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INTRODUCTION

The Colorado Statewide Intercity and Regional Bus Network Study: [-70 Technical
Memorandum addresses bus service needs exclusive to the I-70 Mountain Corridor (Denver to
Grand Junction). As part of the broader statewide study, this technical memorandum supports
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) effort in completing a comprehensive 2013
Statewide Intercity and Regional Bus Network Study that identifies intercity and regional bus
service needs and priorities in the state, estimates capital and operating costs associated with
various levels of service, and identifies opportunities for connecting local, regional, and intercity
transit modes at intermodal stations/hub airports.

In addition to updating CDOT’s current 2008 Intercity and Regional Bus Network Study, CDOT’s
current effort includes identifying needs for different planning horizons, preparing findings for
inclusions into CDOT’s State Transit and Statewide 2040 Transportation Plan, identifying
possible scenarios for a preferred intercity and regional bus network plan, developing a phased
implementation plan that identifies needed improvements to existing and transit networks, and
funding requirements needed to implement service. This I-70 technical memorandum supports
this broader effort and provides details exclusive to the I1-70 mountain corridor. The reader may
wish to refer to the main report for information pertinent to the statewide intercity and regional
bus network, including assessments of facilities in the corridor.

Specifically, this I-70 Technical Memorandum evaluates bus service needs between Denver and
Grand Junction, Colorado. It considers seasonal, weekly, and time-of-day travel patterns,
identifies connectivity needs and opportunities to connect with local transit, addresses
commuter, human services and recreational/other service markets, and presents options for
short, medium, and long-term planning horizons. The analysis of demand in the 1-70 corridor is
summarized in this report, with more detail provided in Appendix C to the main study which
considers demand for regional commuter buses in the north and south I-25 corridors in addition
to the I-70 corridor.

The foundation for this work is a combination of the /-70 Mountain Corridor Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement, March 2011 (PEIS) and an analysis of the existing transit
services and facilities in the corridor. A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) for the I-70 Corridor
provided guidance in the study. This Technical Memorandum begins with a description of the
long-range context from prior planning studies, followed by existing conditions, demand, and
service alternatives.

CONTEXT AND PROJECT GOALS

LONG-RANGE CONTEXT

The long-range plan for the I-70 corridor is generally defined within the “I-70 Mountain Corridor
PEIS, March 2011. This comprehensive document identified a multi-modal Preferred Alternative
as the framework for improvements. Alternatives evaluated in the planning process addressed
both single-mode and multi-modal solutions, including the following transit alternatives:
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®* The Minimal Action alternative involves a range of local transportation improvements
including buses in mixed traffic serving key corridor locations, a transportation
management program, interchange improvements, auxiliary lanes and curve safety
modifications. These non-infrastructure transportation elements are also included in the
other PEIS alternatives.

¢ The Rail with Intermountain Connection (IMC) alternative assumes a primarily on-grade
electric facility from the west side of the metro area (Jefferson Station) to the Eagle
County Airport, connecting to the IMC.

® The Advanced Guideway System (AGS) alternative assumes an elevated high-speed
fixed guideway transit system that would operate from the west side of the metro area
(Jefferson Station) to the Eagle County Airport.

® The Dual-Mode Bus in Guideway and Diesel Bus-in-Guideway alternatives involves a
dedicated guideway with the same route structure as the Rail and AGS alternatives.
Dual mode buses typically use electric power in the guideway and diesel power outside
the guideway.

The PEIS provides a useful foundation for the [-70 corridor analysis as it provides an
assessment of demand by mode, season, and direction for transit in the corridor. It is notable
that the Bus in Mixed Traffic option was not selected as a viable “stand alone” system for the
long-term, as buses would continue to be stuck in traffic, with no travel time advantage, and
would not have adequate capacity for the long-term. However, buses operating in mixed traffic
are included as a non-infrastructure component or strategy that could begin in advance of, or
parallel with major infrastructure identified in the PEIS Preferred Alternative. As CDOT begins
infrastructure work in the 1-70 corridor, the timing is good to address how to begin developing
transit services.

As a multi-modal analysis, actions to increase the through-flow of vehicles were analyzed and
remain an important part of the PEIS. The analysis included a variety of actions at points where
capacity is constrained such as the current Twin Tunnels project and proposed actions such as
managed lanes. It is also notable that the analysis showed that while managed lanes would
make a difference, congestion in HOV lanes would be projected because of a high volume of
high occupancy vehicles.

This is a corridor in which a variety of solutions would be needed and would likely be
implemented incrementally over the coming years. In the transit service alternatives in this
section, the PEIS alternative for Buses in Mixed Traffic would be considered for the long-term
(20+ years) and both a mid-range alternative (10 years) and a variety of short-range options
have been identified. The mid- and long-range alternatives provide an understanding of where
we are headed, and building transit ridership in the 1-70 corridor is an important step.

PRrRoJECT GOALS

Following consideration of goals in the broader Colorado Statewide Intercity and Regional Bus
Network Study, statements made in the PEIS, input from the I-70 TAG members, and the
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consideration of applicable state policies and guidelines, intercity and regional bus service goals
for the 1-70 corridor were developed. They include the following:

* Provide for a network of regional transit services that serves multiple travel needs and
markets.

* Develop infrastructure that supports and enhances transit efficiency.

®* Provide quality regional and intercity transit services in the I-70 corridor through
seamless connections to existing services.

®* Provide a stable funding source for intercity and regional services.

* Develop institutional structures and policies that support quality and seamless regional
and intercity transit services.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The 1-70 mountain corridor is one of Colorado’s primary thoroughfares. It connects Grand
Junction and Denver over the Rocky Mountains and is critical to Colorado’s recreational industry
and overall economy, for freight, and connectivity between cities and towns along the corridor.
The interstate covers challenging terrain, with curves and steep slopes. Weather conditions
routinely impact operating conditions, particularly in the winter months. The corridor already
faces significant congestion, particularly between Denver and Vail, with peak travel times
occurring around weekend visitor traffic. Projected increases in traffic volumes over the next 20
years would continue to impact travel times.

SERVICES

Existing services in the |-70 corridor are a mix of private and public services, illustrated in
Figure 1. Privately operated services, each serving different markets, include:

* Greyhound Lines, operating a low level of service through the entire corridor.;

* A variety of private shuttle services, primarily transporting travelers from airports to
resort communities, many operating hourly and on-demand services; and

* The casino shuttles with high levels of service to Black Hawk and Central City.

Services operated by the public sector have developed in Summit County (Summit Stage and
Breckenridge Free Ride), Eagle County (ECO Transit, Vail Transit, and Avon), and Garfield
County (Glenwood Ride and RFTA). In addition, services exist in Grand Junction (Grand Valley
Transit) and the Denver metropolitan area (RTD). Initially the mountain systems were
established to meet employee needs and /or reduce the need for automobiles in the small resort
communities. Over time, these services have expanded to become a primary mode of
transportation for residents, many of whom do not own cars, as well as visitors. Combined,
these services carry over ten million riders annually.

To understand the importance and magnitude of the public and private transportation services in
the corridor, it is useful to identify the general order of magnitude of services and ridership. For
public services, general information is available on fleet size, miles operated, and ridership. For
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private services, similar information is not available, but they must be profitable in order to
remain in business. Note that the Casino shuttle services, providing access to customers and
employees, are underwritten by industry so the calculus on profitability is different than for other
privately operated services. The Front Range Ski Bus and University Ski Bus, each have limited
weekend service from the Front Range to resorts. Ski buses are operated only during the
winter months.

The information in Table 1 is meant to provide an order of magnitude estimate of the systems
operated by the public sector. Information comes from National Transit Database for 2011, with
two exceptions; Vail and Avon were collected from the Eagle County Spine Circulator Study.
Public transit agencies carried over 10 million passengers in 2011, using a fleet of 220 buses
and had over $41 million in annual operating expenses. The long-distance carriers charge fares
but the other systems are fare-free.

Table 1: Publicly Operated Transit Services in the Mountain 1-70 Corridor

Copnarand || hete | Annual Riders | AMiaService | Annial Opersting
Summit County
Summit Stage 31 1,662,809 489,118 $8,097,539
gll'gckenridge Free 13 533,660 211,713 $1,429,623
ide

Eagle County

ECO Transit 32 726,390 1,312,184 $5,809,465
Vail Transit 20 3,220,517 622,975 $3,600,000
Avon 3 167,229 N/A $1,367,333
Garfield/Pitkin Counties

RFTA 117 3,615,965 3,006,816 $19,825,808
Glenwood Ride! 4 448,602 132,391 $908,420
TOTAL 220 10,375,172 5,775,197 $41,038,188

Source: National Transit Database — 2011 Rural Database and local system data for Avon and Vail
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