the risk of
causing a rear-end accident because they can not enter the lane at the same speed
as the vehicles already in the lane. I've seen this happen on US-36 between Sheridan
and Pecos. Some single occupancy drivers use the HOV as a passing lane as well. I
support "Package 2" as the plan for US-36.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #61-1:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) the
managed lane would become a general-purpose lane west of
Cherryvale Road in the westbound direction. In the eastbound
direction, traffic would enter the managed lane just west of
Cherryvale Road. A new climbing lane in each direction would be
provided from McCaslin Boulevard westbound and from Table
Mesa Drive/Foothills Parkway eastbound to the top of Davidson
Mesa. For more information, see the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #60-1:
Comment noted. For additional information on speed reduction,
see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #59-2:
Buffer-separated facilities are in existence today and are currently
considered to be an acceptable design approach by the
transportation industry.

Response to Comment #59-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
proposes a buffer-separated managed lane in each direction.
Access to these lanes would be provided at designated locations
between each interchange. The managed lanes would be utilized
by HOVs and buses for free, and by SOVs for a fee.

Response to Comment #58-1:
Comment noted. Also see response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment #63-1

Comment

Hello, I have been unable to attend any meetings. Are there any minutes of these
meetings? Is there a way to know if my house will be one of the hundreds
demolished by this project? Is there any time frame estimated? Thank you. Take
Care, Delicia 8104 Turnpike Dr. Westminster, CO 80031 Thank you!

I favor P4 and oppose P2, favor extending 88th Ave over or under US36, strongly
oppose a drop ramp at Westminster Blvd., favor the project paying for all
improvements (this highway is used by residents throughout the state), fix geographic
area descriptions in the DEIS to accurately reflect Westy and Adams segments.
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Delicia Beaty
Comment #63

Comment #62-3

Ben Beaty
Comment #62-1
Comment #62
Comment #62-2
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Response to Comment #63-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
developed subsequent to the DEIS, would require fewer property
acquisitions than either Package 2 or Package 4. With the
Preferred Alternative, it is not anticipated that this property would
be acquired. For more information, see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way
and Relocations. Due to limited funding availability, this project
would be implemented in phases. See Chapter 8, Phased Project
Implementation, for additional information. Information from public
meetings is available on the project website (www.us36deis.com).

Response to Comment #62-3:
The project study area was broken into manageable segments for
ease in presenting data. The segment boundaries used for this
project generally follow jurisdictional boundaries, but not always.
The segment names utilized are based on the predominant
jurisdiction within a segment.

Response to Comment #62-2:
See the general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #62-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), which was developed subsequent to the DEIS, has
elements of both Package 2 and Package 4, including one bufferseparated managed lane in each direction for use by buses and
HOVs for free, and for use by SOVs that choose to pay a toll. The
Preferred Alternative does not propose to extend 88th Avenue
across US 36, nor does it include drop-ramps. See the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section
2.6, Package Descriptions, for more information.

Response to Comment
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I understand a sound abatement wall is under review for a section along SH36 north
of Table Mesa road in Boulder. I would recommend amending the plan or review to
encompass the full length of SH36 between Table Mesa and Baseline. If noise meter
measurements illustrate that the section south of Bear Creek are an order of
magnitude greater than north of Bear Creek I would be surprised. The transition in
speed from city speeds (25mph) to highway speeds (65mph) takes place within the
first quarter mile south of Baseline Rd, this is equally as noisy as sustained highway
speeds of 65mph and equally as deserving of a noise abatement wall.
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Comment #65-1

Comment #64-5
Comment #64-6

Comment #64-4

Ryan Bentley
Comment #65

Comment
1. Midway extension is done must not allow traffic thru residential area.
2. No concrete barriers -- just use lines.
3. No Lexus Lanes -- highways should be "equal opportunity"
4. Lanes for bicycles only are a waste of money -- These lanes should be for low
speed motorized travel (Vespa type, electric, etc.) and those few hardy cyclists who
travel at higher speeds.
5. Electric trains on regular tracks would be best to lower use of imported oil and in
future nuclear energy for electricity will come back "in fashion"
6. Busses, two; overall are most versatile & cheapest mass transit option.

Louise Benson Comment #64-1
#64
Comment #64-2
Comment #64-3

Commenter
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Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #65-1:
The noise study was completed in accordance with FHWA and
CDOT regulations. These regulations included evaluating
receptors 500 feet beyond the physical improvements of the
project. Evaluating these noise levels 500 feet beyond the physical
improvements warranted the continuation of the noise wall to Bear
Creek. This fulfills CDOT obligation and extending the wall beyond
this point is outside the scope of work for this project.
Improvements to this section of US 36 are not part of Phase I and
additional phases are not scheduled to be implemented until after
2035. Options for extending the wall or constructing the wall
sooner may include a cost-sharing opportunity with the city of
Boulder.

Response to Comment #64-6:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #64-5:
Comment noted. Also see response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #64-4:
Local jurisdictions define the permitted users of a bikeway.
Motorized vehicles of any kind are typically not permitted on mutliuse paths.

Response to Comment #64-3:
The managed lane would allow buses and HOVs for no additional
charge. Based on available capacity, SOVs would be allowed to
utilize the lane for an additional fee.

Response to Comment #64-2:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
proposes a buffer-separated managed lane (painted lines) in each
direction, with access between each interchange.

Response to Comment #64-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does
not propose the extension of Midway Boulevard across US 36, as
shown in Package 2.

Comment #69-1

NW Rail should have been part of the DEIS. NW Rail was presented to the public
along with BRT and US 36 road improvements as a package for transit in the NW
Corridor during the FasTracks vote. I feel the removal of rail from this DEIS has taken
away my opportunity to comment on legitimate alternatives and considerations that
would have otherwise been available to me. Kathleen Calongne
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Comment #70-1

Kathleen Calongne
Comment #70

Comment #69-2

Colleen Calhn
Comment #69

My highest priority is sound mitigation. I live in Superior and the sound is already
terrible even up to Superior Elementary school. If you use whatever technology is
available to reduce the noise I am fine with any improvements. Commuter rail should
be the highest priority. I have lived in LA and Phoenix and the light rail was a huge
success even though both cities experienced a lot of negative feedback from
residents, during the planning stages. But when it was built people liked it and used
it.

I thought the light rail commuter train was being constructed to ease traffic on US 36.
No one has given the rails a chance to work because it isn't constructed yet. So why
so many lanes need to be done. Also the extra lanes encourage people to drive
anyway instead of commuter train. So I support do nothing for now until the rail is
completed to see if the people ride it to alleviate there own congestion. Also everyone
speaking tonight support #4 doesn’t lose their houses. I won’t loose my house due to
construction but will stare at a blank wall.

Burroughs
Comment #68

Comment #68-1

As a board member of Madison Hills Homeowner Assoc. and a homeowner I oppose
Package 2. I am in favor of package 4 or a hybrid. It would have less impact on
property owners and allow for better access to business locations and neighborhoods
along 36. The cost would also be more manageable. DeAun Burchi.

Deaun Burchi
Comment #67
Comment #67-1

Comment
Noise reduction along Hwy 36- South Bolder Several models predict that, around 60
mph, noise variation with traffic speed is approximately 3db (Ldn) per 5 mph, rather
that 1db/5mph. Therefore, it is suggested that reducing traffic speed from 65 to 55
mph will yield 6db Ldn noise reduction. Please revisit this noise analysis.

Commenter

Gary Boucher
Comment #66
Comment #66-1
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Response to Comment #70-1:
Commuter rail transit is assumed in the No Action Package.
Future estimates of traffic demand indicate additional
improvements are still necessary. See responses to Comment
#34-5 and Comment #47-1 for more details.

Response to Comment #69-2:
Comment noted. Also, see response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #69-1:
Comment noted. The FEIS proposes the use of sound walls to
mitigate noise impacts along the US 36 corridor for receptors with
impacts above the Noise Abatement Criteria. See Section 4.13,
Noise, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #68-1:
Comment noted. Commuter rail transit is assumed in the No
Action Alternative and is currently being evaluated by RTD in a
separate Environmental Evaluation of the Northwest Rail Corridor.
The Northwest Rail Corridor Project includes rail service between
Denver and Longmont. Future estimates of traffic demand indicate
additional improvements are still necessary. The Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would have fewer ROW
and property impacts than Package 2 or Package 4. See Section
4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #67-1:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response and the general funding response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #66-1:
For information on speed reduction see response to Comment
#25-17.

Response to Comment
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Comment #72-3

Comment #72-2

Wallace Campbell
Comment #72
Comment #72-1

Comment #71-1

Wallace Campbell
Comment #71

Commenter
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Comment

No Boulder voters that I have met know they voted in favor of FasTrack's plan to put
extra bus lanes along US36 between Boulder and Denver. The plan is for a future
bus every two minutes leaving (and returning to) Boulder. My response from my
Boulder friends is that the bus-lane expansion was probably deliberately left out of the
description on the ballot, which instead emphasized light rail and the northwest rail
corridor. RTD representatives have told me that the problem with light rail on US36 is
the steep grade at Davidson (Marshall) Mesa. Swiss engineers would easily use an
alternative cog system there, or traverse the slope as skiers do, or use the old coaltrain grade on the south side of Marshall Road. RTD's environmental impact
statements are extremely short sighted. Our nation's supply of oil will be fully
depleted in 10 to 20 years. Prices will skyrocket soon. Biodiesel gives much less
miles per gallon than regular diesel and produces more CO2 per mile than diesel.
Farmers producing biodiesel use more gallons of old-type diesel than gallons of
biodiesel they manufacture. With global warming we have an obligation to look to
clean (non-CO2 producing) electric sources. The RTD goals (and national directions
for the environmental needs) should be to make incremental changes in the area
transportation system that can be converted to full electric as soon as possible.

In light of Global Warming, the BRT plan for US36 represents the height of social
irresponsibility. Both past RTD District O director, John Taylor and past director Dick
McLane state that the reason the electric rail is not possible along that route between
Boulder and Denver is the steep Davidson Mesa hill outside Boulder. Swiss engineers
easily manage such hills with alternate cog systems on their electric rail trains. Other
alternatives (traversing the slope to the east or using the coal train grade on the south
side of Marshall Mesa) were not investigated. RTD needs to consider the increasing
oil shortages and prices, the local problems of horrendous diesel smog, and an
obligation to act responsibly about production of CO2 emissions. A clean electric train
should be constructed along US36. Not one of the Boulder voters that I talked to knew
that the RTD Fast Track they voted for contained the BRT design for a bus going to
(and returning from) Denver every two minutes. The present plan is an environmental
disaster. Electric trains MUST be used along that route.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #72-3:
See response to Comment #71-1.

Response to Comment #72-2:
See response to Comment #71-1.

Response to Comment #72-1:
See response to Comment #71-1.

Conversion of the BRT system to electric-powered rail would have
the same issues as light rail transit (LRT), which is defined in more
detail in Section 2.3, Conceptual Alternatives Evaluation.

The reason light rail was dropped as an alternative is described on
page 2.3-2 of the DEIS. It failed to meet the project Purpose and
Need, failed to meet the cost-effectiveness goal, and created
adverse environmental impacts on very high-quality wetland and
endangered species habitat.

Response to Comment #71-1:
The FasTracks Plan (dated April 22, 2004) that the voters voted on
included 18 miles of BRT/HOV lanes along US 36, in addition to a
38.1-mile commuter rail line between Denver Union Station and
Longmont.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #73-4

Comment #73-3

Comment #73-2

Comment #73-1

Kay Castillo
Comment #73

Comment
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Response to Comment #73-4:
See the general human health response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume for
information about air quality during construction. Regardless of the
alternatives, regional emissions are projected to decline markedly

Response to Comment #73-3:
For additional information on permanent and temporary noise
impacts, see Section 4.13. Also, see the general human health
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume.

Response to Comment #73-2:
Walls would be effective at blocking the majority of the views of
US 36; however, depending on the topography of the area, walls
would not prevent all views of the highway. A Type II mitigation
program is available through CDOT for existing noise
considerations. However, this program does not currently have a
dedicated funding source. General roadway vibration analysis is
not typically a component of an EIS. However, an analysis of
vibration impacts from buses is included in Section 4.13, Noise.

Response to Comment #73-1:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), impacts to minority and low-income communities
would be reduced as compared to Package 2 and Package 4.
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts
to your health and will continuously work, through the final design
stages, to minimize those effects to the extent possible. Please
see the General human health response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume in regards to
your comment about human health.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment

Response to Comment
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in the future due to more stringent emission controls on vehicles.
In addition, the build packages would benefit the regional
transportation system with negligible emission increases of criteria
pollutants and air toxics compared to the No Action Package.
Temporary construction emissions will be mitigated following
applicable regulations. Therefore, significant air quality impacts
are not expected for the project operation and construction. See
Section 4.12, Air Quality, for more detailed information.
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Comment #73-6

Comment #73-5

Commenter

Comment
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Response to Comment #73-6:
CDOT acknowledges that noise walls may have some effect on
property values; however, many factors, including landscaping, the
condition of a home, amenities, etc., are considered when
calculating property value in addition to proximity to roadways
and/or noise walls.

Response to Comment #73-5:
The ROW acquisition and relocation impacts have been reduced
with the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
See Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for more
information. Locations of properties that would require full and
property acquisitions are shown in Appendix A, Corridor Reference
Maps.

Response to Comment
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Comment #74-1

Commenter
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Comment #74-11

Comment #74-10

Comment #74-9

Comment #74-8

Comment #74-7

Comment #74-4
Comment #74-5
Comment #74-6

Comment #74-3

Comment #74-2

Kay Castillo
Comment #74

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
A few further questions and comments since going to the meeting on Aug. 29. Both
packages need improvements or some combination of the two. Also, every business
along the US36 corridor should be accessible from either the general-purpose lanes
or from express or HOV lanes. When will physical project start and when will it finish?
Where will the sound barrier walls actually be? Your pictures show the sound barrier
walls going thru the middle of an intersection so, that can't be right. Where will the
sound barriers start at all intersections and where will they end at the next
intersection? What is the actual height of all sound barrier walls? Will the barrier
walls start at 20 feet high and decrease to 4 feet high like they do now? Any wall less
than 40 feet in height is unacceptable. Where is the study of vibration from the noise?
Where is the study of echoing from traffic noise? Will sound barrier walls be built and
in place before any highway construction? When utilities are re-located, how long will
people be without water, electricity, gas, sewer and communication? Where is the
study on human health? Isn't a human being more important than, owls and mice?
Where are the trees and grass? Where is any landscaping? I did not see anything in
either plan for any vegetation? There is nothing in either plan that addresses any
lessening of air pollution. Won't trees help curb air pollution, help curb exhaust and
rubber particles from the air? What type of pavement will be used? Isn't there a
pavement that isn't as noisy as the pavement currently being used? Has a study been
done on types of pavement? Get real, does there really need to be a bicycle path?
Isn't that just a total luxury? How many people will really utilize a bicycle path,
especially every day of every month of a year? Has a study been done on he usage
of this bicycle path? Can you picture December, January, February, March, and April,
during the snowy and freezing months of this state, people on a bicycle path? Is the
state, county or city going plow a bicycle path in winter? Who will use the bicycle path
when it's 90 or 100 degrees in June, July and August? Who's going to ride on a
bicycle path huffing and puffing exhaust fumes? Is a bicycle path really cost effective?
No one said where the parks, wetlands, etc. would be re-located to, so where exactly
are these parks etc going to be re-located at? What are the plans in order of how
US36 will be reconstructed? What are the plans for alternate routes during
construction?

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #74-5:
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts
to your health and will continuously work, through the final design
stages, to minimize those effects to the extent possible. See
general human health response. In addition, CDOT revegetates all
disturbed areas to prevent erosion in accordance with best
management practices.

Response to Comment #74-4:
Attempts will be made to avoid loss of service when utilities are
relocated. However, there may be temporary loss of service in
some locations. Residents would be notified prior to the loss of
service and efforts would be made to minimize this inconvenience.

Response to Comment #74-3:
The locations of proposed sound walls are documented in
Appendix C of the Highway Noise Analysis Report Technical
Addendum. The sound walls would start and stop prior to
intersections/interchanges to avoid impacts to the
intersections/interchanges. In general, they would range between
10 and 15 feet high (see the Highway Noise Analysis Report
Technical Addendum for additional information on sound walls).
Walls between 10 and 15 feet high were determined to meet the
cost-effective criteria; 40-foot high sound walls would not meet the
cost-effective criteria, and therefore, are not recommended as
mitigation. A general roadway vibration analysis is not typically
included in an EIS. However, an analysis of vibration impacts from
buses is included in Section 4.13, Noise. Sound walls would be
constructed at the time of project funding and qualifying
disturbance (adding capacity) at those locations.

Response to Comment #74-2:
The project will likely be broken into phases and constructed as
funding is identified. See Chapter 8, Phased Project
Implementation, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #74-1:
The Preferred Alternative proposes a buffer-separated managed
lane in each direction with access between each interchange. As
US 36 is a limited access facility, adjacent properties do not have
direct access to the roadway. Nearby businesses can be accessed
by exiting the roadway and using the local street system. Please
see the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response for more details.

Comment

I live on the south end of Moorhead. While I'm thrilled there is a plan for a wall or
noise mitigation for the north end I'm very disappointed the south end will remain as
is. We need protection just as much as the north end. Thank you for your time.
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Jennifer Cherington
Comment #75
Comment #75-1

Commenter
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Response to Comment #75-1:
As stated on page 4.13-1 and shown on Figure 4.13-5, Residential
and Major Park Highway Noise Impact Locations, of the DEIS, the
south end of Moorhead Avenue will be receiving noise walls. Per
CDOT policy, noise impacts are mitigated up to 500 feet past the
limit of construction. Therefore, there will be no noise mitigation
beyond 500 feet north of Foothills Parkway along Moorhead
Avenue. Also see response to Comment #16-16.

Response to Comment #74-11:
For detours during construction, see Section 4.22, ConstructionRelated Impacts.

For project phasing information, see Chapter 8, for more details.

Response to Comment #74-10:
See Section 4.9, Parks and Open Space. Specifically, Table 4.9-5,
Impacts to Park and Open Space Resources – Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), lists mitigation
measures for parks and open space. See Section 4.21, Wetlands
and Other Waters, for mitigation measures to impacts for wetlands
other waters. The Section 404 permit, which approves impacts to
wetlands controlled by the USACE, contains a conceptual
mitigation plan. The permit is being submitted in conjunction with
the EIS. Detailed mitigation plans, including specifics about
wetland restoration or banking, will be developed during the final
design of each phase of the US 36 project.

Response to Comment #74-9:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #74-8:
For information on alternative “quiet” pavements, see response to
Comment #48-1.

Response to Comment #74-7:
See response to Comment #73-4.

Response to Comment #74-6:
CDOT will seed all new and disturbed areas adjacent to the
highway with native grass; this BMP prevents erosion of surfaces
within CDOT ROW.

Response to Comment
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Comment made at the US 36 Commuting Solutions meeting: Upset because BRT
service all the way into Boulder may not be included, as promised in the FasTracks
plan.
I want to thank you in advance for your careful consideration of mass public transit for
the Metro area. I work for Habitat for Humanity of Metro Denver, and although it
should be noted that this is not an official comment from the organization, my
experience there has demonstrated how much added mass transit could assist lowincome people in the Metro area. On a personal level, I am committed to reducing my
own environmental emissions, and so am looking forward to more public transit in the
future. Having lived in Boston for a few years I was thrilled with their bus and rail
system, and am looking forward to the day when Denver's metro area also has such
an enlightened public transit infrastructure. My decision to move back to Denver
(where I grew up) was almost scrapped because of this metro area's archaic carbased commuter system. Proposed light rail and added bus infrastructure would
make Denver a truly world-class to live.
I have lived along US 36 since 1968. When we moved there, the speed limit was 40.
When the median was put down, the middle speed limit was 40. We hardly knew
there was a car on the road. Now, at 65, we can not even hear each other talk in our
own back yard. People are not doing 65, some are going 85. Noise cement walls
bounce road noise 2 or 3 blocks away where people never heard it before. Driving
interstates across the country speed limits go to 55 in residential areas. Please drop
the speed limit to 50 and enforce it.

Audrey DeBarros
Comment #79 Comment #79-1
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Comment #81-1

Tom Denfeld
Comment #81

Comment #80-1

Kristin Delcamp
Comment #80

Comment #78-2

Keith Dameron
Comment #78 Comment #78-1

I live in Fraiser Meadows and feel that a sound wall in combination with a reduction in
speed limit between Table Mesa/South Boulder Road and Baseline ought to be
required during this construction. The speed limit is too high along this stretch of
highway and needs to be dropped to 55mph. The sound wall would be extremely
helpful in reducing the noise in our neighborhoods.
I like package 4 as it would save $299 million dollars according to you executive
summary. Also, it would appear that transit connections would work better without the
toll lanes...? Have you identified a funding source for building this project? Last I
heard, CDOT is several billion dollars short of having enough money to maintain
existing bridges and highways, let alone finance new ones. What is CDOT proposing
to raise the money for this? What percentage of the cost of this project will be paid for
by local governments? Thanks in advance for any info you can provide.

Comment #76-1

Comment
I support a sound barrier wall from Baseline to Table Mesa. Please include south
AND north Martin Acres. We are homeowners and live a little closer to Broadway but
still hear a LOT of traffic on 36. It is a constant hum and very bad during rush hours.

Malcolm and Karen Daly
Comment #77
Comment #77-1

Kristi Cuthbert
Comment #76

Commenter
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Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #81-1:
For information on speed reduction, see response to Comment
#25-17.

Response to Comment #80-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #79-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment #78-2:
See the general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume

Response to Comment #78-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #77-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for information on the location
of sound walls in this area. For information on speed reduction,
see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #76-1:
According to CDOT policy, noise impacts are mitigated up to
500 feet past the limit of construction. Therefore, there will be no
noise mitigation beyond 500 feet north of Foothills Parkway.
Additional information on predicted noise receptors and
determination of impacts can be found in Section 4.13, Noise.

Comment #86-1

Package 2 is insane, Package 4 is better. Package 2 is against the general public,
does not account for growth, and let alone the current congestion. Favors the rich.
Package 4 at least allows some growth, eliminates some congestion.

Go for it ... get it done as soon as possible. Commuter Rail with adequate park and
ride will give significant relief ... just look at the Washington - NYC - Boston corridor.
More lanes to accommodate growing population ... rail and Bus/HOV will not keep up
by themselves. BUS/HOV represents the "third leg of the stool". A balance of all
three (and the associated costs) are justified to keep the Boulder - Denver corridor
viable for growth. One last point: don't let this go the way of the NW parkway ... if you
let a private group set a high price, the volume needed on these new conduits won't
happen. Thanks.
Please extend the sound-mitigation wall along the entire length of the Moorhead
US36 interface. It's counter-intuitive not to, since there is the same sound impact
along the entire length between Table Mesa and Baseline.
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Dave Fowler
Comment #86

Katrina Doumbia
Comment #85 Comment #85-1

Comment #84-1

Steve Dickey
Comment #84

Comment #83-1

I feel as though package 1 would be in the best interest of me and our local
community because of the significant amount of NOISE, vibration and pollution from
the increase in vehicles. Package 1 would also help decrease the amount of
vehicles on this corridor; It doesn’t need to more cars. I also feel as though the Home
Developers should also have to burden some of these expenses, because with all
the houses come all the cars .Where is their responsibility in this solution. Maybe a
surcharge on all new home developments would help offset some expense. If you
can put a toll on the use of the roadway so why cant you put a toll on all new home
developments. Mass Transit is the only logical answer; I don’t want that Highway
any closer to my House, where it’s at is just fine. Vince Dermont

Vince Dermont
Comment #83

Comment
I am STRONGLY in favor of noise reduction barriers. Tall (15 feet or higher) the
best, along the portion of U.S. 36 between Table Mesa and Baseline drive.
Additionally I support lowering the speed limit on this section to a MAXIMUM of
55 MPH. (slower would be better)

Commenter

Michael Deragisch
Comment #82
Comment #82-1
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Response to Comment #86-1:
Comment noted. A combination of Package 2 and Package 4,
referred to as the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), has been chosen as the Preferred Alternative. See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response and the general funding response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #85-1:
See response to Comment #16-16.

Response to Comment #84-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #83-1:
Comment noted. A package of improvements that combines
elements of Package 2 and Package 4 and that has fewer impacts
than either of those packages was identified as the Preferred
Alternative. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, for additional details.
Additionally, CDOT and RTD do not have authority over property tax
or land use development. See your local city and county officials
concerning potential development taxes.

Response to Comment #82-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for information on the location of
sound walls in this area. For information on speed reduction, see
response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

Commenter
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Comment #88-1

Susan Marie Frontczak
Comment #88

Comment #87-1

Dave Fowler
Comment #87

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

I write to urge you to build a sound wall the entire length of Hwy 36 between Table
Mesa and Baseline. Your own data in the draft EIS for US 36 show sound levels on
Highway 36 adjacent to Moorehead Ave as one of the worst in the corridor. You give
documented proof that the sound levels of 36 are already above the 71 dB threshold
for needing mitigation. Noise will only get worse with the new development plans in
the works. As a home owner in Martin Acres who constantly hears US 36, please
don’t stop at half-measures, going only from Table Mesa to the Bear Creek
underpass! Build a complete noise barrier. Thank you!

We are concerned residents of Unincorporated Adams County. Looking through your
draft that came out 8/3/07 regarding the plans of US 36 Corridor Project, it does not
appear that our home will be purchased. Due to the impact that we will be
experiencing is not reasonable to live our home from being purchased. Listed below
are some of the impacts that we will be experiencing: -Increased highway noise Pollution and vibration -Impacts to health -Negative impact on property value Negative view -Physical and emotional stress
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Response to Comment #88-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for information on the location of
sound walls in this area.

Additionally, the new Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) generally has a narrower footprint than Package 2 or
Package 4. See the general Combined Alternative (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more details. See also the
corridor reference maps in Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps, for
a depiction of properties that would need to be acquired.

Response to Comment #87-1:
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts to
your health and will continuously work, through the final design
stages to minimize those effects to the extent possible. See general
human health response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume. A variety of factors influence
property value. While increased noise can have a negative effect on
property value, access to a transportation facility can have a positive
influence. CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as
amended, to ensure fair and equitable treatment of property owners.
CDOT will continue to communicate with property owners throughout
the project.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I feel after attending the meeting on 8-2907, that you are more concerned about
mice, owls, flowers, and wetlands than you are about the families you are displacing.
Graphs addressing everything but "human endangered species." Your plan in my
neighborhood to demolish 10 homes and leave the remaining 5 to suffer all the
repercussions to our health and financial well being is totally unacceptable. We feel
the meetings have become redundant. I am opposed to all packages; all it is serving
is big business and the wealthy.
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Comment #89-3

Comment #89-2

Harlen Garcia
Comment #89
Comment #89-1

Response to Comment #89-3:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment #89-2:
Comment noted. CDOT attempts to present changes to the
proposed project at public meetings and welcomes any ideas on how
to better present the information.

Additionally, the new Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) generally has a narrower footprint than Package 2 or
Package 4. See the general Combined Alternative (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more detail.

Response to Comment #89-1:
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts to
your health and will continuously work, through the final design
stages, to minimize those effects to the extent possible. See the
general human health response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume. A variety of factors
influence property value. While increased noise can have a negative
effect on property value, access to a transportation facility can have a
positive influence. CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended, to ensure fair and equitable treatment of property
owners. CDOT will continue to communicate with property owners
throughout the project.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment #90-1

Sharon Garcia
Comment #90
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Comment
One house in the neighborhood went into foreclosure and now it is impossible to sell
our house with the threat of acquisition - our property is being impacted now. The
homes that are left behind, not acquired, will be worse off. We live in a community
that is separate from the Pearl Mack Neighborhood it is a community of 15 homes
and we bought the house because it is farther from the noise wall. We need to be
compensated for this impact and get more than what is being offered - which is
nothing. There is a group of 5 in this neighborhood that are sticking together to fight
this; we are impacted by the fact that this hanging over our heads - paid 200k for our
house and everything we saved for is in this house..
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Response to Comment #90-1:
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts to
your property value and will continuously work, through the final
design stages, to minimize those effects to the extent possible.
However, it is CDOT policy to compensate only those landowners
who will have their property fully or partially acquired. CDOT will fully
comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, to ensure fair and
equitable treatment of property owners. CDOT will continue to
communicate with property owners throughout the project.
Additionally, the new Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) generally has a narrower footprint than Package 2 or
Package 4. See the general Combined Alternative (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more details.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment

'PART II Not only do we feel that our health is jeopardized but the stability of our
home is jeopardized as well due to all of the heavy equipment that will be used in the
process. We feel that living here while the work is being done would be very
detrimental to our well-being. We feel that our lives have already been compromised
and there needs to be some answers for us and not a lot of double talk. The financial
and medical impact on our lives must be addressed and acknowledged.

PART I: I want to begin by telling you that our address in your database is incorrect -it is 2274 Kristal Way not 2271 Kristal Way. As homeowners along US 36 we are
very concerned about the prospect of having construction done on this highway. We
have already been impacted severely by just the possibility. Our lives have been
impacted in a very negative way. We feel that our homes have already been
devalued tremendously due to the fact that we must disclose to prospective buyers
the possibility that highway 36 improvements may take place in the future. That is
very unfair to us as homeowners when you don't even have the funding set in place.
We believe we shouldn't be undergoing all of the stress, fatigue, unhappiness and
worry that has been created by the "possibility" that Highway 36 may be undergoing
improvements. We feel we can't even move forward in our lives by investing any
further monies in our homes for improvements due to the uncertainty. We feel that
even before anything has even gotten started with the construction our health,
quality of life and financial situation have been jeopardized. It is like living with a
terminal illness wondering when/if this project will take place and what will be the
cost/impact once that day comes. It is really shameful how negligent you have been
in addressing our concerns/needs. Our homes in Kristal Subdivision are ONLY 8
years old! We feel that the investment we made just 8 years ago has gone down the
tubes. That in plain English is NOT FAIR. Then there is talk that you may be taking
10 homes rather than all 15 that are in the subdivision. When we purchased our
home we bought on the south side of the street so that we would be further away
from US 36. Now the proposal is to place the remaining 5 homes next to the
highway. I can only stress again what a negative impact this is on our lives both
medically and financially. What do you plan to do to compensate those left behind?
We already fear for our health at the present time with all of our worries but what will
become of our health once the work begins. We will be subjected to so much noise
and air pollution - we will experience double hazards because of the construction on
the highway and the demolition of homes that will be taking place to allow for the
expansion. We were living here when the last work was done on Hwy 36. The noise
dust and vibration of equipment were almost intolerable.
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Comment #91-1

Sharon Garcia
Comment #91

Response to Comment #91-1:
See responses to Comments #33-1 through #33-3.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Maryruth Golon commented that the original agreement created when US 36 was
first built mentions that tolling would never again take place on US 36 once it was
initially paid for via the original tolling plan which was implemented. She requests
that the original US 36 agreement be provided at the US 36 DEIS public hearings.

Maryruth Golon
Comment #94
Comment #94-1
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The voters voted for rail, not for bus/HOV lanes. Options 2 and 4 completely
disregard the public's intentions and will be regretted for years to come. RTD is
being extremely short-sighted if it lets the idea of federal highway money send it
down the dead-end detour of bus/HOV lanes. Littleton, the Denver Tech Center, and
now Lakewood and Golden will enjoy rail while Boulder County undoubtedly end up
sticking with stinky old inefficient buses. What a raw deal! Get a clue, RTD!

I want you to know that following the meeting on 8-29-07, I felt very insulted by the
graphs and insensitive discussion. One thing I did learn is that you are more
concerned about mice, owls, orchids, etc. so called endangered species, as well as
wetlands than you are about us human beings in the path of your expansion project.
Our lives are in turmoil and nobody cares. I don't like any of the proposals.

Paul Gibb
Comment #93
Comment #93-1

Comment #92-1

Sharon Garcia
Comment #92
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Response to Comment #94-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) includes
the existing general-purpose lanes and the addition of one managed
lane in each direction. The managed lanes would be free to HOVs
and buses, but extra capacity in the lanes would be available for use
by SOVs that pay a toll. All highway users would continue to have
the choice to use the free lanes. See the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, as well as the description of the Combined Alternative
Package in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #93-1:
The FasTracks Plan (dated April 22, 2004) that the voters approved
included 18 miles of BRT/HOV lanes along US 36, in addition to a
38.1-mile commuter rail line between Denver Union Station and
Longmont. The commuter rail line is part of the No Action Package
and is assumed to be built in all packages.

Additionally, the new Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) generally has a narrower footprint than Package 2 or
Package 4. See the general Combined Alternative (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more details.

Response to Comment #92-1:
CDOT understands your concern over potential negative impacts to
your health and will continuously work, through the final design
stages, to minimize those effects to the extent possible. See the
general human health response. A variety of factors influence
property value. While increased noise can have a negative effect on
property value, access to a transportation facility can have a positive
influence.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I would like to see the fly over at 112th not happen. The Broomfield Event Center will
be dumping their traffic on to 112th going through Westminster. What happened to
the fly over to 116th Ave and the bus station there. Broomfield needs to manage the
traffic they cause!

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Maryruth Golon
Comment #95 Comment #95-1

253

Response to Comment #95-1:
th
There are no flyovers proposed at 112 Avenue in the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). If flyovers become part
of the Preferred Alternative, additional analysis will be conducted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #96-2

Comment #96-1

Doug Grinbergs
Comment #96

Commenter
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Comment
Greetings, I looked all over (US36 project handouts and web) trying to find an email
address for US36 DEIS comments and couldn't find such, so I took an educated
guess at comments@us36eis.com; it hasn't bounced, but, just in case, I thought I
should forward my comments here to make sure they got through. (For a number of
reasons, I dislike using web forms.) Unless I hear from you otherwise, I'll assume
that at least this submission will get to the right place, and in a timely fashion.
Thanks. US36 DEIS comments
-US36 is a corridor of
-noise pollution
-air pollution
- at night, glare, light pollution, light trespass
-in places, eyesore of roadside trash, litter
- If the government is going to blow $2+ billion of our taxpayer funds, it needs to do
a (heck of a) lot more to address various community concerns
-soundscape/noise pollution concerns
-highway noise carries for a great distance, impacts adjacent open space, noise
also audible at considerable distances from highway -the implication that the
only noise concern in the 18-mile area that deserves/needs to be addressed is
66 dB levels for 126 residences is nothing less preposterous
- you would be remiss to ignore the number of people who have raised concerns
about noise; I'd bet it's a *heck* of a *lot* more than 126 households
-need to address user experience, not hide behind some goofy artificial, sterile,
clinical models/contours that don't really prove much, if anything
- noise concerns partly about noise above relatively low natural sound levels
- noise concerns also about the quality, maybe not so much the quantity, of noise
- tremendous noise, low-frequency rumble of buses
- anytime any sort of bus routing or additional frequency
is considered, the noise issue always comes up
- some motorcycles and some other high-noise vehicles with
energy concentrated at one certain pitch for increased notice, annoyance
-reflective surfaces, reverb and decay times from road, walls, dividers
- ultimately, it's all about hearing, listening, experiencing; SPL meters don't help at all
in this regard
- project should incorporate work like the Silence of the Lands/ Community
Soundscapes (CU Boulder/ATLAS/CBMPOS, et al. - thesilence.org) sound mapping
- and then provide remedies for demonstrable improvement/relief!
-reduce noise at the source, e.g. porous pavement
- government should be learning what it can about reducing road noise from
Purdue and Penn State's Institute for Safe, Quiet and Durable Highways
-I continue to wonder why traffic people use hard, reflective
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Response to Comment #96-2:
Comment noted. You are correct that noise is an important topic for
many of the stakeholders that live along the US 36 corridor. See
response to Comment #49-1 and Comment #65-1.

Response to Comment #96-1:
Comment was received.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
- rather than soft, absorptive - materials for noise walls
- reduce trash, litter impacts
-expanding highways: "build it and they will come"; for billions, are we buying 4-, 6-,
or 8-lane congestion?
-alternative Denver/Boulder bike route away from noise, unhealthy vehicle
exhaust, dangerous high-speed traffic, broken glass and other hazards
- energy impacts: turn off, or dim lights at low-traffic times
- preserve views - sunsets, night sky
- reduce wildlife road-crossing deaths
- environmental impact of raw materials for road-building: recycled road surface
materials, e.g. roof shingles? from local sources? shinglerecycling.org
- how might we better use $2+ billion?
- comment process
- no staff emails listed, e.g. Executive Summary pp ES-20
- no comment submission email address listed in any documents I've seen
- no apparent mechanism to submit PDF or other soft copy
- web form
- 2560-character limit seems artificial and silly
- no option to get a copy of submission (as proof of Submission - why no use of
technologies like 3D visualisation? - Google Earth – SketchUp saule@pobox.com
* PO Box 17455 * Boulder, CO 80308 USA *
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Comment #96-9

Comment #96-8

Comment #96-5
Comment #96-6
Comment #96-7

Comment #96-4

Comment #96-3

Comment #96-2 (cont.)
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Response to Comment #96-6:
Section 4.11, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, provides a detailed
analysis of the visual impacts that would occur from the US 36
project. To preserve views of the night sky, the project will adhere to
the mitigation commitments regarding transit station and roadway
lighting listed in Table 4.11-7, Mitigation Measures – Visual and
Aesthetic Resources.

Response to Comment #96-5:
CDOT provides roadway lighting for safety on state highways.
Dimming of roadway lights is not allowed for safety reasons.

The final design of the bikeway will be done in accordance with
CDOT bikeway design standards and AASHTO guidelines for
bikeways. These design standards address appropriate distance
from adjacent roadways. Where space allows, a natural earth-berm
separation will be used between the highway and the bikeway. In
areas where there is not enough width to accommodate a berm and
the bikeway must be located closer to the highway, barrierseparation will be used to provide a safe operating environment for
bikeway users and highway users.

Response to Comment #96-4:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it better serves the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process.

Response to Comment #96-3:
The proposed expansion of US 36 capacity for vehicles is expected
to improve conditions for regional travelers that use it, but also to
attract some regional traffic that would otherwise use local arterials.
For the most part, US 36 would be less congested in 2035 with the
proposed improvements than without them. Overall, expanding
US 36 is cheaper, more effective, and would have less impact than
expanding local arterials to meet future travel demand. Regional
travel forecasts recognize that additional capacity results in additional
vehicle-miles of travel. This tendency is reflected in Figure 3.4-7,
US 36 Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, Vehicle Hours Traveled, and
Average Speed (Year 2030), in the DEIS.

Response to Comment
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Stanley Anton Gronek
Comment #97
Comment #97-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

The existing HOV lanes from Westminister to downtown Denver does work for rush
hour bus traffic. Most important development needs to be the off/on ramps for buses
to pickup/dropoff passengers.

Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #97-1:
These ramp connections to BRT stations are a part of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions.

Although the web-form to submit a comment had a 2,560 character
limit, multiple forms could be used for comments exceeding the limit,
or comments could be submitted using methods listed in the above
paragraph.

Response to Comment #96-9:
The US 36 DEIS comment period was from August 3, 2007 to
September 17, 2007. Opportunities to comment included:
submitting a comment through the project website
(www.us36eis.com); by phone at 720-407-4713; in writing/by mail to
US 36 Mobility Partnership c/o CDR Associates, 100 Arapahoe
Avenue, Suite 12, Boulder, CO 80302; or in writing on comment
forms or verbally (recorded by a professional stenographer) at the
US 36 Public Hearings (August 29, 2007 in Westminster; August 30,
2007 in Broomfield; and September 6, 2007 in Boulder). The
information listed was communicated to the public through the
August 2007 newsletter, which was mailed and e-mailed to members
of the public listed on the US 36 contact list. Additionally,
advertisements communicating this information to the public were
placed in the Boulder Daily Camera, the Colorado Daily, the
Broomfield Enterprise, and the Westminster Window newspapers.

Response to Comment #96-8:
See Section 4.25, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of
Resources, for a discussion of the use and reuse of materials for the
project.

Response to Comment #96-7:
Wildlife impacts have been carefully considered. Efforts are made to
minimize the impacts to wildlife movement, especially mammals,
reptiles, and amphibians. At several locations, creeks along the
US 36 corridor have bridges or large bottomless culverts (three-sided
with a natural substrate) which provide relatively good passage under
the highway. In addition, smaller ditches provide box culverts which
are spaced at frequent intervals, and therefore, also provide relatively
good opportunities for passage by small and medium-sized animals
during periods of no- or low-flow.

Commenter

Comment
I think that the proposal for sound mitigation between Table Mesa and Baseline in
Boulder contains an error. The correct logical geographic point for terminating sound
mitigation on the west side is Baseline, not Bear Creek. Baseline is the logical
geographic end point for sound mitigation because the row of residences directly
backing US 36 on the west side is unbroken between Baseline and Table Mesa Dr
with the exception of one lot which contains a multi-use path. The roadway is
elevated above the surrounding terrain in this location, exacerbating noise impacts
on the adjacent residences. There are 45 single family residences which lie
approximately 100 feet from US 36 north of Bear Creek and all of them have a direct
view of US 36 and are exposed to unimpeded sound from the highway. They face
the same impacts from the improvements as the 57 single family residences and 2
apartment blocks south of Bear Creek along Moorehead. The Draft EIS, section 4.6
show that the current levels of sound along the US EIS 36 corridor are between 63
and 73 dBA. The 73 dBA maximum value was measured south of Bear Creek, near
Baseline. Currently the plans do not include sound mitigation for this location. This is
clearly a planning error. Improvements to US 36 are anticipated to increase traffic
along this section of highway, thus increasing noise. The US 36 improvements will
have a direct, significant, negative impact on people living in residences north of
Bear Creek. It is not acceptable to leave the currently excessive and soon to be
worse noise impacts unmitigated along the section of US 36, north of Bear Creek in
Boulder. Federal Highway Administration, Policy and Procedure Memorandum 90-2,
Noise Standards and Procedures (February 8,1973) state that the design of
highways passing through developed, residential areas must meet a noise stan
[Commentors comment cut off.]
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Comment #98-1

Frank Hage
Comment #98

Response to Comment #98-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 and Section 4.13, Noise, for
information on the location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #100-1

Lisa Harris
Comment #100

Comment #99-3

Comment #99-2

Kimman Harmon
Comment #99
Comment #99-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

I recently got married and moved to my husband's home in Martin Acres from my
home in Iris Hollow, near Iris and Folsom. I can tell you that despite the very central
location of my home in Iris Hollow, it was vastly more livable, quiet and peaceful than
like so close to US 36. From what I understand, this 65 mph speed limit between
Baseline and Table Mesa is recent and an anomaly within the state as other
communities mandate a 55 mph slow driving zone. A sound wall should logically be
constructed from Table Mesa to Baseline Road and the speed limit lowered in this
section. Our quality of life, sleep, and home values are suffering! Thank you!

I attended the meeting in Boulder on September 6th and I'm glad I did. What a
shock! I don't prefer any of the plans presented. If I had to choose, I'd choose "Do
Nothing"(Package 1). I don't want 36 turned into a super highway. The only thing I
think we really need is a "climbing lane" eastbound out of Boulder. I don't like the
idea of a raised off/on ramp for BRT; it's ugly and it'll be noisy and disruptive. You
can still change the interchange into a Diamond at Table Mesa without changing
everything else. I would like US36 at Table Mesa to look like Foothills Highway in
that there are grassy beams with hidden walls. This is the main entrance into
Boulder and I think we need to dress it up a bit with some greenery, make it feel
softer, not add more concrete. If you don't do this, you will forever change the feel of
Boulder in a very negative way. This is my city, not a transportation project. Please
listen to the residents of Boulder. My choice is Package 1. I get my commuter rail (I
really wanted Light Rail but you seem to have your head in the sand regarding ways
to get up to the top of Davidson Mesa) and I don't get years of construction that
won't really help in the long run. Oh, and please return the speed limit to 55mph as
you crest the Davidson Mesa. Thanks and please consider my comments seriously
as you go forward. Thank you for listening.
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Response to Comment #100-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #99-3:
While earthen berms may be more visually pleasing, they require a
substantial amount of undeveloped land between the highway and
homes, which does not exist at any of the impacted sites along the
corridor. For information on speed reduction, see response to
Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #99-2:
The BRT flyover Option B was not selected as part of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment #99-1:
Package 1 (No Action) does not meet the project Purpose and Need.
A Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) comprised
of elements of Package 2 and Package 4 has been developed in
response to concerns about the cost and impacts of Package 2 and
Package 4. The footprint for the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) would have fewer impacts compared to
Package 2 and Package 4. A climbing lane eastbound out of
Boulder is included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), as is one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction. See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for
more details.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment

As a small business owner I am dependent on access to my office at 287 & Hwy 36.
I do not support any package that limits access to or from Hwy 36 even for car pool
lanes or HOT lanes.

First off I want to say I was at the meeting in Westminster on August 29th. I no
longer live in Westminster but I have a rental property along US 36. I did like
package 4 the best. Either way my property will be affected. All I ask is that you get
this process going. The residents in that area are being affected because they have
to disclose the fact the planned expansion of US36. And therefore are having a hard
time selling the properties. I think 10 years is a little much to ask for us to wait. I
know when I lived in my home over there people wouldn't even look at my house
because it backs up to US36. Thanks for listening and please keep us informed of
your decision as quickly as possible.

Hello, I have been living in Martin Acres since 1983. I am very concerned about the
noise level coming from Highway 36. The sound of cars tires on the highway is a
constant disturbance no matter what time of day or night. I live blocks away from
Highway 36, but feel very strongly that this highway noise adversely affects my
quality of life. I firmly believe that a sound wall is necessary between Baseline Road
and Table Mesa Drive to combat this extremely aggravating problem.
I think the project is a good idea. Highway needs to widen and HOV lanes added. I
know our house is affected, but the city/highways need this to improve our
transportation needs.
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Sean Hiller
Comment #104
Comment #104-1

Comment #103-1

Priscilla Hein
Comment #103

James Hein
Comment #102
Comment #102-1

Comment #101-1

Wendy Hawkins
Comment #101

259

Response to Comment #104-1:
Assess to US 287 from US 36 would not change. In addition to the
two existing general-purpose lanes and the proposed auxiliary lanes,
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) includes a
buffer-separated managed lane in each direction with access
between each interchange. See the general Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and
Detail for Common Comments section of this volume, and Section
2.6, Package Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #103-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) would have fewer property impacts than either Package
2 or Package 4. See Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for
more information. Other impacts associated with the proposed
improvements are noted in the FEIS. Due to limited funding
availability, this project would be implemented in phases. See
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more details.

Response to Comment #102-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #101-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #105-5

Comment #105-4

Comment #105-3

Comment #105-2

Landon Hilliard
Comment #105 Comment #105-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
I believe that neither package 2 nor 4 is acceptable in their present forms. Both take
up far too much land and cost beyond a reasonable level of funding. Can a proposal
be fashioned that is less expensive and displaces less green space? A general
purpose lane should not be added between Boulder and Louisville. Furthermore, the
full width of the roadway should be designed without the need to construct new,
wider spanning bridges across US 36. Regarding the alignment of the the Bikeway, I
support keeping it along the highway near Boulder rather than using Cherryvale
Road. BRT proposal is excellent. Please keep the mid- highway stations in the
plans. For that matter, the commuter rail is a must. In general, the packages (2 and
4) as described are far too large in cost, too extensive in road widening, and land
use. I favor a package that is least damaging to the natural environment and also
adequately expands the capacity of the roadway by offering 2 lanes of HOV-HOTBRT in the meridian of the roadway between Boulder and Westminster. Thanks for
accepting my comments. Good luck with the project.
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Response to Comment #105-5:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) proposes
a buffer-separated managed lane with access between each
interchange. The managed lane would allow buses and HOVs for no
additional charge. Based on available capacity, SOVs would be
allowed to utilize the lane for an additional fee. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more information.

Response to Comment #105-4:
See response to Comment #105-1.

Response to Comment #105-3:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected because it better serves
the transportation goals of the project. See the general bikeway
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #105-2:
Many of the structures in the US 36 corridor were designed in the
1950s to accommodate the original turnpike design. The proposed
US 36 improvements would require the widening of US 36. To meet
design standards, the new bridges will be designed to span the
proposed improvements.

Response to Comment #105-1:
Commuter rail is being considered in a separate environmental
study. See response to Comment #34-6. In response to concerns
about the costs and impacts associated with Package 2 and Package
4, a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) has been
proposed. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) would cost less and have fewer impacts than Package 2
or Package 4. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes one managed lane in each direction. See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Spend money on HOV. Very much in favor of HOV lane to Boulder, but I don't like
rail to Boulder because it does not go all the way to Boulder. Goes around Boulder,
misses Broomfield. Not fast enough to attract commuters. Time to get to park-n-Ride,
then on the train, then job. Too expensive. Should use electric buses like on 16th
Street Mall.
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Comment #106-3

Comment #106-2

Jean Paul Holloway
Comment #106 Comment #106-1
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Response to Comment #106-3:
th
RTD is currently testing some 16 Street Mall vehicles that are
battery-powered and nine hybrid buses. RTD is committed to
researching and evaluating evolving technologies and is receptive to
the possibility of converting to those technologies as they become
available and proven in revenue service.

Response to Comment #106-2:
See response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #106-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes a buffer-separated managed lane with access
between each interchange. The managed lane would allow buses
and HOVs for no additional charge. Based on available capacity,
SOVs would be allowed to utilize the lane for an additional fee. See
the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #107-6

Comment #107-5

Comment #107-4

Comment #107-3

Comment #107-2

Karen Hollweg
Comment #107 Comment #107-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
Alternative packages: PACKAGE 4 should be eliminated and not considered further.
NO general purpose lanes should be added. PACKAGE 1 is my preference. It
could/should be enhanced with: the addition of either an HOV or an Express lane in
each direction where one does not already exist primarily for Bus Rapid Transit. I do
not think that it is reasonable to isolate Commuter Rail plans/planning --it ought to be
part & parcel of this planning process. Package elements I support: Bus Rapid
Transit and some Transit Management Strategies. Issues that need to be
addressed in a greater level of detail in subsequent phases of the EIS. 1. I am VERY
concerned about several elements between McCaslin Blvd and Table Mesa: the
water regime in the South Boulder Creek including the wet meadows and the unique
flora & fauna they contain must be preserved; how will the proposed structure
accommodate the impact of floods? what mitigation is planned? I oppose taking
Boulder City's Open Space lands for this project; I support a bike path along South
Boulder Road & NOT through these wet meadows; Where will the additional traffic
that will be brought into Boulder go? How will existing roads need to be altered to
accommodate the additional traffic? 2. For the whole project: I want to see
projections telling how the number of vehicles expected to travel this route with each
alternative will effect air quality (i.e. what pollution load will be generated with each
alternative and the number of vehicles expected) and For how many days will the
various areas NOT be in compliance with air quality standards due to the amount of
pollution the additional vehicles will generate -- both during lengthy inversions and
without them.
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Only ozone exceeded the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) in the past few years in the Denver metropolitan area. As
indicated in Section 4.12, Air Quality, criteria pollutant emissions
would decrease markedly in future years compared to the existing
conditions due to the addition of newer vehicles with tighter emission
controls, cleaner fuels, and more stringent emission restrictions. The
project is not expected to cause any new violations or worsen any
existing violations of NAAQS.

Response to Comment #107-6:
The air quality analysis provides a detailed analysis of the emissions
that would be generated by the vehicles expected to travel the
corridor.

Response to Comment #107-5:
See response to Comment #6-6.

Response to Comment #107-4:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected because it better serves
the transportation goals of the project. Efforts to further minimize the
impact of the US 36 adjacent alignment will be incorporated through
the final design process. See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

The proposed structure crossing at South Boulder Creek would
perform similar to the existing bridge. The city and county of Boulder
is studying the floodplain and have submitted a Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) to FEMA to modify the floodplain. The build
packages for US 36 have been designed to closely match existing
flooding conditions. See also response to Comment #74-10.

Response to Comment #107-3:
Although avoidance and minimization of environmental impacts has
been included in the project design, impacts to this habitat are
unavoidable to meet the project Purpose and Need.

Response to Comment #107-2:
See response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #107-1:
Comment noted. See general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment #110-1

Comment #109-1

Comment

Will my parents house at be effected by any of the changes. If so, what and
approximately when. They are in their upper 80s and have been in this house for 50
years and are very concerned. Thanks.

I have attended three of the US 36 EIS meetings over the past few years, and
appreciate your openness and organization in the presentations and informal
exhibits. I'd like to submit a formal comment within the DEIS Federal Register 45Day Comment Period. This comment is directed at noise mitigation. As a resident
along the corridor, the noise from the highway has escalated in recent years enough
to have a major impact to homes other than the 126 residences identified in the
study. For those of us within site and sound distance of US36, but not within the
66db range as specified by CDOT, the roar from the highway is enough to make
outdoor conversation difficult, and forget about relaxing on the deck. The noise level
varies considerably due to air movement, traffic volume and speed, with early
morning typically the worst due to the still air. Tire noise is the primary issue since it
travels farther, creating most of the "roar" of the highway. Please consider any or all
of the following proven noise mitigation methods for areas over and above the 126
residences identified: 1) Grooved pavement along the direction of travel. 2) Reduced
speed limit. A 55mph speed limit makes a significant reduction. 3) Noise reducing
asphalt treatment. (The current asphalt surface between Flatirons Mall and Boulder
is abnormally loud. The transition is quite noticeable even from within the car while
driving.) 4) Additional sound absorption berms or walls. Rather than dismissing
these methods as ineffective or impractical, please attempt to quantify and present a
cost/benefit analysis. US 36 noise has a huge impact on the quality of life for those
of us along the corridor, and I would appreciate some additional effort to address the
issue. Thank You.
How can I find out if my parent’s home at 1061 Worley Drive will be affected in the
changes? They are elderly and are very worried about having to move after 48 years
at this residence.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Pati Jacobson
Comment #110

Pati Jacobsen
Comment #109

Comment #108-1

Tim Hughes
Comment #108

Response to Comment #110-1:
See response to Comment #109-1.
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Response to Comment #109-1:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), it is
not anticipated that the address listed would be acquired. Other
impacts associated with the proposed improvements are discussed in
the FEIS. Additionally, there will be opportunities to learn more about
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) at the
FEIS public hearings. Also see response to Comment #73-5.

Response to Comment #108-1:
The noise study was conducted in accordance with FHWA and
CDOT noise guidelines and identified 126 impacted receptors.
Although other receptors may “hear” the sound of the highway, levels
are below the Noise Abatement Criteria. For information on
alternative “quiet” pavements, see response to Comment #48-1. For
information on speed reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.
For additional information on berms, see response to Comment
#14-21.

Response to Comment
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Comment #112-4

Comment #112-3

Comment #112-2

Steve Kaverman
Comment #112 Comment #112-1

Comment #111-1

David Katz
Comment #111

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

3. Ensure Phase 2 and Phase 3 of 120th Ave flyover are constructed in close
succession -- Phase 3 is under construction as Phase 2 is NEARING completion, or
underway shortly after. Allowing Phase 2 to become the Bridge to No Where
because Phase 3 construction is delayed for years is unacceptable.
4. The first NW Rail station in Broomfield should be 116th and Wadsworth in Original
Broomfield. Area serves a greater population, is closer to 4 state highways, Artista
TOD and Broomfield Event Center, and would help revitalize an older area of
Broomfield. Conversely, the Flatiron Station will be forever bordered by Open Space
on the north and will not serve residential areas that are nearly as dense as 116th.

1. Use Option B at west end terminus of BRT lane near Cherryvale. HOV terminus
on I-25 at 84th Ave is an example of Option A and what NOT to do. Option A would
force buses to cross 3 lanes of traffic in a short distance.
2. Engineer or preserve ROW for 88th Ave UNDER US36

First off, I want to give my complement for including a bikeway in both alternatives. I
believe this will be a widely used facility. As to the two options for the Boulder end to
the bikeway, I support the route following the highway all the way to Boulder. The
Cherryvale route is more useful as a recreational path than a commuter right of way.
I also think the bikeway value outweighs any additional impact it may impose. I was
told at the meeting about a "bikeway tech memo". If available, I would like to request
a copy.
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Response to Comment #112-4:
See response to Comment #34-5. The Northwest Rail Corridor
Project is now being handled under a separate process. Your
comment has been forwarded to RTD.

Response to Comment #112-3:
th
The 120 Avenue project is not part of the US 36 improvements. It is
included in the No Action Package for the US 36 EIS. Contact the
CDOT Project Manager, Irena Motas at 303-398-6732 for more
information on the 120th Avenue project.

Response to Comment #112-2:
th
An extension of 88 Avenue is not proposed as part of any of the
build packages. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.7, for
more information.

Also see response to Comment #16-9 for information on bus
movements in this area.

Response to Comment #112-1:
Option A was selected for inclusion in the Combined Alternative
Package (Preferred Alternative). See the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues, for more information
on the west-end design options.

Response to Comment #111-1:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected because it better serves
the transportation goals of the project. See the general bikeway
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume. A copy of the US 36 Bikepath Detailed
Description Technical Report Draft has been sent to you.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment

Hello, I was wondering if there was a fourth alternative that made one HOT lane in
each direction, as well as another general purpose lane? Or was this disqualified
earlier on? Obviously HOT lanes are necessary if you want to gain at least some of
the money back, but I don't think two HOT lanes in each direction is the best
solution, and I think there is a need for more general purpose lanes, too. Has an
alternative like this been considered?

I am looking for some sort of time table as to when people in the path of this project
will be notified and when the proposed buy-outs will take place. My Mother is at
1081 Worley Dr. and has been told her house is one of the houses in the path of this
project. She is elderly and wants to sell her home to move into a retirement
community. She is not able to do that due to the circumstances. I was told in May
that she would receive a letter regarding this over the summer, but nothing has been
sent. I would appreciate a response sometime soon.
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Comment #114-1

Jonathan Knudtsen
Comment #114

Comment #113-1

Chris Kluth
Comment #113
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Response to Comment #114-1:
Two express lanes in each direction were initially requested by the
CTE, a part of CDOT responsible for implementing and operating
public-tolled lanes in Colorado. Extensive analysis and feedback
throughout the EIS process have led the project team to create a
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) that
represents the “fourth alternative” you propose. See the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) description in Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #113-1:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), it is
not anticipated that this property would be acquired. Other impacts
associated with the project are noted in the FEIS. Additionally,
information on impacts will be shared at the corridor-wide public
hearings. Also see response to Comment #73-5.

Response to Comment
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Comment #116-2

Roman Kohler
Comment #116

Comment #115-5

Comment #115-4

Comment #115-3

Comment #115-2

Paul Koenig
Comment #115
Comment #115-1

Comment #116-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Park-n-Ride lots should have a lot of cameras from all views to detect any violations.
A high tech system that can identify people from a distance and aid police in arrests.
I am in favor of Plan 4 with option B.

I do not want to see the US36 corridor be expanded for the following reasons: A)
Bus Rapid Transit lanes usually follow a pattern of converting to HOV lanes, then
HO/T lanes, and finally general use lanes. B) Adding more lanes has been proven to
not be an effective way to move people and goods. Please see the Los Angeles
experiment as an example. C) I think it is time to add a transportation option that is
much faster than 55mph, safer, cleaner, quieter, and works when it snows. Every
industrialized country in the world has a decent train system except for the United
States. It is embarrassing. D) No where in the DEIS is there mention of future fuel
availability. Many previously optimistic agencies now doubt that liquid fuels will be
plentiful in the very near future. I think it is foolish to widen a highway when there
may not be fuel to propel the vehicles on it. E) The current system is still well underutilized. The last time I casually looked most vehicles only had one person in them.
When all of the vehicles are filled to capacity then and only then can widening be
considered. F) As a citizen that will directly be impacted by the resultant noise of any
increase in traffic on US36, I will, to the fullest, oppose such expansion.
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Response to Comment #116-2:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, for more information.

Response to Comment #116-1:
The plan includes closed-circuit television and video surveillance at
all transit stations. The video surveillance systems would be capable
of transmitting real-time video to RTD via a fiber-optic transmission
backbone or other suitable transmission network.

Response to Comment #115-5:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #115-4:
The managed lanes proposed in the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) encourage HOV travel by providing a time
savings over travel in the more congested adjacent general travel
lanes. Additionally, the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes a bikeway and TDM elements to encourage
other forms of travel as well.

Response to Comment #115-3:
The proposed build packages provide capacity to accommodate
planned population growth and traffic volumes in the DRCOG longrange transportation models. These models do not include future
fuel availability.

Response to Comment #115-2:
See response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #115-1:
BRT lanes funded with federal dollars are required to maintain some
form of priority for buses, or the local agency receiving the funding
must pay the government back to convert them to general-purpose
lanes. To the best knowledge of the project team, this has not
occurred in the United States. Adding lanes to congested highways
frequently results in very significant increases in the utility of the
traveling public, by reducing the amount of time spent waiting, and by
increasing the distance over which people and goods can travel in a
reasonable time.

Response to Comment

Comment

Thank you for hosting this. I would like to see 1) fewer general purpose lanes, 2)
More bike path in place as quickly as possible, 3) more mass transit options, 4) more
HOV/pay-for-it lanes, 5) the Fastracks stations and program funded quickly including
the additional stations, 6) it would be nice if it were possible to save the little bit of
railroad grade from the Kite Trolley that exists between Industrial Lane and US36,
just across from the sewer lift pump station near the intersection of Industrial Lane
and Brainard Drive (or whatever it's called today). Please, please make sure that the
bike path is included in the construction at the same time as the roadway; at one
point we were told that there would be a bike path along the Northwest Parkway, but
it doesn't seem like it's ever going to happen. It seems a bit silly to not have
dedicated bikeways to/from the cycling capital of the world, Boulder. Overall, I think
this is a really nifty study, and it's obvious that a lot of people have put a lot of work in
to this. I would be happy to talk to anyone about my comments. My family expects to
lose some land from our buildings on Industrial Lane to this. Please contact me as
soon as things get rolling to discuss. Thank you all for your hard work on this. It's
exciting to see.

I like option 2 best. I think this will best serve a majority of folks in our communities
for many, many years. I like that it encourages carpooling and biking. Although it is
more expensive, I think it is worth it to take the long view. Thanks.

I feel it is critical that the noise abatement wall extend from Table Mesa all the way to
Baseline on the West side of 36.
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Comment #119-5

Comment #119-4

Comment #119-3

Comment #119-2

Elizabeth Law-Evans
Comment #119 Comment #119-1

Comment #118-1

Kerry Kruempelstaedrer
Comment #118

Comment #117-1

Commenter

David Kovsky
Comment #117
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Response to Comment #119-5:
CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, to
ensure fair and equitable treatment of property owners. This includes
notification procedures. CDOT will also continue to communicate
with property owners throughout the project.

Response to Comment #119-4:
Elements of the bikeway are included in the first phase of the project.
Project phasing and implementation is described in more detail in
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation.

Response to Comment #119-3:
In the current proposed improvements to US 36, referred to as the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), US 36 would
be widened in this area to accommodate the proposed managed
lanes and required drainage features. It may be difficult to maintain a
little bit of railroad grade from the Kite Trolley that exists between
Industrial Lane and US 36, just across from the sewer lift pump
station near the intersection of Industrial Lane and Brainard Drive.

Response to Comment #119-2:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #34-5.

Response to Comment #119-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response and the general bikeway response
in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more information.

Response to Comment #118-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response, and the general bikeway response
in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more information.

Response to Comment #117-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #121-3
Comment #121-4
Comment #121-5

Comment #121-2

Theresa Lubben Comment #121-1
Comment #121

Steve Lechner
Comment #120

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Commuter rail is mandatory for the future. At this time, only package 1 addresses
this option. As an area resident, package 4 is my preference with the future option to
add commuter rail. I don't like the larger highway but it's necessary due to
population increases. Pkg 2 promotes "lexus lanes" and not carpooling, which is
absolutely necessary . Concrete barriers add safety issues making negative impact
of pkg 1. Cost of gas has not impacted driving so loss of SOV lanes will not help
mitigate traffic as mentioned in the presentation. As presented, I prefer pkg 4 option
for West and prefer B. More expensive but safer, easier for buses not to have to
cross many lanes. Bike lane-Cherry vale. Why ride a bike next to 4 lane highway
traffic?

Please send me newsletters and updates. Thanks.

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #121-5:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected because it better serves
the transportation goals of the project. See the general bikeway
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #121-4:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.7,
Resolution of Issues, for more information about the west-end design
options.

Response to Comment #121-3:
General-purpose lanes are not proposed to be permanently removed
as part of any package. While a short-term spike in gas prices could
not be expected to produce drastic visible results, national data
indicate that hybrid vehicle demand has increased substantially, and
overall vehicle-miles traveled have dropped for the first time in recent
history. Sustained higher gas prices could also lead to people
choosing to live closer to work (or work closer to home) to save time
and money on travel.

Response to Comment #121-2:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #120-1:
Steve Lechner was added to the project mailing list on September
12, 2007. Since that date, all project updates have been sent to him.
Updated project information is also available on the project website at
www.us36eis.com.
Response to Comment #121-1:
See response to Comment #34-5. As part of the No Action Package,
the FasTracks improvements are assumed to be implemented. This
is also true for the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative), and Package 2 and Package 4.

Please extend the current planned terminus of the bike trail from Bradburn Blvd &
8th Ave to Lowell Blvd. The bike route is already constructed on that section and
Lowell Blvd is planned to be a bike route into Denver.

James Major
Comment #124
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Comment #124-1

The only practical proposal is to add two new lanes in each direction -- one general
purpose lane and one Bus Rapid Transit/HOV/toll lane. Commuter rail is a totally
impractical and a much too expensive bad idea.

Steve Magnusson
Comment #123 Comment #123-1

Comment
I live in an area along 36 in Superior (Stoneham St). It appears that this area was
determined not to need noise mitigation. It is an area that has enough land between
the highway and the homes to create a natural barrier. Are there any plans to do
this? How can I get this to be considered? Thanks Tamra

Commenter

Tamra MacInnis
Comment #122
Comment #122-1
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Also see responses to Comment #14-8 and Comment #14-68 for
more detailed information.

The existing 8-foot trail between Bradburn Boulevard and Lowell
Boulevard would either be retained or replaced as part of the
improvements of the project. The proposed Bradburn Boulevard
alignment would not preclude bicycle or pedestrian use of this
existing (or rebuilt) trail to Lowell Boulevard, nor the future Lowell
Boulevard bike route into Denver.

Response to Comment #124-1:
Several bikeway alignments were considered and evaluated for the
eastern terminus of the bikeway, including the proposed Bradburn
Boulevard alignment, a Tennyson Street alignment proposed by the
city of Westminster, a shared-use alignment within the BNSF Railway
ROW, and continuation of the bikeway to Lowell Boulevard and to
Broadway. It was determined that the Bradburn Boulevard alignment
would best meet the Purpose and Need of the project while
minimizing impacts, specifically, ROW acquisition and property
impacts.

Response to Comment #123-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Comments section of this volume, and the package descriptions in
Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more information.

Response to Comment #122-1:
Noise impacts above the Noise Abatement Criteria were not
identified for the Stoneham Street area; therefore, no mitigation is
proposed. See Section 4.13, Noise, for more information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #125-1

Marilyn Malleck
Comment #125

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
At the 8/29 meeting I was told that there is NO funding available for this project and
no one knows seems to know when it will become available. Also, there are no funds
for the upkeep of this road. So, why is this project still being considered? The
concerns and anxiety you have created during this time and especially now since the
BIG question of where funding is coming from for this project, is VERY unfair and
unreasonable to all of us. We are tired of waiting and having our lives kept on hold.
We want a timeline and you won’t give us one. You have already heard our
concerns, so what’s the point in expressing them again. You will do just what you
want to do and too bad for the people who are being subjected to this ongoing,
seemingly never ending nightmare.
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Response to Comment #125-1:
The project will be built in phases as money is available. See
general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume, and Chapter 8, Phased Project
Implementation, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I would like to indicate my preference for the HOV/HOT/BRT lanes but without the
limited access and new drop down ramps. The additional costs associated with the
fixed barrier and new drop ramps ($300 million) do not off set the benefits received in
the plan. Additionally, the local streets that will take on the new traffic in Interlocken
and on Midway Blvd in Broomfield are not suitable to the task and the traffic will be
detrimental to the neighborhoods. Also, there is no local funding to support
increasing the capacity of these local roads. Finally, the express lanes limited
ingress and egress prevents vehicle access to Flatiron Crossing and to Arista. Most
traffic will not use the HOV lanes without more convenient access points. The HOT
option is important to the overall plan as it provides additional revenue as well as the
ability to manage traffic volumes on the HOT lane and the general purpose lanes.
The only negative to the buffered lanes is the potential for traffic weaving into and
out of the lane by non-authorized vehicles. I have been told that technology exists to
monitor this problem and to assure that the proper tolls are collected. I would
encourage the project look thoroughly into these options and eliminate the fixed
barrier from the plan from McCasslin Blvd to I-25. Another concern relates to the
reduction in exit lanes at the Wadsworth Interchange. Currently on eastbound US 36
there are three lanes for traffic to stack while waiting for the light. Under the
proposed plans this is reduced to two lanes with only one lane stacking for
Northbound traffic. This is a serious deficiency in the plan. It also appears that no
attention has been addressed to the high volumes of traffic entering and leaving
Boulder during rush hour in the morning and afternoon as well as the six or seven
home football games on Saturday mornings and afternoons. This situation might
best be addressed by having the fixed barrier express lanes that allow the general
purpose lanes to be expanded by two lanes when entering or leaving Boulder during
very high traffic times. This alternative may only be necessary and possible from
Davidson mesa into Boulder as intermediate access is not important in this section.
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Comment #126-2

Comment #126-1

David Manley
Comment #126
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Response to Comment #126-2:
The Wadsworth Boulevard/US 287 interchange would be significantly
expanded, including the addition of loop-ramps on to US 36 from
both northbound and southbound Wadsworth Boulevard (to remove
the need for left turns for on-ramp movements), the construction of a
th
new overpass and interchange at 120 Avenue (currently under
construction), and direct access between 120th Avenue and
Wadsworth Boulevard. This interchange would be one of the largest
benefits of the plan. The configuration of the alternatives in Boulder
has been chosen with substantial input from the city of Boulder,
which has a transportation plan focused heavily on reducing the use
of automobiles. As such, the provision of substantial additional traffic
capacity in to and out of Boulder has been excluded from this plan,
despite information indicating its benefits to reducing peak-hour traffic
delay.

Buffer-separated high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes will have frequent
monitoring, both mechanical and by enforcement officers, to help
ensure compliance. CDOT could follow the example of a similar,
successful project in Minnesota and use some of the revenue
collected to pay for dedicated enforcement personnel to minimize
violation.

Response to Comment #126-1:
Comment noted. Drop-ramps and the barrier-separation are not
included in the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative). The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. The managed lane
would allow buses and HOVs for no additional charge. Based on
available capacity, SOVs would be allowed to utilize the lane for an
additional fee. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions, for more information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #127-2

Comment #127-1

Mike Marsh
Comment #127

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
I live on a street a few doors in from Moorehead Ave. in Boulder. As the report
acknowledges, on page 4.13-12, noise levels in the Moorhead neighborhoods are
predicted to be in the low 70s (dBA). I would argue that is in reality far worse than
this close to Baseline, because cars heading south past Baseline have been at a
complete stop just 1/8 mile north of Baseline, at the traffic light at Colorado. Thus,
they are cycling through the full spectrum of their gears. On early mornings and late
nights, the sound is deafening as big trucks roar through their gears accelerating
from 0 to 65 mph within the half mile close to where I live. I am requesting that the
logical geographic break point of the noise mitigation effort be deemed to be
Baseline Rd., not Bear Creek. Bear Creek is an arbitrary point which does not even
bear the greatest brunt of the accelerating traffic leaving Boulder. Extending the
noise mitigation to Baseline would actually address the area in which the impact is at
its greatest. Also, I demand that the speed limit on US 36 be lowered to 50 mph
within the city limits. It is that way on I-25 in Colorado Springs.
Why is Boulder then subjected to deafening high speed noise? This is not a case of
me moving to an area and then seeking to have it changed. While I have lived in
Boulder, I have seen the speed limit on US 36 between Baseline and Table Mesa
raised from 45 mph to 50, to 55 and now 65. Cars head south bound along this
section also have the additional noise impact of having been at a complete stop at a
traffic light at Colorado Blvd. just 1/8 mile north of here. I will lobby every public
office, from the governor to the state senators and representatives, to get you people
to obey the rule of law regarding speed limits within city limits. The "80%" speed rule
is ridiculous. If 80% of the people drove through your neighborhood at 100 mph,
would that be an argument that 100 should be the speed limit?
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Response to Comment #127-2:
The use of the 85th percentile speed limit guideline is the national
standard, and it is intended to provide a safeguard against arbitrary
speed limits set artificially and unreasonably low, which result in an
increase in crashes. The rule of law regarding speed limits in cities is
quite clear, and most governmental jurisdictions take the setting of
speed limits very seriously. The speed limit defines the speed at or
below which most reasonable people should be expected to travel on
the facility safely. When speed limit signs are not present, most
drivers’ speeds are at or below the “design speed” of the facility,
which is related to the roadway environment, curvatures, and sight
distances. Problems arise most frequently when the difference
between design speed and posted speed limit are large. For more
information on speed limit policy, contact CDOT Region 4.

Response to Comment #127-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment

Is the noise/light mitigation measures similar to the ones used along T-REX in the
later stages? Since I reside at Greenwood Blvd & Granada Road I am approx. 250 ft
from the open area that does not currently have a noise abatement wall. Also, will
there be any razing of the big cottonwood trees abutting Greenwood blvd that are
situated close to this open area? I hope not.
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Comment #131-2

Gregory McCubbin
Comment #131 Comment #131-1

Greg McCubbin
Comment #130 Comment #130-1

Comment #129-1

I live in the Frasier Meadows neighborhood and have found the noise level of Hwy
36 to have risen steadily over the 15 years I have lived in this neighborhood. During
the time of the year when windows can be open at night, we find the noise wakes us
up early in the morning and we have to close all windows to sleep. We rarely enjoy
sitting outside on our deck because of the noise. Lowering the speed limit back to 55
mph might have some dampening effect but the noise is so great that I believe a
high noise wall should be built. As the land goes up as you move away from the
highway into our neighborhood, I think the wall would have to be very high in order to
help those of us on slightly higher ground than those right next to the highway. Since
the value of our neighborhood is harmed by the noise, I think this should be a priority
for the city budget.
What mitigation measures from T-Rex are applicable to this project? (Noise
abatement/light abatement)Are they already mentioned in the DEIS?

Marsha McClanahan
Comment #129

Comment
I have a pretty easy question for you, does this project include SDR6753 (McCaslin
Interchange reconstruction) and SDR6780 (US36 to 120th Ave Connection)? If so do
you have ROW / LET dates on either of these sub-projects? Thank you!

Commenter

Danielle Marzano
Comment #128 Comment #128-1
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Response to Comment #131-2:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would
have some impact to the vacant land adjacent to US 36 in this area,
as Bronco Road would need to be extended and connected north to
Greenwood Boulevard. Removal of trees will be mitigated per CDOT
Region 6 Tree Replacement Policy. See Section 4.14, Biological
Resources: Wildlife, Vegetation, and Threatened and Endangered
Species, for more information on mitigation.

Response to Comment #131-1:
See response to Comment #130-1.

Response to Comment #130-1:
Transportation Expansion (TREX) used noise walls to mitigate noise
impacts. The US 36 project is proposing similar mitigation methods
for receptors with noise impacts as described in Section 4.13, Noise,
of the US 36 DEIS. Also, see Section 4.11, Visual and Aesthetic
Resources, for a discussion of lighting impacts and mitigation
measures.

Response to Comment #129-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17. Also see Section 4.13,
Noise, for more information.

The money earmarked for SDR6753 would have gone towards the
construction of the northeast loop-ramp at McCaslin Boulevard that is
no longer part of the project. This money may be reallocated to other
McCaslin Boulevard improvements associated with this US 36
project.

Response to Comment #128-1:
th
SDR6753, the 120 Avenue Connection, is included in the No Action
Package. Three constructions phases have been identified for this
project, and Phase 1 and Phase 3 are set to begin construction this
summer. Funding for Phase 2 has not been identified.

Response to Comment
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Charlie McKay
Comment #132

Comment #132-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
I like P-4, General Purpose Do Not Like P-2 - to restrictive, 2-tolled, barrier
separated, limits ability to get on and off, further limits people from Boulder. Further
comments coming shortly.
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Response to Comment #132-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
My address is 7294 Navajo St, zip 80221. The expansion of the hiway will require
the purchase and demolition of all of the homes directly to the north of me. Some of
these people are original owners, as is my family. I am very familiar with this area as
I have been associated with this home since 1958. There has always been a
problem with ground water along the existing hiway. A natural underground stream is
thought to meander through this area. The combination of this stream and of hiway
run-off has made it necessary for the homes bordering US 36 to install sump pumps
in their basements. Some of these homes even have 2 sump pumps to keep the
water from percolating into their lower levels. Because of their efforts, it made it
possible for my home to go without a sump pump. When those homes are gone, the
underground water will eventually wind up in my basement. My solution to this is for
the project to include the installation of sump pumps into the basements of the
homes opposite of Worley Drive that will wind up being the first line of homes south
of the highway wall. Secondly, there will be a "dead space" just south of the wall and
short of Worley Drive. I am afraid that this area will not be maintained, and we will
have weeds, rubbish and other problems arise. Would it be possible to turn this strip
of land over to the local Hyland Hills Park & Rec district for the use of a park like
setting? A line of trees and grass would be a positive addition to the area in general.
It would also offset the additional reduction in value due to the expansion of the
highway. The water is already in place since there was a line of homes. Third, I work
out of my home. I have a large number of clients that come by to drop off papers and
to meet with me. I utilize my corner lot and the available street space for parking. I
am worried as to the amount of construction traffic along Worley Drive, and the effect
that it would have on this parking availability. This would seem to be an easy fix as
Worley Dr. does extend for about a 1/4 mile. My 200 feet should be easy to protect.
It would be great to get some kind of a response to my comments. I am also curious
as to the time line of construction. About how long will it take to acquire the
necessary funds to do this project? What would be the projected start date of the
project and how long of a time would it take to complete the project?

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment #133-4

Comment #133-3

Comment #133-2

Comment #133-1

Dan Micek
Comment #133
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Response to Comment #133-4:
The project will be built in phases as money is available. See Chapter
8, Phased Project Implementation, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #133-3:
CDOT will do their best to minimize construction impacts on nearby
residences and businesses. If the actual construction activities
cause you concern, please contact the CDOT Project Engineer on
the construction site to see what modifications can be made
regarding their activities or call the CDOT Regional Planning and
Environmental Manager, whose name and contact information you
can find on the CDOT website, and ask them to look into the matter
for you.

Response to Comment #133-2:
CDOT is responsible for maintenance of property within their ROW,
including the area beyond a sound wall and the edge of CDOT
property. However, CDOT typically allows individual residents, local
governments, and other quazi-governmental entities, like special
improvement districts, to apply for permits to maintain portions of the
CDOT ROW behind noise barriers, if desired.

Response to Comment #133-1:
The intent of this project is to widen the roadway to add more vehicle
capacity and to make safety improvements at the existing Pecos
Street interchange. These changes would affect the surface, but
should not have impacts that would affect the movement of
groundwater. Groundwater moves deep below the surface and the
depth can fluctuate due to seasonal weather changes, surface water
being infiltrated into the ground, and subsurface geologic conditions.
The US 36 project will be addressing surface water running off from
the highway and off-site water flowing towards the highway. The
project will include a drainage system that will collect these waters
and convey them to a natural channel/river system. As a part of this,
the design team will look at options and space availability to consider
an open ditch along the highway that may be able to collect
additional surface water and convey it away from your neighborhood,
which could help eliminate some of the surface water infiltration.

Response to Comment
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Peg Nebergall
Comment #135

Comment #135-1

Comment #134-1

Dave Morgan
Comment #134

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

I am in favor of Package 2, related to U.S. 36 DEIS.

I commuted from Broomfield to/from Boulder by bicycle for 7 years. I did the
commute 3 or 4 days per week during the 6 warmest months. The ride was 15 miles,
and it took me about an hour each way. I also commuted from Broomfield to/from
Westminster for 3 years in a similar manner. I am currently retired, but I still ride my
bike from 100 to 150 miles per week along the US 36 corridor. There is a major
problem with the proposed bike path and other existing bike paths that prevents
them from being used by commuters. The problem is that all bike paths that I know
of are filled with dog walkers, casual walkers, joggers, roller bladers and skate
borders at all times of the day and evening. It is extremely dangerous for bikers that
travel any faster than about 5 mph to travel on bike paths. I tried using bike paths on
both commutes, and ended up sustaining injuries that required a doctor's care on 3
occasions. I also came very close to injuring others on numerous occasions. If I
traveled at a safe speed for these paths, it would take me 2-3 hours to commute
each way. I ended up riding my bike on 287 and Baseline roads, which are even
more dangerous, but at least allowed me to get to work in a reasonable time. I
would love to have a "bicycle only" route along US 36 that would allow people to
bicycle to work safely at reasonable bicycle speeds (10-25 mph). However, the
proposed bike path will not be enforced as a "bicycle only" route as I understand it.
As such, commuters will not use it. A better alternative to encourage bicycle
commuting to work would be to use the money to widen roads and install bike lanes
that provide a contiguous biking route alone the US 36 corridor. If there is some way
to build a bike path and ensure that it is "bicycles only", I would support the bike path
and greatly favor the US 36 alignment for its full length. However, I am very
skeptical that any path could be enforced for "bicycles only". If you want to use the
money to support other recreational uses (dog walking, jogging, etc.), continue with
the project as proposed. It this case, it makes no difference which alignment is
chosen.
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Response to Comment #135-1:
Comment noted.

Local jurisdictions in the corridor are responsible for roadway
improvements in their respective communities, including roadway
widening to accommodate bike lanes, bike routes, and gradeseparated bikeways. The planning and funding for those facilities is
done at the local level.

Funding for this project is provided by CDOT and RTD. Both
agencies have identified the US 36 corridor as a priority corridor for
improvements as part of statewide and district-wide planning
processes. In the alternative scoping phase of the project, the
communities in the corridor expressed strong support for a regional
bikeway facility that would connect to their local facilities, providing a
network of bikeways that truly facilitate traveling by bicycle
throughout the northwest metropolitan area. As such, the regional
bikeway is included in the US 36 project.

While the bikeway facility is primarily intended to be a commuter
facility, and as such, is designed to be as direct as possible, it would
be designed to appeal to a broad range of individuals and would not
be limited to specific users. The design of the bikeway would be
approximately 12 feet wide to accommodate passing slower users.

Response to Comment #134-1:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I realize that I'm spitting into the wind here, but I feel the best alternative is the No
Action option. Before we spend a billion dollars, more or less, on the roadway, let’s
see what some TDM measures, intersection changes, and the upcoming rail service
do to address the current problems. The "build" options are too much money, and
too much disruption to the environment and people's lives, to not try all the other
alternatives first.
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Comment #136-1

Krista Nordback
Comment #136
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Response to Comment #136-1:
Comment noted. The No Action Package (Package 1) does not meet
the project Purpose and Need. TDM elements are included in the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #137-4

Comment #137-3

Comment #137-2

Krista Nordback
Comment #137 Comment #137-1

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
1. The bike way alignment should follow US36. It should not follow Cherryvale and S.
Boulder Road. Additional lanes being added have greater impact on taking habitat
from the Preble's mouse than one bike path close to the highway.
2. I prefer the no-build option. More general purpose lanes are a waste of money as
they encourage more vehicles on the road and reach capacity quickly as I noticed
this week on TREX. The BRT I fear will not live up to its potential when combined
with HOV or express lanes. Just this week I saw how allowing non-bus vehicles on
the HOV lanes on I-25 caused those lanes to be slower than the regular lanes. I'd
rather have non of this. Use the money for other purposes. Maybe we can still fund
the bike way separately.

Response to Comment
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Through the scoping and alternatives screening process, “bicycle and
pedestrian facilities” was identified as a supportive element that
would be included in any of the proposed build alternatives. “Bicycle
and pedestrian facilities” was identified as a supportive element
because it could not address the project Purpose and Need as a
stand-alone alternative, but could support the other alternatives
identified in meeting the project Purpose and Need. The “bicycle and
pedestrian facilities” element of the build alternatives specifically
addresses Need #4, Expand Mode of Travel Options.

The No Action Package does not meet the project Purpose and
Need. The No Action Package is carried forward through the NEPA
process for comparison purposes to the build alternatives.

in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #137-4:
See the general bikeway response

Response to Comment #137-3:
CDOT, CTE, and RTD have agreed to operate the I-25 express lanes
such that they will be managed, in terms of pricing and the definition
of HOV, to ensure LOS C or better. This LOS is consistent within
about 5 miles per hour of the posted speed limit, which is sufficient
for RTD to provide fast, reliable travel. A similar agreement would be
made for the US 36 managed-lane facility that would ensure
optimizing the use of the lanes, maximizing travel time savings, and
keeping managed lane traffic flowing at 45 miles per hour or faster.

Response to Comment #137-2:
Comment noted. General purpose lanes are not included in the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See the
general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment #137-1:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it would better serve the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process.

Commenter

Comment
We live 1 block from Hwy 36 in Boulder, behind Apache Rd. The study doesn't seem
to recommend a sound wall be installing our area in package 1, but does
recommend one in package 2. The current noise from 36 is quite loud when we are
outside the house or inside with the windows open. We knew this when buying the
house, however since there is a possible option for a sound wall, my wife & I would
highly recommend one be installed in either package. While the current noise levels
may be acceptable under Federal standards, that doesn't mean they are pleasant to
live with. Any opportunity available to reduce the noise would be welcomed and we
feel it would be worth every dollar spent. A sound wall will only add value our homes
in the area, while making it a more enjoyable place to live. Thanks Yale & Maren
Norris
My overwhelming first choice would be the mayors and commissioners coalition
proposal, because of the collaborative process used to determine it by elected
officials who have to deal with the citizens and neighborhoods on a continuing basis
and are very cognizant of limited resources having to deal with balanced budgets.
The no-build option, while the default option with a lack of funding will not support the
projected increase in population, jobs and traffic. Forced to choose simply between 2
and 4, I would select #4 because it has an additional censor-purpose lane.* Use
some of the savings from #4 over #2 to pay the additional cost of option B at the
west end, BRT with fly-over’s to eliminate the necessity of Lane crossings. *I'm not
all that confident that 2 BRT/HOV/Toll lanes in each direction would ever be fully
utilized even at rush hours and think BRT/HOV/Toll lanes plus another censor
purpose lane would be a better utilization of the expanded roadway.
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Comment #139-1

Daniel Ong
Comment #139

Comment #138-1

Yale Norris
Comment #138
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The number of managed lanes has been reduced from two to one in
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), in part,
due to this very concern.

Option A was selected as part of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) process. See Chapter 2, Alternatives
Considered, for more information on the BRT facilities on the west
end.

Response to Comment #139-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) does not include additional general-purpose lanes. See
the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
response in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment #138-1:
The No Action Package (Package 1) does not include improvements
to US 36 other then currently planned and programmed projects. In
all of the build alternatives, a sound wall is proposed at this location.
See Section 4.13, Noise, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #141-1

Kathleen Packard
Comment #141

Comment #140-1

Terri Opeka
Comment #140

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

My family and I just moved here from suburban MD where traffic congestion is a way
of life. I am in favor of Plan #2 where there are no extra general use lanes. My
reasoning for this is based on my experiences in MD. If you build it, they will come. It
won't take long before the general use lanes are again completely congested as they
are now, especially near the Superior/Louisville exits (where we live). Adding
HOV/Express lanes where people have to pay if they are alone, but are free if
accompanied by someone else will encourage people to ride-share. People who are
traveling between Denver and Boulder could use those lanes as an incentive to
getting there faster and either pay the money or find someone to ride with them. You
may want to check other suburban areas with high congestion problems and see
how their solutions have worked. I would suggest Northern Virginia - especially route
66 and the Dulles toll road area. Thanks for listening.

The only part of the plan that is useful to me is more general purpose lanes.
Additional bus service is useless when bus stops are built like the new Church
Ranch Park & Ride where the stop is next to businesses, but then a fence is built to
make access to the business difficult. Bike access is a great idea until bus drivers
can deny access to the bus by bike riders as the present case. I've talked to bike &
bus commuters who were bumped because the bike rack on the bus was full. The
bus driver wouldn't wait for the bike to be secured at the stop so the bike rider had to
wait for the next bus. Why is there no consideration of changes to zoning laws or
covenants to eliminate unnecessary government mandated commuting? What is
planned to provide easy bike/pedestrian access from the homes west of Wadsworth
Blvd to the Church Ranch Park & Ride? Currently there is significant pedestrian
traffic through my property since the City of Westminster erected a fence and
stopped maintaining the property north of mine. This pedestrian traffic did not exist
before the City of Westminster changed the character of the neighborhood.
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Response to Comment #141-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) includes one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more detailed information.

See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #140-1:
Comment noted. Additional general purpose lanes are not proposed
as part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
Bike racks at stations and on the BRT vehicles would be consistent
with other RTD services and facilities. Zoning laws and covenants
are local issues and not under the purview of CDOT and RTD. Your
local municipality would be responsible for zoning changes.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment

The current consideration for mitigation of noise is inadequate. The wall should
extend from Table Mesa to 28th Street. Current plans are to stop the wall at the
bear creek underpass. Noise along US 36 was measured on Moorhead but not
within the neighborhood. The number of residences expected to be affected is thus
far too low. As a member of our neighborhood association, we have fielded many
noise complaints related to traffic on US36. It affects the entire neighborhood,
hundreds of houses.
We live 5 houses down from the frontage road along U.S. 36 between Baseline and
South Boulder Rd. In the summer the noise level is really noticeable whether sitting
out on the patio or trying to sleep with the windows open (to conserve energy by not
using the AC). The higher speed limit contributes to the noise and is a safety issue. I
would like to see the speed limit reduced and see a noise wall erected along this
stretch of highway. This stretch of highway is the 1st glimpse that most people get of
Boulder and it is not a very welcoming sight. There are some roadways in Denver
that have added sound barriers and they have really added to the aesthetics as well.
Please consider constructing a noise wall and lowering the speed limit along U.S. 36.
Thank you.

My understanding is that you are considering a sound barrier along US36 as it enters
Boulder. I urge you to extend the sound barrier along the entire length, beginning at
Table Mesa and Ending at the Baseline Exit. I also strongly urge a speed reduction
in this area due to noise. 55mph or slower. With respect to bicycle facilities, I
encourage planners to consider grade separated bike lanes the entire length of
US36. This infrastructure will vital to our communities in the future. Thank You.
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Comment #144-1

Janet Pierce
Comment #144

Comment #143-1

Osman Parvez
Comment #143

Comment #142-3

Comment #142-2

Osman Parvez
Comment #142
Comment #142-1

Response to Comment #144-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #143-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.
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A majority of the bikeway alignment is a grade-separated facility
immediately adjacent to US 36. In addition, the bikeway alignment
would make use of existing facilities in the corridor, where possible.
There are some locations where the bikeway alignment would not be
located immediately adjacent to US 36, where ROW was limited, or
where impacts identified with locating the bikeway immediately
adjacent to US 36 were substantial.

Response to Comment #142-3:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #142-2:
See response to Comment #25-17 for information on speed
reductions and noise impacts.

Response to Comment #142-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #145-1

Rich Points
Comment #145

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
My organization helps people re-built used bikes to use for transportation. Most of
our clients do not own a car and do not have an eco-pass. Many commute in & out of
Boulder for work. A bike path along US36 will open up a new employment area for
these folks. It is important that the bike path be as direct as possible- coming all the
way into Boulder rather than making them go the long (and more dangerous) way on
Cherryvale and South Boulder Rd with a dangerous crossing at Manhatten. These
cyclists would not mind if the bike path was right next to the road to avoid taking too
much open space, but it is very important that the bike path go all the way into
Boulder at Table Mesa and safely connect with the Foothills Bike Path.
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If the South Boulder Road/Cherryvale Road alignment is ultimately
selected, additional consideration would be given to the crossing at
Manhattan Drive.

As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it would better serve the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process.

Response to Comment #145-1:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment

Commenter
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Comment #146-2

Comment #146-1

Arlan Ramsay
Comment #146

Comment

Response to Comment #146-2:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.
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Response to Comment #146-1:
Peak-hour congestion problems within Boulder have complex origins.
Moving people and goods quickly and reliably is the backbone of our
economy, and congested conditions can also lead to safety
problems. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes climbing lanes on each side of Davidson Mesa
to provide additional space for slow-moving vehicles, so they cause
fewer delays and safety problems for general traffic. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more detailed information.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment #147-1

Gary Reid
Comment 147

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
These comments are from the residents at 220 Fox Drive, and the following
residents: Jane Byers 201 Fox Drive Joan Kent 200 Fox Drive Virginia Jeffery 205
Fox Drive Sue and Cortland Peterson 4135 Caddo Paul and Heather Huber 4025
Apache Rd As long term residents of this area, we have lived with the increasing
noise levels from US 36. With the enhancements and increased capacity of the US
36 corridor planned by this project, we fully expect even higher noise levels from
traffic on US 36 between Table Mesa and Baseline. We believe that this project will
result in higher traffic volumes and speeds on this section of US 36, resulting in the
higher Leq dBA the study projects for the Apache Road/Pima Court and Moorhead
Ave. communities. The residents listed above fully support the Package 2 and
Package 4 proposals you have made in the DEIS to construct noise mitigation sound
walls along both sides of the corridor between Table Mesa towards Baseline. This
study discusses a noise reduction of 6 dBA for 80 residences on Apache Road and
Pima Court. We would encourage the study to acknowledge the benefit of a sound
wall to a far greater number of homes. We believe that there would be a noticeable
noise reduction to the 200 to 400 homes that are closest to Apache Road. In our
discussions with others in the neighborhood who live farther from US36, they
regularly mention the noise levels and support any form of noise mitigation. (Note the
Peterson's who live on Caddo Parkway.) We who have signed above would
recommend adding a collary statement to the sound wall description that the Apache
Road/Pima Court and Moorhead Avenue element of the larger project can be
accomplished early and independently of the other proposals in the greater project,
thereby accelerating subatantial benefits to the community. In summary, we believe
the US 36 corridor project will further increase the noise levels in our neighborhoods,
and we strongly support the proposal in Package 2 and Package 4 to install a noise
mitigation sound wall from Table Mesa towards Baseline and both sides of US 36.
Thank you for accepting these comments.
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Response to Comment #147-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I have just read the noise mitigation proposals in the Draft EIS released on 8/2/07.
While I am happy to see that a sound wall is recommended from US 36 & Table
Mesa Drive north to the Bear Creek Trail Underpass along the west side of US 36, I
want to know why no study was made (or at least discussed) concerning a sound
wall for the other half of the affected Moorhead Ave/Martin Acres homes north of the
Bear Creek Trail underpass and south of Baseline Road. What good is a sound wall
that only mitigates noise in one-half of the affected neighborhood? I would argue
that the EIS should recommend a sound wall all the way from Table Mesa to just
south of Baseline Drive along the West side of US 36. I strongly object to this
omission in the DEIS, and ask that the EIS explicitly address noise impacts and
sound wall feasibility for the northern portion of Moorhead Ave/Martin Acres. I am a
resident homeowner in this area, and do not understand why this area was simply
omitted from your noise impact review. I am also asking that the EIS also reconsider
the option of a reduction in the speed limit on US 36 from Table Mesa Drive to
Baseline Road for the purposes of both highway safety and noise reduction. I would
note that that the speed limit currently drops 30 mph (from 65 to 35 mph) in a very
short distance toward the end of the freeway from Baseline to Colorado Ave, and
would argue that both highway safety and noise concerns would be best addressed
by lowering the speed limit to 50 mph after the US 36/Table Mesa interchange, the
point at which US 36 reenters a heavily urbanized, residential corridor.
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Comment #148-2

Comment #148-1

Dr. Timothy Rohrer
Comment #148

Response to Comment #148-2:
For information on speed reduction, see response to Comment
#25-17.

Response to Comment #148-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #149-6

Comment #149-5

Comment #149-4

Comment #149-3

Comment #149-2

Comment #149-1

Meriel Romero
Comment #149

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
We are residents in the Kristal subdivision of unincorporated Adams County that will
be "indirectly" impacted by the FasTrack and highway improvement project, along
the US 36 corridor. Although homes across the street from ours will be torn down,
we have been told that ours is not on the list. We will be directly across from the
area that will be torn up, for quite some time, while this project is being implemented.
In many ways, it would be easier if our home had been one that was to be torn
down. One of has multiple sclerosis and we purchased our house to accommodate
that disability. It appears that some type of change will be made as a result of
employment and population grown in the area. Our choice would be no changes at
all to the south side of the Boulder Turnpike. When you drive along the north side for
miles, there are plenty of open spaces where this could be implemented. It still does
not make sense to us why the south side was chosen and why most of the displaced
will be from Adams County unincorporated areas. It also seems counterproductive
to health safety to have bike paths along the corridor. In a letter to the editor by the
U.S. 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition in The Denver Post, August 29, 2007
edition, the mayors suggest that items such as future impact, quality of life, and
mobility choices be considered. We, too, face some impacts and quality of life
issues to our health and home. Impacts of this project to our well being include
increased pollution, construction detours, dust, possible diesel fumes, and increased
noise. Our home's property value is likely to decrease. It also appears there will be
two ponds of standing water in the area where we currently live. This will also have
an effect on us from mosquitoes and other pollutants in the water. As a result, if this
project is implemented, we are asking for a wide and tall (at least 8 feet) brick
barrier, similar to the one already in place, to help counter the noise, that trees and
other outdoor plants be used to minimize the negative effects of pollution, dust, and
vehicle fumes and destruction and prevention of mosquito breeding grounds be
carried out on a regular basis. We would also expect to see some compensation due
to the dirt and dust that will seep into our house during construction and the negative
impact on property values. We are asking that you take the above into consideration
and minimize the impact this project will have to our health, safety and property.
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Response to Comment #149-4:
CDOT understands your concerns. See the general human health
response for information. In addition, the proposed water quality and
detention ponds are not designed to be wet ponds. They are
designed to detain and treat stormwater runoff for up to 48 hours
after storm events, and are typically dry outside of these storm
events.

Response to Comment #149-3:
A direct and adjacent bikeway facility was identified to address the
project Purpose and Need. See the general bikeway response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more information.

Response to Comment #149-2:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
the cross-section of the proposed US 36 improvements between
Sheridan Boulevard and I-25 has been substantially reduced by
keeping the reversible managed-lane facility. To keep the existing
reversible managed-lane facility, the US 36 centerline would remain
in the location where it is today and would no longer be shifted to the
south. This has greatly reduced the ROW impacts associated with
the project. The locations of properties that would need to be
acquired with the Preferred Alternative are shown on the maps in
Appendix A, Corridor Reference Maps. Additional information is also
provided in Section 4.4.

Response to Comment #149-1:
Comment noted. As part of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative), ROW and property impacts have been further
minimized. See Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations. Also,
see the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Comment

This is regarding the project for US36. We are all hoping that all the houses of Kristal
Way will be bought out. Not only are the homes that next to the wall. We do not
want to be facing a wall in our front door or front window that will not be a good idea.
Also, the noise, and dust is going to be awful. So please review the planning on
those homes.
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Mrs. Sanchez
Comment #150
Comment #150-1

Commenter
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None of the homes in the Kristal Way subdivision would be acquired
with the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). The
existing fence would be replaced with a sound wall. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response and
general human health response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume. Also, see Section 4.4,
Right-of-Way and Relocations, and Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #150-1:
CDOT understands your concerns and is committed to minimizing
impacts from the project as much as possible.

Response to Comment #149-6:
Compensation will only be paid to landowner’s that have all or a
portion of their property actually acquired for a build alternative (if a
build alternative is approved). Landowners living in close proximity to
the project that will not have any portion of their property acquired for
the project will not be eligible to receive compensation. Many
variables affect and contribute to the market value of a property and
the quality of life of those occupying it. It is difficult to quantify with
any certainty how these variables will affect market value and quality
of life of occupants of properties in close proximity to major
transportation facilities. For example, increased noise and perhaps
dust and debris can be negatives, but convenient access to the
transportation facility can be a positive. Many other variables are
relevant to value and quality of life as well. For example,
architectural features, landscaping, quality of construction, and
maintenance of improvements, to list a few, can all positively or
negatively impact value and quality of life.

Response to Comment #149-5:
See response to Comment #14-33.

Response to Comment
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Comment #153-1

Mark Stangl
Comment #153
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Comment #151-1

Comment #152-1

Teresa Southard
Comment #152

Jason Smith
Comment #151

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

As a homeowner along the 36 corridor, I feel it will be a necessity to have a noise
barrier between 36 and the adjoining neighborhoods as you enter Boulder (ie.
Frasier Meadows to the south). Noise pollution is already a serious problem in this
neighborhood, especially at the higher 65 mph speed limit, and we are very
concerned about it getting worse. Our neighborhood is very close to the highway, but
there are no burms or trees or sounds barriers of any kind. It directly affects our
quality of life and home values. While I am sure that sound barriers add significant
costs to the project, I truly believe they are a necessary element in balancing the
needs for mass transit, with the quality of neighborhood life once commuters get
home! Thank you. Teresa Southard
At the Last DEIS meeting in Boulder over by a show of hand 75% of participants
came because they were concerned only about noise currently coming form US36.
Many folks in Boulder will oppose the entire project until these issues are addressed.
Our area of concern is the section between Table Mesa Drive and Baseline,
currently a 65 MPH speed zone. Even if a sound wall can be funded and built it must
extend to Baseline and the speed limit must be lowered to 55MPH to be effective.
CDOT has shown a total lack of concern about this issue. All the study sessions are
a waste of time based on your response. I will oppose the entire project based on
this plan and lobby for a sound wall and a lowering of the speed limit. We do not
need more traffic entering Boulder. We need more an more effective public
transportation. Build the roads and the cars will come. Mark Stangl, President
303499-3163 Martin Acres Neighborhood Association (MANA)

I believe that the 88th Ave under pass should be again added to the project it has
been there in every step of the process until now and will greatly impact traffic in that
area on Sheridan and 92nd Ave.
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Response to Comment #153-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17. The land use
assumptions are the same for each of the packages, including
Package 1 (No Action). Therefore, the total number of trips
originating and terminating in Boulder are the same for each
package. The differences between the packages is in how those
trips are made. The route selected, the mode selected, and the
length of time that it would take to make those trips is what would be
different between the packages.

Response to Comment #152-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17. For information on
berms, see response to Comment #14-21.

Response to Comment #151-1:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) does not
th
include the extension of 88 Avenue under US 36 because the
limited congestion-relief benefits to Sheridan Boulevard and 92nd
Avenue were not consistent with the substantial cost and
construction impacts involved. See the general Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume, and Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #155-1

Pioneer - Clay Street Neighborhood Just east of the intersection of Jay Road and
the Diagonal is 55th Street (south of the Diagonal) is the Pioneer - Clay Street area.
In the 1960s a neighborhood of houses were built adjoining the Rail line. For over
forty years this neighborhood has offered the benefits of a rural environment while
still being close to metro Boulder. Although the railroad line adjoining this
neighborhood has been used for freight service FasTracks will greatly expand its
usage. This will result in substantially more noise, which will adversely effect our
resident's enjoyment of its property and will also negatively impact property values.
The property owners of this neighborhood request that a quite zone be established
from Jay Road to North of Celestial Seasonings. We also request that noise barriers
be constructed on the land North of Pioneer Street. I will be happy to talk FasTracks
about the details of our request any time after September 17, 2007.

Blaise Stephanus
Comment #155

Comment
I have submitted a written memo -- it was given to the sign-in desk. I do not feel that
taking homes from residents on South side of US 36 is fair. If you travel to Boulder
from Denver, it seems like there would be less home owners effected by taking the
North side - Sure there are apartments, but not as many home owners. I feel that it
would be easier to move as a renter than relocate as an owner. Please reconsider.

Commenter

Gail Stembel
Comment #154
Comment #154-1
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Response to Comment #155-1:
This comment is in regards to FasTracks Northwest Rail Corridor
Project and has been forwarded to RTD.

The ROW and property impacts in this area have been reduced in
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See
Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations. See also the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #154-1:
The US 36 proposed improvements generally follow the existing
centerline of the highway. In Package 2 and Package 4 in the area
from Federal Boulevard to Pecos Street, the centerline was shifted to
the south to avoid displacing approximately 100 residences on the
north side of US 36. This area has the greatest population of
minority persons and low-income households in the corridor. For the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), the centerline
shift would not be required due to reduced highway width in this
section.

Response to Comment
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Comment #156-3

Comment #156-2

Comment #156-1

Alan Streater II
Comment #156

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
I do not support either of the build options as described in the draft EIS (DEIS). The
region is now again (still actually except for improper machinations of the EPA) a
non-attainment region for clean air, and both build options presented will significantly
add to our regional air pollution, both from initial construction and from the extra
traffic that the expanded highway will generate. A record of decision that names
either of the two options presented as the preferred alternative would not be
appropriate at this time because there is no identified probable funding source for
the cost, which is in both cases projected to be over $2 billion. It may be possible to
make a reduced record of decision on only the BRT lanes and the bike path. The
BRT lanes and bike path could be built in a way that would benefit the region and
might not significantly increase the net environmental load on the region. There is a
clearly identified source of funding for this in the Fastracks funding that was
approved by the voters. Although the funding for the bike path has not been properly
identified, the total cost is quite low and CDOT should be able to commit to funding
the bike path with a small fraction of money that was committed to funding part of the
additional general-purpose lanes. This would require a thorough evaluation of the
net environmental impact of a BRT+bikepath-only option, and then the release a
new DEIS with this option for public comments. (comments to be continued in a
second submission)
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Response to Comment #156-3:
In the development of the project alternatives, it was determined that
a muti-modal package of several different improvements would be
needed to address the project Purpose and Need. The various
packages were assembled with different elements to highlight
differences in the ability of the packages to address these needs. A
BRT plus bikeway only alternative would not best meet the defined
project Purpose and Need. However, both the BRT and bikeway
elements were deemed to be valuable and desirable, and are
therefore included in all the build alternatives.

See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more detailed
information. Also, see the general funding response and general
bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #156-2:
As noted, the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
is not fully funded in the 2035-planning horizon and must be phased
over time to fit the available revenues. In November 2008, the US 36
PAC came to an agreement on phasing the project improvements
which emphasizes completing the new managed lanes (one in each
direction) for the entire US 36 corridor from Federal Boulevard to
Foothills Parkway as a first priority.

Response to Comment #156-1:
See response to Comment #73-4 and general human health
response in the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments
section of this volume.

Response to Comment

Comment
The unresolved issue of the alignment of the bike path between Cherryvale and
Table Mesa Drive (South Boulder Road) should be resolved by adopting the more
direct route along the highway. The environmental impacts from the bike lane would
probably pale in comparison with the impacts from the so-called auxiliary lanes that
CDOT is planning in this same section. The DEIS seems to ignore the impacts of the
auxiliary lanes that CDOT promotes while the DEIS includes the same
environmental impacts for the bike path that CDOT clearly would rather shunt
around in a circuitous route. The impacts of both the bike path and the auxiliary
lanes should be evaluated and compared. The additional traffic impacts to
intersections in Boulder that are downstream to the auxiliary lanes should clearly
delineate and included in all discussion of the merits of the auxiliary lanes. The
public process for the US 36 improvements started out pretty good, resulting in a
locally-preferred alternative that seemed to be a good compromise between the
affected local governments. More recently the process has been a mess. In
developing the EIS, CDOT dropped several important components from the original
locally-preferred alternative. All of the concessions that Boulder made in forming the
agreement were kept and the few important issues that the City of Boulder were to
get in return have been lost. In this way the original agreement was violated and the
City of Boulder has been cheated. Finally the limitation on the length of comments
the web-page form is very discouraging to citizens who wish to comment. I planned
to submit these comments (which are barely over a single page!) in this way, and
now at the last minute I find that I cannot do so. It is not clear at this point whether I
can submit these comments by the deadline. I might or might not have time to even
try.
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Comment #156-7

Comment #156-6

Comment #156-5

Comment #156-4

Commenter
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Although the web-form to submit a comment did have a
2,560-character limit, multiple forms could be used for comments
exceeding the limits, or comments could be submitted using other
methods as listed in the above paragraph.

Response to Comment #156-7:
Opportunities to comment on the DEIS were provided by submitting a
comment through the project website, by phone, in writing/by mail, in
writing on comment forms, or verbally at the US 36 public hearings.

Response to Comment #156-6:
Comment noted. The city of Boulder has participated in the
development of the EIS and was included in the PAC which identified
the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) described
in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #156-5:
Additional traffic impacts to Boulder intersections were shown (in a
separate detailed analysis) to be minimal. According to federal
procedures for environmental analysis, the same land use
assumptions are to be used for all alternatives. As such, the
proposed additional lanes would not change the total amount of
traffic generated in Boulder because the total number of origins and
destinations within a transportation analysis zone are the same. In
general, additional capacity on US 36 means regional traffic use local
surface streets as much. Some intersections would experience
slightly more traffic, but others would experience less. Overall, the
amount of traffic coming into and out of Boulder would be about the
same under each alternative.

The auxiliary lanes are evaluated in the EIS. See the discussion of
the auxiliary lanes in Section 2.7, Resolution of Issues.

Response to Comment #156-4:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it better serves the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process. See
the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Mary Trembour
Comment #159 Comment #159-1

Comment #158-1

In the years since I've moved to my house (I am an owner and a long-term
stakeholder in the neighborhood), the speed limit has been raised to 65, causing a
probably unlawful amount of noise in our backyard. I was aware of the highway upon
moving in, and so I'm not shocked that it's loud; however, with the raising of the
speed limit, the noise has become orders of magnitude louder. That said, I am
shocked that a proposed sound wall would not be extended to the Baseline
Interchange, at least on the west side of the highway. To not extend such a wall
north would be completely ignorant of the Baseline onramp, which generates a large
portion of my property's perceived noise, as vehicles entering the highway rapidly
gain speed to merge with traffic going, at times, 70 MPH. In fact, the dull, soft roar of
steady traffic is somewhat tolerable - the worst offender for incremental noise in my
backyard is traffic (and especially motorcycles with un-muffled exhausts) getting up
to speed from the onramp. Please, extend any sound wall all the way north to
Baseline - anything else ignores the worst part of the problem. Thank you for the
effort to remediate this problem and the unlawful amount of noise it produces.
This is a plea to make the US 36 sound barrier wall run the whole length from the
Baseline exit to the Table Mesa exit. This would make it helpful for all of Martin
Acres, not just the southern half. Thank you.

Bob Ternes
Comment #158

Comment
I live on Entaw Dr (on the 36 side) which is the next street in from Apache Dr. In
warm weather it can be very difficult to sleep with the windows open, due to the
noise from 36. If I understand correctly, there will be a wall going up at some point. It
is mine and my neighbors hope that, in addition, the speed limit can be reduced by
10 or 20 mph between Table Mesa and Baseline.

Elizabeth Talkington
Comment #157
Comment #157-1

Commenter
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Response to Comment #159-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment #158-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment #157-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
In what segment does the Shaw Heights Neighborhood fall within? This
neighborhood is north of US36, east of Sheridan, south of 88th Ave. It is also
adjacent to the Rotary Park. It is Westminster, Unincorporated Adams County. From
what I've read, it doesn't look like we've been included in the Adams or the
Westminster segment. The impact to this neighborhood, other than Rotary Park, has
not been identified?! There is a whole street of homes that would have to be
relocated (these homes are located on Wagner Drive, running parallel to US36).
There are also a few homes adjacent to Oakwood Park on Oakwood Drive running
parallel to US36 that fall within the neighborhood. I have contacted the Mayor of
Westminster to make sure this neighborhood has adequate local government
representation. How are the unincorporated areas of Adams County being treated?
Currently some are falling in the Adams segment, but what segment are the rest
fitting in? I don't believe the Westminster segment boundaries have been properly
defined. Also, what specific public involvement outreach has been directed to the
Shaw Heights Neighborhood? Many of the neighbors I've spoken to, did not know
anything about this project and did not know about the public meetings. I will not
allow this neighborhood to be the Bermuda triangle of the project. We will be directly
impacted and should be actively involved in the planning process and the entities
and local governments involved will not forget about our needs. The ROW specialists
should be assigned to the homes now. Even though funding does not exist for the
US 36 project yet, the ROW residences have already been financially plighted as
their homes have been identified in the plan. Homeowners can not sell without
disclosing this ROW fact, property values are already affected. The project has
marked these homes with an "X", yet has no real timeline or funding, to properly
assist these homeowners. So the "US36 Corridor Project black cloud" will
indefinitely loom over their heads. I would appreciate a direct response to the
Segment Classification questions I posed above.
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Comment #160-3

Comment #160-2

Comment #160-1

Eric Trujillo
Comment #160
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Members in this area remain on the US 36 contact list and receive all
project updates. This segment of the corridor will continue to be
involved in the project through specific public involvement strategies.
The interests and concerns of this area are also represented by its
specific representative on the US 36 PAC.

Outreach activities included a series of public meetings with
businesses, schools, neighborhood associations, churches,
recreation/community centers, and individuals; and informational
flyers being distributed at churches, schools, community/recreation
centers, and libraries.

Response to Comment #160-2:
The Shaw Heights neighborhood was included in an area of the
corridor defined as an Environmental Justice community. Specific
outreach was conducted to introduce or increase awareness of the
project, to gather community information, and to identify questions
and concerns regarding the project and follow-up activities for
outreach.

Response to Comment #160-1:
The segment boundaries generally follow the jurisdictional
boundaries, but not always. The corridor was divided into
manageable and meaningful segments to be used for analysis
purposes. Other geographic or traffic-related issues were also
considered in generating the segments for the corridor. The
segments were named based on the predominant jurisdiction within
that particular segment. The Shaw Heights neighborhood is in the
Adams Segment of the EIS. For a specific listing of properties that
would be impacted as a result of the Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative), see Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and
Relocations. Also see Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for a
description of the segment boundaries.

Response to Comment
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Lowell Weibel
Comment #163

Comment #163-1

Comment #162-1

Pat Wales
Comment #162

Doris Turner
Comment #161-1
Comment #161

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

Please post the speed limit at 55 mph like it was a few years ago on US 36 coming
into Boulder. The area starting at Table Mesa to Baseline should be used to slow
traffic coming into the city. It would also help with noise reduction and would not cost
much to change the speed limit.
After reviewing the DEIS, my preferred alternative is Package 4. My reasons are as
follows: 1. Package 4 is the only logical choice because it is superior to Package 2
in terms of overall speed and level of service, it has a lower environmental impact,
and it costs less to build and to maintain. 2. Package 2 attempts to selectively
reduce highway use by charging a toll, thereby eliminating drivers who cannot afford
to pay. This ignores the basic reason for building a highway -- that is, to facilitate
traffic movement among all that need to travel. In fact, Package 2 will likely impact
local communities negatively by forcing onto local streets those drivers who won't
pay the toll. Furthermore, it unfairly adversely impacts lower-income drivers and
those whose work depends on driving commercial vehicles. For these reasons,
Package 4 is not only the superior choice, it is the only appropriate response to the
need of the Denver community and surrounding cities to reduce congestion and
improve traffic movement and speed.
First of all!! When will construction begin?? So that I can make plans for the rest of
our lives. If you have an answer please contact me.

Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #163-1:
See response to Comment #156-2.

Response to Comment #162-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #160-3:
Unfortunately, providing landowners with knowledge that all or a
portion of their property may be acquired by a proposed future
transportation project can negatively impact a property's
marketability. However, public disclosure of proposed transportation
improvements and public involvement in the shaping and definition of
such improvements is a critical component of large capital
improvement projects. A real estate specialist will not be assigned to
individual homeowners until a project is approved (if a project is
approved) and funded for ROW acquisition. If you have questions
about the ROW acquisition/relocation process, such questions can
be directed to Greg Jamieson, CDOT Region 6 ROW Manager, at
303-757-9917.
Response to Comment #161-1:
For information on speed reduction, see response to Comment
#25-17.

Comment #165-1

Comment

Even though it costs more, I support Package 2. The options in Package 2
encourage carpooling, and hopefully discourage growth. Package 4 adds more GP
lanes, which only encourages more vehicles on the road. (Just look at T-REX. All
those GP lanes were at capacity the day the project finished.) Not only that, more
available "free" lanes will invariably lead to more sprawl in the already-sprawling
project area.

The impact on our neighborhood will be disastrous. Why not go on the north side of
36 there where there are fewer homes.

When (after funding has been obtained) will property be acquired? and construction
begin? Also the relocation assistance program book is 20 years OLD prices have
increased just by inflation. They will have to be adjusted, to be fair and equitable.
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Comment #166-1

Michael Younce
Comment #166

Jane Witt
Comment #165

Comment #164-1

Commenter

Lowell Weibel
Comment #164
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Response to Comment #166-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #165-1:
See response to Comment #154-1.

Unfortunately, some of the limits for payment of relocation benefits
were established by Congress in 1970, when the federal law creating
relocation benefits was enacted. Such limits have not been revised
to reflect the current economic market realities. Only Congress can
modify these limits.

Response to Comment #164-1:
CDOT will comply fully with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, to
ensure fair and equitable treatment of property owners. This includes
notification procedures. CDOT will also continue to communicate
with property owners throughout the project. When funding for ROW
acquisition is obtained, the property acquisition process can begin
immediately for properties that require total acquisition of the entire
ownership. Partial acquisitions will start later (usually about 6 to 9
months later), because completion of some engineering design will
be required to determine the extent of the partial acquisition.

Response to Comment
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Jonathan Zython
Comment #168
Comment #168-1

Comment #167-1

Greg Ziebold
Comment #167

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Do I understand that the rail portions of the improvements to this corridor are funded
and the highway improvements are not funded? Basically I will see rail improvements
in my lifetime but not highway improvements???? Why don't we raise the gas tax to
actually make this happen!

I am concerned about the increased noise with both Plans 2 & 4. I have reviewed
Section 4.13 of the EIS on noise and have a couple of questions. It appears the dBA
readings in Table 4.13-1: Summary of Existing Highway Noise Level Measurements
do NOT match the dBA readings in Figure 4.13-3: Location of Existing Noise Level
Measurements. Is this because these are different readings that were taken? Our
house is located at M15 (Stoneham Street) in Superior. I see from Table 4.13-1 that
the existing dBA reading was 64, right at the border of the 66 dBA cutoff. And I can
state that noise levels are indeed very high here already and would only worsen with
implementation of Plans 2 or 4. The open field adjacent to these homes provides no
buffer for noise and depending on wind conditions; noise very easily carries across
that field with no barrier to stop it. In addition, there may, at some future time, be
further development on these undeveloped lands that may be impacted. I would like
to request that continuing further study be done to determine if mitigation would be
needed.
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Currently, CDOT does not have the authority to raise gas taxes.
Pursuant to TABOR, also known as Article X, Section 20 of the
Colorado Constitution, any tax increase requires voter approval. This
would require a statewide vote. There are two ways a ballot issue to
increase the statewide gas tax could go to the voters. First, the
General Assembly could pass a bill establishing the tax rate increase
and refer it to voters for approval. This is called a “referendum.”
Second, a citizens group could initiate a ballot measure by getting
signatures to put a tax increase on the ballot. This is called an
“initiative.”

Response to Comment #168-1:
The Northwest Rail Corridor Project is included in the No Action
Package for the US 36 project and is funded through the RTD
FasTracks Program. Also, see response to Comment #47-1.

Also see Section 4.13, Noise, for more information.

Table 4.13-1, Summary of Existing Highway Noise Level
Measurements, is correct, Table 4.13-3, Number of Residences
Impacted by Highway Noise, has been updated in the FEIS so that
these tables are now consistent with each other.

Response to Comment #167-1:
As part of the FEIS the noise analysis is being updated for the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). The FEIS will
document potential impacts to noise sensitive receptors as a result of
the Preferred Alternative. The noise study, which is completed in
accordance with CDOT and FHWA regulations, evaluates existing
potential noise sensitive receptors and those that may be under
construction. The study does not evaluate potential developments
that may occur in the future.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Hi. I’m Clara Benet-Hill from Westminster. Okay. Why do you want to add more
lanes to U.S. 36? Aren’t you going to have the FasTracks along there? Don’t you
want to encourage people to use that FasTracks?
Another thing is, if you do take my property, what will happen with my property tax?
Right now, I get a reduced rate because I’m a senior citizen. So how will that be
impacted?
Another thing, CDOT wants to spend millions and billions of dollars. Well, along U.S.
36, earlier this year two sections of the fence were knocked down during the snow
removal and they're still down. The weeds are up to my thighs; they haven't cut
them. So why do they want to spend all this money and they can’t maintain what
they already have? So that's my comment.
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Comment #170-3

Comment #170-2

Comment #170-1

Clara Benet-Hill
Comment #170

PUBLIC – VERBAL COMMENTS AT PUBLIC HEARINGS
Chuck Attardo Comment #169-1
All right. I would like to say that Sandi Kohrs, Irena Motas -- M-o-t-a-s -- and Gina
McAfee have done a fabulous job on this project.
Comment #169
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Response to Comment #170-3:
Fences within CDOT ROW are the responsibility of CDOT. To
request maintenance or report a broken or downed fence, contact the
CDOT Region 6 maintenance office at 303-757-9514. See the
response to Comment #54-1 for information about CDOT mowing
policies. See also the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response and also the general funding
response.

Response to Comment #170-2:
CDOT cannot provide legal advice or tax advice because the legal
and tax ramifications of any person or business are usually a function
of the unique considerations and circumstances of the person or
business. Such questions should be directed to experts in these
fields.

Response to Comment #170-1:
The Northwest Rail Corridor Project is included in the No Action
Package for the US 36 project and is funded through the RTD
FasTracks Program. Also, see response to Comment #47-1.

Response to Comment #169-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Comment #171-2

Comment #171-1

Mike and Kay Castillo
Comment #171

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Kay.
Mike.
76th and Hooker.
My comments are: Nothing addresses human health, nothing addresses any
environmental trees, nothing addresses vibration. You haven’t addressed -- you
haven’t notified each homeowner that’s possibly going to be affected.
I talked to all of my neighbors, and none of them knew about what this was about,
and they’re right in the area.
The City of Westminster has done a really -- the City Councilor the city government
hasn't been -- I don't -- I don’t -- Supportive.
Supportive of any of its residences.
They referred to the outside -- you know, the smaller byways, you know, timing of
lights and all that; and as far as I can see, CDOT’s doing a lousy job on the light
control.
I’ve personally talked to Jeff Lancaster -- McAllister, and I finally gave up because he
couldn’t get the light straight on 80th and Federal. And this was, like, I don’t know, a
two-year period. I gave up, like, five years ago. And the lights are still all screwed
up at 80th and Federal, 76th and Federal, and 72nd and Federal. So as far as I'm
concerned, they’re doing a very lousy job. And I would like to know a response to -their answer to that.
Thank you.
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Response to Comment #171-2:
When a corridor has a lot of traffic signals, it is usually difficult to
coordinate traffic in both directions at the same time. CDOT attempts
to balance the coordination needs of the traffic on the main street
with the need to provide good access to side-street traffic so drivers
can get to the main street without too much delay. The reality is that
in a corridor with dense land uses and many signals, like this portion
of Federal Boulevard, it is not possible to meet both of these goals
perfectly.

Response to Comment #171-1:
See responses to Comment #73-1 and Comment #74-1. For
information on project notification and public outreach, see Chapter
6, Public Involvement Program.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
My name is Audrey DeBarros. I’m executive director of 36 Commuting Solutions.
We’re a nonprofit public-private partnership. Our membership consists of the local
governments between Boulder and Westminster and about 30 private-sector
businesses; in total, representing about 25,000 employees.
And tonight I wanted to tell you that 36 Commuting Solutions strongly believes there
is a need for transportation improvements to the U.S. 36 corridor. As the DEIS
points out, the projected employment and population along the corridor will
dramatically increase between now and the year 2030. If no action is taken, traffic
will significantly back up and impact local street systems. The existing system is not
safe and reliable and doesn’t offer competitive travel choices.
36 Commuting Solutions recognizes that there is significant challenges to identifying
funding for the completion of the project, and we very much support the
implementation of phases.
An initial suggestion of how to approach a phase would be the Urban Partnership
Agreement in which we, the corridor, applied for through the U.S. Department of
Transportation in April of this year. Key elements of that proposal included one
buffer separated lane in each direction for carpools -- vanpools and buses travel free
-- and for single-occupant drivers to pay a fee based upon congestion levels. It also
included in-line bus rapid transit stations, interchange improvements, a bikeway
along the corridor, funding for a bikeway, and transportation demand management.
Comments specific comments to the existing packages, which we oppose, and are
very concerned about, are in Package 2: the barrier separation. We are very
concerned about the limited access for employment and economic development of
the corridor through the barrier separation.
We are also concerned about the drop ramps located at Midway Boulevard and
Westminster Boulevard.
We also are concerned about HOV access in P-2.
And both in P-2 and in P-4 we are concerned about the BRT lanes because they do
not connect all the way to Table Mesa in Boulder, which is the primary activity center
and connection to the local street network.
36 Commuting Solutions is supportive of HOT lanes, or high-occupancy toll lanes, as
long as they are focusing on managing congestion rather than tolling for revenue.
And it must support expanding travel choices for bus rapid transit and be free for
HOVs.
Lastly, we very much support the funding and the implementation of transportation
demand management both to mitigate congestion during construction as well as for
the long-term system performance.
Thank you
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Comment #172-1

36 Commuting Solutions,
Audrey DeBarros
Comment #172
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Response to Comment #172-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #18-1. Also, see the
general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #174-1

Mike Fellows
Comment #174

Comment #173-4

Comment #173-3

Comment #173-2

Comment #173-1

Sam Dixion
Comment #173

Commenter
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Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Thank you for the opportunity of being able to provide comments and feedback for
DEIS.
My name is Mike Fellows, and I work for MWH Global, Inc., located in Broomfield,
Colorado. MWH is a private employee-owned firm with approximately 6,000
employees worldwide. The company provides water, wastewater, energy, natural
resources, consulting and construction services to global clients.
We have approximately 250 staff in our Broomfield headquarters and an additional
hundred personnel located in the shared-services center in Westminster.
The vast majority of our people use the U.S. 36 corridor to commute to work;
therefore, We’re extremely interested in the outcome of the DEIS. We strongly
believe there is a significant need for transportation improvements along U.S. 36.
Both from personal and staff observations, we’ve seen a significant increase in traffic
volume along 36 in recent years, with increased levels of disruption.
However, we also recognize that due to funding limitations, we must support a
phased implementation program for transportation improvements.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Sam Dixion, city of Westminster citizen.
I’m for Package 4, for the most part, of what I see today; however, I do think that
there are elements of both of them that could be worked into each other. And so
hybrid would be in my -- I would favor a hybrid of some of the elements of all of
them.
I think one of the main things that I consider an important thing in this project is the
citizens of Westminster. One thing is their health. Their health is being totally
affected by the amount of traffic on 36 at the moment, and it’s side by side and it's
slow.
And I happen to take that route a lot these days. I’m back to working full time, which
is a real chore. But anyhow, it's -- it's awful. And the pollution that is caused by that
slow of traffic is absolutely unacceptable to our citizens.
The other thing that I think is important is that the access of the citizens is one of the
prime reasons, and the barriers just do not allow for that access for our citizens; so
I’m against the barriers.
And the Westminster Boulevard ramp is shuddering. It makes me shudder, at least.
So I’m -- I'm open to anything that affects the citizens of Westminster.
I think our Mayor mentioned the fact there's a great deal of Westminster affected by
this, and some of it is called Adams County, but it’s Westminster residents. We have
the longest, probably, amount of roadway along the borders of the Westminster area.
Thank you.
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Response to Comment #174-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #18-1.

Response to Comment #173-4:
Drop-ramps as shown to Westminster Boulevard in Package 2 are no
longer included in the current alternative that is being considered, the
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).

Response to Comment #173-3:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume. For a more detailed description of
the Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.6, Package Descriptions.

Response to Comment #173-2:
See response to Comment #73-4. Also see the general human
health response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment #173-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment

Comment
We like parts of both Packages 2 and 4, and therefore would support the
development of a hybrid alternative.
Further analysis obviously needs to be done to determine the ultimate configuration.
Key elements we would want to include in a hybrid alternative would include a
multimodule package that is bikeway, bus rapid transit, carpooling, general purpose,
and managed travel lanes, and transportation demand management, as has been
outlined in various options.
We’d like to see a priority placed on BRT and carpooling options and approaches
that provide flexibility in managing the corridor performance over the long term.
In Package 2, we’re very concerned with the impact of the various separated
express lanes, which we feel will restrict corridorwide access to existing access
locations. We support the concept of high-occupancy toll if it is focused on
managing traffic capacity to maximize system performance. And additionally, these
high-occupancy toll lanes must support expanded travel choices for the BRT and
high-occupancy vehicles.
Again, our biggest concern, as stated, with Package 2 is with the barrier-separated
express lanes. We find this unacceptable to -- to expect an impact on the
corridorwide access to existing access points.
We strongly support the timely reconstruction of designated interchanges along U.S.
36 corridor, particularly the Wadsworth interchange.
We support the continued -- continuation of the BRT travel lane to Table Mesa and
not into the Cherryvale Road; and we prefer the U.S. 36 bikeway alignment,
providing a shorter distance.
Thank you.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
My name is Harlan Garcia. We live along Highway 36.
Everybody’s addressed what's happening with them and the highway. Nobody’s
addressed what’s happening to the people living there. I think we should be added
to that endangered species along with mice and flowers, because nobody says
anything about us losing our homes. Just like the one gentleman said about that
eminent domain: I think that ought to be thrown out, in the first place. That’s
unconstitutional, as far as I'm concerned.
And nobody's said anything about when we lose our home, that we have to disclose
-- we can't sell our homes anymore.
Everybody's worried about how fast they're getting back and forth. What about the
people that live there? Nobody's addressed that, or how much money we're going to
lose.
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Comment #175-1

Harlan Garcia
Comment #175

Comment #174-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Response to Comment #175-1:
See responses to Comment #89-1 through #90-1.

Response to Comment
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Comment #176-1

Sharon Garcia
Comment #176

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
My name is Sharon Garcia. I live at 2274 Krystal Way, Denver, 80221. I’m speaking
on behalf of my husband and myself. He signed a letter I’m going to submit, as well.
As homeowners along U.S. 36, we are very concerned about the prospect of having
construction done on this highway. We have already been impacted severely by just
the possibility. Our lives have been impacted in a very negative way. We feel that
our homes have already been devalued tremendously due to the fact that we must
disclose to prospective buyers the possibility that Highway 36 improvements may
take place in the future. That is very unfair to us as homeowners when you don’t
even have the funding set in place. We believe we shouldn't be undergoing all of the
stress, fatigue, unhappiness, and worry that has been created by the possibility that
Highway 36 may be undergoing improvements.
We feel we can’t even move forward in our lives by investing any further monies in
our homes for improvements due to the uncertainty. We feel that even before
anything has even gotten started with the construction, our health, quality of life, and
financial situation have been jeopardized. It is like living with a terminal illness:
wondering when and if this project will take place and what will be the cost/impact
once that day comes.
It is really shameful how negligent you have been in addressing our concerns and
needs. Our homes in the Crystal Subdivision are only eight years old. We feel that
the investment we made just eight years ago has gone down the tubes. That, in
plain English, is not fair.
Then there is talk that you may be taking 10 homes rather than all 15 that are in the
subdivision.
When we purchased our home, we bought on the south side of the street so that we
would be further away from U.S. 36. Now the proposal is to place the remaining five
homes next to the highway.
I can only stress again what a negative impact this is on our lives both medically and
financially.
What do you plan to do to compensate those left behind?
We already fear for our health at the present time with all of our worries, but what will
become of our health once the work begins? We will be subjected to so much noise
and air pollution. We will experience double hazards because of the construction on
the highway and the demolition of homes that will be taking place to allow for the
expansion.
We were living here when the last work was done on Highway 36.
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Response to Comment #176-1:
See responses to Comments #89-1 through #90-1.

Response to Comment

Comment
The noise, dust, and vibration of equipment were almost intolerable. Not only do we
feel that our health is jeopardized, but the stability of our home is jeopardized, as
well, due to all of the equipment that will be used in the process. We feel that living
here while the work is being done would be very detrimental to our well-being. We
feel that our lives have already been compromised, and there needs to be some
answers for us and not a lot of double talk. The financial and medical impact on our
lives must be addressed and acknowledged.
What I didn’t say before is that we would rather our home be gone with the other 10.
Theirs is homes in one heighborhood. They’re talking 10, leaving five. We want out
home to be gone too. We do not want to be left behind in a neighborhood that we
didn’t buy in to. Thank you. Sharon Garcia. We live in the Krystal Subdivistion.
And, you know, I think what a lot of us are here for and keep hoping to hear is some
sort of a time frame. You know, right now, I mean, we’ve had worries of, like, high
blood pressure, and not knowing whether to mow the lawn, plant a tree. You know,
those are the kinds of things that we want to hear. We want to hear the down-toearth concerns that we all have. We are -- we don't -- get new carpeting, not get
new carpeting; you know, put any more money in that we’re going to lose. We
already feel like we’re losing. We can't sell our homes right now because of this
disclosure that we have to make. You know, that's a real impact.
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Comment #176-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Response to Comment
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Comment #177-6

Comment #177-5

Comment #177-4

Comment #177-3

Comment #177-2

Comment #177-1

Americus O. Kalmar
Comment #177

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
You saw my name right. I should look at this, that yellow flag. Thanks.
Okay. My comment: I think that it is all right to increase our access to highway and
be able to travel on that, and I think that’s justified because jam and accident and life
in danger, and I am happy to see that.
And I also would vote for Package 4 because there's more access for the public.
And as I understand the new toll, this toll would be so high, it would become a rich
people’s lane. And I understand this is a wide lane, which is a luxury; and I
understand it’s less expensive than $300 million. I vote for Package 4.
Other question: Eminent domain, I’m scared to death of it because I came from the
country where they did a lot like this. My house was confiscated there. So I would
like to see the right compensation. And I would like to see they evaluate the property
that would be evaluated by the third party, not the government. I don't trust too much
in that. Okay?
Finally, founding fathers didn’t trust in that. Oh, I’m so sorry.
And taxation. What would be the impact upon our taxation? We are already taxed
up to neck. And, you know, what would be the general welfare after taxation?
Where the money coming from? That's my main concern.
And when you do COOT timing, I want to be sure you have at least three seconds on
the signals so that would be enough accident because there’s not enough time to
stop, okay?
And on No.6, your population projection, I have a doubt about that.
In the Communist country, we have a five-year plan -- five years plan, and plan five
years ahead, and they always failed. So you don't know the future. Future is
nobody’s knowledge. Thank you very much.
By the way, I am sorry for my accent. Don't blame me; that comes from my mother.
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Response to Comment #177-3:
See the mitigation discussion in Section 4.4, Right-of Way and
Relocations. When a governmental entity acquires property for a
capital improvement, the federal and state constitutions require the
payment of just compensation, which is at least fair market value for
the property acquired. CDOT takes this constitutional responsibility
very seriously. However, even if CDOT didn’t, there are federal and
state statutes that prescribe procedures CDOT must follow to ensure
that landowner’s are paid fair market value when their property is
acquired for transportation projects. CDOT is required to certify to
FHWA that it has purchased all property for any federal-aid project in
compliance with these procedures and that the landowners’ property
that has been acquired for the project have been paid at least fair
market value for the property needed. CDOT is audited by FHWA
from time-to-time to ensure compliance, and if CDOT fails to comply
with this requirement, it may jeopardize federal funding for its
highway program.

Tolling in the US 36 corridor is being proposed not as a way to offset
the cost to build the new lanes, but rather as a way to improve
management of congestion on the corridor and to provide travel
options for those using the facility. Therefore, the toll rate that would
be charged would not be set based on the cost of the project, but
rather on how much people would be willing to pay for an
uncongested trip. Additionally, HOV vehicles could use the lanes for
free.

All lanes on the US 36 facility would be the same width as currently
proposed in the FEIS.

Response to Comment #177-2:
See the general funding response on social equity of tolling in the
Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #177-1:
Comment noted. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

Comment

Response to Comment #177-6:
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment #177-5:
Intersection clearance times are set according to federal guidelines,
and may be reviewed when the number of accidents or nearaccidents is high. All intersections provide at least 3 seconds of
yellow time between signal phases, and most provide more. There is
also a brief period of “all-red” time immediately after the yellow time,
to allow for additional safety.

Response to Comment #177-4:
Comment noted. See the general funding response. At this time, no
additional tax increases are proposed to fund the US 36 project. Also
see Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more information
about how the project would be built in phases as funding is
available.

Response to Comment
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Commenter
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Comment #178-1

Rich Kraus
Comment 178

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Hi. My name is Rich Kraus. I actually live in Lone Tree, Colorado, but I represent
the Westminster Promenade Project, having been the developer of that project for
the owner in Kansas City, so I’m here to speak on their behalf.
Can everybody hear me okay?
Our -- our concern about Package 2 is the way that traffic in the -- what they call the
high-speed access lane, or whatever it is that’s bounded by the concrete barriers,
the ability to access key intersections -- in particular 104th Avenue, which is also
Church Ranch is very negatively impacted. And for those of you who are familiar
with Westminster Promenade, with the Westin Hotel, with the brand-new Walnut
Creek Shopping Center across the way, which is Target-anchored, and people who
are used to going to work in the Church Ranch Business Center, as you’re coming
from Denver on the turnpike, under Package 2 you would be in a dedicated lane with
concrete walls beside you, and in order to get to the 104th Church Street exit, you
would have to exit onto a flyover nearly a mile to the south of 104th Avenue. So if
you're going to the ball-field or whatever I’m talking about the people who are in the
high-speed lanes, and that's not all of the traffic -- but for people who are going to
movies, which typically are people who ride together in a car, for people who are
carpooling and being good neighbors trying to get into Church Ranch, for people
who want to go shopping, for people who often have more than one person in a car,
they’re going to naturally gravitate to use those -- those express lanes.
So in this case in Package 2, if you were to miss getting off at the Westminster
flyover, you would have to go all the way up to Midway, which is in Broomfield, to get
another opportunity to exit and come back.
So that, I think, would extremely negatively affect all the businesses that we’ve spent
lots of time planning very carefully, all these -- the Westminster Promenade
Entertainment District and all the restaurants, the Walnut Creek area with the brandnew Target, the good restaurants over there, plus all the employment that is
represented in Church Ranch Business Center. So, you know, I think that that
needs to be really looked at hard.
I think Option 4 gets closer to it -- excuse me -- gets closer to what we'd like to see
achieved. But I think a lot more input from -- from the business community will help
kind of get this thing directed in the right way.
So I appreciate your help and your comments and all the input we’re getting tonight.
Thanks.
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Response to Comment #178-1:
Comment noted. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) proposes one buffer-separated managed lane in each
direction with access between each interchange. See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume for more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
I just have one comment: Over here along 36 and west of Sheridan Boulevard,
there's a construction outfit, McStain Corporation, who's starting to build. Are they
going to build up tight to the highway or are you going to stop them?
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Comment #179-1

Al Long
Comment #179
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Response to Comment #179-1:
The US 36 team did not coordinate directly with McStain Homes
while developing the design of the build packages for the US 36
corridor. However, the project team has coordinated continually with
the city of Westminster throughout the study, and any construction
permits must be approved by the city before construction can
proceed. All property owners within the project area, including the
owner of the referenced property, are on the project mailing list and
receive periodic newsletters with project information and invitations to
public meetings. Specific development plans are under the purview
of the local jurisdiction and the local planning and permitting process.

Response to Comment
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Comment #180-1

Nancy McNally, Mayor of Westminster
Comment #180

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
My name is Nancy McNally. I am the Mayor of Westminster. And I reside at 6450
West 108th Avenue. I would like to share with you the key issues that the
Westminster City Council has identified based on the City's review. They are as
follows:
The Westminster City Council strongly favors a multimodal approach to address the
short- and long-term projections for traffic congestion along U.S. 36 corridor. We
believe that of the two alternatives analyzed, Package 4 comes closer to addressing
the congestion issues through the corridor while providing residents and businesses
with greater access to the designated carpool and rapid transit lane. P-4 includes a
buffer-separated managed lane that is dedicated to bus rapid transit and highoccupancy vehicles. A barrier-separated, managed lane through Westminster as
presented in Package 2 is not acceptable due to the fact that it does not allow for
adequate access for Westminster residents and businesses using this section of
U.S. 36.
The City Council vehemently opposes the construction of a drop-ramp structure on
Westminster Boulevard where the bridge over the turnpike is currently located. The
structure is being considered as an element of Package 2. It would be limited to use
by bus rapid transit, high-occupancy vehicles, and toll traffic so that they can enter
and exit directly to and from managed lanes of the turnpike. Council believes that
the construction of this interchange in a residential area and the impact that it would
have on adjacent roadways make the inclusion of a drop ramp at this location
completely unacceptable. There is no wiggle room for us on this point. We will
actively oppose any alteration of existing access conditions at Westminster
Boulevard.
The City Council strongly encourages the project team to maintain ongoing and open
communication with the residents and businesses whose property will be acquired
for right-of-way for the expansion of U.S. 36. Many of these impacted residents and
businesses are within the Westminster city limits.
The City Council requests the expedited purchase of property within the right-of-way
be given high priority when funds become available so as to relieve the financial
plight of home and business owners who are impacted by these acquisitions.
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Response to Comment #180-1:
Comment noted. See responses to Comment #14.

Response to Comment

Comment
The City Council requests that the geographical areas identified as “Westminster”
and “Adams” segments in the Draft EIS be changed in the Final EIS to reflect the
actual boundaries of Westminster and unincorporated Adams County.
Sheridan Boulevard is used as the eastern boundary for the Westminster segment of
the project in the DEIS when, in fact, the city boundaries extend east of Federal
Boulevard. Consequently, the descriptions of the impact of the U.S. 36
improvements on the city, its residents and businesses are significantly understated
throughout the Draft EIS.
The Westminster City Council wishes to go on record through this public-hearing
process that we strongly oppose P-2 as presented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. However, we remain open to exploring potential hybrid options that may
be developed in the future, such as the Urban Partnership Agreement we supported
with the U.S. 36 mayors and commissioners. The EPA provided access and choices
for our residents and businesses.
We appreciate the huge effort that has gone into developing the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and appreciate your consideration and suggestions.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
Richard Pabon, 7967 Elmwood Lane, which is off of Greenwood Boulevard and
about Pecos.
I support Package No. 4 basically because of the general-purpose lanes. I think they
will provide the necessary mode of transportation getting from 1-25 to Boulder.
My comment would be on the noise barrier walls, we call them. If you could have,
like, what they have down in Colorado Springs: I’m going to say they're pictures of
the mountains rather than just a wall that’s just there, because of the increase in
traffic. And in the future, there are going to be a lot of people that will be traveling
back and forth, and it provides you a visual picture. It's a pretty picture, I think, in
Colorado Springs.
And that basically -- oh, and the gentleman spoke about the difference in the two
prices. I think he mentioned the figure 31 million. It’s actually -- it's actually 300
million. And that’s -- and so the Proposal 4 will be $300 million less, which I think is
another reason to go with Package No .4.
Thank you.
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Comment #181-3

Comment #181-2

Comment #181-1

Richard Pabon
Comment #181

Comment #180-1 (cont.)

Commenter

Response to Comment #181-3:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #181-1.
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Response to Comment #181-2:
Details on design aesthetics of sound walls will be determined during
final design.

Response to Comment #181-1:
Comment noted. Additional general-purpose lanes are not proposed
as part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment
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Comment #182-4

Comment #182-3

Comment #182-2

Comment #182-1

Josephine Sanchez
Comment #182

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 29, 2007 US 36
DEIS Review and Hearing:
My name is Josephine Sanchez, and I'm on Crystal Way, and I feel that my house is
going to be affected because they are not going to buy my house. So I will be
looking at a wall right in my front window, and I'm not -- I'm very upset about it,
because who wants to live looking at a wall.
And, also, I have talked -- spoke with a Realtor, and the Realtor told me that we’re
going to -- the value of the house is going to go down. And I totally disagree with
that. You know, I mean, that's not fair.
Also, we’re going to be looking at more pollution, dust. And the people that are
going to be on that side with me, they're disabled people and they have health
problems.
And it’s just not going to be feasible for those five houses to stay there. They should
just buy all that cul-de-sac there. Because all those 15 houses there were built in
2000 -- 1999 and 2000, and they should just take the whole 15 houses there instead
of leaving five there.
And so I'm very frustrated about it. Because, you know, if we sell the house now,
we’re still going to have to disclose all this information, and the value of our house is
going to go down. So we're – we’re going to be losing all the way around.
And, also, I feel that why are they going to make this highway so -- so wide? You
know, they have four lanes going now. They should only stick to three. And that's all
I have to say.
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Response to Comment #182-4:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the width of the highway improvements has been reduced.
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #182-3:
See response to Comment #90-1.

Response to Comment #182-2:
See responses to Comment #73-4 and Comment #74-5.

If no portion of the property is acquired, the law does not allow any
compensation for the landowner. Most transportation projects
constructed in close proximity to private property have positive and
negative impacts on the value of the property. In this instance, if the
wall aesthetics is perceived to be negative, the sound diminution is
certainly a positive; however, there may be a whole host of factors,
both positive and negative, that would contribute to the extent of the
actual valuation impact of the wall as determined by the market.

Response to Comment #182-1:
With the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative),
property and ROW impacts have been substantially reduced. See
Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for more details. In
addition, locations of properties that would be acquired with the
Preferred Alternative are shown on the maps in Appendix A, Corridor
Reference Maps.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing: Steve Bobrick, 3701 Northwest Parkway. I’m here
to represent the Northwest Highway Authority and the Northwest Parkway, LLC,
which is part of the corporation.
The mayor’s comments were well taken. I want to ditto those, and then I want to
augment them. I want to look at it from both a Broomfield perspective, a regional
perspective, and a metro perspective.
From the Broomfield perspective, from 88th to 120th, the egress and digress I think
are critical. In particular, the Wadsworth interchange is obviously important to both
north and southbound traffic.
The way the plans are written - and I do agree with the improvements – I’m
concerned about the impacts. Both packages don’t excite me, so a hybrid is what I
want. And I’ll talk about mitigation, and I do have some specific feedback. Should I
take care of that, sir?
One of the issues is the barrier separation. It seems to me if you’re going to do a
hybrid, in my mind, you can have one lane that can be both SOV lanes and HOV
lanes, and take care of traffic both ways.
In order to accomplish that, you need to get rid of the barriers. By getting rid of the
barriers, you have about 3 to 5 thousand feet between the striping that would allow
people to weave over and get on and off the road. That allows people to get access
to both Interlocken and the business park, Flatirons shopping center, and to
Northwest Parkway. That’s the local viewpoint.
The same thing is true of 120th and Wadsworth. You get access north. Of course, it
gets into 285, which is, again, another interchange from the Parkway. One lane, no
barrier, both SOV and HOV. I really believe that’s a reasonable solution that will
help move traffic.
From a regional perspective, Boulder uses the Northwest Parkway considerably.
They drive down 36. I can see peak flows when there are students and
businessmen, usually needing to get to the airport, and they drive down 36 and then
get off at 96th, which, at this point, is kind of blocked by the existing plan.
We would like to see, if at all possible, easier access onto 96th, so they can reach
the Parkway.
In terms of the metro perspective, let’s assume for a minute that, at some point, the
metro area does have a beltway. Assuming Boulder traffic and Denver traffic does
get access in the existing plan, then it makes it difficult for people to get both north
and south, particularly to get from the Parkway and the extension.
So we would prefer to see, again, access through striping delineators, rumble strips,
something like that. That would also ease your snow removal. It would be easier to
clean up. I understand the barrier is more of a problem when it comes to snow
removal.
I think that’s a better long-range solution than having barriers. One lane, you can
have variable toll pricing. And I think within the next couple of years, you’ll also have
capability in the HOV lanes to be able to see violators and register them. So I think
that opportunity’s there. Thank you.
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Comment #183-1

Steve Bobrick
Comment #183

Response to Comment #183-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #26-2.
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Comment #185-1

Sean Gatlin
Comment #185

Comment #184-1

Regina Fisher
Comment #184

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Regina Fisher, 930 East 10th Avenue. I do believe we need transportation
improvements. I think we need to remember the customer that you want off the
highway and onto buses and mass transit are the people you don’t want to alienate.
And right now, they’re being alienated, and they’re leaving mass transit, because
they don’t want to hike to these little park-and-rides that are showing up.
You’ve got to hike over a highway. And it sounds great on a day like today. It was
only, like, 80-some degrees. Unfortunately, we’ve got hail. We’ve got 100 degrees.
We’ve got dark. We’ve got areas that are not going to be safe. And I don’t want to
see more people leave. Because once you have them off the busses and they’re on
the highway, then it doesn’t matter what improvements you do. We’re filling up the
highway again.
I just want you to think about your customer, and that’s us, the taxpayer.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
3532 Molly Lane, Broomfield, Colorado. I’m a realtor, and my concerns have to do
with the properties that are impacted by this corridor, and how the Colorado Real
Estate Commission expects us, as realtors, to deal with those property owners, or
people who are wishing to buy those properties. Whether they should take a stand
on really how to treat this issue as either a good investment or taking advantage of
the people that are currently residing there. Particularly if they are part of a minority,
which I understand in the Adams segment, they are. That’s all.
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Response to Comment #185-1:
CDOT takes no position on ethics of real estate brokers and how real
estate brokerage regulatory entities would respond to actions taken
by brokers on properties projected to be impacted by any build
package.

Response to Comment #184-1:
RTD’s ridership statistics show that bus ridership is increasing
system-wide, including along US 36. As part of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative), BRT stations are not
proposed to be in the median of US 36. Instead, pedestrian access to
the proposed side-loading stations would be similar to what they are
today, with overpasses or underpasses. Another option for BRT
patrons is to take a local bus to a park-n-Ride.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
I just talked to a really nice gentleman out there about the proposal – Proposal 2 and
Proposal 4. And I don’t remember exactly everything he told me. But it seems like
one of the strategies in their Proposal 2 is that you’re going to be adding some lanes
for HOV lanes, then bus lanes, and then lanes that will be kind of express lanes.
You’ll sell those lanes to people who are single occupancy to be able to glide
through traffic. And then obviously there’s a strategy in No. 4 that’s kind of a smaller
version of that.
As I shared with him, I think those are some really good ways of thinking, but some
things that I’d like to include in there is – first of all, my question was, How will all of
our transportation strategies interconnect? Meaning how does C-470 and E-470
interconnect with what’s happening at FasTracks? And are we looking at a very
comprehensive plan here?
Because I’m worried as we lay more concrete down, more cars will come. And even
with the increased pricing in order to get cars to either have more occupants in them
or, you know, not to use the HOV land, I’m making an assumption here, but I think
on the northern end of town, people – the income bracket of – the individuals that are
here are in a income bracket where if they had to pay 5 or 10 bucks to shoot down
the highway, they would pay 5 or 6 bucks to shoot down the highway just to be in
that HOV lane when they’re in a single occupant vehicle.
So I don’t know if, with our strategy, we’re really doing anything to get people to
rethink their driving patterns.
The other thing is I think growth and development follows highways. So as we put
more concrete down, more cars are going to populate that highway. And that’s
going to happen regardless, because of all the growth that’s going on. And I’m
concerned about what it’s going to do with the environment.
And I’m very realistic in knowing that the FasTrack plan is not going to be enough,
because we’re growing too rapidly up here. But I guess what I’m saying is, Is there a
way that we can start some sort of dialogue, some sort of intergovernmental
conversation with Boulder, Louisville, Superior, Broomfield, all of those, and really
talk about a comprehensive strategy?
Because Boulder has their no-growth plan. I believe that’s going to put more cars on
the highway, because people are going to work in Boulder, but they can’t live there.
So these are some assumptions I’m making. And that’s my concern with that Plan
No. 2. I see all of that, and I’m thinking, Man, we’re building it, and as we build it – I
know we need it, but more cars are going to come.
And I am concerned about the air quality in this area. And I don’t know if that’s
something that this can address or not. So those are my thoughts.
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Comment #186-5

Comment #186-4

Comment #186-3

Comment #186-2

Comment #186-1

Carolyn Love
Comment #186

Response to Comment #186-4:
Since the beginning of the US 36 EIS, corridor-wide multi-modal
transportation solutions have been discussed. Collaborative
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It’s recognized that we can’t build our way out of congestion. The
Preferred Alternative includes a multi-modal approach to provide
alternatives to single-occupant modes of travel. The purpose of the
FEIS is to assess the impacts of the Preferred Alternative to the
social and built environment.

Response to Comment #186-3:
The regional traffic demand model forecasts growth for the region,
including traffic demand.

Response to Comment #186-2:
Driving patterns are a product of more than just roadway capacity. A
central goal of this project is to provide more options for travelers, so
that when general-purpose lanes are congested, a fast, reliable trip is
still available via HOV, transit, or toll. Tolled lanes have the added
benefit of raising money for the maintenance of the highway and
enforcement of HOV and toll restrictions, and in some cases, to help
pay for the construction of the additional lane(s).

Response to Comment #186-1:
DRCOG is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for transportation in the region. The DRCOG
Board of Directors works with CDOT, RTD, the Regional Air Quality
Council (RAQC), and the local jurisdictions to prepare transportation
plans and programs, including the RTP. These plans are developed
to give the region a balanced transportation system with many travel
options. DRCOG is responsible for both long- and short-range
roadway and public transit plans, and selects and approves projects
for federal funding based on regional priorities. In order for a project
such as the US 36 project to be implemented, it must be adopted and
in the RTP.

Response to Comment
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Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses
Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #186-5:
See responses to Comment #73-4 and Comment #74-5.

solutions have been achieved through the involvement of intergovernmental committees made up of elected officials and technical
staff from the jurisdictions along the US 36 corridor. The Corridor
Governments Committee and Technical Support Committee were
formed at the beginning of the study and existed through the release
of the US 36 DEIS. After that time, the two committees combined to
become the US 36 PAC, which convened in January 2008, has met
regularly since then, and will continue to meet on a regular basis
through the remainder of the project.

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Paul Madigan. I live at 13641 Basalt Court, Broomfield, Colorado. Karen Stuart
basically touched on the basic elements, that we need traffic and transportation
improvements immensely in the area. And what I would like to see is when we do
come up with a plan, that they listen to the city to get these exits to our residential
centers and to our shopping centers, to get the traffic flowing.
They’re still not addressing moving the people on the buses. Making it quicker for
the buses and the mass transit system. Making it easier to park their cars.
Secondly is doing this in phases. Now, the most important part of this and the most
expensive part is Adams County. We have to move 180 homes, I think. But there
are only 25 between Pecos, homes and businesses. And that’s the hub that’s going
to be the most expensive part.
Can we go about this in phases, so we can go ahead and plan and build towards
this? Because there’s a lot of traffic from Westminster and Broomfield to Boulder,
and it’s backed up every morning.
So if this can somehow be phased, they can be working on Phase 1 from Broomfield
to Boulder, and then they’re doing Phase 2 over by the bank center, and then Phase
3 will be over by 36, and Phase 4 would be the overpass.
I would like to see that next time they meet, that they put in phases, so that the
mayor and city council can address those issues, and help move forward. But there
is need for more exits as the community grows. Especially in Superior and Boulder
County and Broomfield County along this.
The longer this is put off, the more homes, the more development along the highway.
And it’s going to be harder to move people, and you’re going to lose some of that
right-of-way.
I just - the comments I want to make is I agree that we need to move forward, and
we need and RTD and the roads need to be done together.
Because if you don’t do them together, one route will proceed and one will play
catch-up and fail.
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Response to Comment #187-5:
Comment noted. Coordination between CDOT and RTD is ongoing.

Response to Comment #187-4:
Limited-access highways like US 36 are designed to provide more
regional mobility than local access. As more interchanges are
added, regional mobility suffers. Additionally, communities along US
36 have policies indicating the importance of protecting open space.
While improvements to the existing interchanges have been
designed in to this project, no new interchanges are planned at this
time.

Response to Comment #187-3:
See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for information on
how the project is proposed to be phased as money is available.

Response to Comment #187-2:
Travel times have been refined in the FEIS. The Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) is estimated to decrease
bus travel times by 5 minutes for the a.m. peak-hour trip from Boulder
to Denver Union Station (40 minutes to 35 minutes) with express
service, compared to Package 1. See Chapter 3, Transportation
Impacts and Mitigation, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #187-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

316

Comment #187-6

Commenter
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Comment
The other issue is that - is think outside the box, because the longer we wait, the
more expensive it’s going to get. And if we can go ahead with phases where we’re
already building bridges and already making improvements, if we can expand those
improvements into what we plan into the future, then the cost will be eliminated and
ready for that section of the highway.
So, basically, I’d like to think outside the box, and basically, try to start the program.
And not be held up because Adams County has so many properties that have to be
bought, so many businesses that have to be purchased.
And once you start building the road further down and connecting the cities that need
to be connected with the growing retail and the growing development, the smaller
ones will give in or the roads to other highways or other streets will help move the
flow of traffic.
Because right now, there’s a bottleneck in the areas that they’re struggling with to fix.
And it’s not going to be an overnight fix, and there’s going to be turmoil between the
homeowners, the business owners, and the State and CDOT.
And to eliminate that, they have to basically sit down and discuss what’s needed.
And what’s needed is better roads to Boulder from Westminster, from Broomfield,
from Superior and Louisville and Lafayette. That’s it.
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Response to Comment #187-6:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) would
have fewer ROW and property impacts than Package 2 or Package
4. See Section 4.4, Right-of-Way and Relocations, for more detailed
information. Also see Chapter 8.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is Mike Marsh. I live at 263 South 3rd Street in South Boulder. When I first
moved to Boulder, the speed limit along the section of U.S. 36 that is after the last
stoplight at Colorado Boulevard, as you’re heading towards Denver, that speed limit
was 45 miles an hour.
In my lifetime, I’ve seen it go to 50 and then 55, and then most recently 65. That
was a very questionable move. A lot of people questioned the legality and the
technical ability to even do that within the speed limit of Boulder. That really should
have been raised after the speed limit - after the city limits of Boulder.
So many of us, myself included, feel very strongly that the speed limit ought to be
brought back to the 50 miles an hour that it should have been.
And also we request a noise berm, a sound mitigation wall to be placed there.
Because what you have is traffic stopped at a dead stop at Colorado Boulevard at
the light there, and then within a quarter to a half mile, you have traffic accelerating
50 to 55 miles an hour. Or in actuality, 70 in most cases.
So we see sound walls, noise berms along Sheridan. And, true, the noise is
significant there, but at least cars are moving at a constant speed through there.
We’re talking about cars cycling through their entire range of gears, from first gear all
the way into fifth gear or what have you, and the noise is deafening along our
section.
This is not a case of a bunch of people moving into an area where they knew there
was problems and then trying to change things. We saw the laws change around us
after we dug in there. After we built our livelihoods around us.
We’ve seen the quality of life getting degraded and degraded. And if there was ever
an argument for a noise mitigation wall, it is on that section. I can’t think of any other
sections on U.S. 36 where you have traffic going from zero to 65 miles an hour in the
midst of a residential zone, where there is no sound mitigation efforts whatsoever.
We’re in desperate need of that. It’s ruining our quality of life there. We’re very
upset about it, and we will make this a political battle if we need to. Thank you for
giving me a chance to – I’m out of town next week, and I really rearranged
everything to be able to address you guys.
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Comment #188-1

Mike Marsh
Comment #188

317

Response to Comment #188-2:
See response to Comment #16-16 for information on the location of
sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment #188-1:
See response to Comment #25-17.

Response to Comment
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Comment #189-1

Karen Stuart, Mayor of Broomfield
Comment #189

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the August 30, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Thank you. I’m Karen Stuart. I live at 1005 Aspen Way in Broomfield, Colorado.
Broomfield has viewed transportation issues along U.S. 36 corridor as a priority No.1
priority in the last few years.
Broomfield has been working with mayors and county commissions to provide and
improve traffic flow, and is mindful of impacts and benefits to our community.
U.S. 36 is the backbone of our region’s connectivity and economy. Transportation
improvements are badly needed for safety and quality of life for Broomfield
communities.
Both Packages 2 and 4 offer features that we need, and we support a hybrid of the
two as preferred alternatives in the DEIS process.
Access in Package 2, we’re concerned about the lack of corridor widening resulting
from barriers separating lanes. And, specifically, access to and from the existing and
emerging residential and employment centers, and access to Broomfield from a
facility that includes multiple access points and capacity improvements.
The final improvement drafted from Package 2 and 4 presented in the DEIS
addresses the fact that all Broomfield’s employment and activity centers can benefit
from new investments in U.S. 36. The Wadsworth interchange provides tremendous
benefit to Broomfield to alleviate traffic congestion.
Reconstruction of the Wadsworth interchange should be a priority of phase
improvements to the U.S. 36 corridor. And West 112th Avenue needs better access,
which can be provided by a realignment of the Old Wadsworth bridge to intersect
with an extended 112th Avenue through both packages.
This improvement is a high priority for Broomfield, providing greatly improved safety
both to the original Broomfield area and the emerging areas around us.
The key elements of a preferred package should be, in addition, one buffer
separating lanes in each direction. The carpools, van pools, and buses can travel
free, and single occupant vehicles pay a toll that varies according to the congestion
levels.
Any capacity is accommodated for all those that travel from I-25 to Foothills
Parkway. And bus/rapid transit stations are critical, and we support another station
at 116th Avenue. That’s all.
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Response to Comment #189-1:
See response to Comment #10-1.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening. Following the - first, my name is
Suzy Ageton. I’m the deputy mayor of Boulder, and I’m speaking in that capacity this
evening. I want to follow on Mayor Ruzzin’s comments - hang on a minute, I’m going
to turn this because I’ve got my back to a bunch of people here. Sorry about that.
You’re going to have to see my back. Sorry. I want to comment on some of the key
issues that are a concern to Boulder residents regarding the draft EIS. I want to start
by talking about the bike path alignment.
Boulder is a biking city, and the alignment of the bike path with the U.S. 36
development is of critical importance to us. The community wants a path that
provides a safe and functional alignment with the least environmental impact.
In considering the two alignments, we ask that the trade-offs be considered
expansively and should include offsets for environmental impacts as well as the
means to address the detrimental effects of lower use if the longer alignment option
is selected.
Second, I want to talk about general purpose lanes. The west end of U.S. 36
functions as a transition zone from Highway 36 to regional arterials into Boulder such
as Table Mesa, 28th Street, and Foothills Parkway. It’s essential that this transition
be managed in a way that there be support for mode choice and that the local street
system is not overly impacted by new traffic.
Therefore, Boulder supports the creation of new acceleration/deceleration lanes from
McCaslin to Table Mesa, but does not support the construction of new general
purpose lanes westbound on this section of U.S. 36. Such lanes are not consistent
with the goals and policy direction of the city’s transportation master plan.
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Comment #190

319

Response to Comment #190-2:
At no point in this EIS process have new general-purpose lanes
(defined for this project as unrestricted lanes that extend beyond at
least one interchange) been proposed for the Table Mesa Drive to
McCaslin Boulevard segment. Dating back to the Major Investment
Study, all final proposals for US 36 have shown only two generalpurpose lanes under McCaslin Boulevard, and only two generalpurpose lanes under Table Mesa Drive. Auxiliary lanes, which are
sometimes referred to as accel/decel lanes, are defined as lanes that
originate from an on-ramp and terminate at the next downstream offramp. The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
proposes a climbing lane westbound from McCaslin Boulevard and
eastbound from Table Mesa Drive/Foothills Parkway to the top of
Davidson Mesa. From Davidson Mesa westbound to Table Mesa
Drive/Foothills Parkway and eastbound to McCaslin Boulevard the
climbing lane would become a bus-only lane. See Section 2.6,
Package Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment #190-1:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it would better serve the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process. See
the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment
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Elizabeth Allen
Comment #191

Comment #190-5

Comment #190-4

Comment #190-3

Commenter
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And finally, I want to comment on the South Boulder Creek flood plain which was
mentioned and shown in a slide this evening. The west end terminus of the Table
Mesa/Foothills/U.S. 36 interchange is at a critical point in the South Boulder Creek
flood plain. This is a key location that is essential to potential mitigation of flood
impacts in the west valley of South Boulder Creek.
The city has submitted flood plain mapping results to FEMA and expects these will
be reviewed and approved, we hope, within the next year. Boulder requests and
expects that the design for the west end terminus will be informed by the FEMA flood
plain mapping.
Thank you for your consideration.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is Elizabeth Allen. I’m from Boulder. It’s amazing to me how I’m back to
Boulder as of January. I left for 8 years, and at that time, the citizens didn’t want
this, and here it is again. So anyway personally, I just want to address this to the
citizens, the government, the employers, and then please call your congressmen or
senator.

Response to Comment #190-3:
The PAC has agreed on a Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) that includes BRT access to Table Mesa Drive that
consists of a transition of the express lane to a general-purpose lane
at a point west of Cherryvale Road. This lane would change the
regulatory designation from express to general-purpose and would
th
result in a continuous through-lane to 28 Street. This access
requires only a one-lane traffic weave to the westbound US 36 BRT
side-platform ramp.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #190-5:
Please see response to Comment #17-7. Also see Section 2.6, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment #190-4:
TDM is included in all build packages, including the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See Section 2.6, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Comment
Our third issue: Dedicated lane for BRT to Table Mesa. Critical to the west end of
the corridor functioning effectively is the continuation of a dedicated BRT lane to
Table Mesa. The RTD plans incorporated by reference into the FasTracks ballot
measure called for BRT lanes, not just buses to connect to the Table Mesa park-nRide.
Any preferred alternative that requires BRT to share a general purpose lane at the
west end of the corridor is unacceptable. The discontinuity of a dedicated lane
decreases predictable traffic times for the entire corridor.
Transportation demand management issues: Boulder supports incorporating TDM
management as both a construction management technique as well as a long-term
programmatic part of the corridor package, just such as Commissioner Toor
mentioned.
TDM will assist in managing good performance from the corridor in the near and far
term. Programs such as Eco Pass, University Pass, telecommuting flex time, and
other strategies are cost-effective ways to ensure the most effective transportation
performance from the entire corridor.

Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My comment is the following: I live on University Hill. I just came out here by bus to
the senior center. There is a 203 bus, and there’s an extraordinary amount of
congestion around the university at rush hour at Broadway. There’s an extraordinary
amount of congestion even now.
And my concern is people should worry about what all these extraordinary
improvements that are being thought of for 36 will do to the congestion locally in
Boulder. That is my basic comment.

I’m absolutely for at least Package 1 at best, the no build option. The maintenance
of the roads is good. And with Package 1, there’s some improvements, you know,
for buses that are going to be coming in.
I feel that bigger freeways will not stop congestion. It will make more congestion.
Southern California is a perfect example of that. Quality, not quantity, is key here.
We need to not make it easier for citizens to not think of alternative transportation.
For example, you know, they could use buses, bikes, carpools.
Also, government employers, whoever, they need to make - keep their citizens
informed of alternate routes and the times of travel during congested times.
Employers need to inspire employees to join carpools, et cetera, because like - look
at 9 out of 10 vehicles have only one person in it. That would be a big change if, you
know, if it had more.
The dollars, destruction of land and critters, it’s not worth it for something that is not
going to alleviate congestion. Think instead of joining - you know, those people who
are looking to build some of these roads, you know, I know they need jobs, but
maybe they should think of joining environmental groups or companies that do such
things along those causes.
And Boulder County and the city should not work towards allowing more vehicles
which pollute, but to lessen pollution and keep us with environmental needs - within
environmental needs.
The buses could use - this is a suggestion; the buses could use color codes, you
know, to make it easier for people who want to go from Boulder to Denver airport,
just a suggestion. The developer should not be allowed to destroy our rural city,
county. There are plenty of other faraway places which might be in need of their
services. Please think outside the box and think quality, not quantity. Thank you.
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Response to Comment #192-1:
See response to Comment #156-5.
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Response to Comment #191-3:
Using unique colors or patterns on the buses could be considered at
a later phase for BRT.

Response to Comment #191-2:
See response to Comment #115-4.

Response to Comment #191-1:
Comment noted. Package 1 (No Action) does not meet the project
Purpose and Need. The land use assumptions and population and
employment information are identical for all packages, including
Package 1. Therefore, the total number of trips originating and
terminating in Boulder are the same for each package. The
differences between the packages is in how those trips are made.
The route selected, the mode selected, and the length of time that it
would take to make those trips is what would be different between
the packages.

Response to Comment
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Comment #194-1

David Cook
Comment #194

Comment #193-1

Kathleen Calongne
Comment #193

Commenter
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Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m David Cook. I do work for the University of Colorado. I’m in a transportation
capacity, but I’m speaking for myself here tonight. I’m glad to see the DEIS
progressing, and I’m here to support the BRT broadly. And I want what will be - will
move the most people and provide the most mobile choice over the longest period of
time out of this project.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m Kathleen Calongne, and I live here in Boulder. And it’s very difficult for me to
even comment on this EIS because all of the options are not being presented to us.
In fact, a deliberate attempt has been made not to allow us to comment on all of the
options, and that happened when they separated rail from the EIS bus rapid transit
and the improvements to U.S. 36.
Rail should be included in this EIS. It was part of the project that was sold to us in
the northwest corridor, and by separating it out, it’s been deliberately taken from us,
the ability to be able to consider one or the other.
We have two forms of extremely expensive transit in one corridor, and we aren’t
being allowed to address that. But ironically, as part of the no action plan, rail is
there. So - and that just shows that you rail is part of this corridor.
Now, how can you put rail as a sort of fait accompli when it’s not even supposed to
be considered in this EIS by your estimation. So rail should be part of this EIS. And
also rail is - has to have its own environmental impact study. It’s being assumed that
rail is – it’s definite, but it’s not.
And in an environmental impact study, you always have to consider all of the
different alternatives and there always has to be a no action alternative; otherwise,
how do you consider the environmental impacts.
So it’s being presented in two ways to us as though rail isn’t part of the a proposed
rail isn’t part of this corridor as a whole with the bus rapid transit and the expansion,
yet they’re saying that rail is - on the other hand, it is part of it and it’s definite.
So I think it’s being misrepresented to us, and I think that something should be
addressed in that way before anything else goes on with this. Thank you.
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Response to Comment #194-1:
Comment noted. BRT and TDM are included in all the build
alternatives. See the general Combined Alternative Package
(Preferred Alternative) response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume for more information.

Also, see response to Comments #34-5, #49-1, and #70-1.

Response to Comment #193-1:
A comprehensive range of alternatives was developed during the
scoping period for US 36. Alternatives were dismissed, depending
on whether they met the identified Purpose and Need and other
criteria, and the remaining alternatives were presented as part of the
US 36 DEIS. In August 2006, the US 36 EIS study, which previously
focused on highway and railroad alignments together, moved forward
focusing exclusively on US 36 highway improvements. Due to the
availability of local funding for commuter rail improvements made
possible by the voter-approved RTD FasTracks Plan, the RTDsponsored Northwest Rail Environmental Evaluation began to
examine the environmental impacts of implementing commuter rail
service from Denver to Longmont, through Boulder, separately from
the US 36 EIS. All comments regarding rail service for the US 36
corridor can be submitted to the Northwest Rail Corridor Project.

Response to Comment

Comment
Looking at CU, we’re Boulder County’s largest employer, and together with all of the
students there, our affiliates travel over a half a million miles a day just going back
and forth to the university just to - and this is just one of the four campuses, so this is
something that is of big interest to the university.
I support option B at the west end, with either option A - with either package in the
rest of the corridor. As is concluded in the EIS, option B best meets the overall
purpose and need, specifically in trip capacity, congestion relief, and transit service.
Then the HOV/HOT and BRT lanes before Foothills Parkway as now proposed in
both Package 2 and 4 have combined with option A could lead to a bottleneck
between Cherryvale and Foothills.
Also, in support of option B, I feel it best reflects what we voted for in FasTracks.
Like the provision of all new capacity - I like the provision of all new capacity within
managed lanes with the priority for HOV and BRT without expressing a specific
preference between the two packages at this point.
Finally, on the unresolved bikeway issue, I support the U.S. 36 alignment for a
variety of reasons, but primarily, I believe it would be safer for the cyclists when you
look at the way the other option has to merge into un-signalized intersections and
then weave its way through the Foothills Parkway interchange. So that does it for
the unresolved issue and any comments. Thank you.
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See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Comments Section of this volume for more information.

Response to Comment #194-3:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it would better serve the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process.

Response to Comment #194-2:
See response to Comment #16-9.

Response to Comment
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Comment #195-1

Bob Greenlee
Comment #195

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Bob Greenlee from Lafayette, Colorado. Thank you very much to all the public
servants who have made this process go forward. All the improvements that have
been discussed on Highway 36 are important to consider and the opportunity to
provide input is very welcome.
You know, Highway 36 represents in the future if we don’t address it now our next
clogged artery that Lipitor will in no way help. So the idea, the discussion about
some kind of double or triple bypass is obviously appropriate.
We need to look to the future. We need to deal with it in a realistic way, which is one
of the reasons I’m concerned about this draft EIS. First of all, it sort of exists in
isolation. It does not recognize that there is a parallel universe. Now, people in
Boulder love to live in a parallel universe world, but in this case, that parallel universe
is very important and critical to the discussion that you’re going to have about the
future use of Highway 36.
We have not integrated the northwest rail program into this examination. I
understand that there are separate people who are going to be dealing with the EIS.
On the other hand, this exists in isolation. It should not. It should be integrated, and
further consideration should be given to whether or not this choo-choo train program
really holds water, whether it’s needed, whether or not it is actually going to function
as proposed, whether or not it can be built, whether it be afforded, if communities are
willing to put in more money to make it work. We don’t even know what the hell RTD
is planning.
They had another meeting about it that I attended. They put all the possibilities that
we need to continue look at into the program. So we don’t even know what we’re
talking about. So before we start talking about BRT in the context of 36, let’s make
sure if the BRT program needs to be expanded or if rail needs to be a component of
it, let’s not forget that as a possibility.
We cannot exist, we cannot have an EIS go forward that does exist without the
parallel universe being a part of it. What specifically is wrong is in section 2.2, which
is in the general alternatives section, which talks about or discusses whether or not
this is in chapter 2. I guess it’s section 2.6 that addresses whether or not additional
unresolved issues should be included.
Why, hell yes, it should be included. Whatever happens with the northwest rail
component should be made part of this process; otherwise, you’re going to come –
you’re going to end up with information and a conclusion that may not serve the
communities that are impacted by this corridor well. Thank you.
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Response to Comment #195-1:
See response to Comment #47-1.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Thank you very much for this opportunity. I’m Betsy Harrel, representing the Sierra
Club. We will be preparing a formal statement, but for now, I just wanted to give an
indication of the direction that the CR club is going on this.
First of all, we’re very concerned about the issue of peak oil. So that we want
everybody to be thinking in terms of 50 years out instead of 20, that where are we
going to be if there isn’t any oil and why are we building roads if we’re not going to
be able to have cars.
And we’re also very concerned about gas emissions and the effect of climate
change, so that’s what the underlying, our overriding concern of the Sierra Club in
this regard. To that end, we did support the application for the Urban Partnership
Agreement. And we are still in support of that hybrid project and think of it as a really
good compromise and a much more modest approach to the whole transportation
issue in the 36 corridor that we all acknowledge and the professionals here
acknowledge that you can’t build yourself out of congestion.
And even if the presentation today, we - it was understood that you could build the
new general purpose lanes, but then in five years they’ll be filled, so we have to think
of more creative ways of getting ourselves out of it.
And that’s why we very much support the bus rapid transit alternative, which
provides multi-mobile approach to solving our mobility issues and getting people
around, not just cars and vehicles.
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Response to Comment #196-4:
Comment noted. BRT is included in all build packages in the EIS.

Response to Comment #196-3:
See the general Combined Alternative Package (Preferred
Alternative) response.

Response to Comment #196-2:
See response to Comment #25-4 and Comment #73-4.

Response to Comment #196-1:
Twenty years out is the best we are able to predict and is the
standard used for this type of analysis. For additional information,
see Section 4.25, Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of
Resources.

Response to Comment
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Comment #196-6

Comment #196-5

Commenter
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Comment
So - and then I have a couple of questions that I’m hoping that will be answered in
the next process. Is everything okay? The UPA proposal seems to be a really good
basis, but it doesn’t have a bike lane in it, so we definitely would support the bike
lane, and I believe the Sierra Club is going to be in favor, contiguous to the corridor
itself or roadway.
It seems to me that we need to analyze a few things, like how much of the how much
of the - oh, I’m over. Then I’ll just shorten this up to say when the RTD is exploring
has been exploring technology for the train convergence of FasTracks, they explored
a creative new way of public, private partnerships as a way to fund the - some of that
project, and they found that they could have enormous cost savings from doing that.
And, in fact, it informed their decision on which direction to go, whether electric or
diesel, for two corridors in the train sections.
So I would urge the - this group to look into the 3, as it’s called, and see whether that
would inform the decision and which way to go. Thank you very much.
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Response to Comment #196-6:
Due to limited funding availability, the project would be implemented
in phases as money is identified. Many different funding strategies
will be pursued for each phase. Recent legislative changes through
SB 09-108 (also known as FASTER), included repealing the CTE to
form a new enterprise known as the High Performance
Transportation Enterprise (HPTE). The business purpose of the
HPTE is “to pursue public-private partnership and other innovative
and efficient means of completing surface transportation
infrastructure projects.” The US 36 corridor may be one project the
HPTE considers in fulfilling its purpose. For more information on the
project funding, see Chapter 5, Financial Analysis, and Chapter 8,
Phased Project Implementation.

Response to Comment #196-5:
A bikeway is included in all build packages in the EIS. See the
general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for Common
Comments section of this volume, and Section 2.6, Package
Descriptions, for more detailed information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I want to thank all of you for coming out tonight. To those who are sponsoring this,
for your hard work. This is one of the few times that I agree in large measure with
Bob Greenlee, with whom I sat on city counsel for many, many years. This DEIS
was flawed and dead on arrival because it did not incorporate the other two
packages, number 2 and 3, the rail option.
I realize that - the reasons for having them separated, but my comment would be to
integrate these together so that it’s truly an impact on the entire corridor between
Longmont and Denver Union Station.
I have three questions and three comments. Number one, what does dynamic
pricing mean in your narrative? I don’t know if you had lawyers put that in or if it’s a
euphemism for congestion pricing. The public needs to know what dynamic pricing
is.
Secondly, what is a high-occupancy vehicle lane? If it’s two people, the driver is
somewhat required. So does it mean you have one passenger? An HOV lane that’s
going to be really functional in the next ten to 20 years, you better have at least three
passengers to qualify for an HOV lane.
And the third question, a little more complex: What are the comparative costs
between a BRT system, the ramps, pedestrian access to the middle of the
expressway, the structured parking, and all of the other concrete lanes, what are
those costs compared to the same costs for the heavy - the commuter rail even if
you double back only at stations?
I think you really need to weigh the efficacy of this very expensive package because
you’re going to -- you have run out of money already to do the full thing, so you need
to begin to trim to get your best cost efficiency.
How many of you in this room have actually been on the BRT system? Can I just
see your hands? One, two, three, four. The last one that I was on was in Santiago,
Brazil, and it was designed exactly as is being proposed in this document, and it did
not work.
It did not work because the HOV lanes became congested. They became
overcrowded. The queues for passengers were not adequate for seniors, for people
with disabilities, for children, and congestion was worse than ever before.
If you think HOV lanes are going to give you higher speeds, check out 880 in the bay
area of San Francisco. It’s jammed. It’s just as fast to use a general purpose lane
as the HOV lanes on Interstate 880.
My last comment, I suggest, even though it may not be part of this document, that
the proponents of this project tryout the DMU on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
track. It’s the passenger rail system that’s being built in Colorado. It’s being
purchased by the Alaskan Railroad in Dade County. Tryout the diesel motor unit,
which is passenger carrying carriage and see if after a period of, say, six months,
see the kind of demand.
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Comment #197-7

Comment #197-6

Comment #197-5

Comment #197-4

Comment #197-3

Comment #197-2

Comment #197-1

Spence Havlick
Comment #197
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Response to Comment #197-4:
Commuter rail is part of the No Action Package and so a cost
comparison between the rail and BRT is not applicable and was not
included in the FEIS. BRT costs are provided in Chapter 5, Financial
Analysis.

Response to Comment #197-3:
The HOV definition throughout the Denver metropolitan area is
currently two or more occupants (one driver with one or more
passengers). As the region grows and more travelers choose to form
carpools, a change in this definition might be required to maintain
fast, reliable travel in HOV lanes. The decision of when and how
much to raise the minimum occupancy restriction to define HOV lies
with CDOT, and will be carefully considered before any change is
instituted.

Response to Comment #197-2:
A definition for both variable pricing and dynamic pricing is included
in the general funding response, in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume. Variable pricing means
varying the toll rate charged to toll customers to maintain specific
performance standards of traffic management. With variable pricing,
tolls rates vary according to specific parameters of the toll-paying
customer (e.g., by time of day and day of week of travel), but on a
fixed-schedule based on typical traffic patterns. With dynamic
pricing, tolls are also varied according to specific parameters, but
they vary in real-time based on actual data (e.g., levels of
congestion). Congestion pricing would include either dynamic or
variable pricing. In both pricing systems, tolls are set at levels
needed to achieve a specified performance standard (e.g., optimizing
the use of the lanes, maximizing travel time savings, and keeping
managed lane traffic flowing at 45 miles per hour or faster) to relieve
congestion in lanes.

Response to Comment #197-1:
See response to Comment #47-1, Comment #70-1, and Comment
#193-1.

Response to Comment
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Comment #197-8

Commenter

US 36 DEIS Comments/Responses

I think you’ll be extremely surprised how many people would prefer riding the rail that
goes in all kinds of weather, sunrise to sunset versus a bus which probably will be
caught in congestion with the extreme cost of the new concrete construction and the
inability of passengers to easily access the BRT. Do I have 20 seconds left:
When I was involved in the EIS 36 study about six or seven years ago, ladies and
gentlemen, BRT was not one of the nine options. It was not one of the six options
that was narrowed down out of the 27 that we had in the beginning. Somehow,
somewhere BRT was added after the public comment period. So I’m a little suspect,
as you may have noticed my comments, of the efficacy of the BRT to really move
passengers during this -- through this important 36 corridor.
Thank you for your time and thank you all for coming and tolerating a democracy at
12 work.

Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #197-8:
Rapid advancements in BRT technology and in the dissemination of
information about successful BRT systems in the late 1990s led to
the inclusion of BRT in the preferred solution at that time. Bus transit
is already immensely successful in the US 36 corridor, and a few key
improvements here have the potential to substantially enhance its
role as a viable alternative to driving. BRT or otherwise enhanced
bus service in some shape or form has been included in the previous
planning for this corridor, including the US 36 Major Investment Study
and the early versions of the US 36 DEIS. The definition of BRT has
evolved as the study has progressed and was included in several of
the build alternatives considered, including Package 2 and Package
4.

Response to Comment #197-7:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment #197-6:
The success and failure of other systems (BRT and HOV) is an
important lesson in the planning of improvements such as these.
The project team understands these challenges and the lessons to
be learned, including the importance of managing traffic in BRT and
HOV lanes so they don’t become congested. RTD and CDOT have
committed to manage these lanes to optimize the use of the lanes,
maximize travel time savings, and keep managed lane traffic flowing
at 45 miles per hour or faster through the use of congestion pricing
and HOV definition.

It is proposed that this project be phased and constructed as funding
is identified. See Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for
more detailed information.

Response to Comment #197-5:
The Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) is less
expensive than either Package 2 or Package 4. See Chapter 5, for
more detailed information.

Commenter

Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is Lois LaCroix, and I live at 2835 Elm Avenue in Martin Acres, which
seems like it wasn’t really taken into consideration. Martin Acres is a neighborhood
that’s 55 years old and runs directly parallel to 36. It is extremely impacted right now
by noise.
By your study right now, and you only considered the first 39 houses. There are
actually 115 houses that back directly onto route 36. Right now, the decibel level
there is 73. With doing nothing, it’s going to go up to 74. Project 2, it increases it to
76. Project 3, it 25 increases to 77 decibels.
The level, what is it called according to your own study, unacceptable housing
environment is 70 decibels. And we’re already at 73. So, if anything, that doesn’t
include some kind of a barrier between Martin Acres, the whole of Martin Acres, not
the first 39 houses and the first 500 feet and then you real nice - and went another and I’m sure it’s not you as an individual - another 1,500 feet. There needs to be
noise mitigation all along that and all along on the north side of route 36. I just don’t
understand why you didn’t consider the whole of Martin Acres.
Another thing that has not been taken into consideration in route 36 is the on-ramp
from Baseline that passes all of Martin Acres from Baseline to Table Mesa. 36 is just
not - the impact does not stop at Foothills. It goes all the way into 28th Street, and I
urge you to take the entire Martin Acres area into consideration.
And then lastly but not leastly is the - any bike path that doesn’t run directly parallel
to route 36 is just folly. Thank you.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Please don’t close the access ramp from the U.S. 36 on-ramp onto Apache Road.
And also don’t close the access from Thunderbird Drive to the Foothills Parkway exit
ramp to the Table Mesa park-n-Ride. These both are used a lot, not only by me, but
by many other cars. And by closing them would increase the amount of traffic that
would have to go through the Foothills/Baseline intersection and the U.S.
36/Baseline intersections.
My other comment is to please consider making the sound mitigation along Highway
36 from Foothills to 28th Street include a very scenic berm and perhaps a smaller
wall on top of the berm, depending on how high the berm, is with perhaps a weaving
wall and really nice welcome to Boulder sign, something that really invites people to
Boulder and it looks very pleasant and scenic as well as providing the noise
mitigation for the Martin Acres and Frasier Meadows neighborhoods.
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Comment #199-2

Comment #199-1

Lois LaCroix
Comment #199

Comment #198-2

Comment #198-1

Ms. Kennedy
Comment #198
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Response to Comment #199-2:
As part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it better serves the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process. See
the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, for more information.

Response to Comment #199-1:
Comment noted. You are correct that noise is an important topic for
many of the stakeholders that live along the US 36 corridor. See
response to Comment #65-1. Also see Section 4.13, Noise, for more
information.

Response to Comment #198-2:
For information on earthen berms, see response to Comment #99-3.
Also, see response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment #198-1:
See response to Comment #44-1.

Response to Comment
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Neal Lurie
Comment #201

Comment #200-1

Mr. Lieber
Comment #200

Commenter
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Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Good evening. My name is Neal Lurie. I live in Boulder, Colorado. Seven years
ago, a group of cyclists got together in Broomfield, Colorado, and they said I’m sick
and tired of being in a situation where I have no easy, direct option for being able to
bike to go to work between Boulder and Broomfield, expressing frustration about no
good option for being able to bicycle to work from Boulder and Broomfield,
Westminster and Broomfield, and all points in between.
And those cyclists thought maybe it’s just us, maybe we just haven’t found the right
route. So we talked to other cyclists, and they talked to other cyclists, and one
consistent message came back and that was there’s no good direct, continuous
route connecting the communities between Boulder and Westminster, and Denver
for that matter.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
The question I have is: Are there any proposals for pedestrian bridges crossing over
36 from Apache Road to Moorhead in between Skunk Creek and South Boulder
Road?
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Response to Comment #200-1:
Currently, there are no plans for any pedestrian bridges that cross
over US 36 and provide access between Apache Road and
Moorhead Avenue or that provide access between Skunk Creek and
South Boulder Road.

Response to Comment

Comment

Then the third thing is 65 should not be the speed limit when you’re going right
through a residential district which, in fact, this is all the way along here where you’re
putting the noise mitigation. It should be 55 or even slower. And they are coming
into the city, so it isn’t like they’re very far from the city when they’re getting to this
point. They could slow down. And I think if people were going slower and their wall
was all the way along, there would be a much better quality of life considering that it
seems like in many of the proposals, there’s going to be more traffic on Table Mesa
Drive, which will be hard for us, but it’s now kind of a major thoroughfare going right
through to neighborhoods, but I don’t think there’s any thought that they could do all
of this business. And, besides, we like the bus going to the airport on Table Mesa,
so we’re not totally opposed to that. So I think that’s it.

So they came to a forum similar to this about seven years ago and then again six
years ago and then about five and four and three years ago and they come - or I
come again today to remind the fact that there is still a huge need for improving
bicycling access in the corridor connecting communities to create a system so that
it’s not just simply a cyclist trying to be able to go from - to drive to a path, get to the
end of the path, and then have to try to figure out how to get to the end, but to
actually be able to have a system and a network so that they can ride from their
house to work.
That’s a valuable way of being able to take cars off the highway, be able to take
congestion action off our roads, and be able to help clean up the air in the process,
so I wanted to add my support, strong support for being able to build a bikeway
connecting the communities from the corridor and strong support for the alignment
along the U.S. 36 corridor because that will provide the shorter option of a more
direct option, and it will also avoid the big issue that we’re going to have trying to
cross over South Boulder Road.
Because South Boulder Road, if you’re traveling from east to west into Boulder,
would provide a very awkward crossing on a high-traffic road without an easy way for
being able to make that safe. So strong preference for U.S. 36 bikeway alignment.
Thanks.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m speaking as a person who lives in Martin Acres, and I feel that we have been
impinged by making Table Mesa Drive such a busy street and the entrance to
Boulder when, in fact, Baseline could have been that.
Now they’re going to put a noise mitigation wall, but not along all of Martin Acres,
and we’re all little homes here that hear the noise of the rapidly driving cars. Third
point - so my thing is extend the wall.
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Comment #202-3

Comment #202-2

Comment #202-1

Ms. Madden
Comment #202

Comment #201-1

Commenter

Response to Comment #202-3:
See response to Comment #25-17 for information on speed and
noise impacts.

Response to Comment #202-2:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area.
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Response to Comment #202-1:
Table Mesa Drive and Baseline Road are local arterials not under the
jurisdiction of CDOT.

A bikeway is included in all of the build alternatives in the EIS. As
part of the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
process, the US 36 bikeway alignment was selected in this section
because it would better serve the transportation goals of the project.
Efforts to further minimize the impact of the US 36 adjacent
alignment will be incorporated through the final design process.

Response to Comment #201-1:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.

Response to Comment
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Comment #204-1

Al Ramirez
Comment #204

Comment #203-1

Ms. Morgan
Comment #203

Commenter
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Comment

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
The west side of Martin Acres has been very well represented tonight. I’m here from
the east side of Highway 36, Frasier Meadows. We have the same problems, and I
concur with everything that has been said so eloquently by you from Martin Acres.
This plan is the only plan that traverses many cities from Denver, through Denver,
but it’s the only plan that ends in the city, and that’s the city of Boulder. What is the
end - but yet it pretends that Boulder ends at Table Mesa, South Boulder Road. You
forget about the continuation.
You drive through 28th Street, how is it? You can’t get through it anymore. 65 miles
an hour. This plan is the only area between Table Mesa and Baseline, the only
neighborhood in which the speed limit is 65 miles an hour. That area the only
neighborhood that this - the highway crosses, it has no berm.
What is the environmental impact of that? We are a city. We are a community. To
pretend that it ends at South Boulder Road is flawed, and it is affecting the quality of
life of our people. And if the city officials, if the county officials, if the administrators
that are putting this plan together do not realize that, then it is our fault, and we’ve
got to do something about it.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I think we should proceed with the FasTracks project before we do any widening of
36. I feel like the FasTracks will handle a great deal of the problems that we have on
36, and I support mass transit over individual cars, which I think widening 36 is going
to accommodate.
So I would support improvements, 9 infrastructure improvements, parking
improvements, bike pathways, noise mitigation on 36. But certainly at this time the
widening of the highway, which I think in the long run will lead to even more use by
private cars and more pollution and problems.

US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comment #204-1:
Comment noted. See responses to Comments #25-17, #127-2, and
#156-5.

Response to Comment #203-1:
See response to Comment #68-1 and response to Comment #156-5.
Also see the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail
for Common Comments section of this volume, and the package
descriptions in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more
information.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is Gary Reid. I live at 220 Fox Drive in the Frasier Meadows area. And
I’ve been a resident there for some period of time and have been party to many of
the residents’ initiatives to try and mitigate some of the effect of our transportation
systems to the neighborhoods there, none of which have been successful as yet.
You know, I’m assuming that there’s going to be some improvement to the corridor
just because of the need that it’s going to happen. And with that improvement, there
will be and I appreciate the studies incorporating it -- impact to the surrounding
communities and the neighborhoods and stuff like that. You know, it’s obvious you
can’t deny that, and I think that it appears the study tried to account for that.
I support the mitigation actions either in Package 2 or Package 4. I would comment
that the project should make sure that it’s incorporating all of the potential needs that
are out there. There were some expressed about Martin Acres not being fully
protected for the whole length of U.S. 36 and something like that because not
treating - and this is along the whole border - any areas, you know, they’ll never
come back and re-treat them or, you know, doing something with them that they
should have done earlier. So I would support that the project would fully look at all of
those treatments.
And one last comment I didn’t see in there is that in this particular case where we’re
talking about the kind of end of the corridor and impact to the community on either
side of that corridor that I would like to see the study look at accelerating that
particular - those particular elements in the scope of work to do those earlier.
Because I feel that, one, they are not - those efforts - those mitigation efforts are not
dependent on other parts of the development of the project, and the cost for that part
of it is nominal. It’s something way under 1 percent of the project cost, so that can
be done. So those are comments that I’d like to see incorporated into the final EIS.
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Comment #205-2

Comment #205-1

Gary Reid
Comment #205
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Response to Comment #205-3:
See responses to Comment #205-1 and Comment #205-2. Also see
the general funding response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume, and Chapter 8, for more
information.

Response to Comment #205-2:
See response to Comment #156-5. Also see the phasing discussion
in Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more information
on when elements of the project would be phased.

Response to Comment #205-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-16 for more
information on the location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment
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Comment #206-3

Comment #206-2

Comment #206-1

Tim Rohrer
Comment #206

Commenter
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Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is Tim Rohrer. I live at 3440 Ash Avenue in Martin Acres. I also happen to
live just around the corner from the site in which the noise was measured in Martin
Acres, typically it was in the 3300 block of Moorhead, about seven houses away
from me.
I’m here to address - well, first of all, to thank the EIS for actually addressing and
realizing that the impacts to improving U.S. 36 won’t end right where the
improvements end. If U.S. 36 between Denver and Boulder, between Denver and
the Table Mesa highway exit is carrying more traffic, that means that there will be
more traffic on U.S. 36 behind Martin Acres and in front of Frasier Meadows all the
way to Baseline Road.
Now, it’s wonderful that we do have finally some evidence that the noise is already
exceeds Federal Highway Administration standards. But unfortunately the mitigation
measures proposed for noise in the DEIS fall short, and I’d like to see the final EIS
specifically address why the more logical geographic determination for a fence along
the southern and western sides of U.S. 36, the side facing Moorhead Avenue, does
not extend all the way to Baseline Avenue instead stopping before it actually hits the
measuring point where the data was collected about the noise. It seems rather
foolish from the perspective of a scientist.
The second thing I want to say is that the noise mitigation system doesn’t really a
section doesn’t really address a key issue in noise mitigation. Noise mitigation falls
under two types.
Fences ameliorate an existing problem. They reduce the amount of sound that you
hear, but they don’t actually reduce the amount of sound or noise that’s produced.
Unfortunately, the EIS doesn’t really take up this. I’d like to see the final EIS take
this up because there are ways to actually reduce the amount of noise that’s
produced on the highways. For example, pavements would be quieter pavements or
reducing the speed limit along that section of U.S. 36 would actually reduce the
amount of noise that’s being produced, which would be much better solution for
noise reduction and noise mitigation.
The other point about that is that noise reduction at the source could be combined
with noise mitigation, including fences that run the entire length of U.S. 36, sound
walls that run the entire length of U.S. 36. So I think there are multiple options for an
even quieter U.S. 36 than is here now, but certainly if we do nothing toward the noise
mitigation in this section, we’re only going to end up with a louder highway, and
that’s clearly unacceptable.
And I believe that the environmental impacts - final environmental impact statement
has to include the entire stretch of US 36 all the way down to the 28th and Baseline
intersection. Thank you.
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Response to Comment #206-3:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-16 for more
information on the location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment #206-2:
For information on speed reduction, see response to Comment
#25-17. For information on alternative “quiet” pavements, see
response to Comment #48-1.

Response to Comment #206-1:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #16-16 for more
information on the location of sound walls in this area.

Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I will slow down as well so you can get all your comments in three minutes. Good
evening everyone. My name is Mark Ruzzin. I am here this evening in my capacity
as the mayor of Boulder and also as the city’s representative of the U.S. 36 Mayors
and Commissioners Coalition, the MCC.
Thank for you holding this public hearing in Boulder and also for the working
relationship that has evolved over these past four years allowing the city and the
MCC involvement in the shaping of the proposals in front of us this evening.
The MCC approved comments this morning that will be submitted after approval by
joint signatory, 36 Community Solutions. And I would like to highlight some of the
major points of the MCC’s comments as they pertain to the city of Boulder, and I’d
also like to note that the city supports all of the MCC’s comments, and we will also be
providing city-specific comments by September 17th.
Following me will be Boulder’s deputy mayor, Suzy Ageton, who will be touching on
specific EIS items of concern and importance to the city, including a number of the
unresolved issues mentioned in the presentation.
There is no question about the need for transportation improvements along U.S. 36.
Projected employment and population growth between now and 2030 will overwhelm
the system’s capacity, negatively impacting the quality of life for everyone who lives
along and uses the corridor and will also negatively impact the economic vitality of
the Denver metro region and the state of Colorado. We need to complete the EIS
process and complete it quickly.
With that goal in mind, the city of Boulder supports resolving access issues for
communities along the corridor. For example, in Boulder and Boulder County, the
city supports BRT all the way to Table Mesa and facilitation of carpool access
between McCaslin and Boulder.
In Westminster and Broomfield, the city supports addressing design changes such
that managed lane facilities benefit communities and fit with their local plans.
The city supports aligning the DEIS comments with the policies established in the
community planning processes. For Boulder, such plans would include the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan, the City Transportation Master Plan, and our Transit
Village Area Plan, which is scheduled for adoption later this month.
The city insists on a complete and thorough analysis from the U.S. 36 EIS project
team to consider impacts and potential mitigation for issues such as noise and
vibration and impacts to wetlands, travel time, benefits for various modes, and
impacts on effected street systems. In estimating transportation impacts, local plan
conditions and current projected travel modes splits must be incorporated into
modeling and analysis rather than solely relying on regional models and predictions.
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Comment #207-1

Mark Ruzzin
Comment #207

Response to Comment #207-1:
See response to Comment #17-1.

Response to Comment
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Comment #208-2

Comment #208-1

Lynn Segal
Comment #208

Comment #207-1 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
We acknowledge that significant challenges exist to identifying the funding
necessary to fully implement any solution for the corridor. For this reason, we
ardently support development of implementation phases that identify minimum
operable segments which may be reasonably expected to be funded.
The project team should look to the Urban Partnership Agreement submitted in April
to the U.S. Department of Transportation. The project outlined in that application
provides a model for initial improvements that should be considered as a first phase
of any project or as a phase of a hybrid project.
Key elements of that plan include a buffer separated lane in each direction for
carpools, van pools, and buses; construction of as many of the in-line BRT stations
as funded by FasTracks as those interchanges are reconstructed; and a
Boulder/Denver bikeway configured as an off-street, separated multi-use path that
will be implemented as part of each project phase.
Again, I’d like to thank the project team for this opportunity, for coming to Boulder,
and now I’d like, I believe, to hand the floor over Deputy Mayor Ageton to complete
the city’s comments.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m not I took my notes before any of the people that I agreed with completely like Al
and Kathleen and Jesse spoke and many others too. I promise they should have
sequestered us because I think that the people in Boulder have a lot of vision.
First of all, there needs to be a jobs/housing balance, not unlike many of you familiar
with how you’re supposed to fix up your house so you use less energy. First, you
know, you put sealant so that the cold air can’t get in and you do mitigation in your
house. You get windows that are energy efficient.
And there’s a model for that in this highway situation that is basically travel demand
management, and that implies that we have to have essential jobs in Denver, not
jobs like mine that can be done in Boulder when I’m commuting to Denver.
And there needs to be a plan for that. And we need to get the Burlington Northern
going with existing trains that we have, and we need to cancel this whole project, the
whole thing, FasTracks, all of the improvements, everything until we see how that
works.
And there needs to be a long-term plan. And much longer than the Sierra Club
proposal. I say a 500-year plan, not just a 50-year plan, and I don’t think that’s funny
at all.
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DRCOG is required by federal law (23 CFR 450.322) to prepare and
adopt a long-range transportation plan to guide decisions related to
transportation investment and improvements in the Denver
metropolitan area. Likewise, CDOT is required (23 CFR 450.214) to

Response to Comment #208-2:
The US 36 Commuting Solutions is an organization that was
established in 1998 to assist in managing congestion, improving air
quality, and offering commuting options on the US 36 corridor.
US 36 Commuting Solutions, with support from communities along
the corridor, works to find funding for and implement TDM programs
benefiting US 36. Included in these programs are efforts to
encourage carpooling and teleworking where feasible.

Response to Comment #208-1:
The US 36 corridor study complies with local and regional long-range
plans and visions, which include planning for jobs and housing.

Response to Comment

Because jet fuel is getting too expensive. You know, they got to Paris to some town
in Germany super fast like Jesse is saying, you know, 200-plus miles an hour - and
that’s the kind of visionary plan that we need to have here. And the other thing is
there’s way to much impact on intra-Boulder transportation from growing things
without challenging it with a jobs/housing balance first.
In addition, I wanted to make it clear that there should be a long range transportation
plan all the way across the United States and this to be part of it so that we aren’t
sinking this, you know -- I think the whole FasTracks project is more than $685
million. I think it’s a couple of billion, so that we won’t be sinking that into something
-- something that -- with that much expense into something that’s going to be redone
anyway because these high-speed electric transit systems use some kind of
different, you know, rail system or they, you know, or magnetic or something, you
know, that’s not compatible and that causes us to have lost all of its major money.
And the other thing is that we need to do something called -- what I like to call retro
localization, not unlike the concept of relocalization, which is based on what I spoke
about, the jobs/housing balance, and getting communities to depend and be selfsustained -- self-sustainable within, you know -- get most of their resources available
within 50 miles of the center of a community.
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Response to Comment #208-6:
Both LRT and Advanced Guideway Transit (AGT) (such as magnetic
levitation) were considered during the alternatives analysis phase for
this project. AGT was dropped because of its complex technology,
its difficult logistics to implement, the lack of proven service in a
similar corridor, the incompatibility with other plans for the Denver
metropolitan area, and the fact that less costly alternatives provide
greater levels of transportation service. Light rail was dropped as an
alternative because it failed to meet the project Purpose and Need,

Response to Comment #208-5:
See response to Comment #208-2. A regional transportation plan is
prepared by DRCOG. A nationwide transportation plan does not
currently exist, but FHWA does review and approve the project and
FHWA has a national perspective.

Response to Comment #208-4:
BRT on an elevated section going from south to north Boulder was
not studied in this EIS process. This could be studied in the future,
but would have substantial visual impacts and would be quite costly.
BRT between Boulder and Denver is a part of the Combined
Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative). See the general
Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative) response in
the Clarification and Detail for Common Comments section of this
volume.

Response to Comment #208-3:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment
prepare and adopt a long-range transportation plan for the entire
state of Colorado. These plans must cover a planning period of not
less than 20 years. The current long-range statewide and regional
plans adopted by CDOT and DRCOG in 2007 cover a 28-year period
out to 2035. Both the state of Colorado and DRCOG have expanded
upon the required timeframe for their long-range transportation
planning. A 500-year planning horizon would not be very useful, in
that predicting the state of transportation technologies, funding, and
construction materials so far into the future would not be very
reliable.

Comment
And let’s see here. I don’t know if anyone read about the ultra capacitors article in
the "Colorado Daily" on Tuesday, but there’s now a proposal possibly - this has been
worked on, this technology, for 20 years - but its potential there is a car that is in
Toronto, the Zenn car, that is going to run on an ultra capacitor, and that will - if ultra
capacitors can work, there will not be need for batteries anymore.
What we need to do is have a large scale plan with electronic transportation across
the United States, and Boulder needs to be tied in to the network. And we need to
be going east, and we need to - as we move across Boulder, either through the
intermediary way of doing this might be bus rapid transit, but we need bus rapid
transit on an elevated section going across from south to north Boulder as well and
just BRT between Denver, and Boulder as an immediate plan for the long-term full
electronic system.
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Comment #208-7

Comment #208-6

Comment #208-5

Comment #208-4

Comment #208-3

Commenter
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Comment #208-10

Comment #208-9

Comment #208-8

Commenter
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And the same goes for the intellectual resources, that people should do their jobs
within the community as well. This puts a much less greater impact on
environmental concerns that were brought up this evening and noise pollution and
other traffic mitigation problems that arise when you have more people coming in to
a community.
And then we should -- you know, I agree that we’re going to grow, but I think that we
need to really consider the Burlington Northern rail system and get that going and
then get a much more well thought out long -- very long-term transportation plan
going.
The other part of this system is that the localized communities need to develop small
scale delivery trucks and small scale buses that will be electric, that are appropriate
for electric even if we don’t get the ultra capacitor obviating the need for batteries at
all, even if we just have batteries, the way we’re working now and we could get
hybrid cars and we could get electric delivery vehicles that could only go 40 miles,
great because within the smaller communities, those will be effective, they’re quiet,
electric buses and electric small-scale, you know, either delivery or transportation for
multiple adults, small scale.
This will drive the way the whole transportation system is set up because people will
be moved around more easily within the localized communities, and that actually
even improves the chances for people that are set on improving, doing major largescale transportation corridor improvements because -- because it will be more
acceptable to the localized communities because the impacts of that extra population
on those communities will be -- have -- will be minimized.

In light of the fact that oil is -- you know, we’re obtaining peak oil. And that we
should save what little oil we have as a bridge resource to other resources and just
triage our resources and our transportation corridor for those resources, be they
intellectual resources, you know, certain key jobs that are only available in the major
metro areas that people do have to transport themselves to, and the city can’t be too
full with their residences there as opposed to sustainable resources, agriculture, and
everything within and near the community.

Comment

Response to Comment
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Response to Comment #208-10:
Comment noted. The US 36 project would not prohibit the
implementation of these programs by the local jurisdictions.

Response to Comment #208-9:
Commuter rail is included in the No Action Package (Package 1) for
the US 36 project and is funded through the RTD FasTracks
Program.

Response to Comment #208-8:
Comment noted. See response to Comment #208-7.

Response to Comment #208-7:
Comment noted. TDM is one approach to making the most of
existing resources. TDM is included in all of the build packages,
including the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative).
See the Combined Alternative Package (Preferred Alternative)
description in Section 2.6, Package Descriptions, for more
information.

failed to meet the cost-effectiveness goal, and created adverse
environmental impacts on very high-quality wetland and endangered
species habitat.

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Good evening, and thank you for allowing me to speak. My name is Chuck Sisk, and
I’m the mayor of Louisville. A number of the comments that you’ve heard by
Commissioner Toor, Deputy Mayor Ageton, and Mayor Ruzzin are something that
would be replicated in terms of what’s happening to Louisville.
Right now, we have some significant concerns about the fact that the BRT ends at
Cherryvale. It needs to go to Table Mesa. We’re very concerned about the fact that
carpooling between McCaslin and west of Boulder needs to be allowed. We’re
certainly considerate of the fact that it’s not that long of a commute, but if we don’t
have carpooling, somehow it’s never going to get done. So that’s something that
really needs to be addressed.
Now having said that, one of the aspects here is that we’ve looked at P 2 and P 4,
and I’m going to tell you that the collaboration of the mayors and the county
commissioners which started in 1999, and it’s seen a couple of people come and go
during that time, really is one that has come together. And so part of this was a
submittal of the partnership, the urban partnership, which unfortunately we weren’t
one of the top five chosen. It’s beside me as to how that occurred.
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Comment #209-1

Chuck Sisk, Mayor of Louisville
Comment #209

Response to Comment #209-1:
See response to Comment #13-2.
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Comment #209-1 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
The fact is that really opened up a lot of doors. So I would suggest to the public
comment that really what we’re looking at is really a combination of P 2 and P 4
because what we saw there was a chance to really move traffic forward.
And certainly the other - some of the other speakers have seen this because what
we are asking is that people been given choices, and that’s what has happened. We
want people to be able to get on the highway and get off the highway. And so that
involves - if you have barriers separated, that becomes pretty difficult to get off and
get on when you’re trying to get to your businesses.
So we’re looking here in terms of - at least the urban partnership that was looked at
did not involve barrier separated, but rather line separated. It also would involve
technology where people could make choices, which we support, in terms of saying
do I want to go on in the HOT lane, do I want to go in the HOV lane or the BRT lane.
Because what we’re trying to do and this is what we’re encouraging in Louisville, we
want people to say this is our choice, do we want to get in the general purpose lane,
do we want to get in the dedicated lane. So from the standpoint of mobility, we’re in
support of mobility. We also like the fact that there is a multi-mobile transportation
alternative, ergo BRT. So that’s something that is critical as far as Louisville is
concerned. So when we come back to this, what we’re suggesting is without any
further delay, which four years later and $15 million later, we are asking for a hybrid
of P 2, P 4 which will allow this project to be built in such a way to then really
amalgamate what are the best parts of P 2, the best parts P 4.
We also support and even though it’s not here - we support Broomfield and
Westminster, making sure that they have access points. Because, again, when we
come together with the Highway 36 users, we’re all in this thing together. And I think
that’s something that you people need to know, is that your elected officials have
been coming together and we’ve been spending time trying to figure out what would
be best. Clearly the EIS is in the process. We have not predetermined anything, but
in terms of trying to come up with some solutions.
And I tell you what really gets me is just sitting around and not seeing something
happen. So this is an opportunity, and so from that standpoint, we really look
forward to this DEIS being completed. We thank very much CDOT, RTD for their
cooperation because it’s really been extraordinary and they get banged around a lot,
but these agencies are really coming forward and helping us, along with the federal
agencies, so we thank you. Jonathan, we also thank you and your group for your
expertise in leading us through this process. Thank you so much.
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Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m Mark Stangl, and I’m representing the Martin Acres neighborhood association,
and that is the area from Table Mesa to Baseline, and we are very concerned about
the current noise levels that Lois LaCroix just mentioned.
How many people are here that are concerned about the high level of noise? Let’s
have a show of hands. So most of the people here are not here to consider the
impacts of the proposed systems right now. I think we’re all thinking about these
choices, but we are here, the vast majority of people are here concerned about the
existing noise levels and the lack of attention that’s been paid to that on this study.
I know that - I understand that in 1998, we raised the speed limit on U.S. 36 in that
corridor from 55 miles an hour to 65 miles an hour, and it really has made the areas
along U.S. 36 and the houses immediately adjacent and sometimes two or three
blocks in almost uninhabitable for any outdoor activities. How many people would
agree with that by a show of hands?
I’d like to see the people in Boulder City Council and county government pay
attention to the number of people that are here that are concerned about that issue.
And a sound wall is a great thing and could be a great thing. None of this funded
right now.
But we have an existing problem and I think that it’s been – it’s a tragedy that this
study has not considered that issue. Thank you very much.
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
Hi. My name is Will Toor. I’m a Boulder County Commissioner, and I’m here to
speak on behalf of the Board of County Commissioners. Thanks for the opportunity
to comment at this hearing. We will also be providing written comments both
individually and as part of the comments of the U.S. 36 Mayors and Commissioners
Coalition.
Boulder County along with every jurisdiction along the corridor, believes that
improving U.S. 36 is an important regional priority and strongly supports funding and
implementing improvements on U.S. 36.
Boulder County believes that elements of both alternatives have significant merit and
should be included in the ultimate decision preferred alternative identified in the FEIS
and record of decision.
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Comment #211-1

Will Toor, Boulder County Commissioner
Comment #211

Comment #210-1

Mark Stangl
Comment #210

Response to Comment #211-1:
See response to Comment #16-1.

Response to Comment #210-1:
See response to Comment #16-16 for more information on the
location of sound walls in this area. For information on speed
reduction, see response to Comment #25-17.
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Comment #211-1 (cont.)

Commenter
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Comment
However, we also believe that both alternative 2 and alternative 4 are too costly for
the benefit that they provide, exceed any likely funding that will be available, and
present unacceptably high environmental impacts due to the extensive road
widening.
We believe that the improvements identified in the Urban Partnership Agreement
developed and supported by all of the communities in the corridor, RTD, and CDOT
provides a strong foundation for moving forward. This approach is a hybrid which
incorporates a high toll lane idea of alternative 2 and the buffer separated approach
of alternative 4, while scaling down the total project to a level that provides better
cost benefit and minimizes impacts.
This creative approach to solving mobility challenges in the corridor addresses the
goals of the various communities and provides an effective, affordable, and
sustainable approach. The EPA should be the foundation of the preferred alternative
ultimately identified in the final EIS and record of decision.
We believe that the most important part of this alternative is the provision of highquality bus rapid transit. To achieve this, there must be an effective direct
connection from the bus rapid transit lane to the Table Mesa park-n-Ride.
In addition, we would support a phased record of decision which would provide inline bus rapid transit stations as interchanges along the corridor are rebuilt.
While the BRT system will greatly improvement transit mobility throughout the
corridor, improvements to the local network and connecting routes are also very
important.
We support the proposed changes to Regional Transportation District Bus System
Plan, specifically the improved peak and off-peak service on the L and the DASH
and the two new routes through Louisville and Lafayette.
We believe the construction and maintenance of a bikeway along and adjacent to
U.S. 36 from the Table Mesa interchange needs to be implemented as an integral
part of each phase, not as a separate phase that can be easily put off to the very
end.
Furthermore, the bikeway must be well integrated and connected to the regional
bikeway network.
I would also note that the EPA alternative, the narrower footprint will allow the
bikeway to be placed along Highway 36 without having the same impacts upon
wetlands and open space.
To maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of any build alternative, we support the
funding and implementation of transportation demand management strategies to
mitigate congestion during construction and for the long-term system performance of
the corridor. A detailed TDM plan with clear funding commitments and time lines
should be built into the preferred alternative.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this document. We believe that it
represent considerable progress in achieving our goal of identifying a sustainable,
affordable, and effective transportation solution for the U.S. 36 corridor. Thanks.
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Response to Comment

Commenter

Comment
Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I’m Howard Wachtel. I live north of Boulder on 9013 Thunder Head Drive. And at
various times, I’ve used buses, trains, planes, and even bicycles. And of those
modes, the one that I’m most concerned of being a part of the plan for 36 are the
bike paths.
I know it’s unfashionable to speak against bike paths in Boulder, but I really suspect
that on a per passenger mile basis, that it will cost a hundred times as much for the
bike paths as for any other aspect, either the train or the BRT. It’s a myth that
people in Boulder actually use bikes in mass transport to get to work. I, myself, and
many of my friends will, for the exercise, take a three- or four-mile excursion into
work on a nice day. I don’t know of anybody who really is going to travel on a bike
path from Boulder to Denver, especially when they’re breathing in all of the fumes
from the traffic corridor. It’s a nice myth, but it is a myth, and I think that probably
should be scratched.
If you do want to serve the bicycling community and arguably get some return for the
money invested, put that money into improving the carrying capacity of the buses for
bikes. Rig up the buses to carry 12 to 15 bikes each and have some kind of rapid
loading and unloading system so it doesn’t slow the buses down. These are
technologically possible and you’ll have people that will bike to the bus, bike from the
bus, but not in parallel to the bus. And if there’s anything leftover, use it to improve
the bike paths from the stations to the bike paths that exist now.
Finally, I would like to second the comment made as to the absurdity of going ahead
in parallel with both the choo-choo train and the BRT model. I don’t think that people
are going to spend an hour on a train when they can with equal probability get into
Boulder - from Boulder to Denver in a half an hour on a bus. If both scenarios are
correct, the BRT will win out.
If you’re wrong and the BRT proves inadequate or too slow, you can always go back
and add rail, but I think the rail plan should be put on the back burner. And I know
that this involves lawyers and politicians, et cetera, but somehow there must be a
way to get these things back on the same agenda.
If we don’t do that, if we go ahead with these two plans, we will not have a
FasTracks plan. We will have two half-ass tracks, and there are two ways of spelling
half-ass from the stenographer’s point. You can spell it either way, use that
pronunciation to spell out two different terms, each of which will apply in this case.
Thank you.
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Comment #212-3

Comment #212-2

Comment #212-1

Howard Wachtel
Comment #212

Response to Comment #212-3:
See response to Comment #68-1.
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Response to Comment #212-2:
The US 36 corridor routes are among RTD’s highest demand routes
for bringing bikes on buses. The regional type buses used on US 36
contain front-end bike racks as well as undercarriage storage for
bikes. An internal RTD committee has determined that it is not
possible at this time to add bike storage capacity externally due to
several reasons (i.e., can’t put bikes on top of or on the sides of
buses -- although customers have suggested it; can’t add more racks
on the front due to headlight obstruction and the increase of the bus
width; and can’t add racks on the back due to security reasons and
obstruction of access to the engine). Capacity can’t be added
internally due to the displacement of other passengers. Suggestions
about bike-only buses have been dismissed at this time in the face of
budget issues -- RTD can’t afford to add trips on US 36 routes
(especially because the actual passenger carrying capacity would be
significantly diminished for the cost of the trip).

Throughout the project, the communities in the corridor have
expressed strong support for a regional bikeway facility that would
connect to their local facilities, providing a network of bikeways that
truly facilitate traveling by bicycle throughout the northwest
metropolitan area. As such, the regional bikeway is included in the
US 36 project.

Response to Comment #212-1:
See the general bikeway response in the Clarification and Detail for
Common Comments section of this volume.
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Comment #214-1

Mr. Young
Comment #214

Comment #213-3

Comment #213-2

Comment #213-1

John Warner
Comment #213

Commenter
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Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
I live in Frasier Meadows. I’m concerned about the closure of the access and egress
from Frasier Meadows onto the new proposed highways so we cannot access our
neighborhood at all, nor can fire service.
So it needs to be looked at where are they going to build a new fire station and if
they are because we’re cut off from any emergency services that are currently
provided to us.

Comment submitted verbally to the court reporter at the September 6, 2007 US 36
DEIS Public Review and Hearing:
My name is John Warner. I’m a resident in Frasier Meadows, and I would like to
thank Al for his comments, and I agree with them 100 percent. I would like to say
that I do agree in general - I realize that the EIS is very preliminary. Look at the
problems that are faced in expanding the highway. And I agree in general with the
big picture idea of what needs to be done as far as improving transportation options.
I’d like to make a couple of comments. One, I’d like to see in the future some sort of
idea of phasing. I think that sound walls, sound barriers and bike paths are
important to add first before we tear up the highways and limit the amount of traffic
that can travel back and forth to Denver, bus transportation, that sort of thing. I think
we really need to know how we’re going to be impacted for the next five or ten years
construction-wise.
And secondly, I’d like to know what the city of Boulder is planning for these areas
such as the continuation of 36, 28th, Table Mesa, how - and also the Table Mesa
park-n-Ride, how the city of Boulder plans to address the issues of increased traffic
in those areas.
And I’ve just learned tonight that while there is talk about the environmental impact of
noise to Martin Acres and Frasier Meadows that a sound barrier is being talked
about and not a berm, and I’d like to say that that’s unacceptable as a resident living
along the highway. That’s it.
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Response to Comment #214-1:
The existing accesses in to the Fraiser Meadows neighborhood from
Baseline Road and Foothills Parkway would not be affected by the
proposed changes to US 36, and emergency services would continue
to access the neighborhoods as they do today. See also response to
Comment #44-1.

Response to Comment #213-3:
For information on noise berms, see response to Comment #14-21.

Response to Comment #213-2:
See response to Comment #156-5.

Response to Comment #213-1:
This project is proposed to be phased as funding is identified. See
Chapter 8, Phased Project Implementation, for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment

