WB I-70 (Floyd Hill to Empire Junction)
Concept Development Process
’ Final Report

APPENDIX A.

MEETING MINUTES
(INCLUDING STATE AND FEDERAL AGENCY INPUT TO MEETINGS)

A
Appendix






Westbound I-70

Concept Development Process Final Report

Appendix A: Meeting Minutes
INDEX

Date Meeting Page No.
8/30/2016 [-70 Floyd Hill to EIMT Westbound Improvements: PLT Kickoff Meeting A-1
11/17/2016 [PLT Meeting A-7
12/12/2016 |PLT Meeting A-19
1/4/2017 TT Meeting A-29
1/18/2017  |TT Meeting A-39
1/18/2017 USFS input regarding wildlife passage A-47
1/25/2017  |PLT Meeting A-49
2/6/2017 Engineering Working Session A-59
2/23/2017  |TT Meeting A-67
3/1/2017 CPW recommendations A-81
3/6/2017 PLT Meeting A-85
3/8/2017 TT Meeting A-95
3/14/2017  |Public Meeting #1 (including matrix of comments and responses) A-107
4/11/2017  |ITF Meeting A-185
4/25/2017 | TT Meeting A-191
5/22/2017  |PLT Meeting A-201
7/10/2017  [PLT/TT Meeting A-211
7/26/2017  |Public Meeting #2 A-243

1 of 1






COLORADO

Department of Transportation

o\ 4

I-70 Mountain Corridor Program
425A Corporate Circle
Golden, CO 80401

Region 1

I-70 Floyd Hill to EJMT Westbound Improvements: PLT Kickoff Meeting Minutes
August 30", 2016 — Genesee Hall, 10am-12pm
Easter Seals Rocky Mountain Village, Empire, Colorado

e Attendees
0 CDOT — Richard Zamora, Steve Harelson, David Singer, Sean Brewer, Kevin Brown, Neil Ogden,
Martha Miller, Joe Mahoney, Ron Papsdorf, Matt Cirulli, Emily Wilfong, Stacia Sellers, Lindsey
Edgar
Silver Dollar Metro District — Lynnette Hailey
Clear Creek County — Tim Mauck, Jo Ann Sorensen, Peter Monson, Phil Buckland
Gilpin County — Linda Isenhart
Summit County — Scott Vargo
Eagle County — Eva Wilson
Jefferson County — Steve Durian
Town of Vail — Greg Hall
Town of Georgetown — Tom Hale
Town of Silverplume — Marty Gitlin
City of Idaho Springs — Mike Hillman
Town of Silverthorne — Mark Leidal
I-70 Coalition — Margaret Bowes
US Forest Service — Adam Bianchi, Carol Kruse
FHWA — Shaun Cutting
Did not Attend: CMCA, Central City, Garfield County, Town of Dillon
Declined Invitation: Town of Frisco

O 000000000000 0O0O0

e Recent Activity & Project Context
0 David Singer covered the recent activities including the past studies and projects conducted
since the 2011 Record of Decision was signed.
(0]
e Role of the PLT, Context Sensitive Solutions Process for the I-70 Westbound Improvements
0 David Singer recapped slides and history of the group. David also recapped the tools used by
the previous PLT to be used by the new PLT. The PLT will need to consider of the impact to the
entire corridor in addition to the impacts within the project limits.
0 David Singer walked the PLT through the corridor’s approach for context sensitive solutions.
The PLT will champion steps 1 and 2 of the process. Technical experts throughout the visioning
and NEPA process will champion steps 3 through 6 in coordination with the PLT.
0 Critical Success Factors
= David Singer asked the group how visioning be defined as a success.
e Happy and satisfied stakeholders.
e Balancing needs versus wants.
e Meeting future demands of growth.
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e Continuing strong partnerships.

e Holistic visioning that includes environmental resources.
e Transparent and clear process for the public.

e Ashared vision can everyone can live with.

e Maintaining the spirit of past agreements and projects.

e Address seasonality of economies along the I-70 Corridor.

0 Context Statement

= Add: Westbound improvements have been identified as part of the Corridor’s safety and
mobility solutions. The goal is to lessen delays caused by peak period volumes. It is also
the goal to find affordable solutions that can be implemented in a sensitive
environment.

= Add Interstate 70 is a nationally significant part of the defense network.

= The group engaged in a conversation about impacts to communities along the corridor.
Some members were concerned that improvements ending at Idaho Springs would
create problems along frontage roads. Some of the western communities feel that the
projects are not geared towards their benefit and the tradeoffs of agreeing to projects
on the eastern sections will mean less will be done for their communities.

= The element of cost should be removed from the context statement and put out as a
goal.

= Thereis a desire to add a context statement for the role that I-70 has with local
communities. I-70 is the lifeline for many local communities along the corridor.

0 Core Values
= David reviewed the I-70 Core Values and engaged the PLT in discussions about changes
or additions that are appropriate for this specific project.
=  Short-term and long term constructability.
= Financial feasibility.
= Add brief descriptions for each of the core values for visioning.

e Visioning Workshop
0 Goals & Desired Outcomes
= The workshops should include the following issues and items:

e Improvements from the ROD as part of the project but also non-highway items
included in commitment documents like the frontage road and greenway near
Hidden Valley.

e Address the ROD commitment to connect the frontage road between Hidden
Valley and US6.

e Include items in the MOUs between CDOT, Clear Creek County, and Idaho
Springs.

e Data and lessons learned from the Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder Lane.

e Discussion should include bottlenecks and how bottlenecks could move between
Idaho Springs, Georgetown, and near the EJMT.

e Similar deliverable to the Twin Tunnels Visioning Report.
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e Production of a model for future larger I-70 projects.

e Advance the Preferred Alternative and identify progress with respect to the 2011
ROD.

e Shared Values.

e Holistic Views.

Agenda & Format
=  There will be three series of workshops: Top of Floyd Hill to Veterans Memorial Tunnels,
Veterans Memorial Tunnels through ldaho Springs, and West of Idaho Springs. Exact
termini to be developed as workshops are conducted.
= Consider applicable practices and formats from Twin Tunnels Visioning.
=  Recommendation for stakeholders to meet amongst the separate geographies and then
meet again to bring the vision together.
= Criteria will be developed during the workshops. Concepts will be screened against the
criteria to move alternatives into the NEPA process.
= Do not expect to resolve issues best left for NEPA or final design life cycle phases.
Participants
= Stakeholders should be invited and be to the workshop where they have interest or are
impacted.
= Stakeholders agreed that HDR could facilitate. HDR may also produce the final visioning
report.
= Contractors and consultants will be invited through a procurement for technical and
constructability input.

Resources
= HDRis the consultant onboard with the CDOT Office of Major Project Development.

e Additional PLT Member Comments For Workshop Consideration:

o
o

(0]

@]

David Singer: Both the EB and WB PPSL are interim solutions.

Clear Creek County: There are two areas that need technical support. The vision for Idaho
Springs to Empire is already set: a peak period shoulder lane.

Clear Creek County: We should try and include items from the ROD as part of the project. If we
continue to check off the boxes for highway improvement, we will never get around to
completing non-highway items like the frontage road in Hidden Valley. We should add
commitments from the eastbound Veterans Memorial Tunnel from the ROD to gives us options
for proceeding forward.

Silver Plume: Concern about a one lane highway between Silver plume and Georgetown. There
are items that are west of Empire that need to be addressed including the climbing lane from
Bakerville to the Eisenhower Tunnel. This should include wildlife mitigation.

US Forest Service: We need to consider the AGS Study during capacity improvements.

US Forest Service: Worried about cross pollination of each workshop group.

Eagle: We should have the conversation about affordability versus what we want and what the
tradeoffs are.

CDOT: Need to make sure there is a forum for local communities to participate.
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e PLT #1 Outcomes:

0 Outcome #1: HDR will facilitate the Visioning Workshops.

0 Outcome #2: CDOT will conduct three series of visioning workshops for each identified segment
on Interstate 70: Top of Floyd Hill to Twin Tunnels, Twin Tunnels through Idahos Springs, and
Areas West of Idaho Springs. CDOT will ask the PLT for technical team members for each
workshop. CDOT will solicit consultants and contractors to assist in the development of
alternatives for each segment. The workshops will begin in the Fall of 2016.

0 Outcome #3: The results and alternatives developed in the visioning workshops will be the
starting point for a NEPA process that will start in Spring 2017.

e Next Steps
0 Outreach
= The meeting minutes will be finalized and sent out to PLT members with the
presentation.
= A website will be created for a repository for project reports, minutes, agendas, and
presentations for stakeholders.
0 Additional PLT Members
= The meeting minutes will include attendees, non-attendees, and those who declined to
join the PLT.
= Colorado Motor Carriers Association will be invited to join the PLT.
= Vail Resorts will be invited to join the PLT.
0 Next PLT Meeting
=  CDOT will reach out to the PLT for a check-in once the Visioning Workshops begin.
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Reference Materials:

1-70 Mountain Corridor Record of Decision

https://www.codot.gov/projects/i-70-old-mountaincorridor/i-70-record-of-decision.html

1-70 CSS

https://www.codot.gov/projects/contextsensitivesolutions

I-Twin Tunnels Visioning

https://www.codot.gov/projects/contextsensitivesolutions/docs/aesthetics/tunnel-visioning-a-design-
workshop-for-the-twin-tunnels

1-70 Memorandum of Understanding: Clear Creek County, Idaho Springs, CDOT - 1/16/2014
Mid-Term Projects (> Three Years):

Westbound 1-70 PPSL: The Parties agree a Westbound |-70 PPSL project from Twin Tunnels to Empire
Junction will be implemented as the mid-term project when funded. Any westbound construction
between Empire and Idaho Springs will not exceed the scope of the EB PPSL project. A Westbound
PPSL project will minimize infrastructure and throwaway work and implement within existing footprint
where feasible and considered an interim improvement. The Westbound PPSL will incorporate peak
period toll operations similar to the EB PPSL. The parties will pursue funding opportunities, including
the potential of furthering the development of Clear Creek County's Greenway plan. The Parties agree
a Westbound PPSL concept meets the definition of non- infrastructure related components under the
I-70 Mountain Corridor ROD and the Final PEIS. The Parties acknowledge the FHWA is the responsible
agency and has the authority to determine compatibility with the PEIS ROD. FHWA would make such
determination after project initiation.

Westbound I- 70 Floyd Hill: Parties agree to investigate funding opportunities to advance
improvements as defined in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS ROD (in total or in part) on WB |-70 from
the top of Floyd Hill to Twin Tunnels. Elements include widening to three lanes, improving the design
speed of both eastbound and westbound I-70, replacement of the bridge at the bottom of Floyd Hill,
interchange reconstruction at US 6 Clear Creek Canyon, and Phase 2 of the Greenway and Frontage
Road (CR 314 from Exit 241 to 243). The third lane will be operated as an express toll lane during peak
periods.
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MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound 1-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process
Project Leadership Team (PLT) Meeting
Thursday, November 17, 2016
1:00 pm - 3:00 pm

Main Lodge Conference Room - Easter Seals Rocky Mountain Village

Agenda

1:00 pm—1:15 pm Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

1:45 pm—2:30 pm Presentation and Discussion: Context Statement, Core Values
and Critical Issues

Goal: PLT review and discussion of WB I-70 Mtn Corridor context
statement, core values and identification of additional critical
issues

2:45 pm —3:00 pm Next Steps and Closing
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Meeting Summary

Introductions, Agenda Review and Process Guidelines

Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, welcomed the PLT members and facilitated
introductions. Jonathan outlined the process guidelines and standards moving forward and
requested feedback from the group. The ‘ground rules’ included:

e Use and implement the CSS Process as we develop the WB 1-70 Mountain Corridor

e Work within the parameters of the ROD, 2014 MOU and other agreements

e Agree on and work toward a specific project scope

e Focus on advancing feasible concepts into the NEPA process

e Communicate effectively by raising issues and concerns early and directly

e Collaborate among and between teams and stakeholders — this is not a competition.

e Agree to consistent participation of PLT and TT members, not responsible to backtrack if
meetings are missed. In fairness to the entire group, the process will keep moving
forward.

Additional suggestion from PLT member:
e Focus on context-sensitive design as part of the CSS Process.
The group agreed to use these guidelines, as presented above, to guide the process.
CSS Process Overview, Roles and Project Outcomes
CSS Process Overview

CSS Procedural Process - This project will follow the 1-70 Mountain Corridor CSS Process
structure, as agreed upon in previous efforts, and work deliberately through the various CSS
stages. The CSS stages are defined below:

Define Desired Outcomes and Actions

Endorse the Process

Establish Criteria

Develop Alternatives or Options

Evaluate, Select and Refine Alternatives or Options
Finalize Documentation and Evaluation Process

oakrwdpE

The Project Leadership Team (PLT) will meet throughout the process to discuss issues and
ensure that the process is being followed faithfully.

The Technical Teams (TT) will provide technical input on specific segments.

2
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The Issues Task Force (ITF) will provide expertise and guidance on specific issues (e.g.
geotechnical experts discuss landslides).

One idea presented is to start with Segment 1 and use this as an example moving through
subsequent Segments.

PLT Feedback:

Numerous members of the PLT asked clarifying questions regarding the outcome of the
Context Development process and what the purpose of the effort is. Discussion included:

Q: Why don’t we just use the improvements in the ROD — why are we doing this? A: Itis
important to look again at this, there have been some changes since the ROD and CDOT wants
to get agreement among this group (PLT) that if there are concepts that DO NOT make sense to
advance into NEPA, this is a forum to get at that.

CDOT wants to go through this exercise because the ROD only chose capacity, location and
mode. It did not specify more design related items such as alignment, profile and cross section.
For example, we know the Floyd Hill landslide is an issue, but the ROD did not specify how the
highway should be designed to address it. CDOT wants the PLT to weigh in on feasible choices,
deal-killers and suggested alternatives. For example, from a 30,000 foot level, do we modify the
US 6 interchange? How? We are NOT looking at the final design of alignment that will be done
later, but rather at the level of a magic marker on an aerial photo to ‘conceptually’ develop the
options, rather than more refined analysis.

There was continued discussion among the group about “what are we doing in this
process? What is the outcome and level of detail for this concept development process?”
Some of the reoccurring themes and questions are outlined below:

Q: Is this a visioning process or a concept development process? What is the difference?
What is the level of detail we are working toward during this time frame? We need to
understand what we are doing regarding the CSS and how it is related to subsequent and
future processes. A: Originally we used the word “vision” — now, concept development. The
goal is to ferret out issues in an open forum prior to NEPA. We are working on a level of detail
similar to the visioning process done for Twin Tunnels.

Q: How does this relate to NEPA process? A: This is the pre-NEPA CSS Process, similar to
Twin Tunnels project. When we start NEPA, we reinitiate CSS (Steps 1 — 6) for the next phase.
However, much of this work will be carried into NEPA process even though we are obligated to
reexamine it at that time. The expectation is that this Concept Development Process will
streamline the NEPA studies. CSS ties all of this together. We do not want to initiate the NEPA
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process with alternatives that are not ‘feasible’ from a technical, political and/or financial
perspective — this is too inefficient and time consuming. We would like to agree first on a
concept and narrow down the ‘feasible’ alternatives -- that is what we are doing now.

Q: We need to “look beyond the guardrails” and take into account the “context” and the
“range of interests that are involved.” For example, on Floyd Hill, what are we going to do
with difficult interchanges, what happens to greenway, how do we handle recreation
impacts on rafters? How do we ensure that we are not just thinking about alignment of a
road from an engineering perspective? A: The Concept Development Process will incorporate
the range of interests typically defined during a CSS process. This is likely to include
recreational interests, effects to natural resources, etc. Further, the TT needs to be made up of
interdisciplinary groups that take a range of issues into consideration when developing a
concepts or determining fatal flaws. The PLT and TT are convened during this process to look
beyond the guardrail. The process will result in a Concept Development document — this will be
a list of things that are outside and inside the guardrail including, but not limited to, frontage
road, interchange configurations, impact on rafters and recreation, anglers, etc. A range of issues
will all be included and examined in discussions of the alternatives at the technical level.

Q: Is 4-6 months enough time? How many TT and ITF meetings will we need per segment?
It does not seem realistic to accomplish all of this with only three TT meetings per given
segment. Segment 3 is unchartered territory and 4-6 months does not seem like a
reasonable time scale for a TT to come up with feasible concepts to send to NEPA. A: The
idea is to be really high level in terms of developing concepts -- ex: widen to 3 lanes assuming
full standards -- this process is not drilling down into a design level of detail. Right now we are
developing concepts and we will then start to drill down deeper into alternatives during the
NEPA phase.

The PLT can add more meetings if necessary. The number chosen on the PowerPoint slide (3)
was arbitrary and an initial place to begin the conversation. The PLT will guide and design these
process requirements. We need enough time to help us narrow topics that are in ROD. The goal
is to identify a range of alternatives to save time and money in the next steps. The process is
flexible and we can add more meetings if necessary.

Project Teams and Roles (see PPT presentation):

Project Leadership Team (PLT) — In subsequent meetings, the idea is to send information to
primary representatives. The PLT will align with the CSS process and offer guidance and issue
resolution. If there is disputes among TT members — this rises up to PLT to solve issues.

Technical Teams (TT) — Includes stakeholders, CDOT, FHWA, Consultants and Contractors,
HDR, THK, CDR. The TT serves as segment and technical experts.
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Thursday, November 17, 2016

Issue Task Force (ITF) — Identified by the PLT and TT. Serves as specific issue experts.
PLT Feedback:

Q: The process needs to be multi-disciplinary, is there anyone in this group here to
represent the environment? A: The TTs will be interdisciplinary. Everyone on the PLT will
need to look at the TT list and to figure out who may be missing. The PLT is not the decision-
making group, the PLT makes sure that process is on track and if there is something that the TT
can’t work through, it is elevated to PLT to help with process to get issues unstuck.

Project Outcomes:

1. Advance a range of feasible concepts into NEPA, including identification of fatal flaws.

2. Get Agreement on:
= Corridor Context Statement
= Core Values
= Critical Issues
= Criteria
These agreements are for this life cycle phase and may be modified in the NEPA process

3. This concept development phase is not a part of NEPA. Alternatives will need to be
reexamined during the NEPA process and it is important not to pre-judge level of
environmental documentation required.

There may be modifications to these outcomes as we move forward into NEPA.
Group Feedback:
Q: Who endorses modifications once you get into NEPA?

A: This process will be just like what we did for Twin Tunnels and PPSL: We will have a CSS
process for each phase of the project. There will be a PLT and TT that we would hope would be
the same PLT and TT for the NEPA phase as for this concept development phase. So, if there are
modifications to concepts developed during this phase, those will be discussed with the PLT and
TT during the NEPA phase.
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2011 Record Of Decision (ROD):
Gina McAfee led a discussion of the Record of Decision (ROD). Highlights include:

These are the highway improvements developed in the ROD Minimum Program that are specific
to this segment. You can find them on page 5 of the ROD. These are the highway
improvements that can be made before a decision is made in 2020 regarding whether or not any
improvements in the Maximum Program can be advanced.

Specific Highway Improvements

e Six lanes capacity from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels (now the Veterans Memorial
Tunnels)

e Empire Junction interchange improvements

e EB auxiliary lane from EJMT to Herman Guich

e WB auxiliary lane from Bakerville to EIMT

e Bike trail from Idaho Springs to US 6

e Frontage road from ldaho Springs to US 6

Other Highway Projects

e Truck operations improvements in non specified locations
e Interchange improvements at Georgetown, Downieville, Fall River Road, Base of Floyd Hill

This ROD was for programmatic improvements -- a high-level NEPA process that made a
decision about mode, capacity and general location. Everything else is left for Tier 2 process —
we are beginning this process.

The topics we will discuss in this process could include, as examples:

- Six lanes capacity from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels (now the Veterans
Memorial Tunnels)
o The ROD doesn’t define width or profile or anything else
- Empire Junction interchange improvements
o There is no definition in the ROD around these improvements.

PLT Feedback:

e On Page 4 of the ROD there are a number of additional improvements including: shuttle
service, truck movement and the expansion of the use of existing infrastructure.

e Peak Period Shoulder Lanes are also permitted by the ROD and we should explore this
concept as they are a great tool.
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Response: Yes, these non-infrastructure strategies are listed on page 3 of the ROD. There may
be more examples of strategies that fit in this category that we could consider during this
process. RoadX improvements are an example. The PPSL project was classified as “expanded
use of existing transportation infrastructure in and adjacent to the corridor.

What else? What other commitments are implied or linked to this project?:

e CDOT unfulfilled obligations — Idaho Springs

o Bike/Pedestrian — Fall River Road

CR314 realignment

Completing Waterwheel Park in Idaho Springs

MOU - talks about the bike trail between Idaho Springs and Hidden Valley
Frontage road between Floyd Hill and Hidden Valley

AGS — cannot preclude this option

RoadX — integrate technology.

PLT members are encouraged to send a list of relevant agreements regarding 1-70 in Clear Creek
County. These are in addition to those included in the Record of Decision (Section 106, ALIVE,
SWEEP).

A list was received by Jo Ann Sorensen on 11/19/16 and included below.

CR 314 and Greenway Bike/Pedestrian Trail IGA between CCC and CDOT dated June
24, 2012— Exhibit A includes the commitment to build “approximately two miles of frontage
road and Greenway construction or reconstruction between eastern ldaho Springs (I-70 Exit
241) and the Hidden Valley/Central City Interchange (Exit 243). To be built before, or in
conjunction with, any additional capacity improvements . . . between Floyd Hill and Idaho
Springs. (Details in the attachment.)

MOU between CCC, Idaho Springs and CDOT dated 011614 — Reiterates commitment to the
CR314 and Greenway construction described above. Also discusses prioritization with CCC &
IS for the use of excess revenue from the operation of the EB PPSL at such time as it exists;
explore continued opportunities for noise abatement at Lawson; keep and maintain free, general
purpose lanes in at least the same state of repair as the pay-for-use lanes. Also acknowledges
that all projects are subject to local permitting requirements.

MOU between FHWA, CDOT and HPTE dated April 22, 2014 — Agreement to provide CCC
with the results of the ongoing assessment of the EB PPSL. Reassess the toll facility in 2020 in
conjunction with the ROD reassessment. Establishes limits for the use of the toll facility (which
were recently amended).
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2014 MOU:
e MOU signed in January 2014 MOU between Idaho Springs, Clear Creek County and CDOT
e Relevant to this Process
o Agreement to a Westbound I-70 PPSL project from Twin Tunnels to Empire
Junction.
= |t will not exceed the scope of the EB PPSL project.

o WB Floyd Hill project would include widening to three lanes, improving the design
speed of both EB and WB, bridge replacement at the bottom of FH, interchange
reconstruction at US 6 and Phase 2 of the Greenway and Frontage Road (CR 314
from EXit 241 to 243)

o CDOT will continue to explore demonstration opportunities for noise abatement at
Lawson

e None of these can preclude the preferred alternative

Context Statement, Core Values and Critical Issues

Kevin Shanks led a discussion about the CSS process, outlining the context statement, core
values and critical issues identified at the previous PLT meeting.

Concept Development Process - See handout:

This process is completely flexible. To structure and design the process, information was
brought forward from the PPSL project and the PLT meeting #1. It was noted that this is a
working document that can be changed.

- Measures of success — (based on what you all talked about at the last meeting)

- Core values

- Strategies — these are specific ideas that are legitimate ideas and we are capturing them.
When we get to the TT we will talk about these in more depth.

- Critical issues

- Criteria

You will also find definitions for all of the Core Values listed.
PLT Feedback:

e Q: Can we put measures of success in one of the evaluation categories? A: they will be
worked into the evaluation criteria
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e There are two types of measures of success: Binary - yes vs. no or a 1-5 ranking (80% or
20% of success)

e Q: There are no Criteria that speak to technical issues around the landslide at Floyd Hill. A:
There is always the potential to add more issue-specific criteria.

e Q: The “historic context” definition needs to be changed. A: Will use the Section 106
definition.

e Q: Need to change the definition of “sustainability” — every ‘sustainability’ conversation
looks at: economy, community and environment. Can we use these three? A: Yes, we will
change this definition to reflect this need.

e Q: We need to talk about “carrying capacity” for our world-class recreation destinations in
the context section. Need to bring up that we are delivering people to world-class
destinations that many of us in our communities don’t visit. It’s great to open up the funnel
but where do we put the cars and people? A: Carrying capacity is also a critical issue — the
concern is about carrying capacity to the point that it will diminish our ability to provide
world-class definition. Our strategy would ask: how do we provide access? Do we need to
be more aggressive about managing, multiple access points and looking at carrying capacity?

o Recreational management will be addressed much more aggressively in front range
urban-wildlands interface. Get ahead of this and think of infrastructure, access (i.e.
transit) — need to think about carrying capacity.

o This is a sustainability issue — must come straight through the sustainability line.
Make sustainability the recreation experience.

e Context section — Instead of saying “respects” say “enhances” and “protects.”

e Make this broader than just Clear Creek County? Instead say “accessed by I-70 corridor”?

e Need some clarity — There are a lot of other activities happening at other meetings (i.e. I-70
coalition) — this process cannot solve all of these issues. This cannot become a black hole, but
we need our improvements to improve future mobility in and out of the corridor.

Study Area and Technical Team Formation
Study area — defining the segments in relation to context, geography, politics and the ROD.

Suggestion: Segment 3 should end at the end of Empire interchange. From the end of Empire
interchange to the EJMT, the question is “what” will happen, not a “how” question. How do you
want to do some sort of vision process for the rest, it is not the same thing. How do we want to
approach “Segment D” (west of Empire)?

Q: Doesn’t the ROD constrict the segments we can examine. It could be operational
improvements or minimum program. We are going to talk about Empire to the tunnel. We are
really focusing on construction of the ROD and minimum program.
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Segment Discussion

e Segment 3 should end at Empire and Empire West is Segment D. Empire Junction is IN
SEGMENT 3.

e Why are we segmenting these?

e Is this construction phasing?

o NO. This is NOT construction phasing at all, just geographic and contextual segments.

o This will help us look at constructability and timing — this is a huge issue and a reason to
do the concept development process

o Segment 1 does not mean constructed first — it’s just geographic.

e Politics are local. The issues in Idaho Springs aren’t the same as Floyd Hill but there is
overlap. If we look at them all, great, but all neighborhoods have different political issues.
Don'’t lose sight and don’t pit neighbors against neighbors.

e Under the umbrella of CSS — we all need to keep in mind that we need to look at context of
specific areas

Proposal 1

Look at Segments 1 and 2 as proposed and then Segment 3 to Empire Junction, Segment 4
is West of Empire Junction. We will convene different TTs for each segment. There is
considerable overlap for TTs on each segment.

Feedback from PLT on Proposal 1:

e USFS will have the same person on all three tech teams, it would be easier from a resource
allocation to have one TT

e Could we merge the segment TTs but keep in mind the context?

e Could we have one technical team but look at all the different issues?

Proposal 2

e Let’sformone TT and talk with TT to manage and to work through segments up to Empire.
Segment 4 is different. Then we will come back to the PLT to endorse process.
e We will start with one TT and define major tasks re: context, overlap, values.

The group agreed to Proposal 2 moving forward.
PLT Homework

1. Respond to Doodle Poll re first Tech Team Meeting: 12/5, 12/8, 12/12
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2. PLT tosend TT suggestion to Taber and Jonathan to ensure a multi-disciplinary
group.

Attendees:

Ben Acimovic — CDOT; Chuck Attardo — CDOT; Jonathan Bartsh — CDR; Adam Bianchi —
USFS; Allan Brown — EST; Kevin Brown — CDOT; Matt Christensen — Kiewit; Stephen Cordts
— Flatiron; Lynnette Hailey — City of Black Hawk and I-70 Coalition; Tom Hale — Georgetown;
Steve Harelson — CDOT; Mike Hillman — City of Idaho Springs; Mitch Houston — CC School
District; Lizzie Kemp — CDOT; Carol Kruse — USFS; Dennis Largent — Atkins; Kelly Larson —
FHWA; Steve Long — HDR; Joe Mahoney — CDOT; Andrew Marsh — City of Idaho Springs;
Tim Mauck — Clear Creek County; Gina McAfee — HDR; John Muscatell — Clear Creek County;
Cindy Neely — Clear Creek County; Neil Ogden — CDOT; Ron Papsdorf — CDOT; Jo Ann
Sorenson — Clear Creek County; Tracy Sakaguchi — CMCA,; Stacia Sellers — CDOT; Kevin
Shanks — THK; Bob Smith — CDOT; Scott Stetson- Flatiron; George Tsiouvaras — TSH; Taber
Ward — CDR; Jeff Wilson — WSP-PB; Richard Zamora — CDOT

11
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9:00 am —12:00 pm
CDOT Offices, Golden, CO

Agenda
Time Agenda Topic
9:00 am —9:15 am Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review
9:15 pm - 9:45 am Review and Discussion: PLT Membership Overview and Role

Objective: Confirm Project Leadership Team (PLT) membership and
clarify role, e.g. endorse process, review TT’s work to ensure context is
considered and break deadlocks.

9:45 pm - 10:15 am Discussion and Agreement: Confirm the mission and
deliverable/outcome for the Concept Development Process

Objective: PLT agreement on the overall mission and deliverable for the
concept development process

Example: “An outcome of the process is to identify concepts for the
roadway and its context to be advanced into NEPA. The process will
also identify any fatal flaws with concepts.”

10:15 am - 10:25 pm Break

10:25 pm —11:00 am Recommendations: Technical Team (TT) membership and roles

Objective: Identify TT members to serve on the project and clarify their
role. Also discuss other groups (such as a larger stakeholder group.)

11:00am - 11:30 am Review and Discuss: Review corridor segments and context maps

Objective: Agreement on approach to corridor segments including from
Empire Junction to EJMT (“Segment D”)
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11:30 am -11:50 am Discussion: How does high speed transit fit in to this project?

Objective: Determine the approach to high speed transit in the Concept
Development Process.

11:50 am - 12:00 pm Overview: PLT Charter and Next Steps

Objective: Provide an overview of Draft PLT Charter and discuss next
steps.

Meeting Summary

Welcome, Introductions, Agenda Review

Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, welcomed the PLT members and facilitated introductions.
Jonathan outlined the agenda and asked for feedback. The PLT agreed to the agenda with no
changes.

PLT Membership Overview and Role

Jonathan reviewed the PLT membership and roles and asked for feedback and suggestions.
PLT Membership

PLT membership includes affected local jurisdictions and agencies, CDOT and FHWA.

In the ROD, the guidelines for PLT formation suggest the following seats on the PLT:

e FHWA (1-2)

e CDOT program engineer (1)

e CDOT project manager (1)

e Community leaders (1-2)

e CDOT environmental lead (1)

e Open Seat based on project needs (1)

e Contractors and consultants — as needed

Jonathan asked: Are there people missing? Are there people who should not be here?

The group discussed Eagle County and Summit County as members of the PLT because these
counties will be extremely impacted by this project.

e [t was noted that it is important to try and “tighten the PLT up” and it may make more
sense for Eagle and Summit counties to be on the TT because they have technical
experience and would then be in the front seat driving designs. The ROD calls for PLT
members from the area where the project is taking place -- and this does not include
Eagle or Summit. Gina read information from Appendix A of the FEIS that states the
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affected communities are those who will need to take some action relative to the
improvements being considered. This could include 1041 approvals.
e There was additional discussion on the specific areas outside of where the project is
taking place — what is the role of impacted counties where there isn’t actual construction?
o These counties are still impacted by road closures and traffic congestion.

Decision on PLT Membership:

The PLT agrees that Summit and Eagle County will both be asked to sit on the PLT. The
Project Management Team has already spoken with other impacted counties, i.e. Jefferson
and Gilpin, and these counties would like to remain on the Technical Team, not the PLT.

PLT Role

e Facilitate formal actions by councils, boards and commissions to keep the project moving
forward.

e Lead and endorse the concept development process including the Context Statement,
Critical Success Factors, Project Structure, PLT/TT Roles and Responsibilities and
Evaluation Criteria.

e Select Technical Team Members

e Identify disciplines and stakeholders that need to be involved

e Ensure the Context Sensitive Solution (CSS) process is being followed faithfully. The
CSS process focuses on context.

e Getthe TT “unstuck” if there is a roadblock

e Ensure that the TT is set up for success

The PLT does not object to this role.

Draft Mission and deliverable/outcome for the Concept Development Process
The Mission of the Concept Development Process is:

e To identify concepts that can be carried forward because they do not have red flags
or fatal flaws.

e Todevelop and recommend feasible concepts for the WB 1-70 Mountain Corridor
for further evaluation.

e To consider overall context, including physical, historic and legal context (e.g. ROD
and MOU).

The geographic limits of the project are the top of Floyd Hill to the EJMT (4 anticipated
segments).
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Question: What are considered 30,000 foot “concepts” versus alternatives that a NEPA process
would be looking at?

Answer: For example, the “vision” is to develop road improvements from top of Floyd Hill to
EJMT. For some segments, this could include a WB PPSL. We want to go through these
visions and define palatable alternatives to advance to NEPA while considering context.
Examples of this could be consideration of concepts such as tunneling or interchange
reconfigurations. We will attempt to determine what is likely infeasible before we get into the
NEPA process but may not be able to do so, in which case that will be fleshed out in the NEPA
process.

Questions: Does a “concept” include “what are the appropriate segments?”

Answer: No. That is not a concept. The concepts relate to the ROD-specific improvements.
For example — if we were looking at 3 WB lanes, we will want to tease out the following
“concepts” - how would the 3 WB lanes be configured? Other “concepts would include: should
we get rid of interchanges or transform interchanges? How does a bridge at Floyd hill get built?
This is a conceptual design and we are designing what will most likely be constructed. This
could get very technical (which is why we will have the TT and ITF) — at least in first 3
segments.

We are not working on a detailed alternative, but the concepts need to have enough specificity to
know if they are feasible and could advance to NEPA. The TT will define what the appropriate
balance of specificity is and how detailed is the concept needs to be.

Question: How does this effort connect with MOU, ROD and conceptual design? Does the
result of NEPA become part of ROD

Answer: Yes, absolutely — the current ROD is Tier 1, but a new NEPA process gets inititated in
Tier 2. The existing ROD and MOU define what we are going to do in “English” now we are
designing with a magic marker, lines are thicker, i.e. where does the road go over/through the
river. Then, we go to NEPA and use a ball point pen and eraser to get really specific.

Based on CSS process, there will be a new CSS process initiate for NEPA. But now, we are
working on the process piece to ensure we are taking context into consideration moving forward.

The Outcome of the Concept Development Process
The PLT Confirmed the Following Outcome:

“The outcome of the process is to identify concepts for the roadway to be advanced into
NEPA, taking into consideration the context of the communities and landscapes through
which it travels. The process will also identify any fatal flaws with concepts.”
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Technical Team (TT) membership and roles
The TT membership and roles includes:

e Jurisdictional staff and other stakeholders with technical expertise.

e Provides technical advice to develop concepts.

e Evaluates concepts using Core Values and Evaluation Criteria developed by PLT.
e Defines the level of ‘feasibility’ for each segment.

e Anticipated number of TT members — 20.

Question: What is the difference between ITF and TT?

Answer: The TT determines if we need ITF to look at specific issues, e.g. linkage interference
zones. ITFs are as needed.

Question: Are the Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) TT members or just participants?

Answer: There are 4 consultant teams and 3 contractor teams. The idea is for them to provide
design and constructability input for consideration by the TT. There is a lot of horsepower from
ideas that come out of the TT and the SME are charged with seeing if TT guidance is feasible.
The SMEs participate on TTs and ITF as needed. If there is a fatal flaw technically, no reason to
advance to NEPA.

Jonathan passes around the suggested TT list and asks the group if there are people who are
missing. We want to keep the group size reasonable and also be inclusive to ensure context is
included.

Suggestions:

The PLT deliberated and added the following members
Paul Winkle — CPW Aquatic Biologist

Margaret Grabill — The Georgetown Loop RR

Steve Cook - DRCOG

John Muscatell — Clear Creek County

Andy Marsh — Idaho Springs

Tom Gosioroski — Summit County

Brendan McGuire — Vail Ski Resorts

Steve Hurlbert — Winter Park Ski Resort

Rob Goodell — Loveland Ski Resort

The PLT removed John Cantemessa and Steve Turner from the TT as redundant.

Question: Do historical and legal concepts include 106 and 1041 review, etc? The historic issues
in the Georgetown area are a big consideration.
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Answer: Impacts to these resources will definitely be considered from a high level but will be
evaluated in more detail during the future NEPA phase. During this project lifecycle phase we
are just identifying red flags. During the NEPA process these will go through the full eligibility
and effects Section 106 clearance piece. This deliverable does not go through the 1041
permitting process at this point.

Question: How will the 1-70 coalition remain informed?

Answer: The I-70 PLT designee will go back to the 1-70 Coalition board and decide whether all
members are represented and give PLT/TT updated to board and members. .

Question: The TT is only supposed to be 20 people, and it’s bigger. Does this matter?

Answer: Not everyone will show up to the TT meetings. The team will self-select and we will
call some of these TT members if we really need their input for a particular agenda item. We
will make sure that our agendas list key topic areas so TT members who are specialists in these
areas show up to these TT meetings. This has proven to work on past projects on the Corridor
where a core of TT members are always present so the group is a manageable size while still
getting the expertise needed in the room.

Question: How does the group maintain continuity? We do not want to spend a lot of time
catching people up.

Answer: Consistency is achieved from self-selection. PLT is in charge of process. Part of the
process is that PLT members make sure that TT is set up for success and TT members can and
do attend meetings.

TT Membership Proposal and Decision
Proposal:
There is one Technical Team

The Goal is to have continuity. This continuity will be achieved by TT members self-selecting.
The PLT members are responsible for making sure TT members get to the table and show up.

A TT agenda will be put out in advance to identify issue topics for specific areas and ensure that
appropriate TT members are present.

If need be, the TT will go to ITFs and groups for specific issue areas

The TT is meant to ID constraints not meant to design (this is why the SMEs are part of the
process).

Jonathan asked the group if there was support for the role, mission and who is in
membership of the TT. There were no objections from the PLT.
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Review of corridor segments and context maps
There are 4 segments. The TT would likely start with Segment 1.

The group was encouraged to look at the context maps developed during the CSS process
brought in by Kevin Shanks, THK, to get a feel for how context will be mapped and included.
New maps are also being prepared which show new information developed during the various
Tier 2 processes (Twin Tunnels, Westbound TT, PPSL, 55/65 study, etc. These maps will be
available at the first TT meeting.

TT and SMES will need to understand context — the series of maps brought in by THK were
developed when 170 Mountain Corridor CSS process was developed. These maps are 5-6 years
old and serve as a starting place. HDR will bring the new maps to the first TT meeting.

Question: Segment D — why is this one segment?

Answer: Because there is no vision yet. Deliverable is more conceptual than segments 1-3. We
are restrained by the ROD to only operational improvements from Georgetown to Silver Plume
and Silver Plume to Bakerville, except for the Other Highway Improvements listed in the ROD.
Segment D will be a different product. Segment D is varied in its solutions and local government
interests compared to 1-3.

Question: If we segment D further, would this be a PLT decision?

Answer: Yes

High Speed Transit

Automated Guideway System is in the ROD. A brief overview below:
e Advanced Guideway System (AGS) Feasibility Study completed in August 2014.
e Identified technology that can work in the corridor -- magnetic levitation (maglev).
e Funding not currently identified.

e This Concept Development Process is focused on implementing solutions in next 3-5
years.

e Will not preclude high speed transit in the future.

Discussion

High-speed transit, such as AGS, are not limited by steep slopes, can go up to 250mph,

etc. Estimates in the CDOT AGS Feasibility Study found AGS to be economically sound if built
from DIA to Eagle airport (2-hr trip, with 3 or 4 stops in between).
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USFS advocated for Aztec Engineering, specialists in designing and constructing high-speed
transit systems (in Europe and Asia), to be on the TT. Mike Riggs, is the Vice President of
Aztec and led CDOT’s AGS study. Other suggestions for the TT include representatives of HDR
who also worked on the AGS study, David Krutsinger and the current consultants/contractors
working on the SME.

The group agreed that there needs to be a second opinion, outside of CDOT, looking at the AGS
and there is a conflict with having a CDOT employee be an AGS SME. It is important that when
roads are restructured in Glenwood Canyon that the process takes into account where the AGS is
going to fit. It is important not to preclude AGS. It is important that we do not jump the gun
with highway projects and that we look at the range of AGS as we further go into concepts. The
concept development process must treat AGS as the preferred alternative as indicated by the
ROD.

It was suggested that the current project SMEs and HDR have resources to evaluate any specific
highway improvement concepts with respect to not preclude AGS in the future. The group
agreed that this would be acceptable as a starting point moving forward.

PLT Charter:

Jonathan will send around PLT charter electronically looking for edits and feedback to formalize
what we have been talking about in addition to meeting notes.

Stakeholder Engagement Plan
Discussion

It is important to identify a stakeholder engagement plan. How are we going to engage the public
and inform the public and other stakeholders? We need to develop a feedback loop.

Suggestions

e Notifying and engaging the public

e Public meetings along the way in some type of tightly controlled environment

e Open House

e A facilitated meeting?

e These discussions need to engage a wide variety of people. This will help identify
who we need to check in with re: stakeholders.

e WHEN?
o Now
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= Go to the public first, with a blank slate, open it up and let people say
“don’t screw up construction” — or your context statement and vision are
off.

= We need 3 solid public engagement periods for people to come out and
plug in before we get too far down the road. Need to make sure people are
aware. Show the data from the Mountain Express Lane and how well it is
working EB. Acknowledge there was a rough go during construction.
But, now, working well.

= We need to be proactive. Get information before we launch.

= We can present on the ROD, MOU and EB PPSL, IGAs, Twin Tunnels

= Good idea to let people know that this effort is underway and is a multi-
agency effort, not just CDOT.

= One disadvantage to going to the public now is that we have a lot of
process but no concepts.

= An open house would work once there are some concrete alternatives
identified and pictures and then invite the public to put sticky notes on
what they want in certain spots. Document comments and get feedback.

= We need some alternatives identified before going to the public.

e The PLT will need to take an active role — there must be collaboration on the public
outreach effort.

PLT Decision:

The PLT supported a public meeting and agreed to participate at the meeting and help
with public outreach. About 3-4 meetings. 1 early on, 2 check ins, and 1 where we show
product.

Theme of first public meeting: Lessons learned (positive and negative).

Next Steps
Action items

e PMT: Will start conceptualizing public meeting 1) Time 2) focus 3) format (Idaho
Springs, Georgetown, USFS, 1-70, CCC). In the next couple weeks or first of the year.

e PMT: Will invite an Eagle County representative to join the PLT.

e CDR: Send out PLT Charter for electronic review and feedback. Send out Meeting
Summary and Updated PLT/TT notes. Set up next TT meeting based on TT members
confirmed at 12.12 PLT meeting.

e PLT: Next PLT Meeting Date: After the TT meetings
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e PLT: Begin to think about support role and outreach for public meetings. Review
Charter and provide feedback.
e Next TT Meeting: January 4™, 9am to noon.

Meeting Attendees

PLT Members: Stephen Harelson, Kelly Larson, Scott VVargo, Carol Kruse, Adam Bianchi,
Mike Hillman, Thomas Hale, Neil Ogden, Margaret Bowes, Tim Mauk

Project Management Team: Kevin Shanks, Steve Long, Gina McAfee, Jonathan Bartsch,
Taber Ward, Benjamin Acimovic, Joe Mahoney, Lizzie Kemp

Members of the Public: JoAnn Sorensen
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Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process

Technical Team (TT) Meeting

Wednesday, January 4, 2017
9:00 am —12: 00 pm

Time

Agenda Topic

9:00 am —9:15 am

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

9:15am -10:00 am

Review and Discussion: Project Overview, Roles and
Responsibilities and Outcomes

Goal: Provide an overview of the project, establish roles
and responsibilities and outline the concept
development process including the geographic scope
and expected outcomes.

10:00-10:15

Break

10:15am —-11:45am

Discussion: Identification of Corridor-wide Critical
Issues and Concepts for Segment 1

Goal: Identify corridor-wide critical issues for Segment 1.

11:45am-12:00 pm

Next Steps and Action Items

Goal: Determine immediate next steps and confirm
action items.
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Meeting Summary

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, welcomed the group. The meeting participants introduced
themselves and stated their affiliation. Jonathan reviewed the agenda. The group agreed to
the agenda as presented and proceeded.

Project Overview, Roles and Responsibilities and Outcomes

Summary: Jonathan provided an overview of the project, established Technical Team roles and
responsibilities and outlined the Concept Development Process including the geographic scope
and expected outcomes. He encouraged the group to weigh in at this meeting as this is an
interactive presentation.

Project Overview:

e The outcome for the Concept Development Process (CDP) established by the Project
Leadership Team (PLT) is “to identify concepts for the roadway to be advanced into
NEPA, taking into consideration the context of the communities and landscapes through
which it travels. The process will also identify any fatal flaws with concepts.”

e The geographic limits of the project are from the top of Floyd Hill to Eisenhower
Johnson Memorial Tunnels.

e The Concept Development Process will:

o Identify concepts that can be carried forward in the next 3-5 years because they
do not have red flags or fatal flaws.
o Develop and recommend feasible concepts for the WB I-70 Mountain Corridor
for further evaluation.
o Consider overall corridor context, including physical, historic and legal context
(e.g. ROD and MOU).
= Thereis a suggestion to broaden these examples of “context” to include
community, economic, environmental, recreational, construction impact
and safety. The group is encouraged to expand their thinking and look at
a very broad context for the community.
e This meeting is focused on identifying Critical Issues along the Corridor.

Role of TT Members:

e The TT members are multidisciplinary subject matter experts in their field.

e |dentify the context and critical issues in the corridor. Using these as a base, the TT
members will work with contractors and engineers to begin to develop multiple
concepts for the corridor to take into the NEPA process. This will involve considering
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fatal flaws of suggested concepts based on overall context, and the framework provided
by the ROD, PEIS and MOU re: PPSL. Concepts suggested may change in NEPA.

e Provide technical advice about issues in the corridor.

e Provide technical advice to develop concepts.

e Evaluate concepts using Core Values and Evaluation Criteria developed by the PLT and
TT.

e Define the level of ‘feasibility’ for each segment.

Question and Answer Period:

Question: What does “concept” mean? How do these concepts relate to the PEIS and what is
the level of detail? Answer: Gina McAfee, HDR Engineering, responded that PEIS/ROD is a Tier 1
decision document that identified the preferred mode, general location and capacity. For
example, 3 lanes from Floyd Hill through the Veterans Memorial Tunnels; an interchange
reconfiguration at US 6, etc. . The concepts that will be developed in this next stage are part of
an initial planning state prior to NEPA. We will drop down to a greater level of detail based on
the Tier 1 mode, location and capacity recommendations. For example, this process will
provide more specificity about type of interchange, exact location (including vertically), use of
walls vs. fill, etc. The ideas developed in the current process will examine types of interchange
concepts (diamond, diverging diamond, clover leaf).

e For example, the following were identified in the ROD:
o Tier 1: US 6 interchange modification
= Concept Development: What interchange configuration makes the most
sense, e.g. diamond vs. directional
o Tier 1: Add one additional lane each direction
= Concept Development: For WB, should we consider shifting US 40 as well?
= Concept Development: Should split alignments be considered -- with the WB
lanes located at a higher elevation than the EB lanes?
e Inthe NEPA process these concepts will get even more detailed.
e Each concept will be reviewed to ensure it does not preclude a future AGS. But this process
will not site an AGS because the process is looking at what can be built in next 3-5 years.
The AGS studies have concluded that AGS will take longer.

Question: In order to achieve the goals identified in PEIS, addressing and alleviating congestion,
AGS was considered an important component because highway improvements alone will not be
enough. AGS is meant to relieve capacity requirements on [-70. Answer: Gina McAfee
responds that this process is not going beyond the minimum program and the minimum
program can be built prior to a decision made regarding AGS. This process will not preclude
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AGS. If a concept is developed that precludes AGS, it is fatally flawed and will not be carried
forward.

Question: Are the concepts developed just engineering concepts or do they include
financing/funding? Answer: Stephen Harelson, CDOT, responds that this process only looks at
physical and operational concepts for WB lane of I-70. The process is not looking at identifying
funding at this point. Funding identification will take place during NEPA. Costs for different
concepts will vary, so the NEPA level at least is needed to develop accurate costs.

Project Teams

There was discussion among the group on who was on which team, the following is a result of
the discussion.

Project Leadership Team (PLT)
Technical Team (TT)

e CDOT

e FHWA

e Consultants and Contractors
e Subject Matter Experts

Issue Task Force (ITF)

Project Management Team (PMT)

e HDR
e THK
e CDR
e (CDOT

Stakeholders (Broader Public)
Team Roles

The PLT drives the Concept Development Process and ensures that the CSS process and
guidance is followed. Further, if there are any issues that the TT cannot resolve, these issues
will be elevated to the PLT. The PLT is also tasked with developing a stakeholder engagement
plan to include the public. The PLT is made of up CDOT, FHWA and local agencies.

The TT is a working group made up of technical experts and experts in multidisciplinary fields.
The TT develops segment specific concepts based on corridor context. The TT will look at how
different concept options play out.
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The ITF (if needed) works with the TT to look at issue-specific questions, i.e. what do we do at
landslide at bottom of Floyd Hill, and will bring back findings for TT to review.

The PMT is the staff for the PLT and TT to help organize, fund and facilitate the project.

Stakeholders include the broader public impacted by this process. The PLT and PMT are
working on a stakeholder involvement process.

The Consultants and Contractors will work with the TT to identify fatal flaws, constructability
and design. They will participate in TT meetings to understand TT perspectives.

ACTION ITEM: CDR to send out PLT/TT membership list to the TT.
Stakeholder Outreach Discussion:

e The TT discussed the critical need to include impacted neighborhood input into the
process early on. Ideas should be bounced off these stakeholders and their issues need
to be heard and included in the concept development process.

e The real decision-making process is at the stakeholder level.

e |tisimportant not to get invested in concepts before involving the community.

e Ultimately, multiple concepts will come out of this process and be vetted with the
broader community.

e The main theme of this conversation was that the concept development process needs
to work in concert with the broader stakeholder groups and broader public. Public
input is required.

e Thereis already a plan in motion to reach out to the public. The PMT and PLT are
beginning to develop a stakeholder engagement plan that will be held in the next few
months.

The Concept Development Process will work within the framework of the ROD and MOU:

ROD:
e Specific Highway Improvements
o Six lanes of capacity from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels (now the Veterans

Memorial Tunnels)
Empire Junction interchange improvements
EB auxiliary lane from EJMT to Herman Gulch
WB auxiliary lane from Bakerville to EJMT
Bike trail from Idaho Springs to US 6

o Frontage road from Idaho Springs to US 6
e Other Highway Projects

o Truck operations improvements in non specified locations

O O O O
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o Interchange improvements at Georgetown, Downieville, Fall River Road, Base of
Floyd Hill

o Expand use of existing transportation infrastructure in and adjacent to the
corridor, e.g. EB PPSL.

MOU:
e MOU signed in January 2014 MOU between Idaho Springs, Clear Creek County and
CDOT
e Relevance to this Process

o Agreement to a Westbound I-70 PPSL project from Twin Tunnels to Empire

Junction.
= |t will not exceed the scope of the EB PPSL project.

o WB Floyd Hill project would include widening to three lanes, improving the
design speed of both EB and WB, bridge replacement at the bottom of FH,
interchange reconstruction at US 6 and Phase 2 of the Greenway and Frontage
Road (CR 314 from Exit 241 to 243)

o CDOT will continue to explore demonstration opportunities for noise abatement
at Lawson

e Does not preclude the preferred AGS alternative

Concept Development Process - Context Statement, Core Values and Critical Issues and
Decision/Evaluation Matrix:

Kevin Shanks, THK, presented a Concept Development Flow Chart and Concept Evaluation
Matrix (see handouts). He outlined the context statement, core values and critical issues
identified at the previous PLT meetings.

Kevin noted that this process is completely flexible and these charts and matrices are tools to
structure and design the process and information brought forward from the PPSL project and
the PLT meeting #1. This is a working document that can be changed and refined. Categories
include:

- Measures of success

- Core values

- Strategies — these are specific ideas that are legitimate ideas and we are capturing them.
- Critical issues — many of these were pulled from EB PPSL

- Criteria

The Decision/Evaluation Matrix is an important tool to use upfront to eliminate of concepts
that don’t meet evaluation criteria. Each segment will have different issues and different
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evaluation criteria that will factor into decision making. The TT and PLT will get a chance to
discus and review the evaluation criteria further as the process proceeds.

At the bottom of the Decision/Evaluation Matrix handout, there is a section that will be used to
compare and contrast concepts and ideas.

The PMT will assist the PLT/TT to help fill this information in and capture ideas using these
matrices.

Design ideas, city visioning processes, stakeholder recommendations and strategies,
geotechnical information have been mapped out, but these issues are not located on the flow
charts. PLT/TT recommendations and strategies will go through the flowchart criteria and be
evaluated.

Identification of Corridor-wide Critical Issues — Mapping Exercise

HDR Engineering, Gina McAfee and Steve Long, presented four different maps:

1. Segment1l
2. Segment 2
3. Segment 3
4, SegmentD

On each map HDR identified a combination of issues including, but not limited to: linkage
interference zones, historic properties, wildlife crossings, components from the MOU, Clear
Creek County Visioning recommendations, ROD Commitments, endangered species, known
other issues such as Environmental Justice areas and tight curves, etc.

The group was asked to look at each segment map and identify additional critical issues. HDR
will map these critical issues and send out to the group for review.

The group reported highlights from the critical issues exercise. All of the TT suggestions were
written on sticky notes and will be mapped and sent out to the TT as either “concepts” or
“critical issues.” Some suggestions at the meeting included:

Segment 1:

o Segment 1 should start at the eastern end or bottom of Floyd Hill.
o *There will be consideration of the operations of I-70 beginning upstream of
Floyd Hill at CR 65
o There is a need to address how people are merging into traffic and access point signage.
o Do not want to blow into mountains for highway improvements, need to stack
highways.
o Tourists aren’t familiar with merging (Floyd Hill)
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o

Left exit for on and off ramps are causing problems.

Bikeway comes in underneath I-70 bridge, bikers/peds need to go on exit ramp for 30
meters. As you come out underneath I-70 and into exit lane, people don’t expect that to
be 2 way road. Need better signage. People park under the bridge at US 6. When you
come up on US 40, minimal edge (cyclists or walkers) and always a problem with erosion
that creates HUGE drop offs.

No on/off-ramp at 247, all Floyd Hill residents have to get off and go on US 40. Huge
impact on 40. Emergency access is cumbersome here and a delay. This intersection is
not built out and needs an off and on-ramp

Fisheries: looking at it site-specific, spawning and habitat and basin-wide, river has
degraded. Need basin-wide and site-specific approach to conserve fisheries.

Emergency access challenges. Neighborhoods are isolated. Need better locations for
emergency access for neighborhoods. Lack of secondary access.

There is lllegal access on CDOT right of way by rafters at Kermitts. There is already a
permit process at the county level. Issue is that those permitted and non-permitted are
accessing river on CDOT right of way, illegally.

Horizontal curve radii between Central City Parkway interchange and the bottom of

Floyd Hill at the US 6 interchange.
Headlight glare over much of the length of Segment 1.

Segment 2:

o

O

o O O O

Lack of coordination of CDOT projects in Idaho Springs: 240 off ramp closed — limited
access through Idaho springs had safety impacts/emergency response. Times in Idaho
Springs when no one could move, lost interstate and tourism dollars. Need better
coordination between the City project on Colorado Blvd and the CDOT work on I-70.
Hazardous materials management - mining activities, tailings. Make sure these tailing
issues are built into the process.

Noise from highway traffic noise versus visibility for Idaho Springs business. Need to
balance highway noise and the need for noise abatement with the impact on economic
development.

Protect what we already have — protect frontage road, Water Wheel park.

Need truck access for deliveries for Idaho Springs and emergency truck parking.
Resiliency — flooding of 2013, problems with frontage road washing out. Emergency
access and movement.

A significant portion of Idaho Springs is in the 500 year flood plain

Fisheries: basin wide consider off-site mitigation.

Maintenance and snow removal — make sure snow is not going into the creek.
Headlight glare.
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©)

The short length of the WB on-ramp where Colorado Boulevard comes onto 170 on the
west side of Idaho Springs (239 interchange?). This short ramp combined with the
upgrade causes traffic entering 170 to do so a comparatively low speed thus forcing WB
170 traffic to either slow or to merge into the right lane to avoid the slower vehicles
entering the highway

Segment 3:

©)

Rock slope stability on CR 308 — rockslide - The entire segment is narrow and there are
rocks coming down.

Traffic and seasonal constraints for paving. Construction windows are short in this
segment.

If put in WB lane, Fall River Road, need emergency vehicle access and pedestrian access.
Fall River Road — parking problem. Makeshift park and ride and parking commercial
vehicles here instead of in driveways.

Truck Weigh Station at Dumont interchange — trucks are required to exit here to chain
up and then merge back on into a steep grade. The short length of the WB on-ramp
coming out of the weigh station causes trucks entering 170 to merge into traffic at a
comparatively low speed. Also, the proximity of the actual WB on-ramp at this
interchange with the weigh station ramp creates two merging situations in too short of
a space.

o Iceissues along |-70 in the Fall River Road area(shade)
o Narrow bridges for PPSL, concern
Segment D:
o Bikeway that goes from Silverplume to Georgetown. Comes out in a private RR parking

o O O O

lot. Impacts RR business. Have it wide enough for E-vehicles.

Basin-wide water quality needs

Endangered fish species and protection of Loveland Ski Area.

Noise at Silver Plume and other areas. The noise wall at Silver Plume is in disrepair.
Blowing snow near and just west of the Georgetown interchange. This area seems to be
especially prone to snow blowing across the highway which loads the pavement with
snow and also reduces visibility. Often a short stretch of the pavement here will be
covered with snow when the pavement on either side is dry.

General corridor comments:

©)

We are managing this specific, unique section of weather and geology — must treat
maintenance when it snows differently and recognize and fund this differently or any
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highway improvement becomes a moot point. We are just adding more lanes of traffic
to same old issues.

o Poor visibility, particularly during nighttime with inclement weather.

o Balancing minimization of roadway lighting in order to maintain dark skies in this rural-
ish area with roadway visibility.

Next Steps and Action Items

HDR: Will send out blank maps with original issues, so TT members can get with others to
define any additional issues. Next week will send out maps that have the issues identified above
plus others that were discussed in the meeting.

CDR: Will send out Meeting Summary for TT to review along with PLT/TT list, meeting materials
and doodle poll for TT Meeting #3.

Next TT Meeting: Easter Seals on January 18"
TT Homework:

1. Complete Doodle Poll for TT Meeting #3 in February
2. Think about additional critical issues and send to facilitators.
3. Begin to consider concepts for segment 1.

Attendees

Steve Durian, Stephen Harelson, John Muscatell, Adam Bianchi, Matt Christenson, Lizzie Kemp, Lynnette
Hailey, Matthew Hogan, Kelly Larson, Gary Frey, Kevin Brown, Neil Ogden, Dennis Largent, Tracy
Sakaguchi, Andrew Marsh, Cassandra Patton, Margaret Bowes, Many Wharton, Paul Winkle, Nicolena
Johnson, Cindy Neely, Mary Jo Vobejda, Allan Brown, Steve Long, Jeff Wilson, Brandon Simao, Kevin
Shanks, Tim Maloney, Benjamin Acimovic, George Tsiouvaras, Gina McAfee, Jonathan Bartsch, Taber
Ward, (Phone) Linda Isenhart, Suzen Raymond, Jo Ann Sorenson Steve Cook, Mitch Houston, Rick Albers

10



A-39

COLORADO

Department of
Transportation

o\ 4

MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process

Technical Team (TT) Meeting
Wednesday, January 18, 2017
9:00 am —12: 00 pm
Agenda

Meeting Purpose: To confirm Corridor Critical Issues and brainstorm, draw and record Corridor
Concepts on Segment One plot maps.

Time

Agenda Topic

9:00 am - 9:15 am

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

9:15 am - 10:00 am

Review and Discussion: Review and Confirm Corridor Critical
Issues

Desired Outcome: To understand and agree on the Corridor
critical issues identified on Corridor maps

10:00 am - 10:15 am

Break

10:15am —-11:45 am

Discussion and Workshop: Identification of Corridor Concepts for
Segment 1.

Desired Outcome: To identify, brainstorm and draw Corridor
Concepts on Segment 1 plot maps.

11:45 am-12:00

Next Steps and Action Items

Desired Outcome: Determine immediate next steps and confirm
action items.
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Meeting Summary

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, welcomed the group. The meeting participants introduced
themselves and stated their affiliation. Jonathan reviewed the agenda. TT members agreed to
the agenda as presented and proceeded.

TT members also confirmed the Official Meeting Minutes from 1.4.17 Technical Team Meeting.
The 1.4 notes are ready to be posted on the project website.

Review and Confirm Corridor Critical Issues

Vocabulary Check In: What do we mean when we say “issue” vs. “concept.”

The TT determined that an “issue” is a topic, a concern or a problem and a “concept” is a
proposed solution to address that particular topic, concern or problem.

Group Exercise: ldentification and confirmation of critical issues on corridor segment maps.

1. HDR mapped the Critical Issues identified by the TT on 1.4.17 TT Meeting.

2. TT members split into two groups and reviewed segment maps with critical issues.

3. TT members were asked to add additional Critical Issues if any issues were missed or
misrepresented.

4. TT members reported out to the entire group.

Action Items:

1. HDR to add the critical issues submitted via email by John Muscatell, Adam Bianchi and
Jo Ann Sorensen. These issues came in after the maps had been printed. Gina McAfee
confirms that these issues will be added to the next set of updated Critical Issue
Segment Maps.

2. HDR to update maps and add/edit any additional Critical Issues identified by the TT

3. CDR/CDOT to invite Evergreen Fire Protection Districtto TT

Summary of Critical Issues Report-Out:
Segment 1:

e Drainage
e Need information regarding impact to greenway trail
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e Where do we need better access for rafters?

e Tourism traffic during construction

e Old wall that holds up auto route for Floyd hill (historic resource)
e Future location of CCC open space and parking

e Acceleration length for merging

e 55 posted speed limit — safety, speed, congestion

e Slide area — magnitude and secondary affects

e Water wells

e Fire response and making another connection from Evergreen firehouse
e 3 lanes that go to 2 and trucks moving to the left

e Bottom of hill, curvature — bad for trucks, can flip

e Sunlight glare coming up Floyd hill

e Incidence Management and Traffic Management Plan:

o Stopped traffic at Beaver Brook, turning trucks around. People with business at the
guarry and other businesses were losing access. People trying to get home to Floyd
hill were stopped.

o There is not enough man power to manage incident closure. There should be a way
for business and residents to access homes and businesses during a road closure.

e Need adequate personnel from CDOT and CSP to increase capacity and run highway .
e Construction is going to be on the top of Floyd hill — this is where trucks get lost

e Lack of message boards and correspondence for tourists and residents

e There are gaps in information in the CDOT app

Segment 2:

e Greenway trail accommodation

e Maintain current pedestrian underpass by ballfields

e Operational issues from transit center location

e Safety during school events

e Additional economic development plan near exit 103

e Make sure that we carefully consider traffic and construction interface in Idaho Springs
e Parking problem and looking for opportunities to expand parking

e Access to south side of I-70

e Help get people off the road and into parking to increase walkability
e Pedestrian access to Water Wheel Park

e Toll lanes are closed even though a lot of traffic — will that open up?
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o No. Federal rule allows these to be open for a maximum of 73 day. There needs to
be a safety shoulder by law because it’s an interstate highway. It can only be open
20% of the time.

o There is a problem because the community is confused. People want to pay and use
the lane.

Important to recognize this problem looking at WB
Tradeoffs of capacity vs. safety

Segment 3:

Clear Creek County just finished Master Plan and identified potential development
locations, access to these developments (Empire junction interchange) and port of entry
issues

Redevelopment of CCC

Downieville interchange (sometimes referred to incorrectly as the Dumont port of entry) is
problematic

Need access to creek

Corridor Wide:

Not enough resources for emergency responders.

Geographic and weather-based issues that are very specific. 226-216, disproportionate use
issues.

Need to change the way that funding and resources are allocated

Need a better emergency response operational plan —ambulances can’t get anywhere
when road is congested so they send in helicopter

Emergency operations — how do we get ambulances where they need to be and landing for
helicopters?

Trucks - — parking (sleep), chain up areas and chain down, where do they get off, hot brakes
and runaway trucks?

Freight operations update and plan needed

Community and economic development — this is a BIG DEAL, the positive impact of the WB
PPSL is huge for Idaho Springs. Need to be considered as we push through with these
improvements

Engineering criteria — minimum standards versus compromise standards.

Geology and underground workings, don’t want to find out about this while paving

Can’t segment everything and some of these issues are overarching. Need a corridor wide
solution (trucking, emergency access)
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e Interjurisdictional issues — making a plan to manage the region is too complicated.
Emergency Services doesn’t accurately represent the problem. Evergreen fire protection is
its own governmental entity. Fails to recognize home rule and local control versus state
jurisdiction

e Traffic management plan — no unifying authority that manages this. If we value home rule,
how do we have an integrated plan? Enforcement, rulemaking, transition in leaderships

e Accesstol-70

e Property availability

AGS Plan

HDR is working with the Aztec consulting group who developed and evaluated AGS for the
corridor. Aztec will provide “hybrid” alignment drawings to HDR.

e “Hybrid:” The “hybrid” AGS option was chosen because it was a lower cost and lower
speed than the “high-speed” AGS option. The hybrid is more suited for the curve radius
and needs less tunneling than high-speed.

AGS non-preclusion plan: The plan is to work with Chris Primus from HDR (was also on Aztec
team that developed and evaluated AGS concepts). As the WB I-70 concepts get developed,
these concepts will be laid onto the same maps as the AGS maps. Chris will look at the Concepts
that get developed to make sure that you can still fit in a future AGS. None of the concepts
developed will move forward if they preclude a future AGS. This is part of the fatal flaw criteria.

Action Items: HDR to secure AGS engineering drawings/study from Aztec.

Identification of Corridor Concepts for Segment 1

e Emergency Access: We need 100x100 landing zones area, flat and protected that are not
paved, lighted with something preventing vehicles and no power lines. Need helicopter
access areas at the top of Floyd Hill.

e Kermitts on west end: How can we start adjusting profiles to help us stack or move lanes —
the problem is we are up against cliffs.

e Glenwood canyon — many concepts should echo the word done in Glenwood Canyon.

e Evaluating interchange at Homestead Rd. - Introducing a possible roundabout as a way to
get around up at the top of Floyd Hill

e Ways to flatten the curve down the hill

e Short viaducts

e Parking - WB and/or EB into tunnels or viaduct (or stacking) to provide river, truck parking,
fishing

e Lose off-ramp and bridge at 6. Retaining crossing for recreational access to the other side
and parking.
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e Homestead Road — improve

e Develop an interchange complex and make interchange connections at top of Floyd Hill

e Take away some of the movements at top of Floyd Hill for — what is the benefit for the
community — local politics?

Neighborhoods

Rafters

Truckers

E access

Fishers

e New Hidden Valley interchange, WB only

e Hidden Valley — preserve for greenway

e CDOT maintenance area — could this be relocated and repurposes? This area could be for
creek access

e Keep commitment to finish frontage roads and greenways

e Extend the map to Soda Creek/Beaver Brook interchange — need interchange systems to
work together

e US 6 interchange becomes a full interchange — to open up for truck, recreational

e Close US 40 (local access only, open to E vehicles and bikes). Parking for gaming at the
bottom of the hill (they all come up 40 now)

e Top of Floyd hill — multi-use parking lot, highschool access, on-off ramp?

e Neighbors don’t like on-ramp at top of Floyd Hill because gamers cut through

e Tunneling and re-routing (1000 per tunnel because of ventilation and federal rules)

e COTRIP could use multi-media, not just signs, for distributing information

O O O O O

Next Steps

1. February 6" meeting for engineering contractors and consultants from 9am-4pm. This meeting
will help flesh out concepts to present back to TT/PLT.
TT/PLT will begin to evaluate these design concepts and ID fatal flaws, etc.
TT will send any additional comments to maps to CDR/HDR/THK

General Feedback — this process is going very fast. TT needs more time to digest information. Need to
slow the pace of decision-making down.

Summary of Action Items:

1. HDR to add the critical issues submitted via email by John Muscatell, Adam Bianchi and
Jo Ann Sorenson. These issues came in after the maps had been printed. Gina McAfee
confirms that these issues will be added to the set of updated Critical Issue Segment
Maps provided to the contractors and consultants on Feb 6.

HDR to update maps and add/edit any additional Critical Issues identified by the TT
CDR/CDOT to invite Evergreen Fire Protection District to TT
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4. HDR to secure AGS engineering drawings/study from Aztec.
5. TT Members to send additional comments to CDR/HDR to be mapped or addressed

Attendees

Neil Ogden (CDOT), Randy Furst (TSH), Matt Christensen (Kiewit), Suzen Raymond (Mile Hi
Rafting), Randall Navarro (Clear Creek Greenway Authority), Gina McAfee (HDR), Yelena Onnen
(Jefferson County), Mitch Houston (CCSD), Christine Bradley (CCC), Lizzie Kemp (CDOT), Kevin
Brown (CDOT), Kevin Shanks (THK), Steve Long (HDR), Michael Raber (CCC Bike Representative),
Allan Brown (EST), Dale Drake (CC Rafting Co.), Jason Buechler (Flat Iron), Tracy Sakaguchi
(CMCA), Tim Maloney (Kraemer), Matt Hogan (Kraemer), Steve Harelson (CDOT), John
Muscatell (Floyd Hill), Andrew Marsh (City of Idaho Springs), Robert Jacobs (Summit County),
George Tsiouvaras (TSH), Bob Smith (CDOT), Wes Goff (Atkins), Dennis Largent (Atkins), Mark
Vessely (Shannon & Wilson), Joe Mahoney (CDOT), Lynnette Hailey (City of Black Hawk, SDMD),
Nicolena Johnson (CC EMS), Kelly Larson (FHWA), Jo Ann Sorensen (CCC), Martha Tableman
(CCC Open Space), Jeff Wilson (WSP), Ben Acimovic (CDOT), Cassandra Patton (CC Tourism
Director)
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On Wed, Jan 18, 2017 at 4:10 PM, Bianchi, Adam D -FS <abianchi@fs.fed.us> wrote:
Hi Taber,

My apologies for missing today’s TT meeting. | was planning on being there, but
unfortunately | was pulled into a last minute meeting this morning. Today’'s TT meeting
was in regards to segment 1, correct? If | am not too late, | want to share some info
from the wildlife biologist (Dorren Sumerlin) on the Arapaho Roosevelt NF.

At this stage, my concerns are the lack of visioning for wildlife passage. Linkage
Interference Zones and lynx habitat are recognized on segments 1 and 3, but
there is no ‘concept’ or mention of wildlife passage structures to be incorporated
into design, and it seems like this is the phase where the concept should be
addressed. Of greatest concern are Empire Junction, Floyd Hill and Kermit’s, as
noted on segment 1 and 3 maps. FYI, Penny Wu (Clear Creek District Ranger) is
adamant that there should be at least one large wildlife over/underpassage for
megafauna (Canada lynx, moose, Bighorn sheep, etc) and probably several
smaller ones (culverts) for little critters, in Clear Creek County. Herman Gulch
interchange area is a huge issue for Canada lynx and moose, further toward
Idaho Springs for Bighorn sheep, | believe. That's all | have for now. Thanks.

Adam D. Bianchi,
Deputy District Ranger/NEPA Coordinator

Forest Service

White River National Forest, Dillon Ranger District
p: 970-262-3495

c: 970-401-2169
f: 970-468-7735
abianchi@fs.fed.us

680 Blue River Parkway; PO Box 620

Silverthorne, CO 80498
www.fs.fed.us

= f

Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients.
Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may
violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.


mailto:abianchi@fs.fed.us
tel:(970)%20262-3495
tel:(970)%20401-2169
tel:(970)%20468-7735
mailto:abianchi@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://usda.gov/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
http://facebook.com/USDA
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MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process

Project Leadership Team (PLT) Meeting
Wednesday, January 25, 2017
9:30am —12: 00 pm

Agenda
Time Agenda Topic
9:30 am —9:45 am Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review
9:45 am — 10:00 am Review and Discussion: Review of process activities, timeline and

check-in with PLT on how the process is going.

Desired Outcome: PLT gives process feedback and confirms timeline.

10:00 am - 10:45 am Review and Discussion: Review Critical Issues and Segment 1 Concepts
developed and mapped in January by the Technical Team. Introduction
to Evaluation Matrix.

Desired Outcome: PLT understands and discusses the critical issues,
concepts developed and next steps for the TT. PLT review evaluation
matrix.

10:45 am - 11:15 am Discussion: Discuss the Stakeholder Engagement Plan and
Public Meeting #1.

See Addendum
Desired Outcome: Discuss purpose, roles and responsibilities for
Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Public Meeting #1.

11:15am-11:30 am Discussion: Confirm approach to ensure AGS is not precluded.

Desired Outcome: PLT understands and supports AGS review for the WB
[-70 Concept Development Process.

11:30 am - 11:50 am Review and Discussion: Segment D approach and timeline.

Desired Outcome: PLT understands the context and approach for
Segment D.

11:50 am - 12:00 pm Next Steps and PLT Chartering
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MEETING SUMMARY

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, welcomed the group. The meeting participants introduced
themselves and stated their affiliation. Jonathan reviewed the agenda. The group agreed to
the agenda as presented and proceeded.

Review of process activities, timeline and check-in with PLT on process
Updates

e C(lear Creek County passed a Resolution on Segment D. Municipalities in the County should
also pass their own related Resolutions if they so desire to indicate that they agree with the
CCC Resolution. Some attendees noted that they had been involved and the resolution
reflects their desires and views.

Action Item: CDR to distribute Segment D Resolution to the PLT
Communication

PLT would like to be included in all TT email correspondence and receive all materials that the
TT receives. This will help PLT stay in the loop and champion the process.

Process Timeline Discussion

Generally, some members of the PLT expressed concern that the process and proposed
timeline is moving too fast.

e The PLT and TT both feel that they do not have enough time to digest, organize and
understand the range of diverse critical issues and related context that has been
identified. Are we setting this process up for frustration?

e TheTT and PLT need to be involved in the discussion of how issues are organized in a
meaningful way so that they connect with concepts.

e Details matter. For example, we don’t want to be so rushed that we didn’t realize that
we would cut off bicycle access.

e Clear Creek County does not want to be put in a pinch or looked at as “CCC is slowing
this down.” However, CCC is committed to doing the project right regardless of the time
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Wednesday, January 25, 2017

it’s going to take. There needs to be a level of comfort and commitment to different

perspectives — this takes time.

e Need more time to do good CSS process. This includes identifying the critical issues,

sitting with the issues and then working through the issues.

e Some members of the PLT noted that at the last TT meeting, there was actually quite a

bit of time allowed to look once more at issues that had been previously identified and

confirm or add to those.

e |tisimportant that this process is not just an exercise to comply with public

participation requirements to satisfy higher-level goals. This process should not just be

a checklist. Real input is needed.

e The TT needs more time before jumping into Segment 2 on the February 23 meeting.

e When we move to another segment, we should start out with initial brainstorm of

critical issues. This has been done. Then, send these critical issues out and reconfirm

issues before starting on concepts.

e Need 2-3 meetings minimum per segment.

e The engineering consultants and contractors may also need more time (in addition to

the upcoming 9am-4pm meeting on February 6).

Discussion Outcome

It is important to slow down. Everyone at the table acknowledges and agrees to make sure

the needs of the community are thoughtfully and fully considered and addressed in this

process.

The PLT agreed to the schedule/timeline presented in the handout “as is” but only through

the February 23, 2017 meeting.

Target Date

Activity

February 6 | 9am to 4pm

Engineering contractor/consultant working session
to develop and evaluate Segment 1 Concepts.

February 8 or 9

PMT fills out Evaluation/Decision Matrix for
Segment 1 and sends to TT for review.

February 23 (4 hour meeting)

TT meeting to review and provide feedback on
corridor-wide Critical Issues, Segment 1 Concepts
and the Segment 1 Evaluation/Decisions Matrix.
Brainstorm Concepts for Segment 2.
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**NOTE: Emails exchanged after this PLT meeting between Clear Creek County and
CDOT/CDR indicated that there was some confusion to this timeline and process
agreement and outcome. Clear Creek County had thought that the February 23"
meeting would include brainstorming ISSUES Segment 2, but not CONCEPTS for
Segment 2.

CDOT responded that the February 23 TT meeting could instead focus on reviewing and
providing feedback on Segment 1 only on 1)Critical Issues 2) Concepts and 3)
Evaluation/Decision Matrix. Segment 2 discussions will be taken off of the February
23" agenda entirely.

Clear Creek County responded that they are comfortable with confirming Segment 2
ISSUES at the February 23 meeting.

After the 2/23 TT meeting, PMT and PLT will check in again to reassess the timeline and
determine next steps.

Organization of Critical Issues

The mapping of critical issues is helpful to the process to understand the geospatial context.
However, the PLT noted that there are so many issues and these issues need to be organized so
they can be analyzed and managed. The organization process should be aimed at assisting the
PLT and TT in identifying which issues are triggers, which issues have fatal flaws, and how these
issues relate to core values.

The group discussed many different possibilities for organization. The group concluded that the
initial Flow Chart created by Kevin Shanks, THK, is a generic template. This template is the basis
for segment-specific flow charts -- each segment-specific flow chart will be tailored with specific
Critical Issues (taken verbatim from the segment maps) and corresponding Evaluation Criteria.

Steve Long, HDR, cautioned that segmenting can lead to losing sight of the overarching
framework of what we are trying to achieve. It is important that we retain and integrate
corridor-wide issues. This needs to be an iterative process, not just looking segment-by-
segment, but looking at the full piece.

Discussion Outcome

HDR and THK will take a first stab at organizing the critical issues for each segment. HDR
and THK will then send this draft (for Segment 1 only) out to the PLT/TT for feedback
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and further refinement to ensure that these issues/concepts are manageable and easier
to evaluate.

Next steps for HDR/THK/PLT

HDR/THK - Put critical issues into core values buckets (color coding) per segment.
HDR/THK - Take a first cut at Evaluation Criteria

Report back to PLT/TT

PLT/TT will provide feedback to ensure that critical issues are manageable and in

P wnNPR

the right categories and flowcharts

5. PLT will provide feedback and edits to evaluation criteria to be used in the
Evaluation matrix

6. TT members will receive these updated documents (Tier 1 critical issues, Tier 1
issues as categorized into core values and evaluation criteria) prior to the
February 23" 7T meeting. At the meeting TT members will provide feedback on
issues and evaluation matrix preliminary results.

7. TT decisions will go back to the PLT for review and confirmation

Review of Fatal Flaw Analysis

A concept can have a “fatal flaw” for multiple reasons. A few of these were considered at the
PLT meeting:

If the concept is not in compliance with the ROD

If the concept precludes AGS

If a concept is so objectionable that there would be significant pushback
If a concept is publically unacceptable

If a concept is not feasible

If a concept is illegal

Nouk~ownNR

If a concept negatively impacts multiple critical issues.

Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Public Meeting #1
The PLT agreed to the following plan for Public Meeting #1:
Date: March 14

Time: 5pm-7pm
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Location: Clear Creek Rec Center
Draft Agenda:

5:00pm — Open to the Public
5:30pm-5:50pm — Presentation

5:50pm — 7pm: Comments/questions from the public and interactive map exercises to identify critical
issues and concepts

**Note, this meeting should not be advertised as an “Open House” as people may miss out on the
presentation. **

See Addendum at the end of this Meeting Summary for Public Meeting Information

Action Items:

e PLTto send ideas for “lessons learned” board
e CDR to draft meeting agenda and notice and send out to PLT for review
e See Addendum for additional Actions

Review Segment 1 Concepts developed in January by the Technical Team
Steve Long from HDR presents a summary of concepts developed by the Technical team

Off-alignment options (tunnels)

Interchange options — what could we do at interchanges to improve them? Variety of ideas

were presented, e.g.

e Interchanges in between Beaver Brook and Hidden Valley become “interchange complexes”
that work together and have different movements to get travelers to different locations.
This would help with areas that are really tight.

e US40 and US 6 — take interchange movements out at 6 and move to Beaver Brook or build a
new interchange that is NOT at such a constrained area. Move US 6 movement 100 feet to
the top of the hill

3. On-alignment options
e Coming down the hill = US 40, where does the wall go?
e Roundabouts
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These concepts will be further developed along with likely other ideas from the
consultants/contractors and mixed and matched at the engineering contractor/consultant meeting
on February 6.

AGS Plan

HDR is working with the Aztec consulting group who developed and evaluated AGS for the
corridor. Aztec provided “hybrid” alignment drawings to HDR on 1.24.17. The AGS is generally
grade separated and not at the same level of I-70.

e “Hybrid:” The “hybrid” AGS option was chosen because it was a lower cost and lower
speed than the “high-speed” AGS option. The hybrid is more suited for the curve radius
and needs less tunneling than high-speed. It is also closest to the i-70 ROW so could be
considered the “worst case” from the standpoint of identifying any possible conflict with
the highway improvements.

AGS non-preclusion plan: The plan is to work with Chris Primus from HDR (was also on Aztec
team that developed and evaluated AGS concepts). As the WB |-70 concepts get developed,
these concepts will be laid onto the same maps as the AGS maps. Chris will look at the Concepts
that get developed to make sure that you can still fit in a future AGS. None of the concepts
developed will move forward if they preclude a future AGS. This is part of the fatal flaw criteria.

The AGS analysis will be presented at Public Meeting #1.

Segment D — Empire Junction to Eisenhower Tunnels

Question Presented: Segment D is different. What do we want to do with it? If the group wants no
action, that is fine. If the group wants to gather baseline information for the next study that may come
up in 5 years, thatis also fine. What does the group want to do?

Discussion:

Clear Creek County mentions the need for adaptive management. Need some estimation in
terms of what is the next task at hand. We need to set up some level of criteria to evaluate the
impacts. What does increased traffic mean for tunnels? Need to put down the level of impacts
for 2020-2025 impacts. How do we think, model and look? ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT.

Silverplume voices their concern about losing the “bridge to nowhere.” This bridge goes to a
greenway and proposed park service rifle range. It is important that this bridge not be lost.
Further, Silverplume does not want to give up any land to I-70 project. This sentiment may

7
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change as property taxes go up and need more business, but at this point, no one wants to give
up land to project.

USFS is concerned about the cumulative impacts and environmental impacts from widening the
road from Empire Junction to the Tunnels. Need a model like Glenwood Canyon , with over- and
underpasses to address the environmental concerns in this area.

Clear Creek County passed a Resolution on Segment D. The PLT would like to review the
Resolution before making a decision.

Action Items:

o CDRto distribute the Resolution and table the discussion until PLT members have had a chance
to look at the resolution.

e PLT to go back to local communities to see if they would like to add Resolutions before moving
forward

e This discussion is tabled until the next PLT meeting

e At this point, focus on Segments 1, 2, 3 without losing sight of impacts on Segment D.

PLT Charter

The PLT Charter was distributed to the group prior to the meeting.

Action Item: PLT will provide electronic comments and feedback with the goal of confirming the
Charter at the next PLT.

Attendees

Steve Harelson, Margaret Bowes, Joe Mahoney, Carol Kruse, Tim Mauck , Mike Hillman, Cindy Neely,
Lizzie Kemp, Joseph Feiccabrino, Tom Hale, Wendy Koch, Neil Ogden, Kevin Brown, Kevin Shanks, Gina
McAfee, Steve Long, Ben Acimovic, Bob Smith, Randy Wheelock, Jonathan Bartsch, Taber Ward

Addendum - Public Meeting Plan

When | Tuesday, March 14, 2017

Time | 5pm - 7pm

Where | Clear Creek Rec Center | 98 12th Ave, Idaho Springs, CO 80452
Meeting Purpose | Purpose for the meeting is to:

1. Remind interested stakeholders about what previous studies have been done. This includes
the ROD, MOU and PEIS.
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2. Request input into other ideas that should be considered for WB improvements from the top
of Floyd Hill to Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels.

Next Steps

Action

Timeline Responsible Parties

PLT Confirmation 1/25/17 PLT
Prepare and distribute public 21117 — 3/14/17 CDR (design), PLT/TT/CDOT
meeting announcement (distribution)
e Facebook, flyers (Safeway,
schools, post office, etc.)

Oth

E-mail blast,

Canyon Courier
Neighborhood Associations
CDOT digital traffic signs
CDOT project website

er ldeas?

Prepare a first draft of 2/14/17 HDR/THK
graphics for PLT and TT

review.

PLT and TT confirmation of 2/20/17 PLT/TT
graphics.

Develop and Review Meeting Week of 2/20 PMT/PLT/TT
#1 Agenda

PLT and TT attend Meeting #1 March 14 All

Meeting Recording, End of March CDR/HDR/THK
Documentation and Follow up

Propos

ed Graphics:
Purpose of the Meeting

What is the Record of Decision and what is in the Record of Decision (text and maps)

What EB work has already been done since the ROD (i.e. Twin Tunnels — EB and WB, Mountain
Express Lanes, EB auxiliary lanes)

Benefits and lessons learned from these previous projects (transportation performance,
construction challenges, economic benefits to the county and Idaho Springs)

Need for WB improvements
Process for WB concept development

Players in concept development process
o WhoisonPLT, TT, PMT and what are their roles

Maps showing 1) Critical Issues and Concepts identified so far, 2) ROD commitments, 3)MOU
agreements and 3) Clear Creek County and Idaho Springs visioning ideas

Clean maps on tables with post-it notes for people to write their ideas

What's next?
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Recommendation from concept development process (including a public meeting in the
spring)

Initiate NEPA process

More public involvement

Design, construction dependent on funding.

The plan is to construct WB PPSL first before any improvements on Floyd Hill

O

o O O O

10
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February 6, 2017
Engineering Consultant/Contractor Working Session Meeting Notes
Introductions and Attendees:

George Tsiouvaras (TSH), David Woolfall (TSH), Anthony Pisano (Atkins), Dennis Largent (Atkins), Bob
Smith (CDOT), Neil Ogden (CDOT), Kevin Brown (CDOT), Courtney Meade (WSP-PB), Ina Zisman (WSP-
PB), Jeff Wilson (WSP-PB),Tim Maloney (Kraemer), Stephen Harelson (CDOT), Rick Andrew (Yeh and
Associates), Mark Vessely (Shannon & Wilson), Ben Acimovic (CDOT), Joe Mahoney (CDOT), Jason
Buechler (Flatiron), Howard Hume (Yeh and Associates), Ken Saindon (EST), Kelly Larson (FHWA), Kevin
Shanks (THK), Kurt Kolleth (EST), Allan Brown (EST), Matt Christensen (Kiewet), Walter Eggers (Kiewet),
Jeramy Decker (Kiewet), Tony O'Donnell (Kiewet), Fred L Holderness (TSH), Jeff Simmons (TSH), David
Naibauer (Kraemer), Gina McAfee (HDR), Steve Long (HDR), Taber Ward (CDR)

HDR gives general instructions to the group:

Use engineering judgment to go through concepts. There is a big difference between 6-8%.
Engineering Firms Present Their Work.

EST

Map 3b: 55 mile design speed — Kermit’s to Twin Tunnels. in design criteria, curves are doubled.
Doubling the curve has consequences 7%, 6% and at hidden valley at 6% -- hold the existing interchange
at hidden valley.

More opportunity for county to provide their goals.

Keep existing Eastbound lanes as is.

Use existing bridge and tie back onto I-70 deck —

EB stays low and braided toward west side of Segment 1.

Map 3a: This eliminated the interchange and ramp connections that are here today at 6 - WB I-70 is
flying up higher and Floyd Hill is 6.5% (cut this down) and flatten profile to 4% and penetrate into
rocky/steep area. Stay high (fly over hidden valley) — 3 levels. Smooth curves toward the end.

Constructability — works well, a lot of this can get built off line.
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Eliminating ramps at the curve at Floyd hill. No access for 6 in 3a — pushed up to Hidden Valley. 6 is
being more or less extended on existing WB I-70

Movement at Kermit’s are important, spaghetti concept. Very complex, high cost interchange.

Both 3a and 3b are conservative — tryng to meet 55 with 6%. If can go up to 8% that helps, can look at
variances with certain curves. There is some variability to have tighter curves and lower impact.

General comments:

Eastbound doesn’t meet design standards — is this project intending to address EB? Depending on
funding and appetite — delay EB work for some point in the future, it’s posted for 55, but doesn’t meet
design criteria for 55. There is an economy of scale by doing EB and WB together. 2 alignments can
mirror each other.

WSP-PB

Design criteria impacts decisions and opportunities. We see a Glenwood canyon type widening up the
hill. Used color coding on maps to give separation between tunnels. ldeas include:

e Viaducts, bridge (up the hill to Kermit's)

o Tunnel up hill to Kermit’s, 6 realighment

e Bridge from Kermit’s to US 6 Golden and reroute 6 (using old WB section)

e Parking lot just East of Kermit's for trucks

o Need to come back and deal with Eastbound

e Transit, greenway maximize and up to the design speed of 55mph

e Hidden Valley — maintenance area provide area for parking.

e Potentially connect greenways with trail using 6™ avenue

e Pedestrian use back down and E-access at Hidden Valley and flatten out the curve.
e Westbound traffic out of the valley floor

e Realignment of EB (minimal adjustments Floyd Hill and just before Twin tunnels

Kiewet
General ideas:

e Took alook at faults and plotted faults

e 70 at top of Beaver Brook. Looked at digging down to help with elevation — not a great option.
e Constructability — what if you follow existing I-707?

e Looking at a long tunnel (deals with snow and weather issue)

e  What if we push the roadway over toward 407?

e Use old I-70 connection with 6.

e Stack up the highway just before tunnels.
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e Tunnel pokes up in valley for tunnel.

e Tunnels would have both directions (EB and WB).

e High structures and tunnel — some pluses and minuses.
e Don’t buttress slide (push out away)

e Need to get up higher and stack.

Atkins

e Looked at both directions (EB and WB)

e At ridge (bring around with 60mph curve). Kermit’s, 65 mph curves heading W. Maintained
interchange with 6. Cut west of 6.

e Use existing interchange at HV for access to area — opens up to more recreation.
e Held a lot of existing infrastructure. At the bottom of Kermit’s, tunnel or cut through.
e Pushing US 6 to HV.

Kraemer

e Conceptually, we focused on the movements. WB off at Kermit’s needs to be moved to top of
hill.

e EB connection to 6E needs to remain and WB needs to remain. Solution to get movements
down to HV .

e Realignment of Hwy 40 that parallels new WB viaduct. Gets rid of the old US 40. Good solution
to take the WB off and get at Kermit's.

e HV tunnels for EB and WB — challenge on the HV cut, nowhere to put traffic. Tunnel WB to fix
curve right before tunnel (approx. 1400 ft tunnel)

TUNNEL DISCUSSION

800 foot — its really about fire suppression — we can go with a longer tunnel. Tunnel code changes all the
time. The PEIS — had one 3k’ long tunnel.

PEIS — openness ratio (gunbarrel tunnel to minimize curves and keep speeds up to help ventilation
Ventilation problems going over 4%. Grades are important.
Silver Dollar Metro — should they be on the PLT or TT?

TSH

e We thought about “What are the constraints driving this?” What happens at the bottom of the
hill (grades in excess of 6.5%). How do we keep 40 in the mix?
e Let’s stay away from the rock slide.
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e Simple idea — come in and introduce diamond interchange near the entrance of the mine —
diamond configuration on the Floyd Hill curve. Flattens out the grade and gets you away from
rock fall.

e We can build a lot of bridge for a foot of tunnel.

e How do we improve the downhill?? Lets work on Floyd hill and the interchange. Go off
alignment, use existing 40 and build WB over there. Close US 40 and build all of WB there and
move 40 bewteen. Split configuration.

e A big advantage to building off-alignment.

e Introduce structure to get property owners access.

e Build 40 down below and separate profiles.

e Put WB I-70 on 40. The old 40 would use the current I-70 downhill. (40 goes to the middle) 40
gets pushed over to flatten the curve at the bottom. Then we have a bigger footprint up top to
deal with problems. Widen EB and improve horizontal curvature and whole design.

e Grapevine —maintain access and the interchange in both directions. Braiding ramps and getting
a DDI, concept. US 6 and lefthand exits could become righthand exits. Move highway north from
Twin Tunnels to Kermit's.

e Take movement away from rockfall area. Going uphill you can put ramps. Move US 6 ramps
and connect to US 40 (just passed the slide)

e Truck only and local access segment — freeway. Whether its all the way down or part way down
the curve.

Instructions for Group Work:

o At the next TT meeting, we will compare a range of alternatives. We want to see both on-
alignment and off-alignment options. Need at least 2 options per concept.

e Level of detail — schematic sketch at concept level. Example: We don’t need to know if it's a
tunnel or partial tunnel or bridge (it’s an off alignment option).

e Don’t throw out stuff. We are pre-NEPA. Be open to different concepts and ideas .

e List assumptions and what you are trying to prove.

e Question: What are our goals re: money? A. The Decision Matrix vets best value for function,
life cycle and context.

o Question: What about Eastbound? A. The goal of this project is to produce 3 lanes WB from top
of hill to twin tunnels using 55mph. If we could fix WB and soften curves on EB, be wonderful. If
we can’t address EB, we can’t address EB. Would be great to address EB problems if possible.

e Question: How much time should we spend on EB? A. Not a priority, but look for opportunities
to fix EB.
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Group Work Presentations

Floyd Hill to Twin Tunnels:

Group 1:

North of I-70, valley that goes down to Kermit’s and tie into HV
Floyd Hill tunnel (PEIS) — 65mph design in ROD.

Kiewet tunnel options (shorter) and connects halfway up the hill.
Group of concepts that follow the alignment

1. Stays on same grade as existing and would cut into knob curvatures —to minimize cut and cost,
8% instead of 6 at 55mph- More meandering with two tunnels and then back to existing
alignment. Tunnels are both EB and WB

2. Straighter alignment in tunnel in north side. Same geometry coming around curve at Kermit’s
(6%)

More meandering with two tunnels and then back to existing alignment
Restore Clear Creek and supers.

Floyd Hill — up to Highland Hill interchange.
Look at 3 different options

1. Alignments to the south (landslide)
Hold alignment smoothing out curves
Push things to the north

A. Alignment 1: Push things to the north, up higher from 40, wedged into existing topography.Try
and come in a shave off the top part of the landslide area, stay up high and cross over existing to
tie into existing. Horizontal and vertical need to go together.

B. Alignmnet 2: holding at the top of the ridgeline and changing the interchange at the bottom of
the hill. Moving south.

C. Viaduct — up high EB and EB and move slightly south to smooth out the curves.

Moving up Floyd hill
Lift the profile up to get separation. Helps with wildlife.

Use the pockets of void space on south side to flatten out the curves.
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Change WB provide vertically between Beaver Brook and highland hills. Drop WB profile down. Push
WB to the north and lower it. Hold ridge line and then elevate onto a structure. (smooth out curves,
flatten out profile and constructability)

40 — could we put WB onto 40 — well 40 is so much lower and in 8% vertical range that putting interstate
on existing 40 doesn’t work.

WB needs to be higher, not lower.

Evergreen cutoff — 10-20 years ago, talk about relocating US 40 from Evergreen parkway, existing road
that goes down the canyon. This road goes North/West along an existing dirt road and then goes NE
and hits Hwy 6. Relocate 40 over to this? And this 40 would go away. May need a frontage road there.

Moving current US 6 interchange to HV.

This may be in the URS PEIS.

Intersections: Group 2

Idaho springs. Transit center exit at 240. Slip ramps

HV: Central city access road. Move the interchange on top and keep the old underpass for access to
maintenance facility and stores. Uncomplicated with odd signal phasing and multiple lights.

Floyd Hill/Beaver Brook: to get missing ramps in. Red

Wetland area to avoid.

Purple as one way ramp unto 70E and one way ramp north onto 70. Do these ramp grades even work?
Flat part before hill — use CD roads. Work your way on US 40.

Beaver Brook — put roundabouts every where

US 6: % ramp and US 6 wind up and connect. E-W access on 6. Need to go on 40 otherwise. Cutting into
toe of slide is bad, so move over to connect to US 40 with % diamond ramps. Uphill ramps would be
flatter than the mainline.

Braided or flip flop of mainline so left hand exits become right hand exits.
Diverging diamond — roundabout. 6.

US 6 going east up the hill. To provide the full movement there, have some opportunity to braid some
ramps. PPL want to see a full movement interchange in this area. Draw this up so people can see the
spaghetti bowl and expense.

Need for truck chain up/chain down. Should be under consideration. Exit 241 and Twin Tunnels
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Overriding concern is to increase rec opportunities along the creek.
Any solution that creates braided, simplifications can give CCC more options.
Off-alignment for Rockslide area: Group 3

Build the improvements while not impacting traffic as is. Off-alignment will require structure and
tunnel.

Option 1: Go north over valley, go away from slide. This may require some tunneling. Not sure what
grades are. With this option. May require bypass all of the Central City Parkway exit. Hardly any MOT
with building this.

Option 2: South will be a tunnel. Tunnel in underneath existing slide, only structure you would need is
to get across the creek to get back to alignment. Less than 3%. If doing just WB, needs to get up and
over EB traffic. Good ways away from slide.

Tunnel underneath slide

Impacts to residents —impact wells and give residents a new water source.
Not sure what the rock is like south of slide.

Option 4: Partial-off alighment. Come off alignment away from the slide.

This one, would follow the alignment on structure and then tunnel along ridge and then back into
interchange.

Next Steps and Action Items

Engineers: Take these drawing back and re-draw them into a large magnitude. Get concepts
electronically. They look somewhat consistent. Need to standardize colors, symbols.

CDR: Send concept maps to Engineers to make sure they don’t miss anything from TT
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MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process

Technical Team (TT) Meeting
Thursday, February 23, 2017
8:30am —-12:30 pm

Location: Easter Seals at Rocky Mountain Village in Empire

Agenda

Meeting Purpose: To review and provide feedback on (a) Segment 1 and Segment 2 Critical
Issues, (b) Segment 1 Concepts and, (c) the Segment 1 Evaluation/Decisions Matrix.

Time

Agenda Topic

8:30 am - 8:45 am

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

8:45 am —9:10 am

Review: Review of process and progress. Review highlights from
1.25.17 PLT Meeting.

Desired Outcome: TT understands the process. TT understands key
outcomes from the 1.25.17 PLT meeting.

9:10am -9:30 am

Review and Discussion: Discuss and confirm Segment 1 Critical Issues

Desired Outcome: TT confirms Segment 1 Critical Issues and provides
feedback.

9:30 am - 10:30 am

Presentation and Discussion: Presentation of Segment 1 concepts. TT
provides feedback.

Desired Outcome: TT understands the concepts developed by
consultants and contractors. TT provides comment and feedback.

10:30 am - 10:40 am

Break

10:40 am — 11:40 pm

Review and Discussion: Segment 1 Evaluation/Decision Matrix
presentation

Desired Outcome: TT understands and provides feedback on the
evaluation and decision matrix.

11:40-12:15 pm

Review and Discussion: Discuss Segment 2 Critical Issues.

Desired Outcome: TT reviews Segment 2 Critical Issues and provides
feedback.

12:15 pm —12:30 pm

Next Steps, Public Meeting, Scheduling and Action Items
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MEETING SUMMARY

Welcome, Introductions and Agenda Review

Gina McAfee opened the meeting. Self-introductions followed. Gina reviewed the agenda. The
group agreed to the agenda as presented and proceeded.

Review of process and progress/review highlights from 1.25.17 PLT Meeting

e Gina noted that significant progress has been made since the last meeting. She pointed to
the maps, concepts, and colored matrices hanging on the walls around the meeting room.

e Gina updated the group on the January 25 PLT meeting.
o Some members of the PLT were concerned that the process is going too fast.

o The PLT wanted to make sure there was adequate time to digest, organize, and
understand the range of diverse critical issues and related context that has been
identified.

o The PLT also discussed and gave input on the plan for the March 14 public meeting.

Discuss and confirm Segment 1 Critical Issues

e Segment 1 Critical Issues were identified and developed at the December and January TT
and PLT meetings. These critical issues were used as a basis for concept development during
the February 6 Engineering Contractor and Consultant working session. Gina went through
the Critical Issues identified to this point:

o 21 were related to safety.

o 14 were related to mobility and access, concerns about pavement conditions, traffic
flow around the interchanges.

o Dropping the lane just past the crest of Floyd Hill is a huge issue for mobility.

o Concerns about impacts to local traffic during construction and how to minimize
and mitigate this impact.

o Various environmental impact concerns include enhancing wildlife connectivity with
an added lane, adhering to the ROD for Segment 1.

o Concern about historic impacts.
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Clear Creek County noted that the commitment made by CDOT through an IGA to build out
CR 314 from Exit 241 (between Floyd Hill and the Veterans Memorial Tunnel) needed to be
added under Segment 1 “Community” Critical Issues. CDOT reaffirmed this agreement.

Comment: From an alignment perspective, some of these have some issues in terms of
what was shown in the ROD. Response: Gina noted that yes they did and we will talk about
that when we get to the concept discussions. What we found out is that there is not one
evaluation criterion that resulted in a concept not moving forward. There were a couple of
concepts that we didn’t send out that were developed on February 6 that we are
recommending not to go forward.

Presentation of Segment 1 concepts

Gina pointed the group to the concept maps that were not advanced.

o The first concept not advanced was consistent with a concept in the PEIS to put I-70
in a tunnel south of the current alighnment through the known landslide area so
traffic could go 65 mph. The 65 MPH alignments were not recommended to be
considered further during the Design Speed Study that was conducted last year.

o The second concept not advanced goes north of I-70 and bypasses the current
alignment on Floyd Hill. This option was dropped because it is similar to a parallel
alternative option looked at in the PEIS, which was dropped out early in the PEIS
process.

Neither of these alternatives will be looked at again in the concept development process.
However, the concept development process will document that the PLT and TT reviewed

these documents to confirm and validate assumptions and whether previous findings had
changed.

Steve Long described the different concepts that were advanced in this round. He
explained that the concept development process and the evaluation matrices function as a
funnel. The concept development process is meant to get us to the middle of that funnel,
not all the way to the bottom, which is at the point a proposed action is recommended. The
funneling process requires PLT, TT, stakeholder and public input to drill down to a deeper
level of detail that incorporates project context. Steve reviewed the process up to this
point: At the January 18th TT meeting, TT members were instructed to look at Segment 1
topo plot maps and critical issues. TT members brainstormed and drew concepts and critical
issues on the maps. The TT then discussed their drawings. Drawings and ideas included on-
alignment, off-alignment, interchanges, habitat, historic, community and other related
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issues. The PMT took the issues and concepts identified and put them into categories. The
categories included: 1) off-alignment, 2) Floyd Hill, 3)Clear Creek, and 4) interchanges.

On Feb 6, the Engineering Consultant and Contractor teams gathered and, with their
expertise, providedsome more detailed designs to the four categories listed above. —The
teams did not kept the designs general and sketched what that might be; e.g. curves that
work with the 55-mph design. After this group work, the teams took the initial drawings
back to their offices and produced electronic drawings. The Engineering Consultants and
Contractors produced almost 50 different alternatives. Although there were so many
alternatives, they could be grouped at a high level appropriate for the concept development
into three alignment groups and four interchange groups.

Once the Engineers presented their 50 options, CDOT analyzed these options and broke
them down into “bite-size” alternatives. This resulted in the alignment options that will be
presented today. There was a strong emphasis on alignments that were located on the
south side of I-70 and on the north side. Some of them also combined EB with WB. We
grouped several of these together.

We also did not go and do permutations of different typical sections (various widths, split
vertical alignments, etc. as these will be evaluated in detail in subsequent NEPA efforts

Steve Long described the concepts. The 11 x 17 size maps are “pure” concepts. The bigger
maps are the “bite sized” concepts. The hope is that the TT will focus on the specific designs
that differentiate the major concepts.

Off Alignment Concepts

Common theme of trying to get into the valley, which is a relatively flat area north of I-70.
This concept options would take long bridges and has potential for tunnels.

Steve showed a close-up of the off-alignment: westbound and eastbound being separated a
bit, including shortening the bridges.

Anything in grey on the map is a bridge or possibly a tunnel. Orange is eastbound and
purple is westbound.

Questions/Comments

o Q:lsit possible to construct both interchanges on all of these options? A: : This is
impossible to answer because, at this point, that is too detailed. We are focused on
higher level concepts right now, i.e. thematic sketches.

o Q: This was not considered in the PEIS. How long would it take to get environmental
clearance on this? A: Some of these could be considered as a refinement to some of
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the alternatives in the PEIS. If one of these is advanced to NEPA, we would need
approval from FHWA. If it's a new alternative, it would be a long process, but it was
not precluded in the PEIS.

o Q: Who owns the area just out of the right-of-way? A: The east side is Frye and the
west side is the County’s. North of Hidden Valley is a private property owner.

North Alignment Concept

There were many variations of the north alignment. One idea was a tunnel that ties back in
to keep the existing westbound lane open.

Q: Can you address the PEIS commitments through the Greenway and emergency access.
Could both of these be addressed by these options? A: Yes, we believe so. The Greenway is
on our evaluation matrix, as well as the emergency access.

Q: How does design speed relate to the grade on eastbound? Because eastbound is
downhill, it is important that speed is not compromised because people tend to go fast
downhill. A: The intent was to hold at 6%, but it this wasn’t possible, so portions of the
design go into 7%.

South Alignment Concept

The south alignment was discussed. Option 3 was very structurally extensive and involves
moving from side to side (from the south side to the north side). There is also a lot of
bridging over Clear Creek.

Interchange Concepts

Interchange Options: reconfigure US 6 in existing condition, moving the US 6 interchange
slightly east, closing the US 6 interchange and moving it to Hidden Valley, and closing the US
6 interchange and moving it to the top of Floyd Hill

Rebuilding/Reconfiguring the US 6 Interchange in its Current Location: The group
discussed how to make the existing US 6 interchange work by moving the ramps around in
place. This option is very structurally extensive. There are many things to do to get all the
movements to work effectively. If the intent is to meet design speed and make the
connection, a lot of the environment will be displaced to make the existing interchange
work.

o Gina noted that there are many different types of interchanges (diamond, DDI,
cloverleaf, etc.). But because the process is at a very high level at this point in the
study, it is not the goal to choose a “best” interchange configuration for a particular
location. That will be fully studied in the NEPA phase.
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o

Putting a full movement interchange at the bottom of Floyd Hill would require a lot
of extremes. It is not recommended to put an interchange at the bottom of the hill.

Q: Clear Creek County community representatives asked - From a community
perspective for this visioning level, which of these alternatives provide full
movement? That is what we are looking for. A: Of the concepts discussed so far, all
would be full movement.

Driving down US 6, it would be possible to get on a roundabout, which is a possible
way to reconfigure some of the movements at US 6. From the roundabout, it is
possible to enter onto the highway. This option would create a hub that all the
interchanges could be connected to.

= CMCA noted that the trucking industry would probably have a heartache
with a roundabout. This would put restrictions on the trucking industry.

= Another solution to truck traffic is may be an underground tunnel.

= There is a need to be cautious about bike traffic. Roundabouts and bikes
don’t mix well and could create conflicts. .A note about a roundabout being a
calming device. If you go into Pecos, the roundabout is not a calming device.

For the bike community, noise at the US 6 interchange if it was rebuilt in the same
location would be an issue from semis and other vehicles’ noise. It would be too
loud for bicyclists.

When CDOT is clearing the roads after or during a snow storm, if it’s too close to the
bikeway, it becomes a safety issue for bike traffic. The Greenway in the US 6 area is
going to be a significant route for bike traffic—to do a loop rather than just riding
the canyon.

It will be important to consider the rafting industry needs in all interchange options.

e Closing the US 6 Interchange and moving it uphill. Steve Long discussed the uphill

movement of the interchange as the second option.

e Closing the US 6 Interchange and moving it to Hidden Valley. Steve Long discussed the

Hidden Valley movement of the interchange. The focus of this conversation was on how the

movements could be taken out of the canyon and moved west.

@)

o

Q: Would anything that is in the Canyon need to go to the Hidden Valley interchange
to go to I-70. A: Yes.

The WB traffic from Frye would use the frontage road to access WB |-70.
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Closing the US 6 Interchange and moving the traffic to the top of Floyd Hill: The group
discussed how to combine the interchanges at the top of Floyd Hill. There were many
common themes in the concepts developed around this idea.

o Clear Creek County suggested that this reflects a high level neighborhood input.
When Floyd Hill was closed, trucks were backed up. People near the fire station
were waiting for two hours because they couldn’t go a quarter mile to go to get
home. This is a neighborhood issue.

= The roundabout on the other side is not a bad idea, but this is a school bus
area. Would we want kids in that area with all the truck traffic?

HDR affirmed that neighborhood input is essential as we get into the evaluation criteria. As this

process continues to NEPA, there may be several permutations of the options being
presented.

Segment 1 Evaluation/Decision Matrix presentation

Evaluation Criteria handouts were distributed to the group. The PMT drafted the criteria to
determine whether concept options were flawed and would not be able to move forward to
the NEPA process.

Jonathan summarized the ranking shown on the decision matrix. The goal of the following
discussion is to understand the TT’s reaction and feedback on the matrices.

Comments/Discussion

A suggestion was raised to add a test whether an interchange option works with the I-70
alignment. If there is some fatal flaw to an alignment related to the interchange, it would be
good to see that highlighted as a criterion.

Q: Clear Creek County Do the interchange options address the three critical issues as
identified by the PLT—safety, driver expectancy, and tourism driver expectancy. A: Yes.

Gina stated that the consultant team is comparing these alighment concepts to each other
and the interchange options to each other. When the consultant team looked at
alignments, it was noted that the south alignment generally had more “white” — meaning
these options were not responsive to the evaluation criteria. This was because these
options had more potential conflicts with the Greenway, the least potential to capitalize on
recreational access and facilities, more potential impacts with Clear Creek and its riparian
resources, the most challenging geology, etc. when compared to the other alignment
options.
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The off-alignment was more responsive to the criteria, more compatible with AGS, has
minimal impact to the traveling public, supports the recreational activities and facilities that
are important to the county.

Holly Huyck Clear Creek Watershed Foundation asked what the basis is for wildlife
connectivity. HDR replied there is more opportunity for wildlife to cross because it is a split
vertical alignment., This is an expensive option with capital and maintenance cost issues.

Q: A comment was raised regarding the evaluation criteria that includes the lifecycle costs
and how is it being applied. How much would it cost to maintain? A: It is all subjective at
this point. If it is built in the canyon with no need to work around traffic , maybe it would
not be so expensive.

It was noted that some evaluation criteria are going to have different weights. At some
point in time, impacts to traffic may have more weight than cost.

o HDR noted that with the NEPA process, FHWA lawyers have stated that using
weights is not a legally defensible way to come to a decision. Therefore, we don’t
intend to apply weights. The evaluation documentation will discuss issues and
advantages of different options. The key is to provide clear documentation related
to how a decision has been made.

Q: What happens to the existing highway if we do realign the highway? A: CDOT replied
that the ROD allows for 6 lanes from Floyd Hill to the tunnel. If we abandon the existing I-70
in the lower end of the canyon, the highway would be repurposed.

It was noted that the politics of the issue of a full interchange at the top of Floyd Hill is
making the community upset. There are competing interests - everyone wants the
westbound PPSL built because the traffic is awful, but the community is getting really tired
of the traffic. They are really getting tired with the traffic. But at the same time, they don’t
want all the impacts.

Gina discussed the north alignment option, which has less impact to Clear Creek, favorable
geology and adheres to the ROD.

Some of these alignments are really close to Clear Creek. The purpose of the matrix is to
determine which concepts have more impacts. We are looking at a very high level at these
alignments at this point and it is not yet determined whether any concept designs can be
dropped out.

CDR noted that the consultant team was not looking for the TT to provide any conclusions.
At this point, the level of analysis needed to take this to the NEPA process is being
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determined. If there are flaws in the concept design or evaluation criteria thinking, or
anything that was missed, the PMT needs to hear this from the TT today.

e Q: s truck traffic/operations reflected in the evaluation criteria?

CMCA also noted that under it needs to say “safety for all users of the corridor.” A: There is
agreement that this should be included. Safety for all vehicles should include vertical and
horizontal issues.

e Q: Does the matrix capture operational issues, e.g. places to chain up, places to pull off the
road? A: We have “improve traffic operations” on the Decision Matrix.

Q: Should “improved traffic operations” go under intersections rather than alignment?
A: The north and south alignments are essentially what we have now—with 6% grade.
It’s going from 6% to 5.5%. The curve cannot be at the bottom of the 6%. The off-
alignment could potentially address those other issues better—but could result in an icy
bridge.

e Q: Surprised that Criterion 3 would be equal for mobility and reliability. On the alignments
with curves, there is a risk of vehicles sliding to the inside under icy conditions especially on
bridges. There is a lot of differentiation. A: In general, the various concepts have similar
lengths of structures. Tunnels could substitute for the bridges however the initial costs and
maintenance costs are much greater.

e Interchanges need to be left open to set the alignment.

e John Muscatell noted that Clear Creek County went through the master planning process.
(The Clear Creek Master Plan was just approved in January and can be viewed on the
website.) It took a year to get the interchange at the top of Floyd Hill off the master plan.

o Response: The matrix will be revised to add consistency with 2017 master plan to the
matrix.

e C(lear Creek County suggested the need to have a segment-specific aesthetic to be
consistent with the Clear Creek Master Plan (not the visioning document).

e Clear Creek County noted that for water and sewer—they prefer for the economic
development for sites to have access to county services.

e Regarding consistency with Greenway improvement, the second column seems to be the
only option that works with the master plan.

e Top of Floyd Hill. There was a comment from Clear Creek County that some of the wording
on the decision matrix should be revised for this option. Gina asked John Muscatell to give
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specific recommendation as to how to revise the wording on the Decision Matrix. John
provided to Gina handwritten suggestions for the Decision Matrix.

o A concern was raised by Tom Gosiorowski about one person (John Muscatell)
rewording the decision matrix. How are we going to prevent one individual from
revising an option to suit his need?

o Johnreplied that what he suggested was 3 years’ worth of work with the
community. He is merely the messenger.

Action Item. Make changes to the decision matrix based on comments received today and
distribute the revised matrices to the Technical Team for review. HDR/THK/CDR

There were no comments regarding the Hidden Valley West option.

Slightly East. Is there any way to get those as far downhill as possible? Traffic is trying to
slow down and wait for all the traffic going uphill. Response: There is constructability issue
with landslide.

There were no comments on the full movement at the current location option.

Discuss/confirm Segment 2 Critical Issues

Jonathan pointed the group to the Segment 2 Issues handouts and asked the group to take
5 minutes to review and note things that are missing or want to highlight and discuss with
the group today.

Comments

10

Clarify Item 1 (lack of corridor project management) under Safety: There are multiple
construction efforts going on at the same time and a multi-project traffic management is
needed to make sure the traveling public aware of any road closures.

Clarify Item 5 (stop sign at Exit 239) under Safety: Exit 239 is way up the west end of Idaho
Springs and there is no ramp there, so what is the problem at 239? The issue is mostly the
eastbound off-ramp not having a stop sign, but it is really an intersection issue, not just a
stop sign issue.

The westbound off-ramp at 239 drops traffic into a residential area and there is concern in
Idaho Springs about how that traffic interacts with the residential area. It is an awkward exit
ramp and no exit sign at the off-ramp.

At the 239 east bound off-ramp you are bringing in high traffic, so you have traffic coming
down the ramp that doesn’t stop into an area where vehicles are trying to merge into
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11

traffic. Colorado Boulevard is angled in such a way that you can’t see traffic coming from
the east.

There is issue with sight distance, speed, and traffic.
For the eastbound on-ramp, there are narrow shoulders along that segment.

Idaho Springs and Clear Creek County are a big consideration for this project, but the
construction impacts from this kind of project go well beyond these two areas.

Exit 240 is the main corridor to the National Forest—just a consideration to keep in mind.
Sounds like there is already a study done, but this is a very big portal for the Clear Creek
District.

Mobility and Access—when the right-of-way for I-70 was originally established through
Idaho Springs, ROW in some areas was not clearly defined. One question is related to Water
Street —is that in CDOT ROW?

Area just west of 240 where Water Wheel Park is—this area is very tight. Need to protect
not just the park but city parking on the other side.

Regarding groundwater contamination—there was a lot of mine shaft activity through
Idaho Springs.

Action: Suggestion to contact Christine Bradley to get the latest mapping.

Entrance ramp is short (eastbound on-ramp), is there a way to adjust the median one way
or another to make it more comfortable for drivers? Eastbound on-ramp is not long enough.
Yes, we will look at it.

Maintenance of noise walls as well as signage. Signage is not adequate for the scenic byway.
The problem is consistency with signage throughout the corridor, including I-70.

An example of signage inconsistency is with Exit 240. It says Mt. Evans exit but doesn’t say
that this is a historic district or that this is the main exit for Idaho Springs. Do we want to
think about the east entrance to Idaho Springs as 241 and the west entrance as 239? Also,
some of the signs are printed brown but then another sign next to them are not.

o CDOT suggested the County come up with a concept on how to coordinate signage
consistency.
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Between 240 and 239, on the south side, there is currently a path that goes along the Forest
Service property. Gina replied that, yes, compatibility with the Greenway plan is a
consideration.

There is visibility/sight distance problem at Exit 240/241 on the west end.

For the historic context relook at commitments in the Section 106 Programmatic
Agreement. There are some commitments to inventories in Idaho Springs.

Next Steps, Public Meeting, Scheduling, and Action Items

12

CDOT noted that the process for Segment 1 seemed to work very well and suggested rolling
it over to Segment 2. This is a PPSL-type solution, do we want to go through the same
process and continue? We don’t really have alternatives, we are not going to split the
alignment. Perhaps we need to just go to the contractors after this next TT meeting.

A question was raised about the need on Segment 1 to make such a drastic change if we are
only adding one lane, and why we can’t we just add a lane in the Floyd Hill segment.

Response: It is because we need to blast the canyon to add 12 more feet of pavement, as
well as address some of those sharp curves. The goal is to make it a 55 mph road. In terms
of constructability, if we construct it, some of the big rock cut through the hill would take 6
months of blasting. So in terms of constructability, it’s not going to be easy.

From the PLT’s perspective, we need to allow more time to pursue some of the issues.
Suggest continuing the process as we did for Segment 1.

A suggestion was raised about combining the PLT and Technical Team and meeting as one
group to talk through all these things.

There was a suggestion that since there are a number of constraints in this area, there are
not many options. Maybe it would be good to see what the contractors and designers can
come up with.

Clear Creek County agreed and suggested having the contractors come up with concepts,
then the Technical Team meet again to review the concepts.

The group agreed to have the PMT develop concepts for Segment 2, bring the ideas to the
Technical Team at the March 8 meeting, allow the Technical Team to review the ideas and
then have an engineering contractors and consultants working session to look at other
concepts for critical areas such as at US 40.

Jonathan announced the public meeting coming up on March 14 at Clear Creek Recreation
Center and asked the group to get the word out.
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e The TT asked to include the project limit -- top of Floyd Hill and going to Empire Junction —
to the flyer.

e Action: CDR to update flyer. TT to distribute flyers.

e Next PLT meeting is March 6 and next Technical Team meeting is on March 8.

Attendees

See attached sign-in sheet.

Action Items

Action Responsible Parties

e Revise Decision Matrix and issues based on HDR/THK
comments received

e Distribute revised Decision Matrix and CDR
Critical Issues to Technical Team and PLT

e HDR to develop concepts for Segment 2 HDR

e Present Segment 2 concepts to Technical CcboT?
Team

e Convene Consultants and Contractors to
develop concepts for Segment 3 critical

issue areas
e Confirm Segment 2 and 3 issues CDR/HDR
e Contact Christine Bradley for latest HDR

mapping information
e Add project limits to project flyer CDR
e Next PLT meeting: March 6 CDR

o Distribute agenda and meeting
materials

e Next TT meeting: March 8 CDR

o Distribute agenda and meeting
materials

13
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On Wed, Mar 1, 2017 at 9:49 PM, Brandon B. Marette (Colorado Parks and Wildlife) Marette
- DNR, Brandon <brandon.marette@state.co.us> wrote:

Good evening Neil,

Earlier today | setup a meeting with the District Wildlife Manager (Joe), Aquatic Biologist (Paul),
and the Terrestrial Biologist (Lance-all cc'd) to discuss the recent I-70 West meeting. | wanted
to summarize our meeting with the following recommendations and questions:

Alignment Matrix
-Row 11:

Change the Off Alignment box to white, as it will add another barrier for year-round bighorn
sheep use.

Change the North Alignment box to green, as this option is CPW's preferred 1st choice, and
change the text "More" to "Fewer".
-No changes to Row 12 (e.g, CPW agrees with that assessment).

Interchange Matrix
-Row 11:
Change the Hidden Valley box to green, and change "Most" to "Less".
Change the Top of Floyd Hill box to green.
-Row 12
Change the Hidden Valley box to yellow, and change "Most" to "Lesser". (or "Less" if we're
being consistent across the matrix).
Change the Top of Floyd Hill box to green, and change "Lesser" to "No".

Bighorn Sheep

Bighorn sheep should be emphasized more in the planning process as they are located mainly
north of I-70 throughout most of the corridor (see Figure 1 below, which was taken from this
technical report that has a lot of helpful figures and

charts: https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/WildlifeSpecies/Mammals/Bighorn-Sheep-
Georgetown-TechReport.pdf ). This document, which | just learned about, should be an
invaluable tool in the planning process to help us learn: 1) where the bighorns typically occur
and what time of year, and 2) when and where bighorns are involved in highway collisions.

As discussed above in the matrix changes, the reason CPW does not prefer the Off Alignment
alternative is because of the extensive bighorn use in the proposed route (see Figure 24 below).
However, this recommendation and map agrees with the Reconfigure Intersection alternative
which currently states "Most Impacts to Wildlife". Given the extensive bighorn sheep use in
Segment 1, perhaps later down the road we should consider a Wildlife Viewing Area similar to
the one at Georgetown Lake?

Regarding bighorn-vehicle collisions, Figure 16 below shows that bighorns are most often hit on
[-70 during the month of April. *Note, if CDOT desires an immediate action item (reduce vehicle
collisions in the corridor), we would recommending adding "Watch for Bighorns" (or equivalent)
on the variable message signs throughout the month of April throughout the corridor on the
westbound lanes (since bighorns are mainly north of I-70). Is that something you can have
someone implement next month? It is particularly imperative around the I-70/Hwy 40
intersection, as shown below in Figure 62.

Segment 2 Issues
CPW has no terrestrial wildlife concerns for Segment 2, but asked that the project inventory
existing grade control structures in Clear Creek in this segment, and make some/all of them
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On Wed, Mar 1, 2017 at 9:49 PM, Brandon B. Marette (Colorado Parks and Wildlife) Marette
- DNR, Brandon <brandon.marette@state.co.us> wrote:

more fish-friendly for passage. Also CPW requests that any channelized sections be improved
(e.g., have bends) where opportunities may arise. CPW also realizes these recommendations

may conflict with rafting interests, but believe both sets of goals can be accomplished when we
get to that specific discussion.

Questions (feel free to call if it's easier to answer these questions)

We came up with the following questions during today's meeting:

-Is this project only proposing one additional lane in each direction (3 lanes in each direction for
a total of a 6-lane highway)?

-Will this additional lane be tolled?

-Will this additional lane be only used on weekends and restricted from use on weekdays?
-Approx. how long is the addition of this extra lane expected to last before another highway
expansion is needed (e.g., 10 years from now, or more like 30 years)?

-To confirm, this project area stops at the top of Floyd Hill exit? | ask since CPW is somewhat
concerned about the elk herd just east of this exit that is known to cross I-70.

If you have any questions about any of these recommendations, please feel free to contact me.
Also | will not be able to make the next technical team meeting, but Joe should be there.

Cheers,

Brandon B. Marette
Northeast Region Energy Liaison

& COLORADO
:-":,_.i o Parks and Wildlife

Direct (303) 291-7327 |
6060 Broadway, Denver, CO 80216
brandon.marette@state.co.us | cpw.state.co.us
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Figure 1. Distribution of bighorn sheep in the Georgetown herd.
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Figure 24. Collar locations of ewes from the Idaho Springs subherd of the Geor
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Figure 16. Timing of vehicle collision caused mortalities in
the Georgetown bighorn sheep herd from 2006 to 2010.
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Figure 62. Locations of vehicle caused bighorn sheep mortalities from 1991 to 2010. The numbers indicate the number of
bighorn sheep killed at each location where more than 1 bighorn was killed.
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MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process

Project Leadership Team (PLT) Meeting

Monday, March 6, 2017
12:00 pm —3:00 pm

Agenda

Meeting Purpose: To review Segment 1 Concepts and Evaluation Matrix, confirm Segment 2 Critical
Issues, and discuss Segment 2 concept development process.

Time

Agenda Topic

12:00 pm —12:15 pm

Introductions, Timeline and Process Overview

12:15 pm —1:30 pm

Review and Discussion: Segment 1 Concepts and Evaluation

Goal: Provide an overview of the Segment 1 Concepts (alignment and
interchange), Concept evaluation and summary of TT discussion from
Feb. 23"

1:30 pm —1:45 pm

Break

1:45 pm -2:15 pm

Discussion: Review Segment 2 Critical Issues

Goal: Identify corridor context and confirm previously discussed Critical
Issues for Segment 2.

2:15 pm - 2:45 pm

Discussion: Process for developing Segment 2 and Segment 3 Concepts
and Evaluation

Goal: Agreement on the process and timeline going forward.

2:45 pm - 3:00 pm

Charter Confirmation and Next steps

Goal: Discuss Charter and define expectations at public meeting.
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Attendees

Steve Harelson, Randy Whellcock, Tim Mauck, Cindy Neeley, Joe Mahoney, Mike Hillman, Neil Ogden, Steve Long, Chris
Pinot, Kevin Shanks, Gina McAfee, Kevin Brown, Margaret Bowes, Carol Kruse, Scott Vargo, Wendy Koch, Bob Smith,
Kelly Larson, Joseph Feiccabrino, Adam Bianchi

Agenda Review
CDR reviewed the agenda. All attendees agreed to the agenda as presented and the meeting proceeded.

Timeline/Schedule and Process

Segment 1 Evaluation

The PLT was asked to continue sending in any feedback they have on the two evaluation matrices. These will
not be finalized until the end of the process in June.

Segment 2 Concepts

Develop Segment 2 Concepts throughout March and April with the TT and Consultant/Contractor teams

Once the Segment 2 Concepts have been developed and an initial evaluation has been prepared and reviewed
by the TT, these concepts will be discussed with the PLT

These concepts will be finalized in June along with Segments 1 and 3.

PLT members from Clear Creek County provided feedback they had received from their TT member contacts. Feedback
included:

1.

It was very difficult to follow the various concepts presented at the last TT meeting. The concepts were reviewed
quickly and were up on a screen. The maps are not big enough in the shared DropBox Folder, PLT and TT
members are unable to adequately view the maps to prepare for meetings.

a. ACTION: In addition to hanging maps/concepts around the room, HDR will provide printed maps to each
PLT and TT member for future meetings. HDR will re-image the maps to upload larger versions on
Dropbox that are readable. CDR will upload new maps.

The evaluation process needs to be clarified. A timeline is needed that people can understand and follow for
Segment 1, Segment 2 and Segment 3. At this point, it is unclear to the TT and PLT when a product is “final” and
when conclusions need to be reached.

a. ACTION: PMT to clarify that all documents are working documents until June. PLT and TT members are
welcome to send comments on Critical Issues, Concepts, Evaluation Criteria and the evaluation matrices
from now through June.

Fatal Flaws — TT members had the impression that if there is a fatal flaw in a concept, they were not supposed to
weigh in.

a. Response: The TT should definitely weigh in re: fatal flaws. However, what one TT members sees as a
fatally flawed concept, another TT member may see as a concept that meets all of the needs. Therefore,
each concept will go through evaluation criteria and process to ensure the needs of the entire corridor
and corridor context are taken into consideration.

Selection of colors on Decision Matrix - it can be difficult to understand why things were “fair, better or best.”
The PLT and TT need clarity on what type of thought process and differentiating factors make a decision for fair,
better or best?? For example, “enhancing tourist potential” - what differentiates the colors chosen? Why is
something rated as better or best? Can criteria be weighted?

a. Response: In some cases it is a judgement call. The matrices are developed so that each cell should have
enough wording in it to explain why one concept was rated differently than another one. The TT and
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PLT feedback is also critical here. There is no weighting of criteria as using weighted criteria is not legally
defensible in NEPA.
ACTION: HDR and THK will double check all of the matrices to make sure the wording in each cell clearly
describes why one concept is then rated differently than the others.

Decision Matrix Segment 1 — Next Steps
e PLT and TT are asked to let this sit and continue to provide feedback
Additional PLT Comments Re: construction process
e C(Clear Creek PLT members noted the need to be responsive to the community and its daily needs. For example, if
a problem arises with a contractor during design or construction, there needs to be repercussions. It is
important to think about the local community, rush hour, and how the community functions. For example
during construction — can a rolling stop of traffic start at 8:15am instead of 7:00am so people can get to work.
e There was additional discussion around traffic control accountability, coordination and training.

Presentation and Discussion of Segment 1 Concepts and Evaluation

Since the last TT meeting, HDR simplified the Concept maps to be less engineered/technical and more higher level . The
maps are still true to approximate size and scale. These maps are based on the first TT meetings and subsequent
consultant/contractor meetings (together, these meetings came out with approx. 30 different alternatives matched with
different scenarios). HDR took these alternatives and places them into “buckets.” These are discussed below:

e Mainline/Alignment:

North Alignment concept — this
concept held the profile high with
a bridge. It comes up off the north
wall or behind the valley (there is a
significant profile shift in Floyd
Hill).

S Westbound |70
I Easthound 70
WRBINN PO Bridge Structures/ Tunnel

South alignment
concept - thread into
Floyd Hill
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o Off-Alignment: Goes into the valley on the north side of road. Would need bridges and tunnels.

o Two of the “way off-alignment” options were crossed off primarily due to geotechnical, well water,
landownership, US 6 integration considerations. Both were also considered either during the Programmatic EIS
process or during the subsequent Design Speed Study and were recommended to be dropped at those times.
See below

0 These two alignments included the “Westbound off-alighnment” - avoiding Floyd Hill completely and the
“Off-alignment South,” avoiding Floyd Hill.

- .

Westbound Off-Alignment Off Al i
ignment - Sguth

Interchanges

Lrgend

Close Interchange at US 6 - : LT ——
Move to East (Top of Floyd Hill) N e 2 - et
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The Close Interchange at US 6 (move to east) concept, pictured above, moves the interchange to the east. Traffic from
US 6 will need to go back up the hill. This options does not seem friendly to trucks or community. Intersections at both
ends will be modified. Impacts are at the north side because all traffic will need to come up north side.

Close Interchange at US 6
Move to West (Hidden Valley)

— S 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

The above option takes all movements on the bottom of US 6 and moves them over to Hidden Valley.
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Partial/Complete Closure of US 6 Interchange
Shift Other Movements to East

Legend

Pl s Westhound 170 Ramps
I s Easthound 170 Ramps
1S 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

These above maps are an interchange complex to address the issue of combining geometric movements with
another location. The top drawing looks like it handles everything, but purple arrow is VERY steep.
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Reconfigure US 6 Interchange
Full Movements at Current Location

~=

Legend

I \Vestbound |-70

BN Eostbound 170

g 1-70 Bridge Structure/ Tunnel
e Westbound |-70 Ramps
= Eastbound |-70 Ramps

5 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

Keeping the interchange where it is will take a considerable amount of land to make these movements
geographically appropriate for the context. The question here is how all of the movements will meet FHWA and
CDOT criteria without putting in difficult ramps.
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General comments and discussion regarding alignment and interchange options:

e Exits and onramps will be moved to the right of the highway to meet driver expectations
e Context is addressed differently in each option.

e There are a lot of different interests to meet for the reconfiguration of the US 6 interchange.
e Itis important to think about truck movement, e.g. turning. This will be greatly impacted by how the
interchange functions.

Evaluation Matrix — Segment 1
Discussion of Level of Detail and How the Decision Matrix Wil be Used:

e The Matrix was modified to reflect input from TT members, PLT and CPW.

e The segment-specific section at the bottom considers the specific context of Segment 1. Rows 1-18 will be the
same for each segment.
e Question: How were these concepts scored and why?

O Answer: Criteria was ranked for each alignment and scored. South Alignment has a little bit more
white, but no reason to drop any of the options out at this point. The PMT incorporated all comments
from TT into the matrix so long as there was justification. Further, the CCC Master Plan consistency is
now a criterion.

e The TT has received the Segment 1 Matrix and asked to provide comment. It is a DRAFT matrix and the TT will
be able to continue submitting comments throughout the process. This will be reviewed again at the 3/8/17 TT
meeting.

Segment 2 Critical Issues Review and Discussion

e The Critical Issues were updated by the TT and CPW.
e The TT has been advised of the engineering criteria that go with CSS.
e PLT modified the Critical Issues to include:
0 School bus travel
O Exit 103 as a portal for entering and access to USFS
0 Snow plowing added to Mobility issue #8
0 Change to “Idaho Springs Historic District and structures should be noted and considered”
e The updated Segment 2 Critical Issues will be placed in DropBox. The PLT is asked to review to ensure all Critical
Issues are captured.

Process Review for Developing Segment 2 and Segment 3 Concepts and Evaluation

e The TT agenda for the 3/8/17 meeting was reviewed with the PLT. The PLT agreed with the TT agenda as
presented.
e The PMT and PLT agreed to the following process for the next TT Meeting on 3/8:
0 Review Segment 1 Critical Issues, Concepts and evaluation of the concepts in the Decision Matrix.
Gather and document TT feedback.
0 Review Segment 2 Critical Issues and Concepts. Gather and document TT feedback.
0 Segment 2 Decision Matrix criteria will be listed for the TT but not filled in. We will plan to just review
criteria with the TT.
0 Allow TT to absorb critical issues and concepts prior to going through decision matrix at the following
meeting in late-April.
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0 PMT will ensure that people understand how the text in each box is differentiated prior to adding color
and rating.
O ACTION: Provide PLT a document that visually tracks how to get to the conclusion of each segment and
then integrate this with the conclusion of the entire process.
0 PLT would like another check in in April.

Public Meeting Discussion

Cannot seem like CDOT driving the meeting. PLT is encouraged to come to the meeting to talk about critical
issues board, context, process and concepts.

PLT agrees that is important to communicate that we are learning from past mistakes and doing due diligence
(i.e bridges in Idaho Springs).

Next Steps
CDOT has released 2 RFPs for this corridor —

1.
2.

One is closed -- PPSL
Come out in 10 days — Floyd Hill

These have been distributed to Clear Creek and a selection should be made this summer.

The next PLT meeting should be 2 hours, not 3.

ACTIONS

1.

ACTION: In addition to hanging maps/concepts around the room, HDR will provide printed maps to each PLT and
TT member for future meetings. HDR will re-image the maps to upload larger versions on Dropbox that are
readable. CDR will upload new maps.

ACTION: PMT to clarify that all documents are working documents until June. PLT and TT members are welcome
to send comments on Critical Issues, Concepts and Evaluation Criteria from now through June

ACTION: CDR/HDR to provide PLT a document that visually tracks how to get to the conclusion of each segment
and then integrate this with the conclusion of the entire process.

ACTION: CDR to update Critical Issues list for Segment 2

ACTION: HDR and THK will check the wording in each cell of the matrices to make sure it adequately describes
different ratings.
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MEETING SUMMARY

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process
Technical Team (TT) Meeting

Wednesday, March 8, 2017
12:00 pm —3:00 pm
Clear Creek Metropolitan Recreation | 98 12th Ave, Idaho Springs, CO 80452

Agenda
Meeting Purpose: To confirm Segment 1 Concepts and Decision Matrices and input from PLT. To review and gather

input on Segment 2 Concepts and evaluation criteria. To confirm Segment 3 Critical Issues.

Time Agenda Topic
12:00 pm - 12:15 pm Introductions and Agenda Review

12:15 pm - 12:45 pm Review and Agreement: Confirm Segment 1 Concepts and Decision Matrices

Desired Outcome: TT reviews and confirms Segment 1 Concepts and Decision
Matrices

12:45 pm - 1:30 pm Review and Discussion: Review Segment 2 Critical Issues and Concepts

Desired Outcome: TT provides feedback and has an understanding of Segment

2 Concepts.
1:30 pm —-1:40 pm Break
1:40 pm - 2:20 pm Review: Introduce Segment 2 Decision Matrix Criteria

Desired Outcome: TT reviews and provides feedback on evaluation criteria.

2:20 pm — 2:45 pm Discussion and Activity: Confirm Segment 3 Critical Issues and Context

Desired Outcome: TT confirms Critical Issues and context for Segment 3.

2:45 pm - 2:55 pm Review and Discussion: March 6 PLT Meeting Outcomes and Key Themes

Desired Outcome: TT understands key outcomes, decisions, public meeting
and process timeline suggestions from the March 6" PLT meeting.

2:55 pm - 3:00 pm Action Items, Next Steps and Closing
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MEETING SUMMARY

Introductions, Agenda Review and Process Check in

TT members introduced themselves and reviewed the agenda. The agenda was acceptable to the group as presented
and the meeting proceeded.

The Project Management Team clarified to the TT that all Critical Issues, Concepts, and Evaluation Matrixes are works in
progress. The TT should continue to provide feedback and commentary throughout the process until documents and
project report are finalized in June.

Segment 1 Concepts

III

Since the last TT meeting, HDR simplified the Concept maps to be less “engineered/technical” and at a higher level. The
maps are still true to approximate size and scale. These maps are based on the first TT meetings and subsequent
consultant/contractor meetings (together, these meetings came out with approx. 30 different alternatives matched with
different scenarios). HDR took these alternatives and places them into “buckets.” These are discussed below:

¢ Mainline/Alignment:

North Alignment concept — this
concept holds the profile high with
bridges beginning mid-way down
Floyd Hill. The alignment is
benched above the grade of I-70.

Legend

S Westbound |70

I Easthound 70

T ——— . P ol s — AN South alignment concept — The

profile is raised beginning midway
down Floyd Hill, then
crosses to the south
side canyon before
swinging back to the
north side to connect
to the Hidden Valley
interchange.
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o Off-Alignment: Goes into the valley on the north side of road. Would need bridges and tunnels.

Rt

— ethound 170
— s ibound |70
o i 170 Bricpe Stracture/ Tenne! (8

o Two of the “way off-alignment” options were not advanced primarily due to geotechnical, well water,
landownership, US 6 integration considerations. Both were also considered either during the Programmatic EIS
process or during the subsequent Design Speed Study and were recommended to be dropped at those times.
These two alignments included the “Westbound off-alignment” - avoiding Floyd Hill completely and the “Off-
alignment South,” avoiding Floyd Hill.

e Interchanges

Lrgend

Close Interchange at US 6 N : : ————

— {asibound FT0 Rames

Move to East (Top of Floyd Hill) R N\ : : W

The Close Interchange at US 6 (move to top of Floyd Hill) concept, pictured above, closes the US 6 interchange and
moves it to the top of Floyd Hill. Traffic from US 6 will need to go back up the hill. This option does not appear to be
optimal for trucks or community. Intersections at both ends will be modified.
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Close Interchange at US 6
Move to West (Hidden Valley)

— S 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

The above option takes all movements from the bottom of US 6 and moves them over to Hidden Valley.
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Partial/Complete Closure of US 6 Interchange
Shift Other Movements to East

Legend

Pl s Westhound 170 Ramps
I s Easthound 170 Ramps
1S 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

These above maps show an interchange complex that moves some of the US 6 movement approximately 1500
feet up Floyd Hill. The top drawing looks like it handles everything, but the purple arrow is very steep.
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Reconfigure US 6 Interchange
Full Movements at Current Location

~=

Legend

I \Vestbound |-70

BN Eostbound 170

g 1-70 Bridge Structure/ Tunnel
e Westbound |-70 Ramps
= Eastbound |-70 Ramps

5 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

Keeping the interchange where it is will take a considerable amount of land to make these movements
geographically appropriate for the context. It is very challenging to fit them all in because of topographic
constraints and with Clear Creek.
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General comments and discussion regarding alignment and interchange options:

e Roundabout arrows are going the wrong way! **The maps pictured above have already been fixed to address
this issue.**

e Exits and onramps will be moved to the right of the highway at the US 6 interchange to meet driver expectations

e Context is addressed differently in each option.

e There are a lot of different interests to meet for the reconfiguration of the US 6 interchange.

e Itis important to think about truck movement, e.g. turning. This will be greatly impacted by how the
interchange functions.

e The Greenway is part of the evaluation criteria for all of Segment 1 Concepts. However, some of the concepts
prioritize the Greenway, some prioritize community needs, some prioritize safety. All of the concepts involve
different tradeoffs.

Decision Matrix Segment 1 Review
Alignments Matrix

e Matrix was modified to reflect input received from CPW, PLT and TT.

e Rows 1-18 are the same for every Segment, the Matrix contains a segment specific section at the bottom to look
at accommodation of all users and how it fits with different interchanges.

o The TT clarified and changed items on the South Alignment re: wildlife connectivity (THK made changes to the
document during the meeting). In general, the South Alignment has more white than other two, but there is not
a compelling reason to drop any of the concepts at this time.

e The TT was encouraged to continue to keep thinking about the evaluation criteria and process and send
additional comments to the PMT via email. The goal is to finalize the matrix in June.

e Comment: CMCA needs more operational input about the use of roundabouts —i.e. how big are the
roundabouts? It is hard to decide which option is the “best” unless operations are included and specified as this
could change whether or not trucks get through.

0 Response: At this point in the process, we are not diving deeper because we do not have enough
information to provide specific roundabout widths, etc. This process looks at very broad concepts. This
TT will continue to convene throughout this whole project (through NEPA) and will continue to get more
specific and detailed. The TT will consider finer details at a future stage.

e Comment: South alignment looks like the worst option. Why are we holding on to South alignment? Is this
because of budgeting and funding restrictions?

O Response: There is not yet enough information to eliminate any alignments.

e Comment and ACTION: Instead of saying “no differentiator” say N/A.

e Question: Is the intent of Decision matrix to funnel down to NEPA or to use this matrix to guide NEPA process?
Are all of these going to NEPA?

0 Response: None of these appear to be fatally flawed, so they will remain at this time. This matrix will
help guide the NEPA scoping and allow us to determine the major issues that we will need to focus on in
the NEPA process.

e Comment and ACTION: Change “minimize” to “reduce” in Row 6 of matrices.

e Comment: Some of these criteria are so broad and aggregated that they do not capture the details and issues.

e Comment and ACTION: The Matrix should state “base assumption is” so reader knows that each concept uses
the same cross section assumptions identical to that used in the Veteran’s Memorial Tunnel.
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e Discussion: There was a robust conversation among the TT asking for integration and combination of Alignment
and Interchange Options. The TT would like an analysis of how each alignment option is favorable, or not
favorable, to the different interchange options. Some TT members suggest that understanding the cost
effectiveness for each option would also be helpful.

0 Some TT members and CDOT noted that it would be helpful to have more information before mixing
and matching concepts and options. Some TT members were concerned that it is too early in the
process to start ranking and eliminating options. At this stage, it is important to be identifying concepts
that work or don’t work. Further ranking and eliminating would come in NEPA when more engineering
has been completed (e.g. grades, height, etc).

e ACTION: The PMT will develop a compatibility matrix of interchange and alignment options based on current
data.
e AGREEMENT: At the next TT meeting, review any changes in the Matrix resulting from the Public Meeting

Interchange Matrix

e Added “impact to CMV” at the bottom of the Matrix

e Comment: Does the “Reconfigure full movement at current location” option impact river access in front of
Kermitts (now Two Bears)? This is one of the most used input and outputs for rafters on Clear Creek, this would
be “really white” and a huge detriment. Rows #10 and #8 — these would be “very white” — can we use red?

e ACTION: Change “Hidden Valley” option to yellow for rows #10 and #8 to provide a contrast effect and
emphasize that the white in rows #10 and #8 in “reconfigure full movement” is incredibly detrimental.

e Question: Are we keeping all of the movements at one location or splitting between 2 locations? How high is the
potential that we could keep all movements at one interchange? Are we pushing traffic onto frontage roads —
are we creating trips on frontage roads because we are a pushing movements to 2 sections?

e ACTION: Note this is something that needs more consideration. Suggestion to add a column that says: “can do
full movement at one interchange or splits movement.” Add a new segment evaluation criteria to indicate out-
of-direction travel.

e Question: If interchange at US 6 is closed, could an access road be built so rafters can put in and out and mine
workers would not need to radically change their business plans?

0 Answer: If this interchange is closed, we would move to Hidden Valley and would plan on providing
access to minimize out of direction travel. No access to business will be cut off.

e Question: #2 Safety — Reconfiguration and Closing -- why are these two options rated the same?

0 Answer: Because of the huge out of direction travel and traffic would move to a winding road.

e ACTION: Number the Segments on the Matrices (Segment 1, Segment 2, etc)

e ACTION: Add methodology, i.e. distinguishing characteristics of why one option is white, yellow or green.

e Comment: Kermitts (now Two Bears) is the most undesirable place for an interchange. Although out of
direction travel is terrible, we need to look at the benefits (e.g. its safer, maintenance, roadway and ramps are
more sustainable, grades). Therefore if Matrix is going to add the adverse impact of out-of-direction travel,
need to make sure we add positive impacts from a regional perspective.

Segment 2 Critical Issues
Critical Issues document was presented to the group and changes in the document were highlighted including:

e Mobility
e Access
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e Construction schedule (work/school);
e Views along the highway
e Balancing visibility and sound
e SH103/Exit 204 — consistency of language
e Environmental #2 — existing mining claims under I-70, property rights/mineral rights.

The Critical Issues document will be updated to include these changes.
Segment 2 Concepts

e Presentation of WB PPSL Cross Section — Minimal, Hybrid/Variable and Maximum
e |n general, looking to compare and contrast EB and what is different with WB?
e How do we optimize the existing facility and how much additional pavement should we put in
e Questions: If EB PPSL is optimized to full standard, what does that look like?
0 Answer: Full standard will have implications, i.e. rock falls
e There was a TT discussion around the issue of width with the following key themes:

0 How many of the historic properties will be impacted?

O EB PPSL was a positive improvement and Clear Creek County (CCC) believes that under the MOU/ROD
that the same template was going to be used for WB PPSL.

0 CCCdoes not believe that the hybrid and maximum
sections as depicted would be considered an “operational improvement.” All minimum improvements
must be made first, as well as adding busses, prior to these cross section options being considered. CCC
does not believe they signed off on these type of options (Hybrid and widest section)

0 The maximum section was not called for in the ROD and is not an improvement identified in the ROD. It
should happen after other improvements identified as triggers are concluded (i.e. interchanges, transit
decisions).

0 USFS: It is important to work within the MOU for guidelines on widths.

0 EB had significant mobility benefits but there were a lot of lessons learned from that project, want to
keep all of the options on the table to talk through pros and cons. We are not at the level where we are
making decisions around width.

0 Itistoo early to say “it's worse” because it’s wider. It will be important to have an assessment of what
the impacts are. Before dropping Hybrid and Maximum, should evaluate the impacts and see how
consequential these will be. Use the green, yellow and white matrix model.

O ACTION: The word “maximum” is misleading: This is the maximum of the alternatives provided. It is not
the maximum program as described in the ROD. Change the word maximum to “wide” or something
less misleading.

0 FHWA - NEPA should consider these alternatives with varying widths and based on context. The road
will not be one straight section — there will be narrower and wider sections, it is context dependent.

O ACTION: FHWA: Need a separate discussion on what is considered an “operational improvement” — if it
gets too big, it no longer fits within the definition of “expanded use of existing transportation
infrastructure.”

0 Will local jurisdictions need to give up land for the PPSL?

0 The CSS Process requires that all ideas are put on the table to look at the range of alternatives.
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Lessons learned discussion from EB PPSL

e Emergency access is vital for safety

e No place for cars to pull over since during peak period the shoulder is too narrow.

e Narrow section does not allow for Bustang/transit

e Important to respect the MOU, IGAs, ROD regarding operational improvements

e Construction and implementation best practices were not followed. Need better implementation and fulfillment
or commitments

e Need construction phasing, safe refuge access, e-access, striping and signing, community, traffic control and
flaggers

e Huge impacts on the related businesses

e Locals are not able to get through town

e On and off-ramp problems

e Trust—at the SB 1041 hearing, it was indicated that PPSL was not designed for oversized vehicles, etc. The
permit was granted. 6-12 months after, CCC learned about buses, and now the operating plans at 1041 hearings
and on website don’t match. Documentation doesn’t match. Impacts trust. Consistency and ensuring that plans
match what is said in public and what is articulated in permits.

e Enforcement - High level of illegal activity (jumping the line, passing on the left)

e The “shy” distance from the wall is short — larger shy distances between wall and car.

e Poor visibility leads to diminished speeds (45-50 mph) because people can’t see.

e Need to harmonize mobility and needs of community.

ACTION: If you have additional Lessons Learned, send to PMT.
Decision Matrix Review — Segment 2
ACTION: TT to look at review Matrix and provide feedback

e Add “Segment 2” at the top
e Add a row that states “Comply with the MOU”

Segment 3 Critical Issues
These have been collected from PLT and TT, we will get additional input from Public Meeting
ACTION: PMT to update Segment 3 Critical Issues and TT to continue to review and send feedback

e Eliminate #10 (Mobility) and get rid of #7 (Safety)

e locate #1 and #2 (Safety) — locate these

o #3 (Safety) — follow up with Nicolena

e Mobility and Access: #2 — clarify that this is the bridge structure

Next Steps and Actions

e ACTION: THK to Update Decision Matrices for Segments 1 and 2 — see specific actions indicated above
e ACTION: CDR to update Critical Issues for Segment 2 and 3
e ACTION: HDR to send relevant elements of ROD and the MOU to the group to ensure clarity and intent.
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e ACTION: PMT, TT and PLT to continue conversation re: PPSL Cross Sections, perhaps hold an ITF with some TT
members to navigate the issues of PPSL width.
e ACTION: Change PPSL Cross Section nomenclature to be less misleading
e ACTION: FHWA, TT, PLT, PMT to discuss “operational improvements”
o ACTION: Next TT Meeting: Agenda Item on Building Trust

Attendees

Fred Holderness, Jeff Simmons (TSH); Allan Brown (EST); Matthew Christensen (Kiewit); Jason Buechler (Flatiron Corp);
Ina Zisman, Jeff Wilson (WSP-PB); Kelly Larson, Shaun Cutting (FHWA); Gary Frey (Trout Unlimited); Tim Maloney,
Matthew Hogan (Kraemer); Tom Gosiorowski (Summit County); Joseph Feiccabrino (Silverplume); Jo Ann Sorensen, John
Muscatell (Clear Creek County); Mike Raber (Clear Creek Bikeway Users Group); Randall Navarro (Clear Creek
Greenway); Cassandra Patton (Clear Creek Tourism Bureau); Martha Tableman (Clear Creek County Open Space); Holly
Huyck (Clear Creek Watershed Foundation); Mitch Houston (Clear Creek School District); Andrew Marsh, John Bardoni
(Idaho Springs); Carol Kruse (USFS); Tracy Sakaguchi (CMCA); Stephen Harelson, Neil Ogden, Ben Acimovic, Joe
Mahoney, Bob Smith, Adam Parks (CDOT); Joe Walter (CPW); Jenna Bockey, Kevin Shanks (THK); Gina Mcafee, Steve
Long, Chris Primus (HDR; Jonathan Bartsch, Taber Ward (CDR)
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MEETING SUMMARY

Public Meeting #1

WB 1-70 Concept Development Process
March 14, 2017 | 5 PM - 7PM
Clear Creek Recreation Center

Background of Public Meeting #1

Public Meeting #1 (“Meeting #1”) was requested by the WB I-70 Mountain Corridor
Project Leadership Team (PLT). The PLT advocated for a Public Meeting to involve
constituents and project stakeholders as early on in the process as possible and prior
to any highway concepts being developed.

Intent

The intent of Meeting #1 was to ensure a transparent process and provide the public
with information on the Concept Development Process, answer questions from
stakeholders, and gather input from the public to inform the context, critical issues,
and conceptual highway improvement designs for 1-70 in the Westbound direction
from the top of Floyd Hill to Empire Junction.

A Chronology and Brief Summary of Meeting #1:

4:30 PM - 5:30 PM - Arrival, Check in and Review of Project Information

e Members of the public (“Attendees”) arrive. Approximately 60 people signed in
on the sign-in sheet.

e Representatives from CDR Associates and HDR, Inc. greet members at the door
and ask people to sign in.

e A Meeting Information Sheet is distributed at the door to all Attendees (see,
Exhibit A, attached). The Meeting Information Sheet outlines the Meeting
Agenda, Project Limits, Project Need, Identified Solutions, Concept
Development Process, “What’s Next?,” Additional Terms and Contact
Information for Neil Ogden, CDOT Project Manager.
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Public Meeting #1
WB I-70 Concept Development Process
March 14,2017 | 5 PM - 7PM

e As Attendees enter, they are encouraged to ask questions and speak to Project
Management Team members who are wearing name tags.

e Attendees are also briefed on the Public Meeting Agenda and asked to walk
around the room and look at the Meeting Boards (see, Exhibit B attached) and
blank Segment Maps (see, Exhibit C attached).

e Attendees are asked to write on the three blank Segment Maps (from the Top
of Floyd Hill to Empire Junction interchange) with sticky notes and comment
cards to identify critical and context-related issues, opportunities and ideas.
These comments are collected and typed up at the end of the meeting (see,
Exhibit D attached). Segment maps are left out for public comment and
viewing for the duration of the meeting.

5:30 PM - 6:00 PM - WB 1-70 Concept Development Process Presentation

e Stephen Harelson, CDOT, provides an introduction to the Project. Key themes
are noted below:

o This is the first step in a two-year planning process to come up with
highway improvements that fit community needs as well as design safety
and mobility to improve congestion and decrease traffic incidents on the
WB 1-70 Mountain Corridor.

o This process will use Eastbound PPSL as a model.

e Tim Mauck, Clear Creek County Commissioner, provided opening remarks.

o Thank you to Clear Creek Recreation Center for providing a space for the
Meeting. Commissioner Mauck recognized other elected officials and
staff in the room.

o The Westbound solutions process will be similar to Eastbound - we are
using a Project Leadership Team and Context Sensitive Solution (CSS)
design process. Commissioner Mauck pointed out the PLT members who
are in the room and can answer questions.

o The intent is to allow impacted communities and stakeholders to work
alongside CDOT to start evaluating and considering alternatives early on
in the project.

o Tim asks Attendees for input on critical issues and ideas on how to move
forward.

e Jonathan Bartsch, CDR Associates, presents a Slide Show (see, Exhibit E
attached) to elaborate and explain the Public Meeting Boards that are placed
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Public Meeting #1
WB I-70 Concept Development Process
March 14,2017 | 5 PM - 7PM

around the room. The slide show content follows the Public Meeting Board
graphics created by HDR, Inc (see, Exhibit B attached).
e Highlights from the presentation include:

o The need for WB I-70 solutions due to increasing congestion, population
growth, traffic incidents and hazards along the corridor, including
difficulties providing emergency response and hazardous roadway
conditions due to weather.

o The first step in this process is to identify context related critical issues
that will inform solutions. The role of Attendees is to inform how the
process moves forward.

o The Concept Development Process will help inform Step 2 - the NEPA
process.

o The Project Management Team, Project Leadership Team and Technical
Teams and role in the process were discussed.

o Definition of Critical Issues and Core Values - we need public input here
so community issues and values are recognized and addressed in the
process

o We want to incorporate lessons learned from EB

6:00 PM - 6:45 PM

After the presentation, the floor is open for a public Question and Answer period.
CDOT, HDR, Inc., CDR Associates and THK Associates receive questions and write
comments on large easel paper in the front of the room

e Question: How long is the project? Answer: 14 miles

e Question: How are we looking at geotechnical considerations? What about the
landslide? Answer: We have two geotechnical firms involved to consult on
these issues and the landslide in particular.

e Question: What about Wildlife Crossings? Answer: We are looking at this as
part of the context of the corridor - it is hard for animals to get across 6 lanes,
including bridges and split alignments.

e Question: | have asked CDOT for years to put in a noise barrier to reduce noise
at my house in Idaho Springs. Will that be done as a part of this
project? Answer: A noise analysis will be done as a part of this project and if
noise abatement needs to be considered, it will.

e Question: We asked for CDOT to monitor noise levels before and after the EB
PPSL was put in. What were the results of that study? Answer: In general,
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Public Meeting #1
WB I-70 Concept Development Process
March 14,2017 | 5 PM - 7PM

there were minor increases in noise in some locations, minor decreases in other
locations and in other locations, the noise level was unchanged.

Question: What widths are you considering for WB PPSL? Answer: It is likely to
be similar to the EB PPSL, which varies but is generally 11’ to 12’ lanes with
one of the lanes only used during peak periods. It is used as a shoulder the rest
of the time. During peak periods, the shoulder is reduced substantially
especially on the inside.

Comments Received during Q&A:

Consider the Cross Section width of WB. Make sure the MOU is followed.
Need AGS or some other rail transit

Eastbound should have included a full shoulder

Consider three lanes and a shoulder lane

WB doesn’t need to be three lanes the entire corridor, consider passing lanes
Empire Junction is dangerous - Exit 232W signs get knocked down, replace
signs promptly

EB express lane is dangerous due to trucks, speed, stopping, foliage blocking
vision

Traffic Management - need to consider Evergreen, acceleration lanes, focus on
weekends

Bike Paths - tunnel under landslide at US 6; take out horseshoe
Improvements for rafting companies @ US 6 interchange

Economic Impacts -don’t want Clear Creak County to become a pass through.
Would like to see data on economic impacts of EB PPSL

Need data on: economics, environmental (air emissions), noise

Make sure to pay attention to the areas of special attention identified in the I-
70 CSS documents.

Need frontage roads and passing lanes - Central City Pkwy to bottom of Floyd
Hill

Use real estate for highest and best use. Look at all opportunities for land
use.

Expand evaluation criteria specific to localities -- include water, exit 247,
emergency access

Interchange with US 6 near Mile Marker 244 is a problem

Clear signage and instructional signage is needed

Impact at top of Floyd hill due to closing US 6 - do not close US 6.

Emergency access from neighborhoods - consider ingress/egress at the top of
Floyd Hill

Need access to I-70 for gamers/Casinos - this impacts Floyd Hill because
traffic from the gaming areas affects residential traffic

Need assurance that concepts will comply with previous agreements -
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Need noise mitigation east of Idaho Springs historic district

Geotechnical analysis needed early on, e.g. landslide

Consider detours during construction and the effects of detours on truck
traffic and gravel mine operations and traffic

Need improved road closure information and residential traffic management
Wildlife Crossings need to be considered at Kermitts and Two Bears

Only one access/egress point from the four subdivisions that get access off MP
247. This is a problem.

Sight distance on frontage roads is a problem. Foliage needs to be managed.
Need neighboring county support (Summit County).

6:45 PM - 7:00 PM - Further comment and one-on-one question and answer
period.

Attendees continued to look at Segment Maps and Project Boards. Attendees
provided comments in the comment box and had an opportunity to speak to
Project Leadership Team members one-on-one to provide additional comments
and ask questions.

7:00 PM - Close

A summary of the primary input and comments received from Attendees on the
maps, in the comment box and as communicated during the public meeting is
categorized and provided here:

Purpose and Need

The residents of Silver Lake in Lawson do not want this. Please build a
beautiful greenway bike trail on the Northside of 170 from Dumont through
Lawson. The bicycles use this already and have for many years.

My concern is that you will spend a lot of money and the band aid fit will not
be enough for the long-term growth of our state.

As a resident of Floyd Hill, | appreciate the effort CDOT is going through to
improve 1-70.

There is a great deal of support for your initiative to relieve the congestion on
westbound 1-70. Residents in the area can't go out or get back home on many
weekends because of the traffic jams.

Need AGS

During summer months of June/July 2016, our neighborhood was routinely
gridlocked. For example, 30-60 minutes to high school from Hwy 40.

5
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e For Floyd Hill residents:
o Concerns regarding fire: There are 1100 people who live in the area to

the south of 1-70. The only way that any of these people can get out is
via Homestead Road. That is the road that crosses the bridge over 1-70,
at Exit 247. It has one lane outbound, as the Northbound lane would be
needed for emergency vehicle access to the community. Evergreen Fire
Rescue (EFR) has designated the Floyd Hill area at Exit 247 as one of the
4 Most Dangerous places in their protection area, due to characteristics
such as:

= Steepness of terrain

= Vegetation

= Density of population
Need to improve emergency egress to protect community from fire.

o Improve the safety for Floyd Hill residents wherever you can. This
includes doing things like an emergency egress at Sawdust Court.

Issues to Consider

e Community
o Too much traffic from gaming area on US 6 and US 40

o Improvements on CO Blvd and on I-70 will help property values in Idaho
Springs

What will be the impact to mobile homes in Idaho Springs?

Quality of life should be a priority

Locals should not have to pay a toll

My family owns the restaurant at Exit 244. | hope you take into

consideration, the restaurant, rafting, and wildlife that are in the area.

Will improving access to this area increase the congestion?

o Major concern for Floyd Hill residents: Safety, egress and evacuation.
Avoid moving US 6 ramp traffic to Floyd Hill. Increasing traffic would
pose traffic and safety issues for our community.

o Traffic Noise Reduction and Visual Enhancements needed.

o Concerns relative to the specific locale around Exit #247. Decision
Criteria seems to take into account greater regional needs, but does not
indicate an understanding of specific concerns.

o Criteria need to be added to decision matrix, specific to the needs of
people who live at Exit 247.
» Additional criterion about public safety in the area, in case of the
need for an emergency evacuation

o O O O

o
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e Cost
O

Reevaluate several of the other criteria, particularly #2 and #7, as they
impact the local considerations on Floyd Hill

The return on investment does not justify this project. There are more
long-term investments worthy of taxpayer money.

The money used on this project should have been invested in a train
instead.

e Highway Safety

o

Need speed limit enforcement in the WB PPSL. There is currently no
enforcement on EB. People drive way too fast. Currently the PPSL width
does not support law enforcement vehicles to enforce speed limit.

Need signage to deter speeding in the WBPPSL. People using these
"express” lanes are jeopardizing local motorist safety.

As a commercial shuttle operator, we could use better information on
communications and safety closures. We had 15 vehicles in Silverthorne
with passengers and no idea when the road might re-open. We could not
make any decisions on what to do and when we did the road opened
without warning.

e Environmental

o

o

Concerns about water supplies - is there enough water to support the
urban sprawl that will come with adding capacity?

Big horn sheep and river conservation.

May need to discuss a wildlife passage in Segment 1 depending on
alignment.

Restore Clear Creek

Design Solutions to Consider

e Connection to Jefferson County 65 will increase traffic

e Add "on-ramp” on South side of bridge at Exit 247 off existing alignment will
provide best finished highway and the least amount of congestion during
construction.

e Straightening curves will reduce accidents.

e Lessen the grade of hill from Exit 247 to Exit 244.

e Limit big trucks to non-peak hours.

e Cantilever a highway to double tier it to add 2 additional lanes.

7
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e Make mass-transit system -- Monorail.

e Offer more buses like Front Range Ski Bus.

e Need more passing lanes.

e Have peak lane open more often.

e Design lanes wide enough to allow smooth traffic flow rather than what you did
for East bound. Don't just repaint the line and say you added a lane. Give
enough room for safe on and off exit-ramps.

e The roundabout on the north side of Exit 247 is a good idea -- there is no need
for an off-ramp at Exit 247

e There is some land between this proposed roundabout and the building just to
the west, signed as Marte. This land was intended to be parcels 2 and 3 of an
overall PUD project, of which the Marte building was the first. There are
several acres included in these parcels. However, there was an agreement not
to develop parcels 2 & 3 until there was a supply of public water available;
that supply now looks extremely unlikely, so these parcels cannot currently be
developed. If they could be acquired, they could be used for a parking/staging
area for trucks during emergency winter closures. This parking/staging area
could be tied into either US-40 and/or the roundabout. Furthermore, this area
could be used in the summer as parking and a trail-head for the land just above
it that was just acquired jointly by the Jefferson County and Clear Creek
County Open Space Commissions. This might help with a number of issues:
improving traffic flow in general; managing the trucks, particularly in the
winter; keeping the trucks and other traffic from congesting emergency egress
routes on the south side; and providing value to the community for use of its
open space.

e At exit 247, follow the principle that has evolved over years of study: keep as
much of the congestion (development, trucks and other traffic, etc.) as
possible on the NORTH side of |-70.

e Do not ignore the county memorandum that stated NOT to have a full diamond
interchange at this exit.

e Do not mix trucks and school buses.

e Do not put a roundabout on the south side of I-70, or anything else that would
impede the emergency egress of residents.

e Segment 1 Specific Design-Related Comments (Top of Floyd Hill to VMT)

o There will be more traffic noise if I-70 is elevated

o Object to two diamond interchanges at Exit 247 and 248

o Should tunnel under the landslide. It straightens curves and eliminates
the bridge issues at US 6
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e Reaction to moving the US-6 interchange to the Floyd Hill area:

©)

Inappropriate to the traveling public - It would take them far out of the
direction in which they are traveling. Travelers going westbound from
US-6 would have to go 3 or 4 miles out of their way, and then backtrack
the same amount. They would also have to climb 800 feet of altitude,
just to descend the hill to where they started.

It is an anathema to the residents of Floyd Hill - It would draw traffic
congestion just where they do not want it. It would further endanger
people in case of an emergency evacuation.

Find a way to create a full movement interchange from US-6 onto both
eastbound and westbound I-70 at or near the current location of Exit
244. Do not move any part of this interchange to exit 243 or 247, as that
would be inconsistent with many things, including: the specific guidance
from the county, the safety of people on Floyd Hill, the consideration of
highway travelers, who would be taken far out of their direction of
travel.

Add criteria in your decision matrix specifically relevant to the needs
and safety concerns for people who live at the specific exits where you
are considering modifications.

e Segment 2 Specific Design-Related Comments (Idaho Springs)

(@]

O 0O O O O

O

PPSL must have wider shoulders and better sight distance than EB does
Build bridges off line

CC Parkway to US 6 should be considered a frontage road

Need more parking in Idaho Springs

Acceleration ramp from SH 103 to EB is too short

On the 1900 block of Miner St - we’ve been asking CDOT for a noise wall
for 35 years. At exit 239 - the RR tie wall - how will it be impacted?
On the 2000 block of Miner St - the concern is the footprint behind the
houses and what kind of impact or treatment will be provided

Are the EB lanes required width by state law - they seem too narrow. So
will WB be the legal width?

On the 400 block of Idaho there was a previous agreement with the
property owner to not impact any additional property. How will this be
dealt with?

The design of the SH 103 bridge is an accident waiting to

happen. Visibility for off ramp drivers is terrible. Need to almost get
into oncoming traffic to see adequately.

Would eventually like to see metering of traffic as it is with E-470
and/or west of the EJMT tunnel - when only a certain number of cars
may pass. That way with continued new residents of Colorado the I-70
E/W can continue to carry traffic
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e Segment 3 Specific Design-Related Comments (Empire Junction to west of
Idaho Springs)

©)

(@]

Greenway should be on the north side of I-70 where bicyclists have been
riding for years

The Greenway could come up Stanley Road, cross [-70 at the overpass at
Dumont then continue west along the north side of 1-70 past Lawson.
Need new bridge over to the frontage road from Fall River Road

Need new access to Fall River Road

Need to control speed to be more consistent - recommend speed signs to
harmonize

The cross section of Eastbound is dangerous at MP 234

Construction Feedback

e Residents in Idaho Springs were experiencing deteriorating air quality during
Eastbound construction with 10 - 12 black top trucks present.

e Use recycled pavement in road base.

e Construction went on for too long.

e A third party contractor installing fiber optic line was allowed to construct all
night and noise was a real issue.

e Noise from rumble strips Eastbound during construction and currently on MP
234 on Segment 3 is bad.

e What is the plan to keep I-70 open during construction?

10



WB 1-70 Concept Development Process

March 14, 2017 Public Meeting 1 Comments and Responses
revised 7/18/2017

A-117

Comment #

Comment

Response

1

Consider the Cross Section width of WB. Make sure the MOU is followed.

CDOT has been working with Clear Creek County and has developed an approach to be consistent with the Record of
Decision (ROD) and also address safety issues as needed. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process will
determine the cross-section to be used in each location.

2 Need AGS or some other rail transit CDOT completed an Advanced Guideway System (AGS) Feasibility Study in August 2014. An AGS was determined to
be technically feasible but no funding was identifiied. The NEPA process for highway improvements does not preclude a
future AGS.

3 Eastbound should have included a full shoulder This was considered but was not implemented because it would have cost too much and had more environmental impacts
than other options. CDOT and FHWA will be working through a CSS process to determine what the appropriate shoulder
width is for the WB project.

4 Consider three lanes and a shoulder lane From the top of Floyd Hill to the Veterans Memorial Tunnels, a three lane section with a full shoulder is planned.

5 WB doesn’t need to be three lanes the entire corridor, consider passing lanes Passing lanes would not meet the travel demand (for peak periods) and fix the bottleneck issues at Floyd Hill.

6 Empire Junction is dangerous - Exit 232W signs get knocked down, replace signs promptly Safety of the existing infrastructure is a critical part of purpose and need development in the NEPA process to be initiated
right after this Concept Development Process. CDOT Maintenance quickly takes care of knocked down signs as they are
notified of those problems.

7 EB express lane is dangerous due to trucks, speed, stopping, and foliage blocking vision The accident history of the EB express lane is being examined and this information will be used during the upcoming
NEPA process for the westbound improvements. Preliminary infoormation is that accidents have decreased compared to
the situation before the Mountain Express Lane was constructed.

8 Traffic Management - need to consider Evergreen, acceleration lanes, focus on weekends The focus of this improvements is primarily on peak period traffic. Acceleration lanes from Evergreen could be
considered during the subsequent NEPA process.

9 Bike Paths — tunnel under landslide at US 6; take out horseshoe Improvements to the bike infrastructure from US 6 to Hidden Valley Interchange is included in the 2011 Record of
Decision. The Clear Creek Greenway Plan also addresses improved bicycle facilities.

10 Improvements for rafting companies @ US 6 interchange This will be considered in the subsequent NEPA process.

11 Economic Impacts —don’t want Clear Creak County to become a pass through. Would like to see data |Some businesses in Idaho Springs businesses have reported that business conditions have improved after the EB PPSL

on economic impacts of EB PPSL was constructed. Data on economics will be collected for the subsequent NEPA study.

12 Need data on: economics, environmental (air emissions), noise Data on economics, air quality and noise for the existing condition and for the future 2040 condition will be developed and
considered in the subsequent NEPA process.

13 Make sure to pay attention to the areas of special attention identified in the |1-70 CSS documents. The Areas of Special Attention will be incorporated into the upcoming NEPA processes.

14 Need frontage roads and passing lanes — Central City Pkwy to bottom of Floyd Hill The ROD commits to a frontage road between the bottom of Floyd Hill and Idaho Springs. The peak period traffic
volumes are too high for passing lanes to address the problem.

15 Use real estate for highest and best use. Look at all opportunities for land use. Land use will be a consideration in future NEPA studies.

16 Expand evaluation criteria specific to localities—include water, exit 247, emergency access These evaluation criteria are included in the Concept Development work currently being done. They will also be included
in future NEPA processes.

17 Interchange with US 6 near Mile Marker 244 is a problem The problems with existing interchanges and possible ways to address those will be considered during the NEPA
process.

18 Clear signage and instructional signage is needed Signage will be added as needed, including speed limit signage.

19 Impact at top of Floyd hill due to closing US 6 — do not close US 6. There are no plans to close US 6. Various changes to interchanges including the one at US 6 will be considering during
the subsequent NEPA process.

20 Emergency access from neighborhoods — consider ingress/egress at the top of Floyd Hill The NEPA process will analyze reasonable alternatives for addressing the purpose and need for WB I-70 improvements,
including improvements to the interchange at the top of Floyd Hill. In the meantime, CDOT has graded in a second
emergency access/egress point west of the Floyd Hill interchange.

21 Need access to I-70 for gamers/Casinos — this impacts Floyd Hill because traffic from the gaming areas |Existing and future traffic from all destinations (such as gaming, recreational, residential) will be considered in the NEPA
affects residential traffic process.

22 Need assurance that concepts will comply with previous agreements — MOU/ROD CDOT has been working with Clear Creek County to develop an approach consistent with the Record of Decision (ROD)
and also address safety issues as needed. The NEPA process, corridor context and the CSS process will determine the
cross-section to be used in each location.

23 Need noise mitigation east of Idaho Springs historic district If it is determined to be needed, noise mitigation will be studied east of the historic district.

24 Geotechnical analysis needed early on, e.g. landslide Geotechnical experts are involved in the Concept Development Process which is currently underway. They will also
continue to be involved in the subsequent NEPA process.

25 Consider detours during construction and the effects of detours on truck traffic and gravel mine Detours during construction will be considered during the NEPA process.
operations and traffic

26 Need improved road closure information and residential traffic management CDOT is continuing to develop improvements in traffic management and intelligent systems.

27 Wildlife Crossings need to be considered at Kermitts and Two Bears Wildlife crossings will be considered during the subsequent NEPA process.

28 Only one access/egress point from the four subdivisions that get access off MP 247. This is a problem. [CDOT has graded in a second emergency access/egress point for residents of the subdivisions that get access off MP
247.

29 Sight distance on frontage roads is a problem. Foliage needs to be managed. Frontage roads are under the jurisdiction of Clear Creek County.

30 Need neighboring county support (Summit County). Summit County is a member of the Project Leadership Team and the Technical Team.

31 The residents of Silver Lake in Lawson do not want this. Please build a beautiful greenway bike trail on |We assume this comment is referring to the Greenway trail. The Clear Creek Greenway Authority finalized their plans in
the Northside of 170 from Dumont through Lawson. The bicycles use this already and have for many 2016 for the location of the Greenway trail. If you have comments, please contact Randall Navarro at 202-815-3461.
years.

32 My concern is that you will spend a lot of money and the band aid fit will not be enough for the long-term|The Programmatic EIS looked out to the year 2050 for transportation improvements needed to respond to the growth of
growth of our state. our state. The Programmatic EIS built in a process to include additional improvements over time as needed.

33 As a resident of Floyd Hill, | appreciate the effort CDOT is going through to improve |I-70. Comment noted.
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34

There is a great deal of support for your initiative to relieve the congestion on westbound 1-70.
Residents in the area can't go out or get back home on many weekends because of the traffic jams.

This information will be reflected in the purpose and need statement prepared for the NEPA processes.

35 Need AGS CDOT in August of 2014 completed the AGS Feasibility Study. It determined that AGS was technically feasible but there
was no funding for its construction cost or operating costs. The highway improvements are being done in a manner that
will not preclude future AGS.
36 During summer month of June/July 2016, our neighborhood was routinely gridlocked. For example, 30- |One of the main reasons these projects are being considered is to address the problems with traffic congestion.
60 minutes to high school from Hwy 40.

37 For Floyd Hill residents—Concerns regarding fire: There are 1100 people who live in the area to the The NEPA process for the Floyd Hill project will consider the need for a second emergency access point as a part of its
south of 1-70. The only way that any of these people can get out is via Homestead Road. That is the purpose and need. In addition, recently, CDOT has graded in a second emergency access/egress point for residents of
road that crosses the bridge over 1-70, at Exit 247. It has one lane outbound, as the Northbound lane  |the subdivisions that get access off MP 247.
would be needed for emergency vehicle access to the community. Evergreen Fire Rescue (EFR) has
designated the Floyd Hill area at Exit 247 as one of the 4 Most Dangerous places in their protection
area, due to characteristics such as: steepness of terrain, vegetation, density of population.

38 For Floyd Hill residents—Need to improve emergency egress to protect community from fire. The NEPA process for the Floyd Hill project will consider the need for a second emergency access point as a part of its
purpose and need. In addition, recently, CDOT has graded in a second emergency access/egress point for residents of
the subdivisions that get access off MP 247.

39 For Floyd Hill residents—Improve the safety for Floyd Hill residents wherever you can. This includes The NEPA process for the Floyd Hill project will consider the need for a second emergency access point as a part of its

doing things like an emergency egress at Sawdust Court. purpose and need. In addition, recently, CDOT has graded in a second emergency access/egress point for residents of
the subdivisions that get access off MP 247.

40 Issue to Consider—Too much traffic from gaming area on US 6 and US 40
Existing and projected traffic from all sources will be considered as alternatives are developed during the NEPA process.

41 Issue to Consider—Improvements on CO Blvd and on I-70 will help property values in Idaho Springs
Comment noted.

42 Issue to Consider—What will be the impact to mobile homes in Idaho Springs? This will be considered as a part of the NEPA process that occurs after this Concept Development process. The NEPA
process requires a full analysis of right-of-way, noise, and visual impacts which will include any impacts to mobile homes
in [daho Springs

43 Issue to Consider—Quality of life should be a priority Effects to quality of life will be considered during the NEPA process

44 Issue to Consider—Locals should not have to pay a toll
CDOT is not considering tolling all lanes on |-70. There will be free lanes just like there are now for the EB direction.

45 Issue to Consider—My family owns the restaurant at Exit 244. | hope you take into consideration, the Existing businesses, rafting and wildlife will all be taken into consideration as concepts are developed during the

restaurant, rafting, and wildlife that are in the area. subsequent NEPA process.
46 Issue to Consider—Will improving access to this area increase the congestion? Adding access (a new interchange) typically degrades mobility on the interstate. Improving access (making changes to
an existing interchange) typically improves mobility.
47 Issue to Consider—Major concern for Floyd Hill residents: Safety, egress and evacuation. The NEPA process for the Floyd Hill project will consiser the need for a second emergency access point as a part of its
purpose and need. In addition, recently, CDOT has graded in a second emergency access/egress point for residents of
the subdivisions that get access off MP 247.
48 Issue to Consider—Avoid moving US 6 ramp traffic to Floyd Hill. Increasing traffic would pose traffic
and safety issues for our community. Increased traffic and safey issues will be considered during the NEPA process.

49 Issue to Consider—Traffic Noise Reduction and Visual Enhancements needed. The NEPA process will consider impacts to noise levels and visual character.

50 Issue to Consider—Concerns relative to the specific locale around Exit #247. Decision Criteria seems
to take into account greater regional needs, but does not indicate an understanding of specific The local factors we are considering at this location are emergency access, land use, public safety, future recreational
concerns. access, conflicts with trucks and residential traffic.

51 Issue to Consider—Criteria need to be added to decision matrix, specific to the needs of people who The local factors we are considering at this location are emergency access, land use, public safety, future recreational

live at Exit 247. Additional criterion about public safety in the area, in case of the need for an access, conflicts with trucks and residential traffic.
emergency evacuation

52 Issue to Consider—Reevaluate several of the other criteria, particularly #2 and #7, as they impact the | The local factors we are considering at this location are emergency access, land use, public safety, future recreational

local considerations on Floyd Hill access, conflicts with trucks and residential traffic.

53 Issue to Consider—The return on investment does not justify this project. There are more long-term

investments worthy of taxpayer money. The findings relative to the benefit provided for the cost of improvements for the recently completed Mountain Express
Lane is that it was very cost-effective (I-70 Eastbound Peak Period Shoulder Lane TIGER Application, CDOT April 2014.)
54 CDOT studied the AGS system and found that it is technically feasible but there is no funding to build or operate it at this
Issue to Consider—The money used on this project should have been invested in a train instead. time.
55 Issue to Consider—Need speed limit enforcement in the WB PPSL. There is currently no enforcement |Speed limit enforcement is the purview of the State Patrol. CDOT will discuss more frequent speed enforcement with the
on EB. People drive way too fast. Currently the PPSL width does not support law enforcement vehicles |State Patrol.
to enforce speed limit.
56 Issue to Consider—Need signage to deter speeding in the WBPPSL. People using these "express" Signage will be added as needed, including speed limit signage.

lanes are jeopardizing local motorist safety.
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57

Issue to Consider—As a commercial shuttle operator, we could use better information on
communications and safety closures. We had 15 vehicles in Silverthorne with passengers and no idea
when the road might re-open. We could not make any decisions on what to do and when we did the
road opened without warning.

CDOT has upgraded their intelligent highway systems along I-70 to help better respond to these needs. These upgraded
systems will better inform users of road conditions in the future.

58 Issue to Consider—Concerns about water supplies — is there enough water to support the urban sprawl [This question is a land use question which is better answered by the local agency, which in this case is Clear Creek
that will come with adding capacity? County. CDOT has no authority over local land use decisions.
59 Issue to Consider—Big horn sheep and river conservation. Big horn sheep and river conservation will both be considered in the subsequent NEPA process.
60
Issue to Consider—May need to discuss a wildlife passage in Segment 1 depending on alignment. The need for wildlife passages will be considered during the NEPA process for Segment 1.
61 Issue to Consider—Restore Clear Creek The project team will look for opportunites to restore Clear Creek, however it is unlikely WB improvements will impact
Clear Creek.
62 Design Solution to Consider—Connection to Jefferson County 65 will increase traffic. Traffic impacts of all changes in transportation infrastructure will be considered during the NEPA process.
63 Design Solution to Consider—Add "on-ramp" on South side of bridge at Exit 247 off existing alignment This will be considered during the NEPA process.
will provide best finished highway and the least amount of congestion during construction.
64 Design Solution to Consider—Straightening curves will reduce accidents. There is -alcorrelatioln between tight curves and accidents. The subsequent NEPA process will include looking at
opportunities to straighten curves.
65 Design Solution to Consider—Lessen the grade of hill from Exit 247 to Exit 244. Alternatives will be considered in the NEPA process to lessen the grade of the road.
66 . . . A
Design Solution to Consider—Limit big trucks to non-peak hours. The motor carrier's groups are involved in these projects and will continue to work with CDOT to limit their traffic impacts.
67 Design Solution to Consider—Cantilever a highway to double tier it to add 2 additional lanes. Cant!leverin'g the highway similar to what was done in Glenwood Canyon is one of the design solutions that will be
considered in the subsequent NEPA process.
68 Design Solution to Consider—Make mass-transit system -- Monorail. CDOT studied the AGS mass transit system. It is technically feasible but there is no funding tobuild or operate it.
69 Design Solution to Consider—Offer more buses like Front Range Ski Bus. The QDQT BL{stang service has been recently increased and it is likely to be further increased as needs grow and if
funding is available.
70 Design Solution to Consider—Need more passing lanes
i During peak periods, the traffic volumes indicate the need for a new lane. Passing lanes would not address the need.
71 . } . Because the Eastbound Mountain Express Lane is an interim project, the Federal Highway Administration and CDOT
Design Solution to Consider—Have peak lane open more often. h . . X
ave agreed on maximum times the peak period shoulder lane can be open.
72 Design Solution to Consider—Design lanes wide enough to allow smooth traffic flow rather than what The 2011 ROD set limits on what could be considered prior to 2020 in this section of the I-70 corridor. CDOT is working
you did for Eastbound. Don't just repaint the line and say you added a lane. Give enough room for safe |through the CSS process to develop recommendations that are safe but also remain an interm fix to address peak
on and off exit-ramps. congestion needs until additional capacity can be added.
73 Design Solution to Consider—The roundabout on the north side of Exit 247 is a good idea; there is no
need for an off-ramp at Exit 247 Modifications to interchanges will be considered during the subsequent NEPA process.
74 Design Solution to Consider—There is some land between this proposed roundabout and the building Potential partnerships such as this can be considered and further explored during the subsequent NEPA process.
just to the west, signed as Marte. This land was intended to be parcels 2 and 3 of an overall PUD
project, of which the Marte building was the first. There are several acres included in these parcels.
However, there was an agreement not to develop parcels 2 & 3 until there was a supply of public water
available; that supply now looks extremely unlikely, so these parcels cannot currently be developed. If
they could be acquired, they could be used for a parking/staging area for trucks during emergency
winter closures. This parking/staging area could be tied into either US-40 and/or the roundabout.
Furthermore, this area could be used in the summer as parking and a trail-head for the land just above
it that was just acquired jointly by the Jefferson County and Clear Creek County Open Space
Commissions. This might help with a number of issues: improving traffic flow in general; managing the
trucks, particularly in the winter; keeping the trucks and other traffic from congesting emergency egress
routes on the south side; and providing value to the community for use of its open space.
75 Design Solution to Consider—At exit 247, follow the principle that has evolved over years of study: CDOT has no authority over local land use decisions. The improvements for WB |-70 will be focused on I-70 (rather than
keep as much of the congestion (development, trucks and other traffic, etc.) as possible on the NORTH |north or south of I-70) except as needed to address tight curves.
side of I-70.
76 Design Solution to Consider—Do not ignore the county memorandum that stated NOT to have a full The NEPA process will address county planning documents.
diamond interchange at this exit.
77 Design Solution to Consider—Do not mix trucks and school buses. There is no policy available to control mixed traffic use on an interstate.
78 Design Solution to Consider—Do not put a roundabout on the south side of |-70, or anything else that  [Interchange and intersection improvements will be considered more fully during the subsequent NEPA process.
would impede the emergency egress of residents.
79 Segment 1 Design (Top of Floyd Hill to VMT)—There will be more traffic noise if I-70 is elevated Effects of traffic noise will be considered in the upcoming NEPA process.
80 Interchange and intersection improvements will be considered more fully during the subsequent NEPA process.
Segment 1 Design (Top of Floyd Hill to VMT)—Object to two diamond interchanges at Exit 247 and 248
81 Segment 1 Design (Top of Floyd Hill to VMT)—Should tunnel under the landslide. It straightens curves |This was considered during the Programmatic EIS and the recently completed design speed study. This idea offers no

and eliminates the bridge issues at US 6

mobility benefis when compared to a cheaper design, is less desireable from a safety perspective because of the speed
differentials and would be more expensive and impactful to construct and maintain.
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Comment #

Comment

Response

82

Moving US 6 interchange to Floyd Hill area—Inappropriate to the traveling public - It would take them
far out of the direction in which they are traveling. Travelers going westbound from US-6 would have to
go 3 or 4 miles out of their way, and then backtrack the same amount. They would also have to climb
800 feet of altitude, just to descend the hill to where they started.

This will be further considered during the NEPA process.

83 This will be further considered during the NEPA process.
Moving US 6 interchange to Floyd Hill area—It is an anathema to the residents of Floyd Hill - It would
draw traffic congestion just where they do not want it. It would further endanger people in case of an
emergency evacuation.
84 Moving US 6 interchange to Floyd Hill area—Find a way to create a full movement interchange from US- Development of interchange modifications will be more fully considered during the NEPA process.
6 onto both eastbound and westbound I-70 at or near the current location of Exit 244. Do not move any
part of this interchange to exit 243 or 247, as that would be inconsistent with many things, including: the
specific guidance from the county, the safety of people on Floyd Hill, the consideration of highway
travelers, who would be taken far out of their direction of travel.
85 Safety is one of the evaluation criteria for this process and will continue to be for the upcoming NEPA process.
Neighborhood issues will be also be considered during the NEPA process.
Moving US 6 interchange to Floyd Hill area—Add criteria in your decision matrix specifically relevant to
the needs and safety concerns for people who live at the specific exits where you are considering
modifications.
86 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—PPSL must have wider shoulders and better sight distance than The width of shoulders will be determined during the NEPA process through a CSS design.
EB does
87 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—Build bridges off line This is being considered, particularly in Segment 1.
88 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)}—CC Parkway to US 6 should be considered a frontage road A frontage road between Central City Parkway and US 6 is an improvement that is committed to in the ROD.
89 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—Need more parking in Idaho Springs gapri:':gng;:;pacted due to the project, it will be mitigated. The City is working with CDOT on a plan to put in the
90 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—Acceleration ramp from SH 103 to EB is too short CDOT is aware of this issue and looking into ways to address it.
91 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—On the 1900 block of Miner St — we’ve been asking CDOT for a Noise abatement (if determined to be needed) will be a part of the subsequent NEPA process. If the RR tie wall is
noise wall for 35 years. At exit 239 — the RR tie wall — how will it be impacted? impacted, it or another wall will be added in the same location.
92 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—On the 2000 block of Miner St — the concern is the footprint behind |Effects to area behind the houses in Idaho Springs will be considered during the NEPA process.
the houses and what kind of impact or treatment will be provided
93 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—Are the EB lanes required width by state law — they seem too The improvements will be designed in a context senstive manner. FHWA determines if any variances to normal interstate
narrow. So will WB be the legal width? standards are acceptable
94 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—On the 400 block of Idaho there was a previous agreement with One of the key factors in the NEPA process in the vicinity of Idaho Springs will be to minimize any new right-of-way
the property owner to not impact any additional property. How will this be dealt with? needs.
95 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—The design of the SH 103 bridge is an accident waiting to happen. CDOT is aware of this issue and looking info ways to address it.
Visibility for off ramp drivers is terrible. Need to almost get into oncoming traffic to see adequately.
96 Segment 2 Design (Idaho Springs)—Would eventually like to see metering of traffic as it is with E-470 [CDOT conducted some experiments with speed harmonization and the benefits were not clear. This could be considered
and/or west of the EJMT tunnel — when only a certain number of cars may pass. That way with in the future
continued new residents of Colorado the |-70 E/W can continue to carry traffic
97 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)}—Greenway should be on the north side [The location of the Greenway has been finalized by the Greenway Authority. If you have further questions, please contact
of I-70 where bicyclists have been riding for years 202-815-3461.
98 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)}—The Greenway could come up Stanley [The location of the Greenway has been finalized by the Greenway Authority. If you have further questions, please
Road, cross I-70 at the overpass at Dumont then continue west along the north side of |-70 past contact Randall Navarro at 202-815-3461.
Lawson.
99 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)—Need new bridge over to the frontage | This will be considered during the NEPA process.
road from Fall River Road
100 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)—Need new access to Fall River Road This will be considered during the NEPA process.
101 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)—Need to control speed to be more Signage over all lanes was considered for the eastbound lanes but was not put in because it was too visually obtrusive. It
consistent — recommend speed signs to harmonize could be considered in the future.
102 Segment 3 Design (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)—The cross section of Eastbound is Safety data from the EB PPSL is being evaluated to be used on the upcoming NEPA processes.
dangerous at MP 234
103 Construction Feedback—Residents in Idaho Springs were experiencing deteriorating air quality during |[Ways to address potential air quality impacts during construction will be considered during the NEPA process.
Eastbound construction with 10 — 12 black top trucks present.
104 Construction Feedback—Use recycled pavement in road base. :;?sntractors frequently choose to use recycled pavement during construction. CDOT has specifications that encourage
105 Construction Feedback—Construction went on for too long. ;z}ggt;o minimize the disruption to travelers and communities during construction is one of the main aims of these
106 Construction Feedback—A third party contractor installing fiber optic line was allowed to construct all Minimizing noise during construction and especially at night will be considered during the NEPA process.

night and noise was a real issue.
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Response

107 Construction Feedback—Noise from rumble strips Eastbound during construction and currently on MP
234 on Segment 3 is bad.

Minimizing noise during construction will be considered during the NEPA process.

108
Construction Feedback—What is the plan to keep |-70 open during construction?

Traffic management plans to minimize impacts during construction will be developed during the NEPA and final design
processes.
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WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC MEETING

AGENDA
e 5:00-5:30 p.m.: Please sign-in and feel free to walk around to the different stations.

e 5:30-6:00 p.m.: We invite you to join us for a presentation about the Westbound 1-70
Mountain Corridor Concept Development Process.

e 6:00-6:30 p.m.: Question and answer session following the presentation.

e 6:30-7:00 p.m.: Please feel free to walk around and view the various stations. If you have
any questions or comments, walk up to any of the agency officials with a name tag and
they’ll be happy to speak with you.

¢ Comment sheets are available if you wish to write to us.

PROJECT LIMITS
The Westbound |-70 Mountain Corridor project limits are located between the top of Floyd Hill and
the Empire Junction interchange.

PROJECT NEED

With a total of 5.5 million residents in Colorado (and counting), congestion along westbound I-70 has
gotten increasingly worse each year and has had a major drag on the local economy and tourism.
Congestion also contributes to hazards along the corridor and leaves locals stranded.

IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

1. 1-70 Mountain Corridor Improvement Projects
a. Additional Capacity
i. Six lane capacity from the top of Floyd Hill through the Veterans Memorial
Tunnels, previously known as the Twin Tunnels.
ii. Frontage road from Idaho Springs to US 6.
b. Interchange Efficiency
i. Empire Junction interchange improvements.
c. Safety Improvements
i. PARTIALLY COMPLETED: Eastbound acceleration lane from the Eisenhower-
Johnson Memorial Tunnels to Herman Gulch.
ii. Westbound acceleration lane from Bakerville to Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial
Tunnels.
d. Multimodal Improvement
i. PARTIALLY COMPLETED: Bike trail from Idaho Springs to US 6.
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2. Advanced Guideway System (AGS)—a term for a range of transit technologies that
could include high speed rail or magnetic levitation.

a. The AGS feasibility study was completed in 2014 and evaluated technology,
alignment and funding/financing options to determine the feasibility of a high-
speed transit system for the 120-mile segment of the 1-70 Mountain Corridor from
C-470 in Jefferson County to Eagle County Regional Airport. The technology that
was recommended was magnetic levitation. No funding was identified.

b. Westbound improvements would not stop a future AGS from being developed.

3. Other Improvements Identified

a. Truck operations improvements

b. Interchange improvements at Downieville, Fall River Road, the base of Floyd Hill
and Hyland Hills (top of Floyd Hill.)

c. Non-infrastructure strategies such as: Expanding use of existing infrastructure,
bus service, programs for improving truck movements, and traveler information.

4. Advanced technology opportunities

a. These opportunities could include: Autonomous and connected vehicles,
information technology systems, technology advancements (RoadX), bus, van or
shuttle services, and AGS.

b. RoadX: The RoadX vision is to transform Colorado’s transportation system into one
of the safest and most reliable in the nation by teaming up with public and
industry partners to harness emerging technologies. Learn more:
codot.gov/programs/roadx

5. Adaptive Management Process—a structured commitment to a deliberate style of
repetitive decision making with an aim to revisit and analyze key questions at project
milestones. This allows for continued research into the changing travel demands
throughout the process. Adding capacity between the Veterans Memorial Tunnels and
Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels could be implemented after an adaptive
management process of reexamining the need for westbound improvements is
implemented.

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

I-70 Mountain Corridor Context sensitive solutions process is being followed.

UG NANWN =

Establish context statement

Define core values and issues

Develop concepts with staff, project teams, and public
Evaluate, select, and refine alternative options
Determine which option(s) to advance to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process—NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the environmental effects of their
proposed actions prior to making decisions. The range of actions covered by NEPA is broad
and includes: making decisions on permit applications and constructing highways and other
publicly-owned facilities. For the I-70 Mountain Corridor, because a Programmatic NEPA
decision has already been made, future NEPA processes will follow the basic decision made
in the Programmatic Record of Decision.

Finalize concept development document and evaluate process
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WHAT’S NEXT?

Alestbound Concept Development Tlmelme

--------- al Policy Act process. For the
‘ outder Lane, this is llkely to be initiated in the summer of 2017.
° 2 to 3 years: De51gn the improvements
o 3 years: Secure funding
e 3 to 4 years: Construct—the plan is to construct the Westbound Peak Period
Shoulder Lane project first, to minimize construction effects in Clear Creek County

ADDITIONAL TERMS

e Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement: evaluates the effects of broad proposals
or planning-level decisions that may include any or all of the following: a wide range of
individual projects, implementation over a long timeframe, and/or implementation across a
large geographic area. In the case of the I-70 Mountain Corridor, the decision that has
already been made is the mode, capacity and location of the highway, non-infrastructure
and transit improvements.

® Record of Decision (ROD): a concise public document that records Federal agency’s (in this
case the Federal Highway Administration’s) decision concerning a proposed action for which
the agency has prepared an environmental impact statement. A ROD was signed in 2011 for
the 1-70 Mountain Corridor.

TELL US YOUR IDEAS

Want to learn more or have questions? Send your additional comment and questions to
Neil.Ogden@state.co.us or go online to codot.gov/projects/i-70mountaincorridor
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HOW DID WE GET HERE?

’;

\

BIG IMPACT FROM POPULATION BOOM

Colorado has become the second
fastest growing state.* The total current
population is over 5.5 million, with
91,726 new residents in 2016.

Traffic Congestion *

This rapid growth has caused major road congestion issues. According to the
During the 2016 winter and summer seasons, a combined 2.1 million Dec. 20, 2016 U.S.
vehicles traveled the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Census Bureau report

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 1.01 | w
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HOW DID WE GET HERE?

PLANNING PROCESS IS UNDERWAY

Recognizing the need for westbound
improvements, CDOT and Clear Creek
County have begun a planning process for
the top of Floyd Hill to Empire Junction.

Programmatic °.°, Goals of the Concept Development
Environmental Impact ):( + Identify concepts for the roadway to be advanced into
/~ Statement (EIS) .&. the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process.

Process ended in 2011 and resulted in + The work will examine context of the communities

an official Record of Decision (ROD) that and landscapes through which 1-70 travels while

identified list of selected improvements. identifying any fatal flaws with concepts.
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PROJECT CORRIDOR

f\ .. I-70 Bridge over Q
Downieville Clear Creek —]

Winter Park

Idaho
Springs

Georgetown

Silver

Westendof  Veterans
Plume

Idaho Springs  Memorial

Tunnels Top of
Floyd Hill

|:| I-70 Westbound Project Corridor . Location of Community - Extended I-70 Mountain Corridor
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IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

I-/0 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

— oL \
() L) QD
s
— — QP
Additional Interchange Safety Multimodal
Capacity Efficiency Improvements Improvement
+ Six lane capacity + Empire + PARTIALLY COMPLETED: + PARTIALLY
from Floyd Hill Junction Eastbound acceleration COMPLETED:
through the interchange lane from the Eisenhower- Bike trail
Veterans Memorial improvements Johnson Memorial Tunnels fror_n Idaho
Tunnels, previously to Herman Gulch Springs to US 6
known as the Twin + Westbound acceleration
Tunnels lane from Bakerville to
+ Frontage road from Eisenhower-Johnson
Idaho Springs to US 6 Memorial Tunnels
WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 1.04
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IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

ADVANCED GUIDEWAY SYSTEM (AGS)

CDOT’S Advanced Guideway System feasibility study was completed in 2014. It came to the following conclusions:

+ 4.6 to 6.2 million annual riders

+ $13.3 to $16.5 billion in capital costs

+ $114 to $157 million in annual operating revenue

+ Technically feasible

+ Not currently financial feasible without local, state, or federal funding sources that can cover capital costs
+ Westbound concepts will not stop future Advanced Guideway System

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS IDENTIFIED

+ Truck operations improvement in non specified locations

+ Interchange improvements at Georgetown, Downieville, Fall River Road, and base of Floyd Hill

+ Non-infrastructure strategies such as: Expanding use of existing infrastructure, bus service,
programs for improving truck movements, and traveler information

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 1.05 | w
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IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY OPPORTUNITIES

= : : \ : Q :
() : : | ;
Autonomous Information Technology Bus, van or Advanced
and connected . technology . advancements . shuttle services . Guideway
vehicles . systems . (RoadX) . (supported by technology . System
. . . advancements) .
What is RoadX?

The RoadX vision is to transform Colorado’s transportation system into one of the safest and most reliable in the nation by
teaming up with public and industry partners to harness emerging technologies. Learn more: cdot.gov/programs/roadx
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IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IS A VITAL COMPONENT

@ Maximum program of improvements (including 6 lane capacity in Clear Creek County)
implemented only after evaluating the need for those improvements in 2020.

@ Recognizes that future travel demand and behavior are uncertain.

@ Recognizes that global, regional, or local trends or events have unexpected effects
on travel needs, behavior and patterns.

@ May need to consider other improvements in response to unexpected trends or events.

What is Adaptive Management?
It is a structured commitment to a deliberate style of repetitive decision making with an aim
to revisit and analyze key questions at important project milestones.
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COMPLETED PROJECTS

FROM THE RECORD OF DECISION

VETERANS 1-/0 MOUNTAIN ACCELERATION
MEMORIAL TUNNELS EXPRESS LANES LANE ADDITION

+ Veterans Memorial Tunnels, + The I-70 Mountain Express Lane + Eastbound acceleration lane
previously known as the Project was completed in Spring addition just east of the
Twin Tunnels, were widened in 2016. It extends eastbound from Eisenhower Johnson Memorial
both directions. Empire Junction through the Tunnel was partially completed.

Veterans Memorial Tunnels.
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EASTBOUND IMPACT

POSITIVE EFFECT OF RECENT CONSTRUCTION

Vo i Ve 1V ViV
?

a
AR

ol

Travel times Time to clear Express Lane Time to Frontage
for all lanes corridor has been well clear Road

has improved back-ups has received by incidents congestion
20 to 50 substantially public and has has been
percent improved the media improved alleviated

——

Data is from the I-70 Mountain Express Lane January 1 through April 10, 2016 and May 30 through September 5, 2016 Summary of Findings Report
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EASTBOUND DATA

VOLUME CORRIDOR SAFETY IMPROVED
Winter: 1.03 Corridor incidents were down
million vehicles 15 percent in the winter season.

2010-2012 average: 896,000 vehicles

TRAVEL TIMES IMPROVED

Summer: 1.06 In a worst-day comparison between
N : : 2015 and 2016, eastbound travel times
million vehicles

: between Georgetown and US 40 improved
2010-2012 average: 993,500 vehicles : by 21 minutes with Mountain Express Lanes.

Data is from the I-70 Mountain Express Lanes January 1 through April 10 and May 30 through September 5 Summary of Findings Report
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OUR LESSONS LEARNED

FEEDBACK ON RECENT CONSTRUCTION

28 & 0%

Need better : Need better : Need more : Need better : Need more
coordination . communication . signage that  : construction . sufficient
among the .  with the business :  business :  quality . traffic
multiple . community s access is : . control
construction ¢ and the public, . open : :

projects .  especially about :

road closures
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WHY ARE WESTBOUND

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED?

Westbound congestion that starts at the base of Floyd Hill
on Saturday mornings and Friday afternoons is a drag on
the local economy and impacts tourism negatively.

@ TRAFFIC IS STILL A DRAG

m HAZARDS REMAIN THE SAME

Increasing number of westbound crashes occur when
the roads are congested. This also creates delays
for emergency response vehicles.

Local access becomes nearly impossible during westbound
gridlock time periods on I-70.

m LOCALS ARE STILL STRANDED

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 3.01 | w

A PATH FORWARD



A-140

WESTBOUND IMPACT

CORRIDOR SPEEDS CAN BE SEVERELY IMPACTED

During heavy congestion, it takes about 2 hours and 48 minutes to travel westbound from C-470 to Silverthorne. @
\y/

Under normal conditions, it should take 55 minutes.

SPEED

LIMIT@@mmmm@@m@@mu’mmmm@ =
a65 mmmmmmmmm@@@@‘ﬂss

At US 40
On-Ramp

N7
D (0

At Veterans
Memorial Tunnels

SPEED
LIMIT

55

AtUS 6
On-Ramp

Speeds are an average of the slowest speeds on Friday and Saturday in the Summer and in the Winter

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 3.02
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WESTBOUND DATA

LY
Sy
CRASHES BY DAY OF THE WEEK
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Westbound crash data is from 2012-2015
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WHO'S DOING THE WORK?

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

®

Project
Leadership Team

+ Drives Concept
Development Process
and ensures guidance
is followed

+ Approves decision
making process and
enables teams to
follow process

+ Determines what
materials are relevant
for decision making

+ Assists to resolve issues

®

Technical
Team

+ Defines context of
project segments
and identifies
critical issues

+ Evaluates
concepts based
on critical issues,
core values,
and evaluation
criteria

+ Defines level
of feasibility

®

Engineering
Consultants
& Contractors

+ Participates
in meetings to
understand Technical
Team perspectives

+ Develops concepts
and identifies fatal
flaws, constructibility
and design

+ Ensures feasibility
of Technical Team
guidance

®

Team*

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
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Project
Management

+ Personnel the
Project Leadership
and Technical
Teams uses to
organize, fund
and facilitate the
process

3.04

* The Project Management
Team is comprised of CDOT;
HDR, Inc.; THK Associates,
Inc; and CDR Consultants
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TEAM PARTNERSHIPS

PROJECT

LEADERSHIP TEAM

++ + + + +

++ + + +

+

CDOT

Central City

City of Idaho Springs
Clear Creek County
Eagle County

Federal Highway
Administration

Georgetown

I-70 Coalition
Silver Plume
Summit County
Town of Empire
U.S. Forest Service

A PATH FORWARD

L]

: TECHNICAL TEAM*

.

E + CDOT + Colorado Motor Carriers

. ~ + Central City Association

. + City of Black Hawk + Colorado Parks and Wildlife

. + City of Idaho Springs + Denver Regional Council

. [/ ~ + Clear Creek Bikeway of Governments

. Users Group + Downieville, Lawson, and

. + Clear Creek County Dumont Neighborhood

. + Technical Team + Clear Creek County Archivist + Empire Junction

. i + Federal Highwa

o is made up of + Clear Creek County ral mHighway

= g Emergency Servces Acdmiistation

. to participate + Clear Creek County Sheriff * Floyd Hill Property Owners

. + Clear Creek Economic Association

. Development Corp. + Georgetown Loop Railroad

. + Clear Creek Fire Authority *+ Gilpin County

. + Clear Creek Greenway + Jefferson County

. Authority + Loveland Ski Resort

) + Clear Creek Open Space + Mile Hi Rafting

. + Clear Creek Rafting + Summit County

. + Clear Creek School District + Trout Unlimited

. + Clear Creek Tourism Bureau + U.S. Forest Service

E + Clear Creek Watershed + Vail Ski Resorts

e Foundation + Winter Park Ski Resort
WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 3.05
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WHAT'S THE CONCEPT

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS?

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS PROCESS

© 60 0 06

Estabish Define Develop Evaluate, Determine Finalize
context core values concepts select, which documents
statement & issues with staff, and refine option(s) to and evaluate
project alternative advance to process
teams, & or option NEPA
public
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CONTEXT STATEMENT

The I-70 Mountain Corridor is a magnificent, scenic place.

Human elements are woven through breathtaking natural features. The
integration of these diverse elements has occurred over the course of time.

The corridor is a world class recreational destination, a route for interstate
and local commerce and a unique place to live. I-70 is also a nationally
significant part of the defense network and is the lifeline for many local
communities along the corridor.

Current I-70 roadway geometry is constrained, with narrow shoulders and tight curves resulting in decreased safety,
mobility, accessibility and capacity for travelers. Westbound improvements are needed to lessen delays caused

by peak period volumes in a manner that protects and enhances the unique environmental, historic,

community and recreational resources in the I-70 Mountain Corridor.
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CORE VALUES

Safety Mobility & Implementability Community Environment
Accessibility
H W
Sustainability Engineering Historic Decision
Criteria & Context Making
Aesthetic
Guidelines
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WHAT'S NEXT?

WESTBOUND CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE

£\ I'\ 7\

Y 6 TO 9 MONTHS T 1 TO 2 YEARS T 2 TO 3 YEARS 3 YEARS T 3 TO 4 YEARS

Initiate the Design the Secure Construct

National improvements funding Plan is to construct

Environmental the Westbound Peak
Period Shoulder Lane

Pollcy Act project first, to

process minimize construction
effects in Clear Creek
County.

Second public meeting Summer 2017
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TELL US YOUR IDEAS

Please visit the map table to write down your
thoughts and 1deas for Westbound Improvements

What concerns do you have What are your suggestions for
for each project segment? improvements for each project segment?

WANT TO LEARN MORE OR HAVE QUESTIONS?

Send your additional comments and questions to Neil.Ogden@state.co.us
Go online to codot.gov/projects/i-70mountaincorridor

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 4.02 | w
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WESTBOUND [-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
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CRITICAL ISSUES:
SEGMENT 1

EZ) Fioyd vt Landslide
() iigibte Historic Resource
Linkage Interference Zone

Segment
B~ Floyd Hill 1o VMT

Porvemient coniticn
o Hickden Vil

Issues Type

ek cuts

Safety

Mo v
iepo

Mobifity/Access
Implementability
p— —=
| Community’)

Historic Context

Improvements in ROD:

Six-lanes from Floyd Hill to Veterans Memorial Tunnels
Bike trail from Idaho Springsto US &

Frontage road from Idaho Springs to US 6

Interchange improvements at base of Floyd Hill

Improvements in MOU: Homeowners Associations

* Widen to 3 lanes westbound * Beaver Brook
Improve design speed = Saddleback
Replace bridge at bottom of Floyd Hill * Grand Preserve
Reconstruct interchange at US 6 = Floyd Hill
Phase 2 of Greenway and Frontage Road

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
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CRITICAL ISSUES:
SEGMENT 2

~
Issues Type ¥ ~ o %
LEGEND : ; = - 2 ¥ige -
- y . dd
O aamermorcrence KR oechoretng SGEEY SR k
Link: Interd: Z T ¥ - —
nkcage interfersnce 2one : - * : {
FT— Mobility/Access Historic Context s P
— MT to West daha Springs » H
Implementability - Engineering Criteria
- - P, .
UAIYS  Sustainability .

January 2014 MO/
* Westbound PPSL

Clear Creek County and Idaho Springs Visioning Ideas:

Consider a local bridge over |-70 to accommodate pedestrian, bicycle,
and recreational traffic west of Exit 241 bridge

Frontage road to the ballfields south of I-70 must be cleared and cleaned
up

Consider a parking structure/transit center at Exit 240, Should retain
development space

Discourage through truck traffic on Colorado Boulevard

Replace sound wall by football field

Consider signage at Exit 239 for rafting traffic

Consider a stop sign at end of westbound 239

Expand rafting staging area at base of Exit 239

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
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CRITICAL ISSUES:
SEGMENT 3

Issues Type
LEGEND e
[ Engitse Historic Resource Safety
Segement

— \fesl ldaho Springs to Empue

A

Mobifity/Access

Implemantability

Miles

The western part of this
segment is lynx habitat

Commurity)

Decision Making

Historic Context o

Engineering Crieria

Sustainability

Actomrredate tew Igh
Mrage m widered wroy

Clear Creek County and Idaho Springs Visioning ldeas:

Investigate moving the Port of Entry

= Construction schedules developed with stakeholder input
Improve view quality, reduce noise, signage, lights
Connect Fall River Road to Frontage Road with bridge

Greenway construction

Study light, shadow, and icing at Fall River Road before any curve

improvements
Retain eastbound/westbound median
Keep signage to a minimum

Incorporate Downieville-Lawson-Dument Neighberhood Plans

Cover I-70 in Downieville-Lawson-Dumont area

Raise |-70 or otherwise buffer Lawson and Silver Lakes area

Buffer Rocky Mountain Village to provide noise and visual mitigation January 2014 MOU:
Relocate government uses at Empire Junction

Include iconic pedestrian/bicycle bridge at Empire Junction * Westbound PPSL

Maximize county development and recreation uses at Empire Junction * Not exceed scope of eastbound PPSL

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
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LEGEND
Segment
VMT to West Idaho Springs

A

FDR TIER 2 CONTEXT: IDAHO SPRINGS
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

Yellow Notes
Residents in Idaho Springs were experiencing deteriorating air quality during construction w/ 10-12 black top trucks present.
Approves of doing a segmented approach so you can have "lessons learned."
Please ensure that you use recycled pavement in the road base.
Local resident doesn't think the ROl is sufficient. There are more long-term investments worthy of our money.
Will speed limit be enforced in the WB lane? There is currently no enforcement on EB. People drive way too fast! (Currently the
Idaho Springs - We have had construction forever. A third party contractor installing fiber optic line was allowed to construct all
There is not enough water to support the urban sprawl that will come with adding capacity.
All of the money we have been using to construct these improvements could have built a train.
Please add signs to deter speeding in the WBPPSL. People using these "express" lanes are jeopardizing local motorist safety!
Floyd Hill residents worried about emergency access and egress for 3 Floyd Hill alternatives.
New PPSL toll lane EB travelers go way too fast. Inhibit the ability for emergency response.

Collected Note Cards

During summer month of June/July 2016, our neighborhood was routinely gridlocked. For example, 30-

Allison Guyton
! W 60 minutes to high school from 40. Do any of these options address this?

Concerns: Big horn sheep and river conservation. Connection to Jefferson County 65 and increased

Mike & Gretchen Harberts ]
traffic

Add "on-ramp" on South side of bridge at Exit 247 off existing alignment will provide best finished
highway. Least congestion during construction. Straighten curves will reduce accidents. Lessen grade
of hill from Exit 247 to Exit 244. Restore Clear Creek. What is project budget?

The residents of Silver Lake in Lawson do not want it. Please build a beautiful greenway bike trail on
the Northside of 170 from Dumont through Lawson. The bicycles use this already and have for many
years.

May need to discuss a wildlife passage in segment 1 depending on alignment.

My family owns the restaurant at Exit 244. | hope you take into consideration, the restaurant, rafting,

Taylor Geltmaker
y and wildlife that are in the area.

My concern is that you will spend a lot of money and the band aid fit will not be enough for the long-
term growth of our state. | live at the East end of Idaho Springs and work at the. Loveland Ski area so |
travel I-70 everyday. Limit big trucks to non-peak hours. Cantilever a highway to double tier it to add 2
additional lanes. Make mass-transit system -- Monorail. Offer more busses like Front Range Ski Bus.
Make more passing lanes. Have peak lane open more often.

Shari Bales

Design lanes wide enough to allow smooth traffic flow rather than what you did for East bound. Don't
just repaint the line and say you added a lane. And give enough room for safe on and off exit-ramps.

Major concern for many residents: Safety, egress and evacuation. More congestion in area.

| appreciate the effort CDOT is going through to improve I-70. As a resident of Floyd Hill, | strongly urge
CDOT to: Avoid moving US6 ramp traffic to Floyd Hill increasing traffic would pose traffic and safety
issues for our community. When re-aligning |-70, please consider ensuring traffic noise reduction,
wildlife migrating, and visual enhancements.

Jamie Bradley

As a commercial shuttle operator, we could use a better line on communications and safety closures.
We had 15 vehicles in Silverthorne with passengers and no idea when the road might re-open. We
could not make any decisions on what to do and when we did the road opened without warning.

Three neighborhoods at top of Floyd Hill need more access to I-70 to evacuate in case of an
emergency.
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

Letters

Jim White

Floyd Hill Information

322 Hy Vu Drive,
Evergreen Co 80439
jim.white@iitx.com
303-679-6224

First we should acknowledge that there is a great deal of support for your initiative to
relieve the congestion on westbound 1-70. Residents in the area can't go out or get back
home on many weekends because of the traffic jams.

However, there are a lot of concerns relative to the specific locale around Exit #247.
Your Decision Criteria seem to take into account greater regional needs, but they do not
indicate an understanding of these specific concerns,

To help remember the basic concerns of many people in the community, those concerns
could be simply summed up as: Earth, Air, Fire, & Water

Fire

Fire may be the easiest concern to understand.

There are 1100 people who live in the area to the south of 1-70. That is about 1/8 of the
total population of the county.

The only way that any of these people can get out is via Homestead Road. That is the
road that crosses the bridge over 1-70, at Exit 247. It has one lane outbound, as the
Northbound lane would be needed for emergency vehicle access to the community.
Evergreen Fire Rescue (EFR) has designated the Floyd Hill area at Exit 247 is one of the

4 Most Dangerous places in their protection area, due to characteristics such as:
 Steepness of terrain

e Vegetation

* Density of population

EFR has also told the community that a wildfire is not a matter of "if' but one of "when"
EFR told the POA that there is nowhere near the capacity needed to evacuate the
community in an emergency, such as a wildfire. Residents will have to learn to "Shelter
in Place." Firefighters know that this is a euphemism for "some people are going to die a
horrible death."

If egress cannot be improved, the number of deaths could be national news.

This is an important issue in the community-- even an emotional one. The Property
Owners Association has initiated a number of projects, including some significant
successes on Fire Mitigation. However, in spite of multiple efforts, there has been no
progress yet on increasing capacity for emergency egress.

Requested CDOT Actions

COOT should take into account the specific new information about the large community

at Exit 247.

Some criteria need to be added to your decision matrix, specific to the needs of people
who live at Exit 247. At the very least, there should be an additional criterion about

public safety in the area, in case of the need for an emergency evacuation-- which is even
more important than emergency access and response. Other criteria should be reevaluated
in the context of these additional needs and concerns.

| have been a resident of Floyd Hill for 14 years, and | have been involved in the
community for most of that time. | am currently an officer of the Property Owners
Association.

I am well-enough connected to be able to describe the concerns of many people in the
community, some of whom wanted to come tonight, but are out of town, or who are still
working downtown Denver ..

20f7




A-159

Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

Opportunity

Assuming that (1) you find a way to install the interchange with US-6 near its current location,

and (2) there is nothing to draw traffic to the south side of the interchange at Exit 247, you may
have a good opportunity on the North side of Exit 247.

The roundabout on the north side is a good idea (although there is absolutely no need for a off-ramp
there). It would help out at a point where the Sheriff's Office has noted a traffic flow

problem.

Additionally, there is some land between this proposed roundabout and the building just to the
west, signed as Marte. This land is indicated approximately by a brown oval in the diagram
below. This land was intended to be parcels 2 and 3 of an overall PUD project, of which the
Marte building was the first. There are several acres included in these parcels. However, there
was an agreement not to develop parcels 2 & 3 until there was a supply of public water available;
that supply now looks extremely unlikely, so these parcels cannot currently be developed. If they
could be acquired, they could be used for a parking/staging area for trucks during emergency
winter closures. This parking/staging area could be tied into either US-40 and/or the roundabout.
Furthermore, this area could be used in the summer as parking and a trail-head for the land just
above it that was just acquired jointly by the Jefferson County and Clear Creek County Open
Space Commissions.

This might help with a number of issues: improving traffic flow in general; managing the trucks,

particularly in the winter; keeping the trucks and other traffic from congesting emergency egress
routes on the south side; and providing value to the community for use of its open space.

Specific reaction to US-6 Interchange Option 4

The option to move the US-6 interchange to the Floyd Hill area is fraught with negative
consequences.

It seems to be utterly inappropriate to the traveling public

It would take them far out of the direction in which they are traveling. Travelers going
westbound from US-6 would have to go 3 or 4 miles out of their way, and then backtrack
the same amount. They would also have to climb 800 feet of altitude, just to descend the
hill to where they started

Skiers from north of Golden use this route , as do summer recreation travelers. Can you
imagine how gravel trucks with loads bound for the west would react?

It is an anathema to the residents of Floyd Hill

It would draw traffic congestion just where they do not want it.

It would further endanger people in case of an emergency evacuation. There is already
grossly insufficient capacity for an emergency evacuation. How many of my do you

want to kill?

This option should not be considered any further
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

Requests

| . Find a way to create a full movement interchange from US-6 onto both eastbound and
westbound |-70 AT OR NEAR THE CURRENT LOCATION OF EXIT 244. Do not move

any part of this interchange to exit 243 or 247, as that would be inconsistent with many
things, including:

¢ the specific guidance from the county

¢ the safety of people on Floyd Hill

¢ the consideration of highway travelers, who would be taken far out of their direction of
travel (in the case of Floyd Hill, 3 or 4 miles up 800 feet of altitude, and then right

back to where they started)

2. Add some criteria in your decision matrix specifically relevant to the needs and safety
concerns for people who live at the specific exits where you are considering modifications.
Reevaluate several of the other criteria, particularly #2 and #7, as they impact the local
considerations on Floyd Hill.

3. Improve the emergency egress out of the Floyd Hill area for all 1100 people who live there,
wherever you can. This includes doing things like an emergency egress at Sawdust Court.

4. At exit 247, follow the principle that has evolved over years of study: keep as much of the
congestion (development, trucks and other traffic, etc.) as possible on the NORTH side of
I-70. Do not ignore the county memorandum that stated NOT to have a full diamond
interchange at this exit. Do not mix trucks and school busses. Do not put a roundabout on
the south side of I-70, or any thing else that would impede the emergency egress of
residents.

Q&A Comments and Themes from Easel Paper at the Front of the Room

. Cross Section width of WB

. Need AGS

. EB - should have included a shoulder

. Consider 3 lanes and a shoulder lane

. Empire Junction is dangerous - Exit 232W signs get knocked down, replace signs promptly
. EB express lane is dangerous due to trucks, speed, stopping, foliage blocking vision

. Traffic Management - need to consider Evergreen, acceleration lanes, focus on weekends
. Bike Paths - tunnel under landslide at US 6; take out horseshoe

. Improvements for rafting companies @ US 6 interchange

10. Economic Impacts -- EB PPSL, don't want Clear Creek to become a pass through

O 00O NOULL B WN =

11. Need data on: economics, environmental (air emissions), noise, areas of special attention
12. Need frontage roads and passing lanes -- Central City Parkway to bottom of Floyd Hill
13. Using real estate for its highest and best use. Look at opportunities

14. Expansion of evaluation criteria specific to localities -- include water, exit 247, emergency access
15. Interchange with US 6 near Mile Marker 244

16. Clear signage/instructional signage

17. Impact at top of Floyd Hill due to closing US 6

18. Emergency Access - ingress/egress at top of Floyd Hill

19. Access to I-70 for gamers/Casino - Impact on Floyd Hill

20. MOU - assurance that concepts will comply with previous agreements
21. Noise mitigation east of historic district

22. Geotechnical analysis early on, e.g. landslide

23. Detours during construction -- truck traffic and gravel mine

24. Road closures and residential traffic management

25. Wildlife crossings (Kermitts and Two Bears)
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

26. Only one access/egress point from the four subdivisions that get access off MP 247.
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

27. Sight distance on frontage roads - foliage is a problem
28. Need neighboring county support

Comments from Maps

Segment 3 (Empire Junction to west of Idaho Springs)

1. Greenway should be on the north side of I-70 where bicyclists have been riding for years

2. Noise from rumble strips eastbound during construction was bad. It kept us awake at night

3. The Greenway can come up Stanley Road, cross I-70 at the overpass at Dumont then continue
west along the north side of I-70 past Lawson

Need new bridge over to the frontage road from Fall River Road

Need new access to Fall River Road

The Mountain Express Lane has worked very well — it cuts off about 20 minutes

Need to control speed to be more consistent — recommend speed signs to harmonize

The cross section of Eastbound is dangerous at MP 234

CDOT has created a noise problem because of the rumble strip at MP 234

© ® N oA

Segment 2 (Idaho Springs)

Need AGS and bus transit

PPSL must have wider shoulders and better sight distance than EB does

Build bridges off line

CC Parkway to US 6 should be considered a frontage road

Need more parking in Idaho Springs

Acceleration ramp from SH 103 to EB is too short

Improvements on CO Blvd and on I-70 will help property values in Idaho Springs

. On the 1900 block of Miner St — we’ve been asking CDOT for a noise wall for 35 years. Will it
ever happen?

9. Atexit 239 — the RR tie wall — how will it be impacted?

10. On the 2000 block of Miner St — the concern is the footprint behind the houses and what kind of
impact or treatment will be provided

11. Are the EB lanes required width by state law — they seem too narrow. So will WB be the legal
width?

12. What will be the impact to mobile homes?

13. On the 400 block of Idaho there was a previous agreement with the property owner to not impact
any additional property. How will this be dealt with?

14. Quality of life should be a priority

15. WB should consider passing lanes

16. Locals should not have to pay a toll

17. The design of the SH 103 bridge is an accident waiting to happen. Visibility for off ramp drivers is
terrible. Need to almost get into oncoming traffic to see adequately

18. Would eventually like to see metering of traffic as it is with E-470 and/or west of the EJMT tunnel —
when only a certain number of cars may pass. That way with continued new residents of Colorado the
I-70 E/W can continue to carry traffic

PN oA LN
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Exhibit D
I-70 West Bound Public Meeting 3-14-2017
Input from Residents

Segment 1 (Top of Floyd Hill to VMT)

N

There will be more traffic noise if I-70 is elevated
Concern about there being only one access/egress point from the neighborhood if there is a fire

This subdivision is not fully built out so there will be more traffic

On weekends, can’t get out or into of Floyd Hill area because of the traffic on I-70

Object to two diamond interchanges at Exit 247 and 248

Too much traffic from gaming area on US 6 and US 40

Congestion on 1-70 hinders the ability of emergency vehicles from getting to their destinations

Should tunnel under the landslide. It straightens curves and eliminates the bridge issues at US 6

© ® NOo Ok D

How will you keep I-70 open during construction?
10. Concern related to highway safety — in areas with no shoulder for emergencies (both EB and WB)

11. Why put in a bicycle lane west of US 67 How many would use it? Too expensive
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Meeting Agenda

5:00pm — Doors open

5:30pm — Project Presentation
6:00pm — Public Comment Period
7:00pm — Closing




HOW DID WE GET HERE?

BIG IMPACT FROM POPULATION BOOM

Colorado has become the second
fastest growing state.* The total current

population is over 5.5 million, with
91,726 new residents in 2016.

. Traffic Congestion *
/ ;\ This rapid growth has caused major road congestion issues. According to the

During the 2016 winter and summer seasons, a combined 2.1 million Dec. 20, 2016 U.5.
vehicles traveled the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Census Bureau report

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPFT DEVELOPMENT | | m
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HOW DID WE GET HERE?

PLANNING PROCESS IS UNDERWAY

Recognizing the need for westbound
improvements, CDOT and Clear Creek
County have begun a planning process for
the top of Floyd Hill to Empire Junction.

Programmatic *.» Goals of the Concept Development
Environmental Impact :( + Identify concepts for the roadway to be advanced into
/ Statement (ELS) .i'. the Mational Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Process.

Process ended in 2011 and resulted in + The work will examine context of the communities

an official Record of Decision (ROD) that and landscapes through which 1-70 travels while

identified list of selected improvements. identifying any fatal flaws with concopts.
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PROJECT CORRIDOR

*_ I-70 Bridge over
Downieville Clear Creek @
Winter Park
Empire

Lawsnn Dumont Idaho

Georgetown

Silver
Plume

West end of  Veterans
Idaho Springs  Memorial

Tunnels Top of
Floyd Hill

|:| 1-70 Westbound Project Corridor . Location of Community . Extended I-70 Mountain Corridor

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT | &?

& PATH FORWARD



WHO'S DOING THE WORK?

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

®

Project
Leadership Team

+ Drives Concept
Development Process
and ensures guidance
is followed

+ Approves decision
making process and
enables teams to
follow process

+ Determines what
materials are relevant
for decision making

+ Assists to resolve issues

®

Technical
Team

+ Defines context of
project segments
and identifies
critical issues

+ Evaluates
concepts based
on critical issues,
core values,
and evaluation
criteria

+ Defines level
of feasibility

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT

A PATH FORWARD

®

Engineering
Consultants
& Contractors

+ Participates
in meetings to
understand Technical
Team perspectives

+ Develops concepts
and identifies fatal
flaws, constructibility
and design

+ Ensures feasibility
of Technical Team
guidance

®

Project
Management
Team*

+ Personnel the
Project Leadership
and Technical
Teams uses to
organize, fund
and facilitate the
process

* The Project Manogement
Teamn is comprised of COOT;
HOR, Inc.; THIK Associates,
fnc; and COR Consultants
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TEAM PARTNERSHIPS

PROJECT

LEADERSHIP TEAM

+ + + + + 4+

+ + + + + 4+

CDoT

Central City

City of Idaho Springs
Clear Creek County
Eagle County
Federal Highway
Administration
Georgetown

I-70 Coalition
Silver Plume
Summit County
Town of Empire
U.5. Forest Service

[ Z LR R RE R S SRR Rld R RS SR ity

TECHNICAL TEAM*

) 4

t Technicol Team
5 made up of
agencies that
have been invited
to participate

* ok kot ok

A

CooT

Central City

City of Black Hawk

City of Idaho Springs

Clear Creek Bikeway
Users Group

Clear Creek County

Clear Creek County Archivist
Clear Creek County
Emergency Services

Clear Creek County Sheriff
Clear Creek Economic
Development Corp.

Clear Creek Fire Authority
Clear Creek Greenway
Authority

Clear Creek Open Space
Clear Creek Rafting

Clear Cresk School District
Clear Creek Tourism Bureau
Clear Creek Watershed
Foundation

+

+
+

+

+
+

+

+F o+

+
+
+
+
+

WESTEOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEFT DEVELOPMENT
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Colorado Motor Carriers
Association

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Denver Regional Council
of Governments
Downieville, Lawson, and
Dumont Metghborhood
Empire Junction

Federal Highway
Administration

Floyd Hill Property Owners
Association

Georgetown Loop Railroad
Gilpin County

Jefferson County
Loveland Ski Resort

Mile Hi Rafting

Summit County

Trout Unlimited

U.S. Forest Service

Vail 5ki Resorts

Winter Park Ski Resort



WHY ARE WESTBOUND

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED?

Westbound congestion that starts at the base of Floyd Hill
on Saturday mornings and Friday afternoons is a drag on
the local economy and impacts tourism negatively.

@ TRAFFIC IS STILL A DRAG

HAZARDS REMAIN THE SAME

Increasing number of westbound crashes occur when
the roads are congested. This also creates delays
for emergency response vehicles.

m LOCALS ARE STILL STRANDED

Local access becomes nearly impossible during westbound
gridlock time periods on 1-70.
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WESTBOUND IMPACT

CORRIDOR SPEEDS CAN BE SEVERELY IMPACTED

During heavy congestion, it takes about 2 hours and 48 minutes to travel westbound from C-470 to Silverthome. er
Under normal conditions, it should take 55 minutes. -

At US 40
On-Ramp

SuMmER
g

WINTER

il g
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ﬂﬁﬁ 00 00 00 0 g g O 0

At Veterans
Memorial Tunnels

41

AtUS6
On-Ramp
| SUMMER |
18
MPH

——

Speeds are an average of the slowest speeds on Friday and Saturday in the Summer and in the Winter
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WESTBOUND DATA

/=)
.
CRASHES BY DAY OF THE WEEK
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Westbound crash data is from 2012-2015
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WHAT'S THE CONCEPT

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS?

CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS PROCESS

OBNONNONNO

Estabish Define Develop Evaluate,

context core values concepts select,

statermment & issues with staff, and refine
project alternative
teams, & or option
public

©

Determine
which
option(s) to
advance to
NEPA

WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
A
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©

Finalize
documents
and evaluate
process
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CORE VALUES

Safety Mobility & Implementability Community Environment
Accessibility
3 A D g
Sustainability Engineering Historic Decision
Criteria & Context Making
Aesthetic
Guidelines
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COMPLETED PROJECTS

FROM THE RECORD OF DECISION

VETERANS I-70 MOUNTAIN ACCELERATION
MEMORIAL TUNNELS EXPRESS LANES LANE ADDITION

+ Veterans Memorial Tunnels, + The I-70 Mountain Express Lane + Eastbound acceleration lane
previously known as the Project was completed in Spring addition just east of the
Twin Tunnels, were widened in 2016. It extends eastbound from Eisenhower Johnson Memorial
both directions. Empire Junction through the Tunnel was partially completed.

Veterans Memorial Tunnels.
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EASTBOUND IMPACT

POSITIVE EFFECT OF RECENT CONSTRUCTION

v'Q
Q

v
.
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a
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Travel times Time to clear Express Lane Time to Frontage
for all lanes corridor has been well clear Road

has improved back-ups has received by incidents congestion
20 to 50 substantially public and has has been
percent improved the media improved alleviated
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Data is from the I-70 Mountain Express Lane January 1 through April 10, 2016 and May 30 through September 5, 2076 Summary of Findings Report
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OUR LESSONS LEARNED

FEEDBACK ON RECENT CONSTRUCTION

r~——

nee

Need better Need better : Need more : Need better Need more
coordination : communication : signage that : construction : sufficient
among the - with the business : business : quality - traffic
multiple : community : access is : : control
construction and the public, : open :

projects § especially about § § §

road closures
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IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

= T s

Additional Interchange Safety Multimodal
Capacity Efficiency Improvements Improvement

ADVANCED GUIDEWAY SYSTEM (AGS)

CDOT'S Advanced Guideway System feasibility study was completed in 2014. It came to the following conclusions:
+ 4.6 to 6.2 million annual riders

+ §13.3 to 516.5 billion in capital costs

+ 5114 to 5157 million in annual operating revenue

+ Technically feasible

+ Not currently financial feasible without local, state, or federal funding sources that can cover capital costs
+ Westbound concepts will not stop future Advanced Guideway System



IDENTIFIED SOLUTIONS

FROM THE 2011 RECORD OF DECISION

@ OTHER IMPROVEMENTS IDENTIFIED

+ Truck operations improvement in non specified locations

+ Interchange improvements at Georgetown, Downieville, Fall River Road, and base of Floyd Hill

+ Non-infrastructure strategies such as: Expanding use of existing infrastructure, bus service,
programs for improving truck movements, and traveler information

@ ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY OPPORTUNITIES

o T A i =

Autonomous Information Technology Bus, van or E Advanced
and connected : technology : advancements : shuttle services . Guideway
vehicles : systems : (RoadX) : (supported by technology : System

= = = advancements) =

@ ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IS A VITAL COMPONENT



WHAT'S NEXT?

WESTBOUND CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE

+ ™\ ™ o
& TO 9 MONTHS T 1 TO 2 YEARS T 2 TO 3 YEARS T 3 YEARS
Initiate the Design the Secure
National improvements funding
Environmental

Policy Act
process

Second public meeting Summer 2017
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TELL US YOUR IDEAS

Please visit the map table to write down your
thoughts and 1deas for Westbound Improvements

What concerns do you have What are your suggestions for
for each project segment? improvements for each project segment?

WANT TO LEARN MORE OR HAVE QUESTIONS?

Send your additional comments and questions to Neil. Ogden@state.co.us
Go online to codot.gov/projects/i-7Omountaincorridor
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MEETING NOTES

Westbound I-70 Mountain Corridor - Concept Development Process
Partnering ITF Meeting
Tuesday, April 11, 2017

9:00 am 