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PURPOSE FOR MEETING

- Discuss What Happened Since Last Public Meeting (March 14)
- Provide Responses to Comments Received on March 14
- Present Recommendations from the Concept Development Process
- Request Feedback on Recommendations from Concept Development Process

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT: TWO PROJECTS
- Initiate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Processes for WB Peak Period 

Shoulder Lane (PPSL) and for Floyd Hill Projects
• WB Peak Period Shoulder Lane Project considers adding a Westbound Mountain 

Express Lane from the Veterans Memorial Tunnels to Empire Junction at US 40 and 
I-70 interchange.

• Floyd Hill Project considers adding an additional travel lane in the westbound 
direction, interchange and safety improvements from the top of Floyd Hill to the 
Veterans Memorial Tunnels as well as replacement of the westbound bridge at the 
bottom of Floyd Hill.

- Request input on issues to consider during the two NEPA processes
- Request input on design solutions for two NEPA processes
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CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
AND CORE VALUES

CONCEPT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS PROCESS

CORE VALUES

1
Establish 
context 

statement

2
Define core 

values & 
issues

3
Develop 
concepts

4
Evaluate, 

select, refine 
options

5
Determine 

which 
option(s) to 
advance to 

NEPA

6
Finalize 

documents 
and evaluate 

process

Safety

Sustainability

ImplementabilityMobility & 
Accessibility

Engineering Criteria & 
Aesthetic Guidelines

Historic Context Decision Making

Community Environment
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PROJECT CORRIDOR

Idaho
Springs

Empire

Georgetown
Silver 
Plume

Denver

Winter Park

40

6

70

N
I-70 Bridge over

Clear Creek

70

70 Top of 

Floyd Hill

Veterans 

Memorial 

Tunnels

West end of 

Idaho Springs

I-70 Westbound Project Corridor Location of Community Extended I-70 Mountain Corridor

DumontLawson

Downieville Segment 3

Segment 2
Segment 1
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COMMENTS HEARD AT MARCH 
14TH PUBLIC MEETING

(Please see handout for 
response to all comments 

received)

COMMENTS ON NEED
Improvements are needed

Make sure safety issues are addressed

Existing interchanges have problems

Emergency access needs to be considered

At the bottom of Floyd Hill, consider 
improving conditions for the Greenway, 
existing businesses and rafting industry

Account for traffic from the Gaming Areas 
in addition to traffic on I-70 and traffic 
generated from local developments and 
subdivisions

COMMENTS ON CONCERNS
Neighborhood concerns must be 
incorporated

Noise, air quality, historic building 
and economic development are 
important in Idaho Springs
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EASTBOUND DATA

WINTER 2016-2017 
VOLUMES 
(HIGHER THAN 
PREVIOUS YEAR)

CORRIDOR SAFETY IMPROVED

TRAVEL TIMES IMPROVED

1.12 million vehicles
2015-2016 winter volumes: 1.03 million vehicles

Corridor incidents were down  
22 percent in the winter season.

Incident response times were 4 
minutes quicker than last year.

In a worst-day comparison between   
2015 and 2016, eastbound travel 
times between Georgetown and US 
40 improved  by 21 minutes with 
Mountain Express Lanes.

Eastbound PPSL: 
89,800 vehicles
2015-2016: 42,600 vehicles
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EASTBOUND TRAVEL SPEEDS
Pre-EB Mountain Express 

Lane

Travel Times Reduced 26% to 52%

These figures depict average speed by location and by time-of-day.  
Areas of dark green reflect normal highway speeds, while areas of 
dark red show times and locations of very slow congested speeds.

Post-EB Mountain Express 
Lane
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EASTBOUND IMPACT

POSITIVE EFFECT OF RECENT CONSTRUCTION

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

Time to clear 
corridor 
back-ups has 
substantially 
improved

Express Lane 
has been well 
received by 
public and 
the media

Time to 
clear 
incidents 
has 
improved

Frontage 
Road 
congestion 
has been 
alleviated

Travel times 
for all lanes 
has improved 
22 to 52 
percent
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ALIGNMENT CONCEPTS
SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)
NORTH ALIGNMENT CONCEPT

Extend westbound widening to 

match existing 3-lane section 

to the east.  Wall may be 

required

Eastbound and westbound 

curve at 55mph 7% 

superelevation

Eastbound and westbound 

curve at 55 mph 4% 

superelevation

Eastbound and westbound 

curve at 55 mph 7% 

superelevation

Potential tunnel 

location

Legend

Westbound I-70

Clear Creek Greenway

Eastbound I-70

Bridge Structure/Tunnel

70

6

40

Central City Pkwy

Consider an option of realigning I-70 slightly to the north of its current alignment, 
including a new bridge from Floyd Hill.
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ALIGNMENT CONCEPTS
OFF ALIGNMENT CONCEPT

Place alignment along 
the existing valley floor 

or tunnel option

Begin eastbound and 
westbound structures and 

flattening of profile grade so 
that new alignment stays 

high and crosses over US 6 
onto northern hillside

Eastbound 
bridge structure

Westbound 
bridge structure

Westbound 
bridge structure

Widen existing 
westbound I-70 to 
the north requiring 

retaining walls

Legend

Westbound I-70

Clear Creek Greenway

Eastbound I-70

Bridge Structure/Tunnel

70 6

40

Cen
tra

l C
ity

 P
kw

y

SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider an option of realigning I-70 to the north off of its current alignment, 
including new bridges from Floyd Hill and a tunnel on the west.
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ALIGNMENT CONCEPTS
SOUTH ALIGNMENT CONCEPT

Westbound 
on-ramp is over 
eastbound I-70

Westbound I-70 bridge 
structure at 55 mph, 6% 

superelevation
US 6 follows 
existing I-70 
profile gradegg

Eastbound and westbound 
I-70 is 55 mph, 6% 

superelevation

Eastbound 
bridge structure 
at 55 mph, 6% 
superelevation

Westbound bridge 

structure at 55 mph, 

6% superelevation

undnddddd

Westbound I-70 
bridge structure 

Eastbound 
I-70 bridge 
structure 

Eastbound I-70 
is under 

westbound I-70 
at 55 mph, 6% 
superelevation

Westbound 
I-70 is over 

eastbound I-70 
at 55 mph, 6% 
superelevation Ea

-7
s

E
I--I

Profile grade 
potentially matches 
existing with minor 

bench rock cut 
excavation

Profile grade 
potentially matches 
existing with minor 

bench rock cut 
excavation

ppo
eex
ppp
eee

Eastbound 
I-70 matches 
existing grade 

through 
Hidden Valley

Rock 
excavation 

area

W
-
s
5
p

WW
I-

eeeeeaaaase
aaaaatt a 5
ssssup

Bridge 
over CR 

314

Legend

Westbound I-70 Westbound I-70 Ramps

Eastbound I-70

Bridge 
Structure/Tunnel

Eastbound I-70 Ramps

US 6, US 40, Frontage 
Roads

Clear Creek Greenway

70 6

40

Centra
l C

ity
 Pkwy

SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider straightening curves generally along the existing I-70 alignment, including 
new bridges from Floyd Hill and south of the existing alignment.
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INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
FULL MOVEMENTS AT CURRENT LOCATION

70

40

Legend

Westbound I-70 Westbound I-70 Ramps

Eastbound I-70

Bridge 
Structure/Tunnel

Eastbound I-70 Ramps

US 6, US 40, Frontage 
Roads

Clear Creek Greenway

70

6

40

SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider reconfiguring the US-6 interchange at its current location. Options include 
consideration of roundabouts and flyover ramp structures, along with associated 
realignments of I-70.

70

40

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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CLOSE INTERCHANGE AT US 6, MOVE TO WEST (HIDDEN VALLEY)

US 6 follows existing 
I-70 profile grade

Requires I-70 be moved 
off its current alignment

Legend

US 6, US 40, 

Frontage Roads

Clear Creek 
Greenway

70

INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider closing the US-6 interchange access at its current location, and moving 
US-6 access to the Hidden Valley interchange. Some Hidden Valley interchange 
improvements would be included.
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SHIFT OTHER MOVEMENTS TO THE EAST

6

70

40

70

40

6 Legend

Westbound I-70 Ramps

Eastbound I-70 Ramps

US 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

Bridge Structure/Tunnel

Removed Ramp

Clear Creek Greenway

6

70

40

INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider moving some US-6 interchange movements up Floyd Hill to the east. Options 
include consideration of roundabouts and flyover or tunnel ramp structures.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
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MOVE INTERCHANGE EAST (TOP OF FLOYD HILL)

70

Legend

Westbound I-70 Ramps

Eastbound I-70 Ramps

US 6, US 40, Frontage Roads

Bridge Structure/Tunnel

70

INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
SEGMENT 1 (FLOYD HILL)

Consider closing the US-6 interchange access at its current location, and moving US-6 
access to the top of Floyd Hill. Options include consideration of roundabouts and ramp 
flyover or tunnel structures.

Option 1 Option 2
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INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS

Weave Across 2 
Lanes of Traffic

Weave Across 2 
Lanes of Traffic

PPSL Ends at 

US 40 Exit

Westbound PPSL 
Continuation

Option 1: PPSL Traffic Weaves Across Other Lanes.  

PPSL Lane Ends At US 40

Option 2: 
PPSL Traffic Weaves Across Other Lanes, But  

PPSL Lane Continues Past US 40 Ramp

70

40

70

40

EMPIRE JUNCTION INTERCHANGE
SEGMENT 3

Consider where peak period shoulder lane (PPSL) will end heading westbound.  For 
PPSL traffic headed to US-40, cutting across the general purpose lanes is an option, 
with variations on where to end the PPSL lanes for westbound I-70 traffic.
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70

40

Flyover Bridge with T at US 40 Ramp

INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
EMPIRE JUNCTION INTERCHANGE
SEGMENT 3

Consider where peak period shoulder lane (PPSL) will end heading westbound.  For 
PPSL traffic headed to/from US-40, a direct connect flyover bridge across I-70 and Clear 
Creek ending at a T-intersection is an option.
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70

40

Flyover Bridge with Roundabout

INTERCHANGE CONCEPTS
EMPIRE JUNCTION INTERCHANGE
SEGMENT 3

Consider where peak period shoulder lane (PPSL) will end heading westbound.  For 
PPSL traffic headed to US-40, a direct connect flyover bridge across I-70 and Clear 
Creek ending at a roundabout is an option.
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WESTBOUND PEAK PERIOD SHOULDER 
LANE PROPOSED CONCEPT

LANE LANE OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER

OUTSIDE 

SHOULDER

EXISTING 

SLOPE

EXISTING 

SLOPE

INSIDE 

SHOULDER

(OFF PEAK)

INSIDE 

SHOULDER

LANE LANEPPSL/

Existing Roadway Width

WB PPSL Proposed Concept - Uses existing pavement to create PPSL

- Examine on a foot-by-foot basis to determine 
appropriate level of improvement

- Conforms to 2011 Record of Decision

- Interim Improvement

SEGMENTS 2 & 3

• The Project Leadership 
Team and Technical 
Teams agree on the 
proposed concept for a 
westbound peak period 
shoulder lane.

•  It provides safety and 
mobility benefits while 
minimizing impacts 
to communities and 
natural resources.

• It is consistent with 
the 2011 Record of 
Decision and mirrors 
the improvements 
made in the eastbound 
direction.
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The following three boards provide information used to determine  
alignment and interchange concepts developed for Segment 1 
and the cross section concepts developed for Segments 2 and 3 to 
be forwarded for more detailed review in the upcoming National 
Environmental Policy Act processes.  The evaluation criteria along 
the sides were taken from the issues developed by the Project 
Leadership Team and the Technical Team during the Concept 
Development Process.  Then the concepts were compared to 
each other and a recommendation was developed based on this 
information.    

EVALUATION MATRICES
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R
econfigure - Full M

ovem
ent at 

C
urrent Location

Shift - Interchange slightly to the East 
(full closure option)

C
lose U

S 6 Interchange and m
ove to the W

est 
(H

idden Valley)
C

lose U
S 6 Interchange and m

ove to the East (Top of 
Floyd H

ill)

Sum
m

ary of findings

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the 

N
EPA process.  This concept has 

several benefits (provides additional 
access points, im

proves m
obility and 

reliability, does not affect know
n historic 

resources and is fully responsive to 
C

C
C

 M
aster Plan) and m

ore negative 
features (unresolved safety issues of 
steep grades, challenging geom

etry, 
extensive construction effects to the 
traveling public, reduced recreation 
access, m

ost im
pacts to w

ildlife and 
C

lear C
reek, high im

pact to landslide, 
m

ultiple structures in the canyon) but 
none that m

ean the concept should not 
be studied further in the N

EPA process.

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the 

N
EPA process.  This concept has m

any 
benefits (opens the canyon for AG

S and 
G

reenw
ay alignm

ents, enhances recreational 
potential, least im

pact to w
ildlife, no effects to 

know
n historic properties, consistent w

ith 
C

lear C
reek C

ounty desires for the U
S 6 

interchange, responsive to C
lear C

reek 
C

ounty 2017 M
aster Plan, provides direct 

access to the interstate) and som
e features 

that are not clearly benefits (im
pact to 

com
m

ercial vehicles, lessor im
pact to the 

landslide, reduced num
ber of structures in the 

canyon) but none that m
ean the concept 

should not be further studied in the N
EPA 

process.

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the N

EPA 
process.  This concept has few

er benefits (it 
elim

inates a confusing interchange) and m
ore 

negative features (it requires out of direction travel, 
reduces travel options, results in extensive im

pacts 
to the traveling public during construction, affects an 
archaeological site, reduces tourism

 potential) but 
none that m

ean the concept should not be further 
studied in the N

EPA process. 

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the N

EPA process.  This 
concept has som

e benefits (no im
pact to C

lear C
reek, no 

im
pact to the landslide, no im

pact to know
n archaeological or 

historic resources, opens the U
S 6 canyon for recreational 

potential, m
inim

al im
pact to the traveling public during 

construction) but also som
e negative features (inconsistent 

w
ith 2017 C

lear C
reek C

ounty m
aster plan, out of direction 

travel up a steep hill, lim
its em

ergency access points, residents 
are not supportive of econom

ic developm
ent potential on top 

of Floyd H
ill) but none that m

ean the concept should not be 
further studied in the N

EPA process.

1.
Accom

m
odates em

ergency access 
and response?

Provides additional access points.
Provides additional access points.

Lim
its em

ergency access points.
Lim

its em
ergency access points.  A concentration of truck 

traffic conflicting w
ith residential traffic could hinder operations

2.
Addresses safety of the traveling 
public and the com

m
unity?

U
nresolved safety issues - steep grade 

and sharp curves.   If a roundabout is 
part of the design, it w

ill need to be 
designed for com

m
ercial vehicles. 

Im
proves safety issues - steep grades 

possible
Elim

inates conflicting and confusing interchange

Elim
inates conflicting and confusing interchange at U

S6, 
how

ever traffic w
ill have to m

ove up the steep hill in both 
directions. If a roundabout it part of the design, it w

ill need to be 
designed to accom

m
odate com

m
erical vehicles. 

3.
Im

proves m
obility and reliability?

D
irect access to Interstate.

D
irect access to Interstate.

Adds out of direction travel.  R
educes travel options.

Adds out of direction travel.  R
educes travel options.

4.
Im

proves traffic operations at 
interchanges?

M
ultiple operational conflicts have been 

identified.  Further study w
ill be 

undertaken during the N
EPA process.

O
perations inform

ation not available
M

ultiple operational conflicts have been identified. 
Further study w

ill be undertaken during the N
EPA 

process.

M
ultiple operational conflicts have been identified.  Further 

study w
ill be undertaken during the N

EPA process.

5.
Blends or does not preclude other 
m

odes (AG
S, G

reenw
ay)?

C
hallenging geom

etrics for 
accom

m
odating AG

S and/or G
reenw

ay
O

pens canyon for AG
S and G

reenw
ay 

alignm
ent(s)

Extension of U
S 6 potentially im

pacts AG
S and 

G
reenw

ay alignm
ents

O
pens canyon for AG

S and G
reenw

ay alignm
ent(s)

6.
M

inim
izes construction efforts 

(construction traffic im
pacts)?

Extensive im
pact to traveling public.

M
oderate im

pact to traveling public.
Extensive im

pact to traveling public.
M

inim
al im

pact to traveling public.

7.

C
reates infrastructure investm

ents 
that are reasonable to construct and 
provide the best value for their life 
cycle, function and purpose?  

N
ot the best value for the life cycle. 

C
om

plicated construction.
Better value for the life cycle.  Less difficult to 

build.
N

ot the best value for the life cycle.  D
ifficult 

construction.
Better value for the life cycle.  Sim

plest to build.

8.
Supports / enhances recreation 
access and facilities?

R
educes recreation access. 

Enhances recreation potential.
R

educes recreation access. 
Enhances recreation potential at bottom

 of Floyd H
ill. 

9.
Supports private developm

ent and 
econom

ic developm
ent 

o pportunities?
N

o change to current opportunities. 
N

o change to current opportunities 
N

o change to current opportunities
 R

esidents not supportive of encouraging econom
ic 

developm
ent at top of Floyd H

ill. 

10.
Enhances tourism

 and the 
econom

y?
R

educes tourism
 potential. 

Enhances tourism
 potential because it 

rem
oves infrastructure from

 bottom
 of Floyd 

H
ill. 

R
educes tourism

 potential.  Access to recreational 
opportunities is m

ore difficult. 
Enhances tourism

 potential because it rem
oves infrastructure 

from
 bottom

 of Floyd H
ill 

11.
Protects / enhances w

ildlife?
M

ost im
pacts to w

ildlife
Least im

pact to w
ildlife.

Less im
pacts to w

ildlife
Least im

pact to w
ildlife.

Im
pacts are easily m

itigated.

12.
Protects C

lear C
reek, its fishery 

resource and w
ater quality, including 

M
ost im

pact to C
lear C

reek
Lesser im

pact to C
lear C

reek.
Lesser im

pact to C
lear C

reek
N

o im
pact to C

lear C
reek

13.
M

inim
izes conflicts w

ith geologic 
hazards?

H
igh im

pact to slide area.
Lesser im

pact to slide - is avoidable.
M

inim
al risk - rock cut potential

N
o conflict.

14.
M

eets I-70 N
on-Engineering D

esign 
C

riteria and Aesthetic G
uidance?

M
ultiple structures in the canyon

M
inim

al structures in the canyon
R

ock cut potential.
M

inor considerations.

15.
M

inim
izes effort and cost to 

m
aintain?  

M
ultiple structures in the canyon.  M

ost 
costly to m

aintain.
M

inim
al structures in the canyon. Less costly 

to m
aintain

R
ock cuts m

ay be costly to m
aintain

M
inor considerations.

16.
Protects historic and archaeological 
resources?

N
o Issues.

N
o Issues.

Potential to effect archeological resource
N

o Issues.

17.
Adheres to R

O
D

 and D
esign Speed 

Study?
Adheres

Adheres
Adheres 

Adheres

18.
C

onsistency w
ith C

lear C
reek 

C
ounty Visioning?

Som
e conflicts w

ith visioning plans for 
G

reenw
ay. 

C
onsistent - allow

s for G
reenw

ay 
im

provem
ents.

N
ot C

onsistent
N

ot C
onsistent

O
ption A

O
ption B

O
ption C

O
ption D

2
Im

pact to C
M

V (Tractor trailer and 
buses)

Partial im
pact.   R

oundabout w
ill have to 

be designed to accom
m

odate C
M

Vs. 
Partial im

pact
Less of an im

pact
M

ost im
pact

5/24/2017

Partially responsive to m
ater plan. M

aster plan suggests no 
land use changes at the top of Floyd H

ill. 

Segm
ent 1: I-70 and U

S 6 Interchange
O

ptions R
anking

R
EC

O
M

M
EN

D
ATIO

N
S

O
ptions R

anking

SEG
M

EN
T SPEC

IFIC
 C

R
ITER

IA 

C
riteria

ID1

C
onsistency w

ith 2017 C
C

C
 M

aster 
plan.  The M

aster plan calls for 
im

provem
ents to the Floyd H

ill 
interchange but not a diam

ond 
interchange.  

ID
C

riteria

Partially responsive
Fully responsive

Fully responsive

EVALU
ATIO

N
 C

R
ITER

IA

E
V

A
L

U
A

T
IO

N
 M

A
T

R
IC

E
S
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Alignm
ents Decision M

atrix

O
ff-Alignm

ent
N

orth Alignm
ent

South Alignm
ent

1.
Accom

m
odates em

ergency access and 
response?

N
ot a differentiator 

N
ot a differentiator 

N
ot a differentiator 

2.
Addresses safety of the traveling public 
and the com

m
unity?

Potential tunnel safety concerns.  Straightens out 
curves. 

Potential tunnel safety concerns.  Straightens out som
e 

curves. 
Potential for icing.  Straightens out som

e  curves. 

3.

Im
proves m

obility and reliability? 
C

onsider large traffic (trucks, buses, 
etc.) W

hat are num
bers of 

tunnels/super/bridge, etc.  D
o these 

affect the reliablity of the alignm
ent?

Im
proved ability to address safety, parking, turn 

around, etc.
Less ability to address safety, parking, turn around, etc.

Less ability to address safety, parking, turn around, etc.

4.
Im

proves traffic operations at 
interchanges?  C

onsider large traffic 
(trucks, buses, etc.)

N
ot a differentiator 

N
ot a differentiator 

N
ot a differentiator 

5.
Blends or does not preclude other 
m

odes (AG
S, G

reenw
ay)?

D
oes not preclude other m

odes. 
M

ore options for AG
S. 

M
ost options for G

reenw
ay.

D
oes not preclude other m

odes. 
M

ore options for AG
S. 

M
ore options for G

reenw
ay.

D
oes not preclude other m

odes. 
Few

er  options for G
reenw

ay.

6.
M

inim
izes construction efforts 

(construction traffic im
pacts)?

M
inim

al im
pact to traveling public.

M
oderate im

pact to traveling public.
Extensive im

pact to traveling public.

7.

C
reates infrastructure investm

ents that 
are reasonable to construct (5 year 
goal) and provide the best value for 
their life cycle, function and purpose?

N
ot the best value for the life cycle.  Low

est benefit 
cost.  C

hallenge to m
eet 5 year tim

e fram
e goal.  

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay.

M
oderate value for the life cycle.   

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay. 
M

oderate value for the life cycle.  
O

pportunity to repurpose existing highw
ay.

8.
Supports / enhances recreation access 
and facilities?

M
axim

um
 recreation potential for G

reenw
ay and 

R
afters.

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay.

M
oderate recreation potential for G

reenw
ay and R

afters.
O

pportunity to repurpose existing highw
ay.

Least recreation potential for G
reenw

ay and R
afters. 

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay.

9.
Supports private developm

ent and 
econom

ic developm
ent opportunities?

Private developm
ent im

pacts at H
idden Valley

N
o change to existing.

N
o change to existing.

10.
Enhances tourism

 and the econom
y?

M
ost options for G

reenw
ay

M
ore options for G

reenw
ay

Less options for G
reenw

ay

11.
Protects / enhances w

ildlife?
Adds another barrier for year round bighorn sheep 

and affects habitat.  C
ould be m

itigated by 
tunneling. 

Few
er barriers to w

ildlife connectivity
Few

er barriers to w
ildlife connectivity

R
oadw

ay creates barriers, but bridges over C
lear C

reek 
provides access/connection

12.
Protects C

lear C
reek, its fishery 

resource and w
ater quality, including 

w
ells?

M
inim

al tem
porary im

pact to C
lear C

reek. 
M

inim
al perm

anent im
pact to C

lear C
reek.

M
ost im

pacts to C
lear C

reek

13.
M

inim
izes conflicts w

ith geologic 
hazards?

U
nknow

n geology.
Favorable geology.

C
hallenging geology.

14.
M

eets I-70 D
esign C

riteria and 
Aesthetic G

uidance?
N

ot a differentiator 
N

ot a differentiator 
N

ot a differentiator 

15.
M

inim
izes effort and cost to m

aintain?
H

ighest operation and m
aintenance cost (potential 

tunnels - longer tunnels). 
H

ighest operation and m
aintenance cost (potential tunnels -

longer tunnels). 
M

oderate m
aintenance costs. 

16.
Protects historic and archaeological 
resources?

Potential archeological im
pact

Potential archeological im
pact

Potential archeological im
pact

17.
Adheres to R

O
D

 and D
esign Speed 

Study?
N

ot envisioned in the R
O

D
.

Adheres to D
esign Speed Study.

Adheres to R
O

D
.

Adheres to D
esign Speed Study.

Adheres to R
O

D
.

Adheres to D
esign Speed Study.

18.
C

onsistency w
ith C

lear C
reek C

ounty 
Visioning?

M
axim

um
 recreation potential for G

reenw
ay and 

R
afters.

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay.

M
oderate recreation potential for G

reenw
ay and R

afters.
O

pportunity to repurpose existing highw
ay.

Least recreation potential for G
reenw

ay and R
afters. 

O
pportunity to repurpose existing highw

ay.

19.
M

inim
izes traffic noise?

Farthest aw
ay from

 residential and recreational 
areas.

Potential for som
e noise increases particularly w

hen the 
alignm

ent is elevated.
Potential for som

e noise increases particularly w
hen the 

alignm
ent is elevated.

N
ote:  All alignm

ents assum
e the sam

e cross section as w
as used for the Veterans M

em
orial Tunnels.

5/24/2017

Segm
ent 1: I-70 Alignm

ents
C

riteria
ID

O
ptions R

anking

EVALU
ATIO

N
 C

R
ITER

IA 

Sum
m

ary of findings 

R
EC

O
M

M
EN

D
ATIO

N
S

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the N

EPA process.  This 
concept has few

er benefits and m
ore negative features (few

er 
options for the G

reenw
ay, extensive im

pact to the traveling 
public, least recreational potential, few

er options for the 
G

reenw
ay, m

ost im
pacts to C

lear C
reek, challenging geology) 

but none that m
ean this concept should not be further studied in 

N
EPA.

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the N

EPA 
process.  This concept has several benefits (allow

s 
m

axim
um

 recreation potential, no im
pacts to C

lear 
C

reek, farthest aw
ay from

 residential areas, 
provides options for AG

S alignm
ent or the 

G
reenw

ay) and som
e negative features (not the 

best value for the life cycle, private developm
ent 

im
pacts at H

idden Valley, highest operation and 
m

aintenance costs, potential archaeological 
im

pact) but none that m
ean this concept should not 

be further studied in N
EPA.

R
ecom

m
ended to be advanced into the N

EPA process.  
This concept has som

e benefits (m
oderate value for the 

life cycle, few
er barriers to w

ildlife connectivity, favorable 
geology) and som

e negative features (less ability to 
address safety and parking, highest operating and 
m

aintenance costs, potential archaeological im
pact) but 

none that m
ean this concept should not be further studied 

in N
EPA.

Fair
Better

Best

E
V

A
L

U
A

T
IO

N
 M

A
T

R
IC

E
S



W
E

S
T

B
O

U
N

D
 I-

7
0

 M
O

U
N

T
A

IN
 C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

  
A

 PAT
H

 F
O

R
W

A
R

D
5

.1
8

E
V

A
L

U
A

T
IO

N
 M

A
T

R
IC

E
S

Existing/Variable Section
Largest Section

1.
Accom

m
odates em

ergency access and response?
M

ost challenging
Best accom

m
odates

2.
Addresses safety of the traveling public and the 
com

m
unity?

Least Safe
Safest

3.
Im

proves m
obility and reliability?

Least reliable, M
oderate m

obility
M

ost reliable
4.

Im
proves traffic operations at interchanges?

N
ot a D

ifferentiator
N

ot a D
ifferentiator

5.
Blends or does not preclude other m

odes (AG
S, 

G
reenw

ay)?
Least im

pact
Im

pacts to G
reenw

ay and AG
S

6.
M

inim
izes construction efforts (construction traffic 

im
pacts)?

Least im
pact

Expensive

7.
C

reates infrastructure investm
ents that are reasonable 

to construct (5 year goal) and provide the best value 
for their life cycle, function and purpose?  

Least cost, Acceptable value
M

ost cost, Acceptable Value

8.
Supports / enhances recreation access and facilities?

N
ot a D

ifferentiator
N

ot a D
ifferentiator

9.
Supports private developm

ent and econom
ic 

developm
ent opportunities?

M
ost supportive

Least supportive

10.
Enhances tourism

 and the econom
y?

M
ost responsive

Least responsive
11.

Protects / enhances w
ildlife?

M
ost protective

Least protective

12.
Protects C

lear C
reek, its fishery resource and w

ater 
quality, including w

ells?
M

ost protective
Least protective

13.
M

inim
izes conflicts w

ith geologic hazards?
M

oderate conflicts 
Extensive conflicts

14.
M

eets I-70 D
esign C

riteria and Aesthetic G
uidance?

Least challenging
M

ost challenging

15.
M

inim
izes effort and cost to m

aintain (includes rockfall 
rem

oval, snow
 plow

ing, etc.)?  
M

ost costly because of extensive rock fall m
itigation 

m
aintenance

Least costly

16.
Protects historic and archaeological resources?

M
ost protective

Least protective
17.

Adheres to R
O

D
 and D

esign Speed Study?
C

onform
s

D
oes not conform

18.
C

onsistency w
ith C

lear C
reek C

ounty Visioning?
N

ot a D
ifferentiator

N
ot a D

ifferentiator

M
inim

al Section
M

axim
um

 Section

2
D

oes it have adverse im
pacts to parking in Idaho 

Springs?
Least im

pact
M

ost im
pacts

3
C

onform
s w

ith Interim
 D

efinition 
C

onform
s 

D
oes not conform

 This concept is recom
m

ended to be advanced into the 
N

EPA process. It has num
erous benefits (least im

pact to 
other m

odes, least construction im
pacts, least cost, m

ost 
supportive of econom

ic developm
ent, m

ost responsive to 
tourism

, least im
pact to w

ildlife and C
lear C

reek, m
ost 

consistent w
ith I-70 D

esign C
riteria and Aesthetic 

G
uidance, least im

pact to historic properties, conform
s to 

R
O

D
, M

O
U

 and interim
 definition and has the least im

pacts 
to parking in Idaho Springs) and only a few

 negative 
features (safety challenges, reliability issues, em

ergency 
access issues, extensive rock fall m

aintenance).  This 
concept should be further studied in N

EPA.

This concept is not recom
m

ended to be advanced into the N
EPA 

process. It is not consistent w
ith N

on-Infrastructure C
om

ponent of the 
R

O
D

, the 2014 M
O

U
, and w

ith an interim
 definition.  It has the m

ost 
im

pacts to tourism
, C

lear C
reek, w

ildlife habitat, historic properties, 
Section 4(f) properties, com

m
unity values such as visual im

pacts, noise 
im

pacts and econom
ic developm

ent.  These features m
ake it sim

ilar to 
the large section that w

as considered during the EB Peak Period 
Shoulder Lane N

EPA process and not advanced for sim
ilar reasons.

Sum
m

ary of Findings 

C
onform

s

Evaluation C
riteria

Segm
ent Specific C

riteria

C
riteria

ID1
C

onform
s w

ith current State of Practice for Shoulder 
usage?

D
oes not conform

Segm
ent Specific C

riteria
ID

O
ptions R

anking

O
ptions R

anking



WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR 
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5.19

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT TRANSITION 
TO TWO NEPA PROJECTS

Westbound PPSL

I-70 Floyd Hill

Westbound Concept
Development

NEPA/Design Final Design 
Followed by

Construction

PLT 
Meeting

May 22

Late 
Summer 

2017

Spring/ 
Summer 

2020

Fall 2018 Spring 2020

July

TT/PLT 
Meeting 

and 
Public 

Meeting

Construction Opens

NEPA/Design

* Construction funding for projects has not been identified

NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act, a federal environmental law that 
applies to federally funded projects



WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR 
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5.20

INFORMATION FROM THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS TO BE INCORPORATED INTO TWO NEPA PROJECTS

- Issues of concern to the general public, the Project Leadership Team, the Technical 
Team and the Issue Task Force

- Issues of concern to state and federal resource agencies
- Environmental resources
- Alternatives that should be brought forward into the NEPA process
- Alternatives that should not be advanced into the NEPA process 



WESTBOUND I-70 MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR PPSL NEPA PROCESS 
A PATH FORWARD

5.21

WB PEAK PERIOD SHOULDER LANE 
(PPSL) NEPA PROJECT
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5.22

WB PPSL SCHEDULE AND 
PROJECT TEAM

ROADWAY FACILITATION TRAFFICNEPA/
ENGINEERING 

SUPPORT

CSS/
LANDSCAPE 

ARCHITECTURE

Initiate the  
National 
Environmental 
Policy Act  
process

Environmental 
Analysis

Develop and 
Evaluate Project 
Elements Final Design Advertise for 

Construction

JUNE 2017 FALL/WINTER 2018AUGUST 2017 TO 
JANUARY 2018

FEBRUARY 2018 TO 
SPRING 2018

SPRING 2018 TO 
FALL 2018
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5.23

WESTBOUND PEAK PERIOD SHOULDER 
LANE PROJECT ELEMENTS

Retaining Walls as Needed

Fall River Road Bridge Over Clear Creek

Optional Ways to End WB PPSL

Bustang Bus Stops

Noise Wall Replacement (Potential)

Rock Cut Mitigation

MILE

2
2
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2
3
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MILE

2
3
1

MILE

2
3
2

MILE

2
3
3

MILE

2
3
4

MILE

2
3
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MILE

2
3
6

MILE

2
3
7 MILE

2
3
8 MILE

2
3
9

MILE

2
4
0

MILE

2
4
1

MILE

2
4
2

MILE

2
4
3

(((

(

((
(

EX
IT 232

EX
IT 234 

EX
IT 235 EX

IT 238 

EX
IT 239 

EX
IT 240 

EX
IT 241 

70

70

70

40

6

Law
son

Em
pire Junction

D
ow

nieville

D
um

ont

Idaho Springs

VETERANS 
MEMORIAL 

TUNNELS

To Denver

To Winter Park

To EJMT

I-70 Westbound PPSL Project Corridor
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FLOYD HILL NEPA PROJECT
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5.25

Begin data 
collection and 
alternatives 
development

Final Design/
Construction

NEPA/Design

SUMMER/FALL 2017 WINTER 2017/2018 
THROUGH SPRING 2020

SPRING/SUMMER 2020

FLOYD HILL SCHEDULE AND 
PROJECT TEAM

PRIME
SUBS



CRITICAL ISSUES

• Neighborhood concerns about local 
congestion and emergency access

• Operational studies at the interchange 
need to consider multiple uses

• Mitigate truck parking during closures

14 Floyd Hill Interchange

Designing with Attention to the 
Critical Issues Along the Corridor

• Potential Big Horn Sheep lambing area

10

10

7

7

• Floyd Hill landslide
11

11

Lambing area

• High rockslide prone area
10 Rockslides

• Implement sediment control
• Provide a BMP focus
• Stream restoration and Greenway 

Trail improvements

6

6
6

Safeguarding Clear Creek

• Safe truck access
• Address existing and future 

quarry operations
• Private property

3
7

3
Frie Quarry issues

• Functions must be maintained 
and enhanced 

12

12

I-70/US 6 interchange 

• We will avoid this area 
9

9

Hidden Valley archeological site

• Potential wildlife crossing 
8

8

8

8

Wildlife conflict area

• Consider gaming community access
5

13

13

Gaming

• Cantilevering WB over EB
• Consider construction access and 

pioneer roads

13

5

Minimize project footprint

• Helicopter landing pads and school 
bus parking

• Emergency access

1

1

1

1

Emergency services

• Address or avoid old mine sites 
• Maximize land for existing and future 

taxable revenue
• Provide trailblazing for Casino Pkwy

2

2

Maintain Hidden Valley benefits

• Maintain path on south side of creek
• Provide parking for trail access
• Establish raft landing locations

4

4

14

Recreation enhancements

Landslide

Corridor Wide

Improving traveler safety
• Identify highway closure locations
• Provide safe truck storage and turn-around locations
• Consider safety patrols during peak flow
• Study locations for variable speed limits
• Provide enhanced traveler information
• Move EB to existing WB and relocate CR 314 to 

south side of Clear Creek
• Provide safety pullouts for emergency vehicles

Addressing the needs of CDOT maintenance 
• Design water quality features that can be 

maintained with existing equipment
• Provide snow removal and storage
• Address de-icing requirements
• Focus on tunnel designs that minimize human 

resource needs
• Seek locations for cameras and RWIS
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