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The lead agencies received comments from 554 agencies, organizations, and individuals. 
Comments were received in the form of public hearing oral comments, comment sheets, letters, 
emails, and through the project website. After the comment period ended, each comment 
document was assigned a unique identification number and was delineated by topic to address 
multiple comments provided by each commenter, resulting in 1,109 discrete comments. Of the 
comments received, 304 comments were a form letter in postcard format; all of those have been 
categorized under a single comment, ORG-14, in this appendix. 

The comments are grouped by commenter into four categories and assigned identification 
numbers within these categories. Comments received from state and Federal agencies are 
classified as SF-XX. Comments received from local governments and elected officials are 
classified as LO-XX. Comments received from organizations and interest groups are classified 
as ORG-XX. Comments received from individuals are classified as IND-XX. Each comment is 
delineated by topic, and these topics are assigned identification letters. For example, a comment 
document from an individual that provides two separate comments is delineated into two 
discrete comments: IND-XX-A and IND-XX-B. 

Responses to all comments received are presented in this appendix. The comments are 
organized by comment identification number. Table F-1 lists comments by comment 
identification number. Table F-2 lists comments alphabetized by name of commenter. The lead 
agencies responded to each comment individually, and each comment received is presented 
next to the corresponding response. Most comments require explanation, clarification, or factual 
corrections, and some resulted in changes to the PEIS. Many comments require more detailed 
information than can be addressed with information at the Tier 1 level; these details will be 
addressed in Tier 2 processes.  

Comments were generally supportive of the Collaborative Effort process to reach a Consensus 
Recommendation and Preferred Alternative, the development and use of the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process in the Corridor, and the format and readability of 
the PEIS document. Other comments were mixed in support and criticism of details of the PEIS 
analyses and identification of the Preferred Alternative.  Comments fell into broad categories as 
follows, which are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement in 
the PEIS: 

 Transportation needs   

 Process, Collaborative Effort, and Context Sensitive Solutions 

 Alternatives 

 Environmental Analysis 

 Implementation, funding, and cost 

The technical reports referenced in the comment responses are available electronically on 
CD-ROM and on the project website at http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/i-
70mountaincorridor/2010-revised-draft-peis/TechnicalReports.  

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/i-70mountaincorridor/2010-revised-draft-peis/TechnicalReports
http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/i-70mountaincorridor/2010-revised-draft-peis/TechnicalReports
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Table F-1. Index of Comments Received on the RPDEIS 

Name Document ID Source Page 

State and Federal Agencies 

Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance 

SF-01 Letter 1 

Environmental Protection Agency SF-02 Letter 3 

United States Army Corp of Engineers SF-03 Letter 13 

Colorado Division of Wildlife  SF-04 Letter 14 

Local Governments 

Gibbs, Dan, State Senator – District 16 LO-01 Public Hearing 24 

Best, Jeff, Town of Silver Plume Board Member LO-02 Public Hearing 28 

O’Malley, Kevin, Clear Creek County Commissioner LO-03 Letter 34 

Hale, Tom, Town of Georgetown LO-04 Letter 36 

Koop, Dave, Town of Silverthorne LO-05 Letter 37 

Eagle County Commissioners  LO-06 Letter 38 

Clear Creek County Commissioners LO-07 Letter 43 

Town of Vail LO-08 Letter 54 

Neely, Cindy, Clear Creek County Project Leadership 
Team Representative 

LO-09 Letter 58 

Town of Winter Park 
Grand County Commissioners 
Town of Grand Lake 

LO-10 Letter 59 

Town of Silver Plume LO-11 Website 61 

Organizations and Interest Groups 

Sky to Ground LLC ORG-01 Comment Sheet 67 

Clear Creek Watershed Foundation ORG-02 Comment Sheet 68 

National Trust for Historic Preservation ORG-03 Public Hearing 69 

Colorado Rail Passenger Association ORG-04 Website 72 

Sierra Club ORG-05 Letter 80 

Independence Institute  ORG-06 Letter 83 

Colorado Environmental Coalition ORG-07 Public Hearing 88 

Colorado Rail Passenger Association ORG-08 Public Hearing 92 

Sierra Club ORG-09 Public Hearing 95 

Winter Park Resorts ORG-10 Public Hearing 98 

Center for Native Ecosystems ORG-11 Public Hearing 99 

Independence Institute ORG-12 Public Hearing 101 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Organizations and Interest Groups (continued) 

Sierra Club ORG-13 Public Hearing  105 

Colorado Public Interest Research Group (CoPIRG) ORG-14 Letter 109 

Vail Resorts ORG-15 Letter 110 

Sierra Club ORG-16 Letter 117 

Colorado Environmental Coalition ORG-17 Letter 123 

Denver Regional Council of Governments ORG-18 Letter 133 

State Historic Preservation Office ORG-19 Letter 138 

National Trust for Historic Preservation  ORG-20 Letter 142 

Eagle River Watershed Council ORG-21 Letter 147 

Southwest Energy Efficiency Project ORG-22 Letter 149 

EMERGE ORG-23 Website 190 

Colorado Ski Country USA ORG-24 Website 192 

Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce  ORG-25 Website 200 

Center for Native Ecosystems, et al ORG-26 Website 201 

Colorado Trout Unlimited ORG-27 Letter 222 

Colorado Motor Carriers Association ORG-28 Letter 228 

I-70 Coalition ORG-29 Letter 231 

Snowforever.org ORG-30 Letter 268 

Individuals  

Dodich, Nick IND-01 Public Hearing 274 

Melcher, Albert IND-02 Public Hearing 277 

Craig, Bobbie IND-03 Public Hearing 279 

Barron, Ron  IND-04 Public Hearing 281 

Irvine, Debra IND-05 Comment Sheet 284 

Brumm, Flip IND-06 Comment Sheet 285 

Barron, Rodney IND-07 Letter 288 

Sears, Richard  IND-08 Letter 290 

McDermott, Kathryn IND-09 Comment Sheet 291 

Nelson, Tom IND-10 Comment Sheet 292 

Wilch, Matt IND-11 Comment Sheet 293 

Novick, Mike IND-12 Comment Sheet 294 

Mann, Rose-Marie IND-13 Comment Sheet 295 

Lallier, Paula IND-14 Comment Sheet 297 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals  (c ontinued) 

Dodich, Nick IND-15 Letter 299 

Mann, Hans IND-16 Public Hearing 304 

Schaefer, William H. IND-17 Public Hearing 306 

Satter, Etta IND-18 Public Hearing 309 

Helseth, Pete IND-19 Public Hearing 312 

Katt, Ken IND-20 Public Hearing 313 

Glenwright, Earl IND-21 Public Hearing 314 

Gold, Judith IND-22 Public Hearing 318 

Eidman, Patrick IND-23 Public Hearing 319 

Hocevar. Michael IND-24 Public Hearing 321 

Westman, Roger  IND-25 Public Hearing 324 

Katt, Ken IND-26 Public Hearing 327 

Loevlie, Mary Jane IND-27 Public Hearing 330 

Anderson, Smokey IND-28 Public Hearing 332 

Colrick, Ellen IND-29 Public Hearing 333 

Lallier, Paula IND-30 Public Hearing 336 

Haines, John IND-31 Public Hearing 337 

Hanks, Clyde IND-32 Public Hearing 340 

Richards, Rachel IND-33 Public Hearing 345 

Calderon, Paco IND-34 Public Hearing 349 

Risley, Bill IND-35 Website 351 

Crutcher, Andrew IND-36 Website 352 

Corwin, Dan IND-37 Website 353 

Piergeorge, Sharon IND-38 Website 354 

Piergeorge, Sharon IND-39 Email 355 

Thomas, Greg & Margaret IND-40 Website 356 

Katt, Kenneth IND-41 Website 358 

Binder, Terri IND-42 Website 360 

Melcher, Albert IND-43 Website 364 

Miller, Mark IND-44 Website 365 

Oberle, Nathan IND-45 Website 367 

Swanson, Bradley IND-46 Website 368 

Donahue, Shelly IND-47 Website 369 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Fleming, Andrew IND-48 Website 371 

Fowler, Jonny IND-49 Website 372 

Barsch, Neal IND-50 Website 373 

Greos, Andrew IND-51 Website 374 

Statham, Kent IND-52 Website 375 

Mattson, Stephanie IND-53 Website 376 

Connell, Ryan IND-54 Website 377 

Lind, Katherine IND-55 Website 378 

DuBois, Katherine IND-56 Website 379 

Bare, Robin IND-57 Website 380 

Bower, Jim IND-58 Website 381 

May, Jeffery IND-59 Website 382 

Brennan, Kathleen IND-60 Website 385 

Schaefer, Patrick IND-61 Website 386 

Anonymous IND-62 Website 391 

Walker, Byron IND-63 Website 393 

Lane, Kim IND-64 Letter 394 

Lapeyrouse, Michelle IND-65 Letter 396 

Johnson, Lowell IND-66 Letter 398 

Harris, Alan IND-67 Comment Sheet 399 

Rapp, Edward IND-68 Public Hearing 401 

Saindon, Kenneth IND-69 Letter 404 

Melcher, Albert IND-70 Letter 410 

Anonymous IND-71 Letter 412 

Katt, Kenneth IND-72 Editorial 414 

Bushnell, Helen IND-73 Public Hearing 419 

Dale, Harry IND-74 Website 422 

O’Hara, Kearin Website IND-75 426 

Anonymous IND-76 Email 427 

Kuehn, Roland Website IND-77 428 

Buresh, Bob IND-78 Letter 430 

Wimbush, Pennington Email IND-79 432 

Worth, Bill IND-80 Public Hearing 434 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Katt, Kenneth IND-81 Public Hearing 435 

Dodich, Nick IND-82 Public Hearing 438 

Rapp, Edward IND-83 Public Hearing 441 

Vermillion, Bob IND-84 Public Hearing 444 

Tamsen, Jeremy IND-85 Public Hearing 446 

Katt, Kenneth IND-86 Public Hearing 448 

Dodich, Nick IND-87 Public Hearing  450 

Vermillion, Bob IND-88 Public Hearing  456 

Williams, Susan IND-89 Website 461 

Stekr, Peter IND-90 Website 462 

Richard, Carl IND-91 Website 463 

Hartridge, Ted IND-92 Website 466 

Bushnell, Helen IND-93 Website 467 

Vogt, Julian IND-94 Website 468 

Bowman, David IND-95 Website 469 

Cahalin, James IND-96 Website 471 

Johnson, Ryan IND-97 Website 473 

Carllon, Tom IND-98 Website 474 

Gregory, Mike IND-99 Website 475 

Barron, Rodney IND-100 Website 476 

Johnson, Doug IND-101 Website 477 

Eshbaugh, Jim IND-102 Website 480 

Van Dyne, Laura IND-103 Website 481 

Parmlee, Steve IND-104 Website 482 

Panzer, David IND-105 Website 486 

Mueller, Dominica IND-106 Website 487 

Gravell, Donald IND-107 Website 488 

Lewis, Barbara IND-108 Website 489 

Campbell, Carolyn IND-109 Website 490 

Huyett, Alison IND-110 Website 491 

Harm, Janet IND-111 Website 492 

Kuhn, Charles IND-112 Website 493 

Case, Chris IND-113 Website 494 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals  (c ontinued) 

Bergles, Matthew IND-114 Website 495 

Clanahan, Jennifer IND-115 Website 496 

Ely, Stele IND-116 Website 497 

Parker, David IND-117 Website 498 

Garvey, Lydia IND-118 Website 499 

O’Donnell, Deanne IND-119 Website 500 

Ruskin, Lexi IND-120 Website 501 

Monaco, Carol IND-121 Website 502 

Detmer, Maureen IND-122 Website 503 

Steen, Doug IND-123 Website 504 

Shaw, Allison IND-124 Website 505 

Munshi, Naseem IND-125 Website 506 

Wolf, Martin IND-126 Website 507 

Tagawa, Ann IND-127 Website 508 

Machado, Matthew IND-128 Website 509 

Cammack, Caroline IND-129 Website 510 

Borsheim, Judy IND-130 Website 511 

West, Andrea IND-131 Website 512 

Lounsberry, Elizabeth IND-132 Website 513 

Mitchell, Paula IND-133 Website 514 

Osborn, Sue IND-134 Website 515 

Schuler, Alexander IND-135 Website 516 

Sandler, Jennifer IND-136 Website 518 

Aufderhar, Sara IND-137 Website 519 

Hall, Susan IND-138 Website 520 

Rice, Brian IND-139 Website 521 

Hall, Susan IND-140 Website 522 

Talley Farnham, Tiffany IND-141 Website 523 

Coulter, Sara IND-142 Website 524 

O’Quinn, Aaron IND-143 Website 525 

Edmonds, Ruth IND-144 Website 526 

Rockwood, Shepard IND-145 Website 527 

Powell, David IND-146 Website 528 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Durloo, Chris IND-147 Website 529 

Marony, David IND-148 Website 530 

Peterson, Carisa IND-149 Website 532 

Olson, E IND-150 Website 533 

Nabors, Adam IND-151 Website 534 

Dal Pozzo, Paul IND-152 Website 535 

Ferrara, Joseph IND-153 Website 537 

Shugda, Marguerite IND-154 Website 538 

Winston, Amber IND-155 Website 540 

Miller, Michelle IND-156 Website 541 

Morgan, Matt IND-157 Website 544 

Rosema, Sharon IND-158 Website 545 

Brown, Bruce IND-159 Comment Sheet 551 

Sabatini, Mark IND-160 Comment Sheet 552 

Gonzales, Jennifer IND-161 Comment Sheet 553 

Meador, Laurie IND-162 Comment Sheet 554 

Nelson, Todd IND-163 Website 557 

Subberwal, Atul IND-164 Website 559 

Wiethake, Henry IND-165 Website 561 

Hula, David IND-166 Website 563 

Boyer, Jim IND-167 Website 565 

Miers, Alicia IND-168 Website 571 

Coffey, Barbara IND-169 Website 572 

Roberts, Steve IND-170 Website 574 

May, Warren IND-171 Website 583 

Richman, Rebecca IND-172 Website 584 

Doggett, Conrad IND-173 Website 585 

Helms, Tom IND-174 Website 586 

Johnson, Patrick IND-175 Website 587 

Jacob, Jaime IND-176 Website 588 

Burnett, Rob IND-177 Website 589 

Vangeet, Otoo IND-178 Website 590 

Kintsch, Eileen & Walter IND-179 Website 597 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Graham, Wayne IND-180 Website 598 

Peterson, Bill IND-181 Website 601 

Isenburg, Nick IND-182 Website 602 

Snyder, Susan IND-183 Website 603 

Watts, Dave IND-184 Letter 604 

Melcher, Albert IND-185 Letter 605 

Katt, Kenneth IND-186 Website 606 

Katt, Kenneth IND-187 Website 608 

Katt, Kenneth IND-188 Website 609 

Katt, Kenneth IND-189 Website 610 

Katt, Kenneth IND-190 Website 611 

Katt, Kenneth IND-191 Website 612 

Katt, Kenneth  IND-192 Website 613 

Wheelock, Eileen IND-193 Website 614 

Bryan, Edie & Albert Melcher IND-194 Website 616 

Pot, Bastiaan IND-195 Website 619 

Pot, Rebekah IND-196 Website 620 

Butler, Bruce IND-197 Website 622 

Carpenter, John IND-198 Website 624 

Aldridge, John IND-199 Website 625 

Knopp, John IND-200 Website 630 

Clark, Kevin IND-201 Email 641 

Melcher, Albert IND-202 Letter 642 

Velasco, Roberto IND-203 Comment Sheet 669 

Medina, Mario IND-204 Website 670 

Hocevar, Michael IND-205 Letter 671 

Thompson, Brande IND-206 Comment Sheet 672 
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Table F-2. Alphabetized Index of Comments Received on the RPDEIS 

Name Document ID Source Page 

State and Federal Agencies 

Colorado Division of Wildlife  Letter SF-04 14 

Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance 

SF-01 Letter 1 

Environmental Protection Agency Letter SF-02 3 

United States Army Corp of Engineers SF-03 Letter 13 

Local Governments 

Best, Jeff, Town of Silver Plume Board Member Public Hearing LO-02 28 

Clear Creek County Commissioners LO-07 Letter 43 

Eagle County Commissioners  Letter LO-06 38 

Gibbs, Dan, State Senator – District 16 LO-01 Public Hearing 24 

Hale, Tom, Town of Georgetown Letter LO-04 36 

Koop, Dave, Town of Silverthorne LO-05 Letter 37 

Neely, Cindy, Clear Creek County Project Leadership 
Team Representative 

Letter LO-09 58 

O’Malley, Kevin, Clear Creek County Commissioner LO-03 Letter 34 

Town of Silver Plume Website LO-11 61 

Town of Vail LO-08 Letter 54 

Town of Winter Park 
Grand County Commissioners 
Town of Grand Lake 

Letter LO-10 59 

Organizations and Interest Groups 

Center for Native Ecosystems ORG-11 Public Hearing 99 

Center for Native Ecosystems, et al ORG-26 Website 201 

Clear Creek Watershed Foundation Comment Sheet ORG-02 68 

Colorado Environmental Coalition ORG-07 Public Hearing 88 

Colorado Environmental Coalition Letter ORG-17 123 

Colorado Motor Carriers Association ORG-28 Letter 228 

Colorado Public Interest Research Group (CoPIRG) Letter ORG-14 109 

Colorado Rail Passenger Association ORG-04 Website 72 

Colorado Rail Passenger Association Public Hearing ORG-08 92 

Colorado Ski Country USA ORG-24 Website 192 

Colorado Trout Unlimited Letter ORG-27 222 

Denver Regional Council of Governments ORG-18 Letter 133 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Organizations and Interest Groups (continued) 

Eagle River Watershed Council ORG-21 Letter 147 

EMERGE ORG-23 Website 190 

Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce  ORG-25 Website 200 

I-70 Coalition ORG-29 Letter 231 

Independence Institute  Letter ORG-06 83 

Independence Institute ORG-12 Public Hearing 101 

National Trust for Historic Preservation Public Hearing ORG-03 69 

National Trust for Historic Preservation  ORG-20 Letter 142 

Sierra Club Letter ORG-05 80 

Sierra Club ORG-09 Public Hearing 95 

Sierra Club Public Hearing  ORG-13 105 

Sierra Club ORG-16 Letter 117 

Sky to Ground LLC Comment Sheet ORG-01 67 

Snowforever.org ORG-30 Letter 268 

Southwest Energy Efficiency Project Letter ORG-22 149 

State Historic Preservation Office ORG-19 Letter 138 

Vail Resorts Letter ORG-15 110 

Winter Park Resorts ORG-10 Public Hearing 98 

Individuals 

Aldridge, John IND-199 Website 625 

Anderson, Smokey IND-28 Public Hearing 332 

Anonymous Website IND-62 391 

Anonymous IND-71 Letter 412 

Anonymous Email IND-76 427 

Aufderhar, Sara IND-137 Website 519 

Bare, Robin Website IND-57 380 

Barron, Rodney IND-07 Letter 288 

Barron, Rodney Website IND-100 476 

Barron, Ron  IND-04 Public Hearing 281 

Barsch, Neal Website IND-50 373 

Bergles, Matthew IND-114 Website 495 

Binder, Terri Website IND-42 360 

Borsheim, Judy IND-130 Website 511 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Bower, Jim Website IND-58 381 

Bowman, David IND-95 Website 469 

Boyer, Jim Website IND-167 565 

Brennan, Kathleen IND-60 Website 385 

Brown, Bruce Comment Sheet IND-159 551 

Brumm, Flip IND-06 Comment Sheet 285 

Bryan, Edie & Albert Melcher Website IND-194 616 

Buresh, Bob IND-78 Letter 430 

Burnett, Rob Website IND-177 589 

Bushnell, Helen IND-73 Public Hearing 419 

Bushnell, Helen Website IND-93 467 

Butler, Bruce IND-197 Website 622 

Cahalin, James Website IND-96 471 

Calderon, Paco IND-34 Public Hearing 349 

Cammack, Caroline Website IND-129 510 

Campbell, Carolyn IND-109 Website 490 

Carllon, Tom Website IND-98 474 

Carpenter, John IND-198 Website 624 

Case, Chris Website IND-113 494 

Clanahan, Jennifer IND-115 Website 496 

Clark, Kevin Email IND-201 641 

Coffey, Barbara IND-169 Website 572 

Colrick, Ellen Public Hearing IND-29 333 

Connell, Ryan IND-54 Website 377 

Corwin, Dan Website IND-37 353 

Coulter, Sara IND-142 Website 524 

Craig, Bobbie Public Hearing IND-03 279 

Crutcher, Andrew IND-36 Website 352 

Dal Pozzo, Paul Website IND-152 535 

Dale, Harry IND-74 Website 422 

Detmer, Maureen Website IND-122 503 

Dodich, Nick IND-01 Public Hearing 274 

Dodich, Nick Letter IND-15 299 



A ppendix F . R es pons e to C omments  
 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Final PEIS 
March 2011 Page xiii 

Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Dodich, Nick IND-82 Public Hearing 438 

Dodich, Nick Public Hearing  IND-87 450 

Doggett, Conrad IND-173 Website 585 

Donahue, Shelly Website IND-47 369 

DuBois, Katherine IND-56 Website 379 

Durloo, Chris Website IND-147 529 

Edmonds, Ruth IND-144 Website 526 

Eidman, Patrick Public Hearing IND-23 319 

Ely, Stele IND-116 Website 497 

Eshbaugh, Jim Website IND-102 480 

Ferrara, Joseph IND-153 Website 537 

Fleming, Andrew Website IND-48 371 

Fowler, Jonny IND-49 Website 372 

Garvey, Lydia Website IND-118 499 

Glenwright, Earl IND-21 Public Hearing 314 

Gold, Judith Public Hearing IND-22 318 

Gonzales, Jennifer IND-161 Comment Sheet 553 

Graham, Wayne Website IND-180 598 

Gravell, Donald IND-107 Website 488 

Gregory, Mike Website IND-99 475 

Greos, Andrew IND-51 Website 374 

Haines, John Public Hearing IND-31 337 

Hall, Susan IND-138 Website 520 

Hall, Susan Website IND-140 522 

Hanks, Clyde IND-32 Public Hearing 340 

Harm, Janet Website IND-111 492 

Harris, Alan IND-67 Comment Sheet 399 

Hartridge, Ted Website IND-92 466 

Helms, Tom IND-174 Website 586 

Helseth, Pete Public Hearing IND-19 312 

Hocevar, Michael IND-205 Letter 671 

Hocevar. Michael Public Hearing IND-24 321 

Hula, David IND-166 Website 563 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Huyett, Alison Website IND-110 491 

Irvine, Debra IND-05 Comment Sheet 284 

Isenburg, Nick Website IND-182 602 

Jacob, Jaime IND-176 Website 588 

Johnson, Doug Website IND-101 477 

Johnson, Lowell IND-66 Letter 398 

Johnson, Patrick Website IND-175 587 

Johnson, Ryan IND-97 Website 473 

Katt, Ken Public Hearing IND-20 313 

Katt, Ken IND-26 Public Hearing 327 

Katt, Kenneth Website IND-41 358 

Katt, Kenneth IND-72 Editorial 414 

Katt, Kenneth Public Hearing IND-81 435 

Katt, Kenneth IND-86 Public Hearing 448 

Katt, Kenneth Website IND-186 606 

Katt, Kenneth IND-187 Website 608 

Katt, Kenneth Website IND-188 609 

Katt, Kenneth IND-189 Website 610 

Katt, Kenneth Website IND-190 611 

Katt, Kenneth IND-191 Website 612 

Katt, Kenneth  Website IND-192 613 

Kintsch, Eileen & Walter IND-179 Website 597 

Knopp, John Website IND-200 630 

Kuehn, Roland IND-77 Website 428 

Kuhn, Charles Website IND-112 493 

Lallier, Paula IND-14 Comment Sheet 297 

Lallier, Paula Public Hearing IND-30 336 

Lane, Kim IND-64 Letter 394 

Lapeyrouse, Michelle Letter IND-65 396 

Lewis, Barbara IND-108 Website 489 

Lind, Katherine Website IND-55 378 

Loevlie, Mary Jane IND-27 Public Hearing 330 

Lounsberry, Elizabeth Website IND-132 513 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Machado, Matthew IND-128 Website 509 

Mann, Hans Public Hearing IND-16 304 

Mann, Rose-Marie IND-13 Comment Sheet 295 

Marony, David Website IND-148 530 

Mattson, Stephanie IND-53 Website 376 

May, Jeffery Website IND-59 382 

May, Warren IND-171 Website 583 

McDermott, Kathryn Comment Sheet IND-09 291 

Meador, Laurie IND-162 Comment Sheet 554 

Medina, Mario Website IND-204 670 

Melcher, Albert IND-02 Public Hearing 277 

Melcher, Albert Website IND-43 364 

Melcher, Albert IND-70 Letter 410 

Melcher, Albert Letter IND-185 605 

Melcher, Albert IND-202 Letter 642 

Miers, Alicia Website IND-168 571 

Miller, Mark IND-44 Website 365 

Miller, Michelle Website IND-156 541 

Mitchell, Paula IND-133 Website 514 

Monaco, Carol Website IND-121 502 

Morgan, Matt IND-157 Website 544 

Mueller, Dominica Website IND-106 487 

Munshi, Naseem IND-125 Website 506 

Nabors, Adam Website IND-151 534 

Nelson, Todd IND-163 Website 557 

Nelson, Tom Comment Sheet IND-10 292 

Novick, Mike IND-12 Comment Sheet 294 

O’Donnell, Deanne Website IND-119 500 

O’Hara, Kearin IND-75 Website 426 

O’Quinn, Aaron Website IND-143 525 

Oberle, Nathan IND-45 Website 367 

Olson, E Website IND-150 533 

Osborn, Sue IND-134 Website 515 



A ppendix F . R es pons e to C omments  
 

Final PEIS  I-70 Mountain Corridor 
Page xvi  March 2011 

Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Panzer, David Website IND-105 486 

Parker, David IND-117 Website 498 

Parmlee, Steve Website IND-104 482 

Peterson, Bill IND-181 Website 601 

Peterson, Carisa Website IND-149 532 

Piergeorge, Sharon IND-38 Website 354 

Piergeorge, Sharon Email IND-39 355 

Pot, Bastiaan IND-195 Website 619 

Pot, Rebekah Website IND-196 620 

Powell, David IND-146 Website 528 

Rapp, Edward Public Hearing IND-68 401 

Rapp, Edward IND-83 Public Hearing 441 

Rice, Brian Website IND-139 521 

Richard, Carl IND-91 Website 463 

Richards, Rachel Public Hearing IND-33 345 

Richman, Rebecca IND-172 Website 584 

Risley, Bill Website IND-35 351 

Roberts, Steve IND-170 Website 574 

Rockwood, Shepard Website IND-145 527 

Rosema, Sharon IND-158 Website 545 

Ruskin, Lexi Website IND-120 501 

Sabatini, Mark IND-160 Comment Sheet 552 

Saindon, Kenneth Letter IND-69 404 

Sandler, Jennifer IND-136 Website 518 

Satter, Etta Public Hearing IND-18 309 

Schaefer, Patrick IND-61 Website 386 

Schaefer, William H. Public Hearing IND-17 306 

Schuler, Alexander IND-135 Website 516 

Sears, Richard  Letter IND-08 290 

Shaw, Allison IND-124 Website 505 

Shugda, Marguerite Website IND-154 538 

Snyder, Susan IND-183 Website 603 

Statham, Kent Website IND-52 375 
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Name Document ID Source Page 

Individuals (continued) 

Steen, Doug IND-123 Website 504 

Stekr, Peter Website IND-90 462 

Subberwal, Atul IND-164 Website 559 

Swanson, Bradley Website IND-46 368 

Tagawa, Ann IND-127 Website 508 

Talley Farnham, Tiffany Website IND-141 523 

Tamsen, Jeremy IND-85 Public Hearing 446 

Thomas, Greg & Margaret Website IND-40 356 

Thompson, Brande IND-206 Comment Sheet 672 

Van Dyne, Laura Website IND-103 481 

Vangeet, Otoo IND-178 Website 590 

Velasco, Roberto Comment Sheet IND-203 669 

Vermillion, Bob IND-84 Public Hearing 444 

Vermillion, Bob Public Hearing  IND-88 456 

Vogt, Julian IND-94 Website 468 

Walker, Byron Website IND-63 393 

Watts, Dave IND-184 Letter 604 

West, Andrea Website IND-131 512 

Westman, Roger  IND-25 Public Hearing 324 

Wheelock, Eileen Website IND-193 614 

Wiethake, Henry IND-165 Website 561 

Wilch, Matt Comment Sheet IND-11 293 

Williams, Susan IND-89 Website 461 

Wimbush, Pennington Email IND-79 432 

Winston, Amber IND-155 Website 540 

Wolf, Martin Website IND-126 507 

Worth, Bill IND-80 Public Hearing 434 
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Appendix F.  Response to Comments

I-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011
Final PEIS

Source:  Letter Name: USDOI, Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance

Document Number: SF-01 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80228

Response to SF-01

A. Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives has been revised 

to better clarify the relationship of the Minimum and Maximum Programs of 

the Preferred Alternative and the triggers for fully implementing the Preferred 

Alternative under the Maximum Program. Importantly, only the Preferred 

Alternative Maximum Program of Improvements meets the 2050 purpose 

and need. The Minimum Program does not represent a distinct alternative 

but is the first set of improvements in a program that is intended to be 

implemented incrementally. 

Construction sequencing has not yet been determined and will be studied in 

Tier 2 processes. The Tier 1 PEIS has been revised to clarify the location of 

improvements as generally along the existing I-70 alignment. Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will help to 

further define the feasibility of the system and refine its alignment. While 

there are many details that have not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, the 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will be designed to address the alignment.

B. The mitigation summary in Section 3.2, Biological Resources and Section 
3.19, Mitigation Summary of the FEIS has been modified to state the 

following: “Construction work affecting migratory birds will comply with the 

requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and will be performed 

according to CDOT specifications to avoid impacts to migratory birds before 

and during construction.”
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Source:  Letter Name: USDOI, Office of Environmental Policy 
and Compliance (continued)

Document Number: SF-01 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80228

Response to SF-01 (continued)

C. The Section 106 Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix B, I-70 
Mountain Corridor Section 106 Programmatic Agreement  of the PEIS, 

which includes measures to minimize adverse effects to historic properties. 

The Programmatic Agreement outlines the process for future Tier 2 

processes. When resolution on adverse effects has occurred in Tier 2 

processes, CDOT will prepare a supplement to this Programmatic 

Agreement specifying the measures CDOT will take to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate the adverse effects. This supplement will take the place of a 

Memorandum of Agreement for Tier 2 processes.
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Response to SF-02

A. Regarding the Environmental Protection Agency rating of EC-2, 

Environmental Concerns – Insufficient Information, please see responses to 

your comments SF-02-E through SF-02-J regarding air quality, wetlands, 

water quality, and environmental justice.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

B. Your statement of the project description captures the key components of 

the project purpose and need and alternatives considered.

C. Please see responses to your comments SF-02-E through SF-02-J

regarding air quality, wetlands, water quality, and environmental justice.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

D. Comment noted.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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E. Tier 2 processes will provide detailed information necessary to address 

environmental impacts and mitigation of the Preferred Alternative, as you 

note in your comment. Site-specific impacts and mitigation associated with 

the Preferred Alternative will be assessed during Tier 2 processes.

Quantitative MSAT analysis was conducted on a Corridorwide basis for the 

Tier 1 PEIS. Traffic volumes predicted in 2035 require quantitative 

emissions analysis in many locations in the Corridor under current FHWA 

MSAT Guidance. Tier 2 processes will include site-specific MSAT analysis 

and mitigation measures when warranted under FHWA guidance, and the 

following language has been added to Section 3.1.6, Air Quality of the 

PEIS: “The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requests MSAT analysis 

and mitigation in Tier 2 processes. The traffic volumes will generally exceed 

the level at which FHWA guidance requires quantitative emissions analysis. 

In populated areas along the Corridor, this analysis will be performed 

according to the most current FHWA guidance.”

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

                                         Page 6 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F.  Response to Comments

I-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011
Final PEIS

Response to SF-02 (continued)

F. The Colorado Department of Transportation has conducted monitoring 

during and after construction of major projects such as the I-25 T-Rex 

project in Denver, and will consider similar monitoring in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor during construction. However, CDOT notes that traffic volumes in 

the Corridor are lower than volumes on other sections of the I-70 highway 

and I-25 where previous monitoring has occurred or been suggested. The 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution 

Control Division maintains one PM10 monitor in Summit County. Additional 

PM10 monitoring has occurred in the Corridor in several locations, as listed 

in Section 2 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Air Quality Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website). The locations where monitoring has 

been discontinued showed no exceedances of the 24-hour or annual 

average PM10 standards.

PM 2.5 monitoring will also be considered, and the following language has 

been added to Section 3.1.7, Air Quality of the PEIS regarding conceptual 

techniques for mitigation of construction impacts that could be considered: 

“Air quality monitoring during construction, including PM 2.5 monitoring.” 

However, vehicle exhaust emissions are anticipated to decline significantly 

in the future due to improved technology, and PM 2.5 is not expected to 

measurably contribute to re-entrained road dust. 

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

G. Tier 2 processes will include more detailed analysis of environmental 

effects, including data for emissions in interim years, between the year of 

construction and the design year, as requested. The following text has been 

added to Section 3.1.6, Air Quality of the PEIS: “Tier 2 processes will 

include more detailed analysis of environmental effects, including data for 

emissions in interim years, between the year of construction and the design 

year.” Table 3.1-1 has been revised to include PM10 (re-entrained dust) 

emissions as requested.

Regarding NO2 emissions, all relevant oxides of nitrogen were included in 

the NO2 emissions totals in Table 3.1-1, and a footnote has been added 

clarifying this. Tier 2 processes will include the revised NO2 NAAQS and will 

adhere to the monitoring requirements for the revised NAAQS in areas 

where they are required. Tier 2 processes will include more detailed analysis 

and mitigation measures related to NOx emissions and NO2 concentrations. 

Emissions of VOCs will be evaluated during Tier 2 processes. The impacts 

and mitigation associated with the Preferred Alternative will be assessed on 

project specific bases, as Tier 2 processes will be a series of smaller, 

location specific projects.

H. The intention of the phrase “highway improvements must be planned 

considering all components of the Preferred Alternative consistent with local 

land use planning” is that during Tier 2 processes, local agencies and local 

land use plans will be considered in conjunction with other non-highway 

improvements, such as an Advanced Guideway System.

All project activities will comply with all applicable State and Federal 

regulations, including those listed under CWA Section 404(b)(1).

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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I. Because the PEIS will lead to multiple Tier 2 processes and multiple 

separate construction projects, CDOT will not apply for a single individual 

permit for the entire Preferred Alternative. Rather, during Tier 2 processes, 

CDOT, in consultation with regulatory agencies, will ensure the appropriate 

permit is acquired with the appropriate considerations for each separate 

project. All necessary controls and guidance to protect water quality are 

afforded through CDOT’s Individual Permit Construction Sites Program via 

adherence to the CDOT Standards and Specifications.

Many of the specific mitigation measures mentioned are included in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Water Resources Technical Report (provided 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). These mitigation measures will be added to the water 

quality protection specifications that accompany any project going to 

construction, and will comply with specific Action Plans that are developed 

for sensitive or impaired waters; these will be further refined during Tier 2 

processes. Additionally, recommendations made by the SWEEP Committee 

will be integrated into project development.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

J. In response to your concerns regarding the methodology for identifying 

environmental justice populations, the presence of minority and/or low-

income populations has been re-evaluated in Section 3.9, Environmental 
Justice and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Environmental Justice 

Technical Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website) according to CDOT’s Title VI 

and Environmental Justice Guidelines for NEPA Projects, Rev. 3, December 

2004. This approach establishes county specific thresholds for the 

identification of minority and low-income populations. Concentrations of 

minorities/low-income households are identified in census blocks/block 

groups that have a higher percentage of minorities/low income households 

than their respective county. The low income threshold is derived from the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Income Limits 

at 30 percent of the Area Median Income and is adjusted for household size. 

During Tier 2 processes, more recent data (2010 Census) will be available 

at the block/block group level, new HUD Income Limits will be published, 

and more details regarding design and construction will be available. The 

environmental justice analysis will be updated at this time and impacts will 

be re-evaluated.

In response to your comment that the Draft PEIS should use data gathered 

from outreach efforts to identify minority and low-income populations, this 

information has now been mapped and consists primarily of minority/low-

income housing identified by local agencies, including Section 8 properties.

In response to your request to indicate that EO 12898 considers income as 

well, please see the first paragraph under Methodology in Section 3.9, 

Environmental Justice, which clarifies that EO 12898 addresses minority 

and low-income populations as follows: 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

J. (Continued from previous page)

“On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, 

“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-

income Populations.” The Executive Order focuses federal attention on the 

environmental and human health conditions of minority and low-income 
populations, promotes nondiscrimination in federal programs affecting 

human health and the environment, and provides minority and low-income 
populations access to public information and an opportunity to participate in 

matters relating to the environment…”

In response to your request for consideration of environmental and health 

impacts at the Tier 1 level, a broad analysis of the types of potential adverse 

effects that could occur has been included in a level of detail similar to the 

discussion of economic benefits. Section 3.9, Environmental Justice now 

contains descriptions of impacts for each resource that affects the human 

environment. However, at this first tier of analysis, neither impacts nor 

benefits can be fully evaluated nor can conclusions about disproportionately 

high and adverse impacts be made, without the more detailed design and 

construction information that will be developed in Tier 2 processes. Tier 2 

processes will work to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse impacts to 

minority and low-income populations throughout the Corridor and balance 

adverse impacts with benefits.

Regarding the suggestion that because affordable housing may be located 

close to highway facilities disproportionately high and adverse impacts are 

found, the lead agencies do not agree. Not enough information is available 

to make a conclusion that either this represents a disproportionately high 

and adverse impact or that proximity to construction or operation of the 

highway results in adverse health effects. Tier 2 processes will thoroughly 

identify low-income populations and “pockets” of low-income populations 

when site-specific processes are developed; at that time, analysis of 

potentially disproportionately high and adverse effects to these populations 

can be analyzed, as well as specific impacts after mitigation.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-02 (continued)

K. The lead agencies took considerable measures to produce a reader-friendly 

and easily navigable document. We are glad that the effort was effective.

The Final PEIS has been revised to include more detailed explanations of 

the study areas in Section 3.2, Biological Resources, Section 3.3, 
Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S., Section 3.5, Geologic Hazards, 

Section 3.6, Regulated Materials and Historic Mining, Section 3.14, and

Section 4(f) Discussion. Additionally, the study area descriptions for the 

biological and wetlands resource sections have been moved from Section 
3.2.4, “What are the areas of biological resources interest identified in 
the Corridor” and 3.3.4, “What are the areas of wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S. interest identified in the Corridor?” to Sections 3.2.2, 
“What study area and process was used to analyze air quality 
resources?” and 3.3.2, “What study area and process were used to 
analyze wetland resources and other waters of the U.S.?” to be 

consistent with the other resource sections. 

Resource maps are provided in the PEIS for resources as appropriate. In 

an effort to maintain a concise and reader-friendly document, the number of 

maps included in the PEIS is limited, and the scale at which the maps are 

shown limits the amount of detail that can be illustrated. The maps in the 

PEIS provide a more general understanding of the resources in the Corridor, 

and more detailed mapping is available in the Technical Reports for each 

resource.

All figures in the PEIS have been numbered, and cross-references in the 

text have been verified.

Table 3.3-1, which details the impacts to wetlands, fens, and waters of the 

U.S. by alternative, has been added to the chapter. 

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(continued)

Document Number: SF-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to SF-03

A. Comment noted. Tier 2 processes will consult with the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers and request authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act when required.

Source:  Letter Name: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Document Number: SF-03 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80128
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A. Comment noted.

B. Comment noted.

C. Comment noted.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to SF-04 (continued)

D. The purpose of Section 3.2, Biological Resources is to give an overview of 
project impacts. The Colorado Department of Transportation acknowledges 
that the value of specific habitats cannot be assessed by acreage impacts 
alone. In the PEIS, the presentation of acreage impacts to habitat types 
provides a comparative analysis of the range of impacts among alternatives 
appropriate for a Tier 1 assessment. This assessment concludes that 
alternatives with larger footprints generally incur more impacts to vegetative 
communities and wildlife habitat. The PEIS does discuss impacts to specific 
high-value habitats, including habitat for threatened and endangered 
species, United States Forest Service indicator species, wildlife linkage 
zones, and high-value fisheries. Section 3.3, Wetlands also discusses 
impacts to fens, which are high-value wetland habitats. Impacts related to 
specific vegetation communities will occur during Tier 2 processes.

E. As noted above, the purpose of Section 3.2, Biological Resources is to 
give an overview of project impacts. Mitigation to wildlife impacts and to 
natural vegetation communities, including wetlands, will be addressed at the 
local level during Tier 2 processes.

F. Wildlife crossings are an important component of the Preferred Alternative, 
and the ability to elevate the Advanced Guideway System assists in the 
alleviation of the barrier effect of the I-70 transportation infrastructure. 
Section 3.2 Biological Resources, in the PEIS, concludes that the 
Advanced Guideway System has less impact on wildlife movement than bus 
and heavy rail transit systems. 

• As noted in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological 
Assessment (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the 
Technical Reports and on the project website), at Tier 2, the following 
best management practices will be applied as appropriate: 

– Where a drainage structure (culvert, concrete box culverts [CBC], 
or bridge) is needed as part of the transportation system, install, 
modify, or maintain existing drainage structures to accommodate 
wildlife movement.

– Install the largest bridge or culvert possible for any given location 
or terrain.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to SF-04 (continued)

F. (Continued from previous page)

– Use span-bridges and arch-structures with natural bottoms 

because they are preferred over CBCs or other types of enclosed 

culvert. 

– Replace existing structures with structures of equal size or larger.

– Replace small culverts (less than 3 feet in diameter) with culverts 

of no less than 3 feet in diameter, unless site specific conditions 

do not permit. 

– At a minimum, size drainage structures to provide sufficient 

freeboard and width to provide a dry path, preferably a natural 

floor, for animals to use throughout the year.

– Avoid offsetting culverts and bridges where multiple structures are 

needed under a divided highway or where two roads run parallel to 

one another so that animals have a straight line of sight through all 

structures.

– Install features to prevent human use of underpasses such as 

signs or barriers at potential access points.

• Use “linear wildlife guideways” that intersect the I-70 highway in the 

placement of drainage structures to the extent possible.

– Linear wildlife guideways are defined as topographical ridges or 

drainages, or sharply delineated changes in vegetation, or 

vegetation forming a peninsula. The intersection of a linear 

guideway with a roadway often creates a well-defined, intensely 

used crossing zone.

– Within CDOT right-of-way, and if possible outside the right-of-way, 

maintain vegetated ridges and drainages, or other features with 

sharply delineated changes in vegetation, as described above.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to SF-04 (continued)

F. (Continued from previous page)

– Reduce distance to cover by maintaining natural vegetation 

around the inflow and outflow of drainage structures, preferably in 

the form of vegetated peninsulas.

• Where guard rails, retaining walls, or cement barriers or steep road 

cuts are required, design should consider that barrier ends tend to 

funnel animals onto the roadway.

– Locate the ends of barriers where there is a good line of sight to 

give motorists adequate time to avoid animals that enter the 

roadway at these locations.

– Locate wildlife crossings at the end of barriers.

• Design and maintain fencing with wildlife linkage interference zones 

(LIZs) to lead wildlife to bridges, culverts, or wildlife crossings. 

• Where culverts are to be the conduit for fishing streams, consult with 

Colorado Division of Wildlife regarding the proper installation of the 

culvert. Depending on prescribed management for the stream, the best 

function of the culvert may be either a fish passage or a one-directional 

barrier to fish movement with amphibian ledges.

• Construct CBCs and bridges using natural colors and textures.

G. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best management 

practices for wildlife, which include fencing and escape ramps, to make sure 

any wildlife crossings are designed and constructed to improve driver safety 

and to accommodate wildlife movement across the I-70 highway.

The Colorado Department of Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE 

committee, will continue to examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor, 

incorporating, as feasible, the most readily available current data.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to SF-04 (continued)

H. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best management 

practices for wildlife, including “wildlife friendly” Jersey barriers as feasible, 

to make sure any wildlife crossings are designed and constructed to improve 

driver safety and to accommodate wildlife movement across the I-70 

highway.

As noted previously, CDOT, in coordination with the ALIVE committee, will 

continue to examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor, incorporating, 

as feasible, the most readily available current data.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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I. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best management 

practices and recommendations made by the SWEEP Committee, including 

best management practices for winter maintenance activities, for Tier 2 

processes that may impact aquatic resources. These best management 

practices include, but are not limited to the following:

• Erosion control measures including, but not limited to, silt fence and 

erosion control logs, will be implemented to minimize any potential for 

short-term impacts on water quality.

• Permanent water quality best management practices, including, but not 

limited to, sediment traps, erosion check structures, and/or filters will be 

implemented per CDOT water quality specifications to minimize long-

term impacts, such as runoff and deposition in aquatic, wetland, and 

riparian habitats.

• Areas of highway capacity improvements will include snow storage 

space in select locations to capture snow and other roadway runoff, 

thereby reducing impacts on adjacent ecosystems. Drainage/sediment 

control structures will be implemented as appropriate to minimize 

impacts from winter maintenance and increased stormwater. Methods 

of capturing and reducing the amount of sand/salt applied to the I-70 

highway include:

– Structural sediment control and retrieval

– Automated deicing systems

– Solar snow storage zones 

– Refinement of maintenance practices to minimize the amount of 

salt and sand applied to the highway

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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I. (Continued from previous page)

• Commitments to aquatic species include culverts as the conduit for 

fishing streams, and consultation with Colorado Division of Wildlife 

regarding the proper installation of culverts. Depending on prescribed 

management for the streams, the best functions of the culverts may be 

either a fish passage or a one-directional barrier to fish movement with 

amphibian ledges.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will use available data in 

determining and finalizing best management practices for water quality and 

water resources during Tier 2 processes.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will consult with the Colorado 

Division of Wildlife for Senate Bill 40 Certification, which will include 

discussions concerning instream work, if applicable.  Additionally, CDOT 

has developed a construction specification for cleaning vehicles before 

entering streams and wetlands, and this specification would be used on 

projects where these activities would occur.

J. A discussion of cumulative impacts to biological resources due to increased 

land use and development and recreational usage throughout the I-70 

Corridor is discussed in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts under the question 

“What are the biological resources cumulative impacts?”. This discussion 

includes projected increases in recreation visitation and the potential for 

future demand that could exceed the capacity of forest resources. Additional 

information on cumulative impacts to threatened and endangered species is 

included in the  I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Biological Resources Technical 

Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website).

The Colorado Department of Transportation will consider additional factors 

for the cumulative effects analysis during Tier 2 processes, such as the 

biological impacts due to increased recreational activities.

K. Comment noted.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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L. On Page 33 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Biological Resources 

Technical Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website), the sentence you reference 

in Section 5.3 has been changed to read ”The I-70 Corridor traverses 

through important lynx (Lynx canadensis) habitat, especially along Vail Pass 

and east of the Continental Divide to Empire; however, many areas above 

8,000 feet along the Corridor are considered lynx habitat, which could be 

affected by construction activities.”

M. Table 9 is specific to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service listed 

species and the information is based on the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 3 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), written in 

coordination with United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Report has been revised to reflect 

changes to the status of bats, and these changes are also reflected in the I-

70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Biological Resources Technical Report (provided 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website).

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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N. Comment noted. Table 17 provides effects determinations across the 

project Corridor. Impacts to specific sites, such as the boreal toad breeding 

site on Upper Straight Creek, will be addressed in greater detail during 

Tier 2 processes. 

O. The lynx linkage area near Herman Gulch and Bakerville is shown on the 

referenced map. Because of the color chosen for the linkage area and the 

color chosen to represent the I-70 highway, it may be difficult to discern the 

two map layers at this scale. The graphic has been revised so that the map 

layers are made more distinct. 

P. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Report has been 

revised per direction by United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  Impacts to 

the boreal toad breeding grounds located at the Straight Creek site will be 

analyzed in greater detail during Tier 2 processes. 

Q. Comment Noted. The title has been revised to read “Colorado Division of 

Wildlife State Species of Concern List.” 

R. The ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding was signed in April 2008 as a 

framework to be used in future endeavors.  It is CDOT’s intent to uphold the 

strategies outlined in the ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding, including 

future coordination with Colorado Division of Wildlife, along with the use of 

available data in Tier 2 processes.  Although the Memorandum of 

Understanding will not be updated to include this updated data, Tier 2 

processes will rely on the most current data to establish best management 

practices regarding wildlife crossings. 

S. Please see the response to your comment SF-04-R. Although the  

Memorandum of Understanding will not be revised to include this updated 

data, Tier 2 processes will rely on the most current data to establish best 

management practices regarding wildlife crossings. 

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to SF-04 (continued)

T. It is CDOT’s intent to uphold the strategies outlined in the ALIVE 

Memorandum of Understanding, including future coordination with Colorado 

Division of Wildlife, along with the use of available data in Tier 2 processes. 

Although the ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding will not be revised to 

include this updated data, Tier 2 processes will rely on the most current data 

to establish best management practices regarding wildlife crossings. The 

Colorado Division of Wildlife will be invited to participate in Tier 2 processes.

U. Comment noted.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Division of Wildlife (continued)
Document Number: SF-04 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216
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Response to LO-01

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation originally placed a $4 billion 

threshold on the cost of preferred transportation solutions for the Corridor. 

Stakeholders strongly objected to this threshold; they felt it was arbitrary, 

limited the possible transportation solutions, and did not accommodate a 

long-term vision for the Corridor. In response to these comments, CDOT 

committed to a long-term (50-year) vision, removed the $4 billion threshold, 

and convened the Collaborative Effort. The Collaborative Effort was charged 

with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor. The group reached a consensus on a multimodal 

recommendation that addresses long-term and short–term needs. The 

Consensus Recommendation was identified as the Preferred Alternative in 

the PEIS. For more information on the process used for identifying the 

Preferred Alternative, see the PEIS Section 2.7, “What was the decision 
making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?”. 

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Dan Gibbs, State Senator – District 16
Document Number: LO-01 City, Zip Code: Unknown

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 5, 2010
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Dan Gibb, State Senator – District 16
(continued)

Document Number: LO-01 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to LO-01 (continued)

B. The lead agencies recognize that the I-70 highway provides important 

access and mobility for local communities. The travel demand modeling 

takes into account local trips as well as long distance trips in forecasting 

future demand in the Corridor. For additional information on trip purposes 

and the effects on travel demand, please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values and Section 3.9, 
Environmental Justice contain discussions of community travel patterns 

and the effects of transportation on local communities.
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Dan Gibbs, State Senator – District 16
(continued)

Document Number: LO-01 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to LO-01 (continued)

C. The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s budget is not 

sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations summarizes the cost of the Preferred Alternative, funding 

allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for CDOT’s funding (and its 

limitations), and other potential funding sources. Public private partnerships 

are one of several alternative sources of funding discussed in Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations, specifically Section 5.7, “What are potential 
funding sources and their limitations?”.

D. The lead agencies consider the Preferred Alternative to be an "outside the 

box" alternative. The Preferred Alternative’s adaptive management approach 

is the first of its kind that CDOT has included as part of a Preferred 

Alternative. The ability to meet and reassess the effectiveness of the 

alternative to meet Corridor needs over time is a creative solution to address 

both immediate and long-term needs in the Corridor and to continue 

collaboration. The Preferred Alternative does include non-infrastructure 

related components, including bus, van, or shuttle service in mixed traffic. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting the 

feasibility study you mention for adding reversible or “zipper” lanes to the I-

70 highway between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response to legislation 

passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. The purpose of the 

study is to identify short-term operational actions to decrease congestion on 

the I-70 highway during peak periods for this specific segment of the 

Corridor. However, it does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS. 

The Preferred Alternative was developed in a collaborative manner. The 

lead agencies are committed to continuing this collaboration and to following 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process on all future 

projects in the Corridor.
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Dan Gibbs, State Senator – District 16
(continued)

Document Number: LO-01 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to LO-01 (continued)
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02

A. Comment noted.

B. Bus alternatives are evaluated in the PEIS. Please see response to 

comment IND-26-C for more information on the bus transit alternatives in the 

PEIS. The bus in guideway alternatives present a number of advantages, 

such as flexibility and the potential ease of transfers. However, the travel 

forecast model indicates that the Advanced Guideway System would attract 

more riders than a bus system (based on the ridership survey conducted for 

this project); see Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 

of the Technical Reports and on the project website) for the ridership 

differences of bus and Advanced Guideway System. Largely for this reason, 

the Advanced Guideway System is identified as the preferred transit mode. 

Future studies will focus on the feasibility of Advanced Guideway System 

technologies. If the Advanced Guideway System is found to be infeasible, 

the lead agencies could revise the Record of Decision and consider other 

transit technologies evaluated in the PEIS, including bus. The Preferred 

Alternative allows a thorough assessment of the overall purpose and need 

and effectiveness of improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of 

alternatives considered in the PEIS could be reconsidered. 

Although the Preferred Alternative does not include shuttle service to 

specific ski resorts in winter months as you suggest, it does include non-

infrastructure related components, which include bus, van, or shuttle service 

in mixed traffic. It also includes expanded park-and-ride locations, and 

increased carpooling as non-infrastructure strategies that can be 

implemented or encouraged to address immediate issues in the Corridor in 

advance of major infrastructure improvements. The Preferred Alternative 

includes new transit infrastructure (the Advanced Guideway System) as a 

long-term solution to improve capacity and reduce congestion in the 

Corridor. The Advanced Guideway System is envisioned to connect new 

transit service with existing services, such as the ski area shuttles you 

reference. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member (continued)

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

It is true that average vehicle occupancy on the weekend is about 2 people; 

and, therefore, 50 cars would carry about 100 people. Bus service in mixed 

traffic is included as a component of the Preferred Alternative’s non-

infrastructure improvements, to provide a Corridorwide transit option, in 

advance of major infrastructure improvements, where none currently exists. 

C. The lead agencies considered a number of alternate routes to relieve 

congestion on the I-70 highway and provide additional travel options for 

Corridor users. 

Six separate alternate routes from the Denver area to the Dillon area were 

considered; two include tunnels and four are on improved surface roads. 

These routes are representative of the route suggested through the Harold 

D. Roberts tunnel (although this specific alignment was not considered). 

These are described as Alternate Routes 8, 9, 11, 12, 15, and 16 in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website). Route 8 (US 285 via Hoosier 

Pass) was eliminated based on long travel times and an inability to provide 

adequate access to Corridor communities, while the others were eliminated 

because they did not divert enough traffic from the I-70 highway to meet the 

purpose and need for improving mobility and reducing congestion along the 

Corridor.

As described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development 

and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), 

alternate routes divert no more than 4 percent of traffic from the Corridor. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member (continued)

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

Future demand in the Corridor requires a multimodal solution. Transit-only 

options do not address congestion in the Corridor, as described in Section 
2.8.1 and Figure 2-14 of the PEIS. Some highway capacity improvements 

are necessary to accommodate the needs of travelers and to reduce 

congestion. The Preferred Alternative, as well as Combination alternatives, 

propose both transit and highway improvements, along with non-

infrastructure components, through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in 

the PEIS shows that a multimodal alternative provides the best opportunity 

to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor. The transit component 

of the Preferred Alternative provides an Advanced Guideway System 

between the Eagle County Regional Airport and C-470/Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station with stops throughout the Corridor. 

The Preferred Alternative does not reduce the volume of highway traffic due 

to current unmet demand; in concert with the transit improvements, the 

highway improvements increase capacity to reduce congestion and air 

pollution. Note that in 2050 at the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, 

daily eastbound-only travel has about 130,000-person trip demand, which 

equates to about 65,000 vehicle trip demand for eastbound-only travel. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member (continued)

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02 (continued)

D. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by FHWA 

pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 658.11. This could 

include restrictions such as time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 

658.111 includes coordination with local governments, analysis of effects to 

mobility and safety for all interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility and, as a result, 

avoid peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, 

other freight operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and 

must operate in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, 

bulk mail, food service, scheduled packaged delivery, and just-in-time 

shipments). Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-

of-Service regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy 

trucks varies greatly along the Corridor; there are more trucks on weekdays 

compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from 

FHWA. Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information 

strategies have already been recently installed in some Corridor locations by 

CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member (continued)

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02 (continued)

E. The Preferred Alternative includes moving the western highway ramps (at 

milepost 226) in Silver Plume, in part in response to public interest and 

suggestions. These existing ramps are short and present a capacity problem 

and, as you mention, are very close to established development. The 

Preferred Alternative proposes to move the western ramps about one mile 

farther west where the I-70 highway goes over the frontage road. At this new 

location, greater ramp capacity is provided, and less existing development is 

affected. 

Regarding the removal of old houses, the lead agencies and other local, 

state, and federal historic preservation agencies and organizations 

recognize the importance of historic properties throughout the Corridor and 

in Clear Creek County specifically. A Programmatic Agreement for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor, included as Appendix B, I-70 Mountain Corridor 
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, has been developed and will be 

implemented on all Tier 2 processes to avoid and minimize impacts to 

historic properties. Moving transportation improvements away from historic 

properties or minimizing the footprint of improvements are some of the 

avoidance measures that may be implemented for future Tier 2 processes. 

Such alignment refinements to minimize impacts would be evaluated in Tier 

2 processes. The Town will be invited to participate in that process through 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. For more 

information on historic properties, see Section 3.13, Historic Properties 
and Native American Consultation.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Jeff Best, Town of Silver Plume Board 
Member (continued)

Document Number: LO-02 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume, 80476

Response to LO-02 (continued)

F. The PEIS provides the official response to all comments received. An 

electronic copy of the PEIS has been provided to all commenters who 

provided mailing contact information.
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Response to LO-03

A. Thank you for your ongoing involvement in the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

for participating in the Collaborative Effort and helping to identify the 

Preferred Alternative. As you note, the Preferred Alternative provides a 

multimodal solution with both highway and transit improvements, along with 

non-infrastructure components, to meet the purpose and need of the project. 

The lead agencies are committed to ongoing involvement of the 

Collaborative Effort in determining short-term and long-term decisions and 

are committed to soliciting public input during all Tier 2 processes. The 

Collaborative Effort will reconvene at least every two years to monitor 

progress, assess whether an appropriate balance between short- and long-

term needs is being achieved, and make adjustments accordingly. In 2020, 

there will be a thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and need and 

effectiveness of implementation of these decisions. The ongoing purpose of 

the Collaborative Effort is to ensure consistency with the Preferred 

Alternative, provide a forum to track policy-level decisions and progress 

related to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, and provide a mechanism for 

evaluating the triggers and Corridor conditions.

Construction impacts do occur in Clear Creek County, although construction 

does not occur in a single location for the entire duration of the construction 

period. Strategies to mitigate construction impacts in Clear Creek County 

were developed in collaboration with stakeholders and are listed in Section 
3.19, Mitigation Summary. The Colorado Department of Transportation has 

committed to consideration of mitigation strategies specific to Clear Creek 

County, as noted in Section 3.8.7, “What are the approaches to 
programmatic mitigation planning for social and economic values?” : 
“Mitigation strategies will also aim to address the disparity in the

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Kevin O’Malley, Clear Creek County 

Commissioner
Document Number: LO-03 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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Response to LO-03 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

distribution of benefits and impacts that might result from construction 

activities. Tier 2 processes will include strategies to avoid and minimize 

construction impacts on Clear Creek communities. 

• Considerations for peak seasonal traffic (e.g., cessation of construction 

activities during ski season weekends)

• Accessibility to Idaho Springs businesses

• Assisting the county with historic tourism marketing

• Developing a site-specific Tier 2 interpretive signage plan.”

Source:  Letter Name: Kevin O’Malley, Clear Creek County 

Commissioner (continued)
Document Number: LO-03 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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Response to LO-04

A. Comment noted. Based on the information currently available today, the 

highway capacity improvements in the Preferred Alternative Minimum 

Program of Improvements do not meet the 2050 purpose and need, and the 

Maximum Program of Improvements is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose 

and need. 

B. The Context Sensitive Solutions definition has been added to the Executive 
Summary and Introduction as requested in response to similar comments, 

and the text has been revised to reinforce the lead agencies’ commitment to 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. 

C. The text included in the FEIS on page 3.14-2 has been modified to clarify 

this issue as follows:

Constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not 

incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity 

impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that 

qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 

impaired. This type of use is not determined in this discussion because the 

information needed to make this determination is not available. For example, 

as described in the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement, effects to historic 

properties and whether they are adverse will be undertaken during Tier 2 

processes. Because this information is not available until Tier 2 processes 

are undertaken, the indirect impacts and mitigation for specific Section 4(f) 

properties are not known until that time. 

Although constructive use determinations are not part of this discussion, a 

buffer of an additional 15 feet has been added to the project footprint to take 

into account these potential uses (as expressed through noise, visual or 

access impacts), which may be determined constructive uses during Tier 2 

processes.  The Tier 2 processes will include detailed noise analysis, visual 

impact analysis, and access restrictions, if any.  Any use will be evaluated in 

Tier 2 processes once sufficient design and operational information about 

improvements is developed. The process during Tier 2, as described further 

in Section 3.14.13, also allows for any constructive uses to be identified and 

recognizes that the 30-foot buffer zone does not limit the Section 4(f) 

evaluation at Tier 2.

Source:  Letter Name: Tom Hale, Town of Georgetown
Document Number: LO-04 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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Source: Letter Name: Mayor Dave Koop, Town of Silverthorne
Document Number: LO-05 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to LO-05

A. Comment noted. Thank  you for your ongoing involvement in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS.
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Response to LO-06

A. Comment noted

B. It is true that the I-70 Mountain Corridor is divided between CDOT planning 

Region 1 and Region 3. The PEIS has been managed through Region 1 in 

close coordination with Region 3. Future Tier 2 processes will be managed 

by the region in which they are located, or by Region 1 in close coordination 

with Region 3 if they are located in both regions. Both regions are dedicated 

to the vision of improvements in the Corridor as defined by the Consensus 

Recommendation, and CDOT does not plan to establish a separate planning 

region for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

C. The description of the Advanced Guideway System has been modified to 

clarify that it would be capable of being fully elevated. This clarification was 

reviewed with the Collaborative Effort committee, who concur with the 

change. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will include 

consideration of specific recommendations about design and alignment in 

the context of site-specific conditions and whether the Advanced Guideway 

System needs to be elevated or would be more appropriate at grade in some 

locations.

D. Both the eastern and western geographic boundaries referred to as the 

“project termini” are based on the purpose and need for the project.  In this 

case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, accessibility, 

and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The system interchange of the I-

70 highway with C-470 marks a change in travel patterns where the Corridor 

connects to the Denver metropolitan area and its higher traffic volumes. This 

intersection also represents a transition to Denver metropolitan area 

transportation systems, including urban highways and transit systems, such 

as the Regional Transportation District’s FasTracks rail system. Based on 

the travel demand model described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), a 

direct connection from the Corridor to Denver International Airport would

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Eagle County Board of Commissioners
Document Number: LO-06 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631
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Response to LO-06 (continued)

D. (Continued from  previous page)

increase ridership by approximately 10 percent. Capturing this small volume 

of transit riders (and diverted traffic) is not required to meet the purpose and 

need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

As noted in Section 1.5, “What are the study limits and why were they 
selected?”, the project termini do not preclude other transportation 

improvement studies outside the Corridor. Connections between the 

Advanced Guideway System component of the Preferred Alternative and 

other locations in the Denver metropolitan area will be studied as part of the 

Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study being conducted by the CDOT 

Division of Transit and Rail.

Source:  Letter Name: Eagle County Board of Commissioners 
(continued)

Document Number: LO-06 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631
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Response to LO-06 (continued)

E. The primary purpose of the noise study conducted for the PEIS was to 

provide the lead agencies and stakeholders the ability to compare noise 

levels among alternatives. Given the relatively large number of alternatives, 

and the 144-mile length of the Corridor, it was not the intent of the study to 

estimate noise levels at all noise sensitive receptors (e.g., residences) 

located along the Corridor for each alternative or to recommend specific 

noise mitigation (reduction) measures. The current Tier 1 study compares 

and contrasts noise among alternatives on a relatively qualitative basis in 

seven representative locations, and provides a list of possible mitigation 

strategies that could be considered during Tier 2 processes. As described in 

Section 3.10.6, “What will be addressed in Tier 2 processes?” of the 

PEIS, future Tier 2 processes will include detailed noise analyses that 

evaluate alternatives at specific locations.

F. The lead agencies acknowledge that regional and interstate commerce and 

tourism-based trips can be impacted from highway closures due to rockfall 

and landslides. The lead agencies considered the impact that the Action 

Alternatives would have on geologic hazards in the Corridor, and Dowd 

Canyon is a recognized geologic hazard. Rockfall and landslides causing 

roadway closure or maintenance issues are prevalent in Dowd Canyon. The 

65 miles per hour variation of the Six-Lane Highway Alternative is the only 

Action Alternative that includes a proposed tunnel at Dowd Canyon; this 

component avoids many of the geologic hazards and provides safer highway 

conditions, bypassing the active slide by placing the eastbound lanes in a 

new three-lane tunnel and lowering potential for rockslides. Although the 55 

mph option of the highway component does not include tunneling through 

Dowd Canyon, appropriate mitigation strategies will be developed to 

ameliorate the landslide and rockfall concerns. Future Tier 2 processes will 

analyze both the 55 mph and 65 mph design options and mitigation 

strategies to identify the preferred improvements in Dowd Canyon.

Source:  Letter Name: Eagle County Board of Commissioners 
(continued)

Document Number: LO-06 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631
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Response to LO-06 (continued)

G. The area of Eagle County has been revised to 1,694 square miles in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report (included electronically 

on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project 

website). 

H. The text in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) has been revised as follows: “Land uses in 

unincorporated areas include agriculture, commercial, industrial, large-lot 

rural residential, and subdivisions. Land uses within town are commercial, 

industrial, and residential.”

I. The towns of Red Cliff and Basalt have been added to the list of towns in 

Eagle County in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website).

J. While historic growth rates in the 1990s were very high, the Eagle County 

Comprehensive Plan identifies a high rate of both jobs and population 

growth in the future, albeit below historic growth rates. Section 2.4 of the 

Eagle County Comprehensive Plan identifies strong jobs growth and states 

that population growth rates “are quite strong compared to national trends, 

but remain considerably below the population growth rates of 6% that 

occurred locally during the 1990s.”

Clarifying language has been added to Table 3.7-1 in the PEIS and Table 3
in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) stating “Eagle County anticipates a continued high rate of 

population growth, although not as high as the growth rate experienced in 

the 1990s. The County seeks to balance that growth with economic success, 

quality of life, and environmental preservation.”

Source:  Letter Name: Eagle County Board of Commissioners 
(continued)

Document Number: LO-06 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631
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Response to LO-06 (continued)

K. The following clarifying statement has been added to the Section 3.7.4, 
“What are the areas of land use and right-of-way interest identified in 
the Corridor?” of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website): “…although second homes 

occur in urban areas such as Vail, Breckenridge, and Silverthorne as well.” 

L. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) references the 2009 Eagle County Build-out Analysis and 

Visualization Project, which assumed the 33 percent growth rate quoted. 

Tier 2 processes will coordinate with local jurisdictions and will incorporate 

the most readily available current land use planning data, including data 

such as the low, medium, and high growth rates that you reference in your 

comment.

M. The text in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) has been revised to state the correct surname 

and county affiliation.

N. Due to the range of zoning classifications used by each town and county, a 

uniform zoning map was created for the entire Corridor that illustrates 

residential, commercial, industrial, public, mixed use, open space, and other 

zoning categories. In areas without zoning, known land uses were used as 

guidance for zoning classifications. Zoning regulations were used to interpret 

zoning categories to achieve a comprehensive zoning map. These 

generalized categories were chosen to best represent the zoning for the 

entire Corridor and are described in Table A-1, which has been added to 

Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website).  CDOT worked with Eagle County in 

the establishment and application of these zoning categories to land use 

mapping in Eagle County. 

O. Comment noted

Source:  Letter Name: Eagle County Board of Commissioners 
(continued)

Document Number: LO-06 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631
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Response to LO-07

A. Thank you for your involvement in the Collaborative  Effort and in identifying 

and supporting the Consensus Recommendation and Preferred Alternative 

in the PEIS. 

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation has committed to continuous 

stakeholder involvement following the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions process and working with Collaborative Effort team for 

all tasks and projects conducted on the I-70 Mountain Corridor, including 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes. These commitments ensure that stakeholder 

values are incorporated into decisions in the Corridor, including values 

important to Clear Creek County. Please see the responses to your 

comments LO-07-C through LO-07-S for more information about your 

specific concerns and comments.

C. The Preferred Alternative is a comprehensive proposal for improvements to 

the I-70 highway. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed 

to implementing recommended improvements as funding allows. Please see 

the responses to your comments LO-07-D through LO-07-S, which provide 

more specific information about PEIS content and Tier 2 processes.

The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens and elected officials of Colorado will be required to 

implement the Preferred Alternative.

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners

Document Number: LO-07 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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D. The PEIS does not conclude that numerous adverse impacts would occur in 

Clear Creek County or that the county may suffer more adverse impacts 

than benefits. The PEIS does acknowledge in Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values that Clear Creek County has raised the concern that 

construction impacts in the county outweigh the benefits to other counties 

from the Action Alternatives. Section 3.8.7, “What are the approaches to 
programmatic mitigation planning for social and economic values?” 
provides mitigation strategies to avoid and minimize construction impacts 

throughout the Corridor and specifically in Clear Creek County communities.

The lead agencies will conduct further analysis of localized construction 

impacts during project-specific Tier 2 processes. This analysis will include 

an economic analysis and evaluation of project phasing, work site locations, 

and the potential for temporary construction related impacts such as 

detours, closures, out-of-direction travel, fugitive dust, and construction 

related noise. The analysis will examine impacts to local businesses as well 

as the effects of construction on access to employment and school sites. 

Mitigation strategies will be developed in conjunction with Clear Creek 

County and other Corridor communities; mitigation will also be considered 

for cumulative construction impacts if those are found to occur. Please note 

that while the Preferred Alternative is planned to be implemented 

incrementally and implementation will likely occur over many years, 

construction would not likely affect one location for 10 years as suggested.

The presence of minority and/or low-income populations has been re-

evaluated according to CDOT’s Title VI and Environmental Justice 

Guidelines for NEPA Projects, Rev. 3, December 2004 and documented in 

Section 3.9, Environmental Justice, of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Environmental Justice Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). This approach establishes county-specific thresholds for 

the identification of minority and low-income populations. A broader impact 

analysis has also been included for environmental justice. 

(continued on next page)
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D. (Continued from previous page)

The updated analysis finds a low minority population in the Corridor 

(8 percent). Low-income populations are present throughout the Corridor 

and are highly variable in terms of geographic location within the 

communities, averaging 14 percent Corridorwide. Silver Plume continues to 

have a higher percentage of low-income residents than other Corridor 

communities (32 percent). 

The Colorado Department of Transportation understands the concerns noted 

by the Town of Silver Plume. The particular areas of concern for 

environmental justice will be evaluated during Tier 2 processes when more 

current data is available, more detailed design and construction information 

has been developed, and impacts are evaluated at the local level along with 

mitigation measures for those impacts.  

Please refer to response to comment LO-11-A for a response to Silver 

Plume’s comment about the environmental justice analysis. 

E. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes Clear Creek 

County’s particular concerns with respect to the potential socioeconomic 

impacts of the Action Alternatives on the County.

A regional approach was taken to evaluate the effects of alternatives on the 

Corridor economy. Project alternatives affect a broad, interrelated economic 

region that includes economies such as Corridor tourism, the Front Range, 

and the State of Colorado. Because of the economic interdependency of the 

Corridor counties (including commuting for jobs), the Tier 1 economic 

analysis was conducted for a nine-county region as a whole in order to 

consider the broad economic implications of alternatives. 

(continued on next page)
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E. (Continued from previous page)

County-level economic impacts are summarized in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report (included on 

CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Table 9 of the Technical Report presents Gross Regional Product by county 

to provide a context to the regional alternative impacts. The Gross Regional 

Product is defined as the total value of new goods and services produced in 

a year, equal to total consumer, investment, and government spending. 

Table 9 demonstrates how the bulk of economic activity would be 

concentrated among the central and western counties of the Corridor in 

Eagle, Summit, Pitkin and Garfield; while Lake, Gilpin and Clear Creek 

counties experience the least economic activity. 

The PEIS acknowledges that the economic impacts and benefits would not 

be shared equally among the Corridor counties. Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values provides mitigation strategies to avoid and minimize 

construction impacts on Clear Creek County. These mitigation strategies 

were developed in collaboration with an Issues Task Force that included 

Clear Creek County participation. During Tier  2 processes, the lead 

agencies will conduct further analyses of local county economic impacts and 

will develop information about county-level travel demand, project phasing, 

time-phased estimates of capital expenditures, worksite location and 

scheduling, and sourcing of materials, equipment, services, and labor. 

Considerations for monitoring impacts are included in the use of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process, the SWEEP 

Memorandum of Understanding, ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding, 

and the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Additionally, CDOT and 

FHWA have made the commitment to use the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process on all projects on the Corridor to ensure 

that stakeholder values are incorporated into decisions. The Collaborative 

Effort will review progress and effects of the Preferred Alternative at least 

every two years with a reassessment in 2020 and make adjustments 

accordingly. (continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
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E. (continued from previous page)

Thank you for pointing out guidance by the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ). This guidance was issued in final form on January 14, 2011. 

Mitigation strategies are provided in the Tier 1 PEIS to guide subsequent 

Tier 2 processes; these mitigation strategies may become specific mitigation 

commitments in Tier 2 processes. As noted in the Introduction to Chapter 
3, tiering the analysis addresses the impacts of a broad program (defining 

travel mode, capacity, and general location) and associated issues at a 

higher level, and outlines mitigation “strategies” at a similarly high level. 

Tier 2 processes follow the processes and decisions defined at Tier 1 and 

analyze site-specific proposals and impacts and commit to site-specific 

mitigation measures.

E. The definition of Context Sensitive Solutions and its purpose have been 

included in both the Executive Summary and the Introduction of the PEIS.  

Please refer to response to comment ORG-03-C for the language included.

F. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

Context Sensitive Solutions principles and remains committed to 

collaborating with its stakeholders for all future Tier 2 processes. The water 

future of the Corridor is discussed in Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-
Way, of the PEIS and in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Water Resources Technical Report (included on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of 

the Technical Reports and on the project website). However, the proposed 

reservoirs and diversion points provided in your comments were not 

included in the RDPEIS. The following text has been added to Section 
3.4.4, “What are the water resources of interest identified in the 
Corridor?” in the Final PEIS: “Clear Creek County proposes several future 

reservoirs for water storage along the I-70 highway and Clear Creek.”  Tier 2 

processes will incorporate the most readily available current data, including 

the current Clear Creek County water rights plans. 

G. The language from the Consensus Recommendation has been included 

verbatim. References to six-lane “widening” have been replaced with six-

lane “capacity.”

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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I. The lead agencies agree that the qualifiers providing information about the 

early action projects in Section ES.23 of the PEIS may be premature. The 

qualifiers from the bullet list have been removed. The list now reads:

• Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) improvements 

• I-70/Silverthorne interchange 

• Eagle interchange 

• Minturn interchange 

• Edwards interchange 

• Black Gore Creek and Straight Creek Sediment Control 

• I-70 Wildlife Fencing 

• Clear Creek Sediment Control Action

J. Section 3.10.7, “What are the approaches to programmatic mitigation 
planning for noise?” lists construction noise mitigation strategies that will 

be considered in Tier 2 processes. These strategies include limiting 

construction to daylight hours when feasible and requiring contractors to use 

well-maintained construction equipment, especially with respect to mufflers.  

As noted in Section 3.10.7, “What are the approaches to programmatic 
mitigation planning for noise?” detailed approaches to mitigation will be 

determined during Tier 2 processes. 

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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K. Section ES.34, “What are the next steps  in the PEIS process?”, of the 

PEIS has been revised. The following language has been added in response 

to your recommendation: “Tier 2 processes will refine alternatives, specific 

alignment, design, and mitigation decisions consistent with the Tier 1 

Record of Decision. For the first transit-focused Tier 2 process, the transit 

technology decision will be made and then incorporated into subsequent 

Tier 2 processes. The technology and alignment decisions may influence 

other decisions, such as station location or maintenance facility location.

Subsequent Tier 2 processes will define and evaluate alternatives, 

alignment, interchange design, exact station locations, exact location of 

transportation improvements, location of design or mitigation elements and 

bike paths, among other things. Tier 2 processes will also evaluate design 

details and specific environmental and community impacts. Specific 

mitigation commitments associated with impacts will be identified and 

agreed to at Tier 2.”

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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L. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes that the Twin 

Tunnels provide a natural wildlife crossing area and that stakeholders have 

expressed this same concern that the crossing be maintained. The Twin 

Tunnels Wildlife Land Bridge is identified as a potential Section 4(f) property, 

discussed in Sections 2.2, 3.2.3, and 4.3 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Section 4(f) Evaluation Technical Report (provided electronically on CD-

ROM in Volume 5 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). As a 

Section 4(f) property, it is afforded special protection. During Tier 2 

processes, if a prudent and feasible alternative exists to avoid use of this 

Section 4(f) property, that alternative must be chosen. Section 4(f) also 

requires that all possible planning to minimize harm to the Twin Tunnels 

Wildlife Land Bridge be done. Text has been added to Section 3.2, Biological 

Resources of the PEIS stating “Existing land bridges currently used by 

wildlife, such as the Twin Tunnels Wildlife Land Bridge, will be protected if 

feasible.” While the initial concept of a third tunnel bore will not affect the top 

of the crossing, potential impacts to wildlife resulting from the third bore will 

be fully evaluated during Tier 2 processes.

M. Text in Section 3.7.2, “What study area and process was used to 
analyze land use and right-of-way?” has been revised as follows: “The 

Colorado Department of Transportation right-of-way data used for this 

analysis show that parcels in some locations in Silver Plume, Georgetown, 

Idaho Springs, and unincorporated areas within Clear Creek County 

encroach on the existing highway right-of-way…” Section 3.7.4, “What are 
the areas of land use and right-of-way interest identified in the 
Corridor?” has been revised as follows: “Existing I-70 highway right-of-way 

is most limited in Clear Creek County, where CDOT right-of-way data show 

that private land encroaches on the interstate right-of-way in some 

locations.” 

The exact locations of encroachments have not been provided in this Tier 1 

PEIS because the accuracy of the parcel information available at the Tier 1 

level is not exact, and surveying must be conducted during Tier 2 processes 

to verify specific locations and resolve any right-of-way conflicts.

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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N. Information about how the alternatives directly affect land use and right-of-

way is contained in Chart 3.7-1 of the PEIS.  This chart shows the number 

of parcels ranging from approximately 220 with the Minimal Action 

Alternative to over 300 with the Combination Six-lane Highway and Rail with 

Intermountain Connection Alternative.  Direct impacts to buildings and other 

property improvements are anticipated to occur only in Clear Creek County.

Section 3.14, Section 4(f) Discussion has been modified to clarify the 

intent of the application of constructive use for Section 4(f) properties.  The 

new language clarifies that during Tier 2 processes, constructive uses (to 

include noise, visual and access impacts) could be identified which fall 

outside the 30 foot buffer zone.  The new text related to this is on page 3.14-

2 and states: “The Tier 2 processes will include detailed noise analysis, 

visual impact analysis, and access restrictions, if any.  Any use will be 

evaluated in Tier 2 processes once sufficient design and operational 

information about improvements is developed. The process during Tier 2, as 

described further in Section 3.14.13, also allows for any constructive uses 

to be identified and recognizes that the 30-foot buffer zone does not limit the 

Section 4(f) evaluation at Tier 2.”

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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O. The distance has been verified and approximated to 3 miles.

P. The language from the Consensus Recommendation has been included 

verbatim.

Q. This question has been revised (and is now Section ES.26), but does not 

include the Collaborative Effort language as suggested. Instead, more 

information is provided about the project termini and why they represent 

logical termini for the PEIS study. A paragraph has also been added to 

address connectivity of the Corridor Advanced Guideway System with other 

transit systems.

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)

Document Number: LO-07 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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R. Extensive coordination with Clear Creek County elected officials and staff 

has occurred over the course of the PEIS, and Clear Creek County planning 

efforts have been discussed in detail. The Floyd Hill and Gaming Area 

Master Plans are included in the Clear Creek County Master Plan, which 

has been evaluated in the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land 

Use Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of 

the Technical Reports and on the project website). If you are referring to the 

more recent Floyd Hill Gateway Development Master Plan, it was adopted in 

November 18, 2009. The lead agencies strive to consider the most current 

information available for all resources analyzed. The lead agencies have 

reviewed this plan, and it appears to account for the transportation 

improvements proposed in the PEIS. The information in the plan would not 

affect the decision process for the PEIS or the comparative analysis of 

alternatives, and the plan is therefore not added to the analysis in the PEIS. 

New and updated plans will be considered during Tier 2 processes, which 

will use the most currently available data at the time they are conducted.

S. Maps 11 through 13 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) have been revised to state “Former BLM 

Lands.”  The Colorado Department of Transportation will contact the Clear 

Creek County Assessor during Tier 2 processes to obtain current parcel 

ownership records.

T. Comment noted

Source:  Letter Name: Clear Creek County Board of 
Commissioners (continued)
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A. Thank you for your continued involvement with the Collaborative Effort team.

B. The description of the Preferred Alternative in Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS has 

been changed to include interchanges at the main Vail exit (milepost 176), 

along with the Vail East exit (milepost 180) and the Shrine Pass Road exit 

(milepost 190), in the Minimum Program of Improvements.

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation has committed to addressing 

past I-70 highway impacts as much as feasible, either in Tier 2 processes for 

I-70 highway improvements or in shorter term projects that are 

ongoing. This includes addressing visual impacts, sedimentation and 

erosion control, stream degradation, and effects to wildlife passage. The 

current sediment control action plan includes actions to mitigate existing 

water quality impacts.

The Colorado Department of Transportation is not violating Federal 

standards regarding noise levels. Noise levels do exceed 66 dBA, the 

current CDOT criterion for noise abatement at residential and other similar 

types of receivers, in some locations. For new highway construction 

projects, mitigation must be considered and constructed if noise levels 

exceed noise abatement criteria; and if mitigation is determined to be 

feasible and reasonable; and if those who would be benefitted by the 

mitigation do not object to such mitigation. Providing noise mitigation for 

existing conditions was previously funded by CDOT’s Type II noise 

mitigation program. However, due to funding limitations, this program has 

not been in operation at CDOT for some time. If this program is initiated 

again statewide, areas in Vail can be reconsidered for noise abatement.

As it relates to impacts of past I-70 highway construction on Section 4(f) 

properties currently being used for parking, CDOT is not aware of any 

removal of parking for past I-70 highway construction, since most of the 

parking was constructed after the I-70 highway was built. Existing parking

(continued on next page)
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Document Number: LO-08 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

                                         Page 54 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to LO-08

C. (Continued from previous page)

and access areas that support trailheads or parks are identified in the PEIS 

as potential 4(f) uses and will receive analysis and mitigation, as 

appropriate, during the Tier 2 processes. The Tier 2 processes will also 

include identification and analysis of Section 4(f) properties that may be new 

or for some reason have been overlooked in the Tier 1 process to date. 

Regarding the impacts of the Preferred Alternative on traffic in Vail, Tier 2 

processes will include traffic modeling to evaluate the effects of actions in 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor on traffic traveling on local roads in the Corridor. 

D. The lead agencies recognize that Vail has limited parking; the need for 

additional parking to serve existing parking demand in the town is a 

community concern. It is not clear how the Preferred Alternative contributes 

to the existing parking problem, either directly or indirectly. The purpose of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements is to reduce congestion and 

improve mobility and access for the I-70 highway. Parking is not required to 

meet these needs. 

The PEIS acknowledges that the Preferred Alternative serves unmet 

demand and consequently leads to induced growth and increased visitation 

to the Corridor destinations. While parking needs increase as new 

development occurs, the local development review and building permit 

processes are responsible for ensuring adequate parking  is provided prior 

to issuing approvals for new development. The lead agencies have agreed 

to work with local communities to manage growth and increased visitation, 

as a mitigation strategy addressing induced growth. 

If your comment is related to parking at transit stations, the lead agencies 

agree that parking will be a consideration for the operation and functionality 

of the Advanced Guideway System and will be addressed in future feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes. The lead agencies recognize that 

stations must be located and designed to meet the travel demand that would 

be served by the transit system.

Source:  Letter Name: Town of Vail (continued)
Document Number: LO-08 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

                                         Page 55 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to LO-08 (continued)

E. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS does not preclude this design option from 

being pursued if the Town of Vail wishes to pursue it.  The Town would need 

to comply with all appropriate state and federal laws and regulations 

associated with this change.

F. The PEIS addresses frontage roads based on current operations and needs 

served by the frontage roads. The frontage roads in Clear Creek County are 

discontinuous, and improvements are needed to connect frontage roads and 

improve emergency and local access in the county. The frontage road 

system in Vail provides continuous emergency and local access adjacent to 

the I-70 highway in this area. Additionally, the frontage roads in Vail have 

adequate capacity to meet the needs of the state highway system. Additional 

improvements are not necessary to serve these needs at this time. Future 

changes to the frontage road system in Vail would be evaluated on an as-

needed basis. Regarding improvements to US 6 in Eagle County, the 

Preferred Alternative does not include improvements to US 6 in the county 

other than those associated with interchange improvements.

The Colorado Department of Transportation understands that parking and 

lack of parking enforcement currently occur on the frontage roads in Vail.  

The Colorado Department of Transportation and the Town of Vail are 

currently working on a long-term solution to these parking problems, and 

have implemented a pilot project lease agreement to allow parking along 

frontage roads while a long-term solution  is developed.

G. The two phases of the InterMountain Connection Feasibility Study, one 

completed in 1998 and the second completed in 2003, were incorporated 

into the Rail with Intermountain Connection Alternative that is fully assessed 

in the PEIS. Portions of the Dowd Canyon Feasibility Study have been 

incorporated into the Preferred Alternative, including improvements to the 

Minturn interchange. Each of these studies have been added to the list of 

studies related to the Corridor in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the 

PEIS.

Source:  Letter Name: Town of Vail (continued)
Document Number: LO-08 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657
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H. Comment noted.

I. Maintaining multimodal connectivity is important, and as options at Dowd 

Canyon are evaluated during Tier 2 processes, maintaining connections and 

functionality of bike paths will be evaluated. Any bike path relocation will be 

evaluated during Tier 2 processes as part of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process.

Source:  Letter Name: Town of Vail (continued)
Document Number: LO-08 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657
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A. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes Clear Creek 

County’s particular concerns regarding potential socioeconomic impacts of 

I-70 highway modifications on the county. The REMI analysis does not need 

to be disaggregated to provide economic data for Clear Creek County. The 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report

(included on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) presents Gross Regional Product by county in Table 9; 

these figures provide economic data specific to Clear Creek County and 

other Corridor counties. Gross Regional Product is one of the major 

economic indices of the socioeconomic development of a region. The Gross 

Regional Product is defined as the total value of new goods and services 

produced in a year, equal to total consumer, investment, and government 

spending. 

Table 9 in the Technical Report presents the Gross Regional Product for 

each Corridor county in year 2001 to provide a baseline, in year 2035 based 

on Colorado Department of Local Affairs projections, and in year 2035 based 

on Colorado Department of Local Affairs projections with sales tax and 

relative traffic volumes for the county also taken into account. 

Mitigation strategies in the PEIS include strategies to ensure that access to 

communities and businesses is maintained to the highest degree possible 

and coordinate with local chambers and town economic offices to develop 

promotional strategies during construction. Additional mitigation strategies 

regarding socioeconomic impacts will be considered during Tier 2 

processes. 

Additionally, CDOT and FHWA have made the commitment to use the 

principles of Context Sensitive Solutions on all projects on the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor to ensure that stakeholder values are incorporated into decisions. 

The Collaborative Effort will review progress and effects of the Preferred 

Alternative at least every two years and make adjustments accordingly.

Source:  Letter Name: Cynthia Neeley, Clear Creek County 
Project Leadership Team Representative

Document Number: LO-09 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444
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A. Tier 2 processes are necessary and funding must be identified before 

components of the Preferred Alternative can be implemented. The Tier 1 

PEIS identifies the travel mode, capacity, and general location of 

improvements but does not contain sufficient design details to complete 

NEPA compliance for construction projects. Additionally, CDOT does not 

have enough available revenue sources to fund the Preferred Alternative, 

and additional funding sources must be secured (see Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS).

The Preferred Alternative does include six-lane highway capacity 

improvements from the Twin Tunnels to Floyd Hill and in Dowd Canyon, and 

auxiliary lanes elsewhere in the Corridor, as part of the Minimum Program of 

Improvements. Additional highway capacity improvements from the 

Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels to the Twin Tunnels is part of the 

Maximum Program of Improvements and cannot be completed until the 

triggers and conditions included in the Preferred Alternative are met. 

Triggers are described in Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS. 

Study of the Empire Junction interchange complex is identified as an early 

action project (see the Introduction of the PEIS). The Empire Junction 

study will begin in early 2011.

Source:  Letter Name: Town of Winter Park, Grand County Board 
of Commissioners, Town of Grand Lake

Document Number: LO-10 City, Zip Code: Winter Park, 80482
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B. Page 101 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) provides a graphic of 

the eastern half of the Advanced Guideway System. A transit station is 

proposed in the general vicinity of milepost 232 or the Empire Junction 

interchange. However, future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will refine station location details, develop ridership estimates, study how to 

connect travelers to their final destinations, and evaluate safety, reliability, 

and environmental impacts.

C. The Preferred Alternative is not limited to highway capacity improvements 

and the Advanced Guideway System. The non-infrastructure components of 

the Preferred Alternative are listed in Section 2.7.1 “What is the Preferred 
Alternative?” and include actions such as bus, van, or shuttle service in 

mixed traffic and use of technology advancements and improvements to 

increase mobility without additional infrastructure. In addition to six-lane 

capacity improvements and auxiliary lanes, the highway improvement 

components of the Preferred Alternative also include interchange 

improvements throughout the Corridor, safety improvements in several 

locations, and truck operation improvements.

The Collaborative Effort team will convene at least every two years to review 

the current status of all projects, identify unmet needs in the Corridor, and 

consider the triggers in evaluating the need for additional capacity 

improvements. This process monitors progress and makes adjustments as 

needed, allowing the Preferred Alternative to adapt to future trends and new 

technologies. If future technologies provide better alternatives for moving 

traffic through the Corridor, as you suggest, the process described above 

and outlined in the Consensus Recommendation will allow for consideration 

and evaluation of these technologies.

Source:  Letter Name: Town of Winter Park, Grand County Board 
of Commissioners, Town of Grand Lake

Document Number: LO-10 City, Zip Code: Winter Park, 80482
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A. The presence of minority and /or low-income populations has been re-

evaluated according to CDOT’s Title VI and Environmental Justice 

Guidelines for NEPA Projects, Rev. 3, December 2004. This approach 

establishes county specific thresholds for the identification of minority and 

low-income populations. Concentrations of minorities/low-income 

households are identified in census blocks/block groups that have a higher 

percentage of minorities/low-income households than their respective 

county. The results of this revised analysis are included in Section 3.9, 
Environmental Justice of the PEIS and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Environmental Justice Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). As shown 

in Figure 3.9-1, low-income populations are present throughout the Corridor. 

The lead agencies do acknowledge that Silver Plume has a higher 

percentage of low-income residents than other Corridor communities.

The Colorado Department of Transportation understands the concerns noted 

by Clear Creek County and the Town of Silver Plume. As noted above, in 

response to concerns at the local level, the analysis has disaggregated the 

census data to the block and block group level. Additional identification of 

and outreach to low-income and minority populations was conducted during 

the public review and comment period for the Revised Draft PEIS. 

Community planners and housing authorities were contacted in Garfield, 

Eagle, Summit, and Clear Creek counties. These individuals identified 19 

specific low-income or non-English speaking housing complexes along the 

Corridor.

A broader impact analysis has also been included. The first tier of analysis 

focuses on the types of impacts that could occur; location-specific impact 

analysis (relating to the identified minority and low-income block groups) 

cannot be completed based on the conceptual level of design but will be 

completed in Tier 2 processes. Tier 2 processes also will use more current 

datasets, notably the 2010 U.S. Census, as those become available.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume (continued)
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume

Response to LO-11 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

At the project-wide level, conclusions regarding disproportionately high and 

adverse impacts also cannot be drawn because of the limited data for 

impact analysis.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is expected to have both benefits 

and impacts to communities along the Corridor and to the subsets of 

populations that live adjacent to the current I-70 highway. Air quality and 

noise levels improve under the Preferred Alternative, while the construction 

phase of the project suppresses economic growth and impacts travel 

patterns. 

Regarding your comment that all of the highway widening occurs between 

Floyd Hill and the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, it is true that six-

lane capacity through this section is included in the Maximum Program of 

Improvements of the Preferred Alternative and is needed to meet the 

purpose and need of the project based on information currently available 

today. However, this is not the only cause of negative impacts, nor is this the 

only location where project impacts would occur. Additionally, adding six-

lane capacity in the area between the Twin Tunnels and Eisenhower-

Johnson Memorial Tunnels is conditional on the evaluation of triggers as 

described in Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS. 

Geographic, topographic, and other constraints exist throughout the 

Corridor. The lead agencies recognize that the Corridor’s constraints provide 

a delicate environment sensitive for both natural resources and human 

populations. The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process 

provides a context statement and defines core values for the Corridor. The I-

70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process, described in 

Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions
of the PEIS, will be implemented on all Tier 2 processes.

(continued on next page)
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Response to LO-11 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

The types of negative and positive effects are described in Section 3.9, 
Environmental Justice of the PEIS. The discussion of potential adverse 

effects has been expanded in the revised section included in the Final PEIS.

Once specific projects are developed in Tier 2 processes, more information 

will be available to analyze fully the distribution of localized impacts and 

conclusions regarding potential disproportionate effects can be made. 

Please refer to Section 3.9.6, “What will be addressed in Tier 2 
processes?” for a discussion of what will be addressed in Tier 2 processes.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume (continued)
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume
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Response to LO-11 (continued)Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume (continued)
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume
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Response to LO-11 (continued)Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume (continued)
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume
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Response to LO-11 (continued)Source:  Website Comment Name: Town of Silver Plume (continued)
Document Number: LO-11 City, Zip Code: Silver Plume
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Sky to Ground, LLC
Document Number: ORG-01 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80203

Response to ORG-01

A. You (and others that requested the same) have been added to our mailing 

list. 
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Clear Creek Watershed Foundation
Document Number: ORG-02 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, 80452

Response to ORG-02

A. Hearing materials were posted to the project website on October 18, 2010: 

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/i-70mountaincorridor/ Oct2010publicmtg 

B. The map provided at the public hearings was reproduced from the 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Section 3.6, Regulated 
Materials and Historic Mining, which also contains additional information 

about the types of regulated materials sites in the Corridor. The I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Regulated Materials and Historic Mining Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) supplements the information 

presented in Section 3.6, Regulated Materials and Historic Mining. The 

information provides an overall assessment of the magnitude of regulated 

material and historic mining issues and their potential impacts on the project. 

The number and locations of regulated material sites is dynamic because of 

changes in population and industry-base. Although specific sites may 

change over time, the types of materials identified in the Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement are characteristic of what will be 

encountered during Tier 2 processes. Information about regulated materials 

and historic mining sites will be updated and evaluated more specifically in 

Tier 2 processes. Additional details for these hazardous materials locations 

will be provided in Tier 2 when site-specific impacts are identified.
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Response to ORG-03

A. Comment noted.

Source:  Public Hearing Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation
Document Number: ORG-03 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010
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Response to ORG-03 (continued)

B. A buffer zone of 30 feet has been added to each side of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor improvements for identifying potential Section 4(f) properties that 

may be used in some way, either directly by permanent or temporary 

incorporation of land, or indirectly by constructive use of that Section 4(f) 

property.  Within this 30-foot buffer zone, even if only the tip of a potential 

Section 4(f) property is included, the Section 4(f) discussion assumes that 

the project alternative results in a potential use to that Section 4(f) property. 

This is a conservative assumption since during the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process, substantial efforts will be taken as Tier 

2 processes proceed to avoid or minimize effects to the Section 4(f) 

properties. Section 3.14.1, Constructive Use, has been revised to explain 

that the buffer zone is included to account for constructive uses such as 

noise, access, and visual impacts.

Constructive use analysis will take place during Tier 2 processes, as the 

alternatives get refined, boundaries and eligibility of properties are 

confirmed, the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process is 

applied, and evaluations of noise, visual, and access impacts to the 

properties are finalized. By no means does the application of the 30-foot 

buffer at Tier 1 limit the Section 4(f) evaluation that will be conducted at 

Tier 2. At this time, FHWA has not approved the use of a Section 4(f) 

property. Any use will be fully evaluated in the Tier 2 process.

Source: Public Hearing Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-03 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010
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Response to ORG-03 (continued)

C. The Federal Highway Administration definition of Context Sensitive 

Solutions (below) has been added to the Executive Summary and 

Introduction to clarify the purpose of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions process.

Context Sensitive Solutions is a collaborative, interdisciplinary 

approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation 

facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, 

historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and 

mobility. I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions is an 

approach that considers the total context within which a transportation 

improvement project will exist. I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions principles include the employment of early, 

continuous and meaningful involvement of the public and all 

stakeholders throughout the project development process.

D. Comment noted.

Source: Public Hearing Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-03 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432
Response to ORG-04

A. Comment noted.

B. The ski train was considered as an alternative as part of the PEIS process 

but was eliminated due to the volume of freight trains through the Moffat 

Tunnel, which allows for a maximum of two round trip passenger trains per 

day. The seat capacity for one train is 750 seats. An additional train provides 

a 1,500 total seat capacity. No additional trips would be possible due to 

freight use on this line. The travel demand in 2035 on a winter Saturday 

westbound at the Twin Tunnels was estimated at 5,100 vehicle trips at peak 

hour, which would be at a Level of Service F for three hours. The demand 

would be over capacity by 1,700 vehicles. The ski train only accounts for a 

reduction of 600 vehicles at peak hour. In addition, since the initial 

consideration of this alternative element, the Winter Park ski train was 

discontinued in 2009 due to lack of funding. A revived ski train service could 

be considered by others but does not address the purpose and need for I-70 

highway improvements.

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, public-

private partnerships are one of the funding sources that will be considered.

C. The Preferred Alternative includes non-infrastructure components, which 

include bus, van, or shuttle service in mixed traffic. Specific routes will be 

identified during Tier 2 processes. 

D. The Denver Union Station project is not located within the PEIS study area 

and is outside of the purview of this project. More information on the Denver 

Union Station project can be found at: http://www.denverunionstation.org. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04 (continued)

E. To address the purpose and need for the project it was recognized by the 

lead agencies and local communities that a fixed guideway system would 

need to be part of the solution and that the system would need to have 

competitive travel times and be able to accommodate the harsh mountain 

environment and steep grades. The technology that would address the 

Advanced Guideway System performance criteria could be a currently 

undiscovered and unproven technology or it could be a variation of an 

existing rail technology. New rail technologies that may meet the criteria for 

the Advanced Guideway System could be evaluated in future feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes. 

While there are many details that have not been determined in the Tier 1 

PEIS, the feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be designed to 

further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System and its 

technology and to address the funding, power supply, operations, ridership, 

costs/benefits, and other related issues. A recent high speed rail study 

conducted by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority (Rocky Mountain Rail 

Authority ) indicated that some traditional high speed steel rail technologies 

could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

F. The PEIS identifies the mode, general location, and capacity of Corridor 

improvements. As explained throughout the document, the general location 

refers to the vicinity surrounding the I-70 highway alignment. The lead 

agencies agree that specific alignments will need to be refined in Tier 2 

processes to account for curves, grades, and other environmental and 

system design considerations.

The description of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS has been revised to clarify the 

definition of the Advanced Guideway System and the operational 

characteristics that must be considered as the final Advanced Guideway 

System technology is selected. Although the document clearly states that 

the technology for the Advanced Guideway System has not been selected 

and that additional study is required to support the identification of the 

preferred technology, the lead agencies acknowledge that some confusion 

remains. In particular, many assume that the Advanced Guideway System 

will be a magnetic levitation system, as modeled in the PEIS. Despite the 

fact that this was the technology modeled as representative of an Advanced 

Guideway System, other advanced technologies could be identified and 

selected in future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. 

Conventional rail as described and modeled in the PEIS as the Rail with 

Intermountain Connection Alternative is not preferred and will not be studied 

again in Tier 2 processes. Please refer to Section 2.6.4 in Chapter 2, 
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives for an updated discussion of 

the Advanced Guideway System technology. It should be noted that the 

definition of the Advanced Guideway System has been revised to say that it 

is capable of being fully elevated.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

G. The Colorado Department of Transportation understands the importance of 

the connection of the Advanced Guideway System in the Denver 

metropolitan area.  The Colorado Department of Transportation will be 

conducting the Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, to determine how 

the Corridor’s Advanced Guideway System and other potential high speed 

rail corridors should best connect to the Regional Transportation District 

FasTracks system, Denver Union Station, and Denver International Airport. 

The Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will build upon the connectivity study and will incorporate these 

findings for Advanced Guideway System planning and design, including 

ridership projections.

The western study limits of the PEIS end at Glenwood Springs, due to the 

drop in recreation trips west of Glenwood Springs. This does not preclude 

future expansion of regional transit service to Grand Junction.

H. The PEIS identifies the Advanced Guideway System as the preferred transit 

mode. Because an Advanced Guideway System is not proposed outside of 

the Corridor, transfer to other technology would be required to connect into a 

regional system. Conventional rail as described in the Rail with 

Intermountain Connection Alternative in the PEIS is not a part of the 

Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative, including the Advanced 

Guideway System, was identified because it provides the opportunity to 

reduce congestion, accommodate additional demand, and improve safety 

while minimizing impacts to the environment. Future feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes will select an Advanced Guideway System 

technology and will consider the logistics of transfers to other transit 

systems and technologies and the effects these transfers may have on 

ridership.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

I. The project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. In 

this case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, 

accessibility, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. C-470/Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station is the eastern terminus for all modes 

due to the system interchange of the I-70 highway and C-470, the increase 

in I-70 highway traffic volumes, and the predominance of urban travel 

patterns to the east of C-470. Stakeholders have advocated for expanding 

the termini to locations east in Denver and Denver International Airport. The 

focus of this study, however, is the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which has 

distinct needs, travel patterns, and trip purposes from the Denver 

metropolitan area. At its eastern terminus, the Advanced Guideway System 

connects to the Jeffco Government Center light rail station of the Regional 

Transportation District’s West Corridor light rail line in Golden, allowing 

people from the Denver metropolitan area to ride a bus or light rail train and 

then transfer to the Advanced Guideway System. This terminus does not 

preclude other NEPA transportation improvement studies outside the 

Corridor. 

Based on the travel demand model (which includes trips from the Denver 

metropolitan area) described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 

of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), a direct 

connection from the Corridor to Denver International Airport would increase 

ridership by approximately 10 percent. Capturing this small volume of transit 

riders (and diverted traffic) is not required to meet the purpose and need for 

the Mountain Corridor and does not warrant the expense or impacts of 

extending the termini to Denver International Airport in the time period we 

are evaluating. Comparatively speaking, the number of recreational visitors 

using the Corridor arriving at Denver International Airport is very small in 

comparison to the number of visitors that use the Corridor that originate in 

the Denver metropolitan area and Corridor communities. 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

I. (Continued from previous page)

Providing rail to the Denver International Airport and connecting that service 

throughout the Denver metropolitan area is currently being implemented by 

the Regional Transportation District. Please see the response to comment 

IND-202-B for more detail on the project termini.

Future rail studies, such as the Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail 

Plan and Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, are planned to address 

Denver regional rail connectivity. In addition, Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will specifically address 

viability of rail, including effects of connections on technology and ridership 

projections; these studies would address further the cumulative effects of 

Denver metropolitan travel on the Corridor. 

DRCOG has been involved and is part of the I-70 Coalition. The travel 

demand model developed for the I-70 Mountain Corridor project combined 

the DRCOG model with other models, to form a regional model that covers 

the entire I-70 Mountain Corridor area along with the North Front Range, 

Denver, Colorado Springs, and Pueblo metropolitan areas, and the Western 

Slope. The ridership forecasts therefore take into account the Denver 

metropolitan area. Updated travel demand models and forecasts will be 

used in Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

J. It is not within the purview of CDOT to regulate the movement of 

freight. Union Pacific, which owns the rail line over Tennessee Pass, would 

need to look at re-opening the line. The Tennessee Pass line is currently 

classified by the Surface Transportation Board as out-of-service from 

Gypsum to Parkdale. For this portion of the line to be reactivated, it would 

require approval from the Surface Transportation Board. It would likely be 

expensive to rehabilitate the Gypsum to Parkdale portion of the line, the 

crossings, and yards. Given the steep grades on this line, operational costs 

for freight trains could be less economical than trucking. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation studied expanding the existing 

rail corridor from Denver through the Moffat Tunnel, Winter Park, and 

Glenwood Springs. This alternative is described in more detail in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website). Also during the PEIS 

process, the Colorado Department of Transportation evaluated increasing 

the frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train, which, as you note, 

would not be able to operate at higher frequencies due to the volume of 

freight traffic through the Moffat Tunnel. If the Tennessee Pass line were 

reopened and freight were shifted to that line, use of the rail corridor from 

Denver through the Moffat Tunnel and Winter Park would not meet the 

purpose and need of the project because it would not provide sufficient 

accessibility to the Corridor communities and may result in travel times 

noticeably longer than those experienced by I-70 highway travelers. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-04 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to ORG-04

K. Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences of 

the PEIS describes the impacts of the Action Alternatives to environmental 

and community resources. Impacts from operating vehicles in the Corridor, 

including effects on air quality, water resources, and energy usage, are 

discussed in this chapter. 

Cumulative impacts are described in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis of the PEIS. Cumulative impacts include the direct impacts 

described in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences along with indirect effects, such as induced growth, and the 

combined effects of the Action Alternatives with other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions by the lead agencies or others in the 

Corridor. The geographic scope of this analysis is primarily defined by the 

watersheds adjacent to the Corridor. Some issues, such as greenhouse 

gases and energy usage, are considered in context of larger global issues 

but the contribution of Corridor effects to global trends is minimal; however, 

CDOT acknowledges that these incremental changes to emission levels will 

result in some effects.
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Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter
Document Number: ORG-05 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80302

Response to ORG-05

A. Comment noted.

B. Table 3-16-1 of the PEIS includes a chart that presents estimated vehicle 

miles of travel on the I-70 highway, daily transit energy consumption, and 

other factors to approximate changes in energy consumption relative to the 

No Action Alternative.  Based on this information, the Preferred Alternative is 

anticipated to increase daily energy consumption by 6 to 7 percent. The 

alternatives that do not include rail transit are anticipated to increase energy 

consumption by up to 17 percent.  More detailed information on transit 

ridership, and thus likely reduction in vehicle miles traveled as a result of 

transit, will be provided in Tier 2 processes. 

Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 3.1, Climate and Air 
Quality Resources, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis, and in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Climate and Air Quality Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website). The lead agencies will comply with current 

practice and standards for modeling and estimating air pollutants and will 

use the Environmental Protection Agency’s latest air quality model, MOVES, 

where appropriate, during Tier 2 processes. This model incorporates 

greenhouse gas emission standards.
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Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(Continued)

Document Number: ORG-05 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80302

Response to ORG-05 (continued)

C. Section 2.7.2  “What are the triggers for additional highway capacity 
improvements? “ of the PEIS identifies specific factors to be considered as 

additional information becomes available related to the Advanced Guideway 

System. In addition, the Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes will follow the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions process, which means a Project Leadership Team will 

be fully involved and environmental issues will be addressed. Additionally 

the Collaborative Effort team will be asked to participate in the process. 

Future studies and related Tier 2 processes will include cost, performance 

(as normally expressed by ridership), community values, greenhouse gas 

emissions and energy usage, as well as a host of other potential 

environmental issues.

The Preferred Alternative is an incremental, multimodal solution that is 

responsive and adaptive to future trends in the Corridor. The use of triggers 

recognizes that future travel demand and travel behavior is uncertain. 

Additional transportation solutions should be based on proven need. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation will convene a committee that 

retains the Collaborative Effort member profile to check in at least every two 

years to review progress, and a thorough reassessment of the overall 

purpose and need and effectiveness of the improvements will occur in 2020. 

Please see Section 2.7.2  “What are the triggers for additional highway 
capacity improvements? of the PEIS for more information on the triggers 

and adaptive approach of the Preferred Alternative.
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Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(Continued)

Document Number: ORG-05 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80302

Response to ORG-05 (continued)

D. The project limits for the I-70 Mountain Corridor were established based on 

the needs of project, which include increased capacity, improved mobility 

and accessibility, and decreased congestion on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

Data indicates that as the I-70 highway approaches the Denver metropolitan 

area, travel patterns and the transportation system change regardless of 

mode choice. If the project continued further east than C-470/Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station, it would be difficult to address the 

project purpose and need. As such, the C-470/Jeffco Government Center 

light rail station terminus was identified as the eastern project limit. While the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements do not preclude and could even 

support the development of a regional transit system or expanded highway 

network, providing these improvements does not meet the project’s purpose 

and need and is outside the scope of the Corridor improvements. Please see 

the response to comment ORG-04-I for additional information about the 

project limits.

The scope of the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study was different than the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS. The PEIS travel demand projections are based 

on the travel needs and characteristics of the Corridor. While expanding a 

transit system beyond the Corridor may attract additional riders, the project 

as described in the Preferred Alternative meets the needs for reducing 

congestion and improving access and mobility throughout the Corridor in the 

long-term. The Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study envisions a ―high-speed 

intercity rail service within Colorado and into neighboring states that could 

provide seamless travel through the state’s most populated corridors.‖ In the 

context of statewide travel, the high-speed rail system would need to serve 

the state’s largest populations, which are generally along the Front Range 

I-25 corridor. While the Preferred Alternative does not preclude and may 

support this broad vision, expanding the system beyond the PEIS project 

area does not meet the purpose and need identified in the PEIS. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor team will coordinate with the Colorado State 

Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and Colorado Interregional Connectivity 

Study. The team is working with the new CDOT Division of Rail and Transit 

to define scopes of future studies, including the Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and other rail studies.
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Source:  Letter Name: Independence Institute
Document Number: ORG-06 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to ORG-06

A. The Preferred Alternative includes a Minimum Program of Improvements to 

address short-term needs and a Maximum Program of Improvements to 

address long-term needs. The Minimum Program of Improvements includes 

an additional travel lane in each direction between the Twin Tunnels and 

Floyd Hill, a third tunnel bore and widening one of the existing tunnels at the 

Twin Tunnel to accommodate an Advanced Guideway System and an 

additional lane of traffic in each direction, improvements to the Empire 

Junction interchange complex, and adding or thoroughly evaluating an 

Advanced Guideway System between the Eagle County Regional Airport 

and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. The Maximum 

Program of Improvements includes six-lane capacity between the 

Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels and the Twin Tunnels. 

Improvements are proposed under the two programs to minimize 

construction disruption and improve capacity and congestion relief in select 

pinch points.

B. As described in of Section 2.7, “What was the decision making process 
for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS, the lead agencies 

adopted the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 Mountain Corridor based on 

the Consensus Recommendation developed by the Collaborative Effort 

team. This 27-member group, representing diverse Corridor interests, was 

charged with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution 

for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

The Collaborative Effort recognized that additional capacity improvements 

may be needed to meet long-term transportation needs. Based on the 

information available today, additional highway capacity is needed to meet 

the 2050 purpose and need. The Collaborative Effort established triggers for 

making decisions about additional highway capacity improvements beyond 

the Minimum Program of Improvements. The Collaborative Effort will 

reconvene at least every two years to monitor progress and make 

adjustments accordingly. For example, following the results of Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies, the Collaborative Effort team as a 

whole will review the results and will reach consensus regarding the needed 

actions based on the study conclusions. 
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Source:  Letter Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-06 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to ORG-06 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

While transit supporters were a part of the Collaborative Effort, many other 

interests were represented during the process. The lead agencies worked 

with an independent third party, The Keystone Center, who developed the 

consensus decision making process and worked with stakeholders to 

develop a manageable and balanced team to facilitate discussions.

C. To address the purpose and need for the project it was recognized by the 

lead agencies and local communities that a fixed guideway system would 

need to be part of the solution and that the system would need to have 

competitive travel times and be able to accommodate the harsh mountain 

environment and steep grades. While maglev systems have been 

considered to address these performance criteria and were used for the 

purposes of evaluation of the Advanced Guideway System in this Tier 1 

PEIS, the actual technology is not defined. 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will help to further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System 

and its technology. While there are many details that have not been 

determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, the feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will be designed to address the funding, power supply, 

operations, ridership and other related issues. A recent high speed rail study 

conducted by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority (Rocky Mountain Rail 

Authority) indicated that some traditional high speed rail technologies could 

meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria.

The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation's budget is not 

sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Letter Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-06 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to ORG-06 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT's funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources. 

Public private partnerships are one of several alternative sources of funding 

discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS. See 

particularly Section 5.7, “What are potential funding sources and their 
limitations?” of the PEIS.

D. The I-70 Mountain Corridor team coordinated with the Rocky Mountain Rail 

Authority (Rocky Mountain Rail Authority) Team during the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority study process. The Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study and I-

70 Mountain Corridor PEIS focused on different issues. The Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority study focused on the feasibility of addressing Federal Railroad 

Administration (FRA) high-speed rail criteria for two long corridors including 

the I-25 corridor within Colorado and the I-70 Corridor from Denver 

International Airport to the western state line. The I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS focuses on addressing a specific purpose and need for a more defined 

segment of the I-70 highway. Improvements in the Corridor resulting from 

the PEIS would not preclude the study of actions discussed in the Rocky 

Mountain Rail Authority study.

The results of the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study indicated the 

potential feasibility, as measured by FRA criteria, of high-speed rail in the I-

70 Corridor between Denver International Airport and the Eagle County 

Airport. The Preferred Alternative of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

includes an Advanced Guideway System from the Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station in Golden to the Eagle County Airport. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation will be conducting a Colorado Interregional 

Connectivity Study to determine how the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced 

Guideway System and other potential high-speed rail corridors should best 

connect to the Regional Transportation District FasTracks system, Denver 

Union Station, and Denver International Airport.
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Source:  Letter Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-06 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to ORG-06 (continued)

E. The lead agencies understand the challenges of implementing the Advanced 

Guideway System but recognize that highway improvements, by 

themselves, will not meet the 2050 purpose and need; and multimodal 

improvements are necessary to meet the purpose and need while 

minimizing impacts.

The Preferred Alternative includes a Minimum Program of Improvements 

which partly acts as an interim program. However, any improvements must 

consider the long-term multimodal needs of the Corridor and recognize the 

potential for changing conditions in the corridor. Table 2-10 of the PEIS lists 

the components of the Minimum and Maximum Programs of Improvements. 

Numerous highway improvements are identified in this list, including six-lane 

capacity improvements to the I-70 highway in some locations, auxiliary lanes 

in seven locations, interchange improvements in 30 locations, curve safety 

modifications, tunnel improvements, truck operation improvements, and 

sediment control projects.

The Colorado Department of Transportation already has been making 

ongoing, short-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements.
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Source:  Letter Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-06 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to ORG-06 (continued)

F. Reversible HOT/HOV Lanes were considered as an Action Alternative. The 

Reversible HOT/HOV Lanes Alternative would add travel lanes that would 

be managed for peak flows, changing direction as needed to accommodate 

peak traffic demand. As explained in Section 2.8.1 “Transportation 
Comparisons” of the PEIS, this alternative does not meet the 2050 purpose 

and need for the Corridor because it does not include transit, does not 

provide for unmet demand, and results in a system at network capacity in 

2035 to 2040. 

As mentioned previously in response to your comment ORG-06-E, interim, 

short-term solutions can and are being developed and implemented in the I-

70 Mountain Corridor. 

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process that will be followed during Tier 2 processes. 

G. The Preferred Alternative includes non-infrastructure improvements, which 

could be studied and implemented immediately after the Record of Decision 

is issued and funding is identified. See Section 2.7, “What was the –
decision making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of 

the PEIS for more information.

As noted in the response to Comment ORG-06-E, the Preferred Alternative 

considers both highway and transit improvements within the Corridor with a 

Minimum Program and Maximum Program of Improvements. The Minimum 

Program of Improvements addresses, in the near-term, some of the most 

congested sections of the I-70 Mountain Corridor through highway 

improvements and will benefit all I-70 highway users for the ensuing years. 

The implementation of additional highway improvements is dependent on 

the feasibility and effectiveness of the Advanced Guideway System and, 

consistent with the Consensus Recommendation, will need input from the 

Collaborative Effort team and the Advanced Guideway System feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes to determine which additional highway 

improvements are needed and when they should be implemented.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition
Document Number: ORG-07 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-07 

A. Comment noted.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-07 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-07 (continued)

B. Results of the Colorado Environment Coalition survey are similar to the I-70 

Ridership Survey, which was used as a reference to develop the transit 

ridership forecasting model used for the PEIS. The I-70 Ridership Survey is 

documented in Appendix B of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 

of the Technical Reports and on the project website. Please see the 

response to your comment ORG-17-D for a detailed discussion of the I-70 

Ridership Survey.

Yes, suppressed trips (desired trips that users cancel due to severe 

congestion conditions) are a common occurrence now and will become 

more prevalent in the future. By 2050, it is estimated that about 9 million 

desired trips annually would not be made in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

under the No Action Alternative. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-07 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-07 (continued)

C. Parking, transfers, and regional connectivity will be considered as part of 

future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes to determine Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility. 

To study the integration of high-speed rail projects, including the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System, with the FasTracks system 

in the Denver metropolitan area, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study. This will identify how the Advanced 

Guideway System should link with the Regional Transportation District’s 

FasTracks system. 

Yes, the need to transfer discourages transit use. The transit ridership 

forecasting model takes into account the negative effect of transferring 

multiple times to complete a trip.

It is recognized that some convenient local distribution systems are likely to 

be needed to meet the travel needs of the Advanced Guideway System 

users so that travelers can get to their final destination with relative ease.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-07 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-07 (continued)
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association
Document Number: ORG-08 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to ORG-08

A. The Winter Park ski train service using the existing Moffat Tunnel was 

considered as an alternative as part of the PEIS process. Because this 

service has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to 

remove enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time in the 

Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was eliminated 

as a standalone alternative. Please see response to comment ORG-04-B for 

more information on the elimination of this alternative. A revived ski train 

service could be considered by others but does not address the purpose and 

need for Corridor improvements. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-08 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to ORG-08 (continued)

B. The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, includes a variety of non-

infrastructure strategies, such as expanded shuttle services, expanded park-

and-ride locations, and increased carpooling. Appendix A of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) describes a variety of transportation 

management strategies, such as packages and discounts for van and shuttle 

bus riders, and peak-spreading and vehicle occupancy incentives, including 

reward/point programs, travel industry partnership programs, and marketing 

and education campaigns. 

These non-infrastructure strategies are an important element of the 

Preferred Alternative, in part because they could be implemented in the 

near-term to address issues in the Corridor and remove cars from the road 

in advance of major infrastructure improvements.

C. The Denver Union Station Project is not part of the PEIS. For more 

information on that project, see www.denverunionstation.org.

D. While some of the technologies that have been considered for an Advanced 

Guideway System are not presently known to be viable transportation 

technologies at this time, the actual technology is not defined. A recent high 

speed rail study conducted by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority (Rocky 

Mountain Rail Authority) indicated that some traditional, ―proven‖ high speed 

rail technologies could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System 

criteria.  The Colorado Department of Transportation plans to study the 

feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System in the relatively near future 

and has secured funding for such studies. Feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes will help to further define the feasibility of the Advanced 

Guideway System and its technology. The description of the 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Colorado Rail Passenger Association 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-08 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to ORG-08 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS has been revised to clarify the definition of the 

Advanced Guideway System and the operational characteristics that must 

be considered as the final Advanced Guideway System technology is 

selected.

E. Providing rail to the Denver International Airport and connecting that service 

throughout the Denver metropolitan area is currently being implemented by 

Regional Transportation District . The PEIS assumes all transit alternatives 

studied would connect with the Regional Transportation District West 

Corridor light rail line at Jeffco Government Center station in Golden. 

As noted in Section 1.5, “What are the study limits and why were they 
selected?” of the PEIS, the project termini do not preclude other National 

Environmental Policy Act transportation improvement studies outside the 

Corridor if needed. To study the integration of high-speed rail projects, 

including the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System with the 

FasTracks system in the Denver area, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study. This will identify how the Advanced 

Guideway System should connect with the Regional Transportation District’s 

FasTracks system. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter
Document Number: ORG-09 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80302

Response to ORG-09

A. Comment noted.

B. Please see the response to your comment ORG-05-B for a discussion of 

vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-09 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80302

Response to ORG-09 (continued)

C. Please see the response to your comment ORG-05-C for a discussion of 

triggers and the adaptive approach of the Preferred Alternative.REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-09 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80302

Response to ORG-09 (continued)

D. Please see the response to your comment ORG-05-D for a discussion of  

the project limits and the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Winter Park Resorts
Document Number: ORG-10 City, Zip Code: Winter Park, 80482

Response to ORG-10

A. While the Winter Park ski train was popular until it was discontinued in 2009, 

this alternative fails to meet the project’s purpose and need as a stand-alone 

alternative. Because this service has relatively low travel speeds and low 

capacity, it is not able to remove enough traffic to change operations or 

reduce travel time in the Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the 

project, and it was eliminated as a standalone transportation management 

alternative. A revived ski train service could be considered by others but 

does not address the purpose and need for Corridor improvements.

Liability insurance for the ski train is a matter between the rail operator and 

its insurer. It is not within CDOT’s purview or ability to influence railroad 

operators regarding their insurance requirements.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Center for Native Ecosystems
Document Number: ORG-11 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-11

A. Wildlife crossings are an important component of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to adhering to the 

mitigation measures and agreements listed in the ALIVE Memorandum of 

Understanding, included in Appendix E, A Landscape Level Inventory of 
Valued Ecosystem Components (ALIVE) Memorandum of 
Understanding of the PEIS, during Tier 2 processes.

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use current information on 

wildlife movement and wildlife crossings as it is available during Tier 2 

processes. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best 

management practices for wildlife, to make sure any wildlife crossings are 

designed and constructed to improve driver safety and to accommodate 

wildlife movement across the interstate. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 21, 2010

                                         Page 99 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Public Hearing Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
Document Number: ORG-11 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-11 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation will continue to monitor 

available information on wildlife crossings during Tier 2 processes and 

modify the commitments to wildlife crossings as appropriate during those 

processes. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Independence Institute
Document Number: ORG-12 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to ORG-12

A. Table 2-10 of the PEIS lists the components of the Minimum Program of 

Improvements for the Preferred Alternative. Numerous highway 

improvements are included in this list, including six-lane capacity 

improvements to the I-70 highway in some locations, auxiliary lanes, 

interchange improvements in select locations, curve safety modifications, 

tunnel improvements, truck operation improvements and sediment control 

projects.

Prior to completion of this Tier 1 decision, some early action projects have 

been identified and are being studied. These projects are listed in the 

Introduction of the PEIS and include: Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) 

improvements, I-70/Silverthorne interchange, Eagle interchange, Minturn 

interchange, Edwards interchange, Black Gore Creek, Straight Creek, and 

Clear Creek Sediment Control Action Plans, and wildlife fencing along the I-

70 highway to enhance safety.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has been making ongoing, 

shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements.

The Preferred Alternative includes a third bore through the Twin Tunnels to 

support the highway and transit improvements that would occur on either 

side of the tunnel so that the tunnels do not become a bottleneck between 

improvements. Under the Minimum Program of Improvements, the Preferred 

Alternative calls for six-lane capacity from Floyd Hill through the Twin 

Tunnels and a westbound auxiliary lane from Bakerville to the Eisenhower-

Johnson Memorial Tunnels. Although only the Maximum Program of 

Improvements meets the 2050 purpose and need, based on the information 

currently available, the adaptive management component of the Preferred 

Alternative allows the lead agencies to assess the need for six-lane highway 

capacity from the Twin Tunnels to the Eisenhower-Johnson

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-12 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to ORG-12 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Memorial Tunnels at a future time. Note the Preferred Alternative includes a 

process for evaluating Corridor conditions and effectiveness of 

improvements every two years. This allows CDOT the flexibility to adapt to 

the needs of the Corridor, including the results of the Advanced Guideway 

System feasibility studies, and maximize use of short-term and long-term 

funding.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-12 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to ORG-12 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation plans to study the feasibility of 

the Advanced Guideway System in the relatively near future and has 

secured funding for such studies. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will help to further define the feasibility of the Advanced 

Guideway System and its technology. While there are many details that 

have not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, the feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes will be designed to address the funding, power 

supply, operations, ridership, and other related issues. The Collaborative 

Effort stakeholder group will review the results of Advanced Guideway 

System feasibility studies, and are charged with reaching consensus 

regarding the needed actions based on the study conclusions. The 

description of the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS has been revised to clarify the 

definition of the Advanced Guideway System and the operational 

characteristics that must be considered as the final Advanced Guideway 

System technology is selected.

C. The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation's budget is not 

sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT's funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources. 

See particularly Section 5.7, “What are potential funding sources and 
their limitations?” of the PEIS, "What are potential funding sources and 

their limitations?" 

To address the purpose and need for the project it was recognized by the 

lead agencies as well as local communities that a fixed guideway system 

would need to be part of the solution and the system would need to have 

competitive travel times and be able to accommodate the harsh mountain 

environment. While maglev systems were considered for the Advanced 

Guideway System to identify impacts, the actual technology is not specified. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Independence Institute (continued)
Document Number: ORG-12 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to ORG-12 (continued)

D. The travel demand forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates that the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership. 

The travel model is documented in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website. 

Additional and more detailed ridership forecasting will be conducted in 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

as needed.

Fare subsidies, measured by the difference between operating costs and 

passenger fare revenues, are common for public transportation systems. 

Fare structures and subsidies, as well as other operating plans would be 

developed in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

E. Several bus technologies were retained and evaluated in the PEIS. 

Ultimately, as described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), 

it was determined the Advanced Guideway System provides the best 

opportunity to meet the purpose and need of the project, in combination with 

highway capacity and safety improvements, while minimizing impacts. 

Please refer to comment IND-46-A for more information on bus solutions in 

comparison to the Advanced Guideway System.

As noted in response to your comment ORG-12-A, under the Minimum 

Program of Improvements, the Preferred Alternative calls for six-lane 

capacity from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels and a westbound auxiliary 

lane from Bakerville to the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels. 

Although only the Maximum Program of Improvements meets the 2050 

purpose and need, based on the information currently available, the adaptive 

management component of the Preferred Alternatives allows the lead 

agencies to assess the need for six-lane highway capacity from the Twin 

Tunnels to the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels at a future time. Also, 

CDOT will begin studying improvements to the Empire Junction interchange 

complex in 2011 to address traffic operations and congestion in this area.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Sierra Club
Document Number: ORG-13 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

Response to ORG-13

A. Thank you for your ongoing involvement in the I-70 Mountain Corridor and  

for your participation in the Collaborative Effort.

B. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-B for a response to this 

portion of your comment.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Sierra Club (continued)
Document Number: ORG-13 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

Response to ORG-13 (continued)

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-E for a response to this 

portion of your comment.REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 21, 2010
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Response to ORG-13 (continued)

D. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-G for a response to this 

portion of your comment.REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 21, 2010
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Response to ORG-13 (continued)

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 21, 2010

                                         Page 108 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to ORG-14

A. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS describes the purpose and need 

for the I-70 Mountain Corridor project, which is intended to address three 

interrelated needs: increase capacity, improve mobility and accessibility, and 

decrease congestion. 

It is true that the I-70 highway is the main east-west route through Colorado 

and serves freight, local, commuter, and recreational travel needs. The 

Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS,  proposes non-infrastructure, 

transit, and highway improvements through the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

provides the benefits you note: maintaining safety of the existing I-70 

highway, adding new rail capability and mode choice to the Corridor, and 

allowing a phased approach to increasing highway capacity based on 

current needs.  The multimodal solution best meets the project’s purpose 

and need while minimizing environmental impacts. The Advanced Guideway 

System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative 

also includes highway improvements that are needed to reduce congestion 

and improve safety. The adaptive management approach of the Preferred 

Alternative allows the lead agencies to evaluate Corridor conditions and the 

effectiveness of improvements in response to local, regional, national, and 

international trends. The Maximum Program of Improvements would not be 

triggered until the Advanced Guideway System is functioning, or if studies 

determine the Advanced Guideway System is infeasible or cannot be 

implemented by 2025. See Section 2.7, What was the decision making 
process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS for more 

information on the Preferred Alternative and triggers.

The Preferred Alternative offers enhanced mobility, reduced congestion, and 

improved safety for Corridor users. It brings improvements to communities 

across the Corridor, including improved air and water quality, economic 

growth, and wildlife crossings, among other considerations. 

Source:  Letter Name: CoPIRG (304 signatures received)
Document Number: ORG-14 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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A. Thank you for participating in the Collaborative Effort and helping to identify 

the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative provides the best 

opportunity to address the short- and long-term needs of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor while minimizing environmental impacts. The combination of the 

transit and highway improvements increases capacity over existing 

conditions to accommodate future travel demands. The lead agencies plan 

to issue a Record of Decision quickly after publication of the PEIS, in the first 

half of 2011.

B. The elements included in the Preferred Alternative, and the process for 

Collaborative Effort review of progress, provide CDOT the ability to balance 

short-term and long-term needs in the Corridor. Non-infrastructure 

components of the Preferred Alternative can be implemented immediately 

after the Record of Decision is issued and funding is identified, to address 

issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure improvements. 

These components are listed in Section 2.7.1 “What is the Preferred 
Alternative?” of the PEIS and include but are not limited to, bus, van, or 

shuttle services in mixed traffic and Transportation Demand Management 

measures. The lead agencies have also identified early action projects that 

can be studied immediately. These projects are listed in the Introduction of 

the PEIS and include studies of several interchanges that can proceed 

directly to final design after receiving federal approvals, and wildlife fencing 

along the I-70 highway to enhance safety.

The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting a 

feasibility study for adding reversible or ―zipper‖ lanes between Georgetown 

and Floyd Hill in response to legislation passed by the Colorado General 

Assembly in 2010. If implemented, these lanes would provide some short-

term congestion relief in the Corridor. The reversible lane feasibility study is 

not a part of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS.  For more information, see 

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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Response to ORG-15 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

As you note, additional study is required for the Advanced Guideway System 

component of the Preferred Alternative before implementation of the transit 

system can occur. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are 

required to select an appropriate and viable technology as well as to 

determine costs and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and 

other considerations to support this substantial monetary investment. 

The Collaborative Effort will reconvene at least every two years to monitor 

progress, assess whether an appropriate balance between short- and long-

term needs is being achieved, and make adjustments accordingly. For 

example, following the results of Advanced Guideway System feasibility 

studies, the Collaborative Effort will review the results and will reach 

consensus regarding the needed actions based on the study conclusions.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has also been making ongoing, 

shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements. 

C. The text in ES.22, regarding high priority highway improvements, has been 

deleted from the PEIS because it is not part of the Consensus 

Recommendation. However, all references to six-lane ―widening‖ have been 

replaced with six-lane ―capacity‖. 

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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Response to ORG-15 (continued)

D. The project termini—Glenwood Springs on the west and C-470/Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station on the east—have not changed.  The 

project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. As noted 

in Section 1.5, “What are the study limits and why were they selected?” 
of the PEIS, the project termini do not preclude other transportation 

improvement studies outside the Corridor. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation will be conducting a Colorado Interregional Connectivity 

Study to examine how the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway 

System and potential other high-speed rail corridors will connect to the 

Regional Transportation District FasTracks system in the Denver area.

E. A clarifying statement has been made on Page 3.12-8:

―Expanded access and mobility from the I-70 highway improvements 

continues to benefit developed commercial recreational facilities on National 

Forest System lands, while increased visitation to other National Forest 

System land areas  (both developed recreational facilities and dispersed 

recreation areas) strains the integrity of the natural resources located within 

these recreational environments.‖

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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F. The text in Section 2.8.4 “Environmental and Community Resource 
Impact Comparisons” of the PEIS has been revised to say: ―Expanded 

access and mobility from I-70 highway improvements continues to benefit 

the developed commercial recreational facilities on forest lands with 

increased visitation, while increased visitation to other forest areas (both 

developed recreational facilities and dispersed recreational areas) strains 

the integrity of the natural resources located within these recreational 

environments.‖

The text in Section 3.12, Recreation Resources and Section 6(f) 
Discussion of the PEIS and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Recreation 

Resources Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

5 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) has been revised to 

say, ―Expanded access and mobility from I-70 highway improvements 

continues to benefit the developed commercial recreational facilities on 

forest lands with increased visitation, while increased visitation to other 

forest areas (both developed recreational facilities and dispersed 

recreational areas) strains the integrity of the natural resources located 

within these recreational environments. For information on the role that 

recreation and tourism plays in the Corridor economy, please refer to 

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values.‖

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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Response to ORG-15 (continued)

G. At the time of data collection, there were 27 ski areas operating in Colorado: 

Silverton, Durango/Purgatory, Wolf Creek, Telluride, Crested Butte, 

Powderhorn, Aspen, Aspen Highlands, Buttermilk, Snowmass, Sunlight, 

Beaver Creek, Vail, Copper, Ski Cooper, Steamboat, Howelson, Winter 

Park/Mary Jane, SolVista, Breckenridge, Monarch, Keystone, Arapahoe 

Basin, Loveland, Eldora, and Echo Mountain.

Of the 27 ski areas, 19 ski areas are access from the I-70 highway: Aspen, 

Aspen Highlands, Buttermilk, Snowmass, Sunlight, Beaver Creek, Vail, 

Copper, Ski Cooper, Steamboat, Howelson, Winter Park/Mary Jane, 

SolVista, Breckenridge, Keystone, Arapahoe Basin, Loveland, Eldora, and 

Echo Mountain.

The text box in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Recreational Resources 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 5 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website), has been revised to indicate 

that 19 of the 27 ski areas are accessed by the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

Figure 3.12-1, which has been appropriately titled in the Final PEIS, does 

show 19 ski areas. Perhaps the commenter read Steamboat and Howelson 

as one ski area. They are listed as two separate ski areas in the PEIS.

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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Response to ORG-15 (continued)

H. The discussion about construction impacts addresses all Corridor 

communities, but impacts in Clear Creek County are specifically noted 

because the impacts to Clear Creek outweigh the benefits to other counties. 

The discussion about mitigating construction impacts has been clarified, as 

you have suggested, to include all communities in the Corridor. Revisions to 

the text are too lengthy to replicate in this response. Please see Section 
3.8.7, “What are the approaches to programmatic mitigation planning 
for social and economic values?” of the Final PEIS for revisions. 

I. The reference text has been edited to read as follows: ―Beginning in FY 

2012, after a 5 percent growth rate is met, a five-year transfer of General 

Funds to transportation totaling 2 percent of General Fund revenues 

(approximately $170 million per year) could occur for implementation of the 

strategic transportation project investment program.‖ Page 15 of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report has also 

been edited to provide the same text, through an errata sheet.

J. The revision to Section 1.2, “Why was this Corridor study initiated?” has 

been made as you have requested. For more detailed information on 

recreational travel volumes, the proportion of trips dedicated to recreation is 

illustrated in Figure 1-3 of the Purpose and Need. This chart quantifies the 

percentage of trips by purpose and by location in the Corridor.

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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K. Your recommendation regarding skier visitation estimates has been added 

to page 6 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Recreation Resources 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website) and now reflects a better 

representation of skier visitation to Corridor ski areas.

L. The text you reference in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Recreation 

Resources Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) has been revised to 

―Vail Mountain ski resort‖ as you requested.

M. The requested revision to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial 

Considerations Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 5 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) Page 9 has 

been addressed in an errata sheet and reads as follows: ―The plan funds the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor for $1.35 billion in YOE. This is approximately $850 

million in 2008 dollars (DRCOG, December 2007).‖

Source:  Letter Name: Vail Resorts (continued)
Document Number: ORG-15 City, Zip Code: Broomfield, 80021
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Response to ORG-16

A. The influence of Denver metropolitan area residents is fully reflected in the 

forecasts of travel demand in the Corridor. Metropolitan area residents make 

up an important segment of I-70 Mountain Corridor travelers, as both day 

recreationists and overnight guests. The travel demand model used for the 

Tier 1 PEIS recognizes this fact, and its study area includes the Corridor, the 

Denver metropolitan area, the North Front Range, the Colorado Springs and 

Pueblo metropolitan areas, and the Western Slope.  Similarly, the Denver 

metropolitan area, including Denver International Airport, will be included in 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

The eastern terminus of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS at C-470/Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station allows for the evaluation and modeling 

of unique and complex travel patterns observed in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor, without being overshadowed by different complex metropolitan 

travel patterns. Vehicle miles traveled and person miles traveled in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor are about ten times less than their corresponding values 

in the Denver metropolitan area. Please see the response to comment 

IND-202-B for a detailed discussion of the project termini.

The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes the importance of 

connecting the Advanced Guideway System with the Regional 

Transportation District FasTracks system and will be conducting a Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study.  This study will examine how potential high-

speed rail corridors, including the I-70 Mountain Corridor, should connect to 

the Regional Transportation District FasTracks system.

Even though the cumulative impacts study area did not extend into the 

Denver metropolitan area, the data used to develop and analyze alternatives 

for the PEIS included information from the Denver metropolitan area.  This 

included travel data, United States Forest Service's origin-based National 

Visitor Use Monitoring survey, socio-economic data, future population, and 

employment data.  Mobility for Front Range visitors to the I-70 Corridor was 

a critical element of purpose and need, the travel demand 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
Document Number: ORG-16 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to ORG-16 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

forecasting, and development and analysis of alternatives.  Effects of 

mobility, access, economics, and recreational opportunities associated with 

Front Range travelers are addressed as direct and indirect impacts 

throughout Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority study provides useful information. It will be used as an 

important reference for upcoming Advanced Guideway System feasibility 

studies, for which CDOT has secured funding.  Chapter 1, Purpose and 
Need (Section 1.3, “What other studies have been completed or are 
related to this Corridor?”) of the PEIS describes the Rocky Mountain Rail 

Authority study and how it relates to the PEIS.

Economic viability under the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study was 

dependent on assumptions based on FRA criteria, which is different than the 

purposes of this document and study. Economic viability of an Advanced 

Guideway System will be considered for the purposes of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor in future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, and the 

definition of economic viability will be determined as the feasibility criteria 

are developed for this Corridor with stakeholder involvement.  

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued) 

Document Number: ORG-16 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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B. Tier 2 processes, including those at Empire Junction and Floyd Hill, cannot 

preclude the Advanced Guideway System or future stations. Although 

additional studies are required to determine the specifics of the Advanced 

Guideway System implementation, the PEIS mode decision includes an 

Advanced Guideway System, and all Tier 2 processes must preserve 

implementation options.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has secured funding for 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies, and the studies will proceed 

as soon as possible. The studies may include but are not limited to the 

feasibility considerations listed in your comment and in the Consensus 

Recommendation.

You are correct that quantifiable metrics for evaluating the triggers have not 

yet been defined. The triggers are defined in Section 2.7.2 “What are the 
triggers for additional highway capacity improvements?”, and the 

metrics for evaluating those triggers will be determined during Tier 2 

processes. The lead agencies are committed to ongoing involvement of the 

Collaborative Effort in determining short-term and long-term decisions and 

are committed to soliciting public input during all Tier 2 processes. The 

triggers’ criteria will be determined in consultation with agency and 

stakeholder input, using a committee that retains the Collaborative Effort 

member profile. The ongoing engagement is described in Appendix C, I-70 
Collaborative Effort Consensus Recommendation, of the PEIS. The 

committee will establish its own meeting schedule based on progress made 

against the approved triggers, with check-in at least every two years. These 

meetings will review and document the current status of all projects, studies, 

and Tier 2 processes, and will consider the triggers in evaluating the need 

for additional capacity improvements.

In 2020, there will be a thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and 

need and effectiveness of implementation of these decisions. At that time, 

the lead agencies, in conjunction with the stakeholder committee, may 

consider the full range of improvement options. The ongoing purpose of the

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)
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B. (Continued from previous page)

Collaborative Effort is to ensure consistency with the Preferred Alternative, 

provide a forum to track policy-level decisions and progress related to the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor, and provide a mechanism for evaluating the triggers 

and Corridor conditions.

Please see the response to comment ORG-17-C for information on 

conducting Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and highway 

improvements concurrently.

C. The future increase in vehicle miles traveled is primarily due to development 

growth in the Corridor and Colorado as a whole that would occur to some 

degree regardless of which Action Alternative was implemented.

The Preferred Alternative considers global trends such as climate change 

through the use of an adaptive management approach, as described in 

Section 2.7, “What was the decision making process for identifying the 
Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS. The Preferred Alternative is a 

multimodal solution that provides non-infrastructure components along with 

new transit and highway improvements.  As shown in Figure 2-13, 

alternatives that include highway improvements are best at reducing hours 

of congestion. Greenhouse gas emissions are related not only to vehicle 

miles traveled, but also are related to vehicle hours of travel. The highway 

improvements provide some vehicle capacity that allows a relatively large 

reduction in hours of congestion, thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

as well. 

Table 3.1-1 in Section 3.1.5, “How do the alternatives potentially affect 
air quality and climate?” of the PEIS presents the estimated pollutant 

emissions by alternative.  All of these are directly correlated with vehicle 

miles of travel, so that the alternatives with the least future vehicle miles 

traveled are projected to result in lower emissions.  As shown in this table, 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-16 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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C. (Continued from previous page)

the alternatives that include only transit have the least anticipated emissions 

while the alternatives that include only highway have the most emissions.  

The Preferred Alternative is shown as a range because the adaptive 

management approach of the Preferred Alternative allows it to be 

implemented based on future needs and associated triggers for further 

action.

The PEIS recognizes Colorado’s Climate Action Plan (see Section 1.3, 
“What other studies have been completed or are related to this 
Corridor?” and Section 4.8, “What are the anticipated cumulative 
impacts?”). The Colorado Climate Action Plan of 2007 mandates a 20 

percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 2005 levels by 2020 

and an 80 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2050, and provides general 

direction for actions the state government can take to encourage 

transportation greenhouse gas emissions reductions. These actions, which 

include adopting greenhouse gas emissions standards for passenger 

vehicles, increasing clean transportation options for state employees, and 

recognition of community excellence regarding land use and transportation, 

would pertain to all alternatives considered for the PEIS.  Several of the non-

infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative, such as bus, van, or 

shuttle service in mixed traffic, promoting high occupancy travel and public 

transportation, and implementing transit promotion and incentives, support 

the Climate Action Plan objectives.  Although these are not differentiating 

factors among the PEIS alternatives, some of the alternatives could respond 

better to suggested strategies, such as the commitment to transit-oriented 

development, which fits most appropriately with alternatives that include a 

transit component such as the Preferred Alternative. 

Sustainability, including the need for alternatives to non-renewable fuel 

sources, is the overarching core value identified during the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. The Preferred Alternative 

incorporates this core value by incorporating a flexible multimodal solution 

that provides alternative transportation modes, which could operate using 

alternative energy sources. 

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-16 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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D. The I-70 highway is the major east-west Corridor through the state of 

Colorado, and as you note, provides a vital transportation link for intrastate 

and interstate users. The lead agencies recognize that the highway passes 

through diverse and ecologically sensitive areas.  We agree that both Tier 1 

and Tier 2 processes must adequately assess existing and future conditions. 

The lead agencies used currently available data to evaluate impacts at the 

programmatic level, and Tier 2 processes will also use the most current data 

available to analyze impacts. 

The lead agencies remain committed to employing the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process for all future projects in the 

Corridor, including early action projects, in order to minimize environmental 

impacts.  The Preferred Alternative’s adaptive management approach is the 

first of its kind that the Colorado Department Transportation has included as 

part of a Preferred Alternative. The ability to meet and reassess the 

effectiveness of the alternative to meet Corridor needs over time is a 

creative solution to address both immediate and long-term needs in the 

Corridor and to continue collaboration. 

Source:  Letter Name: Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-16 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to ORG-17

A. To see the responses to comments by the Center for Native Ecosystems 

and the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project, please see responses to 

comments ORG-26 and ORG-22, respectively.

B. The comment states that the ―triggers will be used by CDOT when it makes 

a decision that an Advanced Guideway System is or is not feasible.‖  This is 

not entirely accurate. The feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System is 

itself a trigger for additional non- Advanced Guideway System transit 

capacity improvements and/or additional highway improvements beyond the 

specific highway improvements. However, the triggers do not and are not 

intended to contain criteria ―to make a decision on the feasibility of an 

Advanced Guideway System,‖ as your comment suggests. 

Although your comment requests clarification of the triggers, perhaps what 

you are really asking for are metrics relating to the ―criteria and methods that 

CDOT will use to determine the feasibility of high speed rail passenger 

service…‖ Considerations for feasibility are outlined in the description of the 

Advanced Guideway System in the Preferred Alternative (and Consensus 

Recommendation).  As stated in Section 2.7.1 “What is the Preferred 
Alternative? “ of the PEIS, viability of the system includes considerations 

for ―cost and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, technology, 

and other considerations.‖  The Colorado Department of Transportation will 

involve the Collaborative Effort stakeholder committee and follow the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process to clarify the 

performance measures or metrics for these considerations in Tier 2 

processes.  The lead agencies agree that the metrics will be important to 

determining feasibility of the system, but not enough information is available 

at the first tier of analysis to establish these metrics.  Importantly, a 

technology for the Advanced Guideway System has not been identified. The 

operating performance criteria will use as a starting point the Collaborative 

Effort’s companion paper to the Consensus Recommendation, which 

provides more technical considerations for performance measures and 

operating parameters of the Advanced Guideway System. Stakeholders will 

be involved in defining the evaluation 

(continued on next page)
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B. (Continued from previous page)

criteria used in the feasibility studies, and a Project Leadership Team will be 

developed for these studies. 

The lead agencies are committed to ongoing involvement of the 

Collaborative Effort in determining short term and long term decisions and 

are committed to soliciting public input during all Tier 2 processes. The 

triggers will be reviewed in consultation with agencies and stakeholders, 

using a committee that retains the Collaborative Effort member profile. The 

ongoing engagement is described in Appendix B, Collaborative Effort 
Materials and Consensus Recommendation of the PEIS. The committee 

will establish its own meeting schedule based on progress made against the 

approved triggers, with check-in at least every two years. These meetings 

will review and document the current status of all projects, studies, and Tier 

2 processes, and will consider the triggers in evaluating the need for 

additional capacity improvements. 

In 2020, there will be a thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and 

need and effectiveness of implementation of these decisions. At that time, 

the lead agencies, in conjunction with the stakeholder committee, may 

consider the full range of improvement options. The ongoing purpose of the 

Collaborative Effort is to ensure consistency with the Preferred Alternative, 

provide a forum to track policy-level decisions and progress related to the I-

70 Mountain Corridor, and provide a mechanism for evaluating the triggers 

and Corridor conditions.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will consolidate and make 

available online all information developed through the PEIS, the ongoing I-70 

Mountain Corridor I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

processes, and Collaborative Effort reviews. 

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition 
(continued)
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C. Yes, the lead agencies recognize that growth in the Corridor is influenced by 

the nature of the I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements, as well as local land 

use plans. The Transit-only alternatives likely concentrate new development 

around transit stations, while the Highway-only alternatives likely stimulate 

new development in previously undeveloped rural areas throughout the 

Corridor. The combination of highway and transit improvements, as 

proposed under the Preferred Alternative, distributes growth equally 

between the above transit and highway growth distribution scenarios. 

Although the analysis found that induced growth occurs in urban areas in 

Eagle County under the Minimum Program, if the highway improvements 

under the Minimum Program occur substantially earlier than the transit 

improvements, it is possible the highway capacity improvements could 

induce small amounts of growth in rural areas in Eagle and Summit 

counties, since no accompanying transit improvements would be in place to 

encourage more compact growth patterns. However, such growth is 

substantially less than growth induced by the Maximum Program. This 

information has been added to Section 3.7.5 of the PEIS.

The PEIS shows the relative range of induced growth related to specific 

options (Minimal Action, Transit only, Highway only, Combination, and 

Preferred alternatives) to show representative types of land use impacts that 

could occur, based on information currently available from local sources. 

The timing and prioritization of all studies and improvements in the Corridor 

are subject to the statewide planning process, which will define priorities, 

identify specific projects, and allocate funding for Tier 2 processes. As 

discussed in Section ES.23 and Section 5 of the Introduction to the PEIS, 

the Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to initiating 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies as soon as possible and has 

secured funding to begin those studies. The specific highway improvement 

at the Empire Junction interchange complex has been identified as an early 

action project, and study of this interchange complex will begin in early 

2011. A specific commitment to the concurrent evaluation and 

implementation of the Advanced Guideway System with highway 

improvements if at all possible has been added to Section ES.23 and 

Section 5 of the Introduction to the PEIS.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Environmental Coalition 
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D. Thank you for sharing the results of your membership surveys. We will 

share them with the CDOT Division of Transit and Rail for their use and 

consideration for future Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies, the 

Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan, and the Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study. While different in design and purpose, your 

membership survey provides independent verification of the travel 

preferences identified in the PEIS I-70 Ridership Survey.

Details of the I-70 Ridership Survey are presented in Appendix B of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). This survey was conducted to address the issue of mode 

choice between auto and transit trips in the Corridor, as a part of the I-70 

travel demand model process. The Ridership Survey focused on mode 

choice-related questions. This survey was conducted in both the summer 

and winter of 2001. In addition, an I-70 Summer and Winter User Survey 

was conducted to provide details on a representative cross section of trips in 

the Corridor. 

Regarding the CEC survey question about how traffic affects travelers’ 

decisions to recreate in the mountains, this finding is consistent with results 

of the I-70 Ridership Survey. As a result of this survey, the travel demand 

model forecast ―unmet demand‖ for year 2035 conditions. The results of 

these forecasts are summarized in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the 

PEIS. This unmet demand results in less business revenue as fewer people 

are traveling the Corridor.

On the response that 97 percent of people would ride a high speed train to 

the mountains that could get them there at least as fast as they can get there 

now, the I-70 Ridership Survey and subsequent modeling found that the 

travel time and convenience of the transit system was a big factor in the 

ridership of the system. For these reasons, the Advanced Guideway System 

system defined in the Preferred Alternative must have travel time 

comparable to or faster than 

(continued on next page)
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D. (Continued from previous page)

automobile traffic and must be convenient to use as defined by general 

performance criteria developed through the Collaborative Effort.  

We appreciate the survey information about the specific purposes for which 

people would take a high-speed train to the mountains. While the travel 

demand model did not identify ridership for each of these specific purposes, 

they were considered as part of summer recreation, winter recreation, and 

other trip purposes. The travel demand modeling recognizes that there are 

hundreds of different reasons for taking a trip and summarizes these into 

major categories. The results are then calibrated with known conditions to 

confirm the model is forecasting appropriately.

Regarding the CEC survey question about accessing the Advanced 

Guideway System station near I-70 and C-470 (called Jefferson Station in 

the Revised Draft PEIS, and revised to Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station in the Final PEIS), 87 percent of your membership said they would 

drive to and park at the station rather than use the FasTracks network. While 

the FasTracks plan had not been developed when the I-70 Ridership Survey 

was taken, we obtained similar responses from residents of the Denver 

metropolitan area. Ninety percent of day recreationers responding to the 

survey indicated that they would drive to a station in Jefferson County near 

C-470 and I-70, and nearly 80 percent of people staying in the Corridor 

overnight responded that they would drive to such a station. You are correct 

in identifying parking as an important issue in designing the future expansion 

of this FasTracks end-of-line station during Tier 2 processes.

Similarly, the information you provide on riders’ willingness to make 

transfers on the FasTracks network to reach the Jeffco Government Center 

light rail station is informative. The I-70 Ridership Survey—and therefore the 

travel demand forecasting models developed from it—address the time 

spent waiting for each  transit vehicle, and transfers between the 

(continued on next page)
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D. (Continued from previous page)

Advanced Guideway System and the local bus systems in the Corridor. The 

2001 ―pre-FasTracks‖ Ridership Survey design does not address the issue 

of rail-to-rail transfers that emerged with the development of the FasTracks 

plan. However, CDOT did anticipate transfer concerns and found that, for 

example, a direct connection from the Corridor to Denver International 

Airport would increase ridership by approximately 10 percent. Note, the 

travel demand model uses a different methodology than the number of 

transfers to determine the effect on ridership. Rather than reduce the 

ridership by a certain percentage for each transfer, the travel demand model 

applies a travel time penalty for each transfer, in addition to the time spent 

waiting. This penalty addresses the lost convenience of having to transfer 

bags and equipment, find a new seat, and move to another transit vehicle.  

Overall transit ridership is based largely on the comparative travel times 

between the transit trip, including all penalties, and the highway trip. This 

methodology has been validated on numerous travel demand models across 

the country.

Connectivity of the Advanced Guideway System with the Regional 

Transportation District FasTracks system and with other local transit 

systems in the Corridor is an important issue. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation coordinated with Eco Transit, Summit Stage, and others in 

developing the PEIS. Details of the local transit systems are provided in 

Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website).  Further coordination regarding the 

needs for supporting local transit feeder service will continue as a part of the 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. 

Also, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study 

to examine how the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System 

and potential other high-speed rail corridors will connect to the Regional 

Transportation District FasTracks system. This connectivity study will

(continued on next page)
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D. (Continued from previous page)

address specific concerns mentioned in your comment including an 

evaluation of transit transfers and what Front Range stations will be needed 

to provide service to the I-70 Mountain Corridor.

While decreased emissions of pollutants and green house gases is a benefit 

of the Advanced Guideway System , the purpose of the project is to increase 

access, mobility, and capacity and reduce congestion on the I-70 highway 

and not to specifically decrease emissions.

The assumptions CDOT made regarding Advanced Guideway System 

operating characteristics validate the CEC survey findings. While the 

Advanced Guideway System evaluated in the PEIS is capable of reaching 

top speeds of around 100 mph, station spacing and the canyon geography of 

the Corridor result in it averaging speeds around 60 to 65 mph. Appendix A
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) shows that the Advanced Guideway System 

would take about an hour and 40 minutes to make the trip between the 

Denver metropolitan area and Eagle County. This travel time corresponds to 

the 64 percent of your membership who would expect the trip to take an 

hour and a half or two hours. 

The travel demand model assumed that Advanced Guideway System fares 

should be priced to attract enough riders to address the congestion need of 

the project. In general, this resulted in a one-way trip fare of $14 between the 

Denver metropolitan area and Eagle County. Such a fare is consistent with 

the expectation of a majority of CEC respondents that the fare be priced at 

$20 or less. Season rail passes and discounted multiple-use ticket books as 

means to optimize Corridor transit use and fare revenues could be 

considered as future funding sources. Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website)

(continued on next page)
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D. (Continued from previous page)

provides details on transit fares. The Colorado Department of Transportation 

will study detailed fare structure design during future feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes. 

Advanced Guideway System studies will explore similar issues to those 

posed by the CEC survey along with many other aspects of the Advanced 

Guideway System system, including the eleven items listed in the 

Consensus Recommendation and noted below in your comment ORG-17-E.

The results of your surveys will be passed along to the Division of Transit 

and Rail for their consideration during future study of the Advanced 

Guideway System . 

E. The lead agencies agree connectivity with existing and planned transit 

infrastructure is a key component of the success of the Advanced Guideway 

System. Section 2.7.1 “What is the Preferred Alternative?” states that 

―The Advanced Guideway System… includes the commitment by the lead 

agencies to evaluate and implement and Advanced Guideway System within 

the Corridor including a vision of transit connectivity beyond the study area 

and local accessibility to such a system.‖

The lead agencies are committed to the vision of connectivity beyond the 

Corridor; this connectivity is a critical element to be evaluated in future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. Transit feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes will specifically address the feasibility of an 

Advanced Guideway System in the Corridor, including effects of connections 

on technology and ridership projections. The studies will evaluate the eleven 

items listed in the Consensus Recommendation and may consider other 

factors as well. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s

(continued on next page)
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E. (Continued from previous page)

Division of Transit and Rail Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan 

will evaluate existing and planned rail projects statewide, including the 

connectivity of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System with 

other transit and rail services in the state. The Division also will conduct a 

Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study to study the integration of 

potential high-speed rail projects with the Regional Transportation District 

FasTracks system in the Denver area. 

F. Please see the responses to comments ORG-27-C, ORG-27-D, and 

ORG-27-E from Colorado Trout Unlimited and to comment ORG-16-C from 

the Sierra Club.
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A. Comment noted.

B. The Consensus Recommendation has been included verbatim in Chapter 2, 
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, and has been 

modified in the PEIS Executive Summary for consistency.

C. The text in Section 1.5 “What are the study limits and why were they 
selected?” has been revised to provide a more detailed discussion of the 

project termini, and to clarify that the eastern terminus for the transit 

improvements is the Jeffco Government Center light rail station, where 

connections to the Regional Transportation District FasTracks transit system 

in the Denver metropolitan area can occur. Reference to the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station as the eastern terminus for transit 

improvements has been added to the remainder of the document.

D. The description of the Advanced Guideway System has been modified in 

Section 2.7.1 “What is the Preferred Alternative?” to clarify that it would 

be capable of being fully elevated. This clarification was reviewed with the 

Collaborative Effort committee, who concur with the change. 

E. Section 5.4, “How much funding is currently allocated to the I-70 
Mountain Corridor?” of the PEIS states: ―As part of the amended 2035 

Statewide Transportation Plan (CDOT, March 2008), $218 million is to be 

allocated for the I-70 Mountain Corridor in Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-2017 and 

$989 million will be identified for the Corridor during FY 2018–2035.‖ 

Source:  Letter Name: Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG)
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F. The PEIS is a Tier 1 study, which identifies travel mode, general location, 

and capacity of improvements.  The projected outcome of the PEIS is a 

broad level (Tier 1) decision that will not directly result in construction or 

impacts. This decision informs and refines the future, more detailed 

decisions that will be completed during Tier 2 processes. They will require 

lead agencies to establish a project-specific purpose and need, consider and 

evaluate alternatives, and understand and disclose the impacts of the 

alternative(s) before making decisions that lead to construction.

The lead agencies will reflect the completion of the Tier 1 process and 

identification of the Preferred Alternative in the amended 2035 statewide 

transportation plan. This acknowledgement recognizes the involvement of 

the lead agencies’ planning partners, including the Denver Regional Council 

of Governments, in reaching a consensus-based solution. 

Specific project(s) inclusion in the fiscally constrained long-range plan(s), air 

quality conformity, and funding will be identified in the decisions made in 

Tier 2 processes. This is consistent with the current statewide planning 

process. The Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) has been 

consulted during the PEIS study and will continue to be involved in future 

Tier 2 processes, as discussed in Section 6 of the Introduction and 

Figure I-1. Any projects within the DRCOG metropolitan planning area will 

be required to be included in the Transportation Improvement Plan and meet 

the air quality conformity requirements of the DRCOG metropolitan planning 

organization area. 

Source:  Letter Name: Denver Regional Council of Governments 
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G. It is not clear where in the PEIS you are referring. An Advanced Guideway 

System will provide service to the Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

in Golden with connections to the Regional Transportation District 

FasTracks system from the I-70 Mountain Corridor communities.  Note the 

magnitude of trips destined for the Corridor from the Denver metropolitan 

area is greater than the magnitude of trips generated by residents and 

visitors of Corridor communities to metropolitan Denver.  The effects of the 

Action Alternatives on commuting patterns and trips is discussed throughout 

the document, with no specific reference to these commuting trips either 

originating in the Denver metropolitan area or originating in the Corridor 

communities.

Section 2.6.4 “Action Alternative Components” discusses that ―all transit 

systems connect with … local and regional transit services at most stations 

along the route, such as Roaring Fork Transportation Authority, ECO 

Transit, and Summit Stage.‖  The PEIS is a Tier 1 study, which identifies 

mode, location, and capacity of major improvements.  More specific plans, 

including types of modes and facilities, for supporting transit facilities and 

transit services for the collection and distribution of Advanced Guideway 

System travelers will be made in subsequent feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes.

Source:  Letter Name: Denver Regional Council of Governments 
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H. It is not clear where the varying definitions for ―local‖ are located in the PEIS. 

Users of the Corridor are described in Section 1.8, “Who uses this 
Corridor and for what reasons?”.  ―Local‖ refers to trip purpose, for trips 

by residents such as shopping, medical, and social trips. These are typically 

trips of shorter length compared to work or recreational trips. Further 

information is found in Section 2.3, “What process was used to evaluate 
and screen alternatives?” of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 

of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

I. Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS briefly 

describes the alternatives development and screening process. This was 

summarized to provide a more readable document. More of the reasoning 

for the elimination of these alternative elements, including the bus 

alternatives, is included in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Specific information on bus alternatives can be found in Section 4.5 of this 

Technical Report . 

J. The Transportation Management alternative elements include transportation 

system management (TSM). Similar to the response to your comment 

ORG-18-I, the PEIS provides only a summary of the multiple alternative 

elements that were evaluated with the intent of making the PEIS more 

readable. More detail on the Transportation Management alternative 

elements can be found in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Specific information on transportation management and TSM alternative 

elements can be found in Section 4.2 of this Technical Report. (cont’d on 

next page)
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J. (Continued from previous page)

In addition, the description of the Preferred Alternative, in Chapter 2, 
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS identifies ―non-

infrastructure related components,‖ many of which are characteristic of TSM 

or Transportation Management alternatives.  These include, but are not 

limited to; increased enforcement; bus, van, or shuttle service in mixed 

traffic; programs for improving truck movements; driver education; traveler 

information; use of technology enhancements; and expanded use of existing 

transportation infrastructure. 

Many details of the elements carried forward into the Preferred Alternative 

will need to be developed during Tier 2 processes. Even so, CDOT has been 

making ongoing, shorter-term safety and operational (TSM type) 

improvements in some Corridor locations, including truck chain up areas, 

improved traveler message signs, park-and-ride locations, rockfall 

mitigation, better emergency response plans, roadside safety 

enhancements, median barrier improvements,  tunnel enhancements, and 

courtesy patrol services.

Source:  Letter Name: Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG) (continued)
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Source: Letter Name: State Historic Preservation Office
Document Number: ORG-19 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-19

A. Comment noted

B. The paragraph has been revised to read:

―The Section 106 regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations 800.5(2)(v)) 

state that ―the introduction of audible elements that diminish the integrity of 

the property's significant historic features" are an example of an adverse 

effect. For the Tier 1 study, existing and projected noise conditions were 

measured and modeled for seven representative Corridor communities; 

these studies provide a general assessment of noise conditions in the 

Corridor and a relative comparison of the types of impacts that would occur 

under the Action Alternatives. Detailed noise modeling and assessment of 

noise conditions for individual properties would occur during Tier 2 

processes, and these data may be used to assist in the evaluation of historic 

properties in the Corridor at Tier 2. Section V(C) of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Programmatic Agreement (Appendix A) stipulates that the process 

for evaluating noise to historic properties will occur in consultation with 

SHPO and the consulting parties, and provides discussion points for these 

consultations. Section 3.10, Noise of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Noise Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) contain 

additional details about noise studies, methods, results, and proposed 

mitigation conducted at the first tier analyses.‖

Specific reference to the visual assessment stipulations in the Programmatic 

Agreement has also been included, and the following sentence has been 

added to the end of the paragraph addressing visual effects: ―Section V(B) of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement (Appendix A) 

stipulates that the process for evaluating visual effects to historic properties 

will occur in consultation with SHPO and the consulting parties, and provides 

discussion points for these consultations‖
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(continued)

Document Number: ORG-19 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-19 (continued)

C. The evaluations of triggers will be reviewed through ongoing stakeholder 

engagement, using a committee that retains the Collaborative Effort member 

profile. The ongoing engagement is necessary and described in Appendix 
B, Collaborative Effort Materials and Consensus Recommendation. The 

committee will establish its own meeting schedule based on progress made 

against the approved triggers, with check-in at least every two years. These 

meetings will review and document the current status of all projects, studies, 

and Tier 2 processes, and will consider the triggers in evaluating the need 

for additional capacity improvements. 

In 2020, there will be a thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and 

need and effectiveness of implementation of these decisions. At that time, 

the lead agencies, in conjunction with the stakeholder committee, may 

consider the full range of improvement options. The ongoing purpose of the 

Collaborative Effort is to ensure consistency with the Preferred Alternative, 

provide a forum to track policy-level decisions and progress related to the I-

70 Mountain Corridor, and provide a mechanism for evaluating the triggers 

and Corridor conditions.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will consolidate and make 

available online all information developed through the PEIS, subsequent 

Tier 2 processes, the ongoing I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions processes, and the Collaborative Effort.
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Source: Letter Name: State Historic Preservation Office 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-19 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-19 (continued)

D. The text in the FEIS, Section 3.14.1, “What is Section 4(f)?” - final 

paragraph, has been modified to state the following: 

―Although constructive use determinations are not part of this discussion, a 

buffer of an additional 15 feet has been added to the project footprint to take 

into account these potential uses (as expressed through noise, visual or 

access impacts), which may be determined constructive uses during Tier 2 

processes. Tier 2 processes will include detailed noise analysis, visual 

impact analysis, and access restrictions, if any.  Any use will be evaluated 

during Tier 2 processes once sufficient design and operational information 

about improvements is developed. The process to identify constructive uses 

during Tier 2 processes, as described further in Section 3.14.13, recognizes 

that the 30-foot buffer zone does not limit the Section 4(f) evaluation at 

Tier 2.‖

In the PEIS, the Section 4(f) discussion assumes any property within this 

30-foot buffer zone, even if only the tip of a potential Section 4(f) property, 

results in a potential use to that Section 4(f) property.  This is a conservative 

assumption since during the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process, substantial efforts will be taken as Tier 2 processes 

proceed to avoid or minimize effects to the Section 4(f) properties. Section 
3.14.1, Constructive Use has been revised to explain that the buffer zone is 

included to account for constructive uses such as visual impacts. 

The analysis of indirect effects to historic properties that will take place 

during Tier 2 will be consistent with Section V of the Section 106 

Programmatic Agreement. Indirect effects associated with land use changes 

in a NEPA context have already been evaluated in the Draft PEIS and will 

be reevaluated on a site-specific basis during Tier 2 processes.

                                         Page 140 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Letter Name: State Historic Preservation Office 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-19 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-19 (continued)

E. As stated in Section 3.14.2, “What process was followed for this first 
tier Section 4(f) Discussion?” of the PEIS, this Section 4(f) discussion 

broadly considers what is included as a Section 4(f) property because the 

exact status of the resource is not known at this first tier.  This first tier takes 

an inclusive approach to resources treated as Section 4(f) properties and 

includes ALL archaeological properties.  A determination of whether these 

sites are valuable for preservation in place or data recovery will be made 

during Tier 2 processes. 

F. Comment noted.
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Source: Letter Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation
Document Number: ORG-20 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-20

A. Comment noted.
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Source: Letter Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-20 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-20 (continued)

B. The following text has been added to the beginning of ES.11 to clarify the 

purpose and definition of I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

and its role in decision making:

‖The Federal Highway Administration defines Context Sensitive Solutions 

as:

Context Sensitive Solutions is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach 

that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its 

physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic, and 

environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS 

[Context Sensitive Solutions] is an approach that considers the total 

context within which a transportation improvement project will exist. CSS 

principles include the employment of early, continuous and meaningful 

involvement of the public and all stakeholders throughout the project 

development process.

Although the lead agencies are committed to the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions approach described here, it is recognized that 

government agencies cannot cede statutory or regulatory responsibilities.

The principles of Context Sensitive Solutions apply to any transportation 

project aiming to bring the full range of stakeholder values to the table and 

actively incorporate them into the design process and final results.‖
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Source: Letter Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-20 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-20 (continued)

C. The lead agencies have committed to using the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process for all projects in the Corridor, including 

early action projects.  The Colorado Department of Transportation has 

conducted Context Sensitive Solutions training for all engineering units in 

CDOT that work on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. At that training, they are 

exposed to the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions website 

and trained specifically on how to apply the 6-step process, the Design 

Guidelines, and the Aesthetic Guidelines to projects. The I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions training will be conducted as frequently 

as is appropriate. The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

Project Manager will mentor staff to ensure that the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process is applied to every Tier 2 process. The 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions website has numerous 

tools and checklists to aide in application of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process, and CDOT has an extensive library of 

resources that are distributed to every project team or staff member working 

in the Corridor. 

D. The lead agencies agree that information from the PEIS project website and 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions website should be 

available for future projects.  It is CDOT’s intention to continue to update 

online information and to catalogue it for use by future project teams. The 

appendices to the PEIS contain the specific agreements that will be followed 

on Tier 2 processes, including I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions, SWEEP, ALIVE, and the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. 

Information from the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS and I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions websites will be made available online 

to all Tier 2 process teams. The CDOT website will continue to be updated 

as Tier 2 processes continue and the Collaborative Effort committee 

evaluates Corridor conditions and triggers for improvements.

Please also see the response to comment ORG-20-C for information on the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions training.
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Source: Letter Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-20 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-20 (continued)

E. A buffer zone of 30 feet has been added to each side of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor improvements identifying potential Section 4(f) properties that may 

be used in some way, either permanent or temporarily by incorporation of 

land or indirectly by being adversely affected through a constructive use. By 

no means does the application of the 30-foot buffer at Tier 1 limit the Section 

4(f) evaluation at Tier 2. At this time, FHWA has not approved the use of any 

property. Any use will be evaluated at Tier 2 once sufficient design and 

operational information about improvements is developed. 

In the PEIS, the Section 4(f) discussion assumes any property within this 30-

foot buffer zone, even if only the tip of a potential Section 4(f) property, 

results in a potential use to that Section 4(f) property.  This is a conservative 

assumption since during the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process, substantial efforts will be taken as Tier 2 processes 

proceed to avoid or minimize effects to the Section 4(f) properties. Section 
3.14.1, Constructive Use has been revised to explain that the buffer zone is 

included to account for constructive uses such as noise, access, and visual 

impacts, but this zone does not limit the evaluation of constructive uses 

during Tier 2 processes. 

Constructive use analysis will take place during Tier 2 processes, as the 

alternatives are refined, boundaries and eligibility of properties are 

confirmed, the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process is 

applied, and evaluations of noise, visual, and access impacts to the 

properties are understood in more detail. 
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Source: Letter Name: National Trust for Historic Preservation 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-20 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202

Response to ORG-20 (continued)

F. The lead agencies agree that the Programmatic Agreement provides a good 

framework for Section 106 compliance on future Tier 2 processes in the 

Corridor. By signing the I-70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Agreement, 

the lead agencies committed to following its stipulations.  Material developed 

to support identification and evaluation of historic properties in Tier 2 

processes, such as the historic contexts, will inform Section 106 compliance 

on Tier 2 processes. Specifically, stipulation IV.A of the Programmatic 

Agreement states that ―CDOT shall, in consultation with SHPO and other 

consulting parties, develop a historic context or contexts for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor‖ and that these contexts ―will be used to evaluate the 

National Register eligibility of historic properties…‖

G. Comment noted.
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Source: Letter Name: Eagle River Watershed Council
Document Number: ORG-21 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to ORG-21

A. Comment noted

B. The statement regarding importing of water was applied to the entire 

Corridor as a future possibility, without individual basins and sub-basins 

considered for potential changes in future water rights and/or usage. During 

Tier 2 processes, when appropriate and possible, impacts to individual 

basins and sub-basins will be identified.

In regards to wetland mitigation, the USACE/Environmental Protection 

Agency Final Mitigation Rule states a preference for applying a watershed 

approach to mitigation strategies, and permitting actions are usually 

approved with stipulations that mitigation be done within the watershed 

affected.

The 15.8 acres of impact is associated with the 55 mph Minimum Program 

of Improvements, which alone do not meet the 2050 purpose and need. 

Impacts that occur to waters of the U.S. for the Preferred Alternative 55 mph 

Maximum Program, which is needed to meet the 2050 purpose and need 

based on the information currently available today, are 30.7 acres.
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Source: Letter Name: Eagle River Watershed Council 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-21 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to ORG-21 (continued)

C. Section 6 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Water Resources Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) identifies a number of specific elements 

regarding water resources that will be investigated in Tier 2 processes.

D. The Black Gore Creek Steering and Technical Committees were included in 

the list of local interest groups on page 64 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Water Resources Technical Report (included electronically on CD-

ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) 

because both CDOT and the Eagle River Watershed Council work jointly on 

those committees. However, the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Water 

Resources Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

3 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) has been updated to 

directly include the Eagle River Watershed Council on the list of local 

interest groups. The Colorado Department of Transportation appreciates the 

support to address water quality in the Corridor.

E. Recent data show that water quality in Corridor streams has changed in 

response to changes in winter maintenance material use. Notable changes 

in mean stream concentration data show a decrease in suspended solids 

and phosphorus for Black Gore Creek and Straight Creek and an increase in 

chloride (sodium and magnesium) for Upper Clear Creek, Straight Creek, 

and Black Gore Creek. Table 3.19-1 of the PEIS outlines the mitigation 

commitments for water resources for the Preferred Alternative. These 

mitigation commitments include further studies in Tier 2 processes, 

continued cooperation with agencies and interest groups, and continued 

evaluation of winter maintenance methods and correlation to water quality 

monitoring. The Record of Decision for the PEIS will formalize the mitigation 

commitments.
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Response to ORG-22

NOTE: Responses to the comments provided reference several 
technical reports included electronically on CD-ROM attached to the 
PEIS and on the project website. Technical reports are included in 
six volumes.  Those referenced here include: I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report (Volume 6), I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (Volume 
1), I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Climate and Air Quality Resources 

Technical Report (Volume 3), and I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Energy Technical Report (Volume 5), I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Social and Economic Conditions Technical Report (Volume 4), and 
I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Transportation Analysis Technical 

Report (Volume 2).

A. This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) is a 

programmatic National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document, as 

described in the Introduction of the PEIS. It was prepared in accordance 

with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, which allow for a 

phased approach to NEPA decision making. The PEIS identifies a program 

of improvements at the first tier (Tier 1) and defers more specific decisions, 

including any construction projects, to a second tier (Tier 2) NEPA process. 

Tier 2 NEPA processes will be needed to carry out the improvements 

identified in the Tier 1 decision. Each of the Tier 2 processes will be 

developed with its own specific purpose and need, to solve specific 

transportation problems consistent with the Tier 1 decision.

Tiering was used for this environmental impact statement to focus on the 

issues ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already 

decided or not yet ripe (40 CFR 1502.20). The PEIS identifies the mode, 

capacity, and general location of alternatives for the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

and prepares the lead agencies to program and identify funding for specific 

improvements that fall under these parameters through Colorado’s 

established transportation planning processes. These comments focus 

primarily on mode and capacity issues.  The lead agencies’ approach to 

tiering is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations, 

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project
Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

which state that ―tiering is appropriate when the sequence of statements or 

analyses is from a program, plan, or policy environmental impact statement 

to a program, plan or policy statement or analysis of lesser scope or to a 

site-specific statement or analysis‖ (40 CFR 1508.28). It is also consistent 

with the FHWA NEPA regulations, which describe tiering for major 

transportation actions: ―The first tier EIS would focus on broad issues such 

as general location, mode choice, and areawide air quality and land use 

implications of the major alternatives. The second tier would address site-

specific details on project impacts, costs, and mitigation measures‖ (23 CFR 

771.111[g]). 

The statewide and regional planning laws referenced by the commenter (23 

U.S.C. §§ 134[i][2][B][i] and 135[f][4][A] and [B]) require long-range 

transportation plans to discuss ―the types of environmental mitigation 

activities and potential areas to carry out these activities.‖ The discussion in 

the plan may focus on policies, programs or strategies rather than project-

level activities.  Colorado’s current plan, the 2035 Statewide Transportation 

Plan - Moving Colorado: Vision for the Future, was approved by the 

Colorado Transportation Commission in March 2008 and incorporates 15 

Regional Transportation Plans, including the Denver Regional Council of 

Governments (DRCOG) plan, 2035 Metro Vision Regional Transportation 

Plan , which was updated in December 2007.  Environmental values are 

incorporated into the bodies of these plans as well as into specific Corridor 

visions. The 2035 Statewide Transportation Plan - Moving Colorado: Vision 

for the Future, Environmental Technical Report (March 2008) contains 

additional discussion of environmental initiatives and mitigation 

opportunities. 

The transportation planning process identifies and prioritizes improvement 

projects to be included in the short-range (six-year) Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program, which is updated every four years 

through the Project Priority Programming Process (4P) guidance adopted by

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

the Colorado Transportation Commission.  Implementation of projects within 

the short-range plan requires compliance with NEPA if there is a federal 

action. The CDOT Environmental Stewardship Guide explains how 

environmental considerations integrate into the planning process but does 

not contain new environmental requirements. The 4P guidance also applies 

to regional plans, such as DRCOG’s long-range plans and short-term 

transportation improvement program.

All NEPA decisions require alternatives and impacts to be disclosed and 

considered with enough detail to inform decision making appropriately. For 

this NEPA decision, the lead agencies analyzed alternatives and impacts 

appropriate for a broad Tier 1 level decision. More detailed analysis requires 

a project-specific purpose and need, alternatives, and design that will be 

developed in Tier 2 processes and documented through separate NEPA 

documents (categorical exclusion, environmental assessment, or 

environmental impact statement).  Throughout the PEIS, the level of 

environmental and social impact analysis is presented within the context of 

the limitations of a Tier 1 analysis, focusing on the types of relative impacts 

and benefits resulting from the Action Alternatives, while leaving the details 

of the specific improvements, including cost and funding scenarios, to Tier 2 

processes.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

B. The commenter identifies four areas described as flaws of the PEIS: (1) how 

the project will be funded, (2) the impacts of user fees (described in your 

comment as the only available funding source) on travel demand, (3) how 

travel demand influenced by user fees affect VMT, fuel use, and greenhouse 

gas emissions, and (4) analysis of the indirect effects of shifting travel 

demand from vehicles to transit on economic activity, development patterns, 

land uses, and total VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. Each of these 

issues is, however, addressed appropriately at the Tier 1 level, as 

summarized below. Responses to your specific comments, including the 

proposed framework for addressing issues raised follow. In responses to 

comments ORG-22-C through ORG-22-X. 

1. How the project will be funded. Project funding is discussed in 

Chapter 5 of the PEIS and detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS

Financial Considerations Technical Report. User fees are not the only 

funding source under consideration for implementing improvements in 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Options for innovative funding sources 

include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and corridor-

specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to limited 

geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional 

amendments, or both). See particularly Section 5.7 of the PEIS, "What 

are potential funding sources and their limitations?" Funding sources 

will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes.

2. Impact of user fees on travel demand. The PEIS recognizes user 

fees as a potential way to fund improvements identified in Tier 2 

processes, and user fees would be evaluated in more detail if included 

as a funding element for a Tier 2 process.  However, the cost variable 

of user fees is not included separately in the travel demand modeling 

process for the PEIS. The travel demand model accounts for inherent 

costs of transit and auto travel and the effects of those costs on VMT 

and mode share. A higher user fee would likely result in decreased 

travel demand, which would in turn suppress economic activity, fuel 

usage, and greenhouse gas emissions. However, traffic counts from

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

the past decade suggest that trips in the Corridor are not very sensitive to  

travel costs, and that costs would have to be extremely high to change 

travel demand.  Traffic count data shows that congestion is a more 

important factor to suppressing trips in the Corridor.  

3. Effects of travel demand on VMT, fuel use, and greenhouse gas 
emissions. The travel demand model was developed through a four-step 

process described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand

Technical Report. The process is consistent with standard approaches to 

travel demand modeling. Analysis was conducted in a manner 

appropriate for a Tier 1 level and allows a reasonable comparison of 

alternatives, including how major types of improvements –Minimal Action, 

Highway, Transit, and Combination alternatives – compare and contrast 

with respect to VMT and greenhouse gas emissions.  Results of these 

analyses are presented in Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 of the PEIS and 

three specific technical reports: I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Climate and Air 

Quality Resources Technical Report, and I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Energy Technical Report.

4. How shifting travel demand to transit affects economic activity, 
development patterns, land use, VMT, and emissions. Discussions of 

economic activity and patterns in the Corridor are included in Section 
3.7, Land Use and Right of Way, Section 3.8 Social and Economic 
Values, and Section 3.9, Environmental Justice of the PEIS.  These 

discussions are informed by an economic model (the REMI model) 

developed for the PEIS and include an analysis of the types of land use, 

population, employment, value-of-time, recreation spending, and travel 

pattern changes expected under each Action Alternative, including 

differences among Highway, Transit, and Combination alternatives. The I-

70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Conditions Technical 

Report provides additional information about the REMI model and the 

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

effects of alternatives on economic activity in the Corridor. Greenhouse 

gas emissions are discussed in Section 3.1, Climate and Air Quality 
Resources, in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts of the PEIS, and in the 

respective technical reports.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

C. It is true that transportation needs exceed available funding statewide.  The 

funding outlook and projected funding gap are discussed in CDOT’s long-

range plan, 2035 Statewide Transportation Plan - Moving Colorado: Vision 

for the Future, and detailed in the 2035 Statewide Transportation Plan -

Moving Colorado: Vision for the Future, Financial Assumptions, Revenue 

Needs, and Shortfalls Technical Report (CDOT, March 2008). The national 

and statewide economic outlooks present challenges to fund specific 

transportation improvements and to maintain transportation infrastructure 

statewide.  

It is also true that for the I-70 Mountain Corridor, the estimated cost of any of 

the Action Alternatives exceeds the projected revenues available for the 

Corridor. As stated in Chapter 5 of the PEIS and detailed in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report, 

approximately $1.2 billion is projected to be available for the Corridor over 

the next 25 years through traditional funding sources, and additional 

revenues will be needed.  Full implementation of the Preferred Alternative is 

projected to cost between $16 billion and $20 billion in the year of 

expenditure, which in this case is considered to be the mid-year of 

construction, or 2025. (The Minimal Action Alternative uses a 2020 mid-year 

of construction.) The lead agencies are committed to work with stakeholders 

to identify funding and implement elements of the Preferred Alternative as 

funding becomes available. 

It is important to distinguish that  the type of analyses and decision to be 

made in this PEIS is different from the other projects referenced, which are 

traditional EISs and will result in decisions that require a funding plan. The 

focus of this PEIS is to identify a broad program of improvements for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor, not to identify specific construction projects or to 

integrate such projects into the long-range plan.  The program-level 

improvements recommended in the PEIS provide a framework for future, 

project-specific improvements to be developed, planned, prioritized, and 

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

C. (continued from previous page)

funded through the transportation planning process. The Introduction of the 

PEIS describes the implementation process for the Preferred Alternative in 

Question 6: What happens after the Tier 1 Record of Decision 
(Implementation Plan)?  

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

D. User fees are one tool (but not the ―only authority‖) available that could be 

considered to fund I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements as described in 

Chapter 5 of the PEIS and detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Financial Considerations Technical Report.  Options for innovative funding 

sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and 

corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to limited 

geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional amendments, or 

both). The PEIS discusses these funding sources in Section 5.7, "What are 
potential funding sources and their limitations?" Funding sources will be 

further evaluated in Tier 2 processes. (As noted in response to ORG-22-V, 

user fees do not require reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.)

Senate Bill 09-108 (the FASTER legislation) authorizes imposition of user 

fees under certain conditions.  User fees are defined as ―compensation to be 

paid to the transportation enterprise or partner of the transportation 

enterprise for the privilege of using surface transportation.‖ The legislation 

provides conditions and limitations for when user fees may be imposed.  A 

surface transportation project considering user fees cannot proceed past the 

planning stages ―until all metropolitan planning organizations entitled to 

participate in the planning, development, and approval process…have 

approved the project.‖  In the case of the DRCOG region, where most of the 

fees would be imposed under the commenter’s proposal, each affected 

municipality participates in the transportation improvement plan process and 

would have input into the user fees. Some of the affected municipalities 

would receive no transportation benefit from the proposal (that is, those 

between the I-70 East and I-70 Mountain Corridors, and the I-70 East 

Corridor users would pay a substantially greater share of fees in relation to 

benefits received. In addition to the requirements of the FASTER legislation, 

user fees or tolls placed on the interstate system require additional federal 

review and approval in accordance with the process and requirements 

established by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) legislation.

(continued on next page)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

D. (continued from previous page)

Currently, under SAFETEA-LU, there are opportunities that allow the state to 

apply tolls to the interstate under specific programs.  The project would have 

to meet the specific criteria of that program.  More info on the federal 

programs can be found at: 

http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/tolling_pricing/announcement/tolling_announcement.

htm

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

E. It is true that for specific projects in the I-70 Mountain Corridor to be added 

to the statewide or Denver regional transportation improvement program, 

funding needs to be identified.  As noted previously, this PEIS identifies a 

broad program of improvements for the I-70 Mountain Corridor but does not 

identify specific construction projects or how those projects will be paid for to 

be included in the Denver regional transportation plan or Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program.  The program-level improvements 

recommended in the PEIS provide a framework for future, project-specific 

improvements to be developed, planned, prioritized, and funded through the 

transportation planning process, as described in the Introduction of the 

PEIS (Question 6: What happens after the Tier 1 Record of Decision 
(Implementation Plan)?) . The transportation planning process includes 

consideration of greenhouse gas emissions as you note, but does not 

quantify reductions or specify methods to reduce emissions, nor does it 

correlate the consideration of greenhouse gas emissions to funding 

decisions. 

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

F. The lead agencies agree that travel costs affect travel demand and behavior, 

and trip purposes influence heavily how behaviors change in response to 

increasing or decreasing costs and other factors. For the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor, travel demand projections model the travel characteristics and trip 

purposes of the Corridor. The I-70 travel demand model considers 21 types 

of trip purposes. General categories include commuter or work trips, 

recreation trips, and local non-work trips. Complex travel patterns in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor result from the collective decisions of travelers living in 

the Corridor, in the Front Range area, and beyond. Travel decisions include 

whether to travel, why, where and when to travel, who to travel with, and 

what mode and route to use. The four-step model used for the I-70 travel 

demand forecasts (described in response to your comment ORG-22-E) 

reflects these decisions.  Socioeconomic factors include the total number of 

trips, average vehicle occupancies, and transit shares. The travel demand 

modeling process and variables for the Corridor travel demand projections 

for 2035 and 2050 are described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report, including key components on how the model is 

structured, the socioeconomic data from which forecasts are made, trip 

generation and Corridor attractions, and how choices between the highway 

and transit modes are determined. Because tourism drives the Corridor-area 

economy and is directly tied to Corridor travel demand and traffic patterns, 

visitor use projections (in addition to the population and employment 

patterns and projections) for the Corridor and Denver metropolitan area are 

central to the modeling process. 

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

G. Trip costs related to fuel costs were evaluated and found to have little 

influence on Corridor miles traveled.  This pattern differs from the typical 

metropolitan travel patterns and factors that are well understood in typical 

urban travel demand models because many of the trips are discretionary. 

Travel actually increased for most locations in the Corridor when fuel prices 

peaked in 2008, suggesting that travel in the Corridor is not very sensitive to 

price.  Explanations for this counterintuitive trend may include the lack of 

alternate routes and public transportation options, the shift to stay-at-home 

travel that increased the number of Coloradans vacationing closer to home, 

and growth in population and employment in the Corridor that increased 

traffic volumes even with some suppressed trips. The model did find that 

substantial trip suppression results from congested conditions, suggesting 

that in this Corridor, travelers are more sensitive to trip flexibility and 

convenience than to price.

Suppressed trips do have measurable economic effects as described in 

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Conditions, of the PEIS.  The travel 

demand modeling did find that a transit alternative that is comparable in 

travel time and convenience to automobile travel serves unmet demand, 

provides additional travel mode choices, and is important to meeting the 

2050 purpose and need. The Preferred Alternative includes the Advanced 

Guideway System to meet those needs.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
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Response to ORG-22 (continued)

H. All four of the questions raised by the commenter have been addressed in 

the PEIS to compare alternatives at an appropriate level of detail for this 

programmatic decision.  The remainder of this response explains how 

comparative traveler costs were addressed in the PEIS.  Each of the 

questions has been addressed as a separate comment, ORG-22-H through 

ORG-22-L.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
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I. The travel demand model is sensitive to inherent costs of transit and auto 

travel, primarily through consideration of automobile operating expenses and 

transit fares, as discussed in response to your comment ORG-22-E and 

described in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report. The effect of fuel costs on travel is documented in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Conditions Technical Report. 

Automobile operating expenses of $0.365 per mile and transit fares of $0.10 

per mile are assumed in the travel demand model to account for cost 

variations. User fees and fuel price levels could be incorporated into the trip 

generation step but were not because including these factors would have 

created unnecessary additional complexity to the model process, especially 

because empirical data suggest that cost factors are not important variables 

influencing Corridor travel. (However, costs were incorporated in subsequent 

steps in the model.)
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J. The effects of travel demand on VMT are related to the percent of transit 

trips, or mode share, which was determined through the I-70 Ridership 

Survey presented in Appendix B of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report. Comparing travel demand for the Advanced 

Guideway System Alternative and the full implementation of the Preferred 

Alternative (with the six-lane highway capacity and Advanced Guideway 

System), total vehicle miles traveled under the Advanced Guideway System 

Alternative alone would be reduced by approximately 7 percent and by about 

15 percent compared to the Six-Lane Highway alone. The effect of 

suppressed trips on Corridor economic conditions is presented in Section 
3.8, Social and Economic Conditions, of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Technical Report. The economic 

analysis shows that the No Action Alternative – that is, doing nothing in the 

Corridor except those projects that are already programmed in the Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program – likely suppresses economic 

conditions in the nine-county Corridor region when compared to the 

Preferred Alternative. In the long term, the Preferred Alternative surpasses 

the Gross Regional Product of the No Action Alternative by at least $10 

billion per year in 2035. A comparison of each Action Alternative’s projected 

VMT and associated fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions are presented 

in Section 3.1, Climate and Air Quality Resources, and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Climate and Air Quality Technical Report, and Section 3.16, 
Energy, and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Energy Technical Report. Fuel 

use would be less under alternatives with less vehicle miles traveled; 

differences range from no difference to 17 percent greater. Differences in 

greenhouse gas emissions would be similar. Because the costs of transit 

and auto travel are included in the travel demand model, they are therefore 

taken into account in the analysis of VMT, fuel use, and greenhouse gas 

emissions. A comparison of the effects of user fees for the 22 alternatives 

studied in the PEIS is a complex modeling task and is not necessary to 

understand how the alternatives compare in meeting travel demand or the 

differences in environmental effects associated with induced or suppressed 

travel. That is, we do not need to apply user fees to the travel demand model 

to understand the effects of the action.
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K. Detailed information on travel time, costs and percent transit share is 

reported in Chapter 2 of the PEIS, the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Transportation Analysis Technical Report, and the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report. The mode choice component of the 

travel demand model estimates which percentage of travelers use which 

mode, based on the relative travel times and costs.  The model calculates 

the propensity for taking either a transit trip or an automobile trip. The PEIS 

Mode Choice Model is based on the I-70 Ridership Survey (Appendix B of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report), which 

asked respondents questions regarding their anticipated mode choice for a 

particular trip in the Corridor.  The Mode Choice Model includes 

consideration of trip attributes such as in-vehicle times, service frequencies, 

fares, transfers (connectivity), and amenities (baggage handling and food 

service). The Mode Choice Model also reflects travelers’ inherent 

preferences for certain modes, such as rail. The model shows that transit is 

able to attract a substantial portion of Corridor travel, in part because it can 

accommodate demand that is currently going unmet because of the 

congestion on the I-70 highway.

The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Transportation Analysis Technical Report

includes the comparisons of the percent of trips in vehicles and on transit for 

each alternative. The result of the travel demand modeling process 

demonstrates the potential for a relatively high transit use.  For example, the 

percent of transit person trips in 2035 on a winter Saturday at the Twin 

Tunnels for the Preferred Alternative Minimum Program is projected to be 27 

percent. Ridership and travel demand projections account for travel time, 

access, connectivity, and other ridership factors, such as the attributes 

described above.
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L. Overall, although transit components do reduce vehicle miles traveled 

slightly when compared with either Highway or Combination alternatives due 

to mode shift, the primary effect of transit alternatives is to serve unmet 

demand, meaning that total travel in the Corridor actually increases.  As 

modes shift from vehicles to transit, additional vehicles tend to be replaced 

by other trips that were either suppressed because of congestion or induced 

because there are less detrimental factors inhibiting the trip.  For single 

mode alternatives the growth in travel demand is less than Combination 

alternatives. Transit does serve unmet demand if competitive with highway 

travel times and convenience, as is the case with the Advanced Guideway 

System component of the Preferred Alternative. The transit mode share is 

generous, with fares that create a mode shift.  The Advanced Guideway 

System is assumed to meet travel times equivalent to or better than 

automobile travel and has adequate capacity to relieve highway congestion 

in combination with highway safety and capacity improvements. The cost of 

transit travel was assumed to be less than automobile travel. It is recognized 

that additional study of the Advanced Guideway System is required, and the 

lead agencies are committed to developing and evaluating more detailed 

performance measures as part of those studies.

By providing the Advanced Guideway System, economic activity associated 

with discretionary travel to corridor destinations would increase (relative to 

the Highway alternatives) as indicated in Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values, of the PEIS.  

Although the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor project is not 

to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Climate and Air Quality Technical Report includes a comparison of 

greenhouse gas emissions (related to VMT) by alternative. The results show 

a positive reduction in CO2 produced by the Preferred Alternative compared 

to the Six-Lane Highway Alternative. This reduction in emissions occurs 

even with projected induced travel demand on I-70 due to the Preferred 

Alternative. The increase in available highway capacity that is projected to 

(continued on next page)
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L. (Continued from previous page)

occur due to the shift to transit attracts additional highway trips. Even with 

the induced highway travel demand, the Preferred Alternative reduces 

greenhouse gas emissions compared to single-mode Highway alternatives 

as travelers shift to transit. Tier 2 processes will evaluate greenhouse gas 

emissions in more detail in accordance with current guidance.
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M. This comment requests that CDOT decide on a price elasticity factor to 

explain the relationship between the cost and demand for travel in the 

corridor. The comment goes on to suggest a factor that might be appropriate 

given the commenter’s understanding of the corridor’s characteristics. The 

following response provides information about elasticity factors and explains 

the modeling process used for the I-70 Mountain Corridor along with the 

specific Corridor travel characteristics and cost variables (by mode) used in 

the model to determine and project travel demand in the corridor. 

An elasticity is simply the percentage change in one variable (say VMT) 

when another variable (say the cost of driving) is changed by one percent. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS travel demand is highly complex and 

sophisticated and does not lend itself to a single numerical value of a cost 

elasticity as requested by the commenter. Although elasticities are often 

reported as single, point estimates, many factors affect the price sensitivity 

of a particular good. Elasticities are actually functions with several possible 

variables, including the type of market, type of consumer, and time 

period. Accumulated VMT estimates in the I-70 Mountain Corridor are a 

function of factors such as trip rates, trip distances, and mode 

utilization. Unlike more traditional travel markets, less 'substitutability' is 

likely among corridor destinations than observed for more conventional work 

and non-work trip purposes, contributing to lower elasticity values than those 

reported from aggregate estimates. Higher point elasticity values at Vail 

suggests that users in that portion of the Corridor may have more viable 

nearby options to change travel decisions than those beginning their trip in 

Genesee, and subsequently greater sensitivity to travel costs (-0.3) as 

compared to a traveler beginning his or her trip in Denver where the 

incremental difference in travel cost will be a smaller share of total 

travel. With respect to auto and transit model competitiveness, the 

behavioral parameters that represent transit times, costs, and implied "value 

of time" are consistent with national experience.

(continued on next page)
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M. (Continued from previous page)

According to one peer-reviewed study (Johansson & Schipper, 1997), the 

estimated long run transport elasticity of fuel price with respect to trip 

distance is -0.2, and 0.06 for other forms of taxation, including tolls. Most 

price components of driving (fuel, parking, tolls) are considered inelastic 

because they each represent a small portion of total user costs 

(approximately 15 percent of total vehicle costs), with additive elasticities of -

1.3 with respect to total financial cost. In a major review, Goodwin, Dargay, 

and Hanly (2003) conclude that a durable, 10 percent real (inflation 

adjusted) fuel price increase causes the following adjustment process:

• Vehicle travel declines by approximately 1 percent within about a year 
and about 3 percent in the longer run (about five years).

• Fuel consumption declines approximately 2.5 percent within a year and 
6 percent in the longer run. Fuel consumed declines more than vehicle 
travel because motorists purchase more fuel-efficient vehicles and 
drive more carefully. 

• As a result, price increase cause:

– Vehicle fuel efficiency increases approximately 1.5 percent within 
a year and approximately 4 percent over the longer run.

– Total vehicle ownership declines less than 1 percent in the short 
run and 2.5 percent in the longer run.

The standard four-step travel demand process, followed for the PEIS, does 
not start by deciding on a price elasticity factor in order to explain the 
relationships between the cost of travel. Rather, the process, is centered 
around the following four basic components:

• Number of trips

• Where trips begin and end

• Mode of travel

• Road or transit route use for trips

(continued on next page)
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M. (Continued from previous page)

The model considers the unique travel characteristics of the Corridor 

including the mountainous driving challenges resulting from the grades and 

curves along the I-70 highway alignment; the diversity of weekday work trips 

and weekend recreation trips; trips combined for different purposes; the 

complex and growing travel demand and increasing hours of congestion; 

and broad range of seasonal influences of summer and winter attractions.

Determining the number of trips that begin or end in a particular area 

includes socioeconomic considerations such as population, income, and 

household size. Trip origins and destinations are influenced by the reasons 

for making a trip, or trip purposes (e.g. work trips, recreation trips, or other 

reasons for traveling in the Corridor). Recreation trips are estimated based 

on variables including locations of forest recreation uses, hotels, resorts, and 

second homes.  Congestion levels in the Corridor may lead to suppressed or 

induced travel - people may make more trips or take the same trips more 

frequently if congestion reduces markedly from their expectations and 

experience. User fees and fuel price levels could be incorporated into the trip 

generation step but were not because including these factors would have 

created unnecessary additional complexity to the model process, especially 

because empirical data suggest that cost factors are not important variables 

influencing Corridor travel. (However, costs were incorporated in subsequent 

steps in the model.) Further, as described previously, this Corridor does not 

lend itself to trip substitution as is seen in other markets because of the 

unique destinations it serves and the limited routes available to access 

them. Therefore, the extent to which recreational (and other) travelers would 

change destinations based on price or other factors is not clear.

Determining the mode of travel (car, train, or bus) in the model process 
includes consideration of the times and costs for each mode. 

(continued on next page)

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304

                                         Page 170 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to ORG-22 (continued)

M. (Continued from previous page)

In the last step, the model figures out how many cars will use a certain 

segment of road from each origin and each destination on the fastest path. 

Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report describes how the model considers the combination of times and 

costs when determining which transit path to use. 

The lead agencies did evaluate cost elasticity and the impact of high 

gasoline prices experienced during 2008 on travel within the Corridor 

relative to changes in gasoline prices. Plotting annual traffic volumes at six 

of CDOT’s automated traffic recorders (ATRs) in the Corridor against the 

real (inflation-adjusted) gasoline price showed that the travel response to 

increased fuel costs was relatively flat, even after adjusting for population 

growth in the Corridor. Elasticities estimated assuming a constant-elasticity 

demand curve—which would be proportional to the VMT elasticity since 

VMT is the product of traffic volume and average trip distance—showed a 

range from –0.04 (East of Genesee) to –0.3 (at Vail Pass). While the pattern 

is not completely consistent, locations with a greater percentage of non-

discretionary work travel (East of Genesee and locations in Eagle County) 

generally had elasticities with a smaller magnitude. The entire range has a 

lower magnitude than the nationally derived VMT elasticity of –0.45, which is 

consistent with having few convenient alternate routes in the Corridor. 

Because of the limited responsiveness to fuel prices, the lead agencies 

chose not to examine the impact of scenarios with greater gasoline prices in 

the future, since the resulting change in demand (compared to that under 

historic fuel prices) would be small relative to other sources of uncertainty in 

the travel demand model.

Although cost was not a substantial factor for travel, cost assumptions for 

transit were generous in the model so that transit could achieve a 

competitive cost and flexibility compared to the cost of automobile travel. 

Travel time analysis estimates show that while travel times vary by 

individual sections, Corridorwide peak-period travel times on selected model

(continued on next page)
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M. (Continued from previous page)

days with the Preferred Alternative are generally comparable to or improved 

when compared to the Six-lane Highway Alternative. In addition, transit 

travel was modeled to be less expensive than driving alone, and the travel 

demand model has a high mode shift based on these factors. The cost of 

transit is priced at a rate lower than automobile travel. The model assumes 

an operating cost of $0.365 per mile for cars, and transit fare cost of $0.10 

per mile (2010 costs). (Note that fare costs are not equivalent to the cost of 

funding the Advanced Guideway System or any other transit alternative; this 

fare level was set to attract riders but the actual cost of constructing and 

operating a transit system would be far greater than $0.10 per mile.) 

However, for strict comparability across modes, the auto operating cost rate 

must be divided by the vehicle occupancy to get a cost per person-mile. 

Detailed information on travel time, costs and percent transit share are 

reported in Chapter 2 of the PEIS, the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Transportation Analysis Technical Report, and the-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report contained in Appendix A. 
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N. It is not true that the goal of the Preferred Alternative is to provide transit 

across the entire Corridor, including east of C-470. As stated in Chapter 1, 

the purpose and need for the PEIS is to increase capacity, improve mobility 

and accessibility, and decrease congestion in a manner that provides for 

and accommodates environmental sensitivity, community values, safety and 

the ability to implement.  To meet projected travel demand and 

transportation needs, transit is included between the Eagle County Regional 

Airport Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. While the 

system could be expanded beyond these boundaries under future NEPA 

studies, expansion beyond the PEIS termini is not necessary to meet the 

purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Please refer to response 

to comment IND-202-B for an expanded discussion of the project termini.
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O. As stated previously, the lead agencies did not test the influence of 

increased user fees on VMT because cost is not as important a variable as 

other factors, the model is already complex, and including user fees in travel 

demand modeling is not a standard practice. This type of analysis could be 

conducted during  Tier 2 processes and could be tested more robustly with a 

more targeted project area.
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P. This comment presents an approach to determining user fees for the 

corridor. As described previously, the discussion of user fees is premature, 

as the PEIS recommends a broad program of improvements, not specific 

construction projects. It is not necessary or appropriate to calculate a per-

mile user fee at the Tier 1 level of analysis. Cost estimates and funding 

sources evaluated at the Tier 1 level provide a relative comparison of 

alternatives and travel modes. Also, as noted in response to your comment 

ORG-22-C, User fees are not the only option for funding improvements in 

the Corridor; other funding sources exist and will be considered during Tier 2 

processes. While the intent of the PEIS was not to determine an average 

per-mile charge needed to fund components of any of the Action 

Alternatives, this response provides answers to the questions and 

hypothetical scenarios raised if user fees were recommended or 

implemented. 

The lead agencies agree that if a user fee was assessed, the per-mile 

charge needed to fund the Preferred Alternative would decrease 

substantially if Denver metropolitan area travelers were assessed fees to 

pay for Mountain Corridor improvements. However, based on the small 

proportion of travel that occurs in the Denver area destined for the Mountain 

Corridor, spreading costs of Mountain Corridor improvements across the 

Denver metro area may not be viewed as fair or appropriate. The I-70 

Mountain Corridor and the I-70 East Corridor have very different travel and 

traffic characteristics, VMT, demographics, and transportation needs. Even 

assuming the costs of the Mountain Corridor were offset at least somewhat 

by improvements that would be implemented in the East Corridor, drivers 

traveling on the unimproved section of I-70 between C-470 and I-25 would 

receive no benefits. Because of the many criteria of state and federal rules 

for tolling, this scenario is not reasonable and may not fit requirements of 

federal programs. in any As discussed in response to ORG-22-C, the 

FASTER legislation requires affected communities to approve the imposition 

of user fees.

(continued on next page)
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P. (Continued from previous page)

Further, this procedure would underestimate the required user fee because it 
does not reflect the VMT elasticity described earlier in comment ORG-22-E. 
The 2035 average daily VMT levels cited—8,007,130 in the Mountain 
Corridor, 11,517,000 in the I-170 East Corridor, and 2,721,000 in between—
were all projected assuming no user fee. If a user fee is charged, Corridor 
VMT would be expected to decrease, especially in the metro area where trip 
substitution is more likely and available, meaning construction and 
operations costs will need to be spread among fewer miles of travel. 
Because of the different sensitivities of the Corridors to cost and the 
availability of alternate routes in the Denver metropolitan area, it is likely that 
the East Corridor travel would be more suppressed (or diverted) by user 
fees.

The correct procedure is as follows:

1. Consider different levels of user fees

2. For each level of user fee, calculate what percentage increase from the 
base auto operating cost of $0.365 per mile it represents

3. Multiply the percent increase in auto cost per mile from Step 2 by the 
national VMT elasticity of –0.45 or a locally-derived value to get the 
percentage change in VMT

4. Calculate the VMT under that user fee by multiplying the VMT with no 
user fee (based on the average daily VMT during the assumed 30-year 
financing period from 2010 to 2040) with the percentage change from 
Step 3

5. Calculate the total user fee receipts by multiplying the VMT from Step 4 
by the user fee

6. Examine the user fee receipts from each fee level to find the user fee 
that returns enough funds to pay for construction and operation costs, 
or to find the revenue-maximizing user fee

(continued on next page)
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P. (Continued from previous page)

Using the approach proposed by the comment with the national VMT 

elasticity of –0.45, we calculate that a user fee of 15 cents per mile would be 

required if the costs of these two corridors are spread among all travelers on 

I-70 between Glenwood Springs and Tower Road. This level is roughly five 

times greater than the $0.028 to $0.033 per mile as calculated by SWEEP.

Using the same approach under a funding concept that assesses a user fee 

only to Mountain Corridor highway travelers for improvements in that 

corridor, again based on the high elasticity factor suggested by the 

commenter, (–0.45) user fee collections for the I-70 Mountain Corridor would 

be maximized at about $480 million per year with a user fee of 40 cents per 

mile. The user fees collected are about $150 million per year short of the 

$630 million per year needed to finance the Minimum Program of the 

Preferred Alternative, after including operating costs and Advanced 

Guideway System fare receipts, and falls well short of the funding needed to 

fully implement the Preferred Alternative (which is required to meet the 50-

year purpose and need for the Corridor). The 40-cent-per-mile user fee is 

five times the 8-cent-per-mile user fee as calculated by SWEEP. Also note 

that a resulting 40-cent-per-mile concept would be on top of the 36.5 cents 

per mile for auto operating costs assumed by the travel demand model. 
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Q. As noted in response to your comment ORG-22-E, CDOT did consider the 

potential for rising gas prices to suppress travel demand, and these results 

are presented in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic 

Conditions Technical Report. That analysis included the peak year of 2008 

(and used EIA estimates) described as the reference year in the comment. 

The analysis included comparison of all alternatives; presumably Alternative 

7 referenced is the Six-Lane Highway Alternative. While the experience of 

2008 showed that Corridor travelers are less elastic, it is recognized that 

elasticity is likely to change once the Advanced Guideway System is 

operational and provides an attractive alternative to driving.

In Table 2, the commenter presents two scenarios for future fuel costs, a 

Reference case and a High Oil Cost case. The price of gasoline per gallon is 

converted to a per-mile cost assuming the same fuel economy—29.5 miles 

per gallon—in each case. This is not a reasonable assumption. When 

gasoline prices rose during 2008, market and anecdotal evidence suggested 

that people traded in larger vehicles for more fuel-efficient models in an 

effort to reduce overall gasoline expenditures. This pattern is supported by 

research also (as discussed in response to comment ORG-22-E). Assuming 

a greater fuel economy for the High Oil Cost scenario would give a per-mile 

cost closer to that assumed for the Reference case. This change would 

affect other later computations shown in Tables 3 through 7 (in comments 

ORG-22-R, ORG-22-S, ORG-22-T, and ORG-22-V, respectively).
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R. As noted in response to comment ORG-22-Q, the future high oil cost is not a 

reasonable assumption. However, regardless of the costs of fuel, we were 

not able to replicate the calculation presented for the user fee level required 

to finance the Preferred Alternatives from the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

and the I-70 East EIS, as described in the response to comment ORG-22-E. 

Taken together, we cannot confirm the numeric results presented in the 

commenter’s Table 3 and following Tables. 

Further, the assumptions about the cost of transit are unreasonably low. 

The cost of transit used for fair purposes in the PEIS of $0.10/mile does not 

account for the cost of capital improvements or to cover operations and 

maintenance costs of the Advanced Guideway System. Instead, the price 

was set to maximize a mode shift to transit and give transit alternatives the 

best opportunity to succeed and be cost competitive when compared to 

highway alternatives. For the purpose of Tier 1 this is valid as it was done 

equally for all the transit alternatives to give them the best opportunity to 

meet the purpose and need to be able to make a reasonable modal decision 

and balance the transit with highway alternatives. This cost and ridership will 

be evaluated to a much higher level of detail during Tier 2 processes. 
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S. This comment summarizes data presented in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report.  Note that the 2035 Daily Auto VMT 

reported in Table 5 of the comment is for the full implementation of the 

Preferred Alternative and that the Alternative 7 is the Six-Lane Highway 

Alternative (single mode). The VMT for the Minimum Program of 

Improvements is 8,077,130. The transit share for the Preferred Alternative 

on a winter Saturday in 2035 at the Twin Tunnels, for instance, would range 

from an estimated 24 to 27 percent, based on the Ridership Survey. It 

should be noted, however, that introducing transit into the Corridor with the 

Preferred Alternative (Minimum through Maximum Program ranges) will 

have the effect of accommodating demand unmet by other alternatives—

including No Action—and of inducing additional travel demand.

It is true that introducing transit into the Corridor has the potential to reduce 

highway vehicle trips (VT) and VMT, which is the primary reason that the 

Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution. For example, highway VT 

estimated for 2035 on a winter Saturday at the Twin Tunnels for the 

Preferred Alternative range from approximately 82,000 to 98,000; while 

highway VT for the Six-Lane Highway Alternative are approximately 101,000 

for the same model day and location.

It should be noted, however, that introducing transit into the Corridor with the 

Preferred Alternative will have the effect of inducing additional travel 

demand.  Even with a very high transit mode share, some of the trips on the 

highway represent induced travel, as do some of the Advanced Guideway 

System trips. For example, the Preferred Alternative has the potential to 

induce 24 percent more person trips on a winter Saturday at  the Twin 

Tunnels.  This has the effect of adding cars to the highway over the No 

Action Alternative, even with the mode shift to transit.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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T. Please refer to the responses above regarding the problems with user fee 

calculations that carry forward to these calculations, which also could not be 

replicated.  Note that we are assuming that the Alternative 7 referenced is 

the Six-Lane Highway Alternative. Generally, the reductions in VMT 

projected by these comments are not supported by the travel demand 

modeling conducted for the PEIS. 

The $0.365 per mile operating costs for vehicles is for both current and 

forecasted travel demand modeling for two reasons:

• When gasoline prices rose during 2008, market and anecdotal 

evidence suggested that people traded in larger vehicles for more fuel-

efficient models in an effort to reduce overall gasoline expenditures. 

Assuming a greater fuel economy for a High Oil Cost scenario would 

give a per-mile cost closer to that of historic price levels. This change 

would affect other later computations shown in Table 6. 

• As discussed in the response to ORG-22-E, because of the limited 

responsiveness to fuel prices, CDOT chose not to examine the impact 

of scenarios with greater gasoline prices in the future, since the 

resulting change in demand (compared to that under historic fuel 

prices) would be small relative to other sources of uncertainty in the 

travel demand model.

As stated previously, the PEIS did not calculate the effect of user fees on VMT.  

It is true that user fees combined with provision of transit is likely to reduce 

VMT more than transit alone.  However, the travel demand model already 

assumes a very aggressive mode shift to transit without user fees. The travel 

demand model also indicates, however, that transit primarily serves unmet 

demand and provides additional capacity to serve desired trips in the Corridor 

but that the correlation of transit trips to reduced vehicle trips is not direct. 

Highway capacity continues to fill up with new trips as trips are diverted to 

transit – meaning more people can travel the Corridor with better travel 

conditions (i.e., less congestion) but that VMT reductions will be minimal.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304

(continued on next page)
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U. The travel demand model projects both highway and transit trips based on 

trips, not the person taking the trip.  A person-trip is a boarding and does 

account for multiple trips that could occur by the same person. Vehicle trips 

are modeled similarly to provide consistency among comparisons, as 

described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report. 

As identified earlier, each of the three different pricing scenarios (transit 

users pay all costs, costs are shared equally among modes, and highway 

users pay all costs) neglect the VMT elasticity and therefore underestimate 

the true user fee required. Further, the user price for option 2 (highway and 

transit users pay) should be lower than the user price under option 3 (only 

highway users pay) because the costs are spread over a larger base for 

option 2. In addition, the PEIS assumed a transit fee of $0.10 per mile in 

2010 dollars, not  $0.38 per mile.  Note also that the transit fare fee is not 

equivalent to the cost of constructing and operating the transit system; the 

fare level was set to attract riders but is well short of what is required to fund 

improvements and operate the system.

Because the Tier 1 decision is focused on general location, mode and 

capacity for meeting the 2050 purpose and need, the level of detail for the 

evaluation of the 22 alternatives and their impacts was adequate to make 

the Tier 1 decision.  This higher level of financial revenue analysis will be 

much more reasonable to complete for a Tier 2 NEPA process when the 

modal decision is complete.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304

(continued on next page)
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V. The FASTER legislation amends Colorado’s transportation planning 

requirements to ―address‖ seven additional factors, one of which is 

greenhouse gas emissions.  The legislation does not prescribe how 

greenhouse gas emissions will be addressed or require a reduction in GHG 

emissions. User fees are authorized (if necessary approvals are obtained) 

for multimodal projects that promote mobility, reduce emissions of 

greenhouse gases, and promote energy efficiency.  However, this 

authorization is not a mandate to achieve reductions. As a multimodal 

proposal, the Preferred Alternative could consider user fees in Tier 2 

processes (although this is not a requirement).  

The reference to SOV (single occupancy vehicles) is not relevant to this 

Corridor because average vehicle occupancy is 2.8, not 1. Congestion in the 

Corridor results from higher travel demand than available capacity and not 

from low vehicle occupancy.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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W. In Tier 2 processes, the lead agencies will evaluate funding options, 

including user fees, in more detail as a potential funding source for 

improvements.  This additional analysis will require a new model calibration 

effort based on a specific Tier 2 improvement proposal.  For the Tier 1 

analysis, the four-step modeling process followed by the PEIS is appropriate 

and provides adequate information to compare alternatives and inform the 

Tier 1 decision.  

The lead agencies agree that user fees are unlikely to result in dramatic 

decreases in VMT based on Corridor travel characteristics, and that 

additional efforts will be required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at the 

state, national, and international levels. As stated earlier, reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions is not part of the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS, although the Preferred Alternative does result in a 

positive reduction in CO2 compared to the Six-Lane Highway Alternative. 

Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Climate and Air Quality 

Resources Technical Report for an expanded discussion of greenhouse gas 

emissions by alternative, including considerations for highway VMT, transit 

vehicle revenue miles, vehicle mix, and travel speed.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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X. Please refer to response ORG-22-P regarding the methodology proposed by 

the commenter.

Source: Letter Name: Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 
(continued)

Document Number: ORG-22 City, Zip Code: 80304
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Source: Website Comment Name: East Mount Evans Resource, Growth and 
Environment (EMERGE)

Document Number: ORG-23 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80437

Response to ORG-23

A. As you are aware, the Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that 

includes an Advanced Guideway System component between the Eagle 

County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

in Golden. The multimodal solution provides the best opportunity to meet the 

project’s purpose and need while minimizing environmental impacts. The 

Advanced Guideway System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The 

Preferred Alternative also includes highway improvements that are needed 

to reduce congestion and improve safety and non-infrastructure components 

such as a slow moving vehicle plan. 

Regarding the near-term adjustment of hours and days for heavy trucking to 

reduce congestion at peak times, CDOT explored limiting truck travel in the 

Corridor during peak periods. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility 

is regulated by the Federal Highway Administration pursuant to 23 Code of 

Federal Regulations 658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of 

day. The process identified in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 658.111 

includes coordination with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility 

and safety for all interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck 

drivers already voluntarily limit their usage of the I-70 highway to avoid peak 

periods of travel, as much as they can.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and mobility 

of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all options 

available to do so. Specific details will be assessed during Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: East Mount Evans Resource, Growth and 
Environment (EMERGE) (continued)

Document Number: ORG-23 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80437

Response to ORG-23 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes that construction 

impacts on Corridor access and mobility are a major concern to Corridor 

residents, travelers, commercial freight transport, and the State in general.  

Construction mitigation will be assessed during Tier 2 processes, including 

strategies for access and mobility for Corridor commuters, travel to schools, 

and emergency services. Chapter 3, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences of the PEIS provides mitigation strategies 

for accessibility and mobility during construction. 

C. Comment noted. Refer to responses to Clear Creek County Commissioners 

comments contained in comment document LO-07. 
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Response to ORG-24

A. As you noted, skiing contributes to a large portion of Colorado’s tourism 

economy, and the entire tourism sector generates significant revenue for the 

State’s overall economy.  In addition to total population and the number of 

jobs that are projected to increase, the Preferred Alternative is expected to 

increase personal income and the gross regional product (amount of new 

goods and services annually). In contrast, the No Action Alternative is 

expected to suppress the economies of communities in the I-70 Corridor by 

reducing population, jobs, personal income, and the gross regional product. 

The forecasted economic reduction is a result of traffic congestion and 

inaccessibility. 

For these and other reasons, the lead agencies share your sense of urgency 

in making improvements in the Corridor. Some early action projects have 

been identified, and these can be studied prior to completion of this Tier 1 

decision. They are listed in the Introduction to the PEIS and include 

sediment control action plans in creeks along the I-70 Mountain Corridor, 

wildlife fencing along the I-70 highway to enhance safety, and studies of 

several I-70 highway mountain interchanges that can proceed directly to 

final design after receiving federal approvals and identifying funding. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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B. The lead agencies agree additional revenue, leadership, and support from 

the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s budget is not 

sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT’s funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources. 

Senate Bill 09-108 is one of several alternative sources of funding discussed 

in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the FPEIS. See Section 5.7, 
“What are potential funding sources and their limitations?” of the PEIS, 

"What are potential funding sources and their limitations?―

The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need of 

the PEIS, is adaptable to the needs of the Corridor. The Preferred 

Alternative does include a non-infrastructure component with strategies such 

as expanded bus services and a slow-moving vehicle plan. These actions 

can be implemented or encouraged to address immediate issues in the 

Corridor in advance of major infrastructure improvements. 

Future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will focus on the 

feasibility of Advanced Guideway System technologies. If an Advanced 

Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could revise 

the Record of Decision and consider other transit technologies evaluated in 

the PEIS, including bus. The Preferred Alternative allows a thorough 

reassessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of 

improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of alternatives considered 

in the PEIS could be reconsidered.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210

                                         Page 193 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to ORG-24 (continued)

C. The lead agencies are committed to the vision of connectivity beyond the 

Corridor, and this connectivity is a critical element to be evaluated in future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. Transit feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes will specifically address the feasibility of an 

Advanced Guideway System in the Corridor, including effects of connections 

on technology and ridership projections. In addition, CDOT’s Division of 

Transit and Rail’s Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan will 

evaluate existing and planned rail projects statewide and ways to integrate 

travel throughout the state. The Division will also conduct a Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study to study the integration of high-speed rail 

projects, including the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System, 

with the Regional Transportation District FasTracks system in the Denver 

area.

The need to transfer does discourage transit use. The transit ridership 

forecasting model takes into account the negative effect of transferring 

multiple times to complete a trip. It is recognized that some convenient local 

distribution systems are likely to be needed to meet the travel needs of the 

Advanced Guideway System users so that travelers can reach their final 

destination with relative ease. As the Advanced Guideway System is 

developed in more detail in future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes, considerations for the types of trips served and how to connect 

travelers to their final destinations will be important to determining how the 

system will function and serve Corridor travelers.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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D. The success of the Advanced Guideway System in reducing congestion on 

the I-70 highway does indeed depend on the ridership it attracts, so your 

concerns about the survey data used to develop 2035 ridership forecasts are 

appreciated. Most of the concerns appear to refer to the earlier I-70 User 

Survey, and not the I-70 Ridership Survey used to develop the mode choice 

component of the I-70 highway travel model.

Section B-5 of Appendix B of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 

of the Technical Reports and on the project website) (page B-37) shows that 

interviews for the winter survey occurred between March 9 and April 6, 

2001. Summer interviews were conducted between June 30 and August 12, 

2001. As described in Appendix B of the Technical Report, the I-70 

Ridership Survey used an in-person interview technique where travelers 

were intercepted at airports, Corridor resorts, and retail locations in the 

Corridor and along the Front Range, and asked about the trip they were in 

the process of making. Details of the ridership survey conducted for the I-70 

highway travel demand model are documented in Appendix B of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report.

It is true that many factors have changed since 2000. However, CDOT has 

continued to monitor travel patterns in the Corridor. Analysis of traffic 

volumes along the I-70 highway has revealed Corridor travel to be rather 

inelastic (non-responsive) to fuel prices and robust to economic conditions. 

One reason for the fuel price inelasticity may be that out-of-state travelers 

who choose not to visit Colorado are replaced by increased numbers of in-

state travelers who choose to recreate closer to home.

The travel demand forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates that the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership 

and that the Preferred Alternative  would reduce congestion and would 

provide adequate capacity

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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D. (Continued from previous page)

in the Corridor until the year 2050. The fare that CDOT assumed for a one-

way trip between the Denver metropolitan area and Eagle County is $14. 

Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) provides details on transit fares. 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will include a more in-depth development of ridership forecasts, fare 

structure design, and considerations for the types of trips served and how to 

connect travelers to their final destinations. Detailed scopes for the 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies have not been defined at this 

time but your comment about the need for an updated and comprehensive 

survey that supports an investment-grade ridership forecast is noted.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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Response to ORG-24 (continued)

E. The Colorado Department of Transportation did look at expanding the 

existing rail corridor from Denver through Moffat Tunnel, Winter Park, and 

Glenwood Springs (with options for service to terminate in Winter Park or 

Glenwood Springs). This alternative, which is described in more detail in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

FPEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) does not meet the 

project's needs because the alignment requires use of locomotive-hauled 

passenger rail cars, which have low capacity (serving a maximum of 1,400 

passengers per hour) and slow travel speeds (23 to 27 miles per hour). Low 

capacity does not remove enough trips from the I-70 highway to affect 

congestion, and slow travel speeds do not make the alternative an attractive 

alternative to automobile travel. Additionally, this alignment serves only a 

limited number of Corridor destinations and does not meet the accessibility 

and mobility needs for the Corridor.

The Colorado Department of Transportation also considered increasing the 

frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train (discontinued in 2009). 

However, due to the volume of freight traffic through the Moffat Tunnel and 

limited air ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line cannot accommodate 

more than two round-trip passenger trains per day. A revived ski train 

service could be considered by others but does not address the purpose and 

need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

F. The language of the Consensus Recommendation has been included 

verbatim.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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G. The PEIS briefly summarizes the truck program for readability purposes. 

Further information on the transportation management strategy for slow-

moving vehicles is in Section 4.2.2 in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by the Federal 

Highway Administration pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations 

658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of day. The process 

identified in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 658.111 includes coordination 

with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all 

interstate users and ultimate approval by the Federal Highway 

Administration.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility, and, therefore 

avoid peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, 

other freight operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and 

must operate in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, 

bulk mail, food service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time 

shipments). Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-

of-Service regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy 

trucks varies greatly along the Corridor; there are more trucks on weekdays 

compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from the 

Federal Highway Administration. Improved chain up areas and enhanced 

traveler information strategies have been recently installed in some Corridor 

locations by CDOT. 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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G. (Continued from previous page)

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Colorado Ski Country USA (continued)
Document Number: ORG-24 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80210
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Source: Website Comment Name: Grand Junction Area Chamber of 
Commerce

Document Number: ORG-25 City, Zip Code: Grand Junction, 81501

Response to ORG-25

A. The Preferred Alternative improves mobility and safety for all users 

throughout the Corridor. Congestion was not identified as a concern for the 

westernmost segments of the Corridor, so additional capacity improvements 

have not been identified in the westernmost segments of the Corridor. 

However, improvements in the Corridor benefit mobility and congestion relief 

for both eastbound and westbound traffic.

You have been added to the project mailing list and will receive all future 

updates.

                                         Page 200 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to ORG-26

A. Comment noted.

B. Comment noted

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems
Document Number: ORG-26 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to ORG-26 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE 

committee, will continue to examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor, 

incorporating, as feasible, the most readily available current data. Wildlife 

crossing structure designs will be designed to maximize driver safety and 

accommodation of wildlife movement using currently available scientific data 

during Tier 2 processes, which will include measures such as fencing, 

overpasses and underpasses where appropriate, and signage.

Mitigations will be added to the Corridor as projects are funded in areas 

identified as having an important wildlife linkage interference zone.  The 

fencing project to which you refer was evaluated under a separate NEPA 

process and determined to meet the requirements of a Categorical 

Exclusion. For this project, CDOT worked closely with the Colorado Division 

of Wildlife to determine the need for wildlife fencing and ramps. Near Eagle, 

between Dotsero and Wolcott, there are an estimated 29 opportunities for 

large animals to cross the I-70 highway, equating to a crossing every 0.8 

miles. A large animal is never more than 0.4 miles from a crossing area; 

this distance falls within the Colorado Division of Wildlife recommended 

guideline of providing a crossing opportunity every 0.5 mile. The addition of 

wildlife fencing does not preclude the usage of these existing structures by 

wildlife or the addition of new structures. Fencing and/or additional wildlife 

crossings are intended to direct wildlife to use current or future crossing 

structures. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is considering different 

approaches to funding and implementing wildlife crossings.  It is likely that 

future fencing projects will be implemented in a similar incremental way to 

the Eagle project, as it is unlikely that CDOT will have funding to implement 

fencing all at once. 

D. The Colorado Department of Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE 

committee, will continue to examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor, 

incorporating, as feasible, the most readily available current data. Based on 

this data and the potential for changed conditions, wildlife crossings may be 

located outside the linkage interference zones noted in the ALIVE 

Memorandum of Understanding.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
Document Number: ORG-26 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to ORG-26 (continued)

E. Please see the response to your comment ORG-26-C for information on the 

early action wildlife fencing project. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE committee, will continue to 

examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor when studying and 

implementing wildlife fencing.

F. The ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding commits CDOT and FHWA to 

pursue options for identifying and if necessary funding an administrative 

position, whose role would be to identify and pursue funding sources for 

wildlife passages. Details and timing of evaluating an administrator position 

will be explored further in Tier 2 processes. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation also commits to enacting the coordination contained within 

the Memorandum of Understanding, which will include agency and 

stakeholder meetings.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
Document Number: ORG-26 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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Response to ORG-26 (continued)

G. The Colorado Department of Transportation supports the ARC International 

Wildlife Crossing Design Competition, as you note. Tier 2 processes will use 

current information on wildlife movement and wildlife crossings as it is 

available. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use Best 

Management Practices for wildlife, to make sure any wildlife crossings are 

designed and constructed to improve driver safety and to accommodate 

wildlife movement across the interstate.

H. The Colorado Department of Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE 

committee, will continue to examine wildlife permeability along the Corridor, 

incorporating, as feasible, the most readily available current data, including 

the findings of the EcoLogical Study. Project specific decisions, such as 

monitoring strategies, will be made during Tier 2 processes.

I. SWEEP is intended to improve aquatic habitat, and where possible, support 

the efforts of the ALIVE Memorandum of Understanding. In coordination with 

the ALIVE Committee, CDOT will address aquatic connectivity during Tier 2 

processes to help restore aquatic connectivity where impacted by the 

construction of the I-70 highway in the past and if it is appropriate, to the 

current needs of the resource.

J. Comment noted. The reference you cite provides information that can be 

considered during development of mitigation measures in Tier 2 processes.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
Document Number: ORG-26 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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K. The Colorado Department of Transportation, working with the ALIVE 

committee, identified 13 areas where the I-70 highway interferes with wildlife 

migration. These areas, referred to as linkage interference zones, are 

recognized concerns by the public. A Memorandum of Understanding 

between CDOT and ALIVE, signed in April 2008, details the responsibilities 

of each agency in addressing animal vehicle collisions. See Appendix E, A 
Landscape Level Inventory of Valued Ecosystem Components (ALIVE) 
Memorandum of Understanding of the PEIS to read the full Memorandum 

of Understanding.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has committed to continuous 

stakeholder involvement following the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions process and working with Collaborative Effort teams for 

all tasks and projects conducted on the I-70 Mountain Corridor, including 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes.

L. The Preferred Alternative proposes both transit and highway improvements 

through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The transit component of the Preferred 

Alternative provides an Advanced Guideway System that is capable of being 

fully elevated between the Eagle County Regional Airport and Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden with stops throughout the 

Corridor. This guideway will be elevated in areas that have identified 

important wildlife linkages but may not be elevated in urban areas where 

stations are proposed or through tunnels. The Advanced Guideway System 

will both shift some travel from roadway to transit and will accommodate 

more persons trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone. 

However, the Preferred Alternative does not reduce the volume of highway 

traffic; the highway improvements accommodate greater volumes of traffic to 

accommodate an additional 5.0- 7.5 million trips of unmet demand, those 

trips otherwise not taken due to congestion.

M. Comment noted

N. Comment noted

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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O. Coordination with Federal agencies has been ongoing since project 

inception. Formal consultation with the USFWS and United States Forest 

Service has occurred as part of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Assessment and I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), and 

continued coordination will occur throughout the life of the project. The 

programmatic nature of the Section 7 consultation will require consultation 

for each Tier 2 process.

Tier 2 processes will include analysis of direct, indirect and cumulative 

impacts. Cumulative impact analysis will include reasonably foreseeable and 

future actions, which will include applicable Tier 2 processes.

P. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Report has been 

revised per United States Forest Service direction and includes their input 

regarding the success of the reintroduction program and potential impacts.

The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Assessment 

notes the impacts of roadway mortality on lynx populations and includes the 

following, which is current as of 11/30/2010, but subject to revision based on 

USFWS input:

―However, since the reintroduction of the lynx, 1 lynx is known to be killed on 

I-70 every 2.75 years on average. In 40 years that totals 14.5 animals. If 

adding two lanes to the highway increases the highway by 30 percent then 

4.3 additional animals could be expected to be hit in the same 40 years, a 30 

percent increase in lynx mortality. Since it would be impossible to determine 

if the lynx were hit due to the additions to the highway, it could be expected 

that 19 lynx total will be taken in the 40 years following the completion of the

(continued on next page)
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Response to ORG-26 (continued)

P. (Continued from previous page)

work in lynx habitat. This figure is based solely upon the historic rate at 

which lynx have had unsuccessful attempts at crossing the highway and the 

amount of increased highway area the project will incur in lynx habitat.‖

Following are the conservation measures from the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Programmatic Biological Assessment:

• Lynx crossings will be installed in all areas outlined by the ALIVE 

Committee after a feasibility assessment has been completed during 

Tier 2 processes. This assessment will be written and will determine 

habitat condition, land status, terrain, constructability and other site 

specific conditions at the time of construction and will be submitted to 

USFWS for concurrence. These locations identified by the ALIVE 

Committee areas are defined in the ALIVE Memorandum of 

Understanding (Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context 
Sensitive Solutions). 

• A minimum of 13 wildlife crossings will be installed with a maximum 

number of 25 possible. These crossings will be installed in the 13 LIZs 

identified by the ALIVE Committee. Ten of these areas are located in 

lynx habitat and will feature crossings appropriate for lynx. The ALIVE 

Memorandum of Understanding (Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor 
PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions) and Section 6.2.1 of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Assessment include 

descriptions and locations of the LIZs. If the maximum number of 

crossings (25) is installed, the program will be reassessed for its 

effectiveness. 

(continued on next page)
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P. (Continued from previous page)

• All lynx crossings will have an openness ratio of no less than 0.7. 

(width x height / length in meters) (Ruediger, 1996) or a minimum 

dimension of a 10 foot diameter for corrugated metal pipes or 10 feet x 

20 feet for CBCs or arch structures. These dimensions may be updated 

based upon future research and/monitoring, in coordination with 

USFWS.

• All lynx crossings will have a natural substrate.

• Lynx crossings will not be designed to carry water as its primary 

purpose.

• Based on topography, up to a 0.5 mile of wildlife fencing will be 

installed on either side of both portals of lynx crossings, per  land 

management agency concurrence.

• The success of the vegetation that will reestablished at the portals of all 

lynx crossings and temporary impact areas within lynx habitat will be 

based on adjacent habitat and crossing functions.

• Lynx habitat improvement or enhancement will occur through 

coordination with land management agencies.

• Habitat improvements will be installed no more than 1 year from the 

completion of a site specific project. United States Forest Service 

direction or schedule may delay the installation past the 1 year limit.

• Within lynx habitat night work will be limited to a 4 night on, 3 night off 

schedule.

• Within lynx habitat, construction activities will be as concentrated as 

possible.

• When possible, barriers (cement, w-beam) will be installed 8-feet or 

greater from travel lanes in lynx habitat.

(continued on next page)
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Response to ORG-26 (continued)

P. (Continued from previous page)

• The use of barriers will be minimized in lynx habitat.

• The use of glare screen is discouraged in lynx habitat. If, for safety 

reasons, glare screen is required, additional lynx crossings will be 

provided.

• Chain link fence will not be used in lynx habitat unless it is being used 

to funnel wildlife to a crossing.

The Biological Assessment and Biological Report and the analysis will be 

revised during Tier 2 processes.  At that time, all updated information will be 

collected and analyzed to evaluate the site specific impacts compared with 

the more detailed design information for a current and more accurate impact 

assessment.  Coordination will continue with the resource agencies such as 

the USFWS and will include pertinent information on the importance of the 

Southern Rockies region for the Canada Lynx.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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Q. The analysis of threatened and endangered species that was conducted for 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cumulative Impacts Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) was a very general assessment that relied more 

on mapping of general wildlife habitat than mapping of specific threatened 

and endangered species or their habitats. A more focused analysis of 

cumulative effects to threatened and endangered species is contained in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Assessment, included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website.

Table 5 on page 41 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cumulative Impacts 

Technical Report has been moved to the discussion regarding wildlife 

habitat on page 26.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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R. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological Report includes 

input from the United States Forest Service regarding the population 

information and impacts analysis, including road kill. Since the PEIS is a 

summary of the biological report, the assessment has been clarified in the 

technical report rather than in Section 3.2, Biological Resources of the 

PEIS.

Sensitive species surveys, including the boreal toad, will be conducted as 

part of the Tier 2 processes, and state and federal agency coordination will 

commence as needed.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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S. The Colorado Department of Transportation is awaiting direction from 

federal agencies (United States Forest Service and USFWS) on how to 

address the recent arrival of the first confirmed wolverine in the state. 

Depending on the availability of information from federal agencies regarding 

the wolverine and the completion of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Assessment, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Opinion, and I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Programmatic Biological Report, this has the potential to be addressed 

during Tier 2 processes based on changed conditions. All species 

evaluations and impacts will be assessed again at the Tier 2 level.  Updated 

status and species information will be included at that time.

T. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Biological Resources Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) now includes an updated ESA candidate species 

definition, as follows:

―A plant or animal species for which FWS or NOAA Fisheries has on 

file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threats to 

support a proposal to list as endangered or threatened 

(http://www.fws.gov/endangered/about/glossary.html).‖

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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U. The Colorado Department of Transportation will continue to use the most 

readily available current data during the Tier 2 processes, including 

performing surveys utilizing findings from the Eco-logical study, obtaining 

updated species lists from United States Forest Service and USFWS, and 

updating the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological 

Assessment and I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Programmatic Biological 

Report during Tier 2 processes as needed.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has committed to using updated 

information and continued consultation with USFWS during the Tier 2 

process.  Because these projects will only be designed at the site specific 

level when funding is available, and it is unlikely that funding for all projects 

along the Corridor will occur at the same time, the analysis cannot include all 

Tier 2 processes at the same time.  However, cumulative impacts will be 

assessed during Tier 2 processes using the detailed information for specific 

projects with the more general information on the Preferred Alternative and 

any other activities that are planned to occur during that same time and will 

work with USFWS to put it into the proper and most up to date reasonable 

context.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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V. The Preferred Alternative Minimum Program of Improvements addresses 

short-term needs in the Corridor but does not meet the 2050 purpose and 

need. The Maximum Program of Improvements is needed to meet the 2050 

purpose and need based on the information currently available today. 

The Final PEIS has been revised to better clarify the comparative wildlife 

movement impacts. The following text replaces the 4th paragraph of 

Section 3.2, Biological Resources, under the heading ―How do the 

alternatives affect wildlife?‖:

―Rail with Intermountain Connection and Bus in Guideway Alternatives 

require more walls and fencing than the Advanced Guideway System 

Alternative, and have the greatest impact on wildlife movement of all the 

Transit alternatives. The Six-Lane Highway (55 and 65 miles per hour) and 

Reversible/High Occupancy Vehicle/High Occupancy Toll Lanes 

Alternatives result in two additional 12-foot-wide traffic lanes and require 

guardrails and barriers in select locations. The Combination alternatives 

increase the barrier effect, with the Combination Six-Lane Highway with 

Advanced Guideway System Alternative having the least impact, as the 

Advanced Guideway System requires fencing only at piers and other select 

locations, as opposed to throughout its entire length. The Preferred 

Alternative has a range of potential impacts that could be comparable to the 

three Combination alternatives.‖

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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W. The Preferred Alternative consists of improvements to meet both short-term  

needs and the 2050 purpose and need in the Corridor.  The Minimum 

Program of Improvements, which addresses short-term needs but does not 

meet the 2050 purpose and need, includes non-infrastructure components, 

an Advanced Guideway System, and highway improvements.  The 

Collaborative Effort will review progress and effects of these improvements 

at least every two years to determine the need for additional highway and 

non- Advanced Guideway System transit capacity improvements. Based on 

the information currently available today, additional improvements under the 

Maximum Program are necessary to meet the 2050 travel demand. Triggers 

for the long-term improvements will be used to evaluate the future needs 

and are based on completion of specific highway improvements, feasibility of 

an Advanced Guideway System, and global, regional, and local trends. 

X. This discussion has not been added to the PEIS. These tunnels are located 

in areas with little development due to the steep terrain. It is unlikely that the 

tunnels would lead to changes in property values or additional resulting 

development. 

Y. Thank you for that clarification.  The citation has now been added to the 

References section as: 

Colorado Mountain Club. 2003. Southern Rockies Ecosystem Project, the 

Denver Zoological Foundation and the Wildlands Project: Southern Rockies 

Wildlands Network Vision.

Z. Comment noted.
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AA. Please see the response to your comment ORG-26-D, where this appendix 

was referenced.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Center for Native Ecosystems (continued)
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Response to ORG-27

A. Please see the response to your comments ORG-27-C through ORG-27-G.

B. Comment noted.

C. FHWA has worked diligently with the US Forest Service to address their 

issues with the SWEEP Memorandum of Understanding. The document has 

been signed and adopted.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Trout Unlimited
Document Number: ORG-27 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80202
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D. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to following the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process which includes 

forming Project Leadership Teams for all Tier 2 processes that are initiated 

along the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The Wetlands Mitigation Bank project, 

although not formally a Tier 2 process, has a Project Leadership Team that 

includes representation from two watershed groups and from Colorado Trout 

Unlimited. Colorado Trout Unlimited has been participating on this Project 

Leadership Team since September 2010. The property for the bank was 

purchased in 2001 for the purposes of providing wetland and stream 

mitigation for the I-70 Mountain Corridor Tier 2 processes. We look forward 

to ongoing involvement of these conservation groups on this Project 

Leadership Team . 

The Empire Junction study will begin in early 2011.  Some members of the 

Project Leadership Team have been identified.  Representatives of the 

environmental and conservation community will be invited to participate on 

the Project Leadership Team . Outreach for this project will also include 

coordination with ongoing committees such as the SWEEP Committee.

E. As previously stated, the SWEEP Committee or representatives of the 

SWEEP Committee have been asked to participate in these Tier 2 

processes.  All Tier 2 project teams are being trained by CDOT and FHWA 

on the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process and on 

impacts and mitigation requirements related to key natural resource issues 

such as aquatic resources.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Trout Unlimited (continued)
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F. The Preferred Alternative does provide a multimodal solution to the I-70 

Mountain Corridor.  However, the comment that ―future studies must 

determine whether such a system is feasible before any capacity 

improvements can be made in the highway‖ is inaccurate.  The Preferred 

Alternative’s Minimum Program of Improvements includes highway capacity 

improvements between the Twin Tunnels and Floyd Hill and in Dowd 

Canyon that can be implemented prior to study of the Advanced Guideway

System. Additional capacity improvements between the Twin Tunnels and 

the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, which are part of the Maximum 

Program of Improvements for the Preferred Alternative, cannot be 

implemented until the Advanced Guideway System is either implemented or 

determined infeasible.  

Both the eastern and western geographic boundaries referred to as the 

―project termini‖ are based on the purpose and need for the project.  In this 

case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility and accessibility, 

congestion, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The general location 

of the I-70/C-470 interchange and the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station marks a change in travel patterns where the Corridor connects to the 

Denver metropolitan area and its higher traffic volumes. This area also 

represents a transition to Denver metropolitan area transportation systems, 

including urban highways and transit systems, such as the Regional 

Transportation District’s FasTracks rail system. Based on the travel demand 

model described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), a direct connection 

from the Corridor to Denver International Airport would increase ridership by 

approximately 10 percent. Capturing this small volume of transit riders (and 

diverted traffic) is not required to meet the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor.

(continued on next page)
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F. (Continued from previous page)

Please reference the response to comment IND-202-B for additional 

information about project termini. As noted in Section 1.5, “What are the 
study limits and why were they selected?” of the PEIS, the project 

termini do not preclude other National Environmental Policy Act 

transportation improvement studies outside the Corridor if needed. The 

termini allow for adequate evaluation of alternatives and do not restrict 

alternatives outside the termini now or in the future. The CDOT Division of 

Transit and Rail will be evaluating rail projects statewide, including a 

possible integration of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway 

System with the FasTracks system as part of their Colorado State 

Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and Colorado Interregional Connectivity 

Study. In addition, Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes will specifically address viability of an Advanced 

Guideway System in the Corridor, including effects of connections on 

technology and ridership projections. 

Quantifiable metrics for evaluating the triggers have not yet been defined. 

The triggers are defined in Section 2.7.2, and the metrics for evaluating 

those triggers will be determined during Tier 2 processes. The lead agencies 

are committed to ongoing involvement of the Collaborative Effort in 

determining short-term and long-term decisions and are committed to 

soliciting public input during all Tier 2 processes. The triggers’ criteria will be 

determined in consultation with agency and stakeholder input, using a 

committee that retains the Collaborative Effort member profile. The ongoing 

engagement is described in Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 
Sensitive Solutions, of the PEIS. The committee will establish its own 

meeting schedule based on progress made against the approved triggers, 

with check-in at least every two years. These meetings will review and 

document the current status of all projects, studies, and Tier 2 processes, 

and will consider the triggers in evaluating the need for additional capacity 

improvements and feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System. 

(continued on next page)
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F. (Continued from previous page)

In 2020, there will be a thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and 

need and effectiveness of implementation of these decisions. At that time, 

the lead agencies, in conjunction with the stakeholder committee, may 

consider the full range of improvement options. The ongoing purpose of the 

Collaborative Effort is to ensure consistency with the Preferred Alternative, 

provide a forum to track policy-level decisions and progress related to the I-

70 Mountain Corridor, and provide a mechanism for evaluating the triggers 

and Corridor conditions. 

G. Regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 

1502.4(d) and 40 CFR 1508.28) allow NEPA decisions to be made through a 

phased process. This phased decision making process provides for a broad 

level decision to inform more specific decisions using a programmatic or 

tiered approach. A programmatic environmental impact statement is a way 

of considering a program of improvements that resemble a planning process 

resulting in a number of projects, some with potentially different purposes 

and needs.

In this programmatic process for the I-70 Mountain Corridor, the lead 

agencies have identified a program of transportation improvements. To carry 

out these improvements, Tier 2 processes will be needed, which will be 

developed with their own specific purposes and needs, to solve specific 

transportation problems consistent with the Tier 1 decision. At a 

programmatic level, where the Tier 1 decision will not directly result in 

construction or impacts, having all funding available for the Preferred 

Alternative is not a requirement. 

Subsequent Tier 2 processes require lead agencies to establish a project-

specific purpose and need, consider and evaluate alternatives, and 

understand and disclose the impacts of the alternative(s) to make the 

decisions regarding activities that lead to construction. In these processes, 

(continued on next page)
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G. (Continued from previous page)

the lead agencies will need to have funding clearly identified for specific 

improvements.

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations, of the PEIS identifies alternative 

funding sources (such as tolling, public private partnerships, bonding, loans) 

that will be considered for implementation of the Preferred Alternative during 

Tier 2 processes.

Source:  Letter Name: Colorado Trout Unlimited (continued)
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Source: Letter Name: Colorado Motor Carriers’ Association 

(CMCA)
Document Number: ORG-28 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216

Response to ORG-28

A. Comment noted.

The non-infrastructure and highway safety improvements included in the 

Preferred Alternative enhance traffic safety and operations in the Corridor. 

Specific elements such as: Truck pullouts; parking areas; chain stations; 

curve safety improvements west of Wolcott; safety improvements in Dowd 

Canyon; and interchange and auxiliary lane improvements throughout the 

Corridor are identified in the Minimum Program of Improvements under the 

Preferred Alternative, and can be implemented in the near term once funding 

is identified.

B. Comment Noted.

C. The PEIS recognizes that the I-70 highway is an important contributor to the 

quality of life and economic base of the state of Colorado and recognizes 

the importance of freight movement in the Corridor. Section 1.2, “Why as 
this Corridor study initiated?” of the PEIS describes why the Corridor 

study was initiated and how the I-70 highway is the only continuous east-

west highway in the study area. In addition to the Preferred Alternative, 

CDOT continues to make ongoing, short-term safety and operational 

improvements in some Corridor locations, including increased enforcement, 

truck chain up areas, driver education, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements. Note this list is not inclusive. These types of 

improvements will continue with implementation of the Preferred Alternative.
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(CMCA) (continued)
Document Number: ORG-28 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216

Response to ORG-28 (continued)

D. Yes, the I-70 Mountain Corridor serves all types of users. The majority of 

motor freight has destinations within the Corridor study area, and some 

freight movement has time-of-day requirements as you note. Information on 

the transportation management strategy for slow-moving vehicles is in 

Section 4.2.2 in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development 

and Screening Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of 

the Technical Reports and on the project website).

As stated in the purpose and need, congestion is impeding freight-related 

services. The proposed improvements as defined in the Preferred 

Alternative are intended to decrease congestion for all users, including 

freight operations.

Consistent with the goals of the PEIS, Tier 2 processes will consider 

construction impacts to all users when evaluating transit and highway 

improvements.

Some other public comments received on the Revised Draft PEIS have 

requested that CDOT consider restrictions on the timing of truck travel to 

help alleviate congestion during peak travel hours in the Corridor. These 

comments are relevant to the purpose and interests of your organization, 

and the response to those comments is provided here for your information:

―The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by the Federal 

Highway Administration pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations 

658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of day. The process 

identified in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 658.111 includes coordination 

with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all 

interstate users and ultimate approval by the Federal Highway 

Administration.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility, and, therefore 

avoid peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, 

other freight operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and

(continued on next page)
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Source: Letter Name: Colorado Motor Carriers’ Association 

(CMCA) (continued)
Document Number: ORG-28 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80216

Response to ORG-28 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

must operate in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, 

bulk mail, food service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time 

shipments). Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-

of-Service regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy 

trucks varies greatly along the Corridor; there are more trucks on weekdays 

compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from the 

Federal Highway Administration. Improved chain up areas and enhanced 

traveler information strategies have already been recently installed in some 

locations in the Corridor by CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.‖
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29

A. Comment noted
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

B. Comment noted.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

C. The trigger language from the Consensus Recommendation (presented 

below) has been replaced verbatim in response to this and other similar 

comments. 

Based on the agreed upon triggers, additional highway capacity 

improvements may proceed if and when:

• The ―Specific Highway Improvements‖ are complete and an Advanced 

Guideway System is functioning from the Front Range to a destination 

beyond the Continental Divide, OR

• The ‖Specific Highway Improvements‖ are complete and Advanced 

Guideway System studies that answer questions regarding the 

feasibility, cost, ridership, governance, and land use are complete and 

indicate that an Advanced Guideway System cannot be funded or 

implemented by 2025 or is otherwise deemed unfeasible to implement, 

OR

• Global, regional, local trends or events have unexpected effects on 

travel needs, behaviors, and patterns and demonstrate a need to 

consider other improvements, such as climate change, resource 

availability, and/or technological advancements.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

D. The referenced text regarding implementation of the Advanced Guideway 

System by 2025 has been deleted from the Introduction of the PEIS. The 

trigger language from the Consensus Recommendation is included verbatim 

in the PEIS in Section ES.24 and Section 2.7.2, both titled “What are the 
triggers for additional highway capacity improvements?”, and states 

―…indicate that the Advanced Guideway System cannot be funded or 

implemented by 20205…‖

The Advanced Guideway System alignment has been revised throughout to 

reflect that it ―would be generally located north, south, or in the median of the 

I-70 highway (but not necessarily within the highway right-of-way).‖

Corridor is used throughout the document to describe the general route and 

location of the I-70 highway and applies to all alternatives considered. It is 

defined in the text boxes in Section ES.1, “Where is the I-70 Mountain 
Corridor Located?” and Section 1.2, “Why was this Corridor study 
initiated?” of the PEIS.  

E. The Consensus Recommendation states that the Advanced Guideway 

System is ―fully elevated,‖ and this language was carried forward in the 

PEIS. However, in response to this and other similar comments, the lead 

agencies, in consultation with the Collaborative Effort committee, have 

clarified that the Advanced Guideway System would be ―capable of being 

fully elevated‖ throughout the document.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

F. The section ―What happens after the Tier 1 Record of Decision 

(Implementation Plan)?‖ in the Introduction of the PEIS has been revised to 

provide more detail on the planning process for Tier 2 processes in the 

Corridor. The section now indicates the role of the I-70 Coalition in the 

planning process for the Corridor. A new sentence has been added that 

states: ―The Collaborative Effort team and I-70 Coalition have defined roles 

(unique to the I-70 Mountain Corridor) in prioritizing improvements of the 

Tier 1 decision. (The membership and roles of these groups are described in 

Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement of this document.)‖

G. Comment noted. The numbers presented are consistent with the numbers 

presented in Section 5.4, “How much funding is currently allocated to 
the I-70 Mountain Corridor?” of the PEIS.

                                         Page 235 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

H. As explained in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website), the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

was identified as one of 28 strategic projects that were to be funded through 

a program referred to as the ―7th pot.‖ The Colorado General Assembly 

passed Senate Bill 97-001 to provide additional funds for these projects. At 

that time, $1.6 billion for the Corridor was identified in the 7th Pot program; 

these funds would have become available beginning in 2017. In 2009, the 

Colorado General Assembly passed Senate Bill 09-228, which repealed 

Senate Bill 97-001, eliminating this funding source. Chapter 5 , Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges additional revenue, leadership, 

and support from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the 

Preferred Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s budget 

is insufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Options for 

innovative funding sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, 

bonding/loans, and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources 

that apply to limited geographic areas and require voter approval, 

constitutional amendments, or both). 
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

I. The lead agencies adopted the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor based on the Consensus Recommendation developed by the 

Collaborative Effort team, a 27-member group representing varied interests 

of the Corridor. This team was charged with reaching consensus on a 

recommended transportation solution for the I-70 Mountain Corridor; cost 

was not a factor in the selection of the Preferred Alternative.

The PEIS explains that while the Advanced Guideway System costs are not 

directly comparable to the high-speed transit cost estimates developed for 

the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority’s high-speed rail study, there is a 

similarity because the Advanced Guideway System Alternative identified in 

this document has characteristics similar to those of the maglev system 

considered in the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study. Because of this 

similarity, the two studies coordinated unit cost information for this particular 

technology. The Advanced Guideway System cost estimates were 

established in conjunction with the Federal Transit Administration’s Colorado 

Urban Maglev Project and independently verified by the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority as part of their High Speed Rail Feasibility Study.

Future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be completed to 

answer questions about the Advanced Guideway System regarding 

feasibility, cost, ridership, governance, and land use.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

J. The FHWA definition of Context Sensitive Solutions (below) has been added 

to the Executive Summary and Introduction of the PEIS to clarify the 

purpose of Context Sensitive Solutions.

Context Sensitive Solutions is a collaborative, interdisciplinary 

approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation 

facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, 

historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and 

mobility. CSS [Context Sensitive Solutions] is an approach that 

considers the total context within which a transportation improvement 

project will exist. CSS principles include the employment of early, 

continuous and meaningful involvement of the public and all 

stakeholders throughout the project development process.

K. The paragraph has been revised to remove the descriptors as requested.  

The revised paragraph, which was also moved to the end of the section to 

improve flow and readability (in Section ES.23, “In what order would 
improvements be made?”), now reads:

Some planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities can 

take place before signing a Record of Decision. These activities are 

“early action projects.” Early action projects are common elements to 

all the Action Alternatives and have a clear need. Early action projects 

include:

• Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) improvements 

• I-70/Silverthorne interchange 

• Eagle interchange 

• Minturn interchange 

• Edwards interchange 

• Black Gore Creek and Straight Creek Sediment Control 

• I-70 Wildlife Fencing 

• Clear Creek Sediment Control Action Plan 
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

L. The lead agencies agree that the general location along the I-70 highway 

was not intended to be synonymous with ―within the highway right-of-way.‖ 

Therefore, throughout the document, the description of the Advanced 

Guideway System alignment has been revised to reflect that it ―would be 

generally located north, south, or in the median of the I-70 highway (but not 

necessarily within the highway right-of-way).‖

M. Section 3.11, Visual Resources of the PEIS describes and compares the 

visual impacts of the Action Alternatives and accurately describes a large 

visual impact associated with the Advanced Guideway System, largely 

because of its elevated features. The specific text box referenced in 

Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis has been revised to read ―The 

Advanced Guideway System creates a large visual impact because it is 

planned to be elevated throughout most of its reach.‖ Tier 2 processes will 

consider ways to minimize visual impacts and blend the system into the 

landscape through the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

process.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

N. Although the exact intent of these observations is not clear, the lead 

agencies agree that these opportunities are identified in the PEIS and that 

collaboration with the I-70 Coalition and Corridor communities will occur in 

Tier 2 processes.

O. The Colorado Department of Transportation will consider an approach to 

promote and assist communities, as possible, in the adoption of more 

comprehensive, regional growth management plans that can be applied to 

Tier 2 processes. The recommendations for this approach include exploring 

the possibility of creating grants for communities that lack the resources to 

develop a growth plan. While the lead agencies will consider this type of 

policy approach, efforts to control growth are greatly dependent on local 

planning and community political direction.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

P. Comment noted. 
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

Q. We appreciate the contributions the I-70 Coalition has provided to this 

project, including the group’s role in identifying a Preferred Alternative. 

However, the text will remain as it is currently written in order to not suggest 

preference for one organization’s contribution over another’s. 

R. The text regarding MCAC has been retained because even though MCAC is 

no longer a participating committee, the committee did contribute in the early 

stages of project development.

S. Your observation confirms the explanation presented in Section ES.13, 
“How were alternatives evaluated?” previously Section ES.9 of the PEIS: 

―Confirmation of the travel demand model performance is provided by a 

comparison of the future trendline projected by the model with actual counts 

for 2008. The actual counts are approximately 17 percent below the model’s 

projection for 2008. This is a reasonable discrepancy, however; the 

economic conditions in the nation and the State of Colorado coupled with 

abnormally high petroleum prices during the year of 2008 likely depressed 

travel. As the economy rebounds, it is expected the demand for travel in the 

Corridor will again follow the long-term trendline projected by the model.‖

T. Yes, the PEIS relies on 2035 traffic projections and presents a longer-term 

vision extending to 2050. The lead agencies acknowledge that 10 years 

have lapsed since the inception of the study. The study is based on 50 years 

from the original planning horizon and traffic data from 2000 (which are also 

the basis for the 2035 projections).  Section 1.4, “What are the horizon 
years of analysis for the study?” of the PEIS describes the horizon years 

of analysis for the study, and the Introduction of the PEIS describes the 

relationship between the Corridor vision and statewide planning process. 

Data such as population, employment, and traffic projections become 

increasingly uncertain the farther they are projected into time, limiting the 

ability of these projections to provide reliable data for evaluation. Travel 

projections will be revisited in Tier 2 processes, including a thorough 

reassessment in 2020, as described in the triggers for the Preferred 

Alternative (see Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS). 
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

U. Potential station locations were identified based on access and travel 

demand needs and are presented as general service areas rather than 

specific locations. The locations of stations would be determined in future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes as the Advanced Guideway 

System is developed in more detail. During these studies and related Tier 2 

processes, the lead agencies will consider the information presented in the 

Coalition's land use study as well as other more location-specific data and 

updated modeling information.

V. The PEIS defines the ―general location‖ for improvements, which is along 

the I-70 highway alignment.  However, the general location does not mean 

within the highway right-of-way.  The description of the Advanced Guideway 

System has been clarified in Section ES.17.3, Transit Alternative 
Components, of the PEIS as follows: 

Advanced Guideway System is generally a high-speed fixed 

guideway transit system. It is capable of being fully elevated for 118 

miles. It is located along the general alignment of the I-70 highway. It 

could be located north, south, or in the median of the I-70 highway 

(but not necessarily within the highway right-of-way). 

Z. The description of the Advanced Guideway System has been modified to 

clarify that it would be capable of being fully elevated. This clarification was 

reviewed with the Collaborative Effort committee, who concur with the 

change. Future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will include 

consideration of specific recommendations about design and alignment in 

the context of site-specific conditions and whether the Advanced Guideway 

System needs to be elevated or would be more appropriate at grade in some 

locations. 

AA. Bus in Guideway (Dual-Mode and Diesel) is evaluated generally within the 

median of the I-70 highway and consists of a bidirectional guideway from the 

Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station in Golden as described in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS. Section ES.17.3, Transit Alternative Components, 

has been corrected.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

BB. The bus in guideway was evaluated using 2035 travel demand, based on a 

bidirectional guideway, in order to provide operating characteristics similar to 

those of the Rail with Intermountain Connection and Advanced Guideway 

System alternatives in terms of guided transit. The Bus in Guideway 

alternative would provide service comparable to Rail with Intermountain 

Connection and Advanced Guideway System alternatives, with similar 

operating characteristics, including:

• Exclusive guideway with the same termini, to avoid congestion from 

mixed traffic and, therefore, to

• operate at the vehicle’s maximum speed

• Similar service frequencies at corresponding stations

• Similar person carrying capacity

CC. The Minimal Action Alternative does not include new tunnel bores. The 

remaining Action Alternatives do include new tunnel bores.  This distinction 

is represented accurately in Section ES.17.5, Tunnels Common to Most 
Action Alternatives, in the PEIS that states ―For all Action Alternatives 

(Highway, Transit, and Combination), except the Minimal Action Alternative, 

new (third) tunnel bores are required at both the Eisenhower-Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels and the Twin Tunnels to accommodate improvements.‖ 

Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives provides additional 

descriptions of the Action Alternatives and also notes that all the Action 

Alternatives except the Minimal Action Alternative include new tunnel bores. 

Additional tunnels would be required for some Action Alternatives, such as 

the 65 mph design options.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

DD. In Figure ES-5, the label and line work for ―Advanced Guideway System 

Alignment‖ has been removed. 

EE. Please refer to comment response ORG-29-J.

It is recognized that government agencies cannot cede statutory or 

regulatory responsibilities.

The principles of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

apply to any transportation project aiming to bring the full range of 

stakeholder values to the table and actively incorporate them into the design 

process and final results.

FF. ―Health Environment‖ has been corrected to ―Healthy Environment‖

GG. First portion of sentence has been deleted (―No priority has been established 

for improvements and‖), and the requested ―and‖ has been added to the 

remaining sentence: ―Those improvements must be planned considering all 

components of the Preferred Alternative and consistent with local land use 

planning.‖

HH. Specific alignment would be determined in Tier 2 processes, but it is 

possible that the tunnels suggested at Dowd Canyon, Hidden Valley, and 

Floyd Hill under the 65 mph highway improvements could accommodate the 

Advanced Guideway System as well.

II. As indicated in response to comment ORG-29-K, the descriptors have been 

removed.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

JJ. Please see response to your comment ORG-29-F regarding the roles of the 

Collaborative Effort and the I-70 Coalition in the planning process for the 

Corridor. The Colorado Department of Transportation does not plan to 

establish a separate planning region or entity for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

The PEIS has been managed through Region 1 in close coordination with 

Region 3. Future Tier 2 processes will be managed by the region in which 

they are located, or by Region 1 in close coordination with Region 3 if they 

are located in both regions. As described in Section ES.21 “How will 
improvements in this Corridor be implemented, and how will 
stakeholders be involved in this process?” all Preferred Alternative 

components must go through CDOT’s established planning process. The 

statewide planning process involves coordination with 15 transportation 

planning regions and metropolitan planning organizations to identify and 

prioritize projects to be included in the long range Statewide Transportation 

Plan and short-range Statewide Transportation Improvement Program using 

a Project Priority Programming Process (4P) guidance adopted by the 

Colorado Transportation Commission. To facilitate the 4P process, each 

CDOT engineering region meets individually with transportation planning 

regions in their area to discuss project selection and prioritization within that 

transportation planning region. Sequencing, funding, and construction of 

projects within the Corridor are balanced among other statewide priorities 

and needs. 

KK. Herman Gulch is located at milepost 218, and Bakerville is located at 

milepost 221. The Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels’ east portal is at 

milepost 215. However, these distances have been removed from Section 
ES.23, “In what order would improvements be made?” in the Final PEIS.

LL. The language for the triggers has been revised to be a verbatim match to the 

Consensus Recommendation, as stated in response to comment 

ORG-29-C.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

MM. The Eagle County GIS department and Mapquest both identify the road as 

William J Post Boulevard. Section ES.24, Why are both transit and 
highway improvements needed?” from the RPDEIS has been deleted in 

the FPEIS. However, the references in Sections ES.17,  2.6.4, and 2.7.1, 

and in Tables 2-2, 2-9, and 2-10 of the PEIS have been revised

NN. The total number of interchanges included for improvement was updated 

and is correctly presented in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS. The Executive Summary has been modified to 

include the correct listing of 30 interchange improvements. The phrase 

―some of them corresponding to potential Advanced Guideway System 

transit stops at:‖ was removed because it implies that the transit stops are 

generally located, which they are not.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

OO. You are correct that the Collaborative Effort Preferred Alternative lists 

―termini‖ among the eleven subjects requiring additional information in 

further study of the Advanced Guideway System. However, the vision of this 

component of the Preferred Alternative is transit connectivity beyond the 

study area, not necessarily variations on termini locations. 

The eastern terminus of the study is defined as C-470/Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station, and Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS states that the 

eastern terminus of the Advanced Guideway System is the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden, where it is expected to 

connect with the Regional Transportation District network in Jefferson 

County. Location of the project terminus at C-470/Jeffco Government Center 

light rail station does not preclude other NEPA studies outside the Corridor 

or beyond the defined terminus, but represents the logical endpoint for the 

Tier 1 study and the Advanced Guideway System component in the 

Preferred Alternative. Future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will define the specifics of connectivity, the alignment, the specific 

technology used, and other aspects of the Advanced Guideway System.

PP. A sentence has been added to Section ES.25, “How do metro Denver 
residents access the Advanced Guideway System?” previously Section 
ES.26, “Do the Action Alternatives make traveling the Corridor safer?” 
of the PEIS as follows: 

―Stakeholders have advocated for expanding the terminus to locations east 

in Denver and Denver International Airport. However, the study terminus is 

based on the purpose and need for the project. In this case, the purpose and 

need focuses on mobility, and accessibility, congestion, and capacity in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor, which has distinct needs, travel patterns, and trip 

purposes from the Denver metropolitan area and other areas in Colorado.‖
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

QQ. The discussion of the transportation of regulated material has been 

expanded in Section 3.6.5 of the FPEIS.  In the RDPEIS, it was stated that 

the operation of the I-70 highway included the transportation and use of 

regulated materials, which can also increase the likelihood of release along 

the Corridor.  Figure 3.6-1 shows locations of ―Environmental Protection 

Agency ERNS incident sites‖ which are generally the locations of truck 

accident/spill sites.  Materials spilled included petroleum, paint, acetylene 

cylinders, transformer oil with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), battery 

acid, sulfuric acid, hydrogen peroxide, formaldehyde mixture, antifreeze, 

asphalt, and calcium chloride. These spills are immediately cleaned up and 

are reported to the health department. Future predictions indicate that truck 

traffic would increase considerably in western areas of the Corridor on 

summer weekdays, summer weekends, and winter weekends. Increased 

truck traffic may be associated with a higher incidence of accidents and 

spills. The main locations of these accidents are being addressed by the 

roadway improvements that would smooth out the curves in the roadway at 

these high accident sites. Alternatives that do little to improve mobility and/or 

safety (No Action, Minimal Action, and transit-only) would have the highest 

potential to be associated with increased spill incidents.

Transport of hazardous materials through the Eisenhower Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels is not allowed during normal operations; the normal route 

is via US 6 over Loveland Pass. However, when Loveland Pass is closed 

(such as during adverse weather conditions), and the I-70 highway is open, 

placarded loads are escorted through the tunnel at the top of every hour 

spaced about 800 feet apart. Passenger vehicles and other traffic are not 

allowed in the tunnel while placarded loads are being transported. 
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

RR. Paragraph has been revised to read:

All Action Alternatives except the Minimal Action are expected to 

induce more population and employment growth in the Corridor. The 

amount and type of induced growth varies. Transit alternatives and 

Combination alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative,  likely 

induce the most growth. Growth in established communities along the 

I-70 highway is expected to be less than in unincorporated areas 

because of constraints and lack of developable land in existing Corridor 

communities, particularly in the eastern portion of the Corridor in Clear 

Creek County. Eagle County, Summit County, and Garfield County, 

which have more land area available for development, are all likely to 

experience this induced growth.  Clear Creek County is not expected to 

see as much induced growth because its land areas are constrained 

and not developable due to slopes and geologic hazards, and a large 

portion of the county consists of National Forest System lands and 

other public lands. Economic growth places pressure on property 

values, community services, and other social infrastructure. The 

adaptive management approach of the Preferred Alternative allows 

improvements to be implemented over time, which may allow 

communities to better manage effects of economic growth.

Similar clarifications have been made in Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-
of-way of the PEIS.

SS. Please see the response to your comment ORG-29-T regarding the 50-year 

horizon.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

TT. Section 4 has been removed from the Final PEIS. It was included in the 

Revised Draft PEIS to provide context and background that is no longer 

needed for the final documentation. Sections 7, 8, and 9 of the 

Introduction of the PEIS provide more detailed information on I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions. Section 6.3, “How did 
public and agency comments on the 2004 Draft PEIS shape this 
document?” of the PEIS does explain how Context Sensitive Solutions was 

implemented for the PEIS in response to comments received on the 2004 

Draft PEIS.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

UU. Section 4 has been removed from the Final PEIS. It was included in the 

Revised Draft PEIS to provide context and background that is no longer 

needed for the final documentation.

VV. Yes, the listing is consistent with the regulations in 23 Code of Federal 

Regulations 771.115.

WW. The bullet list of high priority improvements has been removed from the 

Introduction of the PEIS. The bullet list in Section ES.23, “In what order 
would improvements be made?” does not contain any qualifiers.

XX. The bullet list includes high-priority components and is not intended to imply 

a priority (as you note). The prioritization of projects comes from the 

planning process as described in the Introduction section “What are the 
considerations for prioritizing Preferred Alternative components?” in 

the PEIS.

YY. This information has been removed from the Introduction of the PEIS, and 

the language from the Consensus Recommendation has been included 

verbatim in Section 2.7 of the PEIS.

ZZ. The discussion of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions in 

Sections 7 through 10 of the Introduction has been revised to clarify the 

purpose and historical and future roles of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

AAA. Reference to Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context 
Sensitive Solutions has been added to Section ES.11, “What is the I-70 
Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions Process?”, and the 

discussion of I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions has been 

revised as noted in response to comment ORG-29-ZZ.

BBB. Providing bus service in mixed traffic alone does not meet the purpose and 

need to reduce congestion in the Corridor because it provides little 

advantage in travel times.  However, it would not make congestion worse.  It 

is retained as part of the Minimal Action Alternative because it provides 

Corridorwide transit service where none currently exists, and it can be 

implemented without major construction. It is also included as a non-

infrastructure component in the other Action Alternatives because, while it 

does not meet the purpose and need on its own, it does provide an 

alternative to driving, which has some benefits in combination with other 

improvements.

CCC. All of the transit alternatives advanced for consideration in the PEIS met the 

minimum performance criteria, as explained in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website). A new question has been added to as Section 2.8.3, 
“How do the Combination alternatives compare?” to address the relative 

benefits and disadvantages of each of the alternatives that meet the purpose 

and need (the Combination alternatives). Slower speeds during steep grade 

climbs and complications of snow removal from the guideway are among the 

disadvantages of the Bus in Guideway transit component.

DDD. Your concern is noted. Structured lanes are a consideration for Tier 2 

processes and are mentioned as a potential way to minimize community 

impacts in the Idaho Springs area. If structured lanes are determined to be 

the preferred highway improvements through Idaho Springs, CDOT will 

develop a maintenance plan for the safe removal of snow.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

EEE. The performance assessment and impact footprint for the Advanced 

Guideway System was based on the existing I-70 highway alignment, in 

most cases, to minimize impacts.  In Tier 2 processes the alignment will be 

refined and additional tunnels might be included to enhance operations or 

performance, reduce costs, or for other reasons. 

FFF. As noted in response to ORG-29-V, the description of the general location of 

the Advanced Guideway System alignment along the I-70 highway has been 

clarified to explain that it is not necessarily within the highway right-of-way. 

The Tier 1 analysis assumed that the Advanced Guideway System would be 

contained in the existing right-of-way whenever possible. This was done in 

order to avoid and minimize impacts to adjacent resources. In the future 

Tier 2 processes, engineering constraints or other constraints may be 

identified which may result in the Advanced Guideway System being located 

outside of existing right-of-way. The Tier 1 study identifies general location, 

capacity, and mode. The general location portion of the decision only 

identifies that the alignment will generally follow the existing I-70 highway. 

See response to ORG-29-L for the clarification to the PEIS regarding 

general location and right-of-way.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

GGG. This language is included in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS and is not included in the Executive Summary.

HHH. Auxiliary lanes are not needed in locations where six-lane highway capacity 

is provided. Under either the 55 or 65 mph Maximum Program, six-lane 

capacity would be provided at the Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels.

III. The Floyd Hill eastbound tunnel may be used for the Advanced Guideway 

System in the future Tier 2 processes. The performance assessment and 

impact footprint for the Advanced Guideway System evaluated in the PEIS is 

based on the existing I-70 highway alignment in most cases to minimize 

impacts.  In Tier 2 processes the alignment will be refined and additional 

tunnels might be included to enhance operations or performance, reduce 

costs, or for other reasons. 

JJJ. As noted in Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS, the Minimum Program of highway 

components of the Preferred Alternative are organized into ―other highway‖ 

and ―specific highway‖ improvements.  The ―other highway‖ improvements, 

such as curve safety modifications, auxiliary lanes, and interchange 

redesigns, are not subject to the parameters of the triggers and may be 

implemented as funding becomes available. The ―specific highway‖ 

improvements, such as six-lane capacity improvements from Floyd Hill 

through the Twin Tunnels and frontage roads from Idaho Springs to US 6, 

are the actual triggers for assessing the need for implementation of the 

Maximum Program of the Preferred Alternative (six-lane highway capacity 

and non-Advanced Guideway System transit capacity improvements). The 

―additional highway‖ improvements refer to the six-lane capacity 

improvements from Floyd Hill to the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, 

as called out in the Maximum Program of the Preferred Alternative. 

KKK. Comment noted. Other comments (see ORG-29-C, for example) requested 

that the actual Consensus Recommendation language be used verbatim, so 

this phrase has been revised accordingly.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

LLL. Extra comma has been removed.

MMM. The cost estimates presented in the PEIS are conceptual and based on a 

very high level design concept; they are intended to provide a relative 

comparison among Action Alternatives considered. The lead agencies 

recognize costs will need to be revisited and refined in future studies and 

Tier 2 processes. Specifically, Advanced Guideway System feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes will include robust cost analysis that 

will be an important factor in determining feasibility. For the Tier 1 study, 

maglev was included for analysis as a representative technology, and costs 

were independently validated by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority working 

group. It is important to note that the specific technology has not been 

identified. Therefore, costs will need to be based on the actual technology 

identified, which may or may not be maglev. 

NNN. This statement is consistent with the decision about the general location for 

the Advanced Guideway System, which does not specify that the system will 

be within existing right-of-way.  Please refer to response to your comments 

ORG-29-D and ORG-29-L for further clarification of the general location of 

the Advanced Guideway System.

OOO. Yes. The complete sentence reads: ―Rail with Intermountain Connection and 

Bus in Guideway Alternatives require more walls and fencing than the 

Advanced Guideway System Alternative, and have the greatest impact on 

wildlife movement of all the Transit Alternatives.‖
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

PPP. For the purposes of this Tier 1 study, no distinction was made between 

naturally occurring and man-made wetlands.  It is important to note that 

man-made wetlands can fall under the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act if 

they exhibit a significant nexus to a jurisdictional water of the U.S. Full 

wetland delineations and jurisdictional determinations for wetlands and other 

waters of the U.S. will occur as part of Tier 2 processes.

QQQ. The Bureau of Land Management completed its Final Wild and Scenic River 

Eligibility Report for the Kremmling and Glenwood Springs Field Offices, 

Colorado in March 2007 (Bureau of Land Management, 2007). This study 

completed the first of two components of the wild and scenic river 

designation process. The second ―suitability‖ phase is ongoing. The 

eligibility study determined a segment of the Colorado River that includes 

the Glenwood Canyon area meets the criteria for free flowing conditions.  

Please refer to the Bureau of Land Management study available online at 

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/co/programs/land_use_planning

/rmp/kfo-

gsfo/KFOWSR.Par.97085.File.dat/FinalEligibilityReport_Mar2007.pdf.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

RRR. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use updated and currently 

available information on best management practices for analysis during 

Tier 2 processes.

SSS. Bullet has been revised to read:

―Minimize wind-blown dust from mine tailings on construction sites by 

wetting or other appropriate dust control measures. If dust control occurs 

near surface waters, ensure that proper stormwater management best 

management practices are in place to protect surface waters from runoff if 

water is applied excessively for dust control.‖ 

TTT. Comment noted.

UUU. No. Based on CDOT right-of-way surveys conducted in 2001, portions of 

private property parcels do extend into the I-70 highway right-of-way. 

Updated property boundary surveys will be conducted in Tier 2 processes to 

resolve inconsistencies.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

VVV. As stated in the PEIS, CDOT has committed to funding the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions program during Tier 2 processes.

WWW. As stated in the PEIS, CDOT will conform to the requirements of the Uniform 

Act and will consider coordination regarding a Workforce Plan addressing 

housing needs.

XXX. The study area of the Social and Economic Resources analysis included 

nine counties: Garfield, Pitkin, Eagle, Lake, Summit, Park, Clear Creek, 

Gilpin, and Grand. The counties located outside of the Corridor were 

evaluated for employment and population because many of their residents 

support the workforce of the counties primarily accessed by the I-70 

highway. While the percent employment growth in Park County is projected 

to be substantial, the actual numbers of employment growth are quite small, 

as displayed in Section 4.2 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and 

Economic Values Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). Between 

2000 and 2035, projected employment growth in Park County (6,391 jobs) 

makes up only 4 percent of overall employment growth in the region 

(142,548 jobs). Because these numbers are so small, the results of the 

model are still considered to be a reasonable representation of economic 

conditions in the region, regardless of where the employment growth occurs 

in the county. Section 3.8.4, “What are the areas of social and economic 
interest identified in the Corridor? of the PEIS states that the bulk of 

regional economic activity is concentrated in the central and western 

counties of the Corridor, in Eagle, Summit, Pitkin, and Garfield counties. The 

impacts analysis focuses primarily on the effects of employment and 

population growth in these four counties on housing and commuting patterns 

in the Corridor.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

YYY. Text changed to ―important enough.‖

ZZZ. Please see the response to your comment ORG-29-XXX regarding the 

small contribution of Park County employment growth to overall regional 

employment growth.

AAAA. The comment appears to be related to text that appears in Section 3.9, 
Environmental Justice rather than Section 3.8, Social and Economic 
Values. The text in Section 3.9, Environmental Justice, What public 
transportation is available in the Corridor, and what are the 
commuting patterns?, has been revised to say, ―Transit systems such as 

Eagle County Regional Transportation Authority and Summit Stage in 

Summit County provide services between communities, and the Roaring 

Fork Transportation Authority serves both Garfield and Pitkin counties.  In 

the eastern part of the Corridor, the Regional Transportation District 

provides transit service to the Denver metropolitan area from as far west as 

Bergen Park, and private companies provide transit service between the 

airport, Denver, and the mountain resort areas.‖
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

BBBB. References to issues with workforce housing are contained in Section 3.7, 
Land Use and Right-of-Way.  See question How does construction of 
the alternatives affect land use and right-of-way? that states, 

―Communities have voiced concern about the future use of worker housing 

once construction is complete.‖ Section 3.7.6, “What will be addressed 
in Tier 2 processes?” describes how worker housing will be explored 

further in Tier 2 processes: ―Tier 2 processes will also analyze impacts to 

existing construction housing built during construction of the original I-70 

highway (including potential environmental justice impacts), the future use 

of new workforce housing once construction is complete, and long-term 

housing needs for operations and maintenance staff.‖ Finally, Section 
3.7.7, “What are the approaches to programmatic mitigation planning 
for land use and right-of-way?” notes that the lead agencies may assist 

with a workforce housing plan: ―Regarding workforce housing, the lead 

agencies will consider coordinating with local jurisdictions and federal 

housing authorities to create and implement a Workforce Plan addressing 

workforce housing needs and permanent housing strategies.‖ The issues 

and potential mitigation strategies are reiterated in Section 3.19, 
Mitigation Summary.

CCCC. Yes, FTA reference levels for maglev transit systems are available and 

were used to estimate noise for the alternatives including the Advanced 

Guideway System. The procedures and input data used to estimate noise 

from all Action Alternatives are detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Noise Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of 

the Technical Reports and on the project website).
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

DDDD. Analysis of potential effects to the Colorado Divide National Scenic Trail is 

included in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Recreation Resources 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 5 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website). The trail, which is located 

on the White River National Forest, is identified as Property #381. Use of 

this trail is assumed with all of the Action Alternatives. Tier 2 processes are 

necessary to identify the actual use of the property and appropriate 

avoidance or mitigation measures that either avoid or reconstruct the trail 

to maintain its function.

EEEE. The Section 4(f) process does not identify an effect to a resource as an 

"adverse" use or adverse impact, rather the term "use" is identified to 

recognize land that is permanently incorporated into a transportation 

facility, or a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the 

statute's preservation purposes or if proximity impacts are severe enough 

that the protected activities, features, or attributes are substantially 

impaired.  At the first tier level of analysis, detailed design information is 

not available, nor are exact boundaries of Section 4(f) properties, nor is 

enough information available to determine if any temporary occupancies of 

land are actually Section 4(f) uses.  For these reasons, an inclusive 

approach was taken that acknowledges the broad level of analysis, and 

only potential Section 4(f) uses were identified and disclosed in this 

discussion.

                                         Page 262 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

FFFF. Language is included in the PEIS that clarifies the intent of Section 3.14.3, 
“What is the project’s purpose and need?” which is that during Tier 2, 

constructive uses (to include noise, visual and access impacts) could be 

identified which fall outside the 30 foot buffer zone.  This language has 

been added to the final paragraph of Section 3.14.1, “What is Section 
4(f)?”.

GGGG. The PEIS has been modified to state ―inclusive approach taken.‖

HHHH. No text was found on page 3.14-9 that matched this description.  Perhaps 

the commenter was referring to the text on page 3.14-19 which lists the 

seven alternative element families and then in the paragraph below that 

states that the ... " (Aviation and Alternative Routes) …alternative element 

families avoid Section 4(f) properties in the Corridor but are not feasible 

and prudent avoidance alternatives for the reasons described below."  The 

next page then provides the reasons why these two alternative element 

families are not feasible and prudent.

IIII. Vertical widening such as structured or tunneled lanes and Smart Widening 

are both considered to be appropriate for analysis during Tier 2 processes, 

since they are both design refinements. In the context of Section 4(f), both 

of these can be used as techniques to minimize use of a Section 4(f) 

property.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

JJJJ. Comment noted. Please see the response to your comment ORG-29-IIII.

KKKK. Text has been revised to 6.6 miles east of Frisco. The location is clearly 

illustrated on the referenced Figure 3.15-1.

LLLL. Yes, RAILSIM 7 is not the most recent model available but is adequate for 

comparing alternatives, and all alternatives were compared on the same 

baseline. Newer models and updated information about technologies will 

be incorporated into future studies and used to refine costs in Tier 2 

processes.  See Section 3.16, Energy of the PEIS for more information on 

propulsion and construction costs.

MMMM. Yes, no formal coordination occurred with agencies on energy issues. The 

Bureau of Land Management is, however, a cooperating agency for the 

PEIS and, as such, was coordinated with on a variety of issues throughout 

the process.

At the Tier 1 level, the focus of energy requirements was on consumption 

requirements of the transit operating systems with an understanding that 

the Corridor does not have transmission or power infrastructure in place, or 

planned, to meet those needs. It is recognized that the Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will 

require further analysis of energy infrastructure and additional coordination 

with the multiple utility power service providers/service areas within the 

Corridor.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

NNNN. Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values and Section 3.12, Recreation 
Resources and Section 6(f) Discussion of the PEIS both mention the 

fact that during construction, economic conditions including recreational 

trips will be negatively affected. The lead agencies are committed to 

developing mitigation measures to minimize any longer term impacts such 

as effects to the rafting industry. These mitigation strategies are described 

in Section 3.8.7 and Section 3.12.7 and include coordination with local 

chambers of commerce and economic centers to develop communication 

and promotional materials.

The following text has been added to Section 3.18.1, “What is the 
relationship between local short-term uses and long-term productivity 
and why is it important to this project?”: ―This section summarizes the 

short-term and long-term impacts of the alternatives; these impacts and 

proposed mitigation strategies are described in more detail in respective 

resource sections (Sections 3.1 through 3.16) and in Chapter 4, 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis.”

OOOO. The term ―short-term uses‖ is required by the National Environmental 

Policy Act. Those exact words are in the Act in Section 102 (42 USC 

4332). The term ―use‖ in this context is synonymous with impact.

PPPP. An additional bullet has been added to reflect this condition:

• Higher summertime temperatures in the Denver metropolitan area 

could increase demand for access to the mountain areas and their 

cooler temperatures.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

QQQQ. The legend of Figure 4-2b has been corrected as suggested.

RRRR. This section discusses land use changes that may result from other 

planned development and relies on zoning and land use maps to identify 

those developments. This is not the appropriate location to reference the 

I-70 Coalition Land Use Transit Study because (1) the study does not 

identify reasonably foreseeable development projects and (2) future 

development of transit stations associated with the Advanced Guideway 

System is included within the scope of the Preferred Alternative. 

Reference to the land use study has been included in Section 3.7, Land 
Use and Right-of-Way.

SSSS. The current approach for truck parking electrification provides power 

supplies to long-haul truck drivers for the purpose of reducing idling at rest 

areas.  These facilities could potentially be used to power electric-

powered freight vehicles if those types of vehicles are used in the future.

TTTT. Trees and plants themselves produce volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

(monoterpene and isoprene)—those VOCs produced for a plant’s scent to 

attract insects. Emissions of deciduous trees have been shown to 

increase ground-level ozone emissions in some urban areas. Ozone 

forms in the presence of sunlight when VOCs react with the nitrogen 

oxides emitted by cars and industrial plants. Plant VOC emissions are 

harmless in the absence of human-generated nitrogen oxides. Plants 

known for low VOC emissions include pine and maple trees, and 

encouraging the use of low-VOC-emitting trees is a recognized 

component of and consistent with many greenhouse gas reduction plans.
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Source: Letter Name: I-70 Corridor Coalition (continued)
Document Number: ORG-29 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to ORG-29 (continued)

UUUU. Please refer to response to comment ORG-29-MMM, which explains that 

cost estimates will be updated in the Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes and will be based on the 

actual technology identified for the Advanced Guideway System.

VVVV. Although maglev was considered a representative technology for the 

purpose of analysis, the specific technology for the Advanced Guideway 

System has not been identified. Therefore, it is not appropriate to include 

the technology in the definition.

WWWW. The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions definition has 

been added to the Executive Summary and Introduction of the PEIS as 

requested and in response to similar comments, and the text has been 

revised to reinforce the lead agencies’ commitment to the entire I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process.

XXXX. Yes, this is incorrect. ―Million‖ has been corrected to ―billion‖ in an errata 

sheet for this technical report. The number of 11.2 billion is correct based 

on 2010 dollars. The range of $16 to $20 billion presented in the body of 

the PEIS is presented in year of expenditure dollars, which in this case is 

considered to be the mid-year of construction, or 2025.

                                         Page 267 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to ORG-30

A. As you note, improvements to the I-70 Mountain Corridor are needed to 

reduce traffic congestion, as well as increase capacity and improve mobility 

and accessibility. The Preferred Alternative is a comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway. The Preferred Alternative is multimodal, 

including an Advanced Guideway System, highway improvements, and non-

infrastructure components. The Advanced Guideway System, which 

operates between the Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station, is being advanced into the Final PEIS, 

along with all the other components of the Preferred Alternative. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows. The Preferred Alternative 

does not identify transit improvements between Eagle County Regional 

Airport and Glenwood Springs, but does not preclude other studies or 

implementation of improvements west of Eagle County Regional Airport. 

Implementation of Advanced Guideway System will require additional study 

to determine the viability of the system. Some of these considerations 

include identifying a technology; evaluating costs, benefits, and ridership; 

and assessing system reliability, safety, environmental impacts, and other 

factors. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation has made ongoing, shorter-term 

safety and operational improvements in some Corridor locations to address 

congestion, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message 

signs, park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency 

response plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier 

improvements, and tunnel enhancements. Congestion has continued to 

increase in the Corridor, however, due to population growth and additional 

development. The Preferred Alternative provides adequate capacity for 

projected traffic volumes through the year 2050.

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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B. The Preferred Alternative performs well in reducing traffic congestion on the 

I-70 highway, as illustrated by Figure 2-13 in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS. The Preferred Alternative offers a 

multimodal solution, including non-infrastructure components and combining 

highway and transit improvements, to provide expanded person trip 

capacity. As you imply, the transit component of the Preferred Alternative 

provides needed capacity that highway improvements alone cannot provide, 

while the highway improvements reduce congestion. Additionally, the 

Preferred Alternative offers non-infrastructure elements, including but not 

limited to increased enforcement, bus, van, or shuttle service in mixed 

traffic, programs for improving truck movements, driver education, and 

converting single occupancy vehicle commuters to high occupancy travel 

and/or public transportation.

The project team has not confirmed your specific annual costs of delay but 

recognizes that there is existing delay and costs will increase with future 

delay along the Corridor if no improvements are made. 

You are correct that many skiers and snowboarders (and many other people 

desiring trips in the Corridor) will not travel in the Corridor, perhaps staying 

home or traveling elsewhere. These suppressed trips are described as 

unmet demand in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need and Section 2.8.1 of the 

PEIS. The economic analysis (see Section 3.8, Social and Economic 
Values of the PEIS) does show that the No Action Alternative – that is, doing 

nothing in the Corridor except those projects that are already programmed in 

the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program – likely suppresses 

economic conditions in the nine-county Corridor region when compared to 

the Preferred Alternative. In the long-term, the Preferred Alternative 

surpasses the Gross Regional Product of the No Action Alternative by at 

least $10 billion per year in 2035.

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org (continued)
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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C. The PEIS recognizes the Colorado Climate Action Plan (see Section 1.3, 
“What other studies have been completed or are related to this 
Corridor?” and Section 4.8, “What are the anticipated cumulative 
impacts?”).  Colorado’s Climate Action Plan of 2007 basically mandates an 

80 percent reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050 from 2005 levels and 20 

percent reduction by 2020, but only provides general direction for 

transportation greenhouse gases actions. These actions, which include 

adopting greenhouse gas emissions standards for passenger vehicles, 

increasing clean transportation options for state employees, and recognition 

of community excellence regarding land use and transportation, pertain to all 

alternatives considered for the PEIS. Although these are not differentiating 

factors among the PEIS alternatives, some of the alternatives could respond 

better to suggested strategies, such as the commitment to transit oriented 

development, which fits most appropriately with alternatives that include a 

transit component such as the Preferred Alternative. Several of the non-

infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative, such as bus, van, or 

shuttle service in mixed traffic, promoting high occupancy travel and public 

transportation, and implementing transit promotion and incentives, support 

the Climate Action Plan objectives.  

Although reducing air pollution is not a specific goal of this project, air 

quality in the Corridor improves under the Preferred Alternative.  Figures 2-
13 and 2-14 in the PEIS present information about anticipated 2035 

congestion in the Corridor as a result of implementation of each of the 

alternatives. The relationship between congestion and air pollution is 

acknowledged in Section 3.1, Climate and Air Quality Resources of the 

PEIS. The Preferred Alternative results in a range of future congestion, from 

very low congestion under the Maximum Program of Improvements (at 13 

hours during a weekend) to higher congestion under the Minimum Program 

of Improvements (at 35 hours of congestion). This compares to congestion 

with the No Action Alternative of 23 hours during a weekend. The Maximum 

Program of Improvements represents a noticeable improvement in both 

congestion and in air pollution that is associated with congestion.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org (continued)
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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C. (Continued from previous page)

The phased, adaptive management component of the Preferred Alternative 

allows it to be implemented based on future needs and associated triggers 

for further action.  This will allow opportunities to avoid, minimize and 

mitigate impacts on water quality, wetlands, wildlife and other environmental 

resources.  This is consistent with the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions Core Values and Sustainability Principles as presented 

in Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive 
Solutions of the PEIS.

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org (continued)
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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D. The lead agencies agree that traffic congestion has a quality of life and 

economic impact. The economic impact of traffic congestion in the Corridor 

is two-fold.  One is the hours spent waiting in traffic, and the other is loss of 

revenue due to the number of trips not taken because of congestion, referred 

to as unmet demand. By 2035, unmet demand at the Eisenhower-Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels on a weekend will be approximately 25,000 trips. By 

2050, that estimate will increase to approximately 45,000 trips suppressed.  

The annual hours of congestion estimated for the No Action Alternative in 

2035 is 15,500 hours. The Preferred Alternative would reduce the hours of 

congestion to between 5,000 to 8,000 hours.  For peak period weekend 

conditions, the Preferred Alternative would reduce the average Corridor 

highway travel time from approximately 320 minutes to 220 minutes under 

the Minimum Program of Improvements and to 200 minutes if the Maximum 

Program is fully implemented. Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) for more 

information about unmet demand, suppressed trips, and effects of 

congestion. 

Tourism, which includes skiing, second homes, and hotel and condo rentals 

as you note, is the primary industry in the Corridor. The tourism industry 

generated 41 percent of jobs and 38 percent of income in year 2000; these 

numbers are even higher in Eagle and Summit counties. The cost of doing 

nothing (the No Action Alternative) is expected to suppress the economies of 

communities in the region by reducing population, jobs, personal income, 

and the gross regional product compared to expanded growth opportunities 

forecast under the Preferred Alternative. The forecasted economic reduction 

is a result of suppressed visitor trips, many of which are summer and winter 

tourist-related, due to traffic congestion and inaccessibility. In addition to 

total population and the number of jobs that are projected to increase, the 

Preferred Alternative is expected to increase personal income and the gross 

regional product (amount of new goods and services annually).

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org (continued)
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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E. The lead agencies identified the Preferred Alternative, which is based on the 

Consensus Recommendation, as the best solution to address the short- and 

long-term needs of the I-70 Mountain Corridor while minimizing 

environmental impacts. The Preferred Alternative has been advanced as the 

Preferred Alternative in the Final PEIS. The Preferred Alternative is a 

multimodal alternative that includes the Advanced Guideway System. 

The lead agencies share your sense of urgency with making improvements 

in the Corridor. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, the lead 

agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support from the 

citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation’s budget is insufficient to 

implement the entire Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is 

important to Colorado’s economy, and multimodal improvements are one of 

the highest transportation priorities in the state. Options for innovative 

funding sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, 

and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to 

limited geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional 

amendments, or both). These will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes.

F. Comment noted. 

Source:  Letter Name: Snowforever.org (continued)
Document Number: ORG-30 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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A. The Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) is part of a 

Tier 1 decision process for improvements to the I-70 highway that are of 

statewide importance and a high priority for CDOT and stakeholders. The 

Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive proposal for improvements 

to the I-70 highway, and CDOT is committed to implementing recommended 

improvements as funding allows. 

Prior to completion of this Tier 1 decision, some early action projects have 

been identified and are being studied. These projects are listed in the 

Introduction of the PEIS and include: Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) 

improvements; I-70/Silverthorne interchange; Eagle interchange; Minturn 

interchange; Edwards interchange; Black Gore Creek, Straight Creek, and 

Clear Creek Sediment Control Action Plans; and wildlife fencing along the 

I-70 highway to enhance safety.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has also been making ongoing, 

shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations including: truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements). These types of improvements would continue with 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

As stated in the Introduction of the PEIS, this document is a Tier 1 study 

identifying mode, general location, and capacity of improvements in the 

Corridor. However, this study does not contain sufficient design details to 

assess specific environmental impacts, mitigation, or even viability of 

technology; nor does the Tier 1 study complete National Environmental 

Policy Act compliance for construction projects. Tier 2 processes are 

necessary to identify and develop construction projects. The differences 

between Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes (and the reasons for making tiered 

decisions) are explained in more detail in the Introduction of the PEIS.

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Nick Dodich
Document Number: IND-01 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 5, 2010
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B. Yes, the Twin Tunnels area is an area of congestion and does form a 

bottleneck in the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative includes a third bore 

through the Twin Tunnels to support the highway and transit improvements 

that would occur on either side of the tunnel (as do the other transit, 

highway, and combination alternatives considered in the PEIS). The 

Preferred Alternative addresses the 15-mile segment you reference, 

including the bottleneck of the tunnels as well as the overall congestion 

problems along the entire Corridor, which cannot be solved by addressing 

the tunnels alone.

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation is restricted by some state and 

federal laws regarding what they can require of contractors and methods of 

construction equipment and personnel. In some cases, CDOT may specify 

construction methods when those differing methods have different 

environmental impacts. However, in most cases, the construction methods 

are determined by construction contractors after Tier 2 processes are 

completed. Contractors hired by CDOT may elect to use the type of 

specialized construction equipment you suggest.

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-01 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

                                         Page 275 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-01 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-01 (continued)

D. The economic analysis (see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of 

the PEIS) does show that the No Action Alternative – that is, doing nothing in 

the Corridor except those projects that are already programmed in the 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program – likely suppresses 

economic conditions in the nine-county Corridor region when compared to 

the Preferred Alternative. While the Preferred Alternative likely suppresses 

economic growth during construction periods, by 2035 it surpasses the 

Gross Regional Product of the No Action Alternative by at least $10 billion 

per year. 

As explained in response to comment IND-06-B, CDOT must satisfy state 

and federal planning requirements before constructing improvements. The 

Tier 1 study is the first step in identifying a program of improvements, but 

additional processes will be required to implement construction projects. 

As explained in the PEIS Chapter 5, Financial Considerations, CDOT 

does not have enough available revenue sources allocated to fund the 

improvements identified by the Preferred Alternative, and additional funding 

sources must be secured.
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Response to IND-02

A. Thank you for your dedication and continued involvement in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor, and for your participation in the Collaborative Effort.

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Bert Melcher
Document Number: IND-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 5, 2010
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Response to IND-02 (continued)

B. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-B for a response to this 

portion of your comment.

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-K for a response to this 

portion of your comment.

Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Bert Melcher (continued)
Document Number: IND-02 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

connectivity

CE
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Bobby Craig
Document Number: IND-03 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-03

A. Comment noted.

B. The Preferred Alternative acknowledges that future trends and conditions 

are dynamic. The use of triggers in the Preferred Alternative recognizes that 

future travel demand and behavior are uncertain and that additional 

transportation solutions should be based on proven needs. Triggers create a 

mechanism for defining the details of future transportation solutions 

consistent with the Preferred Alternative by defining specific conditions that 

could trigger further action. They are decision points allowing for adaptive 

management that take into account the current and future conditions of the 

transportation system. In the Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement Section 2.7.2 “What are the triggers for additional highway 
and non-Advanced Guideway System transit capacity improvements?”
triggers are described for highway and non-Advanced Guideway System 

transit capacity improvements in the I-70 Mountain Corridor.

Global, regional, and local trends such as peak oil, climate change, 

technological advances, and changing demographics could affect future 

transportation needs. Subsequent projects will be evaluated in terms of how 

individual projects move the program forward to meet transportation needs. 

The Collaborative Effort stakeholder committee will review progress and 

effects of the Preferred Alternative at least every two years and conduct a 

thorough reassessment of transportation needs in 2020.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 5, 2010
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Bobby Craig (continued)
Document Number: IND-03 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-03 (continued)

C. The Preferred Alternative relies on a multimodal solution and recognizes the 

importance of transit in providing needed capacity and movement of people 

through Corridor. The lead agencies agree that leadership and action by 

others will be necessary to implement and fund needed improvements.
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Ron Barron
Document Number: IND-04 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-04

A. In the United States, a service similar to the one that you reference is 

operated by Amtrak between Lorton, Virginia, and Sanford, Florida. This 

“Autotrain” provides non-stop service between these two cities once daily. 

Travel time for the 817-mile trip is approximately 17.5 hours, equating to an 

average operating speed of 46.7 mph. Loading time is 1 to 2 hours, 

depending on the size of the vehicle; unloading times are similar. No interim 

stops are served.

An equivalent service following the I-70 Mountain Corridor would be 

impractical for a number of reasons. First, only a small portion of trips would 

be served by a train operating between the Eagle County Regional Airport 

and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. Without being 

able to offer interim stops, an Autotrain would not serve enough Corridor 

destinations to meet the project’s purpose and need. Second, travel times 

would not be competitive with automobile travel and would, therefore, not 

shift enough travelers to an alternate mode to be effective at reducing 

congestion and meeting the Corridor’s transportation needs. Assuming an 

hour each for loading and unloading, the Autotrain would have to travel at 

unrealistically high speeds to match the 3.5 hour travel time of a congested 

I-70 highway. Third, as detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website), similar types of locomotive-hauled passenger trains 

were determined to be unreliable to operate in the Corridor (at any speed). 

Finally, the cost of such a service would not likely be competitive compared 

to driving. By comparison, the price for the Autotrain is $0.24 to $0.36 per 

mile for vehicles and $0.18 to $0.28 for coach seats for passengers. For the 

average vehicle traveling in the Corridor with 2.8 persons, the cost of the trip 

would be about twice that of driving (using the Internal Revenue Service 

vehicle mileage rate of 0.50 per mile), which is not attractive for passengers 

wanting to use the train as an alternative to a car and who frequent the 

Corridor on a weekly or daily basis. Further, travelers using a car could 

make the drive at any time during the day at their

(continued on next page)

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 5, 2010
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Ron Barron (continued)
Document Number: IND-04 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response IND-04 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

convenience. Travelers by Autotrain would be limited to scheduled departure 

times and, based on limited demand, fairly long headways between trains.

Two alternatives were analyzed to improve existing passenger rail service from 

Denver to Winter Park and Denver to Glenwood Springs following existing 

routes through the Moffat Tunnel and are described in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website). These alternatives were not practical to 

meet Corridor travel needs because 1) these alignments serve only a limited 

number of Corridor destinations and do not divert enough traffic to reduce 

congestion on the I-70 highway; 2) locomotive-hauled passenger trains are 

slow and cannot meet the travel time requirements necessary to divert 

vehicular traffic from the Corridor (the trip between Denver and Glenwood 

Springs using the existing train service takes nearly 6 hours one-way, as 

compared to about 2.5 hours by car in free-flow conditions and 5 hours by car 

in congested conditions); and 3) the busy freight corridor does not have 

capacity for additional passenger service, and one train per day is the 

maximum that could be accommodated. In addition, the origins and 

destinations of these routes also are outside the study limits and, therefore, do 

not serve the Corridor travel demand well.

For these reasons, new service is necessary to meet the project's purpose and 

need, and the Preferred Alternative does not include improving existing rail 

service except in the area between Minturn and the Eagle County Regional 

Airport. However, transit is an important component of the Preferred 

Alternative. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Hearing 1 Public Name: Ron Barron (continued)
Document Number: IND-04 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response IND-04 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Track type and design would be determined in future rail studies. For this 

study, rail performance was modeled based on equipment operating 

characteristics, not details of track design. However, new tracks or guideway 

would be installed as part of any transit alternative implemented in the 

Corridor. Improving the national rail system or providing incentives to 

existing rail operators were not considered because they are beyond the 

scope of this study.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Debra Irvine
Document Number: IND-05 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge, 80424

Response to IND-05

A. While the Colorado Department of Transportation has approved the use of 

transparent noise walls, further investigation is necessary to determine if this 

type of material is appropriate to site-specific conditions in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. Noise walls are among the mitigation measures that will be 

evaluated and considered during the Tier 2 processes.

In designing and implementing new transportation elements in the Corridor, 

CDOT will refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

Aesthetic Guidelines and create a site-specific Tier 2 Aesthetic Plan and 

Lighting Plan. See Section 3.11.7, “What are the approaches to 
programmatic mitigation planning for visual resources?” of the PEIS for 

more information on visual resources mitigation planning.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Flip Brumm
Document Number: IND-06 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-06

A. Comment noted.

B. The lead agencies share your sense of urgency with making improvements 

in the Corridor. Some early action projects in the Corridor have been 

identified, and these are being studied prior to completion of this Tier 1 

decision. They are listed in the Introduction of the PEIS in the section 

“What activities can occur before the Record of Decision?” and include: 

Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) improvements; I-70/Silverthorne interchange; 

Eagle interchange; Minturn interchange; Edwards interchange; Black Gore 

Creek, Straight Creek, and Clear Creek Sediment Control Action Plans; and 

wildlife fencing along the I-70 highway to enhance safety. 

The PEIS is a Tier 1 study, which identifies mode, general location, and 

capacity of improvements on the I-70 highway but does not contain detailed 

design to fully assess specific environmental impacts or mitigation or 

viability of technology; these will be evaluated under specific Tier 2 

processes. The Tier 1 document does not complete National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for construction projects. Tier 2 processes 

are necessary to identify transportation improvements at specific locations. 

More in-depth study is required at Tier 2 to complete the NEPA process for 

specific projects, and is completed before implementation of any 

construction project that falls under this Tier 1 decision. Please refer to the 

Introduction of the PEIS for more information about the differences 

between Tier 1 and Tier 2 processes, and the reasons for making these 

tiered decisions. 

Additionally, funding needs to be identified to construct improvements. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation does not have enough available 

revenue sources to fund the Preferred Alternative, and additional funding 

sources must be secured (see Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the 

PEIS). The Introduction of the PEIS describes the transportation planning

(continued on next page)
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Flip Brumm (continued)
Document Number: IND-06 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-06 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

process in Colorado. Projects must be prioritized and programmed into the 

long-range Statewide Transportation Plan, which is not fiscally constrained, 

and the short-range Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, which 

is fiscally constrained (meaning all projects in the program have funding 

identified) before they can proceed to design and construction.

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation did look at expanding the 

existing rail corridor from Denver through Moffat Tunnel, Winter Park, and 

Glenwood Springs (with options for service to terminate in Winter Park or 

Glenwood Springs). This alternative, which is described in more detail in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), does not meet the 

project's needs because the alignment requires use of locomotive-hauled 

passenger rail cars, which have low capacity (serving a maximum of 1,400 

passengers per hour) and slow travel speeds (23 to 27 miles per hour). Low 

capacity does not remove enough trips from the I-70 highway to reduce 

congestion, and slow travel speeds do not make the alternative an attractive 

alternative to automobile travel. Additionally, this alignment serves only a 

limited number of Corridor destinations and does not meet the accessibility 

and mobility needs for the Corridor.  

Another travel management (i.e., non-infrastructure) alternative considered 

would have increased the frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train 

(discontinued in 2009). However, due to the volume of freight traffic through 

the Moffat Tunnel and limited air ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line 

cannot accommodate more than two round-trip passenger trains per day. 

Because this service has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is 

not able to remove enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time 

in the Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was 

eliminated as a standalone alternative. A revived ski train service could be 

considered by others but does not address the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. (continued on next page)
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Flip Brumm (continued)
Document Number: IND-06 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-06 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

It is not within the purview of CDOT to regulate the movement of 

freight. Union Pacific, which owns the line over Tennessee Pass, would 

need to look at re-opening the line. The Tennessee Pass Line is currently 

classified by the Surface Transportation Board as out-of-service from 

Gypsum to Parkdale. For this portion of the line to be reactivated, it would 

require approval from the Surface Transportation Board. It would likely be 

expensive to rehabilitate the Gypsum to Parkdale portion of the line, the 

crossings, and yards. Given the steep grades on this line, operational costs 

for freight trains could be less economical than trucking. 

The study considered  routes from the south as alternatives to travel on the 

I-70 highway. Generally, not enough trips generate from the south Front 

Range to relieve traffic on the  I-70 highway. Travel modeling conducted in 

2000 showed that only 3.6 percent of traffic on the I-70 highway was 

generated from these areas.

Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives and the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) contain more details on these 

and other alternatives considered. 
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Source: Letter Name: Rodney Barron
Document Number: IND-07 City, Zip Code: Dillon Valley

Response to IND-07

A. Yes, CDOT found that including transit for the I-70 Mountain Corridor would 

divert some highway trips from the interstate and would also serve unmet 

demand for travel, increasing the capacity of the transportation system. For 

these reasons, the Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution. However, 

using existing track or expanding or upgrading existing rail systems was not 

a reasonable alternative to meeting transportation needs, primarily because 

the existing systems do not serve Corridor destinations well. See responses 

to your comment IND-04-A and comment IND-06-C for a discussion of 

alternatives considered for reusing or upgrading existing rail and why those 

alternatives were not advanced in the PEIS.

Please also refer to the response to your comment IND-04-A regarding the 

feasibility of using rail to ferry cars in the Corridor.

Regarding pollution and global warming, the PEIS did calculate the 

emissions associated with all Action Alternatives, and results are presented 

in Section 3.1, Climate and Air Quality Resources and in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Climate and Air Quality Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website). Generally, transit alternatives resulted in reduced 

emissions as you suggest. The Preferred Alternative’s Advanced Guideway 

System has greater capacity than an Autotrain-type system and would divert 

more trips (and vehicular pollution) from the Corridor.
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Source: Letter Name: Rodney Barron (continued)
Document Number: IND-07 City, Zip Code: Dillon Valley

Response to IND-07 (continued)

B. As noted in response to your comment IND-04, track type and design will be 

determined in future rail studies. At the Tier 1 level of analysis, rail 

performance calculations relied primarily on equipment operating 

characteristics, such as propulsion systems, car width and weight, and right-

of-way requirements, to determine which technologies could operate safely 

and efficiently in the Corridor. Based on these calculations, Rail, Advanced 

Guideway System, and Bus in Guideway systems were determined to be 

reasonable transit technologies for the Corridor.

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations, revenues from 

motor fuel taxes are stagnant. They are not likely to be a reliable source for 

sustained transportation funding in the future and are not likely to be a 

source of substantial funding to fund major rail upgrades or expansion. A 

new transportation authorization bill will address future uses of the highway 

gas tax. 
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Source: Letter Name: Richard Sears
Document Number: IND-08 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to IND-08

A. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations acknowledges that alternative 

funding sources will be required to pay for I-70 highway improvements. 

Tolling is one of the funding options CDOT will consider in future Tier 2 

processes. With appropriate approvals, CDOT could consider tolls for new 

or existing lanes.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Kathryn McDermott
Document Number: IND-09 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-09

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting a 

feasibility study for adding reversible or “zipper” lanes in a specific area of 

the Corridor between Georgetown (milepost 230.5) and Floyd Hill (milepost 

244.0) in response to legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly 

in 2010. The purpose of the I-70 West Reversible Lane Study (which can be 

found online at www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane) is to 

identify short-term operational actions to decrease congestion on the I-70 

highway during peak periods for this specific segment of the Corridor. The

I-70 West Reversible Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need 

of the PEIS.

The Preferred Alternative recognizes the need to plan for a longer horizon 

and, therefore, relies on a 50-year vision for the Corridor. Section 1.4 , 
“What are the horizon years of analysis for the study?” of the PEIS 

describes the horizon years of analysis for the study, and the Introduction
of the PEIS describes the relationship between the Corridor vision and 

statewide planning process. Based on the 50-year vision, the Preferred 

Alternative has the opportunity to meet the purpose and need for I-70 

Mountain Corridor improvements over the next 50 years, largely because 

the phasing and implementation of the program of improvements is adaptive 

to future needs and trends. Due to the uncertainty of funding, the timing of 

improvements is also uncertain. No travel demand or population forecasts 

can reliably predict trends longer than 50 years. 
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Tom Nelson
Document Number: IND-10 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-10

A. The Preferred Alternative includes expanding or improving frontage roads 

from Idaho Springs to Hidden Valley, and from Hidden Valley to US 6 to 

address emergency and local access. Non-infrastructure related 

components, such as traveler information systems, increased enforcement, 

and others itemized in Section 2.7.1, “What is the Preferred 
Alternative?”, can manage demand in the event of emergencies or 

accidents. The Colorado Department of Transportation will continue to 

manage the geologic hazards in the Corridor and acknowledges that these 

hazards do have the potential to affect travel along the highway under all 

alternatives (see Section 3.5, Geologic Hazards of the PEIS and the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Geologic Hazards Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website)).

Constructing the original I-70 highway was politically and technically 

challenging (based on the constraints you observe), and constructing a 

parallel route would face similar or greater obstacles. The mountainous 

terrain encountered west of Fort Collins, Denver, Colorado Springs, and 

Pueblo severely limits the range of a parallel route. 

The PEIS considered 17 potential alternate routes to serve travel demand on 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which are illustrated and described in Section 
4.7 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). These potential 

alternate routes involved improving existing state highways and building new 

connections (often tunnels) to shorten distances and travel times. These 

alternate routes were eliminated from consideration for one or more of the 

following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably longer than times 

experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not provide sufficient 

accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities because of their location 

miles away from these communities, (3) do not have the potential to divert 

much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or (4) have substantial 

environmental impacts and poorer performance compared with improving 

the I-70 highway.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Matt Wilch
Document Number: IND-11 City, Zip Code: Baltimore, MD 21231

Response to IND-11

A. As noted in response to comment ORG-02-B, Section 3.6, Regulated 
Materials and Historic Mining of the PEIS contains information about the 

types of regulated materials sites in the Corridor. The I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Regulated Materials and Historic Mining Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website) supplements the information presented in Section 
3.6, Regulated Materials and Historic Mining of the PEIS. The information 

provides an overall assessment of the magnitude of regulated material and 

historic mining issues and their potential impacts for alternatives considered 

in the PEIS. The sites identified to date can be found in Section 3.6.4 , 
“Where are the areas of regulated materials and historic mining in the 
Corridor?” of the PEIS. The number and locations of regulated material 

sites is dynamic because of changes in population and industry-base. 

Although specific sites may change over time, the types of materials 

identified in the PEIS are characteristic of what will be encountered during 

Tier 2 processes. Information about regulated materials and historic mining 

sites will be updated and evaluated more specifically in Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Mike Novick
Document Number: IND-12 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-12

A. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by FHWA 

pursuant to 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 658.11. This could 

include restrictions such as time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 

658.111 includes coordination with local governments, analysis of effects to 

mobility and safety for all interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility and therefore avoid 

peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, other freight 

operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and must operate 

in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, bulk mail, food 

service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time shipments). 

Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-of-Service 

regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy trucks varies 

greatly along the Corridor by day of week; there are more trucks on 

weekdays compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Rose-Marie Mann
Document Number: IND-13 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-13

A. Please see response to IND-06-B, which explains why Tier 2 processes are 

required, the current lack of funding for construction of the Preferred 

Alternative, and early action projects that are being or can be implemented 

prior to the decision on this Tier 1 PEIS. 

Additional study is required for the Advanced Guideway System component 

of the Preferred Alternative specifically. As discussed in Section 2.7.1, 
“What is the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS, the Advanced Guideway 

System represents a mode encompassing a range of technologies that 

would be capable of being fully elevated for the length of the Corridor. 

Subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are required to 

select an appropriate and viable technology as well as to determine costs 

and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and other 

considerations to support the substantial monetary investment. 
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Rose-Marie Mann
Document Number: IND-13 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-13 (continued)
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Paula Lallier
Document Number: IND-14 City, Zip Code: Salida, 81201

Response to IND-14

A. The Sediment Control Action Plan and Stream and Wetland Ecological 

Enhancement Program (SWEEP) actions in Black Gore Creek address 

stream conditions caused by humans and the built environment. These 

programs would not likely address naturally-occurring conditions like beaver 

dams. 

B. The Black Gore Creek Sediment Control Action Plan is currently being 

implemented. The SWEEP Memorandum of Understanding was signed in 

January 2011 and is included in Appendix D, Stream and Wetland 
Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) Memorandum of 
Understanding. 
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Response to IND-15

A. Comment noted.

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting a 

feasibility study for adding reversible or “zipper” lanes for a specific area of 

the Corridor between Georgetown (milepost 230.5) and Floyd Hill (milepost 

244.0) in response to legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly 

in 2010.

The purpose of the I-70 West Reversible Lane Study is to identify short-term 

operational actions to decrease congestion on the I-70 highway during peak 

periods for this specific segment of the Corridor. The first phase of the study 

found that a reversible lane is feasible in the eastbound direction during 

select days in the winter months. The second phase of the study underway 

will examine a variety of operational issues, ultimately providing answers in 

early 2011 as to whether this system can safely and effectively move 

forward. The entire study can be found at: 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need defined in the PEIS. 

Source:  Letter Name: Nick Dodich
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004
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Response to IND-15 (continued)

C. The Advanced Guideway System you describe is one of the major 

components of the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Note 

that the technology (monorail or other) for the Advanced Guideway System 

has not been identified, and feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

are required to refine the technological and other operating details. The 

Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that addresses long-term 

needs in the Corridor. Other major components of the Preferred Alternative 

include highway capacity improvements, non-infrastructure solutions, and 

collaborative stakeholder engagement. The total cost of the Preferred 

Alternative is estimated at between $16 billion and $20 billion in the year that 

money is spent (with a 2025 midyear of construction).

The Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway, and CDOT is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows. The Preferred Alternative 

includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and effectiveness of 

improvements every two years. This adaptive management approach allows 

CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and leverage 

available funding to meet both short- and long-term needs. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation has also been making ongoing, 

shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements. These types of improvements would continue with 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

Source:  Letter Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004
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Response to IND-15 (continued)

D. The Preferred Alternative includes a third tunnel bore and widening one of 

the existing tunnels at the Twin Tunnels. The third bore accommodates three 

lanes of westbound traffic, the modified existing tunnel accommodates three 

lanes of eastbound traffic, and the remaining existing tunnel accommodates 

the Advanced Guideway System. Although not identical, this element of the 

Preferred Alternative is similar to your proposal and includes an additional 

eastbound and westbound travel lane as you propose. 

In the area between Empire Junction and Floyd Hill, the Preferred 

Alternative Minimum Program of Improvements includes an additional travel 

lane in each direction between the Twin Tunnels and Floyd Hill and 

interchange improvements at Empire Junction. The Maximum Program of 

Improvements includes six-lane capacity between the Eisenhower Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels and the Twin Tunnels. The Minimum Program of 

Improvements prioritizes adding a third bore to the Twin Tunnels, making 

improvements east of the Twin Tunnels, addressing the Empire Junction 

interchange complex, and adding or thoroughly evaluating an Advanced 

Guideway System ahead of providing six-lane capacity. Improvements are 

proposed this way to minimize construction disruption and improve capacity 

and congestion relief in select pinch points in this area.

Please refer to responses to your comments IND-01-C and IND-01-D

regarding methods and timing of construction.

Source:  Letter Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

                                         Page 300 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to IND-15 (continued)Source:  Letter Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

                                         Page 301 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to IND-15 (continued)

E. Comment noted. (The letter to the editor was not an official comment on this 

PEIS, but the revenue sources suggested to construct improvements are 

options discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS.)

Source: Letter Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004
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Source: Letter Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-15 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-15 (continued)
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Source:  Public Hearing Name:  Hans Mann
Document Number: IND-16 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-16

A. The Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced Guideway System transit 

component. The Advanced Guideway System is capable of being fully 

elevated to avoid environmental impacts and minimize footprints. Specifics 

of the technology, operation, and design have not been developed at this 

stage of the project, but the performance criteria for the Advanced Guideway 

System require it to operate reliably in Corridor weather conditions. These 

details will be studied further in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation did consider snow removal and 

other winter weather conditions (such as icing) as potential constraints for 

developing appropriate technologies to use in the Corridor. Details of snow 

removal and winter weather operations will also be studied further in 

conjunction with study of the specific transit technology, but snow plows 

have been used on trains and are available to be considered.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Hans Mann (continued)
Document Number: IND-16 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-16 (continued)

B. Costs were estimated for the various alternatives studied in the PEIS. The 

Advanced Guideway System is estimated to cost approximately 20 percent 

more than the Rail with Intermountain Connection Alternative. As you point 

out, elevated systems are more expensive to construct, and the cost 

estimate for the Advanced Guideway System assumes the system would be 

elevated throughout, while the Rail with Intermountain Connection would be 

primarily at grade. 

Cost estimates for alternatives were developed in 2004 from preliminary 

design item costs, cost estimating contingency factors, and other component 

costs. To update costs for this document, CDOT used cost escalations for 

each alternative, using the Colorado Highway Construction Cost Index as a 

basis for determining long-term future cost escalation. 

Conceptual costs for all the alternatives studied are presented in Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations of the PEIS and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Cost Estimating Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: William H. Schaefer
Document Number: IND-17 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 84039

Response to IND-17

A. The PEIS considered 17 potential alternate routes to the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor, which are illustrated and described in Section 4.7, “What past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions were considered?” 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). Eight of these routes 

specifically looked at diverting traffic originating from or destined for areas 

north and south of the Denver metropolitan area from the I-70 highway. 

Travel demand modeling conducted to support the analysis of these 

alternate routes found that travelers originating from south Front Range 

communities (including Pueblo and Colorado Springs) and north Front 

Range communities (including Fort Collins) average only 3.6 percent (from 

the south Front Range) or 3.5 percent (from the north Front Range) of total 

traffic on the I-70 highway. The majority of travel originates from the Denver 

metropolitan counties, the Corridor counties, or out of state. 

These alternate routes were eliminated from consideration for one or more 

of the following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably longer than 

times experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not provide 

sufficient accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities because of 

their location miles away from these communities, (3) do not have the 

potential to divert much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or (4) have 

substantial environmental impacts and poorer performance compared with 

improving the I-70 highway.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: William H. Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-17 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 84039

Response to IND-17 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation also considered improving 

airports as an option to divert traffic from the Corridor. The I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website) discusses the aviation alternatives 

considered in the development of the PEIS. 

Improvements at the three commercial airports in the Corridor (Eagle County 

Regional Airport, Aspen-Pitkin County/Sardy Field, and Yampa Valley 

Airport) were estimated to reduce 500 person trips per day, or 178 vehicle 

trips per day using the Corridor’s average 2.8 person vehicle occupancy 

rate. This reduction provides minimal effects to the volume of traffic on the I-

70 highway during peak travel demand periods, where 2,400 vehicle trips 

must be removed to reduce congestion noticeably. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: William H. Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-17 City, Zip Code: 

Response to IND-17 (continued)

C. The PEIS acknowledges that construction of the complete Preferred 

Alternative is a long process. However, construction will not occur in a single 

location for the duration of the construction period. Strategies to mitigate 

social and economic impacts that will be considered in Tier 2 processes are 

discussed in Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS. 

Construction will be phased and the scheduling of construction projects will 

be considered in the Tier 2 processes to limit construction of multiple 

projects in one area. 

To avoid building obsolete infrastructure, the multimodal Preferred 

Alternative recognizes the need to plan for a longer horizon and, therefore, 

relies on a 50-year vision for the Corridor. In addition to some limited initial 

expansion of the roadway, the Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced 

Guideway System transit component. 

In addition, the Collaborative Effort stakeholder committee will review 

progress and effects of the Preferred Alternative at least every two years 

and conduct a thorough reassessment of transportation needs in 2020.

D. As noted in response to your previous comment IND-17-A, CDOT did 

consider a number of alternate routes to serve travel demand. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation also considered options to provide parallel 

routes, but parallel routes do not exist and would be difficult to develop, as 

noted in response to comment IND-10-A.

The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that the need for 

travelers to drive in the Corridor will continue even with a transit option, 

which is why the Preferred Alternative includes a combination of increasing 

roadway capacity and providing transit service. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Etta Satter
Document Number: IND-18 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-18

A. Comment noted.

B. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by FHWA 

pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of 

day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination with 

local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all interstate 

users, and ultimate approval by FHWA.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility and therefore avoid 

peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, other freight 

operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and must operate 

in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, bulk mail, food 

service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time shipments). 

Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-of-Service 

regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy trucks varies 

greatly along the Corridor by day of week; there are more trucks on 

weekdays compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from 

FHWA. Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information 

strategies have been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of I-70 and will continue to explore all 

options available to do so.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Etta Satter (continued)
Document Number: IND-18 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-18 (continued)

C. The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of frontage roads and a 

bicycle trail from Idaho Springs to Hidden Valley, and from Hidden Valley to 

US 6 to address emergency and local access, as well as recreational 

opportunities.

D. Comment noted.

E. Comment noted. Please refer to comment IND-27 for Mary Jane Loevlie’s 

comments and the lead agencies’ responses to those comments.

F. The PEIS acknowledges that highway capacity improvements within Idaho 

Springs will have a substantial effect on the community, both from direct 

encroachment of the highway into the town and through the construction 

disruption that will occur in this constrained area. The Preferred Alternative 

specifically addresses impacts in this area by including six-lane capacity and 

interchange improvements only after certain triggers are met. If the six-lane 

capacity in the Maximum Program is implemented, options, such as 

structured lanes through Idaho Springs, will be further considered in Tier 2 

processes to minimize impacts on the community and adjacent resources 

(see Section 2.6.4, Action Alternative Components of the PEIS). The 

PEIS assumed structured lanes in the Idaho Springs area for the purpose of 

impact analysis. Please also refer to comment IND-27-C. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010

                                         Page 310 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Public Hearing Name: Etta Satter (continued)
Document Number: IND-18 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-18 (continued)

G. Analysis has shown that adding tunnel capacity at the Twin Tunnels is 

necessary to relieve congestion and address the bottleneck the tunnels 

create in this location. For this reason, the Preferred Alternative includes a 

third tunnel bore and widening one of the existing tunnels at the Twin 

Tunnels. The third bore accommodates three lanes of westbound traffic, the 

modified existing tunnel accommodates three lanes of eastbound traffic, and 

the remaining existing tunnel accommodates the Advanced Guideway 

System. Please also see responses to comments IND-01-B and IND-15-D 

for information about improvements at the Twin Tunnels.

H. The PEIS recognizes and assesses the potential effects of construction on 

mine tailings. See Section 3.6, Regulated Materials and Historic Mining 
of the PEIS for a discussion of mine tailings and Section 3.4, Water 
Resources of the PEIS for a discussion of impacts to surface waters. As 

noted in responses to comments ORG-02-B and IND-11-A, information 

about regulated materials and historic mining sites will be updated and 

evaluated more specifically in Tier 2 processes. 

I. The Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced Guideway System transit 

component. The six-lane highway capacity improvements included with the 

Preferred Alternative Maximum Program include both 55 miles per hour and 

65 miles per hour design options. Only the 65 miles per hour design requires 

additional tunnels at Dowd Canyon, Hidden Valley, and Floyd Hill to realign 

the I-70 highway to accommodate the higher design speed. Site-specific 

design details, including design speeds and tunnels required for them, will 

be further analyzed in Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Pete Helseth
Document Number: IND-19 City, Zip Code: Not Provided

Response to IND-19

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes that the Twin 

Tunnels provide a natural wildlife crossing area and that stakeholders have 

expressed this same concern that the crossing be maintained. The Twin 

Tunnels Wildlife Land Bridge is identified as a potential Section 4(f) property, 

discussed in Sections 2.2, 3.2.3, and 4.3 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Section 4(f) Evaluation Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 5 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

As a Section 4(f) property, it is afforded special protection. During Tier 2 

processes, if a prudent and feasible alternative exists to avoid use of this 

Section 4(f) property, that alternative must be chosen. Section 4(f) also 

requires that all possible planning to minimize harm to the Twin Tunnels 

Wildlife Land Bridge be done. Text has been added to Section 3.2, 
Biological Resources of the PEIS stating “In addition, existing natural 

features that enhance habitat connectivity, such as the Twin Tunnels Wildlife 

Land Bridge, will be protected, if feasible.” While the initial concept of a third 

tunnel bore will not affect the top of the crossing, potential impacts to wildlife 

resulting from the third bore will be fully evaluated during Tier 2 processes. 

Alternatives to boring will also be evaluated during Tier 2 processes.

B. The old game check area is proposed for a trailhead, parking, restroom, and 

park area in the Clear Creek County Greenway Plan. The area is identified 

at the Tier 1 stage as a potentially affected property because it is within 30 

feet of the conceptual area for improvements. Tier 2 processes will refine 

designs and seek to avoid or minimize effects to properties. Park and 

recreation resources are afforded special protection under Section 4(f) of the 

U.S. Department of Transportation Act. See the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Section 4(f) Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

5 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) for more 

information about this property.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-20 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-20

A. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS describes potential 

funding sources available to construct the Preferred Alternative and 

acknowledges that CDOT's budget is not sufficient to implement the entire 

Preferred Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative serves many more users than Clear Creek 

County. Travelers include commuters, recreationalists, locals, intra- and 

interstate freight truckers, and others. Corridor-specific funding sources that 

apply to limited geographic areas are among the revenue options discussed, 

but are not the only revenue stream for improvements. 

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website) describe a variety of innovative funding sources 

available to pay for improvements. 

Transit is an important component to meeting travel needs in the Corridor 

and offering mode choices. The Advanced Guideway System is identified as 

the preferred mode for transit in the Preferred Alternative. Feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes are required to determine how an Advanced 

Guideway System could be implemented in the Corridor. If an Advanced 

Guideway System is deemed infeasible, other modes could be 

reconsidered.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Tuesday, October 6, 2010

                                         Page 313 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Public Hearing Name: Earl Glenwright
Document Number: IND-21 City, Zip Code:  Not Provided

Response to IND-21

A. The Action Alternatives considered in the PEIS all propose using the I-70 

highway median or existing highway right-of-way where feasible to reduce 

right-of-way requirements and limit disturbance to adjacent lands. Specific 

alignments and footprints for improvements will be determined in Tier 2 

processes. 

The PEIS did consider light rail, the elevated Advanced Guideway System, a 

high occupancy vehicle lane, and reversible lanes as options to meet the 

Corridor travel needs.

The Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced Guideway System transit 

component. The specific transit technology will be determined in a 

subsequent study. Providing a peak-direction-only high occupancy 

vehicle/high occupancy toll lane or a reversible high occupancy vehicle/high 

occupancy toll lane were also considered but found not to provide enough 

capacity to meet the project’s purpose and need. Please refer to the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) for an expanded description 

and discussion of all alternatives considered.

B. Grades throughout the Corridor were evaluated thoroughly in the PEIS. All of 

the transit technologies advanced for consideration in the PEIS (see 

Chapter 2, Purpose and Need) are capable of operating in the Corridor. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) contains an expanded 

discussion of grades and capabilities of transit technologies. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Earl Glenwright (continued)
Document Number: IND-21 City, Zip Code: Not Provided

Response to IND-21 (continued)

C. The tunnel dimensions for the transit system would be similar to a two-lane 

vehicle tunnel, as it would have two tracks to serve bi-directional trains. 

Shared use of an existing tunnel would pose congestion and safety issues. 

By 2035, traffic demand will be so high that even a short delay to allow a 

train to pass could cause irrecoverable backups; under heavy traffic 

conditions, it takes a substantial amount of time to clear a queue of waiting 

traffic. This queuing would result in severe congestion. Also, with all transit 

technologies that are currently capable of achieving the performance criteria 

of the Advanced Guideway System, a safety barrier would be required 

between the transit vehicles and highway traffic. Barriers would reduce the 

cross-section that is available to travel lanes, and drivers react to narrow 

geometric conditions by slowing down. This would result in slower moving 

traffic through the tunnel. Further, embedded rails would create a safety 

hazard for motorcycles or other narrow wheeled vehicles, since the tires of 

these vehicles could become entrapped while changing lanes. For these 

reasons, joint use of the existing tunnels is not under consideration. The 

Minimum Program of Improvements in the Preferred Alternative includes a 

third bore, which allows one bore to be dedicated to transit. The optimal 

location for the third bore would be determined during Tier 2 processes.

D. The Preferred Alternative was developed from the Consensus 

Recommendation of the Collaborative Effort. The Collaborative Effort 

included representation from Summit County, Eagle County, and Clear 

Creek County, who all agreed that a multimodal solution that adds non-

infrastructure components along with highway capacity and transit service is 

necessary to meet the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

This is because both capacity and congestion relief are required, and the 

relationship of capacity and congestion is not direct. Lack of capacity may 

lead to congestion; however, increased capacity will not necessarily reduce 

(continued on next page) 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Earl Glenwright (continued)
Document Number: IND-21 City, Zip Code:  Not Provided

Response to IND-21 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

congestion since additional capacity may result in more people traveling, 

using any increased capacity. Transit is needed to address capacity, while 

highway capacity improvements are necessary to address congestion and 

safety.

Fare subsidies (measured by the difference between operating costs and 

passenger fare revenues) are common for public transportation systems. 

The cost estimates for the transit components of the Action Alternatives in 

the PEIS account only for construction, not operating or maintenance costs. 

Fare structures and subsidies, as well as other operating plans specific to 

transit components, will be developed in subsequent feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes.

E. Yes, expanding the highway without providing transit does not meet the 

2050 purpose and need for the Corridor improvements. Chapter 2, Purpose 
and Need of the PEIS compares the performance of alternatives against a 

number of metrics and concludes the Preferred Alternative has the best 

opportunity to meet the needs for the Corridor while minimizing 

environmental and community impacts. The Preferred Alternative is a 

multimodal solution, and its implementation is adaptive to Corridor needs 

and conditions. One of the comparisons of alternatives included in Section 
2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS is the year that network 

capacity is reached under each alternative. This measure helps define the 

longevity of improvements in meeting long-term transportation needs. The 

comparison shows that the only alternatives with network capacity to 

accommodate the 2050 travel demand are the multimodal Combination 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) 

contains an expanded discussion of network capacity.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Earl Glenwright (continued)
Document Number: IND-21 City, Zip Code:  Not Provided

Response to IND-21 (continued)

F. Transit in the Corridor needs to be competitive with the highway travel time. 

The vehicle ferry-type system that you describe will not meet travel time 

needs in the Corridor due to loading and off-loading time requirements and 

the dispersed nature of trips going to multiple destinations. As a result, it will 

not remove enough traffic from the I-70 highway to reduce congestion and 

address the purpose and need for the project. Please refer to responses to 

comment documents IND-04 and IND-07 for a more detailed response to the 

vehicle ferry system you suggest.

G. See response to your comments IND-21-D and IND-21-E.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Judith Gold
Document Number: IND-22 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

Response to IND-22

A. Comment noted. Please refer to comment document IND-33 for Rachel 

Richards’ comments and the lead agencies’ responses to those comments.

B. Currently, no public agency provides regional transit service in the Corridor. 

Private operators do offer some regional or inter-city transit service in the 

Corridor. Colorado Mountain Express offers van shuttle service between 

Denver and Eagle, and Greyhound provides bus service between Denver 

and Vail, with connecting service to Eagle through ECO Transit, as well as 

service to Glenwood Springs and other destinations in the Corridor. Other 

private operators provide bus and van services to Corridor destinations. A 

description of transit operators in the Corridor can be found in Appendix A 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website). 

The Colorado Department of Transportation now has a Division of Transit 

and Rail, created by the legislature in 2009, that is charged with promoting, 

planning, designing, financing, operating, maintaining, and contracting transit 

services, such as for passenger rail, buses, and advanced guideway 

systems. The new division is also charged with coordinating with other 

transit and rail providers throughout the state. A division director has been 

appointed, and a number of activities are underway to integrate transit into 

statewide mobility plans.

See response to LO-02-B for an expanded discussion of bus, carpooling, 

and other non-infrastructure components included in the Preferred 

Alternative as interim or complementary measures available to be 

implemented. 

Note that the PEIS focuses on the needs of the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

the project termini do not include Denver International Airport. See response 

to comment IND-202-B for a  more detailed comment response about the 

project termini.
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Response to IND-23

A. Comment noted.

B. The Clear Creek County properties that are included in the Colorado 

Preservation, Inc. listing are acknowledged in Section 3.13.5, “What are 
the areas of historic properties interest identified in the Corridor?” of 

the PEIS.

The lead agencies agree that much progress has been made regarding the 

discussion and treatment of historic properties in the PEIS. The Section 106 

Programmatic Agreement, included in Appendix B, I-70 Mountain Corridor 
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement of the PEIS, was developed with a 

broad group of stakeholders and historic preservation specialists and 

outlines a process that is protective of historic properties. The Section 4(f) 

discussion in Section 3.14, Section 4(f) Discussion of the PEIS also has 

changed to better reflect the significance and uniqueness of the historic 

properties in the Corridor. For these reasons, the lead agencies agree that 

changing the status of the Clear Creek County properties in the endangered 

places program from alert to progress is appropriate.

Source: Public Hearing Name: Patrick Eidman
Document Number: IND-23 City, Zip Code: Not Provided
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Response to IND-23 (continued)

C. As noted, Section 3.13.5, “What are the areas of historic properties 
interest identified in the Corridor?” of the PEIS acknowledges the 

important historic properties in the Corridor. The I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Section 106 Programmatic Agreement is included as Appendix B to the 

PEIS, and the lead agencies are committed to following this agreement for 

all Tier 2 processes.

The Colorado Department of Transportation also is committed to the use of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process, which is 

tailored to the Corridor, on all Tier 2 processes. This commitment is noted 

throughout the PEIS and referenced specifically in Section 3.19, Mitigation 
Summary. 

The Context Sensitive Solutions process for the I-70 Mountain Corridor was 

developed specifically to address actions within the I-70 Mountain Corridor, 

as described in Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context 
Sensitive Solutions of the PEIS. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation has a statewide policy for the use of Context Sensitive 

Solutions on projects throughout the state (Chief Engineer’s Policy Memo 

#26, October 31, 2005).

Source: Public Hearing Name: Patrick Eidman (continued)
Document Number: IND-23 City, Zip Code: Not Provided
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Michael Hocevar
Document Number: IND-24 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444

Response to IND-24

A. The PEIS takes into account the relationship between travel time and shift in 

travel patterns. As described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project 

website), to create a measurable shift to transit and meet the purpose and 

need of improving capacity and reducing congestion on the highway, transit 

travel times need to be comparable to or better than automobile travel times. 

The transit alternatives under consideration in the PEIS meet this criterion.

B. A route that follows a straight line from Denver International Airport to Vail 

will not meet the purpose and need for this project because it will 1) not 

provide access to Corridor communities and 2) not serve travel demand for 

destinations within the Corridor. A straight-line alignment between Denver 

International Airport and Vail appears to run through Empire and the north 

side of Silverthorne, but would bypass Idaho Springs, Georgetown, Frisco, 

Breckenridge, and other communities along the existing I-70 highway 

alignment. The number of trips between Denver International Airport and 

Vail is not sufficient to support a rail system investment without serving other 

key destinations in the Corridor, and this alignment would not meet the 

purpose and need of the project to increase capacity, improve mobility and 

accessibility, and decrease congestion on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Note 

that the project termini for this study do not extend to Denver International 

Airport, as explained in response to comment IND-202-B.

Within the Corridor, a long (25-mile), straight tunnel between Empire and 

Silverthorne was considered as an alternate alignment. This alignment, 

referred to as the Silverthorne to Empire Tunnel, was evaluated to avoid the 

steep grades at the Continental Divide. It was eliminated because of major 

constructability challenges and lack of local access. Tunneling through the 

Continental Divide is complicated and encounters substantial geotechnical 

constraints. The PEIS considered a number of options for tunneling, as 

described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website).
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Source:  Public Hearing Name:  Michael Hocevar (continued)
Document Number: IND-24 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444

Response to IND-24 (continued)

C. The lead agencies looked at a number of alignments and routes to serve 

Corridor travelers. As explained in response to comment IND-10-A, 

developing a new route parallel to the I-70 highway is not likely politically or 

technically feasible, and the alternate routes studied do not adequately 

relieve traffic congestion or meet the purpose and need for this project. 

The Preferred Alternative includes both the Advanced Guideway System 

and highway improvements on the existing I-70 highway alignment. While 

transit and roadway capacity follow the same alignment (and are subject to 

the same weather and other constraints), having both modes of 

transportation provides some duplicative capacity in the Corridor. If the 

highway is shut down, rail could still operate and vice versa. Because the 

Advanced Guideway System is capable of being fully elevated, it may be 

less prone to failures from geologic hazards, as rockfalls and avalanches 

may pass under the guideway. Section 3.5, Geologic Hazards of the PEIS 

describes the geologic hazards in more detail.

D. Grades affect travel in the Corridor and are a constraint for transit 

technologies that may be appropriate in the Corridor. Therefore, grades 

were evaluated thoroughly in the PEIS, and a number of design options 

(including tunnels and off-highway alignments) were considered to minimize 

constraints of steep grades. All of the transit technologies advanced for 

consideration in the PEIS (see Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives) are capable of operating in the Corridor following the existing 

highway alignment, and train performance modeling was conducted 

assuming stops in Georgetown, Empire, and other Corridor destinations. 

The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) contains an expanded 

discussion of grades and capabilities of transit technologies.
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Source: Public Hearing Name:  Michael Hocevar (continued)
Document Number: IND-24 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444

Response to IND-24 (continued)

E. Comment noted. See response to your comment IND-24-C.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Roger Westman
Document Number: IND-25 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-25

A. The lead agencies evaluated the alternate route that you describe from 

Denver to Copper Mountain via Hoosier Pass along US 285 and SH 9. This 

route is described as Alternate Route 8 in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website). Compared with the I-70 highway, this alternate route 

is 46 miles, or 58 percent, longer and results in travel times of 30 to 50 

percent longer than using the I-70 highway, depending on traffic congestion. 

These longer travel times, coupled with the inability of the route to provide 

sufficient accessibility to the I-70 Mountain Corridor communities and the 

limited number of travelers originating in Park County or other areas south 

and west of Denver, eliminated this route as a reasonable alternative to 

meet the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements. 

Please also refer to response to comment LO-02-C for an expanded 

discussion of alternate routes considered between the Denver area and the 

Dillon area.

Neither the roadway alignment’s curves nor the potential for blizzard 

conditions on Hoosier Pass were constraints in developing this alternate 

route. Mountain passes are found in the Corridor and along any alternate 

route that exists or might be developed. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Roger Westman (continued)
Document Number: IND-25 City, Zip Code:   Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-25 (continued)
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Roger Westman (continued)
Document Number: IND-25 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-25 (continued)

B. While the Preferred Alternative provides transit infrastructure to Clear Creek, 

Summit, and Eagle Counties, a transit operator has yet to be identified for 

this service. As outlined in the Consensus Recommendation (see Appendix 
C, Consensus Recommendation of the PEIS), identifying a potential 

system owner/operator is one of the considerations that will be addressed in 

the feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes for the Advanced 

Guideway System. 

The Regional Transportation District provides transit services to the Denver 

metropolitan area, while Summit and Eagle Counties have their own local 

transit services. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s Division of 

Transit and Rail has the authority to plan, develop, finance, operate, and 

integrate transit and rail services statewide. The Division will work in 

coordination with other transit and rail providers to plan, promote, and 

implement investments in transit and rail services statewide.

The cost for the Preferred Alternative includes building the infrastructure and 

non-infrastructure elements. While it is anticipated that transit riders would 

pay a fee to use the service, the details of user fees associated with both 

transportation modes as well as operations and maintenance will be 

determined in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-26 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-26

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation originally placed a $4 billion 

threshold on the cost of preferred transportation solutions for the Corridor. 

Stakeholders strongly objected to this threshold; they felt it was arbitrary, 

limited the possible transportation solutions, and did not accommodate a 

long-term vision for the Corridor. In response to these comments, CDOT 

committed to a long-term (50-year) vision, removed the $4 billion threshold, 

and convened the Collaborative Effort. The Collaborative Effort was charged 

with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor. The group reached a consensus on a multimodal 

recommendation that addresses long-term and short–term needs. The 

Consensus Recommendation was identified as the Preferred Alternative in 

the PEIS. For more information on the process used for identifying the 

Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.7, “What was the decision making 
process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation does not have sufficient funding 

identified to implement the Preferred Alternative, or any of the alternatives 

evaluated in the PEIS. Alternative revenue sources will be required, as 

described in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-26 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-26 (continued)

B. Responses to your letters to the editor, also submitted as written comments 

on the RDPEIS, are provided in the responses to your comment IND-72.REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-26 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-26 (continued)

C. The PEIS evaluates alternatives for directional and reversible lanes for both 

buses and high occupancy vehicles. Variations of these alternatives include 

buses operating in high occupancy vehicle lanes, buses operating in 

transitways (exclusive lanes), and buses operating in guideways (with 

guided tracks). For each of these options, the lead agencies evaluated “peak 

direction only” and “both direction” travel conditions. Ultimately, as described 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), several bus 

technologies were retained and evaluated in the PEIS, and all operate in 

both directions. 

Through Clear Creek County, a bidirectional guideway is required to meet 

capacity demands and congestion relief, but design options (such as 

structured lanes) are envisioned in the Idaho Springs area to minimize the 

footprint of the guideway and limit right-of-way needs. Also, the guideway is 

able to operate with a minimal footprint (about 24 feet wide) because the 

buses would operate using guidewheels that provide steering control, thus 

permitting a narrow guideway and providing safer operations. Bus in 

guideway is also able to be more easily phased, as you have described. 

As presented in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and 

detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cost Estimates Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website), the cost of the Bus in Guideway

Alternative is about $10.5 billion, while the Combination Six-Lane Highway 

with Bus in Guideway Alternative is about $13 billion in year of expenditure, 

which in this case is considered to be the mid-year of construction, or 2025. 

The alternatives with the Advanced Guideway System (including the 

Preferred Alternative) are estimated to cost about 30 percent more than the 

Bus in Guideway alternatives. Only the Combination alternatives meet the 

2050 purpose and need. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name:  Mary Jane Loevlie
Document Number: IND-27 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, 80452

Response to IND-27

A. Comment noted.
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Source: Public Hearing Name:  Mary Jane Loevlie (continued)
Document Number: IND-27 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, 80452

Response to IND-27 (continued)

B. The lead agencies agree that increasing the highway from four- to six-lane 

capacity could be accomplished within the existing right-of-way in many 

cases. In the body of the PEIS, the use of the term “widening” has been 

replaced with “capacity” in cases where the terms are synonymous.

C. Yes, the Preferred Alternative includes other improvements in the Idaho 

Springs area under the Minimum Program and provides six-lane capacity 

under the Maximum Program. The Maximum Program of Improvements will 

be implemented only after evaluation of triggers and conditions as agreed to 

in the Consensus Recommendation. Triggers are described in Section 2.7.2 
“What are the triggers for additional highway capacity 
improvements?” of the PEIS. Alternatives for capacity improvements in 

Idaho Springs will be considered in Tier 2 processes if the need for capacity 

in Idaho Springs is identified by the Collaborative Effort.

The Area of Special Interest Report referenced is the product of a visioning 

effort between CDOT and the City of Idaho Springs. The report is an 

example of how the decision process outlined in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process could be implemented to refine and 

define specific projects and frame studies in specific locations. The I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process will be implemented 

on all Tier 2 processes in the Corridor.

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010

                                         Page 331 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Public Hearing Name: Smoky Anderson
Document Number: IND-28 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444

Response to IND-28

A. As you note, the Clear Creek County Greenway Plan has been included and 

analyzed as a recreation resource in the PEIS. Effects to the Greenway are 

discussed in Section 3.12, Recreation Resources and Section 6(f) 
Discussion, and Section 3.14, Section 4(f) Discussion of the PEIS. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to continue 

collaboration on the Greenway into Tier 2 processes (see Section 3.12.6, 
“What will be addressed in Tier 2 processes?”).
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ellen Colrick
Document Number: IND-29 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

Response to IND-29

A. It is true that the merging of three lanes into two lanes at the eastbound 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels portal remains a “pinch point” for 

traffic traveling east. Similarly, the narrowing of the I-70 highway at Floyd Hill 

from three lanes to two for westbound traffic is also a pinch point during 

peak hours of travel. The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of six-

lane highway capacity from Floyd Hill to the Twin Tunnels under the 

Minimum Program of Improvements, and six-lane highway capacity from the 

Twin Tunnels to the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels under the 

Maximum Program of Improvements. The Preferred Alternative also 

includes new bores in the Twin Tunnels and Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial 

Tunnels, interchange improvements, the addition of auxiliary lanes, non-

infrastructure components, and an adaptive management component to 

evaluate traffic conditions and the effectiveness of improvements every two 

years. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced 

Guideway System that provides another mode of travel in this area. Based 

on the information currently available today, only the Maximum Program of 

Improvements meets the 2050 purpose and need.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ellen Colrick (continued)
Document Number: IND-29 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

Response to IND-29 (continued)

B. The west side of Vail Pass is a recognized safety problem, as discussed in 

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS, with a higher-than-average 

number of crashes. The PEIS also notes that crashes and other roadway 

deficiencies, such as sharp curves, can contribute to congestion. As noted in 

the PEIS, Vail Pass has grades of up to 7 percent, and between 9 percent 

and 12 percent of all vehicles are trucks, buses, or recreational vehicles, 

depending on the time of year and day of the week. 

The Preferred Alternative includes non-infrastructure components to address 

congestion and safety issues related to high or differential speeds. These 

components include increased enforcement, driver education, and advanced 

traffic management techniques, such as speed harmonization (the use of 

electronic speed limit signs to reduce speeds incrementally along the 

highway, upstream of congestion, to extend the time that efficient travel is 

available to highway users).

.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Ellen Colrick (continued)
Document Number: IND-29 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657

Response to IND-29 (continued)

C. The PEIS identifies the need for auxiliary lanes in both travel directions east 

of Vail between milepost 180 and 190. In this area, which consists of two 

travel lanes in each direction, slow-moving vehicles greatly reduce the ability 

of faster vehicles to pass and create congestion when they pass other slow-

moving vehicles. Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Safety 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website) for a description of the 

safety issues and crash history at this location. 

The Vail exits identified for improvements in the Preferred Alternative  are 

located at mileposts 173, 176, and 180. The proposed auxiliary lanes occur 

east of the town of Vail and would not extend through the Vail Valley. 

Minimizing right-of-way acquisitions is always a consideration in designing 

new or expanded roadways. During Tier 2 processes, the lead agencies will 

refine the footprint of the proposed auxiliary lanes and seek to stay within the 

existing right-of-way footprint where possible. The public will have an 

opportunity to review and comment on specific design proposals during Tier 

2 processes. See Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way of the PEIS for 

more information on right-of-way.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Paula Lallier
Document Number: IND-30 City, Zip Code: Salida, 81201

Response to IND-30

A. The lead agencies recognize that the PEIS presents a lot of information. We 

recognize that the Preferred Alternative is complicated, and the process of 

identifying the Preferred Alternative was long, involved a number of technical 

studies, and required substantial public and agency involvement that needed 

to be documented. 

You are correct that the Preferred Alternative is flexible in its 

implementation, both in the incremental phasing and financing of 

improvements, as described in Section 2.7.2 “What are the triggers for 
additional highway capacity improvements?” of the PEIS. The lead 

agencies are committed to continued stakeholder involvement during Tier 2 

processes so that the public remains informed and engaged on Corridor 

issues. The lead agencies will follow the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context 

Sensitive Solutions process on all Tier 2 processes, as explained in 

Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions
of the PEIS. 

B. The Stream and Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) 

actions address stream conditions caused by humans and the built 

environment and will not likely address naturally-occurring conditions like 

beaver dams. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: John Haines
Document Number: IND-31 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-31

A. The Preferred Alternative includes expanding the I-70 highway from four- to 

six-lane capacity between Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels, and, if fully 

implemented under the Maximum Program of Improvements, providing six-

lane capacity between Floyd Hill through the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial 

Tunnels. To avoid and minimize impacts to communities and natural 

resources in the Corridor and maintain the context of the mountain setting, 

the lead agencies did not look at expanding the I-70 highway beyond six-

lane capacity. The additional highway capacity, along with the inclusion of a 

new transit mode, meets the travel demand for 2050 and also addresses the 

immediate needs in the Corridor. A multimodal solution is necessary to meet 

the travel needs of the Corridor. 

As described in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives in 

the PEIS, congestion will remain in 2035 if the Maximum Program of 

Improvements is not fully implemented. Highways are not typically designed 

to achieve free-flow conditions in the future. The capacity offered by transit 

and highway improvements under the Maximum Program meets the travel 

demand through 2050. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: John Haines (continued)
Document Number: IND-31 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-31 (continued)

B. It is recognized that tightly constrained cross-sections (as often found at 

tunnels) reduce travel speeds and often lead to more congested conditions. 

However, even without the tunnel cross-section east of Idaho Springs, future 

travel demand cannot be accommodated without adding more capacity. 

While the environmental impacts of removing the tunnels were not 

evaluated, the Twin Tunnels Wildlife Land Bridge is a known and important 

wildlife crossing and is identified as a potential Section 4(f) property. As a 

Section 4(f) property, it is afforded special protection. During Tier 2 

processes, if a prudent and feasible alternative exists to avoid use of this 

Section 4(f) property, that alternative must be chosen. Section 4(f) also 

requires that all possible planning to minimize harm to the Twin Tunnels 

Wildlife Land Bridge be done. Additionally, blasting the tunnels would likely 

have adverse environmental impacts, generate large quantities of waste 

materials, and create an area prone to rockslides and other geologic 

hazards that would be difficult to manage.

To increase the capacity of the I-70 Corridor, the Preferred Alternative 

includes a third bore in the Twin Tunnels. Additional capacity is provided in 

the form of a new transit mode and the widening of the I-70 highway to three 

lanes in each direction at the tunnel. These kinds of alternatives will be 

evaluated in Tier 2 processes.

Traffic accessing the I-70 highway to and from the Central City Parkway was 

considered in the need for improvements, recognizing the traffic flows in the 

vicinity of the tunnel. The proposed expansion of the I-70 highway to six-lane 

capacity in the area of the Central City Parkway would be required, 

regardless of what type of improvements occur at the Twin Tunnels.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: John Haines (continued)
Document Number: IND-31 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-31 (continued)

C. As described in Section 2.7, “What was the decision making process for 
identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS, the lead agencies 

adopted the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 Mountain Corridor based on 

the Consensus Recommendation developed by the Collaborative Effort 

team. The Collaborative Effort team is a 27-member group representing 

varied interests in the Corridor. The team was charged with reaching 

consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. The Preferred Alternative, which does include improvements to the 

tunnels, is based on needs to enhance the Corridor, its environment, and its 

communities. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Clyde Hanks
Document Number: IND-32 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-32

A. Comment noted.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Clyde Hanks (continued)
Document Number: IND-32 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-32 (continued)

B. Yes, the I-70 Mountain Corridor combines both scenic and recreational 

opportunities for travelers, and visitor access is a part of the purpose and 

need for improvements. Sightseeing is an important reason that visitors 

travel to the Corridor; in fact, officials from the United States Forest Service 

estimate that between 17 and 37 percent of the more than 15 million trips to 

the White River National Forest and Arapaho and Roosevelt National 

Forests in the summer of 1999 and the winter of 2000 were for sightseeing 

purposes. See Sections 3.11, Visual Resources and 3.12, Recreation 
Resources and Section 6(f) Discussion of the PEIS for more information 

on visual and recreation resources, respectively.

C. The Preferred Alternative proposes a multimodal solution to the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. The transit component of the Preferred Alternative, the 

Advanced Guideway System, both shifts some travel from roadways to 

transit and accommodates more trips than could be provided by highway 

improvements alone. The United States Forest Service supports visitation 

by way of transit as more easily managed than dispersed vehicular trips, 

thereby helping to preserve scenic and recreation resources.

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process that will be followed during the development of Tier 2 

processes. Please see the response to comment IND-202-K for more 

information on the incorporation of sustainability in the Preferred Alternative. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Clyde Hanks (continued)
Document Number: IND-32 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-32 (continued)

D. Yes, the Preferred Alternative is likely to stimulate economic and population 

growth along the Corridor, especially around transit stations. See Section 
3.8, Social and Economic Values for more information on economic 

conditions in the Corridor and the types of impacts associated with growth 

under the Action Alternatives. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, Summit and Eagle counties encounter 

growth pressures beyond what is planned, concentrated both in areas 

surrounding transit centers and in rural areas. As discussed in Section 3.7, 
Land Use and Right-of-Way of the PEIS, without proper land use planning 

controls, induced growth leads to undesirable land use patterns that strain 

environmental and community resources. To responsibly manage growth 

pressures, local governments will need to adopt land use policies that guide 

and adapt to the induced development. 

A more detailed explanation of anticipated land use patterns, employment, 

and population estimates are provided in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Land Use and Right-of-Way Technical Report and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report (both of which 

are included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the PEIS Technical 

Reports and on the project website).
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Clyde Hanks (continued)
Document Number: IND-32 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-32 (continued)

E. Yes, the degree of projected congestion is substantial. Through the PEIS 

process, the lead agencies have studied Corridor conditions and met with 

numerous highway users and other stakeholders to document the existing 

and projected problems along the Corridor. Corridor conditions are 

described in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS and in supporting 

documents, such as the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Transportation Analysis 

Technical Report, and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Safety Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volumes 1 and 2 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website). 

The lead agencies hope that through the PEIS comment and review process 

many more people will become interested and involved in the Corridor 

throughout Tier 2 processes. As noted in response to comment LO-01-C, the 

lead agencies need support from the citizens of Colorado to fund and 

implement the Preferred Alternative. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010

                                         Page 343 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Public Hearing Name: Clyde Hanks (continued)
Document Number: IND-32 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-32 (continued)

F. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges that 

alternative funding sources will be needed to pay for I-70 Mountain Corridor 

improvements. Tolling is one of the funding options that CDOT will consider 

in future Tier 2 processes. With appropriate approvals, CDOT could consider 

tolls for new or existing lanes as a way to fund improvements.
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Rachel Richards
Document Number: IND-33 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County

Response to IND-33

A. Comment noted.
REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010

                                         Page 345 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Public Hearing Name: Rachel Richards (continued)
Document Number: IND-33 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County

Response to IND-33 (continued)

B. Yes, a multimodal solution is necessary to meet long-term needs in the 

Corridor. As described in Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons, of 

the PEIS, the I-70 highway would reach network capacity in 2015 to 2025 

under the Minimal Action Alternative and between 2035 and 2040 with the 

Six-Lane Highway Alternative. The Combination alternatives, including the 

Preferred Alternative, are the only alternatives that meet the 2050 purpose 

and need because they do not reach network capacity until 2050. 

As noted in response to comment IND-09, the Preferred Alternative 

recognizes the need to plan for a longer horizon and, therefore, relies on a 

50-year vision for the Corridor. Section 1.4, “What are the horizon years 
of analysis for the study?” of the PEIS describes the horizon years of 

analysis for the study, and the Introduction of the PEIS describes the 

relationship between the Corridor vision and statewide planning process. 

Based on the 50-year vision, the Preferred Alternative has the best 

opportunity to meet the purpose and need for I-70 Mountain Corridor 

improvements while minimizing impacts, largely because the phasing and 

implementation of the program of improvements is adaptive to future needs 

and trends. Due to the uncertainty of funding, the timing of improvements is 

also uncertain but early action projects have been identified and are being 

studied, as described in the Introduction of the PEIS. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Rachel Richards (continued)
Document Number: IND-33 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County

Response to IND-33 (continued)

C. Section 3.4, Water Resources of the PEIS describes water resources, 

including a specific assessment of winter maintenance effects on water 

resources. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Water Resources Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 3 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) contains additional 

information about water quality, including an expanded discussion of winter 

maintenance activities and their effects on water quality. 

To address the adverse effects of building and operating transportation 

facilities in the Corridor, CDOT has established two specific programs to 

protect and restore water resources affected by road activities. First, the 

Stream and Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) 

Memorandum of Understanding identifies water-related issues and 

mitigation strategies in the Corridor, with immediate attention given to the 

Clear Creek portion of the Corridor. This Memorandum of Understanding, 

which was signed in January 2011, is included in Appendix D, Stream and 
Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) Memorandum of 
Understanding of the PEIS. Second, Sediment Control Action Plans have 

been implemented for Black Gore Creek and Straight Creek, and a 

Sediment Control Action Plan for Clear Creek is under development. These 

Sediment Control Action Plans target sediment reduction in the affected 

creeks. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Rachel Richards (continued)
Document Number: IND-33 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County

Response to IND-33 (continued)

D. As described in Section 2.7, “What was the decision making process for 
identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS, the Preferred 

Alternative is based on the Consensus Recommendation developed by the 

Collaborative Effort team. The Collaborative Effort team is a 27-member 

group representing varied interests in the Corridor charged with reaching 

consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. The lead agencies and the other Collaborative Effort members 

recognized that compromise would be necessary for consensus.

Minimizing right-of-way acquisitions is always a consideration in designing 

new or expanded roadways. During Tier 2 processes, the lead agencies will 

consider refining alternative alignments through these sensitive areas to 

minimize impacts. See Section 3.7, Land-Use and Right-of-Way of the 

PEIS for more information on right-of-way.

Regarding the need to complete the Preferred Alternative quickly, please 

refer to the response to comment IND-06-B.

. 
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Source: Public Hearing Name: Paco Calderon
Document Number: IND-34 City, Zip Code: Not Provided

Response to IND-34

A. The Preferred Alternative relies on a multimodal solution and recognizes the 

importance of transit in providing needed capacity and movement of people 

through the Corridor. Specifically, an Advanced Guideway System is 

included in the Preferred Alternative, and specific details of that system will 

be evaluated in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

Please refer to the response to the Town of Vail’s comments in comment 

LO-08 regarding parking and frontage roads. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: Thursday, October 7, 2010

                                         Page 349 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Public Hearing Name: Paco Calderon (continued)
Document Number: IND-34 City, Zip Code: Not Provided
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Response to IND-35

A. Your suggestion is noted. The Advanced Guideway System represents a 

mode encompassing a range of technologies that would be capable of being 

fully elevated for the length of the Corridor. Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will help to further define the 

feasibility of the system and its technology. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: Bill Risley
Document Number: IND-35 City, Zip Code: Not Provided
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Response to IND-36

A. The Preferred Alternative provides a multimodal solution including highway 

improvements, safety improvements, transit, and non-infrastructure 

components such as Transportation Demand Management strategies. 

These components address capacity and safety concerns in the Corridor.

Source: Website Comment Name: Andrew Crutcher
Document Number: IND-36 City, Zip Code: Thornton, 80260
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Response to IND-37

A. Comment noted.

B. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges that 

alternative funding sources will be required to pay for I-70 highway 

improvements. Tolling is one of the funding options CDOT will consider in 

future Tier 2 processes. With appropriate approvals, CDOT could consider 

tolls for new or existing lanes.

Source: Website Comment Name: Dan Corwin
Document Number: IND-37 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge, 80424
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Response to IND-38

A. West Vail is located in the CDOT Region 3 Engineering area. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation does not have funding for noise abatement 

projects or “retrofits” on existing highways where no new highway 

construction is occurring.

Noise walls can be constructed by third parties outside of CDOT right-of-way 

within the constraint of local ordinances.

The Preferred Alternative includes reconstruction of the Vail West/Simba 

Run, Vail, and Vail East interchanges and an Advanced Guideway System 

through the town of Vail. Noise measurements will be taken, and a thorough 

assessment of potential noise impacts will be evaluated during Tier 2 

processes. If noise abatement is warranted under the Preferred Alternative, 

specific mitigation measures will be explored during Tier 2 processes.

Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Piergeorge
Document Number: IND-38 City, Zip Code: Vail, 82657
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Response to IND-39

A. As indicated in response to your comment IND-38-A, CDOT does not have 

funding for noise abatement projects on existing highways where no new 

construction is occurring. Barrier walls erected recently in the Corridor by 

CDOT have been a result of recent construction projects. 

Noise levels were measured in 2001 for the PEIS in the town of Vail and 

ranged between 63 A-weighted decibels (dBA) and 67 dBA. 66 dBA is the 

impact threshold whereby mitigation must be considered with construction. 

Refer to Section 3.10, Noise of the PEIS for more information on noise 

conditions in the Corridor. An additional noise study commissioned by the 

town of Vail in 2005 resulted in predicted noise levels ranging between 54 

dBA and 70 dBA. As indicated in response to your comment IND-38-A, 

noise analyses will be conducted and noise abatement measures will be 

explored during Tier 2 processes. 

Source: Email Name: Sharon Piergeorge
Document Number: IND-39 City, Zip Code: Vail, 82657
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Source: Website Comment Name: Greg and Margaret Thomas
Document Number: IND-40 City, Zip Code: Denver and Edwards, CO

Response to IND-40

A. Strategies you have identified are included as non-infrastructure 

components and are an important element of the Preferred Alternative. 

Implementation of these components could begin immediately after the 

Record of Decision is issued and funding is identified, to address issues in 

the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure improvements.

The Colorado Department of Transportation has also been making ongoing, 

shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements. These types of improvements would continue with 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

B. Yes, many of the I-70 Mountain Corridor trips are for recreational purposes, 

as described in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS. These trips 

have different characteristics than commuting trips, such as relatively high 

average occupancy of 2.8 persons per vehicle. 

The Preferred Alternative includes many non-infrastructure components that 

could be implemented after the Record of Decision is issued and funding is 

identified to manage end-to-end transportation for groups of recreational 

travelers. These include bundling transportation and recreation in travel 

packages; partnering with airlines, lodging, restaurant groups, and travel 

agencies to serve out of town travelers; and investing in shuttle services. 

Other transportation management considerations are detailed in 

Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development 

and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

The lead agencies recognize that some aspects of the Preferred Alternative 

will take longer to implement than others, and the Preferred Alternative is 

phased to allow flexibility of implementing and funding components of the 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Greg and Margaret Thomas (continued)
Document Number: IND-40 City, Zip Code: Denver and Edwards, CO

Response to IND-40 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

alternative. The implementation of an Advanced Guideway System, 

specifically, will require additional studies and Tier 2 processes to determine 

the viability of the system, including considerations for technology, costs and 

benefits, reliability, safety, environmental impacts, and other factors. As the 

Advanced Guideway System is developed in more detail, considerations for 

the types of trips served and how to connect travelers to their final 

destinations will be important to determining how the system will function 

and serve Corridor travelers. 

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation will continue to work closely 

with Corridor airport operators, chambers of commerce, and other entities 

who may be able to facilitate intermodal tourism packages such as the one 

you describe. The Colorado Department of Transportation also considered 

improving airports as an option to divert traffic from the Corridor, but those 

alternatives do not adequately relieve congestion and do not meet the 

purpose and need for the project. The response to comment IND-17-B

provides more detail about these alternatives.  
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-41 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-41 

A. The Preferred Alternative is an incremental, multimodal solution that is 

responsive and adaptive to future trends in the Corridor. It provides the 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing 

environmental impacts, through a combination of an Advanced Guideway 

System, highway improvements, and non-infrastructure components. The 

Minimum Program of Improvements identifies improvements that address 

near-term needs, “addressing the problem areas first” as you note, while the 

Maximum Program of Improvements meets the 2050 purpose and need.

The lead agencies recognize that the Bus in Guideway alternatives are 

easier to phase than an Advanced Guideway System. The ability to phase 

construction and operation of the Bus in Guideway alternatives requires less 

initial funding for construction of these alternatives, and allows CDOT to 

focus on the most congested areas first. However, initial ridership modeling 

estimates the Advanced Guideway System would attract more riders than a 

bus system, and the Preferred Alternative was found to provide the best 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing impacts. 

Phasing will be considered during Advanced Guideway System feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes. 

                                         Page 358 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-41 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-41 

B. The Environmental Protection Agency and Army Corps of Engineers did rate 

bus alternatives highly based on the 2004 Draft PEIS. However, the primary 

reason that the bus alternatives rated higher was that the bus alternatives as 

described in the 2004 Draft PEIS did not extend west of the Eisenhower-

Johnson Memorial Tunnels. As such, these alternatives do not meet the 

2050 purpose and need for the project (based on access and congestion 

relief). In the Revised Draft PEIS, the rubber tire transit alternatives, 

including Bus in Guideway alternatives, were extended to Eagle County 

Regional Airport in order to provide the best opportunity to meet the 2050 

purpose and need when combined with highway alternative elements. 

Regarding the cost comparisons for the alternatives, all of the alternatives 

that meet the purpose and need for the Corridor (that is, the Combination 

alternatives) exceed CDOT’s currently identified funding for the Corridor. 

The Six-Lane Highway with Bus in Guideway Alternative is less expensive at 

about $12.5 billion, as compared with the Preferred Alternative, which 

ranges from $16 billion to $20 billion in year of expenditure, which in this 

case is considered to be the mid-year of construction, or 2025. As explained 

in response to comment LO-01-C, CDOT will need support, leadership, and 

revenue from other sources to implement Corridor improvements. 

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of 

the Preferred Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, 

sources for CDOT’s funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding 

sources. Public private partnerships are one of several alternative sources of 

funding discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS. 

See Section 5.7, “What are potential funding sources and their 
limitations?” of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Terri Binder
Document Number: IND-42 City, Zip Code: Grand Junction,  81507

Response to IND-42

A. The Advanced Guideway System may open up development and provide an 

opportunity for commuters to live in the mountains and work in the Denver 

area or to commute longer distances and put growth pressures on outlying 

Corridor communities. Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way and 

Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis of the PEIS address land use 

issues associated with induced growth, and Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values provides a discussion of growth and quality of life in 

Corridor communities. As discussed in Section 3.7.7, “What are the 
approaches to programmatic mitigation planning for land use and 
right-of-way?” of the PEIS, CDOT will consider approaches to assist local 

communities in regional growth management plans that could be applied to 

Tier 2 processes.

B. Operating details for the Advanced Guideway System, including the logistics 

of transfers and numbers of stops, will be refined in feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes. 

Shuttle services currently provide transportation for out-of-state travelers 

originating from Denver International Airport and would continue to provide 

this service under the Preferred Alternative. While promoting increased use 

of shuttle and bus services in the Corridor is part of the non-infrastructure 

components in the Preferred Alternative, operating more shuttles in mixed 

traffic does not provide a long-term solution for the Corridor and does not 

meet the purpose and need for the project. Refer to response to comment 

IND-59-C for more information about shuttle services.

The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that can accommodate a 

variety of users and trip purposes. Ridership surveys conducted for this 

project (see Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report [included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website]) indicate that the Advanced 

Guideway System would attract riders and provide capacity to serve unmet 

travel demand in the Corridor.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Terri Binder (continued)
Document Number: IND-42 City, Zip Code: Grand Junction,  81507

Response to IND-42 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation is proposing highway 

improvements where they are necessary or expected to be necessary in the 

future based on travel demand modeling. In places where six-lane capacity 

is not included, they are not projected to be needed within the timeframe of 

this study. Auxiliary lanes serve a different purpose than to increase 

capacity. Locations for auxiliary lanes are related to the need for passing 

lanes or other management of transitions such as entrance/exit ramps. 

Please refer to Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS and the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) for information on traffic volumes and conditions at various 

locations in the Corridor.

D. The lead agencies acknowledge the PEIS has taken a very long time and 

has been costly. Federal and state requirements to complete transportation 

projects are more strenuous, and surrounding development presents more 

constraints, than when the interstate system was first developed in the 

1950s and 1960s. Through this Tier 1 process, the lead agencies are much 

more familiar with concerns and issues specific to  the Corridor, which will 

prove beneficial for the efficient completion of Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Terri Binder (continued)
Document Number: IND-42 City, Zip Code: Grand Junction,  81507

Response to IND-42 (continued)

E. Shifting travel demand is distinct from HOT or HOV lanes. Shifting travel 

demand (and other transportation management options intended to spread 

out peak volumes or increase vehicle occupancy to reduce congestion 

during peak periods) seeks to shift peak day/time travelers to non-peak 

periods when the highway has available capacity. It could occur through a 

number of different ways. Incentives include financial incentives, travel time 

and convenience incentives, and reward/point program incentives (similar to 

“frequent flier points”). Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) provides additional details on shifting travel demand.

The Reversible HOT/HOV Lanes Alternative would add travel lanes that 

would be managed for peak flows, changing direction as needed to 

accommodate peak traffic demand. As explained in Section 2.8.1, 
Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS, this alternative does not meet 

the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor because it does not include 

transit, does not provide for unmet demand, and will result in a system at 

network capacity in 2035 to 2040.

Although the Preferred Alternative does not include a high-occupancy toll 

lane, tolling could be used as a funding strategy to help fund the Preferred 

Alternative as explained in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the 

PEIS. Strategies to promote high occupancy travel and encourage 

carpooling also are retained as options that could be implemented to 

manage travel demand (by CDOT or others).
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Terri Binder (continued)
Document Number: IND-42 City, Zip Code: Grand Junction,  81507

Response to IND-42 (continued)

F. Intelligent Transportation System strategies such as enhanced traveler 

information signs and variable message signs have and will continue to be 

implemented to provide traveler information and improve system operations. 

Variable speed limit signs have been installed in the Corridor recently to 

allow CDOT to better manage traffic flow.

G. The Preferred Alternative includes a third bore at both the Twin Tunnels and 

the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels to support highway and transit 

improvements in the Corridor. The Minimum Program of the Preferred 

Alternative provides a westbound auxiliary lane from Bakerville to the east 

portal of the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels. The Preferred 

Alternative also includes auxiliary lanes in westbound and eastbound 

directions from approximately the summit of Vail Pass to the East Vail exit to 

address truck traffic, steep grades, and congestion. The Maximum Program 

of the Preferred Alternative, if implemented, widens the highway to three 

travel lanes in each direction from Floyd Hill to the Eisenhower-Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels. This includes an additional travel lane at the Georgetown 

Hill.

H. Thank you for providing comments through the website. Many people used 

this method to provide comments, both now and in 2004, when the original 

draft was released. Public meeting attendees were encouraged but not 

required to provide contact information. Of the data we have, the great 

majority of meeting attendees were from the counties within the PEIS project 

termini and counties in the Denver metropolitan area. 

The lead agencies held four hearings in 2010 compared to ten hearings in 

2004. In 2004, only 22 people attended both hearings in Glenwood Springs 

and Grand Junction, compared to 773 attendees in other locations. Our 

experience demonstrated additional meetings were not the most effective 

way of soliciting comments. Additional information on public engagement 

strategies is summarized in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Public and 

Agency Involvement Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Albert Melcher
Document Number: IND-43 City, Zip Code:  Denver, 80237

Response to IND-43 

A. The lead agencies recognize the importance of transit connectivity and 

accommodating transit users throughout the Corridor. Specifics of 

operations and design have not been developed at this stage of the project. 

The Advanced Guideway System will be evaluated from the Eagle County 

Regional Airport to the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. 

As the Advanced Guideway System concept is developed in more detail in 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, considerations for the types 

of trips served and how to connect travelers to their final destinations will be 

important in determining how the system will function and serve Corridor 

travelers. The lead agencies recognize that most Advanced Guideway

System riders originating from the Denver metropolitan area will drive to the 

transit station terminal; parking at the transit station is and will be a 

consideration during Tier 2 processes.

                                         Page 364 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Website Comment Name: Mark Miller
Document Number: IND-44 City, Zip Code: Loveland, 80538

Response to IND-44 

A. Comment noted.

B. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by FHWA 

pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of 

day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination with 

local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all interstate 

users, and ultimate approval by FHWA.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility and therefore avoid 

peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, other freight 

operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and must operate 

in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, bulk mail, food 

service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time shipments). 

Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-of-Service 

regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy trucks varies 

greatly along the Corridor by day of week; there are more trucks on 

weekdays compared to weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA. 

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Mark Miller (continued)
Document Number: IND-44 City, Zip Code: Loveland, 80538

Response to IND-44 (continued)

C. Suppressed trips (desired trips that users don’t take due to severe 

congestion conditions) are common now and will become more prevalent in 

the future. By 2050, about 9 million people annually who would use the I-70 

Mountain Corridor will instead choose not to travel, under the No Action 

Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is much better at serving unmet 

demand, and will result in accommodation of more trips in the Corridor than 

would occur without the Preferred Alternative or under the No Action 

Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative includes highway improvements, non-

infrastructure improvements, and an Advanced Guideway System. For more 

information on the Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.7, “What was the 
decision making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of 

the PEIS.

With the Preferred Alternative, travel time is predicted to improve and be 

better than with the No Action Alternative, as shown in Figure 2-12 in the 

PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Nathan Oberle 
Document Number: IND-45 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80206

Response to IND-45

A. Comment noted.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Bradley Swanson
Document Number: IND-46 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80228

Response to IND-46

A. Bus alternatives are evaluated in the PEIS. While the Bus-in-Guideway

alternatives present a number of advantages, such as flexibility and the 

potential ease of transfers, the travel demand model indicates that an 

Advanced Guideway System would attract more riders than a bus system 

(based on the ridership survey conducted for this project). See Appendix A 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) for the ridership differences of bus and 

Advanced Guideway System. Largely for this reason, an Advanced 

Guideway System is identified as the preferred transit mode. Future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will focus on the feasibility of 

Advanced Guideway System technologies. If the Advanced Guideway 

System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could revise the Record 

of Decision to consider other transit technologies fully evaluated in the PEIS, 

including bus. The Preferred Alternative allows a thorough assessment of 

the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of improvements in 2020, at 

which time a full range of alternatives considered in the PEIS could be 

reconsidered.

The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution. To accommodate the 

need for passenger car demand, it includes improvements to the highway 

including six-lane capacity in some areas; interchange improvements, curve 

safety modifications, auxiliary lanes in some areas; and non-infrastructure 

improvements.

Providing a HOV/HOT lane was also considered but found not to provide 

enough capacity to meet the project’s purpose and need. Please refer to the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website) for an expanded description 

and discussion of all alternatives considered.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Shelly Donahue
Document Number: IND-47 City, Zip Code:  Morrison, 80465

Response to IND-47

A. Light rail transit was evaluated as one of the fixed guideway transit 

alternatives. While this technology does provide opportunities to access 

existing transit connections, it does not provide travel times competitive with 

highway travel times and therefore does not adequately address I-70 

highway congestion. Light rail transit does not have the ability to meet the 

peak-hour peak-direction capacity requirement, which is the minimum 

capacity needed to adequately provide transit service and meaningfully 

reduce highway congestion in the peak hour and peak direction. The 

Advanced Guideway System selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 

does a better job at achieving competitive travel times, addressing I-70 

highway congestion, and increasing capacity. A tram can be defined as a 

variation of light rail transit. A tram can also be defined as a wire rope-pulled 

transit system. Wire rope systems are limited in distance and would be 

infeasible for a system operating between Denver and Vail.

Shuttle buses could be provided between the Advanced Guideway System 

stations and ski resorts, town centers, and other major activity centers. Local 

connectivity will be studied during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes.

Light rail transit between Denver and Vail would cost many times more than 

the funds spent studying improvements in the I-70 Corridor and, similar to 

other proposed improvements, could not be implemented without federal, 

state, and local approvals, consistent with the planning efforts to date.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Shelly Donahue (continued)
Document Number: IND-47 City, Zip Code:  Morrison, 80465

Response to IND-47 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation is conducting a feasibility study 

for adding reversible or “zipper” lanes on the I-70 highway between 

Georgetown (milepost 230.5) and Floyd Hill (milepost 244.0) in response to 

legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. This is a 

separate study from the PEIS. It studies short-term operational actions to 

decrease congestion on the I-70 highway during peak periods for this 

specific segment of the Corridor. The entire study, including details of the 

operations and barriers, can be found at: 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS.

As you note, the Twin Tunnel area is an area of congestion and does form a 

bottleneck in the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative includes a third bore 

through the Twin Tunnels to support the highway and transit improvements 

that would occur on either side of the tunnel (as do the other Highway and 

Combination alternatives considered in the PEIS) so that the tunnels do not 

become a bottleneck between improvements. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Andrew Fleming
Document Number: IND-48 City, Zip Code: Englewood, 80111

Response to IND-48 

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution with non-infrastructure, 

highway, and transit components. Analysis in the PEIS shows that a 

multimodal alternative is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose and need for 

the Corridor. Transit is needed to address capacity, while highway 

improvements are necessary to address congestion and safety. Impacts of 

the alternatives are presented in the PEIS so that they can be considered by 

the lead agencies prior to the Record of Decision. The lead agencies 

consider the impacts, the ability of the alternatives to meet the purpose and 

need of the projects, and public input such as your comment prior to making 

a final decision about the project.

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process that will be followed during the development of Tier 2 

processes. Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS discloses the impacts caused by each of the 

alternatives considered, including impacts on noise levels, biological 

resources, and water quality. Section 2.8.2 “Which alternatives evaluated 
meet the project’s purpose and need?” summarizes the impact 

comparison among the alternatives. The Preferred Alternative has a range 

of impacts, and the low end of the range of the Preferred Alternative is 

similar to the low end of the range of impacts among all of the alternatives. 

The Transit-only alternatives generally have fewer direct impacts on 

resources than other alternatives; however, they induce greater visitation to 

recreational resources than the Highway alternatives, which also impacts 

natural resources in the Corridor.

Regarding traffic levels, the Advanced Guideway System does not reduce 

the volume of highway traffic. Rather, it provides additional capacity for trips 

in the Corridor, and any shift in trips from vehicles to transit is offset by 

additional vehicle trips of unmet demand (those trips otherwise not taken 

due to congestion). The Preferred Alternative does decrease emissions of 

pollutants, as you suggest.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Jonny Fowler
Document Number: IND-49 City, Zip Code: Greenwood Village, 80121

Response to IND-49 

A. Economic impacts of the I-70 Mountain Corridor alternatives, including the 

No Action Alternative, are discussed in Section 3.8, Social and Economic 
Values of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and 

Economic Values Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). As you point 

out, the economic impact of traffic congestion in the Corridor is two-fold. One 

is the time spent waiting in traffic, and the other is loss of revenue due to the 

number of trips not taken because of congestion, called unmet demand. By 

2035, unmet demand at the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels on a 

weekend will be approximately 25,000 trips. By 2050, that estimate will 

increase to approximately 45,000 trips suppressed. The yearly hours of 

congestion estimated for the No Action Alternative in 2035 is 15,500 hours. 

The Preferred Alternative reduces the hours of congestion to between 5,000 

and 8,000 hours. For peak period weekend conditions, the Preferred 

Alternative reduces the average Corridor highway travel time from 

approximately 320 minutes to approximately 200-220 minutes. 

The Preferred Alternative proposes a multimodal solution for Corridor users, 

involving non-infrastructure components along with transit (Advanced 

Guideway System) and highway components. The Advanced Guideway 

System shifts some travel from roadways to transit and accommodates 

more person trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone. 

The shift to transit and the increased highway capacity accommodates an 

additional 5.0 to 7.5 million trips of unmet demand annually (trips otherwise 

not taken due to congestion). 

The Preferred Alternative reduces congestion, reduces air pollution, and 

induces growth in Corridor communities. It also provides the best opportunity 

for meeting purpose and need while minimizing impacts to the environment. 

As unmet demand is met and congestion is reduced, trips in the Corridor 

increase. The Preferred Alternative continues to stimulate economic growth 

throughout the Corridor as described in Section 3.8, Social and Economic 
Values. Gross Regional Product is estimated to be $45.38-$46.05 billion 

under the Action Alternatives (except the Minimal Action), compared to 

$35.85 billion under the No Action Alternative.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Neal Barsch
Document Number: IND-50 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County

Response to IND-50 

A. The Preferred Alternative proposes both transit and highway improvements 

through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The transit component of the Preferred 

Alternative provides an Advanced Guideway System between the Eagle 

County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

in Golden with stops throughout the Corridor. The Advanced Guideway 

System shifts some travel from roadways to transit and accommodates 

more person trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone.

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process that will be followed during Tier 2 processes. Please see 

the response to comment IND-202-K for more information on the 

incorporation of sustainability in the Preferred Alternative.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Andrew Greos
Document Number: IND-51 City, Zip Code: Greenwood Village, 80111

Response to IND-51 

A. Yes, transit offers a safer mode of travel than the highway. As described in 

Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS, rail modes are 

approximately 100 times safer than automobile travel. In addition to the 

Advanced Guideway System, the Preferred Alternative also includes safety 

improvements to the highway, such as curve safety modifications and 

interchange improvements that are not associated with highway capacity 

improvements.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Kent Statham
Document Number: IND-52 City, Zip Code: Henderson, 80640

Response to IND-52

A. The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study is evaluating reversible or “zipper” 

lanes on the I-70 highway between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response 

to legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. This is a 

separate study from the PEIS. See response to comment IND-15-B. The 

entire study, including details of operations, travel times, and emergency 

access, can be found at: www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. 

The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and 

need of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Stephanie Mattson
Document Number: IND-53 City, Zip Code: Loveland, 80537

Response to IND-53 

A. The ski train was considered as an alternative but was eliminated due to the 

volume of freight trains through the Moffat Tunnel, which allows for a 

maximum of two round-trip passenger trains per day. Because this service 

has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to remove 

enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time in the Corridor to 

meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was eliminated as a 

standalone alternative. A revived ski train service could be considered by 

others but does not address the purpose and need for I-70 highway 

improvements.

The Preferred Alternative proposes non-infrastructure, transit, and highway 

improvements through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in the PEIS 

shows that a multimodal alternative is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose 

and need for the Corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative, only the 

Maximum Program meets the 2050 purpose and need. The transit 

component of the Preferred Alternative provides an Advanced Guideway 

System between the Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden, with stops throughout the 

Corridor. The Preferred Alternative includes highway capacity improvements 

only at specific locations in the Corridor. The adaptive management 

component of the Preferred Alternative allows the lead agencies to assess 

the need for additional highway capacity improvements at a future time. Any 

additional capacity improvements are not triggered until the Advanced 

Guideway System is implemented or is determined infeasible.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Ryan Connell
Document Number: IND-54 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80205

Response to IND-54 

A. The ski train was considered as an alternative but was eliminated due to the 

volume of freight trains through the Moffat Tunnel, which allows for a 

maximum of two round-trip passenger trains per day. Because this service 

has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to remove 

enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time in the Corridor to 

meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was eliminated as a 

standalone alternative. A revived ski train service could be considered by 

others but does not address the purpose and need for I-70 highway 

improvements.

The Preferred Alternative proposes non-infrastructure, highway, and transit 

improvements through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in the PEIS 

shows that a multimodal alternative is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose 

and need for the Corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative, only the 

Maximum Program meets the 2050 purpose and need. The transit 

component of the Preferred Alternative provides an Advanced Guideway 

System between the Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station, with stops throughout the Corridor. The 

Preferred Alternative includes highway capacity improvements only at 

specific locations in the Corridor. The adaptive management component of 

the Preferred Alternative allows the lead agencies to assess the need for 

additional highway capacity improvements at a future time. Any additional 

capacity improvements are not triggered until the Advanced Guideway 

System is implemented or is determined infeasible.

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions. Please see the response to comment IND-202-K for more 

information on the incorporation of sustainability in the Preferred 

Alternative. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Katherine Lind
Document Number: IND-55 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County

Response to IND-55

A. The Preferred Alternative proposes non-infrastructure, transit, and highway 

improvements through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in the PEIS 

shows that a multimodal alternative is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose 

and need for the Corridor. The transit component of the Preferred Alternative 

provides an Advanced Guideway System between the Eagle County 

Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in 

Golden, with stops throughout the Corridor. The Advanced Guideway 

System both shifts some travel from roadways to transit and accommodates 

more trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone.

The Preferred Alternative does not reduce the volume of highway traffic, as 

currently there is a high amount of unmet demand; the highway 

improvements in concert with the transit improvements increase capacity to 

reduce congestion and air pollution. The Preferred Alternative improves the 

regional economy, increasing Gross Regional Product annually by at least 

$10 billion more than the No Action Alternative. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Katherine DuBois
Document Number: IND-56 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County

Response to IND-56

A. Conceptual cost estimates indicate the Highway-only alternatives cost less 

than the Transit-only alternatives because transit alternatives include a new 

transit system between the Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden, while the highway 

alternatives only include capacity increases between Eisenhower-Johnson 

Memorial Tunnels and Floyd Hill and in the Dowd Canyon area. Regardless 

of cost, selecting a Transit-only or Highway-only alternative does not meet 

the 2050 purpose and need. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal 

solution with non-infrastructure components and transit and highway 

improvements through the Corridor to provide additional capacity and 

congestion relief. While transit provides additional capacity to meet future 

travel demand to year 2050, highway improvements are also needed to 

address congestion and safety. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Robin Bare
Document Number: IND-57 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-57

A. Comment noted.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Bower
Document Number: IND-58 City, Zip Code:  Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-58 

A. The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study is evaluating reversible or “zipper” 

lanes on the I-70 highway between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response 

to legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. This is a 

separate study from the PEIS. See response to comment 

IND-15-B. The entire study, including details of operations, travel times, and 

emergency access, can be found at: 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS.

B. Yeh and Associates produced the I-70 Georgetown Incline Rockfall 

Mitigation Feasibility Study in 2005 which rated several mitigation 

techniques based on effectiveness, constructability, maintenance, 

environmental constraints, and cost. Rock sheds, as you suggest, and cut 

and cover tunnels were determined to be an effective method for mitigating 

rockfall, in additional to several other options. Specific strategies for 

mitigating geologic hazards at the Georgetown Incline will be developed 

during Tier 2 processes. Greater detail is provided on the mitigation options 

that were evaluated in the feasibility study in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Geologic Hazards Technical Report (included electronically on CD-

ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

C. A new road connecting the A-Basin and Keystone resorts to the I-70 

highway through an enlarged Loveland Pass pilot bore would bisect the 

White River National Forest Porcupine Gulch Wilderness Area, and cause 

new impacts to the Snake Creek Watershed on the west side of the 

Continental Divide. It was studied and eliminated for the following three 

reasons: (1) on the east side of the Divide a new road would create major 

conflicts with central operations of the Loveland Ski Area, resulting in the 

likely removal of all ski area operations; (2) the steep grades to access the 

tunnel entrances and the elevations of the pilot bore portals are not suitable 

for a road alignment; and (3) the elevation of the pilot bore is higher than the 

Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels and would result in greater winter 

maintenance costs. 

                                         Page 381 of 672

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane


Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jeffrey May
Document Number: IND-59 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-59 

A. The need for capacity improvements in the Corridor is documented in 

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need and through additional studies referenced in 

Section 1.3, “What other studies have been completed or are related to 
this Corridor?” of the PEIS. Congestion in the Corridor is a prevailing 

condition now. Safety and capacity improvements are necessary today and 

as demand continues to increase, conditions in the Corridor will worsen, 

unless a strategic plan of both short- and long-term solutions is 

implemented. Growth in person trip travel demand along the Corridor is 

forecast to range from 65 percent to 175 percent between 2000 and 2035. In 

2050, the travel demand is estimated to increase between 10 percent and 65 

percent above 2035. For more information on travel demand, see Section 
1.10, “What is the current and projected travel demand?” in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website).

It is true that CDOT does not have sufficient funding identified to implement 

the Preferred Alternative, and additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes 

the cost of the Preferred Alternative, the sources of CDOT’s funding (and its 

limitations), and other potential funding sources, including public-private 

partnerships and tolling. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS 

and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) describe a variety of innovative funding 

sources that could be used to pay for improvements. See particularly 

Section 5.7, “What are potential funding sources and their 
limitations?” of the PEIS. Tier 2 processes will proceed as funding and 

specific projects are identified.

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Jeffrey May (continued)
Document Number: IND-59 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-59 (continued) 

A. (Continued from previous page)

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS provides a 

discussion of the recent economic slowdown and potential effects on growth 

projections. While growth over the past ten years has been flatter than 

projected due to the overall economic slowdown and recession, the trends 

are still expected to continue as the economy recovers. For reference, the 

2010 Census indicates that Colorado’s population has increased about 33 

percent over the past ten years even with the slowdown.

B. Safety is a critical component of the project, and all alternatives were 

evaluated for safety performance. According to the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Safety Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) the Hidden 

Valley to Twin Tunnels segment (milepost 234 to 243) does contain known 

deficiencies. However, this area is not identified as the most dangerous or 

highest priority based on crash statistics.

The six-lane highway capacity improvements included with the Preferred 

Alternative include both 55 mph and 65 mph design options. Both design 

speed options are advanced for consideration in Tier 2. The alternative 

elements such as design speed of segments will be determined during 

Tier 2 processes to identify the appropriate design speed of each segment 

considered. 

Interchange improvements and auxiliary lanes are needed in conjunction 

with other specific highway improvements to maintain functionality and to 

improve both traffic safety and operations. Along with safety assessments, 

specific design elements for these improvements will be evaluated in greater 

detail during Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Jeffrey May (continued)
Document Number: IND-59 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-59 (continued) 

C. Bus service in mixed traffic does not operate as efficiently as bus service in 

a dedicated guideway (see Section 3.1.4 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Travel Demand Technical Report and Transportation Analysis Technical 

Report, included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) and would not result in the travel time 

savings necessary to generate a modal shift to buses. Buses would be 

subject to the same congestion that currently exists, and riders would not be 

attracted to buses to avoid congestion. Therefore, a three-year test of buses 

in mixed traffic would not provide a reasonable benchmark to evaluate 

ridership demand related to congestion. 

Colorado Mountain Express currently offers van shuttle service between 

Denver and Eagle, and Greyhound provides bus service between Denver 

and Vail, with connecting service to Eagle through ECO Transit. Other 

private operators provide bus and van services to Corridor destinations. The 

Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, includes expanded shuttle 

services, expanded park-and-ride locations, and increased carpooling as 

non-infrastructure strategies that can be implemented or encouraged to 

address immediate issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements. See response to LO-02-B for an expanded discussion of bus 

and carpooling options considered and included in the Preferred Alternative.  

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System system, 

including ridership. The Advanced Guideway System will not be 

implemented unless it is feasible.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Kathleen Brennan
Document Number: IND-60 City, Zip Code: Aurora, 80013

Response to IND-60

A. Comment noted.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Patrick Schaefer
Document Number: IND-61 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80204

Response to IND-61

A. The Preferred Alternative does include an Advanced Guideway System, 

which is intended to be a fixed guideway transit option for rail rather than 

bus, for the length of the Corridor. A Bus in Guideway alternative is also 

evaluated in the PEIS, but the travel forecast model indicates that the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract more riders than a bus system 

(based on the ridership survey conducted for this project). See Appendix A 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) for the ridership differences of bus and 

Advanced Guideway System. Largely for this reason, the Advanced 

Guideway System is identified as the preferred transit mode. Future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will evaluate specific 

technologies, but bus alternatives will not be reconsidered unless the 

Advanced Guideway System technologies are deemed infeasible. 

Regarding the zipper lanes, CDOT is considering reversible lanes for 

portions of the Corridor in response to legislation passed by the Colorado 

General Assembly in 2010. The purpose of the I-70 West Reversible Lane 

Study is to identify short-term operational actions to decrease congestion on 

the I-70 highway during peak periods for a specific area of the highway. The 

study, which will be completed in early 2011, will address the effectiveness 

and cost of implementing this type of a system. This is a separate study from 

the PEIS. The entire study can be found at: 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Patrick Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-61 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80204

Response to IND-61 (continued)

B. The analysis of the alternatives in the PEIS, including the Preferred 

Alternative, does account for the growth in population, employment, and 

traffic volumes that will occur through 2050. The study uses population 

projections provided by the Colorado Department of Local Affairs and a 

travel demand model that incorporates these projections. The population 

projections are discussed in Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of 

the PEIS and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic 

Values Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of 

the Technical Reports and on the project website). The Department of Local 

Affairs projections predict population and employment growth that will occur 

in Colorado through 2035, while the travel demand model predicts traffic 

volumes that will occur throughout the Corridor through 2035. The travel 

demand model also estimates growth and travel demand likely to occur 

through 2050, although Colorado Department of Local Affairs population 

projections do not extend beyond 2035.

The Preferred Alternative provides both highway and transit components, 

along with non-infrastructure components, to meet the travel demand 

through the year 2050. Although the transportation analysis conducted for 

the PEIS found that the Combination alternatives and the Preferred 

Alternative have adequate capacity until 2050, the Preferred Alternative has 

the best opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing 

impacts, largely because the phasing and implementation of the program of 

improvements is adaptive to future needs and trends. 

As you state, the proposed improvements induce growth in the Corridor. 

Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way, and Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values of the PEIS provide the analysis of induced growth that 

occurs under the Action Alternatives. The Transit-only alternatives induce 

growth primarily in existing urban areas around transit stations. The 

Highway-only alternatives induce growth in patterns similar to existing land 

use, with more rural development occurring. The Preferred Alternative and 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Patrick Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-61 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80204

Response to IND-61 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

Combination alternatives induce growth in both urban and rural areas. The 

travel demand modeling includes induced travel demand as discussed in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website).

C. Maintenance costs of both the transit and highway components of the 

Preferred Alternative will be evaluated during Tier 2 processes. Note that 

there are maintenance costs associated with the Bus in Guideway

alternatives as well.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Patrick Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-61 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80204

Response to IND-61 (continued)

D. Providing a transit-only option does not address congestion or safety in the 

Corridor, as described in Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons and 

illustrated in Figure 2-14 of the PEIS. While transit does accommodate 

additional demand and therefore improves capacity, it also serves unmet 

demand and attracts additional trips to the Corridor. For this reason, transit-

only alternatives do not reduce congestion or improve safety without 

associated highway and safety improvements. The Preferred Alternative 

includes both highway and transit improvements to decrease congestion, 

increase capacity, and also improve traffic safety. Also, with transit 

improvements only and without highway improvements, the Corridor 

reaches network capacity by 2030. The Preferred Alternative Maximum 

Program of Improvements, which is a multimodal solution, does not reach 

network capacity until 2050. 

E. The Preferred Alternative can, and is likely to be, implemented in phases. 

Non-infrastructure components are an important element of the Preferred 

Alternative. Study and implementation of these components could begin 

immediately after the Record of Decision is issued and funding is identified, 

to address issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements. Other early action projects, identified in the Introduction of 

the PEIS, are likely to be studied and implemented more quickly as funding 

is identified. The Preferred Alternative is phased to provide both short-term 

and long-term solutions in the Corridor and assess needs. The Collaborative 

Effort team will meet at least once every two years to review progress and 

consider the need for additional capacity improvements based on specific 

milestones or “triggers.” A thorough reassessment of the overall purpose 

and need and effectiveness of the improvements will occur in 2020. 

As you are aware, CDOT is conducting a feasibility study for adding 

reversible or “zipper” lanes on the I-70 highway between Georgetown 

(milepost 230.5) and Floyd Hill (milepost 244.0) in response to legislation 

passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. This is a separate study 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Patrick Schaefer (continued)
Document Number: IND-61 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80204

Response to IND-61 (continued)

F. (Continued from previous page)

from the PEIS. It studies short-term operational actions to decrease 

congestion on the I-70 highway during peak periods for this specific segment 

of the Corridor. The entire study, including details of the operations and 

barriers, can be found at: www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. 

The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and 

need of the PEIS.

G. It is true that rubber tired transit provides more flexibility than other transit 

alternatives. However, Bus in Guideway alternatives would not attract as 

many riders as the Advanced Guideway System, and buses in mixed traffic 

were eliminated from further consideration as a standalone alternative. 

Connections between the Advanced Guideway System component of the 

Preferred Alternative and other locations in the Denver metropolitan area will 

be studied as part of the Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study. 

The Preferred Alternative reduce emissions in comparison to the No Action 

Alternative because the highway improvements increase capacity to reduce 

congestion and air pollution. Air quality in the Corridor is not anticipated to 

exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards under any alternative 

studied. For more information on air quality, see Section 3.1, Climate and 
Air Quality Resources of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Unknown
Document Number: IND-62 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to IND-62 

A. The purpose of the public hearings was to provide information about the 

project, the process, and the recommended Preferred Alternative as 

presented in the Revised Draft PEIS, The meeting also was an opportunity 

to receive public comments on the Revised Draft PEIS. In addition to 

providing a formal presentation to summarize information, topical stations 

provided public attendees with more specific information about the PEIS. 

Project staff were available at the public hearing to directly answer 

questions, provide information, and clarify issues presented during the 

formal presentation or on display boards.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Unknown (continued)
Document Number: IND-62 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to IND-62 (continued) 

B. A time limit for oral presentation in the public forum is necessary to ensure 

all those who want to speak publicly have the opportunity. As stated at the 

public hearing, a court reporter was provided to take oral comments in a 

private setting. These comments were not time-limited. Additionally, there 

were a variety of methods to provide formal comments (oral or written). As 

articulated during the hearings, comments could be prepared outside the 

public hearing and submitted via mail, electronic mail, or the project website. 

All forms of comments were welcomed and treated equally.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Byron Walker
Document Number: IND-63 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to IND-63

A. The Advanced Guideway System will include considerations for freight as 

well as passenger travel, but an “autotrain” concept is not envisioned. 

Please refer to response to comment IND-04-A, which explains why an 

autotrain system is not practical for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

The planned and measured objective common to all alternatives is the ability 

for the alternative to meet the project’s purpose and need. After analysis and 

evaluation, the Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to meet 

the project’s purpose and need while minimizing impacts to the environment. 

Some of the criteria used to evaluate alternatives’ abilities to meet the 

purpose and need include the capacity to meet the greatest amount of 

demand and the ability to provide improved travel times.

The ability of the railroads to serve as a carrier for motor freight is 

determined by the origin and destination of the truck traffic and market 

demand; since the majority of truck trips using the Corridor are serving 

destinations within the Corridor, it is unlikely a significant number of truck 

trips could be shifted to the existing railroad system, which is located entirely 

off the I-70 Mountain Corridor east of Minturn.
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Source:  Letter Name: Kim Lane
Document Number: IND-64 City, Zip Code: Longmont, 80501

Response to IND-64 

A. Variable message signs provide real-time road information that aid in route 

selection, reduce travel time by mitigating the severity and duration of 

incidents, and generally improve the performance of the 

transportation networks when used appropriately. In addition to complying 

with the federal guidance described in the FHWA Manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices on the proper use of variable message signs, CDOT also 

incorporates other messaging strategies. These strategies include dimming 

the signs automatically to avoid blinding drivers, delays between panels to 

allow the message to be read two times, and providing a concise message 

that can be read in any order and still understood. The Colorado Department 

of Transportation realizes that variable message signs can slow traffic when 

not used correctly and has developed rigid standards to ensure 

messages are easy to read with minimal effects to driving behavior.

B. Driver perception of the travel way narrowing at tunnels does create the 

tendency to decrease speed. This in turn can create a domino effect in 

upstream traffic. Improved lighting and other aesthetic improvements may 

be studied during Tier 2 processes and would be implemented in 

accordance with I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

aesthetic guidelines.

C. The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study is evaluating reversible or “zipper” 

lanes on the I-70 highway between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response 

to legislation passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. This is a 

separate study from the PEIS. See response to comment IND-15-B. The 

entire study, including details of operations, travel times, and emergency 

access, can be found at: www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. 

The I-70 West Reversible Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and 

need of the PEIS.

Providing a peak-direction-only HOV/HOT lane or a reversible HOV/HOT 

lane is considered in the PEIS, but does not to provide enough capacity to 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Letter Name: Kim Lane (continued)
Document Number: IND-64 City, Zip Code: Longmont, 80501

Response to IND-64  (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

meet the project’s purpose and need. Please refer to the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) for an expanded description and discussion of all 

alternatives considered. 

D. Please refer to responses to comments IND-68-C and IND-68-D regarding 

construction impacts.

The Preferred Alternative will add highway capacity and provide an 

additional travel option for skiers and other highway users. While a 

dedicated “ski highway” is not proposed, the Preferred Alternative will allow 

ski traffic to move through the Corridor more efficiently and quickly. The 

Advanced Guideway System will serve skiers and other users and is 

intended to serve the major resorts along the Corridor. 
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Source:  Letter Name: Michelle Lapeyrouse
Document Number: IND-65 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-65 

A. The purpose and need of the project is to increase capacity, improve 

accessibility and mobility, and decrease congestion in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor for all users, including people who live and work in the Corridor. 

These needs are both a result of existing congestion and a response to local 

plans that expect future growth in the Corridor. The impacts analysis 

described in Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way of the PEIS, 

concludes that all of the Action Alternatives except the Minimal Action 

Alternative lead to induced population and employment growth, beyond the 

additional growth already expected, and additional visitation to recreation 

resources accessed from the Corridor. However, the Minimal Action 

Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project. The impacts 

analysis in Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS 

concludes that all Action Alternatives except the Minimal Action Alternative 

greatly improve the regional economy, resulting in at least $10 billion more 

Gross Regional Product annually than the No Action Alternative.

As outlined in Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way of the PEIS, CDOT 

will consider an approach to promote and assist communities, as possible, 

in the adoption of more comprehensive, regional growth management plans 

that can be applied to Tier 2 processes. The recommendations for this 

approach include exploring the possibility of creating grants for communities 

that lack the resources to develop a growth plan; working with local councils 

of government and the Colorado Department of Local Affairs to assist with 

funding; and promoting the consideration of open space as community 

separators, or view sheds distinguishing communities, including studies led 

by the United States Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. 

While the lead agencies will consider this type of policy approach, efforts to 

control growth are greatly dependent on local planning and community 

political direction.

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Letter Name: Michelle Lapeyrouse (continued)
Document Number: IND-65 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-65  (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Additional information related to ski areas and forest lands is included in 

Section 3.12, Recreation Resources and Section 6(f) Discussion of the 

PEIS.

The lead agencies agree that many important historic properties are present 

in the Corridor, and impacts to those properties should be avoided or 

minimized. Section 3.13, Historic Properties and Native American 
Consultation of the PEIS discusses historic properties, and Appendix B, I-
70 Mountain Corridor Section 106 Programmatic Agreement to the PEIS 

contains a Programmatic Agreement outlining how historic properties will be 

identified and treated in Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Letter Name: Lowell Johnson
Document Number: IND-66 City, Zip Code:  Larkspur, 80118

Response to IND-66

A. A 27-member Collaborative Effort team representing varied interests in the 

Corridor was formed. The team was charged with reaching consensus on a 

recommended transportation solution for the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which 

is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the PEIS. See Section 2.7, 
“What was the decision making process for identifying the Preferred 
Alternative?” for more information on the Preferred Alternative.

The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation's budget is not 

sufficient to implement the entire program of improvements. Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT's funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources.
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Source:  Comment Sheet Name:  Alan Harris
Document Number: IND-67 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80121

Response to IND-67

A. The lead agencies recognize that truck traffic affects traffic operations on the 

I-70 highway, especially during the peak periods. The Colorado Department 

of Transportation did consider and advance a slow moving vehicle plan as a 

transportation management alternative element, discussed in Section 4.2, 
“What are cumulative impacts and why are they important?” of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website). The slow-moving vehicle plan was 

advanced as an element of the non-infrastructure components of the 

Preferred Alternative. Specific details of this plan, including no passing 

zones for trucks, will be assessed during Tier 2 processes.

B. Driver perception of the travel way narrowing at tunnels does create the 

tendency to decrease speed. This in turn can create a domino effect in 

upstream traffic. Improved lighting and other aesthetic improvements may 

be studied during Tier 2 processes and would be implemented in 

accordance with I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

aesthetic guidelines.

C. Ridership surveys taken for development of the PEIS indicate that the types 

of transit users are expected to be diverse, and the majority will come from 

in-state rather than out of state. Please also refer to the response to 

comment IND-104-A for a discussion of recreational trips served by the 

Advanced Guideway System. 
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Source:  Comment Sheet Name:  Alan Harris (continued)
Document Number: IND-67 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80121

Response to IND-67 (continued)

D. The Preferred Alternative does not include frequent changes in lane 

configurations. Under the Preferred Alternative Minimum Program of 

Improvements, six-lane capacity would be added between Floyd Hill and the 

Twin Tunnels, and auxiliary lanes would be provided to provide passing and 

transition areas in specific locations between the Twin Tunnels and the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels to address traffic disruption in these 

specific locations. The Maximum Program of Improvements would also 

include six-lane capacity from the Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels 

and the Twin Tunnels.

E. The lead agencies did consider a number of alternate routes to relieve 

congestion on the I-70 highway and provide additional travel options for 

Corridor users, including the route you suggest (identified as Route #8 in 

Figure 4 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report [included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website]). These alternate 

routes were eliminated from consideration for one or more of the following 

reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably longer than times 

experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not provide sufficient 

accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities because of their location 

miles away from these communities, (3) do not have the potential to divert 

much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or (4) have substantial 

environmental impacts and poorer performance compared with improving 

the I-70 highway.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Edward Rapp, PE
Document Number: IND-68 City, Zip Code: Dumont, CO

Response to IND-68 

A. Comment noted.

B. The final decision will be documented in the Record of Decision at the 

completion of the PEIS process. The Record of Decision is the final legal 

decision document for the PEIS.

C. The PEIS acknowledges that construction of the complete Preferred 

Alternative is a long process. However, construction will not occur in a single 

location for the duration of the construction period. Mitigation to manage 

construction impacts will be provided and documented in the Tier 2 

processes. Strategies to mitigate social and economic impacts that will be 

considered in Tier 2 processes are discussed in Section 3.8, Social and 
Economic Values of the PEIS. Construction will be phased and the 

scheduling of construction projects will be considered during Tier 2 

processes to limit construction of multiple projects in one area.

D. Potential construction impacts are documented in each environmental 

resource section in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS under the heading “How does construction 

affect (specific) resources.” Sections titled “What will be addressed in Tier 2 

processes?” address the future study of long-term needs of multi-year 

construction projects, including environmental impacts and environmental 

justice. These future analyses will include coordination with individual 

communities and agencies to determine functional impacts on businesses, 

homeowners, and other property owners and to determine appropriate 

mitigation.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Edward Rapp, PE (continued)
Document Number: IND-68 City, Zip Code: Dumont, CO

Response to IND-68 (continued) 

E. The Advanced Guideway System component of the Preferred Alternative is 

capable of being fully elevated to avoid and minimize environmental impacts 

and minimize footprints, and the impacts analysis in the PEIS is based on 

the footprint of an elevated system. However, construction of an elevated 

fixed guideway is a considerable effort that results in environmental, social, 

and economic impacts. These impacts will be disclosed and discussed in 

detail during the Tier 2 processes for that component of the Preferred 

Alternative. 

Construction impacts are analyzed in Chapter 3, Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences of the PEIS under the heading “How 

does construction affect (specific) resources?”.

The Preferred Alternative was designed to avoid and minimize impacts 

throughout the Corridor, including Clear Creek County, to the greatest extent 

possible. The Minimum Program of the Preferred Alternative avoids 

improvements in Idaho Springs. If the six-lane capacity in the Maximum 

Program of Improvements is fully implemented, options such as structured 

lanes through Idaho Springs would be further considered in Tier 2 processes 

to minimize impacts on the community and adjacent resources (see Section 
2.6.4, Action Alternative Components of the PEIS). The PEIS assumed 

structured lanes in the Idaho Springs area for the purpose of impact 

analysis. Construction impacts in Clear Creek County are discussed in 

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS and in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website). 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Edward Rapp, PE (continued)
Document Number: IND-68 City, Zip Code: Dumont, CO

Response to IND-68 (continued) 

F. The Colorado Department of Transportation now has a Division of Transit 

and Rail, created by the legislature in 2009, that is charged with promoting, 

planning, designing, financing, operating, maintaining, and contracting transit 

services, such as for passenger rail, buses, and advanced guideway 

systems. A division director has been appointed, and a number of activities 

are underway to integrate transit into statewide mobility plans.

Public private partnerships are one of several alternative sources of funding 

discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, and CDOT 

is committed to considering all revenue sources to implement the Preferred 

Alternative.

                                         Page 403 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69 

A. The mobility problems that are defined in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need 
affect individual travelers using the I-70 highway. There are various ways to 

measure this (hours of congestion, travel time on weekdays and weekends).

While the Advanced Guideway System of the Preferred Alternative would 

offer travelers a competitive travel time, the Preferred Alternative’s improved 

individual mobility in terms of travel time on the highway is described in 

Figures 2-12, 2-13, and 2-14 of the PEIS. All of this data can be applied to 

individual travelers.

B. Additional study is required for the Advanced Guideway System component 

of the Preferred Alternative specifically. Subsequent feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes are required to select an appropriate and viable 

technology as well as to determine costs and benefits, safety, reliability, 

environmental impacts, and other considerations to support this substantial 

financial investment. As noted in the description of triggers for further action 

(Section 2.7.2 “What are the triggers for additional highway capacity 
improvements?” of the PEIS), Advanced Guideway System studies will 

“provide additional information on the ability to implement the Advanced 

Guideway System within the Corridor.” 

The mode share sensitivity of recreational travelers to fare, as shown in 

Figure 6 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website), is reported for the mode of Bus in 

Guideway. The Advanced Guideway System attracts a larger modal share 

(as shown in Figure 4 of that report) and largely for this reason is identified 

in the Preferred Alternative instead of bus mode options. 
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Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon (continued)
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69  (continued)

C. The 27-member Collaborative Effort team represents varied interests in and 

users of the Corridor. The stakeholder group comprised elected officials, 

non-governmental organizations, commerce representatives, and highway 

and transit advocates. A diverse cross section of representation was 

achieved, with representation of the traveling public in mind. All meetings 

were open to the public and allowed time for public comment. Meeting 

summaries were posted to the website.

The organization facilitating the Collaborative Effort meetings worked with 

the representatives to facilitate conversations and input from the broader 

constituencies they were expected to represent. During the convening of the 

Collaborative Effort, additional members were added to ensure wide 

representation. The I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Public and Agency 

Involvement Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) has more 

information on the membership of the Collaborative Effort. 
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Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon (continued)
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69  (continued)

• The National Environmental Policy Act requires consideration all reasonable 

alternatives. As explained in the Council on Environmental Quality 

regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508, Appendix B, 

Question 1b), “What constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives depends 

on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case.” In this case, the 

Tier 1 process considers a long and complex Corridor with a purpose and 

need that includes a long-range, 50-year vision. This broad scope requires a 

wide and inclusive range of alternatives. As such, the PEIS considers 22 

alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, in four basic families: 

minimal action, transit alternatives, highway alternatives, and combination 

highway and transit alternatives. Dozens of other alternative elements also 

were evaluated, as described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). 

The lead agencies acknowledge that additional study is required to 

determine the viability of the Advanced Guideway System. Section 2.7.1 
“What is the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS describes the need for 

additional study of the Advanced Guideway System: “At this Tier 1 level, the 

Advanced Guideway System represents a mode encompassing a range of 

technologies, not a specific technology. A specific Advanced Guideway 

System technology would be determined in subsequent feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes. The Colorado Department of Transportation 

commits to provide funding for studies to determine the viability, including 

cost and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, technology, and 

other considerations of an Advanced Guideway System.” The Advanced 

Guideway System is distinct from the rail or bus transit technologies and is 

important to the range of transit technologies considered. As explained in 

response to comment ORG-04-F, the Final PEIS has been modified to 

clarify the technological considerations for the Advanced Guideway System.
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Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon (continued)
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69  (continued)

E. The Advanced Guideway System identified in the Preferred Alternative 

meets general performance criteria that would require maximum Advanced 

Guideway System travel speeds greater than the current posted speed limit 

on the I-70 highway. In many areas of the I-70 highway, the actual speed 

that could be allowed by the alignment is much greater than the posted 

speed. Regardless, it is recognized that the Advanced Guideway System 

alignment may need to be revised to meet the performance criteria that will 

be developed during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes in 

collaboration with stakeholders. The Preferred Alternative includes an 

Advanced Guideway System study to evaluate this.

As discussed in the Introduction, the Tier 1 PEIS identifies travel mode, 

capacity, and general location of improvements. The general location is 

identified as generally along the existing I-70 highway alignment. Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will help to 

further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System including its 

technology and refining its alignment. While there are many details that have 

not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, the Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be designed to address 

the funding, power supply, operations, ridership, alignment, and other 

related issues. A recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky 

Mountain Rail Authority indicated that alignments within the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria, 

including travel time.
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Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon (continued)
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69  (continued)

F. The mode share sensitivity of recreational travelers to fare, as shown in 

Figure 6 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website), is reported for the mode of Bus in 

Guideway. The Advanced Guideway System attracts a larger modal share 

(as shown in Figure 4 of that report) and largely for this reason is identified 

in the Preferred Alternative instead of bus mode options. The sensitivity 

tests in the model are conducted to demonstrate the model’s 

reasonableness.

Feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System will be examined during 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes to further investigate the 

viability of transit for the Corridor, including ridership.

G. Fare subsidies, measured by the difference between operating costs and 

passenger fare revenues, are typical for public transportation systems.

The cost for the Preferred Alternative includes building the infrastructure and 

non-infrastructure elements. While it is anticipated that transit riders would 

pay a fee to use the service, the details of user fees associated with both 

transportation modes as well as operations and maintenance would be 

determined in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

H. The Preferred Alternative was developed recognizing that future conditions 

could change from current trends and forecasts. The Preferred Alternative 

therefore includes triggers for future improvements. As discussed in Section 
3.16, Energy of the PEIS, fossil fuel was considered as the primary fuel 

source; however, Tier 2 processes will consider other power sources and 

energy supply types (renewable/ alternative energy, fossil fuel, and other 

future concepts). The Preferred Alternative includes a process for evaluating 

Corridor conditions and effectiveness of improvements every two years. The 

Collaborative Effort team will meet at least once every two years through 

2020 to review the status of Tier 2 processes and consider the need for 

additional capacity improvements based on specific milestones or “triggers.” 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Letter Name: Kenneth Sandon, PE (continued)
Document Number: IND-69 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80016

Response to IND-69 (continued)

H. (continued from previous page)

This adaptive management approach allows CDOT to maximize the 

effectiveness of improvements and leverage available funding to meet both 

short- and long-term needs. Therefore, if future trends in fossil fuel use and 

automobile technology change considerably, the adaptive management 

approach allows the Preferred Alternative to address those changing trends. 

Additionally, feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will focus on the 

feasibility of Advanced Guideway System technologies. If the Advanced 

Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could revise 

the Record of Decision and consider other transit technologies evaluated in 

the PEIS, including bus. The Preferred Alternative allows a thorough 

reassessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of 

improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of alternatives considered 

in the PEIS could be reconsidered. 

I. The Highway Trust Fund is a financing mechanism established by law to 

account for tax receipts collected by the federal government. When 

established in 1956, the Highway Trust Fund was dedicated solely for 

highways. In 1983, Congress determined that a portion of the tax revenues 

collected should be used for transit needs. The federal Highway Trust Fund 

is funded primarily by a federal fuel tax, which is currently 18.4 cents per 

gallon of gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon of diesel fuel. Of the motor fuel 

taxes, the Mass Transit Account usually receives 2.86 cents per gallon. Gas 

tax receipts for highways and transit are distributed to the states through 

formula and discretionary funding allocations. The lead agencies do not 

agree that transit financing through the Highway Trust Fund would affect the 

modeled ridership numbers. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will refine transit costs, including consideration of fares and fare subsidies 

that may affect ridership. 
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Source:  Letter Name: Albert Melcher
Document Number: IND-70 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

Response to IND-70

A. Thank you for your ongoing involvement in the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

for your participation in the Collaborative Effort.

B. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-B for a response to this 

portion of your comment.
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Source:  Letter Name: Albert Melcher (continued)
Document Number: IND-70 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

Response to IND-70 (continued)

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-E for a response to this 

portion of your comment.

D. Please see the response to your comment IND-202-G for a response to this 

portion of your comment.
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Source:  Letter Name:  Unknown
Document Number: IND-71 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to IND-71 

A. The Bus in Guideway alternatives evaluated in the PEIS present a number 

of advantages, such as flexibility and potential ease of transfers. However, 

the travel forecast model indicates that the Advanced Guideway System 

would attract more riders than a bus system (based on the ridership survey 

conducted for this project). See Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) for the 

ridership differences between bus and Advanced Guideway System. Largely 

for this reason, the Advanced Guideway System is identified as the 

preferred transit mode. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will 

focus on the feasibility of Advanced Guideway System technologies. If the 

Advanced Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies 

could revise the Record of Decision and consider other transit technologies 

evaluated in the PEIS, including bus. The Preferred Alternative allows a 

thorough reassessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of 

improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of alternatives considered 

in the PEIS could be reconsidered. 

The Preferred Alternative specifically addresses impacts in the Idaho 

Springs area by including six-lane capacity and interchange improvements 

only after certain triggers are met. If the six-lane capacity in the Maximum 

Program of Improvements is fully implemented, options such as structured 

lanes through Idaho Springs would be further considered in Tier 2 processes 

to minimize impacts on the community and adjacent resources (see Section 
2.6.4, Action Alternative Components of the PEIS). The PEIS assumed 

structured lanes in the Idaho Springs area for the purpose of impact 

analysis.

The lead agencies share your sense of urgency with making improvements 

in the Corridor. Some early action projects have been identified, and these 

are being studied prior to completion of this Tier 1 decision. They are listed 

in the Introduction to the PEIS and include: Empire Junction (US 40/I-70) 

improvements; I-70/Silverthorne interchange; Eagle interchange; Minturn

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Letter Name:  Unknown (continued)
Document Number: IND-71 City, Zip Code: Unknown

Response to IND-71 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

interchange; Edwards interchange; Black Gore Creek, Straight Creek, and 

Clear Creek Sediment Control Action Plans; and wildlife fencing along the I-

70 highway to enhance safety.

The Colorado Department of Transportation does not have sufficient funding 

identified to implement the Preferred Alternative, or any of the alternatives 

evaluated in the PEIS. Alternative revenue sources will be required, as 

described in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS.
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Source:  Editorial Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-72 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-72 

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation does not have sufficient funding 

identified to implement the Preferred Alternative, or any of the alternatives 

evaluated in the PEIS. Alternative revenue sources will be required, as 

described in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS.

The cost for the Preferred Alternative includes building infrastructure and 

non-infrastructure elements. While it is anticipated that transit riders would 

pay a fee to use the service, the details of user fees associated with 

transportation modes as well as operations and maintenance would be 

determined in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

Subsequent Tier 2 processes also will consider a variety of alternative 

revenue sources, such as your suggested voter-approved tax, to implement 

portions of or the entire Preferred Alternative. 

In order to meet the purpose and need for this project while minimizing 

impacts, a multimodal solution is necessary. The Preferred Alternative 

includes non-infrastructure related components, an Advanced Guideway 

System, and highway improvements. The Preferred Alternative was 

developed from the Consensus Recommendation of the Collaborative Effort. 

The Collaborative Effort included representation from Summit County, Eagle 

County, and Clear Creek County, who all agreed that adding highway 

capacity is a necessary component toward meeting the purpose and need 

for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in the PEIS shows that a multimodal 

alternative is necessary to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor. 

Transit is needed to address capacity, while highway improvements are 

necessary to address congestion and safety. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation will continue to collaborate with Corridor stakeholders 

throughout Tier 2 processes.

The Preferred Alternative proposes using the I-70 highway median or 

existing highway right-of-way where feasible to reduce right-of-way 

requirements and limit disturbance to adjacent lands. Using the median 

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Editorial Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-72 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-72 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

is not always feasible due to median width, safety standards, and the need 

to use the median for other reasons (such as for catchment areas for 

debris/mudflow). Specific alignments and footprints for improvements would 

be determined in Tier 2 processes and would generally follow the highway 

alignment. See Section 2.7, “What was the decision making process for 
identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS for more information 

on the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 3, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences of the PEIS for information on specific 

resource impacts, mitigation strategies, and Tier 2 processes relating to 

quality of life.

B. Public private partnerships are one option that could be considered for 

funding. Additional revenue will be needed to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. Revenue options will be explored in future Tier 2 processes. See 

response to your comment IND-72-A for more information on funding. 

As noted in the response to comment IND-72-A, a multimodal alternative 

provides the best opportunity to meet the long-term needs for the Corridor 

while minimizing impacts to the environment. 

Additional study is needed to define the footprint, costs, technologies, 

ridership, funding, and other considerations for the transit system. These will 

be addressed in future Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes.

Analysis has shown that adding tunnel capacity at the Twin Tunnels is 

necessary for relieving congestion and addressing the bottleneck the tunnels 

create in this location. For this reason, the Preferred Alternative includes a 

third tunnel bore and widening one of the existing tunnels at the Twin 

Tunnels. The third bore accommodates three lanes of westbound traffic, the 

modified existing tunnel accommodates three lanes of eastbound traffic, and 

the remaining existing tunnel accommodates the Advanced Guideway 

System. Please also see responses to comments IND-01-B and IND-15-D.
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Source:  Editorial Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-72 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-72 (continued)

C. As described in Chapter 6, Public and Agency Involvement of the PEIS 

and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Public and Agency Involvement 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website) thousands of stakeholders 

have been involved throughout the PEIS process in various ways. Clear 

Creek County elected officials were active participants on various teams 

associated with the Corridor such as the Project Leadership Team, the 

Collaborative Effort, and the I-70 Coalition. Numerous outreach activities 

were conducted to gather input from a wide range of interests within the 

county and throughout the Corridor, such as small group meetings, 

newsletters, and a project website (www.i70mtncorridor.com).  

As noted in the response to comment IND-72-A, a multimodal alternative 

provides the best opportunity to meet the long-term needs for the Corridor 

while minimizing impacts to the environment and communities. For more 

information on alternative elements considered, including the ski train to 

Winter Park, please see Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS.
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Source:  Editorial Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-72 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-72 (continued)

D. We assume the fully functional transit system suggested in your comment 

refers to a Bus in Guideway alternative. As described in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Cost Estimates Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) 

none of the transit-only alternatives that meet the needs of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor are within the range of $1 billion. Both Bus in Guideway alternatives 

are estimated at approximately $10.5 billion while the Highway-only 

alternatives are estimated at approximately $6 billion (in year of expenditure 

with a 2025 midyear of construction). Bus in Guideway alternatives require 

construction from the Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden, while Highway-only 

alternatives require construction only in specific locations in the Corridor.
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Response to IND-72 (continued)

E. The Preferred Alternative is an incremental, multimodal solution that is 

responsive and adaptive to future trends in the Corridor. The use of triggers 

recognizes that future travel demand and travel behavior is uncertain. 

Additional transportation solutions should be based on proven need. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation will convene a committee that 

retains the Collaborative Effort member profile to check in at least every two 

years to review progress and conduct a thorough reassessment in 2020 of 

the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of the improvements. Please 

see Section 2.7.2 “What are the triggers for additional highway 
capacity improvements?” of the PEIS for more information on the triggers 

and adaptive approach of the Preferred Alternative .

Tier 2 processes will analyze site-specific proposals and impacts. The 

Preferred Alternative proposes using the existing highway median and right-

of-way where feasible to reduce impacts, as discussed in response to 

comment IND-72-A. 

Also as discussed in response to comment IND-72-A, additional funding 

sources are necessary to implement the Preferred Alternative. Public private 

partnerships are one funding source that could be considered. 

Source:  Editorial Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-72 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Helen Bushnell
Document Number: IND-73 City, Zip Code: Lakewood

Response to IND-73

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes non-

infrastructure components and transit and highway improvements to provide 

additional capacity to address future demand and congestion. Transit is an 

important component of the Preferred Alternative and is necessary to 

provide additional capacity in the Corridor. Regarding traffic levels, the 

Advanced Guideway System does not reduce the volume of highway traffic. 

Rather, it provides additional capacity for trips in the Corridor, and any shift 

in trips from vehicles to transit is offset by additional vehicle trips of unmet 

demand (those trips otherwise not taken due to congestion). Highway 

improvements are, therefore, also necessary to address congestion. 

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 21, 2010

                                         Page 419 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Public Hearing Name: Helen Bushnell (continued)
Document Number: IND-73 City, Zip Code: Lakewood

Response to IND-73 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s mission is to move people, 

goods, and services safely and efficiently throughout the state. The I-70 

Mountain Corridor is of statewide importance and carries a wide mix of 

residents and visitors, commuters and recreation travelers, freight haulers 

and sightseers, people driving across town and others across the state. 

The project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. In 

this case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, 

accessibility, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor – which will benefit 

everyone who travels in this Corridor. Please refer to the response to 

Comment IND-202-B for more information on the project termini. 

C. Transit connectivity is an important part of the Preferred Alternative and will 

be studied further in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. Future 

rail studies independent of the PEIS are planned to address rail connectivity 

in Colorado. The Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan will 

evaluate existing and planned rail projects statewide. To study the 

integration of high-speed rail projects, including the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Advanced Guideway System, with the Regional Transportation District 

FasTracks system in the Denver area, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study. The I-70 Mountain Corridor Tier 2 

processes will coordinate with these studies as needed.  
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Helen Bushnell (continued)
Document Number: IND-73 City, Zip Code: Lakewood

Response to IND-73 (continued)

D. Use of existing railroad tracks was considered but in general does not meet 

the needs of the Corridor. Refer to response to comment IND-06-C. 

However, feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will study the 

Advanced Guideway System to further define its feasibility and its 

technology. A recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority indicated that some traditional, “proven” high speed rail 

technologies could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria. 

The Denver Union Station project is not located within the PEIS study area 

and is outside of the purview of the PEIS. More information on the Denver 

Union Station project can be found at: http://www.denverunionstation.org.

E. The Colorado Department of Transportation conducted several public 

hearings throughout the Corridor. The meetings were widely publicized in 

print and broadcast media outlets, and participants at each gathering have 

been representative of residents in the surrounding area. In addition, the 

project team conducted targeted outreach to minority and low-income 

communities throughout the Corridor to ensure that all interests were taken 

into consideration. See Section 3.9, Environmental Justice of the PEIS for 

more information.
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Response to IND-74

A. Comment Noted

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway 

Administration have made the commitment to use the principles of I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions on all projects on the 

Corridor. The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions provides 

guidance for future Tier 2 processes to ensure that planners, designers, and 

contractors incorporate stakeholder values into their decisions on the 

Corridor. 

The Collaborative Effort was developed to identify a Preferred Alternative for 

the Corridor through collaboration among stakeholders and CDOT. The 

Collaborative Effort will review progress and effects of the Preferred 

Alternative at least every two years and conduct a thorough reassessment of 

transportation needs in 2020. The Preferred Alternative has the best 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need for I-70 Mountain Corridor 

improvements while minimizing impacts, largely because the phasing and 

implementation of the program of improvements is adaptive to future needs 

and trends. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: Harry Dale
Document Number: IND-74 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Response to IND-74 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that public and private 

investments in all aspects of transit system development require a thorough 

understanding of costs associated with construction, operations, ridership, 

and fare revenue, and a viable business plan. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation has committed to funding studies to determine the viability of 

an Advanced Guideway System, including costs, benefits, safety, reliability, 

environmental impacts, technology, and funding scenarios. If an Advanced 

Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could revise 

the Record of Decision and consider other transit technologies evaluated in 

the PEIS. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: Harry Dale (continued)
Document Number: IND-74 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Response to IND-74 (continued)

D. The lead agencies agree that the Preferred Alternative includes an efficient, 

high speed, high capacity transit system in the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

recognize that existing low-speed intercity bus and passenger rail models 

are not consistent with this standard. The lead agencies also agree that the 

purpose of the Advanced Guideway System is to consider innovative 

modern technologies to best address how the system can provide 

convenient, high speed transit service. The lead agencies recognize the 

Advanced Guideway System element of the Preferred Alternative needs to 

address the unique characteristics of the Corridor.

For the purposes of NEPA analysis at the Tier 1 level, the  Advanced 

Guideway System represents a mode encompassing a range of 

technologies. This document analyzes a maglev system as a representative 

technology for the Advanced Guideway System, but does not identify a 

specific technology for this mode. A specific Advanced Guideway System 

technology would be determined in subsequent feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes. 

Public private partnerships are considered as potential sources for funding 

as discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS. To 

attract private investment, the system must be attractive enough for people 

to ride it in large enough numbers to be profitable. This attraction is based 

on travel time, convenience, and cost.

The travel demand forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership, 

and the Preferred Alternative would reduce congestion and provide 

adequate capacity in the Corridor until the year 2050.  The fare assumed for 

a one-way trip between the Denver metropolitan area and Eagle County, 

assuming a zoned-fare system, was $14 to maximize ridership. Appendix A 
of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) provides details on transit fares. 

(continued on next page)
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Response to IND-74 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

The lead agencies are aware of the related Rocky Mountain Rail Authority 

study that considered high speed rail in the I-70 Mountain Corridor with the 

result that positive cost/benefit ratios can be obtained with an attractive high-

speed, convenient transit system. The Rocky Mountain Rail Authority study 

explored using more traditional transit systems with existing rail corridors 

and lower speeds (the type of system consistent with FRA and Amtrak) 

versus developing newer high speed rail systems unconstrained by existing 

freight railroad infrastructure. The higher speed systems resulted in higher 

ridership and generally higher cost benefit ratios. The Rocky Mountain Rail 

Authority study will be a reference for upcoming Advanced Guideway 

System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. Other future rail 

studies, such as the Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and 

the Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, are planned to address rail 

connectivity. 

The Preferred Alternative includes the commitment by the lead agencies to 

evaluate and implement, if feasible, an Advanced Guideway System within 

the Corridor. Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 

2 processes will determine the viability of an Advanced Guideway System 

and will evaluate technology, alignment, termini, safety, reliability, 

environmental impacts, more in-depth development of ridership forecasts, 

considerations for the types of trips served, how to connect travelers to their 

final destinations, potential station locations and local land use 

considerations, interface with existing and future transit systems, the role of 

the Advanced Guideway System in freight delivery both in and through the 

Corridor, cost and benefits, fare structure design, operating revenues and 

costs, potential system owner/operator, funding requirements and sources, 

and transit governance authority.

The studies and related Tier 2 processes will involve the Collaborative Effort 

team and will follow the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions 

process. Section 2.7.1, “What is the Preferred Alternative?” has been 

revised to reflect the vision for the Advanced Guideway System.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Harry Dale (continued)
Document Number: IND-74 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Response to IND-75

A. The Preferred Alternative proposes both transit and highway improvements 

through the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Light rail was evaluated and eliminated 

because it does not provide enough capacity to meaningfully reduce 

congestion in the peak hours and in the peak direction. See the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) for more information on 

screening of transit modes. The Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced 

Guideway System that is capable of being fully elevated between the Eagle 

County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

in Golden, with stops throughout the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative 

does result in reduced fossil fuel consumption when compared to other 

Action Alternatives, as described in Section 3.16, Energy, of the PEIS.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Kearin O’Hara

Document Number: IND-75 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County
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Response to IND-76

A. This Tier 1 document considers a broad program of improvements. No 

properties are identified for acquisition at this point. Section 3.7, Land Use 
and Right-of-Way, of the PEIS provides a preliminary analysis of right-of-

way needs based on conceptual level footprints. Specific right-of-way needs 

will be determined in Tier 2 processes as site-specific alternatives and 

alignments are developed. 

Source:  Email Name: Anonymous
Document Number: IND-76 City, Zip Code: Unknown
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Response to IND-77

A. Please see responses to comments included in ORG-30 (A through F), 

which are the same comments as these in IND-77.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Roland Kuehn
Document Number: IND-77 City, Zip Code: Fort Collins, 80524
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Response to IND-77 (continued)Source:  Website Comment Name: Roland Kuehn (continued)
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Response to IND-78

A. Addressing your concern of overcrowding and suburban-type growth, 

Section 3.7.5, “How do the alternatives potentially affect social and 
economic values?” acknowledges that induced growth could lead to 

unwanted growth and development patterns surrounding the Corridor, in 

absence of aggressive and coordinated growth management strategies in 

the region. To mitigate these potential impacts, as discussed in Section 
3.7.7, “What are the approaches to programmatic mitigation planning 
for land use and right-of-way?”, CDOT will consider an approach to 

promote and assist communities, as possible, in the adoption of more 

comprehensive, regional growth management plans. The recommendations 

for this approach include exploring the possibility of creating grants for 

communities that lack the resources to develop a growth plan; working with 

local councils of government and the Colorado Department of Local Affairs 

to assist with funding; and promoting the consideration of open space as 

community separators. 

The I-70 highway serves local residents as well as visitors and interstate 

travelers. Improvements to capacity, accessibility, and mobility will benefit all 

of these users, including local residents who use the highway for local travel. 

Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS evaluates the social 

and economic impacts of the alternatives on Corridor communities and their 

quality of life. The analysis in Section 3.8.5, “How do the alternatives 
potentially affect social and economic values?” finds that the No Action 

Alternative likely suppresses economic conditions in the region, depressing 

the Gross Regional Product by nearly $10 billion per year in comparison to 

the Action Alternatives (except the Minimal Action). This is a factor of more 

than one-fifth the potential level of economic activity for the region. 

In contrast, under the Action Alternatives (except the Minimal Action), the 

Gross Regional Product would be approximately $45 billion by year 2035. 

Susceptibility to induced population growth from the alternatives is limited 

primarily to Eagle and Summit counties. Growth in Garfield County is

(continued on next page) 

Source:  Letter Name: Bob Buresh
Document Number: IND-78 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498
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Response to IND-78 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

susceptible to changes in Eagle County because of the number of residents 

commuting to Eagle County for employment. Growth in remaining Corridor 

counties is less dependent on transportation conditions along the I-70 

highway, and the alternatives do not likely induce growth in other counties.

Section 3.7, Land Use and Right of Way of the PEIS clarifies how induced 

growth is likely to occur in Eagle and Summit counties. The Preferred 

Alternative, under the Minimum Program of Improvements, concentrates 

additional growth in urban areas around transit centers in Eagle County. The 

Preferred Alternative under the Maximum Program, if it is implemented, 

induces growth in both urban and rural areas in Eagle and Summit counties. 

Growth impacts of the other alternatives are discussed in Section 3.7.5, 
“How do the alternatives potentially affect social and economic 
values?”. Regarding property values, induced growth is expected to 

continue to place upward pressure on housing values in Eagle and Summit 

counties, rather than reduce them as you suggest.

Source:  Letter Name: Bob Buresh (continued)
Document Number: IND-78 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498
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Response to IND-79

A. Many of the trips taken in the Corridor are day trips, and such trips lack the 

flexibility to modify their travel times. The travel demand forecasting model 

used for the PEIS indicates that the Advanced Guideway System would 

attract a reasonable amount of ridership and that the Preferred Alternative 

would reduce congestion and provide adequate capacity in the Corridor until 

the year 2050. The travel model is documented in Appendix A of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). Additional and more detailed ridership forecasting will be 

conducted in Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 

2 processes as needed.

It is recognized that some convenient local distribution systems, such as 

shuttle systems, are likely to be needed to meet the travel needs of 

Advanced Guideway System users so that travelers can get to their final 

destination with relative ease. As the Advanced Guideway System is 

developed in more detail in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, 

considerations for the types of trips served and how to connect travelers to 

their final destinations will be important to determining how the system will 

function and serve Corridor travelers.

It should be noted that congestion on the I-70 highway occurs during both 

winter and summer months. Traffic on a typical summer weekend day at the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels is about 45 percent higher than in 

the winter in years 2000 and 2035. At this same location, typical summer 

weekday traffic is about 15 percent greater than in the winter. Additionally, 

future traffic is expected to be more balanced between the east and west 

directions. Currently, peak periods are stretching into Friday PM and 

Monday AM time periods. Future travel patterns will continue to expand into 

the weekdays, in addition to weekends. The need remains for congestion 

relief and expanded capacity, regardless of the season or day of week. 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Email Name: Penington Wimbush
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Response to IND-79 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

The Preferred Alternative offers a multimodal solution, combining non-

infrastructure components along with highway and transit improvements to 

provide expanded person trip capacity. The transit component of the 

Preferred Alternative provides needed capacity that highway improvements 

alone cannot provide, while the highway improvements reduce congestion.

The Preferred Alternative does include non-infrastructure components, listed 

in Section 2.7.1, “What is the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS, similar 

to those you suggest at the end of your comment. Some of the non-

infrastructure strategies that can be implemented include driver education, 

converting day trips to overnight stays, shifting passenger and freight travel 

demand by time of day and day of week, and expanded use of existing 

transportation infrastructure in and adjacent to the Corridor.

Source:  Email Name: Penington Wimbush (continued)
Document Number: IND-79 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Bill Worth
Document Number: IND-80 City, Zip Code: Centennial, 80121

Response to IND-80 

A. A range of alternatives were developed to meet the purpose and need for 

the project. The purpose and need focuses on mobility and accessibility, 

congestion, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The PEIS 

considered 17 potential alternate routes to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which 

are illustrated and described in Section 4.7 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). These potential alternate routes involve improving existing 

state highways and building new connections to shorten distances and travel 

times.

All of the alternate routes were eliminated from consideration for one or 

more of the following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably 

longer than times experienced by I-70 highway travelers, (2) do not provide 

sufficient accessibility to Corridor communities because of their location 

miles away from these communities, (3) do not have the potential to divert 

much traffic from the I-70 highway, and (4) have substantial environmental 

impacts and poorer performance compared with improving the I-70 highway.

The Colorado Department of Transportation studied expanding the existing 

rail corridor from Denver through the Moffat Tunnel to Winter Park and 

Glenwood Springs for more frequent passenger rail service than was 

previously operated by the ski train. The rail line cannot accommodate more 

than two daily round-trips for passenger rail service due to the volume of 

freight traffic through the Moffat Tunnel, as you note.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-81 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-81

A. Please see the response to your comment IND-26-A.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-81 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-81 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements incrementally, as funding allows. The 

Preferred Alternative is flexible in its implementation, both in the phasing and 

financing of improvements, as described in Section 2.7.2 “What are the 
triggers for additional highway capacity improvements?” of the PEIS, 

and includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and effectiveness 

of improvements every two years. This adaptive management approach 

allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and leverage 

available funding to meet both short- and long-term needs. 

Bus alternatives are evaluated in the PEIS. Please see the response to your 

comment IND-26-C for more information on the bus transit alternatives in the 

PEIS. The Bus in Guideway alternatives do present a number of 

advantages, such as flexibility and the potential ease of transfers. However, 

the travel forecast model indicates that the Advanced Guideway System 

would attract more riders than a bus system (based on the ridership survey 

conducted for this project). See Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) for the 

ridership differences of bus and Advanced Guideway System. Largely for 

this reason, the Advanced Guideway System is identified as the preferred 

transit mode. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will focus on 

the feasibility of Advanced Guideway System technologies. If the Advanced 

Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could at any 

time revise the Record of Decision and consider other transit technologies 

evaluated in the PEIS, including bus. The Preferred Alternative allows a 

thorough assessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of 

improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of alternatives considered 

in the PEIS could be reconsidered. 

Bus service in mixed traffic is included as a component of the Preferred 

Alternative’s non-infrastructure improvements, to provide a Corridorwide 

transit option, in advance of major infrastructure improvements, where none 

currently exists.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-81 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-81 (continued)

C. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution, developed from the 

Consensus Recommendation of the Collaborative Effort. Transit is a major 

component of the Preferred Alternative, but highway improvements are also 

necessary to reduce congestion and improve traffic safety. The 

Collaborative Effort included representation from Summit County, Eagle 

County, and Clear Creek County, who all agreed that adding highway 

capacity is a necessary component toward meeting the purpose and need 

for the I-70 Mountain Corridor.

Acknowledging that highway capacity improvements within Idaho Springs 

could have a substantial effect on the community, the Preferred Alternative 

specifically addresses impacts in this area by including six-lane capacity and 

interchange improvements only after certain triggers are met (see Section 
2.7.2 “What are the triggers for additional highway capacity 
improvements?” of the PEIS for a discussion of triggers). If the six-lane 

highway capacity improvements in the Maximum Program of the Preferred 

Alternative are implemented (based on triggers being met), options such as 

structured lanes through Idaho Springs would be further considered in Tier 2 

processes to minimize impacts on the community and adjacent resources 

(see Section 2.6.4, Action Alternative Components of the PEIS). Please 

also refer to comments IND-18-F and IND-27-C.

Finally, business decisions by private corporations are independent of this 

project and beyond the scope of this study.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Nick Dodich
Document Number: IND-82 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-82

A. Your concern is valid, and the Preferred Alternative addresses the 15-mile 

segment you reference, including the bottleneck of the tunnels, as well as 

the overall congestion problems along the entire Corridor. In the area 

between Empire Junction and Floyd Hill, the Minimum Program of 

Improvements for the Preferred Alternative includes an additional travel lane 

in each direction between the Twin Tunnels and Floyd Hill, and interchange 

improvements at Empire Junction. The Maximum Program of Improvements 

for the Preferred Alternative includes six-lane capacity between the 

Eisenhower Johnson Memorial Tunnels and the Twin Tunnels. Please also 

see responses to your comments IND-01-B and IND-15-D. The timing for 

the implementation of proposed improvements for the Corridor is dependent 

on the availability of funds for roadway improvements.

The Preferred Alternative also includes a third tunnel bore and widening one 

of the existing tunnels at the Twin Tunnels. The third bore accommodates 

three lanes of westbound traffic, the modified existing tunnel accommodates 

three lanes of eastbound traffic, and the remaining existing tunnel 

accommodates the Advanced Guideway System.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-82 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-82 (continued)

B. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges that a 

variety of funding sources will be required to pay for I-70 highway 

improvements. Please see responses LO-01-C and IND-06-B for more 

information on funding of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Nick Dodich (continued)
Document Number: IND-82 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-82 (continued)

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-01-C for information on 

construction equipment used for CDOT projects.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ed Rapp
Document Number: IND-83 City, Zip Code: Dumont, 80436

Response to IND-83 

A. Comment noted.

B. Please see the response to your comment IND-68-B.

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-68-C.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ed Rapp (continued)
Document Number: IND-83 City, Zip Code: Dumont, 80436

Response to IND-83 (continued) 

D. Please see the response to your comment IND-68-D.

E. Please see the response to your comment IND-68-E.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Ed Rapp (continued)
Document Number: IND-83 City, Zip Code: Dumont, 80436

Response to IND-83 (continued) 

F. Please see the response to your comment IND-68-F..
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Bob Vermillion
Document Number: IND-84 City, Zip Code: Louisville, not provided

Response to IND-84

A. In the nearer term, the Preferred Alternative calls for six-lane capacity from 

Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels. Six-lane highway capacity through 

Idaho Springs is proposed under the Maximum Program of Improvements 

but would not be triggered until the Advanced Guideway System is 

implemented or is determined infeasible (see Section 2.7.2 “What are the 
triggers for additional highway capacity improvements?” of the PEIS for 

information on triggers). The adaptive management component of the 

Preferred Alternatives allows the lead agencies to assess the need for 

highway capacity improvements at a future time. For more information on 

highway capacity improvements through Idaho Springs, please refer to 

response to comment IND-18-F.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Bob Vermillion (continued)
Document Number: IND-84 City, Zip Code: Louisville, not provided

Response to IND-84 (continued)

B. The PEIS evaluates alternatives for directional and reversible lanes for both 

buses and high-occupancy vehicles (HOV). Variations of these alternatives 

included buses operating in HOV lanes, buses operating in transitways 

(exclusive lanes), and buses operating in guideways (with guided tracks). 

For each of these options, the lead agencies evaluated peak-direction only 

and both-direction travel conditions. Ultimately, as described in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website), several bus technologies were retained 

and evaluated in the PEIS, and all operate in both directions. The guideway 

is able to operate with a minimal footprint (about 24 feet wide) because the 

buses would operate using guidewheels that provide steering control, thus 

permitting a narrow guideway and providing safer operations. 

As presented in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and 

detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cost Estimates Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website), the cost of the Bus in Guideway alternatives is 

about $10.5 billion, while the Combination Six-Lane Highway with Bus in 

Guideway alternatives is about $13 billion in year of expenditure, which in 

this case is considered to be the mid-year of construction, or 2025. Initial 

ridership modeling estimates the Advanced Guideway System would attract 

more riders than a bus system. The alternatives with the Advanced 

Guideway System (including the Preferred Alternative) are estimated to cost 

about 30 percent more than the Bus in Guideway alternatives. The 

combination of transit and highway improvements proposed under the 

Preferred Alternative best meet the project’s purpose and need in 

addressing safety, mobility, and congestion relief while minimizing impacts. 

Neither mode by itself will address the 2050 purpose and need. 
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Jeremy Tamsen
Document Number: IND-85 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80206

Response to IND-85

A. Comment noted.

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes the importance of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor and will work to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. Subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are 

required to select an appropriate and viable technology for the Advanced 

Guideway System as well as to determine costs and benefits, safety, 

reliability, environmental impacts, ridership, operations and other 

considerations to support this substantial monetary investment. Public 

comments received during the PEIS process are important and have been 

taken into consideration to ensure the project aligns with public needs and 

values.
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Source:  Public Hearing Name: Jeremy Tamsen (continued)
Document Number: IND-85 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80206

Response to IND-85 (continued)

C. Although the cost of implementing the Preferred Alternative is high, the lead 

agencies consider the Preferred Alternative to be an investment in 

Colorado’s economic future. Any transit system implemented in the Corridor 

will have associated costs to operate and maintain the system. Maintenance 

costs of both the transit and highway components of the Preferred 

Alternative will be evaluated during Tier 2 processes.  Likewise, construction 

phasing and mitigation strategies will be evaluated during Tier 2 processes.

The economic analysis (see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of 

the PEIS) shows the No Action Alternative likely suppresses economic 

conditions in the nine county Corridor region. Although the Preferred 

Alternative likely suppresses economic growth during construction, by 2035 

it surpasses the Gross Regional Product of the No Action Alternative by at 

least $10 billion per year.

D. The Colorado Department of Transportation’s budget is insufficient to 

implement the entire Preferred Alternative. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation has identified various innovative funding mechanisms that 

could be used to pay for improvements. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Financial 

Considerations Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) summarizes 

the cost of the Preferred Alternative, the sources of CDOT’s funding (and its 

limitations), and other potential funding sources, including public-private 

partnerships and tolling. See particularly Section 5.7, “What are potential 
funding sources and their limitations?” of the PEIS.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Ken Katt

Document Number: IND-86 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-86 

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation formed a 27-member 

Collaborative Effort team to develop consensus on a preferred alternative.  

Clear Creek County was represented on the Collaborative Effort by a Clear 

Creek County commissioner. Please refer to I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Public and Agency Involvement Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) 

for a complete list of Collaborative Effort team members.

The PEIS acknowledges that highway capacity improvements in Clear 

Creek County, and particularly within Idaho Springs, could have an effect on 

communities, both from direct encroachment of the highway into properties 

and through the construction disruption that would occur in this constrained 

area. The Preferred Alternative specifically addresses impacts in these 

areas by including six-lane capacity and interchange improvements only 

after certain triggers are met. If the six-lane capacity in the Maximum 

Program of the Preferred Alternative is implemented, options such as 

structured lanes through Idaho Springs would be further considered in Tier 2 

processes to minimize impacts on the community and adjacent resources 

(see Section 2.6.4, Action Alternative Components of the PEIS). The 

PEIS assumed structured lanes in the Idaho Springs area for the purpose of 

impact analysis. Please also refer to comment IND-27-C.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Ken Katt (continued)

Document Number: IND-86 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-86 (continued) 

B. Please see the response to IND-81-B for a response to this portion of your 
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 

A. A wide variety of tunnels were evaluated during the alternatives 

development and screening process to meet design and operational needs 

of highway and transit improvements. Tunnels through Silverthorne, 

Loveland Pass, Silver Plume, the Georgetown Incline, and Mount Vernon 

were studied to meet transit needs. Tunnels through Georgetown, Dowd 

Canyon, Hidden Valley, Floyd Hill, and Silverthorne to Empire were studied 

to meet highway needs. Tunnels along alternate routes outside the Corridor 

were assessed for their environmental impacts and location and included 

Georgia Pass and Rawlins Pass.

Ultimately, the Preferred Alternative includes new or additional tunnel bores 

at Dowd Canyon, Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, Twin Tunnels, 

and Floyd Hill to support highway and transit components of the alternative. 

The other tunnels evaluated during alternatives development and screening 

were eliminated because of geological conditions, environmental impacts, or 

because the transit or highway improvements they supported were not 

carried forward. 

For more information on tunnels considered, please review the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website).
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich (continued)

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 (continued) 

B. Tier 2 processes are required to develop design options such as bridges. 

During those Tier 2 processes, all reasonable designs and methods will be 

evaluated. 
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich (continued)

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 (continued) 
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich (continued)

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 (continued) 

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-01-C regarding construction 

equipment used for CDOT projects.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich (continued)

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 (continued) 

D. The Colorado Department of Transportation considered the 15-mile segment 

of the I-70 highway between Twin Tunnels and Empire Junction and the 

economic impacts and benefits derived from the Action Alternatives, 

including improving this 15-mile segment. Please refer to the response to 

your comment IND-01-B regarding the 15-mile segment you mention and 

IND-01-D for an explanation of the economic impacts associated with the 

Action Alternatives.

E. The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that collaboration is 

required to create and implement a solution for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

The lead agencies are committed to continuing to work with stakeholders in 

a collaborative manner, following I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions for all Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Nick Dodich (continued)

Document Number: IND-87 City, Zip Code: Arvada, 80004

Response to IND-87 (continued) 
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Bob Vermillion

Document Number: IND-88 City, Zip Code:  Louisville

Response to IND-88 

A. Denver metropolitan area residents are a major source of trips in the 

Corridor, and the PEIS travel demand model captures Denver metropolitan 

arused to analyze traffic volumes in the Corridor ea travelers. The Preferred 

Alternative is a multimodal solution that serves the varied needs and 

travelers using the Corridor.

As the Advanced Guideway System is developed in more detail, 

considerations for the types of trips served and how to connect travelers and 

their gear to their final destinations will be important to determining how the 

system will function and serve Corridor travelers. The response to comment 

IND-104-A provides more detail about recreation trips and transit. 

A Reversible HOV/HOT Lanes Alternative, which is similar to a bus-only 

lane, was studied in the PEIS and does address congestion well, but it does 

not accommodate future projected unmet demand well, as described in 

Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS. Chapter 3 of the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Transportation Analysis Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) shows that initial ridership modeling estimates the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract more riders than a bus system.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Bob Vermillion (continued)

Document Number: IND-88 City, Zip Code:  Louisville

Response to IND-88 (Continued) 

B. The project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. In 

this case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, 

accessibility, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. C-470/Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station is the eastern terminus for all modes 

due to the system interchange of I-70 and C-470, the increase in I-70 

highway traffic volumes, and the predominance of urban travel patterns to 

the east of C-470. Stakeholders have advocated for expanding the termini to 

locations east in Denver and Denver International Airport. The focus of this 

study, however, is the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which has distinct needs, 

travel patterns, and trip purposes from the Denver metropolitan area. The 

connection of the Advanced Guideway System to the Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station in Golden allows people from the Denver 

metropolitan area to ride a bus or light rail train and then transfer to the 

Advanced Guideway System. This terminus does not preclude other NEPA 

transportation improvement studies outside the Corridor.

To study the integration of high-speed rail projects, including the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System, with the FasTracks system 

in the Denver area, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado Interregional 

Connectivity Study. This study will identify how the Advanced Guideway 

System should work with and connect to the Regional Transportation 

District’s FasTracks system. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will determine specific operating characteristics of the Advanced Guideway 

System.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Bob Vermillion (continued)

Document Number: IND-88 City, Zip Code:  Louisville

Response to IND-88 (Continued) 

C. The PEIS considered alternatives with buses. Variations of these 

alternatives include buses operating in HOV lanes, buses operating in 

transitways (exclusive lanes), and buses operating in guideways (with 

guided tracks). Ultimately, as described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website), several bus technologies were retained and evaluated in 

the PEIS, but the Preferred Alternative with an Advanced Guideway System 

was found to have the best opportunity to meet the purpose and need while 

minimizing impacts. Please see the response to comment IND-26-C for 

more information on the bus transit alternatives in the PEIS.

As presented in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and 

detailed in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cost Estimates Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website), the cost of the Bus in Guideway alternatives is 

about $10.5 billion, while the Combination Six-Lane Highway with Bus in 

Guideway alternatives are about $13 billion in year of expenditure, which in 

this case is considered to be the mid-year of construction, or 2025. Initial 

ridership modeling estimates the Advanced Guideway System would attract 

more riders than a bus system. The alternatives with the Advanced 

Guideway System (including the Preferred Alternative) are estimated to cost 

about 30 percent more than the Bus in Guideway alternatives.  The 

combination of  transit and highway improvements proposed under the 

Preferred Alternative best meet the project’s purpose and need in 

addressing safety, mobility, and congestion relief while minimizing impacts. 

Neither mode by itself will address the 2050 purpose and need.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Bob Vermillion (continued)

Document Number: IND-88 City, Zip Code:  Louisville

Response to IND-88 (Continued) 

D. The PEIS considers additional lanes, bus-only lanes, and elevated roadway. 

Additional highway lanes are included in the Preferred Alternative, as 

presented in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the 

PEIS. Bus-only lanes were evaluated but ultimately, as described in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website), bus-only lanes or a bus-only transit 

system were not found to meet the purpose and need as well as the highway 

capacity improvements combined with the Advanced Guideway System. 

Elevated lanes were considered and are proposed in the Idaho Springs area 

as part of the Preferred Alternative Maximum Program of Improvements. 

Elevated lanes will be evaluated with other alternatives in Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Private Comment at 
Public Hearing

Name: Bob Vermillion (continued)

Document Number: IND-88 City, Zip Code:  Louisville

Response to IND-88 (Continued) 

E. Bus in Guideway alternatives are easier to phase than an Advanced 

Guideway System due to the operational characteristics noted in your 

comment. The ability to phase construction and operation of the Bus in 

Guideway alternatives requires less initial funding for construction of these 

alternatives. However, initial ridership modeling estimates the Advanced 

Guideway System would attract more riders than a bus system, and the 

Preferred Alternative was found to provide the best opportunity to meet the 

2050 purpose and need while minimizing impacts. Phasing will be 

considered during Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes. 

If an Advanced Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead 

agencies could at any time consider other transit technologies evaluated in 

the PEIS. The Colorado Department of Transportation will convene a 

committee that retains the Collaborative Effort member profile to check in at 

least every two years to review progress and conduct a thorough 

reassessment of the overall purpose and need and effectiveness of the 

improvements in 2020. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Susan Williams
Document Number: IND-89 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80214-6039

Response to IND-89

A. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is of statewide importance and carries a wide 

mix of residents and visitors, commuters and recreation travelers, freight 

haulers and sightseers, people driving across town and others across the 

state. The purpose and needs focus on mobility, congestion, accessibility, 

and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor – which will benefit everyone who 

travels in this Corridor with different trip purposes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Peter Stekr
Document Number: IND-90 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to IND-90

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution with transit, highway, and 

non-infrastructure improvements through the Corridor to provide additional 

capacity and congestion relief. Analysis in the PEIS shows that a multimodal 

alternative provides the best opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need 

for the Corridor while minimizing impacts. Transit is needed to address 

capacity, while highway improvements are necessary to address congestion 

and safety. Operations of transit, including frequency of service, will be 

determined in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Carl Richard
Document Number: IND-91 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-91

A. The Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway and allows CDOT to meet the forecasted 

2050 travel demands for the Corridor. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation is committed to implementing recommended improvements 

as funding allows; the Preferred Alternative includes a process for evaluating 

Corridor conditions and effectiveness of improvements every two years. This 

adaptive management approach allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness 

of improvements and leverage available funding to meet both short- and 

long-term needs. 

Addressing immediate needs, CDOT has been making ongoing, shorter-

term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor locations, 

including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, park-and-

ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response plans, 

roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and tunnel 

enhancements. These types of improvements would continue with 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Carl Richard (continued)
Document Number: IND-91 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-91 (continued)

B. The purpose and need of the project focuses on meeting both the short-term 

and long-term mobility, congestion, accessibility, and capacity needs in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor. Analysis in the PEIS shows that a multimodal 

alternative provides the best opportunity to meet the long-term needs for the 

Corridor. Implementation of non-infrastructure components could begin 

immediately after the Record of Decision is issued and funding is identified, 

and early action projects identified in the Introduction of the PEIS are likely 

to be studied and implemented more quickly as funding is identified. 

While some of the technologies considered for an Advanced Guideway 

System are not presently known to be viable transportation technologies at 

this time, the actual technology is not defined. The description of the 

Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS has been revised to clarify the definition of the 

Advanced Guideway System and the operational characteristics that must 

be considered as the final Advanced Guideway System technology is 

identified in Tier 2 processes.

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will help to further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System 

and its technology. Advanced Guideway System studies and related Tier 2 

processes will be designed to address funding, power supply, operations, 

ridership, and other related issues. A recent high speed rail study conducted 

by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority indicated that some traditional, 

“proven” high speed rail technologies could meet many of the Advanced 

Guideway System criteria.

If an Advanced Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead 

agencies could at any time consider other transit technologies evaluated in 

the PEIS. The Preferred Alternative is an incremental, multimodal solution 

that is responsive and adaptive to future trends in the Corridor. The use of 

triggers recognizes that future travel demand and travel behavior is 

uncertain. Additional transportation solutions should be based on proven 

need. The Preferred Alternative is an incremental, multimodal solution

(continued on next page)
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Carl Richard (continued)
Document Number: IND-91 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-91 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

that is responsive and adaptive to future trends in the Corridor. The use of 

triggers recognizes that future travel demand and travel behavior is 

uncertain. Additional transportation solutions should be based on proven 

need. The Colorado Department of Transportation will convene a committee 

that retains the Collaborative Effort member profile to check in at least every 

two years to review progress and a thorough reassessment of the overall 

purpose and need and effectiveness of the improvements will occur in 2020. 

Please see Section 2.7.2 “What are the triggers for additional highway 
capacity improvements?” of the PEIS for more information on the triggers 

and adaptive approach of the Preferred Alternative.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Ted Hartridge
Document Number: IND-92 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-92

A. The Preferred Alternative recognizes the need to plan for a longer than 

typical horizon and, therefore, relies on a 50-year vision for the Corridor. 

Analysis in the PEIS shows that a multimodal alternative provides the best 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor. Transit is 

needed to address capacity, while highway improvements are necessary to 

address congestion and safety. The Colorado Department of Transportation 

will continue to collaborate with Corridor stakeholders throughout Tier 2 

processes.

At this Tier 1 level, the Preferred Alternative proposes using the I-70 

highway median or existing highway right-of-way for an Advanced Guideway

System, where feasible, to reduce right-of-way requirements and limit 

disturbance to adjacent lands. However, using the median may not always 

feasible due to median width and safety standards; therefore, specific 

alignments and footprints for improvements would be determined in Tier 2 

processes. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is considering a variety of 

funding strategies, including bonding, which are discussed in Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Helen Bushnell
Document Number: IND-93 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80215

Response to IND-93

A. The lead agencies and local communities recognized that, to address the 

purpose and need for the project, a fixed guideway system would need to be 

part of the solution and the system would need to have competitive travel 

times and be able to accommodate the harsh mountain environment. While 

maglev systems have been considered for an Advanced Guideway System, 

the actual technology is not specified in the PEIS. The description of the 

Preferred Alternative in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives of the PEIS has been revised to clarify the definition of the 

Advanced Guideway System and the operational characteristics that must 

be considered as the final Advanced Guideway System technology is 

identified.

The CDOT Division of Transit and Rail‘s Colorado State Passenger and 

Freight Rail Plan will evaluate existing and planned rail projects statewide, 

including the connectivity of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway 

System with other transit and rail services in the state. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Julian Vogt
Document Number: IND-94 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-94

A. Improving and paving the Cottonwood Pass Road between Glenwood 

Springs and Gypsum to provide effective emergency access would be 

challenging, due to its overall length of 33 miles (when combined with Cattle 

Creek Road and SH 82), and the rugged steep terrain over Cottonwood 

Pass. This two-lane county road through private and National Forest System 

lands has limited capacity. The current estimated travel time of 

approximately two hours to travel the road may not be substantially 

improved by paving, due to the alignment over Cottonwood Pass. The 

general remoteness of this road makes it an unreliable alternate route for 

emergency use. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  David Bowman
Document Number: IND-95 City, Zip Code: Douglas County

Response to IND-95

A. The economic analysis (see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of 

the PEIS) shows that the No Action Alternative likely suppresses economic 

conditions in the nine county Corridor study area, as you suggest. Although 

the Preferred Alternative likely suppresses economic growth during 

construction, by 2035 it surpasses the Gross Regional Product of the No 

Action Alternative by at least $10 billion per year. 

The lead agencies evaluated an alternate route along US 285 between 

Denver and Copper Mountain and a new tunnel under Georgia Pass. This 

route was eliminated due to the substantial impacts to natural and cultural 

resources in southern Park County. Additionally, this route would take 118 

minutes to travel between Denver and Copper Mountain compared to 74 

minutes on the I-70 highway during uncongested travel times under existing 

conditions. For further information on alternative routes screening, please 

see the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

B. The Preferred Alternative includes expanding the I-70 highway from four- to 

six-lane capacity between Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels. This 

expansion is part of the Minimum Program of Improvements for the 

Preferred Alternative and is expected to be implemented in the shorter-term 

as described in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of 

the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  David Bowman (continued)
Document Number: IND-95 City, Zip Code: Douglas County

Response to IND-95 (continued)

C. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by the FHWA 

pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of 

day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination with 

local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all interstate 

users, and ultimate approval by FHWA.

Many freight operations have some scheduling flexibility, and therefore avoid 

peak travel/congestion times to the extent possible. However, other freight 

operations have more strict delivery timing requirements and must operate 

in the Corridor regardless of traffic conditions (for example, bulk mail, food 

service, scheduled packaged delivery and just-in-time shipments). 

Additionally, limited truck parking resources and Federal Hours-of-Service 

regulations further limit options for the commercial vehicle driver in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. It should be noted that the portion of heavy trucks varies 

greatly along the Corridor; there are more trucks on weekdays compared to 

weekends.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA. 

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

recently been installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving 

safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to 

explore all options available to do so.

D. Please see the responses to your comments IND-95-A through IND-95-C for 

an explanation of these requested actions.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  James Cahalin
Document Number: IND-96 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80209

Response to IND-96

A. You are correct that winter travel in the Colorado mountains presents some 

unique driving challenges. The Colorado Department of Transportation must 

accommodate all drivers on the interstate system and cannot restrict the 

type of cars driving on the I-70 highway. However, CDOT has been making 

ongoing, shorter-term safety and operational improvements along the 

Corridor, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, and roadside safety enhancements in some Corridor locations. The 

advantages of projects like this are that they are less expensive than new or 

reconstructed infrastructure and implementation can begin in the near-term. 

B. The Preferred Alternative includes expanding portions of the I-70 highway 

from four- to six-lane capacity. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal 

solution that includes non-infrastructure components along with transit and 

highway improvements through the Corridor to provide additional capacity 

and congestion relief. Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes will help to further define the feasibility of the 

Advanced Guideway System and its technology. While there are many 

details that have not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes will be designed to address the funding, power 

supply, operations, ridership, and other related issues.

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) describe a variety of innovative funding sources that could 

be used to pay for improvements. Public-private partnerships are one of 

several alternative sources of funding discussed. See Section 5.7, "What 
are potential funding sources and their limitations?“ 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  James Cahalin (continued)
Document Number: IND-96 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80209

Response to IND-96 (continued)

C. Trips for recreational purposes have different characteristics than 

commuting trips. Transit service will require longer boarding times and at-

grade platforms to allow passengers sufficient time and ease to board with 

recreational equipment. Transit operating characteristics will be defined 

during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. The Advanced 

Guideway System includes transit stops throughout the Corridor, providing 

access to recreation resources. Section 4.2.1 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website), explains that recreationalists have  predictable travel 

patterns, including travel demand during specific peak periods and relatively 

concentrated travel destinations. Shuttle systems are likely to be needed to 

accommodate distribution needs from the proposed Advanced Guideway 

System stations to local destinations. 

The Preferred Alternative as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS includes a variety of non-

infrastructure components, including increased enforcement and a slow-

moving vehicle plan as a transportation management alternative 

element. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to 

improving safety and mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will 

continue to explore all options available to do so.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Ryan Johnson
Document Number: IND-97 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to IND-97

A. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges that 

alternative funding sources will be needed to pay for I-70 highway 

improvements. Tolling is one of the funding options that CDOT will consider 

in future Tier 2 processes. With appropriate approvals, CDOT could consider 

tolls for new or existing lanes as a way to fund improvements.

Providing a peak-direction-only high occupancy vehicle/high occupancy toll 

lane or a reversible high occupancy vehicle/high occupancy toll lane is 

evaluated in the PEIS as the Reversible HOT/HOV Lanes Alternative. The 

alternative would add travel lanes that would be managed for peak flows, 

changing direction as needed to accommodate peak traffic demand. As 

explained in Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS, this 

alternative does not meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor 

because it does not provide for unmet demand and will result in a system at 

network capacity in 2035 to 2040. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Tom Carllon
Document Number: IND-98 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80226

Response to IND-98

A. The text you reference from Section ES.20 has been removed from the 

Executive Summary and is located in Section 5.7 “What are potential 
funding sources and their limitations?” of the PEIS. Governor Ritter‘s 

Blue Ribbon Transportation Finance and Implementation Panel produced a 

Report to Colorado in 2008 regarding the state of transportation funding in 

Colorado. According to Section Six: Funding and Investment Category 

Recommendations in the report, the $1.5 billion funding threshold identified 

by the Transportation Finance and Implementation Panel Report would 

make it possible for the state to address needs across all program areas. 

One-third of the new revenue would be focused on safely preserving roads, 

bridges, shoulders, and other existing components of infrastructure. The 

other $1 billion would go to projects designed to relieve traffic congestion, 

better connect regions of Colorado, improve local roads, and add more 

transit options. 

While the report did not specifically identify funding for specific projects, it 

did demonstrate what additional revenues could fund at a programmatic 

level. A $56 million line-item for Strategic Projects and Strategic Transit was 

included, which would have accelerated the state‘s funding obligation to 

these 28 projects (including the I-70 Mountain Corridor) by five years and 

raised the transit level of service from a D to a C-. The Panel‘s 

recommendations also assumed that continued Senate Bill 97-01 transfers 

from Colorado‘s General Fund would continue for the strategic project 

program; however, this funding source was repealed in 2009. The $1 billion 

for projects designed to relieve traffic congestion, improve regional 

connections, improve local roads, and add more transit options would not 

fully fund the necessary capital improvements on major interstate and U.S. 

highways in Colorado such as I-70, I-25, and US 36. 

All of the funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor ($218 million and 

$989 million) is for implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The PEIS 

identifies the specific elements of the Preferred Alternative and the planning 

process that CDOT uses to prioritize projects for available funding. 
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Mike Gregory
Document Number: IND-99 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-99

A. The Preferred Alternative recognizes the need to plan for a longer horizon 

and, therefore, relies on a 50-year vision for the Corridor. Section 1.4, 
“What are the horizon years of analysis for the study?” of the PEIS 

describes the horizon years of analysis for the study, and the Introduction
describes the relationship between the Corridor vision and statewide 

planning process. Based on the 50-year vision, the Preferred Alternative, 

with its multimodal solution (including non-infrastructure components), has 

the best opportunity to meet the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor while minimizing impacts, largely because the phasing and 

implementation of the program of improvements is adaptive to future needs 

and trends. The transit component of the Preferred Alternative, the 

Advanced Guideway System, both shifts some travel from roadways to 

transit and accommodates more trips than could be provided by highway 

improvements alone.

Due to the uncertainty of funding, the timing of improvements is also 

uncertain. No travel demand or population forecasts can reliably predict 

trends longer than 50 years. It is unlikely, based on funding scenarios, that 

any transportation solution will meet needs more than 50 years after it is 

built.

Public private partnerships are one of several alternative sources of funding 

discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS. See 

particularly Section 5.7, “What are potential funding sources and their 
limitations?” of the PEIS.
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Response to IND-100

A. Please see the response to your comment IND-04-A..

Source: Website Comment Name: Rodney, Barron
Document Number: IND-100 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435
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Response to IND-101

A. Highway capacity improvements are a component of the Preferred 

Alternative. The Maximum Program of Improvements includes six-lane 

capacity from Floyd Hill through the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels 

and auxiliary lanes in some locations to improve safety and reduce conflicts 

from speed differentials.

It is true that under the Minimum Program of the Preferred Alternative, 

―pinch points‖ will remain in the Corridor where three lanes narrow to two. 

However, congestion does not occur consistently throughout the Corridor, 

and additional lanes are proposed in those areas where they are most 

needed. Auxiliary lanes are identified on the west side of Vail Pass and on 

the east side of the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels under the 

Minimum Program of the Preferred Alternative as high priority near-term 

solutions to relieve traffic congestion. 

The adaptive management component of the Preferred Alternative allows 

the lead agencies to assess the need for additional highway capacity at a 

future time. Longer term solutions under the Maximum Program of the 

Preferred Alternative propose six-lane capacity from Floyd Hill to the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels. With these longer term solutions in 

place, the Preferred Alternative provides adequate capacity for projected 

traffic volumes until the year 2050.

B. Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment IND-15-B discussing 

the scope of the I-70 West Reversible Lane Study, also  called the zipper 

lane study.

Source: Website Comment Name: Doug Johnson
Document Number: IND-101 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657
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Response to IND-101 (continued)

C. Yes, this is an area of congestion in the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative 

includes a third bore through the Twin Tunnels to support the highway and 

transit improvements that would occur on either side of the tunnel (as do the 

other Highway and Combination alternatives considered in the PEIS) so that 

the tunnels do not become a bottleneck between improvements. The 

Preferred Alternative Minimum Program of Improvements includes six-lane 

highway capacity between the Twin Tunnels (including the tunnels) and 

Floyd Hill. Under the Maximum Program of Improvements, the Preferred 

Alternative includes six-lane capacity from the Twin Tunnels through the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels.

D. Speed limits for existing highways are established per state law (CRS 42-4-

1102) and FHWA‘s "Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).‖ 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is required by law to perform 

speed studies per the MUTCD to establish the appropriate speed for a 

highway or segment of highway. The speed limit of 75 mph has been 

established as the appropriate speed along the I-70 highway in the area you 

discuss, based on the MUTCD. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation conducted a safety assessment 

(Safety Assessment Report, SH 70: MP 130.29-MP 189.98, Region 3, 

November 15, 2007) for the I-70 highway through Eagle County, which 

evaluated accidents in that segment for a three-year period. Based on the 

accident data, the study recommended safety improvements, such as 

eliminating pavement edge drop-offs, checking retroreflectivity of curve 

warning signs and delineators, appropriate advance warning signing of 

intersections and curves, as well as other measures. It also noted a project 

installing wildlife fencing to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions, which was 

subsequently completed in 2008. The study‘s recommendations did not 

include reducing the existing set speed limit.

(continued on next page)

Source: Website Comment Name: Doug Johnson (continued)
Document Number: IND-101 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657
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Response to IND-101 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

One of the non-infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative 

includes Transportation System Management (TSM), which involves 

operational improvements to existing transportation facilities to maximize 

capacity and improve safety, including speed harmonization. Speed 

harmonization is a TSM technique that is used to reduce vehicle speeds 

during high volume periods using variable speed limit signs. The non-

infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative may be implemented 

in the shorter term, and this strategy may be evaluated during Tier 2 

processes. 

E. The Preferred Alternative includes improvements at both the Avon and 

Edwards interchanges. Prior to implementing these improvements, Tier 2 

processes would be completed, evaluating both safety and capacity issues, 

such as ramp lengths. In addition, the Preferred Alternative includes an 

eastbound auxiliary lane between the Avon interchange and the Post 

Boulevard interchange to accommodate slower moving vehicles on the uphill 

grade.

Source: Website Comment Name: Doug Johnson (continued)
Document Number: IND-101 City, Zip Code: Vail, 81657
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Response to IND-102

A. As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations, the lead agencies 

agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support from the citizens of 

Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred Alternative. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation‘s budget is insufficient to implement 

the entire Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is important to 

Colorado‘s economy and multimodal improvements are one of the highest 

transportation priorities in the state. Options for innovative funding sources 

include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and Corridor-

specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to limited 

geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional amendments, or 

both). These will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes.

Source: Website Comment Name: Jim Eshbaugh
Document Number: IND-102 City, Zip Code: Douglas County
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Response to IND-103

A. In order to best meet the purpose and need for the project while minimizing 

impacts, a multimodal solution is necessary. The Preferred Alternative 

includes non-infrastructure components along with transit and roadway 

improvements. The Advanced Guideway System will be further defined in 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, which will include 

considerations for freight as well as passenger travel, but an ―autotrain‖ 

concept is not envisioned. Please refer to response to comment IND-04-A, 

which explains why an autotrain system is not practical for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor.

Source: Website Name: Laura Van Dyne
Document Number: IND-103 City, Zip Code: Carbondale 81623
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Source: Website Comment Name: Steve Parmelee
Document Number: IND-104 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County, CO

Response to IND-104

A. The Preferred Alternative relies on a multimodal solution (including non-

infrastructure components), and the lead agencies recognize the importance 

of both transit and highway improvements in providing needed capacity and 

movement of people through the Corridor. The Advanced Guideway System 

will both shift some travel from roadways to transit and accommodate more 

trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone. The Preferred 

Alternative would not reduce the volume of highway traffic; together, the 

highway and transit improvements would accommodate the projected 

increase in trip demand for the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative includes a 

third bore at both the Twin Tunnels and the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial 

Tunnels to support highway and transit improvements in the Corridor. 

Highway capacity improvements are a component of the Preferred 

Alternative. Auxiliary lanes are identified on the west side of Vail Pass and 

on the east side of Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels under the 

Minimum Program of the Preferred Alternative as near-term solutions to 

relieve traffic congestion, along with six-lane capacity from Floyd Hill through 

the Twin Tunnels. The adaptive management component of the Preferred 

Alternative allows the lead agencies to assess the need for additional 

highway capacity at a future time. Longer term solutions under the Maximum 

Program of the Preferred Alternative propose six-lane capacity from the 

Twin Tunnels to the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels.

You are correct that trips for recreational purposes have different 

characteristics than commuting trips. Transit service will require longer 

boarding times and at-grade platforms to allow passengers sufficient time 

and ease to board with recreational equipment. Transit operating 

characteristics will be defined during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes. The Advanced Guideway System includes transit stops 

throughout the Corridor, providing access to recreation resources. Section 

4.2.1 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Steve Parmelee
Document Number: IND-104 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County, CO

Response to IND-104 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), explains that 

recreationalists have predictable travel patterns, including travel demand 

during specific peak periods and relatively concentrated travel destinations.

The trains that you mention serve different purposes and different 

destinations than those proposed for  the Corridor. There remains a need for 

increased capacity and mobility in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Future 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will consider the types of trips 

served and how best to connect travelers to their final destinations, and will 

be important to determining how the system will function and serve Corridor 

travelers. Shuttle services likely need to be considered to coordinate end-to-

end transportation for passengers. Fare subsidies, measured by the 

difference between operating costs and passenger fare revenues, are 

common for public transportation systems. Fare structures and subsidies, as 

well as other operating plans specific to transit components, would be 

developed in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

                                         Page 483 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Website Comment Name: Steve Parmelee (continued)
Document Number: IND-104 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County, CO

Response to IND-104 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting a 

feasibility study for adding reversible or ―zipper‖ lanes on the I-70 highway 

between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response to legislation passed by the 

Colorado General Assembly in 2010.

The purpose of the I-70 West Reversible Lane Study is to identify short-term 

operational actions to decrease congestion on the I-70 highway during peak 

periods for this specific segment of the Corridor. This study is not a part of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS. The entire study can be found at: 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS.

C. The I-70 highway is one of the state‘s most heavily traveled roadways. 

Access to destinations along the Corridor is important to the state‘s 

economy and quality of life. As part of the interstate highway system, the 

road carries a wide mix of residents and visitors, commuters and recreation 

travelers, freight haulers and sightseers, people driving across town and 

others traveling across the state. The proposed transportation improvements 

identified within the Preferred Alternative will benefit intra- and interstate 

travel along the Corridor, addressing mobility, congestion, accessibility and 

capacity needs. The cost of doing nothing will result in increased traffic and 

congestion, negatively affecting residents and visitors traveling within the 

Corridor and beyond.

This PEIS does not preclude other studies of transportation improvements 

elsewhere on the I-70 highway in Colorado. Yet federal and state gas tax 

revenues are inadequate to maintain Colorado‘s current infrastructure. 

Governor Ritter‘s Transportation Infrastructure and Financing Panel found 

CDOT would need an additional $500 million to just maintain the state‘s 

roads and bridges; and another $1.5 billion to begin to achieve the state‘s 

long-term transportation vision. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation‘s budget is insufficient implement the entire Preferred 

Alternative. Options for innovative funding sources for the I-70 Mountain 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Steve Parmelee (continued)
Document Number: IND-104 City, Zip Code: Pitkin County, CO

Response to IND-104 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

Corridor include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and 

Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to limited 

geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional amendments, or 

both). Please see Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS for 

more information.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: David Panzer
Document Number: IND-105 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County, CO

Response to IND-105 

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation will study the Advanced 

Guideway System and other components of the Preferred Alternative in 

future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation will examine current and available information 

on technology, funding, and operation innovations during these feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes.

B. The lead agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support 

from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred 

Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation‘s budget is 

insufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative. Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, the sources of CDOT‘s funding (and its limitations), and other 

potential funding sources, including public-private partnerships and tolling. 

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Financial Considerations Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website) describe a variety of innovative funding sources that could 

be used to pay for improvements. See particularly Section 5.7, “What are 
potential funding sources and their limitations?” of the PEIS.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Dominica Mueller
Document Number: IND-106 City, Zip Code: Denver, CO

Response to IND-106

A. A key premise of the ALIVE commitments is to provide multi-faceted 

solutions to address wildlife barriers. The approach to mitigating the barrier 

to wildlife movement created by the I-70 highway could include many 

elements, including signage to alert drivers of wildlife presence, and wildlife 

crossings in key locations, along with wildlife fencing. See Section 3.2, 
Biological Resources, and Appendix E, A Landscape Level Inventory of 
Valued Ecosystem Components (ALIVE) Memorandum of 
Understanding of the PEIS for more information on ALIVE.

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use current information on 

wildlife movement and wildlife crossings as it becomes available during Tier 

2 processes. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best 

management practices for wildlife, to make sure any wildlife crossings are 

designed and constructed to improve driver safety and to accommodate 

wildlife movement across the I-70 highway. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation is committed to adhering to the mitigation measures and 

agreements listed in the ALIVE documentation and to implementing 

solutions based on research on Linkage Interference Zones and wildlife 

connectivity.

C. During Tier 2 processes, CDOT will review the need for wildlife crossings 

(underpasses and overpasses) and if an overpass is needed, will 

incorporate feasible and practical ideas that come out of the ARC 

competition.

D. Wildlife crossings are an important component of the Preferred Alternative, 

and the ability to elevate the Advanced Guideway System assists in the 

lessening of the barrier effect of I-70 highway transportation infrastructure. 

Section 3.2, Biological Resources of the PEIS concludes that the elevated 

Advanced Guideway System has less impact on wildlife movement than at-

grade bus and heavy rail transit systems.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Donald Gravell
Document Number: IND-107 City, Zip Code: Hope, RI 02831

Response to IND-107

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Barbara Lewis
Document Number: IND-108 City, Zip Code:  Littleton, 80125

Response to IND-108 

A. Wildlife crossings are an important component of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to adhering to the 

mitigation measures and agreements listed in the ALIVE documentation, 

included in Appendix E, A Landscape Level Inventory of Valued 
Ecosystem Components (ALIVE) Memorandum of Understanding of the 

PEIS, during Tier 2 processes.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Carolyn Campbell
Document Number: IND-109 City, Zip Code: Morrison, 80465

Response to IND-109 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Alison Huyett
Document Number: IND-110 City, Zip Code: Denver, CO

Response to IND-110

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Janet Harm
Document Number: IND-111 City, Zip Code: Highlands Ranch, 80129

Response to IND-111

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Charles Kuhn
Document Number: IND-112 City, Zip Code:  Denver, CO

Response to IND-112

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Chris Case
Document Number: IND-113 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80401

Response to IND-113 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Matt Bergles
Document Number: IND-114 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80220

Response to IND-114 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

                                         Page 495 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jennifer Clanahan
Document Number: IND-115 City, Zip Code: Denver, CO

Response to IND-115 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Stele Ely
Document Number: IND-116 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80305

Response to IND-116 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: David Parker
Document Number: IND-117 City, Zip Code: Sherwood, AR 72120

Response to IND-117

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name:  Lydia Garvey
Document Number: IND-118 City, Zip Code: Clinton, OK  73601

Response to IND-118 

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation, in coordination with the ALIVE 

committee, will incorporate the most readily available current data during 

Tier 2 processes, including the findings of the Ecological Study. 

                                         Page 499 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source:  Website Comment Name: Deanne O’Donnell

Document Number: IND-119 City, Zip Code: Greensburg, PA 15601-5344
Response to IND-119 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Lexi Ruskin
Document Number: IND-120 City, Zip Code: Boulder, CO

Response to IND-120

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Carol Monaco
Document Number: IND-121 City, Zip Code: Adams County, CO

Response to IND-121

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Maureen Detmer
Document Number: IND-122 City, Zip Code: Lafayette, 80026

Response to IND-122

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Doug Steen
Document Number: IND-123 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80305

Response to IND-123

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Allison Shaw
Document Number: IND-124 City, Zip Code: Larimer County

Response to IND-124

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Naseem Munshi
Document Number: IND-125 City, Zip Code:  Boulder, 80026

Response to IND-125 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source:  Website Comment Name: Martin Wolf
Document Number: IND-126 City, Zip Code: El Paso, 80919

Response to IND-126 

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Response to IND-127

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Ann Tagawa
Document Number: IND-127 City, Zip Code: Boulder, CO
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Response to IND-128

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

Source: Website Comment Name: Matthew Machado
Document Number: IND-128 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435
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Response to IND-129

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

Source: Website Comment Name: Caroline Cammack
Document Number: IND-129 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80220
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Response to IND-130

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

Source: Website Comment Name: Judy Borsheim
Document Number: IND-130 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County
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Response to IND-131

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.

Source: Website Name: Andrea West
Document Number: IND-131 City, Zip Code: Denver
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Source: Website Comment Name: Elizabeth Lounsberry
Document Number: IND-132 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631

Response to IND-132

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes an Advanced 

Guideway System component between the Eagle County Regional Airport 

and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. The 

multimodal solution provides the best opportunity to meet the project‘s 

purpose and need while minimizing environmental impacts. The Advanced 

Guideway System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The Preferred 

Alternative also includes highway improvements that are needed to reduce 

congestion and improve safety. 

The Tier 1 PEIS identifies the location of improvements as generally along 

the existing I-70 highway alignment. The median is used for the Advanced 

Guideway System as much as possible, but using the median is not always 

feasible due to median width and safety standards. Advanced Guideway 

System studies and related Tier 2 processes will determine the feasibility of 

the Advanced Guideway System and refine its alignment.

The Preferred Alternative offers enhanced mobility, reduced congestion, and 

improved safety for Corridor users. It brings improvements to communities 

across the Corridor, including improved air and water quality and reduced 

noise levels, and facilitates economic growth for Corridor communities. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Paula Mitchell
Document Number: IND-133 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County

Response to IND-133

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sue Osborn
Document Number: IND-134 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-134

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Alexander Schuler
Document Number: IND-135 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80304

Response to IND-135

A. The lead agencies recognize that truck traffic affects traffic operations on the 

I-70 highway, which worsens during peak periods. The Colorado Department 

of Transportation explored limiting truck travel in the Corridor during peak 

periods. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by the 

FHWA pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as 

time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination 

with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all 

interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck drivers already 

voluntarily limit their usage of the I-70 highway to avoid peak periods of 

travel, as much as they can. The majority of motor freight has destinations 

within the Corridor study area, and some freight movement has time-of-day 

requirements.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

already been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and 

mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all 

options available to do so.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Alexander Schuler
Document Number: IND-135 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80304

Response to IND-135

B. The PEIS has identified that for a transit system to successfully serve the 

Corridor, it must offer competitive travel times to the highway. Operating 

buses in mixed traffic does not meet the project‘s purpose and need as a 

standalone alternative because it would not address travel times or 

congestion. However, similar to your proposal, the Preferred Alternative 

includes non-infrastructure components with elements such as bus, van, or 

shuttle services in mixed traffic, expanded park-and-Ride locations, and 

strategies to promote increased carpooling, as described in Chapter 2, 
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS. These non-

infrastructure elements can be implemented or encouraged to address 

immediate issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements. Fare structures and subsidies, as well as other operating 

plans specific to transit components, would be developed in subsequent 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Jennifer Sandler
Document Number: IND-136 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80212

Response to IND-136

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sara Aufderhar
Document Number: IND-137 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80246

Response to IND-137

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Susan Hall
Document Number: IND-138 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-138

A. To clarify, the tunnel bore proposed for eastbound traffic at Floyd Hill would 

only be constructed to accommodate the 65 mph design option; the 55 mph 

option uses the existing I-70 highway alignment. Groundwater in the vicinity 

of the tunnel follows the natural fractures in bedrock and does not form a 

constant groundwater table. Drilling conducted for the slide investigation 

encountered groundwater at varying elevations typical of fracture 

groundwater aquifers; this is further supported by the fact that water wells in 

this area used for domestic water vary in depth and productivity. 

Groundwater that flows through fractures in metamorphic rock can be 

sensitive to blasting and other fracture modifications. Additional information 

on subsurface conditions is required to assess various construction 

techniques and their potential effects on groundwater sources; this data will 

be collected during Tier 2 processes. Care will be required during the 

construction of a tunnel in the Floyd Hill area in order to minimize any impact 

that could occur to the domestic water well production in the area. 

Information about the impacts of tunnel boring on groundwater and private 

wells has been added to Section 3.4, Water Resources in the Final PEIS. 

B. Bookmarks and links to technical reports have been included in the 

electronic Table of Contents for easier cross-referencing on the project 

website. Additionally, a list of contents of each of the volumes of technical 

reports has been added to the website for easier reference to individual 

technical reports. The PEIS and Technical Reports can be accessed at: 

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/i-70mountaincorridor.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Brian Rice
Document Number: IND-139 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80228

Response to IND-139

A. It is recognized that tightly constrained cross-sections (as often found at 

tunnels) reduce travel speeds and often lead to more congested conditions. 

However, even without the tunnel cross-section east of Idaho Springs, future 

travel demand cannot be accommodated without adding further capacity. 

While the environmental impacts of removing the tunnels were not 

evaluated, the Twin Tunnels Wildlife Land Bridge is a known and important 

wildlife crossing and is identified as a potential Section 4(f) property. As a 

Section 4(f) property, it is afforded special protection. During Tier 2 

processes, if a prudent and feasible alternative exists to avoid use of this 

Section 4(f) property, that alternative must be chosen. Section 4(f) also 

requires that all possible planning to minimize harm to the Twin Tunnels 

Wildlife Land Bridge be done. Additionally, blasting the tunnels would likely 

have adverse environmental impacts, generate large quantities of waste 

materials, and create an area prone to rockslides and other geologic 

hazards that would be difficult to manage.

To increase the capacity of the I-70 Corridor, the Preferred Alternative 

includes a third bore in the Twin Tunnels. Additional capacity is provided in 

the form of a new transit mode and six-lane capacity through the tunnels.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Susan Hall
Document Number: IND-140 City, Zip Code: Clear Creek County

Response to IND-140

A. The lead agencies recognize that truck traffic affects traffic operations on the 

I-70 highway, which worsens during peak periods. The Colorado Department 

of Transportation explored limiting truck travel in the Corridor during peak 

periods. The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by 

FHWA pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as 

time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination 

with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all 

interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck drivers on the I-70 

highway already voluntarily limit their usage of the I-70 highway to avoid 

peak periods of travel, as much as they can.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

already been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and 

mobility of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all 

options available to do so. Specific details, including additional programs for 

improving truck movements, will be assessed during Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Talley Farnham
Document Number: IND-141 City, Zip Code: Arapahoe County

Response to IND-141

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sara Coulter
Document Number: IND-142 City, Zip Code: Ridgway, 81432

Response to IND-142

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Aaron O’Quinn

Document Number: IND-143 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80209
Response to IND-143

A. The lead agencies evaluated alternatives to provide new high-occupancy 

vehicle (HOV)/high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes through the Corridor that 

could be used only for buses, carpools, or low-occupancy vehicles that have 

paid a toll. The evaluation showed that this alternative did not meet the 2050 

purpose and need and would reach network capacity between 2035 and 

2040. Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) 

for an expanded description and discussion of all alternatives considered.

The Preferred Alternative includes non-infrastructure components which 

include transportation management measures, as described in Chapter 2, 
Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS. Some of these 

involve operational improvements to manage traffic flow on existing 

transportation facilities, including ramp metering, variable message signs, 

and speed harmonization. Specific measures will be evaluated during Tier 2 

processes. In general, these non-infrastructure strategies can be 

implemented or encouraged to address immediate issues in the Corridor in 

advance of major infrastructure improvements.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ruth Edmonds
Document Number: IND-144 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-144

A. The Advanced Guideway System is a central part of the Preferred 

Alternative and includes the commitment by the lead agencies to evaluate 

and implement, if feasible, an Advanced Guideway System within the 

Corridor. The Advanced Guideway System, along with non-infrastructure 

components and specific highway improvements—including curve safety 

improvements, auxiliary lanes, and interchange improvements in select 

locations—represent the initial set of improvements under the Minimum 

Program of Improvements.

Additional studies and related Tier 2 processes are required for the 

Advanced Guideway System component before implementation of the 

transit system can occur. The Colorado Department of Transportation has 

secured funding for initial study of the Advanced Guideway System to 

determine its viability.

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred 

Alternative includes a process for reassessing Corridor conditions and 

effectiveness of improvements every two years. This adaptive management 

approach allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and 

leverage available funding to meet both short- and long-term needs. The 

timing of construction is based on priorities established in the statewide 

planning process and available funding. Due to the uncertainty of funding, 

the timing of improvements is also uncertain. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Shepard Rockwood
Document Number: IND-145 City, Zip Code: Garfield County

Response to IND-145

A. Yes, as described in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS, there are 

currently long travel times to traverse the Corridor during peak conditions, 

and these travel times will grow longer on weekends as well as weekdays 

due to projected growth.  The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution 

that includes an Advanced Guideway System component between the Eagle 

County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

in Golden. A multimodal solution provides the best opportunity to meet the 

2050 purpose and need while minimizing environmental impacts. The 

Advanced Guideway System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The 

Preferred Alternative also includes highway improvements that are needed 

to reduce congestion and improve safety. 

B. As noted above, the Advanced Guideway System of the Preferred 

Alternative travels from the Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco 

Government Center light rail station in Golden, and this route includes Vail. 

Additionally, the Vail West/Simba Run, Vail, and Vail East interchanges are 

reconstructed within the town of Vail and an auxiliary lane is added in each 

direction of travel on the west side of Vail Pass, beginning at the east Vail 

exit as part of the Minimum Program of Improvements.

C. Comment noted.
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Source: Website Comment Name: David Powell
Document Number: IND-146 City, Zip Code: Carbondale, 81623

Response to IND-146

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes an Advanced 

Guideway System component between the Eagle County Regional Airport 

and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in Golden. The Advanced 

Guideway System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The Preferred 

Alternative also includes highway improvements that are needed to reduce 

congestion and improve safety. Based on available data, both the Advanced 

Guideway System and highway improvements are needed to provide the 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing impacts.

B. Yes, the geometric conditions of the Twin Tunnels create a bottleneck and 

exacerbate congestion in this area. To increase capacity and decrease 

congestion on the I-70 Corridor, the Preferred Alternative includes a third 

bore at the Twin Tunnels south of the existing tunnel bores to accommodate 

the bidirectional Advanced Guideway System. Site specific design details, 

including design speeds and tunnel improvements such as lighting, will be 

further analyzed in Tier 2 processes and will follow I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions guidelines.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Chris Durloo
Document Number: IND-147 City, Zip Code: Dillon, 80435

Response to IND-147

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred 

Alternative includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and 

effectiveness of improvements every two years. This adaptive management 

approach allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and 

leverage available funding to best meet both short- and long-term needs. 

The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, includes non-infrastructure 

components with elements such as expanded shuttle services, expanded 

park-and-ride locations, and strategies to promote increased carpooling. 

These non-infrastructure elements can be implemented or encouraged to 

address immediate issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements.

B. You are correct. The Corridor does not have adequate capacity to serve 

travelers today or in the future.  Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS 

describes the transportation problems that exist today and are forecast to 

exist in the future. 

The Preferred Alternative relies on a multimodal solution and recognizes the 

importance of transit in providing needed capacity and movement of people 

through the Corridor. As described in Section 2.8.1, Transportation 
Comparisons, the Preferred Alternative has the best opportunity to meet 

the needs in the Corridor while minimizing environmental and community 

impacts. Based on available data, non-infrastructure components along with 

transit and highway improvements are needed to accommodate the 2050 

travel demand.
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Source: Website Comment Name: David Marony
Document Number: IND-148 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-148

A. The PEIS describes that with the No Action Alternative, by 2050, an annual 

total of up to 9 million trips, not total people, will be suppressed. This number 

is not specific to Summit County, and these trips do not necessarily originate 

outside the Corridor. The 9 million suppressed trips include local population 

as well as populations outside the Corridor who opt to not travel to avoid 

traffic congestion.

There is a direct correlation between suppressed trips and economic 

suppression. The No Action Alternative is also expected to suppress the 

economies of communities in the I-70 Corridor by suppressing population, 

jobs, personal income, and the gross regional product. The forecasted 

economic suppression is a result of traffic congestion and inaccessibility.  

The beneficial economic growth under the Preferred Alternative could have 

either positive or negative effects on social values, depending on local 

planning policies. Pressures from growth could negatively affect quality of 

life, community services and infrastructure, and commuting patterns if local 

planning efforts and mitigation measures do not adequately address them.  

The Preferred Alternative‘s adaptive management approach allows 

improvements to be implemented over time, which may allow communities 

to manage the indirect effects associated with the improvements better.  For 

more information on social and economic values, see Section 3.8, Social 
and Economic Values of the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Social and Economic Values Technical Report (included on CD-ROM in 

Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

Planning efforts are emerging in some Corridor counties and municipalities 

to handle growth in a coordinated manner, balancing the impacts of growth 

with sustaining environmental quality. The adaptive management 

component of the Preferred Alternative allows it to be implemented in 

coordination with Corridor communities over time, based on future needs 

and associated triggers for further action, and is more compatible with 

Corridor planning policies. As discussed in Section 3.7, Land Use and 
Right-of-Way of the PEIS, without proper land use planning controls, 

(Continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: David Marony (continued)
Document Number: IND-148 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-148 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

induced growth leads to undesirable land use patterns that strain 

environmental and community resources. To responsibly manage growth 

pressures, local governments will need to adopt land use policies that guide 

and adapt to the induced development. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation will consider an approach to promote and assist 

communities, as possible, in the adoption of more comprehensive, regional 

growth management plans that can be applied to Tier 2 processes.  While 

the lead agencies will consider this type of policy approach, efforts to control 

growth are greatly dependent on local planning and community political 

direction.

Mitigation of indirect impacts to recreation resources from the alternatives 

includes strategies outlined in the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 

Recreation Plan from the Colorado State Parks, and United States Forest 

Service consideration of forest management plans and the continuing and 

evolving use of forest management techniques. For more information on 

impacts to recreation facilities, see Section 3.12, Recreation Resources 
and Section 6(f) Discussion of the PEIS. For information regarding the 

potential impacts to wetlands, please review Section 3.3, Wetlands and 
Other Waters of the U.S. in the PEIS.

Please also see response to comment IND-196-A, which discusses 

historical growth trends in the Corridor.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Carisa Peterson
Document Number: IND-149 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge, 80424

Response to IND-149

A. As noted in the PEIS, improving safety was one of the key factors 

considered during the alternatives development and evaluation process. The 

Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced Guideway System from the 

Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station in Golden to provide needed capacity in the Corridor, and it includes 

highway improvements, which include curve safety improvements, to reduce 

congestion and improve safety. The Preferred Alternative, if fully 

implemented, is projected to reduce the fatality rate from 0.50 per 100 

million person miles to a range of 0.31 to 0.34 per 100 million person miles, 

and the majority of those are on the highway.

B. The PEIS assumes all transit alternatives studied would connect with the 

Regional Transportation District West Corridor line in Golden. Travelers 

would be able to transfer to the Regional Transportation District system and 

use its network of light rail and bus for trips in the Denver metropolitan area.

C. Fare subsidies (measured by the difference between operating costs and 

passenger fare revenues) are common for public transportation systems. 

Fare pricing seeks to find the best balance between ridership (number of 

people that use transit) and operations cost recovery. The fare that CDOT 

assumed for a one-way transit trip between the Denver metropolitan area 

and Eagle County is $14. Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) provides 

further details on transit fares. Additional feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will be performed for the Advanced Guideway System to develop 

fare structures, subsidies, and other operating plans specific to transit 

components.
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Source: Website Comment Name: E. Olson
Document Number: IND-150 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-150

A. The Preferred Alternative includes both highway and transit components. 

The Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to meet the 2050 

purpose and need in the Corridor while minimizing impacts. Table 3-16-1 of 

the PEIS includes a chart that presents estimated vehicle miles of travel on 

the I-70 highway, daily transit energy consumption, and other factors to 

approximate changes in energy consumption relative to the No Action 

Alternative. Based on this information, the Preferred Alternative is 

anticipated to increase daily energy consumption by 6 to 7 percent. The 

alternatives that do not include rail transit are anticipated to increase energy 

consumption by up to 17 percent. 

The PEIS also calculated the emissions associated with all Action 

Alternatives, and results are presented in Section 3.1, Climate and Air 
Quality Resources of the PEIS and in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Climate and Air Quality Technical Report (included electronically on CD-

ROM in Volume 3 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Generally, transit alternatives resulted in reduced emissions as you suggest. 

Sustainability is an overarching core value identified during the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. The Preferred 

Alternative incorporates this core value of sustainability by providing a 

multimodal solution that includes alternative transportation modes and 

potentially alternative energy sources. The Preferred Alternative also 

includes mitigation commitments that address sustainability, such as 

supporting regional planning with municipalities to promote responsible 

managed growth and development and working collaboratively with land 

management agencies to improve resource conservation. The Preferred 

Alternative considers global trends such as climate change through the use 

of an adaptive management approach, as described in Section 2.7.2 of the 

PEIS.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Adam Nabors
Document Number: IND-151 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge, 80424

Response to IND-151

A. The Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway. It is a multimodal solution that includes 

non-infrastructure components, an Advanced Guideway System, and 

highway improvements. Based on available data, a multimodal solution is 

needed to accommodate the 2050 travel demand. The Advanced Guideway 

System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. Highway improvements 

reduce congestion and improve safety. The Preferred Alternative provides 

the opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor.

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred 

Alternative includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and 

effectiveness of improvements every two years. This adaptive management 

approach allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and 

leverage available funding to meet both short- and long-term needs. 

The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, includes non-infrastructure 

components with elements such as expanded shuttle services, expanded 

park-and-ride locations, and strategies to promote increased carpooling. 

These non-infrastructure elements can be implemented or encouraged to 

address immediate issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Paul Dal Pozzo
Document Number: IND-152 City, Zip Code: Summit County, 80443

Response to IND-152

A. The Preferred Alternative provides a comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway. It is a multimodal solution that includes 

non-infrastructure components, an Advanced Guideway System, and 

highway improvements. Based on available data, a multimodal solution is 

needed to accommodate the 2050 travel demand. The Advanced Guideway

System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. Highway improvements 

reduce congestion and improve safety. The Preferred Alternative provides 

the opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor.

The lead agencies and local communities recognized that, to address the 

purpose and need for the project, a fixed guideway system would need to be 

part of the solution and the system would need to have competitive travel 

times and be able to accommodate the harsh mountain environment. The 

resulting Advanced Guideway System identified in the Preferred Alternative 

is defined as meeting general performance criteria related to speed, 

capacity, freight movement, passenger comfort, operating conditions, and 

others. The technology that addresses the Advanced Guideway System 

performance criteria could be a yet undiscovered or untested technology, as 

you mentioned, or it could be a variation of an existing rail technology, as 

you suggested. 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System and its 

technology. While there are many details that have not been determined in 

the Tier 1 PEIS, the feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be 

designed to address the funding, operations, weather, ridership, and other 

related issues. A recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky 

Mountain Rail Authority indicated that some traditional high speed steel rail 

technologies could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System  

performance criteria. The train system that provides service to Zermatt 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Paul Dal Pozzo (continued)
Document Number: IND-152 City, Zip Code: Summit County, 80443

Response to IND-152 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

includes a cog system to accommodate the steep grades and could not 

provide competitive travel times in the I-70 Corridor. This is clarified in 

Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS. 

While there are past projects where new technology has resulted in cost 

overruns, upcoming studies will determine the risks and ability to implement 

the recommended technology.

As part of the multimodal solution, highway improvements are also needed 

to address the project‘s purpose and need. These include interchange 

replacements, curve safety modifications, auxiliary lanes, and additional 

capacity. 

B. Regarding the use of rail or an Advanced Guideway System for delivering 

goods to the Corridor, these transit systems are primarily intended as 

passenger systems, transportation travelers and their luggage and other 

gear. The potential for the Advanced Guideway System to accommodate 

some light freight will be determined during feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Joseph Ferrara
Document Number: IND-153 City, Zip Code: Minturn, 81645

Response to IND-153

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal alternative. A multimodal solution 

including transit and highway improvements provides the best opportunity to 

meet the purpose and need of the project while minimizing environmental 

impacts. All Preferred Alternative components, including transit, must go 

through the established planning process to identify and prioritize projects. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation and the stakeholders will 

assess the Corridor‘s needs and priorities for recommendations by the 

Collaborative Effort, including assessments of larger projects for feasible 

options to phase and implement through planning and Tier 2 processes.

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, the lead 

agencies agree that additional revenue, leadership, and support from the 

citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation‘s budget is insufficient to 

implement the entire Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is 

important to Colorado‘s economy, and multimodal improvements are one of 

the highest transportation priorities in the state. Options for innovative 

funding sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, 

and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to 

limited geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional 

amendments, or both). These will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes.

The PEIS evaluated the induced growth in both population and jobs that is 

expected to result from the Action Alternatives, including the Preferred 

Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is expected to increase total 

population, number of jobs, personal income, and the gross regional product 

(amount of new goods and services annually). In contrast, the No Action 

Alternative is expected to suppress the economies of communities in the I-

70 Corridor by reducing population, jobs, personal income, and the gross 

regional product. The forecasted economic reduction is a result of traffic 

congestion and inaccessibility.  For more information on social and 

economic values, see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the 

PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website).
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Source: Website Comment Name: Marguerite Shugda
Document Number: IND-154 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-154

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution with non-infrastructure, 

highway, and transit components. The Advanced Guideway System may not 

serve every traveler‘s needs. For this reason and others there will be 

continued demand for private automobiles, and the highway improvements 

included in the Preferred Alternative serve those travelers.

Trips for recreational purposes do have different characteristics than 

commuting trips. Transit service will require longer boarding times and at-

grade platforms to allow passengers sufficient time and ease to board with 

recreational equipment and luggage. The Advanced Guideway System 

includes transit stops throughout the Corridor, providing access to recreation 

resources, and expanded shuttle and local transit systems to serve travelers 

in the local communities and to/from the Advanced Guideway System 

stations. Section 4.2.1 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives 

Development and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), 

describes travel patterns of recreationalists, including largely predictable 

travel demand during specific peak periods. 

The Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will consider the types of trips served and how to connect 

travelers and their gear to their final destinations, and will be important to 

determining how the system will function and serve Corridor travelers. 

Advanced Guideway System service is intended to connect to shuttle 

services at destinations to provide end-to-end transportation for passengers. 

The fare that CDOT assumed for a one-way transit trip between the Denver 

metropolitan area and Eagle County is $14. Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the  project website) 

provides further details on transit fares. Fare structures would be further 

developed in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Marguerite Shugda (continued)
Document Number: IND-154 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-154 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Depending on a number of factors, including the number of carpoolers, the 

trip origin and destination, the price of gas, automobile gas mileage, and 

fare, carpooling could be less expensive than the Advanced Guideway 

System for some travelers. 

B. Transportation needs and impacts on roads directly connecting to and 

adjacent to I-70 highway interchanges will be evaluated, disclosed, and 

addressed as part of the Tier 2 processes. This means mitigation measures 

to address these impacts will be developed as part of the needed 

improvements. The Tier 2 processes will determine the appropriate number 

of lanes and other improvements on those nearby facilities that may be 

affected by improvements to the I-70 highway.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Amber Winston
Document Number: IND-155 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-155

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that avoiding, 

minimizing, and mitigating for environmental impacts must be balanced with 

providing needed traffic and safety improvements along the Corridor. As 

noted in Section 1.6, “What is the purpose and need for transportation 
improvement sin the Corridor?” of the PEIS, many safety conditions 

along the Corridor directly affect the project need — specifically the mobility, 

accessibility, and congestion elements of the project need. The Preferred 

Alternative includes highway improvements, such as interchange 

modifications and additional travel and auxiliary lanes, which improve safety 

by improving traffic operations on the I-70 highway. This also has the effect 

of improving traffic flow, reducing congestion, and as a result, improving 

localized air quality. Non-infrastructure components such as increased 

enforcement and driver education through the use of variable message signs 

also address safety. 

Preserving environmental quality and promoting environmental sustainability 

are two of the core values of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive 

Solutions process that will be followed during the development of Tier 2 

processes. Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS discloses the impacts caused by each of the 

alternatives considered, including impacts on natural and community 

resources. Section 2.8.2 of the PEIS summarizes the impact comparison 

among the alternatives. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Michelle Miller
Document Number: IND-156 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge

Response to IND-156

A. The I-70 Corridor serves a variety of trip purposes (commuting, local, freight, 

and recreation) and the Preferred Alternative provides a multimodal solution 

that considers all users‘ needs. The transit component offers Corridor users 

an alternative mode of travel to the automobile and may not be suitable for 

every need. A multimodal solution (including non-infrastructure components 

along with transit and highway improvements) is needed to meet the 

project‘s purpose and need of addressing capacity and mobility for the year 

2050 forecasted travel demands in this Corridor. 

Trips for recreational purposes do have different characteristics than 

commuting trips. To accommodate recreational trips, transit service will 

require longer boarding times and at-grade platforms to allow passengers 

sufficient time and ease to board with recreational equipment and luggage. 

The Advanced Guideway System includes transit stops throughout the 

Corridor, providing access to recreation resources, and expanded shuttle 

and local transit systems to serve travelers in the local communities and 

to/from the Advanced Guideway System stations. Section 4.2.1 of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website), explains that recreationalists provide 

predictable travel patterns, including travel demand during specific peak 

periods and relatively concentrated travel destinations.

The Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will consider the types of trips served and how to connect 

travelers and their gear to their final destinations, and will be important to 

determining how the system will function and serve Corridor travelers. 

Advanced Guideway System service is intended to connect to shuttle 

services at destinations to provide end-to-end transportation for passengers.

While it is anticipated that transit riders would pay a fare to use the service, 

the details of user fees associated with the Advanced Guideway System 

would be determined in subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Michelle Miller (continued)
Document Number: IND-156 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge

Response to IND-156 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Traffic problems in the Corridor are more than one-direction one day a week. 

Along the length of the 144-mile Corridor, congestion occurs on some 

segments on weekdays and weekends, at different time periods and 

directions. These trends will continue in the future. Future conditions of 

congestion by segment are described further in Section 11 of the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report and Appendix D
of this same technical report.

Regarding the study of rail between Colorado Springs and Denver, the 

purpose of this PEIS is to address needs in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The 

CDOT Division of Transit and Rail‘s Colorado State Passenger and Freight 

Rail Plan will evaluate existing and planned rail projects statewide. That 

Division will also examine the I-70 Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway 

System connection with other transit and rail services in the state.

B. The PEIS has identified that for a transit system to successfully serve the 

Corridor, it must offer competitive travel times to the highway. Without 

highway improvements, buses operating in mixed traffic would offer similar 

travel times to automobiles and would be subject to the same congestion.

Providing a peak-direction only HOV/HOT lane or a reversible HOV/HOT 

lane is evaluated in the Reversible HOV/HOT Lanes Alternative in the PEIS. 

This alternative does not meet the 2050 purpose and need; its network 

capacity does not accommodate 2050 travel demand. The Preferred 

Alternative provides the best opportunity to meet the project‘s purpose and 

need while minimizing environmental impacts. 

Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development 

and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) for an 

expanded description and discussion of all alternatives considered. As a 

(Continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Michelle Miller (continued)
Document Number: IND-156 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge

Response to IND-156 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

public interstate facility, prohibiting single occupancy vehicles is not feasible, 

even during peak periods.

We recognize your concern over the cost of developing studies for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. However, studies and Tier 2 processes are required to 

select an appropriate and viable technology as well as to determine costs 

and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and other 

considerations to support this substantial monetary investment.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Matt Morgan
Document Number: IND-157 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-157

A. Comment noted.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158

A. It is acknowledged that the construction of the I-70 highway along US 6, 

including the Silver Plume area, required the taking of land from land 

owners.

B. Traffic noise impacts to residents living near the I-70 highway are 

recognized as an important issue by the lead agencies. Section 3.10, Noise 
of the PEIS provides information on noise levels in the Silver Plume area, as 

well as approaches for mitigation planning. In addition, the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Noise Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) describes 

the influence of topography on noise levels in the Silver Plume area. The 

Colorado Department of Transportation has provided scored pavement 

along the shoulder of the I-70 highway in many locations for safety purposes 

to alert drivers of the road edge. The lead agencies will analyze noise during 

Tier 2 processes. Where noise impacts occur, CDOT will consider a full 

range of mitigation options in Tier 2 processes to reduce highway noise for 

impacted receivers. 

C. Please see the response to your comment IND-158-E below.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema (continued)
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158 (continued)

D. The Colorado Department of Transportation looked at expanding the existing 

rail corridor from Denver through the Moffat Tunnel to Winter Park and 

Glenwood Springs (with options for service to terminate in Winter Park or 

Glenwood Springs). This alternative, which is described in more detail in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), does not meet the 

project's needs because the alignment requires use of locomotive-hauled 

passenger rail cars, which have low capacity (serving a maximum of 1,400 

passengers per hour) and slow travel speeds (23 to 27 miles per hour). Low 

capacity does not remove enough trips from the I-70 highway to affect 

congestion, and slow travel speeds do not make an attractive alternative to 

automobile travel. Additionally, this alignment serves only a limited number 

of Corridor destinations and does not meet the accessibility and mobility 

needs for the Corridor. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation also considered options for 

increasing the frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train 

(discontinued in 2009). However, due to the volume of freight traffic through 

the Moffat Tunnel and limited air ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line 

cannot accommodate more than two round-trip passenger trains per day. 

Because this service has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is 

not able to remove enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time 

in the Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was 

eliminated as a standalone alternative. A revived ski train service could be 

considered by others but does not address the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema (continued)
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158 (continued)

E. The PEIS considered 17 potential alternate routes to serve travel demand in 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which are illustrated and described in Section 

4.7 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). These 

alternate routes were developed and evaluated to determine if the travel 

times and speeds could be competitive enough to attract enough Corridor 

travelers to the degree that no mobility improvements are needed in the I-70 

Corridor. These Alternate Routes were eliminated from consideration for one 

or more of the following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably 

longer than times experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not 

provide sufficient accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities 

because of their location miles away from these communities, (3) do not 

have the potential to divert much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or 

(4) have substantial environmental impacts and poorer performance 

compared with improving the I-70 highway.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema (continued)
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158 (continued)

F. The ski train was discontinued in 2009, and this alternative fails to meet the 

project‘s purpose and need as a standalone alternative. Because this 

service has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to 

remove enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time in the 

Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was eliminated 

as a standalone alternative. Please see the response to your comment 

IND-158-D above for more detailed information. Additionally, liability 

insurance for the ski train is a matter between the rail operator and its 

insurer. It is not within CDOT‘s purview or ability to influence railroad 

operators regarding their insurance requirements.

The Preferred Alternative includes many non-infrastructure components that 

could be implemented to help manage transportation to ski resorts for 

recreational travelers. Transportation management strategies associated 

with the non-infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative may 

include strategies such as packages and discounts for van and shuttle bus 

riders; bundling transportation and recreation in travel packages; partnering 

with airlines, lodging, restaurant groups, and travel agencies to serve out of 

town travelers; and investing in shuttle services. These and other 

transportation management considerations are detailed in Appendix A of the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report, included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema (continued)
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158 (continued)

G. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that recognizes the 

importance of transit in providing needed capacity and movement of people 

through the Corridor. 

The highway capacity improvements are limited to six-lane capacity in some 

areas only after certain triggers are met. If the six-lane capacity 

improvements in the Maximum Program are fully implemented, options to 

reduce impacts in constricted areas, such as structured lanes through Idaho 

Springs, will be considered in Tier 2 processes. Please see Section 2.7, 
“What was the decision making process for identifying the Preferred 
Alternative?” of the PEIS for more detailed information on the Preferred 

Alternative. 

Regarding your mention of US 40 and US 285, please refer to the response 

to your comment IND-158-E for information on the alternate routes 

considered.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Sharon Rosema (continued)
Document Number: IND-158 City, Zip Code: Golden, 80402

Response to IND-158 (continued)

H. Constructing the original I-70 highway was politically and technically 

challenging, and constructing a parallel route would face similar or greater 

obstacles. The mountainous terrain encountered west of Fort Collins, 

Denver, Colorado Springs, and Pueblo severely limits the range of a parallel 

route. 

As noted above in response to your comment IND-158-E, the PEIS 

considered 17 potential alternate routes to serve travel demand in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. Eight of these routes specifically looked at diverting 

traffic originating from or destined for areas north and south of the Denver 

metropolitan area from the I-70 highway. These Alternate Routes were 

eliminated from consideration for one or more of the reasons listed in 

response to your comment IND-158-E. 

During the PEIS process, CDOT has conducted an extensive outreach 

program to solicit ideas and input for the I-70 Corridor. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation considers and/or responds to all of the ideas 

expressed by the public to ensure that the best recommendation for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor has been identified in the PEIS. For more information on 

public involvement and outreach, please see the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Public and Agency Involvement Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website).
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Source: Comment Sheet Name: Bruce I. Brown
Document Number: IND-159 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439

Response to IND-159

A. Although the cost of implementing the Preferred Alternative is high, the lead 

agencies consider the Preferred Alternative to be an investment in 

Colorado‘s economic future. 

The Preferred Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, Summary and 
Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS, includes many of the non-

infrastructure components you suggest, such as expanded shuttle services, 

expanded park-and-ride locations, and strategies to encourage increased 

carpooling. These actions can be implemented immediately after a Record 

of Decision is issued and funding is identified to address issues in the 

Corridor in advance of major infrastructure improvements. See the response 

to comment LO-02-B for an expanded discussion of bus and carpooling 

options considered and included in the Preferred Alternative as interim or 

complementary measures that could be implemented.

The Preferred Alternative allows CDOT to focus on these and other lower 

cost, short-term improvements while maintaining the vision of meeting the 

2050 forecast travel demands for the Corridor. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation is committed to implementing recommended improvements 

as funding allows, and the Preferred Alternative includes a process for 

evaluating Corridor conditions and effectiveness of improvements every two 

years. This adaptive management approach allows CDOT to maximize the 

effectiveness of improvements and leverage available funding to meet both 

short- and long-term needs. 

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS acknowledges that a 

variety of funding sources will be required to pay for the I-70 highway 

improvements. Please see the response to comment LO-01-C for more 

information on funding of the Preferred Alternative.
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Source: Comment sheet Name: Mark C. Sabatini
Document Number: IND-160 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-160

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to applying I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions to planning efforts in Tier 2 

processes. The Colorado Department of Transportation also recognizes the 

importance and value of wildlife (including aquatic species) and recreational 

uses within the I-70 Corridor, including educational opportunities such as 

interpretive signs and wildlife viewing areas. Potential areas that could be 

used as wildlife interpretation opportunities will be identified during Tier 2 

processes, where feasible and safe.

Although sources of aggregate for the roadway improvements will be 

identified during Tier 2 processes, local sources of aggregate will likely be 

preferred. Aggregate extraction in rivers and streams is restricted by the 

water usage rights of downstream users and Clean Water Act jurisdiction. 

As noted in Section 3.19, Mitigation Summary of the PEIS, the lead 

agencies will follow these agreements related to wildlife and streams:

• Fulfill responsibilities set forth in the ALIVE Memorandum of 

Understanding (A Landscape level Inventory of Valued Ecosystem 

components) to be developed in conjunction with the ALIVE 

committee comprised of city, county, local, and federal 

representatives. The ALIVE program provides opportunities to 

address issues related to improving wildlife movement and reducing 

habitat fragmentation in the Corridor. 

• Engage stakeholders to continue the work of the Stream and 

Wetland Ecological Enhancement Program (SWEEP) committee to 

integrate water resource needs (such as water quality, fisheries, 

wetlands, and riparian areas) with design elements for construction 

activities and long-term maintenance and operations of the 

transportation system.

For more detailed information, see Section 3.2, Biological Resources of 

the PEIS.

The Ten Mile Creek in the canyon between MP-201 – MP 198 indeed to summit of 

Vail Pass provided a real opportunity for interpretive solutions for wildlife. The 

beaver population can co-exist with the rec. path/bike path. 

I suggest the interpretive areas be designed, located and built-constructed as 

improvements to highway occur. 

The beaver and trout populations are valuable to maintain optimal user 

experiences along motorized & non motorized rights of way. Wildlife abounds in 

this canyon if one will just slow down and look. I suggest enhancement of the 

habitat with reconfirmation of the stream as follows:

1. Extract the aggregate resource & use for roadway improvements when 

feasible. A number of the existing ponds came about when the 

original/existing alignment was built.

2. Use existing land forms as a base for interpretive area parking.

3. Aggregate extraction will expedite void space needs for trout habitat.
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Source: Comment sheet Name: Jennifer Gonzales
Document Number: IND-161 City, Zip Code: City, Zip

Response to IND-161

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal alternative. Transit, highway 

improvements, and non-infrastructure improvements are integral to meeting 

the purpose and need of the project, which includes mobility and 

accessibility for all users, while minimizing environmental impacts.  

Additional study is required for the Advanced Guideway System component 

of the Preferred Alternative specifically. As discussed in Section 2.7.1 of the 

PEIS, the Advanced Guideway System represents a mode encompassing a 

range of technologies that would be capable of being fully elevated for the 

length of the Corridor. Subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes are required to select an appropriate and viable technology as 

well as to determine costs and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental 

impacts, and other considerations to support this substantial monetary 

investment.

The PEIS evaluated the induced growth in both population and jobs that is 

expected to result from the Action Alternatives, including the Preferred 

Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is expected to increase total 

population, number of jobs, personal income, and the gross regional product 

(amount of new goods and services annually). In contrast, the No Action 

Alternative is expected to suppress the economies of communities in the I-

70 Corridor by reducing population, jobs, personal income, and the gross 

regional product. The forecasted economic reduction is a result of traffic 

congestion and inaccessibility. For more information on social and economic 

values, see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the PEIS and the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website).
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Source: Comment sheet Name: Laurie Meador
Document Number: IND-162 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-162

A. While the specific technology has not been identified at this first tier of 

analysis, the Preferred Alternative does include an Advanced Guideway 

System. It is intended to be a fixed guideway transit (rail) option between the 

Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station in Golden. The technology that would address the Advanced 

Guideway System performance criteria could be a yet undiscovered and 

unproven technology or it could be a variation of an existing rail technology 

such as maglev, monorail, or traditional steel on rail. Please see the 

response to comment ORG-04-E for further information on the Advanced 

Guideway System.

Operating buses in mixed traffic does not meet the project‘s purpose and 

need because it would not address travel times or congestion. However, part 

of the non-infrastructure components of the Preferred Alternative includes 

bus, van, or shuttle service in mixed traffic.  See Section 2.7, “What was 
the decision making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?”
for more information on the Preferred Alternative.

B. The Preferred Alternative would provide transit infrastructure to Clear Creek, 

Summit, and Eagle Counties. However, a transit operator has yet to be 

identified for this service. The Regional Transportation District currently 

provides transit services to the Denver metropolitan area, and Summit and 

Eagle Counties have their own local transit services. The CDOT Division of 

Transit and Rail has the authority to plan, develop, finance, operate, and 

integrate transit and rail services statewide, and the Division will work in 

coordination with other transit and rail providers to plan, promote, and 

implement investments in transit and rail services throughout the state.
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Source: Comment sheet Name: Laurie Meador
Document Number: IND-162 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-162 (continued)

C. Providing bus service alone to ski areas would not meet the purpose and 

need to reduce congestion or improve mobility for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. Buses operating in mixed traffic are subject to highway congestion 

and cannot provide reliable service. While bus service was not advanced as 

the primary transit mode in the Preferred Alternative, promoting the use of 

shuttle and bus services in mixed traffic in the Corridor is part of the non-

infrastructure components that can provide a short-term solution for the 

Corridor ahead of implementing the Advanced Guideway System and 

highway improvements. Limited capacity and congestion are problems in the 

Corridor during both the winter and summer seasons, so ski area buses 

alone do not meet the purpose and need of the project.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Laurie Meador (continued)
Document Number: IND-162 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-162 (continued)

D. As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, tolling is 

one of the funding options that CDOT can consider in future Tier 2 

processes.  With appropriate approvals, CDOT could consider tolls for new 

or, if supported by communities, existing lanes as a way to fund 

improvements. Tolled lanes also could include exceptions for high 

occupancy travel. However, the occupancy rate in the Corridor is higher than 

average already, at 2.8 persons per vehicle.

The No Action Alternative (leaving the I-70 highway as it is) coupled with 

tolling does not serve the Corridor‘s short- or long-term travel needs.  

Without improvements, congestion and travel times will increase 

substantially, and congested conditions will cause many people to choose 

not to travel in the Corridor.

E. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes an Advanced 

Guideway System, highway improvements, and non-infrastructure 

improvements that incorporates some of your suggestions above.

Analysis in the PEIS shows that increasing highway capacity without 

providing transit will not serve the 2050 purpose and need because the 

Highway-only alternatives do not provide adequate capacity beyond 2030 or 

2035 and do not serve unmet demand. However, adding highway capacity is 

a necessary component toward meeting the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor. Please refer to Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison 
of Alternatives of the PEIS for a discussion of the alternatives considered 

for this Corridor.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Todd Nelson
Document Number: IND-163 City, Zip Code: Louisville, 80027

Response to IND-163

A. The Advanced Guideway System has many benefits and is the preferred 

transit mode for the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  Additional study is required and 

will be undertaken through feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes to 

clarify the details of the system operation, including an expanded discussion 

of its potential impacts and benefits. The benefits that you describe will be 

further analyzed as the technology, ridership, cost, and other details are 

refined. Fare structures and subsidies, as well as other operating plans 

specific to transit components, would be developed in subsequent feasibility 

studies and related Tier 2 processes.

As part of the multimodal solution, highway improvements are also needed 

to address the project‘s purpose and need. 

The Preferred Alternative is likely to stimulate economic and population 

growth along the Corridor, especially around transit stations. Under the 

Preferred Alternative, Summit and Eagle counties encounter growth 

pressures beyond what is planned both in areas surrounding transit centers 

and in rural areas. The Preferred Alternative improves the regional 

economy, increasing gross regional product annually by at least $10 billion 

more than the No Action Alternative. The Preferred Alternative continues to 

stimulate economic growth throughout the Corridor as described in Section 
3.8, Social and Economic Values. Gross regional product is projected to 

be $45.38-$46.05 billion under the Action Alternatives (except the Minimal 

Action Alternative), compared to $35.85 billion under the No Action 

Alternative. See Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values for more 

information on economic conditions in the Corridor and the types of impacts 

associated with growth under the Action Alternatives.

Providing rail to the Denver International Airport and connecting that service 

throughout the Denver metropolitan area is currently being implemented by 

the Regional Transportation District. The PEIS assumes all transit 

alternatives studied would connect with the Regional Transportation District 

West Corridor line in Golden.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Todd Nelson (continued)
Document Number: IND-163 City, Zip Code: Louisville, 80027

Response to IND-163 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

To study the integration of high-speed rail projects, including the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Advanced Guideway System, with the FasTracks system 

in the Denver area, CDOT will be conducting a Colorado Interregional 

Connectivity Study. This will identify how the Advanced Guideway System 

should connect with RTD‘s FasTracks system.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Atul Subberwal
Document Number: IND-164 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-164

A. Expanding the capacity of the I-70 Mountain Corridor is necessary to meet 

future travel needs. Without improvements, travel times through the Corridor 

would more than double by 2035, the I-70 highway would be congested for 

many hours of the day, and mobility throughout the Corridor, including in and 

around Corridor communities, would be hampered greatly. 

All of the Action Alternatives, except the Minimal Action Alternative, induce 

growth in Eagle County. Only the Combination alternatives, including the 

Preferred Alternative, induce growth in Summit County. As discussed in 

Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way of the PEIS, without proper land 

use planning controls, induced growth leads to undesirable land use patterns 

that strain environmental and community resources. Planning efforts are 

emerging in some Corridor counties and municipalities to handle growth in a 

coordinated manner, balancing the impacts of growth with sustaining 

environmental quality. To responsibly manage growth pressures, local 

governments will need to adopt land use policies that guide and adapt to the 

induced development. The Colorado Department of Transportation will 

consider an approach to promote and assist communities, as possible, in the 

adoption of more comprehensive, regional growth management plans that 

can be applied to Tier 2 processes. The adaptive management component 

of the Preferred Alternative allows it to be implemented in coordination with 

Corridor communities over time, based on future needs and associated 

triggers for further action, and is more compatible with Corridor planning 

policies. While the lead agencies will consider ways to assist Corridor 

communities manage growth, efforts to control growth are greatly dependent 

on local planning and community political direction.

Regarding pressure on ski areas, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis of the PEIS describes ski area expansions planned for 

Breckenridge, Keystone, Vail, and Winter Park.  The ski areas are located

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Atul Subberwal (continued)
Document Number: IND-164 City, Zip Code: Summit County

Response to IND-164 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

on National Forest System lands, and the United States Forest Service has 

already granted expansions of these ski resorts. The ski area expansions 

will occur whether the Preferred Alternative is implemented or not.

Regarding developing US 40 as an alternate route for commercial traffic, this 

was an option considered by the lead agencies. US 40 does not provide a 

continuous alternative and does not serve as an effective secondary route to 

many I-70 Corridor destinations; it therefore would not meet purpose and 

need of the project.  

Note, limited capacity and congestion are problems in the Corridor during 

both the winter and summer seasons. The Preferred Alternative provides a 

multimodal solution that provides improvements for all seasons.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Henry Wiethake
Document Number: IND-165 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-165

A. The PEIS considered 17 potential alternate routes to serve travel demand in 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which are illustrated and described in Section 

4.7 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and 

Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 

2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website). None of the 

routes meet the purpose and need to reduce congestion and improve 

mobility along the I-70 Mountain Corridor.

Weston Pass was not specifically evaluated as a potential alternate route, 

but eight of the routes that were evaluated specifically looked at diverting 

traffic originating from or destined for areas north and south of the Denver 

metropolitan area from the I-70 highway. Travel demand modeling 

conducted in year 2000 to support the analysis of these alternate routes 

found that travelers originating from the South Front Range (including 

Pueblo and Colorado Springs) average only 3.6 percent of total traffic on the 

I-70 highway. The majority of travel originates from the Denver metropolitan 

area counties, the Corridor counties, or out-of-state. 

These Alternate Routes were eliminated from consideration for one or more 

of the following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably longer than 

times experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not provide 

sufficient accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities because of 

their location miles away from these communities, (3) do not have the 

potential to divert much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or (4) have 

substantial environmental impacts and poorer performance compared with 

improving the I-70 highway.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Henry Wiethake (continued)
Document Number: IND-165 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-165 (continued)

B. As part of the PEIS, CDOT considered a movable median alternative 

element that would provide a reversible fifth lane in the Corridor. This 

alternative element was found not to provide enough capacity to meet the 

purpose and need. Please refer to the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website) for an expanded description and discussion of this 

alternative element.

The Colorado Department of Transportation is currently conducting a 

feasibility study for adding reversible or ―zipper‖ lanes for a specific area of 

the Corridor between Georgetown and Floyd Hill in response to legislation 

passed by the Colorado General Assembly in 2010. That study is evaluating 

using existing lanes, where three lanes would be provided in the peak 

direction and one in the non-peak direction (that is, using existing lanes 

rather than adding a fifth lane). The purpose of the I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study (which can be found online at 

www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane) is to identify short-term 

operational actions to decrease congestion on the I-70 highway during peak 

periods for this specific segment of the Corridor. The I-70 West Reversible 

Lane Study does not meet the 2050 purpose and need of the PEIS.
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Source: Website Comment Name: David Hula
Document Number: IND-166 City, Zip Code: Larimer County

Response to IND-166

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution with highway, transit 

(Advanced Guideway System), and non-infrastructure components. The 

Advanced Guideway System may not serve every traveler‘s needs. For this 

reason and others there will be continued demand for private automobiles 

and the highway improvements to serve those travelers. 

It is recognized that some convenient local distribution systems, such as 

shuttle systems, are likely to be needed to meet the travel needs of the 

Advanced Guideway System users so that travelers can get to their final 

destination with relative ease. As the Advanced Guideway System is 

developed in more detail in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, 

considerations for the types of trips served and how to connect travelers to 

their final destinations will be important to determining how the system will 

function and serve Corridor travelers.

To provide redundancy where possible, the Preferred Alternative includes 

six-lane capacity improvements in some areas under the Minimum Program 

of Improvements, and six-lane capacity in additional areas under the 

Maximum Program of Improvements if certain triggers are met, as discussed 

in Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS. 

As noted in response to comment IND-158-E, the PEIS considered 17 

potential alternate routes to serve travel demand in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. These Alternate Routes were eliminated from consideration for one 

or more of the following reasons: they (1) result in travel times noticeably 

longer than times experienced by travelers on the I-70 highway, (2) do not 

provide sufficient accessibility to I-70 Mountain Corridor communities 

because of their location miles away from these communities, (3) do not 

have the potential to divert much traffic from the I-70 highway, and/or (4) 

have substantial environmental impacts and poorer performance compared 

with improving the I-70 highway. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: David Hula (continued)
Document Number: IND-166 City, Zip Code: Larimer County

Response to IND-166 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, options 

for innovative funding sources include public private partnerships, tolling, 

bonding/loans, and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources 

that apply to limited geographic areas and require voter approval, 

constitutional amendments, or both). With appropriate approvals, CDOT 

could consider tolls for new or, if supported by communities, existing lanes 

as a way to fund improvements. Colorado law allows for the tolling of new 

capacity as well as the tolling of existing capacity if supported by local 

communities.

The travel demand modeling conducted for this Corridor suggests that trips 

in the Corridor are not very sensitive to gasoline prices.  Please refer to the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website) for additional detail.
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A. CDOT and project stakeholders recognize the value of a viable transit mode 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. After extensive evaluation of transit 

alternatives, CDOT determined an Advanced Guideway System in 

conjunction with highway and non-infrastructure improvements provides the 

best opportunity for meeting the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing 

impacts. Additional study is required for the Advanced Guideway System 

component of the Preferred Alternative before implementation of the transit 

system can occur. 

Regarding Bus in Guideway and heavy rail (Rail with Intermountain 

Connection) alternatives, Section 2.6.4 and Section 2.6.5 of the PEIS 

describe the components of these alternatives. These alternatives on their 

own do not meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor. In conjunction 

with highway improvements, as part of the Combination alternatives, they do 

meet the 2050 purpose and need. The technologies for both Bus in 

Guideway and Rail with Intermountain Connection are proven technologies 

in use today.

As discussed in Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS, the Advanced Guideway System 

represents a mode of transit encompassing a range of technologies. The 

actual technology for the Advanced Guideway System is not defined 

because there is a wide range of technologies that have the potential to 

meet the Advanced Guideway System performance criteria in the PEIS. 

Subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are required to 

select an appropriate and viable technology and to determine costs and 

benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and other considerations 

to support this substantial monetary investment. 

Although the cost of implementing the Preferred Alternative is high, the lead 

agencies consider the Preferred Alternative to be an investment in 

Colorado‘s economic future. The Preferred Alternative represents a long-

term plan with a package of short-term solutions to help address some of the 

more immediate concerns. Construction of the Preferred Alternative would 

not occur all at once or in any one location for the duration of the

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Response to IND-167 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

construction period. Rather, construction would be phased over a long 

period of time and would occur in different locations throughout the 

construction period. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, the lead 

agencies recognize that additional revenue, leadership, and support from the 

citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation‘s budget is insufficient to 

implement the entire Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is 

important to Colorado‘s economy, and multimodal improvements are one of 

the highest transportation priorities in the state. Options for innovative 

funding sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, 

and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to 

limited geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional 

amendments, or both). These will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred 

Alternative includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and 

effectiveness of improvements every two years. As you suggest, any 

alternative that provides long-term solutions is costly and would require 

many years to construct. The adaptive management approach of the 

Preferred Alternative allows CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of 

improvements and leverage available funding to meet both short- and long-

term needs. Further, the lead agencies are committed to transportation 

improvements that enhance the Corridor and minimize impacts by applying 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions guidance on all 

future Corridor projects.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer (continued)
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Response to IND-167 (continued)

B. The travel demand forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates that the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership 

and that the Preferred Alternative would reduce congestion and provide 

adequate capacity in the Corridor until the year 2050. The travel demand 

model is documented in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). Additional 

and more detailed ridership forecasting will be conducted in Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes.

It is recognized that some convenient local distribution systems, such as 

shuttle systems, are likely to be needed to meet the travel needs of the 

Advanced Guideway System users so that travelers can get to their final 

destination with relative ease. As the Advanced Guideway System is 

developed in more detail in feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, 

considerations for the types of trips served and how to connect travelers to 

their final destinations will be important to determining how the system will 

function and serve Corridor travelers.

The specific operating plans, fleet size, maintenance and storage facility 

requirements, the placement of passing tracks, and many other issues will 

be investigated in Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes.  

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer (continued)
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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C. The comfort, size, and heating on the future Advanced Guideway System 

has not yet been defined. It may be that the system is more spacious and 

less cumbersome than many private vehicles. The Advanced Guideway 

System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will include a 

comprehensive in-depth study of potential ridership that will take into 

account the effect of recreational travelers‘ unique gear and destination 

requirements. Transit will not serve every user; the Preferred Alternative is a 

multimodal solution that includes highway improvements.

A ridership survey was conducted for the PEIS to address the issue of mode 

choice between auto and transit trips in the Corridor, as a part of the I-70 

travel demand model process. Details of the I-70 Ridership Survey are 

presented in Appendix B of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website).

The fare that CDOT assumed for a one-way trip between the Denver 

metropolitan area and Eagle County is $14. Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website) 

provides details on transit fares. The Colorado Department of Transportation 

will study detailed fare structure design during feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes. 

The scope of the Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies has not 

been defined at this time; your comment about the need for an updated and 

extensive survey that gauges travelers‘ reaction to potential fare costs is 

noted.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer (continued)
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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D. The lead agencies recognize that climate change may play a larger role in 

the future by affecting the Corridor‘s resources more than is currently 

experienced today. One of the impacts from climate change could include 

reduced snow pack, and this would affect the ski industry and visitation. 

Decreased availability of fossil fuels may also affect travel by 2050. In 

anticipation of and to combat these changes, elected officials are promoting 

policies that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and promote energy 

efficiency. Mass transit systems, including the Advanced Guideway System 

component of the Preferred Alternative, can assist with these policies. 

It should be noted that congestion on the I-70 highway occurs during both 

winter and summer months. Even if winter visitation decreases, summer 

traffic volumes would likely remain unaffected. This is the case for both 

weekends and weekdays. Traffic on a typical summer weekend day in years 

2000 and 2035 at the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels is about 45 

percent higher than in the winter. At this same location, typical summer 

weekday traffic is about 15 percent greater than in the winter. The need 

remains for congestion relief and expanded capacity, regardless of the 

season. 

The Preferred Alternative offers a multimodal solution, combining non-

infrastructure components along with highway and transit improvements, to 

provide expanded person trip capacity. The transit component of the 

Preferred Alternative provides needed capacity that highway improvements 

alone cannot provide, and the adaptive management component of the 

Preferred Alternative allows the lead agencies to respond to changing 

conditions, like snow pack and gas prices, in the state and Corridor in order 

to implement improvements that reflect the need. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer (continued)
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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E. Regarding recreation use and associated travel demand in the Corridor, the 

lead agencies did consider future social, economic, and recreation 

conditions in assessing impacts from the Preferred Alternative. The 

Preferred Alternative is expected to increase personal income and the gross 

regional product by $10 billion more per year than the No Action Alternative 

(see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values, of the PEIS) as a result of 

improved accessibility and mobility. The Preferred Alternative is also 

anticipated to induce visitation to recreation resources in the Corridor 

because of improved accessibility and mobility. The travel demand 

forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates that the Advanced Guideway 

System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership and that the 

Preferred Alternative would reduce congestion and provide adequate 

capacity in the Corridor until the year 2050. Additional demand modeling will 

occur during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes to better identify 

need and anticipated ridership. 

The elements included in the Preferred Alternative, and the process for 

Collaborative Effort review of progress, provide CDOT the ability to balance 

short-term and long-term needs in the Corridor. Non-infrastructure 

components of the Preferred Alternative can be implemented immediately 

after the Record of Decision is issued and funding is identified, to address 

issues in the Corridor in advance of major infrastructure improvements. 

These components are listed in Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS and include bus, 

van, or shuttle services in mixed traffic and Transportation Demand 

Management measures. The lead agencies have also identified early action 

projects that can be studied immediately. These projects are listed in the 

Introduction (“What activities can occur before the Record of 
Decision” section) of the PEIS.

Improvements meeting long-term needs will require more time to obtain 

funding, study, and implement. The Colorado Department of Transportation 

recognizes funding sources are limited. Although the cost of implementing 

the Preferred Alternative is high, the lead agencies consider the Preferred 

Alternative to be an investment in Colorado‘s economic future, and are 

committed to implementing the alternative as funding allows.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Jim Boyer (continued)
Document Number: IND-167 City, Zip Code: Evergreen, 80439
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Source: Website Comment Name: Alicia Miers
Document Number: IND-168 City, Zip Code: Boulder County

Response to IND-168

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Barbara Coffey
Document Number: IND-169 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-169

A. The cost of transit trips and potential ridership in the Corridor are recognized 

as key aspects to the viability of introducing an Advanced Guideway System 

into the Corridor. At this Tier 1 level of study, a cost of $0.10 per mile was 

established as a rate that could result in an optimum balance of revenue and 

ridership, as discussed in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will 

address transit cost and ridership in more detail. Developing a transit system 

from the Golden area near the C-470/I-70 interchange to Evergreen would 

not provide service for recreation trips or decrease congestion in the 

Corridor and, therefore, would not meet the purpose and need of the project.  

During the alternatives development and screening process, 17 alternate 

routes were identified, with eastern termini ranging from Fort Collins to 

Pueblo and western termini at various points along the I-70 highway west of 

the Continental Divide as far west as Glenwood Springs. US 34 was studied 

as a possible alternate route for the I-70 highway. However, US 34 was 

screened out due to the low percentage (1.9%) of Corridor travelers 

originating from the area in 1999 and 2000. 

The lead agencies recognize that truck traffic affects traffic operations on the 

I-70 highway , which worsens during peak periods and on heavy snow days. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation explored limiting truck travel in 

the Corridor during peak periods. The restriction of trucks on an interstate 

facility is regulated by FHWA pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include 

restrictions such as time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 

includes coordination with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility 

and safety for all interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck 

drivers voluntarily limit their usage of the I-70 highway to avoid peak periods 

of travel, as much as they can.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Barbara Coffey (continued)
Document Number: IND-169 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-169 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and mobility 

of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all options 

available to do so. 

The Preferred Alternative includes increasing the capacity of the westbound 

portion of the I-70 highway from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels.  

Opportunities for tolling as a source of funding are discussed in Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations. Colorado law allows for the tolling of new 

capacity as well as the tolling of existing capacity if supported by local 

communities. 
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Source: Email Name: Steve Roberts
Document Number: IND-170 City, Zip Code: not provided

Response to IND-170

A. Potential Advanced Guideway System technologies will be evaluated in 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes for their ability to meet the 

performance criteria established for this project. The Colorado Department 

of Transportation has not determined the contracting method for future 

projects in the Corridor. 

B. While the ski train was popular until it was discontinued in 2009, this 

alternative fails to meet the project‘s purpose and need as a standalone 

alternative. Due to the volume of freight traffic through the Moffat Tunnel and 

limited air ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line cannot accommodate 

more than two round-trip passenger trains per day. Because this service has 

relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to remove enough 

traffic to change operations or reduce travel time in the Corridor to meet the 

purpose and need of the project, and it was eliminated as a standalone 

alternative. A revived ski train service could be considered by others but 

does not address the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

Regarding providing a stop for Central City/Blackhawk, the nearest 

community on the ski train route would be Rollinsville, Colorado located 

about 15 miles to the north of Central City, and therefore shuttle service 

would need to be provided in order to provide end-to-end service. 

In regards to insurance, liability insurance for the ski train is a matter 

between the rail operator and its insurer. It is not within CDOT‘s purview or 

ability to influence railroad operators regarding their insurance requirements.

Regarding maintenance of traffic during construction, CDOT will consider 

mitigation strategies listed in Section 3.19, Mitigation Summary of the 

PEIS during Tier 2 processes. Lane restrictions in the peak direction 

generally would not be permitted during peak hours. During Tier 2 

processes, CDOT will also determine whether day or night scheduling of 

construction is more appropriate. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation will work with local business owners, residents, and officials 

to provide adequate signage during construction. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Warren May
Document Number: IND-171 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80231

Response to IND-171

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Rebecca Richman
Document Number: IND-172 City, Zip Code: Parker, 80134

Response to IND-172

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Response to IND-173

A. The type of action suggested by the commenter is beyond the jurisdiction of 

CDOT but could be considered at the state level through the legislative 

process. It would likely affect statewide travel. Specific data regarding the 

number of unlicensed and uninsured drivers on the I-70 highway has not 

been assembled by the project team. While it is possible that removing 

vehicles from drivers who do not have insurance or licenses could affect the 

number of vehicles on the I-70 highway, this would not reduce the demand 

to travel in the Corridor. While the actual trips that could be reduced by this 

approach would open up some highway capacity, this capacity would likely 

be taken up by the trips that are not being made because of I-70 highway 

congestion, also known as unmet demand (unmet demand is the number of 

trips that are not taken, but otherwise would have been taken if not for 

congestion and long travel times). The net effect would be little or no 

reduction in congestion. This unmet demand has been documented by the 

project team and is discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the 

PEIS.

Source:  Website Comment Name: Conrad Doggett
Document Number: IND-173 City, Zip Code: Eagle County
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Source: Website Comment Name: Tom Helms
Document Number: IND-174 City, Zip Code: Eagle, 81631

Response to IND-174

A. The rail component of the Preferred Alternative is identified as an Advanced 

Guideway System. The specific technology for the Advanced Guideway 

System has not been identified, and feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes are required to refine the technological and other operating 

details. A recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority indicated that some traditional, ―proven‖ high speed rail 

technologies could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria. 

Highway improvements are another major component to the Preferred 

Alternative and include capacity, interchange, and safety improvements. The 

Preferred Alternative also includes new or additional tunnel bores at Dowd 

Canyon, Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, Twin Tunnels, and Floyd 

Hill to support highway and transit components of the alternative. The other 

tunnels evaluated during alternatives development and screening were 

eliminated because of geological conditions, environmental impacts, or 

because the transit or highway improvements they supported were not 

carried forward. 

The Preferred Alternative is the first comprehensive proposal for 

improvements to the I-70 highway since its construction. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation is committed to implementing recommended 

improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred Alternative includes a 

process for evaluating Corridor conditions and effectiveness of 

improvements every two years. This adaptive management approach allows 

CDOT to maximize the effectiveness of improvements and leverage 

available funding to meet both short- and long-term needs. In the meantime, 

CDOT continues to make ongoing, shorter-term safety and operational 

improvements in some Corridor locations, such as truck chain up areas, 

improved traveler message signs, park-and-ride locations, rockfall

mitigation, better emergency response plans, roadside safety 

enhancements, and median barrier improvements. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Patrick Johnson
Document Number: IND-175 City, Zip Code: Gypsum, 81637

Response to IND-175

A. The lead agencies recognize that truck traffic affects traffic operations on the 

I-70 highway, which worsens during peak periods and on heavy snow days. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation explored limiting truck travel in 

the Corridor during peak periods. The restriction of trucks on an interstate 

facility is regulated by FHWA pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include 

restrictions such as time of day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 

includes coordination with local governments, analysis of effects to mobility 

and safety for all interstate users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck 

drivers already voluntarily limit their usage of the I-70 highway to avoid peak 

periods of travel, as much as they can.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and mobility 

of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all options 

available to do so. 

The Preferred Alternative provides auxiliary lanes for eastbound and 

westbound traffic on the west side of Vail Pass, beginning at the East Vail 

exit, and an eastbound auxiliary lane between Frisco and Silverthorne. 

Additionally, auxiliary lanes are provided for both westbound and eastbound 

traffic on the east side of the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, 

beginning at approximately Bakerville and Herman Gulch, respectively; for 

westbound traffic between Morrison and Chief Hosa; and for eastbound 

traffic from Avon to Post Boulevard. These auxiliary lanes allow slow moving 

vehicles to pass using the middle lanes, instead of, as you suggest, creating 

a bottleneck in the fast lane. These highway improvements relieve 

congestion and improve safety for all motorists on the I-70 highway.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Jaime Jacob
Document Number: IND-176 City, Zip Code: Denver

Response to IND-176

A. Transit is an integral component to any transportation solution on this 

Corridor, and an Advanced Guideway System is identified as the preferred 

transit mode, in part because it is projected to attract more riders than bus 

service. Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will focus on the 

feasibility of Advanced Guideway System technologies. If the Advanced 

Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies could re-

consider other transit technologies evaluated in the PEIS, such as bus in 

guideway. The Preferred Alternative allows a thorough reassessment of the 

effectiveness of improvements in 2020, at which time a full range of 

alternatives considered in the PEIS could be reconsidered.

While transit provides additional capacity to meet future travel demand to 

year 2050, highway improvements are also needed to address congestion 

and safety. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution and provides 

the best opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need for the Corridor 

while minimizing environmental impacts.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Rob Burnett
Document Number: IND-177 City, Zip Code: Mineral County

Response to IND-177

A. Please see the response to comment IND-106, which is the same comment 

as yours.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes that sufficient 

funding has not been identified to implement the Preferred Alternative, or 

any of the alternatives evaluated in the PEIS. The timing of construction of 

the Preferred Alternative will be based on priorities established in the 

statewide planning process and available funding. Due to the uncertainty of 

funding, the timing of improvements is also uncertain. However, the 

Preferred Alternative allows CDOT to focus on near-term issues while 

maintaining the vision of meeting the 2050 forecast travel demands for the 

Corridor. This adaptive management approach allows CDOT to optimize the 

effectiveness of improvements and leverage available funding to meet both 

short- and long-term needs. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to implementing 

recommended improvements as funding allows, and the Preferred 

Alternative includes a process for evaluating Corridor conditions and 

effectiveness of improvements every two years. Acknowledging that future 

trends and conditions are dynamic, the Preferred Alternative uses triggers to 

recommend future additional transportation solutions based on proven need. 

The Preferred Alternative prioritizes some interchange modifications, safety 

improvements, and limited capacity improvements such as adding a third 

bore to the Twin Tunnels, making improvements to the east of the Twin 

Tunnels, addressing interchange deficiencies at Empire Junction, and 

adding or thoroughly evaluating an Advanced Guideway System, ahead of 

providing six-lane highway capacity. Improvements are phased this way to 

minimize construction disruption and optimize capacity and congestion 

relief. These initial improvements will be designed to allow the 

implementation of the Advanced Guideway System, and will be completed 

under Tier 2 processes. Every effort will be made to avoid, minimize, and 

mitigate impacts on the Corridor. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

A. (Continued)

The Advance Guideway System is a major component of the Preferred 

Alternative, and the lead agencies are committed to evaluating an Advanced 

Guideway System within the Corridor. However, before implementation of 

the Advanced Guideway System component, additional study is required. 

These subsequent feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are 

needed to select an appropriate and viable technology as well as to 

determine costs and benefits, safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and 

other considerations to support this substantial monetary investment.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

B. Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes 

will further define the feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System and its 

technology. A recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky Mountain 

Rail Authority indicated that some traditional, ―proven‖ high speed rail 

technologies could meet many of the Advanced Guideway System criteria. If 

the Advanced Guideway System is found to be infeasible, the lead agencies 

could revise the Record of Decision to consider other transit technologies 

fully evaluated in the PEIS, including heavy rail. The Tier 1 PEIS identifies 

the general location of improvements as generally along the existing I-70 

highway alignment. However, specific alignments and footprints for 

improvements would be determined in Tier 2 processes. 

C. Note that while Genesee to Frisco is an identified congestion area, 

congestion also regularly occurs between Vail and Vail Pass, and in the 

Dowd Canyon area. See Figure 1-10 of the PEIS for problem areas of 

mobility, congestion, and safety.

Phasing of the rail solution will be addressed as part of the planned 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. 

These studies will evaluate priorities, including phasing, with regard to 

congestion relief, construction cost, and ridership.  

Funding options for the Advanced Guideway System will be examined 

during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes, including funding 

sources from entities that would benefit, such as Vail. Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT‘s funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources, 

including funding sources that apply to limited geographical areas, such as 

Vail, and require voter approval, constitutional amendments, or both.

The western terminus of the PEIS is at Glenwood Springs, and the 

Advanced Guideway System terminates at the Eagle County Airport.  This 

would not preclude extension to Grand Junction in the future under separate 

studies.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

D. Cumulative impacts were evaluated in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis of the PEIS and are discussed in detail in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (included electronically 

on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the Technical Reports and on the project 

website).

The PEIS evaluated the increased energy demands for the various 

alternatives included in the PEIS. Table 3.16-1 of the PEIS includes a chart 

that presents estimated vehicle miles of travel on the I-70 highway, daily 

transit energy consumption and other factors to approximate changes in 

energy consumption relative to the No Action Alternative. Based on this 

information, the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to increase daily energy 

consumption by 6 to 7 percent. The alternatives that do not include rail 

transit are anticipated to increase energy consumption by up to 17 percent.

Air pollutant emissions in year 2035 and 2050 are anticipated to be less than 

current day emissions for the Action Alternatives, including the Preferred 

Alternative, even though 2035 and 2050 traffic volumes will be higher than 

year 2000 volumes. Emissions in the future are assumed to be lower 

because stricter regulations are being enacted to control emissions, and 

older, higher-polluting vehicles will continue to be replaced by newer, lower-

polluting vehicles. Tier 2 processes will take into account the latest laws, 

regulations, and circumstances.

The PEIS also evaluated the safety of the various alternatives. Improving 

safety was one of the key factors considered during the development and 

evaluation process. The Preferred Alternative includes an Advanced 

Guideway System to provide needed capacity in the Corridor and highway 

improvements to reduce congestion and improve safety. The Preferred 

Alternative, if fully implemented, is projected to reduce the fatality rate from 

0.50 per 100 million person miles to a range of 0.31 to 0.34 per 100 million 

person miles, and the majority of those are on the highway.

Some project-specific Tier 2 processes will also evaluate cumulative 

impacts for specific projects in combination with past, present, and future 

reasonably foreseeable actions.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

E. The Colorado Department of Transportation considered options for 

increasing the frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train 

(discontinued in 2009). However, due to the volume of freight traffic through 

the Moffat Tunnel and limited air ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line 

cannot accommodate more than two round-trip passenger trains per day. 

Because this service has relatively low travel speeds and low capacity, it is 

not able to remove enough traffic to change operations or reduce travel time 

in the Corridor to meet the purpose and need of the project, and it was 

eliminated as a standalone alternative. A revived ski train service could be 

considered by others but does not address the purpose and need for the I-70 

Mountain Corridor.

It is not within the purview of CDOT to regulate the movement of freight.  

Union Pacific, which owns the line over Tennessee Pass, would need to look 

at re-opening the line. The Tennessee Pass Line is currently classified by 

the Surface Transportation Board as out-of-service from Gypsum to 

Parkdale. For this portion of the line to be reactivated, it would require 

approval from the Surface Transportation Board. It would likely be expensive 

to rehabilitate the Gypsum to Parkdale portion of the line, the crossings, and 

yards. Given the steep grades on this line, operational costs for freight trains 

could be less economical than trucking. 

The restriction of trucks on an interstate facility is regulated by FHWA 

pursuant to 23 CFR 658.11. This could include restrictions such as time of 

day. The process identified in 23 CFR 658.111 includes coordination with 

local governments, analysis of effects to mobility and safety for all interstate 

users, and ultimate approval by FHWA. Truck drivers voluntarily limit their 

usage of the I-70 highway to avoid peak periods of travel, as much as they 

can.

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

E. (Continued from previous page)

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation is committed to improving safety and mobility 

of all of the users of the I-70 highway and will continue to explore all options 

available to do so.

Private transit providers will continue to operate in the Corridor. While bus 

service was not advanced as the primary transit mode in the Preferred 

Alternative, promoting the use of shuttle and bus services in mixed traffic in 

the Corridor is part of the non-infrastructure components that can provide a 

short-term solution for the Corridor ahead of implementing the Advanced 

Guideway System and highway improvements.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Otto Vangeet (continued)
Document Number: IND-178 City, Zip Code: Idaho Springs, CO  80452

Response to IND-178 (continued)

F. The Denver Regional Council of Governments has been and will continue to 

be involved in all future processes. 

Future rail studies, such as the Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail 

Plan and Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, are planned to address 

Denver regional rail connectivity. In addition, Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes are planned to specifically 

address the viability of rail, including effects of connections on technology 

and ridership projections

Rail service to Denver International Airport and other locations throughout 

the Denver metropolitan area is currently being implemented RTD. The 

PEIS assumes all transit alternatives studied would connect with the RTD 

West Corridor line in Golden. As noted in Section 1.5, “What are the study 
limits and why were they selected?” of the PEIS, the project termini do 

not preclude other National Environmental Policy Act transportation 

improvement studies to address transit needs outside the Corridor.  

Additional connections between improvements in the Corridor and RTD‘s 

FasTracks rail system will need to be coordinated between the lead 

agencies, RTD, and DRCOG. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Eileen & Walter Kintsch
Document Number: IND-179 City, Zip Code: Boulder, 80302

Response to IND-179

A. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes non-

infrastructure, transit, and highway improvements. The Advanced Guideway 

System provides needed capacity in the Corridor. The highway 

improvements are needed to reduce congestion and improve safety. The 

Preferred Alternative provides the opportunity to meet 2050 purpose and 

need for the Corridor. Without the transit component of the Preferred 

Alternative, the highway improvements alone would not provide sufficient 

capacity through 2050.

B. Wildlife crossings are an important component of the Preferred Alternative. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed to adhering to the 

mitigation measures and agreements listed in the ALIVE documentation, 

included in Appendix E, A Landscape Level Inventory of Valued 
Ecosystem Components (ALIVE) Memorandum of Understanding of the 

PEIS, during Tier 2 processes.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will use currently available 

information on wildlife movement and wildlife crossings during Tier 2 

processes. The Colorado Department of Transportation will use best 

management practices for wildlife to make sure wildlife crossings are 

designed and constructed to improve driver safety and to accommodate 

wildlife movement across the I-70 highway.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Wayne Graham
Document Number: IND-180 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80220

Response to IND-180

A. Traffic management for major events such as the Olympics serves a limited 

number of destinations, schedules, and trip purposes. This is different than 

the traffic management requirements for the travelers on the 144-mile I-70 

Mountain Corridor, as there are a diverse number of trip purposes, 

destinations, and time-of-travel patterns. 

The PEIS has identified that for a transit system to successfully serve the 

Corridor, it must offer competitive travel times to the highway. Operating 

buses in mixed traffic does not meet the project‘s purpose and need 

because it would not address travel times or congestion. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that using the existing 

infrastructure more efficiently is important to help address both short- and 

long-term needs in the Corridor. The Preferred Alternative, as described in 

Chapter 2, Purpose and Need of the PEIS, includes non-infrastructure 

components to promote increased transit use, promote high occupancy 

travel and public transportation, convert single occupancy vehicle 

commuters to high occupancy travel and/or public transportation, and 

implement transit promotion and incentives. These actions can be 

implemented immediately after a Record of Decision is issued and funding is 

identified to address immediate issues in the Corridor in advance of major 

infrastructure improvements. See the response to comment LO-02-B for an 

expanded discussion of bus and carpooling options considered and included 

in the Preferred Alternative as interim or complementary measures that 

could be implemented. Note that the existing vehicle occupancy of 2.8 

persons per vehicle in the Corridor is already high. These and other 

transportation management considerations are detailed in Appendix A of the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website). 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Wayne Graham (continued)
Document Number: IND-180 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80220

Response to IND-180 (continued)

B. Although the cost of implementing the Preferred Alternative is high, the lead 

agencies consider it to be a necessary investment that provides the best 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need in the Corridor while 

minimizing environmental and community impacts. The Advanced Guideway 

System may not serve every traveler‘s needs, as you suggest. For this 

reason and others there will be continued demand for private automobiles, 

and the highway improvements included in the Preferred Alternative serve 

those travelers too.

You are correct that trips for recreational purposes have different 

characteristics than commuting trips. Transit service will require longer 

boarding times and at-grade platforms to allow passengers sufficient time 

and ease to board with recreational equipment. Transit operating 

characteristics will be defined during feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes. The Advanced Guideway System includes transit stops 

throughout the Corridor, providing access to recreation resources. 

Section 4.2.1 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development 

and Screening Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website), explains that 

recreationalists provide predictable travel patterns, including travel demand 

during specific peak periods and relatively concentrated travel destinations. 

The Winter Park train that you mention served a different purpose and 

different destinations than those in the Corridor and does not address the 

need for increased capacity and mobility in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The 

economic model for the Winter Park ski train is also different than that of the 

proposed Advanced Guideway System, but the lead agencies agree that 

additional information about the viability of the Advanced Guideway System, 

including costs, will need to be gathered during feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Wayne Graham (continued)
Document Number: IND-180 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80220

Response to IND-180 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will determine fare pricing 

for the Advanced Guideway System. Fare pricing seeks to find the best 

balance between ridership (number of people that use transit) and 

operations cost recovery. Fare subsidies, measured by the difference 

between operating costs and passenger fare revenues, are common for 

public transportation systems. Fare structures and subsidies, as well as 

other operating plans specific to transit components, will be developed in 

these subsequent studies and related Tier 2 processes.

C. Agreed, the sentence has been rewritten accordingly in Section ES.22 of 

the PEIS as follows: ―This 5-mile segment from Floyd Hill to the Twin 

Tunnels has some of the worst weekend congestion in the westbound 

direction. The reduction from three lanes to two lanes at Floyd Hill and the 

constriction at the Twin Tunnels both contribute to this congestion.‖

The eastbound direction is affected by the constriction at the Twin Tunnels, 

resulting in backups to the west. Six-lane capacity improvements through 

the Twin Tunnels under the Preferred Alternative Minimum Program of 

Improvements alleviates these backups and accommodates the increased 

demand to the east.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Bill Petersen
Document Number: IND-181 City, Zip Code: Denver

Response to IND-181

A. Yes, the majority of truck trips in the Corridor serve destinations within the 

Corridor. The Colorado Department of Transportation has been making 

ongoing, shorter-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor 

locations, including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, 

park-and-ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response 

plans, roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and 

tunnel enhancements.

Heavy trucks do contribute to congestion; in the shorter term, the Preferred 

Alternative includes auxiliary lanes in specific locations to alleviate these 

congested conditions. If the Maximum Program of Improvements is fully 

implemented, six-lane capacity would be provided from Floyd Hill to the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels. Long-term improvements improve 

safety for all travelers in the Corridor. 

The lead agencies considered and advanced a slow-moving vehicle plan as 

a transportation management alternative element, included as a non-

infrastructure component of the Preferred Alternative. Some of the elements 

of that plan specifically targeted at truck traffic, such as improved chain up 

stations and rest areas, can proceed with no further approval from FHWA.  

Improved chain up areas and enhanced traveler information strategies have 

been recently installed in some Corridor locations by CDOT. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Nick Isenberg
Document Number: IND-182 City, Zip Code: Glenwood Springs, 81601

Response to IND-182

A. The project limits for the I-70 Mountain Corridor are based on the needs of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor. While the I-70 Mountain Corridor improvements 

do not preclude and could even support the development of a regional 

transit system, connecting Colorado‘s major airports and providing a 

regional transit system does not meet the PEIS purpose and need and is 

outside the scope of the Corridor improvements. 

Based on the travel demand model described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM 

in Volume 1 of the FPEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), a 

direct connection from the Corridor to Denver International Airport would 

increase ridership by approximately 10 percent. Capturing this small volume 

of transit riders (and diverted traffic) is not required to meet the purpose and 

need for the Mountain Corridor and does not warrant the expense or impacts 

of extending the termini to Denver International Airport. 

Comparatively speaking, the number of recreational visitors using the 

Corridor arriving at Denver International Airport is very small in comparison 

to the number of visitors that use the Corridor that originate in the Denver 

metropolitan area and Corridor communities. Extending the system east to 

Denver International Airport or west to Glenwood Springs is not part of this 

project but would not be precluded in the future. Please also see the 

response to IND-202-B for a more detailed discussion of project termini.

The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution, which includes non-

infrastructure improvements, highway improvements, and, as your comment 

notes, an Advanced Guideway System. Connections between this Advanced 

Guideway System component of the Preferred Alternative and other 

locations in the Denver metropolitan area will be studied as part of the 

Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study being conducted by CDOT in 

coordination with RTD.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Susan Snyder
Document Number: IND-183 City, Zip Code: El Paso County

Response to IND-183

A. The Preferred Alternative includes a non-infrastructure component, highway 

improvements, and an Advanced Guideway System. The highway 

improvements have both 55 mph and 65 mph design options, and decisions 

on those options will be made during project-specific Tier 2 processes. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation has been making ongoing, 

short-term safety and operational improvements in some Corridor locations, 

including truck chain up areas, improved traveler message signs, park-and-

ride locations, rockfall mitigation, better emergency response plans, 

roadside safety enhancements, median barrier improvements, and tunnel 

enhancements.

The Preferred Alternative includes use of a variety of technology 

advancements to improve management of traffic operations. However, 

restricting drivers to specific times of travel is not being considered and is 

not consistent with operation of a federal interstate.

The Advanced Guideway System does result in visual impacts because it is 

elevated throughout most of its reach. However, it can be constructed at 

grade in some locations to minimize impacts. Tier 2 processes will consider 

ways to minimize visual impacts and blend the system into the landscape 

through the I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process.

Tunneling construction options will be looked at in Tier 2 processes.
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Response to IND-184

A. It is assumed the commenter meant to say ―Please put in a ―bike trail‖ to 

support tourism, recreation, and alternative modes.‖  The PEIS found that 

bicycle improvements alone do not have the ability to remove substantial 

traffic from the Corridor in order to reduce congestion and were screened out 

as stand-alone alternative elements for this reason. However, bike 

improvements are an integrated multimodal component of the Preferred 

Alternative. The specific highway improvements identified in the Consensus 

Recommendation propose a bike trail from Idaho Springs to Hidden Valley 

and from Hidden Valley to US 6. 

Source:  Letter Name: Dave Watts
Document Number: IND-184 City, Zip Code: Castle Rock, 80104
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Source: Letter Name: Bert Melcher
Document Number: IND-185 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

Response to IND-185

A. Please refer to responses to the comment documents you reference (in 

order): ORG-26, ORG-04, ORG-17, ORG-27, ORG-22, and ORG-16.

Regarding expanding the ridership survey by the Colorado Environmental 

Coalition, the lead agencies agree that additional and updated ridership 

studies will need to be conducted and will be included in feasibility studies 

and related Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-186 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-186

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation originally placed a $4 billion 

threshold on the cost of preferred transportation solutions for the Corridor. 

Stakeholders strongly objected to this threshold; they felt it was arbitrary, 

limited the possible transportation solutions, and did not accommodate a 

long-term vision for the Corridor. In response to these comments, CDOT 

committed to a long-term (50-year) vision, removed the $4 billion threshold, 

and convened the Collaborative Effort. The Collaborative Effort was charged 

with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the I-

70 Mountain Corridor. The group reached a consensus on a multimodal 

recommendation that addresses long-term and short–term needs. The 

Consensus Recommendation was identified as the Preferred Alternative in 

the PEIS.  For more information on the process used for identifying the 

Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.7, “What was the decision making 
process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS.

Cost estimates for alternatives were developed in 2004 from preliminary 

design item costs, cost estimating contingency factors, and other component 

costs. The Colorado Department of Transportation updated the 2010 cost 

estimate based on a revised methodology to provide a more reasonable 

range of costs consistent with a Tier 1 document for the 21 Action 

Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative. The revised methodology 

focuses on Year of Expenditure cost using a midyear of construction of 2020 

for the Minimal Action, while all other alternatives use a midyear 

construction of 2025, which is the midyear of the planning period. Chart 5-1 
in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS shows capital cost by 

alternative; you will note that a $50 billion cost is not envisioned, but could 

be possible with a later year of expenditures or greater risks than those 

identified. See the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cost Estimates Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website) for details on estimated methodology 

and assumptions.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt (continued)
Document Number: IND-186 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-186 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

The timeframe for implementing components of the Preferred Alternative is 

wide ranging; future Tier 2 processes will identify project level 

improvements. Those studies will include more detailed design information, 

specific mitigation measures to offset impacts, and project-specific cost 

estimates.

The lead agencies recognize that additional revenue, leadership, and 

support from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the 

Preferred Alternative. As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial 
Considerations of the PEIS, CDOT‘s budget is insufficient to implement the 

entire Preferred Alternative. The I-70 Mountain Corridor is important to 

Colorado‘s economy, and multimodal improvements are one of the highest 

transportation priorities in the state. Options for innovative funding sources 

include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and Corridor-

specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to limited 

geographic areas and require voter approval, constitutional amendments, or 

both). These will be further evaluated in Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-187 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-187

A. The Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

did rate bus alternatives highly based on the 2004 Draft PEIS. However, the 

primary reason that the bus alternatives rated higher was that the bus 

alternatives as described in the 2004 Draft did not extend west of the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels and did not provide adequate 

capacity past the year 2025. As such, these alternatives also performed 

poorly for meeting the purpose and need for the project (based on access 

and congestion relief), particularly when the planning horizon was extended 

to 2050. In the Revised Draft PEIS, the rubber tire transit alternatives, 

including Bus in Guideway alternatives, were extended to Eagle County 

Regional Airport in order to provide the best opportunity to meet the 2050 

purpose and need and be more comparable to the fixed guideway transit 

alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that has the 

best opportunity to meet the purpose and need while minimizing 

environmental impacts.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-188 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-188

A. Please see the response to your comment IND-186 for a discussion of 

project costs and funding.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-189 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-189

A. A ―bypass‖ or transit option, as suggested in your comment, is a solution that 

has been identified by the lead agencies as a component of the Preferred 

Alternative. Transit alone does not meet the purpose and need of the 

project. The lead agencies recognize the importance of both transit and 

highway improvements as a means for providing needed capacity and 

enhanced mobility in the Corridor. The transit component, an Advanced 

Guideway System, will shift some travel from roadways to transit and will 

accommodate more trips than could be provided by highway improvements 

alone. The transit system extends continuously through much of the Corridor 

(from the Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco Government Center 

light rail station in Golden) because systemic congestion occurs through 

much of the Corridor and because a ―piecemeal‖ approach to a transit 

solution would not meet the project‘s purpose and need of enhancing 

mobility and reducing congestion. 

Under the adaptive management approach of the Preferred Alternative, 

additional highway capacity would only occur at specific locations in the 

Corridor, and capacity improvements would not be triggered until the 

Advanced Guideway System is implemented or is determined infeasible. 

Together, the highway and transit improvements accommodate the 

predicted future travel demand, provide for a greater number of person trips, 

and reduce travel times. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-190 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-190

A. The travel demand analysis provided in the PEIS suggests that mass transit, 

in combination with highway improvements, is needed to relieve congestion, 

enhance mobility, and improve safety throughout the I-70 Mountain Corridor. 

The transit component of the Preferred Alternative can accommodate more 

trips than could be provided by highway improvements alone. It is for this 

reason, among others, that transit and transit stops are proposed throughout 

the Corridor.

In order to guide Corridor users away from automobiles, the transit option 

must be able to provide reasonable access to destinations on the same level 

an automobile allows. Although buses may not stop at every station, 

depending on route purpose, the option to stop is necessary to increase use 

and create a diverse route system. Without a system of stops that provides 

this variety, ridership cannot be expected to increase to projected numbers 

and meet the intent of the alternative, or the purpose and need of the project. 

The specific locations and costs of stations for the bus alternatives have not 

been determined in this Tier 1 PEIS. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS, 

lawmakers and citizens recognize the I-70 Mountain Corridor is a key 

component of Colorado‘s economy and competes as one of the highest 

priorities in the state in need of capital improvements as new funding 

opportunities arise.  The Colorado Department of Transportation‘s budget is 

not sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative, and additional 

funding sources must be secured. Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of 

the PEIS also summarizes the cost of the Preferred Alternative, funding 

allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for CDOT‘s funding (and its 

limitations), and other potential funding sources. Options for innovative 

funding sources include public/private partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, 

and Corridor-specific resources (which are funding sources that apply to 

limited geographical areas and require voter approval, constitutional 

amendments, or both).
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-191 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-191

A. Traffic projections were developed using a travel demand model, which is a 

widely accepted planning tool for estimating future roadway and transit 

volumes. The primary input to the model is projections of future population 

and employment. The PEIS has also used socioeconomic projections by the 

Colorado Department of Local Affairs, which reference local comprehensive 

and regional plans to develop growth forecasts. Historical traffic trends are 

reviewed but are not the only factor in the future projections.

The PEIS acknowledges the uncertainties associated with forecasting future 

travel activity; these are described in detail in Sections 7.3, 8.3, and 9.3 of 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the 

project website). The travel demand model uses a range of projections for 

the year 2050 to accommodate some of these uncertainties.

The traffic projections will be updated in Tier 2 processes, using updated 

models and new information regarding population and employment forecasts 

(which are affected by water resource availability as well as many other 

factors).
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Source: Website Comment Name: Ken Katt
Document Number: IND-192 City, Zip Code: Littleton, 80120

Response to IND-192

A. ―Peak direction only‖ bus alternative elements were eliminated on the basis 

of comparison to ―both direction‖ bus alternative elements, which would 

operate in both directions in a two-lane transitway or guideway. Analyses 

showed that the ―peak direction only‖ bus alternative elements require nearly 

as much right-of-way width as the ―both direction‖ bus alternative elements 

and provide less operational flexibility and schedule dependability. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Eileen Wheelock
Document Number: IND-193 City, Zip Code: Empire, 80438

Response to IND-193

A. The curves at Fall River Road west of Idaho Springs are identified as 

requiring safety improvements in the PEIS. Specific highway improvements 

included in the Preferred Alternative Minimum Program of Improvements in 

Clear Creek County do not include any alignment or capacity improvements 

west of the Twin Tunnels, due to the combined concerns for the 

environmental sensitivity and community values of the area. Curve safety 

modifications at Fall River Road are included in the Maximum Program of 

Improvements for this reason. The safety concerns associated with the 

curves along the I-70 highway near Fall River Road are described in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Safety Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

The safety issues along the I-70 highway in the Fall River Road area could 

be addressed with non-infrastructure strategies that can begin in advance of 

major infrastructure improvements. These strategies include traveler 

information and other Intelligent Transportation System concepts to inform 

travelers of conditions in the area. Other measures to improve the safety of 

these curves will be addressed in Tier 2 processes, in conjunction with other 

possible highway improvements. Please refer to Section 2.7.1 for additional 

information on the Preferred Alternative. 

B. The need for potential temporary use of the frontage roads during 

construction of the Preferred Alternative will be assessed during site-specific 

Tier 2 processes. The Preferred Alternative‘s specific highway 

improvements identified from Floyd Hill through the Twin Tunnels include a 

bike trail and frontage roads from Idaho Springs to Hidden Valley and 

Hidden Valley to US 6 in order to improve emergency and local access. The 

site-specific design of the improvements to the frontage roads in this section, 

and the phasing plan of the frontage road improvements, will also consider 

the potential needs during construction of the main highway and transit 

facilities. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Eileen Wheelock (continued)
Document Number: IND-193 City, Zip Code: Empire, 80438

Response to IND-193 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation will begin studying the Empire 

Junction interchange in early 2011 in more detail as an early action project. 

The information you have provided about traffic and safety problems in the 

Empire Junction area, including the issues you specifically address of sight 

distance and safety problems, has been forwarded to the CDOT team who 

will begin study of this area in early 2011. As stated in the Introduction of 

the PEIS, this document is a Tier 1 study identifying mode, general location, 

and capacity of improvements in the Corridor. However, this study does not 

contain sufficient design details to determine specific improvements at 

specific locations in the Corridor.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Edie Bryan
Document Number: IND-194 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to IND-194

A. The project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. In 

this case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, 

accessibility, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor. The system 

interchange at the I-70 highway and C-470 marks a change in travel patterns 

where the Corridor connects to the Denver metropolitan area and its higher 

traffic volumes. This eastern intersection also represents a transition to 

Denver metropolitan area transportation systems, including urban highways 

and transit systems, such as the Regional Transportation District‘s 

FasTracks light rail system. 

Providing rail to Denver Union Station and connecting that service 

throughout the Denver metropolitan area is currently being implemented by 

the Regional Transportation District. The PEIS assumes all transit 

alternatives studied would connect with the Regional Transportation District 

West Corridor line at the Jeffco Government Center station in Golden. As 

noted in Section 1.5, “What are the study limits and why were they 
selected?” of the PEIS, the project termini do not preclude other 

transportation improvement studies beyond the Corridor if needed.  Future 

rail studies, such as a Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and 

the Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, are planned to address the 

rail connectivity.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Edie Bryan (continued)
Document Number: IND-194 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to IND-194 (continued)

B. The Colorado Department of Transportation looked at expanding the existing 

rail corridor from Denver through the Moffat Tunnel, Winter Park, and 

Glenwood Springs (with options for service to terminate in Winter Park or 

Glenwood Springs). This alternative, which is described in more detail in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the 

PEIS Technical Reports and on the project website), does not meet the 

project's needs because the alignment requires use of locomotive-hauled 

passenger rail cars, which have low capacity (serving a maximum of 1,400 

passengers per hour) and slow travel speeds (23 to 27 miles per hour). Low 

capacity does not remove enough trips from the I-70 highway to affect 

congestion, and slow travel speeds do not make the alternative an attractive 

alternative to automobile travel. Additionally, this alignment serves only a 

limited number of Corridor destinations and does not meet the accessibility 

and mobility needs for the Corridor. 

Another travel management alternative considered would have increased 

the frequency of service for the Winter Park ski train (discontinued in 2009). 

Due to the volume of freight traffic through the Moffat Tunnel and limited air 

ventilation in the tunnel, the existing line cannot accommodate more than 

two round-trip passenger trains per day. Because this service has relatively 

low travel speeds and low capacity, it is not able to remove enough traffic to 

change operations or reduce travel time in the Corridor to meet the purpose 

and need of the project, and it was eliminated as a standalone alternative. A 

revived ski train service could be considered by others but does not address 

the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Edie Bryan (continued)
Document Number: IND-194 City, Zip Code: Lakewood, 80232

Response to IND-194 (continued)

C. We assume that you are referring to reactivating Tennessee Pass as a way 

to move freight through the Corridor. It is not within the purview of the 

Colorado Department of Transportation to regulate the movement of freight.  

Union Pacific, who owns the line over Tennessee Pass, would need to look 

at re-opening the Pass. The Tennessee Pass Line is currently classified by 

the Surface Transportation Board as out-of-service from Gypsum to 

Parkdale. For this portion of the line to be reactivated, it would require 

approval from the Surface Transportation Board. It would likely be expensive 

to rehabilitate the Gypsum to Parkdale portion of the line, the crossings, and 

yards. Given the steep grades on this line, operational costs for freight trains 

could be less economical than trucking. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation is beginning the Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail 

Plan and will be engaged in conversations with the freight railroads as part 

of that effort. That study will examine the existing rail lines in the state and 

the needs and proposed improvements associated with them, as well as 

potential new rail lines.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Bastiaan Pot
Document Number: IND-195 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-195

A. 1 – As explained in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis of the PEIS, 
ski area expansions are planned for Breckenridge, Keystone, Vail, and 
Winter Park. The ski areas are located on National Forest System lands, 
and the United States Forest Service has already granted expansions of 
these ski resorts. The ski area expansions will occur whether the Advanced 
Guideway System is implemented or not. 

2 – Changes to the transportation system are not the only factors influencing 
growth in the Corridor; other factors include water supply, public policy, and 
geographic issues. However, induced growth is an indirect effect of the 
Preferred Alternative. The adaptive management component of the 
Preferred Alternative allows it to be implemented in coordination with 
Corridor communities over time, based on future needs and associated 
triggers for further action, and is more compatible with Corridor planning 
policies. The Colorado Department of Transportation will consider an 
approach to promote and assist communities, as possible, in the adoption of 
more comprehensive, regional growth management plans that can be 
applied to Tier 2 processes. Efforts to control growth are greatly dependent 
on local planning and community political direction. For more information on 
induced growth, see Section 3.7, Land Use and Right-of-Way and 
Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis of the PEIS and the I-70 
Mountain Corridor PEIS Land Use Technical Report (included electronically 
on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project 
website).

3 – As discussed above, efforts to control growth are greatly dependent on 
local planning and community political direction. 

The majority of Corridor municipalities and counties have development 
review design standards that are considered during the development review 
process. Many of these standards include preserving ridgelines, 
encouraging cluster development, and maintaining distinct buffers between 
towns. Municipalities and counties will be principally responsible for the 
manner in which future development is constructed and the way in which it 
interacts with the natural landscapes. 

Please see Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS for discussions of impacts to resources by the 
Action Alternatives and mitigation strategies associated with each. 
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Source: Website Comment Name: Rebekah Pot
Document Number: IND-196 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-196

A. The PEIS provides an analysis of historical population growth and 

anticipated future induced growth. Population and traffic have been 

increasing in the Corridor since the initial construction of the I-70 highway. 

Clear Creek, Gilpin, Pitkin, Park, and Grand counties experienced steady, 

moderate growth in recent decades, where Garfield, Eagle, and Summit 

Counties experienced dramatic growth every year since about 1970. 

The transit alternative elements, including the Advanced Guideway System,  

would allow people to relocate to Summit County and work in the Denver 

metropolitan area, as you note. However, only the Combination alternatives, 

including the Preferred Alternative, are expected to induce growth in Summit 

County. As explained in Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values, the 

PEIS analysis suggests Transit alternatives concentrate growth in areas of 

existing or planned urban development in Eagle County; Highway 

Alternatives distribute growth based on existing trends, resulting in more 

acres of developed land in rural areas in Eagle County; and Combination 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, distribute growth equally, 

resulting in increased pressure in both urban and rural areas in both Summit 

and Eagle counties. 

Induced growth beyond planned growth is not consistent with existing county 

and community land use plans and policies. Transit alternatives may be 

more compatible with some planning policies that encourage future 

development in and around existing communities and allow rural areas to 

remain less developed. In contrast, Highway and Combination alternatives 

are less compatible with such planning policies, as they may encourage 

more dispersed and rural development. The adaptive management 

component of the Preferred Alternative allows it to be implemented in 

coordination with Corridor communities over time, based on future needs 

and associated triggers for further action, and is more compatible with 

Corridor planning policies.

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: Rebekah Pot (continued)
Document Number: IND-196 City, Zip Code: Frisco, 80443

Response to IND-196 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Planning efforts are emerging in some Corridor counties and municipalities 

to handle growth in a coordinated manner, balancing the impacts of growth 

with sustaining environmental quality. Please also see response to comment 

IND-148-A for more information on land use, social, and economic benefits 

and impacts of the Preferred Alternative.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Bruce Butler
Document Number: IND-197 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-197

A. 1 – Please see response to comment IND-26-A for information on why there 

were no funding restrictions during the development of the Action 

Alternatives and how funding will be addressed.

2 - As presented in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives, the PEIS compares the performance of alternatives against a 

number of metrics and concludes the Preferred Alternative has the best 

opportunity to meet the 2050 purpose and need while minimizing 

environmental and community impacts. This is because it is a multimodal 

solution that provides more than just highway expansion and because 

implementation of the Preferred Alternative is adaptive to Corridor needs 

and conditions. One of the comparisons of alternatives included in Section 
2.8.1 of the PEIS is the year that network capacity is reached under each 

alternative. This measure helps define the longevity of improvements in 

meeting long-term transportation needs. Based on available data, the 

comparison shows that the only alternatives with network capacity to 

accommodate the 2050 travel demand are the multimodal Combination 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative Maximum Program. The I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included 

electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the PEIS Technical Reports and 

on the project website) contains an expanded discussion of network 

capacity.

3 – Please see responses to comments IND-195-A and IND-196-A for 

information on induced growth.
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Source: Website Comment Name: Bruce Butler (continued)
Document Number: IND-197 City, Zip Code: Silverthorne, 80498

Response to IND-197 (continued)

B. The use of shoulders as an additional lane would pose several safety and 

logistical problems as a long-term solution. The Colorado Department of 

Transportation considered a similar proposal for flex lanes (see Section 
2.5.5 of the PEIS). On some segments along the Corridor, there is not room 

to make the shoulder a standard lane width, and a reduced-width lane would 

have less room for driver flexibility, resulting is less safe conditions. 

Shoulders are important for stalled vehicles and emergency maneuvers; 

without shoulders stalled vehicles would cause congestion problems and 

safety hazards, and emergency maneuvers could result in more crashes. In 

addition, the availability of shoulders is important to allow emergency 

vehicles to pass. At the Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels, one lane of 

travel in the off-peak direction does not provide sufficient capacity to serve 

the demand. Future traffic is expected to be more balanced between the 

east and west directions. Currently, peak periods are stretching into Friday 

PM and Monday AM time periods. Future travel patterns will continue to 

expand into the weekdays, in addition to weekends. The use of shoulders 

could be considered as a short-term measure to address safety or 

congestion issues but must be consistent with long-term needs.

Assuming a one-lane fly-around is constructed on the existing footprint, it 

would function similarly to the shoulder suggested above. If this is a 

separate facility, it would be similar to a reversible lane concept. This 

concept was considered in the PEIS process but was found to not provide 

enough future capacity to address the purpose and need.

The Preferred Alternative provides a multimodal solution that has the best 

opportunity to meet the purpose and need for I-70 Mountain Corridor 

improvements, while minimizing impacts. In Tier 2 processes, structured 

lanes and other measures will be considered in Idaho Springs and 

elsewhere in Clear Creek County to avoid or minimize the amount of 

property acquisitions required in these communities.
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Source: Website Comment Name: John Carpenter
Document Number: IND-198 City, Zip Code:

Response to IND-198

A. The Advanced Guideway System and a westbound auxiliary lane are 

proposed through the segment of the I-70 highway in which the Riva Chase 

subdivision is located. Noise measurements will be taken and a thorough 

assessment of potential noise impacts will be evaluated during Tier 2 

processes. Noise abatement may be warranted under the Preferred 

Alternative if noise levels are or are projected to be above noise abatement 

criteria or if noise levels increase substantially (10 decibels or more). Since 

the likely noise source for your area is the Advanced Guideway System, the 

noise analysis would follow Federal Transit Administration procedures. If 

warranted, all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures will assessed 

during Tier 2 processes.
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Source: Website Comment Name: John Aldridge
Document Number: IND-199 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-199

A. The Colorado Department of Transportation originally placed a $4 billion 

threshold on the cost of preferred transportation solutions for the Corridor. 

Stakeholders strongly objected to this threshold; they felt it was arbitrary, 

limited the possible transportation solutions, and did not accommodate a 

long-term vision for the Corridor. In response to these comments, CDOT 

committed to a long-term (50-year) vision, removed the $4 billion threshold, 

and convened the Collaborative Effort. The Collaborative Effort was charged 

with reaching consensus on a recommended transportation solution for the I-

70 Mountain Corridor. The group reached a consensus on a multimodal 

recommendation that addresses long-term and short–term needs. The 

Consensus Recommendation was identified as the Preferred Alternative in 

the PEIS.  For more information on the process used for identifying the 

Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.7, “What was the decision making 
process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of the PEIS.

The lead agencies recognize that additional revenue, leadership, and 

support from the citizens of Colorado will be required to implement the 

Preferred Alternative. The Colorado Department of Transportation's budget 

is not sufficient to implement the entire Preferred Alternative.  Chapter 5, 
Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of the Preferred 

Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, sources for 

CDOT's funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding sources. 

It is true that a number of details regarding the feasibility of the Advanced 

Guideway System, including those that you mention regarding technology, 

feasibility, station location, ridership, and connectivity, need to be evaluated 

before it can be implemented. Please see the responses to your comments 

IND-199-B and IND-199-C below.
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Source: Website Comment Name: John Aldridge (continued)
Document Number: IND-199 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-199 (continued)

B. The lead agencies and local communities recognized that, to address the 

purpose and need for the project, a fixed guideway system would need to be 

part of the solution and would need to have competitive travel times and be 

able to accommodate the harsh mountain environment. The resulting 

Advanced Guideway System identified in the Preferred Alternative is defined 

as meeting general performance criteria related to speed, capacity, freight 

movement, passenger comfort, operating conditions, and other 

considerations.  While maglev systems, like those you mentioned, have 

been considered to address these performance criteria, the actual 

technology of the Advanced Guideway System is not defined and will require 

additional studies. 

Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will help to further define the 

feasibility of the Advanced Guideway System and its technology. While there 

are many details that have not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, the 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be designed to address 

the funding, operations, weather, ridership, and other related issues. A 

recent high speed rail study conducted by the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority  

indicated that some existing high speed rail systems could address many of 

the performance criteria. Regardless of the technology, the PEIS found that 

a multimodal solution that includes non-infrastructure components along with 

transit and highway improvements are needed to address the purpose and 

need for the project. Bus transit options that could provide door to door 

service were found to provide lower ridership projections than the Advanced 

Guideway System.

You are correct that PEIS projections on transit share show that the 

Advanced Guideway System would not carry enough trips to eliminate the 

need for major highway improvements. However, an Advanced Guideway 

System meeting the specific criteria defined in the PEIS, combined with 

highway improvements, best provides sufficient additional capacity to meet 

the purpose and need for the Corridor. 

(continued on next page)
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Source: Website Comment Name: John Aldridge (continued)
Document Number: IND-199 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-199 (continued)

B. (continued from previous page)

Also, the Preferred Alternative includes an approach that requires triggers 

and other considerations to be met before most major highway 

improvements occur. If transit improvements exceed the minimum required 

criteria and highway improvements are not needed, they will not be 

constructed. See Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS for more information on 

triggers.
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Source: Website Comment Name: John Aldridge (continued)
Document Number: IND-199 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-199 (continued)

C. The Colorado Department of Transportation is aware of the technical and 

financial challenges of the Advanced Guideway System. As you mentioned, 

the PEIS commits to a future study of the Advanced Guideway System to 

investigate these issues as part of the Preferred Alternative. 

Note that a Reversible HOT/HOV Lanes Alternative is evaluated in the PEIS.  

As explained in Section 2.8.1 of the PEIS, this alternative does not meet the 

2050 purpose and need for the Corridor because it does not include transit, 

does not provide for unmet demand, and will result in a system that reaches 

network capacity between 2035 to 2040. However, reversible HOT/HOV 

lanes were not evaluated in conjunction with the Advanced Guideway 

System.

The Preferred Alternative includes a process for revisions through regular 

review of Corridor conditions and effectiveness of improvements. The 

Collaborative Effort stakeholder committee will review progress and effects 

of the Preferred Alternative every two years and conduct a thorough 

reassessment of transportation needs in 2020. This adaptive collaborative 

approach is the process that will be used to identify any changes to the 

Preferred Alternative. 

Note that for immediate relief, some interim, short-term solutions can and 

are being developed and implemented in some Corridor locations. These 

include truck chain-up stations, improved traveler information systems, 

improved incident management practices, active traffic management 

systems, and other ITS deployment strategies.

(continued on next page)

                                         Page 628 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Website Comment Name: John Aldridge (continued)
Document Number: IND-199 City, Zip Code: Jefferson County

Response to IND-199 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

Your suggestions on Advanced Guideway System research, construction, 

and funding commitments provide good input for the Advanced Guideway

System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes. The scope of the 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility study has not been completed at this 

time. Construction of any project, even a test track, will require completion of 

a Tier 2 process. Any transit program will also include participation of FTA 

and/or FRA and will include review and oversight of the Collaborative Effort. 

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS summarizes the cost of 

the Preferred Alternative, funding allocated to the I-70 Mountain Corridor, 

sources for CDOT‘s funding (and its limitations), and other potential funding 

sources.  Options for innovative funding sources include public/private 

partnerships, tolling, bonding/loans, and Corridor-specific resources (which 

are funding sources that apply to limited geographical areas and require 

voter approval, constitutional amendments, or both).
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Response to IND-200

A. Thank you for your suggestions on both short-term and long-term 

improvements for the I-70 Mountain Corridor between Floyd Hill and Empire 

Junction. First one note of clarification in the first paragraph of your 

comment. This Tier 1 PEIS is not a clearance document for interim or long-

term improvements in the Corridor. This PEIS does document the 

programmatic improvements best suited to addressing the purpose and 

need for the project based on the 20-year planning horizon and 50-year 

vision. Tier 2 processes will be needed for clearances of the improvements 

identified in the PEIS. The Tier 1 document makes decisions only about 

mode, general location, and capacity of improvements in the Corridor. 

The Colorado Department of Transportation and FHWA are aware of the 

proposed reversible lane project on the I-70 highway as directed by the 

State Legislature. This project, which is not part of the PEIS, is currently 

being analyzed and evaluated by CDOT, including potential safety concerns 

such as you identify, including emergency vehicle access. The PEIS cannot 

assume that the I-70 highway will be widened to six lanes in the future, as 

the Preferred Alternative in the PEIS does not commit to six lanes in this 

area until, and if, a series of specific triggers are met. Similarly, the PEIS 

cannot assume full shoulder widening or re-grading of the roadbed to make 

both directions at the same elevation without further Tier 2 processes and 

triggers being met. While the I-70 Reversible Lane Study is considering 

some limited geometric improvements, these are considered interim 

improvements and do not preclude longer-term improvements as identified 

in the Preferred Alternative in the PEIS. For more information, see 

http://www.coloradodot.info/projects/I70reversiblelane.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

A. (Continued from previous page)

Two alternatives similar to proposals in the I-70 Reversible Lane Study are 

evaluated in the PEIS. The first of these alternatives includes a five lane 

highway with a reversible middle lane that uses a movable median. A 

specially equipped vehicle lifts portable barrier segments and shifts them 

laterally to produce a new lane configuration. This alternative was eliminated 

from consideration during screening, due to the reduction of mobility as a 

result of loss in the travel time it would take to clear the traffic lanes and 

move the median. 

The second of these alternatives is the Reversible High Occupancy Vehicle 

(HOV)/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes. This alternative includes a 

reversible lane facility that accommodates HOV and HOT lanes and 

changes traffic flow directions as needed to accommodate peak traffic 

demand. The alternative includes reversible traffic lanes from the 

Eisenhower-Johnson Memorial Tunnels to just east of Floyd Hill. In the 

Mountain Corridor, projected traffic volumes do not have a large enough 

direction split to limit travel to only two lanes in one direction; therefore, the 

Reversible HOV/HOT Lanes Alternative reaches network capacity between 

2035 and 2040 and does not provide adequate capacity to meet the 2050 

purpose and need. More information on both reversible lane alternatives can 

be found in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor Revised PEIS. 

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

B. The initial findings from the reversible lane study confirm that the one-lane 

off-peak section will become congested fairly quickly, as you noted. Your 

suggestion to build six-lane capacity early on from Empire to the Twin 

Tunnels cannot be completed until the triggers and conditions, as agreed to 

by the Collaborative Effort in the Consensus Recommendation and included 

in the Preferred Alternative, are met. Triggers are described in Section 2.7.2 
of the PEIS. 

It appears that your proposal is to construct reversible lanes in a six-lane 

section with the middle two lanes being reversible during peak periods, 

adjustable by a movable barrier. This would require all six lanes of traffic to 

be at the same grade and would require that sections of the existing I-70 

highway be rebuilt so both directions are at the same grade. As noted in the 

response to your previous comment IND-200-A, the lead agencies 

considered a similar reversible lane concept in the Reversible High-

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes Alternative 

described in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the 

PEIS. However, it does not meet the 2050 purpose and need. It should be 

noted that the Reversible High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/High-Occupancy 

Toll (HOT) Lanes Alternative was considered as a standalone Highway 

alternative. It was not combined with the Advanced Guideway System or 

another transit element in the Combination alternatives; other highway 

components were considered better matches for transit pairing. the 

Reversible High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) 

Lanes Alternative would have better performance characteristics if combined 

with transit than as a standalone alternative, but its performance would still 

be limited by the future directional split of traffic.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

B. (Continued from previous page)

The Preferred Alternative adds a third bore to the Twin Tunnels (―triple 

tunnels‖) and improves the existing bores to accommodate traffic in both 

directions and transit. The complexity of traffic operations for merge and 

diverge movements presented by a reversible lane alternative is another 

reason the alternative was not identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Minimizing environmental impacts and maximizing carrying capacity were 

strongly considered in the evaluation of the alternatives. The Preferred 

Alternative, with its multimodal approach and adaptive management 

component, was found to best address these considerations and the 2050 

purpose and need while minimizing impacts. Tier 2 processes will analyze 

weaving and traffic operations along the I-70 highway.

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

C. The Tier 1 PEIS has been revised to clarify the location of improvements as 

generally along the existing I-70 highway alignment without specifying future 

right-of-way needs. Advanced Guideway System studies and related Tier 2 

processes will help to further define the feasibility of the Advanced 

Guideway System and refine its alignment. While there are many details that 

have not been determined in the Tier 1 PEIS, feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes will be designed to address the alignment, develop 

ridership estimates, determine costs and benefits, study the types of trips 

served and how to connect travelers to their final destinations, and evaluate 

safety, reliability, environmental impacts, and other considerations to support 

this substantial monetary investment.

The travel demand forecasting model used for the PEIS indicates that the 

Advanced Guideway System would attract a reasonable amount of ridership 

and, based on available data, that the Preferred Alternative would reduce 

congestion and provide adequate capacity in the Corridor until the year 

2050. The travel model is documented in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website). 

Additional and more detailed ridership forecasting will be conducted in 

Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related 

Tier 2 processes as needed.

Regarding the cost/benefit ratio, maximizing this ratio is one consideration 

for prioritizing Preferred Alternative components. Projects that include 

benefits to performance, operations, economics, the environment, and 

maintenance relative to the costs of financial investment and environmental 

impacts will be prioritized during the planning process. The cost of doing 

nothing (the No Action Alternative) is expected to suppress the economies of 

communities in the I-70 Corridor by reducing population, jobs, personal 

income, and the gross regional product compared to expanded growth 

opportunities forecast under the Preferred Alternative. The forecasted 

economic reduction is a result of traffic congestion and inaccessibility. In 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

C. (Continued from previous page)

addition to total population and the number of jobs that are projected to 

increase, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase personal income 

and the gross regional product (amount of new goods and services annually) 

by $10 million over the No Action Alternative.

Any infrastructure improvement implemented in the Corridor will have 

associated costs to maintain the system. Maintenance costs of both the 

transit and highway components of the Preferred Alternative will be 

evaluated during Tier 2 processes.

D. For evaluation purposes in the PEIS, transit trips in the I-70 highway travel 

demand model account for a range of I-70 highway users or trip purposes, 

as well as different transit operating plans. Included are transit service plans 

with ―skip stops‖ during peak periods, to enable travelers to reach recreation 

destinations with less delay than they would encounter with ―local‖ trips that 

stop at each station. There is great flexibility for transit system planning 

options at Tier 2 that could further optimize transit service and schedules for 

different trip purposes, such as weekday work trips for commuting, and 

weekend recreation trips to selected destination points in the Corridor. The 

Preferred Alternative includes a commitment by the lead agencies to study 

the Advanced Guideway System in more detail to determine its feasibility. 

Feasibility studies and related Tier 2 process will include an analysis of the 

effects of connections, parking, and costs on ridership projections and 

overall system functionality.

The Advanced Guideway System, as described by the Preferred Alternative 

must have overall travel times (including station stops) comparable or faster 

than automobile traffic and must be convenient to use. These attributes are 

considered necessary to attract the ridership needed to address the purpose 

and need for the project and minimize lost time to the traveler.

(continued on next page)

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

D. (Continued from previous page)

As documented in Appendix A of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel 

Demand  Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1

of the Technical Reports and on the project website), the travel demand 

model considers full access and egress to the transit system alternatives at 

the Jeffco Government Center light rail station location from anywhere in the 

Denver metropolitan area. Similarly, the model considers the time and 

directness of reaching recreational or other destinations from the transit 

station. The model predicts the transit mode share for each trip purpose for 

each alternative. Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of 

the PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor Transportation Analysis Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website) include travel time analyses 

for alternatives. The evaluations of transit travel time include the time 

required for boarding and departing from the transit system, as well as the 

time trains spend decelerating before stations, stopped at stations to allow 

passengers to board and alight, and accelerating after leaving stations. 

Results of the travel demand model analyses and travel time performance 

modeling indicate that the Preferred Alternative, with multimodal service, will 

reduce the travel time and congestion for recreation trips on the I-70 

highway more than the Highway-only alternatives.

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

E. Costs for the Preferred Alternative were not divided specifically into transit 

and highway costs. Rather, the costs of the alternatives were estimated 

according to the Estimating Methodology described in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Cost Estimating Technical Report (included electronically on 

CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS Technical Reports and on the project 

website). The cost of each alternative element was estimated using unit 

costs. Mark-ups and inflation were then applied to determine an overall cost 

for the alternative. 

Section ES.26 “How do metro Denver metropolitan residents access 
the Advanced Guideway System?” has been revised to clarify that the 

Advanced Guideway System connects to the FasTracks West Corridor 

Jeffco Government Center Station, as follows: ―At its eastern terminus, the 

Advanced Guideway System connects to the Jeffco Government Center 

Station of the Regional Transportation District‘s West Corridor light rail in 

Jefferson County…‖

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)

F. The Colorado Department of Transportation agrees that the questions posed 

by the commenter should be addressed in Tier 2 processes.

The PEIS did address the energy requirements of the alternatives in 

Section 3.16, Energy. Table 3.16-1 presents energy consumption for each 

alternative, broken down by both transit travel and vehicles on the road.

The Colorado Department of Transportation will conduct more detailed 

analyses of energy impacts during future Tier 2 processes, and will use the 

most current data and guidance available. The PEIS considered fossil fuel 

as the primary fuel source when calculating energy consumption. However, 

Tier 2 processes will consider other power sources and mixes of energy 

supply types (renewable/alternative energy, fossil fuel, and other future 

concepts). 

G. The attached editorial provides an assessment of high-speed rail throughout 

the country, which is distinct from the Advanced Guideway System in the 

I-70 Mountain Corridor. Please see the response to your comment 

IND-200-C, which references this editorial, for responses specific to the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS.

Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Response to IND-200 (continued)Source:  Website Comment Name: John K. Knopp (continued)
Document Number: IND-200 City, Zip Code: Aurora
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Source: Email Comment Name: Kevin Clark
Document Number: IND-201 City, Zip Code: Not Provided

Response to IND-201

A. The PEIS considered 17 potential Alternate Routes to serve travel demand 

on the I-70 Mountain Corridor. These potential Alternate Routes involved 

improving existing state highways and building new connections (often 

tunnels) to shorten distances and travel times.

Six separate alternate routes from the Denver area to the Dillon area were 

considered, two include tunnels and four are on improved surface roads. 

These are described as Alternate Routes 8, 9, 11, 12, 15, and 16 in the I-70 

Mountain Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical 

Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the PEIS 

Technical Reports and on the project website). Route 8 (US 285 via Hoosier 

Pass) was eliminated based on long travel times and an inability to provide 

adequate access to Corridor communities, while the others were eliminated 

because they did not divert enough traffic from the I-70 highway to meet the 

purpose and need for improving mobility and reducing congestion along the 

Corridor.
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Response to IND-202

A. Thank you for your long involvement in the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

participation in the Collaborative Effort.

B. The Federal Highway Administration, in its regulations implementing the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), recognizes that transportation 

improvements considered in the NEPA process must have boundaries. As 

specified in 23 CFR 771.111(f), boundaries can be chosen as long as they 

allow for ―meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to 

transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated.‖  The termini 

used for the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS meet the requirements of 23 CFR 

771.111. The termini chosen connect logical termini, are of sufficient length 

(144 miles) to address environmental matters on a broad scope, have 

independent utility, and do not restrict consideration of alternatives for other 

reasonably foreseeable future transportation improvements. 

The project termini are based on the purpose and need for the project. In 

this case, the purpose and need focuses on mobility, congestion, 

accessibility, and capacity in the I-70 Mountain Corridor, which has distinct 

needs, travel patterns, and trip purposes from the Denver metropolitan area 

and other areas in Colorado. The western terminus for highway 

improvements at Glenwood Springs was chosen due to the change in travel 

patterns, including a drop in the number of recreation trips and overall traffic 

volumes, west of Glenwood Springs. Transit improvements terminate at 

Eagle County Regional Airport because this facility provides an intermodal 

connection between aviation and transit service in the region. 

The eastern terminus at C-470/Jeffco Government Center light rail station 

was chosen because it marks a change in travel patterns where the Corridor 

connects to the Denver metropolitan area and its higher traffic volumes. This 

location also represents a transition to Denver metropolitan area 

transportation systems, including urban highways and transit systems, such 

as the Regional Transportation District (RTD) FasTracks rail system. The 

pattern of travel (and carpooling) is well established at the east end of the 

Corridor, and while trips bound for the Corridor may come from many

(continued on next page)
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B. (Continued from previous page)

locations, nearly all that originate in the Denver metropolitan area pass 

through the I-70/C-470 system interchange.

The I-70 travel demand model used to analyze traffic volumes in the 

Corridor covers a study area that includes the Corridor, the Denver 

metropolitan area, the North Front Range, the Colorado Springs and Pueblo 

metropolitan areas, and the Western Slope. It therefore quantifies the travel 

demand characteristics of Corridor users from all of these areas, including 

the Denver metropolitan area. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the PEIS 

describes the travel demand and causes of congestion in the Corridor and 

notes that, as you point out, Front Range users account for a large portion of 

trips in the Corridor. The I-70 User Study conducted by CDOT in 2000 found 

that 59% of I-70 travelers at Idaho Springs, 46% at Frisco, and 26% at Vail 

came from the Front Range. These Front Range travelers, along with those 

from other areas of Colorado, are included in the travel demand model 

(described in detail in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report, included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website).

Based on the travel demand model, a direct connection from the Corridor to 

Denver International Airport would increase ridership by approximately 10 

percent. Capturing this small volume of transit riders (and diverted traffic) is 

not required to meet the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

and does not warrant the expense or impacts of extending the termini to 

Denver International Airport. Comparatively speaking, the number of 

recreational visitors using the Corridor arriving at Denver International 

Airport is very small in comparison to the number of Corridor users that 

originate in the Denver metropolitan area and Corridor communities. While 

Denver Union Station is a planned transit transfer station for the Denver 

metropolitan area, it serves only a small fraction of Denver‘s population 

directly without transfers, and does not originate a large number of transit 

trips. Travelers transferring from car or transit to the Advanced Guideway

(continued on next page)
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B. (Continued from previous page)

System can do so as conveniently at the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station as at Denver Union Station.

Transfers between the RTD West Corridor light rail line and the Corridor 

Advanced Guideway System would generate some of the additional 

ridership that could otherwise occur through direct connection between the 

Corridor and Denver Union Station or Denver International Airport. The 

additional ridership generated by the light rail connection would not be as 

high as through direct connection, because of the transfer required. 

However, as noted in the previous paragraph, the additional ridership 

generated through a direct connection is not required to meet the purpose 

and need for the Corridor. 

Study and implementation of an Advanced Guideway System between the 

Eagle County Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station does not preclude other NEPA transportation improvement studies 

outside the Corridor. Additional studies and NEPA processes may extend 

beyond these termini if needed. The CDOT Division of Transit and Rail is 

conducting two studies, the Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan 

and the Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study, to evaluate transit 

connections throughout the state, including connections to the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor and to the RTD FasTracks system in the Denver metropolitan area.

The study limits have been clarified in Section 1.5, “What are the study 
limits and how were they selected?” of the PEIS, which now provides a 

similar discussion to the response to this comment.

Stakeholders from the Denver metropolitan area have been included in 

public involvement and outreach efforts throughout the PEIS process. Some 

of the formal roles have included membership of the Denver Mayor‘s Office 

and Denver Metro Area Chamber of Commerce in the Collaborative Effort; 

(continued on next page)
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B. (Continued from previous page)

membership of Jefferson County in the Project Leadership Team; and 

membership of the Denver Regional Council of Governments in the I-70 

Coalition. Availability of the Revised Draft PEIS was announced in Denver 

metropolitan area media, and a public hearing was held in Denver. More 

detailed information about Denver metropolitan area representation in I-70 

stakeholder groups and public outreach efforts in the Denver area can be 

found in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Public and Agency Involvement 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 6 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website).

C. The Tier 1 PEIS Cumulative Impacts analysis focuses on the possible 

cumulative impacts identified during the scoping process. These are 

identified in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis, Table 4-1, and 

include air quality, biological resources, wetlands, water resources, socio-

economic impacts, land use, recreation, visual resources, and historic 

properties. The study area for the analysis encompasses those areas that 

would likely experience cumulative effects as a result of improvements to 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor, and is focused on portions of the Eagle River, 

Blue River, and Clear Creek watersheds. 

The cumulative impacts study area does not include the Denver 

metropolitan area because improvements to the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

would not cause measurable cumulative effects in the Denver area. Travel in 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor is small relative to travel in the Denver 

metropolitan area. Year 2035 highway vehicle miles traveled and person 

miles traveled within the Corridor are about ten times smaller than their 

corresponding values in the Denver metropolitan area. Population and 

employment in the nine-county Corridor region is similarly about ten times 

smaller than in the Denver metropolitan area. Cumulative effects of Corridor 

improvements on the Denver area would not be measurable and do not 

warrant expanding the geographic scope of the cumulative impact analysis 

to the Denver area.

(continued on next page)
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C. (continued from previous page)

The PEIS provides extensive analysis of direct and indirect effects, including 

the impacts you mention to mobility, access opportunities, economics, 

recreation, and quality of life. These mobility, access, economic, and 

recreation impacts on Denver metropolitan area residents, as they travel in 

the Corridor, are addressed in the following sections of the PEIS:

Mobility impacts that Denver area travelers would experience are discussed 

in Section 2.8.1, Transportation Comparisons of the PEIS. The travel 

demand model used to calculate mobility impacts captures Denver area 

travelers. 

The potential effects of increased access to the Corridor by Denver area 

travelers (and other travelers) is described in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

PEIS Land Use Technical Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 4 of the Technical Reports and on the project website).

Economic impacts (such as travel delays during construction) to Denver 

area travelers are described in Section 3.8.5, “How do the alternatives 
potentially affect social and economic values?” of the PEIS. The 

economic analysis that was conducted included Jefferson County, in the 

Denver metropolitan area. 

Recreation impacts that affect Denver area travelers were examined and are 

presented in Section 3.12.5, “How do the alternatives potentially affect 
recreation and Section 6(f) resources?” of the PEIS. 

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA 

specify consideration of connected actions, which means that they are 

closely related and therefore should be discussed in the same impact 

statement. Actions are connected if they: 

(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental 

impact statements. 

(continued on next page)
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C. (Continued from previous page)

(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously 

or simultaneously. 

(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger 

action for their justification. 

Alternatives that have been developed for the I-70 Mountain Corridor and 

actions to be considered east of the project termini in the Denver 

metropolitan area do not fit the definition of connected actions. I-70 Mountain 

Corridor alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, do not 

automatically trigger other actions; highway components can connect to the 

existing highway system, and Advanced Guideway System travelers can 

connect to the RTD FasTracks system or to the highway system C-

470/Jeffco Government Center light rail station. Similarly, the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, can proceed with 

no other transportation improvements in the Denver metropolitan area. 

Finally, the I-70 Mountain Corridor alternatives, including the Preferred 

Alternative, do not depend on a larger action for their justification.
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D. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 

CFR 1502.14) state that reasonable alternatives to the proposed action need 

to be identified, rigorously explored, and objectively evaluated. Reasonable 

alternatives are those that are practical or feasible and meet the purpose 

and need for the project. Alternatives east of the eastern project terminus at 

C-470/Jeffco Government Center light rail station do not meet the purpose 

and need to reduce traffic congestion and increase capacity, mobility, and 

accessibility in the Corridor. As noted in response to your comment 

IND-202-B, transportation improvements east of the Corridor will be 

examined during upcoming studies, including the Colorado Interregional 

Connectivity Study, which will evaluate connections between rail along I-70 

and along I-25 and the RTD FasTracks system in the Denver metropolitan 

area.

An I-70 Ridership Survey was conducted to address the issue of mode 

choice between auto and transit trips in the Corridor, as a part of the PEIS 

travel demand modeling process. The survey—and therefore the travel 

demand forecasting models developed from it— address the time spent 

waiting for each transit vehicle, and transfers between the Advanced 

Guideway System and the local bus systems in the Corridor. The 2001 ―pre-

FasTracks‖ Ridership Survey design does not address the issue of rail-to-

rail transfers that emerged with the development of the FasTracks plan. 

However, CDOT did anticipate transfer concerns, and the travel demand 

model applies a travel time penalty for each transfer, in addition to the time 

spent waiting. This penalty addresses the lost convenience of having to 

transfer bags and equipment, find a new seat, and move to another transit 

vehicle. Overall transit ridership is based largely on the comparative travel 

times between the transit trip, including all penalties, and the highway trip. 

This methodology has been validated on numerous travel demand models 

across the country. Details of the I-70 Ridership Survey are presented in 

Appendix B of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand Technical 

Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the Technical 

Reports and on the project website). 
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E. Parking, transfers, and regional connectivity will be considered as part of 

future feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes to determine Advanced 

Guideway System feasibility. It is recognized that convenient local 

distribution systems are likely to be needed to meet the travel needs of the 

Advanced Guideway System users so that travelers can get to their final 

destination with relative ease. Studying and implementing an Advanced 

Guideway System between Glenwood Springs and the Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station does not preclude the study of improvements outside 

the Corridor, such as the alternatives you note in your comment for getting 

people from the Denver area and Denver International Airport to the Corridor 

Advanced Guideway System and hence to mountain destinations. 

The CDOT Division of Transit and Rail has the authority to plan, develop, 

finance, operate, and integrate transit and rail services statewide. The 

Division will work in coordination with other transit and rail providers to plan, 

promote, and implement investments in transit and rail services statewide. 

The Division‘s Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and 

Colorado Interregional Connectivity Study will evaluate existing and planned 

rail projects and rail connectivity and will evaluate the use of existing 

infrastructure. 

The travel modeling performed for the PEIS is a state-of-the-practice 

planning tool that comprehensively forecasts the needs of the Corridor to the 

year 2035 based on up-to-date population and employment forecasts, and to 

the year 2050 based on available projections. The travel model is 

documented in Appendix A, Travel Model of the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS 

Travel Demand Technical Report included electronically on CD-ROM in 

Volume 1 of the Technical Reports and on the project website. The travel 

model and ridership study used for the PEIS do not need to be revisited at 

the Tier 1 level; they provide a basis for evaluating and comparing 

performance of the alternatives analyzed in the PEIS. Additional and 

updated ridership studies and travel demand modeling will need to be 

conducted and will be included in Tier 2 processes. Please see the response

(continued on next page)
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E. (Continued from previous page)

to comment ORG-17-D for additional information about the ridership survey 

and its incorporation into the travel demand model.

The PEIS documents a full range of environmental and sustainability factors 

that are relevant to identifying the Preferred Alternative, and the Preferred 

Alternative‘s adaptive management approach allows the implementation of 

improvements to happen incrementally and respond to trends and Corridor 

conditions. Tier 2 processes will follow existing NEPA laws and guidance.
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F. The timing of Minimum Program specific highway improvements in relation 

to Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and Tier 2 processes is 

not known since funding for these studies and Tier 2 processes has not 

been identified. The timing of studies and implementation of improvements 

is dependent on funding availability and must go through the established 

planning process, described in the Introduction of the PEIS, to identify and 

prioritize projects. The Colorado Department of Transportation is committed 

to initiating Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes as soon as possible and has secured funding to begin these 

studies. 

Please see the response to the Colorado Environmental Coalition‘s 

comment ORG-17-B for information about triggers and the feasibility of the 

Advanced Guideway System.

G. The lead agencies agree that Environmental Impact Statements must have 

boundaries. As noted in the response to IND-202-B, FHWA regulations for 

implementing NEPA clearly set forth the requirements for setting these 

boundaries.   

Also as noted in response to your comment IND-202-B, developing a 

regional transit system in the Denver metro area does not meet the purpose 

and need of the I-70 Mountain Corridor. However, the Preferred Alternative 

does not preclude and could be a supporting component of such a system. 

The Preferred Alternative is flexible in its implementation and also 

prescribes regular reevaluation of Corridor conditions and effectiveness of 

improvements, allowing the alternative to adapt to the types of 

implementation challenges described in your comment. Rather than 

preclude options, the Preferred Alternative includes an adaptive 

management approach that allows flexibility in considering new data and 

adapting to current trends and conditions.
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H. The lead agencies have been diligent in following the regulations that the 

U.S. Department of Transportation has adopted relative to the application of 

NEPA (23 CFR 771) and the CEQ regulations (40 CFR) and guidelines for 

implementing NEPA. This includes the following:

• Regarding the comment on segmentation, as documented above in the 

response to IND-202-B, the selection of the project termini meets the 

requirements of ensuring meaningful evaluation of alternatives and 

avoiding commitments to transportation improvements before they are 

fully evaluated. 

• A robust public involvement program engaged the public and interested 

agencies in the process of PEIS preparation. Chapter 6, Public and 
Agency Involvement of the PEIS describes the public and agency 

involvement and shows how the project was conducted with full public 

disclosure and transparency. This public and agency involvement 

program meets the stated U.S. Department of Transportation policy to 

provide public involvement as an essential part of a proposal being 

considered during the NEPA process.

• Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of Alternatives of the PEIS 

includes identification and assessment of programmatic level 

alternatives that meet the purpose and need for the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor as defined in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need. Twenty-two 

alternatives were evaluated, and the results of these analyses are 

summarized in Chapter 2, Summary and Comparison of 
Alternatives and detailed by resource in Chapter 3, Environmental 
Consequences of the PEIS. 

• An impact analysis is required by NEPA. Impact analysis was 

conducted within the study area, which comprises the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor between Glenwood Springs and C-470/Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station. The land use east of C-470/Jeffco Government 

Center light rail station was not part of the analysis because it is 

outside the study area.  

(continued on next page)
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H. (Continued from previous page)

• A cumulative impact analysis was conducted and is the subject of 

Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts Analysis. Please see the response to 

your comment IND-202-C for additional discussion of the geographic 

scope of the cumulative impacts analysis. Regarding the incorporation 

of sustainability into the project, please see the response to your 

comment IND-202-K. 

• Although there is no requirement in 23 CFR Part 771 to discuss 

institutional arrangements and provide legal mandate information and 

processes for participating agencies, Chapter 6, Public and Agency 
Involvement of the PEIS describes the stakeholders and provides 

documentation of their involvement during the PEIS process and 

defines methods for ongoing participation in future Tier 2 processes.

The PEIS complies with DOT and CEQ regulations implementing NEPA as 

described in response to your other comments in IND-202. 
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I. The Colorado Department of Transportation recognizes the responsibility to 

develop meaningful travel demand forecasts for the I-70 Mountain Corridor.  

The forecast planning tool developed for the I-70 Mountain Corridor is a state-

of-the-practice travel demand model. Its major input of future population and 

employment forecasts are based on the information available today from the 

State of Colorado Department of Local Affairs and Regional Transportation 

Plan projections. The travel model network encompasses the area from 

Denver International Airport to the Utah border, and from the Wyoming border 

to Pueblo. The model was developed through extensive interaction with 

technical specialists from FHWA, CDOT, the Denver Regional Council of 

Governments, and local planning agencies, and a peer review panel reviewed 

each step of the model development process. Complete documentation of the 

travel demand model, including its major input assumptions, validation, and 

outputs, is provided in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Travel Demand 

Technical Report (provided electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 1 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website) and its appendices.

The PEIS is a Tier 1 document that establishes the travel mode, capacity, and 

general location for a transportation solution. The Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes will be designed to address 

technology, funding, power supply, operational characteristics, ridership, 

costs/benefits, and other related issues and will consider the logistics of 

transfers to other transit systems and technologies and the effects these 

transfers may have on ridership. As noted in response to your comment 

IND-202-B, transportation improvements east of the Corridor will be examined 

during upcoming studies, including the Colorado Interregional Connectivity 

Study. 

(continued on next page)

Source:  Letter Name: Bert Melcher (continued)
Document Number: IND-202 City, Zip Code: Denver, 80237

                                         Page 654 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Response to IND-202 (continued)

I. (Continued from previous page) 

The Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will evaluate technologies that could meet the performance 

criteria required for the I-70 Mountain Corridor. Multiple transit technologies 

were considered for the PEIS, including diesel and electric light rail and 

heavy rail transit technologies (including the steel-wheel-on-steel-rail 

technology you mention), diesel and electric locomotive hauled and multiple 

unit passenger rail technologies, electric conventional monorail and 

magnetic levitation advanced guideway system technologies, and 

automated guideway transit using monorail and conventional rail 

technologies. These technologies are described in the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor PEIS Alternatives Development and Screening Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website).

Regarding alternative termini, please see the response to your comment 

IND-202-B for a discussion of the project termini for the PEIS.

Chapter 5, Financial Considerations of the PEIS provides information 

about the costs of the alternatives, and Chart 5-1 in that chapter provides a 

graphic comparison of their costs. More detailed cost information is provided 

in the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Cost Estimating Technical Report 

(included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 2 of the Technical Reports 

and on the project website).

The Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and related Tier 2 

processes will consider information from the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority 

study and information provided by RTD, the Denver Regional Council of 

Governments, and other sources to develop a thorough and detailed 

evaluation of the Advanced Guideway System for the Corridor. Additional 

and updated ridership studies and travel demand modeling will need to be 

conducted and will be included in Tier 2 processes. 
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Sustainability is an overarching core value identified during the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. Regarding the 

incorporation of sustainability into the project, please see the response to 

your comment IND-202-K. Vehicle miles traveled for each of the alternatives 

is provided in Section 3.16, Energy of the PEIS.
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J. The Introduction of the PEIS describes the programmatic NEPA process 

that guides the PEIS process, including the Final PEIS and the Record of 

Decision. The lead agencies are committed to carrying out the I-70 

Collaborative Effort Consensus Recommendations as documented in 

Appendix C, Consensus Recommendation and implementing the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) process described in 

Appendix A, I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Context Sensitive Solutions
during Tier 2 processes. The triggers that will be used as the Preferred 

Alternative is developed are described in Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS.  

The lead agencies commit to implementing improvements identified in the 

Consensus Recommendation and Record of Decision as funding allows. 

The Preferred Alternative is a comprehensive proposal for improvements to 

the I-70 Mountain Corridor, and includes non-infrastructure components, 

highway capacity and safety improvements, and the Advanced Guideway 

System as described in Section 2.7.1 of the PEIS. The non-infrastructure 

strategies, such as the bus in mixed traffic service you note in your 

comment, are an important element of the Preferred Alternative because 

they could be implemented in the near-term to address issues in the 

Corridor and remove cars from the road in advance of major infrastructure 

improvements. The Colorado Department of Transportation has committed 

to continuous stakeholder involvement following the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

Context Sensitive Solutions process and working with the Collaborative 

Effort team for all tasks and projects conducted on the I-70 Mountain 

Corridor. As noted in response to your comment IND-202-B, connections to 

Denver Union Station and Denver International Airport will be examined 

during upcoming studies, including the Colorado Interregional Connectivity 

Study.
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J. (Continued from previous page)

The I-70 Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process does not 

apply to the study of transit or other improvements east of the C-470/ 

Jefferson Government Center light rail station terminus. The Colorado 

Department of Transportation regularly implements a public and agency 

involvement process for virtually all of its studies, however, and will do so for 

the upcoming Colorado State Passenger and Freight Rail Plan and Colorado 

Interregional Connectivity Study.

Future public voting for any improvements in the I-70 Mountain Corridor 

would only be required if certain funding mechanisms, such as tax increases 

or bonding approvals, were to be employed. Regarding legislative and 

agency changes, CDOT is committed to implementing improvements 

identified in the Consensus Recommendation and Record of Decision as 

funding allows and to continuous stakeholder involvement following the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. The lead agencies 

acknowledge that additional revenue, leadership, and support from the 

citizens and elected officials of Colorado will be required to implement the 

Preferred Alternative.
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K. Sustainability is an overarching core value identified during the I-70 

Mountain Corridor Context Sensitive Solutions process. The Preferred 

Alternative incorporates this core value of sustainability by incorporating a 

multimodal solution that provides alternative transportation modes and 

potentially alternative energy sources. The Preferred Alternative also 

includes mitigation commitments that address sustainability, such as 

supporting regional planning with municipalities to promote responsible 

managed growth and development, and working collaboratively with land 

management agencies to improve resource conservation. The Preferred 

Alternative considers global trends such as climate change and fossil fuel 

use (and oil supply) through the use of an adaptive management approach, 

as described in Section 2.7.2 of the PEIS.

Section 3.16, Energy of the PEIS discusses energy consumption and the 

future decreased availability of fossil fuels. The issue of peak oil is 

discussed in Section 4.4 of the I-70 Mountain Corridor Energy Technical 

Report (CDOT, 2011), which also explains why analysis of peak oil is not 

included in the PEIS, ―Peak oil is a term that refers to the global peak in oil 

production, which occurs when the amount of oil produced worldwide 

reaches a peak and starts declining. Predictions for when this peak will 

occur are controversial and range from now to 2035 and beyond. There are 

also those who believe the peak has already been reached. This decline in 

oil production does not signify ‗running out of oil‘ but it does mean the end of 

cheap oil, which will have worldwide consequences. Since peak oil is an 

issue of national and global importance, this topic has not been and will not 

be used in Tier 2 processes as a comparative feature of Action Alternatives.‖

The lead agencies acknowledge that by 2050, the decreased availability of 

fossil fuels is likely to affect travel. Potential effects include a change of fuel 

type resulting in more hybrids and electrically powered vehicles. Reductions 

in fossil fuel supply could also result in changes in public policy such as a

(continued on next page)
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K. (continued from previous page)

carbon tax or vehicle miles of travel, which could decrease travel overall. 

Reductions in fossil fuel supply could also result in dramatically increased 

fuel costs, which could decrease travel overall. Therefore, based on 

available information about fossil fuel availability, vehicle technology 

advancements, and the trends from 2035 data related to traffic flow 

improvement from the Action Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative 

continues to be among the lowest of all alternatives in operational energy 

consumption. Because construction of the Preferred Alternative occurs over 

a longer period of time (2050 rather than 2035), energy impacts from 

construction are more spread out over time.
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Source: Comment sheet Name: Roberto Velasco
Document Number: IND-203 City, Zip Code: Avon, 81620

Response to IND-203

A. A multimodal solution with transit, highway improvements, and non-

infrastructure improvements are integral to meeting the purpose and need of 

the project while minimizing environmental impacts. The Advanced 

Guideway System provides needed capacity in the Corridor, while the 

highway improvements are needed to reduce congestion and improve 

safety. The Advanced Guideway System would provide transit service from 

the Eagle County Regional Airport to the Jeffco Government Center light rail 

station in Golden, a distance of approximately 118 miles, and will connect to 

the Regional Transportation District West Corridor line in Golden. Extending 

the system east to Denver International Airport or west to Glenwood Springs 

is not part of this project but would not be precluded in the future.

Although during construction, economic growth in the Corridor would be 

suppressed, by 2035 after construction is completed, all of the Action 

Alternatives, except the Minimal Action, would meet or surpass a gross 

regional product of $45 billion per year. Implementation of the Preferred 

Alternative will provide economic benefits, such as increased jobs, 

increased personal income, and increased gross regional product (a 

measure of new goods and services in the region) in comparison to the No 

Action Alternative. The No Action alternative is expected to suppress 

(reduce) the number of jobs, personal incomes, and the gross regional 

product due to increased highway congestion and reduced access to 

recreational and tourist amenities. For more information on social and 

economic values, see Section 3.8, Social and Economic Values of the 

PEIS and the I-70 Mountain Corridor PEIS Social and Economic Values 

Technical Report (included electronically on CD-ROM in Volume 4 of the 

Technical Reports and on the project website).
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Document Number: IND-204 City, Zip Code: City, Zip

Response to IND-204

A. Transit, highway improvements, and non-infrastructure improvements are 

integral to meeting the purpose and need of the project while minimizing 

environmental impacts. The Advanced Guideway System provides needed 

capacity in the Corridor while the highway improvements are needed to 

reduce congestion and improve safety.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will improve travel conditions for 

all travelers in the Corridor, including tourists. 
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Source: Letter Name: Michael Hocevar
Document Number: IND-205 City, Zip Code: Georgetown, 80444

Response to IND-205

A. Please see the responses to your previous comments IND-24-A through 

IND-24-E.

                                         Page 671 of 672



Comments                                                                                           Responses

Appendix F. Response to Comments

Final PEISI-70 Mountain Corridor

March 2011

Source: Comment sheet Name: Brandi Thompson
Document Number: IND-206 City, Zip Code: Breckenridge

Response to IND-206

A. Yes, the Preferred Alternative is a multimodal solution that includes an 

Advanced Guideway System transit component between the Eagle County 

Regional Airport and the Jeffco Government Center light rail station in 

Golden. To clarify, the Advanced Guideway System is capable of being fully 

elevated, but the specific Advanced Guideway System technology has not 

yet been determined (note monorail is one of several specific transit 

technologies that will be evaluated in future Advanced Guideway System 

feasibility studies and related Tier 2 processes). A multimodal solution 

provides the best opportunity to meet the project‘s purpose and need while 

minimizing environmental impacts. The Advanced Guideway System 

provides needed capacity in the Corridor. Highway improvements are 

needed to reduce congestion and improve safety. Based on available data, 

the Preferred Alternative provides the best opportunity to meet the 2050 

purpose and need for the Corridor while minimizing impacts.  For more 

information on the Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.7, “What was the 
decision making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative?” of 

the PEIS.

The construction of both the Advanced Guideway System and the highway 

improvements will affect travelers, but impacts will be mitigated as much as 

possible. The construction period will most likely occur over a period longer 

than five years, but not all along the entire Corridor at once. After individual 

Tier 2 processes are complete and funding is identified, construction 

phasing schedules will be developed.  

The maintenance requirements of the Advanced Guideway System will not 

be known until the Advanced Guideway System feasibility studies and 

related Tier 2 processes are completed. Regarding highway maintenance, 

some vehicle trips would shift to the Advanced Guideway System, but the 

available capacity on the highway would be taken up by new trips that are 

currently not being made because of existing I-70 highway congestion, also 

known as unmet demand. Highway maintenance requirements would not be 

reduced. 
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