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Executive Summary 
The I-70 Corridor is like none other in the world.  Its majestic peaks, scenic views, and abundant 
recreational opportunities combine with a host of vibrant communities and resorts that draw 
thousands of visitors every day to this area.  Grades, traffic volumes, and difficult weather 
conditions, however, can make travel along this essential east-west corridor a challenge and 
leave corridor communities contending with the transportation congestion typical of much larger 
urban areas. The members of the I-70 Coalition recognize the need to address not only the 
transportation issue, but the communities’ interests in creating an alternative means of travel 
through this high demand area, while maintaining land use development patterns that reflect the 
unique mountain character and charm of these communities. 
 
The I-70 Coalition envisions a high speed Advanced Guideway System (AGS) designed to 
serve the residents, employees, resorts and visitors that comprise the travel pool in this corridor.  
A year ago, the I-70 Coalition embarked on a very unique planning effort, this I-70 Coalition 
Land Use Planning Study for Rail Transit Alignment throughout the I-70 Corridor.  The study 
planning process engaged representatives from all communities along the corridor in 
conversations about local transit, land use decision-making and regional mobility.  This year-
long collaborative planning effort was designed to address local and corridor-wide visions, 
goals, and understanding of transit service implementation, along with concepts for land use 
development patterns that support and integrate with future transit.  The process was divided 
into four general phases of work: 
 

• Phase 1 – Listening and Generating Ideas.  

• Phase 2 – Station Location Evaluation Criteria and Screening. 

• Phase 3 – Integrating Transit and Land Use Planning. 

• Phase 4 – Conclusion and Thinking Forward. 
 
The study closely coordinated with other ongoing I-70 studies and the Colorado Department of 
Transportation (CDOT), including the I-70 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(PEIS), the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) project, and the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority 
(RMRA) rail feasibility study regarding local community interests in station locations and transit 
alignments.  The I-70 Coalition’s process and recommendations have continuously informed 
these studies over the past year, and been an integral source for local input to these corridor 
wide efforts. 
 
The outcome of the I-70 Coalition’s Land Use Planning Study is not only the integration of 
community preferred station locations and land use planning practices, but the communication 
and collaborative decision-making process that occurred among the corridor representatives.  
Their engagement and work throughout the past year has resulted in local ownership of a 
regional approach to future AGS stations, an understanding of local land use practices on 
regional mobility and a framework for ongoing coordination moving forward.  
 
The Land Use Planning Study is just one element of the body of information that will be needed 
to develop the answers to AGS and land use planning in the corridor.  In starting the 
conversation among counties along the I-70 corridor, the I-70 Coalition has taken a critical step 
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toward understanding and ownership of the I-70 Coalition vision for AGS and in implementing 
the Preferred Alternative of the I-70 PEIS.  The general boundary for the study was along the I-
70 corridor from Jefferson County in the east to Garfield County in the west, including the off-
corridor communities of Gilpin County (Blackhawk and Central City), Grand County (Winter 
Park, Fraser, and Granby), Routt County (Steamboat Springs), Lake County (Leadville), and 
Pitkin County (Aspen), as shown below. 
 

I-70 Coalition Land Use Study Area 

 
 
The establishment of County Working Groups was the first step to ensuring a collaborative and 
open planning process.  The County Working Groups met five times during the course of the 
study bringing together representatives from the county and municipal governments, 
transportation managers and planners, land use planners, public works staff, local transit 
agencies, interested citizens, and public officials.  The core County Working Groups along the I-
70 corridor were: 

• Jefferson County including Golden. 

• Clear Creek County including Idaho Springs, Empire, and Georgetown. 

• Summit County including Dillon, Silverthorne, Frisco, and Breckenridge. 

• Eagle County including Vail, Avon, Edwards, Eagle, Gypsum, and ECO Transit. 
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• Garfield County, including Glenwood Springs, Carbondale, Roaring Fork Transportation 
Authority (RFTA), and Pitkin County (Aspen). 

The first phase of the study process was devoted to listening and sharing regional needs for 
travel, along with local visions for transit within each area.  The County Working Groups 
identified guiding principles representative of the local concerns, interests, and objectives 
discussed during the process which include:  

Future AGS service through Jefferson County should accommodate local needs of 
commuting residents, rural residents, the elderly and those with special needs.  It should 
create critical connections to future light rail and connecting transit services in the region. 

Future AGS service through Clear Creek County should provide key connections to 
adjacent communities in order to accommodate the local needs for connectivity and 
improve access to the Clear Creek community for tourist activity. It should create a 
transit system that creates a “wow” factor while maintaining the unique historic character 
of the local towns.  

Future AGS service through Summit County should strengthen mobility into and out of 
the county, support visitor destination travel, strengthen employee commuter patterns to 
the resort area and maintain the unique mountain character and moderate development 
scale found in Summit County. 

Future AGS or high speed rail through Eagle County should provide seamless regional 
interconnectivity for both local resident commuters as well as visitors to our world-class 
resort recreation destinations.  Visitors to Eagle County arriving primarily from the Front 
Range/DIA or the Eagle County Airport should be provided with fast, convenient, 
efficient and reliable transportation to Vail and Beaver Creek resorts.  The AGS or high 
speed rail should smoothly interface with the Summit Stage, ECO and RFTA services. 

Future AGS service through Garfield County should strengthen mobility into and out the 
county, support visitor destination travel, strengthen employee commuter patterns north-
south through Glenwood and east-west along I-70.  AGS service should be 
environmentally sensitive and be an element of sustainability in Glenwood Canyon.  

Input from the County Working Groups, the I-70 Coalition’s Technical Committee, and the Full I-
70 Coalition membership was essential to this regional planning process and the determination 
of community preferred future station locations.   The County Working Groups identified over 24 
station location possibilities that served both passengers and potentially light freight services 
throughout the corridor.  The County Working Groups established guidelines and screening 
criteria for evaluation of these station locations based on 1) County Working Group values; 2) 
technical siting requirements; 3) consistency with the Context Sensitive Solutions project for the 
I-70 corridor; 4) I-70 Coalition transit criteria, and 5) the I-70 Collaborative Effort.  Specifically, 
the final siting criteria for group evaluation and discussion included the following questions: 

• Does the location serve a population center? 

• Is the location an established activity center (or will be someday)? 

• Does the location serve a geographic area (have the potential to capture ridership)? 
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• Is the location compatible with future land use plans? 

• Does the location have good vehicular access? 

• Does the location complement future transit plans and connections? 

• Are there any known environmental issues with the location? 

• Is there County Working Group support for the location? 

Several months of the planning process were spent in the debate, discussion, and evaluation of 
community preferred station locations and the evaluation of responses to these primary criteria.   
The eventual outcome of the criteria evaluation and screening process represent months of 
consideration of regional mobility needs and local interests in transit system and community 
context.   The community preferred station recommendations are a substantive achievement on 
the part of County Working Group members and are considered to be the top priorities of the 
County Working Groups.  These recommendations, however, do not preclude additional or 
alternative locations that might be served by spurs or skip service that could be developed at a 
later date.  The list represents each County Working Group’s recommendation of what locations 
they believe would best serve the people in the community, as well as those traveling to their 
communities.  The County Working Groups recognize that technical data, such as ridership, are 
still being developed and such information may cause these recommendations to be 
reconsidered.   Recommendations by the County Working Groups for major hub locations 
(called Tier 1 regional station locations) are as follows (see following map): 

Jefferson County 
 

• I-70/US 6 Interchange Area (or Washington Street/SH 58 Area). 

Clear Creek County 
 

• Idaho Springs (includes five potential sites). 

• Empire Junction/Georgetown (or somewhere in between). 

Summit County 
 

• Frisco or Silverthorne. 

• Also recognizing that Keystone, Breckenridge, and Copper Mountain may be preferred 
depending on ridership and alignment considerations.  Copper Mountain is likely to have 
a station regardless because potential alignments are likely to pass through there. 

Eagle County 
 

• Vail or Avon (east end of county). 

• Eagle Airport (west end of county). 

Garfield County 
 

• Glenwood Springs - Downtown Wye. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 5 3/4/2009 
 

• Mid-valley/Carbondale if alignment follows Cottonwood Pass. 

 

County Working Group Recommended Tier 1 Regional Station Locations (red dots) 

 
 
The County Working Groups discussed the potential functionality of these stations, including the 
anticipated need for passenger drop-off facilities, bus bays for integration with local transit 
systems, and park-n-Ride facilities, depending on the location and role within the system.  The 
communities addressed questions of physical size and acreage needed to accommodate future 
facilities and compatibility with local land use and community characteristics.   Following these 
discussions, an example station with typical specifications was developed for illustrative 
purposes, although the eventual design of each station will vary due to site specific 
characteristics, passenger types, boarding and alighting patterns, community character, and 
adjacent land use (see example below). 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 6 3/4/2009 
 

Visual Simulation Representing an Example Tier 1 Regional Station Location 

 
 

Today’s land use decisions and land use planning practices will be the base of tomorrow’s 
transit ridership.  Future resident, visitor and employee travel patterns in the I-70 corridor will be 
enhanced and sustained by the synergy between the local land use development and transit 
service.  The County Working Groups discussed ideas for integrated land use and transit 
planning, supportive development principles, and concepts for connectivity.  They participated in 
a high-level assessment of corridor comprehensive plans, sub-area plans, zoning code, and 
other land development tools and practices, the result of which indicated that the majority of I-70 
corridor communities recognize through their community visions and planning policies that 
future transportation systems should be inclusive of transit options, that transit and 
bike/pedestrian connectivity is essential, and that land use development practices will influence 
whether transit service is effective in reducing automobile trips.   

In preparation for future AGS service implementation, corridor jurisdictions can conduct 
community visioning sessions; perform comprehensive plan updates; develop specialty sub-
area plans such as bike or pedestrian plans; and identify land availability or other resources that 
may affect their community’s ability to support station development.  A transit-ready planning 
process should, of course, be tailored individually to each agency and community; and the 
timing of actions may occur sooner or later than shown based on the development practices, 
land availability, infrastructure needs, etc.   A related toolbox of example planning practices was 
designed as a reference to accompany this outline and a guideline for corridor communities in 
moving forward as AGS station locations and alignments are confirmed. Guidelines for a transit-
supportive planning process were discussed with County Working Groups and outlined in near-
term, mid-term, and near-term time frames for action as summarized below. 
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Near Term Planning- Today’s Actions  

• Continue to coordinate with ongoing I-70 corridor studies. 

• Develop a vision for transit in your community through a broad-based community 
visioning process. 

• Strengthen the policy language in the comprehensive/master plans to signify a strong 
direction for transit and integrated land use. 

• Develop policies that identify how to realize the vision and goals for transit including; 

o Location. 
o Supporting land use type. 
o Density. 
o Sustainable growth patterns. 
o Community character. 
o Multi modal connectivity. 

• Evaluate whether current zoning practices or planned unit development (PUD) 
allowances ensure desired development patterns, mixed-use, higher density or greater 
walkability. 

• Continue specialty planning efforts such as bicycle/pedestrian master plans, transit 
service plans, design guidelines, etc. 

• Evaluate existing and future needs for a local transit system. 

Mid Term Planning – Three to Ten Years Prior to AGS  

• Confirm station site and begin/continue local land assemblage. 

• Develop a station area sub-plan that includes: 

o Land use mix and density recommendations based on a market analysis. 
o Design guidelines. 
o Zoning tools and recommendations. 
o Infrastructure evaluation and recommendations. 
o Parking strategies. 
o Pedestrian and bicycle connectivity. 
o Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies. 
o Implementation strategies. 

• Evaluate infrastructure availability and set a plan to deal with these limitations.  This 
could include improving the infrastructure or limiting development.   

• Identify funding mechanisms. 

• Engage a developer, if appropriate, for implementation of the land use vision. 

• Continue planning, funding and implementation of local transit system if needed.  

• Continue coordination with the AGS or corridor transit planning team. 
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Long Term Planning – One to Three Years Prior to AGS 

• Coordinate and implement infrastructure improvements related to the site if not already 
underway. 

• Continue coordination with developer on site development. 

• Implement transit system connections to tie into AGS. 

Path Forward 

This I-70 Coalition Land Use Planning Study for Rail Transit Alignment Throughout the I-70 
Corridor established a framework for cooperation and coordination among all corridor 
jurisdictions.  It is essential groundwork for future system planning, station sub-area planning, 
and community education and involvement.  Through this planning process, corridor 
jurisdictions have initiated conversations about transit networks and AGS integration, broadened 
community understanding of transit and land use decision-making parameters, and 
strengthened each community’s ability to navigate its own future for transit mobility.  After this 
study concludes, it will be the role of the I-70 Coalition and each municipal or county agency to 
pass on the information discussed through this process and to educate members of their 
community.  

The I-70 Coalition and member agencies in the I-70 corridor should follow closely the Final I-70 
Mountain Corridor PEIS that will document the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 corridor; a 
multimodal solution with non-infrastructure components, a commitment to the evaluation and 
implementation of an AGS, and highway improvements. 

It is also important that over the next eight months or longer, that the I-70 Coalition and its 
participating agencies continue to coordinate with the RMRA study, examining whether inter-city 
high-speed rail is technically, financially, and economically feasible for I-70.  The RMRA study 
should give strong consideration to the community interests for station locations identified during 
this Land Use Planning Study; however, the technical considerations for alignment may need to 
be reconciled with the results of this study.  It will be important to clarify the components of each 
study for the public and the resulting outcomes.   

It will also be critical to identify a path for decision-making and information going forward.  It will 
be important to continue the momentum established during this planning process and to 
maintain an increased communication level with local agency staff and their communities over 
the next several years.  The continuation of the County Working Group structure organized for 
this study process may prove to be an appropriate vehicle for open and collaborative dialogue 
and ongoing planning cooperation for the corridor.  Additionally, CDOT’s Public Information 
team for the I-70 corridor and the CSS I-70 Project Leadership Teams will be future forums for 
collaboration and information.  The ability of the multitude of agencies to stay informed and be 
involved rests in a central location for that activity.  The I-70 Coalition represents the broadest 
participation of agencies in or adjacent to the I-70 corridor and is a good conduit for this ongoing 
coordination. 
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Introduction 
This report does not represent a typical land use 
study that most land use planners, public officials, 
and community members have come to expect in 
terms of specific land use maps and plans.  
Rather it provides documentation of a year-long 
outreach effort by the I-70 Coalition to inform and 
gather input and preferences about potential 
transit station locations and land use impacts for a 
future high-speed advanced guideway system 
(AGS) along the I-70 corridor.  The general 
boundary for the study is along Interstate 70 (I-70) 
from Jefferson County in the east to Garfield 
County in the west (see Figure 1).  Also, input 
was obtained from counties adjacent to the I-70 
corridor that might be affected by implementation of a regional high-speed transit system. 
 
 

Figure 1: I-70 Coalition Land Use Planning Study Area 

 
 

Example of an Advanced Guideway System 
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This report is organized into eight sections.  Section 1.0 provides the study purpose and 
process and Section 2.0 describes the organization and involvement of county groups.  The I-70 
corridor vision is summarized in Section 3.0 and the identification and screening of potential 
station locations is provided in Section 4.0.  Section 5.0 provides example specifications for 
regional stations, and Section 6.0 describes transit-supportive development and land use 
planning.  Finally, Section 7.0 provides recommendations for the path forward.   The Appendix 
contains the comments received on the Draft Report and technical memoranda that were 
prepared during the course of the study, which have been generally summarized in this report. 

1.1 Purpose 
The purpose of the I-70 Land Use Planning Study is to engage local jurisdictions along the I-70 
corridor from Golden to Glenwood Springs in a conversation about future AGS service, station 
locations, and community land use.  The study is a collaborative effort designed to address local 
I-70 corridor visions, goals, and understanding of transit service implementation, along with 
concepts for land use development that support and integrate with future transit.  This project 
identifies local land use needs, prepares individual action plans, addresses implementation tools 
related to future transit land use integration, works with agencies in assessing how land uses 
drive transit decisions, and determines how future transit will affect land use. 

Additionally, this project closely coordinates with other ongoing I-70 studies and the Colorado 
Department of Transportation (CDOT), including the I-70 Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (PEIS), the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) project, and the Rocky Mountain Rail 
Authority (RMRA) rail feasibility study regarding local community interests in future land use, 
station locations, and transit alignments.  

1.2 Study Process 
The planning process was divided into four phases to help focus and organize the results: 

• Phase 1 – Listening and Generating Ideas  

• Phase 2 – Station Location Evaluation Criteria and Screening 

• Phase 3 – Integrating Transit and Land Use Planning 

• Phase 4 – Conclusion and Reporting of Findings 

1.2.1 Phase 1 - Listening and Generating Ideas 
Phase 1 was the core information gathering and idea generation step in the project.  The 
consultant team’s role was to listen to the County Working Groups and gain an understanding of 
local interests and concerns with regard to transit and land use practices.  This phase included 
the actions listed below.   

Organizing County Working Groups 

The County Working Group organization was an essential step in establishing an open and 
collaborative planning process among all the corridor jurisdictions.    Five working groups were 
created including; Jefferson County, Clear Creek County, Summit County, Eagle County, and 
Garfield County.  These Working Groups were the basis for continued dialogue and decision-
making throughout the project. 
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Reviewing Existing Studies and Evaluating Opportunities and Barriers 

Previous I-70 corridor work was examined as an element of defining the I-70 corridor area 
conditions, feeding the opportunities and constraints analysis, and gathering important 
information related to community areas.  The following documents and plans were reviewed: 

• I-70 Mountain Corridor Major Investment Study 

• I-70 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  

• Colorado Mag-Lev Study 

• Arapahoe and White River National Forest Management Plans 

• I-70 Coalition Preferred Alternative 

• I-70 Collaborative Effort 

• I-70 Context Sensitive Solution Project 

The Task 3 Technical Memorandum summarizes the results of this review (see Appendix).  

Hosting the Transit Friendly Planning and Development Forum 

The transit forum was held on June 12, 2008 at the Copper Mountain Resort Conference Center 
and was attended by 120 county, municipal, and citizen representatives.  The purpose of the 
forum was to bring current transit-oriented development (TOD) ideas to the forefront and 
explore the possibilities for future implementation.   

Speakers at the forum included Allan Zreet (Jacobs), a national TOD expert who shared 
national trends, John Durham (Norris Design), a Colorado-based land use planner who 
discussed local mountain development trends and issues, Jennifer Merer (Jacobs), a transit 
station development specialist who discussed station functions and characteristics, and Arleen 
Taniwaki (Arland Land Use Economics), a land use economic planner who shared information 
on how market forces shape TOD.  The presenters covered a portfolio of best practices for 
land use development and rural and mountain TOD and transit station typologies.  

In breakout sessions, forum leaders explored I-70 opportunities, participated in charettes for 
particular locations along the I-70 corridor, and discussed integration with their communities.  
Discussion included community values; potential station locations and types; site development 
or redevelopment opportunities and product mix; walkability; access; parking; and bus, 
pedestrian, and vehicle interfaces. 

Collecting Land Use Plans/Identifying Barriers and Opportunities 

With the assistance of the local jurisdictions, the consultant team collected and reviewed land 
use plans, codes, and zoning from the jurisdictions along the I-70 corridor.  The consultant team 
conducted a focused review of these plans and codes for transportation and transit-related 
information to identify any barriers or opportunities to the development of a viable intermodal 
transit system through the I-70 corridor.  The data are summarized in the Task 7 Technical 
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Memorandum in a matrix table that lists the member jurisdictions and easily summarizes key 
attributes, such as: 

• Date of plan or code. 

• Planning area summary.  

• Goals/policies in regard to land use.  

• Goals/policies in regard to growth and urban boundaries.  

• Goals/policies with regard to transportation (transit).  

• Existing implementation tools/strategies (such as growth boundaries, transfer 
development rights).  

• Mixed-use zoning regulations.  

• Downtown zoning regulations (or higher density stuff).  

• Transit-related zoning regulations. 

1.2.2 Phase 2 - Develop Specifications and Strategies Phase 2 
Phase 2 primarily addressed the development of the transit station evaluation criteria and 
screening guidelines, application of the criteria through the County Working Group discussions, 
and the identification of community station locations.   This phase of work also included the 
development of example technical specifications typical of a primary AGS station for illustration 
to the County Working Groups.   

Developing Evaluation Criteria and Screening Guidelines 

For this step in the process, station location guidelines and screening criteria were developed 
and reviewed with all the County Working Groups.  The criteria were based on 1) County 
Working Group value input, 2) technical siting requirements, 3) consistency with the Context 
Sensitive Solutions project for the I-70 corridor, 4) I-70 Coalition transit criteria, and 5) the I-70 
Collaborative Effort.  County Working Groups are well informed as to their own local needs and 
helped establish guidelines and screening criteria for stations on a corridor-wide, regional, and 
site-specific level.  

Identifying Station Locations  

Potential transit station locations were determined by the County Working Groups during the 
Round 2 and 3 monthly meetings, as well as from input received during the transit forum 
breakout sessions.  Initially, the groups considered any and all locations that served both 
passengers and light freight throughout the I-70 corridor.  Included in the discussions were 
preliminary considerations of potential staging and maintenance facility sites for the transit 
system.  

The station guidelines and criteria developed by the consultant team and County Working 
Groups first served as a corridor level overview of potential station locations.  Potential station 
locations were explored further at a county level, considering locations at the towns and resorts 
along the I-70 corridor.  For county level locations in which jurisdictions had more information, 
specific sites were identified for consideration.  As the list of potential sites grew, the discussion 
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focused back up to the county and corridor level to evaluate how the locations met guidelines 
and criteria at all three levels.  Some potential locations were dropped through this process.  
The result is the Task 8 Technical Memorandum with an I-70 corridor map of potential station 
locations, including a prioritization of sites in areas where there are multiple potential locations. 

Developing Example Specifications for Transit Centers 

The guidelines and criteria previously developed for station locations were used as a basis for 
developing more specific technical specifications for transit center locations.  The specifications 
provide a much more detailed look at siting, spacing, and physical dimensions of a typical AGS 
station. 

Typical operational characteristics were used to develop and define example size and 
infrastructure needs.  The specifications do not define the transit center layout, but provide the 
tools necessary to plan these stations in the future as location and system specifications are 
developed and approved.  Technical specifications and criteria were developed separately for 
maintenance facilities and for freight sites. As a result, these facilities could be sited at different 
locations or concurrent with or adjacent to passenger station sties. 

Once the preferred station sites were selected, a photo-based visual simulation was developed.  
A photo of a representative site was used as the background for the visual simulation.  
Information for these visual simulations included applicable data for industry practices. 

1.2.3 Phase 3 - Integrating Transit and Land Use Planning 
Phase 3 opened up conversations with the County Working Groups regarding the importance of 
integrating future land use planning practices with transit services in order to increase overall 
transit ridership and mobility within the community.  This phase included the review of the land 
use planning documents and regulatory tools in use by jurisdictions along the I-70 corridor, and 
the high level assessment of whether local I-70 corridor communities are working toward 
successful transit operations through integrated land use planning.   Actions Plans were 
developed for each jurisdiction.  

Reviewing Land Use and Zoning Codes 

It was the goal of this study to not only converse with local jurisdictions about future station 
locations and changing land use, but to prepare for the implementation of a coordinated station 
and land use plan.  Local jurisdictions and the consulting team reviewed land use regulations, 
design guidelines, and zoning codes and discussed the relevancy of those practices to the 
proposed station locations. 

Developing Strategies and Action Plans 

At this step in the process, the County Working Groups weighed in on land use strategies for 
successful transit.  The consultant team worked closely with agencies to develop action plans 
that reflect the values of local communities and agencies and that coincide with the overriding 
goals and objectives developed through the I-70 Coalition.  The consultant team continued a 
strong dialogue with the County Working Groups to garner input and support of action plans for 
each area. 
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Identifying Potential Transit Alignments 

The consultant team and I-70 Coalition initiated conversations with the US Forest Service 
(USFS) to explore options for transit alignments that essentially “connects the dots” for station 
locations. This task was important in determining the potential desire of the USFS to assist with 
and work in conjunction with future transportation options, and to weigh-in on other possible 
alignment scenarios.  Schematic alignment exhibits were developed and a cursory analysis of 
the possible off-alignment corridors conducted.  

1.2.4 Phase 4 – Conclusion and Reporting of Findings 
For this final phase, the consultant team prepared and presented a Draft Report to the I-70 
Coalition and other stakeholders in the I-70 corridor.  The consultant team gathered the 
feedback and comments from the I-70 Coalition and other stakeholders in the I-70 corridor on 
the Draft Report and incorporated this input into the Final Report. The conclusion of this task 
ended the project and left the I-70 Coalition with an important tool that identified potential 
station locations that reflect the local community values and land use needs, helps to guide 
land use planning in the I-70 corridor, and provides input to other studies and agencies. 
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2.0 I-70 corridor Organization and Involvement 
This I-70 Coalition Land Use Planning Study was developed, in part, by the need to establish a 
dialogue among stakeholder agencies regarding multimodal transportation solutions and 
supportive land use patterns for the I-70 corridor.  To accomplish this dialogue, the consultant 
team established a collaborative forum for decision-making through the development of County 
Working Groups where the issues related to transit supportive land use and station locations 
were discussed and assessed.   The Full I-70 Coalition and the I-70 Coalition’s Technical 
Committee also served as a venue for updates and participation in the study process.   All 
groups were invited to contribute to discussions and planning efforts underway in the study.   

2.1 County Working Groups 
Central to the collaborative process was the establishment of working groups for each county.  
The County Working Groups consisted of representatives from the county and municipal 
governments, local transit agencies, and some interested citizens.  Representatives included 
public officials, transportation managers and planners, land use planners, public works staff, 
and community representatives.  The core County Working Groups along the I-70 corridor were: 

• Jefferson County, including Golden. 

• Clear Creek County, including Idaho Springs, Empire, Georgetown, and Silver Plume. 

• Summit County, including Dillon, Silverthorne, Frisco, and Breckenridge. 

• Eagle County, including Vail, Avon, Edwards, Eagle, Gypsum, and ECO Transit. 

• Garfield County, including Glenwood Springs, Carbondale, and Roaring Fork 
Transportation Authority (RFTA). 

Other I-70 Coalition members outside the main I-70 corridor were also engaged during the 
project through I-70 Coalition meetings, individual meetings, and regular updates.  These 
included Gilpin County, Grand County, Lake County, Routt County, Pitkin County, and Mesa 
County. 

The County Working Groups were established as a way of organizing the many players in the I-
70 corridor and providing a regional forum for group communication and decision-making. The 
County Working Group meetings were held in April (Round 1), May (Round 2), July (Round 3), 
August/September (Round 4), and October/November (Round 5).  The Working Groups allowed 
representatives of the county, municipal and local organizations to stay updated on overall 
project progress and to provide direct input to the desired role of transit and land use within the 
communities, the consideration of potential station locations, the development and application of 
evaluation criteria, and the eventual prioritizing of possible station locations and land use tools 
supportive of those decisions.  Members of each group, along with the consultant team, shared 
experiences and expertise about station planning processes, land use considerations, and 
community visions for future character and mobility options. 

2.2 On-going Communication  
The planning discussions held through this study process are the groundwork for future 
community work and public education about AGS operations, station location requirements, and 
land use development patterns.  This planning process initiated those conversations, broadened 
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the I-70 communities understanding of transit and land use decision-making parameters, and 
strengthened each community’s ability to navigate its own future for transit mobility.  After this 
study concludes, it will be the role of each municipal or county agency to assimilate the 
information discussed through this process and share that with the public within its community.  
Presentation materials, reports, and other informational tools developed during this process will 
be available through the I-70 Coalition website so that each agency can make it available at its 
community forums.   The continued input from the public will be a significant part of guiding 
station locations in the future. 
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3.0 I-70 Corridor Vision 
The vision for AGS through the I-70 corridor is primarily expressed by the I-70 Coalition’s 
Preferred Alternative for the I-70 PEIS, as well as, priorities discussed by each of the County 
Working Groups.  Subsequent to the development of the I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative, 
the I-70 Coalition also participated in and supported the I-70 Collaborative Effort.  This 
maintains the vision for AGS and development of transit in the corridor. 

3.1 I-70 Coalition Preferred Alternative 
The I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative for the I-70 PEIS is a long-range, multimodal, 
sequenced alternative that addresses the transportation concerns of the I-70 corridor for at least 
the next 50 years.  It is designed to align available funding with a sequenced plan to safely 
increase the long-range capacity of the corridor while addressing the concerns of local 
communities represented by the I-70 Coalition.  The I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative 
consists of five different components: highway, transit, aviation, alternate routes and non-
motorized.  Implementation of the I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative requires balanced, 
concurrent planning of each of those components with constant community and Coalition 
involvement regarding the schedule, need and mitigation.  This collaborative planning effort will 
allow local jurisdictions to coordinate their own improvements and land uses (i.e. future transit 
facilities, feeder lines, etc.) with CDOT.  Concurrent and joint planning for each of these 
components should preclude doing any work in the corridor that will have to be replaced to 
accommodate subsequent actions.  In addition, the I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative 
includes steps for the logical reevaluation of the capacity requirements, technological 
advancements and available financing for the corridor.  This reevaluation will help determine the 
sequencing of subsequent actions.  The I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative envisions I-70 
Coalition and member involvement for any and all future transportation decisions affecting the I-
70 corridor. 
 
The I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative is a comprehensive long-range plan for the I-70 
corridor that evolved from the I-70 Coalition consensus on the following twelve macro-planning 
elements: 
 

1. Transportation in the corridor is a system that must serve off-corridor communities as 
well as those on I-70.  The system must be scenic in and of itself and not simply a way 
to move people and goods. 

2. The system must be multi-modal and include highway, transit, aviation, alternate routes 
and non-motorized components. 

3. The system must increase capacity. 

4. Planning must be expanded to at least 50 years.  The system cannot become obsolete 
in 25 to 30 years. 

5. Planning for the components must be concurrent. 

6. Solutions should be incrementally implemented and address the problem areas first. 

7. No alternative should preclude any other component of transportation. 

8. Transit must be alluring and at least as fast as the highway component, corridor-wide, 
networked to a system extending beyond the I-70 corridor and provide seamless 
connections to DIA. 
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9. Building a rapid transit component must be an essential element of a long range, 
integrated transportation system in the region. 

10. Transit must move things in addition to people. 

11. Mitigation must be implemented with each solution. Any plan must provide for the 
immediate mitigation of existing environmental and community impacts. 

12. The artificial constraints of 25 years and $4 billion do not address the needs of the 
corridor and should be eliminated as screening criteria. 

The I-70 Coalition’s Preferred Alternative is a stand-alone alternative and is not a derivative of 
any single alternative discussed in the PEIS; however, it is often described in terms of different 
parts of alternatives found in the PEIS. 

3.2 I-70 Collaborative Effort 
The I-70 Collaborative Effort was an element of the I-70 PEIS process designed to facilitate 
stakeholders in discussions about the transportation alternatives for the I-70 mountain corridor.  
The I-70 Collaborative Effort Team consisted of a 27-member group that included 
representatives of different interests in the 144 mile corridor, including local governments and 
members of the I-70 Coalition. 
 
The recommendation of the I-70 Collaborative Effort for I-70 through Colorado’s mountain 
corridor is a multi-modal solution including a commitment to the evaluation and implementation 
of AGS.  The AGS includes a vision of transit connectivity beyond the PEIS study area and local 
accessibility to such a system. 

3.3 Working Group Priorities 
Throughout the I-70 Coalition Land Use Planning Study process, County Working Group 
members identified several elements of an overall vision for future AGS through their County.  
Through group discussions, workshops at the Transit Friendly Planning and Development 
Forum, and the station electronic survey, the group provided an abundance of input regarding 
local priorities for future transit services. 

3.3.1 Jefferson County 
The overall guiding principle for future transit in Jefferson County could be summarized as 
follows: 

Future AGS or high speed rail through Jefferson County should accommodate 
local needs of commuting residents, rural residents, the elderly and those with 
special needs.  It should create critical connections to future light rail and 
connecting transit services in the region.  

 
The Jefferson County Working Group identified the following planning goals for AGS or high-
speed rail project to fulfill:   
 

• Confirm AGS service within the I-70 corridor footprint and avoid an alignment that 
follows the pristine Clear Creek Canyon to Black Hawk. 
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• Preserve the environment and the I-70 scenic corridor through Mount Vernon Canyon 
and Genesee areas. 

• Maintain the scenic view shed throughout this unique approach to the mountains, 
particularly as the Genesee exit frames a visual gateway to the Colorado Rockies as 
people leave Denver on I-70. 

• Provide commuter service to the residential populations of Lookout Mountain, Genesee 
and Evergreen through a common central station. 

• Support the mutually beneficial opportunity to work collaboratively with Golden on future 
land planning in the station area. 

• Create strong transit connections to the Golden community and ensure connections to 
regional light rail systems. 

• Determine the infrastructure needed to support a station and identify whose 
responsibility it is to provide those improvements. 

• Minimize design and operational impacts to wildlife in the corridor. 

3.3.2 Clear Creek County 
The overall guiding principle for future transit in Clear Creek County could be summarized as 
follows: 

Future AGS or high speed rail through Clear Creek County should provide key 
connections to adjacent communities in order to accommodate the local needs for 
connectivity and improve access to the Clear Creek community for tourist activity. It 
should create a transit system that creates the “wow” factor while maintaining the historic 
character of the towns. 

Clear Creek County identified the following goals for future planning and implementation of AGS 
or high speed rail along the I-70 Corridor.   The system should: 

• Create a “Wow!” factor.  

• Provide key connections into Denver, Black Hawk/Central City, Winter Park, and 
Loveland. 

• Maintain historic character and traditions and play to the history of the area as a 
transportation hub. 

• Be designed with consideration to the environment.  

• Provide alternative modes of transportation to county residents. 

• Create livelihood in downtowns. 

• Create and maintain community cohesiveness. 
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3.3.3 Summit County 
The overall guiding principle for future transit in Summit County could be summarized as 
follows: 

Future AGS or high speed rail through Summit County should strengthen mobility into 
and out of the county, support visitor destination travel, strengthen employee commuter 
patterns to the resort area and maintain the unique mountain character and moderate 
development scale found in Summit County. 

Summit County identified the following goals for future planning and implementation of AGS 
along the I-70 Corridor.   The system should: 

• Be in keeping with the context and character of the mountains; development scale must 
be preserved. 

• Designed in context with the environment of Summit County with consideration of an 
increasing population base and resource availability concerns.    

• Not be considered a tool for continued growth. 

• Support employee trip patterns; accommodate employees coming to Summit County 
from surrounding communities. 

• Utilize US Forest Service lands in the area, if possible. 

• Reduce truck traffic into local communities, if possible. 

3.3.4 Eagle County 
The overall guiding principle for future transit in Eagle County could be summarized as follows: 

Future AGS or high speed rail through Eagle County should provide seamless regional 
interconnectivity for both local resident commuters as well as visitors to our world-class 
resort recreation destinations.  Visitors to Eagle County arriving primarily from the Front 
Range/DIA or the Eagle County Airport should be provided with fast, convenient, 
efficient and reliable transportation to Vail and Beaver Creek resorts.  The AGS or high 
speed rail should smoothly interface with the Summit Stage, ECO and RFTA services. 

Eagle County identified the following goals for future planning and implementation of AGS along 
the I-70 Corridor.   The system should: 

• Take Eagle County residents and employees to employment and help address 
affordable housing issues present in resort communities.  

• Help to maximize opportunities for growth in residential, retail and airport related uses in 
the County.  

• Be a focal point for interconnectivity in region.  

• The system should help reduce local vehicle congestion and promote mass transit use.  

• Enable Gypsum area to act as a hub between ECO and Roaring Fork Transit Authority 
transit systems. 

• Preserve land along US 6 and Union Pacific rail corridor for future transit stations. 
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• Rely on a high level of bus, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, and other intermodal connectivity. 

3.3.5 Garfield County 
The overall guiding principle for future transit in Garfield County could be summarized as 
follows: 

Future AGS through Garfield County should strengthen mobility into and out the county, 
support visitor destination travel, strengthen employee commuter patterns south out of 
Glenwood and east west along I-70.  AGS service should be environmentally sensitive 
and be an element of sustainability in the County. 

Garfield County identified the following goals for future planning and implementation of AGS 
along the I-70 Corridor.   The system should: 

• Increase ease of access, improve timeliness of travel and enhance the traveler’s 
experience to the county. 

• Transit needs to be user friendly-“fast, fun and easy” and connect regional and local 
transit systems with minimal transfers. 

• Work seamlessly with future bus rapid transit (BRT) in US 82 Corridor.  

• Contribute to the redevelopment potential of areas in and around stations but preserve 
local small town character and maintain open space. 

• Be designed to protect air quality, river corridor and environmental conditions unique to 
the County, Glenwood Canyon, Cottonwood Pass, and the Roaring Fork Valley areas. 

• Support affordable workforce housing and recreational use. 

3.4 Preferences for Service and Freight 
County Working Groups preferences for future service and freight are summarized below.   
 
Jefferson County 

The County Working Group thought a regional transit system should serve Golden and rural 
county residents who work in the Denver area.  The system should also serve the same 
residents who travel into the mountain areas for recreation.  Some participants also believed it 
was important to serve special needs populations such as seniors and lower income. 
 
The County Working Group identified a concern about the type of freight service that would be 
accommodated by the regional transit system.  Light freight service for daily consumables would 
be preferable over heavy freight.  The County would be opposed to heavy freight that included 
shipments of hazardous waste and had the look and feel of an industrial freight service (visual 
impacts).  The type of freight service for the system should be clearly defined prior to 
acceptance by the County. 
 
Clear Creek County 

Most County Working Group members believed that regular service to and from Denver would 
be important.  Attracting people from Denver to spend the day meets the community’s desire for 
tourist attractions.  Equally important was service for locals who work in Denver.  The County’s 
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close proximity to Denver provides more opportunities for regular interaction between the towns 
and Denver.  Local service between the towns was also important, particularly for workers 
traveling to the Henderson Mine. 
 
The group thought that freight service would be an important component to the transit system.  
Many businesses rely on daily deliveries for consumables.  There as also a desire to see truck 
traffic on Floyd Hill reduced where truck accidents are common. 

Summit County 

The County Working Group noted that the most important user group to accommodate would be 
tourists who come up from Denver for the day or multiple days (more frequent service in the 
mornings and evenings).  Secondarily would be locals traveling to Denver or other mountain 
communities.  Also there would be some workers traveling from Denver to Summit County to 
work, but most would come from surrounding communities.  
 
Freight service is considered important to local businesses.   Many trucks come from Denver 
daily (UPS, FedEx, Safeway, etc.) and minimizing local truck traffic (and associated accidents) 
on I-70 is a priority.  Locations for off-loading freight and distribution would need to be identified.  
Silverthorne could be a potential location because of its desire to maintain a commercial hub.  
 

Eagle County 

The County Working Group identified two primary users of the system including the local work 
force and tourists/second home owners, while acknowledging that future mobility may be 
required for all aspects of daily life.  Most believed providing service levels to accommodate 
people from Eagle County working in Denver or from Denver to Eagle County would not be as 
important.  Local service levels would need to accommodate morning and evening work 
commuters.  Providing service levels that accommodate tourists would be important to help the 
county leverage economic benefits.  This includes winter time skier visits and summer time 
recreational/shopping visits.  This service level would likely consist of people coming up in the 
morning, spending the day, and returning in the evening. 
 
Most County Working Group Members agreed that accommodating freight service was 
important.  Many local businesses rely on daily truck shipments, both to and from Denver.  
Eagle County Airport is already developing as an industrial center.  There would likely be a need 
for another location at east end of county for local distribution. 
 
Garfield County 

A regional transit system would likely serve tourists from the Front Range traveling to the 
Roaring Fork Valley for recreation opportunities.  Also service should consider traffic/people 
coming into the Roaring Fork Valley from west I-70 and the communities of New Castle, Silt, 
and Rifle.  There are many workers who travel this way to jobs up valley.  The transit system 
should accommodate both east-west and north-south travel demand.  Garfield County residents 
would value a transit connection from the county to the Denver International Airport.  Currently 
residents and visitors use both the Eagle County and Grand Junction airports to access the 
county, but there are challenges with each (distance, connections, flight availability, etc).  
Community members are interested in both local and regional transit service, such as skip 
service. 
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County Working Group members believed that it would be important for a regional transit 
system to provide light freight service to remove truck traffic from I-70.  Currently there is a 
UPS/Fedex shipping center at Cattle Creek near Carbondale.  There is also a rail switching yard 
in Glenwood Springs that could be used as a distribution center.  Larger freight service is not 
likely to be served by the regional transit system. 
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4.0 Regional Station Locations 
The evaluation and screening process conducted in this study was developed and implemented 
with direct input by County Working Group members.  The results are the Groups’ assessments 
of station locations in relation to anticipated land use patterns and densities, consideration of 
community character, understanding of supportive transit service systems, and discussion of 
potential ridership patterns assumed to be conducive to certain station locations, among other 
things.  County Working Group members listened to all jurisdictional participants and 
participated in a consensus-building process with regard to station options.  They considered 
community and regional interests in their discussions and, to the extent possible, weighed the 
technical considerations from of the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority’s Feasibility Study.  The 
evaluation and screening process results were agreed upon by participants and represent a 
collaborative and informed decision-making process that included: 

• The broad-based identification of potential station locations via County Working Group 
meetings Round 1 and 2 and the Transit Friendly Planning and Development Forum 
workshop. 

• The discussion and development of screening criteria to be applied to the station 
location evaluation. 

• Input to the criteria evaluation and screening of proposed locations via the web-based 
survey of County Working Group members. 

• Discussion and debate of the results of the evaluation screening through the Round 4 
County Working Group meetings. 

The eventual outcome of the criteria evaluation and screening process is a substantive 
achievement on the part of County Working Group members as it represents months of 
discussion and consideration of both local and regional needs for a future AGS. The 
Community’s Preferred Tier 1 stations, or primary station locations, are considered to be the top 
priorities of the County Working Groups.  However, the Tier 2 or secondary stations can be 
considered alternatives to the Tier 1 sites based on alignment options, or supplemental sites 
based on service characteristics of a future AGS. 

See the Tasks 5 and 8 Technical Memoranda in the Appendix. 

4.1 Development of Guidelines and Criteria 
The development of guidelines and criteria is a critical step for siting potential transit station 
locations along the I-70 corridor.  The purpose of the criteria is to provide a list of evaluation 
factors that communities can use to identify and screen potential locations in a manner that is 
consistent with other communities in the I-70 corridor.  Developing criteria before station 
locations are chosen provides a fair and uniform set of standards against which each potential 
location can be evaluated, as well as compared to other locations.  The study process was 
focused on developing community-based recommendations for “trunkline” or regional transit 
stations.  However, input on all levels of transit stations was considered with the variation that 
some transit stations would be regional in nature while others might be more local in nature. 
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As a starting point, the land use consultant team brought together an initial list of criteria from 
industry standards and previous projects, the I-70 Coalition Transit Criteria, and the I-70 CSS 
project.  Relevant criteria from these sources related to station and geographic siting were 
summarized and organized into corridor wide, regional (county wide) and site-specific 
categories to address a wide range of needs.  I-70 corridor wide criteria refer to the entire I-70 
corridor and provide an overall framework for station siting that supports a successful regional 
transit system.  Regional or county wide criteria address more localized needs within a county.  
Site-specific criteria were assembled to help towns and resorts eventually evaluate specific 
parcels within their boundaries.  

The initial list of criteria was then discussed with each of the five County Working Groups to 
obtain input and refine the list.  The following discussion details the sources of information used 
to develop the list of station siting criteria. 

Transit Industry Standards 

Development of a regional transit system through the mountainous terrain and historic context 
of the towns and resorts along the I-70 corridor requires a unique set of standards.  However, 
there are some basic requirements that all technologies must consider to operate successfully.  
For example, locations where stations can be sited are strongly encouraged to have less than 
1% grade and space for a tangent (straight) section of track for the length of the platform.  
Additionally, while not yet determined, consideration must be given to locations that will 
generate the greatest number of riders.  There must also be enough land for supporting 
infrastructure, such as passenger and freight accommodations, access roads, bus pickup and 
drop-offs, and water and sewer hookups.  Finally, past experience with recognizing community 
values, such as connections to employment centers, strengthening desired development 
patterns, and enhancing connections to other modes of travel, provided additional criteria for 
County Working Groups to consider.  

I-70 Coalition Transit Criteria 

The I-70 Coalition developed corridor wide transit criteria that I-70 Coalition members believed 
were important for a regional transit system to meet.  The criteria cover a wide range of topics 
related to a transit system, from alignment to technology considerations.  Because of this range, 
not all criteria are applicable to station siting, but all were considered nonetheless.  The I-70 
Coalition Transit Criteria include: 

• Noise (external) – less than highway noise levels. 

• Elevated – more than just for short spans like bridges. 

• Weight – refers to minimum/maximum passenger and light freight carrying capacity. 

• Travel Time (express) – at least as fast as unimpeded vehicle travel on highway. 

• Grade – accommodate demand between Denver and Glenwood Springs without 
significant degradation of speed and efficiency. 

• Safety – grade-separated crossings and weather considerations. 

• Weather – all weather. 

• Wind – able to withstand wind shear in excess of extreme alpine wind storms. 
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• Scalability – expansion of alignments and carrying capacity over time and peak/off-
peak. 

• Passenger Comfort and Safety – be able to have coffee and work on laptop, 
accessible and seating for all passengers, and acceleration considerations. 

• Carry “Stuff” – bring luggage/outdoor gear and minimize station boarding times. 

• Light Freight Compatibility – consumer freight during off hours. 

• Energy Efficiency – incorporates green technology for power sources. 

• Growth – able to accommodate 50 years of growth in demand. 

• Accommodate express and local traffic simultaneously. 

• Tunneling Considerations – if needed. 

• Adaptable to future technological developments. 

• Reliability – consistent, predictable travel times in all weather conditions. 

• Frequency – headway times capable of addressing peak period demands. 

• Operational efficiencies and low maintenance costs. 

• Equipment Design Flexibility – accommodate multiple needs for passengers and 
freight. 

• Apply CSS principles in construction and operations.  

Context Sensitive Solutions Core Values 

The I-70 CSS project is a process that assists in the integration and coordination among I-70 
corridor studies, processes, and projects along the I-70 corridor.  The I-70 CSS process has 
developed a context statement and set of core values that to give guidance to current and future 
plans.  The following CSS core values were considered during the development of station siting 
criteria: 

• Sustainability 

• Decision-Making 

• Safety 

• Healthy Environment 

• Historic Context 

• Communities 

• Mobility and Accessibility 

• Aesthetics 

County Working Group Input 

During July 2008, the third round of meetings with the County Working Groups from Jefferson, 
Clear Creek, Summit, Eagle, and Garfield Counties were held.  The purpose of these meetings 
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was to present and discuss the list of station siting criteria to be applied to potential station 
locations, as recommended by each group.  Working group members provided key insight to 
criteria important to their communities such as whether a location has community support, 
minimizing impacts to historic properties, providing opportunities for renewable/alternative 
energy and maintaining key view sheds.  Minutes from these meetings are located in the 
Appendix of this report. 

4.1.1 I-70 corridor Wide Criteria 
I-70 corridor wide criteria cover the entire I-70 corridor and provide the overall framework for 
station siting.  These criteria are broad in nature and were grouped into two categories:  
communities and mobility/accessibility.  I-70 corridor wide criteria agreed to by the County 
Working Groups are listed in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: I-70 corridor Wide Criteria for Potential Station Locations 

Category Criteria 

Serves a role on the I-70 corridor, i.e., resort destination, work force connection, 
residential 

Communities 

Has community support 

Supports express travel time through the I-70 corridor 

Accommodates local and express service simultaneously 

Enhances connections to resort areas 

Close proximity to resorts, employment centers, activity centers, or residential 
centers 
Maximizes connections to local/regional transit system  

Mobility and 
Accessibility 

Meets transit ridership 

 

4.1.2 Regional Criteria (County Level) 
Regional criteria address transit station needs at the county level and provide a basis for 
comparing multiple locations within a county, such as at towns or resorts.  These criteria are 
more detailed in nature and were grouped into six categories: safety, healthy environment, 
historic context, communities, mobility/ accessibility, and aesthetics.  Regional criteria agreed to 
by the County Working Groups are listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Regional Criteria for Potential Station Locations 

Category Criteria 

Platform can be accommodated on a 1% grade or less Safety 

Site can accommodate tangent track for the length of the platform 

Healthy 
Environment 

Noise should be less than highway noise 

Historic Context Preserves historic character and scale 

Synergizes with or is integrated with future local land uses 

Protects community character or preserves key characteristics 

Contributes to local “values” about community 

Strengthens desired development patterns in community 

Has potential availability of land 

Increases future economic opportunities 

Opportunity for affordable housing 

Allows for growth potential 

Minimizes number of parcels impacted 

Provides joint development opportunities 

Serves a role on the I-70 corridor, i.e., resort destination, work force 
connection, residential 

Communities 

Has community support 

Maximizes connections to local/regional transit and different technologies 

Complements future transit plans 

Meets transit ridership 

Compatible with light freight needs 

Mobility and 
Accessibility 

Connects to employment centers 

Location of station fits within context of future character Aesthetics 

Minimizes visual impacts - maintains key view sheds 

 

4.1.3 Site-Specific Criteria 
Site-specific criteria address transit station needs at the town or resort level and provide a basis 
for comparing multiple parcels within a town or resort.  These criteria are even more detailed in 
nature, but were still grouped into the same categories as the regional criteria:  safety, healthy 
environment, historic context, communities, mobility and accessibility, and aesthetics.   Site-
specific criteria agreed to by the County Working Groups are listed in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Site-Specific Criteria for Potential Station Locations 

Category Criteria 

Platform can be accommodated on a 1% grade or less Safety 

Site can accommodate tangent track for the length of the platform 

Noise should be less than highway noise 

Does not impact wetlands  

Does not impact wildlife or threatened and endangered species 

Minimizes impacts to hazmat and other potential hazardous sites 

Minimizes impacts to publically owned properties such as parks 

Minimizes impacts to environmental justice properties 

Healthy 
Environment 

Provides opportunities for renewable/alternative energy sources 

Minimizes impacts to historic properties Historic Context 

Preserves historic character and scale 

Synergizes with or is integrated with future local land uses 

Protects community character or preserves key characteristics 

Contributes to local “values” about community 

Strengthens desired development patterns in community 

Consistent with local transit and land use plans 

Increases future economic opportunities 

Provides opportunities for affordable housing 

Allows for growth potential 

Has potential availability of land 

Serves a role on the I-70 corridor, i.e., resort destination, residential, work 
force connection 

Communities 

Has community support 

Proximity to resort, activity center, employment center, or residential 

Existing road network can handle additional capacity or has ability to be 
expanded 
Enhances or links to bike or pedestrian connections within community 

Maximizes connections to local/regional transit  

Compatible with light freight needs 

Mobility and 
Accessibility 

Has storage capability for baggage and recreation equipment 

Location of station fits within context of future character 

Scale of services required fits into the scale of site 

Passenger comfort and safety – for multiuse passengers 

Aesthetics 

Minimizes visual impacts - maintains key view sheds 

4.2 Initial Preferences for Station Locations 
An initial list of potential transit station locations was developed during the Round 1 and 2 
County Working Group meetings and the Transit Friendly Planning and Development Forum 
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and is documented in the Task 6 Technical Memorandum.  The list included potential stations at 
the following 24 locations (also see Figure 2): 

Jefferson County 

• East Terminus Station (three potential sites) 

o I-70/US 6 Interchange Area 
o Washington Street/SH 58 Area (downtown Golden) 
o I-70 Hogback 

• El Rancho 

Clear Creek County 

• Floyd Hill 
• Idaho Springs (includes five potential sites) 
• Empire Junction (I-70/US 40 Interchange Area) 
• Georgetown 
• Loveland Ski Area 

Summit County 

• Keystone 
• Dillon 
• Silverthorne 
• Breckenridge (includes four potential sites) 
• Lake Hill 
• Frisco 
• Copper Mountain Ski Area 

Eagle County 

• Vail 
• Avon 
• Edwards 
• Wolcott 
• Eagle (Town) 
• Eagle Airport 
• Gypsum 

Garfield County 

• Glenwood Springs (includes three potential sites) 

• Cattle Creek 

• Carbondale (includes three potential sites) 
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Figure 2: Initial Station Locations Considered 

 

4.3 Screening of Initial Station Locations 
Following development of screening criteria for transit station locations in Task 5, the consultant 
team worked with the County Working Groups to apply the criteria to the initial list of potential 
regional (county wide) transit station locations through a two-step screening process.  The first 
step in the process was for the County Working Groups to share their values about the 
screening criteria and to conduct an initial assessment of locations via a web-based criteria 
screening application.  The second step in the process was to report back to the Working 
Groups the results of the web-based survey and to work hand-in-hand with the group members 
to integrate the survey results and the member input and discussion into a focused location 
screening table during the Round 4 County Working Group meetings held in August and 
September 2008.  The screening tables document the input by location and the prioritizing or 
acceptance of each location.  The following section details this process and results. 
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4.3.1 Web-Based Location Screening and Preferences 
The I-70 Coalition consultant team prepared an electronic station screening survey tool to 
facilitate input into the regional (county wide) station screening process.  In some locations, 
such as Golden, the County Working Groups identified more than one potential “site”, such as 
the I-70/US 6 Interchange area or at Washington Street/SH 58, where a station would be 
appropriate.  At other locations, such as Copper Mountain, no specific sites were discussed in 
detail, which was fine for this level of screening.  For the screening survey itself, the consultant 
team encouraged county and municipal input on the regional locations, such as Golden, Idaho 
Springs, Frisco, Vail, and Glenwood Springs, and not on sites within a town or resort. 

The web-based survey requested participants to answer three questions pertaining to the 
screening criteria and initial station locations: 

1. From the list of 23 regional siting criteria, select five criteria you feel are most important 
in selecting a regional station location. 

2. For each of the initial station locations in your county, list which of the 23 criteria you 
believe the site meets or does not meet (or if don’t know, indicate that). 

3. Because the transit technology for the I-70 corridor is currently under study and could 
influence the number and location of regional stations viable on a high-speed system, 
please list your top two station locations and why. 

The survey results for each County Working Group are attached to the Task 8 Technical 
Memorandum and summarized below.  The summary considers the highest percentage 
responses from the survey, or what most respondents agreed on.  It is important to note that the 
survey was only a tool to facilitate discussions, did not have enough responses for a robust 
statistical analysis, and did not represent the final selection of potential station locations. 

Criteria Priorities 

In terms of the location screening criteria, the majority of survey respondents from all County 
Working Groups believed that it was most important for potential station locations to be 
compatible with future land use plans, strengthen desired development patterns in the 
community, maximize connections to local transit, have community support, and serve a role on 
the I-70 corridor.  Preserving or protecting community character, connecting to employment 
centers, and availability of land were also viewed to be important to many respondents. 
 
Regional Location Criteria Screening 
 
In terms of addressing regional criteria for potential station locations, most respondents 
appeared to indicate that they did not know how well a site met or did not meet the criteria 
(especially considering specific sites within a town or resort were not always known).  However, 
in comparison to other regional or county wide locations, some locations within a county 
appeared to have more criteria that respondents agreed upon than others, based on available 
data.   
 
In Jefferson County, a location at the base of the foothills in the Golden area appeared to meet 
more of the siting criteria than a location at El Rancho.  For Clear Creek County, most 
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respondents agreed that a location in Idaho Springs met more of the regional criteria than other 
locations, although Floyd Hill, Empire Junction/Georgetown, and Loveland Ski Area all met a 
number of criteria.  In Summit County, respondents indicated that locations in Silverthorne, Lake 
Hill, and Breckenridge met more of the criteria than other locations, although a Lake Hill location 
may have some obstacles.  In Eagle County, respondents clearly believed that a location at the 
Eagle County Airport would meet many of the siting criteria and to a lesser extent, Avon or 
Edwards (Vail was also recognized as a large tourist destination).  Garfield County respondents 
indicated that Glenwood Springs would meet more of the criteria than potential locations at 
Cattle Creek or Carbondale.     
 
Regional Location Priorities 
 
When factoring in potential technologies and the need to limit the number of stations for a viable 
high-speed transit system, respondents indicated a need for at least one or two locations within 
each county along the I-70 corridor.  For Jefferson County, respondents indicated a location at 
the base of the foothills in Golden was their first priority; a secondary priority would be a location 
that serves the foothills communities from El Rancho.  For Clear Creek County, respondents 
indicated that Idaho Springs was their first priority; the Georgetown area, including Empire 
Junction, was their second priority.  Respondents from Summit County revealed that Lake Hill 
would be their first priority in terms of a centralized location in the county; Frisco or Silverthorne 
would be their second priority.  For Eagle County respondents, there was less agreement on a 
first or second priority, but there was a clear indication that a location in the east end of the 
county at Vail or Avon would be a priority, as well as a location in the west end at the Eagle 
County Airport.  Finally, respondents from Garfield County clearly noted that Glenwood Springs 
would be their first priority and Carbondale their second. 

4.3.2 Focused Siting Criteria and Screening 

Using input from the web-based survey regarding criteria priorities and factoring in additional 
industry/expert-based criteria, the consultant team developed a shortened list of eight focused 
siting criteria for consideration by the County Working Groups.  Specifically, the focused list of 
siting criteria included: 

• Does the location serve a population center? 

• Is the location an established activity center (or will be someday)? 

• Does the location serve a geographic area (have the potential to capture ridership)? 

• Is the location compatible with future land use plans? 

• Does the location have good vehicular access? 

• Does the location complement future transit plans and connections? 

• Are there any known environmental issues with the location? 

• Is there County Working Group support for the location? 

During the Round 4 County Working Group meetings in August and September 2008, the 
groups debated answers to each of these questions for each initial station location proposed 
and provided recommendations for Tier 1 regional and Tier 2 local stations.  Tier 1 regional 
stations are considered major hub-type regional transit centers; Tier 2 local stations are 
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considered local or “milk run” stations and are smaller in scale, but still important to the 
community.  The results were captured in a comparative matrix table for each County Working 
Group.  The matrix tables provide the basic rationale for selection of the station locations by 
each County Working Group (see the Round 4 meeting summaries in Task 8 Technical 
Memorandum).  A summary of the rationale is provided in the following sections.   

4.3.3 Jefferson County 
City of Golden (I-70/US 6 Interchange Area) 
 
Opportunities 

• Near large population center - location draws from regional population centers of 
Golden, Denver West, Union/Federal Center area, and future C-470/Rooney Road 
growth area, as well as west Denver metropolitan area. 

• Large activity center - expanding retail area with Home Depot and other chain retail.  
Proximity to Colorado Mills. Also a visible location. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – likely high ridership capture based on 
proximity to west metro urban populations and visibility of site from converging 
highways. 

• Compatible with land use plans – station use compatible with site uses.  Commercial 
and retail density and redevelopment potential supported by local land use plans. 

• Complements future transit plans - site is within the Regional Transportation District 
(RTD) urban service area and within 1 to 2 miles of future light rail station at the 
Jefferson County Building.  Also within the County’s Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) transit service area. 

• Maximizes connections to transit – possible connection to West Corridor light rail (end of 
line connection) and other RTD routes. 

Challenges 

• Limited vehicular access - limited access based on current highway/road configuration at 
site.  Increased vehicular access capacity to site necessary to accommodate future 
demand for park-n-Ride facilities. 

Working Group Recommendation 

This site is recommended as a Tier 1 regional station.  This location is central to 
Golden/Jefferson County, has the potential for land use development supportive of 
future transit operations, and has the land mass needed to support a significant transit 
center or park-n-Ride operation related to a west metro station.  It also has potential 
capacity for a large-scale parking structure.  Access to the site would need to be 
improved for future demand levels.  Recommendations also include further consideration 
of the downtown Golden site near Washington Street and SH 58 as alignment 
alternatives and parking requirements are identified.  
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I-70 Hogback (at US 40) 
 
Opportunities 

• Near large population center – location draws from regional population centers of 
Golden, Denver West, Union/Federal Center area, and future C-470/Rooney Road 
growth area, as well as west Denver metropolitan area. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – potentially high ridership capture because of 
proximity to west metro area urban populations and demand patterns currently 
associated with existing park-n-Ride lots. 

• Compatible with land use plans – station use consistent with existing park-n-Ride 
activities.  Moderate commercial and retail development east of area supported by local 
land use plans. 

• Good vehicular access - access to I-70 and US 40 in all directions. 

• Complements future transit plans – site within RTD urban service area.  Also within 
county ADA transit service area. 

Challenges 

• Not a local population center - nearby quarry and regional park-n-Ride lots make site 
difficult to support population center adjacent to site.     

• Not a local activity center – nearby quarry and regional park-n-Ride parking lots make 
site difficult to support significant activity center in future.  Some mixed-use retail 
currently under construction east of site. 

• May not maximize connections to transit – somewhat isolated from West Corridor light 
rail end of line.  Connection would need to be explored.  

• May have potential environmental issues – potential archeological resources and poor 
soils. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This location has issues 
with availability of services, including water and sewer, and a lack of potential supportive 
development for a major station.  Location recommended to be eliminated from 
consideration because of proximity of the I-70/US 6 Interchange area site, which better 
meets criteria. 
 

El Rancho 
 
Opportunities 

• Near population centers – location draws from rural Bergen Park and Evergreen 
population centers of over 30,000 residents. 

• Is a local activity center – El Rancho area is an emerging activity and retail center. 
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• Good ridership/geographic capture area – not as strong a ridership capture as west 
metro location, but substantial number of rural residents with reverse commute to and 
from Denver. 

• Compatible with land use plans – station use compatible with area use.  Commercial and 
retail development densities in this area support transit and are consistent with local land 
use plans. 

• Good vehicular access - generally good access from the south on SH 74. Access 
capacity off I-70 interchange sufficient. 

• Complements future transit plans – within RTD rural service area.    

Challenges 

• Not a local population center or regional destination – mostly would serve rural residents 
(park-n-Ride).  

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 2 local station.  This location would serve the Evergreen and 
western Jefferson County residents (over 30,000 population) and pull potentially high 
reverse commute numbers into Denver.  This station would be a second priority to the I-
70/US 6 location. 

4.3.4 Clear Creek County 
Floyd Hill 
 
Opportunities 

• Generally compatible with land use plans – station development could be compatible 
with future mixed-use land use patterns suggested in current master planning effort.  
Scale and density may not support station use. 

• Potential for transit connection to Central City/Black Hawk gaming area.   

Challenges 

• Small population center - approximately 800 rural residents. 

• Small local activity center – only a few commercial/retail businesses.   Future plans 
include some mixed-use activities, but not a large center. 

• Small ridership/geographic capture area – small amount of reverse commuters to 
Denver.  Little or no destination travel.  

• Limited vehicular access - half diamond interchange at I-70 with access onto I-70 
westbound and exit from I-70 eastbound.   

• No existing transit connections in area.   

• Water and sewer infrastructure is currently limited to the top of Floyd Hill.  Area has 
wildlife migration corridor and wetlands. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 37 3/4/2009 
 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  Depending on alignment 
and/or spur routes, this location could serve the gaming area.  It should be noted that 
this location is currently undergoing planning efforts to add some mixed-use 
development, but is not likely to be a big population or activity center in comparison to 
Idaho Springs or Georgetown. 

 
City of Idaho Springs 
 
Opportunities 

• Largest population center in county - approximately 2,000 residents. 

• Local activity center and destination – largest retail and commercial center in county with 
shopping, tourism, lodging, and USFS.  Attempting to develop more recreational 
activities. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – destination travel to Idaho Springs and the I-
70 mountain corridor from Front Range.  Also has employment reverse commute to 
Denver. 

• Compatible with land use plans – several potential locations in town could accommodate 
infill development and mixed-use supportive of future transit operations. 

• Good vehicular access – has three interchange access points on I-70.  East end of Town 
offers easiest access configuration.  Other interchange locations somewhat constrained. 

• Could serve as a potential transit connection to gaming area or transit hub for county. 

Challenges 

• Currently no transit service, but there is an employee shuttle to Loveland Ski Area.   

• Potential infill issues related to historic mining activities.  Preservation of historical 
properties and context is critical. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station.  Major activity economic center for Clear 
Creek County. Depending on alignment and/or spur routes, this location could also serve 
the gaming area. 

 
Town of Empire 
 
Opportunities 

• Generally compatible with land use plans – land use plans support existing residential 
and small retail use patterns in Empire.   

• Good location for connection to Winter Park and Grand County. 

Challenges 

• Small population center – approximately 400 residents. 
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• Small local activity center – minor retail activities, but strong employment demand at 
Henderson Mine.  

• While existing land uses would not be inconsistent with transit operations, the desired 
scale and density of the Town may not be significant enough to support station activities.   

• Small ridership/geographic capture area – local employment to Henderson Mine, 
regional capture greater if station is transfer point to Grand County spur.  

• Limited vehicular access - access limited because of steep grade and reliance on US 40. 

• No existing transit connections in area. 

• Adjacent to wildlife corridor.  

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended for a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This location might be of 
higher interest if a spur to Grand County were considered. 

 
Empire Junction (I-70/US 40 Interchange Area) 
 
Opportunities 

• Generally compatible with land use plans – current light industrial uses, has land 
availability, and future plans for mixed-use development considered to be compatible 
with transit.  CDOT is a big land owner in area. 

• Available land. 

• Good location for connection to Winter Park and Grand County.  

• Good vehicular access – direct access to I-70 and US 40.   

Challenges 

• Not a population center - little to no residential use in proximity. There could be some 
public debate regarding change. 

• Small local activity center – Easter Seals Camp and Henderson Mine employment base.  

• Small ridership/geographic capture area – local employment to Henderson Mine, 
regional capture greater if station were a transfer point to Grand County spur.  

• No existing transit connections in area. 

• Location not on municipal water and sewer.  Also wildlife migration considerations. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (Empire Junction or Georgetown or in 
between).  This location or a location in Georgetown or somewhere in between is 
recommended as a Tier 1 regional station. This location would also be of higher value if 
a spur to Grand County were implemented.  Availability of land and compatibility of 
existing/future uses are important to this site. 
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Town of Georgetown 
 
Opportunities 

• Second largest population center in county - approximately 1,400 residents and home of 
Clear Creek County seat. Town has land available adjacent to lake and highway for 
future growth and/or station planning area. 

• Local activity center and destination – summer tourist center for shopping, historic, 
railroad, and recreational uses. Considered to be somewhat lower activity level than 
Idaho Springs. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – destination travel to Georgetown and I-70 
mountain corridor from Front Range. Reverse commute to Denver.  

• Compatible with land use plans – planned land use mix and density compatible with 
transit service. 

• Good vehicular access – direct access to I-70 and potential location adjacent to US 6. 

Challenges 

• No existing transit connections in area.   

• Town has National Historic Landmark status. 

• Potential infill issues related to historic mining activities.  

• Community concerned about noise.  

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (Empire Junction or Georgetown or in 
between).  This location or a location at Empire Junction or somewhere in between was 
recommended as Tier 1 regional station. Georgetown has infrastructure in place and is 
the political center of county.   

 
Loveland Ski Area 
 
Opportunities 

• Potential ridership/geographic capture – seasonal destination travel to ski area and 
recreation. 

• Good vehicular access – access at interchange with I-70 and US 6.  

Challenges 

• Not a population center – no existing or future residential base or lodging.   

• Not a full time activity center – seasonal recreational activities include skiing (winter) and 
hiking (summer).  Hiking is dispersed and would still require shuttle service. 

• Only somewhat compatible with land use plans.  Entire ski area, including the base, is 
on USFS lands.  Would require USFS approval and NEPA process.  Master plan 
proposes moderate expansion of recreation, but primarily preservation of USFS lands.  
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• No existing transit connections in area, only employee shuttle. 

• Located near important I-70 wildlife crossing/corridor. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as Tier 2 local station.  This location is under consideration as a 
seasonal destination stop during peak recreational periods. 

4.3.5 Summit County 

Keystone 
 
Opportunities 

• Local activity center and destination – ski area employment center, ski destination, and 
second most popular off-season resort in Summit County. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – popular ski destination from Front Range and 
local employment. 

• Keystone is the third most visited resort in the United States and currently ranked 
sixteenth best resort in North America by SKI magazine. 

• Generally compatible with land use plans – included in goals and policies, but not shown 
on plans. 

• Potential for available land in existing parking lots. 

Challenges 

• Not a year-round large population center – mostly seasonal (winter) residents and 
tourists.  Summit Cove is not high density but nearby. 

• Limited vehicular access – good at ski area, but out of way for most local residents.  US 
6 limited eastbound by Loveland Pass.  

• May not maximize connections to local transit – more end of line for local transit.  Served 
by resort shuttle and Summit Stage. 

• May have some environmental issues – elk migration corridor, near land fill, and 
potential alignment impacts. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 2 local station depending on alignment.  Considered as 
potential stop on a Loveland Pass alignment.  If service focuses on resorts, then 
Keystone, Breckenridge, and Copper Mountain would provide large ridership base. 

 
Town of Dillon 
 
Opportunities 

• Local activity center – town center, marina, concerts and events, and shopping draw.  
Year-round events but most activity in summer. 
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• Fair ridership/geographic capture area – mostly summer destination and lodging and 
shopping in winter.  Centrally located in Summit County. 

• Compatible with land use plans – infill growth desired at town center or main shopping 
area.  Depending on the results of the blight survey, development could be compatible 
with the urban renewal of the town center.  Land assemblage could be a challenge. 

• Average vehicular access - central portion of county and good access to US 6, I-70, and 
Dam Road.  Town center may have local traffic limitations. 

Challenges 

• Limited local population center – approximately 850 year-round residents.  Grows to 
3,000 to 5,000 with tourists and shoppers. 

• Limited connections to transit – central access to town center and shopping areas by 
Summit Stage, but no direct routes to other locations.   

• May have wetland issues in certain locations. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  Might be better served as 
a local stop. 

 
Town of Silverthorne 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center - approximately 4,000 year-round residents.  Largest base of 
permanent residential population in Summit County.  Provides regional services to towns 
and resorts. 

• Local activity center – strong shopping/outlet location, commercial employment, and 
civic uses. 

• Best location in Summit County for freight service and related infrastructure.   

• Compatible with land use plans – comprehensive plan updates will include higher 
density, mixed-use, and development possibilities conducive to transit use in the area. 

• Potential for available land and residential growth. 

• Good vehicular access – direct interchange access at I-70 and Hwy 9.   

• Maximizes connections to transit – central location at interchange with access to town 
center and shopping areas by Summit Stage.   

Challenges 

• Somewhat lower ridership/geographic capture area – local and regional draw to 
shopping area, employment and civic uses, but not a resort destination.  

• May have potential environmental issues from nearby Blue River. 
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Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (or Frisco).  One of the most central locations 
in Summit County.  Likely best location for light freight service with commercial uses, 
access, and land availability.  Also optimal location for forward travel to other parts of 
county. 
 

Lake Hill 
 
Opportunities 

• Centrally located in Summit County. 

• Potential for available land, but currently owned by USFS. 

Challenges 

• Not a population center – currently not a population center. 

• Not an activity center – no commercial or retail draw. 

• Poor ridership/geographic capture area – centrally located, but no population or activity 
center within proximity of the site. 

• Not compatible with land use plans – currently designated by USFS as open space and 
developed/dispersed recreation in order to maintain an open space buffer and 
separation between communities. 

• Poor vehicular access – access to site is limited to the Dam Road. 

• Poor connections to transit – currently no transit connections, but central location in 
Summit County and could support future connections to multiple county destinations. 

• Potential environmental issues – property owned by USFS and would require 
trade/NEPA analysis.  Denver Water has concerns about the use and viability of the 
Dillon Dam Road, which could significantly influence the future use of the site. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station. This location was 
evaluated as it exists today and is currently planned.  Opportunity may exist for large 
tract of USFS land to be developed in manner supportive of transit services in the future. 

 
Town of Breckenridge 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – approximately 3,500 year-round residents.  Also draws 
residents from upper Blue River. 

• Good local year-round activity center and destination – downtown and ski area draw. 
Shopping popular year-round.  Most popular off-season resort in Summit County. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – high potential capture based on regional and 
ski destination travelers, and employees traveling to and from the area. 
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• Breckenridge is the single most visited resort in the United States and currently ranked 
ninth best resort in North America by SKI magazine. 

• Compatible with land use plans – land use mix, residential base, and accepted densities 
in town are supportive of current transit and gondola service, and conducive to future 
services. 

• Good connections to transit - existing Summit Stage and local service in and out of 
Breckenridge. 

Challenges 

• Limited vehicular access – SH 9 access in and out of Breckenridge could be considered 
to be out of the way for travelers. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 2 local station depending on alignment.  Would be largest 
ridership draw for a southern Summit County alignment serving Loveland, Keystone, and 
Breckenridge. 

 
Town of Frisco 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – approximately 2,700 year-round residents.   

• Local activity center – downtown, marina, and shopping draw.  Year-round events with 
majority of activity in summer. 

• Fair ridership/geographic capture area – close proximity to I-70 interchange, local 
residential base, and Breckenridge destination if the station is not located in 
Breckenridge. 

• Compatible with land use plans – mixed land use and residential base supported in 
comprehensive plan and conducive to transit operation.  Acceptance of higher densities 
and land availability will be issues in the future. 

• Good vehicular access – in proximity to I-70 interchange and easy access to SH 9. 

• Good connections to transit – central access to town center by Summit Stage.  Central 
location in county. 

Challenges 

• The size and scale of station compared to the availability of land may be an issue. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (or Silverthorne).  One of most central 
locations providing access to Summit County, including Breckenridge.  Some back-
tracking required to get to Keystone.  Changes in land use mix and density may be 
hindered by growth or build-out concerns in Frisco at this time. 
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Copper Mountain 
 
Opportunities 

• Local activity center – employment center, ski destination, and off-season tourist 
recreational activity center. 

• Good ridership and destination – popular ski destination and employee commute 
connection from Leadville to resort employment. 

• Compatible with land use plans – destination and related uses outlined in the master 
plan and conducive to transit operation.   

• Good vehicular access – direct and visible access at interchange with I-70.  Easy access 
to and from Leadville. 

• Good connection to Leadville workforce. 

Challenges 

• Not a year-round population center – seasonal residents only.  Not envisioned as a 
significant year-round population base.  

• May not complement future transit plans – serves as more end of line for local transit in 
Summit County.  Served by resort shuttle and Summit Stage. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 2 local station.  Might be better served as a local transit stop.  
However, if service focuses on resorts, then Keystone, Breckenridge, and Copper 
Mountain would add to the ridership base. Also, Copper Mountain is likely to have a 
station regardless because potential alignments are likely to pass through there. 

4.3.6 Eagle County 
Town of Vail 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – large hotel base but somewhat lower year-round residential 
base. 

• Local activity center – largest in county.  Employment, recreation/resort, retail.  35,000 
beds. Destination location. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area for tourists coming into county. 

• Vail is the second most visited resort in the United States and currently ranked second 
best resort in North America by SKI magazine, receiving the top honor in 14 of the past 
21 years. 

• Compatible with land use plans – planned land use mix and densities within the village 
strongly support transit operations and ridership. 

• Good vehicular access – interchange access off I-70 to Vail Village and Lionshead. 
Increased travel demand between interchange and station or park-n-Ride location could 
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create substantial congestion at key locations.  Increased transit ridership may free up 
existing parking. 

• Complements future transit plans and connections – served by ECO Transit and Vail 
Transit.  Connection to Leadville. 

Challenges 

• Difficult geographic capture area for regular/commuter use by all county residents. 

• Large expansion of local Vail transit system difficult. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (or Avon).  This could be a potential hub 
location.  If there were to be only one location in Eagle County, most would support an 
eastern county location at Vail, or possibly Avon location because of east travel 
direction.  Vail would likely work best for tourists coming to county, whereas, Avon would 
work best for county residents using the system. 

 
Town of Avon 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center - year-round residential base of about 7,000. 

• Local activity center – regional commercial/retail and recreation base, and access point 
to Beaver Creek Ski Area.   

• Good geographic capture area – ridership would consist of both tourists and county 
residents. 

• Centrally located for several alignment options and destinations (both Vail and Beaver 
Creek). 

• Beaver Creek (above Avon) is the 9th most visited resort in the United States and 
currently ranked sixth best resort in North America by SKI magazine. 

• Compatible with land use plans – currently developing mixed-use, high-density town 
center plan supported by multimodal transit center. 

• Has sufficient undeveloped land located around potential station sites to provide 
sufficient parking, freight transfer, pedestrian trails, and shuttle service. 

• Good vehicular access - two interchanges provide good access to I-70. 

• Complements future transit plans and connections – ECO Transit hub with planned 
expansion of a transit center in Avon.  Offers service connections to Leadville, Vail, and 
Beaver Creek. 

Challenges 

• Could have reverse travel to Vail depending on alignment. 

• Large expansion of local Avon/Beaver Creek transit system difficult. 
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Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station (or Vail).  This could be a potential hub 
location.  If there were to be only one location in Eagle County, most would support an 
eastern county location at Vail or Avon location because of east travel direction.  Vail 
would likely work best for tourists coming to county, whereas, Avon would work best for 
county residents using system. 

 
Edwards 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – largest population base in county, also more diversified. 

• Some geographic capture – would consist of both tourists and county residents, but not 
a destination. 

• Compatible with land use plans – current land use plans indicate growth in residential 
base and retail/commercial, supportive of commuter transit patterns. 

• Somewhat complements future transit plans and connections – served by ECO Transit. 

Challenges 

• Not a major local activity center – local retail and schools. 

• Limited vehicular access – road system has limited capacity and access would require 
use of spur road. Limited land availability for substantial parking infrastructure. 

• May have potential environmental issues – close to Eagle River. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This is likely a local transit 
system location only. 

 
Wolcott 
 
Opportunities 

• Compatible with land use plans – greenfield development possible.  Building 500 to 
1,000 new residential units. 

• Good vehicular access – direct access to I-70 and has potential parking capacity. 

Challenges 

• Not a population center – currently only minor population base.  In future could have 500 
to 1,000 dwelling units or up to 2,000 residents. 

• Not an activity center – only one local store.  

• Small geographic capture area - regional commuter ridership possible, but limited since 
the area is not a population base or activity center.  Could serve as a connection to 
Steamboat Springs. 
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• Not likely to complement future transit plans and connections – served by one ECO 
Transit stop only. 

• Least built-out location, but may have soil issues and close to Eagle River. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This is likely a local transit 
system location only. 

 
Town of Eagle 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – but smaller population base than Edwards. 

• Local activity center – local retail, county government center, and workforce services. 

• Good geographic capture area for regular/commuter use by all county residents. 

• Compatible with land use plans – ultimate build out 10,000 to 12,000 rooftops. 

Challenges 

• Poor ridership/geographic capture area for tourists coming into county. 

• Limited vehicular access – some parking availability but poor road system would require 
building additional capacity. 

• Only somewhat complements future transit plans and connections – served by ECO 
Transit. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This is likely a local transit 
system location only. 

 
Eagle Airport 
 
Opportunities 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – for both tourists and county residents. 
Centrally located within the County and could pull regional commuter ridership. 

• Compatible with land use plans – existing and planned commercial and industrial uses 
are compatible with future transit operations. 

• Complements future transit plans and connections – served by ECO Transit and a 
potential RFTA connection.  Direct airport connection. 

Challenges 

• Not a population center – no population base in proximity to airport. 

• Limited activity center – activity center between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.  Seasonal 
fluctuation in use levels as well. 
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• Somewhat limited vehicular access - widened Cooley Mesa Road to better 
accommodate increased local travel demand.  Might need to increase capacity with 
construction of new I-70 interchange.   

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as Tier 1 regional station.  This is a potential multi-modal hub location.  
This location would provide a western connection to the regional system and connect 
airport to system.  Good light freight location. 

 
Town of Gypsum 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – residential base of 6,000 and growing, similar in size to Eagle. 

• Good geographic capture area for regular/commuter use by all county residents. 

• Compatible with land use plans – planned residential growth up to 10,000 rooftops would 
support future transit operations. 

• Some vehicular access – improvements at US 6 and I-70 would make access more 
direct.  Parking planned at location close to I-70. 

• Complements future transit plans and connections – served by ECO Transit and a 
potential RFTA connection.  Close to airport. 

Challenges 

• Limited activity center – local retail and workforce services. 

• Poor ridership/geographic capture area for tourists coming into county. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  This is likely local transit 
system location only. 

4.3.7 Garfield County 
Glenwood Springs (Downtown Wye) 
 
Opportunities 

• Near population center – within a 1 to 3 minute walk for residents in established 
downtown neighborhoods.    

• Local and destination activity center – top overall Garfield County location because of 
downtown attractions, tourist draw, retail, and hot springs pool. 

• Good ridership/geographic capture area – close to 9th Street residential area and 
Amtrak train station, and tourist draw to mix of uses and potential access for regional 
capture. 

• Compatible with land use plans – redevelopment plans for large mixed-use area highly 
supportive of integrated transit service. 
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• Good vehicular access – plans to punch 8th Street through to future site would improve 
direct access.  Other improvements may be needed depending on demand. 

• Complements future transit plans and connections – connections to local and regional 
bus and future bus rapid transit service via RFTA. 

Challenges 

• May have potential environmental issues – historical industrial uses. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 1 regional station.  Central connectivity to Garfield/Pitkin 
locations, urban population and activity centers, tourist destinations.  Residents up-valley 
toward Aspen and to west toward Rifle easily drawn to location to use regional transit.  
Proposed bus rapid transit system would cover transit needs up valley and bring users to 
the regional transit station.  Planned land use mix conducive to successful transit 
services from site. 
 

Cattle Creek/Colorado Mountain College and US 82 Intersection Area 
 
Opportunities 

• Mid-valley location with connection to the Colorado Mountain College. 

Challenges 

• Not a population center – mostly rural development in area.  CMC nearby.  Proposed 
Cattle Creek Crossing development could add 900 units. 

• Not an activity center – only minor retail, not many activities to draw people.  Some 
activity associated with Colorado Mountain College. 

• Poor ridership/geographic capture - mostly just a local bus stop.  Not a future bus rapid 
transit stop. 

• May not be compatible with land use plans – current planning for smaller mix of uses. 

• Limited vehicular access – limited access to US 82, which has congestion issues.  Also, 
frontage road is congested.  Future stop light at CR 114 may be required. 

• Does not complement future transit plans and connections – no future bus rapid transit 
stop planned, only local bus service. 

• May have potential environmental issues – wetlands and presence of wildlife; herons, 
eagles and elk. 

• Would be out of direction travel if alignment passes through Glenwood Canyon. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Not recommended as a Tier 1 regional or Tier 2 local station.  Under consideration if an 
alignment were to come over Cottonwood Pass.  But even then, most would prefer a 
location at an existing urban center. 
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Town of Carbondale (RFTA Park-n-Ride) 
 
Opportunities 

• Local population center – growing TOD area. 

• Local activity center – near downtown, mixed uses, transit, trail connections, and 
Colorado Rocky Mountain school. 

• Ridership/geographic capture area – existing transit stop with ridership capture from up-
valley.  Not as strong a tourist draw as Glenwood Springs. 

• Compatible with land use plans – currently planning for and providing incentives for 
TOD. 

• Good vehicular access – recent improvements with direct access to SH 133.  Also 
somewhat close to US 82. 

• Complements future transit plans – planned for BRT station.  Local and regional bus 
connections. 

Challenges 

• Would be out of direction travel if alignment were to pass through Glenwood Canyon. 

Working Group Recommendation 

Recommended as a Tier 2 local station. Under consideration for a mid-valley location if 
an alignment were to come over Cottonwood Pass.  Best Carbondale location because 
minimizes impacts to downtown and takes advantage of existing TOD and transit 
connections. 

4.4 Summary of Tier 1 Regional Station Locations 
Through three rounds of County Working Group meetings and application of the two-step 
screening process, each group developed a list of priority regional station locations (Tier 1) to 
be served by a high-speed AGS.  The list of recommendations does not preclude additional or 
alternative locations that might be served as part of spurs or skip service that could be 
developed at a later date.  The list represents each County Working Group’s recommendation of 
what locations they believe would best serve the people in the community, as well as those 
traveling to their communities.  It is important to note that the County Working Groups recognize 
that technical data, such as ridership, will be developed through other studies and such 
information may cause these recommendations to be reconsidered.  Recommendations by the 
County Working Groups for Tier 1 regional station locations are as follows (also see Figure 3): 
 
Jefferson County 
 

• I-70/US 6 Interchange Area (or Washington Street/SH 58 Area). 

Clear Creek County 
 

• Idaho Springs (includes five potential sites). 
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• Empire Junction/Georgetown (or somewhere in between). 

Summit County 
 

• Frisco or Silverthorne. 

• Also recognizing that Keystone, Breckenridge, and Copper Mountain may be preferred 
depending on ridership and alignment considerations.  Copper Mountain is likely to have 
a station regardless because potential alignments are likely to pass through there. 

Eagle County 
 

• Vail or Avon (east end of county). 

• Eagle Airport (west end of county). 

Garfield County 
 

• Glenwood Springs - Downtown Wye. 

• Mid-valley/Carbondale if alignment follows Cottonwood Pass. 
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Figure 3: County Working Group Recommended Tier 1 Regional Station Locations (Red Dots) 
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5.0 Example Specifications for Tier 1 Regional Stations 
After identifying the Tier 1 regional station 
locations, the County Working Groups began to 
discuss the functionality of stations, including the 
anticipated need for passenger drop-off facilities, 
bus bays for integration with local transit systems, 
and park-n-Ride facilities.  The questions of 
physical size and acreage needed to 
accommodate these primary facilities and 
compatibility with local land use and community 
characteristics becomes more relevant.  To assist 
the County Working Groups begin to answer these 
questions, the consultant team developed an 
example station with typical specifications for 
illustrative purposes.  

5.1 Background 
It is important to understand that communities along the I-70 corridor cannot prescribe specific 
station types, sizes, or required levels of operation by location without knowing projected 
ridership in the I-70 corridor and the type of AGS technology used.  The Rocky Mountain Rail 
Authority Study is developing projected ridership and appropriate rail technologies for the I-70 
corridor that will be available after this study is complete.  Without this information, the County 
Working Groups and Technical Committee discussed the general characteristics likely to be part 
of primary or Tier 1 regional stations, as well as more technical detail regarding approximate 
size, operational requirements, and typical amenities.  Tier 2 local or “milk-run” stations are 
assumed to be smaller in scale and require only elements of these larger facilities, as 
appropriate to each community and station function. 
 
This section describes typical platform, drop-off area, transit center, and other station elements 
for consideration in future planning efforts, and includes an example typical Tier 1 regional 
station footprint and visual simulation.  Final designs will vary by station because of site specific 
characteristics such as passenger types, boarding and alighting, community character, and 
adjacent land use.   

5.2 Function and Features 
A transit station’s primary function is to support rail or guideway operations and provide a 
platform for passenger access to the transit system.  The transit station is the “front door” or 
entry point to the larger I-70 corridor of communities on the line.  A station location is designed 
to fit the context of the community, as well as the specific characteristics and land use needs of 
the site.  The station reflects the image of the local community by serving as a public or civic 
space or as an anchor to an economically viable mix of land uses supportive of transit use.  
Planning for a station will bring together the technical facility requirements with the local needs 
for community integration. 
 
Tier 1 regional stations will eventually be designed and sized to serve the projected ridership, 
the community and regional operational functions, land use, and character/context of setting.  

 

Typical Transit Station 
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The following elements are estimations of the requirements and sizing characteristics that could 
be associated with a Tier 1 regional station: 

• Passenger platform - approximately 500 feet in length to accommodate a four-car train. 

• Passenger drop-off - access lane or loop to accommodate up to 15 vehicles and provide 
pedestrian access to station platform. 

• Transit center - transit drop-off/pick-up area with up to eight bus bays located in close 
proximity to the station with pedestrian access to station platform.  This facility could 
need to accommodate local transit connections, resort connections, and bus transfer 
operations. 

• Park-n-Ride - approximately 6 to 10 acres to support around four stories of structured 
parking with 1,500 parking spaces and vehicular access to the site.  The required 
number of parking spaces and configuration of a multistoried structure will depend on 
future ridership estimates, function, and land availability of the specific station. 

• Bike parking - lockers or racks to accommodate up to 30 bicycles. 

The footprint of a Tier 1 regional station that has the above components is illustrated in Figure 
4.  The footprint is overlaid on an aerial map of Copper Mountain Ski Resort, a location chosen 
by the I-70 Coalition Technical Committee to use as an example.  The image is intended to 
provide example sizing requirements of a Tier 1 regional station and give communities a sense 
of the land requirements needed to accommodate this size facility.  Specific site and structure 
requirements would need to be examined in future planning phases once more detailed 
ridership estimates are known and may vary at each Tier 1 location.   Additionally, site 
characteristics and the role of the station as either an origin or destination station will influence 
demand for parking supply.  The Tier 1 regional station’s scale and massing is illustrated in the 
visual simulations provided in Figure 5 and Figure 6. 
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The basic elements or amenities typically associated with a Tier 1 regional station include: 

• Platform 
• Bus interface  
• Kiss and ride (passenger drop-off) 
• Parking 
• Vehicular access  
• Baggage storage 
• Ticketing 
• Landscaping 
• Stormwater detention   
• Pedestrian/bicycle circulation and bike parking 

 
The exact combination of these elements depends on the transit technology, layout of station 
and the particular needs of each station within the community.  In designing a station layout, 
there is a hierarchy for how these elements are located in relation to access to the AGS vehicle.  
The first priority in the hierarchy is to provide convenient access for the pedestrian and bicyclist 
to the station, the second priority is to accommodate access via other transit services or 
shuttles, and the final priority is to provide vehicular access to the site for passenger drop-off or 
park-n-Ride facilities. 
 
Each element of a station has distinct characteristics 
associated with it.  The following provides details on the spatial 
requirements, safety considerations, and varying options for 
each transit element.  The unique characteristics of each 
element form how the station functions and looks.  

5.2.1 Platform 
A platform is a surface alongside rail tracks from which 
passengers board or alight from trains.  A platform is a level 
hardscape surface that runs the complete length of the train 
boarding area.  The platform is located on a tangent track 
(straight track for at a minimum the distance of the platform 
and 100 feet on each side) with a longitudal slope not to 
exceed a 1% grade and a cross slope not to exceed 2%.  To 
eliminate any conflicts between the AGS service and vehicular 
traffic, the platform needs to be constructed a minimum of 200 
feet from roadway intersections.  It is anticipated that an AGS 
operation would require platform lengths up to 500 feet. 
 
There are three types of platforms.  A platform can be a bay 
platform, a center-loaded platform, or a side-loaded platform.  A bay platform is where the tracks 
dead end, requiring a train to reverse in or out.  A center-loaded platform and a side-loaded 
platform are both through-station; the train pulls into the platform from one end and leaves 
through the other end.  A center-loaded platform is one platform located between two tracks 
                                                 
1 Wikipedia-[http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Railway_platform] 

Example Station Platform 

 

Platform Loading Types  
(Platform 1 is a bay platform. 

Platforms 2, 3 and 4 are 
through platforms.  Platforms 2 
and 3 are side-loaded platforms 
and 3 and 4 are center-loaded 

platforms)  1 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 59 3/4/2009 
 

serving both directions of train service.  A side-loaded platform consists of two platforms on the 
outside of the tracks.  Each platform serves a single-direction train.   
 
The platform provides disabled passengers with a level 
boarding surface to the AGS vehicle and is ADA 
accessible.  This can be accommodated by designing 
the platform to be level with the AGS vehicle floor or 
providing a high or low block access on the platform to 
bring the disabled persons up or down to the vehicle 
floor level.  The platform is designed so that the 
horizontal gap between a car door at rest and the 
platform is no greater than 3 inches, and the height of 
the car floor is within plus or minus 5/8 inch of the 
platform height under all normal passenger load 
conditions.2   All platforms must have a visual and tactile 
warning system on the edge of the platform to keep 
passengers away from the tracks.  This is done using a 
tactile warning strip consisting of 24-inch-wide truncated 
domes that are a contrasting color to the adjacent ground plane and extend the length of the 
platform.  The platforms are slightly sloped upwards towards the platform edge to prevent 
wheeled objects, such as strollers and wheelchairs, from rolling into the path of the train. 
 
A platform must be designed and sized to meet the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
130 requirement.  The NFPA 130 requirement sets design standards to ensure safe evacuation 
of the platform in case of a fire or emergency.  This calculation takes into account the maximum 
number of passengers waiting on a platform, the crush load level of passengers on the vehicles 
at the platform, and the frequency in train service.  NFPA 130 states that passengers should be 
cleared from the platform in four minutes and at a point of safety in six minutes, unless tenability 
along the egress path can be established for a longer duration.3  
 
Platform Elements 
 
There are numerous elements on the platform that create a convenient, pleasant environment 
for the transit patron.  Elements that are typically found on a platform are: 

• Overhead shelter (if located outside) 

• Wind shelter (if located outside) 

• Seating 

• Trash and recycling receptacles 

• Pedestrian lights 

• Signage 

• Message systems (variable message system and audio speakers) 

                                                 
2 Henry Perritt , Jr . American with Disabilities Act, Forth Edition Volume 1, Aspen Publishers,  673 
3 Robert C. Till, Timed egress requirements for transit and passenger rail station evacuation as described in NFPA 130 ASHRAE Transactions, 
 July, 2006l 

 

Example Truncated Dome Warning Strip 
(yellow strip) 
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• Emergency phone 

• Security cameras 

• Ticket vending machine and ticket validation (depending if a machine or attendant is 
used) 

 

 

 

Overhead shelter Wind shelter/bench Bench 

  
Trash receptacle Lights at a platform Signage 

  

 

Variable message system Ticket vending machine 
 

Example Platform Elements 

 
 
When locating the elements on the platform a 6-foot clear zone must be maintained at all times.  
A platform must provide ease of pedestrian movement.  The platform design must also 
coordinate with the doors of the train so that boarding and alighting can occur smoothly even 
when long queuing lines are present.  
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To cross the tracks to access the platforms either a grade-separated 
crossing or an at-grade crossing is used.  Both crossings must be 
ADA accessible.  Not knowing the chosen AGS technology for the I-
70 corridor, a safe assumption for a grade separated crossing would 
be 24 feet from the top of guideway to the bottom of the bridge.  
This meets the standard requirements for freight rail design.  
Vertical access to a grade-separated crossing is provided with 
stairs, elevators, and/or escalators.  Two forms of access need to be 
provided in case of an emergency.  This could consist of two vertical 
accesses or one vertical and one at-grade crossing.  An at-grade 
crossing takes into account crossing safety considerations.  
Pedestrians need to have an awareness of approaching trains.  This 
is accomplished by signage or by limiting access across the tracks 
with fencing, z-crossings, or swing gates.  Typically mid-block 
crossings cross the tracks at an angle to provide visual site line to 
trains; there is no gate so often flashing lights are used.   
 
Utilities are also provided on the platform.  At a minimum, electricity, water and 
telecommunication lines are required.  Electricity is needed to operate the lights and message 
systems; water is required to wash the platform and potentially for emergency fire protection; 
and telecommunications lines are required to transmit video surveillance information, update 
message systems, and carry transmissions from the emergency phone.   
 
It is anticipated that in addition to passenger service, the I-70 corridor AGS would carry light 
freight to and from the mountain corridor communities.  Not knowing what kind of freight service 
would be provided or if the AGS would utilize existing tracks, information is being provided for a 
conservative design for light freight rail compatibility requirements.  Stations may not need to 
meet them if the AGS does not provide freight access at that location. 
 
Oftentimes freight cars are required to carry oversized objects requiring the freight car to be 
larger than the typical car.  If high-level platforms are used, two options are available.  The 
platform can be set back several inches outside of the dynamic envelope, and ADA access can 
be provided by a bridge plate (ramp) between the passenger car and the platform.  Regular 
passengers would simply step across the slightly wider gap.  Otherwise, special track work is 
required (typically gauntlet or bypass tracks) to allow freight trains to travel farther away from 
the platform. 
 
If low-level platforms and ADA blocks are used, the ADA blocks would have to be set back in a 
manner similar to high-level platforms.  Many systems today use a bridge plate for ADA access 
with ADA blocks, so the operational impacts are a part of normal service.  The low-level platform 
would be required to meet both freight and passenger rail clearances.  These clearances are 
very similar in the area between the top of rail and the typical 6- to 9-inch height of low-level 
platforms. 
 
The platform is sized to allow for loading and unloading of freight.  It needs to extend the length 
of the entire passenger and freight train and provide a large enough space on the platform for 
equipment to maneuver to load and unload freight and to transport the freight to truck service.  
Trucks need a space adjacent to the platform to pull in and load and unload the freight.   

 

Example Swing Gate 
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5.2.2 Bus Interface 
There are numerous bus systems serving the 
local communities along the I-70 corridor.  In 
the future, local transit services will likely 
expand to carry a greater number of 
passengers between the mainline station and 
local destinations.  The following transit 
agencies operate in the I-70 corridor and will be 
critical to future connectivity within I-70 corridor 
communities: 

• RTD  
• Summit Stage  

• ECO Transit 

• RFTA  

• Resort and community shuttle services 

The local transit systems operate numerous types and 
sizes of buses.  They have regional buses, bus rapid 
transit (BRT), local buses and shuttle service.  In order 
to accommodate the variety of needs for the different 
bus types and sizes, facilities will need to be designed to 
serve a 60 foot long and 10’-6” wide vehicle with a 16’-6” 
vertical clearance.  Access roads servicing the bus 
system should be designed using a minimum of a 32-
foot inside radius for bus turning movements.  The AGS 
service must also interface with shuttles, van pools, and 
taxis. Local bus service and shuttles would be a 
significant component in connecting the AGS system to 
the destinations and the local community. 
 
In laying out the transit station, buses should have a high priority and be given easy access to 
the station.  The number of buses to be accommodated at each transit station would be 
determined by the local transit operator, the local municipality, and the resorts.  The number of 
bus bays would be based on the maximum number of transit vehicles that would serve the 
station at one time.  The local transit agency and municipality would work together to determine 
if an on-street facility or off-street facility best serves the station. 
 

 
Example Bus Transit Center 

Example Bus Plaza 
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An on-street facility is efficient in utilizing minimum 
space and reducing travel times for through 
passengers.  An off-street facility serves larger 
volumes of passengers, provides easier transfers, 
allows for bus layovers, and allows a space for 
passengers to load and unload baggage.  To maintain 
travel time and pedestrian safety, an off-street facility 
should separate bus circulation from vehicular traffic.  
When designing an off-street facility, planners typically 
account for 4,250 square feet for each bus.  This takes 
into account an access lane, landscaping, and a 
stormwater detention pond.  Depending on site 
configuration, access lanes could require additional 
space. 
 
The bus service at a transit facility could be constructed in the following configurations: 

• Linear bus bays. 

• Sawtooth bus bays. 

• Angled bus bays (requiring the bus to back out). 

• On-street bus stops. 

The bus facility accommodates seating, trash receptacles, newspaper dispensers, and a shelter 
to serve the waiting bus patrons.  The bus facility accommodates layover space and amenities 
(toilet and sink) for drivers. 

5.2.3 Passenger Drop-off 
The passenger drop-off area 
is a place where automobiles 
are permitted to stop and 
park temporarily to drop off 
or pick up transit patrons 
(also called a kiss-n-Ride).  
The vehicle lane is located in 
close proximity to the transit 
station with convenient 
pedestrian access to the 
platform.  A passenger drop-
off is sized to serve 
approximately 2 to 5% of the estimated parking demand for the facility (typically 325 square feet 
per car to account for an access lane, space to stop, sidewalk, and landscaping).  The 
passenger drop-off could be configured as a separate access loop, on-street drop off with 
signed designation, or incorporated in the park-n-Ride structure.  Vehicular access to the 
passenger drop-off is from an arterial or secondary road and needs to be easy and convenient.  

 

Example On-Street Sawtooth Bus Bay 

 

Example On-Street Drop-off Example Drop-off Loop 
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5.2.4 Parking 
The number of parking spaces at each transit 
station is determined through a combination of a 
ridership forecast and community planning.  The 
ridership forecast takes into account the number of 
projected riders, the capture area, the proximity to 
other stations, the presence of a feeder bus 
system, and whether it is an end-of-line station.  
Community planning factors include type of TOD, 
walkability of the location, land availability, traffic 
impacts, traffic capacity, potential for shared 
parking, and community vision. 
 
When designing a park-n-Ride, there is not a typical 
prototype that can be applied everywhere.  Each 
park-n-Ride needs to respond to its land 
configuration, topography, local municipal 
requirements, vehicular access, and pedestrian 
access.  A park-n-Ride is configured as either a 
surface parking lot or structured parking.  A surface 
parking lot parks all of the cars at-grade, while a 
structured parking lot parks cars vertically.  Whether 
a park-n-Ride is going to be a surface parking lot or 
a structured parking lot is determined by land 
availability, location, community desire, budget, and 
the number of parking spaces required.  A 
structured park-n-Ride is more expensive per car 
but frees up valuable land for other land uses.  A 
surface parking lot is less expensive but requires 
more land to construct.  
 
A surface park-n-Ride requires 500 square feet for each car.  This equates to roughly 85 cars 
per acre.  The 500 square feet takes into account the space required for a 9-foot wide by 19-foot 
long parking space, access drives, a 24-foot wide travel aisle, pedestrian access, landscaping, 
and stormwater detention ponds.  Landscaping requirements are determined by each 
municipality in the zoning code.  To maximize the space, parking is recommended to be right-
angle parking.  A structured park-n-Ride requires 285 square feet for each car.  The 285 square 
feet takes into account the space required for a 8-foot 6-inch wide by 17-foot 8-inch long parking 
space, the structure, two elevator cores, and two sets of stairs.  Additionally, a percentage of 
parking needs to be provided for the disabled.  The amount of disabled spaces must follow local 
code requirements; typically, this is about 4 spaces per 100 parking spaces.  Disabled parking 
spaces need to be clearly marked and are typically wider than the typical parking space to 
accommodate a loading area.  The disabled parking space must be located in close proximity to 
the transit center with safe, accessible access to the station. 
 
The location of the park-n-Ride and its access points are designed to provide safe convenient 
access while minimizing disturbance to local traffic.  Park and ride access occurs on arterials 
where feasible.  Direct park-n-Ride access to I-70 is generally precluded by federal interstate 
standards.  Arterials that access I-70 at interchanges could provide access to park-n-Ride 

 

Example Park and Ride 

 

Example Structured Parking 
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facilities with I-70 connectivity.  The details of traffic signalization, number of access points, and 
other traffic flow elements depend on the station site and local development requirements.   
 
Local zoning code usually state design requirements for parking lots.  At a minimum, the park-n-
Ride should be configured and designed to reduce the overall mass and visual dominance of 
paved areas.  To accomplish this, the following basic guidelines should be incorporated.  The 
parking aisles should not exceed 20 contiguous parking spaces in length.  To help break up the 
visual impact of the pavement and improve the aesthetic environment, a landscaped island 
should be provided between approximately every 20 parking bays.  This landscaped island 
should be sized appropriately to accommodate a tree and low-level vegetation.  In cases where 
land is at a premium, the islands could also be used as water quality facilities to minimize the 
impact of a large detention pond.  Landscaping would require a maintenance program.  When 
laying out the park-n-Ride, walking distance must be kept in mind.  According to the Washington 
Metro Area Transit Authority, the maximum walking distance that a transit patron would be 
willing to walk from a parked car to the bus loading area is 1,500 feet.4   
 
The park-n-Ride must incorporate walkways as an 
integral design component to safely move pedestrians 
in this auto-dominated environment.  To promote a safe 
pedestrian environment, parking should be 
perpendicular to the station access.  This provides a 
clear, visible zone for pedestrians to walk.  Pedestrian 
walkways should be clearly marked.  When possible, 
pedestrian sidewalks are separated from vehicular 
traffic with a curb and a landscape buffer and walkways 
should be a minimum of 5 feet wide.   
 
Park and rides should be equipped with directional 
signage, site lighting, and trees.  Appropriate lighting 
levels with consistent coverage should be provided in 
parking areas to provide a safe environment.  The 
height and intensity of light standards should be sensitive to adjacent land uses. 
 
The park-n-Rides are expected to have utilization restrictions associated with them.  Some 
restrictions to consider would be: 

• Would parking be free or is there a cost associated with parking? 

• Would there be time limits or restrictions? 

• Would passengers be allowed to park overnight? 

• Would there be any assigned parking spaces? 

• Would there be a vehicle size restriction (campers and recreation vehicles)? 

Restrictions at a park-n-Ride would be determined by the operating transit agency and the local 
municipality.  Restrictions require personnel to enforce the restrictions.  For example, if there is 
a fee for parking, either a parking attendant or a ticket machine would be required.  Enforcement 
at the park-n-Ride is also necessary to create a safe environment for patrons.  If the park-n-Ride 
                                                 
4[ http://www.wmata.com/metrorail/bike_workshop/Safety_and_Access.pdf] 

 

Example Pedestrian Connection Through a 
Park-n-Ride 
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is located in close proximity to residential housing, a permit parking program could be 
considered for the surrounding neighborhoods.  This would discourage patrons from parking on 
local streets instead of at the park-n-Ride.   

5.2.5 Bicycle Parking 
To promote a multimodal transit facility, convenient and secure 
bicycle parking needs to be provided.  The parking for bicycles 
is generally sized to be approximately 2% of the parking area.  
If there is no vehicle parking, enough bicycle parking spaces 
must be provided to meet the municipal standards.  
Approximately 18 square feet for each bicycle storage unit is 
assumed.  This takes into account the average space 
requirement for a rack and a locker.  Bicycle parking could 
come in a variety of forms.  Bicycle parking could be open air 
bike racks, enclosed lockers, a secured covered storage 
system, or a bike station.  A bike station consists of bicycle 
parking, bicycle rentals, transit and route information, changing 
rooms, and a bicycle repair shop.  Each community evaluates 
their storage needs to determine which storage element or 
combination of elements should be used.  Bicycle parking is located in close proximity to the 
platform and clearly visible from the approach.  It is visible, accessible, easy to use, convenient, 
and plentiful.  It needs to be well lit, and in plain view without being in the way of pedestrians or 
motor vehicles.  In addition, AGS vehicles, local buses, and shuttles must also be designed to 
accommodate bicycle storage. 

 

   

Open air bike rack Enclosed bike locker Bike station 

Example Bicycle Parking Facilities 

 

Bicyclists Exiting a Train 
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5.2.6 Ticketing 
There are two options for ticketing.  One is to have a ticket vending machine where patrons 
purchase a ticket and then enter the train.  On the train, a security guard randomly checks for 
tickets.  The other option is to pay a ticket attendant and then submit the ticket for access 
through a turnstile.  Ticketing is centrally located in a convenient place that serves the 
pedestrian, bicyclist, transit commuter, park-n-Ride patron, and kiss-n-Ride patron.  The location 
must make it as easy as possible for an AGS patron to purchase a ticket and access the AGS 
vehicle.  When using a ticket vending machine, multiple options should be evaluated.  A ticket 
vending machine could be provided at the park-n-Ride and the platform.  Both ticketing options 
have space requirements that will need to be taken into consideration when designing the 
platform and station.  The need for security check of passengers should be evaluated.  If a 
security check is recommended, then the ticketing turnstile entrance might be an ideal location 
for this to occur.   

5.2.7 Baggage 
The AGS stations on the I-70 corridor must have a baggage handling system that can handle 
the variety of needs of the different travelers.  There are day trippers who transport recreational 
equipment and/or minimal luggage, and longer-term travelers who have recreational equipment 
and/or baggage.  Recreational equipment could be anything from skis, bicycles, and golf clubs 
to kayaks.  Therefore, the space set aside for baggage needs to be large enough to 
accommodate these large, bulky items.   
 
The baggage system could be handled in a number of different ways.  Transit patrons could be 
responsible for their own luggage, taking their luggage on and off the AGS vehicle.  The 
luggage could either be loaded into their compartment, or it could be loaded on to a separate 
compartment of the train designated for bags.  Another option would be to have a baggage 
check system where the bags are checked and then a baggage handler loads and unloads the 
baggage on the AGS vehicle.  At the end of the trip, the luggage could be delivered to a specific 
location on the platform, inside the train station, or to a carousel system.  There could also be a 
baggage check system, where the baggage is checked in and then delivered directly to a 
traveler’s destination.  The need for a security check of baggage must also be evaluated. 
 

   

Ticket vending 
machine Ticket attendant Ticket turnstile entrance 

Example Ticketing Facilities 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 68 3/4/2009 
 

   

Patrons responsible for their own 
baggage 

Baggage unloaded from transit 
vehicle and stored at one spot Baggage check-in 

 
 

 
Patrons self-loading a baggage 

compartment Carts for patrons to move baggage Baggage carousel 

Example Baggage Handling Facilities 

 

5.2.8 Train Depot 
The amenities at each station can vary greatly depending on the individual needs of each 
station.  A train depot could enhance a station and provide convenient amenities to the AGS 
patrons.  A train depot offers an indoor atmosphere protected from the outdoor elements to wait 
for the AGS, local bus or shuttle; purchase tickets; and 
obtain information.  In addition, a train depot could offer 
luxuries, such as retail shopping and restaurants. 
The following services could be provided at a train 
depot: 

• Ticketing for AGS service. 

• Ticketing for ski resorts and other local 
activities. 

• Information (hotel, ski resorts, activities). 

• Shuttle information. 

• Bus information. 

• Restrooms/showers/baby changing area. 

 

Bern Train Station, Switzerland 
(acts as an activity center) 
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• Lockers (as stated in the baggage section, the AGS patrons are going to be traveling for 
a variety of reasons; it would be beneficial to have plenty of lockers for day and 
overnight use). 

• Restaurants. 

• Retail. 

• Currency exchange. 

• Post office. 

• Internet access. 

5.2.9 Stormwater 
As a result of building a new station, new hardscape surfaces would be added to the site, 
requiring additional stormwater detention.  Stormwater detention could be handled with 
detention ponds or tied into an existing municipal drainage system if the system has enough 
capacity to accommodate the additional flows.  If stormwater detention is to be handled with a 
detention pond, the space requirement assumed for the detention pond is approximately 10% of 
all new hardscape surfaces.  Other options include infiltration and rainwater capture and reuse. 

5.2.10 Utilities 
Water, electricity, telecommunication lines, and sanitary sewer utilities are required to service 
the different elements that comprise a station. Water is required for fire protection services, 
cleaning, restrooms and irrigation.  Electricity is required to power lights, potential baggage 
services, potential ticket vending machines, elevators or escalators, and a variable message 
system.  Telecommunication lines are necessary for elements like emergency phones, security 
cameras, and variable message signs.  Sanitary sewer service is required to service the 
restrooms. 
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6.0 Transit-Supportive Development and Land Use Planning 
Throughout the study, the consultant team worked closely with the County Working Groups to 
inform and gather input about transit-supportive development and land use planning for a future 
high-speed advanced AGS along the I-70 corridor.  This effort consisted of hosting a Transit 
Friendly Planning and Development Forum, developing best practices, integrating land use and 
transit through county action plans, and developing a toolbox of land use planning tools to assist 
communities become transit ready.  

6.1 Transit Friendly Planning and Development Forum 
The Transit Friendly Planning and Development 
Forum was held on June 12, 2008, at the Copper 
Mountain Resort Conference Center, and attended 
by120 county, municipal, and citizen representatives 
(see Figure 7 for a copy of the announcement and 
agenda).  The purpose of the forum was to discuss 
current TOD ideas and explore the possibilities for 
future implementation. 
 
Speakers at the forum were Allan Zreet (Jacobs), a 
national TOD specialist who shared national trends; 
John Durham (Norris Design), a local land use 
planner who discussed local mountain development 
trends and issues; Jennifer Merer (Jacobs), a transit 
station development specialist who discussed station 
functions and characteristics; and Arleen Taniwaki 
(Arland Land Use Economics), a land use economic 
planner who shared information on how market 
forces shape TOD.  The presenters covered a 
portfolio of best practices for land use development 
and rural and mountain TOD and transit station 
typologies. 
 
The opportunities, constraints, characteristics, and 
best practices were shared with the attendees.  In 
breakout sessions, forum leaders explored I-70 
opportunities, participated in charettes for particular 
locations along the I-70 corridor, and discussed 
integration with their communities.  Discussion 
included community values, potential station locations and types; site development or 
redevelopment opportunities and product mix; walkability; access; parking; and bus, pedestrian, 
and vehicle interfaces.  Input from attendees and breakout session results have been 
incorporated into the various aspects of this study. 

 
Presentation by Panel Experts at the Forum 

 
Attendee Presenting Breakout Session Results 
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Figure 7: Transit Forum Announcement and Agenda 
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6.2 Best Practices 
The I-70 Coalition is in a unique position to develop a vision for AGS stations on the I-70 
corridor, based on land use opportunities and community vision.  Nationwide, the move towards 
transit friendly planning is occurring because of a desire for increased transit ridership, 
economic revitalization, limited sprawl, and a more sustainable community with less reliance on 
the automobile.  A well-planned community with an integrated transit station can generate 
investment in new businesses and revitalize existing businesses. When introducing transit to a 
community, it is important to capitalize on land uses to take advantage of transit.   
 
This section highlights the standard characteristics and opportunities associated with 
development around transit stations, or TOD, and summarizes several nationwide best 
practices.  However, the I-70 Coalition recognize that today’s standard TOD characteristics are 
drawn from urban or metro settings, and typically reflect urban development patterns supported 
by a significant population base.  This review of best practices is intended to provoke thought 
about the commonalities applicable to development in this unique mountain corridor setting.  It 
is not anticipated that national urban TOD models will be consistent with the I-70 corridor 
because of the difference in density, targeted market for ridership, and development constraints 
found in mountain communities.  

6.2.1 Development at Transit Stations 
The American Public Transportation Authority’s 
Transit Resource Guide states that  
“TOD is compact mixed-use development, 
located within an easy walk of a transit stop, 
generally with a mix of residential, employment 
and shopping opportunities designed for 
pedestrians without excluding the auto.” 5 
 
Development that is focused around a transit 
station provides an opportunity to live, work, and 
play within close proximity.  Transit development 
is not appropriate for every station.  It is important 
that the development around a station is viable 
without transit.  When development is viable, 
development focused around a station has the 
potential to generate investment, attract new 
businesses, maintain affordability, and maintain the region’s quality of life.  

                                                 
5 The American Public Transportation Authority’s (APTA) Transit Resource Guide 

Example TOD at Addison Circle, Texas 
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Standard Characteristics  

The typical characteristics of development around a 
transit station include (drawn from numerous urban 
examples): 

• Moderate to high density.  

• Mix of land uses. 

• Destinations within an easy walk. 

• Pedestrian oriented. 

• New construction or redevelopment. 

• Quality infrastructure. 

o Signature streets (streetscapes) 
o Plazas/public spaces 
o Gateway  
o Open space/trails 

• Spatial Organization. 

o Urban form 
o Street grid 
o Pedestrian linkages 
o Public spaces 

 Plazas 
 Open Space 
 Art 

• Maximizes access to local public 
transportation. 

Benefits 

When development is focused around a transit station, there are many benefits to the people 
who live and work within this area.  The transit development often includes a higher level of 
amenities than a typical development.  A high quality of life is created with the combination of 
signature streets, design elements, public plazas, parks, and a quality pedestrian experience.  
By creating a walkable community centered on a high-quality train system, it is possible to live a 
higher quality of life with more opportunity to walk and less stress. 
 
Concentrating development around a transit station minimizes sprawl and increases mobility by 
providing an alternative to the car.  A draft of a new federal study for the Transit Cooperative 
Research Program evaluated 17 TOD sites to measure the connection between TOD and trip 
generation and found an average of 44% fewer daily vehicle trips than estimated by the Institute 
for Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. 6 

                                                 
6 Draft Transit Cooperative Research Program Project H-27A. 

Example Activity Center at Power Plant 
TOD, Baltimore 

Example of TOD Spatial Organization 
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Studies have shown that there are increased property values 
around transit stations.  “Properties within a 5 or 10 minute 
walk of a transit station are valued at 20-25% higher than 
comparable properties further away.”7  People are willing to 
pay higher property values to avoid traffic congestion and to 
live a higher quality life.  “Evidence to date shows that real 
estate development near transit stops enjoys land-value 
premiums and generally out-performs competitive markets.  
This generally holds for residential housing (especially 
condominiums and rental units) as well as office, retail, and 
other commercial facilities.”8 

Transit-supportive development patterns allow for: 

• A focused development. 
• Improved mobility.  
• Congestion mitigation. 
• Increased revenue.  
• Increased opportunities for economic development. 
• Diversity of economic base. 

6.2.2 Development at Transit Stations in Mountain Communities 
Each development around a station is unique and needs 
to respond to its unique environment.  Development at a 
transit station on the I-70 corridor will look different than 
what has been described in the case studies.  The 
communities on the I-70 corridor are not large urban 
centers and do not rely on increased density to support 
transit as much as urban areas, but instead will mostly rely 
on tourism and employment. 
 
Some of the proposed stations are anticipated to be 
located at or near an existing activity center, such as a ski 
resort or downtown area.  This provides a different source 
for ridership than a typical dense residential development.  
Each community should understand what type of rider they 
are serving.  What type of rider is riding the transit system 
and what type of rider is stopping in the community?  Is the community serving: 

 

                                                 
7 Cervero, Robert et al. Transit-Oriented Development in the United States: Experiences, Challenges, and 
Prospects, Report 102, Transit Cooperative Research Program, 2004; Litman, Todd, Comprehensive Evaluation of Rail Transit Benefits, 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute, June 2006. 
8 Transit-oriented Development in the United States: Experiences, Challenges, And Prospects By Robert Cervero, United States Federal 
Transit Administration, Transit Cooperative Research Program, National Research Council (U.S.). Transportation Research Board, Transit 
Development Corporation Published by Transportation Research Board, 2004. 

Example Public Space at 
Mockingbird Station TOD, Texas 

Typical Mountain Character 
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• Front Range day trips (primarily weekend trips)? 

• Destination tourism – Denver International 
Airport to resorts? 

• Workforce commuters? 

• Reverse commuters – commuter trips into the 
Front Range? 

Once there is an understanding of the ridership market, 
then the development can be designed to serve the 
needs of the community and the transit riders.  
 
In cases where there is an existing activity center, infill 
development should be evaluated to enhance the 
activity center.  While communities may not want to 
increase density within their community, they should 
focus development at stations to maximize the potential 
to create a 24-hour active environment.  Transit can 
provide a new framework for development, less 
focused upon auto use.  By creating a walkable 
community centered on a high-quality train system, an 
enhanced experience is created that limits the need for 
the automobile. 

Benefits  

Development focused around a transit station provides 
numerous benefits to the people who live in the 
communities and for the tourists who are visiting.  For 
communities that rely heavily on tourism, development 
oriented around transit can improve the tourist’s 
mobility, allowing a customer to access their destination 
without a car.  Having a transit station adjacent to a 
destination and then focusing development around the 
station creates one compact destination for tourists.  
This allows for: 

• A focused development. 

• Improved tourist mobility allowing customers to 
access activity centers and retail. 

• Congestion mitigation. 

• Workforce mobility. 
• Increased revenue to the community. 

• Increased opportunities for economic development. 

• Diversity of economic base. 

 

 

Typical European Mountain Transit Station 

 
Vail Village Mountain Character 

 

Reducing Congestion on I-70 Would be a 
Benefit 
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Challenges  

There are challenges that the communities along the I-70 corridor may face when setting the 
stage for development oriented around transit in the mountains.  Some of the challenges 
include: 

• Protecting view corridors. 

• Existing land use patterns may not be transit friendly.  

• Zoning may not support mixed-use 
development. 

• Whether codes address form-based zoning (a 
method of regulating development to achieve a 
specific urban form). 

• Maintaining community character. 

• Impacting existing infrastructure. 

• Providing adequate infrastructure to serve 
access needs. 

• Obtaining funding for infrastructure and high 
quality public spaces. 

• Availability of greenfield development (easier solution and has potential to move station 
site to the cheaper location). 

• High cost for land and infill development. 

• Community concerns over higher density.  

• Matching market opportunities to community values. 

Transit will provide connectivity between the different communities on the I-70 corridor.  This will 
not only link the communities along the I-70 corridor but will also link the land uses.  It will be 
important for the communities to coordinate their planning efforts to make sure that their plans 
complement each other and the proposed land uses maximize opportunities for all communities 
along the I-70 corridor. 

Maintaining Community Character May be 
a Challenge 
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Potential Impacts  

While development at a station would provide many benefits to a community, it could also 
create localized issues including: 

• Gentrification. 

• Change in the character of a neighborhood. 

• Increased local traffic. 

• Increased housing costs. 

• Population influx of reverse commuters. 

 
With proper planning these impacts can be mitigated or 
minimized. 

6.3 Integrating Land Use and Transit 
The scale, mix, and pattern of today’s land use 
developments are the base of tomorrow’s ridership. Destination travelers to the I-70 corridor will 
look for supportive and mixed land use in proximity to station locations to enhance their 
experience and broaden their recreational, entertainment, or other experiences.  Commuters or 
members of the workforce will seek residential development that eases access to regional 
transit and enables movement along the I-70 corridor between employment bases and 
residential areas.   Each travel pattern unique to the I-70 corridor is built and sustained on the 
synergy between the area’s land use and its transit service.   

6.3.1 Land Use Review and Community Action Plans 
As part of this study, the consultant team worked hand in hand with members of the County 
Working Groups to review and discuss the ways in which in each jurisdiction is addressing 
transit, multimodal transportation, and land use planning in its vision, guiding policies, and 
practices.  The team conducted a high-level assessment of each jurisdiction’s comprehensive 
plans, sub-area plans, zoning code, and other land development tools and practices.  The 
outcome of this general review was very favorable; the majority of all communities along the I-
70 corridor have recognized that future transportation systems should be inclusive of transit 
options, that transit and bike/pedestrian connectivity is essential, and that land use development 
practices can influence whether transit service is effective in reducing automobile trips.  The 
majority of communities have developed these ideas in a community vision or comprehensive 
plan policies. 

Currently, the I-70 corridor communities are years away from an AGS system implementation; 
therefore, local planning efforts should focus on high-level and long-range actions that establish 
the groundwork for later, more detailed site-specific plans.  Jurisdictions can conduct visioning 
sessions; comprehensive plan updates; specialty plans, such as bike or pedestrian plans; and 
identifying considerations of land availability or resources that may affect the community’s ability 
to support station development.  As AGS planning moves forward and station locations are 
evaluated through an environmental review process, local communities can begin the station 
sub-area planning process and necessary land assemblage to support future implementation.  
Once planning efforts are complete, jurisdictions will turn their attention toward implementation 

Impacts from Increased Local Traffic 
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techniques specific to the site, including potential redevelopment efforts, tax increment 
financing, developer incentives, etc.   The identification of the implementation tools needed for 
success will depend upon the land use plans unique to the station site and, in the case of the 
mountain communities, may include resort operations, retail-commercial mix, or public space or 
civic monument uses.  

The consultant team also identified an outline of planning steps for each jurisdiction to consider 
as it moves forward in implementation of these concepts, and in accommodation of future AGS 
stations or transit centers within its community.  The planning process should, of course, be 
tailored individually to each agency; and the timing of actions may occur sooner or later than 
shown based on the development practices, land availability, infrastructure needs, etc., of each 
community.  Each action plan also asks whether there are steps that can be addressed or re-
visited at this point in the process in order for the community to become more transit-ready.  

The guidelines for land use planning in support of future transit development have been tied to 
near term, mid-term, and long-range time frames.  The following actions typically set the stage 
for a station or supporting transit center in each community:   
 
Near Term Planning- Today’s Actions  

• Continue to coordinate with ongoing I-70 corridor studies. 

• Develop a vision for transit in your community through a broad-based community 
visioning process. 

• Strengthen the policy language in the comprehensive/master plans to signify a strong 
direction for transit and integrated land use. 

• Develop policies that identify how to realize the vision and goals for transit including; 

o Location. 
o Supporting land use type. 
o Density. 
o Sustainable growth patterns. 
o Community character. 
o Multi modal connectivity. 

• Evaluate whether current zoning practices or planned unit development (PUD) 
allowances ensure desired development patterns, mixed-use, higher density or greater 
walkability. 

• Continue specialty planning efforts such as bicycle/pedestrian master plans, transit 
service plans, design guidelines, etc. 

• Evaluate existing and future needs for a local transit system. 
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Mid Term – Three to Ten Years Prior to AGS  

• Confirm station site and begin/continue local land assemblage. 

• Develop a station area sub-plan that includes: 

o Land use mix and density recommendations based on a market analysis. 
o Design guidelines. 
o Zoning tools and recommendations. 
o Infrastructure evaluation and recommendations. 
o Parking strategies. 
o Pedestrian and bicycle connectivity. 
o Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies. 
o Implementation strategies. 

• Evaluate infrastructure availability and set a plan to deal with these limitations.  This 
could include improving the infrastructure or limiting development.   

• Identify funding mechanisms. 

• Engage a developer, if appropriate, for implementation of the land use vision. 

• Continue planning, funding and implementation of local transit system if needed.  

• Continue coordination with the AGS or corridor transit planning team. 

Long Term – One to Three Years Prior to AGS 

• Coordinate and implement infrastructure improvements related to the site if not already 
underway. 

• Continue coordination with developer on site development. 

• Implement transit system connections to tie into AGS. 

6.3.2 Jefferson County 
Jefferson County has adopted a number of long-range and community plans that recognize a 
growing need for increased transit services and the integration of land use practices to support 
transit demand.  The Jefferson County communities of Lookout Mountain, Genesee and 
Evergreen host a population over 30,000, but are characterized as low-density residential areas. 
Jefferson County has addressed this land use pattern in several of its existing planning 
documents by identifying key areas for concentrated development. 
 
The Evergreen Area Community Plan states policies in support of increased residential density 
in accordance with mountain design guidelines and concentrated development, although these 
recognized densities are not typical of those found in highly transit supportive developments.  
The Evergreen Area Community Plan identifies El Rancho (a tier 2 station) as a designated 
activity center that is an area of high intensity land uses such as high density residential, 
commercial, mountain light industrial, and community uses.  Today, planning and development 
efforts in El Rancho follow this direction, particularly between the El Rancho exit and the Bergen 
Park area.  Implementation of these policies has been accomplished through use of a PUD 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 80 3/4/2009 
 

process.  Jefferson County zoning code does not currently address specific mixed-use or high 
density residential zoning categories for the mountain communities. 
Jefferson County is in the process of updating its Comprehensive Master Plan into one over-
arching document that provides a broader vision for overall County policies. This County led 
planning process is separate from local planning efforts by the City of Golden.  In this process 
the County should undertake a community visioning effort that would allow input to the existing 
sub-area master plans as part of the Comprehensive Master Plan.  The County planners 
acknowledge that their existing planning documents provide very general guidance on mixed 
land use development supportive of transit service, but do not state clearly policy language, 
goals and objectives that specify the parameters of that development including the densities, 
development patterns or mix of uses that intentionally support future transit options.  
Connectivity between land uses and the integration of those uses with transit opportunities 
should also be explored.   As the County goes through their Comprehensive Master Plan update 
and eventually their sub-area master plans update for the mountain communities, stronger 
efforts should be made to capture language suitable to the community and permissive of land 
use and mobility patterns move conducive to generating transit ridership.  
 
While the identification of rail through Genesee and Lookout Mountain makes sense at this time, 
ultimately the County will need to look at implications to the El Rancho area, especially if it 
becomes a transit stop.  If El Rancho becomes a future transit connection for the mountain 
communities, update of the Evergreen Area Community Plan should also better specify the mix 
of land uses for that area in the future and the discussion of appropriate densities that might 
support a more walkable community with greater pedestrian connections between those uses.  
Policies related to walkability, while not appropriate for all county areas, would be very 
applicable to continued development at El Rancho.  In fact, as station locations are approved for 
the AGS system, the County may want to consider a specific zoning overlay or form-based code 
that encourages the mix and density of uses appropriate at an El Rancho station.   
 
The County has an important role in the proposed station preferred by the County and of 
interest to Golden, located at the I-70 and 6th Avenue intersection area, with discussions and 
evaluation of planning, layout, and activities.  This location would be close to the West Corridor 
RTD Light Rail Line and have implications to the Jefferson County Government Center. The 
County sees a mutually beneficial opportunity to work collaboratively with Golden on future land 
planning for the area.  The County respects the focus and direction that the City of Golden has; 
recognizing that it is a separate community who may not have the same views as those of the 
County.  
 
City of Golden 
 
The City of Golden’s Comprehensive Plan calls for a stronger emphasis on mixed use 
development in areas of redevelopment, especially at the I-70 and 6th Avenue gateway area.  
This area is also slated for increased high density residential use to be incorporated into a 
regional employment center.   The Annexation Plan promotes infill development and mixed-use 
density at the I-70 and Hwy 40 interchange. Currently the City of Golden manages land use 
development and planning approvals through the PUD process.  They do not utilize any special 
zoning districts or zoning overlays at this time to achieve particular development designs.  
 
The City of Golden has worked to re-establish its historic downtown district and maintain a 
western historic character while allowing for new development.  Golden’s Urban Renewal 
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Authority has implemented a redevelopment zone and higher density, mixed use residential 
development that has become part of the downtown fabric over the last five years.  This change 
in the mix and density of uses has resulted in greater walkability in the downtown area, a higher 
concentration of residents and an identifiable destination for transit use in and out of the area.    
 
Golden’s recent update of its Bike Master Plan identifies key bicycle connections within the 
community.  Planning and infrastructure improvements over the last ten years are a solid base 
from which to promote future transit connections. 
 
The City of Golden will be launching a Vision 2030 community visioning effort in 2009.  This 
visioning effort should serve as a jumping off point for future comprehensive plan policy 
amendments and future site specific planning efforts that integrate land use and transit services.    
Golden should look to incorporate a specific vision for transit and identify key corridors or 
connections where transit or multi-modal connections are part of the overall community mobility 
vision.   
 
The City’s gateway area at I-70 and 6th Avenue should be examined for application of more 
specific land use tools that shape specific mix and density of uses.  The location of this gateway 
area between the future light rail station at the Jefferson County Government Center and 
potential Golden AGS station at the adjacent commercial area make this a key location for 
transit supportive development.  Golden should analyze transit-oriented development (TOD) 
zone districts and form-based code possibilities that would implement the specific vision of the 
community for future redevelopment of the site to a more transit supportive land use pattern.   
 
Local Transit Assessment 
 
Jefferson County is in the RTD service area.  Along the I-70 corridor in Jefferson County, RTD 
operates regional, express, and local fixed route bus service, as well as specialized services 
such as SeniorRide, Call-n-Ride, Access-a-Ride, and Ride Arrangers VanPool.  Park-n-ride lots 
for commuter express bus service into downtown Denver are located at Bergen Park, Genesee 
Park and Lookout Mountain.  The future West Corridor light rail line will connect the end of the 
line station at the Jefferson County Government Center to downtown Denver in 2012, bringing a 
very strong transit presence to the County and surrounding communities.   
 
Jefferson County’s Transportation Plan and the Evergreen Area Community Plan all identify 
policies in support of increased transit opportunities with an emphasis on service out of El 
Rancho.  In fact, the Evergreen Area Community Plan specifies that public transit service should 
be expanded, additional Park-n-rides added, commuter rapid transit created when demand 
exists, and feeder bus routes to service those stations developed.  These planning documents 
also call for a stronger emphasis on a coordinated multi-modal transportation system that 
incorporates the use of bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian facilities to reduce dependence on 
the automobile.  Ultimately Jefferson County will need to examine the implications of expanded 
transit service and station operations out of El Rancho if that location is later confirmed through 
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), the I-70 Coalition, or a separate transit 
agency.  
 
The City of Golden’s Comprehensive Plan encourages land use development within walking 
distance of transit stops, and emphasizes continued improvement to the regional transit system 
in the area.  Similar policies emphasizing a balanced transportation system consisting of 
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vehicular circulation, transit and bike/pedestrian connections can be found in specialty planning 
efforts including the Annexation Plan and the Bicycle Master Plan.  The City has also kicked off 
the Golden Transit Circulator Feasibility Study which will examine local transit demand and 
routing to connect the community with RTD’s light rail service to Golden.  The combination of 
these sub-area planning efforts for Golden is the groundwork for developing a sustainable land 
use and transit supportive planning effort.   
 
It is the interest of Jefferson County and Golden to work collaboratively on future transit services 
and related land use development patterns.  However, each jurisdiction represents its own 
community and wishes to respect the focus and direction of that community on how future AGS 
might impact its community.  These talks should continue between the two jurisdictions as 
transit planning efforts move forward.  Jefferson County and Golden will also want to continue to 
work with RTD in the development of future transit services that provide local connections to 
any future high speed rail station. 

6.3.3 Clear Creek County 
Clear Creek County consists of a broad range of communities located along the I-70 corridor 
between Jefferson County and Summit County.  Many of these communities are historic mining 
communities.  An economic shift is occurring in Clear Creek County; mineral production is 
decreasing, causing a shift in the tax base. The County is currently taking steps to become 
more economically diversified.  The Clear Creek County Master Plan sets goals to achieve 
economic diversity, environmental sustainability, desired development and housing patterns, a 
regional open space facility, multimodal transportation system, preservation, and a desired 
character. 
 
The Clear Creek County Master Plan encourages development in unincorporated areas of Clear 
Creek County.  Mixed use development is recommended at Floyd Hill, Dumont/Lawson/ 
Downieville, and at Empire Junction (the I-70/US 40 interchange).  Currently the master 
planning process at Floyd Hill calls for mixed use development and higher densities.  Clear 
Creek County has limited infrastructure in unincorporated areas. All developments need to be 
mindful of infrastructure availability; water, sewer, and transportation infrastructure that would 
accommodate additional development or density.  Development at Dumont/Lawson/Downieville 
and Floyd Hill requires additional infrastructure to support proposed growth.  Clear Creek 
County has access to a water bank but this bank has constraints associated with it of where it 
can be used.  Water rights are a concern for Clear Creek County.  There is the question of how 
much increased density can be supported by groundwater service while still providing adequate 
service to the existing residents.   
 
The zoning code has a Planned Development (PD) in place which allows for flexibility in 
development and is a comprehensive approach to allowing for a mix of uses. The PD zoning 
utilizes a more comprehensive list of criteria so it could take longer than the typical zoning 
process. Open space buffers are encouraged to provide a separation between the communities. 
 
Clear Creek County’s Master Plan has goals to achieve economic diversity, environmental 
sustainability, desired development and housing patterns, a regional open space facility, 
multimodal transportation system, preservation and a desired character.  This is a great start in 
preparing for the AGS.  The next steps will be to add language that directly addresses the AGS 
and how Clear Creek County will integrate with the system.  Clear Creek County needs to 
continue to evaluate infrastructure needs in coordination with desired development.  There is a 
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strong understanding that the current infrastructure has limits.  Clear Creek County needs to 
evaluate if their PD zoning is sufficient to guide future mixed use development. 
 
City of Idaho Springs 

Idaho Springs is a town rich in history.  The City developed during the gold rush and has 
continued to thrive as a tourist town and a service industry center serving Denver, the gaming 
towns and the mountain communities.  Idaho Springs is now “a vibrant community with a 
thriving downtown, steady population and growing economy.” It has a historic downtown with a 
good walkable retail environment and serves as the local service center for the County.   
 
Growth in Idaho Springs has included infill around service areas, property annexation and 
supporting changes in the east end business district through redevelopment of commercial 
properties and the conversion of residential areas.  Idaho Springs has sufficient amounts of 
water and sewer utilities to accommodate future development in the City. 
 
Idaho Springs zoning code has a PUD process in place which allows for flexibility in 
development.  The PUD provides flexibility in land use type, setbacks, minimum lot area and 
maximum floor area ratio.  Historic preservation is a key issue for future development.  Future 
development must be designed to correspond with the historic context.  Idaho Springs utilizes 
zoning and a 1041 process to regulate development and infrastructure improvements to 
maintain the character of Idaho Springs. 
 
Idaho Springs is very interested in having a station in their community and has begun the 
process of identifying potential sites to accommodate a station.  There are several potential 
sites that are single property owners with 10-60 acres that provide connectivity to the 
community.   
 
As a result of this study, the City of Idaho Springs has begun conversations to discuss where a 
station could be located in their community.  The City should continue these conversations and 
work to develop a vision for a station that integrates with the community of Idaho Springs, that is 
economically viable, that retains the town’s unique historic character and that jointly serves 
residents and visitors.  For Idaho Springs, context and setting will be critical elements of a site 
location.   
 
The City of Idaho Spring should also address the future role of transit and a station within their 
community through a local visioning process and the identification and adoption of updated 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies that clearly support transit and land use integration 
within the community.  A visioning effort would set the stage for local buy-in on future transit and 
transportation mixes.  Stronger goals and policies should be set to determine the type, mix and 
density of development the town would like to see associated with a station and how this 
development fits within the historic fabric.  It should be clearly stated how the station and future 
land use would blend with the historic fabric.  Multi-modal goals should be established that 
provide direction in creating a walkable station that connects the Idaho Springs downtown and 
the surrounding community.     
 
After identification and adoption of Goals and Policies, Idaho Springs should evaluate whether 
their PUD zoning is sufficient to guide future development and station integration in the manner 
desired.  Idaho Springs may want to consider design guidelines that direct the look and feel of 
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development, or a specific zoning district surrounding a future station location that would 
regulate the mix of uses, heights and densities to support transit and yet retain community 
character. 
 
Town of Georgetown 

The Town of Georgetown is a part of the Georgetown/Silver Plume National Historic Landmark 
District located on the I-70 corridor.  Georgetown’s economy relies on tourism, mining, and local 
government.  Clear Creek County government offices are located in Georgetown.  Georgetown 
is considered a territorial town which provides Georgetown land use and planning authority by 
both its town charter and the state statue.  This provides Georgetown with a different set of rules 
for land use, trails, open space, parks, and transportation planning. 
 
Georgetown’s Comprehensive Plan 2000 anticipates an AGS and encourages cooperation with 
the I-70 Coalition.  The comprehensive plan goes so far as to recommend that adequate land is 
reserved for a station and if a station is not located in Georgetown then land should be reserved 
to support a transit center and shuttle system to ensure the necessary connections to an AGS 
station elsewhere.  
 
Georgetown has begun to address specific land use designations that typically support 
concentrated development or transit-supportive development patterns.  Georgetown utilizes a 
mixed use, Downtown Commercial, and Gateway Commercial land use designation.  These 
particular zoning designations help ensure the type, design, and mix of uses desired in 
particular locations within the community.  New development areas in Georgetown are 
encouraged to be developed to existing town densities and to reflect Georgetown's historic, 
compact, and small town character.  There is still land available for development within the 
community.   
 
The sidewalk system is outdated and needs to be updated.  Georgetown’s Comprehensive Plan 
2000 and the Gateway Commercial Design Guidelines set a goal to improve the pedestrian 
system and provide multi modal solutions.  New projects are to be designed to encourage 
pedestrian activity and create an attractive street edge.  
 
Infrastructure improvements also need to occur.  The sewer system needs to be upgraded and 
there is inadequate wastewater treatment to support significant future development.  The 
community is aware of these concerns with regard to future opportunities. 
 
Georgetown is off to a good start in preparing for the AGS with its specific comprehensive plan 
references to land preservation for station or transit services.   As plans for the AGS evolve, the 
next steps will be to solidify a community vision for transit - what is the role of transit in 
Georgetown’s future?  The town should then look to strengthen the language in the 
comprehensive plan to define goals and policies that move forward that transit service and 
clarify the types and mix of land uses that the community could accommodate in support of 
transit.   In the case of Georgetown, both the visioning and comprehensive plan policy 
amendments should look to address how future development and historic preservation and be 
achieved. 
 
Georgetown’s comprehensive plan has goals to improve the pedestrian system and provide 
multi modal solutions.  In addition to requiring new developments to implement pedestrian 
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improvements, the town should consider grant funding opportunities in order to implement 
pedestrian improvements on existing properties.   Creating a multi modal network through the 
Town of Georgetown will help to improve mobility in Georgetown and set the stage for future 
access to bus transit and/or station sites. 
 
Town of Empire 

The Town of Empire is located on US 40 north of I-70 and is a bedroom community with a 
population of 400 people.  Approximately eighty percent of the land surrounding the Town is 
owned by various government agencies and as a result wildlife is abundant.  Much of the land 
surrounding Empire is considered undevelopable because it is owned by government agencies 
or is too steep for development, creating limited housing opportunities.  The Town of Empire 
would like to preserve its open space, wildlife habitats, and scenic views and maintain its small 
town atmosphere.  
 
The Town of Empire is historically a mining community.  In addition to mining there is retail 
trade, recreation and tourism.  As of the year 2000, there were 15 businesses in the town of 
Empire.  These businesses primarily consist of restaurants, hotels, gas stations, and 
convenience/liquor stores.  US 40 bisects the town, providing a vehicular connection to Winter 
Park and Rocky Mountain National Park.  Empire would like to continue to capitalize on the 
tourist volume that travels on US 40.  With the close proximity to the ski resorts, future growth is 
projected to continue.   
 
The Town of Empire’s Comprehensive/Master Plan sets a goal to develop a current land use 
map for both the town and the urban boundary area to identify suitable areas for development.  
Incorporated in the master plan is an extraterritorial land use plan that guides decision making 
process within the Three-Five Mile planning area, annexations, and defines urban boundary 
district.  
 
There is a lack of pedestrian walkways in Empire.  The Comprehensive/Master Plan identifies a 
goal to provide efficient circulation of people, goods, and services in the planning area.  The 
plan recommends initiating a task force to coordinate and enhance Empire’s pedestrian and 
motorized environment.  All new development is required to be Americans with Disabilities Act 
accessible.   
 
The Town has a Planned Development (PD) District.  The PD allows for mixed land uses, 
variations in development densities, and variety in the type, design, and layout of buildings in a 
manner not allowed under traditional zoning.  The PD District provides a means for clustering 
development and allowing for the preservation of open space, more effective land utilization, 
and for more cost-effective and efficient extensions of infrastructure.  The Town of Empire has 
sufficient water and has an adequate wastewater treatment facility. 
 
The Town of Empire Comprehensive/Master Plan recommends coordination with CDOT and 
supporting regional alternative modes of transportation, but does not address an AGS in their 
community.  Through the County Working Group meetings, Empire has expressed an interest in 
housing an AGS maintenance facility or freight operation. 
 
The Empire Comprehensive/Master Plan sets goals to preserve open space, wildlife habitats, 
and scenic views and to maintain its small town atmosphere.  Empire should update the plan to 
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anticipate and plan for AGS in Clear Creek County.  The community should undergo a visioning 
effort and determine goals that address desired land use type and density, and transportation 
integration.  An effort should be made to capture language suitable to the community and 
permissive of development patterns that are conducive to transit services. The Comprehensive/ 
Master Plan sets a goal to enhance the pedestrian environment.  The town should take the next 
steps and develop a pedestrian and bicycle master plan which defines necessary connections.  
Through this study it has been discussed that Empire would potentially like to house the 
maintenance operation for the AGS.  Empire needs to evaluate this in further detail and address 
this in the Comprehensive/Master Plan.  The Comprehensive/ Master Plan should address how 
a maintenance facility will tie into and serve the Empire community.   
 
Local Transit Assessment 

The communities in Clear Creek County have limited transit service that consists of shuttles and 
buses for targeted needs.  Planning documents for Clear Creek, Idaho Springs, Georgetown 
and the Town of Empire recognize a need for a transit system.  The Clear Creek Master Plan 
encourages a commercial public transit system and a multi-modal transportation system.  The 
Idaho Springs 2008 Comprehensive Plan provides recommendations to work with regional 
partners and CDOT to establish effective public transportation alternatives in the I-70 corridor. 
The Town of Empire has a policy to support regional alternative modes of transportation.  
Georgetown’s Comprehensive Plan suggests a shuttle service to reduce congestion downtown.  
 
The communities in Clear Creek need to evaluate whether a local transit service is viable in 
their community and whether it would enhance travel for their residents and visitors.  Clear 
Creek County should establish a county-wide task force which includes the communities to 
evaluate the existing and future needs for an internal transit system.  If a local transit service is 
determined to be viable, the Clear Creek communities need to do a study to determine the 
extent and routing of the service and need to work together to form or engage a transit agency.  
The continuation of the Clear Creek County Working Group may be an appropriate forum in 
which to continue these planning efforts. 

6.3.4 Summit County 
From 1990 to 2000 the population of Summit County nearly doubled, growing from 
approximately 13,000 to 24,000 residents, an increase of about 83%.  During this period, 
Summit County was one of the fastest growing counties in the state, growing three times as fast 
as the state average and eight times faster than the national average.  By 2007, the Summit 
County population had reached a high over 28,000 residents.  The rate and magnitude of 
growth and the supply of resources to support that growth are primary concerns of Summit 
County. 
 
Summit County and the unincorporated county areas along I-70 such as Copper Mountain are 
well positioned for transit and transit supportive development.  In its 2003 Comprehensive Plan, 
Summit County addresses the desire to promote mass transit programs and facilitate 
development that more readily accommodates pedestrian and bike use.  The County 
recognizes, through policy, the need for a multi-modal transportation network that connects 
residences to commercial and employment, recreation and schools.  Summit County continues 
to work with CDOT and other entities to develop long-term solutions to I-70 related traffic. 
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The County’s comprehensive plan calls for no more residential density than is allowed for today, 
noting that the county is nearly 70% built-out for residential use and 60% built-out in commercial 
use.  Mixed use residential-commercial densities are promoted in “new urban” development to 
create a diversity of housing types and sizes, other than low density housing.   The County has 
also addressed the need for Transferable Development Rights to redistribute density and 
increase intensity of uses in sustainable areas.  This management of land use development and 
distribution includes the institution of a “buffer” or urban growth boundary in the Snake River 
Master Plan.  
 
Summit County’s PUD process is currently used to address desired land use patterns or 
development.  The Copper Mountain PUD has been a two-year process and identifies the need 
for mass transit, bike facilities and higher density land use concentrated around the town center.   
 
Summit County has done a good job addressing the comprehensive plan goals and policies in 
support of transit, multi-modalism and transit supportive development.  They continue to 
address growth and development demands in the area through a number of land use tools.  
Summit County should continue to implement, wherever possible, the policies toward transit and 
mixed-use development.   However, Summit County has noted that it is critical that the station 
and alignment work move forward so that station locations can be solidified and station area 
planning initiated.  With a better handle on station location, Summit County can focus on plans 
and implementation tools that will integrate the transit function with the local community land 
use pattern and land use mix.   

Town of Silverthorne 

Silverthorne’s Comprehensive Plan has been updated to strengthen policies regarding transit 
and land use, among other things.  However, Silverthorne has recognized the need for a 
circulation system of roadways, mass transit, pedestrian, and bicycle ways.   The interchange of 
I-70 and Hwy 9 is a Gateway District allowing 70-foot heights, hotels, gas, and retail and higher 
density development.  Silverthorne would like to create a “place” in this location that encourages 
visitors to stay, not just access I-70 services. Redevelopment opportunities are typically high 
with redevelopment occurring every 10 to 15 years.  Silverthorne can envision a future AGS 
station as part of a future redevelopment phase in this area.  
 
The Gateway District (I-70 on SH 9 and west to Wilderness Road) includes a mix of lodging and 
commercial uses.  Reduced parking and increased building heights are also in the Town Core 
District.  District design standards guide general form and relationship of buildings within the 
districts. Silverthorne recognizes that the quality, look, and character of development are 
important to the community, as well as the environmental integrity of the area.   While some of 
the development within Silverthorne falls under existing zoning, typically Silverthorne manages 
the mix of uses, parking, heights, and design integration through the PUD process, allowing the 
greatest flexibility in managing the development. 
 
Silverthorne’s Gateway and Town Core Districts pose good opportunities for future higher 
density, mixed use developments around an AGS station.  The integration of station 
development and Gateway redevelopment will require evaluation of preferred land use mix, 
type, density and design that is consistent with community character, but that supports a high 
travel demand to the area via AGS.  The Town will want to take a comprehensive look at station 
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area planning elements and the accommodation of bus transit or shuttle services and potentially 
even light freight operations out of this area.    
 
Silverthorne should evaluate whether their PUD zoning is sufficient to guide future development 
and station integration in the manner desired.  It may be that the level and design of 
development may be best addressed through form-based code or a transit supportive zoning 
code for areas directly around the station, once location is confirmed.  The majority of 
Silverthorne’s work may come with the final confirmation of station location and the beginning of 
the station area planning process. 
 
Town of Dillon 

In 2007, the population of Dillon was 820 full-time residents; although this number typically 
swells to 5000 or more visitors in a given day.  Much of the land use planning efforts in Dillon 
are designed to promote infill development and redevelopment within the town core, creating an 
identifiable community that can more easily accommodate local and visitor use.  Dillon’s 
Comprehensive Plan calls for the development of identifiable gateways to the town center that 
include distinct landscape design and coordinated transit facilities.  All modes of transit, 
including bikes and pedestrians, should create connections with the town center.  Mixed-use 
retail, commercial and office development, as well as residential uses are encouraged in the 
core area. 
 
The Town of Dillon is currently working to support an urban renewal district in the downtown 
area that will encourage greater mixed-use infill.  The Town is also currently addressing 
changes to the subdivision regulations. 
 
The Town of Dillon is working to boost its town center, concentrate uses and encourage a mix of 
uses that would likely support greater transit service to the area.  There are several other action 
items that Dillon can pursue to support its downtown efforts and ensure greater future transit 
connections.   
 
The town should consider strengthening its comprehensive plan goals to better specify how and 
why transit within the community means greater mobility to and from Dillon.  These policies 
should specifically recognize the land use mix, building design and density, as well as 
pedestrian facilities that create a more walkable environment.   Dillon could consider a small-
scale bike and pedestrian plan that identifies key routes and connections within and outside of 
town that would ensure pedestrian, bike, and transit connectivity.  These connections should be 
noted, facilities identified and funding opportunities for implementation examined so that the 
ground work that links Dillon to a future AGS is in place.    
 
Dillon should also consider whether the PUD zoning process will enable them to achieve the 
mix and density of uses desired under the redevelopment effort or whether a form-based code 
or overlay district will better ensure the type, look and feel of future development.   Whichever 
the zoning method, it should also include the development of pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
that will ensure walkability within town, and key connections to future transit. 
 
Dillon should also continue to participate in transit planning efforts in the County.   As downtown 
Dillon redevelops, the demand for more direct transit service from downtown to the resorts may 
increase, especially if greater visitor facilities and/or affordable housing increase in the town 
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center.   Dillon should work toward better “complete streets” elements that accommodate transit 
stations, bus stops and bike facilities more easily.   Improved street facilities, changing land use 
patterns and supporting regulations and greater walkability will generate greater transit demand 
and transit access for downtown Dillon in the future. 

Town of Frisco 

Frisco’s Comprehensive Plan identifies transit and land use patterns that are supportive of 
transit in general.  The plan promotes transportation and transit planning for transit, commuter 
connections and roadway improvements to Highway 9 and I-70.  Policies include providing an 
efficient multi-modal transportation system that encourages alternatives modes.  The 
comprehensive plan also calls for compact land uses and urban form along Main Street and the 
utilization of land efficiently by encouraging mixed use buildings and projects that combine 
residential and non-residential uses, all policies supportive of future transit use.   
 
The Town of Frisco typically relies on its existing underlying zoning and revises that zoning as 
developments come in.   Applications for zoning changes can take 4 months to 1 year.  Frisco 
does not typically use a PUD process, although an overlay district or other method may be 
employed for larger developments.  The town’s zoning districts include mixed use, central core, 
Main Street overlay, and the Summit Boulevard Corridor overlay.   
 
Frisco appears to be well-positioned for transit and future transit-supportive development with 
the existing development patterns along the Main Street area, and the opportunities for 
redevelopment and re-zoning in the commercial area near I-70 and Wal-Mart.  Frisco may want 
to continue to examine local goals and policies that support transit use throughout the 
community, identify pedestrian and bike connections and create opportunities for a greater 
transit ridership base. 
 
Once station locations are confirmed, Frisco may want to evaluate the development and 
adoption of a transit supportive zoning district for areas around a future station.  Since Frisco 
typically amends the zoning by development, it may make sense to be prepared for the use of a 
zoning district that specifically calls out transit supportive development patterns, vertical zoning 
or density allowances that enable transit supportive land use, but within a small geographic land 
area.  The ability to zone for appropriate use and density, combined with community interests 
and context, may be part of the evaluation process for a Frisco station location. 
 
Town of Breckenridge 
 
The Town of Breckenridge has identified and adopted an extensive number of transit use and 
transit supportive land use patterns in its Development Code, Comprehensive Plan, Land use 
Guidelines and Vision Plan.  The policies and practices identified in these documents strongly 
support the implementation of non-auto transit systems in town, coordination between town and 
ski area transit system operations, a wide-range of transit solutions to traffic congestion, the 
discouragement of land development that interferes with non-auto oriented transportation and 
the linking of pedestrian systems with activity areas.  Breckenridge has identified specific goals 
and actions within these documents to ensure the implementation of these land use and transit 
system desires.   
 
The Town and Breckenridge Ski Area have recently generated a land development plan for the 
20 acres of surface parking surrounding the new gondola base and transit station. The plan 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 90 3/4/2009 
 

meets the definition of transit-oriented development.  It features a multimodal transit station, 
structured parking for 1200 vehicles, 180 units of residential development, and is located 
adjacent to the Main Street business district for convenient pedestrian access.  Terminating a 
rail spur there that connects with an AGS in Frisco, would be a near model configuration for 
other mountain TOD plans to emulate. 
 
According to Breckenridge, an important issue for the town is the availability and preservation of 
land within the community for transit or AGS facilities.  Large new developments go through a 
master planning process, and master plans can incorporate form-based code, be more flexible, 
and supersede the underlying zoning.  These large developments need to be worked into the 
existing fabric and with appropriate scale and pedestrian connections that support a non-auto 
oriented pattern.  
 
Breckenridge has initiated a Transfer of Density code in conjunction with comprehensive plan 
policies that support the transfer of development rights from low-density areas to other areas 
more suited for development within town.  
  
Breckenridge is well-positioned for transit use and transit supportive development patterns when 
station locations are confirmed.   Breckenridge should stay actively engaged in the AGS 
planning process through the I-70 Coalition and be cognizant of station location and alignment 
decisions forthcoming.   As stations are confirmed, and if a station or key transit center expands 
in Breckenridge, the town should initiate a station area planning process to address dimensional 
and design requirements of development, as well as connectivity to surrounding uses and ski 
amenities.  
 
Town of Leadville (not in Summit County, but addressed herein because of close 
connection to Copper Mountain) 

The Leadville Comprehensive Plan (2003) calls for the town to explore locations for developing 
a “park-n-ride” or regional transit center, and identifies several locations for this activity.  The 
plan provides detail about the current rail operations and facilities in the area for consideration in 
long-range AGS planning.  (The Union Pacific Railroad recently abandoned a rail spur within the 
Leadville City limits, yet retained the segment between Leadville and Malta, 5 miles south.  
Malta is on the mainline which extends north over Tennessee Pass and south through the 
Arkansas River valley to Pueblo).   
 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies several multi-modal connections within town including, the 
Mineral Belt Trail, a 12 mile regional trail, a link to the Colorado Mountain College and a vision 
for the Heart of the Rockies Trail along the Tennessee Pass line if abandoned.  The plan also 
addresses a mixed- use development category specific to the core commercial area and 
transitional mixed use areas adjacent to the core.  These areas are distinct from highway 
commercial uses but landscaping and sign control are meant to unify all uses with a consistent 
community character. 
 
Leadville is located within proximity of many resort employment areas and should continue its 
efforts to offer more affordable housing options for numerous employees.  Coordination with 
ECO Transit should continue and should focus on expanded revenue service in and out of 
Leadville.  The Town may want to consider a community visioning effort to better identify the 
role of local and regional transit for Leadville in the future.  The transit and land use vision could 
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be supplemented by stronger comprehensive plan policies for residential and retail uses.  The 
community may want to consider the mix of residential options available and how their form and 
function integrate with transit service, bike trails and pedestrian facilities connected to key town 
destinations such as schools and the community centers.  If transit services into and out of the 
community are essential to support a residential population, then that vision and the policies and 
actions to drive that should be further explored and defined in more detail.  
 
Local Transit Assessment 

Local transit service in Summit County is provided by the Summit Stage program.  Additionally, 
the Town of Breckenridge provides local service in Breckenridge with the Free Ride program.  
 
Summit Stage’s mission is to promote and provide quality transportation to residents and 
visitors of Summit County.  The system provides free scheduled, fixed-route buses and advance 
reservation para-transit service.  Buses are equipped with bike racks between May 1st and 
October 31st.   Local bus service is provided along the US 6 corridor to Dillon, Summit Cove, 
and the Keystone Ski Area, parallel to I-70 in the Dillon Valley, along the SH 9 corridor to 
Silverthorne, Frisco, and Breckenridge, and to the Copper Mountain Ski Area.  Bus transit 
centers are located in Silverthorne, Frisco, and Breckenridge.  The bus routes generally wind 
around within the communities, stopping at shopping, business, and residential locations.   
 
Summit Stage offers bus service seven days a week, every day of the year.  Buses typically 
depart the Silverthorne, Frisco, and Breckenridge transit centers at least once an hour, from 
about 6:00 am until 1:30 am the next day.  Buses generally serve stops every half hour from 
6:00 am to 6:00 pm and every hour after that until 1:30 am.  

 
The Town of Breckenridge operates a free fixed route bus service.  There are eight routes that 
serve the Breckenridge Ski Area, downtown, and north and south Breckenridge.  The Free Ride 
system also connects to the Summit Stage system for travel elsewhere in the County.  Busses 
generally operate between 6:30 am and midnight, seven days a week.  Buses generally serve 
stops every 30 minutes with 15 minutes service on some routes during peak morning and 
afternoon hours.   

The primary consideration for Summit Stage, Breckenridge Free Ride and other area transit 
resort operators is the future accommodation of a much larger regional transit system by 
advance planning and coordination.  The existing transit systems are already successful, but will 
have to transition with the introduction of a regional AGS system from Denver.  The regional 
AGS system will place a larger number of people and their luggage into the towns and resorts 
and will require expanded transportation distribution services.  In comparison to the number of 
local riders, people taking a regional transit system from Denver would overwhelm the capacity 
of the local systems.  Therefore, as decisions about a regional transit system are made, local 
transit providers should begin considering: 

• Addressing new system users and overall vision of the local system. 

• Evaluating if fleet type adequate for new users. 

• Considering other types of services such as dedicated shuttles to town centers and 
resorts. 

• Determining how to handle baggage/recreation equipment. 
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• Coordinating service levels and schedules to pivot from the regional system. 

• Considering the need for a Regional Transit Authority (RTA). 

• Considering opportunities to make transit facilities more visible and appealing to 
increase use. 

• Addressing the need for increased funding and new funding sources. 

6.3.5 Eagle County 
Eagle County consists of a number of mountain communities situated linearly along I-70 corridor 
west of Vail.  The County is home to both resort-oriented communities in the eastern portion of 
the County, and local resident-based communities in the western half of the county.  This 
development pattern has resulted in a strong east-west commuter travel demand within the 
County.  The County continues to experience overall growth in retail, commercial, and light 
industrial uses, as well as growing residential uses particularly in areas between Gypsum and 
Eagle. 
 
Eagle County includes the unincorporated areas of Edwards and Wolcott. The Eagle County 
Comprehensive Plan policies support higher density development that reduces traffic, increases 
options for mass transit and reduces reliance on personal vehicles.  Specifically, a county-wide 
commuter rail system should remain an important priority, along with pedestrian, bicycle, and 
multi-modal transportation.  All modes of transportation should be connected to the Eagle 
County Airport to allow full multi-modal access to the County.    The County anticipates 
significant residential and mixed-use growth to continue along the I-70 corridor, meaning likely 
growth pressure on Wolcott.  Edwards has been designated the future educational center for 
Eagle County which will also bring a mix of development and travel demand. Eagle County 
policies recognize that fixed-guideway options in line with denser population centers and 
reduced dependence on auto travel are preferred.  County staff recognizes that workers in the 
County will continue to commute east to the ski resorts for employment in the future.  
 
Eagle County relies primarily on a PUD process for the implementation of mixed-use 
development.  The County has not adopted a transit-oriented or mixed-use zone category, or 
overlay zoning districts with specific density or building characteristics supportive of transit.  
However, the County’s PUD process states the need to establish land use patterns that promote 
and expand opportunities for public transportation and for efficient, compact networks of streets 
and utilities that lower development costs.  Additionally, the County does not have a growth 
boundary and has not implemented transfer of development rights (TDR) program or other 
restrictive development practices. 
 
The County and communities of Edwards and Wolcott have identified some very clear 
comprehensive plan policies in support of transit options and land use development patterns 
that support transit.  The County’s mix of residential and commercial/retail/light industrial uses 
and desire for compact development patterns will someday mean a good balance and density of 
uses supportive of local transit centers and connections to a primary AGS station. Eagle County 
should continue its efforts to explore a TDR program in order to manage future growth and 
create the pattern for localized development, density and connectivity to transit.  
 
To address any issues with public support or political will, the County and its communities could 
revisit a local visioning effort for transit use in conjunction with the Intermountain (rail) 
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Connection.   This visioning process may help politicians and local residents better understand 
the synergies between land use development patterns, proximity of residential uses and transit 
connectivity.  Revisiting this process may also help explain desires to focus development away 
from rural areas and toward the towns.  A TDR program, developer tax incentives, streamlined 
development processes and other financial incentives may help drive the desired development 
patterns toward more defined urban areas. 
 
Right now, the PUD process seems to be able to guide development and maintain flexibility.  
However, if development pressures increase and plans for transit are confirmed, then Eagle 
County may want to consider stronger or more specific land use zoning tools such as transit-
oriented zoning overlays, or form-based code options to address specific development sites in 
proximity to transit centers.   Often particular development specifications such as height, bulk, 
scale, amenities and mix composition can ensure better “walkability” between land uses and 
transit services that are not otherwise evident. 
 
Town of Vail 

Vail has some of the greatest densities and mix of residential, retail and visitor-oriented uses in 
Eagle County. Current Planning Policies and Zoning Regulations in Vail support further 
densification, a viable mix of land uses and an overall multi-modal transportation approach.  
Plans and policies are based on the concept of walkable villages with critical transit services 
linking all parts of the village.  Because Vail is a major destination, there are currently two large 
parking garages that are also fed by transit services that link travelers to town destinations and 
ski hill amenities.  Vail’s Strategic Action Plan calls for ongoing partnership with the I-70 
Coalition and ECO Transit to promote and leverage mass transit projects.  
 
The Vail Village Master Plan calls for expansion of the ski area and town, along with 
interconnecting transit located at the periphery of the village in order to minimize vehicular traffic 
demand within Vail. Vail Transit Center is designated the primary transit pick up point and 
location for expanded parking facilities.  Current development within the Village and 
redevelopment of Lionshead Village is occurring under the Special Development District code 
that allows for a lot of flexibility in design application but maintains control over land use type 
and mix.  Vail also uses a vertical zoning code for new development that preserves ground level 
uses for sales tax generating businesses and moves office or residential uses to higher floors.    
 
Residential land uses in Vail should be located within a 5 minute walk of transit in urban areas, 
10 minute walk from transit in medium density areas and 15 in low density areas.  Densities in 
the Land Use Plan range from 18-20 du/ac for multi-family developments and up to 50 du/ac for 
hotels and lodging within the mixed-use core area. 
 
Vail has experienced a tremendous level of growth and construction and appears to be driving a 
land use pattern that is highly supportive of transit use not just in terms of ridership, but in terms 
of proximity of land uses to the station and between the station and the ski hill.  The increasing 
densities and emerging mix of uses within the Vail Village, Lionshead and surrounding area 
should strongly support transit use within Vail.  A future AGS station will help to link local transit 
connections being established now with greater regional connections, thereby reducing 
dependence on automobile access to Vail.  Vail’s SDD code seems to adequately address the 
mix, density and use types desired and it would seem that specific transit supportive zoning 
codes or overlays would be unnecessary for station expansion in the future.    Vail should 
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continue coordination with surrounding transit providers such as ECO Transit and Summit Stage 
to work toward better connections for residents and employees from neighboring more-
affordable communities. 

Town of Avon 

The Town of Avon has experienced significant growth that has included infill development, 
higher densities, redevelopment, revitalization of the village core and greater pedestrian 
connections among developed uses.   The Avon Comprehensive Plan and West Town Center 
plan identify the Town Center as the town’s major transit destination located along the existing 
rail corridor and adjacent to the new gondola that provides access from town to the ski village.   
Transit connections within town and to the Beaver Creek Ski village are important elements of 
the overall vision.   Higher densities and a mix of uses, including the West Riverfront Center, are 
key parts of an integrated transit and land use plan for the Town Center area.  
 
Avon has concentrated on transportation improvements that enhance these land use plans.   
Roundabout improvements and the realignment of Benchmark Road to wrap around the west 
side of the library, town hall and recreation center combine to make access to Town Center 
easier.  The east side of Benchmark Road is being straightened to give a better sense of 
direction within town.  The Transit Center expansion is designed to accommodate a greater 
number of buses during peak times and position the area for future rail passenger service along 
the railroad right of way.  Avon has taken steps to identify policies and implementation plans 
that direct land use densities in locations that interface easily with transit improvements and 
bike/pedestrian facilities. 
 
Avon should continue its efforts to strengthen its Town Center both in terms of land use 
development and transit and pedestrian connectivity.   Continued coordination with ECO 
Transit, the Eagle County Transportation Collaborative and the I-70 Coalition will be important to 
better define Avon’s role in the future transit plans in the region and eventual implementation of 
AGS service.  If Avon continues with its current planning efforts, it should be well positioned to 
accommodate regional and local transit options in the future. 
  
Town of Eagle 

The Eagle Area Community Plan is currently being updated in the Eagle Area Plan.  Plan 
policies are being strengthened in the update process, but retain similar themes.  The Plan 
emphasizes the consensus for multi-modal improvements to the regional transportation system.  
The integrated system consists of four parts:  a roadway network, a transit system and a 
pedestrian and bicycle system.  The Town recognizes through its Plan policies that a well-
defined, efficient and compact development pattern surrounded by open space will enhance the 
local identity.  The Eagle Plan calls for a mix of uses, including affordable housing and a wised 
range of housing unit types, should be developed in town with minimal sprawl.  Eagle has 
identified an Urban Growth Boundary in keeping with goals to manage growth and maintain a 
separation between Eagle and Gypsum.   The Town has also developed a Central Business 
District where mixed-use and slightly higher densities are promoted, although height and scale 
remain a local community character concern.  Eagle has invested in the development of design 
guidelines and developer incentives for the main street through town in an effort to shape future 
development, use and style in keeping with community context and desired land use patterns.  
Eagle is taking many steps to move the town toward mixed-use and compact development 
patterns which will be supportive of future transit services both locally and regionally. 
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The Town of Eagle has expressed interest in a primary or secondary AGS station, or a Transit 
Center that collects riders locally for transport to an AGS station.  Eagle should continue to 
actively participate in local and regional transit planning efforts in order to best position itself for 
future service options.  Eagle should also continue to examine its local land use policies and 
practices through the Eagle Area Plan update. The Plan update should adequately address 
local vision and policies that drive integrated land use and transit.  The Town can then evaluate 
whether the zoning or regulatory tools in place are sufficient to implement the concepts or ideas 
generated through the update.   Is the PUD process flexible and sufficient, or would specific 
zoning overlays or code changes best secure the mix and development patterns envisioned by 
the community and most supportive of future transit use?  If the number or the scale of 
development in the future does not warrant zoning code changes, Eagle may want to consider 
financial tools or developer incentives that shape the scale, design and land use types to be 
found adjacent to future transit centers. 
 
Town of Gypsum 

The Town of Gypsum is an existing and potentially significant multi-modal transit hub in the 
region. The Eagle County Regional Airport is located on the east side within Gypsum’s 
municipal boundaries.  To date Gypsum has seen growth in retail, commercial, light industrial 
and residential uses for a diverse group of housing needs.   The Town of Gypsum addressed 
some key policies in it’s Foundation Plan of 1999 and has updated the specifics of those 
concepts in its more recent 3 Mile Plan and Eagle River Area Plan.  The town’s Foundation Plan 
encourages transit system development in the Eagle River corridor and the preservation of a 
location for a transit station adjacent to the airport.   The 2007 3 Mile Plan expands upon this 
goal and calls for consideration of a fixed guideway scenario, as being studied by CDOT, in 
local transportation and master planning efforts in the community.  Corridor preservation and 
land uses that accommodate transit stations are specifically mentioned in the Plan.   The Plan 
also recognizes the future impact that changes in technology and transportation could have on 
growth in the area.  
 
The Foundation Plan specifies high density residential uses only near the town core, but the 
Eagle River Plan for 2008 encourages the development of high density residential pockets 
along both sides of Highway 6 adjacent to existing and planned commercial and focused on 
creating affordable housing options.  The Eagle River Plan acknowledges a broader need for 
higher density, as well as the need to address the growing affordable housing issues in the 
County.   The Eagle River Plan retains the need for low to very low residential uses to separate 
the Town of Eagle from Gypsum.  Current zoning code restricts residential density to 15 du/ac 
of net developable land in PUD zones.   
 
The Town of Gypsum is currently addressing the changing land use face of the area through its 
3 Mile Plan and Eagle River Plan.  It has expanded upon and strengthened its previous guiding 
principles found in the Foundation Plan and is taking the appropriate steps to clarify the local 
desires for office, commercial and retail uses, as well as residential type and development 
patterns.  Gypsum should stay connected to local and regional transit planning efforts, 
especially through the Eagle County Transportation Collaborative and the I-70 Coalition.  By 
staying abreast of both bus transit and fixed guideway or AGS options, Gypsum can stay in tune 
with land availability, land or corridor preservation and eventual station area planning in and 
around the airport area. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 96 3/4/2009 
 

Local Transit Assessment 

Regional transit service in Eagle County is primarily through the ECO Transit service.  ECO 
Transit provides multi-modal public transportation service throughout the County and south to 
Leadville into Lake County.  The service area primarily covers the east-west US 6 and I-70 
corridor that includes Gypsum, Eagle Airport, town of Eagle, Edwards, Avon, Beaver Creek, 
Eagle-Vail, and Vail.  The system also provides service north-south along the US 24 corridor 
that includes commuter connections to Minturn and Leadville.   
 
ECO Transit has expanded service throughout the County area over the past years and will 
likely continue to do so in the future.  They are currently examining options for connections to 
RFTA service and Summit Stage that would enable passengers to travel greater regional 
distances and employees to commute to farther locations.  ECO Transit connections will be 
essential to future AGS service.   Local transit services will remain critical to ridership generation 
and employment commuter patterns prevalent in the Eagle County area.  Future transit goals 
are outlined in the County’s 2030 Transit Vision. 
 
ECO Transit has a fleet of approximately 34 busses and provided 179 bus trips per day during 
the 2007-2008 winter season.  The transit agency provides bus service nearly 24-hours per day, 
every day of the year.  Regular routes such as Highway 6, Vail-Dotsero, and Minturn cost $3.00 
per ride and seasonal premium routes such as Leadville and Vail-Beaver Creek cost $5.00 per 
ride.   

The Town of Vail provides free local service in Vail Valley through Vail Transit.  There are four 
bus routes that depart every hour from the Vail Transportation Center near Vail Village.  The 
system serves East Vail, Vail Golf Course, Vail Village and Ski Area, and West Vail.  Vail’s local 
service could eventually become a feeder and distribution system for riders on AGS service.  
Vail will want to continue to consider an adequate location with capacity for a primary AGS 
station and supporting transit center. 
 
As decisions about a regional transit system are made, local transit providers should begin 
considering the following ideas as applicable to each local system: 

• Addressing new system users and overall vision of the local system. 

• Evaluating if fleet type adequate for new users. 

• Considering other types of services such as dedicated shuttles to town centers and 
resorts. 

• Determining how to handle baggage/recreation equipment. 

• Coordinating service levels and schedules to pivot from the regional system. 

• Considering the need for a regional TMO to advertise and facilitate system use. 

• Considering opportunities to make transit facilities more visible and appealing to 
increase use.  

• Addressing the need for increased funding and new funding sources. 
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6.3.6 Garfield County 
Garfield County has experienced growth pressures in housing, commercial and light industrial 
uses in recent years related to the expansion of the gas industry in communities west of 
Glenwood Springs, along the I-70 corridor.  Employee commuter patterns related to the industry 
tend to be east-west along the corridor with a greater housing stock appearing in the areas of 
New Castle, Rifle and Silt.  Additionally, the lack of affordable housing in Aspen continues to 
drive demand for housing options north toward Glenwood Springs and beyond.  
 
Transit services provided through RFTA have become an important part of moving this 
workforce, both east-west along the I-70 corridor, and north-south along US 82.   In its 
Comprehensive Plan, the County recognizes the importance of a multi-modal transportation 
system and ensures that any development within the urban sphere of influence shall evaluate 
the feasibility of integrating alternatives modes of transportation, specifically mass transit.   The 
Plan’s policies recommend the expansion of bus service through Glenwood Springs and the 
evaluation of rail and bus through the area. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan supports integrated bikeways, pedestrian circulation patterns and 
transit amenities into development design.   It also calls for the use of Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) to allow density bonuses for development of more compact developments that are 
sensitive to environmental constraints and the retention of open space.  
 
The County manages the majority of transit-oriented developer requirements through its 2008 
updated Unified Land Use Resolution PUD.  The Land Use Resolution requires specific actions 
and design elements associated with any development that is proposed within 2000 feet of a 
planned transit facility, and correspondingly identifies that development as a Transit PUD or 
TPUD.  The Resolution calls for pedestrian and bike ways throughout each development to 
ensure greater connectivity between land uses. 
 
The specifics of Garfield County’s recent Land Use Resolution are detailed and drive exactly to 
the types of land uses, mix of uses and developer requirements necessary to ensure a 
development pattern that can support greater transit use.  The County has recognized the 
significance of integrating transit use and land use policies in its Comprehensive Plan, but has 
now taken a step further toward defining the regulatory tools to implement these policies.  
Garfield County should continue to examine the potential for land use patterns that not only 
support transit use and environmental protection within this growth area, but incorporate design 
elements that support community character and context. 
 
Glenwood Springs 

Glenwood Springs has also experienced growth, some new commercial development west of 
town in West Glenwood and infill development within the older sections of town.  In the 2003 
Confluence Plan, Glenwood Springs identifies the Confluence Area of downtown as a mixed-
use business park with a transit station/stop.  The Confluence is the primary redevelopment 
area for downtown and will be connected to surrounding uses by the extension and realignment 
of 8th Street and the development of the river trail system adjacent to the site. 
   
The City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for a multi-modal transportation system and encourages 
TOD at its four urban transportation nodes; West Glenwood at Mel Ray and Highway 6, 
Downtown at the Confluence, along 27th Street and near the Roaring Fork River Bridge.  The 
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Plan recommends the use of zoning “bonuses” in development patterns in these urban areas 
and encourages transit supportive development patterns. 
 
Glenwood Springs’s 82 Corridor Plan recognizes the need to preserve the Rio Grande Rail 
corridor from 8th Street in Glenwood near City Hall south to Woody Creek in Pitkin County for 
future transit/rail use.   This transportation plan complements the City’s Comprehensive Policies 
and Confluence Plan.  
 
Throughout the County group discussions, the Glenwood Springs Confluence area at 8th Street 
was identified as the number one priority station location because of its potential for 
redevelopment, density, a compact mixed-use development pattern and integration with future 
bus and rail transit systems with RFTA.  The downtown location will be a significant draw for 
out-of-town travelers to the Glenwood and Aspen areas, as well.   Its proximity to downtown 
entertainment and shopping in Glenwood will ensure pedestrian activity within town. Glenwood 
Spring’s Confluence Plan addresses many of the goals, objectives and implementation 
strategies of the stated redevelopment.    As land use plans move forward, the City may want to 
embark on a station area planning exercise to examine the ways in which future land use 
development will integrate and coexist with transit services and required facilities at the site.   
Glenwood planning staff may also wish to examine the zoning or regulatory strategy for 
implementing the desired development pattern at this location.  Will a PUD process be sufficient 
to manage the development densities and integrated transit facilities or should a specific zone, 
overlay or form-based approach be developed for this important site?   Developer incentives 
and parameters for parking should also be considered as station development is examined. 
 
Town of Carbondale 

The Town of Carbondale has devised a Mission Statement that includes the desire to protect 
the natural environment through the development of mass transit in the Roaring Fork Valley.  
Carbondale continues to position itself to support existing and future mass transit options 
through its Comprehensive Plan policies, as well as its zoning ordinance and Infill Guidelines.  
The Community has recognized a combined interest in environmental sensitivity and 
preservation combined with land use and multi-modal transportation options as a way of 
retaining its community integrity.  Carbondale’s Zoning Ordinance calls for a 100’ right-of-way 
for open space and transit use through town and along the Rio Grande Rail Line.  Bike and 
pedestrian connections are encouraged in the open space/transit or O/T District. 
 
The Carbondale Comprehensive Plan includes recommendations for infill development as part 
of a broad strategy intended to minimize sprawl in and around town, protect the environment 
and preserve the local small town character of Carbondale.  Infill was identified as development 
of vacant parcels within built-out areas, or the redevelopment of existing developed parcels with 
greater density.  Carbondale undertook a density debate within the community when updating 
its Comprehensive Plan.   The concept of increased density was rejected by the Carbondale 
community because of concerns over impacts to existing neighborhoods.  Carbondale continues 
to look for ways to increase connectivity between downtown and local neighborhoods.  
 
The Town of Carbondale should continue to examine downtown land use policies and practices, 
particularly in areas adjacent to the Carbondale park-n-ride or other areas suitable to station 
locations.  As BRT plans continue, and AGS station locations are confirmed, Carbondale may 
want to consider a station area planning process that integrates existing neighborhoods and 
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changing development around a station, as well as increased bike and pedestrian connectivity 
for users and residents. 
 
Local Transit Assessment 

RFTA participated in the Garfield County Working Group meetings and represented the 
interests of not only future transit, but also of Pitkin County in terms of transit service decision-
making.   Since Spring 2007, RFTA staff and the BRT project development team have been 
developing service and station plans for the advancement of a Phase 1 BRT Project, with full 
build out slotted for 2017.    RFTA has worked extensively with the local jurisdictions in the 
planning and evaluation of station locations chosen for their proximity to major travel corridors 
(including future rail), proximity to central business districts and their potential for transit oriented 
development patterns.   RFTA continues to move forward with its BRT system plans, as well as 
with partnering efforts with the I-70 Coalition to choose regional AGS station locations.   RFTA 
agreed with the Garfield County working group in its preference for Glenwood Springs as a 
priority station with Carbondale as a secondary station if alignment considerations took AGS 
service further south along the 82 corridor. The Rio Grande Rail right-of-way owned by RFTA is 
being preserved for future transit and multi-modal facilities.  The AGS station proposed at the 
“wye” or confluence area at 8th Street is a designated location also for a BRT station, making 
connections between the two services possible.  If a regional AGS station were to be built in 
Carbondale, RFTA would prefer it be located at the Carbondale Park-n-Ride that is growing in 
popularity and is surrounded by incentivized TOD developments.   The RFTA owned Rio 
Grande right-of-way/trail runs through this parcel. 
 
Currently, RFTA provides commuter bus service from Aspen to Glenwood Springs, Glenwood to 
Rifle, intra city service in Aspen and Glenwood Springs, ski shuttle service to the four Aspen Ski 
Company ski areas, Maroon Bells guided bus tours, para-transit, and other seasonal services.   
 
RFTA’s Grand Hogback route serves Rifle, Silt, New Castle, and south Glenwood Springs.   
Buses depart about every hour during the morning and afternoon peak travel times and once 
every three hours in the middle of the day.  The Roaring Fork Valley route provides bus service 
to Aspen, Snowmass, Basalt, El Jebel, Carbondale, and Glenwood Springs.  Buses on this 
route depart about every 30 minutes, with more frequent service in the mornings to Aspen and 
in the afternoons to Glenwood Springs. 
 
RFTA also operates Ride Glenwood Springs, a free intra city service that has two fixed bus 
routes.  One route serves south Glenwood Springs and the other serves West Glenwood and 
the downtown area.  Buses depart about every 30 minutes for these routes.  RFTA also 
operates free routes in Aspen to Hunter Creek, Cemetery Lane, Castle/Maroon, Mountain 
Valley Dial-a-Ride, and Burlingame.  These routes begin at the Ruby Park Transportation 
Center and operate about every 30 minutes.  Fares are on a sliding scale with the longest 
distance (Rifle to Aspen) costing $9.00 and the shortest distance costing $1.00.   Intra city 
service in Aspen and Glenwood Springs is free. 
 
RFTA and the Glenwood and Aspen area communities should continue coordination with the I-
70 Coalition in its AGS planning efforts.  The coordination of the two services, BRT and AGS, 
will be essential to the success of future transit options in the area, as well as to the 
development of supportive land use practices.  RFTA, Garfield and Pitkin Counties are creating 
a strong backbone for transit services and future allowances for transit in the region.   
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6.4 Land Use Toolbox 
This toolbox is designed to be a guide for the future integration of land use and transit planning 
activities for communities within the I-70 corridor.  The toolbox includes community visioning, 
comprehensive planning, TOD policies and strategies, station area sub-plans, zoning strategies, 
and financial strategies 

6.4.1 Community Visioning 
Many communities today are undergoing a community visioning process that encourages strong 
local public participation in identifying community goals for their town, city, or county future.  The 
process moves slowly to allow for open public participation, but remains very strategic in its 
efforts to identify local values and long-term, mid-term and short-range goals for the community.   
While visioning projects and programs differ substantially by community and jurisdiction, the 
focus and organization of the process in each community must be designed to match its 
character, interests, and opportunities for local involvement in decision-making.  

A visioning process is an important step in developing public buy-in to a community planning 
process.  It brings together all sectors of a community to identify problems, evaluate current and 
future conditions, and establish collective approaches to building a future.  It is a good way for a 
community to discuss local mobility concerns, visions for future mobility patterns, and the role of 
transit in the long-range transportation network within their community.  These ideas, visions, 
and values form the groundwork for future transportation plans within the community and for the 
eventual implementation of transportation improvements.   The integration of transit into a future 
vision should be established through a community visioning process. 

6.4.2 Comprehensive Planning 
A comprehensive plan is a document produced through a planning process designed to 
establish guidelines for future growth and guidance for future land use decisions within a 
community.  The document is official in nature, meaning that it is designed to be adopted into 
law by some form of local government. The document should then serve as a policy guide to 
decisions about community development.  The elements of a comprehensive plan can vary from 
community to community, but typically include existing conditions and a discussion of future 
trends, goals, and objectives in the areas of land use patterns, housing types, population, 
roadways, and other infrastructure issues. 

A comprehensive plan contains long-term goals, objectives, and policies that establish a 
community identity and a vision for the future regarding land use, transportation, housing, parks 
and open space, and much more.  It is essential for the comprehensive plan to clearly state its 
goals and objectives.  Goals are a broad set of statements that identify a community’s long-term 
desires, whereas the objectives are specific statements that are measurable and can be 
accomplished in the short term.  The policies are the statements that lay out the course of 
action that is needed to achieve the goals and objectives.   

It is important to clearly and precisely lay out the direction of each goal; for example, 
communities that have potential for transit in the future should consider goals related to 
transportation and land use.  Comprehensive plans can be used to guide how transit, transit 
facilities, and future development will be integrated into the community fabric.  Communities that 
are considering updates to their comprehensive plans should create goals that support 
integrated transit and land use systems, and objectives that are specific steps towards transit 
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supportive growth.  It is critical that local planners, politicians and the public identify the 
appropriate policies during their comprehensive plan updates and craft and enact language 
detailed enough to convey the desired result.   

The following examples illustrate language for transportation goals and ways in which objectives 
and policies further that goal:  

Transportation Goal: Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation 
system that provides a range of transportation choices; reinforces the livability of 
neighborhoods; supports a strong and diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and 
water pollution; and lessens reliance on the automobile while maintaining 
accessibility. 

Objective: Publicize activities and the availability of resources and facilities that promote 
a multimodal transportation system. 

Objective: Implement educational programs that recognize the need for developing and 
maintaining a multimodal transportation system that supports the movement of freight, 
as well as people. 

Objective: Pursue opportunities to improve the transportation system, including grants, 
private/public partnerships, and other non-traditional funding mechanisms. 

Objective: Coordinate the funding and development of transportation facilities with 
regional transportation and land use plans and with public and private investments. 

Objective: Give consideration to Portland Metropolitan’s Local Public Involvement Policy 
for Transportation Planning in transportation planning activities. 

Policy: Coordinate with affected state and federal agencies, local governments, 
special districts, and providers of transportation services when planning for and 
funding transportation facilities and services. 

Policy: Carry out a public involvement process that provides information about 
transportation issues, projects, and processes to citizens, businesses, and other 
stakeholders. 

Portland, Oregon (Transportation Element Goal #6 Comp Plan – Transportation System 
Plan Adopted April 2007) 

Transportation Goal: Carefully manage and guide growth in a manner that promotes 
economic development, integrates current and future multimodal transportation 
systems, and is sensitive to the natural environment. 

Objective: Provide for the coexistence of urban and rural land uses. 

Objective: Promote diverse employment opportunities near population base. 
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Policy: Encourage, coordinate, and support commercial and industrial land uses in 
appropriate areas to maximize adequate services including transportation, water, 
sewer, fire suppression, and utilities. 

Policy: Encourage new developments to locate where amenities and infrastructure 
already exist, are planned, or will be provided. 

Pinal County, Arizona (Comp Plan Draft – October 2008) 

Transportation Goal: Ensure that transportation decisions, strategies, and 
investments are coordinated with land use goals that support the urban village 
strategy. 

Policy: Design transportation infrastructure in urban villages to support land use 
goals for compact, accessible, walkable neighborhoods. 

Policy: Make the design and scale of transportation facilities compatible with 
planned land uses and with consideration for the character anticipated by this Plan 
for the surrounding neighborhood. 

(Seattle, Washington (Comp Plan Updated 2007) 

6.4.3 Transit-Oriented Development Policies and Strategies 
This section provides a greater number of policy examples for land use and transportation 
strategies that municipal and county governments are currently using.  The example policies are 
intended to give the reader an understanding of the types of policies other jurisdictions have 
developed through their local planning processes for mixed-use development or enhanced 
mobility within a community.    

Land Use Policies 

Some examples of policies that support transit-oriented land uses are as follows: 

• Review and modify the zoning code to allow higher densities and viable transit-
oriented development at appropriate locations to foster increased transit ridership 
and reduce automobile trips.  Provide appropriate land use and pedestrian routes 
for the areas near future rapid transit stations to better promote public transit usage 
and reduce the need for single occupancy vehicle travel. (Aurora 2003) 

• Encourage more mixed-use (residential with commercial) along or near Main Street 
and Summit Boulevard.  (Frisco 2004) 

• Prepare language to create transit and pedestrian overlay districts in the zoning 
code.  Recommendations to apply the city-wide overlays will come through small 
area plans or as the zoning code is revised.  (Denver 2002) 

• Evaluate the need for amendments to Zoning Regulations and master plans to 
incorporate TOD and more mixed-use. (Vail 2007) 
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• Continue to improve land use practice by concentrating jobs, housing and retail 
uses in close proximity allowing people the opportunity to reduce their travel 
distance between work, home, and shopping. (Aurora 2003) 

• King County and local cities should adopt transit supportive road design standards, 
site access guidelines and land use regulations to promote transit use, high density 
development, mixed uses and reduced parking in the Urban Growth Area.  Site 
design should stress connectivity with adjacent neighborhoods and other land uses 
via transit, pedestrian and other non-motorized facilities. (King County 2008) 

Policies Directing Development Toward Transit 

Some examples of policies that direct development toward transit systems are as follows: 

• Encourage mixed, TOD that makes effective use of existing transportation 
infrastructure, supports transit stations, increases transit patronage, reduces impact 
on the environment, and encourages vibrant urban centers and neighborhoods. 
(Denver 2000) 

• Support changes in the east end business district through redevelopment of 
commercial properties and the conversion of residential areas to commercial and 
mixed-use development as appropriate.  (Idaho Springs 2008) 

• Continue current efforts to study and design a mixed-use structured parking facility 
that is readily accessible from Hwy 9, offers commercial and retail space at street 
level to enhance the pedestrian experience and minimizes its visual impact on the 
downtown core.  Ensure an efficient use of land by encouraging mixed-use projects 
that incorporate publicly accessible civic space that benefits local residents and 
visitors.  New parking facilities and gondola terminals should be constructed as 
conduits to Main Street and should include pedestrian friendly elements that 
encourage residents and visitors to walk between transit centers and the downtown 
core. (Breckenridge 2002) 

• Support infrastructure investments, zoning changes, development incentives, and 
other transit-supportive strategies to achieve a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 
in rail station areas and at other key transit locations.  Develop small area bus 
circulators to provide non-auto access to transit stations. (Denver 2002) 

• The City should encourage TOD at its urban transportation nodes.  The City can 
encourage relatively dense, mixed-use, TOD at four nodes within the urban area:  
West Glenwood at Mel Ray and Hwy 6, Downtown, along 27th Street, and near the 
proposed southern Roaring Fork River bridge. (Glenwood 1998). 

• Promote TOD as an urban design framework for urban centers and development 
areas.  Development at transit stations should provide both higher ridership to the 
transit system and viability and walkability in the area. (Denver 2000) 

• King County supports TOD in transit corridors.  King County shall encourage 
public/private partnerships to propose opportunities for joint TOD that includes 
multifamily housing and promotes the pedestrian-friendly character of adjacent 
properties.  Such developments should provide priority access for transit, 
pedestrians, bicycles, car and van pools and other alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicles.  (King County 2008) 
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Mobility-Related Policies 

Some examples of policies that support enhanced mobility and multimodalism as a key aspect 
of development around transit stations include: 

• Transit centers and park-and-ride lots should include safe and convenient access for 
buses, high-occupancy vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles to minimize conflicts with 
other traffic.  Mixed land uses should be encouraged at transit centers and park-and-
ride lots to meet passenger and commuter needs and reduce vehicle trips.  Park-
and-ride facilities should be designed with consideration of the most efficient use of 
the land. (King County 2008) 

• Provide safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle facilities within urban centers 
and new development areas. (Denver 2000) 

• Work with private developers to ensure all arterials in Vail have bikeways along them 
and that there are connections between them. (Vail 2007) 

• The City should develop a set of rules defining “walkability” and apply them to all 
proposed centers, to verify that a mix of uses is accessible to within a 5 to 10 minute 
walking time. (Aurora 2003) 

• Ensure that all pedestrians have a maximum of a quarter mile or less to walk from 
transit stops to major destinations. (Vail 2007) 

• Prioritize investment in pedestrian infrastructure to support transit ridership for light 
rail and enhanced bus corridors and to improve safety.  (Denver 2002) 

• Ensure that transit and pedestrian connections are integrated in the design of 
development projects. (Vail 2007) 

6.4.4 Station Area Sub-Plans 
As the AGS planning process moves forward, 
communities will begin to examine the land 
use opportunities associated with this 
service.  For each I-70 community this will 
mean something different.  It may mean 
strengthening land use development patterns 
that increase residential connectivity to the 
local transit center.  It may mean planning for 
a station location and integrating future land 
use development at that site.  The principles 
described through the station area planning 
process will be an applicable framework for 
community planning whether the station is a 
bus transit center or a mainline AGS station.  
Recognizing the importance of supportive 
land use planning will help ridership at either 
type of station.  

The station area planning process should be conducted by the local jurisdiction in close 
coordination with the transit agency and its station planning process.  While the transit authority 

Example Colorado & I-25 Station Area Sub-Plan 
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is responsible for the layout and design of the station platform and service operations, the local 
jurisdiction is assumed to take the lead on the land use planning effort surrounding the station.  
It is important that these planning efforts are closely coordinated since they can build off of each 
other. 

In today’s urban cities, the “TOD pattern” encourages a land use mix that allows people to live, 
work, and play without having to use their car.  Its intent is to promote high-quality transit, bike, 
and pedestrian connections while encouraging a compact, higher density mixed-use 
development pattern.  In the mountain and resort settings along the I-70 corridor, the 
development pattern at a station may be smaller in scale, have a lower density, promote 
recreational or entertainment opportunities, or may include park or civic uses that showcase the 
unique mountain character and natural setting.  Achieving a balance between community 
context and economic viability of the development is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction to 
determine during the planning process.  The development potential and land use configuration 
at every station is unique to each community and needs to be tailored to fit the needs and goals 
of the municipality, the residents, and the businesses in the area.   

Typically, a station area plan focuses on a ½-mile radius around the station, which is considered 
a reasonable walking distance.  The following planning elements are typically addressed in a 
station area sub-plan, although they may vary by location and the desires of the jurisdiction: 

Public Involvement 

Every station area planning effort should include an active and informative public involvement 
element from day one.  Community input to the station site promotes buy-in and support that the 
station and surrounding uses are truly part of the community.  In some areas this involvement 
effort has culminated in a public art project that is created by a local school or community center 
and integrated into the station area.  

Land Use 

Managing the appropriate mix of land uses and densities, with buy-in from the community, is the 
job of the local jurisdiction.  Typically, transit-supportive uses are high pedestrian generators 
that directly promote greater transit ridership and opportunities for multipurpose trips.  The local 
jurisdiction will need to work with a market strategist and the public so that the determination of 
land use mix and density is at a scale that economically works, represents the community, and 
encourages ridership to and from the location.  

Transit-supportive uses may include higher-density residential, office, retail, storage, education, 
or civic spaces.  In the case of I-70 communities, appropriate uses may also include support 
services for mountain recreation, such as sports equipment rentals, tours or guide services, and 
storage facilities for visitors.  Whatever the use, the highest densities are ideally located closest 
to the station to optimize transit rider convenience.  The intensity of development tapers off 
away from the station to create an appropriate transition to the surrounding community.  
Adjacent vacant lots or low-intensity uses can present opportunities for future infill development 
and should be part of the long-range elements of the station area planning exercise. 
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Urban Form-Design Guidelines 

Urban design addresses the various ways that buildings and development interact with the 
public and the natural environment.  Urban design should create a pedestrian-friendly 
environment that connects a mix of land use types to each other and to the local station.  This 
design consideration should also be specific enough to reflect the style or character of the local 
setting.  Often design guidelines are applied to the block around a station to require developers 
to integrate design treatments that create an interface with pedestrians, relate uses to each 
other and the station, and enhance a local character or style.  Design guidelines may include 
specific direction on: 

• Building placement and setbacks within the station core or surrounding sub-areas. 

• Build-to lines. 

• Building step-backs. 

• Building entrance orientation and treatment. 

• Parking lot locations, screening techniques, and site integration requirements. 

• Landscape buffers between uses. 

• Pedestrian-scale landscape amenities. 

The architecture of the buildings should assist the intent of the design guidelines in creating 
pedestrian-friendly locations that complement the natural mountain landscape.   

• The first floor façade should draw a strong pedestrian interaction.  

• Building materials should accommodate winter conditions and represent community 
character, i.e. historic, modern, and rugged.   

• Building heights and rooflines should be in keeping with community scale and style. 

Public Amenities  

Station or transit center locations are often a site for increased public amenities that make the 
station useable and appealing.   Sidewalks, public open spaces, or plazas are key features in a 
pedestrian-friendly location.  Consideration should be given to the specific sidewalk design into 
and out of the station area, public land dedication if required, the design of waiting spaces, and 
the materials used for paving or plaza treatments.  Pedestrian lighting needs to be provided 
throughout all circulation areas to promote safety and walkability.  Signage within the area 
needs to be clear, informative, and scaled to the pedestrian-oriented nature of the area.  

Circulation and Connectivity 

The station area needs to be integrated with the surrounding community, easily accessible and 
have a coherent, well-designed circulation system that provides ingress and egress from the 
site.  Vehicular access and roadway capacity must accommodate the projected demand for 
parking or drop-off activities, including bus transit.   Bike and pedestrian connectivity should be 
considered early in the planning process as key elements of overall mobility and access.  
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Pedestrian access through the parking lots, around the site, and to external sidewalks/trails and 
open space are also important to mountain communities.  

Parking Management 

Parking is always a necessary consideration in the development of a station and the areas 
surrounding the station.  Parking should serve both development and transit by placing a priority 
on the development of shared parking solutions that minimize impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhoods.  If there are adjacent residential areas, a parking pass program needs to be 
evaluated to prevent AGS commuters from parking in the surrounding neighborhoods.  
Depending on the projected ridership and travel patterns associated with the station, the 
demand for parking may be significant.  Along the I-70 corridor, parking demand in the Golden-
Jefferson County area is anticipated to be significant to accommodate Denver metro riders.   
Parking demand in the Summit County area may be reduced because of the destination 
orientation of the area.  In addition to vehicular parking, bicycle parking must be accommodated 
and prioritized at all stations. 

Market Analysis  

An assessment of market and economic conditions provides guidance of what type and where 
developments could occur in the short and long term.  By having a market analysis, the land use 
plan is better grounded in market and economic reality.   

Zoning Recommendations  

The underlying zoning is a key ingredient to the implementation of the desired land use 
outcome.  This element is discussed in this document in Section 6.0. 

Implementation Strategies 

Interdepartmental and agency coordination is a significant part to achieving successful planning.  
Guiding principles are developed to provide municipal staff with a clear direction of the desired 
development.  This provides the staff with an understanding of the steps that are required to set 
the stage for development.  This could include infrastructure improvements, revisions to zoning 
code, and financial tools.  Guiding principles provide municipal staff, property owners, and 
developers with clear guidelines to develop and/or evaluate specific development proposals for 
the area around a station.  The guiding principles address issues critical to development, 
including the type and intensity of land use desired, transportation connectivity, parking, and 
urban design.  The guiding principles help to inform the implementation strategy.  Key elements 
to the success of the development are identified and assigned a time frame and organizations 
responsible for achieving these goals.  All players must maintain a certain level of flexibility so 
that specific development proposals can respond to changing market conditions and still 
achieve the basic goal of having development that supports transit.  

Financial Strategies  

Financial strategies are addressed in Section 7.0. 
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6.4.5 Zoning Strategies 
As the jurisdiction works through the station area sub-plan or land use plans in support of local 
transit, it is important to examine whether the existing zoning in and around the site is conducive 
to achieving the land use pattern desired.  This section examines traditional zoning, overlay 
zoning, form-based code zoning, and specific transit zone districts; and it provides examples of 
when and how these applications have been used in other communities.  The I-70 corridor 
communities will want to consider these zoning options and evaluate whether adopting new 
zoning strategies is a piece of their planning process.  

Traditional Zoning 

Traditional zoning designates specific geographic areas of a community as one of several zone 
districts identified by the zoning code.  Restrictions and regulations in a particular district apply 
to all areas of the community that are similarly zoned.  Rezoning from one category to another 
can be accomplished by means of the procedures set forth in the local zoning ordinance.  
Historically, accomplishing a change in zoning required proof that either the original zoning was 
incorrect or surrounding conditions had changed to the point where the rezoning was justified. 

Once considered novel, but now fairly standard in most jurisdictions, is the planned unit 
development (PUD) zone district.  This generally gives the landowner the opportunity to create a 
unique, site-specific zone district; in exchange, the local community can request certain 
guarantees not required by the other categorical zone districts.  One disadvantage to the 
traditional zoning and rezoning is that they can be done on the sporadic, piecemeal basis-one 
landowner at a time.  To provide a more unified and consistent built environment, the overlay 
zoning approach is recommended.     

Overlay Zoning 

Overlay zoning is a technique to manage land use specific to a designated area by creating 
additional regulatory standards and incentives, and to guide development with specific criteria 
onto an underlying zoning condition.  Some examples of how communities can use overlay 
zoning districts are to: 

• Protect cultural and natural resource areas. 

• Guide development in existing neighborhoods. 

• Encourage mixed-use or higher-density development served by transit. 

• Encourage affordable housing. 

Communities should clearly define the purpose and the geographic limits of the overlay district 
when identifying overlay zone; for example, to preserve historical character or to allow higher 
density residential development at a transit stop.  Overlay zoning districts need to be clearly 
defined and mapped, and do not have to follow the boundaries of the underlying zoning. 

Public involvement is very important in the creation of overlay zoning to explain the reasons for 
the change, to clarify issues, and to educate property owners for compliance with the new 
regulations.  The advantage of overlay zoning is that regulations and design criteria can be 
applied to specific or isolated areas and are not restricted by the underlying base zoning.  
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Form-Based Code 

A “newer” method of land use planning is form-based code, which regulates development to 
achieve a specific urban form.  Form-based codes create predictable public realm, primarily by 
controlling physical form with a lesser focus on land use, through city or county regulations.  
Form-based codes consists of a regulating plan that designates where different building forms 
apply; standards for elements, such as building form and massing; street width and character; 
and public spaces.  Form-based code regulating plans also contain the administrative process 
and the definitions that alleviate the misinterpretation of technical terms.    

Form-based codes are created with the physical end result in mind because it has clear controls 
on the building form - its relationship to the street and the adjacent properties.  Form-based 
codes allow for the public to understand how a building or use will look and affect the physical 
build-out of a development - because residents can see gradually and individually how each lot 
will be developed. 

Form-based codes allow for a variety of uses in one area because they are not based on land 
use or uses within an area, rather they are based on the physical form and the relationship to 
the surrounding properties.  How the building looks and the lots are developed are driven by the 
jurisdiction, while the land uses are driven by the market.  If desired, the form-based code can 
restrict undesired land uses. Form-based codes work as the code and as the design guidelines, 
which allows for more consistency between projects.  Design guidelines leave room for 
interpretation, whereas form-based code is easier to enforce as it plays both the role of the code 
and of the design guidelines.   

Transit-Oriented or Transit Supportive Zone District 

There is currently much interest in TOD.  TOD is compact, mixed-use development near new or 
existing public transportation infrastructure that serves housing, transportation, and 
neighborhood goals.  Its pedestrian-oriented design encourages residents and workers to drive 
their cars less and ride mass transit more.  Some agencies have developed, adopted, and 
applied a particular zone district to areas surrounding rail stations, hoping to encourage this 
pattern of development and pedestrian walkability.    

TOD districts are typically found in urban areas and feature high commercial intensities, job 
clusters, and higher residential densities.  There are some neighborhood TOD districts that 
support bus transit lines and typically include neighborhood shopping centers or multifamily 
housing units.  However, in the case of the I-70 corridor, neither of these particular applications 
may be appropriate.  A Mountain and Resort-Oriented Development code may need to be 
considered that centers on the recreation-destination attractions, the unique context and 
character of the mountain communities, and the setting and scale that brings travelers to the 
area.   The combination of land uses, the intensity or density of those uses, and the design of 
the area would need to be uniquely developed for each mountain community that hosts an AGS 
station.  A Mountain and Resort-Oriented Development zoning district would address the 
specifics desired within that community and the development levels sustainable in the mountain 
corridor. 

A transit-supportive zone district typically addresses the following elements, each individualized 
to the setting and location: 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 110 3/4/2009 
 

• Intent of the district. 

• Areas of application. 

• Organization of uses or sub-area applications.  

• Permitted uses. 

• Dimensional requirements. 

• Design requirements and setbacks. 

• Open space requirements. 

• Circulation and connectivity. 

• Parking ratios.  

6.4.6 Financial Strategies 
Because of the complexities associated with transit station developments, public sector financial 
participation may be necessary to create an environment conducive for private sector interest 
and participation.  The public sector does have some land use and financial tools that can be 
made available to assist with a variety of different types of development or redevelopment 
efforts at the local, state, and federal levels.  

Local 

Jurisdictions may want to make sure the type of development identified by their community is 
appropriate for the station area.  There are several methods of making a site more enticing for 
developers, and yet directing that development in context with the community setting.  As 
discussed earlier, the underlying zoning is the first step in establishing the development pattern 
and land use mix identified in the station area sub-plan.  Another land use tool available to local 
jurisdictions is the concept of transferable development rights (TDR).   

In this scenario, the right to develop a certain parcel is given up, with the entitled rights 
“transferred” to another parcel.  Often the area from which the rights are transferred is an area 
the community desires to leave undeveloped; similarly, the areas to which the rights are 
transferred are often areas where the local jurisdiction wants to encourage growth.  The “net” 
effect of transferable development rights is often “neutral,” with no more growth allowed 
communitywide than would be allowed without the transfer.  One benefit is the preservation of 
open space or historic structures and the channeling of density and growth into areas the 
jurisdiction has designated for growth, redevelopment, etc.  Obviously, the receiving parcel will 
be allowed to develop at a greater density than allowed under existing zoning. 

To accomplish the transfer, a value must be placed on the rights if they are being transferred 
from one landowner to another.  Compensation for the rights can be by means of traditional 
purchase, or more by more innovative means, such as tax relief.  Documentation of the transfer 
usually requires a legal agreement between the selling landowner, the receiving landowner, and 
the local jurisdiction.    

Additional actions that would support “jurisdictional - developer cooperation” in ensuring the 
outcome envisioned by the community could include the following:  
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• Reductions in development fees and expedited development review processes for areas 
adjacent to stations, if developers are proposing plans in keeping with the community’s 
vision for the area. 

• Parking requirement reduction would reduce the number of spaces required per 
development and can be implemented through a PUD process or designated in an 
zoning overlay district or new transit supportive zone district.   

• Formation of a parking district would integrate area parking needs with local 
development.  A management entity is established and new developments have the 
option of paying into a parking fund rather than constructing parking within a given area.  
The management company then constructs and operates the pooled parking for the 
entire district.   

• Public-private partnerships are becoming an increasingly popular tool to encourage 
private development, particularly in areas where there is a public policy goal and the 
public can play a role in helping to mitigate infrastructure or cleanup costs.  

• Public infrastructure improvements through increased sales tax revenues allocated to 
public improvements around station areas, through fee programs such as public 
improvement fees (PIF), or through Enhanced Sales Tax Incentive Programs (ESTIP).  
These funds are typically used to pay back designated public infrastructure 
improvements. 

• Commercial linkage ordinances are a method of financing affordable/workforce housing 
that recognizes the link between job creation and the need for new housing.  These 
programs require developers to pay into a workforce housing trust fund, typically 
assessed on a per square foot basis.  These monies go toward the development of 
affordable housing by the jurisdiction.  

There are several financing or funding mechanisms that should be explored to generate dollars 
that support transit.   On a local basis these include: 

• Tax increment financing (TIF) – is an often-used method of financing redevelopment 
(specifically improvements offering a public benefits, such as site acquisition and/or 
clearance; hazardous materials removal; infrastructure such as streets, utilities, parks, 
and parking).  The tax increment can be placed on both property and retail sales taxes, 
although it generally works best on projects with a large retail component.  It is usually 
administered through an Urban Renewal Authority. 

• Bond Financing – can be used to fund public improvements and are paid back through 
property tax revenues, tools, charges, and special assessments.  

• Special Tax Assessment Districts – districts that are governed by a local jurisdiction and 
fund infrastructure improvements associated with development in that district.  These 
districts fund infrastructure improvements associated with development and are paid 
back through special assessments on property owners.   

• Business Improvements Districts – created to construct public improvements and 
support economic and business development through planning, marketing, and 
management.  They can also issue bonds and levy and collect taxes. 
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• Title 32 Metropolitan Districts – popularly used tool by developers to finance roads, 
water, sewer, and other public improvements.  Methods of repayment include property 
taxes, fees, etc.   

State 

State departments of transportation can play an important role in facilitating transit station 
development.  In some circumstances, transit station development can be facilitated through 
disposition and redevelopment of underutilized state-owned land near transit stations.  The 
Colorado Department of Transportation has programs oriented towards transit station planning 
and development. They include the: 

• Surface Transportation Program (STP – Enhancement) – enhancement funds can be 
directed towards pedestrian/ bicycle enhancements, parking facilities, and even housing 
developments.   

• Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) – CMAQ funds are available for station area 
planning for portions of the project area within the Denver Regional Council of 
Governments region. 

• State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) – The SIB can make low interest loans or provide credit 
enhancement to local and private entities for public transportation improvements. 

• Other Fees (including Rental Car / Recreation Usage) - the State of Colorado is currently 
examining ways to bolster funding for transportation improvements. A rental car fee is a 
method that has been suggested as a way of raising funds.  Recreation usage is another 
area impacted by transportation and a potential source of funding. 

Federal 

Federal funding is directed to the development of transit through existing programs, such as the 
New Starts and Small Starts program at the Federal Transit Administration, which currently 
funds most of the nation’s transit improvements.  One of the criteria in receiving federal funding 
is support for transit station developments that would support ridership.  Other agencies’ 
programs can be accessed to support transit station developments, including: 

• Department of Agriculture – the construction of community facilities (bus or transit 
buildings) may be eligible for grants and low interest loan programs in rural areas. 

• Housing and Urban Development – housing development funds and programs can be 
accessed to help provide workforce or affordable housing at transit stations.   

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – the EPA provides funds and technical 
assistance to states and local communities to clean up and redevelop potentially 
contaminated lands.   

• Economic Development Administration (EDA) – there are grants available for planning 
that support communities’ economic development needs.   
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7.0 Path Forward 
The Coalition’s Land Use Planning Study for Rail Transit Alignment throughout the I-70 Corridor 
established a framework for cooperation and coordination among all corridor jurisdictions.  It is 
essential groundwork for future system planning, station sub-area planning, and community 
education and involvement.  Through this planning process, corridor jurisdictions have initiated 
conversations about transit networks and AGS integration, broadened community 
understanding of transit and land use decision-making parameters, and strengthened each 
community’s ability to navigate its own future for transit mobility.  After this study concludes, it 
will be the role of the I-70 Coalition and each municipal or county agency to pass on the 
information discussed through this process and to educate the public within its community.  

The I-70 Coalition and member agencies in the I-70 corridor should follow closely the Final I-70 
Mountain Corridor PEIS that will document the Preferred Alternative for the I-70 corridor; a 
multimodal solution with non-infrastructure components, a commitment to evaluation and 
implementation of an AGS, and highway improvements.  This PEIS is scheduled for release and 
public hearings in late 2009 and early 2010, with a Record of Decision to be issued by the 
Federal Highway Administration shortly thereafter. 

The CSS process being developed through CDOT and eventually implemented on I-70 corridor 
projects will provide effective guidance, integration, and coordination for interrelated CDOT 
studies both through its decision-making process and its Guidance Manual.   The principles 
contained in this process will help to ensure local agency participation in I-70 corridor projects, 
and public input to project outcomes.  This education and participation element will take place 
project by project along the I-70 corridor. 

It is also important that over the next eight months or more, that the I-70 Coalition and its 
participating agencies continue to coordinate with the RMRA study, examining whether inter-city 
high-speed rail is technically, financially, and economically feasible for I-70.  The outcome of this 
study will help determine whether high-speed rail is feasible, whether the I-70 corridor is eligible 
for potential designation as a national High-Speed Rail Corridor with specially targeted federal 
funding, and where station locations may make sense based on technical considerations.  The 
RMRA study is to give strong consideration to the community interests for station locations 
identified during the I-70 Coalition’s Land Use Planning Study; however, the technical 
considerations for alignment may need to be reconciled with the results of this study.  It will be 
important to clarify the components of each study for the public and the resulting outcomes.  It 
will also be critical to identify a path for decision-making and information going forward. 

Finally, CDOT will be responsible for keeping elected officials engaged and opinion leaders up 
to date through the development of the FEIS.  CDOT’s government relations staff, through its I-
70 Mountain Corridor Coordinated Public Relations Plan, will provide updates on the I-70 
corridor throughout the state.  But most importantly, elected officials will play a significant role in 
passing information on to constituents and stakeholders.  Municipal and agency staff will, in 
turn, want to keep local community members updated on these I-70 corridor issues and 
projects.  The I-70 Mountain Corridor website will be essential to the dissemination of new and 
updated information to jurisdiction staff and the public.   

It will be important to continue the momentum established during this planning process and to 
maintain an increased communication level with local agency staff and their communities over 
the next several years.  The continuation of the County Working Group structure organized in 
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this study process may prove to be an appropriate vehicle for open and collaborative dialogue 
and ongoing planning cooperation for the corridor.  CDOT’s Public Information team for the I-70 
corridor and the CSS I-70 Project Leadership Teams will be future forums for collaboration and 
information, as well.  The ability of the multitude of agencies to stay informed and involved rests 
in identifying central location for that activity.  The I-70 Coalition represents the broadest 
participation of agencies in or adjacent to the I-70 corridor and is a good conduit for this ongoing 
coordination. 
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Appendix A:  
Comments and Correspondence 

 
The project team received a number of comments from jurisdictions on the Draft Report dated 
January 2009.  Most of these comments requested changes to the report and these changes 
were made as suggested.  Some comments were statements about the process or outcome 
and these comments did not result in changes to the document, but are included herein for 
completeness. 
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      December 18, 2008 
 
 
Beth Vogelsang, AICP 
OV Consulting 
1701 Wynkoop Street, Suite 127 
Denver, CO 80202 
 
Re: Response to Action Plan for County Group 
 
  Dear Beth: 
 
  Thank  you  for  providing  an  early  draft  of  comments  and  summary  of  initial  steps  related  to 
multiple discussions on a future Automated Guideway System (AGS) or high speed rail system running 
through Jefferson County.   After review of the draft, we would  like to clarify and add some additional 
points. 
 

• The proposed station preferred by Jefferson County and of interest to Golden, located 
approximately at I‐70/6th – we would like to clarify the county’s role in discussions and 
evaluation of planning, layout and activities.  This could be close to the West Corridor RTD 
Light Rail Line and have implications to the Jefferson County Government Center.  We see a 
mutually beneficial opportunity to work collaboratively with Golden on future land planning 
for the area.  
o PLEASE ADD LANGUAGE TO THE ACTION PLAN THAT REFLECTS THIS INTEREST AND APPROACH. 
 

• Under "Transit" references occur to Mountain Community Plan (which should really be the 
Evergreen Area Community Plan) supports transit out of El Rancho. Referencing the Central 
Mountain Community Plan as part of the assessment for support and sensitivity of rail 
activities misses the mark. 
o WHILE SOME IDENTIFICATION OF RAIL THROUGH GENESEE AND LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN MAKES SENSE, 

ULTIMATELY WE (THE COUNTY) WILL NEED TO LOOK AT IMPLICATIONS TO THE EL RANCHO AREA, 
ESPECIALLY IF IT BECOMES A TRANSIT STOP.  THE MOST APPLICABLE PLAN CURRENTLY WOULD BE THE 

EVERGREEN AREA COMMUNITY PLAN. 
o PLEASE REVISE THE ACTION PLAN TO BE MORE SPECIFIC TO THIS POINT. 
 

• Under Recommendations for Future Action, we want to respect the focus and direction that 
the City of Golden has and not suggest that collectively we share identical views on how 
future rail might impact our communities.  Meeting and discussing collaborative ideas about 
how to locate hypothetical stations and coordinate land use activities makes sense. 
o WE WOULD ASK THAT YOU MAKE IT CLEAR THAT THAT GOLDEN IS A SEPARATE COMMUNITY AND THEIR 

VIEWS MIGHT NOT BE THE SAME AS OURS. 
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• Near Term ‐ Time Frame: We have already started this effort, but it should be clear that 
Golden has separate long‐range planning activities and that these events do not rely on each 
other. 

 
• On the first page under County‐identified goals: 

o A GOAL SHOULD BE ADDED THAT READS: 
 Determine the infrastructure needed to support a station(s) and identify whose 

responsibility it is to provide those improvements. 
o IT SHOULD BE CLEAR THAT THE GOALS ARE WHAT THE COUNTY ENVISIONS THE AGS OR HIGH SPEED RAIL 

PROJECT TO FULFILL, NOT NECESSARILY THINGS THAT THE COUNTY WILL PROVIDE. 
 

• It was discussed in the last meeting (and included in the minutes) that the County does not 
think it is a good idea for the high speed rail to use the alignment up the canyon to Black 
Hawk.  
o We did not see this in the draft Jefferson County Action Plan; perhaps this statement 

would be appropriate under goals.  
 

We would encourage you  to add  these additional points and clarifications  to  the Action Plan.  
This would reflect the multiple meetings and discussions we had on this concept and we would  like to 
see  this  conveyed  to  any  committees,  action  groups  and/or  organizations  that  will  continue  to  be 
involved in this process.  I am available to discuss this further; you can reach me at 303‐271‐8510. 

 
 
  Sincerely, 
 
 
 
  Timothy W. Carl, AICP 
  Development & Transportation Director 

 
 
cc:  Board of County Commissioners 
  Jim Moore, County Administrator 
  John Wolforth, Planning Director 
  Valdis Zebauers, Highways & Transportation Director 
  Jeanie Rossillon, Highways & Transportation Deputy Director 
  Steve Glueck, Planning Director, City of Golden 
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Frisco comments* on the draft Final Report of the I-70 Coalition Land Use Planning Study 

 
February 9, 2009 
(*comments focused on the Summit County and Frisco sections of the draft report) 

 
Page 3:  Eagle County paragraph – Take the Summit Stage reference out and include it as a 
sentence to that affect in the Summit County paragraph – AGS should interface with the Summit 
Stage, etc. 

Page 12:  bulleted section – the downtown zoning bullet – specify or delete “stuff” in the 
parenthesis 

Page 20:  Section 33.3 – Consider adding a goal of ensuring interconnectivity to other local 
mass transit, etc.  Section 3.3.4. – delete reference to the Summit Stage 

Page 33:  Regional priorities – Lake Hill is called out as the first priority for the Summit Working 
Group, with Frisco second and Silverthorne third.  This is confusing when you get to page 43, 
where the Working Group recommendation for Lake Hill is not either for tier one or tier two. 

Page 42:  Silverthorne section, Working Group Recommendation – verbiage says “potential 
alternative tier 1”  - suggest using similar language as used in the other sections of 
“Recommended as an alternative tier 1…” 

Page 43:  Lake Hill section under challenges – bullet 3 – how do you define proximity?  Bullet 4 
revise to “Not compatible with existing land use plans – currently managed by USFS as 
developed/dispersed recreation in order to maintain a buffer and separation between 
communities.” 

Page 44:  Frisco section under opportunities – bullet 3 revise to add “… close proximity to I-70 
interchange, includes two vehicle access points off of I-70, local residential base…”  The 
challenge section sentence – use “will” instead of “may” 

Page 55:  Last paragraph about the footprint of a tier 1 station – what is the total land area 
needed?  Include that information in this paragraph. 

Page 90:  Town of Frisco section – Frisco does not revise its zoning code as developments 
come in… revise the following for this section: 

■ Second paragraph – rewrite to:  The Town of Frisco relies on its existing 
underlying zoning to direct land use.  The Town’s zoning districts along Main 
Street and Summit Boulevard include mixed use, central core, commercial 
oriented and accommodations.  Frisco does not typically use a PUD 
development process, although this process may be employed for larger 
developments. 

■ Third paragraph – delete “and re-zoning” and “and WalMart” in the first sentence. 

Fourth paragraph – second sentence - delete “since Frisco typically amends the zoning by 
development” and begin sentence from there.  Last sentence – delete “the ability to zone for 
appropriate use and density, combined with” and begin sentence from there as follows:  
“Community interests and context should be part of the evaluation process for a Frisco station 
location.” 
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Hi Margaret,  
 
I have a couple of comments; 
 
Page 19 of the Executive Summary I'd like the second bullet point to read: 
"Preserve the environment and the I‐70 senic corridor through Mount Vernon Canyon and Genesee 
areas." 
 
I did'nt understand the second bullet point under Challenges.  
 
It reads "Would not maximize connections to transit ‐ there are no other transit connections in this 
area." 
My comment is "What about the RTD Park n Ride and the transit route that serves Evergreen from 
there?" 
 
On page 70 under Stormwater 
I'd like there to be mention of infiltration and rainwater capture and reuse.  
 
 
 

Will Kerns, AICP 
Transportation Planner 
 
Jefferson County Division of Highways and Transportation 
100 Jefferson County Pkwy. Suite 3500 
Golden, CO 80419 
Office 303‐271‐8497 
Cell 303‐478‐6135 
Fax 303‐271‐8490 
 




