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B3 SUMMARY OF FINAL DESIGN REQUESTS BY SEGMENT 
Final design issues and requests have been identified in the comments bulleted below which were 
submitted during the US 36 Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation (US 36 Corridor FEIS) (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) comment period.  Following this 
list is a narrative description of the comments on final design issues by each area of the corridor. 
 
Commitments were made in Section B5, US 36 Corridor FEIS Response to Comments, to further address 
the issues identified in these comments during the final design phase of the United States Highway 36 
(US 36) corridor improvements.  See Section B5 to review the detailed responses to these final design 
issues and requests. 
 
The comments listed below were sequenced according to the issue-area location along the US 36 corridor 
from east to west.  Corridor-wide issues are listed last.  
 
Adams County and Westminster 
• Public-Written 22A, Kay Castillo 
• Public-Written 37A, Roger Collier 
• Public-Written 15A, Robert Hill 
• Jur-Muni 12B/C/D/E/F/I/K/O/T/U/Y, Matt Lutkus, Deputy City Manager for Administration, City of 

Westminster 
 
Broomfield 
• Jur-Muni 3C, Debra Baskett, Transportation Manager, City and County of Broomfield 
• Jur-Muni 10C/E/J/L/P/Q/U/V/X, Debra A. Baskett, Transportation Manager, City and County of 

Broomfield 
 
Superior and Louisville 
• Public-Verbal 7A/B, Carl Worthington, Oz Architecture 
• Jur-Muni 7D/E/F/I/J, Town of Superior 
• Public-Written 61B/E/F/G, Wayne McCreesh, ConocoPhillips  
• Org-Group 4E, Anne Haebig, Community Cycles 
• Jur-Muni 9H/I/J/P/R/W/X/AA/AG through AP, Charles Sisk, Mayor, City of Louisville 
 
Boulder 
• Public-Written 5C, Doris Turner 
• Jur-Muni 8B/F/I/J/M, Paul Fetherston, Deputy City Manager, City of Boulder 
• State-Fed 4B/G/H/J, Steve Yamashita, Northeast Regional Manager, Colorado Division of Wildlife 
• State-Fed 4D, Steve Yamashita, Northeast Regional Manager, Colorado Division of Wildlife 
 
Corridor-Wide Issues 
• Org-Group 3B/J, US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition and US 36 Commuting Solutions 
• Org-Group 4G, Anne Haebig, Community Cycles 
• Org-Group 5G, Bill Roettker, Rocky Mountain Chapter Transportation Chair, Sierra Club 
• State-Fed 4B/G/H/J, Steve Yamashita, Northeast Regional Manager, Colorado Division of Wildlife 
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Adams County and Westminster 

Public Comment 
• Kay Castillo (Public Written-22A) claimed that the sound wall on the southwest corner of Federal 

Boulevard (State Highway [SH] 287) and US 36 is ineffective and requested that it be re-built 5 feet 
higher and that it cover an additional 100 yards to offer more protection from noise.   

• Roger Collier (Public-Written 37A) offered design suggestions for the US 36/Federal Boulevard 
interchange. 

• Robert Hill (Public-Written 15A) from Westminster inquired about the inclusion of building the 
bikeway when the area around West 112th Avenue is improved. 

City of Westminster 
• The City of Westminster is adamantly opposed to the proposed closure of 88th Place at Sheridan 

Boulevard.  City representatives have consistently voiced objection to this proposal throughout the 
course of the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The City of Westminster 
feels that it is unnecessary for the westbound off-ramp at the Sheridan Boulevard interchange to be 
designed in such a manner to preclude the preservation of the 88th Place and Sheridan Boulevard 
intersection, and strongly believes that the elimination of the 88th Place and Sheridan Boulevard 
intersection would adversely impact many more business establishments than those few that are 
currently identified in the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009).   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12B.)  

Discussion of this item appears on the following pages of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility 
Partnership 2009), at a minimum: 

− Volume I – 2.6-35, 3.5-15, 3.6-2, 4.2-22, 4.3-19, 4.6-15, 4.6-30, and 8.4-3 (Table 8.4-1, 
Mitigation Summary — Phase 1) 

− Volume III, Response to Comments – 64 (Comment Response #14-10) 

• The City of Westminster would like to preserve the opportunity for further consideration of the use of 
earth berms as noise mitigation measures in lieu of the currently proposed sound walls in those areas 
where sufficient right-of-way (ROW) for the berms could be acquired at no additional cost to future 
project sponsors (e.g., adjacent to city-owned parcels).  The City understands that the installation of 
berms requires greater ROW than that needed for walls, and appreciates the desire to control ROW 
costs.  However, the City does not wish to be precluded from the potential use of berms for noise 
mitigation in those areas where the necessary ROW may be donated to future project sponsors.  This 
same comment would apply to those instances in which retaining walls have been proposed in the 
US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) as a means of controlling ROW costs.  
Again, the main concern is that walls or fences tend to attract graffiti, and that problem would be 
eliminated by the use of berms. 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12C.) 

Discussion of this item appears on the following pages of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility 
Partnership 2009), at a minimum: 

− Volume I – ES-16, 4.4-7, 4.6-31, 4.6-35 (Table 4.6-2, Mitigation Measures — Environmental 
Justice), 4.7-21 through 4.7-23, 4.9-22 (Figure 4.9-7, Parks and Open Space in the Adams 
Segment — Combined Alternative Package [Preferred Alternative]), 4.9-23 (Figure 4.9-8, Parks 
and Open Space in the Westminster Segment — Combined Alternative Package [Preferred 
Alternative]), 4.9-27, 4.11-8 (Table 4.11-4, Project Elements That May Affect Visual Quality), 
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4.11-11, 4.11-8 (Figure 4.11-F [Note to City: this figure does not exist in the FEIS]), 4.26-5, 
8.2-13, 8.4-7 (Table 8.4-1, Mitigation Summary — Phase 1), and 8.4-9 (Table 8.4-1) 

− Volume III, Response to Comments –55 (Comment Response #14-21) 

• The City of Westminster provided input about the details of the future, final design of the bikepath 
within the boundaries of the City of Westminster.  Some of the “details” of the final design are items 
that the City considers to be extremely important.  Among those critical facets of the bikepath design 
are: 

a. The pedestrian/bicycle discussion states that a bikeway signal is proposed to enable bicyclists to 
cross 72nd Avenue.  The City opposes this since the spacing will not work relative to the existing 
traffic signal at Raleigh Street and 72nd Avenue.  The City plans to realign Bradburn Boulevard to 
intersect 72nd Avenue at Raleigh Street.  As a part of this, a trail connection would be built directly 
from the realigned Bradburn Boulevard to the Little Dry Creek Trail north of 72nd Avenue. 

b. The bikeway paragraph on page 2.6-37 of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 
2009) states that access to the bikeway from Sheridan Boulevard would be provided via 88th 
Avenue.  The City would prefer that ramps be installed both on the east and west sides of 
Sheridan Boulevard directly to the bikeway. 

The US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) states that there would be no direct 
access to the bikeway from 92nd Avenue.  The City believes that access needs to be provided to 
the bikeway from both the north and south sides of 92nd Avenue to serve the surrounding 
neighborhood.  This same comment applies to the need for access from sidewalks on both sides 
of Church Ranch Boulevard to the bikeway underpass. 

The bikeway is proposed to be routed over the BNSF Railway tracks.  The City is not in favor of 
this alignment.  The City proposes that the trail go under the BNSF tracks and be routed through 
the City’s Lower Church Lake Open Space.  This alignment is superior to what is proposed for 
the following reasons: 

i) The US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) design puts the bikeway 
literally less than 5 feet from US 36.  The experience would be unpleasant and noisy.  Trail 
maintenance would be difficult with gravel and snow constantly being pushed onto the trail. 

ii) The US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) alignment requires bicyclists to 
unnecessarily gain and lose elevation going up and over the railroad track overpass. 

iii) The alignment through open space would be quieter, safer, and more pleasant. 

iv) An underpass provides more convenient access to both the bus rapid transit (BRT) station and 
planned commuter rail station at the Shops at Walnut Creek.  

c. The City advocates separating the bikeway much more than the proposed 12 feet where the bikeway 
abuts City open space.  The City welcomes using its open space as a location for the bikeway. 

d. The City does not support the proposed “clover-leaf” design for the US 36 trail at the southeast 
corner of US 36 and Westminster Boulevard.  This design has significant negative and 
unnecessary adverse impacts on the abutting Hyland Village Project.  The City can provide input 
on alternative alignments that minimize the adverse impacts.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12D.) 
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Discussion of this item appears on the following pages of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility 
Partnership 2009), at a minimum: 

− Volume I – 2.6-36, 2.6-37, 4.11-8 (Table 4.11-4, Project Elements That May Affect Visual 
Quality), and 7.6-29 (Figure 7.4-20, Uses of Farmers Highline Canal [Map Identification Number 
5JF250 for the Entire Segment, and 5JF250.4 for the US 36 Crossing]) 

• The City of Westminster does not endorse the currently proposed alignment of the Church Ranch 
Boulevard eastbound on-ramp.  The City recognizes that the construction of this particular ramp will 
not be included within Phase 1 of the US 36 corridor improvements.  However, the City wishes to 
reserve the right to continue to provide input into this design detail at such time that the final design 
of these improvements occur.  It is the City’s belief that the design outlined in the US 36 Corridor 
FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) would adversely affect City open space and unnecessarily 
destroy a beautiful stretch of Walnut Creek.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12E.) 

Discussion of this item appears on the following pages of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility 
Partnership 2009), at a minimum: 

− Volume I – 4.14-27, 4.21-23, 4.21-25, and 7.6-14 (Figure 7.4-5, Uses of Big Dry Creek Trail 
Crossing [Map Identification Number Trail Crossing 2]) 

• The City believes that proposed stormwater detention pond locations should be modified, as 
necessary, to maximize the development potential of the remainder parcels.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12F.) 

• The City requests the inclusion of lighting along the highway and within pedestrian underpasses as 
part of the scope of improvements to the US 36 corridor.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12I.) 

• The City is concerned about the proposed reduction of the length of storage for vehicles making the 
eastbound 92nd Avenue to northbound Sheridan Boulevard movement.  The City believes a third left-
turn lane may be necessary to compensate for the proposed loss of vehicle storage.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12K.) 

• In reference to Table 3.6-1, Mitigation Measures – Transportation Impacts, of the US 36 Corridor 
FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009), the City is unclear about what changes in the striping for 
eastbound 74th Avenue are proposed.  City staff feels that four lanes are needed – two left-turn lanes, 
one through-lane, and one right-turn lane.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12O.) 

• In reference to Figure 4.20-1, Floodplain Information for Streams and Ditches in the Project Area, of 
the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009), the City indicated details that should be 
noted for final design are that Standley Lake should be shaded to indicate that it exists.  Also, there is 
no mention in the study of a few water features, Pomonio Branch, Dry Creek Ditch No. 2, and Bear 
Canyon Creek, that appear to cross US 36.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12T.) 

• In reference to Table 4.20-2, Major Watercourse Crossings and Designated Beneficial Uses, of the 
US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009), the City indicated details that should be 
noted for final design are that Segment 1 of Big Dry Creek should be listed in this table.  Segment 1 is 
the main stem of Big Dry Creek, including all tributaries and wetlands from the source to the 
confluence with the South Platte River, except for specific listings in Segments 4A, 4B, 5, and 6.  It is 
designated “Use Protected” and classified for Aquatic Life Form 2, Recreation P, and Agriculture.   
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Table 4.20-2 should also contain the affected water quality segments from Table 4.20-3, Affected 
Water Quality Segments.  The City stated that it is confusing that these two tables contain separate 
information for Big Dry Creek.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12U.) 

• In reference to Appendix C, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 
Mobility Partnership 2009), the City indicated details that should be noted for final design are that 
Table 4-1, Parking and Pedestrian Crossings at Transit Stations, indicates that the existing pedestrian 
(and vehicular) underpass is to be “replaced.”  The City presumes this should say that the underpass is 
to be lengthened.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 12Y.) 

Broomfield 

City and County of Broomfield 
• At the November 16, 2009, US 36 Corridor Public Hearing, Debra Baskett, City and County of 

Broomfield, provided the following verbal comment:  

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 3C.) 

• It is very important to the City and County of Broomfield that ROW impacts to both public and 
private lands are minimized in final design.  The City attached maps to their comment which illustrate 
their specific comments.   
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10C.) 

• The City and County of Broomfield requested that the following be addressed in final design:   

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10E.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10J.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10L.) 



Summary of Final Design Requests by Segment 

B3-6 US 36 Corridor Record of Decision 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10P.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10Q.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10U.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10V.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 10X.) 
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Superior and Louisville 

Public Comment 
• Carl Worthington with Oz Architecture commented at the November 18, 2009, US 36 Corridor Public 

Hearing.  He requested that special attention be given in final design to the proposed Superior Town 
Center owned by George Menkick and Dick Biella.  He asked that special attention also be given to 
flood mitigation for Coal Creek and how that would impact the property.  Additionally, he asked that 
final design considerations for that property be taken into account when planning for the McCaslin 
BRT station.   
(See Comment Public-Verbal 7A and 7B.) 

• Wayne McCreesh, ConocoPhillips, provided the following comments regarding issues that are to be 
addressed in final design for the ConocoPhillips property in Louisville:  

− “We are in process to redevelop our property which is impacted by the US 36 corridor in many 
ways.  It is important to us that the proposed improvements are constructed with consideration of 
the plans and investment of the property owners whose land will be affected by the 
improvements.”   
(See Comment Public-Written 61B.) 

− In regards to site impacts resulting from the reconstruction of the west-bound on-ramp from West 
Flatirons Circle, grading and slope reconstruction will be required to provide the proposed 
alignment and widening of the on-ramp.  Preliminary plans call for significant grading changes 
for the majority of the site frontage along US 36.  This scope of grading as depicted will not be 
possible once the realignment of the Xcel Energy and the Farmers Reservoir and Irrigation 
Company ditch change from their current location to the proposed location and elevation.  
Because of this, other means of slope transition, such as retaining walls, will need to be 
employed.  ConocoPhillips would prefer that any such retaining walls be incorporated into the 
roadway design so that the walls become a visual component of the road and not the landscape of 
the ConocoPhillips campus.   
(See Comment Public-Written 61E.) 

− In regards to the alignment of the US 36 bikeway, ConocoPhillips will provide public land along 
the US 36 edge of its campus to accommodate this.  The preferred location of this trail is at the 
top of the existing slope.  This alignment will allow for a more pleasant trail experience away 
from the highway corridor.  It is anticipated that this trail will transition to the US 36 Corridor 
FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009) proposed locations at 88th Street and West Flatirons 
Circle.   
(See Comment Public-Written 61F.) 

− In regards to the retaining wall at the south end of ConocoPhillips property, Figure 4.9-10, Parks 
and Open Space in the Superior/Louisville Segment — Combined Alternative Package (Preferred 
Alternative), of the US 36 Corridor FEIS (US 36 Mobility Partnership 2009), suggests that a 
retaining wall is required just north of US 36 and east of Interlocken Boulevard.  There are 
wetland considerations in this general area that need to be incorporated into the design.  Any 
grading and or retaining walls in this area need to accommodate the existing and proposed uses of 
this property.   
(See Comment Public-Written 61G.) 

• Anne Haebig, Community Cycles, commented that currently, the bike lane on McCaslin Boulevard is 
interrupted at the US 36 interchange.  She suggested improving McCaslin Boulevard bicycle facilities 
at the US 36 interchange to improve safety for cyclists in that area.   
(See Comment Org-Group 4E.) 
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Town of Superior 
• The Town of Superior requested that the following be addressed in final design: 

 

–
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(See Comment Jur-Muni 7D.) 

 

 

–
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(See Comment Jur-Muni 7E.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 7F.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 7I.) 

–

–
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(See Comment Jur-Muni 7J.) 

City of Louisville 
• The City of Louisville requested that the following issues be considered in final design: 

 

 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9H/I/J.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9P.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9R.) 

 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9W and 9X.) 

–



Summary of Final Design Requests by Segment 

B3-12 US 36 Corridor Record of Decision 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9AA.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 9AG/AH/AI/AJ/AK/AL/AM/AN/AO/AP.) 
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Boulder 

Public Comment 
• Doris Turner from Boulder requested that safety considerations be given to merge lanes for US 36 

from Table Mesa Drive to Baseline Road in final design.   
(See Comment Public-Written 5C.) 

City of Boulder 
• The City of Boulder requested that the following issues be considered in final design: 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 8B.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 8F.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 8I.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 8J.) 

 
(See Comment Jur-Muni 8M.) 
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Colorado Division of Wildlife 
• The Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) requested that the following issues be addressed in final 

design: 
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(See Comment State-Fed 4D.) 

Corridor-wide Issues 

Public Comment 
• Anne Haebig, Community Cycles, commented that putting the bikeway outside of sound walls 

increases cyclist safety by improving cyclists’ ability to hear and by decreasing their isolation from 
the surrounding neighborhood.  She felt that cyclists will be more likely to use the route if they are 
protected from noise.   
(See Comment Org-Group 4G.) 

• Bill Roettker, Rocky Mountain Chapter Transportation Chair of the Sierra Club, provided comment 
advocating for Transportation Demand Management (TDM) to be an on-going commitment by 
CDOT to the US 36 corridor through all future stages of the project.   
(See Comment Org-Group 5G.) 

Colorado Division of Wildlife  
• CDOW requested that the following issues be addressed in final design: 

 
(See Comment State-Fed 4B.) 
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(See Comment State-Fed 4G.) 

 
(See Comment State-Fed 4H.) 
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(See Comment State-Fed 4J.) 

The US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition and 36 Commuting 
Solutions 
• The US 36 Mayors and Commissioners Coalition and 36 Commuting Solutions requested that as 

design advances, CDOT consider the following: 

 
(See Comment Org-Group 3B.) 

 
(See Comment Org-Group 3J.) 

 

 

 

 






