
Thanks for taking the time to read this  

information about the Entrance to Aspen. The City of 

Aspen looks forward to engaging the community 

on this issue. We know it’s a complex one with difficult  

technical aspects to comprehend, a long history to unravel,  

and social and political implications that run deep through 

this valley. We hope that 2007 can be the year when  

community consensus can be reached and a definitive 

decision made. We look forward to engaging you on this 

issue, hearing your ideas, suggestions and concerns and 

getting significant input that brings us toward resolution 

on this difficult issue.  

Sincerely,
The City’s Entrance to Aspen Team
Steve Barwick, City Manager
Barry Crook, Business Process Manager
Ben Gagnon, Special Projects Planner
John Krueger, Director of Transportation
Mitzi Rapkin, Director of Community Relations
Randy Ready, Assistant City Manager 
Lynn Rumbaugh, Transportation Programs Manager

All you wanted to know about the

Entrance to Aspen
and more!Winter 2007

We welcome your comments and questions. Please address 

 them to Mitzi Rapkin, mitzir@ci.aspen.co.us or 920-5082.

Photo by Paul Conrad



Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) - In a vari-
ety of forms BRT, is used in many cities 
around the world.  It is a collection of el-
ements that, when blended properly, will 
provide more effective transit service and 
comfortable facilities while meeting in-
creased ridership demands.  The concept 
behind BRT is to create a bus system that 
acts more like a rail system but at a lower 
cost.  It is more timely, convenient and 
comfortable for passengers.  BRT provides 
shorter and more reliable travel time for 
passengers.  The proposed valley-wide 
BRT project is a system of guideways, 
vehicle stations, service route structure, 
and intelligent transportation elements 
that work together to make a bus system 
function more like a rail system.

Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) - A detailed written report that 
provides full and fair discussion of sig-
nificant environmental impacts and in-
forms decision-makers and the public of 
the reasonable alternatives which would 
meet the purpose of and the need for a 
project or other actions, and would avoid 
or minimize adverse impacts or enhance 
the quality of the human environment.  

The Draft EIS (DEIS) - Documents the 
purpose and need for action, evaluates a 
range of reasonable alternatives and their 
associated impacts and presents a pre-
ferred alternative if one option is clearly 

favored above the others. The Draft EIS 
is circulated among agencies and the pub-
lic for comment. Following a public hear-
ing held during the comment period to 
formally record comments on the Draft, a 
Final EIS (FEIS) is prepared incorporat-
ing public and agency input and recom-
mending a preferred alternative.

Light Rail Transit - An electric railway 
system characterized by its ability to op-
erate single cars or short trains along ex-
clusive right-of-way at ground level and 
to allow passengers to board and disem-
bark at track or car floor level.

Preferred Alternative - The alternative 
selected from a comprehensive evalu-
ation of all alternatives. In the case of 
the Entrance to Aspen it is the preferred 
alternative as identified by CDOT and 
FWHA in the 1998 Record of Decision 
based on community input and environ-
mental analysis.

Record of Decision (ROD) - A docu-
ment prepared by the federal and state 
lead agencies (in this case the Division 
Office of the Federal Highway Admin-
istration and CDOT) that presents the 
basis for selecting and approving a spe-
cific transportation proposal that has 
been evaluated through the various en-
vironmental and engineering studies of 
the Transportation Project Development 
Process. Typically, the Record of Decision 

identifies the alternatives considered, the 
alternative selected from those fully eval-
uated in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, measures to minimize harm, 
monitoring or enforcement programs, 
and an itemized list of commitments and 
mitigation measures.

Reevaluation – Required by 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 771.129 (c) which 
states, “After approval of the EIS…the 
applicant shall consult with the [Fed-
eral Highway] Administration prior to 
requesting any major approvals or grants 
to establish whether or not the approved 
environmental document…remains valid 
for the requested Administration action.  
These consultations will be documented 
when determined necessary by the Ad-
ministration.”  

The purpose of the reevaluation done last 
year was to determine whether: 
•  The project is substantially different 

or changed since the 1998 approval, 
resulting in environmental impacts 
that were not previously identified and 
evaluated;

•  The affected environment has changed 
in a manner which will result in 
an impact occurring that was not 
previously evaluated and/or:

•  Regulations or laws have changed, and 
there are new requirements that were 
not previously addressed.

GLOSSARY

The debate over a safer, less congested transportation connec-
tion into Aspen has been a near constant in this valley since the 
late 1960s.  Over 26 votes have taken place over 37 years on what 
to do with the Entrance to Aspen with no definitive outcome.  
Although changes and improvements to State Highway 82 have 
been made over the years, the most contentious part of this is-
sue centers around the section of highway between the current 
roundabout and Main Street.  

The last votes that were taken on the subject were in 2002.  
Past election results over the years have shown voter preference 
for a variety of Entrance to Aspen solutions, thus the issue is 
muddled in votes that contradict one another from year to year 
as well as votes that are split nearly down the middle – that is 
a preponderance of election questions where voters’ preferences 
revealed a close margin of difference with results at 51% to 49%.  
(You can see the entire history of election questions and the re-
sults at www.sh82.com).

Due to a downturn in the economy after the tragedies of Sep-
tember 11th, traffic counts were down and the issue had less ur-
gency and traction in the community.  Now, vehicle trips in and 
out of Aspen are back at high levels, traffic is a dominant issue in 
Aspen and the urgency of the issue is clear.

Last year, when the City began to discuss the Entrance to As-
pen and potential solutions to the congestion again, the Colora-
do Department of Transportation (CDOT) in conjunction with 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that 
the last environmental studies done on the Entrance to Aspen in 
1997 would need to be reevaluated before any capacity improve-
ments could be made to the existing highway. 

WHERE ARE WE NOW WITH THE ENTRANCE TO ASPEN?

SO, BEFORE YOU READ MORE,  
YOU MIGHT WANT TO GET CAUGHT UP ON THE JARGON…
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In the early 1990’s citizens partnered with elected officials to develop The Aspen Area 
Community Plan (AACP) as a means of determining the future character for the City of 
Aspen and surrounding areas.  The 1993 AACP states, “Avoiding the dilemma of more 
cars needing more highways and more highways attracting more cars means limiting ve-
hicle trips into Aspen: implementing an efficient valley wide mass transit system, alter-
ing land use patterns; and moving people within and around the City of Aspen without 
automobiles.”

     In 1995 Aspen, Pitkin County and Snowmass Village elected officials worked with 
CDOT and FWHA officials to identify the project need and intent for the Entrance to 
Aspen. They are:
  P r oject Need- The capacity of the existing transportation system is insufficient during
peak periods.  Safety, clean air, the visitor’s experience and residents’ quality of life are 
compromised. 
P r oject Intent- To provide a balanced, integrated transportation system for residents,
visitors and commuters, that reduces congestion and pollution by reducing and/or manag-
ing the number of vehicles on the road system.  The system should reflect the character 
and scale of the Aspen community. 
     Through a process responsive to community based planning, the EIS shall identify, ana-
lyze, select and implement the best transportation alternative for the short and long-term 
goals of community compatibility, safety, environmental preservation, clean air, quality 
of life, and transportation capacity.  The alternative chosen should be consistent with the 
Aspen/Snowmass/Pitkin County goal of limiting vehicles in 2015 to levels at or below 
those of 1994.

1.  Community Based Planning.  Provide a process which 
is responsive to local community based planning efforts, 
including the Aspen to Snowmass Transportation Project 
and the Aspen Area Community Plan, with special atten-
tion focused on limiting vehicle trips into Aspen to create 
a less congested downtown core.

2.  Transportation Capacity.  Provide needed transportation 
capacity for the forecasted person trips in the year 2015.  
In doing this, this project will identify a combination of 
travel modes, alignments and transportation management 
actions to seek to achieve the stated community goal of 
limiting the number of vehicles in the year 2015 to levels 
at or below those of 1994.

3.  Safety.  Reduce the high accident rate on State Highway 
82 and the existing S-curves at SH82/7th Street/Main 
Street, and provide safety improvements for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Provide safe access for all intersections for all 
movements.

4.  Environmentally Sound Alternative.  Develop an alter-
native which minimizes and mitigates adverse impacts.  
A process will be used which follows the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA), the 1991 Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), and all pertinent 
legislation.

5.  Community Acceptability.  Develop an alternative which 
fits the character of the community and is aesthetically 
acceptable to the public.

6.  Financial Limitations.  Develop an alternative that is 
financially realistic with respect to current and expected 
funding levels and programs, while being responsive to 
both the community’s character and prudent expendi-
tures of public funds.

7.  Clean Air Act Requirements.**  Since the Aspen area 
is a PM10 non-attainment area, the Preferred Alterna-
tive must meet the requirements by the CAAA by dem-
onstrating project conformity.  ** Since these objectives 
were written, Aspen has become a maintenance area for 
PM10, with an air quality maintenance plan in place.

8.  Emergency Access.  Respond to the need for an alternate 
route for emergency response to incidents inside and out-
side of Aspen.

9.  Livable Communities.  Provide a system which reflects the 
small town character and scale of the Aspen community, 
and which enhances the quality of life for residents and 
visitors.  The system shall provide more accessible trans-
portation which increases the mobility of the community 
and therefore provides for a more livable community.

10.  Phasing.  Provide an alternative which allows for future 
transit options and upgrades.

Community Objectives

THE PAST WHICH LEADS TO THE PRESENT

In 1995 Aspen City Council, Pitkin County Commissioners and the Snowmass Vil-
lage Town Council, CDOT and FHWA representatives, along with input from citizens 
and a technical advisory committee, established ten project objectives that the Entrance 
to Aspen solution must accomplish.  In 1998, CDOT and FHWA selected the Preferred 
Alternative as opposed to other solutions because it would meet the project purpose and 
need as well as the objectives the community identified.  These ten objectives are the 
foundation on which past decisions were made.  If the community presses for an Entrance 
to Aspen solution other than the Preferred Alternative, these community objectives 
would need to be reconsidered and likely changed.  The community objectives are:

Project Need and Intent



What is the 1998 Record of Decision and 
Preferred Alternative for the 
Entrance to Aspen?   

CDOT began its environmental study of the Entrance to As-
pen between Buttermilk and 7th and Main Streets in 1994.  That 
process involved extensive public input and technical studies.  
Four years later in 1998 CDOT, in conjunction with FHWA, pub-
lished a Record of Decision (ROD) on the Entrance to Aspen. 

The ROD lays out a plan for the Entrance to Aspen, known 
as the Preferred Alternative. The document says, “CDOT and 
FHWA have chosen the Preferred Alternative because it meets 
the local communities’ needs and desires, fulfills the project ob-
jectives, and provides flexibility in future design decisions.” (p.7)   
The Preferred Alternative is a combination of highway and in-
tersection improvements, a transit system and an incremental 
transportation management program. 

Specifically, the highway component consists of a two-lane high-
way (one lane in each direction) from Buttermilk that follows the 
existing alignment up to the Maroon Creek Bridge and through the 
roundabout.  About 900 feet beyond the roundabout the corridor 
shifts to the southeast to cross the Marolt-Thomas property and 
passes through a cut-and-cover tunnel 400 feet in length to reach 
the lower grade of a new Castle Creek bridge. The connection to 
Main Street occurs at 7th Street. The transit component includes a 
light rail system on the south side of the highway running between 
the vicinity of the airport (later changed to Brush Creek Road) and 
Rubey Park. If local support and/or funding doesn’t exist for the light 
rail, two exclusive bus lanes (that would connect to the proposed 
valley wide Bus Rapid Transit system) would be allowed in addition 
to the two lanes for general traffic.

*You can read the Record of Decision at www.sh82.com

What are the elements of Light Rail?
The recently reevaluated Preferred Alternative provides en-

vironmental clearance for the community to build exclusive bus 
lanes OR a light rail transit (LRT) system with sufficient local 
support and funding.  Elected officials have determined the first 
leg of LRT would need to run from Rubey Park to a Brush Creek 
Road station, with stops at Monarch Street, 2nd and Main 
Street, 7th and Main Street, Maroon Creek Road, Buttermilk, 
the airport, and Brush Creek Road.

What would it cost to implement the  
Preferred Alternative?

The cost for completing design, construction and right-of-way 
acquisition for the Preferred Alternative with exclusive bus lanes 

is approximately $77.7 million (in 2005 dollars).  However, funds 
for the Maroon Creek Roundabout ($6.3 m), the new Maroon 
Creek Bridge ($17.9 m), and realigned Owl Creek Road ($7.6 m) 
have already been spent or allocated.  The total remaining cost is 
about $45.9 million to complete the project with bus lanes from 
Buttermilk to 7th and Main along the alignment outlined in the 
Preferred Alternative.

The cost of light rail between downtown Aspen and the airport, 
including design, construction, a maintenance facility, electrifica-
tion, LRT vehicles, seven stations and related right-of-way issues 
would be approximately $125.8 million in 2005 dollars.  If the rail 
were to be extended from the airport to Brush Creek Road it would 
cost an additional $13.5 million in 1997 dollars.  (The cost for 
the LRT segment from the airport to Brush Creek Road was out-
side the scope of the reevaluation and therefore was not updated 
to 2005 dollars.  If the community decides to pursue LRT on this 
stretch of the corridor, updated figures would be obtained.)  Oper-
ating costs for LRT would be approximately $4.17 million a year 
based on trains scheduled to run every fifteen minutes during peak 
travel hours and every half hour the rest of the day and evening.

How will any solution be funded?
A variety of funding sources will be necessary to build an 

improved Entrance to Aspen.  Highway improvements and bus 
lane construction costs can be funded by state and local sources.  
The state currently has no money allocated to the Entrance, so 
the project would need to compete for future state transporta-
tion funding that may become available.  On the local front, 
the existing ½ cent county-wide transportation tax fund has 
a cumulative surplus of about $12 million available for transit 
projects and some capacity for debt service to support a bond 
issue over the next few years.  Other options could include im-
posing special use taxes, fees, including parking fees, or creating 
a special tax district.

Why a 400 foot cut-and-cover tunnel?
The relatively short cut-and-cover tunnel, located on the 

Marolt-Thomas property west of Castle Creek, is meant to 
maintain more open space acreage and to allow for a bike and 
pedestrian path to exist in this corridor, as well as a passage for 
wildlife. It provides for a continuous swath of open space from 
Aspen Golf Course across Marolt-Thomas property.  It is consid-
ered in the ROD to minimize visual impacts to Marolt-Thomas 
property when viewed from Aspen near Castle Creek, the As-
pen Golf Course, Bugsy Barnard Park and the remaining portion 
of existing Highway 82 near Cemetery Lane.  It is also designed 
to minimize impacts to nearby residents.  The cut-and-cover op-
tion was considered to be a superior profile alternative over the 

SO WHAT IS THE RECORD OF DECISION ON THE ETA?



at-grade solution because of the way it addresses three of the ten 
project objectives.  They are:
•  Community Based Planning – considered as superior platform 

in community surveys, ETA Design Task Force and 1996 ballot 
question

•  Community Acceptability – better fits character of community 
and considered to be more aesthetically acceptable than at-
grade option

•  Environmentally Sound Alternative – minimizes and mitigates 
impacts because:

 °  Reduces impact to Marolt-Thomas property due to reveg-
etation of top of cut-and-cover tunnel.  Approximately 1.5 
acres on top of tunnel are returned to open space.

 ° Allows grade-separated trail crossing on top of tunnel

 °  Along with alignment it avoids impacts to Holden Smelting 
and Milling Complex

  °  Allows return of some existing highway right-of-way (.8 
acres) between Cemetery Lane and the new alignment to be 
converted to open space

What is in it for the commuter who  
still drives to Aspen if the Preferred  
Alternative is implemented?

Engineering studies have shown that traffic lanes plus two 
transit lanes on the curved alignment would allow traffic to 
move 50% faster (from 16 mph to 24 mph) between Buttermilk 
and Aspen.  Total driving time would be reduced by 34% (from 
9 minutes 21 seconds to 6 minutes, 10 seconds) due to elimina-
tion of the S-Curves and removal of buses from pulling in and 
out of traffic.

In addition, a key component of the Preferred Alternative is 
public transit.  Transit reduces traffic congestion for everyone and 
lightens the load of single vehicles traveling on the highway.  

Because a LRT system is separate from the roadway, automo-
biles would have exclusive use of the highway under the LRT al-
ternative.  LRT typically attracts a higher ridership than buses, 
and could remove additional drivers from the road.  LRT cars hold 
150 riders each and could depart every fifteen minutes during peak 
hours.  

A dedicated bus lane also removes buses from the general traf-
fic flow, freeing the general lanes for automobiles only.  Although 
it varies by the size of bus, in general, a full transit vehicle removes 
approximately 40 cars from the roadways.  On average, during peak 
hours in the winter approximately 80-90 buses cross the Castle 
Creek Bridge going in and out of Aspen carrying approximately 
3,200 passengers.  Therefore, an improved transit system that incor-
porates the principles of BRT would generate increased bus ridership 
over what we have currently and will equate to fewer cars in mixed 
traffic and a smoother flow for single occupancy vehicles.  Because 
RFTA’s valley ridership peaks during morning and afternoon com-
mute times, the single driver will experience reduced traffic during 
the most congested hours of the day.

Can any possible solution to the  
Entrance to Aspen cross the  
Marolt-Thomas Property?

In a 1996 election, Aspen voters authorized City Council to 
convey the Right-of-Way across the Marolt and Thomas Proper-
ties for a two-lane highway and a corridor for light rail.  If the 
Marolt and Thomas Properties are to be used for any other purpose 
(four lanes of traffic or two lanes of traffic and two dedicated bus 
lanes, as examples) then the question must go back to City voters 
because there is NOT approval to use the open space for anything 
other than two lanes of highway and light rail.   

Why was the Preferred Alternative Chosen?
FWHA and CDOT chose the Preferred Alternative because 

they found that it best met the project objectives the community 
and elected officials identified and it fulfilled the project’s purpose 
and need.  The Preferred Alternative was chosen after years of 
analysis which took into account such things as traffic congestion, 
traffic forecasts, safety, the environment, and cost to name a few. 

What has been done since the ROD to  
improve the transportation system to  
and from Aspen?

Elements of the Preferred Alternative have been implement-
ed. They include:

• Maroon Creek Roundabout

•  Pedestrian overpasses over Maroon Creek Road and Castle 
Creek Road

•  Truscott Intersection (utility, intersection and pedestrian im-
provements)

•  Harmony Road (pedestrian underpasses and intersection im-
provements)

•  Realignment of Owl Creek Road and new signals at SH82 and 
Buttermilk

•  Conveyance of Right-of-Way (Per the terms of the 1996 City of 
Aspen voter approval, CDOT acquired easement across Marolt 
for two-lane and light rail ONLY in exchange for Mills Ranch 
property to be used as open space)

•  Maroon Creek Bridge Replacement (underway)

•  SH 82 Access Management Plan (traffic study from Smith Way 
to Cemetery Lane) 

In addition, the City of Aspen has implemented additional pro-
grams with the intent of increasing the use of alternative modes of 
transportation.  These include:
•  Main Street bus lane

•  Roaring Fork Valley Vehicles carshare program

•  Carpool matching and parking programs

•  Transportation Options Program that provides grants and other 
benefits to employers

Why do CDOT and the FHWA  
have to be involved?

Because Highway 82 is a State Highway that also receives fed-
eral funding, both organizations have to be involved in the deci-
sion making process. SH 82 is part of the National Highway Sys-
tem.  While City of Aspen voters can veto or accept whatever 
open space land use ballot issues arise related to the Entrance to 
Aspen, the State and Federal Governments’ process is to produce 
a Record of Decision with a Preferred Alternative that identifies 
and mitigates environmental impacts. 

Where has the money invested in this  
issue come from so far?

There are various sources for the money that has so far been 
invested in transportation and the Entrance to Aspen.  In 1993 Pit-
kin County voters approved a 1/2 cent sales and use tax to fund Mass 
Transportation improvements. The Elected Officials Transportation 
Committee (made up of elected officials from Snowmass Village, As-
pen and Pitkin County) agreed that the funds from the 1/2 cent tax 
could be used to increase and improve bus service, for park and ride fa-
cilities, to acquire Rights-of-Way for transportation and for additional 
projects which fit the general framework of financing, constructing, 
operating or maintaining a mass transportation system in the county.  
Currently the EOTC has about $12 million in its coffers.  The City 
of Aspen and Pitkin County have also used their funds for various 
components of the Entrance to Aspen.

What is the plan for the rest of the valley 
as far as transit goes?

RFTA is currently raising funds and support for a valley wide 
Bus Rapid Transit project.  The BRT project is planned from Glen-
wood Springs to Buttermilk and would connect to the Entrance to 
Aspen exclusive bus lanes if they are implemented.  BRT consists 
of a system of dedicated bus lanes, modern vehicles, improved bus 
stations, faster more efficient service and intelligent transportation 
elements that work together to make a bus system function more 
like a rail system. The fact that each of the components can be 
implemented independently is just one of BRT’s many advantages.  
The cost to implement BRT is estimated to cost $102.5 million (in 
2002 dollars) between Glenwood Springs and Buttermilk.  



The 1997 Entrance to Aspen Final Environmental Im-
pact Statement (FEIS) which led to the 1998 Record of 
Decision (ROD) was reevaluated late last year as required 
by CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration. This 
reevaluation was necessary before any further construction 
or design improvements as laid out in the 1998 ROD could 
be made. The Engineering firm of HDR Engineering, Inc. 
completed the reevaluation to assess whether any changes 
had occurred in the project design concept or scope and/or 
whether any regulatory or environmental changes had oc-
curred since the FEIS and ROD were published in 1998, 
and whether those changes would result in any new or addi-
tional environmental impacts not previously identified and 
evaluated in the EIS.

The resources that were reevaluated to assess if sig-
nificant changes had occurred were:

Social  Environment: neighborhood impacts, relocation of 
right-of-way impacts, recreational impacts, impacts 
of travel patterns and access, parking impacts, pub-
lic safety impacts, land use impacts, environmental 
justice.

Econo mic Environment: economic base, commercial 
growth trends, employment, income, housing.

Physic al Environment: air quality, water quality, upland 
and floodplain vegetation, wetlands, fisheries, wild-
life, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains, threatened 
and endangered species, historical resources, ar-
chaeological resources, paleontological resources, 
historic and recreational resources, farmlands, noise 

and vibration, visual character, potential hazardous 
waste sites.

There were three possible outcomes that the lead 
agencies could have determined based on the results of 
the reevaluation:

1.  Existing, previously approved environmental studies and 
project decisions remain valid and 1998 Record of Deci-
sion stands. 

2.  Some changes had occurred in the environment and 
an alternative solution for the Entrance to Aspen other 
than the one selected in the 1998 ROD would be pre-
ferred. The alternative found to be the most suitable 
would have to have been fully evaluated in the Final EIS 
and a revised ROD would have be prepared and circu-
lated for public view. 

3.  Significant changes had occurred and an additional 
environmental impact document would be required to 
move project forward, meaning the project had substan-
tially changed in ways that would have resulted in new or 
significant impacts not previously identified. A supple-
mental EIS could identify additional Entrance to Aspen 
alternative solutions that were not previously noted.

On November 16th CDOT and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) confirmed the Preferred Alter-
native from the 1998 ROD is still valid (option 1 above). 
The results were announced and discussed at the Elected 
Officials Transportation Committee meeting on November 
16th. 

Traffic Statistics and Projections from 
the Reevaluation

Existing traffic congestion and safety are the primary is-
sues associated with the need for improvement of the High-
way 82 transportation corridor. Traffic on Highway 82 has 
increased consistently, growing at an average annual rate 
of 4.4 percent between 1980 and 1993, and then leveling 
off due to the combined effects of limited corridor capacity, 
and the commitment by the City of Aspen to halt traffic 
at 1994 levels by implementing an Incremental Transporta-
tion Management Program designed to limit auto use while 
increasing mobility via transit, carpooling, pedestrian and 
bicycle modes.  Elements of the transportation management 
program that were implemented include:  doubling of bus 
service between Aspen and El Jebel, increased bus service in 
town and between Aspen and Snowmass Village, expanded 
park-and-ride facilities throughout the valley, HOV lanes 
between Basalt and Buttermilk and preferential parking for 
HOVs , rideshare matching program, in-town parking fees 
and residential parking permit program, commuter incentive 
programs, and employer bus passes.  

Much of the State Highway 82 corridor was at capacity in 

1993. Under already saturated conditions, it is not possible 
to pass more traffic through the corridor during the peak 
hour in 2005; instead increases in 2005 traffic volumes have 
resulted in extended peak hour lines and a longer duration 
of congestion. 

Looking at a future where no changes are made at all to 
the transportation system or roadway structure, traffic de-
mand in 2030 at Cemetery Lane is expected to reach 44,800 
vehicles per day during the summer (about 16,000 more than 
2005) and 37,000 vehicles per day during the winter (about 
12,000 more than 2005).*  Numbers such as these projec-
tions will further exceed capacity of the existing highway 
and will extend the time each day when the highway will 
operate at a “worst condition” scenario.  By 2030, increasing 
down valley traffic volumes will also have the effect of ex-
tending congestion and worsening the traffic flow along the 
entire down valley corridor.

*2030 traffic forecasts for the State Highway 82 corridor were pre-
pared using the CDOT traffic database.  The CDOT database incor-
porates a traffic forecast calculator that uses growth factors developed 
from trend analysis of current and historic traffic counts included in the 
data base, including periodic traffic counts, as well as continuous count 
station data for all state highway system facilities.

These Daily Traffic Distribution graphs show that the highest volume of traffic in both summer and winter occur between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. in 
and out of Aspen.  The capacity at which the S-Curves can carry traffic with no congestion is approximately 1,600 vehicles per hour.  Once the 
traffic counts surpass that number, the consequence is congestion and longer waits to get in and out of town. The first graph shows that in the 
winter of 2005 between 6:30 a.m. and 6 p.m., traffic is consistently above the levels that can flow smoothly through the S-Curves.

THE REEVALUATION



PM-10, Air Quality and Traffic
Particulate matter pollution consists of small airborne particles. 

Of greatest concern are the particles small enough to be inhaled into 
the deepest parts of the lung. These particles are less than 10 microns 
in diameter and are known as PM-10.  Motor vehicles are the major 
source of PM-10 pollution in the western United States.

The Environmental Protection Agency has set air quality stan-
dards for PM-10. Until recently, Aspen was out of compliance with 
those standards and classified as a non-attainment area.  Improved 
air quality related to reduced sanding of the highway, paid parking 
in downtown Aspen, reductions in traffic and the increase in transit 
options resulted in Aspen becoming a maintenance area for PM-10 
pollution in July 2003.

PM-10 is among the most harmful of all air pollutants. When in-
haled these particles lodge deep in the lungs and can create a number 
of health problems.  PM-10 can increase the number and severity of 
asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, 
and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections.  Studies have found 
that increases in hospital admission rates, illness rates and death rates 
correlate to the increase of PM-10 levels, even at “healthy” levels.  In 
Aspen, over 83% of PM-10 comes from traffic when PM-10 levels are 
high.  Because of this, finding a solution to the Entrance to Aspen 
that does not favor increasing traffic levels is intrinsically linked to 
air quality and thus our health.

The graph above illustrates that the number of cars coming into 
Aspen is proportionate to the level of PM-10 in the atmosphere.  The 
figure above represents statistics gathered in 2005.  The numbers in-
dicated car trips/day equate to a yearly average of trips in and out of 
Aspen on a specific day of the week.  For instance every single Mon-
day in 2005 had an average of 21,868 trips in and out of town.  As this 
graph shows, PM-10 levels are linked to traffic but increases in PM-10 
can also be associated from local wood burning fireplaces and more 
broadly from windstorms and forest fires.

Safety Issues
State Highway 82 between Buttermilk Ski Area and Aspen has 

had worse than average accident rates for more than 20 years. Analy-
sis for the 1997 FEIS was based on accident statistics compiled for 
three years from April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1994. During that period 
there were 113 total accidents, including 38 injury accidents. Nearly 
half of the total accidents occurred between Cemetery Lane and the 
intersection of 7th Street and Main Street (S-curves). The FEIS con-
cluded that many of the accidents that occurred at the S-curves were 
caused by a combination of poor weather conditions and substandard 
roadway design. The total accident rate for the Cemetery Lane inter-
section of 7th Street and Main Street was 4.48 accidents per million 
vehicle miles traveled.  This was 386% of the average rural Colorado 
rate and 149% of the average urban Colorado rate. The accident rate 
for State Highway 82 within the project corridor has been well above 
the state accident rate in the past, a trend that the 1997 FEIS stated 
is likely to worsen until appropriate improvements are made.  

The expectation expressed by the FEIS is borne out by three-year 
data for the period from April 1, 2000 through March 31, 2003 that 
exhibits increasing accidents rates in the corridor segments between 
Maroon Creek Road and 7th Street and Main Street (S-curves). As 
with the earlier three-year period (1991-1994), accidents that oc-
curred between Cemetery Lane and the intersection of 7th Street and 
Main Street (S-curves) were half of the total of 200 accidents. 

A detailed examination of the accident data for the period from 
April 1, 2000 through March 31, 2003 showed that over 50% of the 
accidents occurring on all segments of the corridor were rear-end col-
lisions, symptomatic of traffic congestion. The corridor segment with 
the greatest share (82%) of rear-end accidents was the down valley seg-
ment between the Maroon Creek Road and Buttermilk Ski Area, the 
segment that has also experienced the highest growth in traffic volumes 
since 1997. The segment with the second highest share of rear-end ac-
cidents (58%) was the up valley segment between Cemetery Lane and 
the 7th/Main Street intersection (S-Curves). While traffic volumes 
have remained virtually unchanged on this segment since 1997, this 
segment continues to experience the highest peak hour volumes as 
compared to the down valley corridor segments.

Section (Mileposts)
1993 Average PM  
Peak Hour Volume

2005 Average PM  
Peak Hour Volume

Percent No  
Passing Zones

Percent  
Trucks (1993)

Maximum Capacity  
(Total of both Lanes)

Buttermilk Ski Area to Maroon 
Creek Bridge (38.5 to 39.2) 1,950 2,370 65% 8% 2,420

Maroon Creek Bridge to Maroon 
Creek Road  
(39.2 to 39.8)

2,030 2,380 80% 8% 2,420

Maroon Creek Road to Cem-
etery Lane       
(39.8 to 40.1)

2,280 2,400 100% 8% 2,420

Cemetery Lane to 7th Street 
and Main Street 2,430 2,440 100% 8% 2,260

1993 Average Daily Traffic
Location Annual Winter Summer
Buttermilk to Maroon Creek Bridge 19,900 19,100 22,900
Maroon Crk. Bridge to Maroon Crk. Rd. 19,800 20,700 23,900
Maroon Crk. Rd. to Cemetery Lane 22,300 24,800 28,600
Cemetery Lane to 7th and Main St. 23,800 24,800 28,600

2005 Average Daily Traffic
Location Annual Winter Summer
Buttermilk to Maroon Creek Bridge 23,200 24,100 27,800
Maroon Crk. Bridge to Maroon Crk. Rd. 23,300 24,200 28,000
Maroon Crk. Rd. to Cemetery Lane 23,500 24,600 28,300
Cemetery Lane to 7th and Main St. 23,900 24,900 28,700



So, the question of where to go from here is clearly a big 
one.  The state and federal agencies have authorized the 
preferred alternative as a viable solution.  The issue of the 
Entrance to Aspen is a personal and philosophical one for 
most residents of the valley and the City of Aspen respects 
this. The Entrance touches on people’s values, vision and 
the way they want their community to look and feel. That’s 
why we need your input in constructive dialogue that can 
move us toward resolution on this issue.

Right now the two options on the table with the 
most direct courses of action are to go forward with the 
preferred alternative or to not go forward with it.  If the 
Preferred Alternative does not go forward, and the pub-
lic supports an option where changes need to be made 
to Highway 82, even if they are tweaks of the Preferred 
Alternative, they will require more environmental study 
as required by the National Environmental Policy Act.  
Most likely, a look into any other solution besides the 
preferred alternative would require $2 million and two 
years time, which would include another public input 
process.

There is however another option which would deal 
with part, but not all, of the problem. Given the funding 
uncertainties, there is a clear need to continue to phase any 
future improvements, in much the same way as the round-
about, intersection improvements and new bridge have 
been phased in since completion of the Entrance to Aspen 
EIS process in 1998.  One phasing possibility that could 
occur with an open space change of use approval by City of 
Aspen voters is completion of the highway improvements 
and bus lanes between Buttermilk and the roundabout. 
Approval and funding for that approximately 1.2 mile long 
segment would significantly improve transit travel time 
(by 10 - 15 minutes in the morning and 5 - 10 minutes in 
the afternoon) and remove buses from mixed traffic.  The 
new Maroon Creek Bridge could open in spring 2008 with 
bus lanes in place if Aspen voters approve the use of the 
right-of-way and if funding for the bridge approaches can 
be identified over the coming months.  

FURTHER PUBLIC MEETINGS
In the coming months the City of Aspen wants to 

continue to engage you on this issue.  Do you belong to 
a club or civic group that would like to discuss this issue?  
We’d be happy to arrange to talk to your club.   We are 
putting together materials so that you can have your own 
meeting about the Entrance to Aspen if you’d like.  The 
materials will be called “meetings in a box” and you can 
get your group together, whether it is friends, your book 
club, a knitting group or just interested citizens, and an-
swer a series of discussion questions that you can record 
the answers to and send back to the City.

On April 12th the City will hold afternoon and eve-
ning keypad voting sessions at the Wheeler.  These will 
be similar to meetings the City held last summer on de-
velopment issues.  The keypad voting allows all meeting 
attendees to answer questions about their thoughts and 
opinions on the Entrance to Aspen issue.  Results are tal-
lied instantly and displayed on the screen for all to see.  

We also need to hear from you.  What information do 
you need to make an informed decision?  Are you confused 
about any background facts?  Do you need to know some-
thing more technical or a bit more about the history of some 
aspect of the project?  We want to know so you can be as 
informed as possible when you formulate your opinion.  

Contact Mitzi Rapkin, Director of Community Rela-
tions at 920-5082 or email at mitzir@ci.aspen.co.us

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

Stay informed.  

•  Go to www.sh82.com and  
click on Entrance to Aspen Information

•   Join the City’s e-newsletter.   
Go to www.aspenpitkin.com and click on  
SIGN UP FOR CITY E-NEWSLETTER

•  Come to Voices on the Entrance Meetings 
January 31st 5:00 – 9:30 p.m.  and/or  
Feburary 3rd 10:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.  
Aspen High School Cafeteria

•  Come to our keypad technology meeting 
April 12th. More information to come.
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